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ITI-i.
Assigmment 12
"The Unconseicus," Standard Edition, Volume XIV, pp. 166-~204.

1) Vhat are the conceptions, relations, and defining charace
teristics of latent stetes, unconscious, preconsecious,
consclousness, repression? [p. 329] What are the phencmena
which necessitate introducing them? [p. 3401 What is the
course of the mental process? [p. 343]

2) Vhat is the topography of drives, affects, ideas, conseiocus-
ness, and repression? [p. 347]

3) Vhat are the dynamics of drives, affects, ideas, conseious-
ness, and repression? [p. 368]

4) What is the economics of drives, affects, ideas, conscious-
ness, and repression? [Among others, pp. 345, 357, 370, 372]

5) What is the relationship between the Freudian and XKemtian
positions? [p. 341]



Ir1-ii.
Assignment 13

"ifetapsychological Supplement to the Theory of Dreams," Standard
Editiom, Volume XTIV, pp. 222-235.

(Supplementary reading: (1) Freud, "Negation," Collected
Papers, Volume V, pp. 181-185; (2) Rapaport, "A Survey of
the History of Psychoanalytic Fgo~Psychology," Bylletin of
the Philadelphia Association for Psychoanalysis, &:105-116;

1958, Also in: Psychological Issues, International Uni-
versities Press, 1:5-17;1959,)

l) In what sense is this an attempt to introduce the concept
of narcigsism into the theory of dreams? [pp. 376, 386]

2) What is the cathexis-withdrawal theory? [p. 377] What
limitations of it does Freud point out? [p. 392]

3) How is this theory tied to the topographic point of view
and how does it consequently clash with the begimmings of
the struetural point of view (in "The Uncomnscious") which
invalidate the topographic point of view? [p. 396]

4) What is the "belief in reality" and how is it related to
. reallty testing? [p. 404]

5) What general comments concerning metapsychology do we find
here and what are their implications? [p. 418)
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IIT-iii.
Agsignment 14

"Mourning and Melancholia," Standexrd Edition, Volume XIV,
PP- 243—258 »

(Supplementery reading: Freud, The Fgo and the Id, Sections
III and V) .

1) What are the similarities and differences between mourn-
ing, melancholia, and obsessive self-reproaches? [p. 421]

2} Vhat are the several ways in which Freud's explanation of
. depression and of its differences from mourning is an
application of that abortive atitempt at building an sgo-
psychology which we call the theory of narcissism? [p. 433]

3) What is the conception of the work of mourning and how
does it apply to the economies of depression and mania?

[p. 431]

4) Would you drew any conclusions (other then those Freud
drew) from the continuity between moods on the one hand
and depression and mania on the other? [pp.. 461, 463]

5) VWhat do you make of Freud's comment that "worthy" people
are more liable to succumb to depression than "worthless"
cnes? [p. 423]
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You did a job on this, you know. This syllabus is not the way
the paper is written.

No. I hope that you went by the syllabus rather than by the
paper. I have followed meekly until now, Jjust a little bit

of back and forth, but here we have o organize, and by now

you should be used to it. Well, gentlemen, here is the Ilast
Supper, or what is it, so let me try to see; what about the
latent states; what are the conceptlions and the defining
characteristics of the latent states? Do you have the reference?

Page 167:

"The greater part of whal we call con-
scious knowledge must in any case be

for very consideprable periods of time

in a state of latency, that is to say,

of being psychically unconscious. When
all our letent memories are teken into
consideration it becomes totally ine
comprehensible how the existence of the
unconscicus can be denied. But here we
encounter the cobjection that these latent
recollections can no longer be desecribed
as psychical, but that they correspond

Yo residues of somatic processes from
which what is psychical can once more
arise. The obvious answer to thisg is B
that a latent memory is, on the conirary, .
an unquestionable residuum of a psychical
process.

Here are two questioms: 1) Is it clear what a psychical process
in a condition of latency is, end 2) what is the difference
between these and somatic processes?

First he seems {to be talking about the preconscious,

Well, yes. But from & general point of view, latent means

‘everything that is note-?

Conscious.

Momentarily conscious. When we become aware of it that it

was not conscious,. By the way, this awareness of our awareness,
this nowing that it was not conscious and is now conscious,

is awareness of awareness, you realize., Clinically that is

a very important point, because you will notice that one of

the major things that you run up against with patients is

that they don't have an awareness of something they are aware
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of. They are aware of it, they talk about it, but they are
not aware that they are aware of it. And you encounter the
gravest difficulty in making them aware of it--by the way,
that is the problem of many a complex state, like amnesia,
fugue, ete. but just the same it is very important to note
this primitive fact that when something comes to conscious=-
ness and you reflect thait it was not conseious before al-
though it could have been, then this is an aet of awareness
of awareness. It's a most simple, most primitive thing,
common to most of s, a simple fact of such moment but so
little noticed, that it is well worth pointing out that it
is one of the simplest forms of what Freud talks about
here., It is totally neglected, but it is ithe great area
of future study.

Gentlemen, I still want to see whether there is any problem
about these states of latency, whether there are any objections
against his argument about somatic processes, and how you
understood his argument on the somatic process,

Well, the sentence on p. 174:

. ..every endeavour to think of ideas as
stored up in nerve-cells and of excitations
as travelling along. nerve-fibres, has misg-
carried completely."

I thought he was talking about these being stored somatically,
a latent state in a physiological sense.

How do we understand this, that every such attempt has mis-
carried? Do you know first of all historically what is the
reference? This refers to Freud's om attempt in 1895, in
Ihe Project. He says, "I have tried it; I didn't succeed.
Nobody tried it as seriously as I did, and so what the hell?
The things that we have 10 account for are so complicated
that when we try it it doesn't work." If you try it in a
primitive fashion, just for associations which you don't
know anything about anyway, okay. But when you try it for
symptoms, when you try it for primary and secondary pro-
cesses, as he did try it for in 1895, then it doesn't work.
I must say this is an ex parte argument.

But he also leaves the way open for future work; you notice

~that? In two places there, he said--pp. 174-175:

"There is a hiatus here which at present
cannot be filled, nor is it one of the
tasks of psychology to £ill it. Our

psychical topography has for the present
nothing to do with anatomy."
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He's not shutiing the door.

Yes. You understand that this is the Helmholz program, which
said that it is the task to reduce everything that ocecurs in
nature to the basic known mechanical processes, forces of
attraction and repulsion as they rule in nature; and if that
is not successful, to search for new processes of egual
dignity. Now the first part of this program was what was
followed strictly by people like the behaviorists in this
country. The second part of the program was not noticed.

It is that which Freud is trying to do here, nemely, trying
to find lawfulnesses of equal dignity, never giving up in
the meanwhile the assumption that they will ultimately be
reducible 1o processes of atiraction and reupulsion, within
the somatic organization. This is ‘the Helmholz program
shouting at you from Freud et every point. Shakow and I
have been analyzing some of this stuff and soon, I hope,

we will have a monograph on it out, to show what this )
program did to Freud, and what he did to it too.%* But all

I would like to say at this point is that though to my

mind this is an ex parte argument, I agree with Dr. Mahl
that Freud also feels it to he ex parte because he leaves
the door open. The argument here is a lititle different.

Who will state it? P. 168:

"Tt is clear in any case that this
question~~whether the latent states of
mental 1ife;, whose existence is une~
deniable, are to be vonceived of as con-
scious mental states or as physical ones-—-
threatens to resolve itself into a

verbal dispute."

But why?

Well, he says here that equating the mental with the conscious
is impracticable,

"It disrupts psychical continuities, plunges
us into the inscoluble difficulties of psycho-
physical parallelism, is open to the reproach
that for no obvious reason it over-estimates
the part played by consciocusness, and that

it forees us prematurely to abandon the
field of psychological research without
being able to offer us any compensation

from other fields." (p., 168)

*#[Meanwhile, see Bernfeld, "Freud's Parliest Theories and the School
of Helmholtz," Psychoansivtic Quarterly, Vol. 13, 1944.]



Rapaport:

Iustman:

Repaport:

332.

. ..forces us prematurely to abandon
the field of psychological research..."

The point about the equation of the conscious and the mental
——that you mentioned, Dr. Sacks--~together with premature
retirement from the field of psychological reseerch, means

that if we assume that psychological resesrch is limited to

that which is conscious, and that beyond that only physiological
research can work, then we throw up our hands and wait until
physiology does the job. Do you see the point? He puts it

in an exaggerated way if he says that that which is unconscious
is not somatic., That would meke no sense., It is a war of
words, as he himself pute it. That's not the point. Obvious-
1y he believed--and we believe-~that everything consclous and
everything unconscious has somatic equivalents. The formulation
I myself like to give this issue is that when you say psycho-

logical and when you say physiological, you are talking aboutb

two methods of investigation. The subject matter is always
the same. The question is only with which method the subject
matter can be reached. If we had more time, I would show you
that you can piece ‘together what I am saying from what we
read here, I hope you feel the sense of it is the same.
Otherwise it goes into what he says the others go into, namely
& war of words.

VWhere else is there a significant statement about the latent

- gtates?

P, 170:

"Tn the second place, analysis shows that
the different latent mental processes
inferred by us enjoy a high degree of
mutual independence, as though they had
no comnectlon with one another, and knew
nothing of one another...we have to take
into account the fact that analytic in-
vestigation reveals some of these latent
processes as having characteristics and
peculiarities which seem alien to us, or
-even incredible, and which run directly
counter to the attributes -of consciousness
with which we are familiar."

But this is latency in the other sense. We are still talking
about the deseriptively unconscious. ILet's see p. 171,
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"In psycho-analysis there is no choice

for us but to assert that mental processes
are in themselves tmconscious, and to liken
the perception of them by means of cone-
sciousness to the perception of the external
world by means of the sense-organs. We can
even hope to gain fresh kmowledge from the
comparison.”

Keep that passage in mind for the topographic problem, which
we will come to. Let me point out to you that on the next
page there is a deiailed discussion,

"The unconscious comprises, on the one hand,
acts which are merely latent, temporarily
unconscious, but which differ in no other
respect from conscious ones and, on the
other hand, processes such as repressed
ones..." (P, 172)

That's the distinetion.

That's right. So you have here the sharp clarification of
the relation between the latent state and the unconsciocus.
Do yom have any more important statements on latency?

There's one on p. 191 which is really a repetition of this, but
it makes something ‘¢learer.

Yes, but that is already topography, isn't it? --Read it.

"A very great part of this preconscious
originates in the unconscious, has the
character of its derivatives..."

You see, it is all in terms of topography. We will deal with
that in a2 minubte. You see the characterization of the latent
gtates, their relations to somatic businesses, and the first
differential statement in to the unconscicus. Let's have
the siatements on the unconseious now.

First he has just the very broad statement--on p. 166-~that
the repressed is just a part of the unconscious.

"The unconscious has the wider compassS..."

That's a specifying statement., It's an important statement,
to be sure, but it is a specifying statement. As long as you
are there and you make that specifying statememt, under it is
another most important statement about the unconscious.
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So here you have two characterizations. Not yet the broad
characterization, only two characterization which state for
you how you know about it and what it is not, or what it is
more than, Let's have more general statements.

On p. 170--after discussing whether one has a series of states
of consciousness, he winds up by saying,

"Thus we have grounds for*hodifying our
inference about ourselves and saying
that what is proved is not the existence
of a second consciousness in us, but the
existence of psychical acts which lack
conaciocusness,"”

This talks about the distinctions from what? Dr, Lustman, do
you want to sum up what he talks about on p. 170? Just a
topical heading.

Subconscious, double conscience...

Yes, that's the topic. He tries to separate himself from the
guys who talk about double consciousness, subcomsciousness,
ete. What arelthese guys?

Morton Prince would be one of them,

Sure, but first of: all.they are the French, Janet primarily.
And then comes Morton Prince. We lmowtchat this 1s against
Morton Prince--where have we already encountered thet?

Chapter Seven.

Would you gquote & passage which makes fun of this whole business
of theirs? Which would be the passage? P. 170:

"Those who have resisted the assumption

of an unconsecious psychical are not likely
to be xready to exchange it for en un-
conscelous consciouspess.!

If the conscicusness is split, then there ought 4o be & second
consciousness which is unconscious and still conscious.. The.
essential issue, however, does not become absolutely clear
here--that in Janet's theory the unconscious 1s created by
such splits, is a pathological product; while in Freud the un-
conscious is the very nature of the human animal, You see,
that's what lies behind here, in the splitting of conseious,
the ridiculousness of unconscious consciousness.,
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In constructing this clever argument he stuek his neck oui in
terms of his own self-analysis.

Where is that?
P, 170:

"Here some special hindrance evidently
deflects cur investigations from our own
self and prevents our obiaining a true
knowledge of it."

He goes on and implies that self-analysis cannot be Very
effective. It's one way of looking at it.

You can say that, but to walk a road for the first time is very
different. You are not yet confused or deflected.by all that
you expect, if you walk 1t for the first time. Have you ever
searched for something in a forest? If you do.that, at times
what happens is that you lock for it where you know it will

be anyway. Therefore you don't notice it where you don't

know that it is. You know, this is the kind of thing against
which Heraclitus has warned. If you don't expect the unexpected,
you won't find it.

It's much more difficult to go on a road that other people knew,
It's much more difficult to read a book that you know well than

& book that you are reading for the first time-=~if it is interest-
ing., This is one of the reasons it is very imporitant to listen
to.a patient, because he walks the road himself, He walks

roads +thet are newer than our roads. True, he gets onto a lot
of detours if he's heard itoo much about psychocanalysis and all
that kind of stuff.. But socner or later he gels onto his om
road, if you (and he) are lucky.

Gentlemen, I haven't yet gotten a good characterization of the
unconscious. Dr. Lustman had it earlier, but somehow he doesn't
want to go back to it. How about it, sir? Where did you have
it?

",..we have to take into account the fact

that analytic investigation reveals some of
these latent processes as having characteristics
and peculiarities which seem alien to us, or
even ineredible, and which run directly counter
to the attributes of consciousness with which
we are familiar." (p. 170)

This is the first thing sbout latent states that we are struck
by. This is different from all the others which we have read,



()

Sacks:
Rapaport:

Instman:

Rapaport:

Tustman:. .

336,

These processes could Just as well be conscious--but they
happen not to be. Now comes the differentiation you already
mentioned, Dr, Lustman, that the imconsc:.ous has a grea‘ber
compass than the repressed.

Jones made a comment about this. He feels that he made this
statement rather early in the paper to take care of the people
who say that the unconscious is only the result of repression
of things which make us wncomfortable in life,

Tell me, do you recognize how the relevance of this to some~
thing we just talked about?

That makes it pathological.

Yes, the idea that the unconscious is all pathological. You
know, you must realize that there are pecple, like Silverberg
and others--even Kubie will go at times to something that
resembles that--who think thet logical functioning is the
normal and that everything else is interference with it.
Well, it ain't so. You will see later in this paper how much
it ain't so, when we get to the interrelations of the commu~ -
nications. Bul this is the preparation.

Gentlemen, still more about the unconscious. Obviously what I
expected you to tell me is that the whole characterigation is
on p. 186, bul then I would have told you that the passages
beginning there should .follow . this statemernt on p. 170... We will
discuss it, however, only when we come to the economics, the
dynamics, and the topographic issue, But this is what should
follow here, I am trying to put the paper in order., This isie
paper which was-written in a funny order, if one wants to under-
stand the unconseious., It is poor as an instruction bock. So

I am trying to recrganize. You complain that I turn this up-
side down. True, but I had to.

I want to make sure that you understand that the point on p.
169 jumps and goes to p. 171, and is continued there in the
form of primitive animism.,

Do you mean the statement where.he says--

", , without any Special reflection we
attribute to everyone else our own con-
stitution and therefore our consciousness
as well, and that this identification is
a sine gua non of our wnderstanding,"

(p. 169)
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Do you understand the point? If you extend the method of draw-
ing inferences concerning what comes to your mind sbout $ther
people so that you understand these other people and piece to-
gether out of their behavior what they are up to, the same can
be done with the isolated pieces of your own consciocusness as
it reflects your uanconscious. Bulb in doing the inference con~
cerning other people, you operate by the ancient -animistic
prineiple, and try to reconstruct the other the only way you
can,,on your-own-image. Thus, naturally, reconatruction of the
unconscious operates the same way, but what Freud doesn't add
18 that sconer or later you can refine this so that this
point of departure becomes as much science as the animism
concerning nature turns socner or later into real science.
That was the origin of all science. So he says, here on p,

- 17,

"The psycho~analytic assumption of uncon-
scious mental activily appears to us, on
the one hand, as a further expansion of the
primitive animism which caused us ta see
copies of our own consciousness all around
U.S, *0 0 "

This is a further continuation, that we see something human,
something processlike, that we compare with our conscious
functions, in this unconscious that encroaches on us just
as the other things encroach on us from the outside., It

is the continuation of that argument about consciousness

in the Seventh Chapter. '

There is another statement we have to see about the.unconscious,
on page 168.

"On the other hand, we know for certain that
they have abundant poinis of contact with con-
scious mental processes; with the help of a
certain amount of work they can be transformed
into, or replaced by, conscious mental pro-
cesses, and all the categories which we employ
to describe conscious mental acts, such-as
ideas, purposes, resclutions and so on, can.be
applied to them, Indeed, we are obliged to
say of some of these-latent states that the
only respect in which they differ from con-
scious ones is precisely in the abeence of
consciousness,” :

You see how that links to the original proposition (on p. 166)
that' we arrive at knowledge of the unconscious only from the
knowledge of the conscious. -Here it contitles,’ parallel to'-
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the argument about animism on pp. 169 and 171. You see how the
argument hops over?

Now let's have the crucial siatement. Where is it? Before you
get into real topography.

There's one on p. 1732

"I% is not yet comseious, but it is
certainly gapable of becoming conscious
(to use Breuer's expression)-~that is,

it can now, given certain conditions,
become an object of conscicusness with=
out any speecial resistence. In considera-
tion of this capacity for becoming con-
scious we also call the system Gs. the
'preconscious’ .,

See, there is a confusion in terms. We will refurn to it later.
How about consciousness? What crucial statements would, you
quote?

The most crucial one is this one~=p, 171~
There is a yet earlier one. P. 1663

", .eothe data of consciousness have a
very large number of gaps in them;i..."

Then p. 169,

"Conscicusness makes each of us aware only
of his own states of mind; that other people,
too, possess a conscilousness is an inference
vhich we draw by analogy from their observ-
able utterances and actions, in order to make
this behaviour of theirs intelligible to us,
(It would no doubt be psychologically more
correct to put it in this way: that without
any special reflection we atiribute to
everyone else our own constitution and J
therefore our consciocusness as well, and
that this identification is a gine gua non
of our understanding. )" ' '

See, this is the beginning of this animism argument. Where was
that statement on p. 171 that you wanted fo quote?

UTn psycho-znalysis there is no choice
for us bulb to assert that mental processes
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are in themselves unconscilcus, and 4o
liken the perception of them by means

of consciousness to the percepiion of the
external world by means of the sense-
organs.,"

Rapaport: You see how all of this flows together and really forms a unity.
There is one on p. 172, namely the difficulty of talking about
these things. Did you understand that argument?

Lustman: ", ..We cannot escape the ambiguity of
) using the words ‘conscious' and "un-
conscious! sometimes in a descripiive
and sometimes in a systematic sense..."

Rapaport: Correct. So here Tor the first time he complains that if you
-talkcabout consciousness, it is hard to know whether you are
talking about the quality of consciousness or about the
potentially and actually conscious things together. When
you talk about the unconsecious, it is hard to know whether
you use it descriptively, including the latent states, ar
not, Introducing this notation (which is the representation
of the topographic point of view) introduces a contradiction.
Iater we will come to 2 second such contradietion--what he
calls the "functional antithesis" on p. 192. We will came
back to this later, but I want you 4o see it now too.

"Hence consciousness stands in no simple
relation either to the different systems
or to repression. The truth is that it is
not only the psychically repressed that
remains alien to consciousness, but also
some of the impulses which dominate our
ego-~something, therefore, that forms the
strongest functional antithesis to the
repressed.”

Do you recognize this? What does it mean?
Mahl: He's telking about the unconscious ego.

Rapaport: You see, these two things have to be seen together. What we
just read before shows you that contradiction -out of which
the topographical point of view arises, This is the seecond
contradiction-~out of which the structural point of view
arises, You ought to see them together. You also ought o
note how early the second contradietion is seen. He barely
managed to bring the topographic point of view under the roof
before the rgaf began to collapse. You see why I call your
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attention now {to that, lest you miss the two crucial pivots
here, The paper plvots around these two things.

Is there anything else you want to mention about consciousness?
If not, then let us go to repression. Where is the crucial
statement about repression?

The first sentence of the paper, on p., 166:

"We have learnt from psycho~analysis that
the essence of the process of repression
lies, not in puiting an end to, in
annihilating, the idea which represents
an instinet, but in preventing it from
becoming conscious,"

Yes. The next is then what was already quoted: the repressed
is part of the unconscicus, Is there any other general state-
ment you would like to quote now?

P. 173:

"In the first phase the psychical act is
unconscious and belongs to the system Ues.;
if, on testing, it is rejected by the -
censorship, it is not allowed to pass into
the second phase; it is then said to be
'repressed' and must remain unconscious."

(n p., 172 there is another, the contrast.of the repressed processes
with the latent processes.

Yes, I think that we can let repression ride at that for the
moment .

Let's see, what are the phenomena which necessitate introducing
these things?

Pp. 166-167;

"These not only include parapraxes and
dreams in healthy people, and everything
described as a psychical sympiom or an
obsession in the sick; our most personal
deily experience acquaints us with ideas
that come into our head we do not know
from where, and with intellectual con-
clusions arrived at we do not know how,
A1l these conscious acts remain dis-
connected and unintelligible if we
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insist upon claiming that every mental

- act that occurs in us must alsc necessarily
be experienced by us through consciousness;
ont the other hend, they fall into a
demonstrable conneciion if we interpog.ate
between them the unconscious acts which we
have inferred."

Rapaports Correct. This last sentence seems to me to be the crucial
one, Do you feel that there is anyihing else which is cruecial
in relation to the necessity to introduce these distinctions?

Lustman: P, 168:

"Incidentally, even before the time of psycho-
analysis, hypnotic experiments and especisally

post-hiypnotic suggestion, had tangibly demon-

strated the existence and mode of operation of
the mental unconscious,"

Rapaport: Very good. Anything else?
Mahl: P. 167:

"We can go further and argue, in support
of there being an unconscious psychical
state, that at any given moment conscious-
ness includes only a small conteni, so
that the greater part of what we call
conscious knowledge must in any case be
for very considerable periods of time in
8 state of latency,..."

Rapaport: So here are a variety of these things. Let's teke up the
~ fifth question in this commection, because it gives us the most
generel phrasing of the factors which necessitate the intro-
duction of such concepts. Did you understand the Kant argu-
ment? Who wants to read it?

Lustman: P. 171:

n,..on the other hand, as an extension of the
corrections undertaken by Kent of our views
on external perception, Just as Kant warned
us not to overlook the fact that our per~
ceptions are subjectively conditioned and
must not be regarded as identical with what
is perceived though unknoweble, so psycho-
analysis warns us not to equate perceptions
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by means of consciousness with the un=-
conscious mental processes which are
their object.”

Rapaport: Will anyone volunteer to sum up guickly the Kentian proposition?

Mahl: Qur perception is determined by our modes of percelving and our
modes of experiencing whether it's externmal reality or part of
ourselves.,

Rapaport: Gentlemen, ever since Descartes, who become willy-nilly the
spiritual father of Anglo-Saxon empiricism (which is Hobbes,
Hume, Locke)--ever since the time of Anglo-Saxon empiricism,
the assumption was that man is born as a clean slate; impinging
sensations write on this slate; and sooner or later the traces
of these experiences take the form of ideas and relationships
in man's mind. Everything that exists in man's mind exists
there because it existed in nature and encroached upon man's
mind through the experiences and their seguences. And since
nature is regular--this is particularly Hume's argument--~
frequently things will recur, and the more freguent something is
in recurrence the more regularly will it impinge on the mind,
and thus nature's relationships will be represented as thought
relationships in the mind, Is this clear so far?

This was then overturned by Kant in Prolegomena to All Future
" Metapsychics, which preceded his Critique of Pure Reason in

which he stated in detail the point of view which I will

state now. He asserted that the individual objects in nature,
"the things in themselves," are unknown and unknowable to us.
Nature encroaches on us only in the form of individual sensations,
and these individual sensations are synthesized in us in

terms of the inborn categories of pure reason. That is, we are
born with synthesizing principles and they, rather than nature,
organize thoughts and their relationships. It is not only that
we have categories of pure reason, but we have forms of semsuous
apprehension. These are space and time, These are algo not in
nature, though Hume and the other Anglo-Saxon empiricists believed
that time, space, and causality are imposed upon us by the
contiguities and sequences in nature. Causality is a category

of pure reason, but time and space are forms of Semnsuous
apprehension, This is the sensory organization which put
perceptions together prior to the integration by the categories
of pure reason. Are you following how this stands in sharp
contrast with Anglo-Saxon empirieism?

Now what Freud says here is that Kant warmed us not to overlock
the fact that perception is subjectively conditioned, namely,
perception does not come to us as an objeect. The object is
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created by us, by the forms of sensuous apprehension and by
the categories of pure reason. I continues (p. 171)

., JJmust not be regarded as identical
with what is perceived though unknowable,
so psycho-analysis warns us not to equate
perceptions by means of consciousness with
the unconscious mental processes which are
their object."

You see that parallel? But there is a deeper parallel, and

I tried to point that out to you. For Kant there are innate,

a priori givens; these are the eategoriest of reason and the
forms of sensuous apprehension., For psychoanalysis there are
also imnate givens; they are the drives and the drive~controlling
structures. (If somebody gets interested in that, I have an un-
published paper on dynamic psychology and Kantian epistemology.)

" Now this does not mean that we are Kantiens, that we believe

in categories of pure reason. Those categories represented

the heroic attempt of a men to capture something before science
got to it. Yeht the orientation of the scientist can be elther
Kantian or Humean, and one can’t avoid it, because these pioneers
split up the world of ideas. This is the basic difference, for
ingtance; between psychoanslysis and .the American psychology
that is addieted to pragmatism and logical positivism and
symbolic logic and &1l that. It's a eleft marked out by
philosophical systems, This is a very important issue,: ard much
should be done about it and thought about it, but who has the
time? Can we get to the last point in the first question?

What is the course of the mental process?

-P_p ° 172""173 H

"Proceeding now to an aceount of the positive
findings of psycho-analysis, we may say that
in general a psychical act goes through two
phases as regards its state, between which

is interposed a kind of testing (censorship,).
In the first phase the psychicsal act is un-
conscious and belongs to the system Ucs.;

if, on testing, it is rejected by the censor-
‘ghip, it is not allowed to pass into the
second phase; it is then said to be fre-
pressed! and must remain unconscious. If,
however, it passes this testing, it enters
the second phase and thenceforth belongs to
the second system, which we will call the
system Cs. Bul the fact that it belongs to
that system does noi yet unequivocally deter-
mine its relation to consciousness."
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Do you notice this last?
Another instance of the descriptive vs. the systematic.

That's right. Now we have covered the next part already. Do
you care to indicate a f'ew more places where we have something
on the course? One of them is p. 173, where the pivotal question
of this paper is ralsed.

"If we are to take ‘the topography of
mental acts seriously we must direct our
interest to a doubi which arises at this
point. When a psychical act (let us
confine ourselves here 4o one which is
in the nature of an idea) is transposed
from the system Ues. into the system Cs.
(or Pcs.), are we to suppose that this -
transposition involves ® fresh record--
as it were, a second registration--of
the idea in question, which may thus be
situated as well in a fresh psyehical
locality, and alongside of which the
original unconscious registration con-
binues to exist? Or are we rather to
believe that the transposition consists
in a change in the state of the idea,

a change involving the same material and
occurring in the same locality?

What is the meaning of this? Can you figure it out?

Are we to really believe that there is a topographical hierarchy
through which ideational processes move, or are we to think of

the cathectic economic changes #s explaining the becoming conscious
of an unconscicus idea?

If the first is true, what happens? What about the topographic
point of view if the first is true? :

He spells it out on p. 175. He says,

"With the first, or topographical, hypothesis
is bound up that of a topographical separation
of the systems Ues. and gs. and also $he. possi-
bility that an idea may exist simulieneously in
two places in the mental apparatus--!

This would be the consistent carrying through of the topographic
point of view, If this doesn'it come through, then something less
than & full topographic point of view is valid. The temporal -
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sequence that he talked about in the Seventh Chapter--the
sequence need not be spatial-~that &till may be true, but
the topographic point of view as sush would leave us only
with that sequence business if this existence in two places
at once does not hold up. So you see now from a second
point of view, the whole business is rattled. Remember, we
had one such rattling on p. 192.

Lustman g But he rattled this on p. 610 of the Seventih Chaper.
Rapaport: Would you read it?

Lustman: "Again, we may speak of a preconscious
thought being repressed or driven out
and then taken over by the unconscious.

> These images, derived from & set of ideas
relating to a struggle for a piece of
ground, may tempt us to suppose that it
is literally true that & mental group-
ing in one locality has been brought to-
an end and replasced by & fresh one in
another locality. Let us replace these
metaphors by scmething that seems to
correspond better to the real state of
effeirs, and let us say instead that some
particular mental grouping has had a
cathexis of energy attached fo it or
withdrewn from it, so that the structure
in question has come under the sway of
a particular agency or been withdrawn
from it. What we are doing here is once
again to replace & topographical way of
representing things by a dynamic one."

Rapaport: See the slip-up?
Tusitman: Itts en economic one, rather then a dynamic.

Rapsport: This will come back in the misunderstandings of Glover in our
third year, We will see that this disturbed some people who
didn't read carefully enough. There are two or three or four
such slips,

Now you see, in spite of that having been mentioned in 1900,
the problem is agein involved in 1915, Now he brings the
‘topographicel point of view in a shaerper, clearer form and

at the same time goes on bresking it up. The siruggle is
going on, you understand. This 1s a most characteristic thing
about this man, that things are being molded and worked over.
You will soon see the points which are the preparation for
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Ihe Problem of Anxiety. Bubt first, is there anything else you
want to mention about the course of the mental process?

There's a summary of it on p. 204.

"It is a general truth that our mental
activity moves in itwo opposite directioms:
either it starts from the instinets and
passes through the system Jecs. to conscious
thought-activity; or, beginning with an
instigation from outside, it passes through
the system {s. and Pes. till it reaches the
Ues. cathexes of the ego and objects."

Okay, that's a fine one. Do you know any others which we should
regard before we go on? :

The whole business about communication between the two systems
refers to course.

There is quite a bit of that., Where would be the most characteristic
statement about it?

I had especially p. 194.

"At the roots of instincetual activity the sysiems
communicate with one ancther most extensively.
One portion of the processes which are there ex-
cited passes through the Ucs., as through a pre-
paratory stage, and reaches the highest psychical
development in the Cs.; ancther portion is re-
tained as Uecs. But the Ueg, is also affected by
experiences originating from external perception.
Normally all the paths from perception to the
Ues. remain open, and only those leading on from
the Ues, are subject to blocking by repression,”

While it is not pecessarily true that all the paths leading from
perception to the Ucs are open, nevertheless in a certain sense
it is true. This is the problem to which the Fisher experiments
~-~the Poetzl experiments—~ have directed themselves.¥* But the
main thing here’'is that there are things that can start in the
Ues and things that can start from external perception, In
terms of the reflex-arc model you can have the full course or

it can stert in the middle.

*[See reference footnote, p. 107.]
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And indeed, you know that in regressive processes the opposite
courses are also possible. So you see the course.

Let's go on to topography. First of all, what is the most
general statement? '

P, 173

"By accepting the existence of these two

(or three) psychical systems, psycho-analysis
has departed a step further from the descriptive
'peychology of consciousness' and has raised new
problems and acquired a new content, Up $ill
now, it has differed from that psychology mainly
by peason of its dynamic view of mental processes;
now in addition it seems to fake account of
psychical iopography as well, and to indicate
in respect of any given mental act within what
system or between what systems it takes place.
(n account of this attempt, too, it has been
given the name of 'depth-psychology!."

So this is the most general statement. Any others we should
mention? .

The precursor of that general statement is the material we
talked about already, on p. 172.

That's right. What about it?

He talks about the difficulty of the descriptive and the structural,
and then at the end of the paragraph, he says,

"Perhaps we may look for some assistance
from the proposal to employ, at any rate
in writing, the abbreviation Ls. for con-
sciocusness and Uegs. for what is unconscious
vhen we are using the two words in the
systematic sense."

Yes. Where does he say what it is noi?
It is not anatomical, P, 175.

That's right.

"Our psychical topography has for the present
nothing to do with anatomy..."
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Next there is the antitopogrephical point on p. 176:

"On superficial consideration this would

seem to show that conscious and unconscious

ideas are distinet registrations, topographiecally
separated, of the same content. But a moment's
reflection shows that the identity of the in-
formation given to the patient with his repressed
memory is only apparent,"

Did you understend that?
He's refuting the very thing that he said was support.

Yes. But here is a question: how should we understand that
these two things are so different? Did you think about that?

Well, they are different experiences. The next sentence=-
"To have heard something and to have ex-
perienced scmething are in their psycho-
logical nature two quite different things,
even though the. content of both is the same."

In vwhat sense are they different?

In one there are memory-traces.

It's a matter of affect,
A matter of affect too, Furthermore-=—?
There's an act of perception; there are whole series--

Act is the central word; that's right. This is Brentano speak-
ing. I have been calling your attention to it throughout and I
will be persisting on it. Brentano speaking--that the act of
orientation toward an experience is a very different perceptual

act than that toward information relayed to one. Experience is
infinitely layered. Now the experience of getting the information
will be infinitely layered too, but very little of that infinite
layering will pertain to the actual content, which is the description
of the experience previously had. Here is a whole world of think-
ing which a psychotherapist must be clearly aware of, because

he hears only a very impoverished bit out of which he has to re-
construct. The good therapist listens so thet what the patient
says arises as images in his own experience. Listening to a
patient, a world of the patient arises. You indeed have, if

you listen well, & visual image of whal goes on. =-Not necessarily
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a visval one; much of it is tonal--but an image experience of
it. Thet is something that Dr. Knight will tell & new man;
you listen so that you get a real picture. -Otherwise you
won't see the impossibility, the ludicrousness, the apalling-
ness, the mortification, the elation, the million qualities
of what you hear. It's quite a business. This is a whole
world, in this one sentence. I just didn't want you to get
by without seeing that.

Are you satisfiled, or do you have any other gemeral points

on topography? There are several general points on topography.
Should I suggest one? Well, some of the statements concern-
ing the system Ucs, on p. 187 are on. topography.

", ..UcS...pays Just as little regard to
reality."

Then:

"neonscious processes only become
cognizable by us under the conditions
of dreaming and of neurosis-~that is

1o say, when processes of the higher,
Pes., system are set back to an earlier
stage by being lowered (by regression)."

So you see a certain topographic condition, what process turns
one condition to the other.

"Tn themselves they cammol be cognized,
indeed are even incapable of ecarrying on
their existence; for the system Ucg. is
at a very early moment overlald by the
Pes. which has taken over access to con-
sciousness and to motility. Discharge
from the system Ucs. passes into somatiec
innervation that leads to development of
affect; but even this path of discharge
is, as we have seen (p. 178), contested
by the Pes. By itself, the system Ucs.
would not in normsl conditions be able to
bring about any expedient muscular acts,
with the excepiion of those already or-
ganized as reflexes,"

This refers to the autonomy of the unconscilous, this last
sentence., If we talk about the autonomy of the ego, we can
talk about the autonomy of the id also. It is capsble of
reflex acts without any kind of conscious imtervention.
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This is what I wanited to call attention to. Do you have any-
thing else on topography in general? Then let's have the
topography of drives. What do you have on that?

P, 177:

"An instinet can never become en object

of consciousness--only the idea that re-
presents the instinet can. Even in the
unconsceious, moreover, an instinet cannot
be represented otherwise than by an idea..
If the instinet did not attach itself to

an ides or manifest itself as an affective
state, we could know nothing about it. When
we nevertheless speak of an unconscious
instinctual impulse or of a repressed
instinetual impulse, the looseness of
phraseology is & harmless one, We can only
mean an instinetual impulse the ideationsl
representative of which is unconscious, for
nothing else comes into consideration.”

Do you realize that you are not usually taught this way? What
do you link this up with in what we have read before?

"If now we apply ourselves to considering
mental life from a biglogical point of view,
an ‘instinet' appeasrs to us as a concept on
the frontier between the mental and the
somatic, as the psychical representative

of the stimuli originating from within {the
orgenism and reaching the mind, as a measure
of the demand made upon the mind for work
in consequence of its commection with the
body." (p. 121)

You see, these two are consistent with each other,

But these are two different things. I thought that was your
comment, about this, al the time we discussed it. That this
"psychical representative of the stimuli" is not to be con-
fused with what he's talking sbout here.

Not to be confused with, and therefore these two are consistent.
In that it maintains the difference.

It maintains it. But you are not usually taught this way.

You are taught as though the unconscious or the id were the
drives themselves. The drive itself is that which generates
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what comes to expression as affect, that which comes to
expression as idea, that which generates the cathexes,

The drive is a borderline concept. He is maintaining

that strenuously.* This is the major point concerning the -
topography of drives. Did anybody find a second?

Mahl: On p. 186:

"The nucleus of the legs. consists of
instinctual representatives which seek
to discharge their cathexis; that is to
say, it consists of wishful impulses."

‘Then a little farther dowm.

"In the Jecs. there are only contents,
cathepted with greater or lesser
strength."

This is again pushing the same point.

Repaport: I would like to call attention to just one more thing on
p. 179, though this is anticipating something which we
haven't yet discussed.

"The importence of the system ¢s. (Pes.)

as regards access to the release of

affect and to action enables us also fo
understand the part played by substitutive
ideas in determining the form taken by
illness. It is possible for the development
of affect 1o proceed directly from the system
Ucs.; in that case the affect always has the
character of anxiety, for which all 'repressed!
affects are exchanged. Often, however, the
instinctual impulse has to weit until it has
found a substitutive idea in the system (s..
The development of affect can then proceed
from this conscious substitute...”

The topography of the drive is that it mesnifests itself,
gains discharge, usually by finding a substitute for its

#[{There seems to be room for differences of opinion as to
Freud's consistency on this score, See, for instance, the
Editor's Introduction to "Instincets and Their Vielssitudes,"
S.E., Vol, XIV.]
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representation in the Pes-Cs. And if affect-development
starts from there (the Pes-Cs), then it is affect., Other-
wise the affect that will develop will be anxiety. This
is the toxic theory, which is not important now. What is
important for us now is that usually discharge takes place
by finding a substitute for the instinct-representation,
which opens the pathway to consciousness, This is the
kind of thing that we repeatedly quoted from.the Seventh
Chapter, when we discussed the need of the drive for day-
residues.

Let's go on to the topography of affects, It starts on 177:

Sacks: "We should expect the answer to the question
about unconscious feelings, emotions and
affects to be just as easily given. It is
surely of the essence of an emotion that
we should be aware of it, i.e, that it
should become known to consciousness. Thus
the possibility of the attribute of uncon-
sclousness would be completely-excluded as
far as emotlong, feelings and affects are
concerned.”

Rapaport: I wani to gall to your attention that this sentence--I"that it
+ should become known to eonseiousmess'-~becomes 'the ccrnerstone
in a way of the argument in The Problem of Anxiety. Everything
in this section is in a way a cornerstone to The Problem of
Anxiety. We will get to thait next year. Would you go on?

Sacks: "But in psycho-analytic yractice we.are.
accustomed to speak of unconscious love,
hate, anger, etc., and find it impossible
to aveid even the strange conjunction,
"uneonseious consciousness of guilt,'--

Rapeport: 'The first appearance, I believe, of this term this way. This
’ point will play a cruecial role in establishing the structural -
point of view.

Could you now jump to where he continues this argument on p.
1787

Mshl: ".eobut in comparison with unconscious ideas
there is the important difference that uncon-
scious ideas continue to exist after repression
as actual structures in the system Ues., where-
as all that corresponds in that system to un-
conscious affects is a potential beginning
which is prevented from developing. Strictly
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speaking, then and although no fault can

be found with the linguistic usage, there

are no unconscious affects as there are
unconscious ideas. But there may very well

be in the system Ucs. affective structures

which, like others, become conscious, The

whole difference arises from the fact thatl

ideas are cathexes--basically of memory-
traces==whilst affects and emotions correspond

to processes of discharge, the final manifestations
of which are perceived as feeling., In the present
state of our knowledge of affects and emotions

we cannot express this difference more clearly."

I don't understand those "affective structures."
Would you mind reading the footnote?

"Affectivity menifests itself essentially
in motor (secretory and vasomotor) dis-
charge resulting in an (internal): alteration
of the subject's own body without reference
to the external world; motility, in &ctions
degigned to effect changes in the external
world."

Before we go to the point you question, Dr. Mahl, how do you
understand why there should be unconseious affects?

Affect corresponds to the‘disdharge; the affective state
corresponds to the autoplastic discharge in the body.

Before the reverberation of this discharge intoc the body=-
before this autoplastic process reverberates on conselousness—-
what is affeet? What does it consist of?

What he calls guota of affeci.

That's right, it is the quota of affect; it is a cathexis,
There is nothing else to 1t. This position would merely mean
that ag long as there is drive cathexis, there is the
potentiality that it might teke an affeci-discharge chammel

gs a route for discharge--emergency discharge, safety-valve
and indiceator discharge. Is this clear? This is a point often
not grasped. As long as ihere is drive cathexis and as long

as there are the secretory and circulatory channels, there is
the potentiality that the drive cathexis will take this channel
of discharge.,

Are we To conceive of that as the entire cathexis?
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Rapaport: No. It is only a part of it. That's why it is called quota of
affect., If it were all of it, then, those neurotics who are
capable of affect-expression, could, through it, chamnel off
the stuff which we know is dammed up and goes into symptoms.

It's true that in most neurotics there are defenses against
affects also. This is discussed in a great many ways in several
of Fenichel's papers. He really specialized in a way in discuss-
ing defense against affecis.

This is a point about affects which is not very clear 1o people.
When drive-discharge is not possible because there is defense,
or because situationally there is no possibility for discharge,
these: subsidiary chamnels are used. This is the so-called con-
fliet theory of affects, MeCurdy, the finest Anglo-Saxon
descriptive psychiatrist--he was Englishe-=in his Pgychology of
Emotions went to this conception, that there is no affect unless
a drive is hampered in discharge, This, by the way, 1s the ancient
Spinoza conception of the-affects, I reviewed this in Hmotions
and Memory, and in my paper on "The Psychoanalytic Theory of
Affects"

ILet's go to Dr. Mahl's point now, How did you others understand
it? (P, 178)

"But there may very well be in the system
Ues. affective structures which, like others,
become conseious,!

Sacks: I thought about it as primordia, but I couldn't go any farther.

Rapaport: Well, primordia it could be. It could be that Freud thought
at that time that while he can demonsitrate that affect-dis=-
charge occurs when the drive itself cannot be discharged, it
is possible that there are unconscious pockets of cathexes
which will be discharged only through affect-discharge channels.
Primordia--if I understood your word=-~is one reasonable ex-
planation of this point.

There is another explanation of it, however, one that becomes
erucial in The Problem of Anxiety. It is true that part of
what I am saying now you have to infer, since it isn't directly
stated-~that part of what is called quota of affeet becomes
segregated from the drive-cathexes and comes under the control
_of the ego. Then its discharge is no longer directed by the
drive-tension which mounts and needs a safety-valve outlet,

but by the ego as a signal. This would then be the structurali-
zation of the quota of affecis--the structural segregatlon from
the general drive~cathectle amount.
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That's the segregation that you were referring to in your
paper, "The Conceptual Model of Psychoanalysis"? When you
talked about part of the drive-cathexis being segregated?

Yes.

I tock that to be the mechanism for the separation of the guota
of affect.

Yes. That's what I am saying now, too.

But now aren't you saying more than that? When you say that
this is taken over by the ego?

Oh, well, there I just didn't discuss it further. This is
the argument of The Problem of Anxiety. The term segregation
does not come from Freud. When you read the monograph, [The
Problem of Anxiety] you will see that that's the consistent
carrying through of the point that is made here. And that's
the signal conception.

There are twoprerequisites, or rather three: one of them is

that there be congenitally given discharge-channels of this sort,
which are in the meanwhile communication-channels also, because
they are used for intraspecies commmication. Man conmunicates
with these;, and other animals communicate with them. Also we

know from ethology now-~I must have referred to thie 1951 Tinbergen
article¥-~we know from ethology that indeed drive-~displacement
processes in animals (also called derivative behaviors) become

the basis of intraspecies communications. Tinbergen's observations
are one of the most remarkable developments of our time. Obviously
the argument is an evolutionary one, you understand. It is
comparative evolutionary data out of which it is reconsiructed.

You bait the hook with Tinbergen. Tell us more.

I bait {the hook so that you read it. I am trying to indicate that
there is something very real to this communication business, about
which of the psychoanalysts only Schilder talks. I bait the hook
further. In my Schilder memorial address you will find the
ref.‘erences where he talks about it.%x

*[Tinbergen, H. . The Study of Instinet. Oxford: GClarendon
Press, 1951.,]

*%[Rapaport, D. "Paul Schilder's Camtribution to the Theqry of

Thought-Processes.” Int, J. Psycho-Anal., 1951, 32, 291-30L. Also,
Appendix in Schilder, P., Mediecal Psychology. New York:

International Universities Press, 1953. Pp. 340-356.
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Lu_s-tman: Could you sunmarize the three things you started with?

Rapaport: Congenitally given affect-discharge chammels; the controls
or defenses or situational factors which prevent affect dis-
charge; and finally, a structuralized segregation of the affect~
discharge which brings it under the control of the ego, which
then can use it for signals and anticipations., Did somebody
find a reference to signal here in this paper? :

Tustman: P, 183:

"Exeitation of any point in this outer

structure must inevitably, on account of

its comnection with the substitutive

idea, give rise to a slight development

of anxiety; and this is now used as a

signal ‘to inhibit, by means of a fresh

flight on the part of the (Pgs.) cathexis,

the further progress of the development

of anxlety.” ,

Rapapori:  You note that here again, for the second time--it was there
already in the Seventh Chapter, you remember--again there is
the signal conception.

Another point concernming the topography of affects we have
already discussed before, on p. 180, in comnection with the
topography of drives. Can we conslder it covered, then?

‘Let's see the topography of ideas, Where do you find the first
stuff on it? ?

Sacks: P, 173:

Rapaport: - That's right. We see that there is the major question ralsed
ag to whether this is a purely topographic or an economic-
topographlc problem. Now what is the next point on the ftopography
of ideas?

Sacks: P, 175.

Repaport: Yes. That's the continuvation of this same point, and we have
covered it, really. All of pages 175 and 176 is an elaboration
of the same point; I am glad that you bring that up. But we
have several other things about it. Where do they come? Who
noted p. 1802

Mahl: He replaces his topographical--
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That's the crueial point where the topography really falls.
Can you state it?

"We notice, moreover, that we have bhased
these reflections (as it were, without
meaning to) on the assumption that the
transition from the system Ues. to the
system next to it is not effected through
the making of a new registration bub
through a change in its state, an
alteration in its cathexis. The functional
hypothesis has here easily defeated the
topographical one." (p. 180)

This was the cathectic theory. Now do you mind going down to
the next pearagraph?

", ..the withdrawal of libido from it would
have to be repeated, and the same performance
would go on endlessly; but the oublcome would
nct be repression. So, too, when it comes
to describing primal repression, the mechanism
Just discussed of withdrawal of preconscious
cathexis would fall to meet the case; for
here we are dealing with an unconscious idea
which has as yeb received no cathexis from
the Pes. and therefore cannct have that
cathexls withdrawn from it." (p. 181)

This could be discussed under repression, to be sure, and we

will come back to it there. Bub first of all we have to discuss
it under the topography of ideas. The problen of when an idea

is unconscious is not purely a problem of systems., Then what

is it? Is it the withdrawal of cathexis alone? No. There
remains a problem, why doesn't the idea rise into consciousness?
As soon as the dynamic consideration comes up--that it must rise--
you are up against the structural problem; what will prevent it
from rising? If there is nothing to prevent it from rising,

it will rise again and again, and the state you have will not

be repression. And there comes the argument about countercathexis.

It's an economic point teco.

It's mainly economic, but it is the begimning of the structural
point of view. The point I am bringing up here is simply to

try to show you that the topographic consideration, as soon as
you teke it seriously, and take into account the dynamics, breaks
down immediately, and leads to the economic-siructural problem,
which is not purely an econcmic problem because the anticathexes
have to be stable., Otherwise it is a constant power play.
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Why isn't the topographic point of view adequate to explain
why it doesn't rise, when he has ascribed to the system Cs
properties that would prevent it from rising?

A very good guestion, Dr, Mahl, What properties does he ascribe?
Control over motor discharge is one., Control over all paths of
discharge. )

Fine.
The secondery process,

Now the question is to explain how it is done. Gentlemen, Dr.
Mehl's question is a crucial one, because otherwise you don't
understand what hit you. Sure he describes all that, but that's
Now the Jjob is o account for this.
There are descriptive statements, and Dr..Mahl correctly quotes
the descripiive statements. The job is then to account for

them metapsychologically. One of the metapsychological accounts.
would be topography. Topography is tottering. In this case it
totterg because the dynemic point of view, as soon as you take
it into aceounit, breaks it through. The question then ig~-

That I don't understand. If I understand this correctly, he
has given the Cs system a control. .

Descriptively. Now the job is ‘to understand how the control

works. Dr, Mahl, reslize how important a question you are ask-
ing. You are asking us to distinguish between what was descriptive
here and what was not simply descriptive, The control over
emotions, the control over motility, the control over drive--
that's all descriptive husiness.

I assumed that it was not descriptive.

That was the mistake., ‘That was the same mistake as wes made

when you people were not terribly surprised that suddenly

Remember? Censor-

ship is a descriptive term. The problem is to make metapsychological
sense out of it. If censorship were more than a deseriptive

term, all our psychologist colleagues who accuse Freud of sheer
anthropomorphisms, by creating this little creature censor, would

be right. But they are wrong. They have not read it. That's a
description.

What we see here is the economics, topography, structure, and
dynamics of censorship, of control over drives. He first of all
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shows that it is insufficient gimply to say that topographically
it is accounted for, because the dynamics demand of us that it
should rise.

I think what you ought to learn out of Dr. Mahl's question is
that when you read this thing the first task is to meke the
distinction between the descriptive and the metapsychological.
Nothing that is not explainable from the three metapsychological

-points of view was settled theoretically. TYou recognize the

significance of that crucial sentence on p. 181? It follows
immediately here.

", ,.when we have succeeded in describing
a physical process in its dynamic, topo-
graphical and economic aspects, we should

speak of it as a metapsychological

presentation."

This is erueisl stetement, the most important statement for
anybody who studies metapsychology. Regrettably it is a

very vague and very limited one, but it still remains crucial.
It follows immediately here for thervery reason I tried to
explain to you. I appreciate the gquestion, because it sheds
light on the whole meaning why this metapsychology is necessary.
Obviously Freud is full of descriptive statements. Clinical
statements are descripiive stafments., Clinical theory iiself
goes a step further, but the metapsychological theory is beyond
c¢linical theory. Clinical theory is a special theory. Meta-
psychology is a general theory. Okay?

Does this have anything to do with the dynamic view of conscious-
ness?

Plesse show us what you have in mind.

For instance, on p. 179:
"Conversely, too, we may say that as long
as the system 0s. controls affectivity and

motility..."

Hasn't he there ascribed a dynamic role to consciousness? Or
am I inferring more than a descriptive--7

Sure; he talks about the dynemics. Why is this a dynamic state-
ment? What does dynamics always deal with?

Forces.,
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This is dynamics because it deals with forces, and as a matter
of fact with conflict in general. That's what you are talking
about. We areralready anticipating the dynamics here, but
that's all right with me., All you have here is a dynamic dis-
cussion of the role of consciousness., You don't have a full
discussion of the role of consciousness until much later. You
have 1o have an econcmic, topographic, and, as a matter of

fact, a structural one. This is only the dynamic.

All right. But my point is that it is not just descriptive.
That's why I was so surprised when you said that things fall
apart here on p. 180, because he was being only topographical.
I didn't think he was,

But you notice how we had to infer the dynamics there?
But not much.

There is a descriptive statement in which the dynamlic aspect is
quickly establishable. No other aspects are discussed here
really; the topography is only touched on. It is not stated
what the topographic conditions actually are. Here, as soon

as you get to this business on p. 180, the dynamic aspects,

you become aware that you have to introduce the econcmic aspect.
Then comes a question of why the countercathexis shouldn't be
offset again and again., It has to sitructuralize sconer and
later, and that is the point which comes to expression when he
gsays that the substitutive idea is the anticathexis., That's a
mistake, obviously. The substitutive idea will take the form
of the bound anticathexis, will bind the anticathexis into
structure. Do you remember that? This is what is so difficult.
Mind you, it is not certain yet that it is so easy Lo write
metapsychology without such difficuliies constantly.

Are you satisfied ?or the time being with this point? It was
a very worth-while excursion, but can we go on? There is one
more point I would like to clarify. Note the bottom of p. 189.
He now warns:

"Nor will it be out of place here 1o utter
8 warning against any over-hasty generalization
of what we have brought to light concerning
the distribution of the various mental funections
between the two systems. We are describing the
state of affairs as it appears in the adult
human being, in whom the system JUes., operates,
strictly speaking, only as a preliminary stage

- of the higher organization. The question of
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whet the content and commections of

that system are during the development

of the individual, and of what significance
it pogsesses in animals--these are points
cn which no conclusion can be deduced from
our description..."

Do you know what this says?
Tt's a genetic proposition.

This is a genetic proposition, but also it talks about the
continuous transition between the unconscious and the con-
seious. And this point about the significance in the case
of animals in the point Hertmenn has taken up in his comments
on the psychoanalytic theory of instinets.®* This point you
will hear plenty about next term.

Did you notice any other things sbout the topography of ideas
or should I call attention to one more thing? Did you notice
that point where ideas were cheracterized as conforming neither
to the Csnor to the Ues? Pp. 190-191.

That:was fantasy=-formation.

That's right. Can you quickly state, without golng into it,
what 15 the trouble with these ldeas?

Well, they seem to be exempt from the general rules ‘that are
gpplicable to the unconscious.

In what sense?

They are highly organized, not usually contradictory; they can
make use of Cs systems.

A1l secondary process,

Secondary-process organization, highly rationalized, and all that.

So why don't they belong to the Cs?
That's a good question.

It's a dirty question.

*[Comments on the Psychosnalytic Theory of Instinetual Drives,"

Psychosnalytic Quarterly, 17:368-388;1948.]
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They are cathected by the unconscious cathexis.
But how do you know that?
They are derivatives.

How do you know that? The first way you know it is that they
are just not conseious, They just won't get conscious, the God-

damnéd things! Why aren't they part of the Cs? Because they

Just aren't.
How do we know about thém?
We know aboul them when you undo the work of repression. You

infer them, and when the resistance is analyzed, suddenly you
find them in wholesale bulk.

. He found them in his dream analyses too.

Yes, and you remember. there is a passage where he talks about
dreams which seem to be unconscious fantasies altogether.

The ones -that sre too well organized. .
Yes.

You ask, why don't these became conscious? Because they don't.
But my understanding of this goes back to scmething that I asked
you on ihe paper on repression. I take this to mean that any-
thing that is cathected from the unconscious ipso facto becomes
subject to repression. Right? Unless--and herels how I thought
he explained this, on p. 191:

"Substitutive formations, too, are highly
organized derivatives of the Jcs. of this
kind; but these succeed in bresking through
into consclousnesge=*

==We.become conscious of them--and here's where I thought it

‘was crucial--

"——when circumstances are favourable--
for example, if they happen to join
forces with an anticathexis from the
m.ﬂ '

I take that to mean thet these Eleriva'bives can break 'b]:u-dugh
if they will now serve the function of keeping something else
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out of consciousness. These fantasy-formations will apparently
not serve this function.

Correct., That's the point.
So here's a real, functional explanation.
There is a functioninal difference here clearly.

By definition, if fantasy-formations come from the unconscious,
why ere they not subjected to the ¥icissitudes?

They were subject to these vicissitudes, but they were not so
highly cathected at the time when they were developed that they
did not have access to secondary-process stuff. They developed
insidiously, never receiving at once the full cathexis. This
is the gemetic story that you have to assume. It was discussed
in the propositions about distance and distortion and intensity,

Okay, we have to push on., Let's go to the topography of con-
sciousness, Did you find scme points which state what the
topographic problem of the system C8 is? Or what the topo-
graphic characteristics of it are? Or what the mdjor characs .. .
teristics of this topographic entity are?

One is this business of consciousness being a sense organ,
which goes back to p. 171,

Right. Let's bypass that, we are familiar with it. The next
suggestion? . .

.On p. 172 he elevates consciousness to & system,

Yes, We needn't review that now, How about specific charac-
teristics? Where are they stated? Pp. 186-187.

"In the system Pes. the segondary process

is dominant. ...Réeference to time is bound
up, once again, with the work of the system

Gs." (o 187),.

The reality principle he introduces here but carries over onto
p. 188,

Yes; bu'E we do not really need any more of that., I would like
you to go to p. 191, ‘

"To consciousness the whole sum of psychical
processes presents ltself as theirealm
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of the proconscious. A very greai
part of this preconscious originates
in the unconscious, has the charac-
ter of its derivatives and is sub=
Jected to a censorship before it can
become conscious." (p., 191)

This is c¢learly another system.

Topographically the major thing is that consclousness does
regard all mental processes as though they were preconscious,
It can't have any conception about any others, because of
this very censorship.,

Attention is brought in.

I would like to deal with that under economics, if you don't
mind, I brought in the secondary process and not thai because
it is a struetural point and I want to link the topographic
with the structure, but didn't want to go any further than
that,

‘We have to deal with ‘the whole latter part of this paper, and
I would like to deal with it as fast as we can. Did you under-
stand this whole verbal business? Do you know why the whole
verbal business? Do you know why ‘the whole issue came up?

He says it comes up to explain the verbal peculiarities in
schizophrenia.

But he also says that it strikes us now at once that we know
what is the difference between conscious and unconscilous ideas.
That!s why I bring it up now, It really comes up in this paper
because of Jung. Go to p. 196,

"But in these disorders objeét~cathexis

in general in retained with great energy,
and more detailed examination of the process
of repression has obliged us ‘o assume that
object~cathexis persists in the system Ucs.
in spite of--or rather in consequence of--
repression,”

You understand that this is the opposite statement to ‘the pro-
position of introversion., It is the continuation of the argu-
ment in "Nearcisgism,'" But if this is so, then what the hell
is happening in the psychoses? Why is it ‘that in the psychoses
that which you had to unearth in'the neurctic is right on the
surface? Do you know where he mentions that? P. 197.
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M. ee8truck by the fact that in schizophrenia
a great deal is expressed as being conscious
which in the transference neuroses can. only
be shown to be present in the JUes. by psychom
analysis."

So it can't be just that these schizophrenies have withdrawn
all the cathexes, and that in them the cathexis is all
narcissitic. There is something wrong. So this answer won't
do against Jung. Contrary to Jung and to his own explanation,
indeed the drive cathects some kind of ideas. What kind of
ideas? The answer to that is on p. 199,

."In schizophrenia words are subjected o the
same process as that which makes the dream=
images out of latent dream-thoughts=~to what
we have called the primary psychical process.”

So the cathexes are on the words., If this is so, then we have
to discover a distinction between the objects and the words.
That comes on p, 201L. The literalness of the schizophrenice—
a hole is a hole--is due to the fact that in schizgphhrenia
the object=-cathexis is relinquished, but the cathexis of the
ideas of the words corresponding to the object 1s retained.

So the consciocus idea can be split up into ‘the idea of the
word and the idea of the thing., And now we know what the

- difference is between the conscious and the unconscious idea,

namely that the one is comnected with words and the other isn't,
The explanation he makes is that in schizophrenia these verbal
cathexes are a restitution-phenomenon. Did you f£ind where he
said that?

Pp. 203=204:¢

"It turns out that ithe cathexis of the
word-presentation is not part of the act
of repression, but represents the first of
the attempts at recovery or eure which so
consplcuously dominate the c¢linical picture
) of schizophrenia,"
As a matter of fact, you will find that earlier on p. 197,
where he discusses changes of speech and distortions of
language in schizophrenia.

", eoin such symptoms of schizophrenia as
are comparable with the Substitubive
formations of hysteria or obsessional - .
NeurcsiSc.."
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. That is, symptoms which represent the return of the repressed.

I'm trying to think of the difference between this and the
concrete speech of the 2-or-3 year~old,

Very good, sir. What do you make of it?
I think there are major similarities,

The answer {o that is that it 1s never very wise to formulate
one's theories in fighting against other people. "Narcissism"
was a fight against Jung; this 1s to extend the fight, extend
the argument in "Narcissism," and yet get by with the explana-
tion of this language. It turns out to be an gx perte theory,
He has recognized a number of times that the essence of con~
sciousness lies in the relationships of ideas; if relation-
ships are severed--and this is the job of repression--~then
things became unconsecious, not amenable to consciousness,
Instead of operating on that broad line, the argument here

is limited to the verbal relationships,

Now in the child it is very easily seen that language is acquired
later then object-relationships., For the very young child, relation=
ships in this new acquisifion are not thoroughly established,

and therefore the more primitive method of organization asserts
itself, and so you are clinically right. You see normally in

the child what is here called speech disturbance.

Let's hear the topography of repression. Where do you start?
On p. 173 he says it takes place between the Ues and Pes.
Very good. The next one, please?

Pp, 178=179,

"eso repression can succeed in inhibiting
an instinetual impulse from being turned
into a manifestation of affect." .

So this is one of the {wo things it does, About affects it
can do two things: it can bar the chammel of discharge, or

it can allow access to the channel of discharge but Irevent
the development of feeling., You realize thdt that's very fre=-
quent: somebody can blush without knowing it. 4 patient will
say, "I am sweating but I have no idea what happened." It is
one of the very important things clinically about affects,
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Also you have to realize that there is the opposite too: the
afféct-cxpression in general may be limited or eliminated, for
all practical purposes, and yet feeling remains., These are the
strangulated, minimal, almost subliminal affects which are so
common among obsessional people., That's quite common too.
They just suspeet that they feel something, but aren't sure
whether they do feel something or should be feeling something.

A1l right, let's have the next.

On p. 180 he just repeats the point that repression takes
place on the border between the systems Ues and Pes.

Very good. Next? Next is the point on p. 182:

"The substitutive idea acts in the one
instance as a point at which there is
8 passage across from the system Ues.
to the system £s., and, in the other
instance, as a self-sufficing source
for the release of anxiety."

This is the signel, the substitutive idea. This is siructure-
formation; this is segregation of affect, Can you see?

Yes, I cen now, bub when I read it I saw it more in terms of
his toxie theory.

No, this is the signal business. &nd it also tells you how
the substitutive idea serves a double function,

There's another topographic point on p. 180 (one he makes in
several other places too). Repression is not really just on
the border, but it is something arising from the Pes, a
function of ‘the Pes,

"Here repression can only consist in
withdrawing from the idea the (pre)

conscious cathexls which belongs to

the system Pgs.

Yes, that belongs here, as well as under economics. Now p.
186 is my next:

", .,all this is only introduced by the
work of the eenscrship between the Ucs.
and the Pes.m

Now who has the next one?

On p. 191-192 he adds another process of repression.

Another process of censorship, anyway. Did you understand this
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points? Why does it become necessary to iniroduce this?

For one thing, a point we've already discussed: some of these
fantasy-formetions become conscious only after some resistance
has been overcome. They have already been in the Pes, because
they are secondary-process organized.

Let's read it.

"A very great part of this preconscious
originates in the unconscious, has the
character of its-derivatives end is sub-
Jected to a cemsorship before it can become
conscious. Another part of the Pes. is
capable of becoming consecious without any
censorship. Here we come upon a contrad-
diction of an earlier assumption. In dis-
cuseing the subject of repression we were
obliged to place the censorship which is
decisive for becoming conscious between
the systems Ucs. and Pes. Now @t becomes
probeble that there is censorship between
the Pes. and the Cs. Nevertheless we
shall do well not to regard this com-
plication as a difficulby, but to assume
that to every transition from one system
‘to that immediately above it (that is,
every advance to a higher stage of psychical
organization) there corresponds a new
‘censorship.” (p. 191-192),

Here you are faced with a new example of the whole issue of
hierarchy, the sequence of instaences; you are faced with ,
the structure-formation in hierarchy and defensive depths, which
is clinieally so very familiar--I must have mentioned the
example of homosexuality, parancia,:and aggression. This is
already a structural conception, the advance to a higher stage
of mental organization. You understend that the topographic
distinctions are outlined by censorship. Now anything ®lse?

Or can we go on to dynamics?

The most general dynamic statement is the one where he says

that psychoanalysis adds a dimension of depth to the dynamic.
P, 173.

Yes. We have read it. Take another look s¢.that we can go
on. Now to what does he refer when he bays that until now we
have discussed the dynamic conception? Do you know what he
refers to? Ii's what Dr. Mahl quoted-~what T called a de~-
scriptive statement. You find one on the top of p. 173 like
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that; and in "Repression" he discussed it that way. Forces
can clash with each other or can cooperate with each other
and meke compromise-formations.

How about the dynamics of drives?
Mahl: The cleerest statement is on p. 186.

"The nucleus of the Ugs. consists of
instinctual representatives which seek

to discharge their cathexis; that is to
say, it consists of wishful impulses.
These instinciual impulses are co-ordinate
with one another, exist side by side with~-
out being influenced by one ancther, and
are exempt from mutual contradiction.”

Rapaport: You see, coordinate here means g¢oequal. You have & coexistence.
‘ "Coordinate" ig really not the right expression,

"exist...without being influenced by cme
another,"

They are not coordinate. Go on.

Mahl: "When two wishful impulses whose aims
must appear to us incompatible become
simultaneously active, the iwo impulses
do not diminish each other or cancel
each other out, but combine.to form an
intermediate aim, a compromise." (p. 186)

Rapaport: Yes. And when such an intermediate aim is formed, the condition
is characterized by what?

Mahl: One thing is greater intensity.

Rapaport: Yes, but also by ambivalence. Now this does not exhaust the
whole issue; you will see in The Problem of Anxiety and "Analysis
Terminable and Inberminable" that there are also fusions and
defusions of instinetual drives. And there is a famous debate
which attaches itself to the opposition of ‘the ego-instinets to
the libidinal instincts, which was an instinetual conflict.

When you talk about fusion and defusion you have to realize

that in a sexual activity, for instance, the aggressive and
libidinal instinets are fused. If {there is defusion, the resuli
ig that the aggressive component appears alone as free aggression.
That has 1o be inhibited, and thereby the whole sexual impulse

and its execution becomes impaired. This is an activity-passivity
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problem also. Here again libido and aggression and activity
and passivity ecome very close to each other. It is a very
complex problem, which we can't discuss now.

I want to say a word about instinctual conflict. It is vexry:
clear that the explanation of repression, at the time of -

"On Narcissism" and also at the time of the Three Essays,

was that repression was done with the energy of the ego-
instinets. Now here you have a very different picture, in
"Repregsion" and "The Unconscious,." This is a sharp transition
from that earlier conception. We have syslems here, and we
have a begimning of structure here. We don't talk about the
ego~-instinets being the ones which inhibit, which repress; but
you remember that in "Narcissism" we have demonstrated that
very sherply. Do you recall the passages? When he says that
until now we had dynamics in the main--remember, we quoted
that-~this is what he is talking about, the view we saw in
"Nercissism." Some people, for instence Alexander, still talk
about instinctual conflict. We don't talk aboul instinctual
conflict; we talk about intersystemic conflict, structural con-
flict., The id and ego clash, or other combinations of the
structures are clashing, Still there is a cloudy area--there
is gtill a problem of instinctual conflict,of confliet between
two instincts. Wherever ambivalence comes up, that is a
problem, and it is by no means certain how we could settle

all those issues simply by structural considerations. Don't
imagine that that's all settled.

Now let's go on to the dynaemics of affects., Who has the page?

- B, 178:

"In general, the use of the terms 'un-
conscious affect' and 'unconscious emotion'
has reference to the vicissitudes under-
gone, in conseqguence of repression, by

the quantitative factor=="

~=That's economics¢

"We know that three such vieissitudes
are possible: either the affect remains,
wholly or in part, as it is; or it is trans-
formed into a qualitatively different quota
of affect, above all into anxiety; or it is

- .suppressed, i.e. it is prevented from develop-
ing &t all. ...We know, too, that to suppress
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the development of affeet is the true aim
of repression and that its work is incomplete
if this aim is not achieved." (p. 178)

This 1s a dynamic proposition--that repression is pitted against
affects=-not just a proposition of repression. Let me mention
that there is another dynamic problem sbout affects which you
don*t encounter here, namely that certain affects, particularly
when they are structurally segregated, serve as motives., For
instance, people can de things because of guilt. Or people

can do something because of anxiety, These are some, of the
reaons why we talk about structural segregation.

All right, let's have the dynamics of ideas, Where do you
have the first reference?

Well, the first one really is at the begimning of this paper, on
P. 166, He says that an idea, when repressed, can continue and
that it can produce effects--that's a dynamic statement.

It is not really the idea which produces the effects, bui letts
leave it that way, The next is on p. 175%

"Above all, it does not remove the re-
pression nor undo its effects=="

==If you communicate the idea to the patient-~

",..28 might perhaps be expected from the
fact thatithe previously unconscious ides
has now become conscious. On the contrary,
all that we shall achieve at first will be
a fresh rejection of the repressed idea,"

In other words, the communication of an idea, consciously,
becomes a renewed substitute reinforeing the repression., The
nextipoint is on p. 177, that the idea is an imstinct~representation.

- We read that before, but we should note it here, because it's

the basic dynamic proposition about ideas., The idea is an instinct-
representative, and therefore there is a propelling of it upward,
That propelling of it upward is stated ‘in an economic form on p. 186:

" MeesUes, consists of instinetual re-
presentatives which seek to discharge
their cathexis; that is to say, it
consists of wishful impulses." (p. 186)

That implies the propelling too. The ideas seek to be propelled
to consciousness, So that's the basic one,
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The next point about the dynamics of ideas is in connection
with the.substitute idea.

Mahl: He mentions this first on p. 172.

"The importance of the system (s. (Pcs.) as
regards access to the release of affect and
to action enables us also to understand the
part played by substitutive ideas in determ:.n—
ing the form teken by illmess." @ . =,

Rapaport: And this is spelled out further on p. 183. We have already
: discussed the two-way funciion of the substituiive idea. It
can become the point fromwhich the affect is elieited, butb
ih turn it can also become the place from which it is inhibited.
You notice that protective rempart? Pp. 183~184:

"With each increase of instinctual
excitation the protecting rampart rounds
the substitutive idea must be shifted a
little further outwards. ...The system
Cs. now protects itself against the
activation of the substitutive idea by

an anticathexis of its environment, just as
previously it had secured Itsélfrggathst
the emergence of the repressed idea by

a cathexis oi\‘ the substitutive idea.”

L
o B o

Obviously in addition to the dynamics of ideas, this involves
the economic point of view. The third basic dynamic proposition
comes on pp. 194~195, Itfs an important proposition. Would
you please read it?

Mehl: "Co-operation between a preconscicus
and an unconscious impulse, even when
the latiter is intensely repressed, may
come gboul if there is a situation in
vhich the umeconseious impulse can act in
the same sense as one of the dominant
trends. The repression is removed in
this instance, and the repressed activity
ig admitted as a reinforcement of the one.
intended by the ego. The unconscious be-
comes ego-syntonic in respect of this
single conjunetion without any change
taking place in its repression apard
from this. In this co-operation the in-
fluence of the Ues. is unmisiskable: the
reinforced tendencies reveal themselves
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as being nevertheless different from the
normal; they make specially perfect
functioning possible, and they manifest
a resistance in the face of opposition
which is similar to that offered, for
instance, by obsessional symptoms,"

Did you understand what this is about? What is this “speecially
perfect functioning"? '

CArtistiec, creative==

Artistic creations; we had such an example in MRepression',
Do you remember what it was?

The ocne on humor,
Thats right. Where was that?
P, 151.

That!s right. And there is a similar statement in this paper.
P, 1863

", ..Where a primary process is allowed
to teke its course in connection with
elements belonging to the system Pes.

it appears 'comic' and excites laughter,'

This whole process which is described there is regression in

the service of the ego, though it is usually not quoted by

Kris, who coined this concept. Notable about this passage is
that it talks about the muiualreinforcement of an ego tendency
with an unconseious tendency--the artistic, conscicus or pre-
conscious creative intent reinforced with a more primitive one.
You may want to read my discussion of that in the seventh part of

Qrgenization and Pathology of Thought.

Another example of this, that we haven't mentioned, is the
aggression during war,

Yes, bub the "specially perfect functioning" is missing. I am
not quite fair, because what is popularly called herdism is in
a certain sense, in its own category, "specially perfect.’

There are also dynamic considerations in his discussion of
derivatives too, aren't there? On p. 190.

"In brief, it must be said that the Ues,
is continued into what are knownas derivatives,
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that it is accessible to the impres-
sions of life, thalt it constantly in-
fluences the Pes..."

and then:

"Among ‘the derivatives of the lgs.
ingtinctual impulses, of the sort
we have describedw-="

Yes. Today we would call them "derivative motivationg"--we
wouldn't talk only about derivative ideas.. Let me call to your
attention--now that we are on p. 190,:and it is so late-~that
on this page there is an adaptive propeosition.

M0n the contrery, the Ucs. is alive and
capable of development and maintains a

number of other relations 4o the Pes.,

amongst them that of co-cperation.”

Capable of development"-~has relationships. Then farther down:

",..and is even, for its part, subjected
to influences from the Pes."

This is contrary to the sternly mainteined intangibility of
the mneonscious, Though as Freud points oul, therapy would
not be possible if the unconsclous were uninfluenceéable, This
adaptive proposition is also stated on p. 194, when he makes
the argument that the unconscious is not so intractable as has
been said. These sentences should also be put together with
what we read on p. 189, where he warned against making too
hasty generalizations abou'l; the relations between the {wo
systems.

[The recording ends here. I have tried to indicate in the
syllabus some of the pages in this transcript in which answers
may be found to question 4.]
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"The Metapsychologlcal Supplement to the Theory of Dreams"

[As was noted in the introduction to Volume I of this tran-
seript, the original seminar ran out of time before getting
1o this paper and the next one. Hence the change in the
participants. Participating in these last two were Paul E,
Imery, M. D., Stvart C. Miller, M, D., Jean Schimek, Fh. D.,
David Shapiro, Fh. D,, Bugene Talbot, Ph. D., Eugene E,
Trunnell, M. D., Ess A. White, Jr., M. D., Robert B. White,
M. D., and of course, David Rapaport, Ph. D.]
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In contrast particitlarly to "Repression" and "The Unconscious,"
these two papers have suffered much with the passing of ftime==
"The Metapsychological Supplement' more than "Mourning and
Melanchollsa." Therefore, in addition to trying to understand
their content, we will have to exercise a more critical view
than we usuelly do in literature seminars.

Let's go to the first question. In what sense is this paper,
nA Metapsychological Supplement to the Theory of Dreams,” an
attempt to introduce the concept of narcissiam into the theory
of dreams? Do I hear a suggestion?

Simply by using the theory of narcissism to expialn some of
the phenomena of dreams. ,

For instance?

First, that in sleep primitive narcissism is restored. The he
specificies two things--the fact that dreams are cancerned only
with the dresmer, and the diagnostic capscity of dreams.

Would you give us the passages?

-They.are on pp. 222-223.

"In investigating psychoneurotic states,
we £ind ourselves led to emphasize in
each of them what are known as temporal
" regressions, t.e. the amount of developmental
‘recession peduliar to it. We distinguish
two such regressions-~one affecting the
development of the ego and the other that of
the libido, In the state of sleep, the latter
is carried to the point of restoring primitive
narcissism, while the former goes back to the
state of hallucinatory satisfaction of wishes,"

Dr. Trumell suggested that there are two phenomena referred to
here, which indicate to us that there is such a nar91SS1st1e
regression. Let's have those two phenomena.

One is on p. 223:

"The 'diagnostic' capacity of dreams=--a

phenomenon which is generally acknowledged
but regarded as puzzling-~becomes egually
comprehensible, too. In dreams, incipient
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physical disease is often detected earlier
and more clearly than in waking life, and
all the current bodily sensations assume
gigantic proportions. This magnification
is hypochondriacal in character; it is
conditional upon the withdrawal of all
psychical cathexes from the external world
back on to the ego, and it mekes possible
early recognition of bodily changes which
in waking life would still for & time have
remained unobserved."

Fine. Keep this in mind, and now let's have the other one.
What did you call it, Dr. Trunnell?

It starts right above that,

V. ..%e know that dreams are completely
egolstic and that the person who plays
the chief part in their scenes is always
to be recognized as the dreamer. This
is now easily to be accounted for by the
narcissism of the state of sleep. Narcis-
sism and egoism, indeed, coincide; the
word 'narcissism' is only intended to
emphasize the fact that egoism is a
libidinal phencmenon as well; or, to
put it in ancther way, narcissism may be
deseribed as the 1libidinal complement

of egoism." (p. 223)

We are familiar with {this as one of the many definitions of
narcissism, We see that Freud does state in the first passage
quoted--that the dream is to he understood as a nercissistic
phenomenon, We are then given two examples, references to
two phencmena, o make it plausible,

A new conception is discussed here, by means of which he makes
the theory of dreams pari and parcel of narcissism=-or, if you
like, nercissism part and parcel of the theory of dreams, What
is the new conceptual invention that links the theory of narcis-
sism to the theory of dreams, or vice versa? Dr, Imery?

The withdrawal of cathexis.

Right. Would you point to that line again?
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".solt is conditional upon the with-
drawal of all psychical cathexes from

the external world back on to the ego,

and it makes possible early recognitione~"
(p. 223)

Yes, this is the process. Let's have further references to
this process.,

There are two; one on p. 222, which says,

"The psychical state of a sleeping .
person is characterized by an almost
complete withdrawal from the surround-
ing world and a cessation of all interest
in it."

This is the phenomenological description.
Yes. Then he goes further, on p. 224:

"The narcissism of the state of sleep
implies a withdrawal of cathexis from
all ideas of objects, from both the
unconscious and the preconscious portions
of those ideas.”

All right. Now we have the statement of the process. Will
anybody give us a passage which will show us more clearly what
is meant by this? How is this concept defined--the withdrawal
of cathexes?

It is spoken of as a surrendering of cathexes to the ego--
whatever that is, That is, whatever the ego is in this context.
And that's elaborated a little more on p. 225.

Right. Now you notice that we are going to the second point.
Let's have it.

0n p, 225:
"The wish to sleep endeavours to draw
in all the cathexes sent out by the

ego and to establish an absoluie narcis-
sism."

And then immediately comes one of the limitations.

How does this formulation differ from the earlier one that Dr.
Emery just read?
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"oeolt is conditional upon the withdrawal
of all psychical cathexes from the external
world back on to the ego..." (p. 223)

"The wish to sleep endeavours to draw in -
all the cathexes sent out by the ego..."
(p. 225)

Any difference there?

I think the second passage doesn't refer only a relation to

. the outer world, but includes the internal too.

" Partly; partly it also says what? It also says that all the

cathexes have been put forth by the ego; so that gets a litile
bit elearer there, Any further reference which clarifies %o
us what kind of withdrawal is meant here? A much more general
proposition.,

You mean the necessary condition of dreams? (p. 234)

U, ..al1l the essential characertistics
of dreams are determined by the condition-
ing factor of sleep.”

Yes; but that doesn't state what the conditions of sleep are.
Look, here you have

"The narcissism of the state of sleep
implies a withdrawal of cathexis from

all ideas of objects, from both the uncon-
seious and the preconscious portions of
those ideas." (p. 224)

But he claims a much greater generality for this withdrawal.
I think it's mentioned twice. Once on p. 234 and-ronce on p. 235.

P. 234, please.

"The state of sleep does not wish to know
anything of the external world; it takes
no interest in reality, or ounly so far as
abandoning the siate of sgleep-~waking.up--
is concerned. Hence it withdraws cathexis
from the system Cs. as well as from the
ather systems, the 'Peg. and the Ues., in
so far as the cathexes in them obey the
"wish to sleep." (p. 234)
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Yes; that last is the reservation. Let's have the final,
general statement.

P. 235:

tTn dreems the withdrawal of cathexis
(1ibido or interest) affects all systems

eq_uallyﬂ L] "

So now you have before you a general statement of what this
narecissism of the dream is like. Dr. Enery started on scme-
thing which I believe is very important at this point.

u,,.all the essential characteristics
of dresms are detexmined by the con-
ditioning factor of sleep." (p. 234)

Now do you recall what Freud had to say in this paper, and
more clearly in the Seventh Chapter, about these conditions?
What does Freud say here about sleep and its relation to
dreaming?

Sleep would be essentially a state of primitive nercissism,
and the dream is an interference with sleep. The mental
activity of dreaming represents an incomplete process.

That!s one way of pubting it, that the dream is always an
interference with sleep. But—

It's a protection.

It is also a protection. Where is the passage on this?
A dream tells us that something was
going on which tended to interrupt
sleep, and it enables us to understand

in what way it has been possible 1o
fend off this interruption. The final--"

(p. 223)

But there is ancother thing implied in another passage, that
calls attention to this double role of the dream.

P, 2257
Which is that?

T was thinking of the end of the paragraph--
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", ..Where it remounces sleep because
of its fear of its dreams."

It does imply it. Read the beginning of the sentence.

"We are acquainted, too, with the extreme
case where the ego gives up the wish to
sleep, because it--" (p. 225)

Now you can stop there. What is the ego's wish? To maintain
sleep. According to this conception, the ego's wish to sleep
is the primary thing. In this particular sentence it is not
stated outright, but here and in the Seventh Chapter the wish
for sleep again and again emerges. Dr. White correctly said
that the dream indicates that there is an interference with
this. Bul we sece too that there is not only an interference
which causes the dream, but something else also. What is it?
The dream is a compromise formation. On the one hand it is
caused by--?

The interference.
Interference with sleep. On the other hand, it i1s--?
The desire to preserve 1t.

In the Seventh Chapter, the wish to sleep is the fundamental
wish. That's where everything starts. The unconseious wish,
the dream-wish itself, is enlisted to prolong sleep. This is
clearly put in the very first section of the Seventh Chapter,
when he shows with the dream of the burning child how the wish
of the father to see the child alive for a moment combats the
interference which was caused by sensory impressions--namely
the light, the real, physical burning. In that case the
interference was external. What is usually the primary
interference with the state of sleep? If it is not an external
perception?

A day-residue-—
Obviously. Period. It is the day-residue.

But only insofar as it gets comnected up with an unconsclous
wish.

According to the Seventh Chapter, that connecting i1s for the
purpose of not disturbing sleep. The external perception or
the internal perception of the day-residue links up with the
unconscious wish-impulses, because wish-fulfillment becomes
the price at which--in accordance with the pleasure-principle--
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the primary disturbance can be tolerated and sleep can go on.
This primacy of the wish to sleep is perfeetly clear in the
Seventh Chapter. It is not so clear here, What would be the
equivalent in this paper of that primacy of this wish to sleep?

Are you)referring to this passage right at the beginning?
(p. 222

"Somatically, sleep is a reactivation of
intravterine existence...”

Again primitive nareissisme——

The primitive narcissism. This is the whole point. The primacy
that was given in the Seventh Chapter to the wish to sleep is
translated here into the primacy of narcissism.

He bhrings the two together in saying that the desire for sleep
endeavours to call in all the cathexes, and establish an
absolute narcissism,

That's right. Do you see the translation now? I didn't want
to go on to the next point beecause this had to be clesr, and
you will see cnce more how important and indispensable it is
after we have read what Dr. Shapiro started {o read on p., 223.
Would you mind continuing, Dr. Shapiro?

A dream tells us that something was going’
on which tended to interrupt sleep, and it
enables us to understand in what way it has
been possible to fend off this interruption.
The final outcome is that the sleeper has
dreamt and is able 1o go on sleeping...”

(p. 223)

Do you see how this restates what I tried to say? Only it
restates it without the parsphermalia--the conceptual apparatus--
which I tried to guote with your help from the Seventh Chapter.
Go ahead.

"The final outcome is that the sleeper

has dreamt and is able to go on sleeping;
the internal demand which was striving to
cecupy him has heen replaced by an external
experience, whose demand has been disposed
of. A dream is, thetrefore, among other
things, a projection: an externalization of
an internal process." (p. 223)
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Rapaport: Gentlemen, do you notice how it is achieved here that sleep
is not disturbed? What is it?

Shapiro: Externalization,

Repaport: Extermalization, projection. What was the explanation in
the Seventh Chapter?

Several: Wish~-fulfillment.

Rapaport: No. That's what brought it in keeping with the pleasure-
‘ prineiple. But that wasn't what achieved it. It is something
we haven't mentioned here; only memory can help.

Trunnell: The partial discharge, according to the pleasure-principle.

Rapaport: That's getting warm; but not hot enough. Because there is
gomething highly specific about it in the Seventh Chapter.
Remember, here are mobile cathexes. We are now talking
already-~the unconseious wish-impulse has been enlisted,
recruited. Bub now you have mobile cathexis, That surely
ought to disrupt sleep. What does the dream do with it?

Trunnell: Binds it.

Repaport: Right. That's the expression used, Whether that's so correct
econceptually or not, whether this is so in keeping with the
definition of binding, that's another question; there are many
doubts about that. The whole concept of binding has 1o be
clarified., But it is a fact. Do you recall the passage which
clearly and specifically says what Dr. Trunnell said?* Here
is a radical change now. It is not simply a binding that occurs.
Whether the projection involves a binding or not is a further
guestion. But it is projection that occurs. Now I wish, Dr.
Shapiro, that you would continue now, and read the next sentence,
because that will shed scme light on how it comes about that
this change in conception is intreduced.

Shapiro: "We may recall that we have already met with
projection elsewhere among the means adopted
for defence. The mechanism of a hystericsl
phobia, too, culminates in the fact that
the subject is able to protect himself by
attempts at flight against an external danger
which has taken the place of an internal
instinetual claim." (pp. 223-224)

*[The Interpretation of Dreams, p. 578.]



Rapaport:

Miller:
Rapaport:

Sechimek:

Rapaport:

Imery s

Rapaport:
Enery:
Rapaport:
Miller:

Rapaport:

384%.

Gentlemen, do you in your present reading notice anothep
passage where projection gets involved?

The business abcout the testing of reality.
Right. Would you please give it to us?
It's on pp. 232=233¢

"In an earlier passage we ascribed to

the still helpless organism a capacity
for making a first oriemtation in the
world by means of its perceptions, dis~
tinguishing ‘external’ and ‘internal?
aceording to their relation to its
muscular action. A perception which is
made to disappesr by an action is rec-
ognized as external, as reality; where
such an action makes no difference, the
perception originates within the subjectis
own body=~it is not real. It is of value
to the individual to possess a means such
ag this of recognizing reality, which at
the same time helps him to deal with it,
and he would be glad to be equipped with
a similar power against the often merciless
claims of his instinets, Thal is why he
takes such pains to transpose outwards
what becomes troublescme to him from within
=wthat is, to project it."

Do you see what this passage says about our first question?

In the state of primary narcissism there is no differentiation
between outer and immer stimuli,

And? How do ‘the outer and immer get established in that statbe?

By motor action.

And? BEven before motor action?
By projection.

By projection and introjection. When motor action is Just
begimning to make the real differentiation, projecticns and
introjections are freely possible., But withoul the projection
and introjeetion, the motor action itself would not lead to
the differentiation. Do you see why this comes in when we
discuss our first question?
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Tt refers to what Freud earlier called the pleasure ego-~what
ig good is considered the self, and what is bad is considered
not the self.%

A Right. That means what? The coneepllions pleasure €go and

purified pleasure ego both refer to the condition which later
is ealled narcissism.¥* These are two of the three ad hoc ego
theories Freud created in the early 1910's, The problem of
the ego became more and more burning, and Freud tried three
ways to cope with it., What was the third? What represented
it the ego throughout this period?

Are you referring to censorship?

No, that conception existed through the coming snd going of
these ad hoc ones; though it was not recognized as an ego-
conception all this time. Only in "Repression" and "The
Unconseious" does it begin to be seen that censorship is
an ego-conception. Thatls the continuous ego-conception,
not the ad hoe one, That was there and is here now--in
changed forms, Bub what was the major ad hoc theory of the
ego in the early 1910's? The "Narcissism" peper is full of
it.

Ego~-instinets?

Obviously. Self-preservative or ego-instincts. That's the
ad hoe theory that was supposed to sebtle it. It was indeed,
at that point, taking over censorship, because it was the
force that exercised censorship. The pleasure ego came in
in 1911 in "The Two Principles." Narcissism comes in in
1914, These are the three tentative and abortive attempts
to create an ego-theory. So Dr. Trunnell is right:. there is
no clear distinetion between the pleasure ego on the one
hand and narcissism on the other.

But how does this concept projection come into our business?
T4's obvious. The explanation of the dream by projection is

%¥[See, of course, "Two Prineciples" and "Instinets and Their
Vicissitudes."]

sx[Later, at any rate, in relation to the "pleasure ego" mentioned
in "Two Principles." The "purified pleasure ego" of "Instincts
and Their Vieissitudes" came a year or so after "On Narcissism."]
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an attempt to explain the dream in terms of narcissism. This

is why Dr. Shapiré's point was so appropriate. He went straight
to the point, actually, because this projection issue links the
dream precisely to the narcissism issue. Is this clear? It

is one of the mechanisms by which internal tensions are settled
in this state of primitive narcissism. The first point that

we pursued was the cathexis-withdrawal point. But this passage
guoted by Dr. Shapiroc brings in the other point, .the conception
of projection, These are the two pivots of the attempt to
introduce narcissism into the theory of dreams or vice versa.
Are you now getting the anatomy of this paper a little bit clear?

Now we are ready to entertain complicated things, since the simpler
ones are out of the way. Dr. Schimek?

I've always been bothered by the use of "projection" in this
sense about dreams. Projection upon what? In the animal phobia
the fear from an instinctual danger is projected onto, say, a
horse. But whén he says (p. 223)

A dream is, therefore, among other things,
a projection: an externalization of an
internal process."

my question is, projection upon what? Ii's clear: projection. .
of what, ' '

It's taken care of pretty well in the department of day-residue
and the matter of representability, it seems to me; you borrow
gomething from the day events on which to project, which is
analogous to borrowing the horse for Little Hans.

Yes; this would be taking Dr. Schimek at his word and taking
his ground, and answering on it. Would Dr. Schimek be satisfiedl’

No; because it's only analogous. In the case of a horse it's
obvious what's there to project onio; in the case of day-residues,
day-residues are not external processes by any possible sitretch
of the.imagination.

The only way I can think of to try to answer this, although I'm
not sure I believe in it, is in terms of the idea of hallueination
as a special kind of projection, and in terms of the point made in
this paper of the distinction between believing that as a reality
and testing it as a reality, the testing funcition being lost in
sleep. '

May I go one step further on Dr. White's line? Dr. White actually
questions whether you have the right to take the phobic projection,
in which there is something that is being projected and scmething
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onto which it is being projected, as the prototype of projection.
But Freud dees just that in this paragraph.
Would you show how he does?
P, 223-224:
"We may recall that we have already met
with projection elsewhere among the meang
adopted for defence, The mechanism of a
hysterical phobia, too, culminates--"

and so On.

Yes., Now demolish yourself, sir. Demolish your argument.

‘Why shouldn't you? You know the counterargument, for God's

seke. Someone else?
He apparently has different meanings for this term,

They are different examples. This does not say that phobic
rprojection is the prototype of projection. He just says

we encountered it there too. But there is no warrant that

in all projections there will be something projected onto
something., In certain hallucinations something is projected
on nothing in particular. In a negative hallucination,
particularly so. That's one of the many reasons that he
would want to take the negative hallucination as the prototype
in any thorough investigation of hallucinations.

You know, clinically, the hallucination which is not projected
onto something appears to us very dangerous. Conversely, where
the projection is plainly made onto something that is there, we
see it as relatively benigh. We studied an amnesic patient in
Topeka, a man who was possessed with the idea that he had to

find a job. He was in an amnesic fugue, the slogan of which

was "I am out to find a job," and everything that happened--what-
ever he did and whatever happened around him~-had some relation
to this. 8o he was brought to Memminger!s, where'he was:convinced
that he was working in the office of a factory, and he acted that
way. On what did he hang his conviction that he was in a factory?
Very simple. The buzzing of the heating system was considered

by him as the buzzing of machines downstalrs. He was sbsolutely
sure he was in a factory. Here the projection was onto some-
thing. Actually it was a relatively benign one, for this very
reason, Altogether, those hallucinatory projecticons--or those
delusional projections, to keep the example of that patient--which
use material to project onto are pecullarly characterized by

two things: either they are simply benign, or they are malignant
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in a peculiar sense, neamely that they employ a warped but a
very thorough testing of reality. For instance, those extremely
rare cases which are called paranoia never come into a clash
with actual reality. There you see a distinet difference
between those projections which go into thin air, as it were,
and those projections which use a particular object to project
on. HEither they are relatively benign, as in phobias or as

in this amnesia case, or else they are extremely malignant
precisely because they infallibly project onto something and
form a closed system where there are no possible contradictions,
as in paranocia. Am I making my point? Quite a difference.
Externalizations and projections are complex problems.. I have
discussed once some of the differences--not these--in a paper
on "Projective Techniques and the Theory of Thinking,"x I
enumerated a number of variables there and tried to indicate
what they are,

Dr. Trumnell, you were about to make another argument?

What I was going to say in answer inecluded something of what
you've said., It's taking it a little too literally, I think,

to say that a phobia is a projection onto a horse; it's really
a projection ontoc an image of a horse. The difference between
that kind of projecticn and a dream is simply the amount of
reality-testing involved--testing of whether there areceuwrrently
present in the environment such things as horses that correspond
to this image of them.

Yes, Dr. Trumnell is going into the subtle shadings of difference
in projections--and you may be interested to find that I tried o
meke very similar distinctions in that paper I just referred to.
Dr. Schimek, do you want to meke a comeback? -

No; I think I agree from the beginning with what Dr. White had

to say. 'This is what I was trying tco highlight, that thé& kind-of -
projedtidn involved in hallucinatory wish~fulfillment is quite
different from the type of projection involved in phobia.

Yet quite similar.

Quite similar in certain ways and different in other ways.

I Jjust want to comment that the framework around the projection
in the dream is always in terms of hallucinatory wish-fulfillment.
I agree with Dr. Schimek that it could be stated more specifically
than projection, if Freud wanted to put it that way.

Dr. Shapiro?

. *[Journal of Projective Techniques, 16:269-275;1952],
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Shapiro: I was Jjust going to go back to The Interpretation of Dreams,
the dream of the burning child, because it seems to me that's
something in between., There is something that it is projected
upon; the light from the candle actually does form some
external nueleus for the--

Rapaport: Yes. This is like the argument involving the day-residue, but
this creates the continuity. Obviocusly the external stimulation,
as in the dream about the burning child, or the internal perception
of the day-residue, serves as something to be projeected upon.

But it need not, and many a time you find in the dream many
elements which are additional to the day-residues themselves, and
there you have more the pattern Dr. White was talking about to
begin with, that of a siraight hallucination. Yet to Dr. E.

\ White's point, your point is particularly imporitant here, because
we ought to realize that instead of the simple thecry of E
hallucinatory wish-fulfillment by regression, the narcissistic
point comes in through the specific conception of projection.
This is precisely the point of the paper. It is a more general
framework--the hallucinatory wish-fulfillment.

E., White: More speecific.

O Rapaport: Well, I would say more general. I see what you mean, however,
that that is always alsc projection, and therefore it is more
specific., Yes. Let me say why I said that hallucinatory wish-
fulfillment is the more general: the framework of the hallucina~
tory wish-fulfillment does not by itself require the conception
of projection., One eould get along without any conception of
projection whatever, if one did not try to introduce into the
theory the problem of reality. How did Freud avoid the concept
of projection to begin with? He avoided it because in the
Seventh Chapter this was all a problean of psychological reality.
There was no problem of external reality really discussed there,
(Well, herdly any--when he discusses the secondsry process
it comes in a little bit, but that's a very few passages,
actually.) In that framework, the intrapsychic experience
is always observed in terms of hallucinatory wish-fulfillment,
In that case, those special forms which would be called
particular projections would be a special case,

This is really a relative concepiion-~which is the general and
which is the specific. As long as you remain in that framework
in which we are not interested in anything but intrapsychiec
experience, the hallucinatory wish-fulfillment is the general
coneception, If we are in this present framework, where there is
reality and reality-testing, you are absolutely right, the
) projection is the general framework, the hallucinatory wish-fulfill-
U ment in the dream is a special case of 1t. The other such wish-
fulfiliments are other special cases, The hysterical is a special
case; the schizophrenic delusion is a special case, etc. Dr. White?
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I would still maintain that Dr. Schimek was right in pointing
out the thing about the phobic projections, and I would still
think you eould argue that there is always something from the
outside on which such projections are hung, even when it's a
psychotic projection that doesn't seem to have anything in the
immediate reality situation that is congruent or fitting to
the projection, Then that simply means that the reality object
has been taken from some point much farther back in time,
something very primitive, like an ancient image of the father's

voice or the mother's voice--—

Dr. White, I would say yes, but in thait case your original
answer is the answer. Then you take Dr. Schimek at the face-
value of his words, and say yes, but then in that realm the
day-residue is the thing ‘o projeet on, and, as Dr. Shapiro
salid, the sensory impression is the thing to project on.
Either you take that frame of reference, then gemeralize that
way and push it to the point Dr. Schimek pushed it to, or else
you don't take it to that far-reaching point but rather ask
yourself whether the general semse in which we are talking
about projecting onto something applies at all in the dream.
You eould say no, it doesn't, and there are others to which
it doesn't apply either.

This is a terminological question, in the main. One has to be
careful that once one is in one frame of reference one sticks
to it. That's why I said from the first that if you take Dr,
Schimek's point, then you have to take it, you have to answer
it within its frame of reference. This is really vwhat science
is about. You choose a frame of reference and stick to it.
You have to know also that sometimes you have to work within
one frame of reference and sometimes in another, because it

is not so terribly easy o demonstrate, for instance, that
the hallucination of a patient is a projection onto something.
In & specific case you could take the material, when you have
all of it, and push it farther and show that there is always
something that is projected onto. But you can treat 1t the
other way just as well, And then you have all these varieties,
more and less hooks to hang the internal wish upon. It is
important, I think, to see that this is a purely conceptual
problem.

Let's introduce one more thing from this paper, namely his
comments about the spoken word, that words spoken in a dream
invariably come from the day-residue.

Yes; but you often see dreams with no spoken words.

So?
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So that means that it is not always necessary to have that hook
to hang on. Iook, the farther you push it, the more cleaxr it
will become that you can treat it from one angle or treat it
from the cther angle, Both the frameworks will have to make
allowances to accommodate the other things. It is really a
terminological question. I don't mind discussing it because
it is good to see how you can treat it from both angles. I
see that you are not satisfied. Something is getting situck in
you? Dr. Miller, maybe you will help us out oOf this,

I'm not sure whether this will help, bub it seems 1o me the

point that Dr. Trumnell made a while ago deserves a lot more
emphasis~~that it's not a question whether there is something

in the extermal world upon which one can project, but rather a
question of whether there is something from the external world,
berause if you think of this in terms of the psyehic apparatus,
it's all an inside job., Projections are a form of representation,
Just as libidinal--

That!s the point on "which is the more general."

~=just as a libidinal invesiment is on a representation of an
object and not on that actual person.

This is the same framework problem,

It seems to me that all this could be thought of in terms of
what would be felt or perceived as external in a state of sleep,
because if the cathexes are withdrawn from all systems, as is
postulated here, anything that interferes is in a sense external
to that process.

We really get a little bit more in the mire than we usually allow
durselves to get, because there are here now three different
double frames of reference with which we can treat this. Some~
thing to project on, nothing to project on; the generality of
projeetion or the generality of the halluecinatory wish-fulfill-
ment; the withdrawn cathexes and everything from which they
cannot be withdrawn, therefore in a sense external. Three double
frames of reference. So one gets into endless terminological
problems, Dr. Imery?

Can I go back to what was happening just before this? 1In the
introduction of projection as an issue in the narcissistic view
of the theory of dreams, how much is the projection essentially
a mechanism which leads to some kind of binding which wasn't
discussed in the Seventh Chapiter? In terms of the development
of ‘the structural point of view.
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I would rather bypass going into the murky realm of it, be-
cause the concept binding would have to be rigorously defined,
and my purpose today was only to show you that there is a
gecond factor besldes the withdrawal that makes it a nar-
cissistic theory, or a narcissism-theory, of dreams. The
problem Dr. Imery poses is one that ought to be investigated,
but I don't believe that we have the wherewithal to do it
here,

I suggest that, unless you have any objections, you go to the
second part of the second question. What limitations of the
cathexis-withdrawal theory does Freud point out?

He makes the point that it's that part of those unconscious
wishes which are under repression from which the cathexes
cannot be called back.

Because 1f he didn't assume that the theory would lead to a
self-contradiction. Lel's have the passage where that happens.

P. 225:

"But there is another doubt, which we must

not pass over in silence., If the narcissistic
state of sleep has resulted in a drawing-in

of all the cathexes of the systems Uecg. and

Pes., then there can no longer be any possibility
of the preconscious day's residues being re- '
inforced by unconscious instinetual impulses,
seeing that these themselves have surrendered
their cathexes to the ego. Here the theory of
dream-formation ends up in a contradiction,
unless we can rescue it by introducing a
modification into our assumption about the
narcissism of sleep."

And what Dr. White says is in ‘the next paragraph.
Yes, but this was necessary as an initroduction. Go ahead.

"4 restrictive modification of this king

is, as we shall discover later, necessary

in the theory of dementia praecox as well,
This must be to the effect that the repressed
portion of the.system [Jegs. does not comply
with the wish o sleep that comes from the
ego, that it retains its cathexis in whole
or in part,: and that in general, in con~
sequence of repression, it has acquired a
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certain measure of independence of the
ego, Accordingly, too, some amount of
the expenditure on repression (anti-
cathexis) would have to be maintained
throughout the night, in order to meetf
the instinctual danger——though the in-
accessibility of all paths leading to
a release of affect and to motility
may considerably diminish the height
of the anticathexis that is necessary."
(p. 225)

Gentlemen, do you see how he rescues his theory of narcissism?
Then with the rescue of the theory of narcissism he has to
assume that two kinds of cathexes are not withdrawn. Which
are they? ’

The cathexis of the repressed impulse and the anticathexis.

Tell me, where does that leave narcissism? And the narcissistic
regression? )

In a mess., I would say that if one wanted to answer in a word
your guestlon about what limitations of the cathexis-withdrawal
theory Freud points out, one could say "dpeams." I'm not just
trying to meke a paradox, because the catheyis-withdrawal theory
applies first of all to the state of sleep. But then he has to
explain why we dream in sleep, and then he has to withdraws-I
mean——

The withdrawal of the withdrawal theory.

It applies to dreams, not to sleep.

‘No, it applies to sleep but not to dreams.

It applies to sleep; and as far as it doesn't altogether apply
to sleep, it applies to dreams,

You see, your question was justified both ways. But let me say
that this dis not so outlandish as Dr. Schimek tries to show it.
It is very importent, to be sure, that we show its outlandish,
paradoxical character, Still, it is not so outlandish--you have
elementary clinical experience which bespesks the same thing.

Do you know what I am referring to? Any time you investigate

a regression, what do you notice? What is the most salient
thing about it? What is the puzzling and remarkable thing about
it?

Its irrational component?
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How would it be if you reversed your statement? And then look
at 1t; and see if it's good?

The ratiocnal component?

The remarkable thing is that you always notice rational com-
ponents. That's the biggest puzzle of all regression, that
there is never full withdrawal to a regressive position. The
regressive position revives the original state only with reserva-
tions; it is always different from the original one. In other
words, this business is not so outlandish clinically. In some
respects, though, it is outlandish; and I hope that we will
attack it on more tnan one score, but I have to show you in the
meanwhile that it is not completely absurd., Are you following
my comparison? Dr, Shapiro?

Although I agree with Dr. Schimek's formulation essentially,

I think what Dr. Fmery said is correct too--that the narcissistic
agssumption does help o explain the nature of the dream. That's
Just the point of extermalization.

Sure, because the point concerning projeection brings it into
line with other similar phenomena beyond the point that the
phenomenon of wish=fulfillment itself could do. Remember that
sinee 1911 we are no longer in the purely intrapsychic realm;
we have a reality and reality-testing, and there the projection
becomes indispemnsable in a way. So the Hmery-Shapiro point is
valid--here something new has been brought in. The question is,
did he need narcissism for that? Was that trip necessary? We
have dwelt on the second question for quite a while, but we

are still getting some pay dirt anyway. The point Dr, Shapiro
and Dr. Enery made just a minute ago is one of the crucial points
of the paper, really., The cathexis-withdrawal theory may have
all the diffieulties to which we will come in a minute, but the
point about projection is valid. The question is, how closely
are they tied to each other? Dr., Schimek?

I think the basic tying point between the cathexis-withdrawal
theory and dream~formation is the concept of regression.
Regression, state of sleep, withdrawal of cathexis, and dream-
formation-sthere definitély is a fundamental-1ink there. ..

Yes; the question is only whether or not for thet regression
the conception of narcissism is altogether necessary,

Now let us finish up this second point. What is self-con~
tradictory about the withdrawal theory itself?
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E, White: The fact that not everything can be withdrawn is a kind of
‘ contradiction, I suppose, It seems to me that the with-
drawal theory would postulate no dream; since there are
dreams you also have to postulate that withdrawal cannot
be complete,

Rapaport: Yes., Thig is the limitation, and he introduces a rather
self-consistent conception of this limitation, which Dr.
Shapiro characterized as a paradox; but I think that we
all could go along with Freud in that, particulerly mindful
of what we see in other regressions in this respect. But
there is a flagrant internal contradiciion which Freud does
not even itreat. Which is that? Dr. Miller?

Miller: At this point in his theory-building, he has divided all psyche =
into three parts--Unconscious, Precomscious, and Conscious--
and that's it. That's the whole thing; that's all there is,
And he's talking about a withdrawal of cathexis from gll of
those into an ego which is somehow completely apart from all
of these systems.

Rapaport: So here you have the patent internal self-contradiction which
is bolstered, if you remember scme other readings we have had
together, by several things he has to say later. Remember
what he had to.say about this topic in The Fgo and the Jd? In
that famous foolnote?*

Schimek: In the footnote, he said essentially that he no longer agreed
with the assumption made in the paper "On Narcissiem,™ that
all cathexes were originally contained in the ego.

Rapaport: He had said that the original reservoir of cathexes was the
ego, and now [1923] it is obvious that this was a mistake and
the regervoir is what?

Miller: The id.

Rapaport: It is the id. That's what the famous footnote says. And the
topic is taken up again in An Qutline of Psychoanalysis. So
there is the real rub. a) The ego has no conceptual status
here, as Dr, Miller pointed out earlier; and b) We do not under-
stand how one can withdraw something from all the other conceptual
gystems into something which is not a conceptual system. In
the meanwhile we have to realize -that in several places in +this
paper the ego is supposed to be somehow the controller of the un-
conscious impulses. We read those passages. That it is the
thing that gets interfered with by the wnconsciocus impulses.

*[P- 38} -
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Remember? The wish to sleep of the ego gets interfered with.
Now if it is the total personality that is interfered with in
ite total wigh to sleep, then it makes no sense that all
cathexes are withdrawn, because how could they be withdrawn
from the whole? Now there you run into the internal con-
tradictions.

If you assume, however, that the reservoir is the id--meaning,
if you take this én the 1923 basis--you have not rescued the
theory of cathexis-withdrawal, because then the unconsclous
impulses, not only the repressed ones but all the others,
would also have cathexes, since it would be the id to which
cathexes would be withdrawn, Are we now clear about what
difficulties this theory is rumning into? There is no rescue:
if the ego is the whole persconality, or if the ego is the
controller (meaning Pes-Cs), or if the ego is replaced by the
reservoir as we understand it today, namely the id--none of
these paths leads to a solution. This theory is really in a
mess, as Dr., Schimek said,

Hnery: Does something become of this in his later papers?

Rapaport: This theory is never pursued any further. You will notice,.
if you go to his summary of the theory of dreams in New Introductory
Lectyres, that there are several references to this, without
his noticing any contradition, This theory is relegated to a
relatively minor role, andnot straightened out. This is a very
important thing to see, that here there is just no rescue possible.
And you know that my inclination is to rescue everything that
is possible, because our job is essentially to undersitand, not
{0 criticize. Here is one of the points where there is no
possibility of simply understanding without criticizing. There
ig just no possibility of rescue. Still, Dr. Shapiro's point
indicates one of the reasons that this is still a very impor-
tant paper. We will see before we finish that this is a paper
which has other great importences and advantages too.

I would like now to go to the third guestion. How is this theory
tied to the topographic point of view, and how does it con-
sequently clash with the beginnings of the structural point of
view which invalidate the topographie point of view?

Trunnell: I think that has been answered in part already. It's tied to
the topographic point of view because he uses the topographical
terminology to explain it, and yet even with that he begins to
give structure to the topographic systems.

Rapaport: Be specific,
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One example of the terminoclogy he uses is in the middle of p.
226.

"e..the preconscious dream-wish is formed,

which gives expression to the unconscious
ippulse in the material of the preconseiocus

dav's residues.”

Yet on p. 225 he has already given some structure to the system
Ues. in the assumptions that he has to make, that part of the
system Ucs, hags some structure and that part of it does not be-
come decathected at all, even in sleep.

All right, the finger is on the issue. But how do we get clear
the clash with the beginnings of the structural point of view in
the preceding paper, "The Unconscious"? Would anybody care to
suggest what passages there are the relevant ones?¥

There is one on p. 172:

"This [disregarding the qualities conscious
and unconscious], however, is for various
reasons impracticable, so that we cammnot
escgpe the ambiguity of using the words
tconscious! and 'unconscious' gometimes in

a descriptive and sometimes in a systematic
sense, in which latter they signify inclusion
in particulsr systems and possession of
certain characteristics.”

Who will phrase what this is? This ain't the structural point
of view. Do you know it from the Seventh Chapter? Or should
we read the whole passage? Maybe we chould. Let's read it
from the beginning of the section.

"Before going any further, let us state the
important, though inconvenient, fact that the
attribute of being unconscious is only one
feature that is found in the psychical and

is by no means sufficient fully to characterize
it. There are psychical acts of very varying
value which yet agree in possessing the
characteristic of being unconscious. The
unconscious comprises, on the one hand, acts
which are merely latent, temporarily un-~

*¥[Although much of what follows repeats materisl from the earlier
seminar on "The Unconscious," it is ineluded here because of its

close relation to the discussion of the present paper.]
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eongcious, but which differ in no other
resvect from conscious cnes and, on the
other hand, processes such asg repressed
‘ones, which if they were to become conscious
would be bound to stand out in the crudest
contrast to the rest of the conscious
processes." (p. 172)

Rapaport: What does he call these two things in the Seventh Chapter? Ob-
viously two things are described so far. What does he call ‘
them?

Miller: Things that are descriptively unconscious and those that are
dynamically unconscious.

Rapaport: Yes. So here we have first the descriptive vs. dynamic, the
difficulty that is discussed here. Here the dynamic considerations
lead to a distinetion that has to be made. Let's go on.

E. White: "It would put an end to all misundersiand-
ings if, from now one, in describing the
various kinds of psychical acts we were to
disregard the question of whether they
were conscious or unconscious, and were o
classify and correlate them only accord-
ing to their relation to instineis and aims,
according to their composition and accord-
ing to which of the hierarchy of psychical
systems they belong to. This, however, is
for various reasons impracticable, so that
we cannct escape the ambiguity of using
the words 'conscious' and 'unconscious!
sometimes in a descriptive and sometimes
in a systematic sense, in which--" (p. 172)

Rapaport: Notice, please, he uses here the word systematic, instead of
dynamic. The dynamic constellation is the cause; the result
is that a systematic concepiion is introduced in contrast
to the deseriptive conception. Is this clear so far? ILet's
hear the rest.

E, White: ", ..in which latter they signify inclusion
in particular systems and possession of
certain characteristics., We might attempt
to avoid confusion by giving the psychical
systems which we have distinguished certain
arbltrarily chosen names which have no reference
to the atiribute of being conseious.¥* Only

*[One might suggest--on the basis of his present-day inventive-
ness—the concepts ggo, superego, and id.]
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we should first have to specify what the
grounds are on which we distinguish the
systems, and in doing this we should not
be able to evade the atiribute of being
conscious, seeing that it forms the point
of departure for all our investigations.
Perhaps we may look for some assistance
from the proposal to employ, at any rate
in writing, the abbreviation Gs. for con-
seiocusness and Ucs. for what is unconseious,
when we are using the itwo words in the
systematic sense." (p. 172)

Rapaport: I would like you to go on and read the next paragraph, because
there he introduces & third such system. You see, these are
systems, clearly. What kind of systems do we call them? What
is the proper term for them?

Miller: Topographic.

Rapaport: Topographic systems., This is a belated systematic introduction
of the concept of topography. Do you seef I had hoped that my
wish and request that you look at my "Survey of the History of
Psychoanalytic Ego-Psychology" would have made this totally
clear. If you now look back at the survey, you will see that
the page references given there include these, which we will now
quickly go over. We might as well refresh ourselves on it.

E., White: ‘ "Proceeding now to an account of the positive
‘ findings of psycho-analysis, we may say that in

general a psychical act goes through two phases
as regards 1its state, between which is inter-
posed a kind of testing (censorship). In the
first phase the psychical act is unconscious
and belongs to the system Jes.; if, on testing,
it is rejected by the censorship, it is not
allowed to pass into the second phase; it is
then said to be 'repressed' and must remain
unconsciocus., If, however, it passes this test-
ing, it enters the second phase and thenceforth
belongs to the second system, which we will call
the system gs. But the fact that it belongs to
that system does not yet unequivocally determlne
its relation to consclous." (p. 173)

Rapaport: Excuse me for interrupting, but now we are coming to the point
which he discussed in the heginning of what we have been read-
ing, namely, that there is a descriptive and a systematic or
dynamic sense in which something can be unconsecious., Go ahead.
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"It is not yet conscious, but 1t is
certeinly capsble of becoming conscious
(to use Breuer's expression)--that is,

it can now, given certain conditions,
become an object of consciousness with-
out any special resistance. In considera-
tion of this capacity for becoming con-
scious we also call the system 0s. the
Ipreconscious. ' (p. 173)

I think that that is enough. You see, now we have three
systems., ILater he will not say that we call the system

Os., preconselous also. Bub he is quite inconsistent. This

is still the early phase of topography where he is not sure
what the hell he is doing. Sometimes he equates the iwo,
sometimes he joins the two, sometimes he disjoins the two.
This is then clearly a topographic statement. Where is the
difficulty with the topographic statement most clearly pointed
up? What is the rock on which it shipwrecks first?

On transition from one system to another.

That's right. Mor specifically? What is the question Freud
asgks?

If something which was repressed then becomes congeious, is
it then present in both systems, or has it moved from one to

the other?

That!'s right. And what is the conclusion he comes 10? Where
is that conclusion?

"The functional hypothesis,"
That's right. P. 180, Let's read it.

"The repressed idea remains capable of
action in the Ues., and it must therefore
have retained its cathexis. What has been
withdrawn must be something else. Let us
take the case of repression proper...as it
affects an idea which is preconscious or
even actually conscious. Here repreasion
‘can only consist in withdrawing from the idea
the. (pre)conscious cathexis which belongs
to the system Pes. . The idea then either
remains uncathected, or receives cathexis
from the Uecs., or retains the-JUes. cathexis
which it already had."
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Rapaport: Are you following? Note.that here the withdrawal is treated
systematically. The introduction of the narcissistic with-
drawal into the topographic point of view, so that everything
can be withdrawn into the ego, confuses that., Notice that
there are no contradictions here, while the "Supplement" is
full of them, even within the topographic point of view, ILet's
follow now 4o the wreckage of the topographic. Go ahead.

Miller: "Thus there is a withdrawal of the pre-
conscious cathexis, retention of the un-
conscious cathexis, or replacement of
the preconscious cathexis by an unconscious
one., We notice, moreover, that we have
based these reflections (as it were, with~
out meaning to) on the assumption that the
transition from the system Ues. to the
system next to it is not effected through
the making of a new registration but through
a change in its state, an alteration in its
cathexis., The functional hypothesis has here
ensily defeated the topographical one."

(p. 180)

Rapaport: What does '"funcitional’ mean here? .
Miller: Economic,

Rapaport: Obviously. To begin with, the topographic point of view was

o introduced because of dynamic considerations; the confusion
between the dynamic and the descriptive introduction of
topographic systems. That was a dynamic consideration. Now,
an econcmic consideration forces abandoning part of the
topographic conception, Localization doesn't make any sense,
That!s the beginning of the wreckage. But where does the
real wreckage come? P, 192,

" Trunnell: "The reason for all these difficultles is
to be found in the circumstance that the
attribute of being conscious, which is the
only characteristic of psychical processes
that is directly presented 1o us, is in
no way suited to serve as a criterion for
the differentiation of systems."

Rapaport: You hear him? The systems were just erected, but now they
. are becoming flaccid.

Trummell: "Apert from the fact that the conselous
is not always conscious but also at times
latent, observation has shown that much
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that shares the characteristics of the
system Pcs. does not become conseious;

and we learn in addition that the act

of becoming conscious is dependent on

the attention of the Pes. being turned

in certain directions. Hence conscious-
ness stands in no simple relation either
to the different systems or to repression.
The truth is that it is not only the
psychilcally repressed thalt remains alien
to consciousness, but also some of the
impulses which dominate our ego--some-
thing, therefore, that forms the strongest
funetional sntithesis to the repressed.
The more we seek fo win owr way to a
metapsychological view of mental life,

the more we must learn to emancipate our-
selves from the imporitance of the symptom
of 'being conscious.'" (pp. 192-193)

Do you notice that there are two points made here? One of
them is the point which serves as the basis of the structural

point of view in The Fgo and the Id.
The unconscious part of the ego.

That's correct., You remember, that's the foundation on which
The Fego and the Id is erected, But there is still another
implication which is not so clear, though it is crucially
important.

Do you mean the distinction between the Pes and Ucs systems?

Yes, but in a most specific way.

"Apart from the fact that the conseious is

not always conseious but also at times latent,
observation has shown that much that shares the
characteristics of the system Pes. does not
become conseiocus..." (p. 192)

What are those preconscious contents which don't become conscious?
People, I am sorry. I thought that we lmew all this and that it
would take us no time. Let's go hack to p. 190 and read the
paragraph.

"smong the derivatives of the Ues. instinctual
impulses, of the sort we have described, there

are some which unite in themselves characters

of an opposite kind, On the one hand, they

are highly organized, free from self-contradiction,
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have made use of every acquisition of
the system Cs. and would hardly be dis-
tinguished in our judgement from the
formations of that system."

How do you call these?
Call them fantasy-formations--
All right. Please go ahead,

"On the other hand they are unconscious

and are incapable of becoming conscious.,
Thus gualitatively they belong to the system
Pgs.-~" (pp. 190-191)

"Qualitatively"-~this means that they are just like the
descriptively unconscious ones. Yet they can't become con-
scious because they belong in actual fact to the Ues.

"e—but factually to the Ugs. Their origin
is vhat decides their fate. We may compare
them with individuals of mixed race who,
taken all round, resemble white men, dbut
who betray their coloured descent by some
striking feature or other, and on that
account are excluded from society and enjoy
none of the privileges of white people.

0f such a nature are those phantasies of
normal pecople as well as of neurclies
which we have recognized as preliminary
stages in the formation both of dreams

and of sympioms and which, in spite of
their high degree of organization, remain
repressed and therefore cammot become
‘conseious." (p. 191)

Who recognizes where Freud ran into them first? And didn't
make real sense of them at that time?

The seduction fantasy?

"Correct. See, the rock on which the topographic point of view

founders is the same as the one on which it was built.

Didn't get very far, 4aid it?

Oh yes, it lasted exactly 17 years. It gob very far, carried

us very far., But then its internal contradition was dis-
covered,
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Now let'!s go back and see what bearing this has on the "Meta-
psychological Supplement." Anybody see the bearing?

I suppose one bearing would be the partial withdrawal of cathexis
of these censoring boundaries between the systems, and yet
postulating a bridge and an easy flow during ‘the state of dresm-
ing, There's something there that doesn't quite add up 1o me.
And then he goes on 1o meke the point about regression back to
perception.

It doesn't add up. I suggest that we read together again that
misgiving he has and the reservation he mekes. (p. 225)

"A restrictive modification of this kind

is, as we shall discover later, necessary
in the theory of dementia praecox as well,
This must be to the effect that the repressed
portion of the system Ues. does not comply
with the wish 10 sleep that comes from the
ego, that 1t retains its cathexis in whole
or in part, and that in general, in con~
sequence of vepression, it has acquired a
certain measure of independence of the

ego. Accordingly, too, some amount of

the expenditure on repression (anticathexis)
would have to be maintained throughout the
nigh‘b—--—"

Some anticathexis would have to be maintained. In order that
this topographically conceived withdrawal-theory should remain
workable, he has to impose a limitation., That limitation,
however, is not a topographic limitation; it is struectural--
steadily maintained anticathexis. That anticathexis cannot be
limited to that functional realm called the repressed, because
the repressing forces themselves cannot be empiied. So there
are two difficulties that that very point poses. To rescue

a topographically conceived cathexis--withdrawal theory of
dreams he hag to introduce a structural conception, namely
the maintained anticathexis. The second difficulty is that
now we have to conceive of cathexes maintained in two different
systems--in the Ues. insofar as repression is concerned, and
in something else, where these anticathexes are. So the link
to the topographic theory, which is the only way this business
can be sustained, is itself very weak.

Let's take up the fourth question. What is the belief in reality
and how is this related to reality—testing? What quotation am I
offered? Let's start on p. 229.
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"The completion of the dream-process consists

in the thought-content--regressively transformed
and worked over into a wishful phantasy=--becoms
ing conscious as a sense-perception; while this
is happening it wndergoes secondary revision, to
which every perceptual concept is subject. The
dream~wish, as we say, is halluecinated, and, as
a hallucination, meets with belief in the reality
of its fulfillment. It is-precisely round this
concluding piece in the formation of dreams that
the gravest uncertainties centre, and it is in
order to clear them up that we are proposing to
compare dreams with pathological states akin to
+them,"

Does somebody find something earlier about belief in reallty?

Well, by implication, the reference is to the primitive level
of hallucinatory wish-fulfilliment--

Yes, by implication. And by impliecation that problem was
there from the Seventh Chapter on, but it was never dealt
with., Now it is correct that we have encountered in this
quotation for the first time the question of belief in
reality, énd in this passage it is related to belief in the
reality of the fulfillment of the dream-wish in the form of
an hallucination, Now what implicationg does that remind you
of?

That belief in reality comes about through projection and
perception.

Yes. We have already discussed the fact that there were two
different avenues for Freud--the hallucination proper, which
was introduced with no stated relation to projection; and the
projection. The projection was in a way the new thing--
connected with the theory of narcissism., Now we are in trouble,
because he is trying to explore what the implication of these
hallucinations really is. And together with that, he is faced
with the question of what this has to do with narcissism.

Now let's stop for a moment. What was one of the major implica-
tions of the conception of narcissism, up to here in the paper?
What was the main implication metapsychologically?

It was the genetic one.
Correct. Why?

Because it was a return to an early--
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Technically?
Regression.

A regression, And what kind of regression?

Temporal,

A temporal one. What kind of regression does hallucination
imply, insofar as we studied it in the Seventh Chapter?

Topographical,

Topographical., Now note please, there is a trouble with ‘
temporal-genetic and topgraphic regression. You remember
the passage where Freud touches on these here?

P, 227.

"We call this kind of regression a
topographical one, to distinguish it
from the previously mentioned temporal
or developmental regression, . The two
do not necessarily always coincide,

but they do so in the particular example
before us. The reversal of the course of
the excitation from the Pes, through
the Ucg. perception is at the seme time
& return to the early stage of hallu-
cinatory wish-fulfillment.™ '

There's something I would like to :.nqu:.re about, which seems

to be ancther kind of contradiction in which 't;he "Metapsychological
Supplement to the Theory of Dresms" ends in a theoretical

quandary. That is the point made on p. 222, where he distinguishes
two such regressions, one in the development of the ego and the
other in that of the libido. That has always been a perplexing
point to me, and that's a theoretical dead end too--

Tell me, where did Freud memtion this distinetion first? As
long as we are at it you might as well nail it dowmn. It's a
very important passage.

It sounds like something that could have come from "The Two
Prineiples," but that's just a guess.:

Yes, Dr., White. Very good. It is on pp. 224=225.

"While 'l:he ego goes through its trans-
formation from a pleasure-ego into a
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reality-ego, the sexual instinets under-
go ‘the changes that lead them from their
original auto-erotism through various

oo intermediate phases to object-love in

' the service of procreation, If we are
right in thinking that each step in these
two courses of development may become the
site of a disposition to later neuroctic
illness, it is plausible to suppose that
the form taken by the subsequent illness
(the choice of neurosis) will depend on
the particular phase of the development
of the ego and of the libido in whieh the
dispositional inhibition of development
has occurred. Thus unexpected significance
afjtaches to the chronological features of
the two developments (which have not yet
been studied), and o possible variations
in their’ synchronization,"

Rapaport: Doesn't it sound ultramodern? Still, if one knows the
historical context of <this passage, where the ancestors
are, it becomes perfectly clear that it ain't so up to date
as all that. By the way, on the telephone I heard from Dr.
Gill about a conversation with Anna Freud. Gill recently
published a paper in the Journal of Abnormal and Socisl Psychol-
ogy on the present status of psychoanalytic theory,* where he
again and again said that there are new developments in psycho-
analysis. While Anna Freud is very appreciative of the paper,
she points out to him that his emphasis on "new developments"
really is nisleading, because all that is going on in present-
day ego-psychology is the explication of things that have been
implied in psychoanalysis. ¥You understand, this statement from
her is a fairly great advance, because it means acceptance of
what is happening in ego-psychology. At any rate, there are
two sides to this issue.

Dr. White, won't you please make clear what your own point was?
Or have 1 just snatched it out of your hands?

R. White: If libido is an emergy-concept, how can one talk about regression

' . in the sense that it's usually, at least by implication, talked
about? How can there be regression of an energy? You might talk
about the regressions.in the ego which give different forms to
the energy-expenditure--I think that would make sense. You could
say the water in a pot boils, but that's quite a different form
in which that energy comes out than if it's hitched to a steam
engine, for example, The steam engine and the pot in which the
water boils would be analogous to the ego-structure at a more

%["The Present State of Psychoanalytic Theory," Journal of Abnormal
and Soecial Psychology, Vol. 58, No. 1, 1959.]
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advanced and at g more primitive level, giving different forms
to the energy-espenditure. '

What would be one form or another form of this expenditure of
libido? What kind of expenditures of libido do you want to
explain in the way you just finished explaining? Dr. White
points to a passage where libido-development and ego-developmént,
libido-regression and ego-regression, are both mentioned. Dr.
fhite protests that libido is energy. How can 1t progress or
regress? If there is progress or regress, it is in-the égo,
That is Dr. White's assertion. How about it?

I think I know how this is usually talked about, although I'm
not sure I can understand it in the sense he means, That would
be, say, the difference beitween libidinal zones and the kind of
ego~modes that Erikson talks about. For instance, people do
talk about instinet developing in the sense of what kind of aim
it seeks-~

What kind of zone it originates from. Dr. Ess White is absolutely
right, but he puts it too tentatively. It is not just that :
"people talk about,” but this is the theory of libido-development,
which is the core of Three Fssays on the Theory of Sexuality and
the core of Abraham's theory. This is what.is.called libido-
development. Now that such development and such regression takes
place is undoubted. I am not saying "is beyond doubt," but that
it is undoubted; it is part and parcel of the theory as we have
it. Whether it has to be revised or not is another question.

At the same time there is always the statement that the id is
the repository of the instinets, and it is timeless and unchang-
ing, wndifferentiated and so on, though then others argue that
there is structure in the id, which ends in the same--

Obviously those of you who have been with me through "The Un-
conseious" have seen that Freud guestioned that proposition |
there repeatedly and spoke aboul the changes of the instinctual
impulse under -the influence of what he called the preconscious.
But the major point that Dr. Robert White raises is simple. One
has to say that in the history of psychoanalysis these developments
have been first studied from the point of view of the libido.

VWhat the ego has to do with such phases was not understood clearly,
though as you see, we have passages chowing that Freud has not
been wmindful of it. That these transformations of the libido
may have something to do also with ego-development seems very
probable to us. Dr. Ess White reminds us, for instance, of what
we have learned from Erikson., Still, it is possible that the
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alteration of zones in the course of development is & con-
stitutionally prescribed epigemetic phenomenon, in which case
it would have to be studied from.the id's side and could noi
simply be explained away by the ego side. I do not know

which in the long run will prove to be the theory that will

be adequate. I do not know that there is evidence to show it.
Bub history shows that it can be studied from both sides fruit-

fully.

This takes us off our main topic, however, and we have {o return.
The point then is simply that this temporal-genetic regression vs,
the topographic regression poses a problem for Freud,. because he
thinks that in this case the two coinelde, Why does he have to
think so? Because of the concept of narcissism. Bui they don't
always coincide, and there he has a problem on his hands. One
way of resolving that problem would be to assume that every
thought goes through a development from the instinctual roots

up to the secondary-process form every moment. That's the
conception of microgenesis. From our present point of view this
propogition would clash sharply with the conception of autonomy.
Any conception which would totally eguate temporal regression,
genetic regression, and topographic regression would immediately
eliminate any autonomy. Now Freud doesn't quite do it, because
he points out that there are situations where there is only a
topographic regression. Would you mind quoting that passage?

«es P. 231.

"Tf the seeret of hallucination is nothing
else than that of regression, every regression
of sufficient intensity would produce hallu-
cination with belief in its readlity. Bul we
are quite familiar with situations in which

a process of regressive reflection brings to
consciousness very clear visual mnemic images,
though we do not on that account for a single
moment take them for real perceptions.”

Do you see now what topographic regression he has in mind? Do
you recognize where he spoke about this before?

The Seventh Chapter.

Yes, In the section on regression this is discussed in some
more detail. So you see what he has in mind when he says that
there need not necessarily be temporal regression--though even
that could be argued, obviously, in this case. We see now the
background of the problem and the difficulities the topographic
conception causes. It is not our job here to resolve this .
difficulty, the resolution of which is. comnected with the intro-
duction of the struchural point of view, and in a way connected
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with the point Dr., R. White mentioned aboul the indivisibility,
in a sense, of the ego~regression and libido-regression.

But we can't go into that; our job is to take a closer look
at the belief in reality. Let us see where the major propositiom
concerning this belief in reality comes up.

E, White: The first mention ‘is on P« 229,

"The dream-wish, as we say, is hallu~
cinatéed, and,,as a hallucination, meets
with belief in ‘the reality of its ful-
fillment "

Then on p. 230:

"Let us be clear that the hallucinatory
wishful psychosis—~in dreams or else-
where—-achieves two by no means identical
results. It not only brings hidden or
‘repressed wishes into consclousness; 1t
also represents them, with the subject's
entire belief, as fulfilled. The con-
currence of these two results calls for
explanation, It is quite impossible to
maintain that unconscious wishes must
necessarily be taken for realities when
once they have become conscious; for, as
we lmow, our judgement is very well able
to distinguish realities from ideas and
wishes, however intense they may be."

Rapaport: Do you remember what he had to say about judgment in "The Two
Principles"?

Bnery: P, 2212

"The place of repression, which exeluded
from cathexis as productive of unpleasure:
some of the emerging ideas, was taken by
an impartisl passing of Jjudgement, which
had to decide whether a glven idea was
true or false-~that is, whether it was in
agreement with reality or not-~the decision
being determined by making & comparison
with the memory-traces of reality."

Rapaport: Yes, Who remembers what Freud has to say in "Repression"
about a related issue? Look at the first paragraph in
"Repression"



E., VWhite:

Rapaport:

E, White:

411.

"Repression is a preliminary stage
of condemnation,.." '

"At some later period, rejection based
on judgement (condemmation) will be found
to0 be a good method to adopt against an
instinctual impulse." (p. 146)

Or take the second sentence:

"Inder certain conditions, which we shall
presently investigate more closely, the
impulse then passes into the state of 're~
pression.' ...with an instinct, flight is
of no avail, for the ego cannot escape
from itself.” '

This is the beginning.

"At some later period, rejection based
on judgement (condemnation) will be found
to be & good method to adopt against an
instinctual impulse." (p. 146)

Now if you compare this with "The Two Principles," then re-
pression is replaced by an impartial passing of judgment,
without eliminating the content from conseciousness. You
remember where else you encowmber this same conception?

It's very much in "Negation."

Correct. All I am trying to show is what he is saying, so
that we see the passage clearly. Would you mind reading the
passage again, Dr, White?

", ..fOr, as we know, our judgement is
very well able to distinguish realities
from ideas and wishes, however intense
they may be. On the other hand, it seems
justifiable to assume that belief in
reallity is bound up with perception
through the senses. When once a thought
has followed ‘the path to regressicn as
far back as to the unconscious memory-
traces of objects and thence o per-
eeption, we accept the perceplion of it
as real, So halluecination brings bhelief
in reality with it." (p. 230)
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This is so far the perceptual route. If the thing comes to

us from external reality in the form of sense-perception, its
reality is not doubted. The question remains what pitfalls
there lie in it. He indicates that if the thought regresses

so far that it comes to us in the form of perception, perception
itself can cheat us. Let's go on.

"We now have to ask ourselves what determines
the coming into being of a hallueination. The
first answer would be regression, and this
would replace the problem of ‘the origin of
hallucination by that of the mechanism of
regression.”

He is now trying to convinee you that narcissism is imporiant
here. Its implication, projection, is importent ‘oo, because
when that is achieved by a regression that goes far enough,
then the difference between outeide and inside disappesars.
The perception will be accepted as a reality, whether it
originates inside or outside. That's the function of the
narcissistic projective stuff. This is what is between the
lines. Now his question is how do we get out of that. Let's

go on.

"As regards dreams, this latter problem

need not remain long unanswered. Regression
of Pes, dream-thoughts to mmemic images of
things is elearly the result of the attrac-
tion which the Ues. instinectual representa-
tives--e.g. repressed memories of experiences
-—-exercise upon ‘the thoughts which have

been put into words." (p. 231)

You do remember the issue centered around this attraction?
This phrase, "the attraction which the Ugs. instinetual repre-
sentatives...exercise,” is Freud's purely pictorical talk,
and as soon as you begin to analyze it it becomes perfectly
clear that it is not that these unconscious impulses atiract
anything, but that on their path towards the sluices of
motility and towards consciousness they make new connections,
and these new commections, since they connect new ideas, new
representations, with the instinctual impulse, become liable
to repression. Remember, this metaphoric talk comes already
from the Seventh Chapter in that footnote about how one gets
up the great pyramid. Would you continue?

"But we soon perceive that we are on a

false scent. If the secret of hallu-
cination i1g nothing else than that of
regression, every regression of sufficient
intensity would produce halliicination with
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belief in its reality." (p. 231)

Now notice, this proposition would say that the narcissistic
conception with the projective implication would be the full
answer to this problem. And he sees that that won't work.
He gives this example which we have already read. ©Skip it
then, and go on.

vagain, we could very well imagine the
dream-work penetrating to mnemic images
of this kind, making conscious to us what
was previously unconscious, and holding
up to us a wishful phantasy which rouses
our longing, but which we should not re-
gard as a real fulfillment of the wish."

(p. 231)

Which is actually something like what you have in your dey-

Areams., You remain aware that the wishes are not fullfilled.

"Hallueination must therefore be something
more than the regressive revival of mnemic
images that are in themselves Ucs." (p. 231)

So you see, he ig not satisfied with this explanation, and you
will see now emerging from this contradiction the very rudi-
mentary, very fragmentary roots of -thé new conception. Let's
have the next passage. Somebody else, so that Dr. White'doesn't
get hoarse.

"Let us, furthermore, bear in mind the

great practical importence of distinguish-
ing perceptions from ideas, however intenselw
recalled, Our whole relation to the external
world, to reality, depends on our sbility to
do so. We have put forward the fiction

that we did not always possess this ability
and that at the begimming of our mental life
we did in fact hallucinate the satisfying
objeet when we felt the need for it. But in
such & situation sabisfaction did not oceur,
and this failure must very soon have moved
us to create some contrivance with the help
of which it was possible to distinguish such
wishful perceptions from a real fulfillment
and to avoid them for the future." (p. 231)

You realize that that's a restatement in the same form of
what was said in "The Two Principles," and it's a restate-
ment in a slightly changed form of what was already present
in the Seventh Chapter, Go ahead.
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"In other words, we gave up hallucipna-
tory satisfaction of our wishes at a
very early periocd and set up a kind of
'reality-testing.! The question now
arises in what this reslity-testing
consisted, and how the hallucinatory
wishful psychosis of dreams and amentia
and similar conditions succeeds in
abolishing it and in re-establishing
the old mode of satisfaction." (p. 231)

I have a question that goes back to a comment he made aboul
the regressive pathways, on p. 226, that links with this,

"Reflection 4ells us that this wishful
impulse may be dealt with along three
different paths. It may follow the path
that would be normal in waking life, by
pressing from the Pes. to consciousness...
In the first case, i1t would become a
delusion having as content the fulfill-
nent of the wish..."

There is confusion here between the wish and the wish fulfilled
as a delusion, Do you see my point? Strictly speaking, if
you took what he says literally, it would come into conseious-
ness in waking life as an intense, perhaps abhorrent wish.

In weking life, in the schizophrenic, you can have that--
He says it would be normal in waking life.

"It may follow the path that would be

normal in waking life, by pressing from

the Pes. to consciousness..." (p. 226)

Yes, this is the direction the process would go normally. Why
isn't it normal? Because?

But he says,

"In the first case, it would become a

delusion..."

It seems to me it would become an abhorrent wish that breaks
into conseiousness,

I'm sorry, no. Who has the answer for this point?

i

- It links to what we are getting into Iha:'e. Tt wouldn't be

normal because of reality-testing.



Rapaport:

R. White:

Rapaport:

Taibotb:

415 e

Because of reality~testing, but not only because of reality-
testing., What is the other factor? The other factor is detour.
Detour and secondary elaboration. The rationalizing, synthesiz-
ing process of detour. The path is the same; it goes from the
Ues to the Pes to consciousness, But there is the usual detour
of elaboration, and therefore it is acceptable toreality-testing.
The big problem in delusions is that this detour is not taken,
and yet it becomes acceptable to reality-testing, meaning that
this apparatus, reality-testing, is somehow put out of commission.

But wait; listen carefully to the two sentences, because I think
we have here another contradiction.

"Reflection tells us that this wishful
impulse may be dealt with along three
different paths., It may follow the path
that would be normal in waking life, by
pressing from the Peg, to consciousness;
or it may by-pass the Cs., and find direct
motor discharge; or it may teke the un-
expected path--"

Those are the three ways. The first one is normal to waking
life, and he says about that, o B .
"In the first case, it would become a o
delugion having as content the fulfillment
Of 'ﬂle WiSho 0'9“

My point is, it seems to me it would at least at first become
the awareness of a wish, not come into comsciousness as a delusion
of the wish fulfilled,

No, no. Ag we know from the dream, the only way the unconscious
can represent things is hic et nune: Here and now. If it comes
directly into consSciousness, the only possible representation is
by the memory of the gratification situation. The wish iiself
cannot be represented. In our discussions of the Seventh Chapter
we had a series of definitions of wish; look those definitions
over and it becomes perfectly clear why that is so. If this is
your issue, it is peripheral to our point, and it is settled there.
But you remember that we have been through that.

Gentlemen, where are we?
P. 232.
"The answer can be given if we now proceed

to define more precisely the third of our
psychical systems, the system (s., which
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hitherto we have not. sharply distinguished
from the Pes."

So do you see so far what the answer is? He can't get along
without a conception which we would nowadays call a structural
one., It won't work otherwise. Let me show you in ancother way
what this means. In the conceplion of a seething cauldron,

where everything is created ad hoe, it won't work, You have

10 have a structural, constantly existing something which will
pass thig judgment. Otherwise, the reliability of our distinetion
would be altogether incomprehensible, and any sufficlent regression
would be able to penetrate this way. Are you clear what I mean
by the seething cauldronconception? It is the opposite of the
autonomy conception. In order for a 1ittle mouse to be born,

the mountains go into birth pangs. This is what is being discussed.
What we have here is an example of that. Because that kind of
conception will not supply sufficient explanations for the dis-
eriminatory character of the belief in reality, something else
has to be postulated, namely, testing of reality. That this
testing of reality indeed has the characertistics of ego and
structure we will hear in a minute. So really, the issue of
nareissism comes through as the very texture of the problems

on which structure and ego-psychology grow. This is the great
merit of this paper, in spite of all those negative things I

said about it earlier, Go shead, Dr. Talbot.

"In The Interpretation of Dreams we were

already led to a decision to regard con-
scious perception as the function of a
special system, to which we ascribed
certain curious properties, and ‘o which
we shall now have good grounds for
attributing other characeristics as
well, We may regard this system,

which is there called the Pept., as
coineiding with the system Cs., on
whose asctivity becoming conseicus
usually depends. Neveriheless, even
so, the fact of a thing's becoming
conscious still does not wholly coincide
with its belonging to a system, for we
have learmt that it is possible 4o be
aware of sensory mnemic images to which
we cannot possibly allow a psychical
location in the systems Cs. or Pept.

We must however, put off discussing this
difficulty i1l we can focus our interest
upon the system £s. itself., In the present
commection we may be allowed to assume that
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hallucination consists in a cathexis

of the system Cs. (Pept.), which, however,
is not effected=-as normally--from without,
but from within, and that a necessary con-
dition for the occurrence of hallucination
is that regression shall be carried fer
enough to reach this system itself and in
so doing be able to pass over reality-test-

ing." (p. 232)

Okay. Now you know thait he goes on to restate that point about
projection which we read before; so we don't have to read that.
We just anticipated this so that we understand this whole issue.
You see now that we were not just so all wet when we fried to
interpret this as all pivoting around narcissism-projection vs.
hallucination. Then he comes to this last passage, which I would

like you to read.

"This function of orientating the individual
in the world by diserimination between what
is internal and what is externmal musi now,
after detailed dissection of the mental
apparatus, be ascribed to the system (s.
(Pept.) alone. The Cg. must have at its
disposala motor immervation which determines
whether the perception can be made to dis-
appear or whether it proves resistant.
Reality~testing need be nothing more than
this contrivance." (p. 233)

Originally, at any rate.

"We can say nothing more precise on this
point, for we know too little as yet of

the nature and mode of operation of the
system Cs. We shall place reality-test-
ing among the major institutionsg of the.
ego, alongside the gensorships which we
have come to recognize between the psychical
systems, and we shall expect that the
analysis of the narcissistic disorders will
help to bring other similar institutions
to light." (p. 233)

Do you know what similar institution he will postulate in the

next paper?

Conscience,
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Yes, You see, it is clearly stated that there are grest
institutions of the ego so the ego is not just "self" or
"person" here, bub is the core of the struetural conception.

Is this clear now? It does not tell us how this reality-
testing works, but tells us only about its ancestor, the

motor discrimination. The sequence is flight, where it is only
motor, repression, where it is mental but totally eliminative,
and condemnation or judgment, where it is reality-testing
proper. This is the genetics that is indicated to us. You
have to keep together this passage, the beginning of "Repression, "
"The Two Prineiples,! and "Instincts and Their Vieissitudes®

in order to get a clear picture.

Let's have very briefly one after another the gquotations con-
cerning metapsychology. The first?

P. 222: the footnote.

"This paper and the following one are derived
from a collection which I originally intended

to publish in book form under the title !Zur
Vorbereitung einer Metapsychologie' [!Pre-
liminaries to a Metapsychology']. They follow

on some papexrs which were printed in Volume IIT
of the Internationsle Zeitschrift fir &rztliche
Psychoanalyse ('Instincts and their Vicissitudes?!,
'Repression' and 'The Unconscious'). The intention
of the series is to clarify and carry deeper the
theoretical assumptions on which a psycho-analytic
system could be founded." (p. 222)

This is the definition of metapsychology.

" eo[the study of] the theoretical assumptions
on which a psycho~analytic system could be
founded." (p. 222)

Metapsychology is not a system. Metapsychology is the set of
assumptions, or as a working, heuristic discipline, the study

of the theoretical assumptions on which psychoanalysis is based.
Obviocusly from that point of view these papers are just a
beginning, because they still have a lot to do with the phenomena
and still a lot to do with building the theory itself, and only
here and there do you see the sssumptions emerging. But this

is the definition. There is another comment on metapsychology
on p. 227.
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"With our scanty knowledge of the meta-
psychological conditions of mental pro-
cesses, we may perhaps take this fact as

a hint that a complete empiying of a system
renders it 1ittle susceptible to instigation."

The point is first of all that the discussion of cathexes is
here implicitly suggested to be one of the metapsychological
issues, This kind of reference by Freud,. in which he menticng
that issues of cathexis are maybe metapsychological issues has
had a very deleberious consequence. That is that 60% to 70%

of the papers which title themselves metapsychology or indicate
that they consider what they do metapsychological, deal with
cathexes, It is obviously a misunderstanding of the whole thing.
The assumptions concerning the cathexes are only the economic
point of view of metapsychology, no more, The gquestion is raised
here, and in the last quotation which refers directly to this,
namely on p. 234 in the footnote, which is the same proposition,

"Here the principle of the insusceptibility

to execitation of uncathected systems appears

to be invalidated in the case of the system

Cs. (Pept.). But it may be a question of omly
the paptial removal of cathexis; and for the
perceptual system in especial we must assume
many conditions for excitation which are wide-~
ly divergent from those of other systems. --We
are not, of course, intending to disguise or
gloss over the uncertain and tentative character
of these metapsychological discussions. Only
deeper investigation can lead to the achievement
of a certain degree of probability."

The significance of this passage ig partly that it restates the
issue on p. 227, partly that it indicates that the issues are
not finished and psychoanalysis is not a finished system, Third,
both of these passages involve this assumption that a system
which has no cathexes is insuscepbible to excitation. One can
consider this a redundant proposition, meaning that since every
excitation is a mobilization of cathexes, then a system which is
by definition withoubl dathexis can have no such exeitation. Or
one can consider it self-contradictory, because a system which
has no cathexis can, by the very fact that an excitation spreads
to it, become actually excited. So this whole proposition is
pretty sheky and unclear--it seems like an ad hoe assumption.
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What are the similarities and differences between mourning and
melancholia?

P. 244:

"The distinguishing mental features

of melancholia are a profoundly painful
dejection, cessation of interest in the
outside world, loss of the capacity to
love, inhibition of all activity, and

a lowering of the self-regarding feelings
40 a degree that finds utterance in self-
reproaches and self-revilings, and
culminates in a delusicnal expectation
of punishment. ...The disturbance of
self-regard is gbsent in mourning; but
otherwise the features are the same.,"

So this indicates that the crucial distinguishing characteristic
is the fall in self-esteem, Other passages?

On p. 243; etiologically both seem due to a loss.

"Mourning is reguiarly the reaction to

the loss of a loved person, or to the

loss of some abstraction which has taken
the place of one, such as one's country,
libexrty, an ideal, and so on. In some
people the same influences produce
melancholia instead of mourming and we
consequently suspect them of a pathological
disposition."

Here something that is present in mourning is absent in melancholia.
What is it?

The reality of -the loss.

- Yes, But it aiso pred:.eates something that is present in

melancholia and absent in mourning.
The pathological disposition.

So we have three things so far to remember: fall of self-regard,
real loss vs. something else~-what?—--and third, predisposition.

But I thought that he says that melancholia also may be a
response to a real loss,

« Yes. Would you show ug?
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In what Dr, White just read:

"Tn some people "I:he same influences
produce melancholia instead of mouwrm-

ing..." (P- 243)
He explains that on p. 245.

"This would suggest that melancholis is
in some way related to an object=loss
which is weithdrawn from consciocusness,
in contradistinetion to mourning, in
which there is nothing abou'b the loss
that is unconsecious." ‘

The assumption would be that if there was a real loss--a death,
say--in both instances, that only in melanchcolia would that
involve the loss of an unconsciocus love-object.

But still, this distinetion also would have 1o be explained.

The top of this paragraph (p. 245);

"Tn one set of cases it is evident
that melancholia too may be the re~
action to the loss of a loved object.
Where the exciting causes are different
one can recognize that there is a loss
of a more ideal kind.”

Sc we have two terms, unconscious loss and ideal loss.

"The ohject has not perhaps actually

died, but has been lost as an objeet of
love (e.g. in the case of a betrothed

girl who has been jilted). In yet other
cagses one feels justified in meintaining
the belief that a loss of this kind has
oceurred, bubt one camnot see clearly what
it is that has been lost, and it is all the
more reascnable to suppose that the patient
eannot consciously perceive what he has
lost either.” (p. 245)

Now there is a passage here somewhere where Freud describes the
various precipitating conditions of melancholia. Who has

that? Where he describes that it is not limited to loss by
death.

P, 251:
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"In melancholia, the occasions which give
rise to the illness extend for the most

part beyond the clear case of a loss by
death, and include all those situations

of being slighted, neglected or disappointed,
which can import oppeosed feelings of love
and hate into the relationship or reinforce
an already existing ambivalence,”

Rapaport: Right. TYou see then that we have a whole set of shadings:
actual loss of object; loss of an object as a love~object; a
situation of "heing slighted, neglected or disappointed"; and
the purely unconscious losses, where none of these as precipita-
tiong are present in conscicusness. You notice also that this
washes away to some extent the distinction between mourning and
depression, because mourning is not limited to the loss of object
by death. We saw that in what Dr, White read on p. 243. Who
offers a further reference 1o the distinctions between these
Two?

fnery: A continuation of the last point Dr. R. White made? P, 246:

"In mourning it is the world which has
become poor and empty; in melancholia
it is the ego itself,"

Repaport: Yes. So here we have a major distinetion indeed; the world
empty and the ego empty.

Talbot: There's a peripheral kind of distinetion that I don't kmow
whether it fits in here or not, on p. 243, which has sort of
a social aspect to it, where he says,

", ..although mourning involves grave
departures from the normal attitude

to life, it never occurs to us to

regard it as a pathological condition..."

Rapaport: Yes, it is a distinction, but it is, as you put it, a des-
criptive, peripheral one. Still, it is very interesting,
and I wish we could discuss it. We will probably bypass it
because we have to center on this paper and not on the theory
of depression. I wish Dr. Talbot would keep it in mind, be-
cause that is a central part of the problem when we get to
the theory of depression. All right, what other references
will you offer about the distinetion?

R, White: ©P. 247, where he points out that it is the worthy women who
is most likelyw-

Rapaport: How is that a distinction between mourning and depression?
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I'm sorry.

Well, Dr. White, don't give up so soon, for God's sake, if you
hit on a crucial passage. This is to my mind one of the crucial
passages, just like Dr, Talbot's, for the theory of depression
at large. Freud doesn't make much of it, but—— What about it?

I was just going to say that the implieation, if you turn it
around, is that a worthless woman can very well feel mourning,
but perhaps not melancholia.

That's just the q_uestion I would agk. Maybe it's clearer if
we talk about grief for the moment, rather than about mourning.
Would that person feel grief?

Aggrieved, but not necessarily grief.

Meaning she would be called querulous,would be sald to have a
grievance. But not sggrieved. You see? To have a grievance
and to be aggrieved are two different things. To be aggrieved
doesn't externalize. To have a grievance externalizes. Am I
understanding my English clearly enough so that I convey to you
what "I mean? There is a point made here by Freud where -that
comes out pretty clearly.

P. 248:

"The woman who loudly pities her
husband for heing tied to such an
incapable wife as herself is really
sceusing her husband of being in-
capable, in whatever sense she may

mean this. There is no need to be
greatly surprised that a few genuine
self-reproaches are scattered among
those that have been transposed back,
These are allowed to obtrude themselves,
gince they help to mask the others and
make recognition of the true state of
affalrs impossible. ...The behavior of
the patients, too, now becomes much more
intelligible, Their complaints are
really "plaints! in the old sense of the
word. They are not ashamed and do not
hide themselves, since everything
derogatory that they say about them-
selves is at bottom said about someone
elge,

That's really the point, If you connect these twe things, the
one quoted by Dr. R. White and this one, then you see that in
cne of them this is not extermalized, in the other it is
externalized. Here you have another very important character=-
istic,
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These two states of affalrs depending on the presence or
absence of a worthy superego.

So the difference between the good woman and the bad women,
"of whom we oo should have nothing good to say," is again
a continuum, The bad one will blatantly exbternalize. The
good woman is going to hide it. The grieving or mourning
person will to a great extent to able to keep it to himself
or herself.

So you have here an importent distinetion, actually. Is it
clear, Dr. White, that you dropped this point prematurely,
that your sense was far better thanyour interpretive readiness
at this moment?

I trust that Dr. Miller in editing will fix that.

No, he will have this down as it happened, I hope, so that it
be clear how pecple reading carefully get an impression, and
that impression in the cold light of analysis may either not
be true or they may not be able to bring it ouwt. This is the
brocess you are faced with when you are listening to your
patient. A consideration like this is one of the reaons why
we don't interpret right awsy, one of the reaons why we per-
sist in interpreting in the long run. Otherwise we would drop
it this way, as you did, and we certainly would do am injustice
to our understanding and the patient's understanding.

Can I say something in this regerd? In a recent supervision
session with Dr. Knight I had a hunch that a certain course of
action was indicated, but I couldn't say why. He wouldn't buy
that, made me look at it, and when it was all put together then
deliberately and searchingly it seemed to both of us that the
course of action I had in mind was in fact the right one.

Now we didn't give you enough chance because we don't have
time here for the do-it-yourself process, but we did it for
you~-cr to you.

So here we have another important distinetion, and please note

that if you see these distinctions clearly, you have a theory of
depression broader than what is suggested here. And keep think-

ing gbout it for' our fourth question. Now who has any further refer-
ences? We have to have at least two more.

P, 247:
"Finally, it must strike us that after

all the melancholic does not behave in
quite the same way as a person who is
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crushed by remorse and self-reproach

in a normal fashion. Feelings of shame
in front of other people, which would
more than anything chaeracterize this
latter condition, are lacking in the
melancholic, or at least they are not
prominent in him. One might emphasize
the presence in him of an almost opposite
trait of insistent commumnicativeness which
finds satisfaction in self-exposure.,”

We have here an additional point. The implication is that the
shame is suppressed together with the grievance. In various
forms of grief-wthough not in all grief--there is shame also.
Suppose that I made an ass of myself in a conference. I will
be aggrieved, but I will alsc be ashamed. There will be a
double~take about it. When you have the feeling of any kind
of loss, and you grieve over it, mourn it, it does also bring
up gomething else--in contradistinction to what Freud will
explain later. It will also always bring up your misdemeanors
in connection with that person. If you have suffered s real
loss, without becoming depressed, you will also remember those
things which you did wrong. Obviously we vary greatly in this
respect. Meny of us suppress it, and insofar as we suppress
it we come closer to a depressive kind of experience instead
of a real grief. Bul vwhen he talks about remorse and self-
reproach, we can see that this sgbstraction that the loss of
self-respect is limited purely to the depression and not present
in the grief at all, is actually contradicted here by Freud.
It was asserted earlier, in the passage we read on p. 244, and
here he contradicts it.

Which passage contradicts it?
P. 247. The passage I referred to:

M. ..Who 1s crushed by remorse and
gelf=reproach in a normal fashion.”

Self~reproach is part of loss of self-esteem. If you want to
convince yourself of that, you go back to p. 246, where you
will see

v, ..an extraordlnary dimimution in his
self-regard, an impoverishment of his
ego on a grand scale. ...represents

his ego to us as worthless, incapable of
any achievemeni and morally despicable;
he reproaches himself, vilifies himself
and expects to be cast out and punished.”



427,

I was trying to juxtapose these two so that we see that Freud
contradicts himself in a way and shows that there is no such

sharp distinetion. This does not mean that this distinetion

doesn't exist, but it isn'{ so damned simple or so sharp, and
all these characertistics which we discussed have to be taken
into account.

You also see the Freudian method, It meanders, traces, it does
not systematize. Just as we go along here, taking the quotations
as we marked them out, we have & number of things which we could
very well now present systematically. Fall of self=-esteem, nc
fall of self-esteem; real loss vs. unconseious loss (and the
continuity to which these two belong); predisposition, no pre-
disposition (or a continuity in predisposition); the world empty,
the ego empty; aggrieved and plaintive~-suppressed plaint

(again the contimuity to which it belongs); no shame, shame
(again the econtinuity between loss of self-esteem, no loss of
self-esteem to which it belongs). So we get a systematics of
this phenomenology, and at a few points this phenomenology shades
into what is not overt phenomenologybut has to be inferred by
interpretation. But that's systematics. This is alien to

him. Very rarely does he get into it. He does not systematize
as a rule, bubt rather goes on to bring out what can be brought
out at this point.

Shapiro: It's a small point, but I had the impression that there is
another point here, that he was in effect introducing a third
factor for comparison., There is mourning and there is melancholis,
and now he is saying thalt melancholia, while different from
mourning on the one hand, is different also from normal remorse
or normal self-reproach.

Rapaport: It will come up in connection with the obsessionals. Yes, I
think that you are absolutely right, and this is the transition,
really, to that point. It also says that none of us is quite
free of these obsessional self-reproaches. We will see how the
obsessional kind of thing differs from the others. Dr. Shapiro
hag a good point here, but before we make the transition, there
is one more point where there is a distinction stated.

R. White: Pp. 250-251.

"The conclusion which our theory would require
--namely, that the disposition to fall ill of
melancholia {(or some part of that disposition)
lies in the predominance of ihe narcissistic
type of object-choice-~has unfortunately not
yet been confirmed by observation. In the
opening remsrks of this paper, I admitted that
the empirical meterial upon which this study
is founded is insufficient for our needs. If
we could assume an agreement between the results
of observation and what we have inferred, we
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should not hesitate to include this regression
from object-cathexis to the still nareissistic
oral phase of the libido in our characterization
of melancholia. Identifications with the object
are by no means rare in the itransference neuroses
either; indeed, they are a well-known mechanism
of symphbam~formation, especially in hysteria.

The difference, however, between narcissistic
and hysterical identification may be seen in
this: +that, whereas in the former the object~
cathexis is gbandoned, in the latter it persists
and manifests its influence, though this is
usually confined to certain isolated actions

and immervations. In any case, in the trans-
ference neuroses, too, identification is the
expression of there being something in commoen,
which may signify love., Narcissistic identifica-
tion is the older of the two and it paves the
way o an understanding of hysterical identifica-
tion, which has been less thoroughly studied.

"Melancholia, therefore, borrows some of its
features from mourning, and the others from
the process of regression from narcissistic
object-choice to narcissism. It is on the one
hand, like mourning, a reaction to the real
loss of a loved object; but over and above
this, it is marked by a determinant which is
ebsent in normel mourning or which, if it is
present, transforms the latter into pathological
mourning., The loss of a love-object is an
excellent opportunity for the ambivalence in
love-relationships to make itself effective
and come into the open.”

Rapaport: Let's stop here.

Schimek: Isn!t the next sentence very relevant to what we have been dig-
cussing?

Rapaport: Yes, but that's why I want to stop here. This passage should
create the transition to the discussion of the second question.
Tt should be the preface to it, on the.one hand; on the other
hand it is also a transition, as Dr. Schimek points out, to
what we still owe under the first question--namely, the relation
of obsessive self-reproaches to mourning and melancholia, So
let's go on now.

R. White: "Where there is a disposition 1o cbsessional
neurosis the conflict due to ambivalence gives
a pathological cast to mourning and forces it
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to express itself in the form of self-re-
proaches to the effect that the mourner himself
is to blame for the loss of the loved objeet,
i.e. that he has willed it. These obsessional
states of depression following upon the death
of a loved person show us what the conflict due
to ambivalence can achieve by itself when there
is no regressive drawing-in of libido as well.!
(p. 251)

You notice the two distinetions he makes here. What is ‘the first
one, the phenomenclogical distinetion?

The ambivalence can itself give a certain shading without the
pathological regression.

Yes, but what is the clinical condition?
The obsessional depression.

The obsessional state of depression is distinguished from
melancholia.

And he describes an obsessional type of mourning.

That's right. Usually when people read this paper the point
about the obsessional is submerged and not noticed in the
central interest people usually focus on ambivalence itself.,
Ambivalence is obvicusly a crucial issue here; I don't need
to explain that to you. Bub that usually obscures the fact
that from the siudy of ‘obsessional conditions in general, or
specific obsessional depressions which are not melancholias,
we get a new light on the theory of depression. This was not
exploited by Freud. We won't be able to pursue this point
here, but an up~to-dete theory of depression would pursue it
to the bitter end. Now lei's go on.

"In melancholia, the occasions which give
rise to the illness extend for the most
part beyond the clear case of a loss by
death, and inelude all those situations of
being slighted, neglected, or disappointed,
which can import opposed feelings of love
and hate into the relationship or reinforce
an already existing ambivalence. This conflict
due to ambivalence, which sometimes arises
more from real experiences, sometimes more
from constitutional factors, must not be
overlocked amcng the preconditions of
melancholia. If the love for the object—a
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love which cammot be given up thoygh the
object itself is given up-~takes refuge
in narcissistic identification, then the
hate comes into operation on this sub-
stitutive object, abusing it, debasing it,
making it suffer and deriving sadistic
satisfaction from its suffering." (p. 251)

Now we come to the explanation proper., Already the ambivalence
is an explanation, but still, we get here the first whiff of

the difference between cobsessional selfw-reprosches and depression.
What is it?

The narcissistic substitute-object.
How would you ﬁut this difference phencmenologically?
Turning on the self.

But that's explanatory, And after all, the cbsessional accuses
himself too. What 1s the difference between the obsessionally
depressed and the melancholic?

The obsessional doesn't, for instance, lose interest in the
world.

As a matter of fact, if anything, he will gelt more alert, search-
ing memory and all that. Fine.. The second difference is that he
will show a lot of shame, There will be a great deal of shame
and guilt. On the other hand, when you are dealing with a real
depressive, you don't see the gulilt directly. There will be
self-accusations, 1o be sure, and protestions of worthlessness;
as a matter of fact, you may even find actual statements that the
person is guilty of ithis and that; but real feelings of guilt
remain unconscious in the real depressions, In the obsessional
conditions, the feeling of guilt, even though it will usually be
isolated, will be patent. The affect of guilt will be there,
while in depression there is only one affect, and that is what-
ever the depressive affect is. This is a complex matter,

It's not just shame and guilt; it's the absence of shame over
the gullt, if one could make such a distinction.

The absence of shame over the gullt in depression?
Tes.,

That higher-order thing is also there. Now let's see the next

reference on obsessive self-reproaches,

P. 251:
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"The self-tormenting in melacholia, which

is without doubt enjoyable, signifies, just
like the corresponding phencmenon in obses- -
sional neurosis, a satisfaction of trends

of sadism and hate which relate to an object,
and which have been turned round upon the
subject's own self in the ways we have been
discussing.”

Rapaport: Yes. This is a very complex e@léne.tion, and we can't really
explore it now. Now let's see the last one. Pp. 256257,

Schimek: ‘UAs we have seen, however, melancholia
contains something more than normal mourn-
ing. In melancholia the relation to the
object is no simple one; it is complicated
by the conflict due to ambivalence. ...For
this reason the exeiting causes of melancholia
have a much wider range than those of mourn-
ing, which is for the most part occasioned
only by & real loss of the object, by its
death. In melancholia, accordingly, countless
separate struggles are carxried on over the

O object, in which hate and love contend with
each other... In mourning, tco, the efforts
10 detach the libido are made in this same
system; but in i1t nothing hinders these pro-
cesses from proceeding along the normal path
through the Pes. to consciousness. This path
is blocked for the work of melancholia, owing
perhaps to & number of causes or a combination
of them, Constitutional ambivalence belongs
by its nature to the repressed; traumatic
experiences in commection with the object may
have activated other repressed material. Thus
everything to do with these struggles due to
ambivalence remains withdreawn from conseious-
ness, until the outcome characteristic of
melancholia has set in.!

Rapaport: Here is the crueial thing, which we have seen repeatedly: that
in melancholia we do not have this conflict of ambivalence show-
ing up in consciousness; in the obsessives, this ig precisely
what does come to consclousness. Now let's have the last point.

Emery: P, 258:
"Of the three preconditions of melancholia--
U loss of the objeet, ambivalence, and regression
of libido into the ego--the first two are also

found in the obsessional self-reproaches arig-
ing after a death has occurred.”
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So the regression--that was the narcissistic point which we had
already--is missing in the obsessicnal. Now I would 1like to ask
only a last guestion: who found something similar in obsessions
and melancholia and mourning? What is the salient common
characlteristic?

I would say the loss of the object.

It's true that that's a common preécipitation. But in the
processes, what is the common cheracteristic? That takes good
reading of this paper, because Freud doesn't say directly.

The work involved in itrying to seftle the problem is similar
in all of them.,

Precisely! Try to spell it out further.

It seems to me that in this paper he talks most about the work
of mourning, the hypercathexis of memories assceiated with the
object, and the eventual separation; but that process is
essentially the same in all three, except it can't have the
same outcome.

The point is preecisely that in this paper Freud overlooks what
he implies. The description of +the work of mourning is a
description of a process we are very familiar with from the
gituations in which we are aggrieved, not only those in which
we mourn. After a conference where you felt you didn't make
your point or came out second-best or worse than thai, you

get into the process of going over and over and over and over
it. I don't mean to say that you do that, but I don't mind
admitting that I do it. Even the simple feelings of aggrieved-
ness bring with them, in an obsessional person, the constvant
going over and over. In mourning we see the same process, with
some modifications; and in depression we see the same process,
with some modifications, Indeed, it is Justified to assume that
the understanding of some of the economiecs of this whole process
--g process that remains quite obscure to Freud, and obscure
to me too~-may be found by studying the mechanism of cbsession,
by studying the ambivalence which is common to depression and
obsessional conditions. This is fundamental in the preseni
existing theory. That makes it possible to say that the study
of the work of the obsesslonal may provide the ecrucial clues to
the economicg of mourning in general, We are still in the vexry
beginning of the study of depression here, because those things
which have been studied will be those which we will discuss
under the second question., Those issues on which we centered
here, and called attention to besides the common deseription,
have not heen studied very much,
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Could you say that the obsessional is faced with the steady
task of detaching affeect from thought, which is possibly the
seme as the work of mourning to detach the affeect from the
memory-images of the lost person?

It could be said that way. I would say that there are other
weys of saying this which would open the road for economic
congiderations more readily. But I am not sure. Maybe your
way of starting would lead just as well to the possible con~
clusions, or better.

Now we come to the second guestion, What are the several ways in
which Freud's explanation of depression and of ites differences
from mourning is an application of that abortive attempt at
building an ego psychology which we call the theory of napcis-
gism? We first have to see what is Freud's explanation of
depression. What is the explanation?
I would start on p. 246.

"The melancholic displays something else

besides which is lacking in mourning--

an extraordinary diminution in his self-

regard, an impoverishment of his ego on a

grand seale, In mourning it is the world

which has become poor and empiy; in

melancholia it is the ego itself."

This is indeed the phenomenon from which the explanation starts
out. What other terms does he use as equivalents for diminution
of self-regard?

There is one in the quotation just read: "impoverishment of
his ego,”

Yes; but then come several other terms.
Heightened self-criticism,.

That'!s right. Next?

Moral inferiority.

Self=reproaches,

Self-accusation.

Self-abasement,

Yes. Here is a series of terms which you ought to note are
not differentiated from each other. And that is a remarkable
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thing, because it is clear that, for instance in the extreme,
gelf-accusation and diminution in self-regard have a different
character. We do experience fall in self-esteem very freguently
without any self-accusation, Not only when you project it and
make others responsible for it, bul even when it is not projected
at all. You note ‘the phenomenology of this? I will also
remind you of what we have already ancted--that his assertion
that in mouwrning there is no loss of self-esteem doesn't

really hold up., It is true that self-accusations in mourning
are not ubigquitous., But it is not true that there is no

loss of self-regard. In anybody really bereaved, you will

find that not only the world is worthless but there is also

an internal emptiness., Obviously one cught to teke him at his
own word, that there are such differences, but with the
reservabtion that these differences are not absolute. If one
manages, as he did, . to lump together all these terms, ranging
from fall of self-regard to self-gbagement-~if they are all
lumped together, then it looks much clearer that this sort of
thing is characteristic for melancholia, and that it has nothing
1o do with mourning. If you begin to separate them; to put
self-accusation and self-abasement on one end and diminished
self-regard on the other, you begin to notice that some of
these apply to mourning too. For instance, impoverishment of
the ego~-how do you distinguish that so clearly from one of

the characteristics which is common to.grief and melancholia?
Whiech is it?

Inhibition?

Inhibition., How are you to distinguish inhibition so sharply
from impoverishment of the ego? There is inhibition of the

ego, impoverishment of the ego, fall in self-esteem, feeling

of worthlessness, self-accusation, self-sbasement-~it ain't

80 sharp and clear as all that. This is what ought to be noticed
phenomenclogically.

By the way, one should say that a new attack on phenomenology,
a new restudy of just precisely what the lay of the land is
in this respect, is strongly called for. Not a phenomenology
which forgets about the dynamics and the economics, ete., that
ought to be studied in comnection with this, but a general
vhenomenological re-evaluation. It 1s one of the most simple
and most important phenomenological jobs--and there are many
guch in psychoanalysis, phenomenology that ocught to be locked
at again, after what we have learned of late.

Now let's hegr vwhat is the explanation of this impoverishment,

A quotation? What is the explanation of this self-accusation,
self-abasement, impoverishment?

P, 2457
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"This would suggest that melancholia is
in some way related to an object=loss
which is withdrawn from conseiousness,
in contradistinetion to mourning, in
which there is nothing about the loss
that is unconscious.™

Rapaport: Sure it's related, but we have already covered that. Now the
question is how is that unconseious loss explained?

Trunnell: The final explanation is on pp. 248-249, but I think there is
one cother thing before that,

Repaport: Yes, there is.
Trumnell: P, 248:

"[The melancholics'] complaints are really
'plaints' in the old sense of the word.

They are not ashamed and do not hide them~
gselves, gince everything derogatory that they
gay about themselves is at bottom said some-
cne else,™.

Repaport: Yes. There is another one before that that we should see.

Talbot: At the end of the previous paragraph:

"So we find the key +to the clinical picture:
we perceive that the self-reproaches are
reproaches against a loved object which have
been shifted away from it on to the patient's
own ego." (p. 248)

Rapaport: Shifted onto the patient's own ego. Dr. Trummell, what is the
explanation of this shift?

Trunnell: Pp. 248-249:

"There is no difficulty in recounstruct-
ing this process. An object-choice, an
attachment of the libidc to a particular
person, had at one time exisgted; then,
owing to a real slight or disappointment
coming from this loved person, the object-
relationship was shattered. The result
was not the normal one of a withdrawal

-of the libido from this object and a dis-
placement of it on to a new one, but some-
thing different, for whose coming-about
various conditions seem to be necessary.
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The object-cathexis proved to have litile
power of resistance and was brought to an
end."

Excuse me; just note this phrase, "little power of resistance";
we will come back to it later in another connection, Please go
on.

"But the free libido was not displaced

on o another object; it was withdrawn
into the ego. There, however, it was

not employed in any unspecified way, but
served to establish an identification of
the ego with the abandoned object. Thus
the shadow of the objeet fell upon the
ego, and the latter could henceforth be
judged by a special agency, as though it
were an object, the forsaken object. In
this way an object~-loss was transformed into
an ego-loss and the conflict between the
ego and the loved person into a cleavage
between the critical activity of the ego
and the ego as altered by identification.”

(p. 249)

Fine, Now people, before we discuss the whole paragraph, what
does this last passage mean?

", . ctransformed,..into a cleavage between
the critical activity of the ego and the
ego as altered by identification.”

The external loss was replaced by an internal conflict within
different systems, or different-—

What systems?

Fgo and--Freud doesn't sa,y "superego, " he says a special "eritical
setbivity of the. efo...”

What faculty is it?

Well, it later becomes the superego.

What does he call it here?

"Consecience," I think,

Thet!s right. Let's read the passage where he introduces

Yeonscience," so that we pin down what the hell can he mean
by this "{ransformation."
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P, 247:
"Before going into this contradiction—-"
Which is the contradiction?

"The analogy with mourning led us to
conciude that he had suffered a loss
in regard to an object; what he tells
us points to a loss in regard to his

ego." (p. 247)

This refers to the point Dr. BEmery quoted earlier, There
is the contradicticn; the melancholic says something different
than what we would conclude. Go ahead,

"Before going into this contradiction,
let us dwell for a moment on the view
which the melancholic's disorder affords
of the constitution of the human ego."

Pid you notice? Now we are told that this is a view melancholia
offers of the constituiion of the ege. In a minute this will
explain melancholia. The circularity here should be noted, All
seience, if it is good seience, is cireular, bubt it starts some-
where in a primitive definition. The question is, is there any-
vhere here such a primitive base, or is this really viciously
circular? Am I making the point? You will find circularity

in any science, and we have run into it in other propositions

of Freud before, in earlier seminars--I don't want to stop on
that. A circularity ecan be really productive, with a point
where you start, a primitive proposition or definition, to
which you can return, because you have chosen to make that

the cornerstone of your system. Everything about the pleasure
principle is like that. The definition of instinet in Freud

is a conceptual invention full of such circularity, but it is

a productive circularity. The question is then, can you find
something that will make this productive? What Horney and the
other neo~-Freudians found was this self-reproach or self-esteem
or loss of self-esteem, and all the veariations of that. There
is a question: is that necessary? Are those basic explanatory
terms? Or is this proposition not circular as we have it

here? Or are there other ways to get out of its cireularity?

I know that this can be confusing, but this is what you ought
to notice when you read this paper. After all, these papers
are metapsychological in intemt; that means that you want to
clarify the basic concepts., Therefore this is the point where
you ought not to accept anything at face value. Am I conveying
my point?

Yes; but I for one don't feel really convinced that this is
circular.
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Why don't you speak up then? That's why I'm stopping so long.

Tt seems to me that what he says is that the phenomenon of
melancholia calls for this kind of picture of a divided ego,
divided between a criticizing faculty and something that is
eriticized, and that's -that.

Fine. If that were the reason for which the criticizing
faculty was introduced, then there would be no doubt about it.
Then it would be a straightforwsrd thing. But then you would
not use this concept. Iook: here is melancholia; you outline
its phenomenology. Then you indicate, here is a concept; with
this these phencmena can be explained. You would construct out
of these phencmenological characteristics the concept that will
account for them. If you do not do that, but instead bring in a
concept from elsewhere, then you can't say that these things in
melancholia demand it. There are two different patterns., If
you already have a concept, then you are to define melancholia
from it. Right? Then the explanation of the self-accusations
follows directly from these concepts of the superego or conscience.
If you construct the concept of conscience from these phenomena
~=from self-sbasement, self-respect, loss of self-respect-—then
it ought to be totally cirecular there. Is this clear?

If I understend, you are saying that the concept already resides
in the observations of self-gbasement.

It has to reside there if he says, '...the view which the
melancholic's disorder affords  of the constitution of the
human ego." You know where he introduced that comstitution of

the ego.
"On Narcissism,"

Yes. But here he acts as though he were introducing it anew.
And this is the danger I am trying to call your attention to.
We have to watch whether these itwo introductions of 1t are
consonant. If he hadn't already introduced it, this would be
a cireularity, which may be all right. But we have to try to
see whether these two introductions are right, whether they
introduce a basic concept which does not have to be justified,
to which one can eircularly refer. Do we have a productive
circularity or a vicious circularity in what he does here? I
am trying to alert you to a lot of issues. In a few minutes you
will see, I hope, why I do it.

To my mind, what really closes the circle, so to speak, is what

comes after, specifically The Fgo and the Jd, where the process

of identification, replacing the lost object, which here is used
as a specific explanation of melancholia, is made the main basis
for the concepts of ego, superego, and the whole business.,



439.

Bapaport: You see, that's why I asked you to read it. This is what I
would like to expose, This is why I stopped on this. It is
confusing now; I hope that we will clear it up before we get
through with this,

Dr, White, if you don't mind continuing after this obstacle
COUrS gm— _

E. White: "We see how in him one part of the ego
sets itself over against the other, judges
it eritically, and, as it were, takes it
as its object. Our suspicion that the
critical agency which is here split off
from the ego might also show its independence
in other circumstances will be confirmed by
every further observation., We shall really
find grounds for distinguishing this agency
from the rest of the ego. What we are here
becoming acquainted with is the agency commoniy
called 'conscience'; we shall count it, along
with the censorship of consciousness and
reality-testing, among the major institutions
of the ego..." (p. 247)

Rapapert: You notice that it is introduced as a suborganization of _
the ego. He will later call it, partieularly in "Group Psychol-
ogy and the Analysis of the Fgo," advancing step--is that the
term?

Miller: "A differentiating grade."

Repaport: Then in The Fro and the Id he calls it "an advancing step"?
Some term like that. Go ghead.

E, White: ' "eeo8nd we shall come upon evidence
40 show that it can become diseased
on its own account.,!

Rapaport: Very good. Now for a moment let's consider; what did we have
here? We had this clinical picture where the self-reproaches
are reproaches against the object. Now the object is intro-
Jected; an identification is made. Bubt why then does the
superego criticize the ego which is altered by the identification?

E. White: Well, on pp. 251-252 there is a Alscussion of ambivalance and
sadism, which is an explanation,

Rapaport: That's right. What is the explanation 'bhei'e?

E, White: It goes on for quite a bit, actually; there's one sentence on
Pp. 250-251 that sort of sets it up:
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"The loss of a love-objeet is an ex-
cellent oppertunity for the ambivalence

in love-relationships to make itself effec-
tive and come into the open.” (pp. 250-251)

Then it goes on about obsessional neurosis-—-—

Rapaport: As long as we read that passage, do you know the writer, Isek
Dinneson? She has a book, "Winter's Tales," of which the story
before last is "Peter and® a girl's name, I don't recall, and
in this story more beautifully than anywhere else there ig
an illustration of how object~loss or threatened objeet-loss
brings the ambivalence sharply to the fore. It ig a beauwtiful
one, and I recomnend it... GO on.

E. White: Skipping now:

"This conflict due to ambivalence, which
sometimes arises more from real experiences,
sometimes more from constitublional factors,
must not be overlooked among the preconditions
of melancholia. If thelove for the objecte-
a love which cannot be given up though the
object itself is given up--tekes refuge in
narciseistic identification, then the hate
comes into operation on this substitubive
object, abusing it.debasing it, meking--"
(p. 251)

Rapaport: What does it mean, "hate comes into operation” on it? What is
this hate?

B, White: This hate is one half of the ambivalence, according To this
explenation,

Rapaport: What would be its root? Where does it come from?

Miller: From the original relation of the ego to the external world,
according to "Instinets and Their Vieissitudes."

Rapaport: That's right. But I want to eall to your attention that psycho-
analysts reading this nowadays would totally foget the defindtions
of love and hate in "Instincts and Their Vieissitudes," relegat-
ing it to the ego's relation to objects.. They would assume that
they are dealing here with the fate of the aggressive drive.

I know that this is all very confusing--too much has to be seen
at once. But you have to be aware of it that today's reading
~-tell me, people, honestly, as you read it did you realize
that this is the hate that was defined in 19147
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Schimék : He says it--

Miller: And there are two footnotes on this page and the next that
eall attention fto it.

Shapiro: "We have elsewhere shown that identification
is a preliminary stage of object-choice,
that it is the first way--and one that is
expressed in an ambivalent fashion--in which
the ego picks out an object. The ego wants
to incorpordte this object into itself, dand in
accordance with the oral or cannibalistic
rhase of libidinal development in which it
is, it wants to do so by devouring it."
(pp. 249~250)

Repaport: TYes, but that's even more seductive to assume that this is
oral aggression. Thisg is how the present-day theory of depres-
sion treats it, that this is orsl aggressive ineorporation.
Okay, I realized that there is a footnote here, but my
experience is that people disregard the footnote, don!'t lock
back, and, simply consider this in the light of present~day
theory. We are indebted to Dr. Shapiro for the quote, because
that indeed is what you are taught, This was an oral aggressive
incorporation. And here is your answer, really, in this theory:
it is for this oral aggressive incorporation that the superego
punishes. 7You don't see this here clearly; the explanation was
made out of this text later, parily by Abreham, partly by Fenichel,
and partly by others., Are you now gelting some whiff of it?
It is not because of the identification that the ego gets
punished. It is for the aggressive camnibalistic act that it
is punished. Is this clear?

Miller: You don't mean exclusively, do you?

Repaport: I don't mean exclusively; I mean only that this is what Freud

' implies here, Anyway, it's the way he was undersiood later,
Dr. White?

E, White: I was thinking of the need to relinguish the object, which we
talked about earlier, I think he refers to this very strongly
too--the pain that follows on relinquishing the object.

Rapaport: That's the economic problem. As long as you bring it up--we
are dealing here with what kind of problem?

Hmery: The structurél.
Repaport: In what respect?

Emery: In respect of the constitution of the ego.
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Yes; and identifications. But we are dealing with what kind
of problem in this last passage which Dr., Shapiro quoted?
What kind of problem is that?

Dynamic,

It's a dynamic problem., That's the core of ‘the depression
theory, post~Freud, The whole depression theory, for people
who don't read "Mourning snd Melancholia" carefully but read
Abragham and ‘the others, becomes a dynamic problem. The oral-
aggressive drive resulting in an oral incorporation, a de-
struction; and then it had certain structural consequences in
that sense as the superego was a structure.

I would like to come back to Dr, Miller's gquestion about
"exelusively," The second explanation does not seem con-
tained here or at least does not seem to be the main one here.

Which is the second one?

The first one would he that the hatred which was a part of
the ambivalence toward the external love-~object is now turned
inward and is now expressed in the conflict between the
criticizing faculty of the ego and the ego as medified by the
Ldentification.

What is the ambivalence--whose ambivalence is it? Is it the
superego's ambivalence?

No.

What is ambivalence anyway? You see, there's no use reading
this without clarifying. What is ambivalence?

It's an ego state,

Well, if you assume for the moment that when he talks about
ego in these papers he means the kind of ego we mean nowadays,
then Dr. Hmery is right--the ambivalence is the ego's. DBut
this is not the common assumption in psychoanalysis. What is
the ambivalence?

The common assumption is that it belongs more to id.

That the impulses themselves go in pairs, or as it was pointed
out by Dr. White, that there are always fusions of instinets,
and the possibility of defusion is always there. But how does
he define ambivalence here?

Here, from a phenomenological point of view, it's an existing
side by side of a tendency to maintain the object-cathexis and
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a tendency to abandon it.
Rapaport: How does he eypress 1t?

Trummell: P. 256:

"In melancholia...countless separate
struggles are carried on over the object,
in which hate and love contend with each
other; the one seeks to detach the 1libido
from the object, the other to maintain
this position of the libido against the
asgualt. The location of these separate
struggles cannot be assigned to any system
.but -hlle _‘[Ic_s... [ ] .H

Rapaport: You notice that here the topographic point of view leads to the
inclusion of ambivalence in the id, while it was considered
to be the ego-attitude, the ego's relation. You notice the
contradiction here., I know I am confusing you, bub you have
to get confused to get unconfused.

Miller: It's not really a contradiction, as long as you bear in mind
that at this point ege has never yet been defined,

Rapaport: Sure, you can say that; bubt there is a contradiction if you
assume that the ego of "Instinets and Their Vicissitudes"
has to do with this ego, and that unconseious is indeed here
the system Uegs., which is the ancestor of the id. That there
is here a confusion is clear; whether it is simply a contra=-
diection or not is another questiom.

Let's see there where Dr, White was, on p. 251, to cap off
this point.

&, White: WIf the love for the objeci~--a love
which camnot be given up though the
object itself is given up--takes refuge
in narcissistic identificabion, then
the hate comes into operation on this
substitutive object, abusing it, debasing
it, meking it suffer and deriving sadistic
satisfaction from its suffering." (p. 251)

Rapaport: Just stop for a moment and see whether you understand the
sentence,

"If the love for the object--a love
which cannot be given up though the
objeet itself is given up--takes refuge
in narcissistic identification, then the
hate comes into operation~!
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This hate is supposed to come into operation now, according to
the sentence on p. 249, by the superego. Until now it was a
question of whether it is Ucs. or the ego's relation to the
object. Now "comes into operation on this substitutive objeet,"
which is in the ego-~by definition, since it is a narcissistic
identification--"abusing it, debasing it..." But it would be
the superego-~the conscience here--which would do that,

"making it suffer..." Making what suffer?

The ego.

Making the ego suffer, "...deriving sadistic satisfaction...”
who derives the sadistic satisfaction?

Superego.

We have never heard about that before, have we-~that the super-~
ego derives gratifications?

We haven't even heard about superego yet.

But notice the cireularity now. This critical agency was just
introduced from the necessities of the melancholia, and now

it is already something which can derive gratification. You
know, I am not enjoying what appears to be trying to meke a
fool out of the old man, but you see the confusion that results
from this introduction of an ad hoc explanation. Let's have the
next sentence,

"The self-tormenting in melanchollia, which

is without doubt enjoyable, signifies, just
like the corresponding phenomenon in
obsessional neurosis, a satlsfaction of trends
of sadism and hate which relate to an object--"

{p. 251)

Now you notice that there is a double-take here. Both of them,
sadistic tendencies and hate, are gratified. Further confusion.
Go ahead,

", ..which relate to an object, and which
have been turned round upon the subject's
own self in the ways we have heen discuss-

ing." (p. 251)

They have been turned around upon the self. They were directed
toward the object; it must be the unconscious which does it.
Wnat does the superego have to do with this? Turning around
upon the self is an instinetual viclssitude, you remember. In
"Instinets and Thelr Vicissitudes" there was no talk about
hate being turned around upon anything else. Only sadistic
impulses were turned around. The hate and the love were dis-
cussed there as turning into the opposite--another vicissitude.
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Do you see what complieations we are getting into?

Now I would like to go back to "On Narcissism" and see how that
superego or conscience was introduced. It is absolutely
necesgsary. It will be further confusing, but we have to see
the lay of the land. Do you mind if I quickly show a few of
these? On p. 93:

"Repression, we have said, proceeds from
the ego; we might Say with greater precision
that it proceeds from the self-respect of
the ego."

The first sentence of the same paragraph:

"We have learnt that libidinal instinetual
impulses undergo the vicissitude of patho-
genic repression if they come into confliect
with the subjeet’s cultural and ethical ideas.
By this we never mean that the individual in
guestion has a merely intellectual knowledge
of the existence of such ideas; we always
mean ‘that he recognizes them as a standard
for himself and submits to the claims they
make on him." (p. 93)

That's the first peint. The next one is on p. 94:

"We can say thal the one man has seb up an
ideal in himself by which he measures his

actual ego, while the other has formed no

such ideal. For the ego the formation of

an ideal would be the conditlioning factor

of repression,”

You realize that this ideal is equated here with censorship.
This is the theory in which the amriety is the result of
repression, which in turnm is exercised by the censor, the
ancestor of the superego. It will be only in 1926 that

the superego anxiety will he one class of anxieties and no
more. That is much later. In this theory, all repression
proceeds from ‘the superego and all anxiety is superego anxiety.
Now the ideal ego--who will read the next paragraph, because
that's crucial, really.

"This ideal ego is now the target of the
self-love which was enjoyed in childhood
by the actuel ego. The subject's narcis-
sism makes 1is appearance displaced on to
this new ideal ego, which, like the infantile
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ego, finds itself possessed of every
perfection that is of value." (p. 94)

What two things are asserted here?

One is that the ego ideal is a recreation of that original
pleasure ego, in a gense,

No, no.

As attached to it, the narcissism that was attached to the
original pleasure ego.

No, people.

"This ideal ego is now the target of the
self-love which was enjoyed in childhood
by the actual ego." (p. 9%4)

It asserts a primal narcissism.
It does assert the primal narcissism.

A genetie history, too. The development of one later than
the other,

Well, okay; let's go on. We will see it more clearly in a
minute,

"The subject's narcissism mekes its appesrance
displaced on to this new ideal ego--"

Which is perfect, Meaning it is like the parents. It is not
only perfeet the way the infantile ego was but it is perfect
also like the parents. Go ahead,

"As always where the libido is concerned,
man has here again shown himself incapable
of giving up a satisfaction he had once
enjoyed. He is not willing to forego the
nareissistic perfection of his childhood;
and when, as he grows up, he is disturbed
by the admonitions of others and by the
awakening of his own critical judgement, so
that he can no longer retain that perfection,
how seeks to recover it in the new form of
an egoideal., What he projects before him as
his ldeal is the substitute for the lost
narcissism of his childhood in which he was
his own ideal." (p. 94)
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Yes, Now where do you find what I tried to say about the
parents? Do you have that?

There are some parents on p. 96; I'm not sure that's the...

Yes it is.

"For what prompited the subject to form an
ego ideal, on whose behalf his conscience
acts as watchman, arose from the critical
influence of his parents (conveyed to him
by the medium of the voice), to whom were
added, as time went on, those who trained
and taught him and the innumerable and
indefinable host of all the other people
in his enviromment--his fellow-men--and
public opinion.”

You notice then that this superego is on the one hand the heir
of the parental authority--the criticizing authority; on the
other, the heir of the infantile narcissistic perfection. It's
double. ‘

VWhere was I so far off base with that reference to the pleasure
ego? |

To my mind you were far off base with the pleasure ego because
here it i1s not the pleasure ego but the perfection. The
emphasis here is not on pleasure, The reason I was kicking
over it was that if we put it that way, it would make sensible
that later statement of gratification. Remember that statement,
that it derives gratification? That's why I kicked, if you
want to know,

But I also remember that a very impcortant point aboul that
infantile pleasure ego had to do with perfection, although I
don't think it was necessarily put in those terms.

No gquestion about it. You understand, I am not fair, I am

Just trying to kick vhere I get the feeling that we will think
we understand this infantile pleasure ego as an explanation of
that gratification, which it ain't. There is no explanation

for that. But the main thing that you have to realize is that
there is a double parentage to this. I can't let you go by
without reading p. 95, because that ought to confuse you totally.

"It would not surprise us if we were to
find a special psychical ageney which
performs the task of seeing that nar-
cissistic satisfaction from the ego ideal
is ensured--"
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Rapaport: You notice? Another institution, which allows for narcis-
sistic gratification to be derived from the ego-ideal. Go
ahead.

Miller: M"—=and which, with this end in view,
constantly watcéhes the actual ego and
measures it by that ideal, If such an
ageney does exist, we cannot possibly
come upon it as a discovery--we can only
recognize it; for we may reflect that
what we call our 'consclence' has the
required characteristics." (p. 95)

Rapaport: VWhat does that agemey do? It measures the ego by this ego-
ideal. Now you understand, when people criticize psychoanalysis
as anthropomorphic, this is the kind of thing that gives them
2 handle to grab--if they had read carefully enough to find the
handle. Here you have not two processes or two structures, the
dynamic relations of which result in something, but an institution
which compares the ego and the ego ideal and sees to it that a
narcissistic gratification is derived out of the ego ideal—~
meaning that one lives up to 1t, Jjust as one lived up to the
demands of the parents, and therefore a gratification comes
as praise, This is how confused this is., This conscience,
which here he wanted simply to derive out of the requirements
of ‘the phenomenal characteristics of melancholia, has been intro-
duced already, indeed introduced just a few years before in a
most confusing fashion. We do not know whether it is an ego
ideal or a judging comscience. Moreover, thils was so confusing
that Rado, for instance, tried to get out of the difficulty
which we encounter here~- The difficulty I have in mind now is
that point that

", ..conflict between the ego and the loved
person [is transformed] into a cleavage
between the eritical activity of the ego
and the ego as altered by idemtification.”

(p. 249)

Hado says that the introjection takes place partly into the ego
and partly into the superego. Different aspects of the object
are differently introjected, says Rado. That would be all right
if it could be understood how that ean be done. That would
mean that one aspect of the ambivalence is introjected in the
ego and the other aspect of the ambivalence is introjeeted in
the superego, and the two are fighting now. That was Rado's
attempt to explain, It would make some kind of sense--I would
think a screwy kind, But that's how confusing that has been.
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Now we have to go ahead. What was Freud's explanation of
depression?

Well, let me see if I can start. First of all, there is real

or symbolic loss of an object. The object-choice wag originally
made along narcissistic lines, with regression to a narcissistic
state and identifiecation of the ego with the lost object, and
then subsequent conflict between the ego and the superego.

Those I think are the mein steps.

One thing is missing. Which is that?
The ambivalence,

The ambivalence--narcissistic object-choice of an ambivalently
held object, and then the identification is somehow understated,
What is the identification?

Incorporation.

An oral, ambivalent, if you please sadistic, incorporation. And
it is this for which the punishment is meted out by the super-
ego. This is an essential part of the theory.

But that isn't what it says here.
But it is implied., Read that passage.

The passage referred to the ambivalence of the object~relatione

"We have elsewhere shown that identification
is a preliminary stage of object-choice, that
it is the first way--and one that is expressed
in an ambivalent fashion-~in which the ego
picke out an objeet. The ego wants to in-
corporate this object into iteelf, and, in
accordance with the oral or cammibalistic
phase of libidinal development in which it

1s, it wants to do so by devouring it."

But I don't see--
The next sentence says it.
"Abraham is undoubtedly right in attribut-

ing to this comnection the refusal of nourish-
ment met with in severe forms of melancholiz,V



Rapaport:

Mller:

Rapaport:

Emexy:
Rapaport:

Miller:

Rapaport:

Schimek:
Miller:
Shapiro:

Rapaport:

Shapiro:

450.

If you just take a look at what Abrahem has been saying--this
is an indispensable part of the theory of depression as we have
it today, and here is the root of that theory. You pointed
right to the heart of it, Dr, Shapiro, and you are familiar -
with it from everyday clinical experience, the talk sbout it,
to know that this is the theory.

Now let's get a second summary, Where did narcissism come
into this story? This was my question, actually,

Through the narcissistic object~choice.

Yes., As the explanation of that contradiction. What was the
contradiction there?

Strong attachment and little power of resistance,

Note that while on the one hand he says little resistance, on
the other? in the very next paragraph, he says

",..e8 8trong fixation to the loved object
must have been present,.." (p. 249)

How do you sguare that off?
He squares it with the narcissistic object-choice.

But why is it then so 1little resisted? How is that explained?
Do you have the passage?

"The objeci~cathexis proved to have little
power of resistance and wag brought to an
end. ...0n the [cther] hand, [there is] a
strong fixation to the loved object..."

(b. 249)
How do you undersﬂand that?
He seems to be aware of the contradiction.
de calls it one.
He says "This contradiction seems to imply..."

But do you umderstand it? Dr. Shapiro, read the passage con-
cerning the contradiction. ’

"On the one hand, a strong fixation to
the loved object must have been present;
on the other hand, in contradiction to this,
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the object-cathexis must have had

little power of resistance. As Otto

Rank has aptly remarked, this contra-
diction seems to imply that the object-
choice has been effected on a nercis-
sistic basis, so that the object-cathexis,
when obstacles come in its way, can regress
o nereissism." (p. 249)

So you notice that this peculiar contradiction is explained by
a new gimick--narcissism--which can meke a sow!s ear out of a
gilk purse., Notice: if the object-cathexis is intense, as he
calls it--"strong fixation"--there is a strong fixation to the

object-—the only way to explain the looseness, the litile resist-

ance of it is to say that this is what we call a narcissistic
object—~cathexis, meaning that this object was always the self,
if you please, from the very begimning; and therefore gua objeet
there is no strong attachment to it. The reason I drag this
contradiction in is that this all points back to the intro-
duction of narcissism, What is the second phase where narcis-
sism comes in?

Regression to the state of nercissism,

Yes; that's the narcissistic object~choice and the resolution
of the contradiction by regression, meaning that the regression
is what makes it appear &0 fickle, so unstable a cathexis,
That's the explanation. But there are several other points
where narcissism comes into this story. Where does it come?

Again ambivalence.

The ambivalence is part of the narcissism, because there is
a fusion as it is expressed laier; a fusicon which is defused
in the narcissistic state.

The identification is ancther place where the narcissism comes
in,.

How?

He doesn't say it in Jjust that way, bub because it is the
narcissistic way of handling the confliet; withdrawing the

- libido to the ego.

The identification is used here as a tool of the narcissism,
as a means by which the narcissistic withdrawal is effected.
Okay. Now come on, there are several other points where
narcissism comes in.
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Well, in a sense, the one we left off with just before: the
narcissistic parent of the superego.

That's right. The ego ideal as the helr of infantile narcis-
gism. That is then the fourth point where nareissism comes
into this game., There is one more.

There is one more that we haven't gotten to yet: +the relation
to mania,

Yes; but let's skip that if possible. Let's consider Dr.
Miller's point as having been covered, because we have so
much 0 do that I would like to cover it just this briefly.
We know what he means, that there is a reinstatement of that
narcissism in mania. There is one more point.

There's an earlier point, simply consisting of withdrawal of
interest from the outside.

You mean the phenomenological base itself?

Yes,

Correct. We should have started with that. But the point I've
been fishing for is the turning of aggression on the self,

which is also a narcissistic thing. Not only the libido, but
the aggression is turned inward. That is a narcissistic thing
too. So here you have a whole geries of conceptions which link
this theory so closely to narcissism. You get the answer to the
question as I have raised it? The whole theory is shot through
with this concept of narcissism, and you realize that the core
of the coneeption of nareissism is all rotten. Why? Because
it is not defined what that ego is upon which the cathexes are
withdrawm. It is characterized in "On Narcissism" as the
original reservoir of libide., Freud in The Fgo and the JG~-
you remember the big footnote--withdraws that, saying that

the id is the original reservoir, And Freud himself often
talks in these papers not about the ego, but the self onto
vhich this withdrawal is made.

Also in the turning around against the self,

Against the self, or the subject; and not the ego. So the
concept of narcissism has at its core a shaky concept of self,
€go, or subject which makes the whole conception wobbly.

Now at this point I would like to go to the point Dr. Shapiro
made, and teke a look at those passages in The Fro and the TId
where this issue of identification is reconsidered. Who has

the passages?
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P. 36, I think, is the first one.

Well, you could have one there; the major ones come later,
But let's have that one, I take it that that's one of the

definitions of the ego.

"When it happens that a person has to give

up a sexual object, there quite often ensues

a modification in his ego which can only be
deseribed as a reilnstatement of the cobject
within the ego, as it oceurs in melancholia;

the exact nature of this substitution is as

yeb un¥nown to us. It may be that, by under-
teking this introjection, which is a kind

of regression to the mechanism of the oral
phase, the ego makes it easier for an object

1o be given up or renders that process possible.
It may even be that this identification is the
sole condition under which the id can give wup
its objects. At any rate the process, especlally
in the early phases of development, is a very
frequent one, and it points to the conclusion
that the character of the ego is a preecipitate
of abandoned cobject-cathexes and that it
containg a record of past object-choices,!

This is the proposition from which issues the later conception,
that the ego is a precipitate of identifications. Now who
kmows the famous passage which is like Erikson's propositicne?
It is the ancestor of Erikson's propositions.,

bo 38"‘39.
Right.

Uplthough it is a digression from our theme,

we camnot avolid giving our attention for a

moment longer to the ego's objeet-identifications.
If they obtaln the upper hand and become too
numercus, unduly ivtengse and incompatible with
one ancther, a pathological outcome will not

be far off. It may come tc a disruption of the
ego in consequence of the individual identifi-
cationg becoming cut off from one another by
registances; perhaps the secret of the cases

of so-called multiple persconality is that the
various identifications seize possession of
consciousness in turn. Even when things do

not go so far as this, there remains the question
of conflicts between the different identifications
into which the ego is split up, conflicts which
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cannot after all be described as purely
pathological.”

Thig 1s the whole issue of identity as the integrate of all
the identifications, which is not pathological., The integrate
can be looser, stronger, crises can come in it-— 8o here so
far, these two quotations show that to ‘take melancholia to

be simply a product of such an identification ig a very
peculiar kind of explanation of melancholia, because it is the
explanation, as Dr, Schimek put it esrlier, of ego-structure
building in general. By the way, there is another trouble
with this identification conception. Remember, we were told
that narcissistic object-choice was the basis for the pre-
disposition for melancholia. When an object is lost, if it
was a narcissistic object-cholce, then it corresponded anyway
to something like an ldentification. In other words, the
identification was not made just then and there when the loss
took place, The identification existed from earlier, by
definition, if it was a narcissistic object~choice. So there
1s a hole there too, But before we go on, I would like very
much to get another passage about these ildemtifications and
their role in the ego. Who has that? -

You don't mean the one about the supefego?
Well, let's take that, yes.

Pp. 39-40:

"But, whatever the character's capacity for
resisting the influences of abandconed object-
cathexes may turn out to be in after years,

the effeets of the first identifications in
earliest childhood will be profound and last-
ing. This leads us back to the origin of the
ego-ideal; for behind the latter there lies
hidden the first and most importent identification
of all, the identification with the father, which
takes place in the prehistory of every person.
This is apparently not in the first instance

the consequence or oubteome of an object-cathexis;
it is a direct and immediate identification and
takes place earlier than any object-cathexis.,

But the object-choices belonging to the earliest
sexual period and relating to the father and
mother seem normally to find their outeome in

an identification of the kind discussed, which
would thus reinforce the primary one,"

Fine. 7You see the complication with the inbtroduction of this
primal identification. That primal idemtification, however,
does seem as if it were something from the narcissistic phase
itself, because it is prior to cbjegt-choices. You see how
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the confusion gets demser and denser? I would like, however,
to go to the point of the ego offering itself as an object to
the id.

P, 37:

"From another point of view it may be said

that this transformation of an erotiec chject-
choice into a modification of the ego is

also a method by which the ego can obtain
control over the id and deepen its relations
with it--at the cost, it is true, of acquiescing
t0 a large extent in the i1d's experiences, When
the ego assumes the features of the object, it
forces itself, so to spesk, upon the id as a
love-object and tries to make good the loss

of that object by saying, !'ILoock, I am so like
the objeet, you can as well love me!,"

S0 you understand that narcissism--~which this ig--is comnected
with the ego's basic method for getting hold of cathexes from
the id.

Now starting on p. 6l there are several pages one should look
at to see what this has to do with the whole issue of neutrali-
zation. He talks about a neutral, displacesble energy; you see
that on pp. 62-63:

".eowhich is probebly active alike in the
ege and in the id, proceeds from the narcis-
gistic reserveir of libido, i,e. that it is
desexualized Eros."

Let's go to p. 64.

"If this displaceable energy is de-
sexuvalized 1libido, it might alsoc be
deseribed as sublimated energy; for

it would still retain the main purpose

of Erog-~that of uniting and binding--

in so far as it helped towards estaeblish~
ing that unity, or tendemcy to unity,
which is particularly characteristic of
the ego., If the intellectual processes
in the wider sense are to be classed
among these displacements, then the energy
for the work of thought itself must be
supplied from sublimated erotic sources.

"Here we arrive again at the possibility which
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has already been discussed that sublimation
may take place regularly through the mediation
of the ego."

Rapaport: You remember where he touched on this. In what we have just
read, about the only way in which the ego gets hold of energies
from the id. Go ahead.

Milier: "The other case will be reecollected, in
which the ego deals with the first objectm
cathexes of the id (and certainly with
later ones too) by taking over the libido
from them into iftself and bhinding it to
the ego-modification produced by means of
identification." (p. 64-65)

Rapaport: Do.you see how the circle closes?

Miller: "The transformation of erotic libldo into
ego~-libido of course invelves an abandonment
of sexual aims, a desexualization., In any
case this throws light upon an important
funetion of the ego in its relation to Eros.
By thus obtaining possession of the 1libido
from the object-cathexes, setting itself up
as sole love-cbject, and desexualizing or
sublimating the 1libido of the id, the ego
is working in opposgition to the purposes
of Eros and placing itself at the service
of the opposing instinetual trends. It .has
to acquiesce in some of the other object-
cathexes of the id; it has to go hand in-hand
with them, so to spesk." (p. 65)

Rapaport: A% this point, since the confusion has reached the top, I
would like to talk a litile bit. There is one more way to
make this still more complicated and confusing: by teking
in Beyond the Pleasure Prineiple and trying to show the
solution Freud attempted there, which is reflected in The
fgo and the Id. Bub everybody has to draw the line some-
where, I will draw the line here; I won't involve all that
complication for the moment.

I would like to try to say in a few words what way one can
find to avoid these contradictions, to try to show that these
contradictions are not absolutely necessary, and that they
are due to two things., The first is the building of this
theory on the conception of narcissism., The second is that
it is subject to the confusion of the transition from the
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topographic to the structural point of view. These two transi-
tional papers are the preparation for the struciural point of
view, or are in the period where the preparation was being made
for the transition. You remember we read a long passage from
"The Unconscious" trying to show how the structural point of
view was already at the doorsiep. We did that in connection
with the "Metapsychological Supplement." Now remember that

it is our job to understand, not to judge or 4o replace. We
have tried to establish what the theory was here and the con-
tinuity of it is to the present-day theory of depression., We
tried to establish ‘the points where narcissism was involved

so that we see that this is a theory based on the conception
of narcissism. TUp to that point we tried to understand. It
is very important that we don't simply use such a paper as s
springboard for criticism or for new theories withoul under-
standing, without seeing why it became what it is,

Yet in these papers the situation gets so complicated and dense
that it is worth-while to offer an outside vantege-point which
allows these things to fall into place to some extent. That's
why I would like -to take & few minutes, provided that now we
see clearly what Freud's theory of depression is--at least

what it is dynamically and structurally, and to some extent
genetically. (The economics we haven't discussed yet.) And
provided that we see its theoretical linkage to the theory of
narcissism. It is my premise that we see those points. Don't
forget those things, because that was our job to learn. ILet us
assume for the moment that what Freud says in The Fgo and the Id
is correct: that both the ego and the superegc are built outb
of idemntifications. That would mean that the process of
identificatlion is structure-building. That would be one of

the implications, That shouldn't be any surprise %o us, be-
cause we have heard of ih, and we read -that when he talked
about hysterical identification, saying that it is a defense.
Identification is in general also considered a defense, Defenses
are gtructures, ego-structures. It is no surprise for us. Now
if these structures are built out of identifications, any of
them, as any structure can, will serve as a defense also, In
certain cirvcumstances, some structures serve as controls, others
always serve as defenses.

The way he talks about ‘them hepe, they serve as defenses from
the very beginning.

Which ones? The superego ones, he talks about as if they were
defenses from the very heginmming.

Yes.

But we don't have to tie ourselves to that, Think with me in
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general about defenses and controls., You see identification
is structure-building; defenses are struchtures; any structure
can, at one time or ancother, serve elther as a defense or as

a control, What does it mean that a structure serves as a
control or as a defense? It means that it slows down, it
modifies the mobility of drive-discharge. Every structure
does that, even if it is not defensive, even it it doesn'd
dam up that drive-energy. Is this clear? The question then
would be, how is this strueture-building which we call
identification different when we speak about a superego-
identification and how is it different whem we talk about

an ego-identification? You realize that it vsed to be assumed
--1t certainly is assumed in JThe Hgo and the Id--that the
identifications comnected with the Oedipsl phase, with the
passing of the Oedipus complex, are the major superego-
identifications, But you alsc notice that he said that the
oldest identifications with the father are the superego~
identifications. That passage was not lmown for a long
while; it was Melanie Klein who called attention to it forece-
fully, discovering that the idemtifications which build

the superego are very ancient, that there are many pre-Oedipal
ones among them. TYou have heard about this controversy. The
psychoanalytic literature converged on this assertion, and it -
was not left to Melanie Klein alone to say this. Indeed, it is
fair to interpret the literature this way: that the earliest
identifications are those which we find in the study of the
superego. It is not true that the earliest ones are simply
ego-identifications.

Today, from the vantage~point of Hartmemn's conception of

the undifferentiated phase, one could say thalt we can't
classify the earliest identifications as to whether they

are superego- orego-identifications., Any early structure-
building serves to dam up or to control drive-discharge.

There is no differentiation as yet. Where does the differentia-
tion come in? We will see how it comes in if we consider for

a momenty the following: what is the difference between controls
and defenses? The defenses are inflexible; the controls are
flexible. The thought-processes and discharge-processes connect-
ed with the defenses are primary=-process like. You know the
defenses are like primary processes in their operatian. You
know it out of your everyday clinical practice. You know it
from that passage which we read from "The Unconseious," that
some of the most important, crucial functions of the ego, mean-
ing the defemsive ones, are unconscious, Remember? That's the
hasic proposition in The Fgo and the Id also. The distinetion
between controls and defenses is that the defenses are archaic
structures, inflexible structures, not like those ego-structures
which guarantee our secondary-process funetioning.
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From ancther point of view, you will get a new light on this
when you read carefully once more the New Introduectory lectures,
where the issue of the corrupt superego and the collusion of
the superego with the id is discussed. In defenses which are
really fundamental and archaic and hard to tackle therapeutically,
the situation you are confronted with is always a vise: these
defenses, which are supposed to be superego-dictated (the super-
ego unholding standerds, ideals)--these defenses and their
strengthening and overtime work always depend on the intensity
of the id's drives. When, on the other hand, you have a high-
level control, that depends on ego-interests--for instance, will
you fool around with this girl or will you not—-1it is in your
hands to do it or not to do i%, it is deliberate. You can take
it or leave it. When you camnot help but pot fool around--be-
cause you are shy, because you are scared, because you have
obsessions aboub it, because you feel hated-~these feelings get
the stronger the more intense the instinetual impulse is. Far
from being controlled by the superego, they are controlled by
the intensity of the id-striving. The stronger the siriving,
the greater the defense against it. The stronger the anxiety
signal. There is the meaning of the collusion between the
superego and the id. The superego does not independently
control this defense; it really does the bidding of the id,

The reverse of this heppens when it really gets totally
corrupbed. The ego is caught doubly. Both the superego and
the id force it into extremely intense defensive activities
through which the repressed returns., If you follow clearly,
then you get a new meaning to the return of the repressed, to
the defensive activities turning into substitutive drive-
discharge activities, and you get a mew light on what the
corruptness of the superego actually means,

You could also put it this way, if you don't mind my injeeting

" my own terms: the defenses, if they are real, archaic defenses,
are passive ir relation to the id, and the superego also is
passive in relation to it--to these impulses. When the defense
is control-like or a high-level defense, it is the ego which
elicits it. This is nothing new: if you read The Problem of
Anxiety you will see that I am giving you nothing more than
the interpretation of that--indeed in words that Freud uses
there; the detivity-passivity he talks about, particularly in
connection with turning something which was originally passive-
1y experienced into active ego-manipulation.

E. Vhite: I am just trying to understand what you meant by superego and
ego. It sounded as if you were talking about archaic and later.
Should those be equated somehow?

Rapaport: I will equate them, yes. I first tried to describe the situation
clinically. True, it is not pure phencmenclogy, because I am
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describing the clinical picture, and I have already used
concepts., But it is not yet theory. I would like to
indicate what theory would account for this.

Assume that from the very begimming, when structure is built,

at first there is mo differemtiation between ego and id, or

for that matter between superego and ego. There is an impulse,
and it encounters a threshold, Assume for the moment that

this threshold is always an obstacle in the way of drive-
discharge., The object is not present; the threshold is
heightened., The consequence of that is damming up of the
impulse, & derived motivation deriving out of the countercathectic
energy~distribution which heightened the threshold; you have
return of the repressed as a secondary motivation, and you have
the generalization of this countercathectic energy-distribution
to other impulseg. Those are the controls, because they don't
prevent impulses from discharge; they modulate that discharge.
Asgsume that such countercathectic emergy-distributions are
established on meny fronts, with the same generglization, And
assume that the integrate of these is a control system. To begin
with, this control system is unitary. There is no distinction
between superego and ego. Note that this energy-distribution
itself represents the absence of the object., Structure-building
is an identification already; it represents the absent object.

Now as development proceeds there come in higher level motivations,
Over those agsin the same kind of thing happens--generalization,
synthesis--and it goes on this way in an ever-growing hierarchy.
In the course of this a differentiation take place., What is

that differentiation? The oldest, archaic defense always gets
reinforced when the impulse becomes strong. The ancient defenses
are functions of the drive-intensity. The higher you rise,

the more the controlling system as an integrate independently

can reinforce a defense. The defense then is not dictated by the
rising intensity of the impulse. If you assume that, then you
will find a good reason for the differentiation of that control-
system which is called the ego and that control-system which is
called the superego. The archaic one, which is always controlled
by the rising id-impulse, will be related to the superego. As
development comes along, the ego-system, as against the superego~
system, is closely connected with reality, and is modified by it,
while the superego reaches its culmination around the passing of
the Oedipus complex (not that it does not get modified afterwards;
it does, but the major erystallization of it remains on that
primitive Oedipal level). This is the kind of image you would
get, and you would have to keep in mind that we understand

that this siructure-building is identbification.

This is a lot of time spent on ego and superego, but let's try

to see, what is the consequence of this for the theory of depression?
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The consequence is multiple. First of all, this does away with
any necessity of a concepiion of narcissism, because the original
state is not a narcissistic state in the sense that there is a
self-love, It is undifferentiated; the drive-impulses are not
directed toward an existing ego or an existing outer world;
there is no such differentiation. Whatever narcissistic per-
fection is being talked about is a late product, exists only
after the establishment of the superego and the ego. The whole
concept of narclssism becomes superfluous., What is there from
the very beginning? Is there a control-system which is helpless
in relation to the rising drive-tension, or is there already

a control-system which is not helpless when the tension is ris-
ing? I mean "helpless" in the sense of The Problem of Anxiety,
in which helplessness is that basic stituation where the object
is not present and the instinctual intensity is high. Freud
described two different outcomes then, two different situations.
When the objeet is absent, helplessness ensues. The object's
ebsence and this helplessness is the traumatic situation. The
anticipation of sueh a helplessness is the danger situation.

It is not yet a traumatic situation; it is & danger situatione-
is the situation of anxiety. When the itraumatic situation can
be anticipated, then there is only a danger situation; when

it cannot be anticipated, then there is a traumatic situation,
when this control-system is overwhelmed by the instinetual
impulse.

Bibring adds a third situation.* If the situation of helpless-
ness is repeated, persistent, and continuous, an ego-state is
established, a condition of that whole controlling organizaticn,
which is then characterized for keeps by helplessness, It is
this ego-state which is revived later in certain conditions as
an affective state--depression. The depressian is not created
de novo by oral introjection of the lost object, as in this
theory. A primal ego-state is revived by regression, and is
thus in a sense more adequately accounted for on genetic grounds
than on dynamic ones., This formulation brings the theory of
depression into line with the theory of anxiety.

In order to have such a theory, it is necessary to do away with
narcissism a8 a genetically important conception; and it is
necessary to introduce a genetic conception of the affective
ego-state, depression, just as Freud introduced, in 1926, a
genetic conception of the struetural character of the anxiety-
signal instead of the traumatic-toxic theory of anxiety. It

is also necessary to make the assumption that the commonly
accepted theory and the role in it of identification--that is,
of introjection, of oral aggressiveness, of aggression turned
against the ego or against the self or against the subject--

#[Bibring, Edward, "The Mechanism of Depression," in Affective
Disorders, Phyllis Greenacre ed., Internationsl Universities
Press, New York, 1953.]
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are all only peripheral to the depression, are no more than
complicating or precipitating conditions of it, They are not
the basic condition. The basic condition is a genetically
early-egtablished such ego-state which is reactivsted as a
whole. ’

I still would like to bring up one more issue. If one reads
Bibring carefully, one finds a peculiar passage., He says that
in the classic theory, the accepted theory, the turning of
aggression round upon the subject is the cause of the helpless-
ness, of the depressive impoverishment of the ego. He says
that clinical experience, however, seems to show that it is
the helplessness which gauses the ‘turning round of the impulse
on the subject. And if you take a look there, you will see
what is meant by this. That is that the impulse itself is

the active prompting of the id toward sn object--to master

it, let's suppose, in sadism. When the ego cammot execute that
id~-impulse, because it has not developed the means for execut-
ing such, what will happen? It will happen that perforce the
only way ‘to cope with that impulse will be to mass up counter-
cathexes against it. If countercaethexes are massed up against
it, then (these countercathexes being ego-structures) the
demmed-up impulsge is going to press againgt that ego-structure;
so the helplessness has become the cause of the damming up of
this impulse, working against the defenses of the ego. Turn-
ing round upon the subject is one of the indiecations of the
passivity of the ego. This obviously would also become the
core of the explanation of masochism., This kind of conception
makes it unnecessary to enter on all the complications that

we have discussed. '

Obviocusly, for the execution of this kind of conception, one
would have to know clinically far more aboubt what Freud meant
when he spoke in The Problem of Anxiety about activiity and
rassivity. One would have to know far more about activity and
passivity in general. This kind of consideration in a way
forces, and lies behind, my own interest in the whole problem
of activity and peassivity.

The turning round upon the subject has another significance also.
Do not forget that the reverse of this turning around upon the
subject was the conception lying at the bottom of the whole
theory of the death instinet. The death instinet, according

1o Freud, is indwelling to begin with, and then is projected
outward, That is the opposite procedure from turning around
upon the subject. The death instinct was given rise to by the
very same considerations and difficulties that we are discuss-
ing here, If the activity-passivity issue is going to be under-
stocd, ‘then that whole magnificent tour de force, that way of
dealing with aggression which Freud used in Beyond the Pleasure
Prineiple in introducing the death instinet, is going to be
understood in @ new way. Then it will alsc become perfectly
clear why it was done and perfectly clear that it is superfluocus.
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I know that I am leaving many points obscure. In such a short
time the best I can do is to give you a glimpse of the
indications that these complications are not necessary, that
they come from the conception of narcissism, which is in-
compatible with the conception of the uwndifferentiated phase,
and that in this theory itself the whole conception of what
identifications are can become the foundation of a very
different conception of development of &tructures, of the
differentiation of superego and ego, and stuff like that,

Now I believe that this is about all we can possibly do. We
have to drop the economic considerations. We did discuss

the fourth question in a way--I should add to it only this,

that once such an ego-state is established, early~-the affective
ego-state of depression--in the laiter course of development

this ego-state can be modified, amplified, attenuated-~in a

way that's amalogous to Erikson's conception of how the solutions
of later developmental crises can meke up for malsolutions of
earlier developmentel crises, Mourning, then,would not be so
closely juxtaposed as Freud tries to juxtapose it to depression,
but would be rather on the same continuum with it. (His using
it as an analogen to understand depression would anyway indicate
that.) It would then be an attentuated form of that ego-state
existing from the first on. The vwhole continuity from sadness
through mourning to profound melancholia would be nothing more
than the various forms of attentuation of this original ego-
state, and the various forms of regression in the service of

the ego, in recovering or reviving various degrees of modification
of this state.

By the way, the connection between ihis regression in the service
of the ego and the conception of activity-passivity is also clear,
because in regression in the service of the ego, the ego indeed
can allow itself--if you don't mind my enthropomorphism¥--to” be-
come passive without the denger thet it won't be gble to recover
its controlling, active role.

It may seem to you that I am quickly whipping up a view which
has not much basis. But if you keep in mind the conneetion to
activity-passivity; the comnection to ocur changed view of the
origins of the superego-identifications, which is relatively
independent of Melanie Klein's; if you keep in mind the parallel
thus created between the signal theory of anxiety and this

#[I do. But much less than when the anthropomorphizing is done--
as it usually is in psychoanalytic writings--with no evident
recognition that that's what it is. If Freud had more consistently
labeled his personifications of the psychic agencies (or structures)
as only literary devices, his literary progeny might not so

often appear to be chroniclers of homunculi, ]
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(Bibring's) theory of depression; if you keep in mind that in
this way a new avenue for the understanding of eggression may
he found—-then you begin to see that this is nothing new. It
is gimply an attempt to use the uncontradictory features of
the theory to make a consistent theory out of them.

Obviously I am not deluding myself that in these thirty minutes

I have described a theory of depression, because that would require
much more work. I can suggest now only the rudiments of it, the
foundations on which the theory could be built up. The present
theory is a very powerful theory, not only because it has been
ingrained, but also because it works clinically so often. It

shows us how to attack certain modifications and precipitating
conditions, and thereby it becomes very helpful. Nor is it

true that it cannot be seen in thie depressions. It is present.
But it does not form the essence of the depressions.

Are there any questions?

I have a question that isn't directly on this point., I'm

puzzled a bit by this explemation of superego, since it still
seems to me that your point is about what is archaic, and what
is archaic may take different forms. Now I would think you
could also take a view that this influences all subseguent
development, inecluding ego-develcopment, and that you could still
postulate something specific--some specific cast to the superego
as an important part of the theory of depression.

That the superego would have to be very stern.
Yes. That the archaic part of it somehow has this cast.

There is no question about it. But take a loock: fundamentally
the superego, unless it is modified in the course of the
development Erikson talks about, is always archaic, because it
can only say yes or no, And its no means the piling up of all
the dammed-up impulse. You see, severe superego means rigidity,
inflexibility, lack of modification in keeping with reality
experience, Now true, it is not necessary that there be this
sharp cleavage. In the course of experience, while the core

of the superego will always remain this kind of archaic thing,
its superficies, or its later ramifications, may blend into

the ego very clearly. Let's talk about human experience for

a moment, and not about theory, to meke this clear. From the
theory you know that religious feelings have to do with the super-
ego, and you know very well that these religious feelings are
commected with the famous proposition "ecredo qul absurdum est!
--I believe it beeause it is impossible., There is no religious
feeling which is independent of that. Now take a look at what
happens in the course of your own life, whether you have come
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to understand yourself in analysis or have simply mellowed

with the years. The peculiar thing that happens is not that
the whole world becomes reascnable for you, and therefore you
become a rational humén being., Thié is not what happens, What
happens is that you accept the irrational, and you don't kieck
any more against the peculier feelings of morality. Morality

is not a rational thing, is it? The table is laden with candy;
there is nobody around and I come in and take a piece; who is
going to know it? The delinguent's conscience will say, "As
long as I don't get caught at it, it's all right."” How did

he achieve such a conscience? We lnow very well--he pays for
it in an unconscious sense of guilt. That's the only way to

be fully pragmatic and rational. What we learn as we mature,

or in amalysis, is not that the whole world is rational and
anything you can get by with is all right. What we learn is

to accept that there is within us something utterly irrational.
(ne comes to accept that there is something in us which reguires
such things, and one yields to it to a great extent, and generally
one feels happy to yield to it.

In other words, the very archaic character of this superego

will forever remain. The question is, is there a blending

at higher levels, or is there such an isolation that one

either becomes the slave of moral imperatives and the correspond-
ing inhibitions or atiémpts to make it all'inbo ratitmal stuff,

in which case what always happens is the piling up of un-
conselous guilt., Many people's analyses are knownto have resulted
in that kind of stuff.

My point, I think, was not about that, which I certainly can
follow, but was about whether you can really build a theory of
depression simply with the concept of helplessness, without
its being helplessness in relation to a specific archaic
struebure which has that peculiar cast.

That will complicate it; thai's a later product. At this point,
when this state of helplessness is established, according to
Bibring, there is no such differentiated thing as could be
called a superego, not even an archaic one.

Qould I add one point to Dr. White's question? How much of
vhat you describe in cormection with depression could be
extended to neurctic states in genersl?

I would say that you certainly are right to raise this question;
but then we have to ask whether we could consistently go on from
this kind of thecry to establish the differences, as I think
Bibring succeeded in doing with anxiety and depression. Don't
forget, depression is an affective state. After all, tell me,
aren't all of us depressed at times? We are obsessional people
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without exception; I mean, this is what the profession gathers.
What other mixtures of other stuff you have in you I do not
know, because I am glad to say I haven't looked into your
immards. You have all kinds of mixtures--more impulse, less
impulsive, more schizy, less sgchizy--we all have those; but
depression all of us know., The obsessional is characterized
by his inability to use the anxiety signal freely. That means
that he has not established a good anticipation of the danger
situation, and that reawskening of that affective state of
helplessness is usually his major substitute for anxiety. I
don't mean that many of us don't have anxieties; but the less
fortunate ones of us have very little of it, and it is all the
black depression that comes. So you know it, and it is an affec-
tive state. Whatever else it is. Sure all these other things
play a role. They play a role in how easily the reactivation
of this state can follow.

Just one last thing: I would say that the crystallization of

such states of helplessness has a lot to do with the simultaneous
establishment of the archaic superego. So there they are
indivisible. If I am to yield to your point, where I would yield
is that the establishment of this ego~state and the establishment
of the superego are parallel processes; and the attenuation of
this ego-state in the course of development goes with the
modulation of the severity of the superego. I mean the modulation
of the severity and rigidity of the whole defense system into
control systems which are flexible, This is the kind of explanation
I would give, if I were to give one, Bui I am not saying that

we have a theory of depression. We have good beginnings from
several points to overcome some of these difficulties. We
wouldn't have gotten to it without these Freudian conceptions, by
the way; let's not kid ourselves.

Well, we have done as much as we could. I hope the papers are
clearer nNOwW.





