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CRACKING THE CULTURAL CODE 

 

In 1632, Galileo Galilei confirmed Copernicus’ theory that the 

world revolves around the sun and not the reverse as the Church 

preached. This discovery, which refuted the belief that man was the 

center of the universe, came as a profound affront to the Church, which 

forced Galileo to recant. 

The present study may affront various people but this is not my 

intention. 

 It was written in a spirit of love, and its objective is to serve as a 

springboard for study and development for the sake of a better future for 

all. 

 

It is dedicated to my students who have taught me so much. 
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PREFACE 

 

The Arab Academic College for Education in Haifa, Israel, is a 

teacher training institution and all its students are Arabs from a range of 

communities: Moslems, Christians, Druze, Bedouin, Cherkessians and 

others. The teaching staff also represents a range of cultures; several of 

them are Jewish. Since its establishment, the College has promoted the 

values of multi-existence, development of Israeli-Arab society and the 

societies of the neighboring Arab countries, and improvement of the 

status of women. In times of acute political disputes and unrest, the 

College has succeeded in maintaining quiet, has persisted in its 

dedication to teaching and research, and has won the confidence of all 

the cultural groups represented within its walls. 

Cracking the Cultural Code, the first volume in a planned series, is 

a work of applied research conducted with the participation of students, 

in 2004-2006 within the framework of the College’s Center for Multi-

Cultural Counseling. This research is aimed at bridging the gap existing 

between members of traditional and modern cultures by promoting 

mutual understanding of the characteristic features of the other’s 

culture. It contains exercises and solutions which should enable the 

reader coming from a traditional culture to acquire modern tools of 

thinking and vice versa.  The traditional readers will be exposed to the  

developmental tasks of modern culture, which differ from their own, 
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namely the development of an independent individual way of thinking , 

while the reader who is a product of modern culture will become familiar 

with the developmental task of traditional culture, namely placing the 

emphasis on relationships. These developmental tasks can be achieved 

with the help of five different tools, and their acquisition will enable 

readers to understand one another’s way of thinking, to adopt it and 

employ it as they see fit. What will be clarified in particular is the fact 

that when the set developmental task is independent thinking, it 

promotes development of the three basic elements of modern culture: 

creative, scientific and democratic thinking. 

A word about the author’s research technique: he asked Arab and 

Jewish students to record verbatim various conversations which took 

place within their families and societies. He then asked members of each 

culture ‘to translate’ the conversations of the other into their own 

culture, in other words to describe how the same conversation would 

have developed in their own society. Two ‘languages’ were revealed, two 

ways of thinking distinct from one another - a traditional-Arab language 

and a modern-Western language, In light of the differences between 

them, mutual learning was required in order to establish  

communication and enable acquisition of  the qualities of each way of 

thinking.  

Dr. Ofer Grosbard is a lecturer at the College, an educator and 

scholar who is actively involved in Arab society in general and the College 
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in particular. This book is a further example of his significant 

contribution to the field of multi-cultural communication. He has a B.Sc. 

in computer engineering from the Technion, and is a practicing clinical 

psychologist with a Ph.D in conflict analysis and resolution from the 

Institute of Conflict Analysis and Resolution at George Mason University 

in the US. His multi-disciplinary background renders him highly 

qualified to study multi-culturalism and the evolvement of creative, 

scientific and democratic thinking as represented in this volume. Dr. 

Grosbard’s previous books, which deal with various aspects of conflict 

resolution and multi-culturalism, have won considerate attention. 

It is my sincere hope that the present volume, and its natural 

sequel in the series, The Cultural Code, Dialog – 123 Therapeutic Tales 

from a Traditional Society and their Solution, authored by Dr. Grosbard 

with our students, mark the beginning of a series of works on multi-

culturalism in conjunction with the Center for Multi-Cultural Counseling 

at the College, which will promote this important subject. 

In conclusion, I would like to thank all of our students who 

participated in this study in a spirit of dedication and out of profound 

awareness that thereby they were making an important contribution to 

multi-existence in a multi-cultural world. 

Professor Najeeb Nebwani 

Principal, the Arab Academic College for Education in Israel – 

Haifa. 
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March 2007. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

This study on Cracking the Cultural Code has two main objectives. 

The first is to foster deeper understanding of traditional and modern 

ways of thinking so as to open up channels of inter-cultural 

communication, which are largely blocked today. If each culture does not 

learn how the other thinks, there can be no true and meaningful 

communication between them. This is essentially a symmetrical 

objective, and the exercises provided below are aimed at furthering its 

achievement 

The second, non-symmetrical objective reflects the desire of people 

in the traditional world to adopt the skills of the modern world.  The 

psychological and emotional structures underlying the development of 

modern societies in northern Europe and North America over the past 

five centuries can be studied and acquired. It was thanks to these 

structures that creativity, science and democracy were generated in the 

West. In the main, members of non-Western traditional-collective 

societies have not undergone these processes. In their societies, largely 

speaking, the individual does not separate from the group and does not 

experience independence and self-realization such as are attained in the 

West. In traditional culture the relationship with the group and not the 

self takes pride of place.  
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The traditional world may be perceived, generally speaking, as 

encompassing East Asia, China, Japan, India, South America, Africa, the 

Arab world, Eastern Europe etc, and these regions can be classified at 

various stages of the modern-traditional axis. However, in recent times, 

the generalizations have become less valid due to the waves of migration 

between countries. Israel, for example, which is a country of 

immigration, is home to manifestly traditional Ethiopian, Caucasian, 

Eastern and ultra-orthodox groups alongside groups with unmistakably 

Western features. In Israeli-Arab society, the young generation is much 

more modern in thinking than their parents. In practice, there is no need 

to generalize: any individual or family, irrespective of origin, wishing to 

learn more modern, individualist and independent thinking may derive 

benefit from this book,. The desire to adopt a more modern way of life is 

a matter for individual choice and I am not implying that any particular 

culture is better than another. I do not presume to classify cultures. 

While one may understand a culture and adopt its values, one cannot 

judge it because any way of life complete in itself, which has served 

millions throughout history deserves respect. Moreover, adoption of 

Western attitudes in various spheres of life does not necessarily conflict 

with the preservation of the values of the source society. It is possible to 

raise a child who, on the one hand, aspires to achievement and self-

realization in Western style and, on the other, will continue to cherish 
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the values of family cohesion, respect for authority and compassion for 

the weak. 

As a product of modern Western culture, I do not claim to be 

objective in my evaluation of the advantages and drawbacks of each 

culture. I believe that it will not be too difficult for the reader to discern 

my clear preference for my own culture. And, indeed, the book places 

special emphasis on the development of creative, scientific and 

democratic thought and proposes a way of inculcating this way of 

thinking in members of traditional cultures. At the same time, I am 

aware of the experiences of intimacy, warmth and close relationships 

which characterize members of traditional societies, which are dear to 

them and which they are usually unwilling to relinquish. The values of 

mutual responsibility and commitment are also widely cherished in 

modern societies. Moreover, traditional societies are usually immune to 

many of the ills caused in modern society by ruinous permissiveness and 

the breakdown of boundaries. I will not touch on such issues in this 

book. Its aim, as noted, is twofold: to promote mutual understanding of 

the other’s culture in order to bridge inter-cultural gaps and to 

encourage  the acquisition of creative, scientific and democratic abilities 

by members of  traditional societies. 

The reader will be offered five tools for achievement of these aims 

in the form of five universal bipolar emotional stances. It is these stances 

which are responsible for the developmental differences between modern 



 13 

societies and traditional societies. If the individual and his family choose 

to adopt the modern extreme, they will advance towards attainment of 

the developmental goal of Western culture, namely independence. 

Conversely, if they prefer the traditional pole, they will progress towards 

achievement of the developmental task of traditional-collectivist culture, 

namely fostering the relationship with the family and environment. These 

emotional stances are universal tools, which will enable the individual to 

choose a direction of development for himself and his children. As the 

numerous examples cited indicate, the inculcation of family cohesion 

values and creative, scientific and democratic thinking begins at birth 

and these objectives can be promoted through appropriate utilization of 

the five emotional stances 

How can this book be used? It commences with two theoretical 

chapters, continues with research and concludes with practical 

application. The first chapter gives a brief survey of historical 

development in the modern era and the psychological birth of creativity, 

science and democracy in the West. The second chapter sums up, by 

means of eight central axes, the differences between modern and 

traditional cultures from the viewpoint of inter-cultural psychology. The 

third chapter describes the research conducted on a sample of Arab and 

Jewish students. It examines the five universal bipolar emotional stances 

which spearhead the developmental journey from traditional to modern 

society. Thus the research findings and the cited examples are utilized as 
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practical working tools for teaching members of each culture the basic 

tenets of the other. The fourth chapter contains numerous exercises. 

These have been classified by age groups in order to answer the needs of 

parents, teachers and other adults. In them, the reader is asked to 

‘translate’ conversations on everyday situations from the language of 

traditional thinking into ‘modern’ language and vice versa. The chapters 

which follow offer the solutions to these exercises. 

Three more volumes are planned in this series on the cultural 

code: 

a. The Music of Thinking 11 –will present attempts by 

members of each culture to translate conversations from 

their own ‘language’ into the other language. The 

conversations will be checked and ‘corrected’ by members 

of the other society and they will serve as guides for 

students in the process of studying the other culture. This 

learning process, encompassing the translation attempts, 

the checking and the corrections, will be recorded in full. 

The objective is to foster aptitude to listen to the different 

‘music’ of the two languages - the other-focused and the 

self-focused - at the level of the isolated sentence. 

b. Arab women relate the Bible – the Bible is an inter-cultural 

bridge, but those who read and are familiar with it are 

rarely aware that it represents the basic elements of 
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traditional thinking at its best. A group of Arab women will 

read the Bible stories and share with readers the stories of 

their own lives, which are reminiscent of biblical tales, 

thereby transforming the biblical text into material 

relevant for the realities of the present day. The aim is to 

enhance insight into the evolvement of ties between 

traditional and modern cultures, and the way in which 

various political conflicts can be tackled. 

c. Encounters: descriptions of an inter-cultural journey – will 

tell the story of several pairs of women students - one 

Arab and one Jewish - who met once a week for a year. 

Each of the students wrote a diary on the development of 

the relationship between them in which she exposed her 

emotions and thoughts and in particular the opposite 

thinking she had to bridge in order to establish true 

intimacy. 

In addition, a software program entitled Cultural-sensitive 

Guidance for Parents–based on the present book, is now in the 

development stage. The cultural sensitivity is reflected in the fact 

that the parent can choose how to respond to his child in 

accordance with his cultural tendencies. As we will see below, each 

culture has its different developmental tasks and tools. Thus, 

modern Western culture will not impose its predilections on 
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traditional cultures, and parents will be treated with equal 

fairness, culturally speaking. This program will enable the parent 

to combine the traditional approach with the modern approach – a 

stance which is of particular importance for immigrant societies 

and societies in stages of transition from the traditional to the 

modern world. 

 

Dr. Ofer Grosbard 
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THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND TO THE MODERN ERA 

The psychological birth of creativity, science and democracy 

In the annals of Western culture the period roughly extending from 

the 14th to 17th centuries is known as the Renaissance, namely the era of 

rebirth. The flowering of art and culture which began as the Middle Ages 

ended originated in Italy. The works of art created then by artists, 

sculptors and architects now hold pride of place in museums, churches 

and palaces throughout Europe. Literature, poetry and philosophy 

blossomed. Among the major instruments of change were the invention 

of printing, the gradual replacement of Latin by Italian in literature, 

which rendered it accessible to a wider public than scholars and 

churchmen, and, naturally the development of the economy, which made 

it possible to devote money and time to art of all kinds. Creators now 

focused, in contrast to the past, on depiction of the personal world of 

man, his emotions and experiences. The Italian humanists focused their 

attention on the individual, and his ability to choose, and to decide his 

own destiny. Whereas in the Middle Ages the friar or knight had been the 

ideal figure, the educated man was now awarded this title.  In 

Renaissance sculptures, which were no longer confined to portrayals of 

saints and holy figures, one could now discern facial expression and 

muscular movement in contrast to the immobility of medieval statues. 

‘The outstanding quality (of a sculpture) is the fact that when presented 

to us it must convey the required expression at first glance’, the 
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Renaissance sculptors declared.1 Painting too changed dramatically, as 

portrayals of the lives of Christ and the saints were replaced by 

depictions of a wide range of subjects, and perspective was introduced. 

Leonardo da Vinci asserted that ‘a good painter has two main objects:  to 

paint man and the intention of his soul’. 

The world outlook of the Renaissance was also new. Man was now 

at the center of the world and he and his surroundings, his needs, his 

desires, his experiences and emotions were the main object of attention. 

As the influence of religion waned, the zest for mundane pleasures 

increased. Brightly-colored garments replaced drab clothing, hair was 

styled elaborately, biographies and autobiographies were penned. 

The poet Francesco Petrarch (1304-1374) was among the first to 

express the Renaissance spirit. This excerpt from his description of his 

ascent of Mount Ventoux serves to illustrate the new individual style: 

Today I made the ascent of the highest mountain in this region, 

which is not improperly called Ventosum. My only motive was the 

wish to see what so great an elevation had to offer. At first, owing 

to the unaccustomed quality of the air and the effect of the great 

sweep of view spread out before me, I stood like one dazed.2 

 

                                                 
1
 Renaissance Art in Italy (Hebrew), Open University Unit 5, p. 38. 

2
 Petrarch, Francesco Petrarca: The First Modern Scholar and Man of Letters, James Harvey Robinson, ed. 

and tr. (New York: G.P. Putnam, 1898), pp. 307-320] 
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Whereas in the Middle Ages the world of the individual tended to 

revolve around his social function (servant, peasant, noble etc), because 

this was how his surroundings treated him, suddenly there was now also 

room for his personality and emotions. From now on it was man himself 

who determined who he was. The traditional-collectivist society was 

gradually evolving into a modern-individualistic society. 

In his Oration on the Dignity of Man, Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, 

the 15th century Italian humanist, wrote of man’s role in Creation. 

According to him, God said to man: 

You, with no limit or no bound, may choose for yourself the limits 

and bounds of your nature. We have placed you at the world's 

center so that you may survey everything else in the world. We 

have made you so that with free choice and dignity, you may 

fashion yourself into whatever form you choose.3  

 

One central element which expresses the spirit of the Renaissance 

is the ability to marvel, or, to use a modern psychoanalytical term, to 

admire. Both Petrarch and Mirandola marvel, each in his own way, the 

former at individual experience and the latter at human nature. When 

man is at the center, this emotion is the consequence. In contemporary 

traditional-collectivist thinking, as we shall see, the individual rarely 

admires anything. A parent does not express admiration for his child, a 

                                                 
3
 Ibid. 
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man does not admire his friend, and similarly the individual does not 

tend to admire himself, since admiration sets the individual apart from 

the group and renders him unique, in contravention of the basic tenets of 

the collective. That healthy narcissism which is so important to the 

development of creativity, whereby the individual feels a sense of 

satisfaction at his own efforts, is absent. When a child from a collectivist 

society excels at his studies, the traditional parent will not usually 

admire his achievements. He will not say ‘Well done!’ or ‘I am proud of 

you!’ or ‘See! When you really want to you can do it’. The traditional 

parent may be content with conveying the message that the child has 

done what was expected of him. This fact can be discerned in numerous 

examples recorded in this book. Only when the authoritarian parent from 

a traditional-collectivist society learns to express admiration for and 

satisfaction with his child, only then can the child too admire himself, 

create and express his views freely. 

In the Middle Ages, as in contemporary traditional societies, the 

child was a stranger to admiration and enthusiasm. His appearance was 

more somber, he was dressed like an adult, helped his parents from an 

early age and matured relatively early in comparison with a child from a 

modern-individualist society, whose childhood and adolescence are 

protracted. Martin Luther (1483-1546), who defied the Catholic Church 

and founded Protestantism, claimed that only the faith of the heart could 

render a man righteous in the eyes of the Lord, and hence there was no 



 21 

need for commentary and explanations by the Church or for the 

mediation of the priesthood. This was an additional step which weakened 

external religious authority. From now on man was his own master. 

The scientific revolution was another stage in the reinforcement of 

individual independence. Nicolas Copernicus (1473-1543) proved, with 

the aid of mathematical calculations, that the earth revolves around the 

sun and not the reverse, as the Church preached. Here again authority, 

in this case religious authority, could not dictate knowledge without 

leaving room for evaluation and criticism. Man himself was now the 

source of power and hence was able to study, conduct research and 

experiment as the supreme authority. He could question theories and 

prove his arguments by employing objective instruments which were 

under his control. Leonardo da Vinci, for example, added to his signature 

the words ‘student of experience’. Galileo Galilei improved the telescope 

and employed it to confirm Copernicus’s theories. He conducted 

experiments and drew conclusions on the basis of observations and 

measurements. Experimentation and the drawing of conclusions, which 

now seem self-evident, were then daring actions and significant 

innovations, proof that man was beginning to rely on himself. For 

example, after observing falling objects, Galileo concluded that weight did 

not influence the rate of falling. Until then it had been believed that the 

heavier the object, the faster it would fall. The Church accused Galileo of 

heresy and he was ordered to recant in public and declare that the earth 



 22 

did not revolve around the sun. He did so, but before his death managed 

to publish his scientific work. In 1992, on the 350th anniversary of his 

death, Pope John Paul 11 absolved him of all charges. 

Thus, in order to be free, it was necessary for man to rebel against 

religious authority, and as science developed in all spheres, he did so. 

New expanses opened up in the individual, detached from external 

authority and subject only to the laws of logic. Thus, the English 

mathematician and physicist Isaac Newton (1642-1727) was able, so 

legend has it, to ask why the apple fell downward and, as a consequence, 

to develop the laws of gravity. The ability to stand apart from events and 

to observe them was possible only when man became an autonomous 

creature, separate from his surroundings. It is this inner expanse, known 

as ‘the conflict-free sphere’ (in contrast to the ‘other-activated and –

activating sphere’) which enables the individual to admire his own 

actions and feel complete satisfaction, a feeling familiar to many creators. 

This was how Archimedes felt as he sat in his bath and discovered the 

law of buoyancy. He ran naked through the streets of Syracuse in Greece 

shouting ‘Eureka!’ 

 

The modern age – when the individual is at the center- has also 

witnessed the gradual evolvement of the absolutist regime into 

contemporary democracy. Louis X1V of France (1643-1715) was an 

absolutist ruler, and all power was concentrated in his hands. He was 
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the sole legislator, the supreme judge and the sole executive power. In 

other words, in his time there was no separation of powers as accepted 

today. The absolutist ruler was perceived in the following fashion: 

Rulers are like gods and share in the power of God…the monarch 

does not need to give reckoning to anyone concerning his 

orders…when the ruler a judge, there is no existence to any other 

judgment…there is no power against the ruler…the legitimate rule 

belongs solely to the ruler…every sovereign rulers holds everything 

in his hand, both supreme judgment and the powers of the 

state…by virtue of his duties, the ruler in the father of his 

subjects. His majesty is above petty interests.4 

 

Particularly interesting is the view of the ruler as a ‘father’. We are 

all familiar with the concept of ‘our Heavenly Father’. In the experience of 

the individual, the authoritative figure can be a parent, a ruler or a god, 

and the associative transition from one to another is clear. But the 

moment man is placed at the center, all other authorities are enfeebled: 

creativity thrives and replaces imitation, science flourishes in place of 

religion, democratic rule gains strength at the expense of the absolutist 

ruler and finally, as is now the case in the West, the child becomes the 

center, instead of the authoritarian parent. (The 20th century has been 

called ‘the century of the child’). This is important for understanding of 

                                                 
4
 Quoted in Culture of the Enlightenment, Philosophy and Art in 18

th
 century Europe, (Hebrew) Open 

University Publications, p. 62 
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the various parallel processes which have characterized the modern era, 

in which creativity, science and democracy have developed 

simultaneously. 

The English philosopher John Locke (1632-1704) declared that 

there are certain natural rights to which every human being is entitled by 

virtue of being human, irrespective of the state. These are: the right to 

life, the right to freedom and the right to property. The first elections 

were held in England in 1716. The franchise was granted only to 

property owners, elections were not secret, and a prevalent method of 

persuasion was bribery.  Persuasion by debate as customary today was 

not widely practiced at the time. The power of words was not self-evident. 

What was required in order for the individual to be able to defend his 

views and voice his opinions assertively but not aggressively was greater 

detachment of man from his surroundings and a degree of independence 

which had not yet been attained. As we shall see below, the concept of 

dialog, whereby one individual has his say and another can agree with 

his views or dispute them freely and without mutual threats is far from 

being self-evident in collectivist culture. What is abundantly clear in 

individual thinking, the need for ‘dialog’, is almost non-existent in its 

Western form in collectivist thinking. When the group is man’s main 

focus, he will tend to speak according to the accepted norms, he will try 

to activate the other according to his own wishes and evoke certain 

emotions in him. However, ‘to have one’s say’ is not an accepted pattern 
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of behavior, because we are not dealing here with a group of individuals, 

but with a group which is committed to preserving harmony and 

communal existence. 

Assertiveness’s partner, empathy, which enables the individual to 

express his opinion and the other to understand but not necessarily to 

agree, is also an emotional stance  characteristic of modern-individualist 

society. This stance is not familiar to members of the traditional-

collectivist culture. There, inter-personal relations are characterized 

either by identification with the other and full agreement with him or by 

rejection of his thoughts and ideas. The burgeoning of that inner 

resource mentioned above, the ‘conflict-free sphere’ permits the 

development of new emotional attitudes: assertiveness and empathy. The 

contemporary Western child who scribbles a drawing or writes an essay 

expresses his views freely and is less preoccupied with imitation, copying 

or the attempt to appease his surroundings, is a relatively new 

phenomenon. It calls for assertive skill on the part of the child and an 

empathetic attitude towards that assertiveness on the part of his 

environment. We in Western society tend to forget this and take these 

skills as self-evident. This is one of the reasons why a Westerner finds it 

difficult to understand traditional cultures. The same is true of the child 

tackling a problem in mathematics. He is obliged to cut himself off from 

his environment for a brief time and to rely on himself, and only after an 

interval can he return with a solution. Without his own assertiveness 
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and the empathy of his environment towards that assertiveness, he will 

find it hard to make progress in science. In the absence of that ‘conflict-

free sphere’ the child of a traditional collective culture will be 

preoccupied, externally and not inwardly, with the need to adapt to the 

demands of authority rather than  with the problem itself. The name of 

this sphere reflects the freedom from threat that it offers. In the absence 

of a ‘conflict-free sphere’ the child will act out of the ‘other-activated and 

–activating sphere’. 

The 18th century marked the beginning of the era which came to be 

known as the Enlightenment, when the slogan of writers, scientists and 

artists was Sapere aude! (‘Dare to know!’). They exhorted each and every 

individual to make judgments in accordance with intellect and logic and 

not to yield to the authority of a ruler, God or the scriptures. In Robinson 

Crusoe (1719) by the English writer, Daniel Defoe, the ideals of the era 

are manifested in the reason and resourcefulness of the protagonist, 

which help him to surmount all odds when shipwrecked on a remote 

island. Crusoe survives because he takes his fate into his own hands and 

does not expect the aid of man, ruler or God. The philosophers of the 

Enlightenment rejected the theory that man should acquire knowledge 

and expertise in one sole sphere, regarding this as intellectual isolation. 

The ideal man was free, possessed of wide knowledge, inquisitive and 

desirous of reforming society. The Enlightenment believed in progress 
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and held that a better future for mankind could be achieved by wielding 

logic and reason. 

In 1784 the German philosopher Emmanuel Kant expounded the 

meaning of Enlightenment: 

Enlightenment is man's emergence from his self-incurred 

immaturity. Immaturity is the inability to use one's understanding 

without guidance from another. This immaturity is self-imposed 

when its cause lies not in lack of understanding, but in lack of 

resolve and courage to use it without guidance from another. 

Sapere Aude! [dare to know!] ‘Have courage to use your own 

understanding!’--that is the motto of enlightenment.5  

 

The change which occurred in the Western world was marked by 

transition from passivity to activism. The Christian approach emphasized 

the sinfulness and powerlessness of man, whose fate was determined by 

external forces, while the Enlightenment perceived man as capable of 

utilizing his intellect in order to build a better future. In the following 

chapters we will see examples of the passive patterns of thinking and 

behavior of traditional-collectivist cultures as against those of modern-

                                                 

5
 Immanuel Kant, On History, ed., with an introduction, by Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis: Bobbs-

Merrill, 1963), p. 3: 

   
 



 28 

individual societies. The Marquis Condoressa (1743-1794), French 

mathematician and philosopher, who demanded equal rights for women 

and denounced black slavery, declared: ‘The day will come when the sun 

will shine only on free men, who have no master but  reason’. 

Paris was an important center of the Enlightenment. The French 

philosopher Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) claimed that children 

should be permitted to develop naturally, to gain experience in those 

subjects which interested them and to choose what to study. The child 

should learn to ask questions and to seek answers with the aid of his 

intellect. The examples presented below illustrate how some parents in 

modern cultures raise their children in the spirit of Rousseau, in 

contrast to traditional parents, who are guided by the prevailing view 

that to permit a child freedom to ask any question he chooses is a form 

of rebellion against authority. The Church condemned Rousseau’s books 

to the pyre because he was thought to be undermining its authority to 

decide and determine all matters pertaining to education.  

The Enlightenment spread like wildfire through most of Europe 

despite the opposition of the political and religious establishments. Few 

of its proponents proclaimed themselves atheists, contending instead 

that God had created the world but was no longer involved in it, and 

certainly not at the level of reward and punishment. Various scholars 

proposed ways of reforming absolutist regimes in order to guarantee civil 

rights. Baron Charles de Montesquieu (1689-1755) advocated a 
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monarchic regime but proposed restraints on the monarch in order to 

protect the citizen against arbitrary rulers. He maintained that the 

various branches of government should be separated and balance 

preserved between them. This concept of separation of powers prevails to 

the present day in most democratic countries. The legislative, executive 

and judicial powers are separate, and check and balance one another.  

Rousseau asserted that the source of a government’s power was 

the people and not God. The ruler, monarch or any other ruling body, 

was nothing but an administrative entity or an executive authority whose 

task was to implement the ‘general will’ as voiced by the general 

assembly of citizens. Consequently, he assigned to the people the 

sovereign authority held till then by the absolute monarch. From now on, 

the people were to be the sole sovereign power. 

These ideas began to filter down in several European countries. In 

Prussia, for example, Friedrich 11, the ‘Great’ (1740-1786) declared 

himself to be ‘the first servant of the state’, obliged to report to the 

citizens on his actions, in contrast to Louis X1V, who had declared: 

‘L’etat c’est moi’, and Louis XV and Louis XV1, who had proclaimed 

themselves rulers ‘by grace of God’. 

The fathers of the American Revolution (1776) and the French 

Revolution (1789) endeavored to put the ideals of the Enlightenment into 

practice by means of revolution. On 4 July 1776 the representatives of 

the American colonies proclaimed their independence. The assembly was 
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attended by philosophers and other intellectuals who formulated a 

constitution based on the principles of the Enlightenment. In order to 

prevent concentration of excessive power in the hands of the government 

it was decided to separate the powers. The legislative, the executive and 

the judicial powers were to be independent and separate, each balanced 

and checked by the others. The declaration emphasized the natural and 

inalienable human rights, the sovereignty of the people, the right to 

oppose tyranny and the right of the individual to the pursuit of 

happiness. 

The following is an excerpt from the Declaration: 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created 

equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain 

unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the 

pursuit of Happiness. — That to secure these rights, Governments 

are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the 

consent of the governed, — That whenever any Form of 

Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of 

the People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new 

Government, laying its foundation on such principles and 

organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most 

likely to effect their Safety and Happiness 

On 14 July 1789, a mob broke into the central jail in Paris, the 

Bastille, symbol of oppression. The call for ‘Liberty, equality, fraternity or 
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death’ echoed throughout France. The Assemblée Nationale abolished the 

feudalist regime, one of whose principles had been the right of nobles to 

try their peasants, and revoked all taxes and debts of peasants to their 

masters. The same year witnessed the publication of the Declaration of 

the Rights of Man and the Citizen, which proclaimed that all men were 

entitled to three natural basic rights: life, liberty and property. These 

basic rights were the basis for equality before the law, freedom of 

worship, freedom of expression and the right to defend life and property. 

From that time on, the people of France were no longer subjects of the 

king, but citizens. The document was disseminated to the public, read 

out in public squares and became the credo of the French Revolution. 

The following are excerpts from this document: 

1.  Men are born and remain free and equal in rights. Social 

distinctions may be founded only upon the general good. 

4.  Liberty consists in the freedom to do everything which injures 

no one else; hence the exercise of the natural rights of each man 

has no limits except those which assure to the other members of 

the society the enjoyment of the same rights. These limits can only 

be determined by law. 

5.  Law can only prohibit such actions as are hurtful to society. 

Nothing may be prevented which is not forbidden by law, and no 

one may be forced to do anything not provided for by law. 
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6.  Law is the expression of the general will. Every citizen has a 

right to participate personally, or through his representative, in its 

foundation. It must be the same for all, whether it protects or 

punishes. All citizens, being equal in the eyes of the law, are 

equally eligible to all dignities and to all public positions and 

occupations, according to their abilities, and without distinction 

except that of their virtues and talents. 

.  9.  As all persons are held innocent until they shall have been 

declared guilty, if arrest shall be deemed indispensable, all 

harshness not essential to the securing of the prisoner's person 

shall be severely repressed by law. 

10. No one shall be disquieted on account of his opinions, 

including his religious views, provided their manifestation 

does not disturb the public order established by law. 

11.  The free communication of ideas and opinions is one of the 

most precious of the rights of man. Every citizen may, accordingly, 

speak, write, and print with freedom, but shall be responsible for 

such abuses of this freedom as shall be defined by law 

 

These fundamental tenets, as we shall see, shaped not only the 

character of regimes but also everyday life in the West, within the family 
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and among individuals and created what we may describe as ‘modern 

thinking’. Since the family is the primary group into which the individual 

is born, the modern family prepares its children in gradual fashion for 

independence and freedom so that they can some day be part of the 

society in which they live. Societies which did not share in these 

processes of independence and liberation of the individual, have retained 

traditional patterns of thinking – which set the group at the center and 

are focused on the other and not on the self. 

In the first half of the 19th century, a struggle was waged in Europe 

between conservative forces and the forces of progress. A vast wave of 

revolutions, the ‘Spring of the Nations’, which broke out in 1848-1849 in 

several European countries, led to the consolidation of liberalism and 

nationalism. The Industrial Revolution, which commenced at the end of 

the 18th century and lasted throughout the 19th, symbolized the slow and 

gradual transition from old to new production methods. Working 

conditions for laborers were abominable, wages were low and women and 

small children were employed in strenuous physical tasks for long hours. 

Children missed out on childhood and matured before their time. In face 

of the cruel exploitation of the working classes, a new generation of 

thinkers, the ‘utopist socialists’,  argued that society was responsible for 

each and every individual within it. They denounced social injustice and 

sought to introduce social reforms.  Labor and welfare legislation was 

introduced, including laws protecting children against exploitation. 
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Towards the end of the 19th century, the democratic process gained 

momentum in Europe in the spirit of the French Revolution; the 

franchise was expanded until all males were given the vote. Since 

elections were now secret, less pressure was exerted on voters and they 

were freer to choose. Underlying this development was a deep-seated 

conceptual change:  instead of the citizen being subservient to a ruler, 

the elected rulers were now the servants of the citizen. The altered place 

of the child in the modern family is the corollary of these changes. From 

the examples cited we learn that the language of command employed 

towards the child by the figure of authority in traditional-collectivist 

society has now become the language of request. Politeness has been 

introduced into the family. However the psychological significance of 

speaking politely within the family or of addressing the word ‘please’ 

rather than a command to a child is much more than mere courtesy. It 

promotes the creation of that inner expanse which enables the child to 

construct a self or a conflict-free sphere, which is the source of reasoning 

and independence, in place of the ‘other-activating and –activated 

sphere’, which was dominant in the era of command. 

In the past, a woman’s main task was running the household and 

raising the children. She was economically dependent on her husband, 

who was the head of the family and the guardian of his wife and 

children. Then a small proportion of women began to acquire an 

education and to win reputations for themselves, and a struggle 
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commenced to change their status. Women had no rights to property, 

and family assets were owned by the husband even if they had been 

brought as a dowry by the wife. The struggle for women’s rights gained 

momentum, and the laws of property were altered at the end of the 19th 

century in several European countries. However, it was only at the 

beginning of the 20th century that women won the vote in Europe and the 

United States. 

In the second half of the 19th century, the governments of Europe 

began to allocate funds for the establishment of public education 

systems. These systems were supervised by the state and not by the 

church, as in the past. Education was now compulsory and free and no 

longer acquired by the privileged few, and Europe underwent a process of 

secularization. As illiteracy decreased, individuals were increasingly 

involved in their environment, and the power of public opinion grew. 

More and more newspapers were established, reflecting the flowering of 

free speech and free opinion, and laws were promulgated which defended 

the press against government intervention 

 

The emancipation of Western man commenced with freedom of 

literary and artistic creation, followed by the development of science and 

of democracy, in which the common man became sovereign. It has 

continued to our day with the granting of equal suffrage to women and to 

minority groups, and the transition to a child-centered family. This trend 
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has been marked by a gradual and continuous shift in tradition-

collectivist patterns of thinking towards the modern-individualist 

pattern. A form of thinking which regards the individual at central and is 

directed at the self and at experience differs from thinking which 

primarily outward-directed. Thinking which is based on an internal locus 

of control and responsibility and the ability to influence events differs 

from thinking which is directed at external foci of rule and responsibility 

and feels unable to influence events.  A way of thinking in which conflicts 

are waged between man and himself rather than between man and his 

environment differs from thinking which experiences conflict as mainly 

coming from outside the individual. The changes which began in the 

West at the ideological philosophical level eventually filtered down to the 

family level, where both children and women underwent liberating 

processes. These processes did not occur in traditional-collectivist 

societies which still account for the majority of the world’s population. 
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FROM SOCIETY TO INDIVIDUAL 

The foundations of inter-cultural psychology 

The previous chapter surveyed in brief the evolvement of 

traditional society into modern society in the West over the past few 

centuries in the context of three central and parallel axes: creativity, 

science and democracy. It is no accident that these three spheres 

developed concomitantly and supported one another. The placing of man 

at the center or the transition from an ‘external locus of control’ to an 

‘internal locus of control’ underlies all three. To have an external locus of 

control means that one assigns responsibility to the other in the belief 

that the source of strength lies outside the individual. An internal locus 

of control signifies the belief that the source of strength lies within the 

self and that the individual is responsible for his life, his self-realization 

and his fate. And indeed, what is creativity in any sphere whatsoever if 

not authentic self-expression stemming from the creator’s belief that he 

has something to say, in contrast to mimicry or repetition which allot the 

power and the authority to the other? What is scientific thought if not 

man’s faith in his ability to think logically and to rely on himself, unlike 

religion, where the source of authority is external? And finally, what is 

democracy if not the ability of the individual to make his own choices 

without facing external threats, unlike dictatorial rule, which denies him 

such freedom? What the development of creativity, science and 

democracy have in common is the internal locus of control which the 
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individual enjoys. As we have seen, it is synonymous with what 

psychology calls ‘separateness’, ‘independence’ ‘development of the self’ 

and possession of an active ‘conflict-free sphere’, and it is responsible for 

the birth of the psychology of creativity, science and democracy in 

modern times. In order to understand traditional and modern thinking, 

we need to move on from the realm of sociology to psychology, from the 

macro to the micro and from description of historical developments to 

study of the characteristic features of modern-individualist and 

traditional-collectivist cultures. 

 

Eight bipolar concepts which distinguish between traditional and 

modern thinking6 

1) ‘We’ versus ‘I’ – in traditional society the individual 

usually adapts to the group, and hence his personality is less 

stable and consistent under social circumstances and conditions. 

In modern society (i.e. Western culture, mainly North America and 

Northern Europe) the individual has greater license to be different 

                                                 
6
 We are naturally referring to a continuum and not dichotomy, and various groups are located at various 

spots along the continuum. In other words, they differ from one another in their degrees of traditionalism 

and modernity. The dichotomous presentation is intended solely for didactic purposes.  

There is considerable literature on multi-culturalism. Among the relevant words are the following:  

Chaleby Kutaiba, S. MD & Racy J. MD,  Psychotherapy with the Arab Patient, Book Design &  

     Publication by Shawn McLaughlin/ QSOV.  1999. 

Dwairy M., Counseling and Psychotherapy with Arabs and Muslims, Teachers College,  

     Columbia Univ. 2006.  

Hofstede Geert H., Culture's consequences - comparing values, behaviors, institutions, and   

     organizations across nations, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, Calif. 2001. 

Pedersen Paul B. (Ed.), Counseling across cultures, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, Calif. 2002. 

Sue Derald W. & Sue D., Counseling the culturally different - theory and practice, J. Wiley & Sons, New 

York 1999. 
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and even conspicuous and sometimes even takes pride in his 

uniqueness. His personality is usually more stable in various 

social situations because he feels a sense of loyalty first and 

foremost to himself. In traditional society, who an individual is   

determined less on the basis of character and personality and 

more in accordance with function: servant, master, lady, soldier, 

clerk etc. All these are group identities: the individual internalizes 

his identity and acts accordingly. In English, for example the word 

‘I’ is capitalized, which is not the case with Hebrew and Arabic, for 

example, and in individualist-Western societies, the first person   

form is used extensively. In traditional cultures the individual 

tends to think in terms of ‘we’ and to view life through the eyes of 

the group to which he belongs. In Hebrew, the term for human 

beings is bnei adam (sons of Adam), a term which serves to remind 

us that we were once a traditional-collectivist society. In Eastern 

Jewish society, for example, as in Arab society, a common form of 

address to one’s siblings is ‘my brother’ or ‘my sister’ rather than 

their given names. In Arab society, the father is often known by the 

name of his son – Abu Yussuf – father of Yussuf. In the Bible, 

which reflects a traditional-collectivist society, a father often 

denotes his son ‘my son’. Moreover, the Arab father tends to call 

his son or daughter ‘yabba,’ in other words to call them by his own 

title. The Arab mother often calls her son or daughter ‘yamma’.  
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Jews of Eastern origin may do the same (for example, calling a son 

‘Abbaleh’).These titles, which replace the given name commonly 

used in modern societies, has a profound meaning. The father or 

mother experience their children as part of themselves and deprive 

them of the unique identity bestowed by a given name. It is true 

that many members of traditional societies will experience the term 

‘yabba’ or ‘yamma’ as representing intimacy, warmth and respect, 

and may perhaps prefer it to their own given names, but this in 

itself  does not alter the fact that the experience of belonging is at 

odds with the nurturing of individual independence. The term ‘to 

experience’ does not exist in Arabic, and the closest term in 

meaning is ‘tajriba’ which means experience in the sense of 

knowledge (for example, hasab tajrubtak – according to your 

experience) because ‘experience’ is the expression of an inward 

gaze. There is an Arabic saying which translates as ‘May God 

preserve me from the presumption of using the word I’.  

2) The parent as center versus the child as center –. 

In the Middle Ages in the West, the parents, their desires and 

needs were at the center, and this situation remains unchanged to 

the present day in traditional society. In modern societies the child 

holds center stage. Individualist Western society is generally 

empathetic towards the small and the weak and the strong are 

expected to rein in their aggressiveness. Hence, naturally enough, 
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parents are considered to bear greater responsibility than their 

children for fostering the relationship between them, and 

disapproval of the quality of the relationship is usually addressed 

to the parents. In traditional society, it is rare for parents to be 

held to blame, and it is the child who is held responsible. In 

modern society, there are numerous laws aimed at protecting 

children (the ban on corporal punishment, compulsory education 

laws, the prohibition of child labor etc) which do not exist in 

sections of traditional society. It is often the view in the traditional-

collectivist society and family that the strong is also the just and 

the weak are expected to know how to adapt to circumstances. If 

they do not do so, they may be justifiably punished. ‘Identification 

with the aggressor’ is a prevalent defense mechanism in traditional 

society, where the weak identifies with the strong even if he himself 

suffers thereby. Thus, a child may justify his father for punishing 

him, and a citizen may thank the ruler even when the latter has 

harmed him. The Western term ‘defense mechanism’ is, of course, 

culturally biased. Members of traditional cultures are likely to 

regard such conduct as ‘respect for authority’ and to consider it 

supremely important. In modern society, the child has a central 

role and receives narcissistic reinforcement from the admiration of 

his surroundings. Statements such as ‘I’m proud of you’ or ‘Good 

for you!’ or ‘You can do it!’ are in common use. Admiration for the 
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child, which is the basis for the individual’s sense of uniqueness 

and the fostering of individualism, is not usual in traditional 

society. There, generally speaking, the father is the central figure; 

his every wish is fulfilled and he is revered. Hence, instead of 

making admiring statements, the parent may say ‘You are a good, 

clever child’ or ‘I love you’ or ‘He helps me’ etc – statements which 

reward the individual and strengthen his relationship with the 

group. Often, we find nothing at all in place of admiration, because 

the child is expected to behave well and hence there is no need to 

compliment him. Consequently, Western societies are perceived as 

child-centered and collectivist societies as parent-centered. 

In traditional societies, which are usually parent-centered, 

parents commonly address children in the language of command, 

whereas in modern child-centered societies, they voice requests. 

When a modern parent asks his child to do something, he is 

granting him the freedom to weigh the request, leaving him that 

space which is so important for encouraging independent thought, 

where he can adapt the request to his own abilities and wishes. A 

parent who asks is ready to accept the possibility that he will 

receive a negative answer, and is therefore making a concession. 

He is willing to forfeit part of his control of the situation so that the 

child will gain greater control over his own life – an essential 

condition for modern growth. When a parent apologizes to his child 
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– which is an infrequent event even in modern culture, and much 

rarer in collectivist society - he is setting his child above him, 

telling him that he is in the right and his parent is wrong. This 

situation respects the child, strengthens him, values and develops 

his autonomy of thought – he too can be big. All this is in contrast 

to the parent who commands and orders his child, and expects 

total obedience. A command does not permit the development of 

that space which is so vital to discretion and independent thought. 

When a parent apologizes to his child, he is conveying regret. When 

he commands, he is conveying threats and intimidation. Regret 

facilitates the development of the conflict-free sphere while threats 

restrict it and invite response from the ‘other-activating and –

activated sphere’ rather than the ‘conflict-free sphere’. Therefore, 

familial courtesy is of major significance to the development of the 

child’s internal locus of control, which enables him to know what 

he wants and to have faith in his abilities. 

The corporal punishment of children, which is practiced in 

many traditional societies, represents the parent’s attempt to gain 

full control of his child’s conduct and to shape his character. It 

evokes in the child fear and reactions stemming from the other-

activating and –activated sphere rather than that conflict-free 

sphere which is responsible for the development of creative, 

scientific and democratic. 
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3. Deeds versus words – in individualistic and democratic 

Western societies, freedom of expression and certainly freedom of 

thought are considered almost sacrosanct. It is permissible to say 

almost anything, even if it is offensive, and there is certainly no 

ban on thought. But there is a very clear-cut boundary between 

speech and action – speech is generally legitimate while action, if it 

is offensive, is regarded severely. In traditional society, both words 

and thoughts are frequently experienced as requiring response or 

proscription. For example, forbidden heretic thoughts and 

statements against the leader are liable to be punished. It is 

evident that a ban on thought or on speech has a far-reaching 

impact on development. The freedom to consider and the ability to 

express thoughts are the basis for all independent and creative 

thinking. In traditional society, there is a tendency to progress 

from hints to action while omitting the stage of assertive debate 

which is accepted in Western culture, whereby the individual may 

defend his viewpoint with conviction but without aggression. This 

is because assertiveness can exist only in a society which 

advocates separateness. There the individual can voice his opinion 

without fear but also without trying to impose his views by force. 

When he says what he has to say he feels that he has made his 

mark. The language of assertiveness is inculcated gradually in 
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Western culture. It is difficult for children to be assertive, and it 

takes quite a few years for them to adopt this pattern of conduct. 

Empathy. that ability to understand the other without 

necessarily agreeing with him, is the partner of assertiveness. A 

child cannot develop assertiveness in the absence of an empathetic 

parent. These interim stances have not developed in traditional 

societies, which do not encourage assertiveness and empathy. 

Instead of assertiveness we find submission or aggression, and in 

place of empathy we find either identification with or full 

endorsement of the other’s view or rejection. This mars the ability 

to adopt the interim stance known as dialog. Many thoughts are 

not expressed out loud, while many others (relatively to 

Westerners) are immediately translated into action. It should be 

noted that in Western society the ability to internalize empathy, 

which is not easily acquired, and assertiveness, may be regarded 

as a developmental achievement. 

4.Other-focused emotions versus self-focused emotions – 

the emotions of members of traditional societies tend to be other-

focused, while in modern society the individual tends to self-

focused emotions. Respect is an emotion which relies on the social 

setting, while self-realization is that same respect which the 

individual grants himself. Respect is a highly developed emotion in 

traditional society, and the individual labors to win it from his 
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environment. In contrast, individuals in modern societies try to 

fulfill their aspirations, and satisfaction is usually dependent more 

on the self than on the world around. Shame, also an emotion with 

collective origins, is widespread in traditional society. It is triggered 

only when there is a witness to the wrongdoing of the individual. 

The corresponding emotion in modern society is guilt. Guilt 

feelings exist between the individual and his self and do not stem 

from his environment.  A child in a traditional culture who does 

not get what he wants from his parents may try to elicit pity: 

‘What’s wrong with me? Why won’t you buy me a bicycle?’ he may 

ask. In a modern culture the child may say: ‘Don’t do me any 

favors, I can manage without you!’ and make his parents feel guilty 

for not having bought it for him. Pity, an other-focused emotion 

elicited through identification with his suffering and plight, is also 

more common in traditional societies. A whole series of emotions 

are more familiar in modern society because they are kindled 

between the individual and his self and are inward-directed: they 

include sorrow, boredom, depression, emptiness, loneliness, 

despair, guilt etc. Emotions nurtured from outside and more 

prevalent in traditional cultures are: fear, the need to keep up 

appearances, revenge, compassion, envy, shame, respect etc. In 

modern culture conflicts are usually intra-personal while in 

traditional cultures they usually occur between individuals (inter-
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personal). Hence, introspection or ambivalence are essentially 

modern tendencies and are much rarer in traditional culture. Most 

therapists working with members of traditional cultures agree that 

introspection, which includes insight and the ability to look 

inward, are significantly less developed there than in modern 

society. On the other hand, awareness of the social setting and of 

the people around is more developed in traditional society. An 

example of sensitivity to surroundings is the attitude towards 

allusion, non-verbal language and symbols. In other words, 

whereas the individual in modern society aims at independence, in 

traditional society the aim is fostering of relationships. 

5. Fear of failure versus the drive for success – traditional 

societies tend to preserve the past and commemorate it as they 

move into the future. They may regard change as frightening. 

Modern society is based on the drive for change and is directed at 

the future. This is also true at the family level. The authoritative 

father who does not admire his child and, in many cases– in order 

to preserve his own sense of respect – tries to ensure that his son 

does not surpass him is encouraging him to adopt a passive and 

pessimistic stand. Needless to say, the traditional father loves his 

child no less than does the modern father, but he himself was 

raised according to patterns of behavior which restrict children. In 

contrast, a modern parent often hopes that his son or daughter 
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will surpass his own achievements. The threatening and critical 

stance of the traditional parent towards his child creates a 

situation whereby the child is often motivated by fear of failure, 

while the modern, more encouraging stance ensures that the child 

will be motivated mainly by the urge to succeed. Because of the 

tendency to rely on external loci of control in traditional society, 

success and failure are usually attributed not to the individual but 

to circumstances, fate etc. Thus, there is no reason to foster 

motivation for success, because the individual will always feel 

powerless to alter his destiny. Many Arab folk tales convey the 

message that it does not matter how much effort a man invests, 

fate will decide his future, whereas Western tales emphasize the 

ability to shape one’s own life and determine one’s destiny. 

Competition of all kinds, which attests to the urge for self-

realization, is much less accepted in traditional society, which 

regards the desire ‘to be someone’ as a threat to the harmony of 

the group. Such conduct is liable to elicit a punitive attitude 

towards individual success rather than admiration consequently, 

traditional society tends to stress ‘no’ and ‘you mustn’t’ while 

modern society emphasizes ‘yes’ and ‘you may’. 

6. Victory and failure versus compromise –compromise is 

readiness to accept only part of what you want on the 

understanding that the alternative is a gamble, whose outcome will 
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be ‘all or nothing’. Compromise stems from a standpoint of equality 

which encourages reciprocity and where the other side also 

compromises. In successful compromises each side is likely to 

secure what is most important to him and give up the less 

important. The result is a win-win solution (as against win-lose 

solutions) where both parties are winners; this is also because the 

agreement has an added value which is reflected in the fact that 

the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. For example, when a 

parent reaches a compromise with his child and harmony is 

restored in the home, both sides benefit beyond the gains of the 

compromise. In traditional society, there are few compromises and 

mutual concessions in negotiations. The rule is that authority 

determines the code for the subjects and it is clear who wins and 

who loses. At best, a series of gestures and mutual adaptations 

take place which permit harmonious co-existence. But traditional 

society is not characterized by arguments, logical reasoning, 

creative ideas and extensive negotiation as is modern society, as 

the forthcoming chapters will show. 

The reason for the dearth of compromises in the traditional 

family and society is the absence of a dialog- culture based on the 

capacity for assertiveness and empathy. In a dialog, each side 

expounds its views from the standpoint of separateness and 

internal loci of control. Each is assertive, expresses opinions 
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intelligibly and expects the other side to listen with empathy, 

namely to understand but not necessarily to agree. Only 

afterwards can compromise be achieved through a process of 

mutual concessions because each of the discussants is ready to 

accept less than his full demand. But the essential condition for 

achieving compromise - which is above all the ability to formulate 

for myself and for the other what I want - does not exist in 

traditional society. There the individual experiences himself as part 

of the group, as part of the other, and not as separate from them. 

Consequently, he often does not know what he really wants, and 

even if he does know he still finds it hard to express his wishes, 

thereby evoking non-acceptance. In such circumstances there are 

no conflicting attitudes so that there is no need for compromise. In 

the event that conflict does occur, the resultant struggle is bitter 

and difficult to resolve. The relatively advanced stage of ‘painful 

concessions’ which can be arrived at only after the stances of both 

parties have been clearly defined and they have undergone a 

process of working through their mourning at what they will now 

not be receiving, is rare in traditional society. 

There is a cognitive component to compromise which also 

demands an active conflict-free sphere where the individual can, 

without being under threat, make creative proposals in his search 

for solutions which will maintain the equation of mutual benefit. 
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Compromise can transform the struggle between the parties into a 

game where new ideas and means of persuasion are played with; 

logical arguments fulfill a central role in this game. But 

compromise is not only related to negotiation; it is a major element 

in the life of every child. In everyday situations, such as arguing 

with a sibling or mother, playing with a friend or relative, there is a 

vital component of compromise. There are always other ways and 

other solutions at hand if one dares to seek beyond the solution 

whereby one side wins and the other loses. Traditional society, 

however, tends to regard such a win-win solution as disrespect for 

the other, all the more so if the other is the authority. 

7. Punishment before the deed versus response after the 

deed - a prevailing assumption in traditional cultures is that a 

child must be afraid of the authoritarian figure, since otherwise he 

will not obey. Because of this conviction, children may sometimes 

be punished merely for having asked a question or expressed an 

idea or thought, because some questions may indicate that the 

inquirer is not afraid and dares to think and to speak. In many 

cases, a central part of the process of raising a child is humiliation 

so that he will ‘know his place’; in the case of girls, this statement 

is even more valid. Sometimes a parent does not explain to his 

child why he is refusing a certain request solely because he wants 

to preserve the element of authority, control and intimidation. In 
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such a case, the child is liable to experience the father’s decision 

as arbitrary. In other cases, the requests are conveyed indirectly 

within the family for fear of speaking out and raising questions 

with the paternal figure of authority (for example, a child may ask 

his mother to intercede with his father for him). The biblical 

declaration that ‘the imagination of man’s heart is evil from his 

youth’ is a key assumption, and inspires the belief that a child 

must be disciplined. Instilling fear in a child on the part of the 

figure of authority is nothing but punishment before the deed. In 

some societies in the Arab world, females are circumcised so that 

they will not be tempted in the future to commit forbidden acts. A 

Bedouin saying recommends beating one’s wife on the wedding 

night to render her obedient. Ultra-orthodox Jewish women cover 

their heads and bodies and Arab women wear veils. The function of 

head-covering of all kinds is to prevent the woman from exposing 

her face in public so that she will not be a source of temptation. 

Thus her public identity is obliterated and she becomes the 

property of her husband. All these are examples of penalizing the 

individual before the deed has been committed. Since the child 

cannot attribute the punishment to a specific act he has 

committed, he attributes it to his personality traits. From now on 

the problem stems not from a particular act but from the 
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personality as a whole. The child feels humiliated and lacks self-

esteem. 

The result, as the present study shows, is that in many 

cases of parent-child conflict, the child is driven by fear to say that 

he totally accepts his parent’s viewpoint and will do whatever he is 

told. His identification with his parent’s stance is therefore 

complete and unqualified. 

The Western assumption is usually the reverse, namely that 

‘man’s heart is good from his youth’. Fear is regarded as a harmful 

element in education rather than an acceptable factor. There is no 

ban on thought and the asking of questions is encouraged. In 

Western culture, a child will rarely be punished for asking a 

question or for trying to understand. Hence, the word ‘punishment’ 

is replaced quite often by ‘reaction’. Whereas in traditional society, 

punitive action is aimed at making the child obey, in modern 

society the function of reaction is to help the child to mature. Here, 

punishment usually follows on action and is accompanied by a 

specific explanation which increases the child’s control and his 

ability to make changes. In other cases, punishment is a means of 

expressing disappointment in him in a way which makes him feel 

guilty. In these circumstances the child punishes himself and may 

feel depressed and guilty and lack self-esteem where his 

counterpart in a traditional society will experience fear. 
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Since traditional society is an identifying society lacking 

independence and separateness, it demands obedience. But for 

precisely the same reason it equips its members, by means of 

identification with the other, with such emotions as compassion 

and pity. When a man pities another he feels that he is in his 

shoes, sees the world through his eyes and experiences what the 

other feels without emotional distance. Pity is not synonymous 

with Western empathy, which preserves the independence of the 

observer. This is why, as a general rule, in traditional societies, 

care for the old, the crippled and the unfortunate is dedicated and 

committed in comparison to modern cultures. The old are not 

usually sent away from their families to old-age homes and 

disabled children are afforded devoted care inspired by religious 

compassion. For example, Arab society is characterized by a dearth 

of old age homes and commitment to care for the sick and 

disabled. 

8. Wisdom versus logic – that age-old wisdom which is 

marked by sensitivity towards and acknowledgement of others, 

cunning thought and manipulative skills has been largely forgotten 

by the modern Western world. This wisdom, examples of which can 

be found in the Bible, in folk tales and legends, is a social survival 

mechanism which enables the individual to conserve himself in an 

environment in which the group and relationships with others are 
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of major importance. Because of the external locus of control in 

traditional society, the individual needs to be able to activate the 

other or be aware of him and to avoid being activated by him. A 

prominent and popular motif In Arab movies is an attempt by an 

evil character to harm someone by utilizing cunning and his 

eventual comeuppance is achieved by manipulative tactics. 

Individualist thinking, on the other hand, revolves around the 

individual and is a form of logical exercise conducted between a 

man and his own self. Ancient wisdom has been transformed in 

modern times into analytical skill whereby a man is less 

threatened by his social setting and less involved in it and is freer 

to employ logical arguments towards his own self and others. A 

Western child may persuade his mother to allow him to go to a 

late-night movie because his friend’s father will be driving them 

home; a girl may get what she wants, generally speaking, if she can 

persuade her parents that she really needs it. Children of 

traditional societies who want to see a late-night movie may use 

such persuasive arguments as: ‘I’ve already promised my friend; 

what will he say about me now?!’ ‘My friend’s father agreed when 

my father who took us both to a movie’ etc. These are arguments 

which evoke emotions (pity for example) or cite mutual obligations 

or social discomfort. In Western society, the process of separation 

of individuals from the group has been characterized by 
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development of the sphere known as logic or analytical ability, 

which is free of conflict and of the needs of emotional 

identification. This has occurred at the expense of wisdom. The 

individual can now employ arguments which are free of emotion 

and are therefore valid beyond time and place. 

Another central difference relates to the above-mentioned 

type of dialog, so prevalent in Western culture, in which the 

disputants can have their say and express opinions and thoughts 

formulated in the course of a lifetime. When an individual 

experiences himself as part of a group, the dialog consists of 

reconnoiters and hints aimed at preserving group harmony and 

not of logical and clear formulations and expression of a point of 

view. In other words, in traditional society wisdom as a social skill 

is much more important than logic. The lag in the development of 

science in large sections of traditional society is directly linked to 

the relative absence of the conflict-free sphere. Logical or scientific 

thought, which differs from the ability to cope, has developed in 

Europe since the Renaissance. Abstracting skill can develop only 

through contact with the self and not with the group. A child will 

withdraw into himself in order to solve an arithmetical problem. He 

needs quiet and the ability to rely on himself, and only when these 

are available can he offer a solution to the other. Therefore, 

everyday conversation in traditional society can be devoted to the 
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existing societal norms or group constraints etc but will rarely take 

the form of logical argument and counter-argument based on the 

absolute value of truth. This is because in traditional society truth 

is often a group value rather than an internal individual value. In 

other words, in traditional society the value of truth often lies in 

the relationship. The group can decide the value of its own truths 

(for example, it can refute a historical truth which is accepted in 

the West). Such action would be considered a lie in Western 

society, but in traditional society, where relationships are of 

greater significance than independence, separateness and inner 

truth, such action is common. It can be taken as a demonstration 

of worldly wisdom and adaptation to the norms of the group. The 

ability of a member of a traditional culture to deny facts in order to 

promote group cohesion is one of the greatest obstacles to 

understanding of such societies by people in modern cultures. 

Logical thinking, which calls for the ability to make free use 

of the logical operator ‘no’ can be interpreted in traditional society 

as defiance of authority, (and this is another reason for its low 

incidence in that society). The ‘No!’ of the Western child is a 

declaration to the parent that the child is different from him and 

thinks differently. This independent stand is not accepted in 

traditional societies. The logical expression of negation is not self-

evident, and the child learns to phrase his remarks in a way which 



 58 

is more dependent on others and less on his own self. This is the 

point at which self-dependent logic becomes other-dependent 

wisdom. Similarly, free choice originating in use of the logical 

operators ‘and’ and ‘or’ is liable to be considered threatening and 

hence forbidden. It is hard to imagine scientific development 

without free use of logical operators in thinking. At the same time, 

one should recall the price which Western society has paid for that 

narcissistic privilege, expressed in the ability of the individual to 

immerse himself in his world and to do as he sees fit – the price is 

loss of wisdom.  
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THE RESEARCH PROJECT 

The objective of the research – development of tools for the 

acquisition of modern thinking by members of traditional culture and the 

acquisition of traditional thinking by members of modern societies. 

The sample – the research was conducted during the academic 

years 2004-2006 at the Arab Academic College for Education in Israel – 

Haifa; at Haifa University and among 11th grade students at Municipal 

High-School H in Haifa. The Arab Academic College for Education is a 

teacher-training college whose student body consists of Arabs from 

various cultures: Moslem, Christian, Bedouin, Druze, Cherkessian and 

other; there are no Jewish students. The participants in the research, 

most of them from towns and villages in Galilee, were B.A. graduates 

studying for teaching diplomas. The Haifa University (Jewish) students 

were studying for undergraduate and graduate degrees in the 

Department of Education. The high-school pupils were all Jewish. In all, 

the research encompassed approximately one hundred Arabs and a 

similar number of Jews. 

The method – in this qualitative study the subjects were asked to 

note down verbatim in real time or immediately after the event 

conversations which took place in their own homes or the homes of 

neighbors or friends or between friends. Since the Arab students are 

fluent in Hebrew, the study was conducted in that language. In order to 

ensure confidentiality, the students were advised to change the names of 
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the participants in the events and not to mention the location of the 

conversation.  The records were collected several times in the course of 

the study, 400 conversations in all. 

Preliminary examination of the conversations at this early stage 

seemed to indicate that there is an intrinsic difference between the two 

sectors as regards modes of thinking – like two different ‘languages’ 

which express different ways of communicating. 

 

In the second stage, the Arab participants were asked to read the 

conversations recorded in Jewish society, and to try to record how the 

same exchange would have proceeded in their own family or 

environment. For example, if the subject of the conversation was a child 

who did not want to tidy his toys, they were asked to describe how such 

a situation would develop in their own home or that of relatives. 

Concomitantly, I myself, a Jewish clinical psychologist, ‘translated’ the 

conversations recorded by the Arab participants into Western ‘language’. 

The reason I undertook this ‘translation’ task rather than assigning it to 

the Jewish students is that this book is intended for practical use and 

not merely as a theoretical study. Uniform and organized study of the 

elements of Western thinking calls for a skilled ‘translator’, capable of 

imparting the basic elements of the Western psychological standpoint to 

members of traditional societies. Examples of these conversations and 

their ‘translation’ can be found in the exercise chapters. 
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Conclusions – perusal of the conversations recorded in both 

societies against the background of the known psychological differences 

between traditional Arab culture and the more modern Jewish culture 

(see previous chapter) helped to pinpoint five bipolar emotional stances 

underlying the development of modern society. These attitudes are 

responsible for the flowering of creativity, science and democracy in 

modern society and for their relatively limited presence in traditional 

societies. Conversely, in traditional society these stances also underlie 

respect for authority, family cohesion and the central role of 

relationships. Study and practice of these five bipolar emotional stances 

will provide the readers with the tools for development of either modern 

or traditional ways of thinking at choice and will enable them to acquire 

the necessary skills. An emotional stance is much more than content 

description. It is above all a mental position or emotional experience 

which is not easily acquired and demands considerable practice. These 

five stances are working tools which can help members of traditional 

societies to develop the ability to think in modern language and vice 

versa. The following are the five emotional stances with illustrative 

examples: 

1. Relative title versus given name 

This is how a father addresses his daughter in traditional societies: 

‘Daughter, what did you study in school today? 
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A modern father would say: ‘A., what did you study in school 

today?’ 

As we have noted, the Arab father will call his son or daughter 

‘yabba’ –and the mother will call them ‘yamma’, in other words, they are 

being called by their parents’ names. In this study the Arab students 

tended to translate these terms into ‘son’ or ‘my son’ or ‘my daughter’ 

because there is no parallel in Hebrew (or in English, for that matter) for 

a parent calling a child by his (the parent’s) title. Consequently, wherever 

the terms ‘(my) son’ or ‘(my) daughter’ appear in the text, the reader 

should remember that in the original text, this was not only a relative 

title but also a strong declaration of real identification. 

In traditional societies it is customary as a rule to address a 

member of the family by his relative title – my son, my daughter, my 

brother, my sister etc rather than by a given name. A given name, as we 

know, endows the individual with a sense of uniqueness and 

separateness from his environment, while a relative title emphasizes his 

role in the group in relation to the speaker and hence strengthens the 

relationship. Forms of address and all they symbolize have a profound 

impact on the ability of this individual to be an active partner in a 

democratic society in the future. Will he vote like other members of his 

family or formulate his own independent opinions? The answer depends, 

naturally enough, on the way in which his family treated him - as a 

separate and autonomous individual or as an inseparable part of the 
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group. His scientific abilities are also dependent on one small word – his 

given name - because if a girl is known as ‘daughter’, her gaze will often 

be outward-directed. If, on the other hand, she is called ‘Anat’, she can 

also look inward. There, in the conflict-free sphere where her emotional 

role as ‘my daughter’ is insignificant, she can seek her own truth – an 

essential condition for any scientific achievement. A relative title such as 

‘my son’ or ‘my daughter’ stresses that the relationship is based on 

authority, in contrast to a given name, which renders the individual 

himself an authority. Becoming an authority is an essential condition for 

scientific thinking and for creativity, which is basically narcissistic and 

emanates from the self. When this unique identity disappear and an 

individual becomes ‘Ibn Yussuf’ or ‘Ibn Ibrahim’, or ‘yamma’ or ‘yabba’ 

the creative ability also disappears and what remains is the ability to 

mimic and copy. 

Sometimes the traditional parent will speak in the plural, ‘we’, 

whereas a parent in a modern society will use the singular forms, ‘I’ ‘you’. 

This will naturally influence the child’s development in the same fashion 

as employment of the relative title instead of the given name. 

2. Command versus politeness in the family 

Modern mother: Bring me a glass of water, please. 

Traditional mother: Bring me a glass of water. 

The modern parent will often use such polite terms as ‘please’ and 

‘thank you’ in conversing with his children. The traditional parent tends 
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to command his children and thereby to reinforce family cohesion and 

the ‘other- activating and activated sphere’. Alternatively, a child in 

modern society may tend to rebel while children i traditional society will 

treat their parents with respect and courtesy.  The brief word ‘please’ is 

the key to the development of the individual’s conflict-free. When a 

parent says ‘please’ to his child he is granting him room for 

consideration, the ability to think independently and the right to refuse. 

When he thanks the child, he is saying that what the child has done is 

not self-evident and was done by choice, and when he apologizes he is 

elevating his child briefly to a position of authority. By commanding his 

child, a parent is abolishing the conflict-free sphere because he is 

fomenting conflict by his attitude. There is no room for discretion and 

independence on the child’s part when he is given orders. The language 

of command renders the child dependent on authority and he will act 

from within his other-activating and -activated sphere. In the future he 

will find it hard to become an active participant in democratic society 

where he will be expected to express his authentic voice. As for scientific 

thinking where authority belongs to the individual: it does not respond to 

the laws of command and authority. A child who grows up with the 

language of command will have difficulty in detaching himself from the 

external threat and playing freely in the inner playground known as the 

conflict-free sphere in search of his own truth. As for creativity: it too 

originates in the conflict-free sphere and command is its enemy. It is 
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difficult to create under threat and when awareness of the existence of a 

protected inner sphere is lacking. And indeed, five hundred years of 

development separate the authoritarian family from the modern family, 

and familial politeness is one of the striking features of this development. 

3. Integration versus admiration 

In a traditional culture, the following conversation may take place 

between mother and daughter: 

Daughter: Mummy. 

Mother: Yes? 

Daughter: I got a 96 grade in my maths test. 

Mother: Is your teacher this year better than the one you had last 

year? 

Daughter: Yes. 

Mother: Why? 

Daughter: He explains the material better. 

The mother does not attribute the success to her daughter but to 

the fact that the teacher is better. The daughter accepts this as self-

evident and does not protest. Her mother is not in the least impressed by 

the grade. On the contrary, believing as she does in an external locus of 

control, she attributes the success not to her daughter’s talents but to 

the quality of her teacher. In other cases, the mother may ask if the test 

was easy. Sometimes she might call her daughter ‘good and clever girl’ – 

a statement which accentuates her daughter’s social connections rather 
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than her uniqueness. She will not express admiration for the child’s 

achievements because she does not want to bolster her sense of 

uniqueness, which could set her apart from the group and cause others 

to be envious of her. She wants to help her child to integrate into the 

family and be part of it. 

In a modern society the conversation would run something like 

this: 

Daughter: Mom… 

Mother: Yes? 

Daughter: I got a 96 grade on my maths test. 

Mother: Good for you! Are you studying better than you did last 

year? 

Daughter: Yes. 

Mother: Why? 

Daughter: I understand the material better. 

The mother attributes the success to her daughter and not to the 

fact that the teacher was good. And, what is most important, the 

daughter sees a spark of admiration in her mother’s eye. Admiration is 

the progenitor of all creativity, of invention or scientific discovery and no 

less, of the conviction that the individual has the right to insist on his 

opinions and beliefs in the face of criticism by his environment, as befits 

a member of a democratic society. The spark of admiration is the symbol 

of the internal locus of control, which allows the individual to feel that he 
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is of value. Later on in life, the daughter will be able to admire and take 

pride in herself because of a painting she has done, a scientific exercise 

she has solved alone or views she has formulated. In traditional society, 

as we have seen, it is rare to find a parent expressing admiration for his 

child. We know how important this admiration is to children from 

infancy in order to prepare them for a life of creativity, science and 

democracy. 

4 Identification and rejection versus empathy 

The following is an example of a conversation between two sisters 

in traditional society: 

Older sister: Sister, it’s been a long time since you told me what’s 

going on in your school. 

Younger sister: There’s nothing important to tell you. 

Older sister: What, it can’t be that nothing interesting is going on. 

Younger sister: I’ll tell you what happened today. 

Older sister: Yes, sister, tell me. 

Younger sister: My friend’s brother took the car from his father. 

His father’s really sick.  He drove it very fast and all the girls were 

very impressed. But don’t forget, sister, his father isn’t around to 

guide him. That’s the way it is. 

Older sister: So it looks as if you approve of what the boys have 

been doing. 
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In this case, the older sister interprets the understanding attitude 

of the younger sister as acceptance of the behavior. She does not permit 

her to express empathy. From now on the younger sister will find it hard 

to understand the other, whatever his standpoint, because 

understanding immediately leads to a personal attitude of acceptance. In 

other words, the older sister is saying: either you identify with that boy’s 

actions or you reject them. There is no other way. But identification with 

family members – identification and not empathy – is the glue which 

binds the traditional family and it is responsible for the strong and 

inseparable ties among its members. When a child identifies with his 

brother or his father, he is feeling what his brother or father feels and 

nothing more. He is standing in their place and seeing the world through 

their eyes and totally agreeing with them. Identification is therefore a 

major tool for realizing the developmental task of the traditional family – 

relationships. 

In a modern society the conversation might develop as follows: 

Older sister: It’s been a long time since you told me what’s going on 

at school. 

Younger sister: There’s nothing interesting to tell. 

Older sister: It can’t be that nothing interesting is going on. 

Younger sister: I’ll tell you what happened today. 

Older sister: Yes, tell me. 
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Younger sister: My friend’s brother took his father’s car. His father 

is sick. He drove very fast and all the girls were impressed. Perhaps 

his father isn’t available for him, so he needs to make an 

impression. 

Older sister: Yes (nods in agreement). 

The younger sister is empathetic to the boy and the older sister 

understands her. Both probably think that his behavior is reprehensible. 

In the first example the older sister did not allow the younger one 

to adopt an empathetic attitude. But at the same time neither did she 

permit her to develop a democratic stance which would enable her to 

listen to the other and understand him, even if not necessarily agreeing 

with him. The older sister was teaching her that to understand means to 

agree, to identify with the other, and that the alternative is total 

rejection. She was not helping her sister to construct that inner resource 

known as the conflict-free sphere where she could weigh her opinions 

without committing herself. Neither was she enabling her to develop the 

inner expanse required for solution of a mathematical exercise, because 

she was not permitting her to express her opinion and to wield her own 

logic in solving the present exercise. From now on the younger sister, 

when trying to solve a problem, will be directed towards authority rather 

than towards her own actual beliefs. As for creativity: the young sister 

seems to be mimicking her sister’s reply and under the existing threat 

will almost certainly continue to mimic her opinions. Copying or 
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mimicking, as we have noted, are the absolute antithesis of creative 

activity. We see, therefore, that the interim attitude between 

identification and rejection, namely empathy, which entails 

understanding of the other but not necessary acceptance, is an essential 

precondition for the development of democracy, science and creativity. 

The psychological birth of this triumvirate occurs in early infancy as a 

result of the simple everyday interactions which the child’s world 

contains. 

5. Submission and aggression versus assertiveness 

The following is a conversation between a mother and her five-

year-old son in modern society. 

Child: (playing and scattering his toys in the living room) 

Mother: G., please tidy your toys. 

Child: (shrugs in refusal) 

Mother: G., why don’t you want to tidy up? 

Child: I don’t feel like it now. 

Mother: When will you feel like it? 

Child: Don’t know. 

Mother: I can’t accept that. If you tell me you want to finish 

watching a   program on TV I might wait, but no longer than that. 

Child: You can tidy up today. 

Mother: I’m willing to help you and we can tidy up together but 

you have to do most of the work. 
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Child: (doesn’t reply). 

Mother: If you don’t answer me now you won’t be allowed to play 

with these toys for a few days. 

Child: OK, OK, come and help me, Mom. 

The mother is assertive, neither aggressive nor submissive. She 

insists firmly, thereby providing her son with a model of conduct. She 

doesn’t allow him to act aggressively and do as he chooses, but neither 

does she try to subdue him. She enables him, as she enabled herself, to 

express himself freely and hold his own. In future the child will know 

how to defend his views without fear. 

In a traditional society the conversation might develop as follows: 

Child: (playing and scattering his toys) 

Mother: (shouting), You’re responsible for your things. When you 

finish playing, you can pick it all up by yourself. 

Child: (shrugs in refusal). 

Mother: (angrily). If you don’t pick up your toys I’ll give them to Y. 

(a cousin of the same age). 

Child: (immediately picks up the toys and tidies everything by 

himself). 

Mother: (kisses him). Good boy. I want you always to be like this. 

Child: (smiles) 

Mother: (after an interval). Are you hungry? Do you want to eat? 

Child: Yes. 



 72 

Mother: What do you want me to prepare for you? 

Child: Pitta with hummous and a cucumber. 

Mother: (prepares the pitta). 

Child: (takes the pitta). Thank you. I’m sorry I made you angry 

before.  (Kisses her and smiles an angelic smile). 

The traditional mother has intimidated the child and taught him 

that he must obey authority. She acted aggressively and he submitted 

and family relationships were strengthened. She is also preparing him for 

life in a traditional society, where he will need to know how to obey and 

identify with authority, and will himself become an authority some day. 

What is striking here is the absence of negotiation between the child and 

his mother which would have enabled the child to practice adopting an 

assertive position. In future it will be hard for him to express his 

opinions assertively and allow the other to have his say assertively, 

because he has never had the experience himself. An assertive position is 

the basis of democratic thinking; the individual is expected to speak out 

without fear and to allow the other to express himself freely without 

necessarily agreeing with him. Assertiveness - that firm belief of the 

individual that he is right - is also a prerequisite for solution of scientific 

problems. And what about creativity? It too cannot exist without that 

inner determination and struggle with the process of creation, of 

whatever kind. In the course of the process of creation the individual is 

displaying considerable assertiveness by not being overwhelmed by the 
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difficulties he encounters in achieving his goal. In their brief exchange, 

the Western mother was practicing a democratic dialog with her son, in 

which each spoke out without fear. She was also practicing the solution 

of scientific problems by guiding him to tackle logical questions: ‘If you 

don’t tidy up now, when will you do it?’  ‘Will you tidy up by yourself or 

with help?’ etc. Within the framework of such negotiations, creative 

solutions may be achieved. For example, the child could have suggested 

that he put away only those toys he had finished playing with etc. We see 

therefore that an assertive emotional attitude is the essential condition 

for the development of creativity, science and democracy, 

 

Discussion 

1. Different societies are located at different places along the modern-

traditional axis, and each and every individual in each society is at a 

different place along that axis. This is truer than ever in our times 

because of the vast international migration movements. The aim of this 

study is not to define the location of various societies but to supply 

anyone who so wishes with tools for developing his or her own creative, 

scientific and democratic skills as well as fostering such skills in other 

members of the family from birth onward. The objective is also to enable 

the reader to become familiar with the basic elements of traditional-

collectivist thinking and its values, such as respect, compassion, family 

cohesion etc. The five bipolar emotional stances we have noted stem from 
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understanding of the psychological components cardinal to the 

evolvement of modern, Western-individualist societies out of traditional-

collectivist societies. These emotional stances, which represent the 

process of separation of the individual from the group and consolidation 

of his independence, are of universal value, and hence their validity. 

Every individual can determine his own place and that of his family and 

if he so chooses, direct himself towards the modern pole of the axis with 

the aid of the numerous exercises detailed below. Alternatively, those 

who so choose can learn about traditional thinking, adopt some of its 

universal values and improve their ability to create a profound and 

significant connection with that culture. 

The assumption that there are two central modes of thinking – 

modern-individualist-Western and traditional-collectivist – is accepted in 

historical literature and in inter-cultural psychological studies, as the 

previous two chapters have shown. As a generalization, modern Western 

culture may be defined as that culture which has emerged mainly in 

North Europe and North America, while the rest of the world is 

considered to display traditional-collective traits to varying degrees. The 

chosen sample is definitely not random and is not a precise statistical 

representation of the Arab and Jewish populations of Israel. The Arab 

sample, which encompassed teaching-diploma students with BA degrees, 

can be assumed to represent population strata within the Arab sector 

with above-average individualist-Western orientation. The Jewish 
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sample, which consisted of undergraduate and graduate students of 

education and pupils at an academically-oriented high school, almost 

certainly represents population strata with greater Western-individualist 

orientation than the average for the Jewish population of Israel. (This 

average can be taken to encompass, among others, many traditional 

groups such as Ethiopian, Caucasian and Russian immigrants, Jews of 

Eastern origin and ultra-orthodox sects). My ‘translations’ of the 

conversations of Arab students are prime examples of Western 

orientation. It is reasonable to assume that the Arab sector in Israel on 

the average is more traditionally-collectively oriented than is evident from 

the study. Moreover, if we move further away – to the West Bank and the 

Gaza Strip – to those Palestinians who have had less contact with the 

Western world, we will undoubtedly find a much stronger degree of 

traditional-collectivist thinking. And, even further away, in the Arab 

countries, it may again be assumed that they are characterized by an 

even higher degree of traditional-collectivist thinking.  We may expect a 

minimal degree of empathy and assertiveness or admiration for children, 

and greater use of the language of command and of relative titles within 

the family, in comparison to the examples cited in this book, which 

originate in Israeli Arab society. This being so, one may assume that our 

research, on a non-representative sample, reflects the characteristic 

traits of traditional-collectivist thinking in Arab society to a lesser degree. 

Hence, our findings may certainly be regarded as valid for traditionalist 
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Arab society at large. On the other hand, the examples of Western-

individualist thinking cited (by students and by the author) may be 

salient with regard to the Jewish average and to Western society. For 

example, the conversations I ‘translated’ emphasized the employment of 

empathy and assertiveness as well as politeness in the family.  

To what degree can we draw general conclusions from the findings 

relating to Palestinians living in Israel with regard to other traditional-

collectivist societies (Africa, China, Japan, India, South America, Eastern 

Europe etc)? It is hard to say, because of the great differences between 

these groups and within them. But it is likely that members of those 

cultures, who are anxious to foster creativity, science and democracy, 

will direct themselves at the modern pole. 

 

2. In the course of the study, it became evident that it was much 

easier for the subjects to ‘translate’ into their own ‘language’ than into 

another language which was not their mother tongue. The participants 

had no difficulty in ‘translating’ conversations recorded by participants 

from the other culture into their own culture. However, they found it 

difficult to record how a conversation in their own society would proceed 

in the other society. This difficulty is familiar to professional translators, 

who therefore usually prefer to translate from foreign languages into 

their mother tongue rather than the opposite. In any event, this difficulty 

is additional evidence that the developing of modern thinking in 
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members of traditional societies and the development of traditional 

thinking in modern societies are not trivial processes, but complex tasks 

which call for extensive practice. 

It is unquestionable that important data are lost when Arab 

subjects are required to write in Hebrew. In most cases we have tried to 

preserve the original style in order to convey the music of traditional 

thinking. I sometimes felt the need to keep the errors and inaccuracies of 

the Arab conversations as conveyed in Hebrew because they contained 

interesting information which reflects modes of collectivist thinking. It is 

clear to me, however, that these cannot be translated precisely into other 

languages. Although the Arab subjects were not recording the 

conversations in their own mother tongue, the reader may feel that the 

elements of collectivist thinking were transmitted clearly. 

Application: In the following chapters, the reader will find 

numerous examples of everyday dialogs recorded by the Arab and Jewish 

participants in this project. As I have noted, the Arab students 

‘translated’ the conversations recorded by the Jewish students, and the 

author ‘translated’ the conversations from Arab society into modern 

versions. Sometimes I have included several translations of a single 

modern dialog, in order to show that despite the differences between the 

translations, each translator was faithful to the basic elements of the 

traditional language. In view of the conclusions of the first and second 

chapters and my desire to move out of the narrow sample and expand its 
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conclusions to the appropriate population, the conversations recorded in 

the following chapters have not been identified specifically as taking 

place in Arab or Jewish society, but as pertaining to traditional and 

modern societies respectively. These conversations are prototypes which 

can serve for study of the basic elements of traditional and modern 

thinking. 

The sample on which the study is based is specific rather than 

necessarily representative. In every society there are both traditional and 

modern trends. The numerous traditional groups within Jewish society 

are not represented in the student sample, which was Western-oriented. 

The same is true of Arab society, which is now undergoing a rapid 

process of change so that the young generation are often more modern in 

approach than their parents. Hence the significance of the use of the 

terms ‘traditional’ and modern’ rather than ‘Arab’ and ‘Jewish’. Use of 

this terminology does justice to each individual and enables him or her 

to choose a place on the traditional-modern continuum irrespective of 

group affiliation. This is important also in order to enable members of the 

numerous and varied other cultures to locate themselves at various spots 

along that continuum. 

In order to highlight the two modes of thinking and the two 

languages, I have identified the participants in the conversations by 

initial alone, so that the Arab sector will not be identified uniquely with 

traditional culture and the Jewish sector with modernity. The reader can 
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focus on the fundamentals of traditional and modern thinking and 

identify them in any individual to varying degrees at different times and 

in different situations above and beyond group generalizations, which 

may be erroneous and sometimes even offensive. 
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EXAMPLES AND EXERCISES 

 

The chapter of examples includes conversations from both 

traditional and modern societies. They were collected in the course of the 

research and each was ‘translated’ into the ‘language’ of the other 

culture. The chapter of exercises also records conversations from both 

cultures, but this time the reader will be asked to identify the source – 

traditional or modern – and to attempt to ‘translate’ it into the way of 

thinking of the other culture. The solutions appear in a separate chapter. 

The conversations were divided according to four age-groups: 

under 6; the latency stage (7-12); adolescence (13-18); adulthood (19 up). 

The aim is to provide helpful examples for parents and teachers who 

wish to teach children or pupils the elements of modern thinking. I have 

also tried to create a continuum illustrating how individuals develop at 

various ages and the developmental task to which they aspire in each 

culture – independence in modern culture and relationship in traditional 

culture. 

The examples are preceded by a brief preface which discusses how 

children develop in traditional and in modern societies in each age-

group. 

Each conversation is analyzed after presentation according to three 

criteria. 
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1. Analysis of the developmental task – evaluation of the extent 

to which the participants achieved the developmental task assigned to 

them by their society. The traditional society aims at nurturing 

relationships with the other, and modern society fosters independence. 

2. Tools for fulfillment of the developmental task – in each 

conversation we noted the tools the participants employed in order to 

achieve the anticipated developmental task; that is to say, which of the 

five bipolar emotional stances did they employ in order to achieve their 

aim. These emotional stances are emphasized in italics. 

3. Outcome – analysis of all the components of the conversation 

and comparison of these components with those likely to be displayed in 

the other society. This section emphasizes in particular how almost every 

conversation in modern society involves preparation for and 

receptiveness to scientific and democratic thinking, and how almost 

every conversation in a traditional society lacks those elements, but 

rather  reveals skills which intensify family cohesion.. 

Note: in several conversations there are references to an 

interviewer. The interviewers were students who were present during the 

event and recorded it. Sometimes a member of the family mentions them. 

In other cases they were asked to interview the parent after the event. 
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Examples 

Infancy (0-6) 

The first six years of life are deeply significant for the child’s 

development. In these years it faces important developmental tasks, such 

as establishing primary relationship with parents, regulating times of 

sleep and wakefulness, nursing and being weaned, improvement of fine 

and gross motor skills, development of speech, training in hygiene, 

adapting to nursery school, acquiring friends etc. These tasks are, of 

course, common to modern and to traditional societies, but considerable 

differences are discernible between them from the earliest age. A child of 

traditional culture, who often lives within an extended collective family, 

will experience himself in collective terms and is likely to feel that he has 

more than one mother. The child of modern Western culture, on the 

other hand, will experience himself more in terms of a separate ‘I’, 

distinct from the surroundings, and his mother will play a decisive role 

in raising him. When a traditional mother says ‘no’ to her child, he may 

appeal to an aunt or grandmother, and receive a positive response. Thus, 

he acquires the social skills of coping in a group, worldly wisdom and 

manipulative skill. The child of modern culture, on the other hand, needs 

to internalize his mother’s ‘no’ because he has nobody to appeal to. This 

is the beginning of internalization ability and of the inward-directed gaze. 

When a child cannot shape his environment as he wishes, he has no 

choice but to cope alone and to change from within. The traditional 
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mother will often dictate to her child when, how and with what to play, 

while a modern mother will grant greater independence and freedom of 

choice. As a result, the modern child will be achievement-oriented and 

the child of the traditional mother will be obedient and will try to appease 

his parents. The societies differ in their attitude to infants. In modern 

society, refusal to obey will generally be countered by explanations and 

negotiations, with the aim of adapting the task to the child’s ability and 

wishes. In traditional society, rebellion is suppressed from an early age, a 

stance which instills in the child fear of his parents and in particular of 

his father, and induces him to respect them. In traditional society, the 

father generally plays very little part in child-raising in the early years in 

comparison to modern fathers, but his authority is felt and the mother 

can summon it when necessary. The child of traditional culture, unlike 

the child of modern society, learns to renounce natural inherent 

narcissism for the sake of good relations with the family. This is 

particularly true of girls. From infancy they will learn that their brothers 

have greater privileges. The feelings of envy and the natural desire for 

equality which they reveal at this age will wane rapidly in the years to 

come. In short, the modern child is prepared from an early age for his 

society’s developmental task – independence – while the traditional child 

is prepared from infancy for relationships - the developmental task of his 

society. 
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1. A conversation between a mother and her three-and-a-half year old 

son in a traditional society: 

Mother: S., S., where are you going? 

Son: I’m going downstairs, to Grandfather. 

Mother: All right, but be careful, walk on the sidewalk. 

S.: Yes, Mummy. 

(After ten minutes, he returns crying). 

Mother: What happened? Why are you crying? 

Son: Grandfather only gave me two candies. 

Mother: All right, but why are you crying? 

Son: He wouldn’t give me any more. 

Mother: Why should he give you more? Two is quite enough. 

Son: I want to give some to my brother. 

Mother: But he’s not home now. When he comes, he can go down 

to Grandfather and he’ll give him some. 

Son: No, maybe he won’t have any left. 

Mother: Don’t be afraid! There are sure to be some left. 

Son: No, I want them now. 

Mother: All right. I’ll talk to Grandfather. But don’t cry. 

Son: Now! 

Mother: Now! 

Son: All right. 
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Achieving the developmental task: Although the child is only 

three and a half, he is already revealing a clear tendency to integrate into 

his surroundings. He worries about his brother. His mother reassures 

him by promising that everything will be all right, but she is not 

surprised by the intensity of concern for his brother in a child of his age. 

It seems natural to her. 

Tools for the fulfillment of the developmental task:  the child 

feels identification with his brother rather than empathy for his situation. 

He is committed to altering his brother’s situation rather than 

understanding his disappointment. He does not refer to his brother by 

his given name, thereby awarding his brother separate identity, but by 

the relative title of ‘my brother’. Thus, he is attesting to his brother’s role 

in relation to himself and to their mutual dependence. 

Outcome: the child’s  ‘environment-activating sphere’  is present 

from an early age and finds expression in marked social skills or in what 

is known as worldly wisdom. These skills are not personal as are 

creativity or analytical thinking; but are employed in the context of 

relationships with others. His grandfather gave him two candies. Perhaps 

one was intended for him and the other for his brother, but this child 

wants them both. And he succeeds, by means of his tears, in sending his 

mother to ask the grandfather for more candies. The conversation 

originates, as noted, in his mother’s environment-activating sphere. In 

the same way, the child is activated by his brother. He is at the peak of a 
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process of integration rather than individualization. Will he be able to 

succeed in school if his brother does not? Can he achieve self-fulfillment 

unconnected to his family? Will he be able to express his independent 

opinions as befits a member of a democratic society and allow the other 

to express his views?  Probably not! 

A similar conversation between mother and child in modern 

society which starts similarly might end differently: 

Mother: D….D… where are you going? 

Son: I’m going downstairs, to Grandfather. 

Mother: All right, but be careful. Walk on the sidewalk. 

Son: OK, Mummy. 

(After ten minutes he returns in tears). 

Mother: What’s the matter? Why are you crying? 

Son: Grandfather gave me only one candy. 

Mother: All right, but why are you crying? 

Son: He wouldn’t give me another one. 

Mother: Why should he give you another one? One is enough. 

Son:  I want to give one to G. (his brother) as well. 

Mother: D., is that why you’re crying? It’s my job to worry about 

him, not yours. 

Achieving the developmental task: the modern mother is 

surprised by her son’s reaction. Her answer prepares him for the 

experience of separateness and independence from his brother – he is his 
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own self, not his brother. After a few such incidents, this child will learn 

not to undertake excessive responsibility for his brother. 

Tools: the mother is empathetic towards him and understands his 

tears; she doesn’t agree with him, but neither does she reject him by 

ignoring him or totally refuting his views. As we have seen, empathy is 

the interim sphere between identification and rejection. She is teaching 

her son that there is a sphere between ‘for’ and ‘against’ namely the 

conflict-free sphere in which the individual is not emotionally involved. 

She is also assertive in her conduct– again an interim position between 

aggressiveness and surrender – and insists on her own opinion. Thereby 

she is inviting him to hold firm opinions in the future while allowing the 

other to have his say. She calls him by his given name and not by his 

relative title, and their conversation proceeds politely and not in the 

language of command. When an individual is addressed by his given 

name, his autonomous identity is being acknowledged, which is not the 

case with use of the relative title; politeness implies that there is a 

protected space around the child which permits him free thought. 

Outcome: the mother is fostering the development of her son’s 

conflict-free sphere. He is not obliged to respond actively to all the 

stimuli in his surroundings, in this case his brother’s distress. His 

mother is directing him towards an internal locus of control rather than 

an external locus, so that he is activated less by his surroundings and 

more by his own self. He will learn to voice his opinion independently as 
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befits a member of a democratic society, but his sensitivity and 

awareness of the other will decrease accordingly. 

 

2. The following is a dialog between two six-year-olds in a modern 

society: 

First child: I eat cucumbers. They make me as strong as a lion. 

Second child: I’m eating everything here. 

First child: How many eggs did you eat? 

Second child: I didn’t eat any. 

First child: I’m the only one who ate the yellow part. 

Second child: I like the yellow best. 

First child:  I like all of the egg. 

Second child: I only like the yellow, it’s the healthiest. 

Achieving the developmental task: the children are talking and 

expressing their views freely from within their ‘I’, which indicates that 

they are on the road to consolidation of a ‘self’ separate from their 

environment. 

Tools: it is clear that the children admire themselves, apparently 

because they have been admired by their parents. They have their say 

assertively. 

Outcome: since admiration of one’s self and one’s actions is an 

essential condition for creativity, these children are taking their first 

steps in creating. Their self-admiration, however, lessens their ability to 
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perceive the other and get to know him. It is manifest that each of them 

is announcing his likes and preferences without paying much attention 

to what the other has to say. 

A traditional version of the same conversation: 

First child: I eat meat, and it makes me as strong as my Daddy. 

Second child: I can eat everything on the plate. 

First child: No, you can’t because you’re little. 

Second child: Mummy says I can because next year I’m going to 

nursery school. 

First child: I don’t need to eat because I’m already big. 

Second child: So I eat lots and lots so I can be as big as my uncle. 

 

Achieving the developmental task: when these children use the 

‘I’ word, it usually immediately relates to the family. They are on the path 

to harmonious integration in their society. 

Tools: the children relate to one another to a greater degree, 

integrate in the social life of the nursery school and are less preoccupied 

with self-admiration than the modern child. They are more aggressive 

than assertive (‘No, you can’t because you’re little’.) and invite one another 

to submit. Thereby they are creating a relationship of dependency on the 

group. 

Outcome: it is probable that in the future they will have difficulty 

in expressing their views in democratic society without dependence on 
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some other, for example a relative. They will also find it hard to create 

because they will prefer to imitate or mimic their environment (like my 

father – like my uncle) and not to act out of their own ‘I’. On the other 

hand, their awareness of social relationships will be much more developed. 

It is apparent that they respond more to the statements of the other 

(‘No….you can’t…Mother says I am’). and are less preoccupied with 

themselves. 

 

3. A dialog between a three-year-old girl and her mother in 

traditional society: 

Daughter: I found five shekels in the street and I bought some 

candy for me and my friends. 

Mother: (kisses and caresses her): It’s good that you bought it for 

your friends. Otherwise what would you do with money all by 

yourself? 

Achieving the developmental task: this little girl is on the right 

track to integration in traditional society. At this early age she is equipped 

with social skills. 

Tools: the mother does not admire her daughter’s action, doesn’t 

say ‘Good for you!’ and doesn’t offer her narcissistic reinforcements of any 

kind. She stresses the fact that she is a good girl integrating into her 

society: (‘otherwise what would you do with money all by yourself?’). An 

empathetic attitude on the mother’s part would have required 
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understanding of different behavior on the part of the child but this 

mother identifies with her daughter’s behavior. 

Outcome:  if we regard this incident as a logical exercise, there are 

several possible solutions. However, the mother’s identifying and 

integration-promoting stance does not permit them. In place of a conflict-

free sphere where the child could decide for herself and by herself what 

suited her best, such as buying for herself alone or not buying for anyone 

or buying for herself with part of the money or for everyone etc, she finds 

herself acting from within the environment-activated sphere. Thus, her 

ability to think scientifically is impaired from an early age. 

From the mother’s viewpoint, there are no personal pleasures, and 

no money-related pleasures. This child will grow up into an experience of 

warmth, mutual responsibility and intimacy, and it is likely that she will 

not agree to relinquish it even in return for democracy, science and 

creativity. 

A modern translation of this conversation: 

Child: I found five shekels in the street and I bought candy for me 

and my friends. 

Mother: It’s a very good thing that you bought for your friends as 

well. You could have saved the money for yourself for another time 

instead of buying for your friends. 

Achieving the developmental task:  the mother may be afraid 

that her daughter was acting out of social pressure and not her own 
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wishes. Consequently, she suggests other possibilities, thereby preparing 

her for life in a modern society, where she is expected to take decisions 

autonomously, namely from out of her internal locus of control, without 

pressure from her social setting. 

Tools: the mother is empathetic towards her child’s action but does 

not identify with it which is why she can propose alternatives. 

Outcome:  the child learns to play within the conflict-free sphere 

as the sole authority without external disturbances. She has received a 

lesson for beginners in logical thinking, which will serve her as a 

scientist in the future, capable of examining several alternatives or as a 

partner in a democratic society where her opinion is valued. On the other 

hand, her mother is not teaching her conduct which will foster harmony 

with her environment. The traditional child will win the approval of her 

environment for her actions, while the modern child will enjoy freedom of 

choice. 

4. A conversation between a mother and her 23-month-old 

daughter in modern society: 

Mother: Come here, sweetheart, do you want a story…do you want 

the story about the moon? 

Daughter: No! 

Mother: Do you want the story about the lion? 

Daughter: Ehhh. Yes …....…the lion. 

Mother: Come and sit down…(starts reading). 
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Daughter: (picks up a doll): Here’s a cow…moo moo. 

Mother: Don’t you want a story? (Tries to continue reading). 

Daughter: Here’s an elephant. Big, fat elephant! 

Mother: OK, you don’t want it. What’s that? (Points to the doll). 

Daughter: It’s a monkey. Likes bananas…nice monkey. 

Mother: And what’s this? 

Daughter: Dog…Bow wow. 

Mother: Say nice doggie, stroke him… 

Daughter: (stroking). Good doggie. Nice doggie, nice, nice… 

Mother: That’s lovely, sweetie…Do you want to come and eat? 

Daughter: Yes. 

Mother: What would you like? How about cereal? 

Daughter: No! 

Mother: Cottage cheese? 

Daughter: (doesn’t reply) 

Mother: Sweet corn? 

Daughter: Ehhh…yes, corn, want corn! 

Achieving the developmental task: at a very early age the child 

displays assertiveness in her relations with her mother. She can express 

her opinions and in particular say ‘No!’ and so she is developing well 

according to the norms of modern society. 
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Tools for achieving the developmental task:  the mother, for her 

part, endeavors to adapt herself to her daughter and her needs. It is her 

empathetic attitude which invites and creates assertiveness in her child. 

Outcome: the mother, as noted, is trying to adapt to her daughter. 

At first she offers her a book about the moon and the child says ‘No!’ 

freely. Then she reads a story but stops when it appears that the child is 

preoccupied with something else. The same is true of food; she makes 

several suggestions until she finds what suits the child. The individualist 

mother has a clear sense that her role is to adapt herself to her daughter 

rather than the reverse. Her focus on the child’s ‘self’ permits the child to 

be conscious of her own self and to develop it.      

The ‘no’ operator is the symbol of the separateness and 

independence of the child from an early age. It conveys to the parent: ‘I 

am not you’. But the ability to say ‘no’ is also the basis for democratic 

thinking, which enables the individual not to agree with the other. No 

less than that, it is also the basis for logical manipulations which involve 

the necessity to employ the logical operator ‘no’. In other words, the little 

girl is mature enough to play with thoughts, to examine and to 

experiment with what may happen in the event of disagreement. This 

child is taking her first steps along the path to scientific thinking. In 

traditional society she might be perceived as failing to integrate in the 

family, as having egocentric and rebellious tendencies. 

A traditional version of the same conversation: 
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Mother: Come, I want to read you a story. 

Daughter: Yes. 

Mother: Sit here. (Starts reading). 

Daughter: Here’s a cat. Miaou, miaou. 

Mother: Don’t stroke the cat. 

Daughter: Why? 

Mother: Because there are lots of dirty things and germs on the 

cat. Now let’s have some cereal. 

Daughter: Yes. 

A second traditional version: 

Mother: Daughter, come here, what do you want, the story about 

the moon? 

Daughter: I want what you want, Mummy. 

Mother: Do you want the lion story or something else. 

Daughter: All right, all right, Mummy, the lion. 

Achieving the developmental task:  it is evident that the child in 

the first traditional example is obeying her mother, while the second, 

even at such an early age, is appeasing her mother. In both cases, they 

are on the right track to proper development in traditional society, where 

the child is expected to integrate into the family harmoniously and not to 

insist on his own views. 

Tools: the first mother commands her daughter: ‘Come, I want to 

read you a story’ (instead of the ‘Come, sweetheart, do you want a story’ 
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of the modern mother). ‘Sit here!’ (instead of ‘Come and sit’), ‘Don’t stroke 

the cat’ (instead of ‘Say good doggie, stroke him’) and ‘Now come and eat 

some cornflakes’ (instead of ‘What do you want to eat?). Because of the 

language of command employed in this family, the child’s conflict-free 

sphere is reduced because it has been infiltrated, and the environment-

activated sphere expands because of the need to respond according to 

expectations. 

The second mother summons her daughter by saying ‘Daughter, 

come’, using her relative title and not her given name. The message 

conveyed to the child is that she is part of her mother, part of her family 

and part of her environment and not a person with separate and 

independent identity. 

Outcome: the conversations of the traditional mother and her 

child are briefer than the modern conversations because the traditional 

mother issues commands and does not search with her daughter for 

what suits her best. Since, for traditional daughters, their mothers 

wishes are more important than their own, it is reasonable to assume 

that when these girls reach school age, they will consider it more 

important to be good girls and maintain a good relationship with the 

teacher and their friends than to think and draw conclusions for 

themselves – a vital condition for creative and scientific thinking. In 

traditional society such children are likely to be considered good clever 



 97 

girls because of their social skills which enable them to integrate well 

into their society. 

The modern mother who observes the relations between the 

traditional mother and her daughter may feel uneasy, to say the least. 

She will gain the impression that the traditional mother controls her 

child, imposes actions on her and humiliates her by causing the child to 

appease her. A traditional mother will perceive a modern mother as 

granting her child an inconceivable degree of freedom, and will 

disapprove because nobody can live alone without the support of his 

environment. 

5. A brief exchange between a mother and her four-year-old 

daughter in traditional society. 

Daughter:  Mummy, Mummy, come and look at what I’ve done! 

Mother: what have you done, L.? 

Daughter:  I’ve made a house. 

Mother: (with a dismissive gesture) But that’s not a house. 

Achieving the developmental task: the child calls her mother 

and awaits her admiration, but the mother’s response is dismissive. This 

child will have to undergo more experiences of this kind until she learns 

to waive her uniqueness in favor of social integration. We see that the 

individual’s narcissistic need to be admired emerges at an early age, and 

it is not easy to suppress it in the child of a traditional society. 
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Tools: when the mother says: ‘But it’s not a house’, she means 

that it is not a house as she imagines it, and she is inviting her daughter 

to build a house which meets her mother’s expectations. On another 

occasion, the mother may build L. a house and ask her to build similarly. 

In any event, what she is proposing to her daughter is integration and not 

admiration. The reinforcement is provided not by fostering uniqueness 

but by forgoing it. 

A modern version: 

Daughter: Mummy, Mummy, come and see what I’ve done! 

Mother: What have you done, N.? 

Daughter: I built a house. 

Mother: What a beautiful house! Do you want to add windows and 

doors? 

Daughter: Not now! Mummy, I want it like this. 

Achieving the developmental task: the child is on the right track 

to development of independent thinking as accepted in modern society. 

She prefers her own house to her mother’s version even if her mother’s 

suggestions may be more ‘correct’. 

Tools for achieving the developmental task:  the mother 

expresses admiration for her daughter, and also proposes improvements 

and additions to the house the child has built. If the daughter accepts 

her suggestions, the addition will be integrated into her own work and 
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will not undermine her feeling that she has tackled a project and 

succeeded. 

Outcome: the mother’s admiration is the necessary condition for 

the daughter’s ability to admire herself and to create in the future. For a 

child, constructing a house out of building blocks can be a creative and 

scientific process which entails all kinds of choices. Is the house stable? 

Are there enough blocks? Where should the windows be? This child’s 

mother opens one door for her (‘Do you want to add windows and 

doors?’) and closes another, that leading to collectivist culture, where the 

feeling that she is like everyone else would be heartwarming and 

unifying. 

6. A conversation between a modern mother and her three-year-old 

daughter during a family get-together: 

The mother is playing with a baby cousin and rocking him on her 

knee. 

Daughter: Don’t do that to him! (Slaps her mother’s thigh angrily). 

Mother: All right. Do you want to play with me? 

Daughter: No, I’m going to the playground. 

Mother: Who are you going to play with in the playground? 

Daughter: With G. (points to her cousin). And N. is coming too 

(points to a cousin of her own age). 

Mother: All right. Just put on your shoes. Where are your shoes? 
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Daughter: There (points to the shoes and after a few seconds goes 

and brings them). 

Mother: Come back in time for lunch. 

Daughter: I’m not hungry. 

Mother: But after you’ve played you’re sure to want to eat… 

Daughter: No! 

Mother: Go and play and decide when you come back if you’re 

hungry. 

Daughter: Bye bye, we’re going. 

Achieving the developmental task: the impression is that the 

daughter has feelings of anger towards her mother and has no difficulty 

in expressing them even physically (hits her mother), or through 

commands (‘don’t do that to him!’) and by saying ‘No!’ The mother may 

not be setting her daughter enough limits, a well-known problem in 

modern society (for example, when the child is jealous, hits her mother 

and is angry at her, the mother is immediately ready to stop playing with 

the infant and to play with her daughter). Consequently, the daughter is 

more aggressive than assertive. But this child undoubtedly feels strong 

in her struggle with her mother. She seems to be on the right path to 

independent development as accepted in modern society. 

Tools: the mother is polite and empathetic towards her child. She 

asks and does not command, is open to possibilities and adapts herself 
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to the child. This encourages the growth of the child’s assertiveness 

which still sometimes looks like aggression. 

Outcome: this mother is encouraging her daughter to express 

herself through her emotions and thoughts when she says: ‘Go and play 

and decide if you’re hungry when you come back’. In the end, the 

decision is left to the child. We see that from an early age this little girl is 

being encouraged to voice what she feels and wants and thus she can 

become an active member of a democratic society. Through traditional 

eyes the child’s conduct could be perceived as intolerable because she is 

not respecting her parents. 

A traditional version: 

Daughter: Why are you rocking him? 

Mother: Do you want to play with me? Are you jealous? 

Daughter: I’m not jealous. I’m going out to play. 

Mother: I don’t allow it. 

Daughter: Why? 

Mother: You haven’t had lunch yet. 

Daughter: I don’t want to eat. I’m not hungry. 

Mother: All right, go, but no coming back late. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter seems to have 

learned to cope with her mother’s authority and she achieves her aims 

with the necessary caution. When she appears to be jealous, she asks: 

‘Why are you rocking him?’ which is a question and not a statement 
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(compare with the previous example, where the child is angry and hits 

her mother). When she asks to go out and play and her mother says: ‘I 

don’t allow it’, a refusal without explanation, she is not intimidated and 

asks why. She is therefore on the right path to integration in traditional 

society. 

Tools: when the mother asks ‘Are you jealous?’ which the modern 

mother did not ask, the impression is not that she is being empathetic, 

but rather that she is rejecting the child. The little girl knows why she 

will not admit her feelings. There is a note of aggressiveness in the 

question, which could cause the child to feel ashamed. The mother also 

uses the language of command, ‘I don’t allow it’ and does not explain the 

refusal, which makes her statement seem arbitrary and hence 

controlling. Finally, the general and non-personal statement: ‘No coming 

back late’ (she could have said:  ‘Don’t be late’ or ‘Please, don’t be late’), 

which the traditional translator added although it was not present in the 

modern original, adds an aspect of control and command. 

Outcome: these two conversations are antithetical in approach. In 

the first, the authority and decision are in the child’s hands while in the 

second, they stem from the mother. The traditional daughter asks: ‘Why 

are you rocking him?’ while the modern daughter commands her mother: 

‘Don’t do that to him’. In the traditional version, the mother says an 

assertive ‘no’, while in the modern version, it is the daughter who says it. 

And, in conclusion, the modern mother emphasizes the fact that her 
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daughter will decide for herself if she is hungry, while the traditional 

mother does not say this. It is evident that the traditional daughter finds 

it hard to express her opinion freely without thoroughly checking the 

environment (for example, she will ask instead of stating her wishes). 

Hence, her preparedness for democratic life is very restricted. It is no 

accident that in the modern version the conversation is logical when it 

comes to establishing who decides and how whether the child is hungry, 

while in the traditional version there is no such discussion, because 

authority does not allow the conflict-free sphere to operate freely and cite 

arguments. The child is activated by her mother and not by herself, and 

hence from an early age she is less ripe for scientific thinking. However, 

she already knows, at this age, how to decipher authority and adapt 

herself to it. She is equipped with the worldly wisdom which is lacking in 

her modern counterpart, who is focused on herself. 

7. Description of an event in modern society. 

A mother and her five-year-old daughter are going to the shopping 

center. On the way there, they pass a coin-operated mechanical horse: 

Daughter: Mummy, give me some money. I want to ride the horse. 

Mother: No, we have no time for that. 

Daughter: Mummy, just for a little… 

Mother: I told you we don’t have time 

Several minutes later, the mother meets a friend she hasn’t seen 

for some time, and starts chatting with her. She recalls that her daughter 
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asked for money to ride the horse, gives her the money and says: ‘Go and 

ride the horse’. 

Achieving the developmental task: The impression is that the 

daughter has not yet learned that to ask repeatedly and perhaps to 

plead, does not really help. It can be assumed that in the future she will 

accept her mother’s commands and protest less. She will learn that luck 

has a decisive influence on events where she is concerned – luckily her 

mother met a friend – and so she will tend to be more passive. Then 

things will be easier for her and her mother, and she will integrate better 

into her society. 

Tools: the mother is aggressive towards her daughter and rejects 

her, thereby inviting her submission. If she had said to her: ‘I understand 

that you want to very much but I’m in a hurry’, she would have been 

acting with both empathy and assertiveness. She also employs the 

language of command and does not use her daughter’s given name or 

address her as ‘you’ but uses the plural by saying ‘we have no time’. In 

this way, she is teaching her daughter that she is part of her mother and, 

naturally, not the dominant part. 

Outcome: the mother is busy and in a hurry when the child wants 

a ride on the horse. But she has time to chat with a friend. The message 

conveyed to the child is that she is not important. In the future, if she 

wants to ride the horse, emphasizing her wishes will not be enough 

because they have no weight. She will learn that in order to gain 
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something from her mother, she needs to adapt herself to her. For 

example, next time she may suggest that her mother meet her friend in 

the café so that she can ride the horse or suggest that her mother buy 

something that can only be bought in the place where the horse is 

installed. Her mother has encouraged her to be manipulative rather than 

assertive. Assertiveness stems from the self and manipulation is directed 

at the other. The child will almost certainly develop social skills but not 

personal skills. If, for example, they had negotiated about time, if they 

had checked together how rushed the mother was and what ‘a little’ 

means to a child, it might have been possible to compromise. Then the 

child would have learned to think scientifically and to put forward ideas 

for creative solution of the problem. For example, she could come back 

an hour later and ride the horse, find a similar horse somewhere else etc. 

But the mother’s attitude did not permit such a discussion, and hence 

did not prepare the daughter for life in a democratic society. On the 

contrary, in due course the girl will learn to renounce her own voice. On 

the other hand, use of ‘we’ and ‘us’ will enhance identification with her 

mother and her family. She will feel part of them and enjoy the feeling of 

belonging and warmth even if this entails renunciations. 

A similar conversation in modern society might develop as follows: 

A. Mummy, give me some money. I want to ride the horse. 

Mother:  I’m really in a hurry, so just for a little while. 
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A. OK, Mummy, just once (takes money from her mother and goes 

off to ride). 

The mother meets a friend, chats for a moment with her and then 

tells her that she’s sorry but she’s in a hurry. 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother’s willingness to 

take her daughter’s wishes into consideration is reciprocated. The 

daughter limits herself by saying ‘just once’. It appears that from an early 

age she is capable of negotiation which acknowledges her wishes and 

takes the other into consideration. This is a characteristic developmental 

achievement of modern society. 

Tools: The mother speaks for herself: ‘I’m really in a hurry…’ and 

not in the plural, and is thereby teaching her daughter to speak for 

herself. She addresses her politely and says: ‘Just a little while’ and does 

not command her, thus inviting her to think actively. 

Outcome:  In this example we can see a division of time which 

respects the child and her wishes. The mother doesn’t think that 

the child’s games are nonsense and that her own chat with her 

friend is serious and important. She considers them both 

important and allots a limited amount of time to both. He mother’s 

empathy, her polite way of addressing the child and the 

importance she attributes to her, will help the daughter in future 

to create something of her own in various spheres because a 

common feature of all creative effort is the creator’s experience of 
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being of value. She will also automatically be able to express her 

wishes authentically, which will prepare her for democratic life. 

But, she will be developing personal skills at the expense of social 

skills, and also displaying less sensitivity towards others, 

particularly when the other is the authority, and will not feel the 

need to adapt herself to him. Unlike her traditional counterpart, 

she will not gain expert knowledge of her mother’s predilections 

and preferences in order to exploit it when necessary. Her 

experience will teach her that it is preferable simply to state what 

she wants. It is the manipulative wisdom of the ancient world as 

illustrated in folk tales and parables that will be missing in the 

thinking of the modern child. 

8. A conversation in modern society between a mother and her 

child’s nursery school teacher. (It refers to her two daughters, five-year-

old D., a one-year-old baby girl and a little boy). 

Mother: Do you have a few minutes? 

Teacher: Yes, sure. 

Mother. Lately D. has been coming into our bed every night. She 

says she has bad dreams and she comes every day. 

Teacher: When did it start? 

Mother: After the baby was born, then she did it a little; she used 

to come to see me nursing and then she’d go back to bed. In the 

past two-three weeks it happens almost every day. 
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Teacher:  That really sounds like a warning signal, but we can 

check with her what she feels that makes her need to come into 

your bed. 

Mother:  We’ve moved the baby into her own room now, so that 

nobody is with us and D. sleeps in the same room as her brother. 

Teacher:  What does she say when she wakes up or in the 

morning? 

Mother:  That she had a bad dream. 

Teacher: Can she explain what she dreamed? 

Mother: No, she doesn’t explain. 

Teacher: I suggest that you try to get out of her what she sees, and 

feels, and then you can try to help her to work it out through 

drawing or something like that. 

Mother:  I’ll try. 

Teacher: Keep me posted and we’ll think together. 

Mother:  Fine, thank you. 

Teacher:  No need to thank me…but let’s stay in touch. 

Mother:  See you tomorrow. 

Teacher:  See you. 

Achieving the developmental task:  whatever the reasons for the 

little girl’s difficulties, any solution suited to her development as a child 

of modern society must also be based on a certain degree of awareness of 

her situation and on an inward-directed gaze. For example, if she is 
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jealous, it is worth discussing the fact with her. Through talking she can 

gain control of her situation, separateness and independence. In general, 

the teacher is acting in the correct fashion. 

Tools:  she advises the mother to talk to her daughter about her 

feelings and to try to understand her. She proposes an empathetic 

stance.  

Outcome:  the nursery school teacher assumes that if the mother 

becomes familiar with D’s inner world and helps her to express it verbally 

and non-verbally, by drawing, for example), this could  ease the child’s 

emotional difficulties and solve the problem. On the assumption that the 

mother adopts the teacher’s suggestion, the little girl will gain the 

experience that her feelings are important and there is room for them. 

These feelings are the basis for all creativity. The ability to express these 

feelings does not differ from the ability to express independent political 

views which this child will need in her society in a few years time. If her 

mother allows her to give expression to the various voices within her – 

doubts, indecision, fears etc. she will be able to voice a variety of 

opinions in society. An open discussion of emotions is essential training 

for positive partnership in democratic society. This is essentially the 

democracy of the spirit, which precedes democracy of government. In 

democracy of the spirit voices are not suppressed, but are allowed to 

emerge. The consequence is that the other is granted the possibility of 

expressing his opinions. At the same time, the fact that D’s parents 
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adapt themselves to her implies that she will be less obliged to adapt 

herself to her environment and consequently she will be less sensitive to 

that environment. For example, it is reasonable to assume that she will 

be less aware of the impact of her jealousy on her sister and her parents 

(disturbing their sleep). 

A similar conversation in traditional society might develop as 

follows: 

A little girl comes into her mother’s room crying. She has had a 

bad dream. 

Daughter: Mummy, Mummy (crying). I had a bad dream. 

Mother: Don’t be frightened, sweetheart. I’m with you all the time. 

Since when have you been having this dream? 

Daughter: Almost a year (note: her sister is a year old). 

The mother thinks to herself that there is jealousy between the 

girls. The older one, who was once a pampered only daughter, is 

now the older of two daughters. 

Mother: I love you very much. Look at your sister. She also loves 

you very much and I want you to help me because you are grown 

up. 

A traditional translator wrote: 

Mother: Do you have a few moments. 

Teacher: Yes, sure. 
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Mother: Lately D. comes into our bed every night. She says she 

had a bad dream and she comes every night. 

Teacher: When did it start? 

Mother: After the baby was born she used to come in a little to 

watch me nursing and then go back to bed. For the past two-three 

weeks it happens almost every night. 

Teacher: It really seems like a warning signal but we have to find a 

solution. She needs to stop and you should ignore it and get her 

into other worlds by talking about other subjects. 

Mother: We’ve put the baby in a room of her own, so that nobody is 

in with us now, and D. sleeps in the same room as her brother. 

Teacher:  What does she say when she wakes up or in the 

morning. 

Mother:  That she had a bad dream. 

Teacher:  Don’t tell me that she tells you about the dream every 

day. You are not supposed to agree to that, to listen to her and 

develop the idea. That’s not permitted. 

Mother:  You’re right. 

Teacher:  I believe that we should put a stop to it as soon as 

possible. If you start now accepting everything she says and 

following it up, you’ll never see the end of it and it will develop 

negatively. You need to be decisive and take a stand. 
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Mother:  I think your position is the right one, because we can’t go 

on like this. She has begun to disturb us and bother the whole 

family. I don’t think a child of that age has any reason to think so 

negatively. 

Teacher: So we’re agreed. 

Mother:  Fine, thank you for the comment. I’ll do what you 

suggested. 

Teacher:  No need to thank me…but don’t hesitate. Put an end to 

it. 

Mother: You’re right. Goodbye. 

Teacher:  Goodbye. 

Achieving the developmental task:  in both examples, the aim is 

to train the child to integrate in her environment without need for modern-

style emotional exposure. 

 In the first example, the mother tries to achieve the developmental 

task by allaying anxieties. She promises love and encourages the child to 

identify with the mother’s caring function in order to ease her jealousy 

(she can be a mother and not a sister). In the second example, the nursery 

school teacher tries to achieve the child’s integration by threatening, by 

banning thoughts or manipulating through changing the subject of 

conversation. 

Tools: in the first example, the mother encourages her child to 

identify with her by suggesting that she help her care for the baby. The 
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promise of love and togetherness (‘I’m with you all the time’) also implies 

identification and full acceptance of the child’s emotions. In the second 

example, the teacher advises the mother to employ aggression, rejection 

and command in order to achieve the developmental task. 

Outcome:  the traditional mother does not try to encourage her 

daughter to recount her dream and express her emotions. This child is not 

helped therefore through encouragement of personal expression, by 

through her mother’s external aid. The individualist assumption would be 

that expression of emotions can solve the problem. The collectivist 

assumption is that aid must come from outside and personal expression 

can only cause trouble. The traditional mother’s solution, which is based 

on love and identification, is undoubtedly preferable to the solution 

proposed by the teacher, which is based on threat. In both cases, the 

problem may disappear. In the first case, the child will overcome her 

difficulties through love and identification with the mother’s task, and her 

experience of the collective life will be more positive. Identification and love 

may be more beneficial than the freedom of choice which inner 

investigation may supply. It is noteworthy that the traditional mother 

considers it legitimate to deal with jealousy, since it is an other-focused 

emotion. It is more accessible to her than to the modern mother, who 

apparently realized that the child was jealous but hesitated to mention the 

word. In the second example, the child’s integration will be accompanied 

by constant fear. The external locus of control reaches its culmination 
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here. The teacher is afraid that if the little girl is allowed to think as she 

chooses, catastrophe will ensue. She believes that the child should be 

manipulated by changing the subject or banning its mention. Both 

children have been directed towards the external locus of control and 

awareness of the other which are required in their society, each in her own 

way. They are mainly outward-focused, whether out of identification and 

love or because of threats. Will they be able to detach themselves from 

their environment, to withdraw into themselves and to tackle a scientific 

problem, or will they prefer to seek the solution outside, as in this case? In 

modern society, clarification of emotions elucidates the cause and the 

outcome –essential elements in scientific thinking. In the end, the 

traditional child will never understand what drove her to her parents’ bed 

with a bad dream, while the modern child will be aware of the reason. 

Moreover, the fact that the traditional child has not been guided to utilize 

or clarify her emotions will affect her ability to create in the future. 

9. A conversation in a traditional family between the mother and 

her seven-year-old son, the oldest child. The other children are a baby 

girl, aged eight months, a six-year-old girl and a three-year-old boy. 

Mother: (to the baby). My beautiful little daughter, please go to 

sleep. I’m very tired and I want to help your brother do his 

homework. You haven’t slept at all today. Go to sleep…. 
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Oldest son: (his younger siblings are playing).Mummy, tell them to 

leave me alone and play in another room.  I want to solve these 

exercises. This way I won’t solve them right. 

Mother: My son, my love, you must go to your room. I can’t help 

you now. When your sister falls asleep, I’ll help you. And I can’t 

leave your sister and brother to play alone. I’m afraid for them. 

You’re big already, they are still small. 

Interviewer: The mother is speaking in a low voice in a loving and 

affectionate tone. 

Oldest son: (very angry). You always love them more than me. I’m 

not big. I’m little. You don’t love me. I don’t want to solve the 

exercises. 

Mother: What are you saying, my love. I love you very much. Come 

here now. I want to help you. I promise you that I love you very 

much. What’s this!? 

Interviewer: The mother is very emotional. 

Oldest son: (very happy, gets up, brings his workbook, sits down 

beside her and starts reading out the exercises). 

Mother: Are 4 x 5 20? 

Interviewer: The boy speaks softly and looks at his siblings as if to 

say: Look, Mummy loves me. She left my baby sister in order to 

help me. I’m the most important for her. She loves me more than 

she loves you. 
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Mother: Yes, my son, 20, you have the right answer. You’re my 

clever son. 

(Meanwhile the two younger children have begun to quarrel over a 

game they both want). 

Older daughter: You’re little, give it to me! (She shouts and 

snatches it). 

Younger son: No, you’re the bigger one so you have to give in! Give 

it to me. (Starts crying and tries to snatch the game without 

success). 

Older daughter: You’re dreaming if you think you mustn’t give in to 

me. I’m your big sister, I’m in charge here! 

Mother:  (as the little boy comes to her, crying). Give him the game. 

I’m very tired and I don’t want problems. You’re bigger than him, 

he’s still little. Give it to him. And I also want your baby sister to 

fall asleep. I don’t want to hear shouting and crying. I didn’t believe 

it when your brother finished his work and went to his room. Is it 

your turn now? 

Older daughter: (gives the game to her brother and goes to her 

room angrily without saying a word. The little brother is happy and 

goes back to his game). 

Achieving the developmental task:  the mother offers 

compassion and declarations of love in order to overcome difficulties. The 

children respond to these emotional messages and give in, thereby 
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preserving family harmony. They are achieving the developmental task of 

their traditional society. 

Tools:  the mother encourages the children to identify with her; 

not to understand her, but to pity her, in other words to feel what she is 

feeling. In order to encourage identification and compassion she pleads 

(compassion and pleading are other-focused emotions). She uses such 

relative titles as ‘my son’, ‘my daughter’, ‘your brother’, ‘your sister’ etc. 

Outcome:  in this conversation we can see how the traditional 

emotional world is extroverted when compared to modern society, and 

how what takes the form of inner expression of thoughts and emotions, 

in another lives and exists externally in dramatic form. The mother starts 

by talking to her baby daughter: ‘my beautiful little daughter, go to 

sleep…’ The older son continues with ‘tell them to leave me alone…’ He 

doesn’t say ‘tell them not to disturb me’ because the latter statement is 

self-focused while the former is other-focused. He immediately adds: 

‘This way I won’t solve them right’ and not, for example ‘This way I’ll 

make mistakes’. To solve correctly is again a statement of external locus 

of control. There is someone who decides what is right, apparently the 

teacher. ‘This way I’ll make mistakes’ relates to the self. If we go on to 

examine the text sentence by sentence, we find that many sentences in 

this exchange have an external locus of control. When the mother says 

‘My son, my love…’ she is trying to evoke in him strong emotions of 

intimacy and identification, as against ‘please’ which could evoke 
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empathy for her. The events which follow illustrate the known rule of 

traditional societies that the older child must give in to the younger. The 

oldest boy protests and claims that his mother loves his brother more. 

He is exploiting love in the same way as his mother. In modern society, it 

may be assumed that most children, when feeling that they are less loved 

than their siblings, will not voice their feelings out loud because these 

are private emotions. In traditional society, as we have noted, the locus 

of control is external and the emotional life tends to be external (we have 

seen, for example, how easily jealousy can be discussed). The son 

immediately punishes his mother because of his feeling that because she 

doesn’t love him he can’t do his homework. She responds emotionally to 

his accusation and proves to him with words and actions that she loves 

him: ‘What are you saying, my love. I love you very much. Come here 

now. I want to help you. I promise you that I love you very much. What’s 

this?’ In a world of external locus of control, it is not the child’s task to 

feel that he is loved; it is the task of the other (in this case the parent) to 

prove to the child that he loves him. If we examine the impact of the 

external locus of control on the child’s ability to solve a problem in 

arithmetic we perceive that underlying the child’s motivation is his 

relationship with the mother and with the teacher, and not his intimate 

encounter with the problem. The ‘relationship’ value replaces the ‘truth’ 

value, which is the basis for logical thought. According to that same 

logic, the child may feel that if he does not succeed at his studies, he will 
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not be loved, and consequently become anxious. In the classroom it may 

be preferable to try to win the teacher’s love in some other, briefer way 

(sycophancy, for example).In any event, the conflict-free sphere which is 

responsible for the child’s ability to solve the problem, will be impaired by 

these emotional contexts, which transform a logical exercise into an 

emotional exercise. The fact that solving a problem in arithmetic requires 

quiet is both concrete and symbolic in this context. It is not surprising 

that the child now boasts to his brother about his mother’s love, and that 

his mother praises him for being ‘clever’. Both boasting and being clever 

are terms with an external locus of control. The former is aimed at 

ensuring that everyone sees. The latter has social connotations, as we 

have noted, which attest to ability to cope in society (worldly wisdom). 

Talent or brilliance, on the other hand, are self-focused. 

In conclusion, the little brother has evidently already learned the 

laws of traditional society, namely that the older child must always give 

in to the younger one, and so he goes over to his mother to ask her help. 

She turns to her daughter and asks her to yield to her smaller brother: ‘If 

you love him’, she says. This is a manipulative move which invites the 

daughter to prove her love, and like any other manipulation, exploits the 

instruments of social skills and worldly wisdom in order to activate the 

other in a way expedient to the activator. This is a classic example of an 

action with external locus of control. The manipulation succeeds and the 

daughter gives up the toy. 
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The mother, for her part, tries to solve the problems between the 

children in such a way that each will feel that he has been treated justly 

and the family system will benefit. If, for example, one child is 

domineering and another submissive, and that is how they get along 

together, the mother will see nothing wrong in this. Their creative, 

scientific and democratic abilities will be seriously damaged because of 

their lack of independence, but from the mother’s point of view, the 

system is working smoothly. If she thought in terms of justice, she could 

have sought creative and logical solutions based on negotiations between 

the parties: deciding who was the last to play with the toy, who played 

longer, how they can play together, how to create an experience of justice 

when one of them wants to study and the other to play noisily in the 

same room. In this case, she would have been teaching them to think 

creatively and scientifically. However, instead, she taught them how to 

strengthen the family relationship and how to take responsibility for the 

other. 

A modern translation: 

The mother is rocking the baby carriage, singing her daughter a 

lullaby and waiting for her to fall asleep. The smaller children are 

playing. 

Oldest son: Mummy, tell them to go into another room. I can’t 

concentrate in this noise, and come and help me already. 
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Mother: Soon, M. (the baby) will fall asleep and then I’ll have time 

to help you. But meanwhile perhaps you can be the one to go into 

another room, and that’s easier than moving them with all their 

toys. Just a little patience and everything will work out. 

Oldest son: (very angry): But I’ve been waiting a long time and I’m 

tired and want to go to sleep. 

Mother: All right, then let’s try to solve the exercises here quietly. 

Please bring me your workbook. 

Older son: (content, gets up, brings the workbook, sits down beside 

his mother and starts reading out the exercises). 

Mother: How much is 4 x 5? 

Oldest son: 4 x 5 is 20. 

Interviewer: The boy seems happy that his mother is paying 

attention to him. 

Mother: Yes, 20, that’s right. Great! 

(Meanwhile the younger children have started fighting over a game 

they both want). 

Older daughter: I was first with this game (shouting and snatching 

it). 

Younger brother: No, you’ve played enough. Now it’s my turn 

(starts crying and runs to snatch the game from his sister but 

without success). 

Older daughter: You don’t even know how to play with it. 
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Mother: (as the boy comes to her, crying): I really don’t have the 

energy now to deal with you. Try and work it out yourselves. If you 

don’t succeed, then come to me. (The children continue to quarrel). 

Mother: Who took the game first? 

Younger son: I did! 

Mother: So how much longer do you want to play with it? 

Younger son: Don’t know. 

Mother: You have to tell your sister a time, so that she’ll know 

what to wait for. 

Younger son: OK, half an hour. 

Mother: OK, in fifteen minutes give it to her, all right? 

Younger son: Then let her explain to me how to play with it. 

Older daughter: So let me explain. 

Mother: Great, I see you’re getting along. 

Achieving the developmental task:  The mother conducts 

negotiations twice, the first time with the oldest child and then with the 

two younger children and in both cases succeeds in finding a solution 

which satisfies all of them. The children have learned how to get along 

without having to give up anything important to them and how to benefit 

from cooperation. In the future they will almost certainly adopt this 

stance independently as their society will expect them to do. Above and 

beyond this, the modern mother does not offer her son a solution to the 

arithmetic exercise as did the traditional mother. She wants him to try 
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for himself. In proposing the solution, the traditional mother was offering 

a relationship while the modern mother was offering independence. 

Tools:  The mother is assertive in her conduct towards her 

children, for example asking her older son to move to another room, but 

is also empathetic when he says he is tired and becomes more flexible as 

a result. She admires him when he solves the exercise, admires the 

younger children for achieving a compromise and says ‘Great!’ She uses 

given names and not relative titles. 

Outcome: the individualist mother will focus on her children’s self 

and prefer justice to relationships. To address her older son as ‘My son, 

my love’ would sound ingratiating to her and instead she tries to explain 

to him that she is busy now and will soon be free. When she sees that he 

is really tired she compromises and helps him, although the baby is still 

awake. Then she compliments him and says ‘Great!’ admires him for 

finding the correct solution but does not say ‘You are my clever son’. This 

is because, first, she is experiencing him less as her son and more as a 

separate personality with independent identity; second, she is praising 

him not for his wise integration in the group but for his personal skills. 

The compliment singles him out for praise for being unique and not for 

his ability to integrate. She goes on to encourage a creative and logical 

process of negotiation between the children. Previously she dealt logically 

with her oldest child’s request for quiet and told him it would be easier if 

he moved his workbooks to another room than to move two children and 
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their toys, and now she examines whether her children can get along 

together without her help, like a teacher giving a pupil an exercise and 

asking him first to try and solve it himself. When the children don’t 

succeed, she proposes a solution: the child who took the toy first has 

prior right but must be considerate of the other. She explains the logic 

behind the need to decide when to finish the game and suggests a time 

more appropriate to the realities of the game and the ages of the players. 

In conclusion, she praises them and says ‘Great! I see you’re getting 

along!’ This grants them an experience of success and triumph. The 

modern mother, as we have seen, offers creative ideas for solution 

interlaced with principles of justice, thereby preparing her children for 

creative and scientific thinking. Each child is able to voice arguments 

freely according to the principles of. In conclusion, this mother has given 

her children an experience of success rather than of good relationships. 

For the traditional parent, there is something cold, remote and 

emotionally detached in this process. This is not how to run a family and 

this is not a binding relationship among the family members. As far as 

she is concerned, this is not love either. 

10. A dialog between a mother and her small son in traditional 

society. They are watching a cartoon about a cat stalking a mouse: 

Mother: What did the cat do to the little mouse? 

Child: He ate him. It was the mouse’s fault. 

Mother: (laughing): Why was it his fault? 
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Child: Because he didn’t run away from the cat. 

Achieving the developmental task: the child’s developmental 

task in traditional society is to identify with the authority figure and 

assume that it has right on its side even if the child suffers thereby 

(‘identification with the aggressor’). This child seems to be developing in 

the right direction. He naturally identifies with the mouse, and in this 

case the figure of authority is the cat. The mouse is at fault because he 

should have learned the rules of the game and known how to adapt 

himself to authority; therefore, he should have escaped. That is how a 

mouse integrates into a world where the threat is embodied in a cat, and 

this is how a child experiences the developmental task which faces him, 

centered on the need to develop social skills of survival. But here the 

analogy to the cat and mouse ends, because whereas the mouse will not 

eventually become a member of the cat’s society, the child identifies with 

a father who is a member of his society – identification through love –

feels warm intimacy with the authority figure and draws strength from 

him. 

Tools:  in the relations between cat and mouse, the cat’s 

aggression causes the mouse to adapt himself to his environment. 

Outcome:  The aggressiveness of the cat (the authoritative parent) 

leaves the mouse (child) no alternative but to study the cat’s habits 

painstakingly in order to survive. The more aware the mouse is of the cat 

and the hints emanating from the cat and its environment, the better. 
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The mouse must develop an external locus of control, namely 

dependence on the cat’s behavior and always be outward- and not 

inward-directed, because within lie anxieties, while outside he can 

identify the signs which will help him to survive. In a world without 

empathy, the child does not learn assertiveness but rather how to 

manipulate, which is a social skill. If we revert from the mouse to the 

child it is not difficult for us to understand why this child has no 

prospect of being creative. In an anxious world one cannot ignore the 

environment for a moment nor withdraw into the self, either in order to 

create something new or to tackle a scientific problem. These are 

inappropriate indulgences. The conflict-free sphere, which is responsible 

for the skill of logical thinking, is reduced when it is infiltrated by 

anxieties, and the other-activated and –activating sphere grows in force. 

The effort involved can be compared to an attempt to solve an arithmetic 

problem in wartime. Beyond this, since in traditional society the strong is 

often also the right and the weak is the guilty party, how can a child be 

expected to solve an exercise in the belief that failure to succeed, namely 

weakness, is his own fault (this is an example of the infiltration of 

anxieties into the conflict-free sphere). He will learn to appease the 

teacher in various ways but not how to solve the exercise. How can one 

contemplate the possibility of adaptation to a democratic society when 

the strong is also the just and there is encouragement to use force?  At 

the same time, the child’s experience will continue to encompass worship 
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of his father and the desire to resemble him because he is the source of 

love and a sense of power. 

A modern translation this: 

Mother: What did the cat do with the little mouse? 

Child: He ate him, poor mouse. 

Mother: Are you sad about the mouse? 

Child: (nodding). That cat is bad. 

Achieving the developmental task: the child is empathetic 

towards the weak mouse and assumes that the strong cat should have 

restrained himself. As he sees it, responsibility rests with the parent and 

not with him. A parent should adapt himself to his child and not the 

reverse. In this respect, the child is developing in a manner appropriate 

to his modern society. When he becomes a parent, he will feel that he 

must place his child at the center and be considerate towards him. Also 

interesting is the sadness of the modern child in contrast to the anxiety 

of the traditional child (who is occupied with guilt and escape). In 

modern society, the ability to be sad is a developmental achievement 

because it is inward- rather than outward-directed. Looking inward 

liberates the individual from a degree of dependence on his environment 

because now he can converse with himself. 

Tools:  The child is empathetic towards the mouse. 

Outcome:  a child who can be empathetic towards the weak and 

feel sad is ripe for partnership in democratic society, where the rights of 
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the individual are at the center. Sadness is nothing but aggression 

directed towards the self, and hence the dominance of this emotion is an 

essential condition for any egalitarian society which opposes the use of 

force. This child will also be equipped for creative life because of his 

ability to isolate himself from the environment and be inward-directed. 

Moreover, the child’s sense that the weak is also right grants him 

strength, and confirms his perception and understanding, as does the 

experience of solving an exercise correctly. However, this child will not be 

ready to face life in a world filled with dangers because he is liable to 

ignore them, be self-absorbed and narcissistically isolated. 

11. A family conversation in modern society between a father and 

his two daughters, eight-year-old R. and six-year-old Y. 

Father: Hi, R. how are you? How was your day in school? 

Older daughter: It was fun. I didn’t have homework to do so this 

afternoon I went over to N’s house to her paddling pool. 

Father: How was it? Wasn’t it a bit cold? There was a wind. 

Older daughter: No, it was fine. 

Father: Great, R., I’m glad you had a good time – you see, 

sometimes you go to the pool and sometimes one of your sisters 

goes and there’s no need to be envious and compare, each of you 

does it  in her own way and her own time. 

Younger daughter:  But I’ve never been in the pool. 
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Father: Right, but you go to other places your sisters don’t go to, 

and anyway soon it’ll be summer and you can go paddling with 

your friends. You’ve got a pool too. 

Younger daughter:  But it’s not the same thing. 

Father: Right, Y., but everyone has their own things and you don’t 

have to compare. 

Achieving the developmental task:   The father is trying to teach 

the six-year-old to focus on herself and not on the other. Envy, in this 

respect, is an other-focused emotion, and impairs her independence, 

rendering her dependent on the achievements of the other. When she can 

ask herself what is important to her and if she has got what she wanted 

she will have achieved the developmental task of her culture more fully. 

Tools: the older daughter admires the pool (‘it was fun’) and her 

father admires it with her: ‘I’m glad you had a good time’. The father is 

empathetic to the younger daughter’s complaint that she hasn’t been to 

the pool yet, but does not identify with her, and so he can propose an 

alternative. He addresses her by her given name. 

Outcome:  The father says: ‘I’m glad you had a good time’. This 

sentence, which is considered simple and basic in modern-individualistic 

society, is almost non-existent in traditional-collectivist society, because 

the individual’s experience and feelings are not central, and they are not 

expected to be focal. He then helps his daughter to overcome her feelings 

of envy and directs her to self-focused emotions. He tells her to look at 
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what she has and what she enjoys and to care less what happens to 

others. He is preparing his daughters for life in an individualistic society. 

Envy is a natural emotion which exists in every society. However, people 

in modern society tend to be ashamed of feeling envious, to suppress the 

emotion or overcome it because it is at odds with their culture which is 

self-focused. People in traditional societies tend to express this emotion 

more freely because for them it is natural to be other-focused. 

M. is only six but her father attributes significant weight to her 

inner emotions. He teaches her to choose from within the self and not to 

imitate what she sees outside. She is already taking her first democratic 

steps. By being loyal to her emotions she can create, and because she 

relies on herself she has a good chance of succeeding in her studies. 

When envy wanes, the individual can excel. In collectivist society it is 

sometimes dangerous to excel, particularly for girls, because any 

conspicuous achievement will attract envy. This is another reason why R.  

can invest in her studies without fear in contrast to a traditional girl of 

her age, because she lives in a society where excellence is not regarded 

as lack of consideration for the other. In her society competition is not 

only legitimate but even encouraged. But she will be less aware of what 

her environment is undergoing. For example, if she assumes that her 

sister or her classmates are envious of her for excelling, she will not feel 

obliged to do something to mitigate their envy. As far as she is 

concerned, that is their problem. 
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A traditional translation: 

Father: Hallo, daughter. How are you? How was school today? 

Older daughter: It was fun. Today we didn’t have homework so I 

called Mummy and asked if I could go to H’s house to play in her 

paddling pool. She said yes so I went. 

Father: How was it? Wasn’t it a little cold? There was a wind. 

Older daughter: No, it was fine. 

Father: That’s good, daughter, I’m glad you had a good time. But I 

think that if you go with your sisters or if we all go together that 

will be better. 

Younger daughter: I’ve never been to the pool either. 

Father: It will soon be summer and then I’ll take you to the pool 

and on lots of other trips. Don’t worry, daughter. 

Younger daughter:  But I miss going to the pool. 

Father: What can we do now? I can’t take you now. If your sister 

had been a little more considerate of her sister, we wouldn’t be in 

this situation, but I’ll take you soon. 

Achieving the developmental task:  the father criticizes his 

daughter for not taking her sister with her to the pool. He believes that it 

is the obligation of the envied individual to ensure that nobody envies 

him, and not that the envier should overcome his emotion. Family 

harmony would be preserved if his daughter was more considerate and 

he is trying to train her in this respect. 
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Tools: the father uses the relative titles ‘daughter’, ‘her sister’ and 

in the plural ‘her sisters’. He is proposing integration when he says: 

‘That’s good, L. I’m glad you had a good time but…’ The traditional 

translator chose to copy the words of admiration spoken in the modern 

example and to add a significant ‘but’ which changes the admiration into 

criticism. The father is actually asking L. to identify with her sister’s 

needs and to allow her to share in her pleasures. 

Outcome: First, the traditional daughter asks her mother’s 

permission to go to the pool. This detail has, of course, been added by 

the traditional translator. The traditional father is fostering mutual 

dependence – he will take her but her sister should have taken her – in 

contrast to the modern father, who encourages his daughters to 

concentrate each on her own affairs. Thus, traditional daughters will 

grow up with strong awareness of the feelings of the other. Since an 

individual cannot easily overcome envy by himself, and only the object of 

the envy can help, it is reasonable to assume, as we have noted, that to 

excel in any way constitutes a problem. The individual who excels needs 

to moderate his excellence. In practice competition, a central 

developmental task at the latency stage in modern society, on which 

school grades are grounded, is a source of problems in traditional 

society, because it undermines group harmony. And, indeed, 

competitions of various kinds are less common in traditional society and 

are replaced by cooperation and concern for the other. However, science 
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is basically competitive and comparable and consequently, it is highly 

likely that individuals in traditional society will find it difficult. And what 

of democratic elections? They too are liable to be perceived as lack of 

consideration of the individual for his group if the group holds different 

views to his. 

12. A dialog between a grandmother and her three-year-old 

grandson in traditional society: 

The child has done something of which his grandmother 

disapproves: 

Grandmother: Are you behaving like that again? 

Child: Yes. 

Grandmother: (smacks his hand). Will you go on behaving like 

that? 

Child: Yes. 

Grandmother: (smacks his hand repeatedly) 

Child: (finally). No, I won’t do it again. 

Grandmother laughs triumphantly. 

Achieving the developmental task:  the child is still at the 

rebellious stage. But he will soon learn that it is not worth his while to 

rebel because he will be punished and also humiliated (his 

grandmother’s triumphant laugh). Traditional parents report that their 

children’s rebelliousness wanes as the years pass and they adapt 
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increasingly to their environment. At adolescence the average traditional 

child is obedient while his modern counterpart is rebellious. 

Tools: the clearly evident aggressiveness subdues the child and 

forces him to abandon not only his action but also the desire to commit 

it. Thus the submission is absolute. 

Outcome:  Blows are the symbol of infiltration and reduction of 

the conflict-free sphere. They are also indicative of expansion of the 

environment-activated sphere. Neither creative work nor scientific work 

nor democratic thinking can survive beatings which render the child 

other-dependent. The demand that the child give a verbal assurance that 

he will not do it again impairs his ability to think independently and 

forces him to identify with the aggressor no less than do the blows. 

Identification with his grandmother and justification of her actions are 

vital for him because she gives meaning to events and provides a way of 

coping with them. If the child is right, he remains very isolated. But if his 

grandmother is right and he is getting what he deserves, then perhaps 

there is a way of appeasing her. Thus, as far as he is concerned, the 

truth lies outside and not within; it lies in his ability to adapt himself to 

his grandmother and not in what he thinks. His ability to be obsequious 

and to tell the other what he want to hear will develop, just as it did with 

his grandmother. On the other hand, his self-reliance will diminish 

because there is no survival value to the inner truth and all his 

calculations are other-dependent. Beating is therefore the proven way to 
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raise a child who is dependent on his environment, who is outside-

directed, towards the threat, and not inward-directed, who has an 

external locus of control in order to avoid pain, and is therefore 

possessed of social and not personal skills. 

Repudiation not only of the deed, but also of the will to commit it 

cam significantly injure the child’s potential ability to be an active 

partner in democratic society. In the absence of an independent and firm 

will, it is also impossible to undertake any process which requires 

protracted and intense individual effort. If the child had been forced to 

obey but not to give up his own wishes, the situation would have been 

totally different. However, many conversations in traditional society end 

with the child repudiating not only the deed but also the desire to 

commit it. 

A modern translation: 

The child has done something of which his grandmother 

disapproves. 

Grandmother: Please tidy up what you did. 

Child: Don’t want to. 

Grandmother: Why? 

Child: I don’t feel like it. 

Grandmother: Do you want me to help you? 

Child: (shouting) No! 
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Grandmother: I can’t accept you talking to me like that. I don’t talk 

to you like that either. If you don’t tidy up what you did by 

suppertime you’ll be punished. 

Child: All right, OK, so in a little while help me. 

The grandmother helps him. 

Achieving the developmental task:   the grandmother suggests a 

model of negotiation which offers several possible choices. She proposes 

helping him or postponing the tidying up till later. In future, the child 

will probably learn to conduct negotiations in order to get what he wants 

by using fewer threats and confrontations. A modern society is 

constructed on a logical and creative search for a win-win solution. 

Adaptation to this form of thinking demands independence and 

separation from the other, which this child has not yet acquired. 

Tools:  the grandmother addresses the child politely (‘Please’) and 

assertively (‘I can’t accept you talking to me like that’), two ways of 

reinforcing his internal locus of control. 

Outcome: since the child’s protest has been heard and a 

compromise has been found, one may assume that the child will grow up 

to believe that his opinion and voice have some weight and significance, 

an essential condition for democratic thinking. It is no accident that this 

conversation illustrated an active search for a logical solution: when to 

tidy, who is to tidy etc. When the threat is removed, the conflict-free 

sphere can operate. But when ways of solving the problem are sought it 
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is also possible to introduce creative ideas (for example, to tidy up only 

those toys he is no longer playing with etc). This conversation illustrates 

the new possibilities for creativity and scientific thinking which emerge 

only when the threat is removed. Will the child learn to plead and arouse 

his grandmother’s compassion? Probably not! Will he learn to play ‘poor 

little me’? Again, probably not! These are social skills, and he is 

developing in other, personal directions.      
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The latency stage (7-12) 

The latency stage is so called because at this age the drives are 

latent. This is no longer an oedipal child playing an associative game out 

of his limitless imagination. From now on the child tends to play 

structured games with fixed rules. He enjoys board games and is ripe for 

competition in various spheres, such as studies and sport. He has 

succeeded in suppressing the drives which characterized him in the 

oedipal stage and now he identifies with the parent of his own sex. 

Whereas, at the oedipal stage the daughter wanted to marry her father, 

and the son to marry his mother, now they will deny any emotion of this 

kind and will add that it is both repellent and absurd. The suppression of 

drives was completed at around the age of six and consequently the 

children are now free for studies. This being so, it is no accident that this 

age was chosen as the age when schooling begins. These are the 

universal aspects of development. However, at this age there is already 

considerable inter-cultural difference. The child of traditional culture is 

more obedient, connected to his family and well-acquainted with the 

family hierarchy. He is less achievement-oriented and independent and 

more directed towards cooperation with those close to him, in contrast to 

the child of modern society, who is competitive and achievement-

oriented, insists on his opinions and strives to gain the admiration of his 

environment. The social skills of the traditional child have already 

developed and he may take a brother or friend under his protection and 
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employ flattery, informing, bragging and respect or may seek to evoke 

compassion in the other as a means of getting what he wants. In 

contrast, his modern counterpart will foster his personal skills (creativity, 

logical thinking, ability to defend his opinions etc) and will not be likely 

to activate others for his own benefit by manipulation. At an early age 

girls in traditional society are already well aware of the difference 

between them and boys and they will generally be more passive than 

boys of the same age. 

1. The following is a dialog in traditional society between a mother 

and her ten-year-old son in the marketplace: 

Mother: Tell me, sweetheart, what do you want me to cook 

for all of you tomorrow? 

Son:  Let’s ask Daddy and my sisters. 

Mother: Call them up and ask them.  

Son: (after calling): They want courgettes. 

Achieving the developmental task:  the child responds with a 

collectivist reply to the mother’s collectivist question. She asks: ‘What do 

you want me to cook for all of you?’ and he says: ‘Let’s ask Daddy and 

my sisters’.  He seems to be cooperating willingly with his mother’s 

collectivist outlook and is achieving the developmental task expected of 

him. 

Tools: the mother speaks in the plural (all of you’) and this gives 

the child the feeling that he is part of a group. 
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Outcome: since the child is not being encouraged from an early 

age to express his personal opinion, it is reasonable to assume that it will 

be difficult for him to find his place in a democratic society which asks 

for his personal views rather than those of his family. If choosing one’s 

favorite food, which is so personal a choice, is done collectively how can 

he pinpoint his creative inclinations and bring them to fruition? It is 

likely that in this case as well, he will ask himself what others will think 

about his choice. On the other hand, this child may be expected to be 

better acquainted with his siblings’ preferences than is his counterpart in 

modern society and to take them into consideration. He may enjoy a 

sense of family intimacy which will be more precious to him than any 

democratic or creative self-fulfillment and what he wants most will be 

whatever his family wants. 

A similar dialog in modern society:  

Mother: Tell me, sweetheart, what do you want me to cook 

for you? 

Child: It’s been a long time since you asked me that. 

Mother: All right, you know how busy I am. 

Child: I like vegetable soup 

Mother: OK. And next time I’ll ask your brother. 

Achieving the developmental task: The child is capable of telling 

his mother what he prefers and even challenging her with a personal 

question (‘it’s been a long time’.) The impression is that he senses that he 
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can express himself in his mother’s presence and hence is on the right 

track for consolidating his separateness and independence. 

Tools: the mother addresses her son in the singular and with 

empathy and establishes a personal connection through her reply. 

Moreover, she displays assertiveness by focusing on herself and invites 

her son to behave in the same fashion and voice his opinion. 

Outcome: the mother maintains a just approach, namely an 

arrangement whereby each can express his opinion as befits a 

democratic society. It is also clear that a child who learns to ask for what 

he wants will find it easier to solve an arithmetic problem at school than 

a child who has been taught to ask the other. This is even more valid 

where creative effort is concerned. However, this child will find it difficult 

to predict what his brother will want, and it may not interest him at all. 

It is only natural that he did not anticipate his mother’s. Each member of 

the family is self-absorbed, so that almost certainly loneliness is a more 

common emotion there than in traditional society. 

2. A dialog between two sisters, ten-year-old D. and six-year-old L. 

in modern society: 

The girls open two packets of candies and find inside colored 

cards from a series they both collect. 

Older sister: Wow, I’ve got the card that was missing from 

the green series! 

Younger sister: Show me, show me! 
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Older sister:  Wait a minute; I think I’ve already got this one. 

Younger sister:  Look what I got. 

Older sister:  Hey, I need that card! Let’s exchange! 

Younger sister:  What will you give me? 

Older sister:  The card I just got. 

Younger sister: Don’t want it, there are lots like that, I want 

a rare one. 

Older sister:  Come on, L., change with me…it’s a very good 

card; it’s the last one in the series! 

Younger sister:  I’ll give you my card and you can give me the 

card you got and another one. 

Older sister: What card do you want? 

Younger sister:  That one (points to a card on the table). 

Older sister:  Are you nuts! I’ve only got one like that. 

Younger sister: But that’s what I want, it’s missing in my 

series. 

Older sister: Choose another one. Look, one of these. I’ve got 

a few of these. 

Younger sister: Don’t want it; I’ve also got some like that. 

Older sister:  Come on, L. I exchanged with you when I had 

the golden card, remember? 

Younger sister:  OK, take this one and give me two of the 

double ones. But now you owe me! 
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Achieving the developmental task: at the latency stage in 

modern society, one of the most important developmental tasks is 

fostering competitive ability. Both daughters seem to be achieving this 

task impressively. They struggle and neither gives in but they succeed in 

the end in getting along together. 

Tools:  the girls admire each other’s cards and the objective of the 

game – to complete a series. They display assertiveness, one through her 

ability to ask her sister and the other through the ability to refuse, and 

in the end there is empathy, expressed in mutual understanding which 

leads to compromise. 

Outcome: from an early age each is learning to hold her own 

against her sister and what could be more democratic? Competition is 

legitimate and so is concern for oneself. On their road to achieving their 

aim the sisters tackle logical problems (which card is worth how much?) 

and propose creative ideas about various types of exchange. The logical 

and creative game takes flight under the aegis of assertiveness which is 

not afraid to concentrate on its own concerns, and under the aegis of 

self-admiration, which is eager to win. What about consideration for the 

other? Neither sister is directed there. They are empathetic towards one 

another’s needs but are not obliged to agree. 

A traditional version: 

Older sister:  Wow, I’ve got the card that was missing in the green 

series. 
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Younger sister:  Show me, show me! 

Older sister:  Wait a minute; I think I’ve already got it. 

Younger sister:  Look what I got. 

Older sister:  Hey, I need that card! Change with me! 

Younger sister: What will you give me? 

Older sister:  Look, this card I just got. 

Younger sister:  Don’t want it, there are lots like that. I want a rare 

one. 

Older sister:  Come on, I’m your older sister. You have to do what I 

tell you. 

Younger sister:  If you take it, I’ll take two cards instead. 

Older sister: What card do you want? 

Younger sister:  That one (points to a card). 

Older sister:  Are you nuts? I’ve only got one of those. 

Younger sister:  (angrily). OK, take it. 

Older sister:  Thanks. Now I can complete my series and if you 

haven’t completed yours, we can have one series together. 

Achieving the developmental task: after light skirmishes, the 

game ends with an experience of togetherness. Thus the girls achieve the 

developmental task expected of them. 

Tools: the conversation starts with admiration but ends in 

integration.  The older sister is aggressive towards the younger one, 

saying that she has to do what she is told. The younger one is angry, 
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gives in and submits. Eventually the older identifies with the younger by 

offering her partnership. 

Outcome: the modern and traditional conversations proceed 

similarly until the moment when the older sister wields her authority 

(‘I’m your older sister’). When she adds: ‘Are you nuts?’ the younger one 

is angry but gives in, and the older sister appeases her by offering 

partnership. They are together. In the modern version, the younger sister 

maintains her independence to the end. She gives up the card but 

reminds her sister of her debt. The traditional sisters are afraid to be 

assertive with one another to the bitter end. Self-fulfillment is less 

important to them that the relationship between them. There is anger 

here; there are concessions, emotions which were not evident between 

the modern sisters, who are focused on fair competition and not on 

relationships. But, above all, there is much less need to find logical and 

creative solutions (particularly in the last part of the conversation) 

between the traditional sisters because the relationship is the heart of 

the matter. That same conflict-free sphere which is not infiltrated by 

threatening emotions of commitment to a relationship is responsible for 

the fact that the modern sisters can employ logical manipulations and 

creative ideas freely. And the environment-activating and activated 

sphere is responsible for the fact that the traditional sisters have 

established an emotional connection. 
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Another traditional translator wrote about the modern dialog: ‘I 

liked the way in which the sisters talked, freely, but not the fact that the 

older exploited the younger’. For her, insistence on one’s own point of 

view, separateness and independence in the family framework are 

nothing but exploitation. 

3. A conversation between a father and his ten-year-old daughter 

in traditional society 

The daughter is watching television. When her father comes in she 

jumps up happily and runs to him. 

A. Father, Father, look at my report card, I got it today. 

Father: (looking at it): You look happy. Does that mean it’s a good 

report? 

Daughter :( no longer happy). All the grades are good. But in 

history I only got an 85. It was a hard test. 

Father: (reading out the grades): The history grade is not good. It 

spoils the look of the report card. 

Daughter: But it’s only in history. Look at the other subjects. 

Father: Yes, I can see. Very nice! Come and get a kiss for your 

grades. But next year all the subjects must be good. 

Daughter: (comes closer and says quietly) E. (her brother) also got 

his card today. 

Father: Are his grades as good as yours. 

Daughter: I asked him to show me the card but he didn’t want to. 



 147 

Father: Why didn’t he want to show you his report card? 

Daughter: Perhaps his grades aren’t too good. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter wants her 

father’s admiration but is disappointed. She has not yet renounced her 

desire for his admiration. One day she will give in and spare herself 

further hurt, realizing that her father is the center and must be 

appeased. She is indeed good at getting what she wants by informing on 

her brother rather than through her grades. Her father says: ‘Are his 

grades as good as yours?’ She will go on to learn that manipulations of 

this kind, which reinforce the father’s authority and appease him, are 

more rewarding than personal achievements like grades, and her 

development will be directed there. 

Tools: the girl has substituted integration for the desire for 

admiration through manipulation. The father, for his part, adopts an 

aggressive tone, starting with the question ‘You look happy. Does that 

mean it’s a good report?’ and ending with criticism of her grades. She, for 

her part, submits and identifies with her father’s aims – in this case 

‘divide and rule’ among the children. 

Outcome: There will probably be no significant change for the 

better in her grades because it is hard to improve such good grades and 

to receive perfect grades in all subjects. The father will remain 

dissatisfied, a stance which validates his authority. It is more likely that 

the child’s grades will deteriorate over time because she will despair of 
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satisfying her father. He does not encourage the feelings of ability and 

triumph which are so important to a schoolchild tackling his or her 

studies. A parent who always demands 100, a common phenomenon in 

some traditional societies, is therefore inviting failure because the child 

soon learns that there is no reason to make an effort, since he cannot 

always achieve the perfect report card; disappointment will follow swiftly, 

whatever he does. It is worth noting that the way the father asks the 

questions: ‘Does that mean that your report card is good?’ instead of 

saying what he means, evokes anxiety in his daughter. In response to the 

question, she is no longer happy and apologizes for the grade in history. 

Her father, therefore, is employing various social skills in order to 

consolidate his authority, and she is learning to adapt herself to him. 

She would not dream of saying ‘My grades are my own concern’ or ‘If 

you’re not satisfied, that’s your problem’, statements which would attest 

to internal locus of control and independence. Thereby, the father is 

preparing her for her future life, in which the relationship with the other 

and the need to adapt to the other will be the central issue, and not self-

realization. From the daughter’s point of view, her brother’s failure is no 

less rewarding than her own success because of the comparison her 

father draws. Why should she aspire to success, which will not satisfy 

him, if she can get what she wants more easily by informing on her 

brother! This father is directing his daughter to focus on the failures of 

others more than on her own successes. In this clear fashion, she is 
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learning that investment in studies, namely in herself, in not the correct 

way in her society. On the other hand, she will learn the secrets of group 

manipulation and will soon be able to employ and control them. 

If later, this child focuses on her friend’s failure to solve an 

exercise rather than on her own success, this will spell the end of her 

scientific ability but will enhance her manipulative skills. And what 

about creativity? Will she be able to create from within herself when her 

father is scrutinizing her actions like a supreme judge? Will she be able 

to express her views freely at democratic elections when what others 

think and say is so important to her? And perhaps in this case as well 

she will be more interested in the choices other people make than in her 

own opinions? But there can be no doubt that, as she renounces 

scientific, creative and democratic thinking, her sense of loyalty to her 

father and her sense of intimacy and warmth will increase. 

A modern version: 

The daughter is sitting watching television. When her father 

comes in, she jumps up happily and runs to him. 

Daughter: Daddy, Daddy, look at my report card, I got it 

today. 

Father: (looks at the card). What a wonderful report! Good 

for you! 

Daughter: Look, Daddy, I got only one lower grade, an 85, in 

history. 
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Father: What difference does it make, it’s only one grade in 

history, and it’s also good. A really great report card 

Daughter: takes the card and goes out smiling. 

Achieving the developmental task: it appears that the daughter 

has gained grades which arouse her parents’ admiration and is 

encouraged to continue investing effort in her studies. Since success in 

studies is undoubtedly a developmental task of modern society, she 

appears to have achieved it with honors. 

Tools: her father’s admiration and empathy for her distress at the 

history grade. 

Outcome: the father admires his daughter and does not spoil her 

pleasure because of a single lower grade. He is empathetic towards her 

disappointment and encourages her not to be too hard on herself. She 

ends the conversation feeling good about herself and feeling that she is 

appreciated, and has no need to appease her father. And since nothing 

invites success more than a prior success, she will be able in future to 

tackle, with energy and optimism, school tasks which require, among 

other things, scientific and creative thinking. But since admiration for an 

individual and his success is liable to evoke envy in his environment, it 

seems likely that she will not be sensitive to these emotions when she is 

deeply absorbed in self-admiration. 
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4. A conversation in modern society between a mother and her 

three children: 14-year-old girl, N., 12-year-old girl, R. and   7 1/2 year 

old boy, G.: 

Son: (shows the younger girl a popsicle stick) Come on and fight 

with me. I’ve got a knife that cuts thistles. 

Older girl: Move away (he is hiding the TV screen). 

Son: Mom, do you remember that Dad has a knife that cuts 

thistles? 

Mother: Yes, (said while occupied with something else). 

Son:  R., when you finish your popsicle can you give me the stick? 

Younger girl: Stop it …. 

Son: N., will you? 

Older girl:  No. 

Son:  Why? 

Older girl:  Just because. Oh, move aside, G. 

Son goes to his room, plays and sings to himself. 

Achieving the developmental task: the independence of each of 

the children is evident. The girls are assertive. The boy tries his luck, and 

when he doesn’t get what he wants, he doesn’t make an issue of it. 

Thereby he is demonstrating his emotional independence. These children 

are therefore achieving the developmental task demanded by their 

culture. 
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Tools: assertiveness.  It is also manifest that G. is admiring 

himself when he invites his sister to a duel.  

Outcome: The event is marked by the fact that the two girls have 

no difficulty in telling their brother to move aside because he is 

disturbing them. They do not even need to appease him and agree to give 

him the popsicle stick so that he will stop disturbing them. They will 

express their opinions in the future with the same ease, as befits 

members of a democratic society and will not feel the need to adapt their 

stance to anyone else. The boy, for his part, is ripe for life in a democratic 

society because it is not difficult for him to accept the independence of 

the other even if it not convenient for him. He demonstrates separateness 

and independence. In traditional society the sisters would be perceived 

as arrogant and not integrated in their environment. Above all, their 

conduct would be regarded as disrespectful towards their brother. If they 

really don’t want to play with him, it is their obligation to find the 

appropriate social way: to bribe him with an alternative, to ask someone 

else to help, to threaten etc.   The boy’s disregard for the insult would 

reflect weakness which would encourage the sisters to persist in their 

very hurtful conduct. He would be expected to consolidate his status 

with the help of his parents. 

A traditional version of the same incident: 

Son: (showing younger girl a popsicle stick). Come and fight with 

me, I’ve got a knife that cuts thistles. 
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Younger girl: I can’t now, I’m watching TV, and anyway I don’t have 

a stick (He is hiding the TV screen). 

Older girl: Move. (He doesn’t move). 

Older girl:  Mother! Tell G. not to disturb us. 

Mother: G., don’t disturb your sisters. 

Son:  But I want them to fight me. Look, Mother, I’ve got a knife 

that cuts thistles. Father had one like it, didn’t he? 

Mother: Yes, love (smiles). 

Son:  H., when you finish the popsicle, give me the stick. 

Younger girl: Don’t want to. 

Older girl:  Come on, G., move aside (he does not move). Mother, 

tell him. 

Mother: (goes over to the children). What’s the problem? 

Son:  I won’t move from the TV till H. promises to give me her 

popsicle stick. 

Mother: Well, H., what’s stopping you giving him the stick? 

Younger girl:  Don’t want to. 

Son: But, Mother, I need the stick and she doesn’t need it. 

Younger girl:  OK, but move away from the TV. 

Son moves until the younger girl finishes the popsicle and then 

takes the stick. 

Achieving the developmental task: the opening description by 

the traditional translator is identical to the beginning of the incident in 
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modern society, but is not allowed to develop in the same way. The girls 

must not be allowed to persist in their independent stance and win. In 

the future, the girls will take a short cut and give in at an earlier stage. 

They will learn that their mother, whose help they summoned, is liable 

often to support their brother. The boy will learn that he can get what he 

wants with his mother’s help and will insist more decisively on getting 

his own way. This will strengthen the state of mutual dependence, where 

it is obvious who gives and who receives, and the developmental task of 

integration will be achieved. 

Tools: At first the mother identifies with the younger girl who asks 

her to tell G. not to disturb the girls, and tells him:  ‘G., don’t disturb 

your sisters’. Then she identifies with her son ‘Yes, love’ she says with a 

smile, unlike the modern mother, who is content with saying ‘Yes’ while 

busy with something else. The traditional mother encourages integration 

and does not refer to the two girls by their given names which would 

encourage separate identity, but by their relative titles: ‘your sisters’, 

which encourages belonging. In the end, the mother identifies with her 

son and her daughter submits. 

Outcome: From the second line it is evident that there is a 

significant difference between the examples. Replying to her brother’s 

proposal: ‘Come and fight with me…’ the girl from modern society says 

‘Move away’ while the child of traditional society explains and apologizes 

at length: ‘I can’t now, I’m watching TV, and anyway I don’t have a stick’. 
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There are striking differences between the two examples. The traditional 

girls address the boy more delicately; they do not solve the problem 

themselves, but ask their mother to help; the mother makes sure that 

the boy gets what he wants. She is preparing her daughters and her son 

for life in a traditional society where the boy’s wishes must be taken into 

account, while the girl must not be ‘stubborn’ or assertive and seek 

justice. Their mother is saying to them in her own way – be clever rather 

than right. Give him the stick and solve the problem. Wisdom is a social 

skill which attributes to the individual ability to get along with others, 

while justice expresses logical analytical ability to find order and 

regularity in the events. Justice says that the stick is theirs and they 

can’t be forced to give it away. Wisdom recommends that they give it. But 

wisdom will not help them tackle a scientific problem. There they need 

independence and not dependence on the environment. A scientific 

problem has inner value, a   ‘truth’ which can be sought logically in the 

conflict-free sphere. But as far as the girls and boy are concerned, the 

value of truth lies outside and not within, in a proper relationship with 

the other, because it is the value which produces results. 

A second traditional translator wrote: 

Son: (showing younger girl a popsicle stick). Let’s play a war game 

with knives. 

Son: Mother, Dad has a knife that cuts thistles, doesn’t he? 

Mother: No, who told you that? And where did you see it? 
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Son: He has too; I saw it in the drawer. 

Mother: Not at all. 

Son: I don’t want to play with a real knife. It’s just pretend. 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother is trying to 

replace the inner truth of the child, who apparently knows what he is 

talking about, by an external truth convenient to her. ‘Who told you 

that? And where did you see it?’ In this case, the boy understands why 

his mother is denying it and reassures her. But in the long term such 

conduct on the part of the mother undermines the child’s inner truth (on 

issues which are less clear than the evidence of his eyes) and leaves him 

dependent on external information. This enhances familial cohesion. 

Tools: the undermining of the child’s absolutely certain inner truth 

entails a considerable degree of aggressiveness. The mother wants her 

son to integrate in the family’s accepted truth. 

Outcome: The traditional mother, unlike the modern mother, does 

not confirm what her son saw, namely that his father has a knife that 

can cut thistles. What she is saying is that she is frightened that he will 

play with the knife and that she doesn’t trust him to know how to 

distinguish between forbidden deeds and permissible imagination. In 

other words, she simply interprets his imagination as if it were reality. In 

this case, the child replies that he knows how to distinguish imagination 

from reality. ‘I don’t want to play with a real knife. It’s just pretend’, he 

says. However, the mother’s anxiety is conveyed to him in any case, and 
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because he is preoccupied now with the question of whether or not his 

father has a knife and how dangerous it really is, he is less free for 

imaginative games. The conflict-free sphere has been reduced, while the 

environment-activated sphere has expanded. If the mother had said: 

‘Yes, your father has a knife but you mustn’t touch it’ she would have 

been setting up clear boundaries between pretence and reality, a 

boundary which protects the child, and the world of play would have 

opened up for him, that creative world where children imagine battles 

and war. This case is a classic example of serious damage to the child’s 

creative ability. A pretend game is the child’s first creation and many 

more creations can stem from it in the future. The mother does not 

believe in the existence of this expanse in her child. She does not 

acknowledge the importance of the border between thought and deed, 

and the fact that there are no forbidden thoughts but there are forbidden 

acts. She has effaced the inner playing sphere, which is the conflict-free 

sphere responsible for creative, scientific and democratic skills, but no 

less responsible for the pleasure inherent in any self-realization. 

A third traditional translator wrote: 

Son: You see this stick, H.? I can beat you down with it. 

Younger sister:  Stop that nonsense. Haven’t you anything to do 

but nonsense? 

Son: Grandfather had a stick like that, didn’t he? 
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Mother: Right, but he didn’t use it for bad things. It helped him to 

walk. 

Son:  When you find a stick like that, come and fight with me. I’ll 

beat you to a pulp, S. 

Younger sister:  Stop it, that’s enough. You’re getting on my 

nerves. 

Son: You’re a coward; you won’t do something like that. 

Younger sister: Mother, tell him! 

Son goes into another room. 

Achieving the developmental task: the son is boasting and this 

indicates how dependent he is on external appreciation. The girls are 

also dependent on help from their mother (‘Mother, tell him!’) and can’t 

tackle him on their own as the modern girls did. And, in conclusion, the 

mother does not see fit to check aggressive talk and to set limits for her 

son, which would enhance his independence and decrease his 

dependence on making an impression. Thus, the family achieves the 

expected developmental task – mutual dependence. 

Tools: the son utilizes aggressiveness.  The other encourages the 

girls’ integration by not intervening. 

Outcome: In this translation, the boy sounds much more 

aggressive towards his sisters than in the individualist version. The 

mother, for her part, scolds him, but this does not seem to have any 

effect whatsoever on his behavior. The mother’s weakness is even more 
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striking when confronted with her son’s aggressiveness towards his 

sisters. In these cases, when the mother or father are asked why they 

permit their son to attack his sisters, they may reply: ‘But he’s so sweet! 

‘In a few years time, when the girls permit their brother to act similarly 

they too will explain their conduct by the fact that he is very sweet. That 

same world where the boy is the aggressor and is forgiven because he is 

sweet is the world of external locus of control: first comes aggression, 

from outside, and then the fact that he is sweet, which also comes from 

outside. What of the feelings of the girls and their wishes? They are less 

important to them as well. 

As we have seen in the past three examples, all proposed by 

traditional translators, the conduct of a boy in traditional culture is 

relationship-dependent. In other words, the boy, the girls and the mother 

knew their role in the group. The mother may be weak in one example 

and aggressive in another, but her behavior still encourages mutual 

dependence on her environment. In the example from modern society, 

each member of the family was less dependent on the other and more on 

himself, his wishes and decisions. Hence, the modern girls did not 

involve their mother at all and she, for her part, did not intervene in the 

developing conversation. The latent benefit for the traditional girls from 

their passive behavior, which encouraged the boy to be active but not 

aggressive, is the pleasant and warm feeling that they are playing their 

familial role. They identify with their mother and feel close to her. Thus, 
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they feel secure in the knowledge that they are on the right path to 

integration in their society. 

5. A family event in traditional society: 

Daughter: Mummy, tell M. (small brother) to leave me in peace. I’m 

trying to prepare for a test tomorrow and he wants to play here in 

the room. I need quiet. 

Son: Mummy, don’t believe her. She’s lying. I’m not doing 

anything. She just wants to make trouble. 

Other daughter: Mummy, she’s telling the truth. He’s a liar. Don’t 

believe him. 

Mother: Don’t say your brother is a liar. He’s little and he has no 

reason to lie. Stop being jealous, you two! He’s only a little boy. 

Son: They keep hitting me. 

Mother: (comes into the room and shouts): You should be ashamed 

of yourselves. Leave your brother alone. Come here, my love, come 

to Mummy, leave those two animals alone. 

(The boy goes with his mother quietly, gesturing to his sister to 

announce his victory. The girls gesture threateningly that he will 

get a thrashing soon.) 

The interviewer asks the mother: Why did you act like that? 

Mother: He didn’t do anything. He’s still little and he has nothing 

to lie about, he’s just the most pampered one and the littlest and I 

love him so much. They should be ashamed. 
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Interviewer: But your daughter has a test tomorrow and she needs 

to prepare so why does he go into her room if he has a room of his 

own? 

Mother: Because he is so cute and he loves his sisters and wants 

to play with them and there are no children of his age to play with 

so he goes to his sisters. 

Interviewer: Is that the reason why you let yourself scold the girls 

and love the boy more? 

Mother: (doesn’t answer). Come along, I’ve just baked a wonderful 

cake. I want you to taste it.  

 

Achieving the developmental task: at this stage, the girls are still 

rebelling, but the day will soon come when they internalize the conviction 

that a boy deserves more. When they become mothers in their turn, their 

attitude towards their daughters will reproduce their own experience of 

discrimination. The very appeal to the mother in the hope that she will 

come to their aid indicates that they have not yet achieved the 

developmental task of their traditional-collectivist society. They appeal to 

her in the name of justice and equality although social skills should be 

involved in the solution. They could, for example, lure their brother by 

various means into leaving the room or could themselves give up and 

move to another room. The developmental task of the girls is to integrate 

in society and not to gain justice. 
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Tools: the mother rejects her daughters’ plight and treats them 

with aggression. She also emphasizes the girls’ obligations by calling the 

boy not by his given name but by his relative title, ‘your brother’, in the 

singular and then the plural. 

Outcome: In this case, we can see that in traditional society 

‘identification with the aggressor’ may be induced at a very early age. The 

boy learns that everything is permitted him, while the girls learn to 

identify with this stance and to appease it. 

Justice and equality are also logical exercises which call for 

symmetry, order, regularity etc. The mother solves this exercise mainly 

through emotion, and it is apparent that her emotional stance has 

infiltrated her conflict-free sphere, precluding a just and logical solution. 

She says, for example: ‘Don’t call your brother a liar. He’s little and he 

has no reason to lie’. Nor does she conceal her attitude that her son is 

‘right’ because she loves him more. And when she does cite a ‘logical’ 

argument, namely that he disturbs his sisters because he has nobody to 

play with, her view is clearly slanted. Again logic is colored by emotion. 

And when, at the end of the interview, the confrontation reaches its peak 

and the interviewer asks the mother why she prefers her son to her 

daughters, the mother changes the subject and does not feel obliged to 

supply a logical solution to the problem. This form of thinking, which 

characterizes the emotional climate in the household, will almost 

certainly be transmitted to her son and her daughters in a way which 
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will affect their future ability to tackle scientific problems, so that the boy 

as well has gained nothing from her excessive love. It is palpable how the 

conflict-free sphere of the daughter, who wants to learn quietly, is 

invaded from the outside. We know, for example, how hard it is for a 

child to concentrate on an exercise in arithmetic when she is anxious. In 

other words, scientific thinking can exist only when the individual 

succeeds in disregarding invasive emotions, blocking or suppressing 

them. But, as noted, the son suffers to the same degree. He is learning to 

exploit his mother and activate her for his own needs instead of 

restraining himself and tolerating frustration which is the precondition 

for expansion of the conflict-free sphere and success in studies. In the 

future he will gradually improve his ability to exploit others for his own 

needs. He will be aware of the balance of forces and will know when to 

appeal, to whom and about what. The girls, for their part, will also learn 

not to risk confrontations which are lost causes and how to get what they 

want by means of manipulative social skills. For example, the sisters will 

complain to their mother that their brother is not tidying his toys or that 

he hit the neighbor’s child in nursery school and made the child’s 

parents angry, so that she will be angry at him and against him. Thereby 

their social skills will be strengthened. 

A similar conversation in modern society might develop as follows: 

Daughter: Mom, D. is not letting me study for the test. 

Son: I’m not disturbing her, I’m playing quietly. 
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Younger daughter: Yes, D. you’re making a noise and disturbing 

me as well. 

Mother: D., you can play more quietly and not disturb your sister. 

She has a test tomorrow. 

Son: But I’m really playing quietly. 

Mother: Well, then, maybe afterwards someone will play with you. 

Now leave your sister alone to study for the test. 

Son: Don’t want to, I’m allowed to play too. 

Mother: To play, yes, but not to disturb them. Please go into the 

other room. 

Son: OK, when you ask me for something, I won’t give it to you 

either. 

Achieving the developmental task: even the little brother is 

already arguing in a different manner to his traditional counterpart. He 

says: ‘I’m not disturbing her. I’m playing quietly’. His counterpart says: 

‘Mother, don’t believe her! She’s lying…’ The modern boy explains 

logically that he is not disturbing the girls because he is playing quietly, 

while the traditional boy asks his mother to believe that his sister’s sole 

aim is to make trouble. He appeals to his mother’s emotion while his 

counterpart appeals to logic. In general, the modern conversation is 

conducted on the logical plane in an attempt to initiate negotiations for 

solution of the problem. Not everyone ends up satisfied, but they all take 

part in the attempt, which indicates that they are certainly achieving the 
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developmental task expected of them – the ability to conduct negotiations 

while holding on to their own opinions. 

Tools: The mother addresses her son politely and invokes his 

empathy for his sister: ‘D., you can play more quietly and not disturb 

your sister. She has a test tomorrow’. When that doesn’t help, she moves 

on to assertiveness and insists: ‘To play, yes, but not to disturb them’. 

She also calls him by his given name and not ‘my love’. Thus, she is 

helping her son to develop separate identity rather than a sense of 

familial belonging. 

Outcome: In this conversation, the mother tries to mediate 

between her children but when the attempt fails, she prefers the girls 

because they have a test. The modern mother is empathetic to both sides 

in contrast to the traditional mother, who identifies with one side. 

Empathy, unlike identification, can be extended to both sides to the 

conflict, because it enables them to understand but does not oblige them 

to agree. The boy learns in the end to face up to difficulties and to 

postpone gratifications, essential conditions for tackling any creative 

work or scientific problem. The girls, for their part, have been prepared 

for democratic life because they have succeeded in defending their just 

cause. The sentence: ‘To play, yes, but not to disturb them’ is an example 

of analytical thinking which can dismantle a problem into its 

components, a form of thinking which the mother is transmitting to her 

son. In the future he too will know how to deal analytically with various 
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problems. Again we gain the impression that there is no difference 

between scientific or creative work and everyday family conversations 

which use the same techniques in order to arrive at a desired solution. 

And what of the children’s social skills? They are not being trained in 

that direction, and they may be helpless when faced with manipulations, 

because they have no experience of such confrontations. If, for example, 

the son wants to win his mother’s sympathy and tells her, seemingly 

casually, something bad his sister has done in order to influence the 

mother’s attitude, this could alter her stance without any of the 

participants being aware of the fact. 

6. A conversation in modern society: a 10-year-old boy is telling an 

adult man about his experiences on a class trip. 

Boy: I want to tell you something. 

Adult: What do you want to tell me? About the trip to Mount 

Hermon? 

Boy: Yes, I want to tell you what fun we had. We drove to the 

kibbutz last Friday and we slept there. 

Adult: And what did you do in the evening? 

Boy: We cooked spaghetti and we sat around the campfire for a 

long time. 

Adult: And didn’t you sleep that night? 

Boy: Only a few hours. 
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Adult: And weren’t you tired? It’s important to sleep before a 

trip like that. 

Boy: No, I don’t need more than three hours sleep. 

Adult: Really? 

Boy: And I want to tell you how we played a trick on our 

counselor. Me and my friend T. pushed my foot into the snow 

and I called the counselor, she’s called N. I told her my leg was 

stuck. She took no notice so I went on shouting that my leg was 

stuck. In the end she believed it and came to see what 

happened. Then I laughed at her for believing me and I took my 

leg out. 

Adult: That’s not nice. And what did she say? 

Boy: Then she said she’d pay us back on the next trip. And I’m 

afraid of what will happen on the next trip…’ 

Achieving the developmental task: the boy is confronting his 

environment and challenging it. He is both independent and active. He 

rebels by means of doing mischief. All these facts indicate that he is 

achieving the developmental task of his society. 

Tools: he admires himself and expects others to do the same. His 

behavior on the trip is undoubtedly assertive. 

Outcome: In modern-individualist society, mischievous behavior 

on the part of a child may be accepted with understanding if not 

admiration. The boy boasts, and the adult appears to be listening with 
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affection and encouraging him by his response. Admiration for the child 

is a cornerstone of the developmental process of the individual. He is 

admired but not adored. The child’s experience is a healthy narcissistic 

one. He is given center stage out of affection and interest and not as a 

result of flawed critique of reality, as can occur in the case of adoration. 

Admiration is that attitude which lets the child feel that he has 

something valuable to offer. Admiration is the seed which transforms a 

child into a unique individual in his own experience and that of those 

around him. Without that admiration he will experience himself more as 

part of a group than as an isolated individual. It is therefore rare in 

traditional-collectivist society to voice personal compliments which 

encourage the child’s sense of uniqueness even if he has considerable 

achievements to his credit. In these cases, parents or teachers will be 

content with saying that the child has done what was expected of him 

(He is a good clever child, they might say). Will this child be able to create 

in the future? He has already created a story that everyone admires Will 

he be able to risk expressing his opinion despite the criticism this may 

evokeת as may occur in a democratic society? He has already done this 

by talking about his pranks. But this child, who acts out of his internal 

locus of control (trying to win admiration), will find it hard to understand 

people who act out of an external locus of control, who fear the 

environment and are afraid to take risks. He is directed towards taking 
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his environment by surprise and not treating it with consideration, and 

is therefore liable to misunderstand a member of another culture. 

A traditional version: 

Boy: I want to tell you… 

Adult: About what? The class trip to Mount Hermon? 

Boy: Yes, and about the fun we had. We drove to the kibbutz 

last Friday and we slept there. 

Adult: What did you do in the evening? 

Boy: We had a barbecue and we sat round the campfire and 

then everyone went off to their rooms. 

Adult: What time did you go to sleep? 

Boy: I hardly slept at all. 

Adult: Weren’t you tired? It’s important to sleep before a trip 

like that. 

Boy: And I wanted to tell you how we tricked our counselor. I 

shoved my foot into the snow and I told her it was stuck. At first 

she took no notice but in the end, when I went on shouting, she 

believed me and she came to see what had happened, and then 

we laughed at her and I pulled my leg out. 

Adult: That was cheeky of you! What you did isn’t at all nice, 

and in her place I would have punished you. 

Boy: That’s what she did. She told us to go back to the bus, me 

and my friend, and stay there till the end of the trip. 



 170 

Achieving the developmental task: this boy seems to have 

internalized the fact that when he plays pranks and challenges authority, 

he will be punished: (‘That’s what she did…’) Will he continue to play 

pranks It seems probable that the urge will die down sooner rather than 

later and his rebellious phase will come to an end. Then he will integrate 

into his society as expected of him. 

Tools: rejection of the child’s actions and punishment for the sake 

of integration  

Outcome: the adult in traditional society does not admire the fact 

that the boy only slept a few hours and thinks that his pranks deserve to 

be punished and not admired. The interesting thing is that the child has 

already internalized the fact that he deserves punishment for his burst of 

creativity, for the idea of playing a prank on the counselor. It seems that 

any creative act which takes the environment by surprise or embarrasses 

it is liable to be punished. We see that a sense of humor – which has 

creative and logical components – may be restricted in traditional society 

because it is often directed against the other. If the other is a figure of 

authority, humor can be offensive to him. 

7. An event in traditional society during a family visit to friends: 

The host family is serving refreshments – drinks, fruit, 

sunflower seeds and coffee. A neighbor, who recently bought 

and decorated his house, comes in. 
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Mother (to her daughters): Stand up and greet the new neighbor 

and wish him good luck. 

Daughters: Mother, stop it, you’re embarrassing us. 

Mother: (shouts at them and forces them to stand up and say 

Good luck to the neighbor). 

Achieving the developmental task: the girls have not yet learned 

to suppress their emotions and to respond to the commands of society. 

Their mother is trying to guide them along the right path for their 

society, where the individual is expected to adapt to the environment and 

not to take his own emotions into consideration to such a great extent. It 

is almost certain that in the future it will be easier for them to do so 

without their mother’s command. 

Tools: The mother acts politely towards the neighbor but not 

towards her daughters. They will probably learn that one has to be polite 

to one s environment, to greet everyone nicely and to congratulate them 

on a new house, but they will also learn that the need does not stem 

from them, it is a tax they have to pay to society; The mother seems to be 

paying a similar tax by needing to battle with her. The daughters’ feelings 

are not taken into consideration. These are the same feelings on which 

they will have to rely when asked to create something in any sphere 

whatsoever. Will the girls be able to stay in touch with their feelings? Will 

they be able to trust them? Probably not! But these girls will learn how to 

make others feel good and how to act considerately towards them. In 
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many cases, despite the personal cost and the cost for democracy, the 

outcome may be pleasant for all of them. 

A similar conversation in modern society 

Mother: Here comes the new neighbor. Say hello nicely and 

congratulate him on his new house. 

(The neighbor comes in and the girls say nothing). 

Mother: (afterwards): Why didn’t you say anything? It wasn’t nice. 

Daughter: I was uncomfortable, and I was shy. 

Mother: Why? 

Daughter: Don’t know. 

Mother: OK, maybe next time. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughters react on 

emotional matters in accordance with their feelings. In this respect they 

are on the right path to consolidation of separateness and independence. 

When they are older they will probably be less shy. 

Tools: the mother is empathetic towards the daughters’ difficulty 

and talks to them politely. 

Outcome: in this conversation the modern mother does not 

impose her ideas of etiquette on her daughters. She proposes that they 

act politely but leaves them the choice, on the understanding that what 

does not suit them today may suit them in the future. When the time 

comes and they behave politely, it will be because of an emotion that 

stems from within them and not something imposed by the environment. 
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To put it simply, the mother is not effacing her daughters’ emotions but 

respecting them. And the essential condition for creation and 

independent thinking is respect for and reliance on those emotions. Can 

one envisage writers, artists, historians or psychologists of distinction 

who do not rely on their emotions? In traditional culture, on the other 

hand, reliance on one’s own emotions and disregard for the emotions of 

the environment is liable to be regarded as egocentric, detrimental to the 

individual’s sense of belonging and to the warmth and intimacy he can 

receive from his environment; feelings of isolation may be intensified as a 

result. Therefore, rarely will the traditional individual say something like 

‘It wasn’t pleasant for me’ which is often said by individualists, because 

as far as he is concerned, his own feelings are not a valid excuse. 

8. A dialog in modern society between a mother coming home after 

a day’s work and her 12-year-old daughter: 

Mother: Hi, what’s going on? 

Daughter: Everything’s OK. 

Mother: Have you eaten? 

Daughter: Yes. 

Mother: What did you eat? Do you want me to prepare 

something for you? 

Daughter: Yes, chocolate milk. 

Mother: No, that’s not healthy. You’ve already had some today. 

Daughter: So what! 
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Mother: It’s not good for you. What do you want instead? 

Daughter: Nothing! 

Mother: What do you mean by nothing? You must eat 

something. What have you eaten? 

Daughter: Oof!!! I have eaten! Cereal! 

Mother: Have you done your homework? 

Daughter: There isn’t any. 

Mother: Are you sure? Didn’t they give you any today? 

Daughter: No! 

Mother: OK. I’m making lunch. Will you eat with me? 

Daughter: Yes, but I’m watching something now. 

Mother: What are you watching? 

Daughter: A movie. 

Mother: Does that seem suitable to you? 

Daughter: What’s with all these questions? 

Mother: I want to know if that seems suitable to you. What else 

are you doing today? 

Daughter: Don’t know. Maybe my friend S. will come over. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter defends her 

views decisively and independently in her relationship with her mother. 

She even permits herself to be angry at her mother. She has, it appears, 

already achieved the important developmental task of separation from 

her mother in order to gain independence. 
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Tools: the mother and daughter are assertive, each in her own 

way. But it is evident that the final decision rests with the daughter. 

From the way the questions are asked and the invitation to eat together 

one gains the impression that the mother is addressing her daughter 

with politeness and empathy and not in the language of command and 

rejection. 

Outcome: How does the mother convey messages which are 

important to her concerning the need to eat healthy food, to do 

homework and to organize time? She suggests other possibilities and 

above all, does not impose her will. The very empathetic question conveys 

the mother’s feelings and views, and moreover, she does not feel that she 

needs to interfere. She may nag but she does not interfere. Thus the 

daughter is allowed free space in order to decide assertively and to feel 

that her decisions are her own. When she wants some more chocolate 

milk, her mother refuses because it is not healthy but offers something 

else in its stead. When the mother suspects that her daughter has not 

prepared her homework, even though the girl says she has none, she 

asks ‘Are you sure?’ She invites the girl to eat with her. This is not a 

binding situation where the entire family eat together. It is another way 

for the mother to tell her daughter that she wants to be with her. And, in 

conclusion, the mother checks with her daughter if it is now appropriate 

for her to watch a movie since she certainly has chores to do or other 

plans for the afternoon. Again she accepts her daughter’s opinion. The 
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girl expresses her views freely and hence is ripe for active partnership in 

democratic society. She argues, explains her views without fear and is 

capable of free use of the logical operator ‘No!’ in order to repel authority. 

Therefore she has already acquired the tools for basic scientific thinking 

and all due to her mother’s polite form of address which permits her 

child’s self to develop. 

A traditional version: 

Mother: Food is ready in the kitchen. 

Daughter: OK, thank you, and I want you to prepare chocolate 

milk for me. 

Mother: It’s not healthy, sweetie, because you’ve already had some 

today. 

Daughter: That’s not so terrible, Mummy. Just this once! 

Mother: Come on, love, I’ll make you something else. 

Daughter: Don’t want it, Mummy. 

Mother: You must drink something after eating lunch. 

Daughter: Thank you, Mummy. I had milk with my cereal. 

Mother: I’m eating now. Do you want to add something and join 

me? 

Daughter: Enjoy your meal, Mother, I’m full. And I’m watching a 

movie now. 

Mother: Is the film suitable for you? 

Daughter: Yes, Mother. 
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Mother: What are you going to do today? 

Daughter: Perhaps my friend H. will come over. 

Achieving the developmental task: the traditional translator 

chose to enable the daughter to persist, though with the necessary 

caution. In any event, she does not confront her mother and hence is on 

the right track to integration in her society. 

Tools: On first reading, this conversation may appear very similar 

to the modern conversation which preceded it. On more careful reading, 

we note that the traditional translator has omitted the two angry remarks 

of the Western child: ‘Ooof!!! I have eaten!’ and ‘What’s with all these 

questions?’ and the addition of ‘Thank you’ and ‘Enjoy your meal’.  The 

traditional child is politer towards her parents and more circumspect 

about displaying anger. Hence, children in collectivist society respond 

politely to parental commands (which do not appear in this example),  

whereas in individualist societies the response to polite parental requests 

is often couched in the language of command and rebellion on the part of 

their children. This mother identifies with her daughter. She prepares 

food for her without being asked. The absence of the question: ‘Do you 

want me to prepare something for you?’ which appears in the modern 

text, reduces the distance between mother and daughter, a distance 

which could help the daughter to voice her wishes. Instead the mother 

knows what her daughter wants because she feels that there is no 

separateness. She acts as if they were one. Similarly she twice uses the 
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term ‘sweetie’ which does not appear in the modern text. For example, 

the modern mother’s ‘No, it’s not healthy. You’ve already had some 

today’, becomes, in the case of the traditional mother: ‘It’s not healthy, 

sweetie, because you’ve already had some today’. In other words, a closer 

and more identifying statement. 

Outcome: Rebellion is the essential condition for separation from 

the parents and for independent and democratic thinking which 

expresses the individual’s opinion. For example, while the modern child 

answer her mother’s remark that the drink is not healthy with an 

assertive ‘so what?’ the traditional child pleads ‘Not so terrible, just this 

once’. Her argument is emotional and not logical. She finds it hard to 

confront her mother’s opinion scientifically and therefore appeals to her 

emotions. Pleading is a social skill with an external locus of control 

which tries to change the other’s stance by eliciting certain emotions, in 

this case perhaps compassion. It should also be noted that whereas the 

modern child takes food by herself, the traditional child waits for her 

mother to prepare it. The traditional translator also omitted the modern 

mother’s interest in her daughter’s homework. Study is the symbol of 

scientific and creative thinking which advances the individual towards 

self-realization. The traditional mother therefore is more preoccupied 

with food and with her daughter’s friend than with aspects of her self-

realization. However, by abandoning rebellion for the sake of 
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independence, the traditional daughter is contributing to the 

consolidation of pleasant family integration, as expressed in this dialog. 

9. A family event in traditional society, as reported by an 

interviewer (a relative) who attended it: 

Interviewer: M., M, (M. comes and the interviewer takes out some 

money and gives it to him as is the custom on festivals. M. 

hesitates and looks at his parents). 

Mother: (angrily) What did I say to you this morning? 

Boy: What did you say: I’ve forgotten? 

Mother: You’ve forgotten that it’s forbidden to take money from 

other people. 

Father: Yes, it’s forbidden. 

Boy: But all the children do it on festivals, why aren’t I allowed? 

Father: Shut your mouth and go to your room instantly. 

Mother: I’ll show you, OK. 

Boy starts crying and goes into his room. 

The interviewer asks the mother: Why is it forbidden? It’s a festival 

and they are little children. Let them be happy. 

Mother: I said something this morning and he must listen to what I 

say, that’s what is important. 

Achieving the developmental task: M. has not yet learned that 

not every question is legitimate, certainly not questions which challenge 

his parents. He has not yet learned that obeying a parent is more 
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important than logic. Almost certainly, after a few experiences of this 

kind he will learn to be much more aware and attentive to his parents’ 

stance and to spare himself pain. 

Tools: Command and aggressiveness on the part of the parents. 

Outcome: The child’s first sin is the sin of assertiveness. His 

parents told him that it’s forbidden to take money from other people and 

he replied: ‘But all the children do it on festivals, why aren’t I allowed?’ 

Instead of obeying, he raised a question. In traditional society, as noted, 

unlike modern society, not every question is permitted. A child who asks 

any question which comes to his mind is a rebellious child. This stance 

subverts freedom of thought. The right to ask any question one chooses 

is the essential condition for the development of creativity, science and 

democracy. The viewpoint that every question is permissible is in itself 

creative; it fosters the ability to think about new questions which open 

up room for new thinking. The history of science is filled with questions 

which people dared to ask and which proved to be trail-blazing (Newton 

asking why the apple falls downward). Democracy too is based on the 

courage to ask any question, particularly of the ruling authority. 

Moreover, the child was humiliated in front of the guest (‘Shut your 

mouth and go to your room’). This humiliation causes him to focus on 

his shame instead of the question of who was right and why. Now he is 

outward-focused, thinking about what others have seen and will say, and 

not inward-directed, to the question itself. 
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In this conversation we gain the impression that what is important 

to the parents is that the child obey their instructions regardless of 

whether they are valid, appropriate or logical. The mother says:’ I said 

something this morning and he must listen to what I say, that’s what is 

important’. She does not reply to the interviewer’s argument that these 

are children and during this festival when it is the custom to give money. 

The child must learn to obey his parents, and that is that! In a few years 

time such confrontations will no longer occur because the child will have 

achieved his developmental task and learned to obey. The same child – 

as an adult – will have forfeited part of his inherent potential to think 

independently. But his obedience will promote family harmony, which is 

based in part on the child’s adaptation to and respect for the parent. 

Consequently, traditional children and adults will regard their modern 

counterparts as courageous because they are not in awe of authority or, 

alternatively, will perceive them as treating authority disrespectfully. In 

their turn, they will be regarded by those modern counterparts as very 

courteous and considerate or as dependent, submissive and passive in 

their relations with their parents. 

A modern version: 

Interviewer: M...M..: (M . . . comes in and the interviewer takes out 

some money and gives it to him as is the custom on festivals. M. 

hesitates and looks at his parents) 
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Mother: M., I don’t feel comfortable about you taking money from 

relatives. We’ve talked about that (Turns to the interviewer). 

Although I do appreciate the fact that you gave it. 

Boy: But why? All my friends get money, and it’s a festival. 

Mother: I don’t agree. 

Father: Neither do I. 

Boy: But why? 

Father: Perhaps we’re different from your friends’ parents but I 

don’t want to discuss it now. 

Mother: And I also want to ask you not to take the money but say 

thank you nicely. 

Boy (downcast): Will you think about it again? 

Father: Yes, I’m certainly willing to give it some thought although 

we’ve talked about it a lot. 

Achieving the developmental task: the child can have his say 

and ask his parents to rethink the issue. More cannot be asked in 

modern society. He is therefore at a satisfactory developmental stage in 

his society. 

Tools: the parents address the child politely and with empathy, a 

stance which encourages independent thinking. 

Outcome: the music of  ‘please’ and thank you’, the sorrow in 

place of anger, and parents who are ready to examine themselves again, 

all these enable M. to grow up and mull over his opinion on various types 
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of conduct. The music of ‘shut your mouth’, threats and commands, 

leaves him dependent on his environment. Once again we see the 

importance of familial politeness as a tool for developing the child’s 

thinking; it is precisely politeness which preserves the conflict-free 

sphere because it does not threaten the child and appeals to his reason. 

The boy’s suggestion, which breaks through the impasse (‘Think about it 

again’), is possible only because his parents have addressed him politely 

and respectfully. 

10. A conversation between a 12-year-old girl,   and her mother in 

modern society: 

The mother has returned home late from her studies. The daughter 

is staring at the TV and the living room is untidy. 

Mother: Hi, S., what’s going on? 

Daughter: Everything’s OK. 

Mother: Have you done your homework? 

Daughter: Not yet. 

Mother: When will you do it? 

Daughter: Later 

Mother: Later when? It’s nearly eight o’clock. 

Daughter: Later. 

Mother: You must sit down and do your homework now, S. 

Daughter: Oof Mom!! 
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Mother: You must, before your favorite programs start and then 

you’ll drag it out till the middle of the night. 

Daughter: I’ll do it, I’ll do it. 

Mother: What do you have today? 

Daughter: History. 

Mother: What about English. Do you have any today? 

Daughter: No. 

Mother: And maths? 

Daughter: Mom!!!! 

Mother: I don’t want this to happen again. You must do your 

homework by six o’clock even if I’m not home. 

Daughter: I don’t have the energy. 

Mother: Have you eaten? 

Daughter: No. 

Mother: What do you want to eat? 

Daughter: Don’t know. 

Mother: Come on! 

Daughter: Don’t know. 

Mother: So I’ll make you a salad. 

Daughter: With cottage cheese. 

Mother: OK. 

Daughter: Dad called. 

Mother: When? 
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Daughter: Earlier. He sent you a kiss. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter realizes that her 

mother is telling her the right things but she also knows that she is not 

obliged to obey. Though she replies and cooperates, it is obvious that it is 

she who will decide in the end how much she will study, when and how. 

She is achieving the developmental task expected of her. 

Tools:   mother and daughter are assertive. For example, the 

daughter complains ‘Mom!!!’ and her mother says ‘I don’t want this to 

happen again!’. She addresses her daughter by her given name. 

Outcome: the daughter displays considerable ability to restrain 

her mother. A child’s ability to say ‘no’ is necessary for prevention of 

identification processes and encouragement of separateness. This mother 

advises her daughter, is empathetic to her study needs and her material 

requirements and exerts pressure on her, but the daughter still has a 

free expanse where she can find her own path and accept or refuse the 

suggestions. This dynamic is also manifested in the discussion of food. 

The mother offers to prepare food. S. doesn’t know what she wants to 

eat. Slightly irritated, her mother suggests salad, and then S. adds: 

‘Cottage cheese’ and the negotiations culminate in the joint decision to 

eat salad and cottage cheese. It would be hard to conduct similar 

negotiations in a traditional society. 

We have already mentioned the power of the ‘don’t know’, namely 

the ability of the individual to look inward and acknowledge the fact that 
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he does not know, thus leaving himself open to new knowledge. Many 

creators have described the experience of sitting facing an empty sheet of 

paper without knowing how to begin until an idea comes to them. The 

ability to tolerate lack of knowledge in the long term is also the 

fundamental condition for researchers and scientists, who often work for 

years without knowing how to expand their knowledge of a subject. It is 

not difficult for S. to say: ‘Don’t know’ and it is no coincidence that in 

both of the following traditional translations of this conversation, the 

‘don’t know’ has disappeared. In traditional society, where the answers 

lie outside and not within, it is hard to identify this emotion and give it 

room. 

A traditional version: 

Mother: Hi, how are you? 

Daughter: Hi, Mom, I missed you. 

Mother: Have you done your homework. 

Daughter: No. 

Mother: Why? I asked you to do your homework early and before I 

get home. 

Daughter: Yes, but I didn’t feel like it, and there was a program on 

TV that I like and I couldn’t miss it. 

Mother: I want you to get up now and go into your room and do 

your homework.  

Daughter: All right, Mom. 
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Mother: What homework do you have today? 

Daughter: History. 

Mother: And what about English. Nothing to do? 

Daughter: There’s no English homework today. 

Mother: And arithmetic? 

Daughter: I told you, only in history. Why don’t you believe me? 

Mother: I’m asking you to make sure it doesn’t happen again. You 

must do your homework immediately after lunch. 

Daughter: I’m tired. 

Mother: Have you eaten? 

Daughter: No, I’m hungry. 

Mother: I’ll make you a meal. 

Daughter: Dad called. 

Mother: When? 

Daughter: At lunchtime and he sent regards. 

Achieving the developmental task: The daughter is directed 

towards acceptance of authority, regarding both homework and food. 

When her mother commands her, she replies: ‘All right, Mom’. Faced 

with the maternal command, she tries to elicit emotions. She tells her 

mother that she missed her and asks her why she doesn’t believe her. 

Hence, she is achieving the expected developmental task. 

Tools: the mother is aggressive and issues commands and the 

daughter submits. She tries to prompt her mother to identify with her: ‘I 
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missed you’ and ‘Why don’t you believe me?’ The mother responds with 

rejection. 

Outcome: close reading of the two texts, traditional and modern, 

reveals significant differences. The traditional daughter announces at the 

beginning: ‘I missed you’. Is this a sincere declaration? Is it flattery, 

perhaps because she knows that her mother will be angry because she 

hasn’t done her homework? And perhaps both are true? In any event, 

she sets the relationship with her mother at the center. Subsequently, 

the traditional mother is much more aggressive than the modern mother, 

and her daughter is more defensive than the modern daughter, who is 

steadfast in her views. The traditional mother says:’ I want you to get up 

now and go into your room and do your homework’, and the daughter 

replies: ‘All right, Mom’. In the modern conversation, the daughter does 

not hesitate to express anger at her mother several times, while in the 

collectivist conversation she is more defensive and tries to evoke her 

mother’s compassion. ‘Why don’t you believe me?’ she asks. It is also 

interesting to note how the modern ‘I don’t have the energy’ turns into 

the traditional ‘I’m tired’.  ‘I don’t have the energy’ is an inner emotion 

and the known remedy is– sleep. The modern girl offers excuses for not 

preparing homework by citing an inner feeling which only she can tackle, 

while her traditional counterpart offers the excuse of tiredness. This is a 

problem her mother can solve – by allowing the child to sleep. The 

modern daughter speaks in terms of an internal locus of control and the 
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traditional child in terms of an external locus of control. The two mothers 

go on to ask: ‘Have you eaten?’ The modern daughter replies: ‘No’, while 

the traditional daughter replies: ‘No, I’m hungry’. The latter (according to 

the traditional translator) immediately creates dependence. It is not 

surprising that the modern mother replies: ‘What do you want to eat?’ 

while the traditional mother says: ‘I’ll prepare a meal for you’. The 

traditional daughter can’t say ‘Don’t know’ like the modern girl, because 

dependence has destroyed her ability not to know. And, in fact, ‘I don’t 

know’ is a very independent and self-focused sentence. It spells the end 

of the logical exercise of negotiation which developed between the mother 

and the modern daughter concerning the menu. The outcome is that the 

traditional daughter will eat what her mother prepares, and there is less 

room for her personal taste, as well as her wishes. And finally, the 

traditional father does not send his wife kisses through the daughter. 

Thus, the parents’ role as the guardians of social order is maintained, 

and the personal aspect of their world is concealed from their children. 

Another traditional translator wrote: 

Mother: Hello, I’m here, what’s happening there? 

Daughter: Nothing, nothing is happening, what should be 

happening? 

Mother: I meant to ask what about your homework. Have you 

finished it? 

Daughter: I didn’t have time to do it. 
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Mother: Why didn’t you have time? What were you doing? When 

will you have time? 

Daughter: Not now. When I finish watching this program. 

Mother: And when will the program be over? It’s eight o’clock 

already and it’s late. 

Daughter: Soon. 

Mother: I don’t want to wait till the program ends. Go and do your 

homework now. 

Daughter: Wait a little, Mom, till the program is over. Just a little! 

Mother: I said now! Soon there will be programs you like even 

more and it will be late. 

Daughter: All right, all right, I’ll do it. All the time homework, 

homework. 

Mother: What homework do you have today? 

Daughter: History. 

Mother: Only history or English as well? 

Daughter: No, only history. There was no English. 

Mother: And arithmetic. 

Daughter: Mother, you’re not justifying me. 

Mother:  Listen, from today I don’t want you to postpone your 

homework. You must do your homework immediately after you 

come home from school. 

Daughter: Immediately after school I’m tired. 
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Mother: All right. That’s it. Have you eaten? 

Daughter: I haven’t eaten. There’s nobody to eat with. 

Mother: I’ll prepare something so we can eat together. 

Daughter: Whatever you want, Mother. 

Mother: All, right, you can wait a little. 

Daughter: Whatever you want. 

Mother: All right, I’ll prepare you something to eat quickly. 

Daughter: Be very quick, Mother. 

Mother: All right, don’t worry. 

Daughter: Dad called and asked about you. 

Mother: When? 

Daughter: Early. He asked about you and wanted to talk to you. 

Achieving the developmental task: as a rule, the daughter obeys 

with regard to both homework and food and tries to establish contact 

with her mother. For example, ‘Mother, you’re not justifying me’, ‘There’s 

nobody to eat with’. ‘Whatever you want’. She is therefore achieving the 

expected developmental task of her society and preserving family 

harmony. 

Tools: the mother commands and is aggressive, the daughter is 

submissive. The mother also rejects the daughter’s request for 

identification. 

Outcome:  from the beginning we can see the difference between 

the general modern ‘What’s going on?’ and ‘What’s happening there?’ 
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which is more specific. The first question invites the modern specific 

reply: ‘Everything’s all right’ while the second question, perceived as 

manipulative, invites a question in return: ‘Nothing, nothing’s happening. 

What should be happening?’ The traditional daughter knows that her 

mother’s question is not merely a question, but also a statement which 

will soon develop into a conversation worth avoiding. When the 

traditional mother commands: ‘I said now’, the daughter responds 

immediately. The traditional daughter’s statement: ‘You don’t justify me’ 

is an emotional plea that her mother be with her, beside her, for her. But 

it is interesting that she phrases it in ostensibly objective terms of 

justice. When it is impossible to be empathetic, when the mother cannot 

say to her daughter:  ‘I understand that you’re tired but the homework 

has to be done’,  because she lacks this tool; when she can only be either 

for or against, either identify or react, her daughter can only reply in 

terms of identification of justice. The mother then has no alternative but 

to totally reject what her daughter says (‘Listen, from today I don’t want 

you to postpone your homework’.) It is interesting that the two traditional 

translators chose a similar response to the mother’s interrogation: ‘You 

don’t believe me!’ in contrast to the cry of the irritated modern daughter:  

‘Mom!!!’ As for food, in the modern text the mother asks ‘Have you 

eaten?’ and the reply is ‘No’. The first traditional translator added the 

words ‘I’m hungry’, while the second traditional translator wrote: I 

haven’t eaten. There’s nobody to eat with’. Again, this is a clear 
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declaration of dependence. The mother proposes that they eat together, 

and the daughter says twice: ‘Whatever you want’. In this case as well 

the ability to conduct negotiations about food has disappeared, in 

contrast to the modern conversation, because of the request for 

dependence. When the search for a relationship is the central issue, it is 

hard for an individual to conduct negotiations and be steadfast in his 

views. Negotiations, as noted, are not only the symbol of democracy, 

where each defends his own opinion, but requires the use of logic and 

creativity in order to solve problems and to achieve a result which will 

increase the distance between the two participants. In conclusion, in the 

second traditional translation as well, the kisses have disappeared. Again 

we see how the parents encourage the external locus of control in their 

children and the reference to group norms by effacing their identity and 

personality. What remains is collective identity. 

When a parent commands that her child do her homework ‘(I said 

now!) instead of merely suggesting, like the modern mother, it is very 

likely that the resultant work will be completely different. The pupil who 

is forced to do her homework will not concentrate on understanding the 

material because she is relying on an external locus of control. Her 

conflict-free sphere has already been invaded by the commands, and she 

is now operating in her environment-activated sphere, and will be doing 

her homework only in order to appease authority and fulfill her 
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obligations. The outcome will be imitation and copying instead of 

scientific and creative thinking. 
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Adolescence (13-18) 

This stage is perceived in modern society as tempestuous and 

marked by upheavals. It is the age of youthful rebellion, identification 

with fashionable trends and culture and is characterized by the desire to 

change the world. In traditional society, on the other hand, this is a 

relatively tranquil stage. The boy or girl have already undergone the first 

stages of socialization and know their place within the extended family 

framework. Unlike modern adolescents, who will separate from their 

families and establish families of their own, the traditional adolescent 

will continue to live close to his relatives and will be in close contact with 

them. Hence, he is not expected to undergo the separation processes of 

the modern adolescence. The parent will continue to serve as the 

authority figure for traditional adolescents even when they reach 

adulthood. Often they will not be required to tackle the two main tasks of 

adolescence faced by their modern counterparts: choice of a mate and of 

an occupation. In traditional society it is accepted that the parents 

choose their children’s spouses, and they also choose the appropriate 

occupation for their adolescent child. And so we find obedient 

adolescents who follow the track blazed for them by their parents and are 

not called upon to discover new worlds, and certainly not to change their 

own world. This is even more valid where girls are concerned. Their 

parents may choose their husbands, and their central developmental 

task is to be mothers. If they learn a vocation it will usually be suited to 
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their maternal role and will not be a career-directed profession. They will 

usually be passive and will respect their husbands more than do modern 

women, who are independence-directed. 

1. 1. A dialog between a mother and 16-year-old daughter in a traditional 

society: 

Daughter: I need to lose weight. 

Mother: Why? You are no fatter than your friends. 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother is teaching her 

daughter that the basis for comparison is external and not internal. She 

is teaching her to integrate into society, and is achieving her 

developmental task. 

Tools: the mother is encouraging her daughter to integrate into her 

environment. 

Outcome: she invites her daughter to compare herself to her 

environment and does not relate to her feelings or wishes, which are 

internal experiences. The mother wants her daughter not to be unique 

and to fit in with her environment. If she had encouraged her to express 

her feelings and wishes, in other words to be more assertive, she would 

have been preparing her for a creative life originating  within and not for 

a life of imitation and copying. Identification of the feelings and wishes of 

the individual is also the basis for the existence of a democratic society. 

A modern version of the same conversation: 

Daughter: I need to lose weight. 
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Mother: Why, do you feel fat? 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother is directing her 

daughter to her feelings and thereby encouraging her to achieve her 

society’s developmental task – to be inward-directed, to be independent. 

Tools: she is encouraging her daughter to express her emotions 

assertively. 

Outcome: in this case, the mother compares her daughter to 

herself. For her, what is important begins and ends within. She also 

encourages the girl to develop a ‘self’ which can be relied on. But she will 

certainly not encourage her to make efforts to blend in with her 

environment. On the contrary, she tells her in her own way that what 

other people say is not important to her. Thereby she is prompting her to 

participate in a democratic way of life. Such conduct in a traditional-

collectivist society would be perceived as arrogance, as aloofness from 

the group, conduct which demands considerable courage but not too 

much intelligence. 

2. A conversation between two sisters in modern society. 15-

year-old, a ninth-grader, who was recently asked to choose a study track, 

and her 19-year-old sister, a graduate of the art track. 

Older sister: I studied art. If that means I’m not clever, so what? 

Younger sister: In short, I thought about taking art but it doesn’t 

seem like it would be interesting. And I’d have to walk around with 

a big portfolio. 
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Older sister: But it’s fun. 

Younger sister: Should I? 

Older sister: If it interests you, that’s the main thing.  

Younger sister: I could also take media studies. What’s better, 

media or theater? But I’m scared because media would mean 

taking lots of classes. 

Older sister: Don’t know. Whatever you take there will be a lot of 

classes, that’s not the consideration. 

Younger sister: But how will I have time to go to the scouts? 

Older sister: You’ll be busy with everything. 

Younger sister: Oh, what does it matter? It’s only for three years. 

Older sister: But three years is quite a long time. 

Younger sister: Everyone says it goes by quickly. 

Older sister: In any case, you should think really carefully about 

what to take. 

Younger sister: I want to take mathematics level 4 but my grades 

aren’t good enough. 

Older sister: Try to improve them. I was also at level 3 at the 

beginning. 

Younger sister: Sure, and then I’ll have to study all through the 

summer vacation. What a drag! 

Older sister: If the worst comes to the worst, take level 3. 

Younger sister: And then I won’t be able to get in anywhere. 
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Older sister: The main thing is to take something you’re good at. 

Achieving the developmental task: the older sister seems to be 

helping the younger to develop towards independence. First she cites the 

internal locus of control when she says that it’s not others, namely the 

subject she studied, which will determine whether she’s clever or not. 

She goes on to ask her questions and projects them back to her so that 

she can decide for herself. For example, the younger sister asks: ‘Should 

I?’ and her sister replies: ‘If it interests you’. When the quotes others and 

says ‘Everyone says it goes by quickly’, her sister replies: ‘You should 

think very carefully about it’ and returns the decision to her. When the 

younger says: ‘My grades aren’t good enough’, her sister replies: ‘Try to 

improve them’. When she says: ‘Then I won’t be able to get in anywhere’, 

the older sister replies: ‘The main thing is to take something you’re good 

at’. In other words what is important is what you want and not the 

environment’s entrance requirements. A careful reading shows that the 

older sister is directing the younger to her internal locus of control, and 

the younger seems to be on the way to achieving the task. 

Tools: The older sister displays a combination of empathy and 

assertiveness in her relations with her sister. She is with her in her 

indecisiveness and also pronounces her opinion clearly. When she says: 

‘But it’s fun’ she is also directing her to admiration for the subject she is 

going to study. 
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         Outcome: The older sister directs the younger to what she likes 

and is good at. She yields the center of the stage to her and encourages 

her to invest effort and to improve. She does not ask what their parents 

will say, what the environment will think, does not tells her what she, the 

older sister, thinks – all these are unimportant. Only one thing is 

important – what her sister likes and wants. She admires her younger 

sister by leaving room for her abilities and teaches her how to listen to 

herself and be assertive. This conversation, the search for what one really 

thinks and wants, attests to readiness for democracy, for creativity, 

because it repeatedly encourages individual expression: ‘If it interests 

you…something you’re good at’. Moreover, in the course of the 

conversation the sisters tackle quite a few logical questions touching on 

calculations of time and profitability. These attest to a conflict-free 

sphere which has already evolved to an extent where the calculations can 

be practical and are not infiltrated by irrelevant emotional content from 

outside. Although the younger daughter does not excel at mathematics 

she is ripe for scientific thinking. 

The traditional translator described a similar event relating to her 

own life: 

Sister: I want to study art. What do you think about studying the 

same subject as me? 

Translator: I can see it’s interesting but I don’t know how to do 

anything. 
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Sister: I’ll help you, its fun. 

Translator: I’ll think about it. 

Sister: If you have the will there’s no problem. 

Translator: I want to study education. 

Sister: But there are lots of classes and you’ll pay high fees. 

Translator: It doesn’t matter because I’ll have a lot of grants to help 

with fees. 

Sister: But remember that study for an education degree lasts 

three years. 

Translator: They will go by quickly. 

Sister: All right, think carefully and decide. 

Achieving the developmental task: the narrator eventually 

succeeds in saying that she wants to study education and not art, 

without arousing opposition. She seems to be achieving the central 

developmental task of her society and maintaining good family relations. 

Tools: the narrator reveals ability to integrate and her sister 

identifies with her by suggesting that they study together and she will 

help her. 

Outcome: This conversation is the reverse of the previous, modern 

conversation. It begins not with the narrator’s desire to realize her own 

wishes and talents, but with her sister’s attempt to convince her will suit 

her and her promise to help. The narrator says: ‘It’s interesting but…’ 

and then: ‘I’ll think about it’ and finally she succeeds in voicing her 
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opinion, with the necessary tact, and says that she wants to study 

education. And then her sister continues the efforts to persuade her that 

it’s not worth her while. The method of persuasion, which first focused 

on the proposal to help, now evolves into threats (high fees, long studies). 

What these two methods have in common (help and threats) is that they 

have an external locus of control and do not appeal to inner strength as 

was the case in the previous example. There appears to be agreement in 

the family that the narrator is permitted to decide what to study, but the 

path to realization of her wishes is paved with consideration for her 

environment. 

Study can be the gateway to self-realization and hence also a 

source of admiration. This is not how the sister reacts nor does she 

display empathy for her sister’s determination to choose for herself. The 

pressure exerted in the course of the conversation and the sister’s 

expectations restrict the conflict-free sphere of both sisters and do not 

permit them to toy with various possibilities and logical calculations of 

profitability as did the sisters in the modern example. If this choice is 

seen as a scientific exercise, the sisters failed it because they introduced 

emotional calculations of help and external threat instead of clarifying 

the narrator’s truth and what she really wants. Similarly anxiety can 

interfere with a pupil’s concentration and ability to solve an exercise in 

arithmetic. In general, when the modern discussion turns logical, the 

traditional translation will be briefer. Once again it transpires that there 



 203 

is a connection between democracy, grounded on freedom from threat, 

and science. It is interesting to examine the sister’s statement which 

ostensibly seems modern: ‘If you have the will, there’s no problem’, 

suggesting how important are the individual’s wishes to achievement of 

his aims. The older sister says this when it is clear to her that her 

younger sibling does not want to study art. Hence her statement 

contains a threat. Guilt is an other-focused emotion, the opposite of 

acceptance of responsibility, and it is common in traditional society. The 

advice-giving sister refers to her younger sister’s wishes but is actually 

referring to her own, because in her society the wishes of the individual 

should reflect the wishes of his environment. 

On the other hand, it is most probable that the choice of a 

profession solely out of personal wishes without consideration for the 

environment would be perceived in traditional society as arrogant 

dissociation from the environment. For example, a father may say to his 

daughter: ‘I will let you study on condition that you persuade me first’. 

He is saying that he is the ultimate arbiter, and that she must find ways 

of persuading the environment why her choice is the right one. Studies 

which could prove helpful to the family or bring it honor will be more 

greatly esteemed. 

3. A family conversation in traditional society: 

Daughter: (comes in from a day’s study and says happily to her 

mother): Mom, Mom, do you know what I have next week? 
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Mother: Well, what do you have that makes you so happy...? Be 

careful not to bang your head on the ceiling from all that 

happiness. 

Daughter: Mom, there’s an annual trip to Eilat. All the eleventh 

grades and it’s for four days. I’m sure it’ll be great fun. I can’t wait. 

Mother: You’re talking as if you’re sure you’re going. I suggest you 

calm down until you’re sure you’re going. You have to wait till your 

father knows about it and decides. 

Daughter: But, Mom, you’ll talk to him, won’t you? Please, Mom, 

say you’ll do it for me. 

Mother: You know very well, we’ve been through this before and 

you know that he’s the one who decides. I won’t do anything. 

Brother: Mom, why does she want to go to Eilat? No way! Our girls 

don’t go to Eilat. Why should she go, I’ll talk to Daddy. 

Daughter: You, don’t interfere! You always manage to change 

Daddy’s mind. Why are you allowed and I’m not? I want to go. 

Mother: That’s enough, children…And you, don’t talk to your 

brother like that. He’s older than you and you should respect his 

opinions. And it’s true what he says because he’s a boy and he 

knows what he’s talking about. 

Daughter: But it’s not fair. Whenever I ask something you never 

accept it. But that’s the life I’ve got (she starts crying and goes into 

her room). 
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The father comes in and asks about everyone including his 

daughter. He is told she has shut herself in her room. 

Father: Why, what happened this time? 

Brother: Just imagine, she wants to go to Eilat with the school and 

I told her she’s not going. 

Father: Of course not. I can’t trust anyone. She won’t know what to 

do. And what if something happens to her and what if someone 

tries to manipulate her. No trip and that’s final. 

Later the mother was interviewed: 

Interviewer: What did you feel when your daughter asked to go on 

the trip to Eilat. 

Mother: Listen, I knew that was what her father and brother would 

say. So I asked her not to be too happy and to wait till her father 

came home. My daughter has always tended to ask for things that 

aren’t possible and will be refused. But recently she’s learned to 

ask less. 

Interviewer: Were you afraid of her father’s reaction of you agreed 

to the trip or do you think his decisions are the right ones? 

Mother: I wasn’t afraid but I knew what he would say. Apart from 

that, I never take on that role. 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother seems to have 

summed up her daughter’s development correctly: ‘My daughter has 

always tended to ask for things that aren’t possible and will be refused. 
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But recently she’s learned to ask less’. Naturally enough, the daughter 

has desires for self-fulfillment and equality with her brother. In the 

course of her development she is learning to forgo her own wishes until, 

when she herself is a mother, she will raise her daughter as she was 

raised. Her mother speaks out of resignation to her fate, less angry than 

indifferent’ ‘I never take on that role’. This conversation, together with the 

interview with the mother, gives us a rare glimpse into the developmental 

cycle which begins with the daughter’s rebellion and ends in acceptance 

of reality. The price of the mother’s indifference is indifference in other 

spheres where she could have been active but apparently is not. 

Tools: the parents reject the daughter and are aggressive towards 

her, addressing her in the language of command.  The brother talks in 

the plural, and conveys the message that his sister is part of the family 

and not an independent and separate human being. The parents also 

efface their daughter’s admiration - by suggesting that she should not be 

so enthusiastic – in favor of integration in the family’s demands. 

Outcome: the long developmental process in which the daughter’s 

will is suppressed and she learns to obey the family rules has been 

described here by the mother. She has learned that her brother and 

father give her orders, determine matters for her and so she rebels less 

and less. The mother too underwent this complete process and accepts 

the fact that her opinions are of no importance. First, she crops her 

daughter’s wings, when the girl comes home happy and admiring, 
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cautioning her against excessive happiness: ‘Be careful not to bang your 

head on the ceiling from all that happiness’. And ‘I suggest you calm 

down’. Excessive joy and self-admiration are suspect in traditional 

society because they indicate that the individual is self-absorbed and is 

ignoring his environment. Excessive admiration sets the individual apart 

from the group and evokes envy. God may admire Himself and his acts of 

creation, but a human being must not admire himself narcissistically. 

The daughter is so happy, the family may think, that who knows what 

she is plotting to do on the trip. But this self-admiration is the essential 

condition for any creative act. The daughter does not fight for her 

opinions. She asks for her mother’s help, and when her mother does not 

respond, she protests her fate sorrowfully but not angrily and finally goes 

into her room to cry. Anger, which is the symbol of independence and 

separation from the parents, is inconceivable to her. Will this daughter 

be able to defend her views in the future as befits an individual in 

democratic society? Probably not! Did she try to offer suggestions which 

could solve the problem? For example, if her parents are apprehensive 

about her moral conduct or are afraid she will be exploited, perhaps they 

should talk to one of her teachers and ask her to promise to look after 

her. And perhaps someone whom the family trusts could accompany her, 

or perhaps they could consult other parents and ask them how they are 

going to solve the problem etc. Indeed, the daughter knows that her ideas 

and her ‘truth’ are of no value in the face of the authority’s ‘truth’, 
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particularly when her truth is effaced and degraded. ‘She won’t know 

what to do’, says her father in a self-fulfilling prophesy. But in science 

the individual is the source of authority from whom the solutions stem, 

and this daughter has not even tried to make suggestions which will 

solve her problem. The son’s statement is striking: ‘Our girls don’t go to 

Eilat’. He senses his sister not as an independent entity, but as part of 

the family which represents him as well. On the assumption that 

democratic elections were to be held, would he allow her to vote in 

accordance with her understanding or would he demand that she adapt 

herself to the family’s views? 

A modern translation: 

Daughter: (coming in after a day’s study, says happily to her 

mother): Mom, Mom, do you know what we have next week? 

Mother: What? 

Daughter: Mom, there’s the annual trip to Eilat, all the eleventh 

grades, for four days. I’m sure it’ll be great fun. I can’t wait. 

Mother: That’s great. You’ll have a wonderful time. There’s a lot to 

prepare. 

Brother: (comes in). Lucky her, a trip to Eilat! When I was in 

eleventh grade, we didn’t have a trip like that. 

Daughter: (smiling: You just weren’t lucky. It’s the first year that 

our school is organizing it. 

Father: (comes in): Hi, what’s going on? Let me in on it. 
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Daughter: I’m going to Eilat for four days on a school trip. 

Father: Wow…four days. OK, it sounds like you’ll be having a great 

time. But I want you to call home every evening, so we’ll know 

what’s going on. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter comes in and 

takes center stage. The family enables her to do so and admires her. She 

is achieving her society’s developmental task which is aimed as 

consolidating a separate and independent personality. 

Tools: everyone admires her. Her father asks her politely to tell 

him about it. 

Outcome: first, the modern family will generally be happy and will 

share the daughter’s admiration for the trip she is about to take. She is 

the center of attention and everyone applauds her. At this moment, 

although she has not created anything she is receiving the attention and 

the admiration due to a creator. When she returns from the trip and 

recounts her adventures she will again be admired. 

The father comes home and asks to be told what is going on, asks 

but does not command. Even on this clear issue, he asks his daughter to 

consent to tell him. His politeness encourages development of her 

conflict-free sphere because he appeals to her reason. And, in 

conclusion, her brother permits himself to be weak alongside his sister 

by envying her - envying and not issuing commands, thereby granting 

her power. When she is treated in this fashion, the possibility of 
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expressing her own opinion – the essential condition for a citizen of a 

democratic country – is a trivial matter. 

The world of her traditional counterpart is the reverse and she will 

not dare to be at the center and leave her parents and her brother as 

admiring bystanders. She will have to be very attentive to her brother in 

order to avoid rousing his envy, and to her father in order not to 

undermine his need for respect and control. She will adopt an indifferent 

approach as did her mother. Indifference cannot be beneficial to a 

creator or a scientist, and it is also the enemy of democracy because it 

causes people to remain at home instead of going out to vote. Only 

through external locus of control and social skills does this daughter 

have the chance of improving her situation. If she can persuade her 

father that the teacher expects her to go on the trip, that the parents of 

her friends will ask why she was not allowed to go, that the ban will 

disgrace the family more than will permission, then her father may 

respond to her request. But these social skills will not be of help to her in 

science or creative effort. If the teacher telephones the father and asks 

him to allow his daughter to go, this may possibly help. Sometimes 

dispensation from a sheikh may help. If the father goes to a parent-

teacher meeting and hears other parents giving permission, this too 

might help. In such situations, the traditional father may feel that he is 

raising his daughter better, has greater concern for her and is giving her 

more warmth and love. She may share these feelings because there is 
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something pleasant about being protected even if it renders the 

individual dependent and does not allow him freedom. 

4. A conversation between a mother and 14-year-old daughter in 

modern society: 

The daughter wants to cut her hair. She has arranged to go to the 

beauty parlor with a friend after school. She calls her mother 

during the morning break. 

Mother: Hello. 

Daughter: I’ve arranged with Y. to go to the beauty parlor but I’m 

afraid I may still have a few head lice. 

Mother: Does your head itch? 

Daughter: No, but two days ago when I combed it with the fine 

comb, I found one louse. 

Mother: Then it’s better not to go today because hair stylists hate 

to find lice on their combs. It could infect other clients. 

Daughter: But I fixed it with Y. and she’s made appointments for  

us. 

Mother: So tell Y. you’re afraid you might still have lice. 

Daughter: Are you out of your mind? Tell Y.? 

Mother: OK. So tell her you’ve changed your mind and decided not 

to cut your hair. 

Daughter: But I only want a trim. 

Mother: If it’s just a trim, I can do it for you. 
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Daughter: Yes, but I also want to shape the ends. 

Mother: Then you’ll have to postpone it for a few days till after 

we’ve done a thorough comb-out and clean. 

Daughter: But Y’s made the appointment. 

Mother: You asked me and I told you my opinion. Now decide what 

you want to do with it. I can’t change the situation for you. 

Daughter: OK, bye bye. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter wants to have 

her cake and eat it too. She wants to go to the beauty parlor but doesn’t 

want them to discover she’s had head lice. She asks her mother for a 

solution for an insoluble problem, thereby displaying a degree of 

dependence. Her mother tries her best to help and beyond that, leaves 

the decision to her. By saying there is nothing more she can do, she is 

inviting her daughter to tackle the problem independently. The girl does 

not seem to be scared by the challenge and is on the right track to 

independence. 

Tools: The mother is empathetic, listens and gives advice. She is 

also being assertive when she says that she can’t change the situation. 

The daughter, for her part, argues assertively: ‘Are you out of your 

mind?’ 

Outcome: the daughter is assertive but also seeks advice, makes 

suggestions, listens and finally decides for herself. She is ripe for active 

partnership in democratic society. Moreover, a number of creative and 
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logical ideas are raised in this dialog, aimed at solving the impasse. Does 

she have lice? How can she cancel an appointment? What can she tell 

her friend? Can she find a partial solution (trimming) etc? She is 

therefore also ready for scientific thinking and creative life. A similar 

conversation in traditional society would be considered disrespectful to 

her parents and a blow to their authority. Her remark ‘Are you out of 

your mind?’ for example, would be very strongly disapproved. 

A traditional version: 

Daughter: I’ve arranged with Y. to go for a haircut but I’m afraid I 

have head lice. 

Mother: Don’t go today. The hair stylists get angry at people with 

lice. 

Daughter: But I’ve already arranged it with Y. 

Mother: You’ll have to postpone it for a few days until we’ve done a 

thorough comb through. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter says gently: 

‘But I’ve already arranged…’ but no more than that. The conversation 

ends with the mother’s instructions and not in freedom of choice as in 

modern society. Since there is no confrontation, it seems that the 

daughter knows her place and is achieving the expected developmental 

task – preserving a pleasant atmosphere at home. 

Tools: the mother commands: ‘Don’t go today....’ ‘You’ll have to 

postpone it’’. 
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Outcome: here the translator is telling us that the mother decides 

for her daughter. It is not surprising that a dialog in which the mother 

takes the decisions is much briefer, because the participants lack the 

conflict-free sphere necessary for playing with ideas and observing them. 

The lack of politeness in the family and the language of command are 

responsible for the fact that this sphere cannot develop since a command 

generates conflict and reduces freedom. The little words of polite address: 

‘Please’ and ‘thank you’, or, conversely, the absence of the language of 

command are responsible, surprisingly enough, for the development of 

democracy and creative and scientific thinking. 

Another traditional translator wrote: 

Daughter: I’ve arranged with my friend to go for a haircut but I’m 

afraid I have head lice and the hair stylist will see them 

Mother: Of course you have head lice because I haven’t yet got rid 

of all of them and your head must be itching. 

Daughter: No, it’s not itching but I found a louse when I combed 

my hair with the fine tooth comb. 

Mother: Then don’t go today because it makes the hair stylists 

angry to see lice on their combs because they could infect all the 

customers and it would be a disgrace for us if they saw it. 

Daughter: But Mom, I’ve arranged with my friend to go after school 

and she’s made appointments. 
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Mother: Cancel the appointment and tell your friend why – that 

you’ve got lice and you want to clean your head before you go. 

Daughter: No, I’m not ready to tell my friend a thing like that. 

Mother: So tell her your mother doesn’t agree for you to cut your 

hair. 

Daughter: But I want to trim the ends. 

Mother: I’ll trim the ends. 

Daughter: All right, whatever you want. But I also want to shape 

them. 

Mother: That’s enough. I’m asking you to postpone it for a few days 

till I’ve done a thorough comb through. 

Daughter: Mother, I told you my friend has already made an 

appointment for me. 

Mother: That’s it. You asked me and I refuse and I’m telling you 

not to go. I’m your mother and you should listen to me. 

Daughter: All right, whatever you want. 

Achieving the developmental task: the traditional translator 

adheres to the modern text, in other words grants the traditional 

daughter more freedom than usual. The consequence follows swiftly: 

‘That’s it. You asked me and I refuse…I’m your mother…’ The daughter 

ends submissively: ‘All right, whatever you want’. It now seems that 

everything has been settled. It is reasonable to assume that after a few 

such conversations, the daughter will think twice before permitting 
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herself to argue freely with her mother and will be better adapted to her 

society. 

Tools: the mother uses the language of command and suppresses 

her daughter. 

Outcome: all three conversations start with the daughter’s fear 

that she has head lice. In the two traditional translations, the mother 

instantly assumes that this is true, while the modern mother checks 

whether her daughter’s head itches. The traditional mother seems to lack 

the necessary emotional distance for examination of the issue. This is an 

example of the use of the conflict-free sphere or the environment-

activated sphere. The traditional mother reacts emotionally, whether out 

of concern or anxiety or the need for control and probably due to all 

three. She is not free for fact-related scientific examination which can 

take place only out of the conflict-free sphere but responds from within 

the environment-activated sphere. In the final example, the mother says: 

‘Of course you have head lice because I haven’t yet got rid of all of them’. 

In this example, it is the mother’s task to ensure that her daughter has 

no lice, and not the daughter’s task to worry about herself in this matter 

as in the modern conversation. The sentence: ‘Then you’d better not go’ 

said by the modern mother, is translated in the traditional version to: ‘So 

don’t go today’. The modern mother’s recommendation enables her 

daughter to express her opinion while the traditional mother’s command 

blocks this possibility. The traditional daughter is liable to shame her 
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mother because the family is perceived as a single entity. Shame, an 

other-focused emotion which is common in traditional society, exists 

when someone knows about your actions. Guilt, on the other hand, is an 

inward-directed emotion which is not dependent on other people’s 

knowledge. The traditional mother is threatened from outside and does 

not accept responsibility from within. To continue, the modern 

daughter’s cry: ‘Are you out of your mind’ is toned down to ‘No, I’m not 

willing…’ The excuses proposed by the traditional mother: ‘Tell her your 

mother doesn’t agree.’ might be unacceptable to a modern girl because of 

the degree of dependence they indicate. Hence, the modern mother says: 

‘Then say you’ve changed your mind’. In other words, the decision is 

yours. The modern mother’s sentence:’ I can trim your hair’, phrased as 

a proposal, becomes a command when said by the traditional mother: ‘I’ll 

trim your hair’. The brief sentences are noteworthy. The sentence: ‘Yes, 

but I want to shape the ends’ turns into ‘All right, whatever you want, 

but I also want to shape the ends’ when said by the traditional daughter. 

The latter first appeases her mother and only afterwards adds: ‘But’. She 

succeeds in having her say, but in convoluted and cautious fashion. 

Unlike the modern conversation, the traditional dialog takes the form of a 

confrontation ending in submission and is not an attempt to solve the 

problem. We can see how the traditional girl is outward-directed, and 

trained to make the people around her feel good at the expense of 

developing her personal skills. As far as she is concerned, there are no 
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issues which are solely personal. There is always a strong social 

component which cannot be ignored. And, in conclusion, twice we read: 

‘All right, whatever you want’, said not in anger, not in sorrow, but 

mainly indifferently. This daughter has already learned that her mother’s 

will is the determinant factor. She is more passive and renounces her 

wish to do battle. One cannot construct a neither democracy nor science 

or create new things, by saying:  ‘All right, whatever you want’, 

It is not difficult to envisage this girl in a classroom, refraining 

from asking questions which might embarrass the teacher or even 

refraining from excelling in order not to arouse envy. She will not 

necessary have feelings of failure in the years to come. It is highly 

possible that she will enjoy warmth and intimacy as a result of her 

renunciation. 

This translator added: ‘The parents feel that their power and 

control over their children lessens if they agree to accept what their 

children determine for themselves even on unimportant issues’. She is 

telling us about her feeling that the child’s liberty is deliberately 

restricted, even when there is no need, in order to maintain parental 

control. In other words, she feels that in traditional society the parent’s 

control of the child is a value in itself. The family is not democratic 

because the parents decide but it is a primary group into which we are 

born and it must prepare the individual in democratic society for such a 

way of life in the future. When parental control of children is a value in 
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itself the parent will not easily allow his child to outdo him in various 

ways. For this reason, the dialog in the home is not democratic, and 

logical thinking is impaired, because it has nothing to do with authority. 

A traditional mother can say to her son: ‘When we don’t know we need to 

ask the adults, whose wisdom is greater than ours’. However, science is 

not based on worldly experience or on authority but on the value of truth 

inherent to the problem itself. A considerable number of great scientists 

developed their ideas at a relatively early age. And what of creation: 

Authority which imposes itself is the number one enemy of creativity 

because it encourages external locus of control rather than internal. 

5. An evening conversation in the living room of a traditional 

family: 

Father (to his daughter): Please make me some tea. I want some 

tea. 

Daughter: (makes tea and brings it to him). 

Brother: I also want tea. Why don’t you make tea for the whole 

family? 

Daughter: Daddy asked me for one cup not for all the family.  

Other daughter: Dear sister, please, I’m sick and I want a hot drink 

so I can feel better. 

Daughter: I’m sorry. There’s no more tea. Sorry. 

Achieving the developmental task: it seems that everyone in the 

family knows the rules for every request. Expression of personal wishes 



 220 

is not one of them, unless the authority figure is making the request. 

Hence, they are achieving their developmental task and family harmony 

is being preserved. 

Tools: integration according to the rules. The sister addresses her 

sister by her relative title: ‘dear sister’. 

Outcome: the father starts with the word ‘please’ but immediately 

shifts into command language: ‘I want some tea’, and it is clear from 

what follows on that his daughter understands this request as a duty. 

The brother, who also wants tea, expresses his wish as if it is the wish of 

the entire family. His sister replies on behalf of the authority figure that 

asked her for one cup of tea, but does not say to him, for example, that 

she doesn’t feel like making another cup of tea. The second sister, who 

also wants tea, tries to activate her sister emotionally through social 

skills. At first she flatters her and calls her ‘Dear sister’, and then she 

tries to arouse her pity (‘I’m sick’.). Her sister is ‘saved’ by the fact that 

there is no more tea. The family members do not speak freely out of the 

self; they do not display assertiveness and hence do not fulfill the 

essential condition for democracy, the expression of one’s views and 

individual will without fear. On the other hand, they display considerable 

manipulative skill, worldly wisdom and ability to set others in motion for 

their own benefit. They have already learned to be other-focused and 

therefore, generally speaking, avoid confrontations which could ensue if 

each side clings to his opinions. And what of creativity? It is the symbol 
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of the creator’s internal locus of control, which ignores the environment, 

even if only for a while. Hence, their ability to create will be limited. The 

daughter could have explained her unwillingness to make her brother tea 

by saying that she had made him tea several times recently and he had 

never done it for her, or that she was busy and he was watching TV, or 

that last time she asked him he refused to make tea for her. All these 

logical arguments, based on justice, order and analytical thinking, would 

be evidence of scientific tackling of the problem, But in this case she is 

acting not out of the conflict-free sphere but from within the 

environment-activating sphere. 

A modern version of this conversation: 

Father (to his daughter): Please make me some tea. 

Daughter: (makes tea and brings it to him). 

Brother: Could you make me a cup please if there’s still boiling 

water? 

Daughter: Make it yourself. I haven’t got the energy. 

Brother: Last time I made you some when you asked. 

Daughter: I haven’t got the energy. 

Brother: If you don’t want to, forget it, I’ll make it myself. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter has no difficulty 

in telling her brother simply: ‘I haven’t got the energy’, without needing to 

enter into the series of excuses and apologies which he is inviting with 



 222 

his complaints. Thus, she is developing in accordance with her modern 

developmental task.   

Tools: the father and brother address her politely and say ‘please’. 

She is assertive in her reply. 

Outcome: the father asks for tea, thereby respecting his 

daughter’s opinion. As noted, the word ‘please’ is of vast developmental 

significance for the daughter. It directs her to her conflict-free sphere 

where she can consider whether to respond to the request. This word 

teaches her about the existence of a protected inner space. Her brother 

also asks politely and cites a logical argument, namely that the water is 

already boiling. He does not speak on behalf of the family as would a 

traditional brother. She does not hesitate to answer on her own behalf 

and out of her feelings (‘I haven’t got the energy’.). She has no need to 

reply on her father’s authority in order to have her say. Her brother cites 

fairness; he made her tea in the past. This is the second logical solution 

he has offered. It should be recalled that flattery, evoking of pity or 

exploitation of the power of authority, as we saw in the traditional family, 

are social skills rather than logical solutions, because they are other-

dependent and do not rely solely on the self and its conflict-free sphere. 

The brother is therefore ripe for scientific thinking. His sister persists in 

her refusal and he becomes angry. The goal is not family harmony but 

realization of the rights of each individual out of separateness and 

independence. Personal opinions are expressed in this family – the group 
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which prepares the individual for life in adult society. True, the 

conversation ends in anger unlike the traditional conversation. But 

acceptance and empathy for disputes and disagreement are the basis for 

democratic thinking (the Westerner would say: ‘We agree not to agree’.) 

When there is no empathy for different views and when there is need to 

preserve harmony, democracy cannot be consolidated. 

6. Dialog between a teacher and a 15-year-old pupil in a modern 

society: 

Teacher: Stop day-dreaming. Perhaps you might join us from time 

to time? 

Pupil: I’m not doing anything. What do you want of me? 

Teacher: That’s precisely the problem. You’re not doing anything 

Pupil: I am so. Maybe you can leave me alone! 

Teacher: First of all, don’t talk to me like that, and second, you 

worked very well at the beginning of the year, so what’s happened t 

you lately? 

Pupil: Nothing. 

Teacher: All right, come and see me after class, I want us to talk. 

Pupil: I don’t feel like it. 

Teacher: What do you mean? If I tell you I want us to talk, you 

must come. 

Pupil: I haven’t done anything. What, since when is it forbidden to 

look at the ceiling? 
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Teacher: When it’s instead of being with us. OK, come and see me 

after class. 

Pupil: You’re always going on at me. 

Teacher: OK, then don’t tell me the reasons and I’ll be happy to 

leave you alone. OK, that’s enough, you’re really disturbing me 

(sends him out of class to wait for her in her room). 

 

Achieving the developmental task: the pupil displays 

independence and ability to hold his own against authority. This means 

that he is at an advanced developmental stage. He may have exceeded 

the limits of independent behavior and be speaking impudently. He may 

also need more clearly-defined limits as is often the case with 

adolescents in the West. But in the present context, it is worth noting the 

fact that this boy possesses something which does not exist in his 

collectivist counterpart. 

Tools: both sides argue assertively. The teacher admires the 

pupil’s work at the beginning of the year. One can also discern an 

empathetic tone when she asks him: ‘What’s happened to you lately?’ 

Outcome: the teacher is trying to compliment the pupil because 

she wants him to participate in the lesson: ‘You worked very well at the 

beginning of the year’, she says. She understands that if she merely 

criticizes him, nothing good will come of it. The pupil, for his part, feels 

free to have his say. He is assertive and does not try to appease her. At 
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the same time, the teacher observes the limits and does not allow him to 

talk to her as he sees fit. Although the dialog takes place in front of the 

entire class, she tries to establish a polite connection, without 

humiliating him. She understands that nothing good can come of 

insulting a pupil, but she also understands that if she allows him to say 

and do as he pleases, to insult her, that too will bring nothing good. The 

militant dialog which follows takes place between two separate 

individuals and is aimed at finding the right place for both, she as a 

teacher who wants to teach and he as a pupil who is supposed to study 

properly. Twice she tells him to come and see her after class in an 

attempt to address him more gently and without commands. The battle 

between them is true to the laws of logic, which combine arguments and 

counter-arguments. The pupil struggles, argues and holds his own. He is 

undoubtedly mature enough to be an active partner in democratic society 

and to engage in scientific thinking. Sometimes the teacher’s responses 

are creative, as for example: 

Pupil: I’m not doing anything. What do you want of me? 

Teacher: That’s precisely the problem. You’re not doing anything 

Pupil: I am so. Maybe you can leave me alone! 

This ability (to employ the reverse, the negative or the logical 

operator ‘no’ with regard to authority) could not develop in a pupil 

who does not experience independence and separateness from his 

environment.  Obviously, this situation is less favorable for a 
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parent or teacher who prefers good and less independent children. 

Authority must permit those it governs to foster the ability to 

confront it and sometimes also to prevail over it in order to 

encourage them to achieve independence. The modern parents 

generally want their son or daughter to outdo them in various 

spheres even though this is not always easy to accept. This is not 

true of authoritative parents. In order to preserve their dignity, 

they may not permit their children to ask them questions they 

cannot answer. They will try to retain an element of fear in the 

child without which there can be no respect for authority. For 

them such a reversal implies humiliation and undermines 

authority and they will not permit it to occur. 

A traditional version of the same dialog: 

Teacher: Stop day-dreaming. Perhaps you’ll join us from time to 

time? 

Pupil: But, teacher, what have I done!!! 

Teacher: The problem is that you’re not doing anything. You need 

to work in this class if you want to continue to belong to it. 

Pupil: But, teacher, I do take part from time to time. You must 

remember. 

Teacher: What. Are you questioning what I say? At the beginning of 

the year you were a good student, now you just sit and do nothing. 

Pupil: (is silent and blushes). 
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Teacher: Instead of being ashamed come and see me after class. I’ll 

wait for you in the staff room. 

Pupil: But, teach… 

Teacher: If I say you must come and see me, then you’ll come, 

otherwise you’ll be in trouble. 

Pupil: OK, teacher (quietly). 

Achieving the developmental task: the pupil tries to argue but 

immediately accepts the teacher’s authority. He acts as expected of him 

in his society. He submits to authority, and hence his development is in 

order. 

Tools: the teacher employs the language of command and 

aggression when she threatens that he will be in trouble and he, for his 

part, submits. She is also being aggressive towards him when she insults 

him in front of the class: ‘Instead of being ashamed…’ 

Outcome: the traditional pupil is defensive: ‘But, teacher, what 

have I done!!!’ while the modern pupil is on the attack: ‘I’m not doing 

anything. What do you want of me?’ This is the essence of the difference 

between the cultures when faced with authority. One submits and the 

other rebels. According to the traditional teacher, the objective is to 

belong to the class, and studying is the way of achieving this objective. 

‘You need to work in this class if you want to continue to belong to it’. 

This is not how the modern teacher sees the situation. For him or her, 

the aim is study. This is a fundamental difference because the traditional 



 228 

teacher sees the pupil’s relationship with authority and with the other 

pupils as the center. The modern teacher, on the other hand sees study 

as the center. The translator replaced the sentence ‘You worked very well’ 

with ‘You were a good student’, because it is not customary to admire a 

pupil in traditional society – ‘good student’ implies good relations, like 

‘good boy’. The authority of the traditional teacher can impel the pupil to 

be defensive (‘what have I done?’), to flatter (‘you must remember’’, to be 

ashamed, to submit (‘All right, teacher’.) What the pupil’s defensive 

mechanisms reveal most are social skills, reflected in the attempt to 

adapt himself to authority more than to insist on his own opinions 

through logical arguments to prove his case. Will he be able to argue in 

front of the entire class and prove himself right in the context of an 

exercise he has solved? It is authority which will determine whether his 

solution is right rather than his personal opinion. As far as the teacher is 

concerned, this is undoubtedly more convenient. As far as the pupil is 

concerned, his views and his wishes are being effaced to a certain degree, 

and this will not encourage him to be active in democratic society or to 

express his creative views. In the traditional classroom, the atmosphere 

will almost certainly be better than in a modern Western class for 

example, because everyone will be directed towards harmony. But the 

price will be paid in the spheres of democracy, creativity and science. 

7. A conversation between mother and daughter in traditional 

society: 



 229 

Mother: Who are you talking to, daughter? 

Daughter: One of my friends, Mummy. 

Mother: Which one of your friends? 

Daughter: S., Mummy. 

Mother: What does she want? 

Daughter: Nothing in particular, Mummy. 

Mother: What do you mean, nothing in particular? Why did she 

call? 

Daughter: Mummy, what’s the matter with you? Why are you 

asking all these questions? 

Mother: Oh, well, never mind! Just tell me, is there a problem if I 

ask you who you’re talking to? 

Daughter: Mummy, trust me, please. You know me so well. Why 

are you asking all these questions?  

Mother: It’s because I know my daughter so well that I think it’s 

not a sin or a problem if I ask. 

Daughter: Yesterday, when I was at my friend L’s house , she 

talked to a friend of hers for almost an hour and a half and when 

she finished her mother didn’t ask her a single question the way 

you’re asking me! Mummy, don’t you trust me. Please, Mummy, 

treat me like an adult. Don’t you trust me, Mummy? 

Mother: No, no, daughter, that’s not it at all. I believe in my 

daughter and I know she behaves very well and doesn’t hide 
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anything from me, and I’m also her best and beloved friend. But 

have you any idea, daughter, how a mother worries about her 

children? Oh, if only my mother was still alive and asking me 

questions so that I could feel her warm love, her compassion and 

her concern (the mother’s eyes fill with tears). 

Daughter: Mummy, I’m sorry I mentioned Grandmother, may her 

memory be blessed. It will make me very happy if you always ask 

me and worry about me. (The daughter embraces her mother). 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter maintains a 

close relationship with her mother and is thus achieving the 

developmental task expected of her. 

Tools: Mainly mutual identification between daughter and mother. 

Also the constant repetition of the relative title ‘daughter’. 

Outcome: At first the daughter experiences her mother as 

interrogating her, suspecting her and not trusting her. She pleads with 

her to trust her: ‘Mummy, don’t you trust me. Please, Mummy, treat me 

like an adult. Don’t you trust me, Mummy?’ The picture changes all at 

once when the daughter understands that her mother does trust her but 

is asking questions because she wants intimacy with her. Then the 

daughter responds wholeheartedly. We see the two possible positions in 

traditional thinking: rejection or identification. There is no clarification of 

how much the daughter wants to tell her, what is suitable to tell and 

what is not, a clarification which obeys laws of logic related to the 
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daughter’s age and the subject under discussion. The mother recruits 

inter-generational identification in order to explain her feelings to the 

daughter. She tells her how she misses her own mother, and now they 

share their yearning and the daughter immediately connects to her 

mother with emotional force.  ‘It will make me very happy if you always 

ask me and worry about me’. Identification with another means that both 

feel the same about the same issue. In a society in which identification is 

the glue binding the family, one cannot consolidate an independent view, 

something which is vital to democratic society. In a society based on 

identification, it is also impossible to create because the individual is 

never alone, with his own experience. And in a society based on 

identification it is difficult to develop science because by identifying, the 

individual is being activated by the other out of the environment-

activated sphere and is not directed towards his own conflict-free sphere. 

Thus, daughter and mother did not examine what was suitable to relate.  

Instead they identified with one another. 

It is also worth noting that the mother misses her own mother’s 

compassion. This is an accepted description in traditional society of 

parent-child relations and is less accepted in modern society. The 

traditional child often tries to arouse his parent’s compassion so that he 

will give in to him, buy something for him etc. Compassion is nothing but 

a kind of identification emotion whereby the parent identifies with his 

child and feels what he feels. It is an emotional connection which enables 
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intimacy in a society where separateness and independence are not 

options. The corresponding emotion in modern society (one of the 

possibilities) is guilt. In modern society, a child can evoke guilt feelings in 

a parent in order to get what he wants. 

A modern version of the same conversation: 

Mother: Who are you talking to? 

Daughter: To my friend, Mom. 

Mother: Which one of your friends? 

Daughter: D., Mom. 

Mother: What did she want? 

Daughter: Mom, what’s with the interrogation? 

Mother: It’s not that I don’t trust you. Every time I ask you 

something you immediately take offence as if I don’t trust you. 

Aren’t I allowed to take an interest and ask? 

Daughter: Mom: When I want to, I’ll tell you. What’s the problem? 

Mother: I didn’t talk to my mother like that. 

Daughter: OK, in your day everything was better. And, in 

particular, you were a better daughter than me. 

Mother: No, I also had problems with my parents although now I 

miss them. And I’ve never said and never thought even that you’re 

not a good daughter. On the contrary, you know how much I 

appreciate you. 

Daughter: OK, Mom, I’m sorry if I offended you. 
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Mother: Perhaps I’m exaggerating a little. But you too don’t tell me 

almost anything. 

Daughter: Mom, believe me that when I want to consult you and 

tell you about something I tell you, and I’m ready to pay more 

attention and tell you more. But you must try not to nag so much. 

You really have a problem with that. 

Mother (is silent). 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter holds her own 

and her mother allows her to do so. Thus the daughter is achieving the 

developmental task expected of her in her society. 

Tools: both mother and daughter are empathetic and assertive 

towards one another. The mother addresses her daughter politely and 

admires her when she says: ‘You know how much I appreciate you’. 

Outcome: at the beginning, she mother wants to know more about 

her daughter, her thoughts and actions and the daughter rejects her 

because she wants independence and privacy. This conversation is 

familiar in many modern households where there are adolescent 

children. Where the traditional daughter says gently: ‘Mother, What’s the 

matter with you? Why are you asking all these questions’, the modern 

daughter says:’Mom, what’s with this interrogation?’ The traditional 

mother’s reply is softer and adapted to the question: ‘Well, daughter, 

never mind…’ while the modern mother’s answer is more assertive. ‘It’s 

not that I don’t trust you…’ Such a logical structure to the sentence, 
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constructed on the negative of a negative, is not common in traditional 

society, which is not directed to widespread use of logical operators (’no’, 

‘and’, ‘or’). The modern mother goes on to talk in terms of insult when 

she says that it’s because she’s taking an interest in her that her 

daughter is taking offence. She does not speak of insult or humiliation, 

other-focused emotions which lack separateness. The offence remains 

within the borders of the self, while insult, and even more so humiliation, 

are perceived as stronger emotions which emphasize the importance of 

the insulting other. The mother then expresses her views on the 

generation gap: it has caused children to have less respect for their. In 

this way, the mother may make her daughter feel guilty. Again, guilt is 

an emotion contained in the self and differs from its traditional 

counterparts – shame and compassion – which are other-focused. But 

the daughter responds cynically: ‘OK, in your day everything was better. 

And, in particular, you were a better daughter than me’, a response with 

a comparative logical component, which would not be acceptable in 

traditional discussion. When the mother expresses appreciation for her 

daughter, the girl apologizes. Appreciation is not adoration just as an 

apology is not a request for forgiveness. In modern society one can 

appreciate someone in a manner which preserves the separateness and 

independence of both, which is not true of adoration.  Thus too the 

difference between apology, which expresses sorrow at a certain event 

and is self-focused, and a request for forgiveness, which is other-focused 
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and sometimes dependent on the other accepting the apology. When the 

mother appreciates hr daughter and thereby puts a stop to accusation, 

the daughter can retreat into herself and apologize. The mother has 

served her as a model for acceptance of responsibility and she has acted 

likewise. The modern dialog is essentially logical and seeks a solution 

through negotiation. The solution in this case lies in the analytical 

method and not in the identification method. Mother and daughter agree 

that each should take responsibility for her share. The agreement that 

the mother should try to nag less and the daughter to confide in her 

more is another logical formulation of the solution. The impression is 

that the modern structure is logical at the micro level of the isolated 

sentence (Example: ‘No, I also had problems with my parents although 

now I miss them. And I’ve never said and never thought even that you’re 

not a good daughter. On the contrary, you know how much I appreciate 

you.) It is also logical at the macro level where there is a much more 

significant attempt to arrive at a compromise than in the traditional 

conversation. This daughter is undoubtedly ready for life in a democratic 

society, and this is reflected in the way she conducts the conversation 

with her mother, and is also ripe for self-focused creative and scientific 

work. 

8. A conversation between brothers and sister in modern society: 

Brother: Hi. Anybody home? 

Sister: Yes, me. What’s going on? What do you want? 
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Brother: Nothing, I just wanted to know who’s home. 

Sister: If you’re already by the sink, bring me some water. 

Brother: What did you say? I didn’t hear you. 

Sister: You heard me all right. 

Brother: No, I didn’t hear a certain word. 

Sister: Please bring me some water. 

Brother: OK. 

Sister: Not from the faucet. From the fridge. 

Brother: But I’ve already poured it. 

Sister: So drink it yourself, and bring me some from the fridge. 

Brother: Oof, you’re a real drag. Sister: Right, but nevertheless 

please bring me some water from the fridge. 

Sister: Thank you very much. 

Brother: And when I ask for something, you’ll bring it, remember 

that. 

Sister: (Nods). 

Second brother: A., if you’ve already brought water for M., maybe 

you’ll bring me my cell-phone from upstairs. 

Brother: (gets up): In your dreams. Get up and get it yourself. 

Second brother: You were nice to M. Now be nice to me. 

Brother: (shouts from upstairs): I don’t want to be nice. 

Sister (to second brother): You see? He’s only nice to me. 

Second brother (grins). 
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Achieving the developmental task: it appears that all three 

children can hold their own politely and firmly, which attests to their 

independence and proper development within their society. 

Tools: What is striking is the use of ‘please’ and ‘thank you’, 

namely politeness. They use given names and not relative titles. They are 

all assertive. 

Outcome: Why is it so important to the first brother to hear 

‘please’? Without that form of address he will feel that the request 

humiliates him. Without these words, he will experience the request, like 

many of us, as a command. It is politeness which enables him to feel that 

his consent to bring water stems from his own wishes. A child who grows 

up with his independence and free will at the center will naturally be ripe 

and ready to take an active part in democratic society. On the other 

hand, he will not easily submit to dictatorial rule because he has been 

raised to express his opinions. In this family discussion, where each of 

the siblings insists on his stance and defends his interests even if 

thereby he is undermining group harmony, we can identify assertiveness 

and humor. The former enables each of the siblings to express anger 

freely. This is a society where anger is not solely the privilege of 

authority, directed at those beneath it, but each and every member is 

permitted to express anger at anyone they choose. Humor, which 

contains logical and creative components, demonstrates the ability of the 

child to engage in scientific thinking. For example, when M. wants cold 
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water and her brother has already poured water from the faucet, she has 

a solution: she suggests that he drink it himself. We also see how the 

values of symmetry: (‘: And when I ask for something, you’ll bring it, 

remember that’,) and equality (‘You were nice to M., now be nice to me’,) 

are internalized by the children. Again, these are aspects of scientific 

thinking which are forfeited under the aegis of authority and in a 

hierarchical society which is organized by age and gender. The siblings 

also employ creative humor throughout the conversation. We realize that 

only an active conflict-free sphere can be responsible for these facts. 

A traditional translation: 

Small brother: Hi, is anybody home? 

Sister: Yes, what’s new, sweetheart, do you want something? 

Younger brother: No, nothing. 

Sister: Lovey, bring me some water, please. 

Small brother: What did you say? I didn’t hear you (mockingly). 

Sister: Come on, please, I’m thirsty. 

Small brother: Don’t want to. You should bring me some. 

Sister: (pleading) Come on, please. 

Small brother: (takes no notice). 

Big brother: (calling the younger boy). Bring me my cell. 

Small brother: Where is it? 

Big brother: On the couch. 

Small brother: OK (brings it over to him). 
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Sister: You bring your big brother whatever he wants so why won’t 

you bring your sister something? 

Small brother: Girls serve boys and not the other way round. 

The sister is angry, gets up and brings herself water. 

Achieving the developmental task: the boys seem to know their 

standing and their rights in the family framework. The daughter does 

not. The traditional translator adheres to the modern text at the 

beginning and so the traditional daughter dares to request. It is probable 

that she will not dare many more times. If she has not yet learned her 

lesson, she will learn in the near future that she has to serve her brother 

and not vice versa. Then, like her brother, she will have achieved her 

assigned developmental task. 

Tools: Using relative titles: ‘You bring your big brother whatever he 

wants so why won’t you bring your sister something?’ The younger 

brother identifies with his older brother’s request and rejects his sister’s 

request.  The younger brother is aggressive towards his sister and mocks 

her. 

Outcome: if one compares the texts sentence by sentence, it is 

clear that the traditional translator has conveyed M’s logical arguments 

in a softer, pleading tone from the outset. From the second sentence the 

modern ‘I’ has been omitted and the traditional ‘sweetheart’ has been 

added. In answer to her brother’s question if someone is home, the 
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modern sister says: Yes, me. What’s going on? What do you want?’ The 

traditional sister says: 

 ‘Yes, what’s new, sweetheart, do you want something?’  Then, 

while M. says :’If you’re standing by the sink…’ and insists, ‘You heard 

me all right’, the traditional daughter uses words such as ‘sweetheart’, 

‘lovey’, ‘please’ and in particular pleads with her brother to bring her 

water. The modern brother insists that his sister say ‘please’, while the 

traditional brother mocks. In this respect the former is ensuring that he 

will not be humiliated by being commanded and that his conflict-free 

sphere will not be impaired, while the traditional brother humiliates his 

sister and undermines her conflict-free sphere. Later, the second brother 

argues: ‘If you’ve already brought some for M’, while the traditional 

brother does not need this argument.  ‘Bring me…’ he commands. Thus 

logical thinking becomes emotional thinking, the conflict-free sphere 

shrinks because of invasive emotions and the logical-scientific ability is 

impaired. This is also the reason why the traditional text is briefer, 

because it does not contain arguments. The difference between modes of 

thinking also exists at the word level. The modern older brother asks the 

younger to be ‘nice’ (‘You were nice to M., now be nice to me’.). Nice is a 

word with polite and more remote connotations, with internal locus of 

control, which differs from ‘sweetheart’ or lovey’, which are much warmer 

words and invite an emotional relationship. It is rare to find the word 
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‘nice’ in a traditional text just as it is rare to find everyday usage of 

‘sweetheart’ in a modern text. 

What is lacking in this conversation are the logical and creative 

play and humor of the modern dialog. Instead, as noted, there are 

emotional reactions of mockery, pleading and obedience. In a society in 

which the locus of control is external it seems reasonable to assume that 

we will find less logical and creative thinking based on the self and more 

attempts to activate the other by means of emotions. We also gain the 

impression that the way the request is phrased is less important (the 

traditional sister immediately says ‘please’ while the brother does not) 

than the identity of the individual making the request (the daughter has 

no right to ask such a thing of her small brother, while every request of 

the older brother is immediately fulfilled). Under these circumstances, 

the daughter will soon learn that her fate has been decided and her 

personality (however polite she may be) will not save her. The brother will 

learn that he too need not invest effort because his demands will by met 

in any case. Brother and sister are therefore exempt from any effort to 

explain, argue or communicate with the other because this will change 

nothing. The logical game and the creative game are lost when the 

outcome is predestined. It is not the skills to be developed or the 

personality to be shaped which determine the course of events, but one’s 

destiny (being a boy or a girl, older or younger). 
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The unity of the family, that feeling of unconditional warmth which 

the sister displayed towards her brother (‘sweetheart’) and the younger 

brother’s unreserved response to his brother’s request are the family 

adhesive which will reward all parties. In this respect, the traditional 

family does not seek justice, but rather relationships. The values of 

independence are perceived as cold and remote, reflecting the arrogance 

of the individual who considers himself godlike and has no need of 

others. Let us examine, for example, how the sister asks the brother for 

water: ‘If you’re already standing at the sink, bring me water’. In the 

traditional version she says: ‘Sweetheart, bring me some water, please’. 

In the first example the argument is logical and in the second emotional. 

We gain the impression that modern values of logic and justice are 

confronting traditional values of emotion and connection. 

9. A dialog between two traditional brothers: 

Big brother: Go and buy me a pack of cigarettes. 

Little brother: Oof…can’t you go and buy it. 

Big brother: What’s wrong with you? I’m telling you to go and buy 

so don’t start arguing. 

Little brother: I’m not arguing but I’m tired. Can you drive me to 

the kiosk? 

Big brother: If I drove you to the kiosk, I could go myself. I’m 

asking you because I don’t have the time. 

Small brother: OK, I’m going. 
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Big brother: Buy yourself whatever you want. 

Small brother: Thanks. Here’s a kiss. 

Big brother: (kisses him back and laughs). 

Interview with big brother: 

Interviewer: Why were you angry at the beginning? 

Big brother: Because my little brother didn’t want to go. I know 

that when he sees that I’m angry he does what I ask. I love him 

very much and I know he loves me but he tries to evade things. 

Interview with small brother: 

Interviewer: What did you want of your brother? 

Small brother: I hoped he’d give me a ride in his car but he’s busy 

so I gave him a kiss and went because I love him. 

Achieving the developmental task: the brothers are undoubtedly 

achieving the developmental task of their society and establishing a 

strong relationship of mutual identification. 

Tools: Identification out of love. 

Outcome: The big brother commands his younger brother to go 

and buy him cigarettes. The small brother doesn’t feel like doing it and 

tries to avoid the chore. Then the big brother is angry at him. Anger is a 

sufficient message for the small brother, making him understand that he 

has to obey. He loves his brother, he does not need explanations, all he 

needs is an emotional message. The dialog between them is therefore a 

dialog of emotions and not of rational arguments. In other words, it is the 
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duty of the younger brother to ensure that his older brother does not 

become angry. It is not his task to insist on his views and to say what he 

feels. The older brother, for his part, feels that it is his responsibility to 

ensure that his younger sibling feels good and is not disappointed at the 

end of the conversation. Consequently he permits him to buy something 

for himself. This is a classic example of an identifying relationship in 

which each is focused on the emotions of the other, feels responsible for 

him, and responds accordingly. When one brother is responsible for his 

brother’s emotions no less than for his own, the possibility of creation is 

blocked. This is the reverse experience to that of the creator, who feels 

godlike for a moment and free of the need to take anyone else into 

consideration. 

Modern translation: 

Big brother: Are you ready to pop out and buy me cigarettes: I’m 

really pressed for time. 

Small brother: I’m also very busy. 

Big brother: Come on, do me a favor, last time I helped you when 

you needed a ride from me. 

Small brother: Well, I’ve also helped you many times. 

Bog brother: If you bring me cigarettes, I promise you won’t regret 

it. 

Small brother: What will you give me? 

Big brother: What do you want? 
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Small brother: I want you to play with me with the new building 

set I got. 

Big brother: We’ve got a deal. Now do it fast because I’m going 

crazy without cigarettes? 

Small brother: (goes slowly and reluctantly.) 

Achieving the developmental task: both brothers preserve their 

independence and are therefore achieving the developmental task of their 

society. 

Tools: mainly assertiveness on the part of both brothers. The big 

brother addresses the younger with a request and not a command. 

Outcome: the big brother makes requests (‘Are you ready…’) and 

does not command (‘Go and buy!’) and is thereby telling us about the 

nature of the difference between his and the approach of the traditional 

brother. He preserves his brother’s conflict-free sphere and appeals to his 

reason. The small brother defends his views assertively and says that he 

too is busy. Then the older brother pleads a little: (‘Come on…’) but 

immediately continues to search for justice in the form of equality: (‘Last 

time…’). The small brother hits back and reminds his older brother of the 

many times he has helped him. Now the older brother promises a 

reward, and the younger wants to know what it is. After another brief 

negotiation, the compromise is achieved: cigarettes in return for a joint 

game. Many traditional brothers would say that this is not how brothers 

should behave and would expect more warmth, acceptance of the other 
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and identification with his needs. But it is precisely that renunciation of 

identification and the consolidation of independence and separateness 

which will enable the modern brothers to become useful partners in a 

democratic society, because they will not hasten to identify with the 

others, and their voice will have unique and individual rather than 

collective weight. The brothers have also solved quite a few logical 

problems in the course of the brief negotiations, weighed considerations 

of advantage, made suggestions and insisted on their own views. All 

these steps are essential conditions for both creativity and scientific 

thinking originating in the conflict-free sphere. 
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Adults (19 upward) 

In adulthood, the patterns of thinking and behavior of traditional 

and modern individuals are almost complete opposites on many issues. 

The mature modern individual has achieved separateness and 

independence through a protracted process of development, while the 

traditional individual has learned, through a process no less protracted, 

to find his place in the group and to integrate into it in accordance with 

his role and status in the family and the society. Differences of age and 

gender will have greater weight in traditional society than in modern 

society, because a society conducted by external locus of control 

attributes greater significance to these gaps than does a society 

conducted in accordance with an internal locus of control. The modern 

parent aspires to raise his children to be independent and will grant 

them the ability to realize this objective. He will usually accord them 

central place and address them politely. On the other hand, the 

traditional parent will raise his children so that their main objectives are 

relationships among family members and commitment to them. He will 

perceive himself as the center and will address his children in the 

language of command. The modern adult may live his life at a distance 

from his core family and independently of them, while the traditional 

adult may work in the same place as his relatives and raise his children 

close to his parents and siblings. His parents will serve him as authority 

figures in adulthood as well. These two individuals will naturally differ in 
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their emotional and cognitive makeup in accordance with the objective 

towards which they are directed. 

1. An event in modern society: 

E. and H. have been good friends for years. In the past year each 

has a boyfriend, both are studying and working, and they have no 

time to devote to one another and have not met. Yesterday several 

of their childhood friends met at E’s house but E. did not invite H. 

H. heard about the meeting from one of the friends and decided to 

contact E. 

H.: Good day, madame. 

E. Hi to you too, invisible woman... 

H.: Didn’t you forget about me yesterday? 

E.: The truth is that it completely slipped my mind. Perhaps it’s 

because we’ve grown so far apart. 

H.: That doesn’t change the fact that you should have called and 

invited me. It looks as if you really don’t appreciate our 

relationship any more, I might even say you belittle it. 

E.: H, you also played a large part in this. You never bother to 

invite me or to suggest that we meet for coffee, for a cigarette, for 

anything. 

H.: OK, this conversation is leading nowhere. 

E.: You see? Straightaway you give up instead of trying to arrive at 

an agreement. 
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H.: I’m very hurt now. Give me some time and then we can meet 

and talk about everything. It’s time to make an effort to get close 

again. 

E.: You know you’re important to me and I’m sorry about 

yesterday. 

H.: OK, I’m still disappointed but it will pass. 

E.: Would you like to go to the beach tomorrow? We can stroll 

around, get a tan… 

H.: I’ll let you know in the morning. 

E.: OK, bye bye, invisible woman. 

H.: E., be careful, you forgetful woman, let’s talk tomorrow, bye 

bye. 

E.: Bye bye, honey. 

Achieving the developmental task: each of the two girls has her 

say and both express disagreement while searching for a compromise. 

Each of them maintains her independence during the conversation and 

consequently they are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: the girls are assertive and empathetic (for example: ‘I’m 

sorry…’) towards one another, and address one another by their given 

names. 

Outcome: H. starts out in a cynical tone: ‘Good day, madame’. E. 

replies in the same tone and calls her ‘invisible woman’. Then H. asks: 

‘Didn’t you forget me yesterday?’ A traditional girl might have asked: 
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‘What happened yesterday?’ in order to give her friend less hints as to 

her intention and to examine her friend’s stance in depth. E. admits that 

it slipped her mind, perhaps because they have drifted apart. If so, there 

is an inner truth and there is also a reason. H. reverts to factual 

language (‘That doesn’t change the fact that you should have called’.) 

This is also part of scientific thinking: there are facts and there is truth. 

For her, the reason is apparently that E. does not appreciate their 

relationship. Her ‘it looks as if’ indicates that her theory is highly 

probably though not certain. This is not a common usage in traditional 

texts because it represents an interim stance which entails compromise. 

‘I might even say you belittle it’ is also an evaluation with internal locus 

of control. H. does not say ‘You don’t respect’ – an outward-directed 

action. Belittling is more self-focused and attests to something between 

the individual and his self – the order of priorities he determines for 

various issues. E. replies: ‘You also played a large part in it’. We see that 

E. is talking in terms of sharing responsibility and not of black and 

white. In this statement she is admitting that she too has played a part 

and accepts a degree of responsibility. The statement ‘You also played a 

part…’ differs from saying ‘You are guilty’ which is common in traditional 

society. E. is inviting H. to accept responsibility over her share. E. talks 

to H. from within and not from outside and appeals to her self-focused 

emotions. Now comes E’s explanation of why, in her opinion, H. is also 

responsible: ‘You never bother…’ There is no statement without an 
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explanation. H. now observes the conversation fro a distance, and gains 

the impression that this is not the way to reach mutual understanding 

and compromise. As far as H. is concerned, the conversation has a 

beginning, middle and end and needs to develop logically in order to 

achieve its aim. E. rebels: ‘You see? Straightaway you give up instead of 

trying and arriving at an agreement with me’. E. takes a different view. 

She gains the impression that H. has given in too fast. After all they have 

a common aim - to arrive at agreement. For these girls, this is a logical 

exercise, sometimes with creative components, whereby, if they work 

hard enough, they will find a formula beneficial to both. This is a 

characteristic example of scientific thinking. Their peace making will be 

accompanied by a sense of triumph which does not differ greatly from 

triumph at the successful solution of a mathematics exercise. H. agrees 

with E. that she gives in. She explains by saying: ‘I’m very hurt now. Give 

me some time’. She doesn’t say: ‘You hurt me’. She is aware that she is 

responsible for her emotions and knows that her hurt may due to her 

subjective interpretation of events which may not necessarily be the sole 

interpretation; perhaps someone else would not have been so offended. 

This could not have been said without inner focus. H., for example, does 

not feel humiliated, betrayed and even offended, because these three 

emotional experiences originate in the other and not in the self, and are 

more accepted in traditional society. H. agrees that it is necessary to 

make an effort to achieve rapprochement. The very word ‘effort’ indicates 
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the need of the individual to overcome affront on one hand, and on the 

other, to accept responsibility and exert himself to find a solution. 

Rapprochement in traditional society will be related less to personal 

responsibility than to the individual’s responsibility for the feelings of 

others, and in processes of conciliation, the other’s contentment is more 

important than one’s own.  The rapprochement proceeds with small 

mutual steps. Now E. responds warmly: ‘You know you’re important to 

me and I’m sorry about yesterday’. ‘You’re important to me’, is a self-

focused statement of positive emotions towards the other This is an 

example of the way in which, in modern cultures, two separate 

individuals discuss the emotions they arouse in one another. Then 

comes the apology. ‘I’m sorry’ is a prevalent modern expression, again 

self-focused. The individual takes responsibility for his actions but does 

not necessarily expect the other to accept the apology. Such expectation 

would render the apology other-focused, like a request for forgiveness for 

example. Now H. says: ‘OK, I’m still disappointed but it will pass’, a 

statement which sounds as if it is directed at herself no less than at her 

friend. The word ‘disappointment’ is also self-focused and indicates the 

individual’s dissatisfied    interpretation of events. H. does not say to her 

friend: ‘You caused me disappointment…’ In the end, when E. proposes 

that they go to the beach next day and H. leaves her without a clear 

answer, E. is not embarrassed to call her ‘invisible lady’ again. While H. 
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uses the humorous term ‘forgetful woman’. Conciliation has been 

achieved. 

This conversation has a logical scientific structure which combines 

facts, causes and outcome, proof, acknowledgement of the inner truth of 

the problem etc. In this respect, the outcome is the classic solution to a 

scientific logical problem. They have been fearless in exposing the 

problem and have arrived at the truth. Overcoming hurt feelings is a 

central component of the solution. When the value of ‘inner truth’ is 

exchanged for the value of ‘relationship’ we witness totally different 

processes. This modern dialog is a clear example of democracy at its 

best, because the two friends, without abandoning their stances, 

managed to understand one another and achieve a compromise 

beneficial to both. 

The traditional translator chose an authentic example from her 

own life: 

A. Hello, N. 

N.: Hello, how are things. 

A. Fine, but I wanted to talk to you about what happened last 

week. 

N.: What happened last week? 

A.: You were angry with me at the graduation ceremony. 

N.: True and I had every right. 
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A.: True, but it’s not worth it, and something like that can happen 

to anyone. 

N.: But you ignored me and spent all your time looking after 

someone else. 

A.: Yes, but doesn’t something like that happen between friends? 

N.: Imagine if you were in my place. Wouldn’t you be angry? 

A.: Yes, I’d be angry, but for a short time. 

N.: A., we’re friends and I deserve to talk to you about the incident. 

A.: Yes, you deserve to – I’m sorry. 

N.: I didn’t want you to say that to me because we’re friends. 

A.: So come over to my place for coffee. 

N.: I’ll be with you in fifteen minutes. Bye. 

Achieving the developmental task: as noted, the fact that the 

central issue is the relationship and not the independence and 

separateness of the girls does not necessary create a good relationship. 

Placing the relationship at the center, namely external locus of control 

can culminate in a close relationship and understanding or in a break-

up as is also the case between modern independent girls.  In modern 

society the negotiations will be self-focused, and in traditional society 

they will be other-focused, but the outcome will not necessarily be 

different. The two traditional friends are demonstrating the rehabilitation 

of a friendship when the relationship is at the center and not the 

independence of each, and are consequently achieving their 
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developmental task. Other traditional translators created versions which 

did not end in conciliation but in a quarrel. But again, the thinking was 

still other-focused and not self-focused, and the relationship was at the 

heart rather than independence and separateness. 

Tools: The solution follows on identification.  N. says: ‘.we’re 

friends and I deserve to talk to you about the incident’. A. replies: ‘Yes, 

you deserve to…I’m sorry’, and N. says, ‘I didn’t want you to say that to 

me because we’re friends’. N. identifies with her friend completely. She 

doesn’t want her to apologize because she feels responsible for her friend 

feeling good and not needing to apologize. ‘I’m sorry’ in itself is an 

expression of internal locus of control as we saw in the original modern 

dialog. We should not expect to find unique usage of words and 

expressions in each of the two modes of thinking, modern and 

traditional. It is enough to be able to demonstrate these distinctions in 

most cases. 

           Outcome: As a rule, the two friends do not employ 

cynicism. They are more accepting, less angry and less eager to decide 

which if them is right than are the modern girls. The conversation is less 

logical and more directed to achievement of a close relationship. A. starts 

out by saying: ‘I wanted to talk to you about what happened last week’, 

and does not go into detail. Now she is in a waiting stance which 

activates the other and encourages her to say what she thinks and feels. 

And, indeed, it transpires that N. doesn’t remember what happened. A’s 
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opening gambit contains a degree of worldly wisdom. It provides her with 

the information that N. does not attribute great importance to what 

happened because she doesn’t even remember the incident. This style is 

common, as we have seen, in traditional society. A. reminds her friend 

that she was angry with her at the graduation ceremony. N. replies: 

‘True, and I had every right’. A modern girl would probably have been 

angry but would not have felt the need to proclaim her right to be angry. 

A. replies: ‘True, but it’s not worth it, and something like that can 

happen to anyone’. For her, although her friend has the right to be 

angry, anger is not worthwhile because it does not improve the 

friendship. And again, what happened between them is not unusual and 

happens to many people. A. therefore appeals to the strong social norms 

of traditional society. It is they which will placate her friend more than an 

internal clarification of these emotions. N. explains her anger: ‘You 

ignored me all the time…’ N. is not embarrassed to talk about her envy 

when A. paid more attention to someone else than to her. In modern 

society, the individual has more legitimization to express other-focused 

emotions publicly, such as envy and the desire to be given attention. In 

modern society, which is self-focused, the individual is expected to 

overcome envy, and to stand on his own two feet. A. says: ‘Yes, but 

doesn’t something like that happen between friends?’ Again she is 

appealing to group norms and not to introspection or logical structure 

which would promote the study of truth. Why did it happen to her? Does 
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it always happen to her? Does it happen to her with other friends as 

well? Does she feel guilty for her conduct etc? Examination of these 

questions could have guided them to an inner truth, but they are 

directed towards a relationship. N. replies: ‘Imagine if you were in my 

place. Wouldn’t you be angry?’ In colllectivist societies the assumption is 

that individuals are more or less identical and so it is easy to imagine 

oneself in someone else’s place in order to understand him. In general, 

individuals are on a continuous journey into the other for the sake of 

understanding, a process which we have denoted. When the gaze is 

always outward-directed and there is heightened awareness of the other, 

the demand to put oneself in someone else’s place and see the world 

through his eyes – namely, identification – is accepted. Understanding is 

not achieved through examination of the self and its feelings towards the 

other, as is the practice of any Western clinical psychologist who is 

accustomed to scrutinizing his counter-transference. On the contrary, it 

is achieved through identification.  Now A. replies: ‘Yes, I’d be angry but 

for a short time’. Having imagined herself in N.’s place, she realizes that 

she would indeed have been angry but not for long. Now N. says: ‘A., 

we’re friends and I deserve to talk to you about the incident’. Before, she 

had the right to be angry. Now she is on the path to conciliation and 

deserves to talk. To s modern girl it would be self-evident that she has 

the right to talk and say what she feels. N. attributes this right to herself 

because they are friends. Now comes the culmination. A. confirms what 
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she has said and adds: ‘I’m sorry’. N. says: ‘I didn’t want you to say that 

to me because we’re friends’. Friendship, to her, means that she must 

accept responsibility and make sure that her friend does not have to 

apologize and feel uncomfortable. Now they can meet. A. invites her for 

coffer, and N. responds immediately and says ‘I’ll be with you in fifteen 

minutes’. Both reparation and intimacy must be immediate. ‘I’ll be with 

you’, and not ‘we’ll meet’ or any other more distant expression. 

Scientific and logical thinking are personal rather than collective, 

and originate in the individual’s conflict-free sphere. Logical thinking 

must first of all occur between the individual and his self before it is 

possible to agree with the other as to the outcome. But when the thought 

process is initially filtered through the other logical operations cannot 

take place. Therefore the dialog between the two modern friends is logical 

and more thoroughly argued. In democratic society creativity and 

personal opinions must be filtered through the conflict-free sphere since 

otherwise they are nothing but mimicry and imitation instead of 

authentic expression. 

2. A conversation between adult men in a traditional society about 

their choices for local council head: 

First man: In my opinion, the council head is functioning efficiently 

and he deserves his position, if you take into consideration the 

council’s financial status before the elections, which was bad. 
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Second man: No, I happen to know that the situation wasn’t as 

bad as you mentioned, but he doesn’t know how to exploit 

opportunities and carry out his task well and take decisions. 

Third man: I’m also of that opinion. And what’s more, he’s not 

authoritative in his decisions. He’s still young, inexperienced, and 

shy and he hasn’t the ability to run the council, because in my 

opinion a council head should be impudent to a certain degree, 

clever in another way and have broad horizons. 

Fourth man: Excuse me, I think you are both exaggerating and 

talking out of personal anger because of the election results, and 

because your candidate didn’t win. In my opinion, we have a 

talented council head, with a good head on his shoulders, 

educated, with the proper approach and good public relations. He 

can most certainly do his job in a very efficient way. 

Suddenly the opponents of the council head walk out looking 

angry and dissatisfied. Those who remain behind smile mockingly 

and continue their conversation. 

 

Achieving the developmental task: Since what lies at the heart is 

the relationship and not the independence and separateness of each of 

the participants in the discussion, they are expected to respect one 

another’s dignity. There is no room for open dispute and certainly not for 

accusations. They apparently take the statement of the fourth man: ‘You 
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are talking out of personal anger’, as an insult and they walk out angrily. 

The participants are achieving the developmental task expected of them 

in their society by failing to accept a view different to their own. 

Tools: each of the participants expects his friends to identify with 

his stand or at least not to contradict him openly. When this does not 

happen rejection ensues and two participants leave in anger. 

Outcome: in disputes in democratic society, the disputants are 

expected to express their opinions and not to quarrel because they 

disagree. In traditional society, disagreement shatters harmony and often 

ends in anger and quarrels because the conflict-free sphere is not active. 

Because there is no room for inner ambivalence in traditional society as 

a rule, it is not possible to convey it outwardly with regard to the other. 

In modern society, on the other hand, there is room for intra-personal 

conflict which affects the attitude towards the inter-personal conflict. 

When ambivalence can be tolerated, it is easier to permit democracy. 

It is interesting to examine the arguments of each of the speakers 

as to the suitability of the new council head for his position. The second 

man, who opposes the head, says that he ‘doesn’t know how to exploit 

opportunities’. People in modern society who are partners in democratic 

societies would not define the role of a public figure as ‘exploiting 

opportunities’. For them, the elected official should exploit skills and not 

opportunities. Skills lie within and opportunities are external, skills are 

fixed and can be relied on, while opportunities are transitory. The third 
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man opposes the council head because he is ‘young, inexperienced and 

shy’. In modern society, many leaders are young and hence their 

experience is not as great as that of veteran traditional leaders, and 

shyness is perceived as an asset attesting to modesty and the ability to 

establish more intimate contact. But in traditional society shyness is a 

negative trait for a leader, who is expected to emanate power and 

capability. The third man goes on to say that, to his mind, a council head 

should be ‘impudent to a certain degree’. In modern society, as we have 

noted, modesty, which is the opposite of impudence, is the preferred 

model. We see how a member of a traditional society prefers qualities 

with external locus of control in contrast to modern society, which values 

traits with internal locus of control. The third man goes on to say that 

the elected official must be ‘clever in another way’. Cleverness is a social 

skill which enables the individual to get along in society. Its parallel in 

modern society is the analytical skill which does not originate in the 

environment-activated and activating sphere like cleverness but in the 

conflict-free sphere, which is responsible for logical manipulations which 

do not require worldly wisdom. The fourth man talks about the 

importance of good ‘public relations’ for elected officials. In modern 

society, people will usually look for different qualities in their leader and 

public relations could be seen as detrimental to him. In modern society 

what is usually sought is a leader with analytical skill, credibility, 

sensitivity, ability to work in a team, ability to withstand difficulties etc, 
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qualities which are mainly inward-directed, self-focused, at least in 

relation to the list enumerated by the traditional disputants. In 

traditional society, voting for a certain candidate is generally influenced 

not by the voter’s personal opinion, but by the views of the group to 

which he belongs. The candidate’s extended family automatically 

supports him. This style of voting wins disapproval in modern societies 

where individuals must foster independence and separateness with all 

this implies. Fruitful democratic discussion can be conducted only out of 

the conflict-free sphere, which can supply logical arguments. Causal 

arguments which touch, for example, on the extrovert personality of the 

official, as described by the four speakers, stem from the environment-

activated and activating sphere, and they are prevalent in totalitarian 

regimes, where the calculations and choices of the individual are 

influenced by the environment and not by his free opinions. We gain the 

impression that the soul of democracy cannot exist without the conflict-

free sphere which permits democratic discussion. 

A modern translation:    

First man: In my opinion, President Bush doesn’t know what he’s 

doing in Iraq. He sent our best boys there without any prior 

thought, without any long-term planning. Like a cowboy. When 

someone annoys him, he draws and shoots from the hip. 
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Second man: I must disagree with you. I think that when there’s a 

nuclear threat there’s no room for games. Afterwards it’ll be too 

late to regret it. 

First man: But in the end it turned out that it was just an excuse 

to invade Iraq. The intelligence knew that Sadam Hussein had no 

nuclear weapons. 

Second man: I didn’t see it like that. In my opinion the fear was 

real and there was no possibility of taking risks. In any event, the 

objectives of the war are wider, including the war on terror. 

First man: Nobody has proved that there’s a connection between 

Sadam Hussein and el-Qaida. 

Second man: I think there’s a clear connection. 

First man: Don’t you understand that you can’t take a tribal 

society and make it leap five centuries forward and impose 

democracy on it? Who are we to presume to do it? 

Second man: We only want what’s best for them. 

First man: You remind me of the joke about someone who did a 

good deed by taking an old lady across the road. Only she didn’t 

want to cross. 

         Achieving the developmental task: the independence of each of 

the discussants is evident. They are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: assertiveness of both. 
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Outcome: the argument is entirely to the point. To every objection 

there must be a suitable answer which responds logically to the 

objection. For example, did the invasion take place because of the 

nuclear threat or was that merely an excuse? A statement by one of them 

calls for a precise answer by the other directed specifically at the 

question. The logical equation develops in such a manner that it is likely 

to lead to results. It is possible that suddenly one of the participants will 

not have a persuasive argument to counter his friend. This, at least, is 

the other’s intention. If one succeeds in proving that his friend is 

contradicting himself, that will certainly give him added points in the 

debate. It is permissible to add arguments, for example, that the invasion 

was also connected to the war against terror. It is possible to use 

knowledge, for example, the argument against tribal societies. It is 

permissible to add moral arguments (‘we only want what’s best for 

them’,) and it is permissible to employ humor without causing offence, as 

in the anecdote about the old woman. It is manifest that it is permissible 

and even essential not to agree with the other on at least several of the 

issues if the debate is to be stimulating. But it is categorically forbidden 

to break the rules of logical structure. For example, it is forbidden for one 

to say that Bush is impudent or shy without proving his point and the 

context of this statement to the discussion. Even anger in the middle of 

the discussion will not be accepted with understanding unless something 

unusual has happened during the discussion, because there is nothing 
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new about holding a different opinion. This reasoned structure, which 

originates in the conflict-free sphere is totally lacking in the traditional 

discussion. Without this ability, which essentially obeys the rules of 

scientific thinking, democracy cannot exist. 

3. A dialog between two modern 23-year-old girls who share an 

apartment. One of them  is leaving and there is tension between 

them: 

 First tenant: I want to talk to you for a moment. Open the door. 

Second tenant:  I don’t want to. Go away. 

First tenant: Come on, open the door. I need to talk to you. 

Second tenant: I don’t want to. Go away. 

First tenant: I want to sum up what’s staying here and what you’re 

taking. 

Second tenant: (opens the door): What does that mean? I’m taking 

whatever’s mine. 

First tenant: What do you mean everything? The couch as well? 

Second tenant: Certainly! I brought it. 

First friend: And what else. 

Second friend: The TV, the kettles, the toaster oven. 

First tenant: What does that mean? The contract says that the 

toaster oven belongs to the apartment. You’re not taking it! 

Second tenant: Do you really think so? I brought the toaster from 

my parents’ house! You’d like me to leave it for you. 
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First tenant: Are you sure? I asked the previous tenant and she 

said the toaster had always been here. 

Second tenant: I lived here before her and the toaster is mine and 

it’s not staying here for you. 

First tenant: OK, if you say so. And what about the ordinary 

toaster? Is it remaining? 

Second tenant: No. You bought it for me because you broke the 

last one which was mine. 

First tenant: So at least give me half the money. I bought you a 

new one because I thought you’d stay longer. 

Second tenant: Out of the question. I’m willing to give you twenty 

shekels and you can have the old toaster. But I’m taking the new 

one. It’s not my problem. 

First tenant: Oh, drop dead! 

Second tenant:  Thank you very much (slams the door). 

Achieving the developmental task: Each of the tenants is 

independent and holds her own without fear, as is expected of them in 

their culture. 

Tools: The girls are, above all, assertive with one another. 

Outcome: despite the fierce debate the girls observe the rules of 

logical and argumentation. For them, it is permissible to offend someone 

but only within the framework of clear-cut rules of the game. When the 

first girl wants to talk to the second and asks her to open the door, the 
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other replies: ‘I don’t want to. Go away’... She could fail to answer, she 

could say ‘Wait a minute; and not open the door, she could curse her etc. 

Alternatively, she could have opened the door and said: ‘OK, we’re friends 

and we shouldn’t fight like this’. She could have said: ‘I apologize if I hurt 

you and I promise not to do it in the future’, etc. All these are emotional 

rather than logical responses, the former manipulative and offensive and 

the latter marked by warmth and compassion. But she does not choose 

any of them. She is committed to a logical answer: (‘I don’t want to. Go 

away’.) When the request is repeated, she reiterates her reply. The first 

girl goes into detail: ‘I want to sum up what’s staying here and what 

you’re taking’. Only then does the other open the door, because she has 

been given a reason why they need to talk. She replies: ‘What does that 

mean? I’m taking whatever’s mine’. Her answer is to the point despite 

their quarrel. She is committed to basic logical laws of which she is not 

even aware and it is they which dictate her answers even at times of 

pressure. Again, she does not say out of anger: ‘I’m taking everything’. 

She doesn’t say: ‘What’s it to you what I’m taking’; she doesn’t say: ‘I 

don’t want to tell you what I’m taking’; nor does she say that she will 

take something belonging to her friend in order to annoy her. She is 

ready to talk to the point. Within the framework of a quarrel like this, the 

disputants are not obliged to adhere to the laws of modern logical 

thinking which stem from the conflict-free sphere. It is possible to 

employ numerous manipulations aimed at injuring the other or 
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establishing intimacy with him. The negotiations over items of property 

and money are detailed, and order in the form of justice is the main 

protagonist in the drama. For example, the first girl says: ‘What about 

the toaster?’ and the other replies: ‘You bought it for me because you 

broke the last one which was mine’. The first girl says: Then at least give 

me half the money…’ In the end she cannot stand the pressure and says 

‘Drop dead’. The other is more cynical: ‘Thank you’, she says, and vents 

her anger on the door. Despite the anger, and despite the infiltration of 

emotional contents, the girls have tackled a complex mathematical 

exercise: who is the owner of the new toaster bought to replace the old 

toaster? Their conflict-free sphere is preserved despite the emotional 

upheaval. It is likely that in negotiations in traditional society, the logical 

details, order and justice will be less important than the relationship, for 

better or worse. 

Traditional version: 

It is unlikely that such a bitter quarrel would take place, wrote the 

traditional translator. 

First tenant: I want to talk to you for a moment. Will you see me? 

Second tenant: Yes, I will, come in. 

First tenant: It’s true that there’s a problem between us but we 

mustn’t forget that we’ve always been friends, right? 

Second tenant: Yes…you’re right. What do you want to say? 
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First tenant: Certainly we can solve the problem. There’s nothing 

that will make us give up our good relationship. 

Second tenant: Yes…you’re right, so… 

First tenant: We can stay together. We’ll try to solve the 

misunderstanding. And if you don’t want to, the other things aren’t 

important for me. What do you say? 

Second tenant:  Are you sure you can understand me and we’ll go 

on like before? 

First tenant: Absolutely sure. You know you’re very important to 

me. 

Second tenant: I’m persuaded. I’m coming back and we’ll try again. 

Achieving the developmental task: the relationship is at the 

heart, and the friends do everything possible to rehabilitate it. Hence, 

they are achieving their developmental task. It should be understood that 

when the relationship is the central issue and not independence, the 

discussion will tend to be emotional and will not stem from the conflict-

free sphere, which enables logical thinking at a certain remove from the 

stimulus. Therefore, the outcome of such a discussion can be one of two 

alternatives: warmth and intimacy or distance and hatred. 

Tools: the girls mainly identify with one another. The second says 

twice: ‘Yes, you’re right’, and once ‘I’m persuaded’. 

Outcome: the traditional translator comments that such a bitter 

quarrel is unlikely to occur in her society. The reason is that in 
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traditional society, because it is characterized by external locus of 

control, people are ashamed to behave impolitely towards one another. 

They find it hard to be assertive, to use the word ‘no’ and to express their 

views forcefully. Courteous social behavior undoubtedly conceals many 

of the individual’s thoughts and emotions which are not acceptable in his 

society, but outwardly harmony is preserved. When it is shattered and 

the individual’s dignity is undermined, war ensues. 

The first tenant start by saying: ‘I want to talk to you for a 

moment. Will you see me?’ as compared to the modern counterpart who 

said: ‘I want to talk to you for a moment. Open the door’. She comes with 

warmth and love while her counterpart was assertive if not aggressive. 

Unsurprisingly, the traditional second tenant says: ‘Yes, you can, come 

in…’ while the modern counterpart says: ‘I don’t want to. Go away’. The 

impression is that even if the traditional second tenant had said: ‘…Open 

the door’, the other would not have responded with an emphatic ‘no’, 

because in a traditional society a sharp ‘no’ is avoided in social relations. 

M. continues with a soft approach: ‘It’s true that there’s a problem 

between us but we mustn’t forget that we’ve always been friends, right?’ 

She is talking now not about ‘me’ and ‘you’ but about ‘us’. The other 

confirms this in her response. She continues with the plural. ‘Certainly 

we can solve the problem. There’s nothing that will make us give up our 

good relationship’. Again her friend assents. She continues: ‘We can stay 

together. We’ll try to solve the misunderstanding. And if you don’t want 
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to, the other things aren’t important for me. What do you say?’ As we can 

see, she uses the plurals throughout. But now she touches on the crux 

of the matter. She says: ‘And if you don’t want to, the other things aren’t 

important for me’. In other words, what is important to me is the 

relationship and not the couch, the toaster oven and who pays for what. 

Namely, if you don’t want a relationship with me I am so hurt that, as far 

as I am concerned, you can take everything. And, in conclusion, she asks 

her friend’s opinion. She is demonstrating the profound significance of 

the emotional connection she feels towards her. What is important is our 

relationship, she is saying, and not the logical. Now the second girl asks 

a rhetorical question: ‘Are you sure you can understand me and we’ll go 

on like before?’ She too speaks in the plural and wants her friend to 

promise. The first tenant promises and adds how important her friend is 

to her. And, in conclusion, the other gives up her anger and announces 

that she has been persuaded. It is probable that a member of modern 

society would not have announced that he was persuaded because he 

would want to leave his conflict-free sphere freer and less committed. But 

this girl feels committed - through the external locus of control – to her 

friend’s good feelings and therefore says ‘I’ve been persuaded’. 

The first tenant therefore has taken responsibility for their 

relationship and gone all the way in order to placate her friend. She has 

said in her own way that she is willing to surrender everything but their 

connection, thereby setting the connection at the center. The traditional 
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translator has omitted the logical negotiations originating in the conflict-

free sphere because for her this is not the issue. It is worth remembering 

this example in many inter-cultural encounters, where each side has the 

obligation to learn how the other side thinks in order to bridge the gap 

between them. When one side perceives independence of thought as the 

central issue and the other – the relationship, and neither understands 

the fundamental differences between their approaches, the connection 

will run aground. Girls in modern society will undoubtedly utilize 

scientific and creative thinking with sophisticated arguments, and the 

discussion between them will be basically democratic, each having her 

say without hesitation or dependence. But when it comes to inter-

cultural encounters they need to disregard these skills and think in 

much closer terms, even in terms of compassion and identification. 

Alternatively, girls in traditional society at such an encounter will do well 

if they first practice what is liable to be most difficult for them, namely 

maintaining an independent stance, saying what they think without fear. 

They need to know that the modern individual will accept logical 

answers, but emotional references which set the relationship at the 

center with all this implies will be alien to them. 

4. A dialog between husband and wife in traditional society: 

Wife: I want to go out with my friends. Do you want anything? 

Husband: I want to eat. 
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Wife: Why didn’t you say so before? I don’t want to dirty my 

clothes. 

Husband: Is that what’s important to you, your clothes? 

Wife: You keep doing this. When you see that I’m going out, you 

delay me. 

Husband: I don’t want any arguments. Make me something to eat 

now. 

Wife: Ooof …..(Starts cooking). 

Achieving the developmental task: the wife submits and thereby 

contributes to familial harmony. She will be able to go out but not 

exactly when and how she wanted to. She appears to be fulfilling her 

society’s developmental task. She would be doing even better if she had 

managed to avoid the confrontation. 

Tools: the husband talks aggressively and in a tone of command 

and subdues her. 

Outcome: the impression is that the wife is cooperating latently 

with her husband’s humiliating attitude. She says: ‘I want to go out’, and 

not ‘I’m going out…’ She is actually asking for permission to go. She also 

adds, ‘Do you want anything?’ and apparently feels guilty for not 

supplying all her husband’s needs before going. He says that he wants to 

eat, and she asks why he didn’t say so before because now she will dirty 

her clothes. If so, why did she ask at all?! He, for his part, is activated by 

her and activates her, and now accuses her of creating a problem– 
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namely, worrying about her personal needs: ‘Is that what’s important to 

you, your clothes?’ at the expense of his needs. The wife replies that her 

husband always does the same thing. It transpires that this endless 

dance is composed of two people who activate one another without the 

ability for separateness and independence. In the end comes the 

command, which is also apparently expected (‘I don’t want arguments. 

Make me something to eat now’.) And no less anticipated is the wife’s 

reaction. It is probable that in this conversation the husband, as in many 

collectivist families, finds it difficult to accept his wife’s independence 

and the fact that she has plans of her own which are not connected to 

him and to the family. His command, like any other command, renders 

the one who commands no less dependent than the person he 

commands, in this case his wife. Wife and husband, this never-ending 

dancing couple, will find it hard to think independently because they are 

automatically directed to respond outwardly and not within, to the other 

and not to themselves. The wife needs and invites approval, and the 

husband cannot remain alone and look after himself. But in a 

democratic regime, people do not vote according to family affiliation as 

they do in various places in the traditional world, but in accordance with 

their individual opinions. A husband and wife can differ in their views. 

Could this traditional wife cling to her opinions if her husband held 

different views? Could the two of them create something from within 

themselves which is not other-dependent? Moreover, will they be able to 
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devise a logical solution which is dependent on the self and not on the 

other? In other words, could they clarify what they feel and what they 

convey and what they really want? Their solution is dual, while scientific 

solutions are above all personal and result from the individual’s inner 

truth. They are not directed there and consequently are not ripe for 

scientific thinking but only for manipulative thinking. 

A modern-individualist version of the same dialog: 

Wife: I’m going out with my girl-friends this evening. 

Husband: Have you made supper for the kids. 

Wife: No, take something out of the fridge for them. You can also 

do it sometimes. 

Husband: OK (sighs). 

Wife: Every time I want to go out you remember something. 

Husband: Ok, OK, I didn’t say a thing. When will you be back? 

Wife: Later, I’ll have my cell phone. See you, I’m in a hurry. 

Husband: See you! 

Achieving the developmental task: it is not difficult for the wife 

to realize her independence and for the husband to enable it. 

Consequently, both are achieving their task. 

Tools: the wife is assertive and the husband empathetic to her 

assertiveness. 

Outcome: a husband from an individualist society can also feel 

envious when his wife goes out to enjoy herself while he stays home with 



 276 

the children. He too may try to delay her briefly (‘Have you made supper 

for the children?’)  But he accepts the fact that his wife has a life of her 

own apart from her husband and family. He will feel that if he does not 

allow his wife to go out or delays her so that she can make supper – as 

did the traditional husband – this would shame him by presenting him 

as someone dependent. Possibly for this reason he asks if she has made 

supper. In this case as well he immediately retreats in order not to be 

perceived as too dependent. In any event, the style is polite, the wife is 

assertive and the husband empathetic towards that assertiveness. There 

is already democracy in this family. The structure of the dialog is logical, 

and each speaks out of his self in accordance with his own truth and 

does not try to activate the other. The wife does not activate her 

husband’s anger as did the traditional wife, while the modern husband 

does not provoke guilt feelings (for example, that she is only concerned 

with herself and her clothes). The dialog stems from the conflict-free 

sphere of both and not from the environment-activating and activated 

sphere so that they have solved the scientific exercise ‘correctly’. When 

the wife wants to go to an art class she will not only be able to realize her 

wishes as an independent woman, she will also be able to create from 

within herself because she is accustomed to being self-focused – this is 

creativity. 

5: A modern event. Three girls in search of an open café at 2.30 am 

on a Friday night: 
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Host: Good evening, how many of you this evening? 

Narrator: Three, non-smoking, please. 

Host: Ah, just a minute, I’ll check. (A minute later): Yes, there’s a 

table. May I see your ID.? 

Narrator: ID? Why? 

Host: How old are you? 

Narrator: Seventeen, what’s the problem? We always come here. 

Host: Sorry, entrance from eighteen up. 

 Narrator: Do you want to tell me that all the people sitting here 

are over eighteen? Because I can tell you now that they’re not. 

Host: There’s nothing to be done. Those are the rules. 

Narrator: Can I see the waitress or someone? (A minute later). 

Waitress: Yes, how can I help? 

Narrator: We want to sit here and we’re under eighteen. We always 

sit here, what’s the problem now? 

Waitress: I’ll go and ask the manager if it’s possible… (A minute 

later). I’m really sorry but it’s not possible. 

Second girl: I want you to know this is really annoying that 

sometimes you let us in and sometimes not. The café’s half-empty. 

Half the people here are our age. Why, just because their mothers 

have coffee with the café owners they can come in. This selection is 

really disgusting. 



 278 

Waitress: I know, I’m sorry but it’s not within my control. I’ll pass 

it on. I was also your age once, I know how it is. 

Second girl: It’s really a pity because the place gets a bad name 

and we’re not the only ones who think that way. Once this place 

had a good reputation till you started this Friday evening selection. 

Are you telling me there’s no alcohol the rest of the week? Every 

weekday four-year-olds can come in but not on Friday night? No, 

sorry, it’s only people who know the manager. 

Waitress: Again, I’m really sorry but there’s nothing I can do. 

Next to this café there’s another one with the same policy. 

Narrator: Hi, a table for three. 

Host: How old are you? 

Narrator: Seventeen. 

Host: Sorry, but entrance is only from eighteen up. 

Narrator -Someone I know went by just then, who’s a good friend 

of the owner of the second café and asked what the problem was. I 

told him they wouldn’t let us in for age reasons – although we 

know that’s not the real reason. He went off to talk to the owner 

and a minute later, we had a table. What a surprise! 

Achieving the developmental task: the independence of the girls 

is manifest. They confront authority without fear, have their say, and 

when it does not help, are not ashamed to exploit their connections and 

‘foil’ authority. They are achieving their task. 
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Tools: the girls are assertive. The waitress is empathetic to the 

girls’ predicament ((‘I was once your age. I know how it is’.) 

Outcome: the girls are demonstrating democracy at its best. When 

they see that they are suffering discrimination and that some of the 

customers are their age, namely under eighteen, they protest. Then they 

are told that these are the rules, but the rules do not intimidate them 

and they rely on their judgment above all. They ask to talk to the 

manager. Then they are told they can’t come in. They continue their 

struggle for justice, arguing that one needs connections in order to get a 

table, and in particular it helps to know the owner. The waitress 

apologizes when faced with their justice. She too does not feel that she 

has to be loyal to authority when it is wrong. She prefers to be loyal to 

herself. The girls persist in their logical arguments and say that if the 

real reason why they are being barred is fear that they will drink alcohol, 

why are they allowed in on weekday nights? The waitress apologizes 

again and says that she is not authorized to act. Now the girls go over to 

the neighboring café. When they receive an identical answer they are not 

afraid to do what everyone else does although this is illegal – to exploit 

connections in order to gain entrance. They rebel against authority and 

prevail. The aim of their rebellion is to establish a new, more just order. 

There is no room for connections on this issue unless this is what they 

are forced to do, having no alternative. We see the close connection 

between logical thinking and democracy – both cannot exist without 
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activation of the conflict-free sphere. Democracy is the social definition of 

independence and the psychological separateness of the individual. The 

freedom to choose, individual rights etc, all these cannot exist when the 

conflict-free sphere is not active. 

The girls make extensive use of cynicism. They say, for example: 

‘Why, just because their mothers have coffee with the café owners they 

can come in?’ Or: ‘Are you telling me there’s no alcohol the rest of the 

week? Every weekday four-year-olds can come in but not on Friday 

night? No, sorry, it’s only people who know the manager’. Cynicism, as 

noted, is aggression coated in humor. In this case, there are also clear 

logical components to the argument. Cynicism raises the logical skill by 

one level and plays with the paradoxical character of the situation. 

Democracy favors cynicism because of the wisdom of its arguments. 

A traditional version of the conversation: (comment of the 

traditional translator: in traditional society girls do not go out alone at 

2.30 am, so I will change the facts. These girls go out at 9 pm.) 

Host: Hi, how many of you today? 

Narrator: Three, no-smoking please. 

Host: Ah, just a minute, I’ll check if there’s room. May I see your 

ID? 

Narrator: Yes, OK (surprised but not daring to ask the reason). 

Host: How old are you? 

Narrator: Seventeen. Is there a problem? 
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Host: Sorry, entry is from eighteen up. 

Narrator: Since when is this law? It isn’t the first time we’ve been 

here. 

Host: There’s nothing to be done. Those are the rules. 

Second friend: I just want you to know it really annoying that 

sometimes you let us in and sometimes not. I’m sure half the 

people here are our age. 

The conversation is cut short. The girls give in easily and go to 

another café. 

Second café: 

Narrator: Hi, a table for three. 

Host: How old are you? 

Narrator: Seventeen. 

Host: Sorry, but entry is from eighteen up. 

The girls go off in search of another café until they find one which 

will let them in. 

Achieving the developmental task: in general, the girls submit to 

authority and do not challenge it, thereby achieving their task. 

Tools: mainly submission. They do not fight although they know 

they are right. 

Outcome: the translator notes that traditional girls are surprised 

by the request of the host to see their ID but do not ask why, as 

compared to the modern girls, who are not embarrassed to ask. When 
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the host asks them how old they are, the traditional girl asks: ‘Why, is 

there a problem?’ while the modern girl says peremptorily: ‘What’s the 

problem? We always sit here’. When the host tells the traditional girls 

that this is the law, they do not dare to challenge authority and merely 

ask ‘Since when?’ while the modern girls are already employing cynicism: 

‘Do you want to tell me that all the people sitting here are over eighteen? 

Because I can tell you now they’re not’. They are challenging authority. 

In conclusion, the traditional girl dares to say that it is annoying and no 

more than that. She does not employ cynicism because the conflict-free 

sphere is not accessible to her. Here the translator adds his impression 

that the girls gave in easily and did not fight like the modern girls, 

because they lack the vital emotional preparation for democratic 

thinking, an active conflict-free sphere. In the second café, the story is 

repeated. They do not seek connections in order to get what they want. 

Again, they give in and try other places till they find a café which will let 

them in. They have adapted themselves to the situation and not fought to 

change it. 

Another translator added that traditional boys would not persist 

either; they would have acted similarly to the girls. 

6. A mother-and son dialog in traditional society: 

Son: Mother, what do you think about the girl who lives opposite? 

Mother: Why are you asking? 

Son: I’m thinking of marrying her. What do you think? 
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Mother: On no account. I don’t agree. 

Son: But why? She’s been living there for a long time and we’ve 

never seen anything bad. 

Mother: She’s not very pretty. 

Son: That’s not true. I think she’s pretty. 

Mother: And I don’t like her mother. 

Son: But I want to marry her, not her mother. 

Mother: A daughter is always like her mother. 

Son: Why don’t you talk to her and see how good she is. 

Mother: No, I don’t want to. The matter is over. 

Achieving the developmental task: the son obeys his mother 

totally, so it appears. He checks, tries, protests against authority a little, 

but does not exceed the limits. Hence, he is achieving the task of 

maintaining family harmony. 

Tools: aggressiveness of the mother and submission of the son. 

The mother also employs the language of command. 

Outcome: the son starts out with a question rather than a 

statement. This is an accepted method of examination in traditional 

society. The mother, skilled in this kind of dialog, does not fall into the 

trap and declare her opinions, but answers with a question, again an 

accepted pattern in traditional society. Nothing is then left to the son but 

to say that he wants to marry the girl. But his appeal: ‘What do you 

think?’ indicates that without his mother’s opinion nothing will happen. 
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He is dependent on her. The mother objects without giving a reason. She 

does not feel that she owes him an explanation stemming from her 

conflict-free sphere and addressed to her son’s conflict-free sphere. On 

the contrary; the ‘no’ without explanation evokes in her son anxiety 

which affects the ability of this sphere to function. He justifies his choice 

not by saying he loves the girl – a matter of internal locus of control- by  

saying that she doesn’t do bad things, in other words is not harmful. 

This is a stance of external locus of control which suggests that one 

should be directed at external threats rather than inner wishes. 

Similarly, many traditional girls will say that they prefer to marry 

someone who loves them rather than someone they love because their 

own wishes bear less weight than the wishes of others, particularly when 

the others are male. The mother explains her lack of consent by saying 

that the girl is not pretty. Does she really feel that it is her function to 

decide aesthetic criteria for her son, among other things? We have seen 

in other examples, that basic feelings of taste may be dictated from 

outside by the traditional parent and not determined from within. In this 

statement, the mother is not committed to her inner truth. She tries to 

find an excuse. If it proves satisfactory, so much better; if not, she will 

tell the truth. In a society in which the truth is external and not internal, 

truth is found in the relationship. If the other accepts the speaker’s 

stance, it becomes the more significant truth. Therefore, a lie is nothing 

but an examination of the possibility of creating a new truth which may 
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serve and benefit those present. In our case, for example, it may prevent 

a confrontation. If the son accepts his mother’s view that the girl is not 

pretty, his mother will not be forced to expose her truth, which is 

revealed later on and the discussion will end here. In cases where the 

truth is hurtful, members of traditional society will often explain the fact 

that they did not tell the truth by saying: ‘Well, is it better to quarrel?’ In 

other cases, they will explain the lie as concern for the other. The 

statement: ‘I didn’t tell him the truth because I didn’t want to hurt him 

or worry him’, is common. The lie, therefore, is intended to promote 

harmony with the environment – a central developmental task. Therefore 

the mother tried to lie, but when this did not help her to persuade her 

son, she changes her mind without special difficulty. Members of modern 

societies frequently accuse members of traditional societies of lying. 

However, these lies should be understood within the proper cultural 

context. The aim, in many cases, is to preserve good relations with the 

environment in a society when relationships are the central issue rather 

than universal values of truth. It is clear that the development of science 

is one of the prices paid for this kind of thinking. 

It then transpires that the son can take issue with his mother’s 

views up to a certain point. He declares that in his opinion the girl is 

pretty. And then his mother reveals the truth – she doesn’t like the girl’s 

mother. He argues that he wants to marry the girl and not her mother. 

Then the mother replies that a girl is always like her mother. This 
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assumption eliminates the need for her to become acquainted with the 

girl and to talk to her as her son suggests. Moreover, the mother refutes 

the possibility of a change from generation to generation. The family is 

thus perceived from outside as a single entity with a single personality, 

and not as a unit composed of individuals who differ from one another. 

To put it simply, the mother says that a man is not responsible for his 

fate and cannot change it. This too is a common view in traditional 

society, which accounts for the passive personality of its members. 

Modern society stands in total contrast. Again, we see the external locus 

of control versus the internal. In general, the mother’s sentences are 

short and commanding and leave no room for a dialog where her son 

could define his wishes and fight for them. 

A modern version of this dialog: 

Son: Mother, what do you think about Z. (his girlfriend)? 

Mother: What do you want me to say? You know I’m fond of her. 

Son: We’re thinking of getting married. 

Mother: Wow…that’s a serious decision. 

Son: Yes, we’ve been thinking about it for a few months. 

Mother: Great, that’s progress. I think she’s a fine girl but who am 

I to say. 

Son: Yes, I think so too, particularly since I love her. 

Mother: I’m excited to hear it. 
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Achieving the developmental task: the son is independent and 

can take decisions for himself and is achieving his task. 

Tools: the mother expresses admiration for her son’s decision. He, 

for his part, is assertive and the mother is certainly empathetic. 

Outcome: the mother is careful not to express her opinion (‘Who 

am I to say…’) because she wants the decision to be entirely his. Hence, 

her reactions are more general (‘a serious decision’, ‘I’m excited,’). When 

he asks her opinion, she gives it cautiously. She is adapting herself to 

her son and setting his wishes at the center. The modern responses 

always respect the separateness and independence of the participants. 

When the mother says: ‘That’s progress’, she is responding positively and 

cautiously to an objective change in relation to the past. When she says: 

‘I’m excited to hear it’, she is excited together with her son and for him. A 

member of a modern society can be happy for the other because he feels 

close to him but this is not an act of identification. In a process of 

identification, the happiness pertains to the identifying individual no less 

than to the source of identification. For example: a traditional girl relates 

that when her father comes home happy she too feels happy even though 

she doesn’t know the reason for his happiness. A modern girl with a 

separate personality will almost certainly ask him the reason in order to 

see if it is in any way connected to her. 

And what of perceptions of love? In a society where, as a rule, 

people enter into arranged marriages, love develops over years of 
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connection. This is not the narcissistic infatuation – which brings a 

sense of elation which is often short-lived – which is so familiar in the 

West. Love in modern Western society, particularly at adolescence, is 

more self-focused, while traditional love is focused on the relationship 

and on what the couple do for one another. 

When the calculations and experiences of the son are at the center, 

utilizing them becomes second nature. Therefore, it will not be difficult 

for the son to think scientifically and to create. And as for positive 

partnership in democratic society – not only have his wishes been 

respected, but he has been encouraged to rely on himself. He will be able 

in the future to fight for his views in the conviction that what lies within 

him is true and correct. 

7. A dialog between a modern couple: 

Boy: What’s going on? What are you doing? 

Girl: Nothing in particular, watching TV. 

Boy: Aren’t you going to see your girl friend? 

Girl: No, because in the end I. was tired and anyway I was going 

especially for her, so I gave up on it. 

Boy: OK…baby. I’m going over to my friend D.’ for a little while to 

play poker, OK? 

Girl: Fine. 

Boy: OK, honey? 

Girl: Yes. 
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Boy: I had fun this weekend. We had fun, didn’t we? 

Girl: Yes, I really had fun too. 

Boy: You know why? Because you didn’t irritate me… (Laughs). 

Girl: Because we went with the flow, and we didn’t try to be with 

other people, we did things together and we enjoyed it, and I hope 

we have fun like that every weekend. 

Boy: Right. 

Girl: OK, have a good time. Good night. 

Boy: Good night. 

Achieving the developmental task: the impression is that both 

are independent and can express their emotions and meet with friends at 

will. They coordinate their plans and tell one another about them but 

each is their own person. They are achieving the modern developmental 

task. 

Tools: they undoubtedly admire their relationship (...’I had fun’,) It 

is empathetic because they seem to understand one another’s feelings. 

There is evident politeness between them. 

Outcome: What is striking is the egalitarian stance of the couple 

(who may not even be married), each of whom is concerned for his own 

and for the other’s enjoyment, and who prefer to maintain their 

coupledom at a distance from the extended family or their friends. 

Particularly striking in the ability to be angry out of the self (‘because you 

didn’t irritate me,) and to talk about fun from within the self. ‘I had fun 
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this weekend. We had fun, didn’t we?’ he says, starting with himself and 

shifting to her, because, as far as he is concerned, everything begins with 

the self and not with the other. This authentic expression of emotion is a 

condition for any creation. 

There is great intimacy between them which is expressed in the 

loving terms, ‘baby’ and ‘honey’, their tenderness, their fun together and 

what they have in common. Intimacy is a condition in which each is 

close to the experience of the other and can observe it. Thus, adolescents 

gaze into one another’s eyes and find there both the other and their own 

selves. Intimacy is the independence and separateness of two individuals 

who approach one another insofar as two individuals can come close 

without forfeiting the self. This experience is not common in traditional 

society because, in the absence of separateness and independence, there 

the relationship is based on other-dependence but not intimacy. In order 

to create intimacy each of the sides must first undergo the identity-

consolidation stage of modern-Western adolescence and create a 

separate self, and this does not occur in traditional society. For example, 

the relationship between parent and child in modern society is not one in 

which each looks into the other’s eyes and sees himself reflected – as 

occurs with intimacy. In modern society, parent-child relationships are 

based on belonging and there are defined roles, like the connection 

between couples in traditional society. It is certainly a loving connection 

but not an intimate one. Without the ability to experience intimacy, 
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which develops at adolescence in modern society as a consequence of 

processes of separateness and independence, the path to beneficial 

partnership in democratic society is blocked for the individual because 

democracy, like intimacy, demands consolidation of identity. But 

intimacy is also connected closely to scientific and creative thinking. 

Intimacy requires introspection, which is the essential condition for 

logical thinking based on inner truth. It is the connection between the 

inner experience of the individual and the other, as is my creation. 

The traditional version of this dialog: 

Boy: What’s going on? What are you doing? 

Girl: Watching TV. 

Boy: Didn’t you go to visit your friend? 

Girl: I wanted to but the parents refused. I don’t want to start 

arguments with them so I gave in. 

Boy: I’m going over to my friend S’s for a little while to play poker. 

Girl: Fine. 

Boy: I had a good time this weekend. 

Girl: (shy and conceals her feelings). 

Boy, Tell me something, come on... 

Girl: Stop it, that’s enough. I can’t. Don’t be stubborn. 

Boy: (gives in). OK, I’m going. 

Girl: Look after yourself. 

Boy: Good night. 
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Achieving the developmental task: harmony is preserved 

because the boy expressed more of his instinctive parts while the girl 

keeps them to herself. There is acceptance of the various roles and 

stances between man and woman. Thus, the traditional translator has 

transformed the boy’s question of whether he can go out into a 

statement. She may have done this because such a question would 

undermine his manliness. In any event, each of the two knows his or her 

place and they seem to be at an appropriate developmental stage in 

accordance with the expectations of their society. 

Tools: the modern ‘I had fun’ has become the traditional  ‘I had a 

good time, namely a more moderate statement which expresses less 

admiration of the individual for himself and more integration. The boy’s 

insistence on hearing how the girl felt contains more aggressiveness than 

assertiveness because he is trying to impose on her more than to give his 

opinion. He is activating an external rather than internal locus of control. 

Outcome: the traditional girl did not visit her friend because her 

friend’s family refused and not because she did not want to, as happened 

to the modern girl. And so, although the girls are old enough to visit one 

another, they require parental approval, and control over the girls 

remains external. The traditional girl does not speak freely about the fact 

that she enjoyed herself. There is something uncomfortable for her in 

focus on the self, on enjoyment and admiration, as if she is the center of 

the world. Her instinct tells her to ignore this experience. Her task is to 



 293 

satisfy the other rather than herself and so she will have difficulty in 

creating something herself. The lack of the ability to discuss emotions 

also blocks the possibility of understanding logically what evoked those 

pleasant emotions. The modern boy thought it was because his girlfriend 

did not irritate him, while the girl through it was because they were alone 

together. This discussion will not take place between a traditional boy 

and girl. This example shows how difficulty in containing emotions 

impairs the logical process of understanding. In other words, the 

infiltration of threatening emotions of intimacy impairs the ability of the 

conflict-free sphere to do its job. The connection between emotion and 

cognition emerges. The ability to contain emotions neutralizes their force 

and enables the conflict-free sphere to employ its logical-cognitive skills. 

It is noteworthy that in the conversation between the traditional couple 

there are no terms of endearment, the conversation is not as tender as 

the modern dialog and the intimacy is missing. The roles are defined: the 

woman is more passive, does not talk about her fun, does not raise 

assumptions as to why it was enjoyable, and is less active in the dialog 

than her modern counterpart. The man, for his part, asks less, states 

more clearly (that he is going to his friend) and urges the girl to tell him 

how she felt. He does not discuss his emotions like the modern boy 

(‘because you didn’t irritate me’) and does not try to clarify what made 

their encounter so good. Thus, in a world of defined roles which is 

outward-directed, without the ability for intimacy, there is also no 
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scientific ability (logical clarification of the enjoyment) and creative ability 

(raising the various possibilities for solution). It is clear that defined roles 

which cancel the value of equality do not permit democratic thinking. 

In conclusion, the modern girl tells her boyfriend to ‘have a good 

time’, while the traditional girl tells hers to take care of himself. The 

former is occupied with her partner’s inner experience and the latter with 

his physical safety – interior versus exterior. 

This girl and other traditional girls have no experience of 

independence as manifested in readiness for democracy and scientific 

and creative thinking skills, but they have a strong experience of 

relationships. For them the have is more than the  have-not just as for 

their modern counterparts, the democratic, scientific and creative have is 

more than the have-not of the experience of solitude which is rife in 

modern society. This traditional girl, even if permitted to do so, will not 

generally agree to forgo the security and warm relationships she 

experiences in return for liberation and self-realization. This is culture, 

which rewards those who adhere to it and does not permit the drawing of 

comparisons. In her silence, in her modesty, in her sacrificing of fun and 

enjoyment, this girl feels that she is reinforcing mutual relations and 

commitments. For her, any renunciation on her part strengthens the 

connection. 

8. A dialog between a 20-year-old girl and her parents in 

traditional society: 
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Mother: Go and get dressed. I’ve pressed your dress, it’s on the 

bed. We’re going to the neighbor’s wedding.  

Daughter: But, Mummy, I really don’t feel like going. 

Father: You’re not going to stay home alone. 

Mother: The neighbors will be angry with us if you don’t come. 

Daughter: All right, I’m going to dress although I really don’t fancy 

going to the wedding. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter voices her 

objections but does as her parents wish. In many traditional families, 

this expression of independent will is not accepted. It is also probable 

that such expressions, if they are of no real actual value, will decrease as 

the years go by. In any event, it seems that the daughter is integrating 

into her society, and her development is normal. 

Tools: The mother speaks in the plural. The parents employ the 

language of command and the daughter submits. 

Outcome: It appears that the parents did not ask their daughter 

previously if she wanted to go to the wedding. They address her, as noted 

in the plural and the language of command. Even when they learn that 

she does not want to go, this has no real weight for them. She obeys 

without argument and her protest appears to be more symbolic than a 

true struggle to get what she wants. The conflict-free sphere of the 

individual where he can decide freely whether he wants to come, why, 

when and how does not exist here because the commands invade him in 
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a way which leaves no room for consideration. The solution of a 

mathematical exercise also calls for examination, investigation and 

reasoning based on the same sphere. The girl’s parents would experience 

their daughter’s obduracy as a rebellion and threat to family cohesion. 

On the other hand, a polite appeal to the daughter, which requests or 

proposes but does not command, would prepare her to express her 

opinions with the firmness required in democratic society and to rely on 

herself in order to solve any scientific problem. 

The father’s reaction: ’You’re not going to stay home alone’, which 

possibly alludes to how dangerous  it is for a girl of twenty to stay alone 

in the house, projects directly on the daughter’s emotional ability to be 

alone, to look after herself and, in short, to be independent. The mother 

expresses another aspect of dependence (‘The neighbors will be angry…’). 

The daughter is growing up into a world of external locus of control 

where the environment-activated sphere is dominant, and the conflict-

free sphere becomes marginal. 

A modern version: 

Mother: Please go and dress. I’ve pressed your dress. It’s on the 

bed. 

Daughter: Mom, I’ve already told you I don’t want to go to the 

wedding. 

Father: If you don’t want to, you don’t have to. 

Mother: It’s embarrassing for me. What will I say to the neighbors? 
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Daughter: You can always find an excuse. 

Achieving the developmental task: the girl sticks to her guns 

appropriately and is achieving the task of her society which is preparing 

her for independence. 

Tools: the mother addresses her politely, the daughter is assertive. 

The father is empathetic (‘If you don’t want to, you don’t have to’.) 

Outcome: the mother starts out by saying ‘please’. This magic 

word invited the construction of her daughter’s conflict-free sphere which 

enables her to express her views, because there is no threat involved. 

And indeed, the daughter replies firmly though not aggressively. The 

father is empathetic towards his daughter’s wishes and is ready to give 

in. The modern mother says: ‘It’s embarrassing for me’, while the 

traditional mother said: ‘The neighbors will be angry at me’. The former is 

talking about embarrassment, which is an inner conflict, while the latter 

is referring to her conflict with the environment. The modern mother 

speaks from within the self which is well-developed and capable of 

indecision and of conversing with itself, while the traditional mother sets 

the relationship with the other at the center - internal locus of control 

versus external locus of control. The traditional developmental task is to 

live in harmony with one’s environment, in other words to ensure that 

nobody is angry, while the modern task is sometimes to overcome the 

embarrassment one feels in order to act in an independent manner 

without pressure from the environment. This is the essence of the 
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difference between preparation for a life of imitation and preparation for 

a creative life. Therefore, ‘it’s embarrassing for me’ is a rare phrase in 

traditional societies and very common in modern societies. 
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 Exercises 

 

1. Read the events presented below. 

2. Try to identify whether they originate in traditional or modern 

culture. 

3. What tools did the participants employ to achieve their 

developmental tasks? 

4. How would a similar event have developed in the other society? 

5. What tools did you utilize to achieve the developmental task of 

that society? 

 

                                       Infancy (0 to 6) 

.1. A conversation between a nursery school teacher, a mother with 

a child in the nursery school and a father with a child there. The 

mother and family are preparing to move house: 

Father: T., how would you sum up the year in nursery school? 

Teacher: (laughing): I wouldn’t sum it up meanwhile. I don’t 

really have the time. Why don’t you do it? 

Father: I don’t know. I only know that my son loves to come here. 

For me that’s enough. 

Teacher: Yes. J. really does come happily every morning. 

Mother: Do you see why I don’t want to move away? Where will I 

find a place my children come to so happily? 



 300 

Teacher: I trust J.  to fit in anywhere, I’m sure of that. 

Mother: Maybe, but where will I find a teacher like you? 

2. A family conversation between a five-year-old girl, a three-year 

old boy, parents and an interviewer: 

Mother: My children, do you remember what I said before we 

came to visit your aunt? 

Daughter: Sure I remember, you told us not to sit and eat before 

the adults. 

Son: Sure I remember you told us not to sit and eat before the 

adults. 

Daughter: What a parrot, you always chatter and repeat what I 

say. 

Son (crying): Mummy, look what she says about me. 

Father: (irritated, whispers): T., now I’m going to smack you and I 

don’t care if we’re in someone else’s house. 

Daughter: (is ashamed and sits quietly). 

The interviewer returns ten minutes later and sees the boy 

crying. There is an unpleasant smell. 

Interviewer: What’s that? 

Daughter: (jumps up laughing). M. peed in his pants. 

Mother: What are you saying? M. knows how to go to the 

bathroom and do it himself. 
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Mother: (gets up after a few minutes and takes the boy to the 

bathroom). How many times have I told you that when you feel 

you want to go, you should go to the bathroom and not wait till 

the peepee comes out? (Smacks him and he cries). 

The interviewer talks to the parents. 

Father: I can’t stand pampered children. On no account do I want 

my children to be spoilt. Smacking makes children strong, men. 

3. A mother talking to her son: 

Why did you put your hand in the dirt? You knows that’s a 

mistake and it’s forbidden. 

4. A conversation between mother and daughter: 

Child: Mummy, I’m very happy. This is the first time you’ve made 

me a birthday party. 

Mother: Yes, darling, because it isn’t easy for your father and me 

to make parties all the time. It costs a lot of money. 

Child: But all the children in the class have birthday parties and 

they invite lots of children and get presents. I’ll also have lots of 

presents tomorrow. They’ll bring me things I like or haven’t got. 

Mother: No, love, the presents are not important. It’s important 

for you to be happy. 

Child: Yes, I’m happy, Mummy, because there will be lots of 

cakes and candies and candles and balloons and a camera and 

everything. 
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Mother: But… 

Child: What, Mummy? Why are you sad? Why aren’t you talking? 

Mother: Nothing, but my child, don’t you think that’s too much? 

You need to know that there are children who can’t bring you 

presents, and there are children who can’t buy all that or make 

parties, and can’t even buy one cake. It’s enough that we 

remember your birthday. Our situation is bad, and all the same 

we’ve decide to make you a little party. 

Child: No, that’s not enough, Mummy. I want to be like all those 

children who make parties and buy things. 

Mother: All right, all right. But perhaps one day you won’t be able 

even to buy a cake. And then you’ll understand what I’m talking 

about. 

5. A conversation between a mother and her 3-year-old son: 

Child: Mummy, come and play with me. 

Mother: I’m busy now, my sweet, go and play with your car now. 

Child: I don’t want to. I’ve already played with it. I want my 

building blocks. 

Mother: (brings a picture album he likes and gives it to him): Look 

at the pictures till I finish. Then we’ll play with the blocks. Look, 

tell me who’s in the picture, I’m listening. 

Child: (throws down the album and starts crying). 
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Mother: (irritated, goes over, smacks him on the hand and shouts). 

If you cry and are stubborn I’ll punish you. I won’t buy you the 

game you want. And I won’t buy you candies. Now sit down and 

look at the pictures till I finish and then we’ll play. 

The child stops crying, but he is restless. He takes the album and 

begins leafing through it hastily. His expression is sad and his eyes 

full of tears, but he doesn’t dare to cry in case he forfeits both the 

game and the candies. 

6. A conversation between a small girl and her mother on the 

child’s birthday: 

Child: I want a purple balloon. 

Mother: Why do you want a purple balloon? You’ve got a yellow 

one. 

Child: I don’t like yellow. 

Mother: There’s no difference, all the balloons are the same. 

Child: (cries, is angry and refuses to take part in the party). 

Mother: I told you, there is no purple balloon. There are no more 

balloons. I promise to bring you balloons. 

Child: Do you promise, after the birthday party? 

Mother: Not immediately after but tomorrow. 

Child: OK, but don’t tell me lies. 

7. A brief family conversation between parents and a 5-year-old 

boy in the presence of the interviewer: 
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Father: Eat as much as you want. 

Mother: Don’t tell him in words like that. He won’t eat any more. 

Interviewer to mother: Perhaps he’s not hungry. 

Mother: Maybe, but he must eat! 

8. A mother speaking about her two and a half year old son: 

Mother: I always talk about G. in front of people and say that he’s 

a good boy and that helps him to make progress, to be good, so as 

to prove to his mother what she says. 

9.  A conversation between father, mother and five-year-old girl: 

Mother: The water is very cold. 

Child: Really? Are there fish in the water? 

Father: There are lots of fish. If you like, we can catch you one for 

lunch. 

Child (laughing): Phooey…I don’t like fish. 

Father: So why are you wearing that mask? 

Child: I want to meet the fishes, not eat them. 

Mother: Be careful, it’s beginning to be deep here. Where are your 

floats> Have you taken them off again? 

Child (still moving forward). I want to go in with Daddy. 

Mother: You’re not going in until you bring your floats. It’s 

dangerous like that. 

Child: (dips her head in the water and gets water in her eyes). 

Child: (clinging). My eyes are burning. 
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Mother: Not so terrible. It’ll pass. 

Child: (dips her head in the water again and swallows water). 

Mummy! I drank some sea! 

Mother: Not so terrible. It’s a little salty. Nothing happened. 

Child: But Mummy, I drank some sea. Perhaps I’ll be seasick 

now… 

Father: (laughing). Do you want to see fishes? 

Child: (excited). Yes! Yes! 

Father: Then throw them some of your potato chips and they’ll 

come. 

Child: Don’t want to. They’re mine. 

Father: If you want them to come to you, you have to give them 

something. 

Child: But they’ll eat it all. What will I have left? 

Father: Throw them one, we’ll see what happens. 

The child throws it. Dozens of fish cluster around. 

Child: (cries out happily). They’re coming to me! Look how many! 

Wow! 

10. A family event: 

The father, the mother and the five-year-old girl are sitting in the 

TV corner, watching a movie and talking. Suddenly there is a 

romantic scene and the hero and heroine kiss. The parents turn 
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towards the child to see if she is watching. They see that she is 

indifferent. 

Father: (calls his daughter). Someone is knocking at the door. 

Can’t you hear? Get up and open the door. 

Child: (goes over to the door and returns). Daddy, there’s nobody 

there. 

Father: Ah, sorry. I thought I heard a knock. I must have heard 

wrong. 

11. Conversation between a mother and three-and-a-half year 

old daughter: 

Child: I want ice cream! 

Mother: Not now. First you have to eat lunch. You haven’t eaten 

anything today, my love. 

Child, I’m not hungry, Mummy. 

Mother: Did you eat anything in nursery school? 

Child: Yes, I had some rice. I like rice. 

Mother: (laughing). But teacher said you didn’t eat anything today. 

Are you beginning to tell me lies?! 

Child: I did eat. 

Mother: Don’t you feel like something light now? It’s been a long 

time since lunch. You need to eat something. What do you fancy? 

Child: Noooo….I don’t want anything. I want ice cream. 
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12. Part of a brief dialog between a five-year-old boy and his 

mother. 

Mother: So what’s important to you? 

Child: What’s important to me is that we have a house. If we didn’t 

have a house, where would we dress, outside? So everyone could 

see our underpants? 

Mother: Right. 

Child: Why? Why would we live without a house? 

Mother: And what else is important to you? 

Child: Perhaps there was an underpants country here and then 

there were houses here and underpants were part of pants and 

part of shirts. 

13. Interaction between a mother and her six-year-old son: 

The child is playing with a building game in the living room with 

his mother. 

Child: I want to build a village. 

Mother: OK, so build it. 

Child: In my village there’s a zoo. 

Mother: (takes toy animals out of the box and gives them to him). 

Child: We need a farm as well. 

Mother: So build a farm. 

Child: Where will we put the farm? 

Mother: Wherever you choose (tries to help him choose). 
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Child: Mummy, stop it. I want you to leave me alone. 

Mother: OK, so decide for yourself. 

Child: I want to play with G. (his older sister). 

Mother: Soon we’ll call her too (continues to try and propose ways 

of building the village). What about people and houses? 

Child: Oh, Mummy… 

Mother: What else is there in the village? 

Child: (does not respond). 

Mother: (goes on searching for building parts). 

Child: That’s enough, leave it alone, you’re making my brain hurt… 

The mother retreats, answers the ringing phone and does not 

return to the game. 

14. Description of a family event between a father and his two 

sons, an eight-year-old and a four-year-old. 

Father: Children, no noise, sit quietly or I’ll punish you. Is this how 

to behave in front of visitors. 

Younger child: He’s not a visitor (referring to the interviewer). I 

know him. He always comes to visit our neighbors. 

Interviewer: (he said that sentence like a man). 

(The younger brother teases his older brother. The father turns to 

the older). 

Father: Give him the remote control. 

Older child: But I’m watching a movie. What’s the problem? 
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Father: (takes the remote control, switches off the TV and shouts 

at them). Come and sit beside me quietly. 

Father to interviewer: Did you see?! He’s too naughty and he 

doesn’t leave his brother alone. But on the other hand he really 

loves him very much. 

Younger child: (suddenly takes the remote control, turns to his 

brother with closed eyes and, and gives it to him). Take it, see 

whatever you want. 

The father and the interviewer realize that the younger child heard 

them, and laugh. 

 

  Latency stage (7-12) 

1. Conversation between two 12-year-old girlfriends: 

First friend: D., I have to go soon. I have to have Friday night 

dinner with the family. 

Second friend: I want you to stay and eat with us. My mother will 

be pleased. 

First friend: I have to ask my parents. 

Second friend: I’ll bring you the telephone. 

2. A family conversation: 

The daughter tells her father that another child threatened her 

brother. 

Father: Go and call your brother. 
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Daughter: (goes happily). 

Father: Is it true that a boy tried to beat you up? 

Son: Yes, Father, but he didn’t do anything. 

Father: And what did you do? 

Son: I didn’t do anything to him either. 

Father: My son, why don’t you react! Show him you’re a man. 

Boy: All right, Father, next time I’ll do what you want. 

3. A seven-year-old boy returns home distressed and crying: 

Mother: What happened? 

Son: I was playing with the other children in the neighborhood and 

they stole my ball and hit me. 

Mother: (hugs him and washes his face). Your father will soon be 

home from work. We’ll tell him and you’ll see that he’ll get your ball 

back and hit the boys who hit you. We love you very much and we 

won’t let anyone hurt you. Let’s watch TV. I’ll bring you some ice-

cream. 

4. A family conversation: 

Daughter takes a phone call in her room and returns to the living 

room several minutes later with a big smile: 

Cousin: What are you so happy about? 

Daughter: (whispering, as if afraid someone will overhear). It was a 

boy from my class. He invited me to his birthday party. 
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Cousin: Why are you whispering? You’re friends and that’s nothing 

to be ashamed of. 

Daughter: Yes, but I’m afraid of what my parents will say. 

Cousin: Why don’t you ask them? 

Daughter: How can I ask them? If my father knew, he’d get angry 

straight away and start shouting at me. 

Cousin: Why? 

Cousin A: Because he doesn’t like things like that. 

Cousin B: What things? 

Cousin A: All those things. Birthdays, trips, girls, boys, he doesn’t 

like it. 

Mother: (who probably overheard). What’s going on? You look 

worried. 

Daughter: No, it’s just… (Brief silence). There’s a birthday party 

and I want to go. 

Mother: Whose party? 

Daughter: (names the boy) is having a party, he’s a friend from my 

class. 

Mother: What?! Don’t ask me any more and don’t raise the subject 

again, and I hope your father isn’t around because if by chance 

he’s here and heard you…he won’t be responsible for his actions. 

Daughter: But why? All my girl friends are going. 

Mother: It’s finished. No birthdays and no nothing. 
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Daughter: But, Mummy, I beg you, I’ve never gone and never taken 

part (she starts crying and pleading). 

Mother: I said no and that’s it (gestures). 

Daughter: I don’t know why I have to be different from my friends! 

(She says it to herself and nobody hears). 

Mother: That’s it. Don’t mention the subject again, the story is 

over. 

5. Dialog between mother and son, followed by an interview with 

the mother: 

Son: Mummy, I want to buy a car with a remote control. 

Mother: What do you want?! A car?! You have lots of games and 

cars. You don’t need to buy any more. 

Son: But, Mummy, I don’t have a car like that. 

Mother: What kind of car? What are you talking about? 

Son: My cousin bought a car with a remote control and it’s so 

beautiful. 

Mother: Now I understand why you want a car, not because you 

like it but because your cousin has one and you’re jealous. 

Son: No, Mummy, I really love that car and I don’t have one like it. 

Mother: (shouting). I’m not buying any games. You have lots of 

games and you don’t even touch them. 

Son: (starts crying). I want a car like my cousin’s car. Why did his 

parents buy him one? 
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Mother: (shouting). I told you to stop it, and if you go on crying I’ll 

shut you in your room and I won’t let you watch TV. 

Son: (continues to cry). I want a car. Buy it for me, Mummy, come 

on. 

Mother: You know what?!  I forbid you to go to your cousin again, 

because you learn from him only bad things, and you’re giving me 

a headache. 

Son: If you won’t buy it I won’t go to school tomorrow. 

Mother: I won’t buy it. Do whatever you want. And if you go on 

crying I’ll tell your father what you did. 

Son: I don’t care. Tell him. 

Mother: You’re cheeky, you don’t care, and you’re not scared… 

(Grabs him hard and he cries and pleads). Come with me at once. 

Son: Mummy, please, don’t shut me in the room. I don’t want 

anything but just leave me here. 

Mother: (because he cries and pleads she doesn’t shut him in but 

smacks him, and sits him down forcibly on a chair). When your 

father comes, I’ll tell him what you did and he’ll punish you. 

Son: I’m sorry, Mummy, I won’t cry any more, I don’t want a car 

but don’t tell Daddy. 

Mother: Shut up, I don’t want to hear another word. Else, Heaven 

help you when your father comes. 



 314 

The child is silent out of fear and the mother leaves him and goes 

into her room. 

Interviewer: Why did you shout at him and not persuade him to 

accept what you said? 

Mother: He’d go on exploiting me like that and he’d get used to 

getting what he wants by crying. 

Interviewer: You kept referring to his cousin. Why? 

Mother: That cousin is driving him crazy. My son wants to talk like 

his cousin and I don’t want that and I don’t want the cousin to 

control him and his behavior. 

Interviewer: Why did you decide not to punish him and not shut 

him in his room? 

Mother: I was sorry for him when he cried. 

Interviewer: But you were violent and you smacked him. Why? 

Mother: So that he’d know that he can’t force me to do things I 

don’t want to do and for his own good. I want my son to be an ideal 

child in the future as well. To be responsible and independent and 

know the limits. 

6. A dialog between daughter and mother: 

Mother: Have you done your homework? 

Daughter: Yes. 

Mother: You know that you need to make an effort. 

Daughter: I do make an effort and you know it. 
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Mother: No, you sit in front of the TV and don’t do a thing! 

Daughter: Why do you think that? It’s because you come home 

from work late and you just don’t see what I do. 

Mother: You sit at the computer and watch TV and I never see you 

studying. 

Daughter: OK, if you say so! 

Mother: You don’t understand me. When you grow up, you’ll 

understand! 

Daughter: Good! 

7. Description of an event: 

First child and second child are holding remote controls and 

playing a game on the TV. The third child tries to press the buttons 

on the second child’s control. 

Second child: Don’t’ want you to…don’t want you to. 

Third child: (stops, and moves away with an angry expression). I 

want to go home. 

The game continues for a minute or two and neither player 

responds. 

First child to third child: Do you want to play? 

Fourth child:  (volunteers to answer). No… he doesn’t want to. 

Third child: I don’t want to (sits down alone on the couch watching 

them and not taking part). 
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First child: (plays a little more, turns and sees that the third child 

is still sitting miserable. He gets up and pulls him to the chair in 

front of the TV, sits him down and gives him the control, and says, 

quite authoritatively: Go on…play). 

The third child plays and none of the children comment on what 

has happened. 

8. Mother-daughter conversation: 

Daughter: Mummy, I want something that may cost money. 

Mother: What? 

Daughter: I really want to buy some pens with ink which is kind of 

glittery. 

Mother: Oh, they’re lovely. What, do they make them in this 

country? 

Daughter: Yes! Can I? It would really make me happy. 

Mother: OK – sure if that’s what will make you happy. 

Daughter: Great, thanks! 

9. Conversation between mother and daughter: 

The girl asks her mother for permission to visit a friend who is 

known for her bad character. The mother refuses. 

Daughter: You think I’m a silly little girl and you’re afraid I’ll learn 

all kinds of things from her. 

Mother:  Listen to me, daughter, and answer my questions: when 

you go to the fruit and vegetable store what do you choose? 
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Daughter: Of course I choose the best. 

Mother: Good. Another question: when the produce reaches the 

store, what does the store owner do? 

Daughter: He chooses the best so that people will buy and he 

throws the bad produce into the garbage. 

Mother: Why does he throw it into the garbage? 

Daughter: So that it won’t soil the rest. 

Mother: I hope you’ve understood now why I didn’t agree to your 

request. The bad friend hands on his bad qualities to others, and 

the good friend hands the good ones. Just like the rotten produce 

that spoils the rest. 

Daughter: Now you’ve persuaded me. I promise I won’t go near the 

bad girls and I’ll always be a good, polite daughter. 

10. Description of an incident between 10-year-old brother, and 

8-year-old sister in an amusement park. They run towards a 

giant rope climbing frame and plan to climb it. 

Father: (calls his daughter). Come here and don’t climb the ropes! 

Daughter: I want to play like D. 

Father: No, come here. This game is only for boys. It’s a disgrace 

for girls to play there. You’re grown up! 

Daughter: But D. is bigger than me and he’s playing (walks away 

crying). 
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Father: D. is a boy and you’re a girl! I said don’t play and that’s 

that. 

She starts crying and runs to her mother. 

11. A dialog between mother and 12-year-old son: 

Mother: Do you want to eat something? 

Son: Mummy, I think I’ll eat at my friend’s house. 

Mother: Why? I’ve prepared food. We all eat together. 

Son: Please, Mummy, just this once I want to sleep there. He’s 

invited me. 

Mother: There’s school tomorrow! How will you get up? You know I 

don’t like that. 

Son: Just this once! Please! You know how long I haven’t seen him. 

At least three months! 

Mother: Meet him tomorrow lunchtime. I think that’s much more 

normal. On Friday he can come and sleep here. 

Son: But, Mummy, I want to sleep at his house today! Come 

on…what’s the problem? His father will wake us early and drive us 

to school. 

Mother: All right, but promise me that it’s just this once? Because 

next time I won’t permit it! 

Son: I promise! Apart from that, you don’t have to make it into 

such a ‘big deal’. I’m a big boy and I promise we’ll get up in time for 

school. 
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Mother: OK, but anyway I’ll call you in the morning to be sure they 

are up. And if you need something in the middle of the night, you 

can call at any hour. I’ll be awake! 

 

12. A dialog between two friends: 

First pupil: I hope tomorrow comes quickly. Tomorrow the whole 

school is going on a trip. 

Second pupil: But I’m not going with you. 

First pupil: What do you say? I won’t enjoy the trip without you. 

Second pupil: No, don’t say that. You’ll enjoy everything. We have 

other good friends in the class. 

 

Adolescence (13-18) 

1. A dialog between a 16-year-old girl and her mother: 

Daughter: Mummy, my history lesson was cancelled today, there’s 

no reason to go to school. 

Mother: No way! No such thing!  You’re going to school. 

Daughter: But Mummy, history is an important subject. You want 

me to go to school just for sport and education? Get dressed; get 

organized just for two subjects which aren’t even important? 

Mother: But your teacher will know very well why you didn’t come 

today – she’ll know you’re shirking. 

Daughter: No way! She won’t make the connection. 
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Mother: And don’t imagine I’ll give you a note explaining why you 

didn’t turn up. 

Daughter: But, Mummy, you just don’t understand. Why should I 

go to school? It’s better to stay home. 

Mother: There’s no argument – you’re going and that’s that! 

Daughter: Mummy, weren’t you ever young? Didn’t you ever skip 

school? 

Mother: Not the way you do – every day you have a different reason 

for not going. 

Daughter: I won’t go to school just to go, certainly not for sport and 

education. 

Mother: I haven’t the energy to argue with you all day. If you want 

to, go to school, if you don’t, I won’t bear the responsibility. And I 

won’t give you a note to explain why you didn’t go, so the teacher 

will know you just took time off. Make your own calculations. 

The daughter goes back to her room and in the end does not go to 

school. 

2. A conversation between three girl friends: 

First friend: Hi, I saw D.  Today on the bus to school. 

Second friend: He’s a hunk. Yesterday I met H. 

First friend: Wow, how’s he doing? 

Second friend: OK, I think. 
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First friend: (to third friend) ‘Hi, G!’ What’s up? I like your new 

scarf? 

Third friend: Thanks: Nice? 

First friend: Yes, where from? 

Third friend: A store in the mall. What were you talking about? 

Second friend: Nothing in particular. Have you studied for the test? 

Third friend: I read some, but I don’t remember anything and I 

don’t understand the story at all. 

First friend: As it happens, I know it well. A. (fourth friend) 

explained the story for an hour over the phone. 

Third friend: Explain it to me. 

3. A conversation between three girl friends on a bus: 

First friend: That teacher is a real nut. I can’t understand him… 

Second friend: Don’t talk like that. It’s true that he teaches very 

fast and his explanations aren’t clear, but if you read the chapters 

in the book, you’re sure to understand the main terms. 

First friend: (angrily) I can’t do it like you because I can’t get used 

to that method. I think it’s better if the teacher explains so that we 

understand. 

Second friend: You’re lazy and you don’t make an effort to 

understand. 

First friend: (shouting). I’m lazy?!! If I’m lazy that means you’re 

stupid for talking to someone lazy. So get up and don’t talk to me. 
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Third friend: Hey, girls!!! That’s enough. You’re friends after all so 

don’t let little things affect your friendship. 

4. A mother-daughter conversation: 

Daughter: Mummy, it’s winter and I haven’t a thing to wear. 

Mother: What do you mean you haven’t anything to wear?! Your 

closet is crammed full. 

Daughter: No, Mummy, I don’t fancy any of those clothes, I want 

new ones, more trendy. Er…and I saw some cool boots at the store. 

Mother: What you really need – OK. But just wasting money – no 

way. 

Daughter: Oof…so when do you want to check my closet with me? 

Mother: How does this evening suit you? 

Daughter: OK. 

(After checking the closet): 

Mother: I see that you really need pants and shoes. But not the 

kind you wear for a little while and then throw out. 

Daughter: Mummy, you know I wear most of my clothes till they’re 

small on me. So why do you say that…When can we go? 

Mother: I don’t know, honey. We have to find a day that suits us 

both. 

Daughter: I can do it on Wednesday. When do you finish work? 

Mother: I’m not sure what my schedule is on Wednesday, because I 

haven’t looked at my diary, but we’ll talk about it. 
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Daughter: OK, where do you suggest we go, which shopping mall? 

Mother: Wherever you want. You decide and let me known. 

Daughter: OK, we’ll discuss it before then. 

Mother: OK, have a good day! 

Daughter: Bye, you too. 

5. Dialog between mother and 14-year-old son: 

Son: Mum, I’ve got good news. I got an 85 in history! 

Mother: Really? Good for you! You see! When you want to, you can 

do it. 

Son: Yes…whatever you say… 

Mother: I’ve got bad news. I’ve had a letter from your maths 

teacher. 

Son: What, really? What did she write? I want you to know she has 

it in for me and then she always sends me out of class…and then 

she blames me. 

Mother: G., I advise you first to have a look at what you did wrong, 

because it isn’t the first time and you’re disruptive in the other 

classes as well. I think we need to think together what to do about 

it, and how to improve matters. 

Son: What’s there to improve? She doesn’t know how to teach and 

the class is boring so I disturb her, and I’m not the only one. The 

whole class doesn’t pay attention but I’m the only one she sends 

out. 
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Mother: Ah…so at least we’ve made some progress and reached the 

stage where you admit you disturb the class. The mothers of the 

other kids can deal with them. I want this behavior to stop, and 

pull yourself together. From all the other times I see that 

punishment doesn’t help and I don’t want to punish you. I want 

you to understand for yourself that you have to stop it and it’s only 

for your own good! So from now on I trust you to behave properly 

and improve by yourself without me having to tell you all the time. 

Son: OK, Mum, I’ll do it for you because I hate that teacher! 

Mother: You don’t have to do it for me. You have to study and not 

to cause disturbances. 

Son: Right, you’re right. I’ll improve! 

Mother: And I also expect you to go and apologize to the teacher for 

your behavior in maths class. 

Son: OK. 

6. Dialog between two adolescents. 

Girl: How do I look today? I’ve worked hard to be the coolest girl in 

class. I love being special in what I wear and in studies as well. 

Boy: Don’t worry. You’re the most special in the class without 

working hard at it. You have a lovely face and I think lots of guys 

think your figure’s great. They are always asking me about you. 

Don’t worry. 

7. A conversation between a mother and 18-year-old daughter: 
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Daughter: Mom, I want to go on a trip with my friends to the beach 

at (nearby town). 

Mother: No, I don’t allow it. 

Daughter: But, Mom, all my friends are going and I’m on vacation. 

There’s no reason why you should refuse. There’s no school and no 

exams. I’m free. 

Mother: No, I told you, no. Don’t talk about it any more. Get used 

to accepting whatever I say without objecting because otherwise, 

you’ll be punished really severely. 

Daughter: Mom, why are you treating me like this? Give me a 

reason. Try just once to persuade me about what you decide and 

not to force me whenever you feel like it. 

Mother: I don’t have to explain to you why I refuse. It’s my 

decision. It’s your right to ask and mine to refuse. You should 

realize that older people always know better than you what you 

deserve and what not, particularly your parents, without having to 

explain to you. 

Daughter: OK, Mom, as you wish. Whatever you decide I have to 

accept. That’s the world. I can’t change a thing. 

8. A family conversation: 

Son: This year’s summer clothes are really great. I saw them with 

my friend at the mall. 

Mother: What are you trying to say? 
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Son: You always say that. Is there anything strange about my 

expressing my opinion about clothes? 

Mother: It means you’re interested in buying. 

Son: Yes, I want to buy some sports gear. 

The father comes in… 

Father: What, sports clothes? Last week you bought some. You 

don’t need any more. 

Mother: (to father). Let’s see what he likes and whether he has 

some like them and whether he needs them. 

Son: The sports teacher asked us to buy swimming trunks and 

that’s what I don’t have. 

Father: We’ll check it after dinner. Remind me. 

Son: Thanks, Dad for accepting what I say. 

Mother: Don’t worry, son. Everything will be OK.  

9. Conversation between three boys: 

 First Boy: Hi, how are things? 

Second boy: Great, how about you? Did you bring sports gear for 

the basketball game? 

First boy: Oh, I don’t believe it, I forgot! What do I do now? 

Second boy: You’ve got a motorbike…go and get them now. 

First boy: I don’t know if I have short black pants at home. 

Second boy: Ask someone if he has a pair and ride to his house. 
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First boy: (asks third boy). Do you have short pants at home? Do 

you want to ride with me to your house? 

Third boy: Yes, come on…there’s nobody home right now. 

First boy: Wow, there’s a problem. You live next to the police 

station and I don’t have a helmet. 

Third boy: Let me off a little before and I’ll walk there. 

First boy: Cool! 

10. A conversation between father and son: 

Son: Dad. My friend’s throwing a birthday party today. I wanted to 

ask you if I can go. 

Father: What time does it start? 

Son: Eight o’clock. 

Father: Eight o’clock? What kind of a party is that? And why so 

late? 

Son: He’s invited a disc jockey who’s busy all day. He’s only free in 

the afternoon. 

Father: A disc jockey! Very nice! Who is this friend of yours? 

Son: (names the friend) who’s in my class. 

Father: How come his parents allow him to throw a party with a 

disc jockey so late? 

Son: No, no Dad, his parents will be at the party. 

Father: If his parents will be there, why hasn’t he invited us as 

well? 
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Son: Dad, if he invites you, he’ll have to invite all the parents of 

our friends and it won’t be a birthday party, it’ll be a wedding 

reception. 

Father: Why do you answer me like that? I can see that you don’t 

like anything I say. 

Son: Heaven forbid, Dad. I’m just explaining that he’s throwing a 

small party only for friends but his parents wanted to be there so 

that there won’t be a riot. 

Father: What time will it be over? 

Son: Eleven, something like that. 

Father: And you want me to allow you to come home at that hour? 

Son: Dad, all my friends are going and they’ll see me home. Don’t 

worry. 

Father: No. Eleven is too late. 

Son: Come on, Dad, I really want to go, and he was at my birthday 

party. It won’t be nice if I don’t go. 

Father: We made your party here at home in the afternoon. That 

was why his parents allowed him to come. 

Son: OK. Let me go and I’ll come home early. 

Father: I’ll allow you to go on condition that I take you there in the 

car and you stay for an hour or an hour and a half, and I’ll drive 

you home. 

Son: OK, Dad, and thank you very much. 
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Father: You’re welcome, but next time tell your friends to make 

their parties early. 

Son: OK, I’ll tell them. 

 

             Adulthood (19 up) 

1. A conversation between a mother and adult daughter: 

Daughter: Mom, I must have the car today. There’s a party which 

is really important for me. I must be there.      

Mother: You know I don’t like you to take the car. My mind won’t 

be easy. 

Daughter: What do you care? I’ll call when I get there! I promise… 

Mother: That’s nothing to do with it. You know it’s a new car and 

you haven’t driven for a long time… 

Daughter: I’m not a little girl! Say you’re worried about the car and 

that’s it. 

Mother: Why do you say things you know aren’t true? I’m worried 

about you, what do I care about the car? 

Daughter: Why do all my girl friends have the car whenever they 

want, why do their parents trust them and you don’t trust me. 

Mother: You don’t have the car whenever you want it, but 

compared to all your friends, you haven’t been behind the wheel 

for two years! So stop comparing yourself to others. 
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Daughter: It’s not such a great distance, Mom. I don’t want to pay 

for a taxi for no reason. What for? If there’s a car, 

please…understand me… 

 Mother: I really don’t want to quarrel with you and I’m not going 

to! I have no problem about giving you money for a cab and then 

you can travel without problems and I won’t be worried. 

Daughter: OK, what choice do I have? I see they simply don’t trust 

me in this house! 

2. A conversation between a 19-year-old girl and her mother. The 

girl is studying at a distant university and comes home 

weekends. The family is celebrating her brother’s graduation... 

Daughter: I won’t be able to get there on time. 

Mother: That’s a shame. 

Daughter: It’s important for me to be at a ceremony here. 

Mother: All right, do what you think best. I’ll be sorry if you don’t 

come. 

Daughter: The main thing is that I’ll be there some time. It doesn’t 

matter exactly when. 

Mother: It’s important to me, D. In the end, we’ll all meet in the 

morning and not that evening, and what’s the point if you get there 

when nobody’s here any more. 

Daughter: The others aren’t so important; the main thing is for me 

to come for his sake. 
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Mother: When do you intend to set out? 

Daughter: In the afternoon. 

Mother: How are you coming? 

Daughter: By bus. 

Mother: So late? Do you think there are still buses at that hour on 

Friday? 

Daughter: Yes, sure. 

Mother: OK, but I’m sorry. 

Daughter: Not so terrible, the main thing is that I get there. 

Mother: Nevertheless it seems a pity. The family is getting together, 

and you won’t be there. 

Daughter: I’m only coming for him. 

Mother: OK. Do as you like. 

Daughter: OK. 

Mother: How long will you stay? 

Daughter: On Saturday evening I’m going back north. 

Mother: And will you come next week? 

Daughter: Yes, and the one after. 

Mother: Wonderful, at least on the weekends you’ll be home a little. 

Daughter: This is an important time for me. It’s interesting there. 

Mother: That’s the main thing, sweetheart; I hope you’re enjoying 

it. 

Daughter: We’ll talk tomorrow, bye. 
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Mother: Bye, sweetheart. 

3. A family conversation. The daughter has been asked to 

interview her mother on events connected to her own 

birth and babyhood: 

Daughter: Mom, I want to know what your pregnancy was like, 

difficult or normal. 

Mother: (smiling). When I was pregnant your father hoped for a 

boy, because he loves boys, but the thing that interested me most 

was to go through the delivery safely and never mind the sex of the 

baby. 

Daughter: (angrily). That means you expected a boy instead of me. 

Mother: No, daughter, it was never important to me. For me 

everything is the same. 

Daughter: After I was born and you saw my face for the first time, 

how did you feel, Mom? 

Mother: It was an emotion I’ll never forget, a feeling that you were 

part of me, an inseparable part of my body. 

Daughter: (I looked at my mother’s expression, full of joy as she 

talked about memories of the past). 

The father comes in. 

Father: Still interviewing your mother, S.? 

Daughter: Yes, Daddy, but I want to ask you a question. 

Father: Yes, daughter, ask whatever you like. 
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Daughter: Do you still want a son instead of me, Daddy? 

Father: (laughing). I’m very happy to have a beautiful daughter like 

you who will get up now and make me a cup of coffee with her own 

delicate hands. 

4. Conversation in a family where the 25-year-old son has come 

home tired from work. They are eating lunch together. 

Son: Hi, Dad, hi Mom. 

Mother: Hello my son how was work today? You look tired. 

Son: It was hard. I’m very tired and I want to eat. I’m very hungry. 

Mother: Aha…I told you to take food with you but you didn’t want 

to. And I’m sure you refused to eat the food your cousin brings to 

work with you because you’re always like that. 

Son: Mom, stop talking nonsense. I don’t need my cousin’s food. 

Mother: What about your other cousin…eh… you still don’t feel 

anything. Look how polite and pretty she is. It’s true she’s not a 

beauty queen but it’s enough if the entire building talks about her 

manners and the way she does housework with her mother. 

Son: Yes, Mom, that’s true, but…. 

Father: What do you mean, but? You still don’t agree? I’ve given 

my word to your aunt, and next week is the betrothal ceremony. 

Now go over to your cousin and go and buy a dress together. 

Son: All right, Dad, I can’t oppose you. 
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Father: Be delicate with her and don’t shame us because her father 

will be angry if you do something inappropriate or that she doesn’t 

like. 

Son: All right, Dad, I’ll be however you want me to be. It will be all 

right. Don’t worry. 

5. A mother-daughter dialog: 

The mother is 60, was widowed at an early age and has 

scrupulously protected her good name. She has raised her children 

in a conservative spirit. The 22-year-old daughter, who is studying 

at university, needs to borrow a book from a girl friend in the same 

settlement. 

Daughter: Mom, I want to go and bring the book from my friend. 

Mother: Now! Why didn’t you say so earlier? It’s dark now. 

Daughter: But, Mom, I need the book now because I have to give in 

a paper tomorrow. It’s only eight o’clock. 

Mother: It’s eight o’clock but already dark. And the neighbors won’t 

have mercy on us and on me in particular for letting you go out 

alone in the dark! If, Heaven forbid, something happens to you on 

the way, people won’t have mercy and they’ll start telling all kinds 

of stories. 

Daughter: But, Mom I… 

Mother: I said no, no… 
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The daughter is very angry but cannot persuade her mother. She 

goes to bed crying and hating the society in which she lives. 

6. A brief dialog between mother and daughter. The mother has 

returned from a wedding she attended with the father: 

Daughter: Did you sit next to the D. family. 

Mother:  No, are you crazy? Your father doesn’t talk to them. It was 

as if we just didn’t see one another. 

Daughter: That’s not nice. 

Mother: What’s not nice? Let them apologize. Not nice! 

Daughter: Come on, Mom. 

7. A conversation between two neighbors: 

First neighbor:  Your chickens are disturbing us. It’s not only the 

clucking, the smell and the dirt; they’ve been eating out of my 

garden. 

Second neighbor: If that’s what you think, then your dog disturbs 

me. 

First neighbor: I don’t intend to quarrel. I’m asking you nicely and 

for my part, it doesn’t bother me, do what you like. 

Second neighbor: I’ve been waiting for this day. You, all the time 

you have complaints. 

First neighbor: You should be ashamed. I try to be nice all the 

time. 
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Second neighbor: I know you, you’re like a snake. Smooth outside 

and poisonous inside. 

First neighbor: In any case, you should think well before you let 

your filth out of your mouth (goes in and closes the door). 

8. A boy’s story: 

Me and my friend A. argued with our third friend. G, and G., who 

has a good heart, said a rather rude word. I think he said it 

without meaning to, as a joke. My friend A. thought he said it on 

purpose in order to insult him and wouldn’t talk to him. I tried to 

persuade him that G. hadn’t meant it and that he shouldn’t blow it 

out of proportion, and I said we should go and talk to G. I said that 

even if he’d made a mistake, we should forgive him and give in a 

little and talk to him because he’d forgiven us more than once in a 

similar situation and a similar mistake. My friend A. felt that his 

dignity had been hurt and that it had been done deliberately. But I 

was there and I didn’t feel that. It was said as a joke and it became 

a serious problem and my friend wouldn’t give in. 

I kept on trying to persuade him. “He’s been our friend for years 

and it’s not worth breaking up a relationship. Give him another 

chance,” I said. My friend A.  wasn’t persuaded and kept on 

insisting that he wanted to break off relations. When I pressured 

him, he said: “If you say another word, I’ll leave you too’, as if I was 

defending G. 
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I got angry with A. and I said to him: ‘Then it’s you who are out of 

line and not him’. I went and talked to G. and tried to persuade 

him to restrain himself over what he’d seen and to go and talk to 

him. He said to me: ‘I just said a word as a joke and I didn’t mean 

to hurt anybody, because we’re used to it and we always behave 

like that’. He didn’t mean to insult A. and didn’t feel guilty. And he 

refused to talk to him because he said he hadn’t made a mistake 

and a good friend wouldn’t wait for an opportunity to break off a 

friendship. 

9. A dialog between husband and wife: 

Wife: I’m tired of it all; everyday we do the same thing. Nothing 

new! I work so hard, bring the children back from school, buy 

everything for the household, and you don’t help me. 

Husband: You know, wife, I work hard too and I spend long hours 

at work and I don’t do it for me, it’s for you. 

Wife: I understand that and everyone works. But you don’t pay 

attention to me and the children. 

Husband: What are you saying? You’re the one who pays no 

attention to me and you devote all your time to the children. 

Wife: That’s not true. I live for you and devote my time to you and 

to them. 

Husband: I know that and I appreciate you, dear wife. So what do 

you think about going out to dinner and changing the atmosphere? 
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Wife: It’s a good idea and an end to arguments. But I want you to 

know I love you so much. 

Husband: Wife, that last sentence I always like to hear. 

10. A telephone conversation between two women friends: 

First friend: I have a lot of worries. I see myself as someone with a 

great deal of worries, well…not a great deal, but two very very 

major ones. Just today I did a drawing; we had to do one for my 

studies, draw something, and I drew a figure, which was me, with 

a black stone over me, and I called it: ‘When will that stone be 

under me?’ as if I was dead and standing on it?1 It really 

preoccupies me a lot. 

Second friend: You said ‘two worries’. What two worries are you 

talking about? 

First friend: About money and relationships, eh… money that…it’s 

very personal…and takes a great deal of energy from me. And as 

for the relationship that’s missing. I miss it very much…all the 

time it comes back to me, and I keep thinking about it…what…why 

aren’t I…because I surely have a part in it…and…but I don’t do 

anything about it…and I feel that it’s not at all simple. And of 

course the lack of money. 

Second friend: I understand that it’s something that has been 

going on a long time, this lack of money; it’s not something that 

started bothering you this morning. 
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First friend: No, a long time… 

Second friend: hmmm…and what are you actually doing about it – 

beyond work, and I know and assume you’re working hard. How do 

you tackle that ‘lack’? 

First friend: All the time I’m thinking…eh…in a very…I don’t know 

how to say it, dry, analytical, non-analytical – purposeful way, 

what to do day to day…and calculations every day – ‘I’ll take 

something from here…I’ll take off here…’, and apart from that, I try 

to think ahead –I’m studying now so that in the future I won’t be in 

this situation in ten years time. I’m trying to pull myself forward so 

that…in a way that can help me here and now. 

Second friend: How does it affect your daily life – this worry? 

First friend: I’m depressed. I feel a kind of despair…I haven’t any 

strength left, let someone take it off me already, coping with all 

this. 

Second friend: Who gives you strength? Or what gives you 

strength? 

First friend: I do (silence)…it’s mainly me. And good friends. Good 

friends help me. 

Second friend: How do you give yourself strength? 

First friend: I – I have no idea where from. It’s ever since I can 

remember myself, I tackle things alone…I’ve never had the feeling 

that…that there’s someone to turn to, that there’s someone who 
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will support me…someone who will help me…let’s say at home or 

the parents or…although I knew they were there and they love 

me…but I never had anyone to turn to, so ever since I can 

remembers I’ve been solving things alone, no alternative and no 

room for many emotions. Or no room for a lot of preoccupation 

with this and with how I feel…or going to accept emotional support 

or…one has to tackle what there is. Problems – have to be solved, 

so I have to solve problems alone. There’s no room for what I’m 

experiencing, how I feel and…solving it. And I have no idea how 

strength comes and from where. 

Second friend: It’s apparently there inside you 

First friend: Apparently…I don’t know how to define it. 

11.A conversation between two male friends: 

First friend: Well, did you get into the University for a master’s 

degree. 

Second friend: I’m on the waiting list. Some were accepted, some 

weren’t and some are on the waiting list. 

First friend: Were you disappointed? 

Second friend: So so. Most of the people I knew weren’t accepted. 

There was apparently very strict selection. But meanwhile I’m 

continuing with the entrance requirements for the other university. 

First friend: Where would you prefer? 
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Second friend: The first choice, of course. I want it more. If I study 

at the other I’ll have to find a better-paying job, because the 

studies cover fewer days. 

First friend: OK, not so terrible. There’s still a chance. 

Second friend: You know me. I’m very optimistic. What has to 

happen will happen. But I’m a little scared at not knowing that will 

happen next year. 

12.A conversation between two student friends at the beginning of 

the exam season: 

First friend: Did you know that our university is the only one that 

lets students take the exam again at the later date and then decide 

to give up after half an hour? 

Second friend: I didn’t know. That’s lucky, it gives you the 

opportunity to look at the exam paper and decide if it’s worth 

taking it again. 

First friend: It only exists in undergraduate studies. There’s no 

possibility in graduate courses. You either take the exam or don’t 

come at all. 

Second friend: That’s a pity; I think that if the university wants its 

students to succeed, it should allow graduate students to do it as 

well. 

First friend: I think the opposite. In undergraduate studies, the 

students are new and they don’t yet know what a university exam 
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looks like. So they should be allowed to think it over and check. 

But in graduate studies you already know the procedure and its 

simpler, particularly since you already have a degree and the 

expectations from you are higher. 

Second friend: I don’t know. I think there should still be a 

possibility of walking out of the exam for graduate students as 

well. 

First friend: You know what? I’ll tell you something more; I think 

there should be a possibility of walking out only in the first 

undergraduate year. 

Second friend: You’re really strict; luckily you don’t have to make 

those decisions. 

First friend: Don’t forget this is a university and there are high-

quality people who came to invest in studies. You study for the 

sake of study and not for a few grades in a report card like in high 

school. 

Second friend: But you yourself took exams on the later date more 

than once and improved your grades or decided not to take it. How 

do you explain that? 

First friend: I was allowed to so I did it. If they hadn’t permitted it, 

it would also have been OK. 

13.A telephone conversation between mother and daughter: 

Daughter: Hallo, what’s going on? 
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Mother: Everything’s fine. What, did you want something? 

Daughter: Yes, did you pay the voucher? Did they sign? 

Mother: Yes, sure. 

Daughter: Thanks. You hear?  They just made me really mad at 

work. 

Mother: Why? 

Daughter: Because there’s stock-taking and they don’t have 

enough workers and they took it out on me. Why can’t I come and 

why don’t I make arrangements just the way I said in the 

interview…so I told her I had exams and papers and other 

commitments and I do whatever I can. 

Mother: Yes, and… 

Daughter: So she said it didn’t interest her and then, after she told 

me that she’d been contacting all the workers all morning and 

pleading with them to come, and this one had a headache and this 

one had a backache and this one didn’t feel good… I said that, to 

the same extent, it’s not my business. So what happens? She asks 

me: ‘So what, I’m supposed to solve it now?’ So I said to her: ‘Can 

I? I’m supposed to solve it?’ And she was quiet and very irritated. I 

think she was seething with nerves. There’s crazy pressure there. I 

got so mad. I’m still in shock. 

Mother: But you shouldn’t be rude. Say nicely that you’d be happy 

to help but you can’t. 
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Daughter: But I really wasn’t rude. She complained about me, said 

she’d informed the manager. So what should I do? I said that if she 

wanted me to brief her every week about my arrangements, then 

it’s no problem for me to go over to her every week, I’ve no 

objections. They just bully me because I’m the newest. 

Mother: All right, it will be all right. They’ll soon forget about it 

when the pressure eases. 

Daughter: OK, I know…I hope it will be OK. The guy who makes all 

the arrangements is really snooty, a jerk. Twice he talked to me 

today and twice he slammed down the phone without saying 

goodbye, without anything. Really arrogant. 

Mother: So what’s wrong with him, why? 

Daughter: So I called back and asked to talk to him and I said: 

‘Listen, twice you’ve slammed down the phone on me. I don’t know 

if you pay attention to yourself, but a little good manners wouldn’t 

hurt you’. So he said ’OK’, I said ‘Bye’ and he said ‘Bye’. Really a 

jerk, but I had to, who does he think he is? I think that because of 

that he went to see her about me. 

Mother: All right, it will be all right. 

Daughter: OK, so we’ll talk soon. 

Mother: Bye. 
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Solutions 

Infancy (0-6) 

1. This conversation takes place in a modern society. 

Achieving the developmental task: the little boy goes happily to 

nursery school and this apparently indicates that he has integrated well. 

It is a modern nursery school which demands modern rather than 

traditional integration. In other words, he is expected to achieve 

independence in certain spheres, which is almost certainly not 

demanded in traditional society at the same age. As for the little girl, the 

teacher replies that she trusts her to integrate wherever she is. This is 

undoubtedly a statement which suggests that the child is achieving the 

developmental task of her culture. At her early age she is already less 

dependent on her environment and more on herself. 

Tools: the parents admire the teacher, and she, for her part, 

admires the children. 

Outcome:  the father says that his son goes to nursery school 

happily. He does not speak of his own happiness, but that of his child. If 

he himself is happy, it is because the child is happy and not the reverse. 

The teacher is also aware of this. The mother is looking for a place her 

children will attend happily. Again, the children’s feelings are at the 

center at this age and even earlier. The teacher replies that she relies on 

the daughter. She is familiar with her strengths and her ability to get 

along in all kinds of places and with all kinds of children. She does not 
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think that this ability to get along depends on the group. She is directed 

towards the child and not the environment. And thus the child will grow 

up receiving encouragement to develop self-focused emotions. Finally, 

the mother compliments the teacher for her personality and 

professionalism. As noted before, this kind of statement– a direct 

compliment addressed to the individual is not common in traditional 

society, because admiration represents uniqueness and self-focused 

emotion. 

Both the boy and girl are being guided, from any early age, to 

express their views as befits members of democratic societies because 

their emotional experience is central. Every drawing they do in nursery 

school will arouse admiration and their creativity will be encouraged. 

And if one of them constructs a beautiful house out of bricks, the teacher 

will tell the parents about it admiringly, again reinforcing the child’s 

ability to solve problems himself. 

This conversation might develop as follows in traditional society: 

Father: Good morning, M. How are you? The year is over, hard to 

believe. Tell me, how was it? 

Teacher: My head is not in the nursery school now, perhaps you 

can tell me? 

Father: I simply don’t know. Its enough that my son is happy to 

come here. That’s about it. 
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Teacher: Yes, your son really did come every day happily. Good for 

him! 

Mother: (to the father). You know I don’t want to move away 

because of the children. Where will we find a teacher like her? 

Where? She’s so sweet, the children love her a lot. 

Teacher: I wish you every success in life together with your 

children. 

Achieving the developmental task: the traditional translator 

found it necessary to add to the teacher’s reference to the little boy: 

‘Good for him’. In modern society, a child who comes happily to nursery 

school doesn’t do it for others or for the teacher, but for himself, so that 

‘Good for him’ is not appropriate. The traditional teacher, therefore, 

emphasizes the social importance of this happiness and how good it 

makes other feel. She teaches the child how his conduct influences his 

environment and prepares him for life in a collectivist society. 

Tools: the teacher uses the relative title, ‘your son’, instead of his 

given name and the word ‘together’, but above all she is encouraging his 

integration and granting him respect as a result. 

Outcome: the translator chose to compose a collectivist 

conversation quite similar to the modern one, including admiration for 

the teacher, which, as we noted, is not common in traditional society. 

But the admiration is immediately connected in the same sentence to the 

fact that ‘the children love her a lot’. This is in contrast to the modern 
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conversation, where the sentence: ‘Where will we find a teacher like her?’ 

stands by itself. The admiration is not directed, therefore, at the person 

herself, but at the connection she establishes with the environment. 

There are another two differences. The traditional father asks the 

teacher: ‘Tell me, how was the year?’ while the modern father asks: ‘How 

do you sum up the year in the nursery school?’ The traditional father 

invites a less committed statement, based more on the connection 

between them, while the modern father invites a more organized 

summary. Also striking is the omission from the translation of the 

sentence: ‘I trust her to fit in anywhere, I’m sure of. The traditional 

teacher is content with wishing success to all the family and emphasizes 

‘togetherness’ because it is not expected that a child can be relied on and 

will be able to get along in all kinds of places through her own efforts. 

In the nursery school, the teacher will tend to reinforce appropriate 

social behavior which entails consideration and help for. She will 

encourage the children to be good and clever and not necessarily creative 

and talented. The boy will continue to be happy to come because that is 

what authority expects of him and is thereby contributing to society as a 

whole and not necessarily because he is really happy. In this way it will 

be hard for him to create from within himself as is customary in a 

modern nursery school. His creation will serve to appease authority and 

will be adapted to what he thinks is expected of him. For example, the 

teacher may emphasize that it is forbidden to paint outside the lines, and 
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suppress self-expression – external rules at the expense of internal 

sensations. 

2. This conversation takes place in a traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: it is possible that the 

daughter has not yet overcome her jealousy of her brother, who is 

younger than she but enjoys preferential treatment from his parents. She 

is unkind to him and is punished. In future she will learn to respect her 

brother and even to obey him and will integrate better into her society. 

Her brother knows how to make effective use of his parents when he is 

under attack. And he seems to have learned that his parents will support 

him in confrontations of this kind with his sister, as their society 

dictates. Will a beating promote his training in hygiene? Perhaps, but it 

will also instill in him fear and he will feel that he is responding to an 

external threat rather than to his own inner will. The developmental task 

to which the father aspires is that his son should not be pampered, 

should be strong, be a man. The final result will therefore be inner fear 

and a façade of strength and manliness as his father wishes. The boy will 

learn to hide his fear from the environment, not to cry when smacked 

and to create the opposite impression to his true feelings. 

Tools:  aggression expressed in threats of physical punishment, 

blows and submission. There is also use of commands. 

Outcome: the parents are raising their children to be polite 

towards others from an early age and teaching them that children must 
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not sit down to eat before adults. In modern society, children are often 

served before adults on the assumption that they are small and it is 

harder for them to wait. In traditional society, where the parent and his 

authority are at the center, it is customary for adults to eat before 

children. In modern society, children are commonly given the tastiest 

part of the chicken out of consideration for them and the thought that 

they need to grow, while in traditional society it will be given to the 

father.  

The traditional son and daughter will develop considerable social 

skills. In the future the daughter will most probably not become involved 

with her brother or insult him. She will learn that to serve him is a more 

rewarding path for her. She will learn to submit, so that her sense of 

humor and mischief, even if it can be offensive (“What a parrot…..’) will 

wane and with them her creativity and ability to respond logically and to 

insist. When her aggressive and liberated laugh is suppressed (she 

laughed when describing how her brother had wet himself) she will 

become more obedient and passive. We can, therefore, pinpoint the 

suppression of the creative, scientific and democratic forces which 

develop naturally from birth. The fate of the son will be similar but he 

will follow a different path. He will continue to recruit the aid of his 

parents when needed because it will be easier for him, and will continue 

to be dependent on them. He will not learn egalitarian democratic 

thinking, and will not learn to cope with his sister by himself. The only 
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way to respond to his sister’s teaching would be through a creative 

logical exercise of which he is not capable Thus, his democratic, creative 

and scientific skills will be impaired.  

A modern version of the conversation: 

Mother: Children, do you remember what I said before we came her 

to your aunt’s house? 

Daughter: Sure I remember, you told us not to make too much 

mess with the games. 

Son: Sure I remember. You told us not to make too much mess 

with the games. 

Daughter: What a parrot. Always chattering and repeating what I 

say. 

Son: (crying). Mummy, look what she says about me. 

Father: N., that’s not nice. You’re insulting D. (sadly). 

Daughter: (smiles shamefacedly). 

The interviewer returns ten minutes later and sees the boy crying. 

There is an unpleasant smell. 

Interviewer: What’s that? 

Daughter: (jumps up laughing). He peed his pants. 

Mother: That’s no reason to laugh. It could happen to anyone. You 

don’t learn to hold back all at once, and it took time for you as 

well. 
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Mother: (gets up shortly afterwards and takes the boy to the 

bathroom). This time we didn’t succeed. Not so terrible. Next time 

when you feel that you need to pee, we’ll run to the bathroom 

straight away. OK? 

Achieving the developmental task: The girl is apparently jealous 

of her little brother. Her parents serve as an example of restraint. Her 

father addresses her sadly and her mother explains rather than scolding. 

The child’s developmental task in modern society is to focus on herself, 

her actions and achievements and to be less occupied with her brother. 

Her parents’ reaction encourages this direction because of the sadness 

and restraint of their responses. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume 

that in the future she will be able to free herself of jealousy, which 

basically represents external locus of control and comparison to another, 

and focus through her internal locus of control on her own affairs. Her 

brother will learn to answer her and to look after himself when his 

parents do not hasten to his aid, and they will sometimes leave the 

children to cope for themselves. And as for teaching hygiene, it does not 

matter how fast the boy internalizes the prohibitions, in any event his 

mother’s stance will grant him a feeling of success which may 

accompany him in other confrontations as well. Both children are on the 

right path to independence. 
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Tools: The father’s empathy towards his son (‘You’re insulting D.’) 

and the mother assertive response to her daughter (‘That’s no reason to 

laugh’). The entire conversation is polite. 

Outcome: the parents address their children politely and 

acknowledge their emotions, both jealousy and hurt, and do not try to 

shape them by force.  They are thereby helping the children to develop an 

internal locus of control so that they will be able to contain their 

emotions themselves and will have less need of aid or external control. 

Then their conflict-free sphere will expand and with it their skill in 

scientific thinking. In several years time, in school, they will be more 

preoccupied with the material they study than with the teacher and their 

relationship with him or her. We see that politeness is vital in the family 

for the development of an unthreatened internal expanse which enables 

the child to think freely and to raise various solutions to problems – 

namely, politeness is the progenitor of scientific development. Such 

words as ‘please’ and ‘thank you’ make all the difference. The little girl 

whose father says ‘please’ to her is a child whose father has appealed to 

her reason and granted her the right to refuse. By saying ‘please’, he has 

addressed her ability to think logically and prepared her for life in a 

democratic society, where the individual has the right not to agree. The 

little girl in this example will learn in due course not to insult her 

brother, but she will not forfeit her creativity and scientific thinking as 

happened to her traditional counterpart. Conversely, she will have fewer 
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tools for coping with emotional manipulations which may be exerted on 

her. She will find it hard to understand such emotions as envy, revenge, 

threat, making an impression, dignity, compassion etc because she is 

directed to understand herself more than others. 

3. This sentence is said by a traditional mother:  

Achieving the developmental task: the question is rhetorical, in 

other words the answer is known in advance, and the aim of the question 

is to emphasize the answer and nothing more. It is certainly not an open 

question which invites the child’s response, for example: ‘I’m playing.’ If 

the mother had said: ‘It’s forbidden to touch the dirt!’ the statement 

would not have been as valid as the question and the subsequent 

answer, because it creates a closed circle of question and answer with its 

own inner rhythm, like verse, which renders the statement more valid. 

The words: ‘You know’ serve to accentuate the child’s misdemeanor: he 

has deliberately done something he knows is wrong. It is clear that when 

the facts are presented in this fashion the child is denied the possibility 

of asking why it is forbidden. Ostensibly, he already knows the answer. 

And if it is forbidden to ask it is also forbidden to think. It seems 

probable that in the future he will avoid dirt instinctively rather than out 

of understanding, and will adapt himself to his mother’s needs and 

achieve his developmental task. 

Tools: some questions are commands rather than questions. 
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Outcome: The very question: ‘Why did you put your hand there?’ 

evokes anxiety. ‘You know’ reinforces the anxiety. The child is controlled 

from outside. His attentiveness to the subtleties of the phrasing and 

intonation will increase with time. He will also develop better 

comprehension of the non-verbal language of facial expression, body 

movement and hints than his modern counterpart. He will internalize the 

rules of external locus of control. Playing in the sandbox and with water 

is the greatest creative activity of small children from an early age. 

License to be dirty equals freedom of creation for a child. The mother is 

therefore restricting her child physically, by forbidding him to play with 

dirt, but also intellectually by the way in which she presents the ban. If 

they had discussed when it is permissible to be dirty, why and how 

much, the child would have been able to solve a logical problem for 

beginners in his conflict-free sphere. But questions of the kind quoted 

here, common in traditional society, impair free. 

In modern society the statement might have been phrased as: 

‘Don’t put your hand in the dirt because then we’ll have to work 

hard to clean it.’ 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother explains to the 

child. In future this child may demand explanations or try to find 

explanations for himself. Underlying his independent thinking will be the 

desire and attempt to understand. 
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Tools: assertiveness. Beyond this, the explanation renders the 

words: ‘Don’t put,’ more polite and more empathetic.  Understandable 

statements are undoubtedly less threatening. 

Outcome: the modern child will be able, if he so chooses, to cite 

counter-arguments, promise to wash etc. These are his first steps in 

reasoned scientific thinking and in democratic life. 

4. This conversation takes place in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the child is focused on herself 

and wants a grand birthday party. Her mother directs her to the family’s 

economic plight, and then to her friend’s financial straits. When this does 

not achieve the aim, the mother can only wish her daughter that at some 

time in the future she too will be deprived so that she can understand 

others – thereby achieving her developmental task. 

Tools:  the child wants a big party, wants to be at the center and 

for everyone to admire her. Her mother, however, encourages integration. 

She wants her daughter to understand her through identification. When 

she is in financial straits in the future as her parents are now, only then 

will she understand them. The mother addresses her by relative titles: 

‘darling,’ ‘love,’ ‘my child’ and not by her given name. 

Outcome: the little girl is a normal child who wants a big, 

elaborate party like other children, and finds it hard to accept the fact 

that the family does not have enough money for such a party. In the end, 

the mother expresses the wish that in the future she too will be poor so 
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that she can understand her mother. Togetherness and identification 

must be preserved even at the price of future deprivation. In democratic 

society, parents tend to wish their children a better future than they 

themselves had and greater achievements. But in traditional society, 

such success undermines the sense of shared destiny and can elicit 

envy. For example, it is probable that this child will not aspire to be rich 

because of the gap which this would create between her and her 

relatives. The desire for a ‘happy end’, which is one of the foundations of 

modern society, is transformed in this case into a desire for traditional 

‘togetherness.’ One day this child will renounce narcissism and receive in 

return familial warmth which will be no less important to her than the 

development of democratic, scientific and creative abilities. A birthday 

party is a narcissistic experience; the child has the central role and 

receives presents. This mother is undoubtedly curbing her child’s 

excitement, but it does not differ from the celebratory feelings she will 

experience when she succeeds in the future in solving a difficult maths 

problem or writing a good essay or drawing a beautiful picture. Then too 

she will be at the center of her world and will run to her parents in the 

hope of gaining their admiration. When that does not happen her 

motivation will be greatly reduced. The mother is directed towards the 

comparative aspect and not the personal aspect, togetherness and not 

uniqueness. She will suppress her emergent natural and healthy 
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narcissism and instead will instill in her child feelings of intimacy and 

warmth more appropriate for traditional societies. 

In modern society, the conversation might develop as follows: 

Child: Mom, I’m very happy. It’s the first time you’ve made me a 

birthday party. 

Mother: Yes, sweetheart, we made an effort to make a party for 

you. It wasn’t easy and I hope you enjoy it. 

Child: All the children in my class have parties and invite lots of 

children and get presents. I’ll also get lots of presents tomorrow. 

They’ll bring me things I like or haven’t got. 

Mother: Yes, you’ll really have fun and so will all of us. 

Child: Yes, I’m happy, Mom, because there’ll be lots of cakes and 

candies and candles and balloons and a camera…and everything. 

Mother: Yes. It may not be as grand as the parties some of your 

friends make whose parents have more money but it won’t be less 

fun. 

Child: What is it, Mom? Why are you sad? 

Mother: I’m not sad, maybe just a little because I’m sorry we don’t 

have enough money to hire a clown the way you wanted. 

Child: That’s not so terrible, Mom. My friend has prepared a very 

good program and there will be lots of surprises. 
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Mother: Yes, I’m sure it will be fun. And I hope that in future you’ll 

have more than we have and you’ll be able to make big wonderful 

parties for your own children. 

Achieving the developmental task: in the mother’s opinion, the 

child should strive to move forward so as to achieve in the future. 

Tools: fun is the central issue, and the mother encourages her 

daughter to admire her birthday party. 

Outcome: as noted, one of the basic tenets of modern culture is 

the parents’ desire for their children to have more than they had, to 

surpass them; they are not afraid that this will create distance between 

the Self-realization is the name of the game. The mother tries not to 

burden her daughter with the family’s economic plight and does not 

direct her to greater consideration for her friends’ financial status. She 

directs her towards enjoyment. It is no accident that the child succeeds 

in cheering up her mother, because she has been taught to focus on 

herself without excessive consideration for others. Her creative work will 

win admiration without comparison with the environment, which is liable 

to reduce its value. And her separate opinions on various issues will be 

respected as befits a democratic society. This child will undoubtedly be 

less sensitive to the situation of her friends and relatives. 

5. This conversation takes place in a modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the child identifies with his 

mother’s wishes and renounces his tears and his obstinacy. In the future 
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it will be easy for him to adapt to his parents’ demands, and harmony 

will be preserved in the home. 

Tools: the mother’s aggression subdues the child. 

Outcome: from the outset the mother does not suggest to her son 

that he choose a game, but orders him to go and play with his car. It is 

not then clear why she does not respond to his request to play with 

building blocks and brings him an album instead. Perhaps she couldn’t 

bring the blocks at that moment. In any event, she does not give him an 

explanation and decides for him. Nor does she encourage him to play 

alone, but suggests activity which is connected to her. She is creating 

dependence on her. A child who waits for his mother and understands 

why he is doing so, feels more independent and less controlled than a 

child who does not understand why he is waiting. The former develops 

an internal locus of control – understanding - while the other develops an 

external locus of control, where the child is dependent on his mother. In 

this case a game, which may be regarded as the symbol of creativeness, 

is an expression of a dependency relationship. The mother goes on to 

forbid the child to cry and persist. The ban on crying denies him the 

ability to express his feelings. The ban on ‘being stubborn’ is tantamount 

to ordering him to change his character rather than his specific behavior. 

The mother does not permit him to insist, and in the future it will be 

hard for him to express his views. He will not be qualified for life in 

democratic society. Being punished for protesting is hard for a small 
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child: ‘I won’t buy you the game you want. And I won’t buy you candies’. 

The child has no alternative but to submit. But sometimes, to be 

adamant in the face of authority is the secret of. This child has learned 

not to persist in order to keep the peace at home. He will probably grow 

up to gratify his parents by adapting to them. 

A modern translation of this conversation: 

Child: Mommy, come and play with me. 

Mother: I’m busy now, my sweet. Choose yourself a game till I 

finish. 

Child: I don’t know what to choose. I want to play with you. 

Mother: I’m busy now. Play with whatever you want till I’m free. 

Child: I’ve got nothing to play with. It’s all boring. 

Mother: It’s not possible that everything’s boring. Anyway, if you’re   

bored, that’s your affair. It’s not my job to entertain you. 

The child sits idly, bored. The mother continues her work. He goes 

over, picks up a book and starts leafing through it. 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother is encouraging 

the child to choose his games for himself and to be responsible for what 

he does. He is on the path to independence. 

Tools: the mother is assertive and does not retreat from her stand. 

Outcome: she wants to play with her son but does not think it is 

her task to rescue him from boredom, because she feels that boredom 

should essentially be solve by the individual alone. In the future he will 
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not ask her who to vote for and will not involve her in his personal 

creativity in any particular sphere. Acting alone, he will undoubtedly feel 

lonely and even depressed from time to time – these emotions are the 

regular companions of independence. They will be less familiar to his 

traditional counterpart because they disappear with dependence. 

6. This is a conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task:  at this stage, the daughter 

still argues with her mother and succeeds in extracting a promise that 

she will get what she wants. In her experience, such promises are not 

always kept. This child will achieve the developmental task expected of 

her by not insisting on her taste and accepting her mother’s opinion on 

various issues. The child’s remark: ‘But don’t tell me lies’, is not an 

accepted remark in her society and indicates that she has ability to 

control her mother, and that this will make it hard for her to accept 

authority and integrate in her society. 

Tools: the mother rejects the child’s taste: ‘All the balloons are the 

same’, she says. She goes on to identify with her daughter by saying: ‘I 

promise to bring you balloons’. If she understood her distress, her 

preference for the non-existent purple, she would be empathetic. 

Outcome: the child wants a purple balloon, but the purple 

balloons have apparently run out. Her mother tells her that all the 

balloons are the same. In an individualist society, the tendency is to 

assume that one cannot argue with emotion. This is not true of 
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collectivist societies. The mother wants her daughter to adopt her stance 

and forget that she would prefer purple. In individualist society the belief 

is: ‘each to his own taste’. This is valid when the emotion is self-focused. 

In a society where emotion is other-focused, there are many differences 

of opinion and there is a strong need to accept the stance of authority. It 

is interesting to see how the mother progresses from rejection of the 

child’s feeling to identification with her. The interim stance, where the 

mother understands the child’s distress but does not try to change the 

situation, is not accessible to her. In the future, when the child is 

required to vote in democratic elections, it will be hard for her to be 

empathetic towards an opinion different to her own. She will identify with 

certain opinions, will reject others, but the stance that it is possible to 

understanding without agreeing – will not be familiar to her. If her 

mother wins, as usually happens in her culture, will she be able to 

choose a color for her drawing? Or will she prefer to adopt someone else’s 

choice? The lie is nothing but manipulation, in this case employed by the 

mother in order to render hr child dependent. Disappointment follows. 

The lie replaces coping mechanisms which can jump into action when 

the truth is told. If the mother had said, ‘I’m sorry but there are no more 

purple balloons’, the child could have coped with the sadness and 

disappointment. She could have looked for another color, planned when 

and how to get what she wants, and tried to exchange balloons with 

another child. She could go home and try to color the balloon purple etc. 
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The lie closed those doors, and left her dependent on her mother, and 

when she is disappointed, it will be in the context of her mother, who 

made a promise and will not be free to cope with reality and the solutions 

it enables. In this respect, the lie is the enemy of logical-scientific and 

creative thinking. 

A modern translation: 

Child: I want a purple balloon. 

Mother: Isn’t the yellow enough? 

Child: I don’t like yellow. 

Mother: I understand. But unfortunately there are no more purple 

balloons. 

Child: (crying, angry and refuses to join in the party). 

Mother: I told you, there are no purple balloons. All the balloons 

are finished. 

Child: So buy me a purple one when we go out together. 

Mother: OK, at the first opportunity. 

Child: Yes, but remember you promised. 

Achieving the developmental task:  the child suggests a 

solution, the mother accepts it. At the first opportunity she will buy her a 

purple balloon. The child has achieved her developmental task of her 

society which encourages independent thinking. 

Tools: the mother display empathy (…’I understand…’) and 

assertiveness. The child is also assertive: ‘But remember you promised’. 
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Outcome: the individualist mother respects her daughter’s feelings 

even if there is no logic in them and does not efface them. The daughter, 

for her part, demands that her mother remember her promise. She 

reminds her mother that sometimes she forgets promises, but does not 

accuse her of lying. The difference lies in awareness. A lie is deliberate 

manipulation while forgetfulness is not deliberate. The mother can forget 

because she is focused on herself and her own affairs but not because 

she tried consciously to persuade the child to change her stance. In the 

assertive dialog between them, each respects the other’s living space. 

They do not want to activate one another or impose their will. 

The child’s taste is her first creation; her mother respects it and 

responds to the child’s suggestion for solution. She is preparing her 

daughter for creativity and scientific thinking without being conscious of 

the fact. In the democratic argument on the child’s right to receive a 

balloon of the color she likes, the child insists and wins. The mother has 

sown an early seed which will encourage her daughter’s awareness of her 

rights – and human rights are the basis for democracy. The traditional 

child was also promised a balloon but the lie she was told is liable to 

convert her experience from independence and victory to dependence. 

7. A conversation in a traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: when the child learns to eat 

in accordance with his parents’ expectation and not only in accordance 

with his feelings, he will be achieving his developmental task. In his 
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society, meeting the expectations of others is no less important, and 

perhaps more so, than his own feelings. 

Tools: the mother uses commands when she says: ‘He must eat!’ 

Outcome: the father tends towards the modern-individualist 

stance, but the mother thinks that eating must be supervised from 

outside and does not think that the child’s feelings are the important 

issue. The traditional interviewer also feels that that it is not right to 

command the child and experiences it as punitive. (‘Maybe he’s not 

hungry?’)but the mother is adamant. ‘Eat as much as you want’ is a 

commonly-used sentence in modern culture which reflects an accepted 

view of the child’s needs. In traditional-collectivist culture, parents often 

feel that it is their duty to force a child to eat. For the child, hunger and 

repletion are primary sensations. When this sensation too is subjugated 

to the need of society, not much is left to the inner child. This physical 

sensation and the child’s ability to rely on his feelings are the basis for 

all creativity. A child who cannot rely on his sensations and requires 

direction from outside will find it hard to create something from within 

himself. He will be directed towards appeasing his environment at the 

expense of his feelings. Then, for example, his art or his writing will 

proceed in accordance with the consensus and will lack personal 

components. And unquestionably they will not be appropriate for 

democratic society. Instead the society will consist of a group of people 

who, at least outwardly, think identically. The reward for all these losses 
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will be a sense of cohesive togetherness which fosters security and is as 

cherished by traditional society as is self-realization by modern society. 

A modern version: 

Father: Eat as much as you want. 

Mother: Lately he doesn’t eat a thing. It worries me. 

Interviewer to mother: Rely on his body to have the right feelings. 

Mother: I do, but I still worry. 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother speaks of her 

feelings and separates them from those of her son. She is aware that her 

concern is not necessarily justified. Thus, the child’s independence is 

preserved where his feelings are concerned. He will most probably 

develop into an adult who relies on himself in accordance with the 

developmental task of his culture. 

Tools: the mother is empathetic towards the child’s feelings and 

trusts them. At the same time, she is assertive and does not forgo her 

concern. 

Outcome: the mother’s ability to contain her concern and not 

burden her son with it, namely the profound acknowledgement that she 

and her son are separate individuals and that not every feelings of hers is 

of universal value,  enables the child to grow into independence. He too 

will learn that his feelings are his alone and others do not necessarily 

share them. He will be able to grant his environment the living space his 

mother gave him. Since the child’s inner voice has received its first 
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acknowledgement around the family table, this identification will serve 

him well later on when he is asked to express his opinions in public, and 

in scientific thinking, where he will be obliged to defend his views and his 

conclusions. And what of creativity?  The creator strives to find his true 

voice. 

8. This conversation takes place in a traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the child is motivated by the 

outside world and not from within. Hence, he is achieving his 

developmental task from an early age. 

Tools: the mother encourages her son to identify with what she 

says. 

Outcome: the mother is raising her son to be good and diligent, 

and is not admiring him as a creative, talented child. He is obedient and 

invests efforts to please his parents and teacher and he is also a good 

boy – in the social context. Particularly interesting is the way the mother 

manipulates him in order to bring him to the place where she wants him 

to be. She does not think that her son is trying to make progress for his 

own sake, out of his personal wishes. She thinks he is doing it in order to 

prove to her that what she says is right. Such an education undoubtedly 

produces a child who thinks in this way. From now on not his own 

desires will be at the center of his consciousness, but the question of 

how and whether he has appeased the environment. The mother will be 

dependent on him and his reinforcements just as he will be dependent 
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on her and on attempts to please her. If the expectations of both sides 

are met, both will experience intimacy and warmth. 

Since this child’s world is outward- rather than inner-directed, 

when his maths teacher asks him how he solved an exercise he is liable 

simply to erase his work because of fear, as teachers in collectivist 

society often relate. He is not used to defending his views and explaining 

his stance to the environment. He will certainly find it difficult to 

compose a question and answer it, because he is not accustomed to 

asking himself questions. He will also find it hard to consider that the 

teacher may be wrong. Talented teachers in traditional societies can 

exploit this and play a game with their pupils in which they deliberately 

write errors on the board and the pupils have to catch the error. Many 

traditional pupils could find this to be a refreshing innovation after the 

initial shock. 

What might a modern-individualist mother say about the 

reinforcements she gives her son or withholds from him in the presence 

of others? 

Mother: I often notice that I’m bragging about my son too much. 

But I see that other mothers also talk admiringly about all kinds of 

nonsense their children do. That’s parents for you! They want 

other people to admire their children with them. 

Achieving the developmental task: the son will almost certainly 

adopt his mother’s stance and admire himself and the things he does. In 
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this case, he will be achieving the anticipated developmental task – he 

feels that he is at the center and takes this place for himself. 

Tools: admiration. 

Outcome: the modern-individualist mother will manipulate her 

son less in order to achieve a certain result. She lives according to self-

focused emotions and admires her son. The son senses this admiration 

which has no objective apart from recognition of him and his abilities. In 

the future he will probably behave like her, experience self-focused 

emotions and live according to them. However, creativity must be filtered 

through self-focused emotion, science through the inner value of truth, 

and democracy through personal choice. We see therefore that the 

psychological birth of creativity, science and democracy occurs at the 

beginning of life, generated by the mother’s admiration for her child. 

9. This conversation takes place in a modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: on the road to 

independence, the child overcomes fears, solves logical exercises and 

employs humor. She is achieving her developmental task. 

Tools: the child and her father admire one another and the 

situation. The mother is assertive in demanding that the child put on 

floats and empathetic when she reassures her. 

Outcome: there is humor in this conversation. The child enjoys it 

and can also use it: ‘I want to meet fishes, not to eat them’, she says. The 

mother then sets limits – she insists on floats – but cites a logical 
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argument, that it is dangerous without them. In collectivist society, we 

have often seen that a parent may say, for example: ‘If you don’t put on 

the floats, you can’t have ice cream’, or may put on the floats by force, 

without explanation. The mother reassures the little girl when her eyes 

burn, so that immediately afterwards, she can say laughingly that she’s 

drunk sea water and might get sea sick. She is no longer afraid and can 

observe the events from a distance with humor. In individualist society, 

fear is not usually considered an educating factor, but rather something 

harmful. The child dismisses her father’s suggestion and says that she’ll 

have no potato chips left for her if she gives some to the fishes. She then 

accepts a logical argument – to give only one. In this brief excerpt, the 

child has solved two logical exercises and created word play. She has 

replied to her father’s question about the mask, and played creatively 

with the words ‘drink sea’ and ‘sea sick’, and with her father’s help, she 

has found a way to ensure that both she and the fishes have food. 

Humor, as noted, is a combination of logic and creativity, and the 

present study has demonstrated that it is much more common in 

modern society. As for creative and scientific thinking, the child is 

already employing them in practice. Her ability to express her views 

forcefully is also evident: ‘Don’t want to, there’re mine!’ she replies to her 

father. The path to democratic life is open to her. 

A traditional version: 

Mother: The water is very cold, I’m cold. 
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Daughter: Are there really fishes in the water? 

Father: Yes, there are lots of fish, but don’t be afraid, they won’t 

come near you. 

Daughter: I just want to see them without them coming close. 

Father: So why are you wearing a mask? 

Daughter: I want to meet the fishes a long way away without 

coming close. 

Mother: Be careful, sweetie, it’s getting deeper here. Perhaps you 

should stay where you are. 

Daughter: (continues to enter): Why can Daddy go in and I can’t? 

Mother: Because it’s dangerous and you’re still a little girl. 

Daughter: (dips her head in the water and gets some in her eyes): 

Mummy! My eyes are burning! 

Mother: Not so terrible! It will pass. I’m here beside you. Don’t be 

afraid. 

Daughter: (dips in again and swallows water). Mummy! I drank 

some sea! 

Mother: Not so terrible. It’s a little salty. Nothing happened. 

Daughter: But I drank some sea and I feel like I’m going to vomit. 

Father: Don’t worry; nothing’s going to happen to you. Come and 

see fishes. 

Daughter: (excited). Yes! Yes! 

Father: So throw some of your potato chips so that they’ll come. 
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Daughter: I don’t want them to take all my chips. 

Father: You have to give the fishes food in order to see them. 

Daughter: But I don’t want them to come very close. 

Father: Throw one chip, we’ll see what happens. 

Daughter: (throws it and the fish cluster around her). 

Daughter: (shouts). No, I don’t want them to come close to me. 

Throw them one from a distance so that I can see them. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter has learned 

that she is small and cannot do what her father does. Her mother does 

not help her to bridge the age and ability gap with the aid of the floats, 

for example. Nor does her fear of the fishes evaporate. Her father does 

not try to mediate between her and the fishes in a way which could allay 

her fears. The impression is that the parents are sustaining her fears, 

perhaps in order to encourage her, unconsciously, to remain dependent 

on them. The child says: ‘Why can Daddy go in and I can’t?’ while her 

modern counterpart says: ‘I want to go in with Daddy!’ The traditional 

child feels that she is in competition and at battle with her father, while 

the modern child feels cooperation and help. This struggle will not 

apparently be long-lasting. She will soon submit, and will no longer ask: 

why he can go in when she can’t, will display fear and ask help, and be 

achieving her developmental task. This being so, fear promotes family 

cohesion. In other examples, the impression is that the parents want to 
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implant the fear firmly in their children’s hearts, particularly in the case 

of girls, in order to reinforce family relationships.     

Tools: whereas in the modern conversation the central issue was 

admiration, now the need for integration is central. The traditional 

parents twice mention the word ‘fear’ unlike the modern parents, who do 

not mention it at all. In the traditional conversation it was the father who 

told his daughter not to be frightened before she had said anything. The 

admiration for the modern child stems from the fact that she overcomes 

fear of the salt water and the fishes, while the integration of the 

traditional child stems from the presence of fear, which strengthens her 

dependence on her parents. The function of fear is to curb the desire for 

independence. Moreover, the traditional mother reminds her daughter 

that she is a girl and not a boy, and the traditional parents display 

empathy for their daughter’s apprehensions, but in a way which fosters 

dependence. 

Outcome: by the third line the difference has been revealed. The 

modern father laughs at his daughter and says he’ll catch her a fish for 

lunch, while the traditional father says: ‘Don’t be afraid…’. The modern 

mother then proposes floats so that the child can go into the water, while 

the traditional mother asks her not to go in. Again, when the child gets 

water in her eyes, the traditional mother says: ‘I’m here beside you, don’t 

be afraid’, while the modern mother is content with saying: ‘Not so 

terrible. It will pass’. It is not surprising that the traditional child says: ‘I 
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drank sea water…I’m going to vomit’, and the modern child says 

laughingly: ‘I drank some sea…perhaps I’ll be sea sick’. The modern child 

says: ‘Don’t want to, it’s mine’, when she’s asked to give potato chips to 

the fishes, while the traditional child says: ‘I don’t want them to take all 

my chips’. This is the difference between not to want to give and fearing 

that it will be taken from you; the former is related to internal locus of 

control and the latter to the external locus of control. In the former case, 

the child decides and in the latter she defends herself. In the former 

there is an experience of power and in the latter a sense of fear. At the 

end the modern child enjoys the proximity of the fish while the 

traditional child panics. The former has overcome her fears with the aid 

of humor because her parents did not convey fear, while the latter’s 

parents explained that she had nothing to fear and thereby conveyed fear 

to her. 

The traditional child will not be ripe for life in a democratic society 

because of her fear which cancels out freedom. ‘Why can Daddy go and I 

can’t?’ is a basically democratic sentence which says – I too have the 

right. But most probably this stance will weaken as she approaches 

adolescence. Again and again we gain the impression that freedom and 

the narcissistic stance of the self-focused child are inborn and perceive 

how much effort traditional societies invest in training the child to adapt 

to the group. Many similar attitudes on the part of small children 

disappear completely at adolescence. It is evident that through such 
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reactions, traditional parents train their daughters to adapt to the society 

in which they are going to live. Any attempt to change this way of 

education without taking into account the child’s culture and future is 

liable to end badly. In the modern example we saw two logical solutions 

and an example of creative word play. In the traditional example not one 

of these elements appeared. We can see how creativity and scientific 

thinking originate in the early stages of life in the basic interactions 

between child and parent. 

10: This event takes place in a traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the child remains dependent 

on her parents because she is not offered any coping method which 

could encourage independence. For example, she could have been told 

that the movie was not suitable for her. The parents could have 

discussed whether the movie was suitable. They could have clarified with 

her what she thinks about it etc. Each of these options would have 

fostered her independence. Her dependence is further increased because 

she feels, perhaps unconsciously, that she is being activated from 

outside and she is learning to respond unquestioningly. 

Tools: the father talks to his child aggressively and in the 

language of command: ‘Can’t you hear? Get up and open the door!’ The 

aim of his aggression is to disguise his embarrassment, but his daughter 

submits immediately and gets up to open the door although she, like 

them, is watching the movie. 
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Outcome: the traditional parent employs manipulation so that the 

child will not watch something he considers unsuitable for her. He is 

activating her. A modern parent would generally find other solution. For 

example, he could have told her that he thinks the movie was not 

suitable for her, thereby providing a logical argument for the ban. The 

child could then argue and offer a logical counter-argument (for example, 

that her friends had seen the movie and the newspaper has classified it 

as suitable for her age). Another modern parent might switch channels 

and be ready to absorb his daughter’s protest. The traditional parent lied 

to the child in order to prevent conflict and preserve harmony. The 

modern parent was generally ready to pay the price or argument or lack 

of consent, in order to avoid lying. The father’s apology is not sincere 

because it is the continuation of his manipulation. 

This father has social skills but lacks the ability to explain his 

behavior logically. He could have wielded his authority and forbidden the 

child to watch the movie and defended the logic of his decision. But he 

chose manipulation which destroys the ability to employ reasoned 

scientific thinking and at the same time preserves harmony and the 

absence of conflict. Manipulation, so common a tool in traditional 

society, naturally cancels out individual freedom because it is operated 

by the environment without his knowledge. 

A modern translation: 
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Father, mother and five-year-old daughter are watching a movie 

and talking. Suddenly there is a romantic scene where the hero and 

heroine kiss. The parents turn towards the child to observe her reaction, 

and see that she is watching indifferently. 

Father: N., do you think this movie is suitable for you. 

Child: Why are you asking, Daddy? 

Father: I don’t know. I don’t feel comfortable about you seeing it. 

Child: Why, because they’re kissing? It’s just yucky with all that 

drooling… 

Father: OK. 

Achieving the developmental task: the father permits his child to 

teach him something about herself and the way in which she experiences 

the kiss. She feels that her father is interested in her feelings and relies 

on them in deciding to allow her to see the movie. She feels that she has 

a place and weight and is on the right path to achievement of her 

society’s developmental task. 

Tools: the father is empathetic towards his daughter. He tries to 

understand what she feels without knowing in advance if he is going to 

allow her to see the movie. 

Outcome: first, the father is really asking his daughter. It is not a 

manipulative question with an objective, as in traditional society. The 

daughter too responds with a question which seems sincere. The father 

says: ‘I don’t know’. This sentence is a symbol of the internal locus of 
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control of the individual, who is able to look within and not find an 

answer. Only in the conflict-free sphere is it possible to identify this 

emotion because the invasion by conflict invites adoption of a stance. In 

general, it is difficult for the individual not to know when he is 

threatened. In traditional society we do not usually encounter such a 

statement, because the individual may display his knowledge in order to 

influence his environment or will expect the other to know the answer. 

But the very statement: ‘I don’t know’ entails introspection and perhaps 

also the ability for inner hesitation and ambivalence. The father goes on 

to describe his feelings to the child, and she teaches him how wrong he 

was in his interpretation. It is manifest that preoccupation with feelings, 

and in particular the father’s admission of his embarrassment, which 

stems from an internal locus of control, is rare in traditional society. 

 Since the child’s feelings are at the center, and the father utilizes 

them in order to know what is right for her, she too will employ them 

freely in the future, whether in order to create or to make democratic 

choices. The search for the value of truth which the father conducted 

through his well-argued questions and answers will prepare her for 

scientific thinking. Truth liberates the individual from the bonds of the 

group. 

11. This conversation takes place in a traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother has set a trap for 

her daughter and caught her out in a lie. The child is unmoved and 
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insists on her version. She apparently feels strong when facing her 

mother. If she continues along this path she may experience difficulties 

in the future because of her rebelliousness. 

Tools:  The sentence:’ Are you beginning to tell me lies?’ sounds 

quite aggressive. The mother pressures the child to eat and manipulates 

her in order to achieve that objective. Her entire conduct appears 

aggressive but the child does not give in. 

Outcome: the mother set a trap for the child by asking her if she 

ate at nursery school when she knows the true answer. She has actually 

shown the child that she knows everything and so it’s not worth lying to 

her. In this manipulation an attempt was made to influence an individual 

from outside, while science and creativity are marked by the opposite 

attempt, namely to shape the environment from within. These two trends 

do not necessarily contradict one another, but the inter-cultural 

experience indicates that developing skill in one generally comes at the 

expense of skill in the other. 

These manipulative examinations of the child’s veracity are 

accepted in traditional society and represent worldly wisdom. To cite 

actual examples, a mother whose son has driven her car without having 

a license and without her permission, asks her son to move the car so 

that she can observe his response. In this case the boy goes pale and 

reminds his mother that he does not have a driver’s license. She then 

summons him for a talk and he admits his actions. In another case a 
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father who bought his daughter a surprise gift sends her to her room 

where he’d put the gift, telling her to bring him something. She goes in 

and is surprised…In another case, a father gets up in the morning and 

discovers that the sheep he tethered in the courtyard for slaughter has 

somehow been strangled because the rope round its neck was too tight. 

He tells his sons the sheep escaped. One of the children says: ‘How’s that 

possible? I tethered it tightly’, and thus the father finds the culprit. 

Manipulation, perceived in modern society negatively as the telling of 

untruths, takes on the reverse meaning – of wisdom – in traditional 

society. Non-democratic regimes are known to employ numerous 

manipulations in order to influence the individual and shape his views in 

a way convenient to the regime. Tendentious media and widespread 

manipulations serve these regimes. The democratic assumption is the 

reverse – the individual and his wishes should shape government. Hence, 

this mother is not preparing her daughter for life in a democratic society, 

but has accustomed her to life in a society where external factors will 

activate her. 

A modern translation: 

Daughter: I want ice cream. 

Mother: Not now. First you need to eat lunch, H. First you eat 

healthy food and only afterwards sweet things. 

Daughter: I’m not hungry, Mummy, I ate rice at nursery school. 

Mother: But teacher said you didn’t eat anything today. 
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Daughter: I did so. 

Mother: So I don’t know who to believe. And it’s not good that I 

don’t know and it’s hard for me to rely on you. 

Daughter: Honestly, Mummy, I ate in nursery school. 

Mother: Good, if you say so, I believe you (brings her ice cream). 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother can’t overcome 

her feeling that she cannot entirely believe her daughter so she lets the 

child share her feeling. In the end she trusts her, thereby contributing to 

her independence. If the child is telling the truth, wonderful! If she was 

lying, her mother has given her an example of trust, and it seems likely 

that the child will stop lying in due course. The mother does not hide the 

fact that she doesn’t believe her child, in other words, she is sincere 

throughout the conversation, thereby making another contribution to 

reinforcing her daughter’s inner truth. The child will almost certainly 

emulate her. 

Tools: the mother is above all assertive, and does not renounce 

her own truth. She calls the child by her given name and not by a 

relative title, as did the traditional mother. 

Outcome: the mother explains why she doesn’t want to give her 

daughter ice cream, an explanation which is the basis for scientific 

thinking. She confides her feelings to her daughter, and lets her know 

the secret of her strength, that internal locus of control from which 

everything stems. The mother has doubts as to whether to believe the 
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child, and now her daughter can wrestle with doubts about democratic 

choices, creativity etc. The model of the indecisive parent is almost non-

existent in traditional society, and when doubts disappear, so does the 

possibility of free choice. 

In traditional society it is an accepted concept that it is permissible 

to lie as long as one is not caught, because in that case, no confrontation 

occurs and hence there is no problem. In other words, the commitment 

is not to truth but to preservation of good relations. When a member of a 

modern society exerts pressure on a traditional individual, the latter may 

respond with a lie although aware that the other knows it to be a lie. A 

modern individual will lie only when the other is unaware of the 

falsehood, because otherwise what is the point? But when speaking the 

truth can lead to a clash, the traditional individual is essentially 

proposing that the other to modify the agreed truth. Since for him truth 

is external, a group decision, it is possible, objectively speaking, to turn a 

blind eye. Hence the traditional individual who lies is essentially asking 

his modern counterpart to respect the connection between them and not 

to offend him. Needless to say, such an approach will astound a modern 

individual. We see again that ‘truth’ and ‘relationship’ are competing 

values in the inter-cultural encounter. 

12. This conversation is taking place in a modern society: 
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Achieving the developmental task: the child is playing freely 

with his thoughts, and consequently is achieving his task of independent 

thinking. 

Tools: it is evident that the child admires his inventiveness and 

apparently so does his mother. 

Outcome: this conversation contains a clear creative component 

which can only blossom in the conflict-free sphere in which the child can 

play freely. When there is an external threat and it is necessary to imitate 

and obey, this ability is suppressed, and exists mainly in the dream 

world. When the threat increases, so does the need to relate to the other 

and the inner playground shrinks. It is not difficult to understand why 

the great physicist, Newton, claimed that all his life he had simply been 

playing when he broached ideas and solved problems. The replacement 

of the commitment to relationships, as accepted in the traditional world, 

by the modern commitment to the truth, permits the creative game to 

occur. The child in the above example employs logic and creative humor: 

‘If we didn’t have a house, where would we dress, outside? So everyone 

could see our underpants?’ and adds cynicism when he says: ‘Why? Why 

would we live without a house’? The mother ‘justifies’ him. It seems that 

only after the truth is manifest and stable can one be free of its fetters 

and cultivate new ideas, however logical and weird. Needless to say, this 

child is ready for creative and scientific thinking and mature enough to 

hold his own in democratic society. 
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A traditional version: 

Mother: So what is important to you? 

Child: What’s important to me is money. I want clothes, and games 

and candies… 

Mother: Isn’t the family important to you? 

Child: Yes, it is. I love you and Daddy. 

Mother: What else is important to you? 

Child: Grandma and Grandpa. 

Achieving the developmental task: the child starts with what is 

important to him and his mother directs him to the family connection. 

He responds, thereby achieving the developmental task. 

Tools: the traditional translator took the same question: ‘So what 

is important to you?’ which the modern mother directed towards 

creativity, and utilized it for reinforcement of the family connection. 

Outcome: this child, like all children, starts with what is truly 

important to him: clothes, games and candies. He is self-focused. The 

traditional mother immediately points him not to the self but to the 

family: ‘Isn’t the family important to you?’ she asks him, apparently 

lightly reprimanding him. He says obediently that it is and that he loves 

his parents. She is not content with this and goes on to ask what else is 

important to him. Now he has learned what is expected of him and 

mentions his grandparents as well. Obedience has been achieved at the 
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expense of individualism. This is in contrast to the modern mother, who 

told the child that he was right and allowed him to follow his creative 

path. The moment the mother guides her child away from his truth, his 

desire for clothes, games and candies, he forfeits his creative skill. 

13. This conversation takes place in a modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: it is the child who 

spearheads the construction process; his mother follows. He is on the 

path to independence and achieving his task. 

Tools: the mother is empathetic, namely adapts herself to him but 

does not force her opinions on him. He, on the other hand, is assertive: 

‘That’s enough, leave it alone. You’re making my brain hurt…’ he says. 

Outcome: if we follow the dialog line by line we discover the 

delicate dance between mother and son which leads the child to 

experience a feeling of success. The mother fluctuates between imposing 

on her child and distancing herself from him and retreats when he 

experiences her as compelling him. At other times he seems to be inviting 

her to approach: ‘Where shall we put the farm?’ in order to push her 

away again. He needs her help but wants to feel that he has done the job 

himself and she cooperates. At a certain stage, he no longer needs her 

and she realizes that she is disturbing him more than helping him. Then 

she leaves him to play alone. He has accepted many of her ideas during 

their joint game but it is his farm and he wants to be the final arbiter.  In 

the course of construction, he has solved a number of logical problems– 
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where to put things, what and why. He has utilized various logical 

operators, rejected some of his mother’s proposals (using ‘no’), added 

proposals of his own (using the ‘and’) and selected from among various 

possibilities (using the ‘or’). This child is ripe for scientific thinking; his 

has been the dominant voice. It will be easy for him in the future to state 

not only what kind of village he wants, but even what government he 

wants. 

A traditional version: 

Child: Mummy, come and help me to build a village. 

Mother: I’m coming right away. What do you want? 

Child: Start building the village and I’ll help you. 

Mother: Why? Try and do it by yourself and then I’ll help you. 

Child: No, Mummy, I’m tired, don’t want to play by myself, help 

me. 

Mother: All right. Let’s put the kit down and build a village. (She 

starts arranging and building alone and the child watches). Come 

on, help me, H., and put something on. 

Child: Where shall I put it? 

Mother: Here, look, put it here. 

Child: That’s good, Mummy, go on. (The mother continues alone till 

she finishes). 

Achieving the developmental task: the child gives his mother the 

impression that he needs her and cannot manage without her. She tries 
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to encourage him to try alone, but this is apparently lip service because 

he does not internalize what she says. He is achieving the aim of 

dependence on his mother. 

Tools: she mainly identifies with her son and does the job for him. 

It is his game but she replaces him at it. 

Outcome:  the first sentence of the modern child is:’I want to build 

a village’, while the traditional child says: ‘Mummy, come and help me 

build a village’. That is all the difference. The traditional mother responds 

immediately and her son sets her at the center of the creative effort: 

‘Start building the village and I’ll help you’, he says. When she suggests 

that he be the leader he tells her he’s tired. He goes on to ask her where 

to put things. The fatigue develops into passivity and boredom. All that is 

left is to encourage his mother to continue in his place while he eggs her 

on. It is probable that this child will be tired many times in the future 

when his modern counterpart will be fresh and ready to initiate, because 

tiredness in this case is a synonym for dependence. 

This creative-scientific opportunity has become an experience of 

relationship with and dependence on the mother, an apparently pleasant 

feeling of togetherness though not of independence and self-realization. It 

is naturally difficult to speak of the child’s personal choices, and in the 

future it is probably that he will ask his mother what to choose. 

One of the main differences between the traditional and the 

modern child is that the former will not try to surpass his parents while 
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the latter will. The former will feel that to outdo one of his parents means 

forfeiting love and the connection and remaining alone, while the modern 

child will feel that surpassing parents means being appreciated for his 

ability and talents. And since the family is the primary group into which 

the individual is born it is not hard to imagine the impact of this 

situation on the child in school and at work. The traditional child may be 

afraid of excelling because it can set him apart from the group, intensify 

his solitude and elicit envy. The modern child, on the other hand, will 

feel that excellence is expected of him, both at school and at work. 

14. This is a conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the brothers get along thanks 

to the loving connection between them. They are achieving their society’s 

task, which sets the connection and mutual dependence at the heart. 

Tools: identification. The younger brother identifies with the older 

and gives in to him because he loves him. 

Outcome: the father’s declaration that he intends to mete out 

punishment sets him and his authority at the center. The punishment 

seems to be more important to him than the deed. Subsequently, the 

younger son displays ability to contradict his father’s statement about 

the visitor, and the impression is that this child has strengths. When the 

two brothers quarrel, the father demands that the older give in to the 

younger, an accepted stance in traditional societies. When the older does 

not respond, the father takes the remote control and punishes both; the 



 390 

older is perhaps punished more severely because he was watching a 

movie. Many traditional parents act in this fashion in dealing with 

quarrels between children. The punishment is collective. The message is 

that harmony must prevail in the family, and individual justice is not the 

goal. The connection between the children, as described to the 

interviewer by the father, is characterized by the fact that the younger 

harasses his brother but loves him very much. This is the fullest 

expression of the lack of separation between the two. They are inter-

involved for better or worse. The father’s remarks relate to the younger 

brother, who loves his brother and gives in to him quietly and with 

difficulty. If so, his renunciation is not intended to further justice, but 

indicates that he feels what his brother feels – in other words identifies 

with him. This is the model of peace in the traditional world, not a model 

of justice but one of love originating in the ability to identify with the 

other. The model of peace in the traditional world is one of relationship 

and not of creative and logical negotiation. 

There is no need for people to love one another or to harass one 

another in order to consolidate democracy. On the contrary, individuals 

must be separate and independent and empathetic to one another’s 

opinions, but are not obliged to identify with one another. Acceptance of 

the other’s stance out of love for him and not out of reasoned decision 

impairs democracy and recalls totalitarian regimes, where citizens adore 

their leader and regard him as the revered parental figure. Will this 
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young child be able in adulthood to choose a party his brother opposes? 

Create a work of art his brother does not like? In order to arrive at such 

achievements he will have to separate from his brother. But it appears 

that his father is proud of the close relationship between his sons and 

does not encourage separation for the sake of independence. 

A modern version: 

Younger  brother: Give me the remote control a little. I deserve it 

too. 

Older brother: Stop disturbing me, I’m watching the movie. When 

it’s over, I’ll give you the remote control. 

Younger brother: (shouts and tries to take it by force). Give it here! 

It’s my turn now! 

Father: Children, stop quarreling. What’s going on? 

Older brother: Daddy, take him away. He won’t let me watch the 

movie. 

Father: (comes over). Come on, can’t you get along together! 

Older brother: Daddy, that’s enough! I’m in the middle of the 

movie. 

Younger brother: (starts crying). 

Father: (turns to the older child). When is it over? 

Older brother: Another ten minutes. 

Father: (to the younger). Ten minutes is not a lot. Leave him alone 

and then you can have what you want. 
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Younger brother: Don’t want to. You’re always on his side. 

Father: That’s not true. Yesterday, for example, when you were 

watching a movie, I asked him not to disturb you. 

Younger brother: So let him move the chairs because I want to put 

my games on the couch. 

Father: (to the older child). Can you move? 

The older brother moves to a chair and vacates the couch. The 

younger child brings his games and puts them on the couch. Now 

he seems content. 

Achieving the developmental task: the children have learned 

from their father that there are rules which regulate the relations 

between them and are based on order, symmetry and equality, which 

together are known as justice. They have learned that their private rights 

are at the center and cannot be violated, because their father sees each 

of them as a person in his own right. They are on the right track to 

independence. 

Tools: the father is empathetic towards each of his children and 

assertive as well. He understands them and their personal distress but 

does not renounce his opinion even if it is not comfortable for one of 

them (for example, he reminds the younger of what happened yesterday). 

He certainly treats them politely in a manner which protects their 

conflict-free sphere. 
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Outcome: the father tries to settle the dispute through basic 

techniques of negotiation which combine creativity and logic. First, he 

suggests that they cope without him, namely solve the exercise without 

his help. When this does not work, he asks the older when he will be 

finished. When it seems that the movie will soon be over he explains to 

the younger that perhaps he did not understand the significance of the 

‘ten minutes’, that it is not a long time, and adds as compensation that 

afterwards he can watch whatever he wants. The younger son still feels 

deprived. ‘You’re always on his side’, he says. Then the father appeals to 

his logic and proves to him that he is not right (reminds him of 

yesterday). Now the younger is ready to compromise but asks another 

favor. These everyday situations provide the parent with the opportunity 

to share creative and scientific solutions. Since the rights of the 

individual are at the center, the father is preparing them for democratic 

life. This solution, based on justice and on creative and logical 

negotiation, differs completely from the solution proposed by traditional 

culture, which is based on relationships and identification. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 394 

  Latency stage (7 – 12) 

 

1. This conversation takes place in a modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the first friend knows that in 

order to miss Friday night dinner with the family she has to ask 

permission. She does so matter-of-factly. Her friend is also matter-of-

fact. There are procedures and order which must be obeyed. These girls 

are achieving their developmental task by not involving emotion 

unnecessarily. 

Tools: the second friend expresses a kind of admiration or pleasure 

at the possibility that her friend will stay. 

Outcome: the first friend is not afraid to ask her parents. At worst 

the answer will be negative but there is certainly no ban on questions 

and clarifications. The first friend’s parents will not like it if she stays to 

eat without informing them while they are preparing their festive evening 

meal. But they will encourage her to ask for permission. It is also 

possible to argue, to a certain degree, with negative answers. Rarely will 

modern parents be angry with a child who asks permission to do 

something. 

The first friend now investigates, conducts an experiment and 

anticipates a negative or positive reply. She is receptive to any possibility 

and acts out of her conflict-free sphere. She wants the outcome to be 

positive, namely to obtain permission from her parents. But her desire 
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does not invade her conflict-free sphere and does not change the rules of 

conduct. 

A traditional version: 

First friend: I need to go soon. I’m late and I don’t want them to 

say: why are you late? 

Second friend: I want you to stay here a little longer because I’ve 

got something to tell you. 

First friend: But it’s already late and my father will be angry and I 

don’t want him to look at me unpleasantly. 

Second friend: Don’t worry. We’ll telephone him and explain the 

matter and soon my father and I will drive you home. 

Achieving the developmental task: it appears that the first child 

respects her father and is in awe of him and is therefore achieving her 

developmental task. 

Tools: aggression and command on the part of the father are 

emphasized twice in the brief dialog. 

Outcome:  in this translated version, the first friend says that she 

must go because she is afraid her father will be angry. She does not 

contemplate the possibility of contacting her parents and asking 

permission. Her friend offers her help, she will make the call for her, as if 

to say: ‘Let me, I’ll arrange it for you’. This is an accepted stance in the 

traditional world which emphasizes the external locus of control. It is 

possible that what underlies this manipulation is the assumption that 
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the father will find it more awkward to refuse the friend’s father than to 

refuse his own daughter. . A traditional parent will permit or forbid his 

child less out of personal developmental calculations, namely what is 

suitable for the child and his family, and more on the basis of the social-

collective consequences of his decision.  A modern child would not agree 

to this stance and would perhaps be offended by it. She would be 

expected to talk to her father and not to send a friend or a friend’s father 

to do it for her. The friend assures her, but apparently without sufficient 

grounds, because it is reasonable to assume that the visiting friend 

knows her father well and has reason to worry in case he is angry. On 

the one hand she is afraid to ask her father, and on the other her friend 

makes unrealistic promises. In the modern version there is no fear of 

asking and there are no vain promises. The price of fearing to ask is 

clear. Scientific investigation involves research. Fear of asking would 

appear to emanate from prior knowledge that the authority figure does 

not like questions and will be angry with the child. Thus fear invades the 

conflict-free sphere and paralyzes it. After fear has infiltrated, all that 

remains is for illusion to seep in as well, those spurious promises aimed 

at alleviating fear which cannot stand the test of reality. The first friend 

is living in an environment-activated sphere because of fear and 

delusion. She is afraid of her father and her friend is deluding her. But 

she is not activated by her self. If that had been the case, her friend’s 

promise to settle the matter would have been perceived as a lie. However, 
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when an individual is not self-motivated, and his inner truth is not firm 

and stable, what is perceived as a lie in modern society is seen as mutual 

consent in traditional society. It is enough if the two agree on a certain 

issue for it to become ‘truth’. Science, on the other hand, is based on the 

universal value of truth which is independent of collective assent of any 

kind. Two and two equal four irrespective of place or time. When the 

truth is replaced by relationships, this spells the end of scientific 

thinking. 

2. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the conversation begins with 

the child’s independent stance and ends in acceptance of paternal 

authority. In the future, it is probable that the child will renounce his 

independent stance and conduct himself as is expected of him. He seems 

to be on the right track to achieving the accepted development. 

Tools: the father rejects his son’s behavior and the child responds 

with complete identification: ‘Next time I’ll do what you want’. The father 

also addresses him by his relative title and not by his given name. 

Outcome: at the start, the daughter informs on her brother. In 

modern society this is frowned on, because each individual is expected to 

deal with his own affairs and not to gain unfair advantages through 

hurting someone else. In traditional-collectivist society, however, 

informing is prevalent because it is a form of manipulation which 

contains an element of worldly wisdom, correct external locus of control. 
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The daughter is admired by her father for telling him what happened. He 

sends her to call her brother and she goes happily. The father’s authority 

is reinforced by the fact that he is not the one who goes to call the boy. 

As far as the father is concerned, a threat of a beating is the same 

as a beating. The boy apparently goes not think that anything significant 

had happened which should be reported to his parents and he 

distinguishes between the threat and the act itself. His father, however, 

forces him to identify with his own stance. The child’s statement: ‘All 

right, Daddy, next time I’ll do what you want’, tells us to what degree this 

child is effacing himself and obeying his father. There is no discussion, 

no argument, he totally accepts the authority. And what is he to do with 

his personal opinion which he has only just expressed? It is obliterated 

by the need to identify. This complete submission to the father’s will 

characterizes the education of children in traditional society. Fear of the 

father will have an impact on the boy’s life in the future and be reflected 

in fear of other authority figures, whether in school or at work. Moreover, 

the eradication of the inner expanse of play, the conflict-free sphere, 

through a command to act instead of talking can have a far-reaching 

negative effect on the ability to become a positive partner in democratic 

society, which is based on the culture of speech and persuasion. It will 

have a negative influence on scientific thinking, which flourishes in the 

absence of fear, and certainly on creativity, which is nurtured by an 

inner world of imagination and play. In war, as we have noted, it is 
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difficult to create. This child senses the atmosphere as warlike because 

of the threat from authority which he experiences. At the same time, 

however, he identifies with his father through his emotion of love and 

enjoys a sense of connection, warmth and intimacy which he would not 

be willing to surrender. We see that fear of the father and love for him are 

not contradictory emotions because of the intensity of the relationship. 

One of the foundations of democratic society is the fact that the 

individual can say almost anything he chooses. All members of modern 

society who are partners in democracy are taught to recognize the clear 

borderline between speech and action. In non-democratic societies, 

where freedom of speech is absent, speech may be judged with the same 

severity as action. Yet this borderline between words and deeds is vital 

for the development of the personality. It enables the individual to play 

freely with his thoughts and imagination, to create in his mind’s eye 

without physical restrictions. When freedom of expression is denied so 

are freedom of creation and thought and the ability to convey them. 

A modern version: 

The daughter would probably permit her brother to tell their father 

what he wanted to and would not tell the story for him. The father, 

if he heard about it, would almost certainly call his son himself. In 

any event, if the daughter is forced to call her brother on her 

father’s instructions, this will not be a reason for rejoicing. 

Father: Is it true that a boy tried to beat you up? 
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Son: Yes, Dad, but he didn’t do anything to me. 

Father: And what did you do? 

Son: I didn’t do anything to him either. 

Father: I can’t agree to let anyone threaten you. Tell your teacher 

and let me know what she says. 

The boy nods but does not promise to ‘do as you want’. 

Achieving the developmental task: the boy’s independence is 

preserved because he does not feel obliged to do exactly as his father 

wants. It is possible that he doesn’t want to discuss the subject now, or 

thinks that the issue isn’t that important and perhaps he doesn’t agree 

with his father. In any event, he is achieving the developmental task of 

independent consideration. 

Tools: the son is very assertive. He doesn’t even find it necessary 

to discuss the matter with his father. 

Outcome:  the father thinks that it is necessary to deal with 

threats as well and is not willing to accept threats to his son. But he 

proposes a solution based on discussion. The logical and creative 

complexity facing the boy if he appeals to his teacher is evident. 

Together, they will be able to think up numerous and varied solutions to 

the problem after summoning the boy who made the threats.  The 

ensuing discussion will be a basic exercise in democracy.  

It is interesting to compare the Arab ceremony of sulha to Western 

legal procedures. The sulha ceremony focuses on the relationship – 
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forgiveness, handshakes as a sign of conciliation, a joint feast etc. The 

Western court, on the other hand, seeks justice, and the verdict names 

the winner and the loser. Justice, as we have noted, is nothing but order, 

an arithmetical exercise with clear rules of equality and symmetry. The 

rules of the sulha stem from understanding of the emotional needs of the 

participants. Thus the Western model may be considered the model of 

‘truth’ while the Arab model is the ‘relationship’ model. 

3. A conversation in traditional society:  

Achieving the developmental task: the mother is reinforcing her 

son’s sense of belonging to the family, which implies that the child must 

be protected and justified without need for clarification. The mother, 

therefore, is achieving the developmental task expected of her as a 

mother in traditional society – fostering family cohesion. 

Tools: the mother identifies totally with her son, his needs and 

wishes. 

Outcome: the mother immediately moves on to action. The father 

will give the child back his ball and beat up whoever hit him. There is no 

room for clarification and verbal language. Perhaps things did not 

happen the way the child describes them. If so, perhaps instead of 

hitting the other children it is possible to ask them not to do it again or 

to appeal to their parents. And maybe the ball wasn’t lost at all etc. The 

mother also hastens to appease her son with ice cream, a manipulation 

which makes the child feel better. She adds: “We love you very much and 
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won’t let anyone hurt you’. This sentence could evoke anxiety because 

parental love is unconnected to the event. It is the parents’ role to protect 

their child and care for him even if they are angry at him and don’t love 

him at a particular moment. In all her many actions, the mother did not 

relate to the child’s inner world and did not try to discuss the details of 

the incident with him. On the contrary, her reactions blocked any 

possibility of discussion. If your father will settle the matter, and there is 

ice cream, and we love you there is nothing left to discuss.  The 

opportunity to develop creativity, science and democracy has been 

missed in this case. Clarification of the details would invite the child to 

present his viewpoint versus the possible viewpoint of the others, as 

befits a democratic society. The attempt to settle the dispute invites 

logical considerations of justice and entails logic. By playing, by dividing 

into teams, by changing partners, by adopting fair rules in their game, 

these children are tackling numerous logical problems. There is now an 

opportunity to clarify where they failed in solving the problem and what 

solution could satisfy them. Creativity can flourish in any clarification of 

this kind because it is possible to raise numerous ideas for solution. 

Another element is illusion. It is not clear what exactly happened 

and hence, what the father can or cannot do about it. Nonetheless, the 

mother promises something when there is no certainty that it can be 

achieved. The child will feel better because of her promise, but when it is 

not fulfilled, he is liable to be disappointed. When the next incident 
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happens he will be reassured by the promise because it is directed at the 

external locus of control and the connection with others and not at his 

inner world, which could instruct him to seek. These illusions are an 

inseparable part of the education of the traditional child and serve as a 

means of allaying his pain. Are these lies? Are they well-intentioned? 

From a modern viewpoint, they are lies. From a traditional viewpoint they 

are good intentions. The child’s future disappointment will be forgotten 

till the next incident, and then it will be possible to employ the 

instrument of illusion again. An illusion create dependence and promises 

a sense of warmth and unity, and hence its value. The traditional parent, 

anxious to help his weeping child has at his disposal an instrument for 

external and not internal locus of control. Manipulating the child’s 

emotions through illusion is one of the instruments at his disposal. 

Another two instruments are distraction through offering him candy and 

the promise of love. We see therefore that at the heart of the experience 

of a child in traditional society is the relationship with the other and not 

the inner truth. In other words, from his point of view, the truth is the 

connection. 

A modern version: 

The child comes in crying. 

Mother: What happened? 

Child: I was playing with the other neighborhood kids and they 

stole my ball and hit me. 
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Mother: (strokes him and soothes him). Did something happen 

before that? Tell me the whole story. 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother is leaving the 

stage to her son and his story. As soon as he starts telling the story, the 

reflection will begin. He will look at what happened from a greater 

distance and with less emotional involvement. His mother is preparing 

him for independence, thereby fulfilling her task as a modern mother. 

Tools: she is empathetic towards her son, supports him in his pain 

but does not justify him before knowing the details of the event. 

Outcome: the process whereby the child tells his story obeys the 

laws of emotional therapy. While relating, the child has the opportunity 

to bring to the surface the details of the event. He will ponder it from 

several directions and this process will suffice to increase his control of 

events. Now he will understand and not only experience. This is a 

process of clarification of the truth rather than strengthening of the 

relationship as in the case of the traditional mother. Democratic, 

scientific and creative thought will serve the child during this process. 

What are his rights and obligations when at play in relation to those of 

his friends? Is it possible to solve a dispute between children in a manner 

which will preserve justice? What other ideas for solution can be raised? 

The child and his mother believe that the solution will come from within 

and not from outside. 

4. This conversation takes place in a traditional society: 



 405 

Achieving the developmental task: this girl’s developmental task 

is to obey her parents, particularly where boy-girl relations are 

concerned. She is not angry at her parents. Anger could be a sign of 

independence. She pleads, cries and feels helpless. In the future she will 

almost certainly no longer ask because her parents’ stand will be clear to 

her. Beyond this, part of this child’s developmental task is to feel fear, 

particularly fear of her father, in order to enhance family cohesion, and it 

would appear that this aim has been achieved through the mother’s 

threat. 

Tools: the mother employs aggression and command. 

Outcome: the mother tells her daughter that there are questions 

which must not be asked and subjects which must not be raised. What 

differentiates between the ability to raise any subject whatsoever, even 

when the answer may be negative, and inability to ask a question and 

voice a wish - is fear. The mother, in this case as in many others, uses 

the father as a threat: (‘He won’t be responsible for his actions’,). Fear 

infiltrates the conflict-free sphere and harms it. This girl will find it hard 

to express her opinion freely.  In the struggle for survival when all the 

individual’s efforts are directed outward, he will find it hard to take part 

in a creative process which is directed inward. He will lack the inner 

expanse and the emotional quiet necessary for coping with a logical task. 

The daughter tries to sway her parents through the tool of external locus 

of control which is available to her. She does not try to explain to them 



 406 

logically that they have no reason to worry it she attends the birthday 

party. She pleads and tries to gain their pity. It is interesting to note that 

this method does not usually work but the children apparently choose 

recourse to instruments familiar to them. On another occasion she might 

say that if she doesn’t go, her classmate’s father will be surprised, hoping 

thereby to evoke in her father commitment to another adult. She might 

suggest that her sister accompany her, and mention that the boy 

attended her birthday party and it would be insulting if she doesn’t go to 

his. And, naturally if there are parents whom her father esteems who 

permit their daughters to go, that too could help. In all these cases, the 

calculations are focused on the other and not on the self.                                                 

A modern version: 

The daughter receives a telephone call and when it ends she 

returns smiling. 

Cousin: Who was that on the phone? 

Daughter: A boy from my class. He invited me to his birthday 

party. I’m really excited. 

Cousin: Wow, I envy you. No boy has invited me to his party. 

Daughter: Don’t worry; your time will come, have some patience. 

I’m running to tell Mum (runs to her mother) 

Mother: Good, great. When will you go to buy a present? Have you 

any ideas what to buy? 
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Daughter: I don’t know, perhaps a few of the girls can buy 

something together. But maybe I’ll buy something myself. 

Mother: Ah…do you like him? 

Daughter: Oh, Mum, it’s none of your business. 

Mother: OK, I was just asking. But go and tell Daddy. You know he 

likes to hear things like that. 

The daughter goes off to tell her father. 

Achieving the developmental task: the girl’s infatuations are a 

sign that she is maturing and the family is celebrating the fact. She is at 

the center of the experience and leading it and hence is achieving her 

task of independence. 

Tools: the parents admire their daughter and she admires herself. 

Outcome: the main difference lies in ability of the individualist 

daughter to experience the whole gamut of emotions in her relations with 

her parents and friends and not to be confined to the restricted sphere of 

permitted emotions and thoughts. First, she is excited, then she 

reassures her cousin, then she runs enthusiastically to tell her mother, 

hesitates between a group present and a personal gift, and tells her 

mother to stop interrogating her. Finally she goes to share the news with 

her father. In the absence of fear, there is no forbidden emotion. When 

feeling is permitted, it is possible to create anything one chooses and to 

think freely. Again we see the high cost of fear. It can accompany an 
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individual all his life but at the same time it reinforces family unity and 

grants a sense of intimacy and warmth. 

5. A conversation in a traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task:  the mother wants her son, 

among other things, to be independent. She apparently interprets the 

term ‘independent’ differently to parents in modern culture. For her, an 

independent child is not who acts according to his discretion but one 

who adapts himself to his family. Throughout the conversation she is 

taking a stand which encourages the child to integrate into his family 

and preserve harmony. At this stage the child is still rebellious, but most 

probably in a few years he will become a ‘good and clever’ boy who does 

not confront his parents and adapts himself to them 

Tools: aggression and the language of command are evident 

throughout the dialog. The child eventually submits. 

Outcome: this conversation is marked by thinking based on the 

external locus of control. A polite form of address would have 

transformed the locus into an internal one. The boy asks for a car and 

his mother tells him he has plenty and doesn’t need any more. She is 

speaking, as it were, from within him. She goes on to accuse him 

paradoxically of having an external locus of control – he wants the car 

not because he likes it, but because he is jealous of his cousin. Now she 

orders him to stop crying or else he will be punished. She restricts his 

ability to protest and his emotional expression. She could have refused to 
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buy the car but still been empathetic towards his emotional expression; 

however, control of his emotional response is an external locus of control 

on the part of the mother. She accuses him of learning bad things from 

his cousin. Her solution is to forbid him to go there. The solution is not 

for her son to be responsible for himself and decide what to learn and 

how, but for her to control him in such a way that he does not learn bad 

things. He is giving her a headache, she claims. Again, it is not she who 

finds the situation difficult; the guilt lies elsewhere. The child, for his 

part also tries to control his mother from outside. He does not appeal to 

her logic and talk about his needs, but threatens not to go to school if he 

doesn’t get what he wants. This is a dialog of external activations rather 

than internal experiences. She continues to threaten to tell his father, 

again relying on external control of behavior. And when the son says he 

doesn’t care, he is punished for not being afraid. Fear is an important 

means of external control in traditional culture and authority preserves 

it. The individual can be punished not only for what he did, but also for 

the very fact that he was not afraid. This child is actually being punished 

for independent thought. ‘You’re cheeky, you don’t care, and you’re not 

scared…’ she says. She then smacks him and he pleads. Each of them is 

trying to influence the other by means of pain or an appeal to pity, and is 

not aiming at the conflict-free sphere and trying to persuade. Finally, the 

child gives up the car and even relinquishes his desire for a car. 

Complete control has won the day, at least for the time being. The 
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renunciation of the wish itself is tantamount to full identification with 

the wishes of the parent. 

In the interview the mother describes her feeling, based on 

collective experience that her son might try to exploit her.  He will cry, 

arouse her pity and get what he wants. Exploitation is one of the inter-

personal rather than intra-personal words which are prevalent in 

traditional society. Now the mother goes on to say that the cousin 

controls her son, that she gives in to him when she pities him (and not 

when she feels guilty for example. In other words, there is no experience 

of separation, there is identification), and concludes by saying that she 

doesn’t want him to force her to do things she doesn’t want to do. All 

these emphasized words are inter-personal, and are used frequently in 

traditional society. The mother adds that her violence towards her son is 

for his own good. When the child comes to believe it too the circle of 

‘identification with the aggressor’ will be closed. Child and parents will be 

one. 

What is missing, of course, is the child’s inner world. What does he 

really like? What toys doesn’t he play with and why? What types of car 

does he like and could a cheaper car make him happy? Perhaps he could 

exchange toys with his cousin for a few days and try out the car? This 

inner world of creativity and logic does not find expression in external 

locus of control. One can scarcely speak of democratic thinking when 

fear reigns and emotional expression, such as tears, is forbidden. It 
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should be recalled that the vocabulary of this child includes more 

outward-directed than inward-directed words, external rather than 

internal locus of control. There are fewer words such as emptiness, 

boredom, despair, don’t know, hesitating, pondering, thinking etc and 

more such as exploitation, pity, forcing etc which we encountered in this 

dialog. These words, naturally enough, mold thought. 

A modern version: 

Son: Mummy, I want to buy a car with a remote control. 

Mother: You’re not short of games. 

Son: But Mummy, I don’t have a car like that. 

Mother: What car do you mean? 

Son: My cousin L. bought a car with a remote control and it’s cool. 

Mother: Do you want a car because L has one or because you 

really like it? You should know that you’ll always find friends who 

have games that you don’t have, and you can’t buy everything. The 

question is whether you’ll play with it for long and enjoy it or throw 

it away after a few days like you have with lots of games. 

Son: No, Mummy, I really love this car and I don’t have one like it. 

Mother: I don’t think we’re going to buy you a car this time. I 

bought one not long ago and you haven’t even touched it. 

Son: (starts crying) I want a car like L’s. Why did his parents buy 

him one? 
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Mother: I understand that you really want it and you’re very 

disappointed but believe me, it’s not so terrible not to have all the 

games in the world. 

Son: (continues to cry) I want a car. Buy it for me, Mummy, please. 

Mother: All this crying is hard for me, really hard. It’s giving me a 

headache. Try to calm down. 

Son: If you don’t buy it, I won’t go to school tomorrow. 

Mother: What’s the connection? Why are you threatening me with 

your school? You don’t go there for me but for yourself, you should 

realize that. And you’re not doing me any favors every morning 

when you go. I really hope you enjoy it there. But about the car, 

that’s a final decision, I’m not going to buy it this time. 

Son: You’re a bad mother. You don’t buy anything for your son. 

When Daddy comes, I’ll tell him and you’ll see that he’ll agree to 

buy it. 

Mother: I don’t know what Daddy will think but I guess that he 

won’t be happy either to throw away money and buy you another 

new car. 

The child cries. 

The mother goes back to her chores. 

Achieving the developmental task: as far as the mother is 

concerned, the child is entitled to want and she, as a mother, is entitled 

not to agree. She will not try to control his wishes. Her questions and 
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explanations open up the opportunity for the child to persuade her. In 

this case he threatened, cried and did not use the instrument of 

persuasion which she offered him. She is leading him towards 

independence by not denying his wishes and his means of expression 

and is also offering him a legitimate way of coping with her and her 

decisions. 

Tools: the mother’s polite form of address preserves his conflict-

free sphere. She neither commands nor threatens. She is empathetic: ‘I 

understand that you really want it,’ and certainly assertive. 

Outcome: any child would find it hard to be refused something he 

wants and probably many would cry and feel that nobody ever buys them 

anything. However, the good individualist mother brings the child close 

to himself. She explains to him, is interested in his emotions, shares his 

pain and disappointment but does not necessarily change her decision. 

She does not try to control him from outside but hopes that he will grow 

up to be able to control himself from within. After a rapid response 

without much thought (‘You’re not short of games’) she reconsiders and 

starts clarifying which car he wants. At this stage she offers the child a 

whole world of considerations – when to buy, why and how much. First, 

she tries to clarify with him if his desire for a car comes from a real place. 

The criterion is whether he will play with it for long and enjoy it or soon 

throw it aside. The traditional mother asked the same question because 

she too knows that the lifespan of imitation is brief. But her conduct 
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directed her son outward and not inward. In other words, the modern 

mother told her son to think for a moment what he really wants and 

dwelt on the inner truth. She reminds him that in the past he has 

thrown aside games after a short time, thereby trying to encourage him 

to learn a lesson from experience. So far she is helping her son to cope 

with feelings of envy by means of the inner search for his own truth, 

instead of outside through examination of the other. She has directed 

him to logical considerations which examine whether money will bring 

him short-term or long-term pleasure and is trying to draw conclusions 

on the basis of comparison with the past. These are the logical tools 

which scientists use. The child does not respond to the invitation and 

does not develop the subject. Perhaps next time he wants a toy he will 

employ scientific thinking as shown by his mother. Now she sets limits 

and says that she does not agree to buy the toy for him. She does not do 

this angrily and as a punishment and with external locus of control, but 

with empathy for his pain. Hence, he does not need to defend himself so 

much and is ready for introspection when he is not under attack. When 

he cries, she does not forbid him to cry, but tells him how she feels as a 

result. She does not try to control him but lets him share her feelings. 

One might say that the mother is trying throughout the conversation to 

restore the child’s external locus of control and transform it into an 

internal locus of control. Now he threatens that he won’t go to school. 

Again she does not respond angrily and. Instead she directs him to 
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himself and tells him that he goes to school for his own sake. When the 

child threatens to tell his father, she replies that she is not sure what his 

father will say. Lack of knowledge and indecision are the symbol of 

internal locus of control. Now, when all his efforts to activate the 

environment have failed, all that is left to the child is to think what he 

truly wants and what is right for him. This is also the moment when he 

is ready for life in a democratic society and when he is capable of 

creating. 

6. A conversation in modern society. 

Achieving the developmental task: this girl may not be studying 

well but she can confront her mother independently and talks to her as 

an equal. At least in this respect the mother has undoubtedly succeeded 

in educating her in the spirit of modern culture. 

Tools: the daughter displays assertiveness in the face of her 

mother’s assertiveness. 

Outcome: the mother appeals to her daughter’s self: ‘You know 

you have to make an effort’, and the daughter replies directly to her 

mother’s self: ‘I do make an effort and you know it’. Mother and daughter 

address each other’s inner truth, the self-focused emotion which is the 

source of strength in modern culture. The struggle then becomes logical. 

The mother says that she can’t see that her daughter is studying, and 

the daughter replies that she doesn’t see because she comes home late 

from work. When her mother does not yield, she says: ‘OK, if you say so!’ 
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in other words, if that’s your truth, what can I say? This is a cynical 

remark which recognizes that if that is what the mother feels, there can 

be no arguing with her and her feelings (in traditional society one can 

argue with feelings.) Cynicism is a characteristically modern product 

which combines humor, logical paradox and sometimes also creativity, 

and is rare in traditional societies. The mother concludes by saying: ‘You 

don’t understand me, and when you grow up, you’ll understand!’ She is 

actually saying to the child that she, the daughter, does not see what her 

mother sees but may perhaps see her mother’s truth in the future. She 

tries to persuade the child through a dialog which understands that it is 

necessary to appeal to some inner part and less to external rules. In 

traditional society, as a rule there is no attempt to address the inner self 

but rather to persuade by activating the other in various ways. For 

example, a child who does not study may be accused of shaming the 

family or not obeying authority. 

This girl has already realized her democratic right by expressing 

her opinion independently. She also gave her mother a logical reply and 

is therefore ripe for scientific thinking, and moreover employed creative 

cynicism which faced her mother with a paradox. She is also ripe for 

creativity. 

A traditional version: 

Mother: Have you done your homework? 

Daughter: Yes. 
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Mother: I want you to make an effort and get good grades like your 

brothers. 

Daughter: I do make an effort and thank God I succeed, and you’ll 

be proud of me. 

Mother: No. You sit in front of the TV and don’t do a thing. I’m 

going to throw out the TV. 

Daughter: Why do you think that? 

Mother: You sit at the computer and watch TV and waste your 

time. 

Daughter: I promise I’ll work harder. 

Mother: My advice will help you in the future- when you grow up, 

you’ll understand. 

Daughter: OK. 

Achieving the developmental task: the child does not argue with 

her mother, but tells her what she wants to hear: ‘I promise I’ll work 

harder’. She is thereby avoiding the confrontation which evolved in the 

modern conversation and is achieving her developmental task – 

preserving family harmony despite the difficulties. 

Tools: there is a strong demand for integration (‘like your brothers’ 

‘be proud of me’). The mother is aggressive towards her daughter – 

threatening to throw out the TV set. 

Outcome: the difference becomes evident from the third sentence 

on. The modern mother said: ‘You know you have to make an effort’, 
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while the traditional mother said: ‘I want you to make an effort…’ The 

modern daughter is inward-directed while her traditional counterpart is 

directed outward. It is not surprising that the former replies: ‘I do make 

an effort and you know it!’ while the latter says: ‘I do make an effort and 

thank God I succeed, and you’ll be proud of me’. Again, the former 

appeals to the mother’s inner truth and the latter to the fact that her 

mother can be proud of her because everyone will know about it. This 

mother will throw out the TV set which her daughter watches for hours, 

while the modern mother does not utter threats. She realizes that study 

must come from within, out of the individual’s desire and need and not 

through coercion. Forced study is, at best, imitation and copying which 

are highly developed in traditional society. However, throwing out the TV 

set will not produce a miracle, and the locus of control will not shift 

inward. It is interesting to note that the modern daughter’s reply to her 

mother’s charge that she doesn’t study, namely the retort that her 

mother is never home at the times when she studies, has been omitted 

from the traditional translation. The impression is that the traditional 

daughter lacks the logical tools for coping with her mother’s accusations, 

whether out of fear of confrontation or for some other reason. When the 

modern daughter employs slightly aggressive cynicism (‘OK, if you say 

so!’) the traditional daughter promises to be a good girl (‘I promise to 

work harder’). And yet just before that she said: ‘I do make an effort….) 

Not only does she lack the weapon of cynicism, but she is above all 
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inconsistent in her logic. What appears to guide her is the desire to 

appease her mother – the relationship is the truth. 

This girl has not been trained for logical and creative thinking 

because of her dependence on her environment, and she will find it 

difficult to insist on her own opinions in a democratic society. Any 

external influence may cause her to change them. 

Another traditional translator wrote: 

Mother: Have you done your homework? 

Daughter: Yes. 

Mother: I know you’re not studying enough. 

Daughter: I did all my homework today and I’ve been reading. 

Mother: That’s not enough. I see you spending most of your time in 

front of the TV set and not studying. 

Daughter: Why are you saying that about me? You come home late 

from work and you don’t see what I do. 

Mother: I see you most of the time sitting at the computer and in 

front of the TV. From now on I’m going to cut off the Internet and 

there’s no more TV. You need to make an effort at your studies and 

not to go out with your girl friends. 

Daughter: Mummy, you don’t understand me. 

Mother: I understand you but you don’t understand yourself. You 

don’t know what you’re doing. At your age, I used to sit at least six 

hours and study. 
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Daughter: (cries and says nothing). 

Mother: Don’t cry, crying won’t free you. Get up; wash your face 

and study. If you don’t invest in your studies you won’t succeed in 

life. 

Daughter: Mummy, why are you shouting at me? 

Mother: You made me mad. I want you to be the best student in 

the class. 

Daughter: All my grades are good. 

Mother: You’ve been told that’s not enough. I’ll be ashamed if you 

bring even one low grade. All the family are looking to see what’s 

said about you. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter responds to 

some of her mother’s accusations but mostly pleads with her in various 

ways: (‘Mummy, you don’t understand me’, ‘Mummy, why are you 

shouting at me?’) and she also cries. Thus she is reinforcing the 

dependency relationship and achieving her developmental task. 

Tools: the mother is aggressive and subdues her daughter (at least 

when she cries). When she senses that the girl will shame her if she gets 

‘even one low grade’, she identifies with her. Now they are as one. When 

the girl cries and pleads for understanding, she is asking her mother to 

justify her and identify with her. 

Outcome: the traditional mother says: ‘I know you’re not studying 

enough’, while the modern mother said: ‘You know you need to make an 
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effort’. The former conveys to her daughter the message that she, the 

mother, knows, while the latter conveys the message that the child 

should know. This is the essence of the difference between internal and 

external locus of control. Who should know how much the child needs to 

study? The traditional mother thinks that she is the one who should 

know and the modern mother thinks it is her daughter who should 

know. The traditional translator added the sentence copied from the 

modern text: ‘Why are you saying that about me?’ before the claim that 

her mother is never home and so doesn’t know. The girl is complaining 

therefore not only at the logic and unfairness of her mother’s, but at the 

fact that it is slandering her. – What she is actually saying is: ‘Why are 

you saying bad things about me and insulting me?  Why are you 

undermining our relationship?  In the traditional family, subversion of 

the relationship is often more crucial than the facts. The traditional 

mother goes on to threaten that she will throw out the TV and cancel the 

Internet, to which the daughter replies: ‘Mummy, you don’t understand 

me’, which sounds as if she is yearning for a mother who will identify 

with her and justify her. Her mother replies: ‘I understand you but you 

don’t understand yourself’. In modern society it would be hard to find a 

parent who would express himself thus because it would sound insulting 

to the modern ear. In traditional thinking, however, there is nothing new 

in the idea that a parent understands a child better than the child itself. 

The sentence: ‘You don’t know what you’re doing’, again attributes 
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knowledge to someone outside and could sound offensive to the modern 

ear. In traditional thinking, a child does not obey his parents does not 

know what he is doing. In modern thinking someone who does not know 

what he is doing may be crazy, because the individual is responsible for 

himself. Now the daughter cries and her mother denies her the 

possibility of emotional outlet. The daughter’s emotions do not interest 

the mother nor does she think they should concern her daughter. 

Nothing comes of emotional expression, the mother says. Now the 

daughter dares to ask: ‘Mummy, why are you shouting at me?’ and her 

mother replies sincerely: ‘You made me mad. I want you to be the best 

student in the class’. A modern parent would be ashamed as a rule to 

admit that he is reacting aggressively because his child irritated him, and 

would expect not to react emotionally. However, when the relationship 

and emotion are at the heart, the mother can react through the external 

locus of control. She adds that she wants her daughter to be the best 

student in the class. This is true of many traditional families. As noted, it 

frustrates the child and makes him feel a failure and does not encourage 

him, because he will realize that even if he makes an effort, he will not 

always be able to be the best student. If he is going to disappoint his 

parents anyway, why make an effort? The mother goes on to clarify the 

impossible task the child has been assigned - namely to bring honor to 

the family - and reveals the destructive role of the extended family in 

exerting pressure on her. Her feeling is that her daughter represents her 
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and not that she is a separate individual. Brought up to believe that her 

mother understands her better than she understands herself, this 

daughter will not become an active partner in democratic society. It will 

also be hard for her to cope with scientific problems because, again, the 

truth is located outside and not within her. Moreover, she has become 

accustomed to dissatisfaction with her actions and lack of appreciation 

and will find it hard to develop self-reliance – the essential condition for 

scientific coping.  

7. A traditional event: 

Achieving the developmental task: A. has taken responsibility 

for his friend, C., and helped him to overcome the affront and to play. C. 

responds to being taken under his wing. These children are achieving 

their developmental task, which encourages dependency. 

Tools: mainly rejection and identification. B. rejects his friend. The 

fourth child, D. speaks for C., and identifies with him when C. says that 

he doesn’t want to (although this is apparently manipulation). At the 

dramatic finale, A. takes responsibility for his friend, sits him down on 

the chair and orders him to play. He is identifying with C.’s emotional 

needs and taking him under his wing and C. accepts this as natural. 

Outcome: A. takes responsibility for C. even though he has said he 

doesn’t want to play, sits him down and orders him to play. C. does as he 

is told. His behavior has apparently invited this help and protection. ‘I 

want to go home’, he said with a sad expression which apparently 
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aroused A.’s pity. The children do not apparently consider the situation 

to be unusual and do not react. C. is identifying with his friend, helping 

hi to overcome his anger and ‘doing the job for him’. 

C. is exempted from taking responsibility for himself. He was 

offended and his friend acted for him and helped him overcome his 

affront. This expectation of help from outside without which the child 

cannot look after himself leaves him dependent on the mercies of the 

environment and not only in inter-personal situations. It is likely that 

tomorrow, when he is given a hard problem to solve in class, he will 

prefer not to rely on himself and will await the teacher’s help. On the 

other hand, A. will also find it hard to focus on a problem because he will 

feel the need to help a friend and be responsible for him even if no help 

was requested. The democratic model is based on the independence of 

the individual and his ability to express his views. These children are 

speaking on behalf of one another. They are not ripe for active 

participation in democratic society. 

A modern version: 

A. and B. are playing with a TV game. C. arrives and watches 

them. He starts pressing the buttons on B.’s remote control and 

disturbing him. 

B.: Get away, you’re disturbing me! 

C.: (moves aside, offended). 

After two minutes… 
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A. to C.: Do you want to play? 

C.: (resentfully) No... 

A.: Are you sure? 

C.: (does not reply). 

A. goes back to the game. 

Achieving the developmental task: all the children display 

independence and none ask for protection. Hence, they are achieving 

their developmental task. 

Tools: A. is empathetic towards C. He asks him if he wants to play 

and when the reply is negative he asks if he is sure. He does not identify 

with C. and doesn’t do the work for him, namely, seating him. Nor does 

he reject him in any way. 

Outcome: A. was empathetic towards C. when he saw that he was 

offended and asked him to come and play. But he accepts C.’s ‘no’. In 

modern individualist culture a ‘no’ is a ‘no’ while in traditional-collectivist 

culture there is more room for non-verbal signs. For example, C. said ‘no’ 

but clarified his feelings (‘I want to go home’,) which the modern child did 

not do. Thereby the traditional C. was encouraging the other to identify 

with his feelings and inviting him to act on his behalf. 

An inter-cultural encounter between traditional A. and modern C. 

would be liable to end badly. A. would ask if C. wanted to play and C. 

would say ‘no’. For the modern C., a no is a no, but the traditional A., 

aware of C.’s hurt, would come to his aid, inviting rejection. Alternatively, 
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in an encounter between a modern A and traditional C., the latter would 

expect his friend to understand his need without being told and would 

deny that he needed help. The modern A. would accept this denial and 

the traditional C. would be offended with the other for not understanding 

what lay beneath his ‘no’. 

8. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter can ask for 

what she wants without fear and explain the true reason. She appears to 

be achieving her developmental task. 

Tools: mainly admiration. The daughter admires the pens and her 

mother admires her. It is important for the mother that her child admire 

and be happy. 

Outcome:  the daughter persuades her mother to buy the pens 

through her personal experience that it will make her happy. The mother 

would think twice before spoiling that experience. She replies with a 

certain cynicism: ‘OK, sure, if that’s what will make you happy’. In other 

words, who am I to spoil your fun? The daughter replies: ‘Great, thanks!’ 

The word ‘great’ is a Western word of admiration which does not appear 

in the traditional texts examined, apparently because it is self-focused. 

In general, the communication between mother and daughter revolves 

around the daughter’s narcissistic happiness and the mother enjoys 

sharing it. Such enthusiasm is a creation in itself. It is not difficult to 

imagine that the daughter will produce creative work with these pens or 



 427 

to conceive that she can be a useful member of democratic society 

because of the ease with which she expresses her wishes and opinions. 

And what of the mother’s cynical comment: ‘If that’s what will make you 

happy…’ This is logic itself! It would be rare to find such a sentence in 

traditional society and it attests to readiness to raise suppositions and 

draw conclusions – the preconditions for scientific thinking. 

A traditional version: 

Daughter: Mummy, I need some money. Will you give it to me? 

Mother: Why? What do you need? 

Daughter: I saw some beautiful pens with kind of glittery ink and I 

want to buy them. 

Mother: Why didn’t you buy them with your pocket money? They 

are very expensive, aren’t they? 

Daughter: Please, Mummy. I won’t ask for anything till the end of 

the year. 

Mother: All right, I’ll give it to you but I want you to know you can 

buy only two, and you have to let your sister share, OK? 

Daughter: What, won’t they be mine? 

Mother: Yes, of course, but they’re your sister’s as well, all right? 

Daughter: All right. 

Mother: But I want you to know that another time you must save 

money before you want to buy something because I won’t always 

give it to you. 
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Achieving the developmental task: the mother reminds her 

daughter that she has a sister as well as financial constraints. She is 

concerned that her daughter should not be over-enthusiastic because 

excessive happiness means lack of dependence. The mother therefore is 

raising her daughter to achieve her developmental task – to maintain 

mutual dependence in the family. 

Tools:  in place of admiration we find a tendency to integration. 

Outcome:  from the outset the traditional daughter is defensive: 

‘Mummy, I need some money, Will you give it to me?’ while the modern 

daughter challenged her mother by saying: ‘Mummy, I want something 

which costs a little money’. Then the modern sentence: ‘I really want it’, 

becomes the traditional: ‘I saw some beautiful pens…’ ‘I really want…’ is 

a very rare expression in traditional society because the individual’s 

wishes are not at the center. The sister’s participation is another blow to 

the sense of uniqueness which was evident in the modern version, and 

which the traditional child apparently wants to experience. All the words 

expressing admiration and exhilaration have disappeared in the 

traditional translation. Traditional populations are generally poorer than 

modern societies but it is still possible to find something to admire even 

when it is not possible to buy it. One could admire the pens and promise 

to buy them in the future, try to find cheaper pens etc. The absence of 

admiration, as noted, is related to the absent self.  IN addition to 

withholding admiration, the mother determines a series of restrictions: 
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only two pens can be bought, the sister will share them and next time 

she will not be allowed to buy. She seems to be trying to pull back from 

her consent to buy pens for her daughter and to add a few negatives to 

every positive response. We understand that the daughter’s request that 

her mother admire the pens could end in punishment because the very 

request is not legitimate. Naturally enough, there is no trace of cynicism. 

In years to come, the girl will learn to think of her sister whenever 

she feels even the slightest trace of happiness. It is not possible to create 

under these circumstances. Creation is a world of admiration and not of 

prohibitions. This daughter will hesitate apprehensively before permitting 

herself ‘excessive happiness’. It will also be hard for her to express a 

personal opinion, firstly because she has never been alone without her 

sister, and second, because whenever she asked for something she got it 

but was deprived of other things. The truth is that after several such 

attempts the individual will make few requests and rarely express his 

opinion. 

9. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter undergoes a 

process at the end of which she totally agrees with her mother, and is 

thus achieving her task. 

Tools:  the daughter identifies with her mother through the 

allegory. The mother commands “Listen to me, daughter, and answer my 

questions’. She addresses her daughter by her relative title. 
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Outcome: the use of allegory encourages identification because the 

answer is not given in the form an order which could evoke resistance 

but in the form of a story which is associatively connected and bypasses 

defenses. Whereas at the outset the daughter spoke in the name of 

complexity and independence about her ability to distinguish between 

various elements of society – those whose friendship was worthwhile and 

those which should be avoided – in the end the identifies entirely with 

her mother. The mother starts out by saying: ‘Listen to me, daughter, 

and answer my questions’; this is a stance of command stance which 

does not leave her daughter room to say, for example, that she does not 

want to hear the story. In the end, the mother explains the moral. She 

does not leave the story open lest her daughter understand it differently 

and draw the ‘wrong’ conclusions. We see that identification is often 

achieved by force and by restricting freedom. The daughter concludes the 

conversation by declaring that from now on she will always be the ‘good, 

polite’ daughter. 

Allegories are a known and ancient method of persuasion. They 

entail manipulation of conclusions in the direction desired by the 

narrator and contain worldly wisdom. In modern society, it is not 

customary to interpret stories and the listener is expected to draw his 

own conclusions. This is not the case in traditional society. We gain the 

impression that the mother has been guiding her daughter towards a 

predetermined conclusion. If we are speaking of a logical exercise, the 
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daughter’s starting point is better than the ending. She begins by 

displaying ability to analyze the good and bad elements in her friend’s 

personality and ends without this ability. She also draws conclusions on 

the basis of comparison of vegetables with human beings. The ability to 

express opinions democratically or to disagree is denied her as the story 

continues. And in conclusion, she is fond of this friend, and if she is so 

quick to give her up because of her mother’s dislike, she will have no 

prospect of relying on herself and her own emotions. Will this child be 

able to create when her loyalty to her emotions is so tenuous? Her 

reward for her renunciations is undoubtedly the warmth and intimacy 

she enjoys with her mother. 

A modern version:  

A daughter asks her mother for permission to visit her friend who 

is known for her bad character. The mother expresses 

reservations. 

Daughter: You think I’m a silly little girl and you’re afraid I’ll learn 

all kinds of things from her. 

Mother: To be honest, yes, I’m afraid. She could influence you. 

Friends influence one another. 

Daughter: Look, I enjoy chatting with her. She has a great sense of 

humor and she’s bright, but I know she’ll go and gossip afterwards 

so I don’t tell her anything personal. And if I need help, she’s not 
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the one who’ll give it to me. I know all that. But nobody is perfect 

and my relationship with her is enough for me. 

Mother: You’ve forgotten what she once did to you, told stories 

about you. 

Daughter: Right, she can’t keep a secret. If you want the whole 

town to know something you just have to tell her, and make her 

swear she won’t tell anyone. 

Mother: So why look for trouble? 

Daughter: Mummy, I still like her and enjoy being with her. But 

you were right; I have to be careful about her defects. 

Mother: OK, I don’t want to forbid you to go. 

Daughter: Mummy, it’s not your job to decide who my friends are. 

Mother: Perhaps…OK, go and look after yourself. 

Daughter: See you soon, Mummy. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter insists on her 

opinion until it is accepted and is therefore achieving her task – 

independence. 

Tools: the daughter is empathetic towards her mother’s stance and 

understands her but does not agree with her. She is also assertive. Her 

mother is both empathetic and assertive.  The daughter admires her 

friend and says she ‘has a great sense of humor and is bright’. The 

mother addresses her daughter politely, and ensures thereby that 

emotions will not infiltrate the conflict-free sphere. 
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Outcome: the daughter is empathetic but can also see something 

that her mother finds it hard to see – that she very much enjoys her 

friend’s company. She is not willing to give up her stance and explains it 

as befits a member of democratic society. In the end, the mother 

vacillates: ‘Perhaps…OK’. In traditional society parents rarely express 

doubts. Their task is to know and not to hesitate. Indecision is the 

individual’s dialog with himself and attests to the existence of the 

conflict-free sphere. In the environment-activated sphere there are no 

doubts, since doubting is the transformation of the inter-personal 

conflict, which is common in traditional society, into an intra-personal 

conflict, such as is prevalent in modern society. Can one cope with a 

scientific problem or creative effort without prior doubts? The daughter 

also reveals ability to analyze a problem. The friend’s characteristics have 

been classified into good and bad, and the girl examines the significance 

of each kind for her. Her mother accepts her opinion because she has 

been persuaded that her daughter is right. This proof does not differ in 

essence from scientific proof and it employs the same logical tools (causal 

thinking, logical operators etc). 

10. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter has not yet 

learned the essential difference between boys and girls as accepted in her 

society. She will internalize it in the future, and the fact that she runs to 
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her mother, apparently out of identification and in search of comfort, 

indicates this. 

Tools: the daughter wants to identify with her big brother but she 

ends up identifying with her mother. Her father encourages her to 

integrate. 

Outcome: the daughter experiences her brother’s excessive rights 

as hurt and humiliation. At this age, there are numerous incidents in 

which the boy is preferred to the girl, to the latter’s distress. At an earlier 

age, she may still rebel, proof that she is still struggling against the low 

self-image which has been forced on her. She will later internalize this 

image, believe in it and rebel less and less. The daughter who has been 

rejected by her father tends to seek consolation from her mother through 

identification between women and in the hope that her mother can offer 

a solution. But what is left to her is to identify with the low self-image 

that her mother has already adopted. Play is creativity. Running, getting 

dirty, climbing ropes – all these are symbols of freedom which involve not 

only creativity, but also solution of problems which arise during play. 

When play is restricted from an early age, and long, uncomfortable 

garments restrict free movement, this is a death blow to creativity. 

A modern version: 

Daughter: Daddy, why does D. always get ahead of me? 

Father: Because he’s bigger than you and he’s a boy. 

Daughter: But it’s not fair that boys are always stronger than girls. 



 435 

Father: Yes, perhaps it’s not fair, but that’s the way it is. 

Daughter: (irritated). If I train hard can I outdo the boys in my 

class?  

Father: If you train you can certainly improve but I’m not sure you 

can outdo them in sports. 

Daughter: But, Daddy, that’s not fair, why are they always 

stronger? 

Father: A., meanwhile climb the ropes and show me what you can 

do. I’ve seen that you climb very well. 

Daughter: (runs happily to climb). 

Achieving the developmental task: the father is directing his 

daughter to improve herself, but also preparing her for the disappointing 

realization that she will never be as strong as the boys. He is helping her 

to focus on herself and her achievements and not on comparisons to 

others. Thereby he is helping her to achieve the developmental task of 

separateness and independence. 

Tools: the father admires his daughter’s achievements, is 

empathetic towards her pain and addresses her politely. 

Outcome: the girl’s frustration at the physical inferiority of girls is 

evident. Like many other girls, she would like to be better than the boys. 

Over the years she will learn that girls can be better than boys in various 

spheres and that sport is not one of them. When girls of this age and 

younger listen to legends in which the prince rescues the princess they 
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may protest and say that the stories are always the same and why 

shouldn’t the princess be the heroine who saves the prince. In due 

course they become accustomed to the differences between boys and 

girls, some inherent and others fostered by society, and their protest 

fades. But the primary protest stage is precious because it is the stage 

when the girl’s image and self-esteem have not yet been subdued. The 

father is directing his daughter there. He wants her to be a good climber 

in relation to herself, to improve and to enjoy the effort. In the past few 

decades, as the feminist movement has gained momentum in the West, 

there is a tendency to encourage girls to realize their potential in every 

possible sphere – sport, studies etc. In schools, for example, research 

shows that their studying skills are in no way inferior to those of boys 

and in some areas even surpass them. Nonetheless, in the traditional 

society, they are often not permitted to continue their studies. (The 

society is squandering half of its potential thereby). The future creativity 

of this girl is in no way related to the speed with which she climbs a rope, 

but rather to the freedom to play which her father has granted her. The 

significance of play extends far beyond the game itself. The truth is that 

play contains everything: creativity, problem-solving through scientific 

thinking and the participant’s ability to persevere in the drive for victory. 

An election campaign, for example, is a group game with clear rules in 

which the masses are vitalized and each participating group seeks to 

triumph. The traditional girl, directed towards relationships rather than 
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justice and clear rules, may perceive competition as the absence of 

partnership and as exploitation and hence is not ripe for participation in 

democratic society. 

11. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the son is conducting an 

independent discussion with his mother, insisting, proving and 

persuading. He is achieving his developmental task. 

Tools: mother and son are assertive towards one another. The 

mother is empathetic towards her son’s arguments. 

Outcome: it is clear that the mother does not like the idea of her 

son sleeping away from home and she says so, but does not submit to 

this feeling and conducts a dialog with him. The boy says that this is a 

one-time request. His mother offers the counter-argument that he won’t 

be able to get up for school. The boy says he hasn’t seen his friend for a 

long time. His mother offers other solutions – that they meet at 

lunchtime or the friend come for a sleep-over. The boy insists. He 

proposes a solution regarding school – his friend’s father will take them. 

At this point, the mother compromises; the argument has apparently 

convinced her. She is committed to logic and cannot ignore her son’s 

solution and the fact that it overcomes the problem. But she sets a 

condition: it must be a one-time event. As soon as the boy promises, she 

is again committed to the logical rules of the game and gives her 

permission. The feeling is that words have both value and power, and a 



 438 

promise is trusted. And, finally, the mother discovers how difficult it is 

for her to be parted from her son. She will not forgo a telephone 

conversation in the morning and tells him to call her at any hour of the 

night if he needs to. She has overcome her own separation problems, 

apparently out of understanding of her son’s needs, and has made a 

concession on the road to compromise. The child, for his part, has 

compromised and promised that the event is one-time although he 

thinks he is old enough to sleep at his friend’s house. In this case, as in 

others, the specific outcome is less important than the adoption of the 

path to compromise. 

It is noteworthy that the child says: ‘Please, Mummy’, evoking more 

guilt feelings than pity. He also feels that he is in the right and is a little 

angry: ‘You don’t have to make it into such a big deal’. Anger at parents 

is not common in traditional society. 

The child and his mother have solved the problem through 

compromise achieved by means of numerous logical exercises. They have 

also raised various ideas as to how to cope with the dispute. She, for 

example, proposed alternative meeting times and a sleep-over at her 

house. The search for compromise or negotiations can be a logical and 

creative exercise, how to arrange for both parties to benefit and for the 

whole to be greater than the sum of its parts. Both mother and son 

appear to be satisfied with the compromise. Moreover, the son regards 
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the situation democratically, argues according to the rules of democracy 

and is therefore ripe for life in a democratic society. 

A traditional version: 

Son: Mummy, today I’m not eating lunch at home. 

Mother: Why? I’ve prepared it. 

Son: I want to eat at my friend’s house. 

Mother: Who told you that? 

Son: I decided. 

Mother: All right, but first say it and then we’ll decide what’s going 

to happen. 

Son: Mummy, all my friends decide what they want. 

Mother: Your friends can do what they like but you’re not like your 

friends. 

Son: Why aren’t I like my friends? Haven’t I enough brains to 

decide and think what I want? 

Mother: In this house little ones don’t decide things. 

Son: Why not? 

Mother: Because little ones can’t decide right. 

Son: Who said so? 

Mother: I did. 

Son: Who said that grownups’ decisions are always right? I want to 

eat at my friend’s house. It’s not a problem that I decided because I 

can decide things like that. 
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Mother: All right, you can decide when you’re grownup. 

Son: If I can’t decide now then I won’t be able to decide when I’m 

grownup. 

Mother: All right. Today you can eat with your friend but next time 

you must tell me first and then we’ll decide. 

Achieving the developmental task: the child starts out with a 

grandiose, apparently defensive statement: ‘I’ve decided’, and argues with 

his mother; she humiliates him. This attitude, however, soon turns into 

concession. The child has apparently reached an age where he permits 

himself to rebel against his mother. It is also likely that he would not talk 

to his father like that. What mother and son have in common is the fact 

that they are not dealing with true content – is it appropriate and 

convenient for the boy to eat at his friend’s house? The discussion 

focuses on considerations of age and what other friends do. There are 

external criteria which determine matters. Although the child protests 

against them he does not propose a discussion of the actual issue. He 

has a problem in that he does not accept the authority of the adults in a 

society where the developmental task is to identify with the path of the 

adults and not to rebel. 

Tools: the mother is aggressive and rejects her son’s stance. It is 

possible that her excessive aggression is humiliating him to an extent 

where he cannot identify with authority. 
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Outcome: the son starts out by making a confident statement that 

he is not eating at home. The traditional translator changed the 

sentence: ‘I think I’ll eat at my friend’s house’, into the traditional child’s 

‘I’ve decided’. The traditional mother asks: ‘Who told you that?’ It is an 

interesting way of phrasing. Someone outside must have told the child, 

since he is not allowed to speak for himself, namely to decide. The 

mother imagines a world which activates the child from outside and does 

not imagine that her child has internal powers of motivation. The 

traditional child goes on to cite his friends, who are allowed to decide for 

themselves, thereby relying on the group. It is clear that to be different 

from one’s friends is a disgrace. When his mother humiliates him by her 

answer: ‘You’re not like your friends’, he asks whether he hasn’t the 

brains to decide what he wants and tries to win her compassion. The 

modern child was angry at this stage and said: ‘You don’t have to make it 

into such a big deal. I’m a big boy’.  Anger is the symbol of separateness, 

while the quest for pity is the symbol of dependence. The mother 

humiliates him again by emphasizing that he is small and can’t make the 

right decision. It is obvious that he wants to feel grownup. He answers 

cleverly: ‘If I can’t decide now then I won’t be able to decide when I’m 

grownup’, and then she consents. There is no process of compromise. 

The child is left with the feeling that she yielded or that her statements 

are arbitrary and capricious and do not stem from an orderly and 

developing process of logical dialog. The humiliation has obstructed the 
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ability to hold an open and democratic discussion, to seek logical 

answers and create new solutions. It has impaired the conflict-free 

sphere because under threat there is no room for logical or creative 

thinking, but only for defensiveness. The expression of opinions may also 

be overblown   in order to avoid hurt. The child therefore conducts the 

dialog with his mother out of his environment-activated sphere. 

12. A conversation in a traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the relationship between the 

friends rather than independence is at the center so that both friends are 

achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: identification. 

Outcome:  this brief description is an example of a relationship of 

love for and commitment to a group which would be hard to find in 

modern society. The first friend says he won’t be able to enjoy the trip 

without the other. The intimacy and the mutual dependence are so great 

that there can be no private enjoyment for one without the other sharing 

it. In modern society enjoyment is basically an individual matter. The 

second friend has renounced the natural narcissism evident in this 

compliment which indicates how important he is to the other, and he 

immediately shares it with the group. He waives his uniqueness with 

regard to his friend and reminds him that they are in a group 

relationship more than a personal relationship. If their class were to hold 

elections to the class committee, would these children be able to choose 



 443 

different candidates? Since assertiveness and empathy do not exist in 

their society the possibilities at their disposal are either identification 

with the other’s choice or confrontation. And what of competition among 

pupils, which opens the gateway to the other’s self-realization without 

his friend? And above all, is it possible to create something when the 

gaze is outward-directed, to identify, with a friend and a group and never 

inward to the self? 

A modern version: 

First pupil: I hope tomorrow comes soon. The whole school is going 

on a trip. 

Second pupil: But I’m not going with you. 

First pupil: What do you say? It’ll be hard without you. 

Second pupil: I rely on you. You’ll get by. 

Achieving the developmental task: ‘hard’ is not impossible. The 

second pupil encourages the first as is customary in modern society and 

says he relies on him. These friends are achieving their developmental 

task. It is permissible for things to be hard for them but not for them to 

be unable to cope. 

Tools:  empathy. They are empathetic towards one another. 

Outcome:  The first pupil tells the second that it will be hard 

without him. He is speaking out of the self and his feelings, his internal 

locus of control. This is a significant expression of intimacy in modern 

society. One tells the other about his feelings towards him, but the 
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separateness and independence of each is scrupulously observed. He did 

not say: ‘I can’t enjoy myself without you’, as did the traditional friend. 

The modern friend has a full emotional existence without his friend 

although he will be sad without him, but the traditional friend does not 

and so cannot enjoy himself alone. The reply of the modern friend is also 

anticipated – you will get by because you’re independent, he says. 

These two modern friends are ripe for democratic society. Each has 

an independent emotional life and the ability to choose. They can be good 

friends even if there are matters on which they don’t agree. They can 

create different things and share in one another’s experiences. But their 

emotional existence is not shared. It is the difference between two friends 

who live in separate houses and can visit one another and two who live 

in the same house and share everything. 
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Adolescence (13-18) 

1. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: mother and daughter do not 

reach an agreement. The daughter decides independently not to go to 

school and takes responsibility for her decision. Her mother decides 

independently that she does not agree to the girl’s absence and will not 

give her a note. They are two separate and independent people and are 

achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: both mother and daughter are undoubtedly assertive. The 

daughter tries to elicit empathy, particularly when she asks her mother if 

she was never young.  

Outcome: the girl’s main weapon in persuading her mother is 

logical argument. She explains that the effort of preparing for school is 

not worth the benefit – sports and education. She reminds her mother 

that she too was once a child and sometimes wanted to play truant. In 

collective culture there is a distance between child and parent and it 

would be hard for a child to remind a parent that he too was once young 

because such a statement would undermine parental authority. In 

individualist culture, parents often utilize their own childhood memories 

in order to help their children to understand that it is possible to 

overcome distress. A parent might say: ‘Yes, it’s true that I sometimes 

skipped class, copied in exams and did other things but I still got where I 

am today’, etc. In this case the mother does not deny that she sometimes 
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played truant. She merely says that she did it less often than her 

daughter. 

After refusing initially to accept the child’s absence, she ends by 

saying:  ‘If you want to, go to school, if you don’t, I won’t bear the 

responsibility. And I won’t give you a note to explain why you didn’t go, 

so the teacher will know you just took time off. Make your own 

calculations’. Instead of employing commands and force which would 

have left her responsible and not taught the girl how to accept 

responsibility, she shifts responsibility onto her daughter. She therefore 

is relieved not to be bearing responsibility and not having to ‘police’ her 

daughter. It is possible to hand over responsibility in a world of words 

but not in a world of deeds and coercion. The girl decides eventually not 

to go to school. She may or may not have been right in her calculations– 

that is not the issue. What is important is that she has learned to be 

independent and to manage her affairs alone. The mother too is 

independent and does not cooperate when she does not approve. In 

short, each can follow her own credo. 

In the democratic home atmosphere, the daughter expressed her 

opinion. When she wants to tackle a scientific problem she will take 

responsibility for her truth and not anyone else’s. For her, the truth lies 

within and not outside. When she wants to create she will be able to 

concentrate on herself despite the criticism she may draw. True, after the 

confrontation with her mother, she may feel lonely and claim that 
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nobody understands her. But this is a small price to pay for the ability to 

hold her own. 

A traditional translation: 

Mother: Aren’t you dressed yet? You don’t have much time. You’ll 

be late for school. 

Daughter: But I don’t want to go to school today. 

Mother: And why aren’t you going? 

Daughter: The history teacher won’t be there and I don’t want to go 

just for sport and education. 

Mother: And what’s the problem about going to sport and 

education classes, aren’t they important? 

Daughter: They’re not so important so why bother to go? 

Mother: And if they’re not so important, then why are they in the 

curriculum? 

Daughter: Mummy, that’s not the point. 

Mother: Then what is the point? Because you’re not persuading me 

and your reason doesn’t justify staying home from school. 

Daughter: But I’m not in the mood for getting up and dressing and 

going to school for those two classes. 

Mother: You’ll go to school and it does not depend on your mood. 

You have to go whether or not you’re in the mood. 

Daughter: But I feel like staying home and helping you with the 

housework and doing something else for the rest of the day. 
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Mother: You don’t need to make plans because this very minute 

you are going to get up, get dressed and go to school. 

Daughter: Mummy, come on, let me stay home just for today. 

Mother: No! Don’t complain like a little girl. Go to school. 

Daughter: But Mummy… 

Mother: If you don’t get up right now and go to school I’ll tell your 

father and he’ll forbid you to go on the school trip at the end of the 

semester. 

Daughter: But Daddy won’t notice that I haven’t gone to school. 

Mother: You want me to lie to your father as well? 

Daughter: You won’t lie, just tell him that I didn’t have anything 

important to go to school for. 

Mother: Don’t cause a situation where you don’t go to school and 

don’t go on the trip. If you want to stay away it can only be for a 

convincing reason and that’s that. Is that clear?! 

Achieving the developmental task: the traditional translator 

apparently adhered to the modern text and this brought about the 

anticipated end – her mother forces her to go to school. She will probably 

not behave in a similar fashion in the future because she has learned her 

lesson. Then she will have achieved her developmental task, will not 

challenge her mother and will maintain familial harmony. 

Tools:  the mother employs command and aggression. 
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Outcome: the traditional mother notes that her daughter is not 

getting ready to go to school and ask her about it. Only then does the 

daughter tell her that she intends to stay home, whereas the modern 

daughter announced her intention. In many cases we gain the 

impression that traditional messages are conveyed indirectly, necessarily 

or after prior examination of the situation, while modern messages are 

conveyed openly and directly – the relationship style versus the truth 

style. The former seeks the proper connection and the right moment in 

light of prevailing circumstances, while the latter relates to facts. The 

traditional mother asks: ‘And why aren’t you going?’  And only then does 

her daughter tell her why: the history lesson has been cancelled. In the 

modern version the daughter provides this information in the first 

sentence. The modern mother replies firmly that she does not agree to 

her daughter being absent from school, while the traditional mother, 

after receiving the same information, still asks: ‘And what’s the problem 

about going to sports and education classes…?’ She is examining the 

terrain, like her daughter, before employing command and aggression 

and forcing her daughter to obey. The traditional mother goes on to 

identify with the system and with authority and asks why the classes are 

in the curriculum if they are not important. As far as she is concerned, 

authority is right. The modern mother was worried at this stage that the 

teacher will catch her daughter out. The traditional mother goes on to 

speak in Western terms of persuasion and justice: ‘You’re not persuading 
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me and your reason doesn’t justify staying home from school’, she says 

but it is evident that she is not permitting free argument and is using the 

language of command. Now the daughter tries to gain her pity and says 

she isn’t in the mood, an argument which usually does not help, nor 

does it this time. She then employs another social skill, another 

manipulation with an element of worldly wisdom: offering to help her 

mother. Here too the external locus of control is being activated, a kind of 

bribe for her mother, who does not respond. Again the daughter tries to 

evoke her mother’s pity by pleading. Her mother replies by telling her 

that at her age she should know what is and isn’t acceptable: ‘Don’t 

complain like a little girl’. It is probable that after such a conversation 

the daughter will hesitate before asking again for permission to stay 

home. Towards the end, she tries out a final manipulation by asking her 

mother not to tell her father the truth. As we have seen, in many families 

the mother threatens to tell the father and this frightens the children. 

The conviction is that the father should know everything and decide on 

important issues.  The end, as expected, is that the mother orders the 

girl to go to school. 

The daughter’s methods of coping are through rousing pity, 

pleading, bribery and attempting to conceal the facts from her father. 

These methods, which contain a considerable degree of worldly wisdom, 

could help her in her connection with her teacher but not in solving an 

exercise based on truth, logic etc.  The modern daughter, on the other 
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hand tried to persuade her mother that the classes were not important 

and it was not worth making an effort for them. When her mother says 

that the teacher will catch her, she replies that she doesn’t think the 

teacher will make the connection between her absence and the 

cancellation of a history class. In accordance with the laws of symmetry, 

she tries to remind her mother that she too was once a child. The mother 

replies logically that this is indeed true, but she never behaved like her 

daughter and was not absent so much. The modern daughter has 

introduced real scientific thinking into the conversation, while the 

traditional daughter utilized social skills. In conclusion, the modern 

mother announces that she will not give in and refuses to write a note to 

the teacher. The daughter is invited to accept responsibility and act 

according to her own calculations. The traditional mother gave orders, 

while the modern mother merely refused to give in. Thereby she was 

preserving her independence and that of her daughter and preparing her 

for democratic life, where there are no commands and no submission. 

Another traditional version: 

Daughter: Mummy I’m not going to school today because there’s 

no history class. 

Mother: Is that your decision? 

Daughter: Yes, I’ve decided not to go to school just for two 

unimportant classes. 



 452 

Mother: I don’t agree with you and you must go to school whether 

you like it or not. What will the teacher say about your absence? 

Daughter: The teacher doesn’t have an opinion and she won’t 

notice. 

Mother: You must go to school and you won’t get any backing from 

me. 

Daughter: You seem to have forgotten you were once a child and 

stayed home. 

Mother: You have no right to remind me of what I was and what 

kind of pupil. I never played truant. Apart from that, I’m the 

mother and you’re the daughter and you must do as I say. 

Daughter: I’m not going to school and that’s that. 

Mother: I’ll take you to school by force. 

Achieving the developmental task: if the mother takes her to 

school forcibly, it may be assumed that the child will hesitate to talk to 

her again like that. She will then be achieving her developmental task 

and maintaining good relations within the family. 

Tools: mainly aggression and command on the mother’s part.  

Outcome: the traditional translator has chosen to allow the 

traditional daughter to begin like the modern daughter – with a firm 

declaration that she has no reason to go to school. But since she comes 

from a traditional society, she will not be able to maintain this stance for 

long. The mother asks: ‘Is that your decision?’, examining the terrain and 
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not hastening to give her opinion before adopting an aggressive stance. 

Such questions are common in traditional speech because they enable 

the other party to check out the speaker. He does not try to formulate his 

own truth but to understand the intentions of the other – to which he is 

directed by the external locus of control. In reply to her mother’s 

question: ‘What will the teacher say?’ the girl replies that the teacher has 

no opinion, in other words she effaces her. She appears to be indicating 

that the teacher is weak. This bragging is an other-focused emotion, 

which is more common in traditional society, its aim being to influence 

and impress the other. The mother goes on to talk about the rights of 

children. Her daughter has no right to remind her mother of her 

childhood, thereby weakening her. For the mother, only one law exists in 

the house and must be obeyed. The inevitable end is a threat to wield 

violence. The mother exerts force against her child and does not hand on 

responsibility to her – the sole way of enabling the child to seek her own 

truth within. Since this girl has not been accustomed to expressing her 

opinion, it will be hard for her to formulate her views on subjects vital to 

citizens in democratic society, and to rely on herself in logical scientific 

thinking based on internalized universal values of truth. 

But as the familiar maxim has it: ‘Spare the rod and spoil the 

child’; this girl may eventually identify with her mother, justify her and 

enjoy intimacy and warmth because of that selfsame conduct. From her 

point of view, her mother has acted out of concern and love. Since the 
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mother is a model of identification for daughters as is the father for sons 

and identification occurs through love, these children will love their 

parents no less, and from their viewpoint perhaps even more, than do 

children in modern society. These traditional children may ask 

wonderingly how love can exist when speech is remote, cold and mainly 

logical like a mathematical solution, and they will regard it as lacking 

emotional elements.   

2. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the three girls express their 

views with independence, whether discussing boys, clothes or studies. 

They are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: the girls admire boys and clothes. They also admire their 

own understanding or lack of understanding. The third friend asks them 

assertively to explain something. 

Outcome:  at the start, the first friend relates enthusiastically that 

she saw a boy they know, and the second friend says admiringly that he 

is a hunk. They then speak admiringly about another boy and go on to 

discuss the scarf and are not afraid to ask if it is nice. In the end, the 

third girl, through expressing admiration, turns her lack of 

understanding into a big issue: ‘I don’t remember anything and I don’t 

understand the story at all’. The first friend also replies with admiration, 

this time positive. It is not hard for them to voice conflicting opinions and 

they are even proud of it. Finally, the third friend asks them to explain 



 455 

the material to her, directly, simply and without preambles, namely 

assertively. The ability of the creator to admire his actions underlies all 

creativity. The creator feels a strong sense of uniqueness and, at creative 

moments, usually feels elated. These girls have that feeling because they 

have never suppressed these natural emotions. The expression of 

personal views is a simple matter for them and they are ripe for life in a 

democratic society. 

A traditional version: 

First friend: Hi, I saw D. today on the bus from school. 

Second friend: What a hunk he is. I met H. yesterday. 

First friend: Where did you meet him? 

Second friend: At McDonalds. 

First friend: What, aren’t you afraid of your parents or that people 

will talk about it? 

Second friend: No, nothing special, it’s an open place. 

First friend: Does that seem OK to you? 

Second friend: Yes, why not? 

First friend: Hi, G. (third friend). What’s happening? I like your new 

pants. 

Third friend: Thanks. 

First friend: Yes, where are they from? 

Third friend: A store in the mall. What were you talking about? 

Second friend: Nothing in particular. Have you studied for the test? 
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Third friend: I’ve been reading but I didn’t study too well and I still 

don’t understand all the material. 

First friend: I did study and I understand it. 

Third friend: Explain it to me. 

Achieving the developmental task: the girls are careful not to 

make extreme statements which are not suited to their friends. They 

maintain the harmony between them so that there will be no differences 

of opinion. They are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: the girls mainly try to integrate in the group conversation. 

Outcome: the traditional translator chose to start the conversation 

similarly to the modern conversation, including the expression: ‘What a 

hunk…’ but very soon the enthusiasm about boys disappears and fear 

takes central place. In response to the compliment about her pants, the 

third friend confines herself to saying: ‘Thanks’, and does not ask if they 

are pretty as did the modern girl. She will not ask her friends to admire 

her pants. And finally, the third friend, unlike her modern counterpart, 

does not say that she understands nothing, but just says: ‘I didn’t study 

too well…’ The first friend does not say, like her modern counterpart: ‘As 

it happens, I know it well’. But gives a softer reply: ‘I did study and I 

understand it’., The simple dialog form accepted in the West, whereby 

each voices his opinion, often does not exist in traditional culture 

because of the sensitivity of the individual to the other and the need to 

adapt himself to the group. The conversation does not consist therefore 
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of a dialog of separate personalities, but of a collection of statements 

which obey collective social codes. For example, the statement: ‘I don’t 

understand the story at all’, is not focused on the individual personality, 

which is not afraid to express its feelings, but could contain the risk of 

humiliation. This is also true of the statement: ‘As it happens, I know it 

well’, which could be taken in collective society as arrogance and should 

be slightly moderated. Democracy could not flourish in this group of 

girls, because they are very cautious about expressing opinions and have 

a strong need to preserve group harmony. These girls are preoccupied 

with adaptation to the other more than with clear assertive statement of 

their feelings and thoughts. The conflict-free sphere which enables two 

independent people to consolidate democratic relations in which each 

expresses his stance, and they are not obliged to agree, has disappeared 

and has become a dialog from within the environment-activated sphere. 

When neither dialog nor separateness and independence are present, 

what we have is one voice, as is the case in undemocratic regimes. It 

should also be recalled that for members of traditional cultures, the 

alternative to harmony is quarrel and dispute, because it is impossible to 

agree not to agree without an active conflict-free sphere. And then, of 

course, empathy and assertiveness, the two emotional positions which 

underlie democracy, do not exist either. 

3. A conversation in traditional society: 
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Achieving the developmental task: these girls have failed at the 

developmental task expected of them – maintaining good and 

harmonious relations between them. The third friend tries to restore 

their friendship. 

Tools: the girls voiced their views assertively and hence the failure. 

The third friend tried to remind them of their social context – they are 

friends - and to oblige them to identify with one another.  

Outcome: the first friend starts out with a declaration which is 

unacceptable in traditional society: ‘That teacher is a real nut’. She 

expresses her opinions assertively and admiringly. The second friend 

immediately tells her not to talk like that. Her remark is objectionable 

because it is a categorical statement based on one individual’s opinion 

without consideration for the opinions of others. The first friend does not 

give in and insists on her views, this time angrily. When disagreement is 

out of the question, there remain two possibilities: harmony or anger. 

The girls have not succeeded in achieving harmony, so that now the 

anger emerges, and there is nothing to stem it. The second friend 

accuses the first of being lazy, and she, in her turn, accuses the second 

friend of being stupid. It is an interesting statement:  ‘If I’m lazy that 

means you’re stupid for talking to someone lazy’, which reveals thought 

processes based on an external locus of control where one person’s 

qualities immediately affect the others. It is hard to conceive of people in 

modern society quarreling because of a dispute about whether a teacher 
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is good or not. But when there is a demand for identification and group 

harmony, any violation can end in unpleasantness. The third friend does 

not seek to express her views on the teacher or to arrive at a 

compromise. She tries to remind them of the social structure within 

which they live and their role in this structure. Again, it is hard to 

conceive of a democratic society in which there is no disagreement. And 

disagreement cannot occur when the personality lacks the ability for 

separateness and independence.   

A similar conversation in Western society: 

First friend: That teacher is a nut. I can’t understand him… 

Second friend: It’s true that he teaches the material fast and 

without explaining properly, but if you read the chapters in the 

book you’re sure to understand the central terms. 

First friend: It’s hard for me to get used to this system of reading 

books at home. I think a teacher should explain the material in 

class properly. 

Second friend: It’s true that we need to invest more but that’s part 

of the work the teacher has the right to demand. 

First friend: No, I think a teacher should explain properly in class 

and that’s that. He can’t rely on books. 

Second friend: And I think that he’s allowed to explain in general 

terms and simply to refer you to a book. 

First friend: OK, that’s enough; I don’t fancy arguing about it. 
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Third friend: Oh, come on, let’s change the subject. 

Achieving the developmental task: the girls adhere to their 

independent views during the conversation and consequently are 

achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: the girls are mostly assertive and express their opinions 

sharply and clearly. 

Outcome: they don’t agree among themselves as to the obligations 

and rights of the teacher and hence of the pupil. But they do not make 

an issue out of their lack of agreement and do not think that they need to 

agree on everything. They also proclaim freely that they want to change 

the subject. The existing logical structure, which combines extensive use 

of the logical operator of negation and the structure: ‘Yes…but…’ could 

not exist without the participation of the conflict-free sphere in the 

dialog. The phrase: ‘It’s hard for me…’ which is frequently used in 

modern society, is not common in traditional conversation because it is 

self-focused. Instead, the traditional first friend says: ‘I can’t do it like 

you…’ The modern second friend does not echo her traditional 

counterpart, ‘Don’t talk like that,’ because in her democratic society one 

can talk however one likes and, above all, say whatever one wants. It is 

the dialog expanse which opens up between the friends when there is a 

process of individualization that permits the freedom of opinion so vital 

to democracy. But that same expanse is also responsible for the 

creativity and for scientific thinking. One can easily imagine how difficult 
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it would be to create or cope with a scientific problem in a noisy crowded 

room. When the distance between individuals grows, the environment-

activated sphere is reduced and the conflict-free sphere expands 

accordingly. It is clear that the emotional stances of empathy and 

assertiveness which are accepted in the West are based on the ability to 

disagree which does not exist in traditional dialog. Then all that remains 

is the possibility of identification or rejection. 

4. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter is coping with 

her mother with independence and on equal terms and is achieving her 

developmental task. 

Tools: mother and daughter are assertive. The mother is 

empathetic towards her daughter, the daughter admires trendy clothes. 

The mother is polite and calls her daughter by her given name and by a 

pet name. 

Outcome: the conversation begins with an open dispute. The 

daughter says she has nothing to wear, the mother tells her that her 

closet is crammed full. Such an opening exchange would be 

inconceivable in traditional society because the daughter would not make 

statements which could lead to a clash which might cost her dear. But 

an essential condition for future compromise is the ability of each of the 

parties to voice his opening stance even if is not pleasant to the other 

side. The daughter goes on to talk admiringly about the trendy clothes 
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she likes. In traditional society such admiration would make the mother 

feel that her daughter has too high an opinion of herself and needs to be 

‘put in her place’. While growing up, the child learns that such 

admiration often ends in disappointment, pain and tears and hence 

avoids it. The modern mother is not intimidated by her daughter’s 

admiration and replies by distinguishing clearly between what she agrees 

to and does not agree to (‘What you need –OK, but just wasting money – 

that not’.) In the processes of fear and identification which characterize 

traditional society, this distinction does not exist as a rule because 

everything is interconnected and there is no separation between yes and 

no. The analytical ability is impaired and with it the ability to achieve 

compromise whereby it is possible to state what is and is not acceptable. 

The daughter replies: ‘Oof …’ In other words, she is not afraid to express 

dissatisfaction and proposes that they check her closet together. After 

the inspection, the mother again dissects the problem and notes that her 

daughter needs pants and shoes but…they must be for the long-term. 

The daughter is offended and appeals directly to her mother’s ‘I’, her 

mother’s truth, that conflict-free sphere which recognizes the truth. An 

appeal to the conflict-free sphere is rare in traditional society because it 

is rare to find a personal appeal to inner content. The appeal apparently 

succeeds and the mother responds affectionately: ‘Don’t know, honey’. 

The mother, who started out by saying: ‘Your closet is crammed 

full’, has taken a significant step towards her daughter by distinguishing 
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between what she needs and does not need and has noted her need for 

clothes which will serve her in the long term. The daughter, who started 

out by wanting new, trendy clothes, has also made considerable progress 

and accepts the distinction. There have been mutual concessions. They 

find it easier to compromise when discussing where to shop. The mother 

says they must find a day convenient for both. As for where to go, she 

says: ‘Wherever you want. You decide and let me know’. In other words, 

in the negotiations there are some things which are important to her, 

others which have to suit both of them, and others which are not 

important to her and which her daughter can decide. In other words, the 

mother has a clear order of priorities. These logical aspects are rare in 

traditional dialog. It is evident that this process of compromise (there are 

those who claim that the word, in its Western meaning, does not exist in 

Arabic), which employs various logical operators, does not differ in 

essence from the mechanism of research and scientific thinking. Mother 

and daughter have solved the exercise they faced and are equipped for 

scientific thinking. The process was also democratic and each expressed 

her stance clearly and firmly. 

A traditional version: 

Daughter: Mummy, I want some new clothes for the winter. I have 

nothing to wear. 

Mother: But your closet is crammed full of clothes. Wear the ones 

you have. 
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Daughter: I want new clothes, trendy ones. My clothes are old and 

I also need boots. 

Mother: OK, then this evening I’ll check your clothes and see 

what’s lacking. 

Daughter: OK. 

After the inspection: 

Mother: You need pants and shoes which will serve you all winter 

and not some you wear a little and throw into the closet. 

Daughter: I always wear my clothes till I outgrow them. But if you 

see that the clothes I like aren’t suitable, I won’t buy them. 

Mother: OK. So I’ll take you on Wednesday. I think I’m free and 

then we can choose clothes together that you like and I will see 

that they’re suitable for you. 

The mother goes into the other room and continues with her 

housework. 

Achieving the developmental task: the good connection between 

mother and daughter is preserved; the daughter has achieved her 

developmental task. 

Tools: the mother employs the language of command: ‘Wear the 

ones you have’, ‘You need…’ The daughter integrates into her mother’s 

stance and submits: ‘If you see the clothes I like aren’t suitable, I won’t 

buy them’. 
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Outcome: there are numerous differences between the two 

conversations. For example,: the modern mother says: ‘Your closet is 

crammed full’, while the traditional mother says: ‘Wear the ones you 

have’ – in other words inference versus command; The traditional 

translator adhered to the modern text and permitted the traditional 

daughter to be slightly admiring but much less than the modern 

daughter. ‘No, Mummy, I don’t fancy any of those clothes, I want new 

ones, more trendy. Er…and I saw some cool boots at the store,’ says the 

modern daughter, while her traditional counterpart says: ‘: I want new 

clothes, trendy ones. My clothes are old and I also need boots’ (adding 

the apology that her clothes are old). The traditional translator goes on to 

omit the modern analytical dissection about what the girl does and 

doesn’t need. The traditional mother says: ‘I’ll check your clothes…’ In 

the modern conversation the inspection will be conducted jointly and 

they discuss the convenient timing. The traditional mother says, after the 

inspection: ‘You need pants and shoes…’ and the modern mother says: ‘I 

see that you really need…’ The word ‘really’ is important because it 

comes from the conflict-free sphere and contains the mother’s reflection 

and acceptance of responsibility for her error. The modern daughter is 

angry with her mother for saying that she only wears clothes for a short 

time and throws them away, and appeals to her ‘truth’ in the conflict-free 

sphere. The traditional daughter, on the other hand, is content with the 

general statement that she is not angry and does not appeal to the inner 
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truth: ‘I always wear my clothes till I outgrow them, and adds: ‘But if you 

see that the clothes I like aren’t suitable, I won’t buy them’. Now, in a 

sharp transition, she submits completely. In the modern conversation 

the mother retreats in the face of her daughter’s anger, calls her ‘lovey’ 

and conducts negotiations on the timing of their shopping.  In the 

traditional conversation, after the daughters submits and acknowledges 

her mother’s authority, the mother decides when they will go shopping 

and adds that they will choose the clothes together so that the daughter 

will like them and she herself will see if they are suitable. The traditional 

mother enables her daughter to participate in the selection, while the 

modern mother is aware that she will merely be accompanying her 

daughter. The discussion ends in the consolidation of the traditional 

irrefutable maternal authority, to which the only emotional response 

possible is submission. 

The logical complexity of the modern dialog is not present in the 

traditional conversation because the conflict-free sphere of traditional 

girls is impaired by the demand for submission and identification with 

the maternal figure. The mother-daughter togetherness, although it 

commences with coercion, has warm and pleasant components which 

are hard to renounce. This renders the process of separation and 

consolidation of independence even more difficult. There was no dialog 

with democratic features here because we were not dealing with two 

separate personalities. 
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5. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the boy takes responsibility 

for his actions and is thereby achieving his task. 

Tools: at first the mother admires her son. ‘Good for you!’ Mother 

and son are assertive. Each has their say and maintains a stand. The 

mother struggles with her son and insists that he acknowledge that he 

has a problem. He tries at first to prove he is right, and she replies that 

they both have to think and adds that she doesn’t want to punish him 

but wants him to understand for himself. She is empathetic. When he 

wants to improve his behavior for her sake, she objects. She does not 

want him to identify with her but to improve for his own sake. She 

expects him to behave politely and apologize to the teacher. He is not 

being asked to humiliate himself or submit, but to apologize out of 

independence and separateness. In conclusion, she addresses him by his 

given name. 

Outcome: the dialog begins with admiration for the son’s grade. 

We have seen how in traditional society parents often want their children 

to obtain perfect grades and that, as a result, children often fail to make 

an effort because they know they can never achieve perfection. The 

modern type of admiration is not acceptable in traditional society and 

most certainly not for a grade of less than 100. The child responds 

cynically: ‘Yes…whatever you say…’ He does not want to be trapped by 

his mother’s compliment, to be grateful to her and lose his independence. 
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Perhaps he knows that problems may arise in the future and is 

anticipating them by being defensive. Cynicism, as noted, is not tolerated 

in traditional thinking. Interestingly, the words: ‘Whatever you say…’ 

could sound like the traditional response of an obedient child totally 

identified with his parents. But we can hear the under tone and know 

that this boy is actually telling his mother not to do him any favors 

because he can get along without her compliments. She is able however 

both to admire and to criticize. A traditional mother might be reluctant to 

cloud her son’s pleasure or alternatively might only criticize him, but the 

modern mother has the ability to analyze and to consider various 

emotional components separately: for better or worse. She tells her son 

about the letter from his teacher. He tries to blame the teacher and she 

immediately directs him to himself: ‘I advise you first to have a look at 

what you did wrong’. Even if the teacher is to blame –and that is not 

what the mother says –they cannot change the teacher but the boy can 

accept responsibility and improve his conduct. She adds that her son 

has had problems with other teachers as well and suggests that they 

think together about how to solve the problem. It is a proposal for an 

equal partnership without threats or coercion. When he says that the 

entire class is disruptive, she says that this is progress because now he 

is admitting that he was disruptive. She explains that it is her task to 

worry about him and other mothers can worry about their own children. 

Thereby she is teaching him to accept responsibility for himself and not 
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to behave according to the group norms. Modern parents sometimes say: 

‘And if all the children jump off the roof, will you jump too?!’ In 

traditional society the behavior of the group is a significance source of 

imitation and the individual is expected to adapt to the group norm. This 

mother prefers to avoid punishment and says that in her experience it 

does not help; this may be because wielding of force by parents evokes 

resistance. She wants him to understand and to cooperate willingly. She 

also says that she trusts him and believes that he will improve. The 

phrases she uses are familiar in modern education: ‘Pull yourself 

together…it’s for your own good…I trust you.’ in other words, self-

focused. The boy now says that he will do it for her, but she wants him to 

do it for himself, because she doesn’t believe in external locus of control, 

identification, or doing something for others as in traditional society. Her 

son accepts this stance. Finally, she asks him to apologize to the teacher. 

Apology is a form of accepting responsibility which is self-focused and 

accepted in modern society and entails guilt feelings. In a world of 

internal locus of control, placing the blame on the other, as in traditional 

society, can be transformed into guilt and acceptance of personal 

responsibility. 

A traditional version: 

Son: Mummy, I have good news. I got an 85 in history! 
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Mother: Good, good for you, now I’m more pleased with you. But I 

have bad news. Why did your mathematics teacher send me a 

letter about your behavior? 

Son: She just has it in for me, I didn’t do anything. 

Mother: The teacher doesn’t say things for no reason. You must 

have done something bad. I’ll talk to her and Heaven help you if 

you did something bad. 

Son: OK, do as you like. I’m sure I didn’t do anything bad. 

Mother: All right, I’ll tell your father and we’ll see what he has to 

say about it. 

Achieving the developmental task: the boy does not accept his 

mother’s stance that he was disruptive and is not scared by her threat. 

There is almost certainly a reason why she is threatening to tell his 

father who is the source of authority in the home. When he returns, the 

boy may be scared, admit what he did, accept punishment and promise 

to behave properly from now on. In order to integrate in his society he 

must accept his father’s authority. 

Tools: aggressiveness. The mother threatens her son. 

Outcome: the traditional translator was faithful to the modern 

text, and this mother says: ‘Good for you!’ but immediately qualifies her 

remark: ‘Now I’m more pleased with you’. This is a different remark to: 

‘Really!  Good for you! When you want to, you can do it!’ of the modern 

mother. The traditional mother goes on to ask why the teacher sent a 
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letter, while the modern mother notes the letter as a fact. The 

questioning style of the traditional mother which we have encountered in 

quite a few cases contains a manipulative. In this case the traditional 

child, like his modern counterpart, starts by denying the charge. His 

mother, unlike the modern mother, favors education by means of 

external control rather than inner understanding. She immediately 

justifies the teacher and threatens her son, unlike the modern mother, 

who argues with her son rather than the teacher and encourages him to 

understand rather than threatening him. It is only natural for the 

traditional boy to be defensive and deny. When his father arrives, he may 

give in because the threat will increase. If he eventually becomes a good 

boy this will not occur out of his conflict-free sphere, which realizes that 

disturbing the teacher will get him nowhere, but from his environment-

activated sphere, which instills in him fear of authority. Moreover, when 

he encounters a less authoritative teacher, he will tend to be disruptive 

because he expects clear external limits to be set for him. When he 

encounters someone non-authoritative he is liable to judge him to be 

weak. On the other hand, his respect for the authority figure will contain 

a component of fear together with warmth and intimacy. 

The minute his mother issues a severe threat, what he really 

thinks about the incident is of no significance because his truth has 

been affected by the threat. Can a traditional child find the required 

inner expanse for creation, that expanse which does not ask too many 
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questions about the views of the other? And what of his scientific 

abilities? His viewpoint and his discretion have been eradicated, and his 

perception of reality has been undermined. And, in conclusion, to what 

extent has the mother encouraged her son to foster democratic thinking? 

She did not want to listen to his opinion beyond his first denial and was 

completely uninterested in the details of the incident. She did not 

conduct a democratic dialog which she could have done despite being the 

authority. This single incident could impair the ability of the traditional 

child to engage in creative, scientific and democratic thinking. 

Another traditional translator wrote: 

Mother: I had a telephone call from school to tell me you were 

absent from maths classes yesterday and today. 

Son: Not true. It wasn’t an absence or else it’s justified because I 

was in the library doing history homework. 

Mother: That doesn’t matter. What matters is that you weren’t at 

the classes. Apart from that, you’re disruptive in maths class and 

this isn’t the first time I’ve had a complaint about you. 

Son: OK, what do they want of me? I hate maths and I hate the 

teacher. 

Mother: May I know why? What have you got against the teacher 

and the class? 

Son: I’m bored. Her teaching is boring. And she attacks me. 
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Mother: I don’t agree with you. For your own good, you have to 

change your attitude because otherwise you’ll fail the exams and 

the matriculation. 

Son: I know that because I’m studying physics, and maths is 

obligatory and I must succeed. But what can I do if the teacher 

hates me. 

Mother: Listen, my son. I see you’re convinced that it’s important 

to succeed in maths, so I suggest we both go to school to talk to 

the teacher and clarify things. 

Son: I agree. But don’t get angry with me in front of the teacher 

and let me explain myself. 

Achieving the developmental task: the mother is directing her 

son to improve his relations with the teacher. She sets that relationship 

at the center and hence is teaching him to achieve his developmental 

task – creating a connection. 

Tools: the mother encourages her son to integrate in the class, but 

her main tool is identification. He identifies with his mother’s aims when 

he says he knows he has to succeed at maths, and the mother wants to 

improve the relationship between teacher and her son through an 

encounter which will foster intimacy and identification. She calls him by 

his relative title. 

Outcome:  the traditional mother demands that her son change 

his attitude (‘for your own good’,) She does not talk of inner truth or 
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acceptance of responsibility as the modern mother did, but about 

adapting her son’s stance to what will help him succeed. He replies with 

a statement which could sound to the modern ear like bragging:  ‘I know 

that because I’m studying physics, and maths is obligatory and I must 

succeed’. He doesn’t talk like the modern boy who understands that he 

needs to improve but adheres to known rules and seems to be reciting 

them by rote. Both mother and son are speaking in the language of 

external locus of control. Now she reiterates her son’s identification with 

her and says: ‘I see you’re convinced…’ and proposes that they see the 

teacher together ‘to clarify things’. He then asks her not to demand, in 

front of the teacher, that he identify with the teacher’s stance. His past 

experience has probably taught him that this is the accepted path and 

that his opinion will not be heard. The striking difference is that in the 

modern conversation the problem is solved when the boy accepts 

responsibility and in the traditional dialog it is solved through a talk with 

the teacher, by means of a relationship. Modern thinking demands 

internalization of values and the child has to ‘pull himself together’. 

Traditional thinking tries to improve the relationship between the 

disputants. Needless to say, the approach of the second traditional 

mother is better than that of the first, because the second encourages 

her son to identify with the teacher through an encounter and 

agreement, while the first tries to solve the problem through recruiting 

the father in order to intimidate him. Since the traditional boy will only 
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clarify positions with the teacher and understand what she expects of 

him, he will learn to adapt himself to expectations. He will not learn to 

take responsibility and to examine himself as did the modern child. But 

in mathematics it is very important that the pupil think independently 

and does not adapt himself to an external result. This is science and not 

religion, and the inner truth must be developed. The modern mother has 

helped her son to solve their problem, the problem of ‘the pupil and the 

teacher’, more correctly. And what of democracy? There too we expect 

inner truth and not adaptation to external stances. 

6. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task:  the girl is asking the boy for 

compliments and he gives them. In traditional society respect and 

admiration comes from outside while in modern society children are 

taught to display a more modest and less boastful attitude. In other 

words, respect in modern society should come from within through self-

realization or acknowledgement of one’s own value and not from outside. 

‘Don’t blow your own trumpet’ is a well-known Western saying. The girl, 

who belongs to a relationship-dependent society, is asking the boy to 

satisfy her need to feel that she is the coolest and prettiest and he 

renders her dependent by responding. Both are achieving their 

developmental task. 

Tools: the boy identifies with the girl’s need and satisfies it.  
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Outcome:  the girl gains her sense of uniqueness from outside and 

not from within. She is not ashamed to declare that she wants to be the 

coolest in class. The boy tells her that she has nothing to worry about 

and has heard from others that she is the most special. In every society 

people want to be special and stand out, women often in feminine 

spheres such as beauty, certain subjects of study etc and men in such 

areas as sport, fighting etc. In modern society, however, it would 

generally be shameful for a girl to boast that she is the prettiest in the 

class or a boy to claim that he is the strongest. The individual expects 

others to recognize this and not to have to ask them to tell him. The very 

request is shameful because the individual must not ask others to 

acknowledge that he is ‘someone’, this should be common knowledge 

without any need to ask for the external recognition. That is the nature 

of internal as against external locus of control. The modern individual is 

free of his environment while the traditional individual is dependent on it 

for reinforcements. For example, a child in traditional society can tell his 

mother that he wants to watch war movies in order to be the strongest in 

class. A modern child will tend to imagine that he is the strongest but 

will usually keep his conviction secret. The dependence on 

reinforcements from outside which exists in traditional society bars the 

individual from being an active member of democratic society and 

deciding on his own path. His spiritual nourishment comes from outside 

and not from within and he will be careful not to be too confrontational. 
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Confrontation, however, is an essential condition for the survival of 

democracy. It also represents that acknowledgement of the inner truth 

which is vital for every creation and any scientific development which 

cannot come from outside. 

A modern version: 

Girl: What do my new clothes look like? Do you like them? 

Boy: Yes, very nice, they suit you. 

Achieving the developmental task: the boy expresses his opinion 

on the girl’s clothes and not about her as a human being. She asks him 

if he likes her clothes and doesn’t ask him if she is the prettiest. Her 

independence is being preserved. Clothes can be changed; it is more 

difficult to change one’s appearance. He stresses that the clothes suit 

her. Thus she will be pretty in relation to herself and her feelings and not 

in comparison to others. 

Tools:  the boy is empathetic to the girl’s need to hear that the 

clothes suit her. He does not identify with her need by promising that 

she is the prettiest. He has left room for others to be pretty in relation to 

themselves. The modern boy admires the girl’s clothes, while the 

traditional boy admired the girl. 

Outcome:  the modern girl asks about her clothes and conceals 

her desire to be the prettiest. To allow someone to share fantasies could 

be shameful for her, a sign that she wants to be important and be at the 

center with everyone looking at her. The modern boy does not identify 
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with her (nor did she ask him to) and does not assure her that she is the 

prettiest. The dialog is about clothes and not identity: ‘Who am I?’ In 

particular there is no mention of the environment, which is less 

important. Both boy and girl will seek what suits them, both as regards 

their political stand in democratic society and their desire to create. And 

what of scientific thinking? In this case as well understanding and truth 

should be suited to the individual just as his clothes should suit him.  

7. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter is 18 but is not 

yet reconciled to her mother’s indisputable authority. She is not angry 

with her mother and accepts her fate passively but dares to express 

dissatisfaction. This is enough to determine that she has not yet entirely 

achieved her developmental task. There are undoubtedly cases of 

rebellion, particularly in a society in transition, but they are the 

exception to the rule. 

Tools: mainly command and aggression. 

Outcome: first, the mother announces that she does not agree to 

her daughter’s request and gives no explanation. A child is entitled to an 

explanation, according to modern parents and teachers. It expands his 

understanding and opens up a world of logic and reasoning and is the 

opposite of parental arbitrariness. Without an explanation, the child will 

remain scared because he does not understand, cannot anticipate the 

response of his parents and environment, and in particular is dependent 
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on his parents to approve or reject his request in godlike fashion. The 

mother forbids her daughter to continue discussing the matter and 

cautions her that if she objects she will be punished. To put it simply, 

assertiveness is forbidden. The daughter dares to insist a little longer and 

asks for an explanation. Her mother replies that adults always know 

better. This is an accepted statement in traditional society where a 

mother can tell her son that whenever he doesn’t know something he 

should ask an adult because adults are wiser. Thus knowledge becomes 

a religion as soon as what is right is determined by authority and not by 

objective inner truth which each individual can identify. The mother is 

actually demanding that her daughter treat her the way the Western 

world treats God, who gives no reasons. In conclusion, the daughter 

utters a passive declaration, an accepted traditional stance in the face of 

authority. Since an explanation is the shared language which constitutes 

the logical-objective basis for dialog, whether or not there is agreement, 

the absence of an explanation impairs the ability to engage in scientific 

thinking. What remains is religious thinking, which asks no questions 

and merely accepts authority. The child appears to be naturally 

inquisitive, asks question and does not easily relinquish this attitude in 

the course of his development as an individual in traditional society. And 

what of democracy? The mother’s stance most certainly does not 

encourage it, by her denial of criticism or even discussion. And what of 

creativity? It too is damaged by passivity, which does not believe in the 
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ability of the individual to shape his own world and renders him 

dependent on others. 

A modern version: 

Daughter: Mummy, I want to go with my girlfriends on a trip to the 

beach. 

Mother: No, you can’t go, it’s late now. 

Daughter: Why, Mummy? All my friends are going and I’m on 

vacation now and there’s no reason to refuse me. There’s no school 

and no exams. I’m free tomorrow. 

Mother: No, I said no. When you go to sleep too late you’re bad-

tempered the whole next day, on vacation as well.   

Daughter: Mummy, you’re just forcing your opinion on me. I’m not 

bad-tempered and you’re not letting me enjoy my vacation with my 

friends. 

Mother: That’s my opinion and I don’t intend to argue with you. I 

simply don’t agree for you to come home late. 

Daughter: OK, Mummy, so by what time must I come home? 

Mother: If you want to go, you must be home by ten. 

Daughter: Before all my friends. 

Mother: Yes, in my humble opinion their parents are irresponsible. 

Letting girls of your age go to bed late! 

Daughter: All right, Mummy, I have no choice, but perhaps by 

eleven? 
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Mother: Out of the question. Ten. 

Daughter: OK, then it’s not worth going. But I won’t forget this. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter displays 

independence by not agreeing with her mother and making an effort to 

persuade her. She is also angry at her mother and anger is a symbol of 

separateness. She is achieving her developmental task. 

Tools: mother and daughter are assertive towards one another. 

Outcome: this modern mother sounds quite tough. But she 

explains herself and does not deprive the girl of the possibility of being 

angry (‘I won’t forget this’). The explanation, even if unacceptable to the 

girl, is much better than failure to explain. The girl, in this case, is forced 

to think and to offer a counter-explanation. She claims that her friends’ 

parents allow them more, that she is free next day and won’t be bad-

tempered. Her mother has not allowed her to go but has not denied her 

right to think independently or forced her to be passively obedient. 

Anger will serve as a driving force in the life of this girl and in her 

desire for independence. The desire to have her say will emerge at the 

first opportunity in the form of individual creation, democratic choice or 

the ability to engage in self-reliant scientific thinking. All these exist 

within her and are awaiting the moment when they can emerge. She is 

ripe for democratic life and scientific and creative thinking. 

8. A conversation in traditional society: 
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Achieving the developmental task: the family seems to be 

operating harmoniously and each member knows his place. The son 

knows how to approach his mother and father, and they, for their part, 

are affectionate. Since the relationship is at the heart and not their 

independence, they are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: the mother identifies with her son’s desire and reassures 

him. She uses his relative title. He is integrating in his environment 

through his questions which help him to check the terrain. 

Outcome: the son does not start by saying that he wants clothes, 

but reconnoiters – telling his mother that he saw something nice. She, 

skilled in traditional-collectivist thinking, understands the hint. She 

knows that such a statement is the preamble to many requests- a means 

of checking before making the request. She continues in this mode and 

replies with a question in order to discover his true wishes: ‘What are you 

trying to say?’ She does not tell him immediately what she understood 

from his remark. When the individual asks instead of stating what he 

has to say he is activating the other and not conveying information. He is 

ascertaining the other’s mood so as to cope better with the situation. The 

traditional individual is outward-focused and so it is more important for 

him to concentrate on the other’s stance and to be ready rather than to 

state his views assertively. The boy is defensive. First, he accuses his 

mother: ‘You always say that’. And then he asks another question: ‘Is 

there anything strange…?’ He too is not ready to reveal his secrets. He 
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prefers the more protected status of asker. Now the mother no longer 

conceals her feelings and says: ‘It means you’re interested in buying’. 

And the son has no alternative but to confess. He does not feel the need 

to be consistent. A moment ago he said there was nothing behind his 

question and now he is telling the truth. Since the conversation has an 

external locus of control, the participants do not feel it necessary to 

adhere to inner truth. They can change their stance in accordance with 

the development of the dialog and their relationship. 

The father comes in and is surprised that his son wants to buy 

new clothes but now both son and mother give relevant reasons for. The 

father asks to be reminded after supper, an apparently simple request 

but one which makes him the object of courtship and request, whereas 

in modern society he would be the one courting his son and reminding 

him. The statement: ‘Remind me’, is a manipulation which places the 

father at the center and gives him power and importance. Although he 

has not yet agreed, the boy thanks him. Obsequiousness is a highly 

significant social skill which can be interpreted positively as a 

demonstration of respect. In conclusion, the mother reassures her son 

and says that everything will be all right. She seems to be identifying 

with him, pitying him and sensing his feelings. Such immediate and 

direct intimacy which can be summed up as ‘compassion’ is much less 

common in modern society. 
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Although mother and son offered the appropriate arguments for 

buying clothes, the decision-taking process did not appear to follow a 

logical path. The father asked to be reminded and was thereby reacting 

to his important role in the decision-taking process without voicing his 

opinion on buying. The son responded by showing respect and the 

mother immediately pitied her son and reassured him. The son was right 

therefore to reconnoiter before asking, because he knew that decision-

taking is not essentially a logical process, but an emotional one, 

dependent on his mother’s readiness to identify with him and his father’s 

readiness to accept his gesture. 

This exercise, which does not differ from scientific and logical 

exercises which involve considerations of existing resources versus needs 

and advisability, was brought to a conclusion through the granting of 

respect and evoking of pity. This child has practiced a form of thinking 

which is based on external locus of control and is relationship- and 

circumstance- dependent. He has not learned the basic elements of 

logical thinking grounded on true assumptions which are inherent to the 

problem itself. The initial arguments of mother and son are logical but 

the continuation and conclusion are not. It will be hard for this child to 

isolate the emotional components when solving of logical problems and to 

defend his conflict-free sphere from infiltration. He will be preoccupied, 

for example, with such issues as how and why the teacher gave the 

exercise,  what the teacher or his classmates will think of him, and will 
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find it difficult to focus on the problem itself. And what of creativity? The 

creator mainly addresses his questions to himself and not to his 

environment, and is not preoccupied with the other’s opinion. This is 

also what is expected of a citizen in democratic society. 

A modern version: 

Son: Mom, I saw some cool summer clothes in the mall. There are 

a few things I want to buy. 

Mother: We need to examine if you need them and how much we 

are going to spend. You know we’ve had to cut down our expenses 

recently. 

Son: OK, but I really need sports gear for school. 

The father comes in. 

Father: What you need you need, but no more than that because 

we simply don’t have the money right now. 

Son: Ooof…! 

Father: You should thank me for agreeing to buy you sports gear 

when neither your mother nor I have bought anything new for 

months. 

Son: OK, thanks. 

Achieving the developmental task: the son asks directly for what 

he wants. The parental response is to the point and the explanation is 

clear. All these elements contribute to his independence and 

separateness. The family is achieving its developmental task. 
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Tools:  parents and son are assertive and voice their views clearly. 

The son is asked to respond politely but not submissively, and his 

conflict-free sphere is preserved. The parents are empathetic to his need 

for clothes and acknowledge it. 

Outcome:  the boy, as noted, asks directly and his mother 

responds in the same vein. She explains their financial situation and 

counters his needs with facts – creating an equation. He explains that he 

needs the clothes for school, a persuasive explanation. His father 

declares: ‘What you need you need…’ and explains why he won’t buy 

more. The son protests; he is permitted to express dissatisfaction and 

even anger. His father may be somewhat hurt, believing that his son has 

not yet understood their financial problems, and does not appreciate his 

parents’ efforts. Although they are buying for him, the parents are not 

buying themselves anything new. Having no alternative, the boy consents 

and thanks them. He does not submit. 

The rules seem to be clear to all members of this family and the 

decision may therefore be more predictable than in a traditional family, 

because the process is more logical than emotional. Some of the choices 

have been emotional. For example, the parents prefer to buy the boy 

what he needs for school and not to buy for themselves. The father 

demands that his son acknowledge his effort. But the statement: 

‘Thanks’, stems from the inner truth of an individual acknowledging the 

other’s investment, as a result of understanding originating in the 
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conflict-free sphere and not in the environment-activated sphere. In 

conclusion, the mother does not need to reassure her son because he 

has not been left in uncertainty. This modern relationship may appear 

calculated and distant to a traditional individual, lacking respect for the 

father and compassion for the son. On the other hand, the traditional 

relationship could appear irrelevant and over-emotional to a modern 

individual, who does not regard respect and as particularly positive 

emotions. 

9. A conversation in Western society: 

 Achieving the developmental task:  these boys, who are making 

plans in order to solve a problem, are obviously independent. They are 

achieving their developmental task. 

 Tools: mainly assertiveness of all of them. Each proposes a solution 

which requires effort and coping. 

Outcome: the objective is clear – to solve the problem. The second 

boy suggests that his friend ride home and bring the pants. When they 

realize that he doesn’t possess a suitable pair, the second boy suggests 

that they ask someone else. The third boy agrees to help. Then the first 

discovers another problem; he doesn’t have a helmet and they are 

passing a police station. The third proposes a logical solution – he will 

walk past the station on foot. They cope logically as if with a scientific 

problem. The moment they identify the problem, the chain of logical 
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thinking commences. They are taking their fate into their own hands and 

hence are already equipped for life in a democratic society. 

A traditional version:  

First boy: How are you? 

Second boy: Fine, how about you? Did you bring sports gear for 

the basketball game? 

First boy: Wow, I don’t believe it; I forgot…what am I going to do? 

Second boy: Ask if someone has another pair of pants! 

First boy: Do you think so? Good idea! And what if they don’t? 

What will I do? 

Second boy: Come to my house, it’s close and I’ll give you a pair. 

Third boy: (overhears). Hey, wait a minute, what are you arguing 

about? I’ve got another pair. Come and take them. 

First boy: Great…thanks, man. 

Third boy: No problem. 

Achieving the developmental task: the problem is solved 

through the relationship between the boys and not through initiative and 

independence. These children are achieving their task. 

Tools: the solution is found through integration in the group. The 

third boy identifies with the needs of the first and responds without being 

asked directly. 

Outcome:  the second traditional boy suggests that his friend ask 

someone for another pair of pants, while the modern second boy says: 
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‘You have a motorbike…go and get them now’. There is a striking 

difference between a solution based on the relationship with the other 

and a solution which relies on the self. The first traditional boy is afraid 

that he won’t find someone who has an extra pair; the second 

immediately offers his help and invites him to his own house where he 

has a suitable pair. Again the solution is based on personal connection 

unlike the solution proposed by the modern second boy. The need to 

seek out independently a boy who can lend the suitable gear is not 

required in collectivist society. There, the third boy overhears and comes 

to his friend’s aid. The translator is telling us that these boys had no 

need to solve problems through independent action as did the modern 

boys. Here the problem is solved by group effort and there is less need for 

independence and resourcefulness. Obviously, a scientific problem must 

be solved by the individual and not with the other’s aid. Inner truth is 

first and foremost personal, and only later is it possible to recruit the 

other and agree with him on the correctness of the solution. Scientific 

solutions do not pass through the group but through the individual’s 

conflict-free sphere. These boys are getting along well and seem to be 

very good friends, who identify with one another. However, their coping 

method will not enable them to develop scientific thinking. The same is 

true of independent views, which are so vital to democratic society, and 

to creativity. These children have neither proposed nor initiated an 

individual solution. Their solutions will always be based on outside aid. 
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10. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the father’s authority and 

respect are preserved and so is the connection between father and son. 

They are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: the father rejects his son’s wishes. In reaction, the son 

submits and identifies with him. 

Outcome: the son asks his father’s permission to go to a birthday 

party which will begin at eight pm. His father thinks that is too late, and 

criticizes the boy’s parents for allowing him to hold a party with a DJ at 

that hour. He is occupied with the question of why he and his wife are 

not invited. These questions are relationship- and other-connected and 

are not connected to the issue of the hour of the party and the way in 

which that father chooses to raise his son. For this father, it is more 

important to understand the situation and the context than to solve the 

educational question. The son dares to reply cynically. He tells his father, 

again in a relationship-dependent fashion, that if the birthday boy’s 

father invites his parents, they will have to invite all the parents and it 

will turn into a wedding party. The father hints that he is angry: ‘I can 

see that you don’t like anything I say’ and the son is immediately 

alarmed, retreats and says: ‘Heaven forbid’. We can understand why 

cynicism is not highly developed in traditional society. Like other types of 

humor, it must not be directed at authority, which would regard it as 

insulting. We also see how difficult it is for the father to allow his child to 
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be at the center. The issue is a boy’s birthday party but this father is 

contemplating his own role in it. Individualistic societies are often 

defined as child-centered while collectivist societies are parent-centered. 

When the father hears that the party will end at eleven he asks: ‘And you 

want me to allow you to come home at that hour?’ This rhetorical style is 

common in traditional societies, adding to the impact of a negative reply 

the anxiety evoked by the fact that the child actually thought he would 

be permitted. The son then claims that his friends will be allowed to 

come home at eleven. In modern society as well, many children cite this 

argument to persuade their parents. But again, the outcome is different. 

The father forbids him to go. The son pleads, using a social skill which 

activates others. He explains that he is committed to going because the 

birthday boy attended his party. This utilization of reciprocity is common 

in traditional society as another method of solution at the social level. A 

modern individual would generally feel less committed to symmetry, 

because the locus of control is internal and not external. If there were 

reasons which prevented him from coming he would explain them to the 

birthday boy to prevent offence. But in a world of external locus of 

control the conduct of the other has a decisive impact on behavior. As for 

the statement: ‘It won’t be nice’, in modern society as well people do 

things because it would not be nice not to do them. The difference is that 

in traditional society ‘It’s not nice’ is an argument which often proves 

persuasive because it is dependent on the other towards whom one feels 
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discomfort while in modern society the individual is expected and often 

expects himself to overcome this feeling in order to observe a principle. 

The father points out the difference between his son’s party, which was 

held in the middle of the day, and this one, to be held in the late evening. 

This is an anticipated traditional response. He restricts his son and 

permits him to go for only an hour and a half on condition that he drives 

him there. The boy does not protest and thanks him, and also agrees to 

comment to his friend on the time of the party. We do not know what the 

boy is feeling because he is not free to reveal his emotions, but to 

outward appearances at least, he submits and identifies with his father’s 

instructions. He needs to learn what can sway his father or what 

arguments will convince him rather than which arguments are more 

logical. The father is the source of authority and represents the value of 

truth to which the child needs to adapt. The truth, therefore, is not 

universal, but is relative in accordance with the character and wishes of 

the father. This boy is not only obliged to accept the paternal dictate but 

also to declare that his father is right, thereby violating his own freedom 

of thought. The fact that the strong is also the right cancels out the value 

of truth. The boy will have difficulty it identifying what he really feels and 

thinks because his emotions are not relevant to his life. 

A modern version: 

Son: Dad, my friend is having a birthday party and I want to go. 

Father: So what’s the problem? 
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Son: I want to come home late. 

Father: When? 

Son: After midnight. 

Father: No, that’s too late. 

Son, Why, Dad? All my friends are being permitted. 

Father: I will worry and I won’t sleep. I’ll permit you to stay up to 

midnight and no longer. 

Son: Dad, but why will you worry? What could happen to me? 

Father: I don’t think a boy of your age should come home after 

midnight. 

Son: Dad, I want you to know that everyone is being allowed except 

me. 

Father: I’m not interested in the others. I don’t allow it and I’ve 

explained why. 

Son: I really don’t understand you. You always have to spoil my 

fun. Wait till I grow up and won’t ask you any more. 

Achieving the developmental task: the son displays 

independence by not agreeing with his father and being angry with him. 

He is achieving his developmental task. 

Tools: both sides are assertive. 

Outcome: the son wants to come home after midnight and argues, 

like the traditional boy, that his friends are allowed. The father talks 

about his emotions; he will worry and is not willing for his son to return 
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after midnight. This is a simple answer to a simple question which can 

be accepted or not; the logical structure is preserved. The son reiterates 

his argument that all his friends are allowed. In the end, he is angry and 

says he’s waiting to grow up and not be dependent on his father any 

more. The gap between the two cultures is clarified in the end. In 

traditional society the son identifies with his father and in modern 

society he rebels against him. 

This dialog contains certain sentences which may often be heard in 

traditional society as well, such as the son’s claim that his friends are 

allowed to go and his father’s reply about age norms. But the 

conversation is essentially logical and committed to a logical continuum. 

No attempt is made to activate the other in various ways by arousing 

anxiety, pleading, pretending to accept authority or criticism of cynicism. 

This boy is capable of scientific thinking. He is waiting to grow up and no 

longer be obliged to ask his father. When he no longer asks, he will be 

able to create from within himself. It is reasonable to assume that he is 

already mature enough to create in spheres where he is not accountable 

to anyone. Without rebellion which consolidates a self, separate from its 

environment, there can be no science, no creativity and no democracy. 
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                  Adulthood (19 up) 

1. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter is insistent and 

is achieving her developmental task. 

Tools: both mother and daughter are assertive. There is extensive 

use of the first person singular and admiration:’ there’s a party which is 

really important for me’. 

Outcome: the daughter starts out from a narcissistic stance which 

traditional girls would probably not dare to adopt because as a rule they 

do not feel that their wishes are of central important to the family. 

Beyond this, they themselves do not regard their own wishes so 

seriously. Traditional boys as well will not dare to express themselves out 

of internal locus of control. In this conversation the daughter is assertive 

and firm in her views and the mother is empathetic to her assertiveness. 

She enables her daughter to express herself, seems to understand her 

and her wishes but is not willing to respond. The outcome is a logical 

battle in which there are arguments and counter-arguments. The mother 

says she will worry, the daughter says she will contact her. The mother 

dismisses her daughter’s argument by saying that it is not relevant and 

adds that the girl has not driven for a long time. The daughter replies 

that she is not a little girl and says that the true reason is that her 

mother is worried about the car, which the mother denies. The daughter 

then moves on to another argument – why are others trusted and she is 
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not? The mother explains that the reason is that she has not driven for 

some time. The daughter’s next argument is that a taxi costs money, to 

which her mother replies that she is willing to pay. The dialog ends with 

the daughter accusing the mother of not trusting her. In modern society, 

where parents are expected to trust their children and grant them 

independence, such a sentence could make a parent feel guilty. 

Mother and daughter have conducted a struggle, conflict-free 

sphere versus conflict-free sphere, and solved numerous logical exercises 

from within the space that can engage in logical manipulations. Fear or 

intimidation would preclude such a struggle. They are equipped for 

democratic life because of the daughter’s ability to hold her own, and 

there is also evidence of creativity, reflected in the fact that various 

arguments are cited. This girl would be regarded as a rebel in traditional 

society and punished for disrespect. In many cases in traditional society, 

argument as such is banned because it attests to lack of respect for 

authority. 

A traditional version: 

Daughter: Mom, please let me have the car. My friend has a 

birthday today and everyone will be there. 

Mother: Daughter, I don’t agree to you driving alone at night. Your 

father will be angry. 

Daughter: I agree that my sister can come with me, so that I won’t 

be alone. 



 497 

Mother: The car is new and it serves all of us and we can’t do 

without it. 

Daughter: We’ll look after it, don’t worry. 

Mother: We’re worried about you and not about the car. 

Daughter: What will my friend’s family say if I don’t come to the 

party? 

Mother: So when your father comes we’ll take you to the party and 

when it’s over, we’ll drive you home. 

Daughter: I agree. 

Achieving the developmental task: the traditional translator 

started from the same point as the modern dialog but the continuation is 

different. It is likely that next time the daughter will think twice before 

asking. In any event, she is achieving her task because she has 

preserved familial harmony and eventually agreed with her mother. 

Tools: use of the plural, and of the relative title. Unlike the modern 

girl, who admires the party, the traditional girl tends to integrate. 

Outcome: the differences between the two dialogs are evident from 

the very first sentence: ‘I must…’ says the modern girl, and the 

traditional girl says: ‘Mom, please…’ What we have here is modern 

narcissistic approach versus a traditional wish to integrate, modern 

resoluteness versus traditional courtesy. The individualist girl explains 

her need for the car; there is an important party and she has to be there, 

while the collectivist girl says: ‘Everyone will be there’. The traditional girl 
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is hinting not at her personal wishes but at group commitment. The 

traditional mother instantly introduces paternal authority into the 

picture: ‘Your father will be angry’. This experience of fear of authority 

does not permit the conflict-free sphere to exist, because fear invites an 

external locus of control, the desire to appease and not self-reliance. In 

the same way, fear impairs the ability to solve maths exercises. By 

saying: ‘Your father will be angry’, the mother is preventing a logical 

solution because any solution is now focused on the father and not on 

the problem. Since the daughter is acquainted with the codes which 

demand reliance on the other and not on the self, she proposes a 

collectivist solution in that spirit – to utilize the sister. The traditional 

mother is less committed than the modern mother to logical consistency 

and she changes her argument and says that the new car is for the use 

of the entire family and she can’t do without it. The daughter promises to 

look after it, and now the mother contradicts herself by saying she is 

worried about her daughter and not about the car. The daughter then 

tries to persuade her parents not by explaining that the party is 

important to her but through environmental pressure – what will her 

friend’s family think? In conclusion, the mother’s solution – accepted by 

the daughter, who is not seeking independence – is for her father to drive 

her. The modern daughter, on the other hand, rounds off the dialog 

angrily because she has not been trusted. In the collectivist family, group 

harmony is usually preserved, at least outwardly, and a child would not 
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dare to be angry at a parent. Assertiveness, and in particular anger, will 

be greeted with punishment and not with empathy. In modern society a 

child’s anger at a parent is accepted, and is often treated empathetically 

and the child’s right not to agree and to be separate is acknowledged. For 

the traditional girl, this will be less a logical exercise consisting of 

arguments and more an exercise in preserving a relationship. Will her 

own opinion on various matters be important to her in the future? 

Perhaps it will be more important to maintain social harmony? Will she 

feel the desire to create something of her own unconnected to her family? 

And, in general, will she rely on her own discretion having now 

surrendered it so easily? The traditional daughter is confronted with the 

need to solve a scientific exercise. She employed worldly wisdom and 

social skills rather than logical analytical skills, and skillfully utilized the 

environment, recognizing the needs and wishes of others and activating 

them.  She did not employ logical arguments valid in their own right 

independently of the environment as did the modern girl (for example, 

calculations of distance and worthwhileness). Scientific effort will not be 

easy for her in the future. For the modern girl, the traditional 

counterpart may appear dependent and passive or polite and considerate 

and perhaps all of these. In the eyes of the traditional girl, the modern 

girl could appear courageous or arrogant or both together. 

2. A modern conversation: 
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Achieving the developmental task: the daughter takes an 

independent decision, opposed to her mother’s, without difficulty. She is 

achieving her developmental task – independence. 

Tools: the mother is polite and empathetic and the daughter, for 

her part, is assertive. The mother also admires what is important to her 

daughter: ‘That’s the main thing, sweetheart’, she says. 

Outcome: the daughter announces that she won’t be able to 

attend the family celebration and her mother expresses her regret. 

Sorrow is more acceptable in modern society, which is inward-directed. 

The mother is neither angry nor threatening, which is how a traditional 

mother would probably react. An emotion such as sorrow enables the 

conflict-free sphere to exist, because the individual detaches himself from 

his environment. He does not threaten the other nor is he threatened by 

him as might occur with an emotion such as fear or anger. These latter 

emotions are directly connected to the environment-activated and 

activating sphere. The daughter goes on to explain: ‘What’s important for 

me…’ In traditional society, this term will not often be used in an 

argument because people are other-focused. In her reply, the mother 

distinguishes between herself and her daughter and says: ‘All right, do 

what you think best. I’ll be sorry if you don’t come’. In her view, each of 

them is entitled to her own opinion. This sentence is perhaps symbolic of 

modern culture as a whole. The mother is releasing her daughter and 

permitting her to be a separate individual. The daughter, for her part, 
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stresses the importance of her connection with her brother and not her 

relationship with the entire family. She is not committed to the whole 

family, but feels close only to those of whom she is fond. In the end, the 

mother admires her daughter when she tells her how interesting her 

studies are, even though she herself has been affected by her daughter’s 

preoccupation with her self. She adds: ‘I hope you’re enjoying it’. This 

last sentence would probably not be voiced in traditional society because 

it acknowledges the individual’s independence and separateness... The 

traditional mother is likely to speak in the plural about the good of the 

family or to say ‘We will help you’, etc. At university the daughter is 

expected to create from within herself and to express her views on 

various subjects and she appears to be ready for this. 

A traditional version: 

Daughter: I won’t be able to arrive on time. 

Mother: That’s a pity. 

Daughter: Mummy, do you think it’s so important to be at the 

family gathering? 

Mother: Of course it’s important, what’s wrong with you? It’s your 

brother, won’t you give him respect? 

Daughter: But, Mummy…you know how busy I am lately. 

Mother: It’s impossible for you not to be there. 

Daughter: All right, I’ll try but it doesn’t matter when I arrive. 
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Mother: To me it’s important because the whole family is meeting 

in the morning and not in the evening. And what’s the point if you 

get here and nobody’s here. 

Daughter: Who is everybody? 

Mother: Uncles, aunts, grandfather, grandmother and others. 

Daughter: If I don’t come, they’ll start asking where is she, why 

didn’t she come…she probably doesn’t respect her brother…’ 

Mother: Sure, I know they’re beginning to think differently. 

Daughter: Although this period is very important for me and it’s 

worth it for me to stay here, I have no alternative, and I need to be 

there on time. So I’ll leave early to get there in time and meet 

everybody in our house. I’ll have to photocopy notebooks next week 

to catch up. 

Mother: Good, sweetheart, prepare yourself so you won’t be late. 

Daughter: OK, Mummy, goodbye. 

Mother: Goodbye, sweetheart. 

Achieving the developmental task: here too the traditional 

translator began from the starting point of the modern text, as if the 

daughter is not familiar with her mother and her reactions, but the 

change soon follows. What is important is that the daughter obeys her 

mother, preserving family harmony. She has achieved her developmental 

task. 
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Tools: there is a striking need for integration, expressed in respect 

for the brother and appeasement of the entire family as well as 

submission. 

Outcome: the translator starts by following the modern text. The 

mother says: ‘That’s a pity’, but the difference is soon evident. The 

daughter, who began by trying to be determined becomes dependent on 

her mother, in contrast to the modern daughter, who said at this stage: 

‘It’s important for me to be at the ceremony’. One of them is directed 

towards the family, on a matter which invites the intervention of 

authority, while the other stresses what is important for her. When the 

traditional daughter says: ‘Mummy, you know how busy I am lately’, the 

mother is not empathetic. She could have refused but still be empathetic, 

saying, for example: ‘I understand how busy you are but we have no 

alternative’. This traditional mother, who is not familiar with empathy, 

replies: ‘It’s impossible for you not to be there’. The daughter tries to gain 

time but her mother says she must be there early. Now the traditional 

daughter, on her own initiative, justifies her mother and says: ‘If I don’t 

come they’ll start asking…’  The mother naturally joins in, and the 

daughter concludes: ‘although it’s worth it for me to stay here, I have no 

alternative; I need to be there on time’. Again the mother is not 

empathetic and does not respond to her daughter’s difficulties but 

reminds her to get organized so as not to be late. In her own way she is 

saying that what others say is more important that what her daughter 
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says and thinks. Through addressing her in the language of command: 

‘It’s impossible for you not to be there’, she leaves her no room for 

discretion, and does not admire the important things her daughter is 

doing. Above all, she is not empathetic to the difficulties she girl is coping 

with and perceives her obedience as only natural. Empathy 

acknowledges the self, which is valuable even when reality cannot be 

changed. The rapidity with which the girl abandons her stance tells us 

that she will soon complete her developmental task of adaptation to her 

environment. She will have surrendered out of resignation if not 

identification. By identifying with her mother she will sense intimacy and 

warmth. She will be unable to become an active partner in democratic 

society because she does not respect her own stance and immediately 

justifies authority. Since the things that are important to her are not 

admired and appreciated by her environment and she collaborates in 

their effacement, it will be hard for her to create. And, in conclusion, she 

will not rely on her own logical scientific discretion because it is authority 

which decides for her is right and correct and not her inner truth. 

3. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the parents appear to have a 

stronger collectivist predilection than their daughter. The mother feels 

that her daughter is part of her, while the father expects her to serve 

him, at least when it comes to coffee. She, for her part, can express anger 

at her mother and challenge her father on embarrassing issues – which 
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is unusual in traditional society. There is a generation gap here, as often 

happens, as the young generation is moving in an individualist direction. 

It is gratifying, however, to see that family harmony is being preserved 

despite the gap, as the father’s laughter indicates. In other words, the 

daughter’s self-realization is not necessarily achieved at the expense of 

harmony. She can serve coffee to her father without feeling humiliated 

and can also say what she feels. Where the mother is concerned, things 

are even simpler because the daughter can also express anger. 

Tools: the mother identifies with her daughter as part of her own 

body. The daughter is assertive towards her parents, while the father 

uses the language of command spiced with humor. Both parents use 

their daughter’s relative title, and are hence using tools which encourage 

family integration, while the daughter is employing a tool directed at 

realizing her independence. 

Outcome: the mother’s feeling that her daughter is part of her 

demonstrates a relationship which lacks separateness. She does not 

admire her daughter, and is glad that they are one. The father, for his 

part, expects to receive coffee from his daughter’s delicate hands. The 

pleasure he derives from her does not stem from her achievements and 

independence but from what she does for him. To what extent is this 

daughter ripe for democratic life? It appears that if she is capable of 

standing up to her parents she can also express her personal views. She 

is providing a glimpse into how the inter-generational encounter can be 
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conducted successfully. What links her to her parents is love of the 

different. The parents love their daughter as she is, independent and 

strong. She loves them in their conservatism. Her ability to challenge her 

father on a complex issue, using an affectionate term, and his ability to 

laugh in response and to reply in accordance with his conservative 

outlook, indicates that this is possible. 

A modern version: 

Daughter: Mom, I want to know what your pregnancy was like, 

difficult or normal. 

Mother: It was wonderful because I was working less and I could 

be home more quietly by myself. 

Daughter: And after the birth? 

Mother: It was a wonderful time. I remember how Daddy and I 

never stopped admiring everything new you did. 

The father comes in. 

Daughter: Daddy, before I was born, did you want a boy or a girl? 

Father: I’ll tell you the truth, I wanted a boy. But the moment you 

were born it really wasn’t important 

Daughter: Why? 

Father: Because of the connection I had with you, as a person, and 

then it really made no difference. 

Daughter: But you still wanted a boy more… 
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Father: Yes, but those are just fantasies before you know the 

baby’s sex. You always prefer one to another. But I’ve never felt 

sorry for having a daughter. Look how much happiness you bring 

me! So why would a boy be better? 

The daughter smiles. 

Achieving the developmental task: the father grants his 

daughter a sense of importance which will guide her to independence. 

The very fact that they are holding an open conversation means that she 

is achieving her developmental task. 

Tools: both parents admire their daughter. The mother says: ‘It 

was a wonderful time’ and the father says: ‘Look how much happiness 

you bring me. 

Outcome: the individualist father tends to place his daughter at 

the center, and to endow her with the strength to make him happy. She 

is not a second choice who pleases him by serving him with her delicate 

hands. Her very existence makes him feel good and this gives her 

narcissistic reinforcement even before she has done anything. There is a 

reversal here – modern parents place the child at the center while 

traditional parents set themselves, particularly the father, at the center. 

The centrality of the child conveys a basic democratic message – your 

opinion is important. Regarding the child as the center and admiring 

everything new that he does – crawling, walking, drawing, saying his first 

word – is admiration for creativity from the earliest stage of life. 
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4. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the son not only accepts his 

fate and agrees to marry a girl in whom he has no interest, but also 

reassures his father and tells him not to worry because he will do as he 

asks. This is total identification with authority and this son is achieving 

his developmental task and preserving family cohesion. He will probably 

continue to regard his father as the authority figure. 

Outcome: the mother apparently feels guilty because of her son’s 

hunger and attacks him for not taking food with him and being ashamed 

to take food from his cousin. The projection of guilt is instant and there 

is no ability to contain it. Hence the ability to clarify the facts objectively 

is blocked and they remain unknown. This is another example of the 

infiltration of emotion into the conflict-free sphere in a way which does 

not permit logical thinking, not to mention provision of solutions. The 

son also reacts emotionally by saying: ‘Mon, stop talking nonsense. I 

don’t need my cousin’s food’. Why didn’t he take food from home? Why 

didn’t he ask his cousin? Nothing is clear. 

It then transpires that the parents will decide on their son’s future 

wife. In the case of girls, as we will see, the decisions are even more 

arbitrary. The son does not try to rebel.  ‘All right, Dad. I can’t oppose 

you’, he says.  It seems that in this situation, the son himself does not 

know exactly what he wants or does not attribute weight to his opinion 

because he experiences it as something unrealistic which cannot be 
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implemented. Moreover, he appears to have a part which agrees with his 

father as someone who knows what’s best for him and he cooperates, at 

least passively. The father places himself and his authority at the center 

and declares that his son must agree because he has already promised: 

‘I’ve given my word to your aunt’, and has fixed the date of the betrothal 

ceremony. If the son had independent judgment, which would enable 

him to create or be an active partner in democratic society, he would not 

be suited to he traditional society where he lives. There he is expected to 

renounce his independent will in order to be part of the family. It is 

important to remember that the usually experiences warmth and concern 

on the part of his environment and does not experience coercion even if 

at this moment his feelings are unclear. In conclusion, the father 

demands: ‘Don’t shame us’. He feels that his son is part of him and that 

his conduct is not a personal matter but will be to the credit or discredit 

of the family. 

A modern version: 

Son: Hi, Dad, hi, Mom! 

Mother: Hello, Y., How was work today? You look tired. 

Son: It was hard, I’m very tired and I want to eat. I’m very hungry. 

Mother: Ah…I suggested that you take food with you but you didn’t 

want to. 

Son: Mom, stop this nonsense, why do you make a big deal out of 

nothing. 
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Mother: How are things with your girl friend? Is there a chance 

that something will come of it? 

Son: Oh, Mom, let me eat in peace. You’re such a nag. Don’t be a 

Polish mother. 

Father: But we are Polish and we want to see you settled. 

Son: OK, Dad, I also want to see myself settled but you’re not 

helping me, just nagging. 

Father: Every time we ask you something you feel as if goodness 

knows what we asked. As if we don’t trust you. 

Son: You really don’t trust me. 

Mother: That’s not true. Why do you say that? We’re just 

concerned about you. 

Son, OK, I got it. Come on, let’s change the subject. 

Achieving the developmental task: the son has no problem 

about being firm with his parents and is achieving his developmental 

task. 

Tools: what is striking is the son’s assertiveness in the face of his 

parents’ politeness. The parents address him by his given name. 

Outcome: the modern mother also jumps when she hears that he 

son is hungry, apparently feeling guilty, but the traditional mother’s: ‘I 

told you to take food…’ has become: ‘I suggested that you take food’, the 

former is a command and the latter a polite suggestion which preserves 

the young man’s conflict-free sphere and enables him to decide for 
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himself. The modern son reacts to the problem itself and says that there 

is no problem and his mother is making a big deal out of it, as against 

the traditional boy who reacts because he is offended “ ‘I don’t need my 

cousin’s food’, and blocks the possibility of logical and relevant 

clarification. The mother’s internal locus of control invites her son’s 

internal locus of control, just as an external locus invites external locus 

in the other conversation. When the mother asks delicately about the 

possibility of a marriage: ‘Is there a chance that something will come of 

it’, the son checks her quite impolitely: ‘You’re such a nag’. His father 

responds humorously that they want to see their son settled. Their wish 

is focused on their son’s happiness as a separate individual, as against 

the wishes of the traditional father, who focuses on his promise to the 

aunt and on his son’s obligation not to disgrace the family. Now the 

modern son wards off his father as well for nagging. The father criticizes 

what appears to him to be his son’s defensive conduct which precludes 

discussion because he may be feeling that his parents don’t trust him. 

The son declares that this is not only his feeling but the truth. His 

mother denies it and he closes the discussion assertively because he is 

no longer interested. It is illuminating to compare the parents of the 

traditional boy who do not trust him because he could disgrace them 

with the modern parents, who do not trust their son to conduct his life 

for his own benefit. In this conversation the parents are concerned for 

their son and try to interrogate him about his plans but do it politely and 
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he does not hesitate to repel them. He tries not to offend them but simply 

wants to be left in peace. This non-intervention is hard for them. We see 

how assertive this son is, and how protective of his independence, which 

will serve him as a member of democratic society in the future. 

5. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: if the adult daughter hates 

her society, she has a problem because she is expected to integrate in it. 

The reason is apparently that she lives in two conflicting worlds: her 

home and the university. Many traditional families will not send their 

daughters to university in order not to expose them to a modern-Western 

lifestyle. We have no way of knowing how this daughter will settle her 

inter-cultural conflict. She is now 22 and living in her mother’s house 

and will eventually obey her. But having ‘eaten of the tree of knowledge’ 

it will be hard for her to go back, and to be obedient as if she knows 

nothing of other possibilities. 

Tools: in the end the mother commands while the daughter 

submits. The mother says: ‘The neighbors won’t have mercy on us…’. To 

her mind, the society will encourage full identification between mother 

and daughter. 

Outcome: it is evident that the society controls the mother and the 

mother controls her daughter. If, Heaven forbid, something happens, the 

mother is saying, the victim will become the culprit. This is again the 

opposite of modern society’s view – the strong is right and the weak is the 
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culprit. This apparatus of ‘identification with the aggressor’ is familiar in 

modern society in cases of women who are the victims of rape but feel 

guilty, or abused children who feel that they deserve their lot. But in 

traditional-collectivist society it is often the norm. This role reversal is 

one of the phenomena which are hardest for members of modern society 

to accept and they are highly critical of it. In their society, the weak 

usually receive empathy while the strong are expected to take 

responsibility. It would be helpful for members of modern society to 

understand that in early childhood we all justified our parents not 

because we believed them to be right but because they were bigger and 

stronger. So that all of us, at least at one time, ‘identified with the 

aggressor’. 

The mother, as noted, has scrupulously guarded her good name, 

and raised her daughter in the same spirit, always to consider how other 

people view things. She is displaying so strong an external locus of 

control, that she is occupied not with what her daughter will feel if 

something terrible happens to her (rape, for example) but with what the 

environment will say about it. The sole panacea for individual suffering, 

according to the mother, is not empathy on the part of the environment 

but pity. In this case one individual identifies with the suffering of 

another and feels as if he himself had suffered the trauma. The 

traditional counterpart of modern empathy, which maintains the 

separateness and independence of each of the parties, is full 
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identification with the other in a manner which both understands him 

and fully justifies him. Thus, the possibilities which the mother knows 

and teaches her daughter are compassion and pity - the preferred 

possibility - or rejection of the victim and casting the blame on him. In 

both cases there is identification, once with the victim (pity) and once 

with the aggressor (guilt). In most cases, the ability to adopt that interim 

stance known as empathy does not exist. 

The developmental task which the mother is trying to inculcate in 

her daughter is familiarity with the laws of the environment rather than 

realization of her wishes and her independence. However, to ask 

frequently what others think of my actions is a proven recipe for 

imitation and not for creation. To adapt one’s opinions frequently to the 

environment is a certain recipe for totalitarian rule. The mathematical 

solutions taught in school are not dependent on the approval of authority 

or the environment and the pressures they exert. They are valid in their 

own right, confirmed and sanctioned by the logic of the individual. Will 

this daughter be able to detach herself from her environment, its threats 

and pressure and give free rein to her own logic? This, at least, is what 

the university demands of her. 

A modern version: 

Daughter: Mom, I want to collect a book from my friend’s house. 

Mother: Now! Why didn’t you say so earlier? It’s dark. 
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Daughter: But, Mom, I need the book now because I have to give in 

a paper tomorrow. It’s only eight o’clock. 

Mother: It’s only eight but it’s dark already! You know that recently 

there have been all kinds of incidents in the neighborhood. It isn’t 

a safe neighborhood. 

Daughter: But, Mom, things can happen anywhere. 

Mother: I said no, no… 

Daughter: OK…you’re always frightened for me. Perhaps you’re 

exaggerating a little?! 

Achieving the developmental task: since this modern girl is 22, 

it is not feasible that her mother would decide whether or not she can go 

out. She may be particularly dependent, or perhaps the neighborhood is 

really dangerous and she is aware of this. In any event, the nature of the 

argument indicates that, generally speaking, she is achieving her 

developmental task, at least as regards independent thinking. 

Tools: mother and daughter are assertive. Instead of the 

stammered phrase: ‘But Mom, I…’ the modern daughter declares 

assertively: ‘But, Mom, things can happen anywhere’. 

Outcome: the environment is not involved in this dialog and ‘What 

will people say?’ does not play a part. What remains is only the 

evaluation of the degree of danger on which they disagree. When the 

irrelevant threat of what the environment may say is non-existent, it is 

possible to develop a logical debate, because then the conflict-free 
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sphere, which is responsible for scientific thinking, begins to flourish. 

The mother argues that there have been incidents in the neighborhood 

while the daughter claims that they could have happened anywhere. She 

accepts her mother’s authority but this does not prevent her from 

expressing her views forcefully. This is perhaps the reason why she does 

not need to be angry, to cry or to hate like the traditional girl. The ability 

to express herself freely eases at least some of the pressures and she is 

undoubtedly ready for democratic life. 

6. A conversation in modern society 

Achieving the developmental task: the parents displayed 

independence as guests at the wedding. They can ignore whoever they 

choose. The daughter has no difficulty in criticizing her parents. They are 

all achieving their developmental tasks. 

Tools: parents and daughter are all assertive. An apology is an act 

of politeness. It is not a request for forgiveness, or a plea such as is 

common in traditional society, which reflects lack of emotional 

separateness. When forgiveness is requested, the other sometimes has to 

forgive in order for the request to be accepted, while pleading is 

undoubtedly an action aimed at activating the other. An apology, on the 

other hand, is focused on the self; the individual is taking responsibility 

for his actions. 

Outcome: the mother says that she and her husband can ignore 

someone as if he doesn’t exist.  They are displaying a separate and 
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independent stance and bowing to nobody. They do not have to be 

charming or polite and, above all, they can be angry if they choose. The 

daughter, for her part, has no difficulty in criticizing her mother. These 

are precisely the abilities which enable them to make their calculations 

without taking others into consideration, are vital in democratic for self-

absorbed creators and scientists. 

A traditional version: 

Daughter: Did you sit next to the D. family? 

Mother: Yes, although I wasn’t too happy about it…but I was 

ashamed not to greet them. 

Daughter: Ahhh… 

Mother: It’s not nice not to talk to them although your father isn’t 

speaking to them. 

Daughter: Yes, Mummy,…it’s hard sometimes.’ 

Achieving the developmental task: the parents have obeyed the 

norms and not their own feelings and are thereby achieving their 

developmental task. 

Tools: the parents have submitted to social norms and the 

daughter identifies with her mother’s difficulty (she at least shows no 

indication of independent thinking). The daughter integrates with her 

parents into society. 

Outcome: the mother is motivated by shame. In contrast to guilt, 

shame exists only when someone else can see and is therefore other-
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focused. Guilt is an internalized emotion which the individual bears with 

him independently of the environment. In other words, in the case of 

shame the conflict is inter-personal and in guilt it is intra-personal. And, 

indeed, shame is more prevalent in traditional society and guilt in 

modern society. By obeying external norms and relinquishing their own 

feelings, the parents are impairing their ability to connect with 

themselves and maintain introspection and creativity. The traditional 

translator changed the modern girl’s critical words: ‘Come on, Mom’, into 

the traditional girl’s: ‘It’s hard sometimes’. Identification is the opposite of 

criticism, and without criticism there can be no science, since criticism 

always contains within it the opposite possibility which should be 

examined. Without criticism there is no democracy, which is based on 

this ability. This family has preserved its harmony with the environment 

and within itself. 

7. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the two neighbors are not 

holding a relevant discussion but are talking about themselves. They are 

not analyzing their difficulty or trying to resolve it through an 

independent stance, but are occupied with the essence of their 

relationship. Hence, they are achieving their developmental task of 

sensitivity to relationships with others. 

Tools: this conversation is marked by elements of aggressiveness, 

submission and identification between the neighbors. The first neighbor is 
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submitting when he says: ‘It doesn’t bother me, do what you like’. He goes 

on to say: ‘You should be ashamed. I try to be nice all the time’. He talks 

about his attempt to co-exist and with his neighbor, but the neighbor 

replies aggressively by saying: ‘You’re like a snake. Smooth outside and 

poisonous inside’. There is neither empathy nor assertiveness here. 

Outcome: the first neighbor starts out with a complaint which he 

has apparently been harboring for some time. The second neighbor 

replies: If that’s what you think, then your dog disturbs me’. In other 

words, if I disturb you, you disturb me as well, and if I don’t, then you 

don’t either. This is not a relevant reply and does not deal with the 

details of the complaints. The relationship is central because one 

complaint leads to another. The first neighbor replies: ‘: I don’t intend to 

quarrel. I’m asking you nicely and for my part, it doesn’t bother me, do 

what you like’. A modern disputant would perhaps be ashamed to speak 

in this fashion because the statement conveys not only weakness but 

also submission. A modern neighbor, reluctant to quarrel, might perhaps 

say: ‘I don’t intend to quarrel, I’m asking you nicely’. But the 

continuation: ‘For my part, it doesn’t bother me, do what you like’, is an 

insult to the intelligence because a moment ago he claimed that it did 

bother him and he objected. He is not only less committed to logical 

consistency, he is also implying that the relationship with his neighbor is 

so important to him that he is ready to withdraw unconditionally. This 

withdrawal is a kind of humiliation, an emotion which, like other 
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emotions which lack separateness and are other-focused (shame jealousy 

etc), is more familiar and common in traditional society. The first 

neighbor is willing to humiliate himself, whereas a modern individual 

would not do so because such conduct would be at odds with his 

independence and separateness as a human being. In other words, the 

first neighbor is begging the other to maintain good relationships with 

him and this stance is not unusual in his environment. But despite his 

pleading, the second neighbor attacks him: ‘I’ve been waiting for this day. 

You, all the time you have complaints’. Again, not a word about the 

actual issue, but only about his neighbor’s conduct. Now the first one 

replies: ‘You should be ashamed. I try to be nice all the time’, in other 

words, I make an effort for the sake of our relationship while you reject 

me time and again. In traditional terms he is placing the relationship at 

the center, almost pleading for pity, in a way which might elicit respect 

from a traditional individual well acquainted with this form of thinking, 

though not from this particular neighbor at this particular moment. In 

modern terms, he is humiliating himself by asking for connection and 

intimacy despite the repeated rejections. The first neighbor tells the other 

that he should be ashamed because everyone can see (as in the case of 

shame) how much he, the first, has wanted to establish a relationship 

and been rejected. The second neighbor is not appeased. He attacks 

again and tells his neighbor that he is like a snake, in other words is not 

truly seeking a connection and does not really want to be nice. This time 
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the first neighbor is offended: …’Think well before you let your filth out of 

your mouth’. He has been seeking intimacy not through explanations 

and independent thinking but through being nice. 

These neighbors have certainly not employed logical and scientific 

thinking in their dispute, and have placed their relationship at the 

center. There was no empathy between them and no, essential conditions 

for the development of democratic thinking. 

A modern version: 

First neighbor: Your chickens really disturb me. They are noisy 

and dirty and recently they’ve begun to eat the vegetables in my 

plot 

Second neighbor: I’m sorry, but what do you suggest that I do? I’ve 

put up a fence. I can’t do anything about the noise. 

First neighbor: It’s not my affair what you do. I’m not willing to 

suffer the noise and the smells. 

Second neighbor:  It’s not my affair what you feel. I’m permitted to

 raise chickens here and that’s that. 

First neighbor: I’m not sure you’re permitted to raise them without 

constructing a  closed fence so that they can’t get at my 

vegetables and I’m also not sure that I have to suffer their noise 

and filth. Perhaps you could cover the cage at night so that they 

don’t wake me in the morning. 
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Second neighbor: I can’t start dealing with that every night. It’s too 

much work for me. 

First neighbor: But there’s no alternative. 

Second neighbor: I have no solution for you (goes away angrily). 

Achieving the developmental task: each neighbor presents his 

views independently; both are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: both are assertive. Initially, the second neighbor remains 

polite and empathetic. 

Outcome: they end the conversation at loggerheads, but in 

different ways. The second neighbor starts with an apology and asks the 

other what solution he suggests apart from building a fence, which he 

has already done. In other words, he is seeking a solution rather than a 

relationship. The first neighbor replies in a spirit of separateness, saying 

that the solution in not his affair but his neighbor’s concern. The other is 

apparently offended and replies that it is not his affair either because he 

is permitted by law to raise chickens. He is responding to the 

relationship, namely to the insult, but explains his views. The first 

neighbor disagrees as to whether the law permits it. Now he is ready to 

propose a solution – covering the cage, a suggestion which the second 

neighbor rejects. The first neighbor says there is no alternative, at which 

stage the other leaves angrily, saying that he has no solution to offer. In 

other words, he does not feel committed to solving his neighbor’s 

problems, which appear unreasonable to him. This dialog was marked by 
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a great deal of anger, both latent and open, but the rules of 

independence, separateness and logical thinking were preserved. The 

neighbors were committed to a structure of dialog which did not center 

on their relationship but on solution of the problem. They are equipped 

for scientific thinking. The statement ‘I have no solution’ implies that 

both sides are searching for a solution and will be happy to accept any 

creative solution which may emerge in the future. In traditional society 

raising creative ideas may be regarded as arrogance on the part of the 

individual who considers himself godlike, and is not directed at the main 

issue, - the relationship. There is potential for creativity here and, as 

befits democracy, the participants do not have to agree. However, they 

then agree to disagree within the framework of logical thinking to which 

both parties agree. 

8. A story in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the three friends set their 

relationship at the center, for better or worse. The critical question is 

whether the third friend deliberately insulted A. Members of modern 

society would most probably not be so preoccupied with this question, 

but would focus on the content of the relationships and the friendship. 

The three are achieving their developmental task because they are trying 

to find a group solution through persuasion, coalitions and oppositions 

and not through a personal solution. 
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Tools: the friends fluctuate between an attempt at identification 

and mutual rejection. There is no empathy for the other, no ability to 

understand though disagreeing. For example: ‘If you say another word, 

I’ll leave you too’, that is to say, either you’re for me or against me. 

Outcome: it appears that a word or sentence can have a drastic 

impact on friendship. The role of friendship, therefore, is to create a 

positive experience of respect and it is less dependent on the personality 

of the friend. The attitude of the insulting friend takes on the ‘value of 

truth’ more than the insulted friend’s knowledge of his friend and of 

himself. He can’t say what a modern individual would generally say: ‘Let 

him say what he likes, what I care’, or: ‘I know him and his personality 

and that’s more important than a few words’. The conflict-free sphere of 

the insulted friend, who should be aware of his truth through his inner 

gaze, remained unexploited and aid comes mainly from outside. Here the 

narrator enters the picture, taking responsibility for the dispute between 

his two friends and trying to mediate between them. He does not say that 

it is their own affair and they should manage on their own, but tries to 

persuade the insulted friend that the culprit has forgiven him for similar 

offences in the past. This demand for symmetry, accepted in traditional 

thinking, implies that this individual should act through the external 

locus of control as his friend does. The mediator also stresses the 

precision of the symmetry: ‘a similar situation and a similar mistake’. He 

talks in terms of ‘forgive him’ ‘give him another opportunity’ and not, for 
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example, ‘ask him to apologize’, ‘see if he continues this way’ etc. The 

former arguments call forth emotions of forgiveness and pity and the 

latter indicate that the injuring party has accepted responsibility. The 

mediating narrator also reminds his injured friend that ‘it’s not worth 

breaking up a relationship’. He doesn’t say: ‘He’s your friend…’ 

Friendship is more a group matter than a personal choice, and the 

quarrel, says the mediator, is his affair as well. The injured friend says: 

‘If you say another word, I’ll leave you too’. Since it is the task of the 

conflict-free sphere to maintain neutrality on various issues and to 

thwart invasion by irrelevant emotions, the injured friend is not capable 

of experiencing the mediator as neutral. The option of mediation is closed 

to him. You are either with me or against me, says the injured friend; 

there are no other possibilities. In view of this pressure the mediator too 

gives up his neutrality and says: ‘Then it’s you who are out of line and 

not him’. He could have refrained from playing according to his friend’s 

rules and remained neutral, remaining empathetic to both sides. But in a 

society where empathy is not a recognized possibility, this is difficult to 

achieve. The mediator continues to feel that the dispute is his direct 

affair. He appeals to the culprit who explains that he does not want to 

apologize because a good friend does not exploit the opportunity to blame 

his friend, again an other-focused explanation. A modern individual 

might say: ‘If you were offended, I apologize because I didn’t mean it. He 
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would refer to his own role and nothing more, and would not, as a rule, 

explain his conduct as connected mainly to the other. 

In democracy each guards his independence and expresses his 

opinion freely. Democracy will not tolerate a statement such as ‘If you are 

not with me, you are against me’. The other has his own opinion and 

there is a wide expanse between ‘for’ and ‘against’. Undemocratic regimes 

experience their citizens in this fashion – either they are for the regime or 

they are its enemies. When loyalty is the name of the game, there is no 

room for new ideas and other formulae whose existence stems from the 

conflict-free sphere, which demands freedom rather than loyalty. These 

friends did not arrive at the stage of democratic debate where the two 

parties confront one another and explain their thoughts and feelings. 

A modern version: 

Y., H., and S. are talking about football. Y. and H. are 

knowledgeable about the league games and players, while S. is not 

so expert. Most of the conversation takes place between Y. and H. 

S. interrupts from time to time and expresses an opinion. Y. 

repeats several times: ‘Shut up. You don’t understand anything’. 

After the conversation S. tells H. that he was offended: ‘So what if I 

understand less’, he argues, ‘does that mean I can’t express my 

opinion? I don’t judge him when he talks nonsense in history class 

because he didn’t read the material. On the contrary, I help him 

and explain things and don’t laugh at him’. H. suggests that S. talk 
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to Y. and repeat what he has just said. S. goes over to Y. and tells 

him that he was offended. ‘But you do interfere every time in 

conversations about football without understanding anything’, Y. 

says. ‘And you talk nonsense in history class but I don’t react like 

that’, says S... ‘It’s not the same thing’, says Y. ‘I’m talking to  H., 

so don’t interfere. School is another thing’. ‘I think it’s exactly the 

same’, says S., this time angrily ‘and I’ll treat you exactly the way 

you treat me’. 

Achieving the developmental task: the friends try to solve the 

problem through a mediator and present their stance and feelings 

independently. They are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: the friends are assertive and say what they think. H., who is 

apparently empathetic to both, does not give his opinion and sends them 

to solve the problem by themselves. 

Outcome: S. speaks openly about being offended. This is his inner 

truth. He does not deny that he knows less than Y. To reinforce his 

argument, he cites an example which shows that he did not treat Y. in 

the same fashion in similar situations. We gain the impression that there 

is order, there are facts which cannot be disputed, feelings which can be 

discussed and comparisons which can be drawn. H. does not want to 

undertake the role of mediator, whether because he feels that it is not his 

affair or because he believes that they can manage better without him. 

These two possibilities are self-focused. He certainly differs from his 
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traditional counterpart, who treats his friends’ dispute as if it were his 

own. Y.’s response is again offensive to S. It is not clear if he is doing it 

on purpose, or whether he is simply angry because football is a loaded 

and sensitive issue for him? S. replies that he too talks nonsense in 

history class, but Y. says it is not the same thing. S. says that the 

comparison is valid because it relates to offensive behavior in both cases, 

and now he will know how to behave with his friend. Despite the anger 

and disagreement, the logical framework is preserved. It might have been 

possible to add or invent arguments, but the rules have been honored, 

and the arguments are generally self-focused. For example, Y. could have 

proposed that S. talk to him separately about football if he wants to but 

allow Y. and H. to talk without interruption. S. could have said that he 

has another idea, that if Y. wants to talk to H. about football, they should 

not do it when he is around etc. These creative ideas for resolution of the 

dispute, and the arguments stemming from the conflict-free sphere, 

attest to ability to engage in scientific and creative thinking and to 

democratic ability to argue in accordance with agreed rules. 

9. A conversation in traditional society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the conversation revolves 

around the relationship between the couple. At first the question is 

which of them contributes more to the family, then which gives more to 

the other, and it ends in a mutual declaration of appreciation and love. 
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This couple are achieving their developmental task and preserving family 

unity. 

Tools: initially, each of them expects the other to identify because, 

so they argue, they identify with the family and do everything for it. But 

they go on to say that, according to their feeling, what each receives from 

the other is not identification but rejection: ‘You don’t pay attention to 

me’. The direction shifts when the wife announces that she lives for and 

devotes her time to her husband and children. She identifies completely 

with the family. The conversation ends with a sense of mutual 

identification and a declaration that there is no room for arguments. 

When there is empathy, it is possible to agree or disagree, but this is not 

true of identification. The husband calls his wife by her relative title and 

not her given name. 

Outcome: the wife’s initial statement is familiar from modern 

society as well. She complains that her husband does not help her 

enough in the home. He replies that he works hard not for himself, but 

for the family. This is not a common declaration in modern society, 

where an individual is expected to work for himself if not only for himself 

and not to devote his life to others. In this case the husband is proud 

that he works for the sake of the family. His wife does not admire this 

fact and says that everyone works, but that he does not pay enough 

attention to her and to the children. She does not experience the 

identification he speaks of but rather rejection. He responds with the 
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reversal which is accepted in traditional society, because he is other-

focused. He is saying that if she accuses him, she is apparently the guilty 

party. ‘What are you saying? You’re the one who pays no attention to me 

and you devote all your time to the children’. He responds by 

complaining in his turn that the problem is not that he does not invest 

enough in the children but that she invests too much at his expense. He 

feels that he should be at the center more than his children. She 

disputes this and adds that she lives for them and devotes her time to 

him and to them. Again, a modern woman would not be as proud of such 

a statement  She would be expected, at least to some degree to strive for 

self-fulfillment and not to devote her time to others. But she is rewarded 

when her husband tells her he appreciates her and suggests that they go 

out together. When she identifies with him completely he rewards her. 

She withdraws all her complaints instantly and declares that they have 

argued enough. As these couples see it, different opinions or arguments 

are not legitimate because they undermine the process of identification. 

The possibility of understanding the other but disagreeing with him on 

certain matters, namely practicing empathy, does not exist. Identification 

or rejection, these are the sole possibilities. Then the wife makes a 

declaration of profound love and her husband responds not with a 

counter-declaration, but by saying that he enjoys hearing such things. 

For his part, the role of a wife is to be an inseparable part of him, and to 

pamper him, and he appreciates her for it. Identification with the other 



 531 

does not demand symmetry in relations because each side identifies with 

its role. Also noteworthy is the rapid transition from confrontation to 

love. Since the relationship and not reasoned arguments from the 

conflict-free sphere is at the center, the emotional transitions from 

rejection to full identification can be very rapid. The wife says: ‘An end to 

arguments’, as if everything she has said so far can be erased easily. 

Then the relationship and not the question of help in the home becomes 

the truth. The discussion, which began with the wife’s complaints, ends 

with her concerned about him again and pampering him. 

Dedication to the needs of the other is not encouraged in 

democratic society where the individual is expected to choose what suits 

him best. This couple did not display ability to develop a relevant and 

assertive exchange, and logical and scientific thinking were not involved. 

Consequently, the couple did not reach the stage of creative ideas which 

could have helped them to solve the problem of sharing burdens. 

A modern version: Wife: I’ve no strength any more. Nobody in this 

house helps me. I do everything by myself. 

Husband: Tell me what help you want. How can I help you? 

Wife: It’s not a one-time question. I’m talking about the general 

rule. You’re not a partner in any way. 

Husband: It’s true that you do more of certain things but I do more 

of others. 

Wife: Oh, I’ve heard that sentence before. 
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Husband: Do you want to tell me what you need help with? 

Wife: Tidy up the mess in the sink. 

Husband: OK. From now on, I’ll be responsible for the dishes. 

Wife: As you’ve already said several times. 

Husband: (sighing) So what if you remind me from time to time. 

Wife: I don’t want to remind you. Remember for yourself. It’s your 

concern as much as mine. 

Achieving the developmental task: in this argument both are 

independent and voice their opinions clearly. They are achieving their 

developmental task. 

Tools: both are assertive. The husband seems to understand his 

wife’s complaints and is empathetic. 

Outcome: the wife starts out with a complaint that nobody helps 

her in the home. He answers to the point and asks what he can do. She 

accuses him of wanting to solve the specific problem and not dealing 

with the principle. He defends himself and claims that he doesn’t do less 

than she does to which she responds that she has heard this argument 

before and does not accept it. He tries again to solve the specific problem 

having apparently despaired of solving the overall problem of the division 

of labor in the home. She is content with the specific solution and sends 

him off to tidy the sink. He understands that she expects him to say 

something general and more committing regarding his role and 

guarantees from now on to take responsibility for doing the dishes. She 
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says he has already promised in the past and not kept his promise. 

When he asks her to remind him, she says it’s not her job because it’s 

their joint concern. 

This discussion has a logical defined structure. It deals with 

solution of problems and does not differ from any other problem-solving, 

which includes drawing correct conclusions, distinguishing between the 

parts and the whole, expanding the comparison to other issues and to 

the past, separating the relevant from the irrelevant and formulating the 

guiding principle – partnership. To a traditional couple, this dialog might 

appear cold and remote. To a modern couple, the traditional dialog 

appears dependent and non-egalitarian. The modern couple have 

employed tools of scientific thinking, and are equipped for such thinking. 

On some other occasion they will be able to broach creative ideas for 

solving the dispute: for example, division of various tasks so that both 

will be content, since they may have preferences. Their dialog reflects 

democratic thinking where each has his say but both are aware of the 

common objective. The traditional solution was achieved through 

intimacy and identification stemming from emotion and not from the 

conflict-free sphere. The modern solution, if achieved, will be based on 

negotiations empathetic to the needs of the other, and utilizing logical 

and creative skills originating on the conflict-free sphere. 

10. A conversation in modern society: 
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Achieving the developmental task: the first friend is independent 

and strong, tries to cope on her own and is therefore achieving her 

developmental task. 

Tools: the second friend is empathetic towards her friend in the 

way she listens to her. The first friend is assertive in her efforts to cope 

and solve her problems. When the second friend says that she apparently 

has inner strength, she is displaying a degree of admiration. 

Outcome: the first friend delivers a long monolog about herself. 

She does not find it difficult o discuss her thoughts and feelings, and 

seems to be at home in her inner world. She takes responsibility for her 

difficulties when she says, discussing her lack of a relationship: ‘I surely 

have a part in it’. She also takes responsibility by studying so that her 

financial situation will improve, and she is coping actively in everyday life 

with her financial predicament by considering how to reduce 

expenditures. She looks inward, at herself and her emotions, and can be 

more objective and connected to her conflict-free sphere. Emotional 

awareness expands freedom of choice because it bars the individual from 

being motivated by irrelevant emotions. Now, when his emotions are set 

out before him, he can decide what is relevant and act accordingly. In 

similar fashion, psychological therapy expands the individual’s conflict-

free sphere because it fosters his awareness of his propensities and 

enhances his ability to judge whether they are relevant. Introspection is 
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the essential condition enabling the individual to feel at home in his 

conflict-free sphere. 

The second friend listens attentively, asks her friend questions 

which encourage her to describe her emotional state and has the status 

of a listener who makes the other feel good. And, indeed, the first friend 

hints at this when she says: ‘Good friends help me’. She goes on to 

describe feelings of despair and depression, which are very common in 

the modern Western world because they are inward-directed. She talks of 

how she has been coping for years with her problems with her own 

strength while feeling very lonely. Sometimes friend helps but she is the 

main force. There is no time for superfluous emotional preoccupations in 

her life, because she apparently needs to function. This dialog illustrates 

her ability to gaze inward. In the end, her friend compliments her on her 

strength. 

This introspective ability is vital in democratic society. Individual 

freedom and rights begin from within, starting with the ability to grant 

oneself that freedom and to maintain contact with the conflict-free 

sphere. Only after allowing himself freedom of choice can the individual 

grant such freedom to the other, because he will find that other within 

himself. A child, psychologists often say, needs first of all to receive and 

only then can he give. If the first friend did not enjoy freedom, she would 

respond to stimuli without awareness, behaving rather than 

experiencing. Her ability to be a partner in democratic society, which 



 536 

requires her to speak in her true voice out of free choice, would be 

impaired. When introspection is lacking, democracy cannot exist. 

However, the price of introspection is a sense of loneliness which is 

prevalent in the modern world and with which few members of 

traditional society are familiar. 

A traditional version: 

First friend: I’m so worried about my studies, I feel overwhelmed. 

But there’s something else worrying me. 

Second friend: What else is worrying you? 

First friend: I’m worried by my lack of money. All the time I’m 

thinking about money. 

Second friend: Perhaps you can think about a solution, to go out 

and work, I mean look for work. 

First friend: I think about work but I’m studying so that my 

situation will improve in the future. 

Second friend: How do you feel about these worries? 

First friend: I feel angry, depressed, joyless and weak. 

Second friend: Who supports you? 

First friend: My family and friends help me. 

Second friend: How do you help yourself? 

First friend: I help myself all the time, solve problems, I’m 

responsible, very responsible for myself. 
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Achieving the developmental task: the second friend proposes a 

solution, and the first friend says that his friends help him; the 

relationship is central. The statement: ‘I help myself all the time…I’m 

responsible’, sounds more like other-focused bragging than a true 

independent stance. In this dialog, as in other cases, it is important to 

listen not only to the words but also to the melody. The conversation 

could sound unnatural because it is not natural for a member of 

traditional culture to be asked questions of this type which direct him 

inward towards an internal locus of control and independent thinking. 

Tools: the first friend relates that his friends help him. And, indeed 

the second friend does not confine himself to empathy but makes 

suggestions, thereby identifying with his friend. 

Outcome: the traditional translator, in accordance with 

instructions, started with the modern text although the declaration: ‘I’m 

so worried about my studies’, is inward-directed and is not as a rule, 

heard in traditional society. The first friend, like his modern counterpart, 

lists his two concerns – studies and money. However, the other, unlike 

his modern counterpart immediately offers advice. The traditional dialog 

is much briefer, because the second friend is not acquainted with the 

other’s inner world and lacks the ability to listen to it. His questions are 

brief and more focused, more closed, and hence do not invite his friend 

to talk about himself. The statement: ‘I feel angry, depressed, joyless and 

weak’, which employs the word ‘feel’, is inward-directed, because ‘I feel 
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anger’ differs greatly from ‘I am angry’. The use of ‘I feel…’ is accepted as 

a rule in modern society. The traditional translator adheres to the details 

of the modern text (the reason why he is studying etc) but the difference 

is immediately revealed. The first modern friend revealed in the course of 

the dialog that most of her strength comes from within, while her 

traditional counterpart receives most of his strength from his friends. 

When he is asked how he helps himself, he says something a modern 

individual would not say: ‘I help myself all the time, solve problems, I’m 

responsible, very responsible for myself’, because the modern individual 

sees responsibility as natural and has no need to proclaim this. 

Bragging, as noted, is an attempt to impress the other, a kind of 

manipulation through external locus of control. 

 

Another traditional translator wrote: 

First friend: I’ve gone into a deep depression. I don’t know why. It’s 

hard for me to cope and to get out of it. 

Second friend: What happened to you today? Think what caused it. 

First friend: Don’t know. Suddenly it happened. It was an ordinary 

day, nothing out of the ordinary. 

Second friend: I don’t think it comes from nothing. Think about 

what happened to you, maybe yesterday. 
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First friend: You know, perhaps it’s not because of something 

specific. Perhaps it’s because of my financial situation recently. I 

hope it ends soon; I haven’t the strength for it. 

Second friend: I hope so too, but you need to try to forget about it. 

Achieving the developmental task: the second friend takes 

responsibility for her friend and tries to help her actively: thereby she is 

setting their relationship at the center. 

Tools: the second friend is not content with empathy, but identifies 

with her friend by taking responsibility for solving her problem. 

Outcome: depression is less common in traditional society 

because it is an inward-directed emotion. The first friend does not say: 

‘I’m depressed’, but ‘I’ve gone into a deep depression’, in other words, 

there is no inner expanse which permits emotional understanding. 

Something has happened to her and she does not understand why this 

emotion has invaded her. Her friend guides her with specific advice to 

connect the condition to something that happened to her that day. When 

she cannot think of any significant event, the friend again insists that 

she think what happened that day, and she finally identifies the financial 

problem. She says: ‘I hope it ends soon, I haven’t the strength for it’. Her 

passivity is evident. The problem must come to an end by itself because 

she lacks the strength to cope with it. Now her friend advises her to 

forget about it, not to pull herself together and be responsible for herself, 

not to examine herself and decide how to cope, but to forget it. The 
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passive stance of the two friends is also evident in the external advice 

which replaces inner investigation. The empathetic stance which enables 

the individual to be with the other and accompany him on his 

independent path to solution is not familiar to traditional society. 

It is hard to conceive of the existence of creativity under the aegis 

of passivity or of coping with a scientific problem without taking personal 

responsibility for the solution. It is even harder to contemplate the 

existence of democracy in a passive society. Civil passivity is the enemy 

number one of democracy, which is based on active participation and 

opinions of citizens. For example, it is the duty of the citizen in a 

democratic society to vote in the elections and the state endeavors to 

prompt its citizens to exploit this right. 

11. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: an optimistic stance is 

related to independence and self-fulfillment, and hence, the second 

friend is achieving his developmental task. 

Tools: the second friend declares that he is very optimistic. Self-

admiration is part and parcel of optimism, which is based on belief that 

things will improve and the individual will achieve something. The 

second friend is also assertive in coping and is fixed on his target. 

Outcome: when the first friend asks the second if he is 

disappointed at being on the waiting list, he replies that most of the 

people he knows were not accepted. His approach is optimistic and he 
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values his achievements in view of the fact that others achieved less. He 

describes his practical considerations about to where to study and how 

and is obviously planning his future and taking responsibility. The first 

friend tries to encourage him and tells him that there is still a chance. 

The other does not deny his fears but reconfirms that he is naturally an 

optimist. 

The process of enrolment at university, like every other such 

process, intensifies feelings of success and failure.  Modern-individualist 

culture tends to be more optimistic than traditional-collectivist societies. 

Expressions such as ‘the sky’s the limit’ or ‘where there’s a will there’s a 

way’, are prevalent in modern culture and the common assumption is 

that the will of the individual plays a central role in his success. In 

traditional cultures, people feel dependent on the environment above all 

and tend to be more passive and pessimistic. As soon as Western 

narcissism is absent, with its feelings of freedom, and belief in the 

centrality of the individual, pessimism naturally increases. 

The second friend is not afraid to compete for a place at university 

and to aspire to success. He is coping with a logical-scientific exercise 

and trying to solve it. He has made various calculations as to where to 

work and where to study and has enrolled at several institutions in order 

to improve his prospects of being accepted. He is displaying scientific 

thinking in all he does. Democracy is an example of competition at its 

best, as attested to by the dramas of election campaigns. Various known 



 542 

and clear rules apply to this democratic contest; there are supporters, 

sympathizers, opponents and eventually also winners and losers. The 

second friend is ready to take an active part in this competition both 

because of his orderly thinking and because of his inherent optimism 

and aspiration to succeed. 

A traditional version:  

First friend: Well, did you get in to Haifa University for a master’s 

degree? 

Second friend: Not yet and it looks like I won’t. 

First friend: Why? 

Second friend: Just so. Most of the people I know haven’t got in so 

how could I have a chance. 

First friend: Where would you prefer to get in? 

Second friend: Haifa, of course, but if it doesn’t work out I’ll study 

at Bar-Ilan University. 

First friend: OK, I have nothing to say. 

Second friend: I hope it will work out, at least one of them. 

Achieving the developmental task: the second friend is 

pessimistic about his prospects, and his friend does not encourage him 

to be optimistic. He is pessimistic because he feels that he is no different 

to everyone else. They were not accepted and so probably he will not get 

in either. An independent stance encourages optimism and the 

conviction that the individual can conduct his life successfully, in 
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contrast to the stance which perceives relationship and dependence on 

the other as central and invites pessimism – because then nothing 

depends on the individual. These friends are achieving their 

developmental task. 

Tools: the second friend is integrating into the world of reality and 

submitting to it. He is like all the others. He identifies with them and does 

not think that he will achieve more than they will. 

Outcome: at the outset we see that under the same conditions – 

uncertainty – the modern boy is optimistic because he compares himself 

(‘on the waiting list’) to those who were rejected and is encouraged, while 

the traditional young man is pessimistic because he too compares 

himself to those who were not accepted and thinks that his fate will be 

similar. As noted, a society where the environment determines the 

individual’s fate is naturally more pessimistic and passive. The 

independence of the individual and his feeling that his fate lies in his 

own hands is the basis for optimism and activism. It is no coincidence 

that the modern boy gave a more detailed description of his situation and 

was busy with calculating precisely what his prospects were, where he 

would get in, whether he would study etc. He is directed towards solution 

of the problem, is coping and is not pessimistic and passive. The reaction 

of the traditional first friend:’ I have nothing to say to you’, would offend 

a member of modern society who would expect his friend to encourage 

him. But it is hard for the traditional first friend to give what he does not 
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have. He is not naturally optimistic and is not capable of self-

encouragement. He can offer his friend a close relationship, identification 

with his difficulties in the form of sympathy and pity but not 

encouragement to be independent. In the end, the traditional second 

friend hopes that everything will work out, which sounds like a passive 

request from fate more than acceptance of. The assumption that if others 

did not succeed, neither will I is the enemy of creativity, which aspires to 

create something different and unique. It will hamper successful coping 

with a difficult exercise in mathematics which others have not succeeded 

in solving. And what of democracy? If I am expected to be like others, 

why should I try to crystallize a personal view? 

12. A conversation from modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the two students defend their 

views with independence. They are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: both are assertive. 

Outcome: This dialog, conducted at first as an intellectual rather 

than a personal conversation about the university’s examinations policy, 

conceals something which emerges later on – each of the friends is 

talking about himself and explaining how he perceives their studies. The 

first friend is stricter and his attitude to studies sounds more serious. 

The second is more lax because he believes that the university should 

make life easier for the students. They are not afraid to say: ‘I think the 

opposite’ instead of ‘I don’t know’, which represents indecisiveness, or to 
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comment: ‘you’re really strict’ which implies criticism. In conclusion, they 

are not afraid to introduce a personal note into the discussion through 

deduction from the general to the particular: ‘But you yourself….’, and to 

demand an explanation: ‘How do you explain that?’ These statements are 

the basis for the compromise through negotiations. If the students had 

been charged with the task of planning the examinations policy, each 

could probably have cited and explained his arguments, and eventually 

they would have arrived at a compromise (to permit it in the first year, 

only for undergraduates etc). This discussion was possible, among other 

things, because the emotional component was neutralized and the 

conflict-free sphere could operate freely. It is no trivial matter to accept 

‘You’re really strict’ without being offended. But the first friend replies 

with an argument and not an emotional reaction. Not only does the 

content of the discussion reveal an orderly logical structure; it is also 

worth noting such expressions as:’In my opinion’, which indicate the 

ability to engage in introspection, or: ‘I’ll tell you something more’, which 

indicates that the sentence itself has a logical conceptual. These 

students are tackling a logical problem by citing arguments and trying to 

refute one another’s arguments. They are ready for scientific thinking. 

The range of ideas they broach is proof of their creative abilities. This is 

democracy at its best because the friends are steadfast in their views and 

explain their stance. 

A traditional translator wrote: 
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The first friend sound proud of himself and is flexing his muscles. 

He is showing that he can withstand difficult situations without 

complaining and supports rules which restrict students. The 

second friend could have said: shut up and don’t play games with 

me. If they had deprived you of that half hour which you 

underrate, you would have danced on the dais and been sorry for 

every word you’re saying now. And perhaps he might say to him: 

What are you playing at. Get out of here. You’re making a hero out 

of yourself. 

Achieving the developmental task: the second friend does not 

believe that the other is talking out of his inner truth, his conflict-free 

sphere. He believes that he is trying to impress him and reacts 

accordingly. The struggle between them is not over principles but over 

the relationship between them: who is trying to impress who and who 

will expose the bluff. They are achieving their developmental task. 

Tools: the two friends are trying to influence one another 

aggressively. The first conveys the impression that he is a hero and the 

other replies: ‘Get out of here’. 

Outcome: the two traditional friends cannot develop a free 

argument out of their conflict-free sphere; they are not familiar with this 

possibility. The traditional translator thinks that the stance of the first 

friend is not sincere and is intended to impress. Thus, the modern 

internal content becomes external in the traditional interpretation and 
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inner truth is presented as the desire for manipulation and influence. 

According to this stance, people maintain contact not through 

negotiation and compromise but by influencing one another. Influence 

can be gained positively through evoking the emotion of honor or 

identification with the other through pity or negatively through threat 

and intimidation. 

Without the conflict-free sphere, everything that is internal in the 

life of modern man will be external as in the life of the traditional 

individual. Logic will become manipulation and intra-personal conflict 

will become inter-personal. At that moment the possibility of creative, 

scientific and democratic thinking will be blocked and connection with 

the other rather than independence and separateness will be the central 

element. 

13. A conversation in modern society: 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter is independent 

and insists on her rights. She is fulfilling her developmental task. 

Tools:  the daughter is assertive. 

Outcome:  the daughter does not accept an attitude which does 

not respect her, for example someone slamming down the phone on her. 

Someone has taught her that she is not expected to receive such 

treatment and doesn’t deserve it. She displays evident skills at being firm 

but not aggressive, assertive but not impudent. Her mother suggests that 

she should not be cheeky but politely resolute. The daughter refuses to 
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accept an offensive and arrogant attitude although she is new at work. 

She replies politely but firmly. It is probable that someone humiliated in 

childhood will reproduce a similar relationship with authority figures at 

work later in life. When he is appointed boss he may reproduce the 

conduct of the aggressor. 

The daughter tackles solution of problems relating to work 

arrangements. She proposes, explains and argues. At first she explains 

that she has other commitments and so cannot keep to the work 

schedule she promised in her interview. She goes on to say that the 

problem her boss is facing is nothing to do with her, and offers to keep 

her boss posted on her schedule every week. She does not agree to be 

discriminated against because she is new. Finally she scolds the man 

who arranges the work schedule and demands that he speak to her 

politely. She has already displayed scientific thinking, the ability to 

defend her position as a partner in democratic society and has broached 

new ideas as to how to solve the problem. 

A traditional version: 

Daughter: Hello, what’s happening? 

Mother: Fine, how are you? 

Daughter: Fine. Mom, have you paid the voucher for me? 

Mother: Yes. 

Daughter: Thank you, Mom. Listen, there was an incident today at 

work. 
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Mother: What incident? 

Daughter: There was stocktaking and there were no staff available 

so they took it out on me, and I was mad at them. I explained that 

I have exams and other commitments and that I’m not responsible 

for their shortage of staff. 

Mother: You talked to them like that? 

Daughter: Not quite like that. At first I was polite and calm until 

they got on my nerves. 

Mother: It’s not nice to be rude. 

Daughter: Right, but they were rude first. 

Mother: Nevertheless, in the end you’ll lose your job. 

Daughter: Nevertheless they have no right to dump it all on me. 

Mother: You’re right, but they are the bosses and responsible and 

you should listen to them. 

Daughter: But what? 

Mother: Tomorrow on your shift apologize and don’t raise your 

voice. 

Daughter: All right, Mom. 

Mother: OK, sweetheart. Go and rest now, bye. 

Daughter: Bye bye. 

Achieving the developmental task: the daughter, on her 

mother’s advice, does everything she can to maintain the relationship. 

She is achieving her developmental task. 
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Tools:  the daughter accepts her mother’s advice to submit.. She 

apologizes although she thinks she’s right. 

Outcome: the difference between the two dialogs is evident. The 

modern girl has dared to say what she thinks and will not let anyone 

slam down the phone on her. The traditional girl, out of fear, has 

apologized. The modern girl not only fought authority but also proposed 

solutions of her own and logical ways of coping with difficulties. Since 

the traditional girl is not directed to independence but to maintaining 

connections, she is ready to give in and submit. This submission will 

occur only as long as authority is perceived as strong. The moment it 

appears weak to her, she, being other-focused, may change her conduct 

and be much more aggressive. To give an example, in a class of 

traditional students one day, the modern lecturer lets the students out 

early. At the next class the students want to be released early again and 

the lecturer refuses. The students protest, and one student explains to 

the modern lecturer that it is his fault that they are angry with him 

because he was too good to them. From her point of view, she is right. 

Her thinking has an external locus of control. The task of the lecturer is 

to ensure that they do not become accustomed to good treatment and 

then suffer disappointment. She does not thank the lecturer for agreeing 

to send them home early on a one-time basis. She is angry with him for 

not establishing clear limits and not ensuring that the students do not 

develop expectations. Thus, the traditional individual, raised in an 
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authoritarian family in a non-democratic society, expects borders to be 

set for him because he has not yet acquired the tools needed to do it for 

himself.  
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Conclusion 

Studying the way of thinking of other cultures is not an easy task. 

It is reminiscent of the acquisition of a new language, which is protracted 

and difficult. In the case of a foreign language we understand clearly that 

if we want to communicate with the other we must learn his language. 

But when it comes to the traditional and the modern ‘languages’ there is 

still a lack of awareness that there are two basic ways of thinking, which 

differ from one another, and that without profound study of the other’s 

way of thinking we cannot establish effective communication. People find 

it difficult to acknowledge that other cultures have a different way of 

thinking because they tend to confine contact to their own. When one 

encounters members of a foreign culture it is easier to note that features 

and skin color are different and the language is incomprehensible 

language and much more difficult to ‘x-ray’  thought in order to become 

familiar with the existing gaps. 

It is not easy to sum up in a single sentence the difference between 

the self-focused thinking of modern-individualist culture and the other-

focused thinking of traditional-collectivist culture. Sometimes I ask 

students from a traditional culture to imagine that they are on a desert 

island, and members of modern society to imagine that they are 

surrounded by a crowd of people in the midst of turbulent events. When 

the individual is on a desert island he has to rely on himself, like 

Robinson Crusoe in his day. In a crowded environment – for example in 
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wartime- the individual must be attuned to the other and focused on the 

next external threat and does not enjoy the freedom to gaze inward. 

Through this guided imagery, I ask the traditional students, focused as 

they are on relationships, to direct themselves for a moment at 

independence, while my modern students, focused on independence, are 

asked for a moment to be directed at relationships.  Sometimes I ask 

them to imagine that in every simple conversation there is one key 

sentence at least which is a powerful vector, but whose direction must be 

identified. The sentence: ‘I am strong’ is inner-directed while the 

sentence: ‘I am as strong as my father’ is outward-directed. Similarly, 

‘Read me Little Red Riding Hood’ as against ‘Do you want to read me 

Little Red Riding Hood?’ The former is inward-directed and the second 

outward, to the other. The same is true of ‘to explain’ versus ‘to persuade’ 

,or ‘a bright child’ versus ‘a good clever child’; ‘incorrect’ versus 

‘unacceptable’; ‘yes’ versus ‘All right’ etc. Now we are in the sphere of 

music, which requires training in proper listening. The direct 

continuation of the present volume, The Music of Thinking –will describe 

how to develop the ability to listen to a single sentence which tells the 

listener something about the culture and way of thinking of the speaker. 

I confess that this learning process is by no means easy and 

requires considerable investment of energy and time, as does the study of 

a new language. But without this study we cannot bridge the inter-

cultural gap between traditional and modern cultures, because the 
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conflict stems first and foremost from the way of thinking. Moreover, if 

members of traditional cultures do not learn the modern ‘language’ they 

cannot acquire the ability for creative, scientific and democratic thinking 

and complete the transition to modernity. There has been greater 

progress in this direction than in the opposite one. In other words, it is 

manifest that many members of traditional cultures feel the need to raise 

their children to be more qualified for life in the modern world than they 

themselves were. On the other hand, there is little motivation on the part 

of members of modern cultures to understand the way of thinking of 

traditional cultures. I can only hope that this series of books will fill in 

the lacunae and contribute to closing of the existing inter-cultural gaps. 


