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For my mother and father: in memoriam






This is most strange,
That she whom even but now was your best object,
The argument of your praise, balm of your age,
The best, the dearest, should in this trice of time
Commit a thing so monstrous to dismantle
So many folds of favor.
— France to Lear, in King Lear

Being a self with others entails a constant dialectic

between attachment and self-definition, between

connection and differentiation, a continual negotiation

between one’s wishes and will and the wishes and will

of others, between one’s own subjective reality and

a consensual reality of others with whom one lives.
— Stephen Mitchell, Relational

Concepts in Psychoanalysis
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FOREWORD

The Psychoanalytic Crosscurvents series presents selected books and mono-
graphs that reveal the growing intellectual ferment within and across the
boundaries of psychoanalysis.

Freud’s theories and grand-scale speculative leaps have been found
warning, if not disturbing, from the very beginning and have led to a
succession of derisive attacks, shifts in emphasis, revisions, modifications,
and extensions. Despite the chronic and, at times, fierce debate that has
characterized psychoanalysis, not only as a movement but also as a sci-
ence, Freud’s genius and transformational impact on the twentieth cen-
tury have never been seriously questioned. Recent psychoanalytic thought
has been subjected to dramatic reassessments under the sway of contem-
porary currents in the history of ideas, philosophy of science, epistemol-
ogy, structuralism, critical theory, semantics, and semiology as well as in
sociobiology, ethology, and neurocognitive science. Not only is Freud’s
place in intellectual history being meticulously scrutinized, but his texts,
too, are being carefully read, explicated, and debated within a variety of
conceptual frameworks and sociopolitical contexts.

The legacy of Freud is perhaps most notably evident within the narrow
confines of psychoanalysis itself, the “impossible profession” that has
served as the central platform for the promulgation of official orthodoxy.
But Freud’s contributions—his original radical thrust—reach far beyond
the parochial concerns of the clinician psychoanalyst as clinician. His
writings touch on a wealth of issues, crossing traditional boundaries—be
they situated in the biological, social, or humanistic spheres—that have
profoundly altered our conception of the individual and society.

A rich and flowering literature, falling under the rubric of “applied

xi



X1 FOREWORD

psychoanalysis,” came into being, reached its zenith many decades ago,
and then almost vanished. Early contributors to this literature, in addition
to Freud himself, came from a wide range of backgrounds both within
and outside the medical/psychiatric field, and many later became psy-
choanalysts themselves. These early efforts were characteristically reduc-
tionist in their attempt to extrapolate from psychoanalytic theory (often
the purely clinical theory) to explanation of phenomena lying at some
distance from the clinical. Over the years, academic psychologists, educa-
tors, anthropologists, sociologists, political scientists, philosophers, ju-
rists, literary critics, art historians, artists, and writers, among others (with
or without formal psychoanalytic training), have joined in the prolifera-
tion of this literature.

The intent of the Psychoanalytic Crosscurrents series is to apply psycho-
analytic ideas to topics that may lie beyond the narrowly clinical, but its
essential conception and scope are quite different. The present series
eschews the reductionist tendency to be found in much traditional “ap-
plied psychoanalysis.” It acknowledges not only the complexity of psycho-
logical phenomena but also the way in which they are embedded in social
and scientific contexts that are constantly changing. It calls for a dialectical
relationship to earlier theoretical views and conceptions rather than a
mechanical repetition of Freud’s dated thoughts. The series affirms the
fact that contributions to and about psychoanalysis have come from many
directions. It is designed as a forum for the multidisciplinary studies that
intersect with psychoanalytic thought but without the requirement that
psychoanalysis necessarily be the starting point or, indeed, the center
focus. The criteria for inclusion in the series are that the work be signifi-
cantly informed by psychoanalytic thought or that it be aimed at further-
ing our understanding of psychoanalysis in its broadest meaning as the-
ory, practice, and sociocultural phenomenon; that it be of current topical
interest and that it provide the critical reader with contemporary insights;
and, above all, that it be high-quality scholarship, free of absolute dogma,
banalization, and empty jargon. The author’s professional identity and
particular theoretical orientation matter only to the extent that such facts
may serve to frame the work for the reader, alerting him or her to
inevitable biases of the author.

The Psychoanalytic Crosscurrents series presents an array of works from
the multidisciplinary domain in an attempt to capture the ferment of
scholarly activities at the core as well as at the boundaries of psychoanaly-
sis. The books and monographs are from a variety of sources: authors will
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be psychoanalysts—traditional, neo- and post-Freudian, existential, ob-
ject relational, Kohutian, Lacanian, etc.—social scientists with quantita-
tive or qualitative orientations to psychoanalytic data, and scholars from
the vast diversity of approaches and interests that make up the humanities.
The series entertains works on critical comparisons of psychoanalytic
theories and concepts as well as philosophical examinations of fundamen-
tal assumptions and epistemic claims that furnish the base for psychoana-
lytic hypotheses. It includes studies of psychoanalysis as literature (dis-
course and narrative theory) as well as the application of psychoanalytic
concepts to literary criticism. It will serve as an outlet for psychoanalytic
studies of creativity and the arts. Works in the cognitive and the neuros-
ciences will be included to the extent that they address some fundamental
psychoanalytic tenet, such as the role of dreaming and other forms of
unconscious mental processes.

It should be obvious that an exhaustive enumeration of the types of
works that might fit into the Psychoanalytic Crosscurrvents series is pointless.
The studies comprise a lively and growing literature as a unique domain;
books of this sort are frequently difficult to classify or catalog. Suffice it
to say that the overriding aim of the editor of this series is to serve as a
conduit for the identification of the outstanding yield of that emergent
literature and to foster its further unhampered growth.

Leo Goldberger
Professor of Psychology
New York University






PREFACE

A memorable comic moment in the psychological high jinks of High
Amnxiety occurs when the psychiatrist protagonist, played by Mel Brooks,
becomes able to recall the childhood origin of his uncontrollable fear of
heights. He visualizes a dreamlike scene of angry conflict between his
parents. He remembers sitting in his high chair, fearful of it being tipped
over, as his father speaks harshly to his mother, complaining that the baby
keeps them prisoners in their own household. She responds with defen-
sive fury: “Whaddya want me to do? Get rid of him?” Then the high chair
begins to topple over. On the basis of this memory Dr. Thorndike has a
sudden insight into the real meaning of his acrophobia: “It’s not heights
Pm afraid of;; it’s parents!”

The shifts of theoretical perspective I have experienced over the past
two decades that moved me to write this book have not taken the form of
any sudden illuminations such as the one dramatized by Mel Brooks, but
in at least one respect the alteration of my viewpoint parallels that of Dr.
Thorndike: instead of secing behavioral problems in terms of impersonal
forces (in the movie, the force of gravity, shall we say), I now look at
them in terms of the effect of interpersonal relationships.

I cannot take much credit for this improvement for the simple reason
that my altered perspectives surely correspond to changes that have been
taking place on a far broader scale in the field of psychoanalysis. When I
was working on The Double in Literature (1970) it seemed perfectly
acceptable to base my discussion of splitting and dissociation largely on
the foundation of Freud’s structural theory. I did not realize at the time
that my working knowledge of object relations theory was almost entirely
confined to oedipal configurations and was almost exclusively drive-ori-
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xvi PREFACE

ented. As I wrote Metaphor: A Psychoanalytic View (1978), 1 was only
beginning to have doubts about Freud’s doctrine that individual motiva-
tion is largely fueled by libidinal drives, so it still seemed meaningful to
try to account for the powerful effects of the language of poetry in terms
of certain assumptions about the operations of what Freud calls the
primary and secondary processes. At that time my methodology remained
locked into the dynamic, economic, and structural metapsychological
points of view. Then, as I wrote a series of papers about the interpretive
process during the years that followed, I eventually began to repudiate
psychoanalytic drive theory—under the guidance of others, of course—
even though I was not altogether clear about what there was to replace it.
By the mid-1980s the principal new resource available to me, I thought,
was Bowlby’s attachment theory. But there were certain problems. Rela-
tively few people in psychoanalytic circles appeared to be paying much
attention to Bowlby at that time, and my attempts to interest colleagues
in his work fell flat. I also began to realize at this time that in some ways
Bowlby’s theory did not match well with my convictions about internal-
ized object relations, especially as they are represented in literature. Worse
yet, I no longer felt very secure about where I stood regarding the
etiology of neurosis. Worst of all, I became increasingly aware of the lack
of consensus concerning object relations theory in the psychoanalytic
community.

The more I thought about these problems, the more it made sense to
me to try to explore the possibility of making some sort of contribution,
however limited, toward the integration of a science-oriented, person-
oriented theory of object relations—one purged of drive theory but
merged with the best features of attachment theory and with what I refer
to as self theory so as to distinguish it from Kohutian self psychology.

The limits of this undertaking will be more or less apparent from the
following prospectus. Chapter 1 begins with an account of the mixed
legacy we inherit from Freud, offers a brief overview of the principal
contributions to object relations theory from Klein to Kohut, summarizes
some of the major arguments against drive theory, and concludes by
taking a firm stand in favor of a person-oriented theory of object relations.
Chapter 2 attempts to integrate the most meaningful features of tradi-
tional object relations theory with attachment theory, with recent findings
deriving from the observation of early mother-infant interaction, and with
self theory. Chapter 3 provides a critical rereading of all of Freud’s major
cases in a way that deemphasizes sexual factors while stressing interper-
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sonal conflict and attachment deficits. Chapter 4 continues the same
strategy using published case histories of Winnicott, Lichtenstein, Seche-
haye, and Bettelheim. Chapters 5 through 8 deal with object relations
represented in literary fantasy. Chapter 5 emphasizes the permutations of
attachment behavior depicted in the text of Moby Dick. Chapter 6 focuses
on the special, essentially unsuccessful adaption to aberrant infant-parent
relations exhibited by Meursault in The Stranger. Chapter 7 treats creative
uses of the self as a facilitating environment in the poetry of Emily
Dickinson. And chapter 8 traces patterns of attachment, separation, anxi-
ety, and loss in four Shakespearean tragedies.

I am grateful to those who in various ways have assisted me in this
endeavor. I especially want to thank the friends and colleagues who have
read and commented on one or more chapters of this work: Peter Heller,
Joseph Masling (whose high standards concerning what constitutes em-
pirical evidence have remained beyond my reach, I fear), Charles Proudfit,
David Richards (whose response has been so constructive and sustain-
ing), and David Willbern. Their efforts helped me to avoid innumerable
blunders, yet it goes without saying that they can in no way be held in
the least degree responsible for any of the faults that doubtless remain. I
am also grateful to Arthur Efron for his willingness to share discoveries
with me, to Bruce Jackson for his sound advice, and to Claire Kahane and
Ronald Ruskin for their friendly collegiality. I want to thank all of my
students, graduate and undergraduate, for their patience in hearing me
out and for the stimulation our interactions afforded me. I thank Jonathan
Havey especially for the benefits of the many hours we spent discussing
object relations theory. My sense of indebtedness to the late Emanuel
Peterfreund runs deep. He was a source of strength for many years. I
thank Joan Cipperman as much for allowing me to bask in the warmth of
her presence as for her labor in typing the manuscript. To Leo Goldberger
I am greatly obliged for his willingness to include this book in the
Psychoanalytic Crosscurrents series. And I want to thank Jason Renker and
Despina Gimbel, at New York University Press, for all their help. Finally,
and most important of all, I want to thank my wife for her untiring
support.






MODELING INTERPERSONAL
RELATIONS






1

DRIVE VERSUS PERSON:
TWO ORIENTATIONS

One’s choice of terms always has consequences. So does one’s selection of
explanatory frameworks. An instance from one of Winnicott’s case histo-
ries illustrates the distance between an orthodox, drive-oriented perspec-
tive on object relations and one that assumes that interpersonal relation-
ships may reflect forms of attraction not necessarily fueled by sexual urges.
A little girl called Gabrielle, only two years and ten months old, goes
immediately to the toy box at the beginning of her sixth therapeutic
consultation with Winnicott: “She put the two big soft animals together
and said: ‘They are together and are fond of each other’ (1977, 77).
Winnicott responds in this instance with a sexual interpretation, one
highly characteristic of his former mentor and supervisor, Melanie Klein:
“And they are making babies.” Gabrielle, who has already glossed her
own play in a very different way (“They are ... fond of each other”),
remarks, “No, they are making friends.” Would Winnicott’s customary,
person-oriented mode of interpretation have been more accurate, and
functional, at this point than the sexually oriented one? Many contempo-
rary analysts might think so.

When it comes to selecting explanatory frameworks in the field of
object relations theory, there is God’s plenty to choose from. To whose
work do we turn for guidance? Even if we go first to the theory of object
relations explicit and implicit in Freud, we cannot fail to be aware that
the ensuing history of the development of object relations theory consti-
tutes a complex and often conflicting response to his work in this area.
Can we rely on the innovations of Melanie Klein, who still has many

3



4 MODELING INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

followers? Or can we perhaps find better guidance in the work of Fair-
bairn, or Winnicott, or Guntrip, or Sullivan, or Bowlby, or Kohut?
Practitioners of various kinds frequently associate themselves with the
object relations theory of a particular individual, Winnicott and Kohut
being popular choices these days. Alternatively, many choose to be eclec-
tic, often without thinking about it, by adopting a casual mixture of
views: some Freud, for instance, with a helping of Klein, a dollop of
Winnicott, and a lacing of Kohut. More commendable than passive eclec-
ticism, surely, are deliberate attempts on the part of theoreticians to effect
syntheses of earlier views, such as Kernberg’s attempted integration of
“object-relations theory with psychoanalytic instinct theory and a contem-
porary ego psychological approach” (1976, 131). The problem in this
case is that the proposed synthesis may prove to be unworkable because
of incompatibilities inherent in the explanatory frameworks.

Virtually all current psychoanalytic schools of thought agree substan-
tially on the fundamental importance of object relations, yet no consensus
about these matters exists at present according to Greenberg and Mitchell
(1983). To be more precise, they say that “underlying the apparent
diversity of contemporary psychoanalytic theory there is a convergence of
basic concerns” (2). It would be still more exact to speak not of “a
convergence” but, in the plural, of convergences, or groups, of basic
concern. Thus, for convenience, one may designate two major groups of
object relations theory as drive oriented and person oriented. It may then
be asked, should we select a person-oriented theory like those of Sullivan
and Fairbairn, or a drive-oriented one like those of Freud and Melanie
Klein? Or can we live with bot/, in a state of enlightened complementarity
analogous to living with both wave and corpuscle theories of the behavior
of light, as Greenberg and Mitchell imply is possible—and perhaps even
desirable insofar as it may give rise to a “creative dialogue” between the
two (408; cf. Mitchell, 1988)? Collateral questions then unfold. Is it
possible to invest heavily in a person-oriented theory while retaining some
interest in drive theory, as Winnicott appears to do? And if we totally
reject drive theory, as Bowlby does, how satisfactory is attachment theory,
which he considers to be a theory of object relations (1969, 17)? Does
the strength of its empirical basis compensate for an orientation to outer
reality that slights the inferable existence, volatility, and complexity of
intrapsychic constellations of internalized objects, and that in rejecting
libido theory neglects to account in any detail for sexual behavior?

The essential problem for the psychoanalyst, as Schafer sees it, is the
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problem of “finding the right balance” (1983, 293). He refers specifically
to how much emphasis should be placed on the “inner world” and the
“outer world.” “How much do you talk about real interactions and how
much do you talk about the analysand’s fantasizing, particularly the un-
conscious infantile aspects of what is fantasized?” (292). One can think of
other “balancing acts” that need to be considered as well, such as the
possible “correct balance” between a self-oriented theory of object rela-
tions, such as Stern’s (1985), which not only regards an emergent self-
hood as being present in neonates from virtually the beginning of life
outside the womb but also privileges self over other in modeling object-
relational interactions, and, in contrast, an other-oriented theory such as
that of Lacan, for whom autonomy is unthinkable because “man’s desire
is the desire of the Other” (1977, 158). Another balancing act would
have to deal with the possible equilibrium between models of object
relations relying on the concept of a coherent, specialized, centered ego,
as in ego psychology, as distinguished from models depending on a
decentered conception of self, or “subject,” one dispersed in language and
culture, like Lacan’s—or, to take a less extreme and very different in-
stance, the comparatively decentered, systemic conceptualization of be-
havioral control envisioned by Peterfreund (1971), who rejects the con-
cept of ego in its structural sense.

All terms remain suspect. This chapter, which does not aspire to be a
“balanced,” neutral account, or a systematic survey, endeavors to compare
the two broad orientations in object relations theory already referred to
as drive oriented and person oriented. Other writers employ different sets
of terms to make a comparable distinction. Greenberg and Mitchell use
“drive/structure model” and “relational/structure model” (20), phrasings
that seem to me not only awkward but seriously problematic because of
the way they imply a commitment to Freud’s structural theory, a difficulty
Mitchell finesses later (1988, viii) by treating object relations as part of a
“relational theory” that excludes drive theory and ego psychology. Eagle
provides another instance of inconsistent terminology when he writes
dichotomously of “Freudian instinct theory” as against “a psychology of
object relations” (1984, 19)—as though there were no overlap. In one
sense, of course, there is no middle ground here. Yet we need to make
room, as Eagle does in his discussions, for elements of object-relational
theory in Freud, a situation I try to account for by speaking of the “drive-
oriented” object relations theory of Freud and some of his followers
without excluding the possibility of the presence of traces of drive theory
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in the positions of figures who are fundamentally person-oriented, like
Winnicott. A clearer, more precise sense of what the terms “drive-ori-
ented” and “person-oriented” are meant to convey will unfold as discus-
sion proceeds. Meanwhile these two categories are intended to provide a
set of coordinates in terms of which to argue the claim that contemporary
psychoanalysis needs to adopt a person-oriented theory of object rela-
tions, more unreservedly than it already has, in order to be free of the
defects of Freud’s drive-oriented emphasis and to be responsive to empir-
ical findings and clinical evidence concerning the formative role of inter-
personal relationships in human development.

FREUD’S MIXED LEGACY

The origins of many of the intractable difficulties of Freud’s early theoriz-
ing can be located in the formulations of Three Essays on the Theory of
Sexuality (1905b). One of the most momentous of these derives from
Freud’s insistence on isolating “the sexual aim” from “the sexual object”
(1905b, 135—36). He argues that abnormal sexuality shows that “the
sexual instinct and the sexual object are merely soldered together” (148).
He urges us to “loosen the bond” in our minds because “it seems probable
that the sexual instinct is in the first instance independent of its object,”
and shortly thereafter he stresses that under a great many circumstances
“the nature and importance of the sexual object recedes into the back-
ground” (149). This emphasis allows Freud to valorize sexuality at the
expense of object relations, such as when he remarks that children behave
“as though their dependence on the people looking after them were in the
nature of sexual love,” adding, “Anxiety in children is originally nothing
other than an expression of the fact that they are feeling the loss of the
person they love” (224). Freud’s language also performs the maneuver of
constituting all objects as sexual objects, by definition, with the paradoxi-
cal result that while sexuality can be discussed more or less independently
from objects, objects themselves can never be divorced from sexuality, a
position that soon hardens into doctrine. Further instances of Freud’s
perspective can be found in the following statements, some of them from
late in his career. After claiming that “sexual life does not begin only at
puberty, but starts . . . soon after birth” (1940, 152), Freud goes on to
characterize the child’s tie to his mother as an erotic one: “A child’s first
erotic object is the mother’s breast that nourishes it; love has its origin in
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attachment to the satisfied need for nourishment” (1940, 188). He adds,
in the language of seduction theory, “By her care of the child’s body she
becomes its first seducer” (188). Thus it is that Freud comes to regard all
initial object relations as incestuous in their essential character, all subse-
quent relations as tainted by the lingering psychological influence of the
earliest ones (1905b, 225-28), and he even goes so far as to think of “an
excess of parental affection” (223) as potentially harmful.

Freud’s conceptualization of sexual behavior as instinctive does not, in
itself, constitute a problem within the scope of the issues being considered
here, though it should be noted that in place of speaking of “the sexual
instinct,” as Freud does, I shall try to speak instead of “sexual behavior”
in order to remain closer to the actualities of human experience and to
avoid the common tendency in psychoanalysis to reify abstractions (as in
the case of such nominative phrases as “the unconscious,” “the ego,” “the
libido,” and so on). Neither does Freud’s construction of a general theory
of the development of human sexuality from particular bodily zones and
events and experiences and stages into the more complex design of adult
sexuality constitute a stumbling block, though judgment may be reserved
with regard to specific features of this developmental theory. Nature does
not make jumps, as an ancient proverb reminds us, so adult sexuality
cannot be supposed to blossom overnight out of nowhere. What do
constitute major problems with Freud’s early theories are, first, his as-
sumption that sexual experience, including fantasy, serves as a privileged
arena of psychological conflict; and, second, his metapsychological sup-
positions known collectively as libido theory. I address the latter problem
first.

An endless source of confusion in psychoanalysis results from the
common practice of casually using “libidinal” as a synonym for “sexual.”
Doing so effectively blurs two levels of discourse, the high level of abstrac-
tion belonging to libido theory and the clinical, everyday level of imme-
diate observation and experience. Freud himself obscures the difference at
the outset of Three Essays by equating the term libido, Latin for “pleasure,”
with “sexual instinct” (1905b, 135). Later he calls it “the energy of the
sexual instinct” (163). He thinks of this sexual energy as a psychic, or
“mental” energy, a “force” (177). Freud’s inclination to describe the
action of the libido in the naively concrete language of hydraulic flow has
been a target of widespread criticism. Freud depicts “the libido” as flow-
ing through “channels” that are like “inter-communicating pipes” (151n);
these “mental forces” can be dammed up, and “diverted” (178), and of
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course “repressed”; in some cases “the libido behaves like a stream whose
main bed has become blocked. It proceeds to fill up collateral channels
which may hitherto have been empty” (170). Elsewhere Freud describes
libido in highly abstract ways: “We have defined the concept of libido as
a quantitatively variable force which could serve as a measure of processes
and transformations occurring in the field of sexual excitation” (217) and
as “a measure of the demand made upon the mind for work” (168). Freud
explicitly distinguishes “libidinal and other forms of psychical energy”
from the energy made available by metabolic processes (217), lest there
be any question on that score. But the more one reads, the more difficult
it becomes to decide just exactly what Freud did have in mind by the
concept of libido—quite apart from the problem of whether or not this
concept can be found to correspond to anything in the real world, a
problem to be addressed late in this chapter in the context of considering
various published critiques of libido theory. In any case, it becomes
understandable that even those discriminating and indefatigable lexicog-
raphers, Laplanche and Pontalis, lamely concede that “the concept of
libido itself has never been clearly defined” (1973, 239).

Although related ideas of Freud involving such distinctions as those
between the sexual instincts and the ego instincts, and the distinction
between ego-libido and object-libido, will be passed over for the time
being, it will be useful to dwell for a moment on the comparison Freud
makes between the sexual instinct and what he refers to as “the herd
instinct” (1923, 257). Freud doubts the innateness of any social instinct,
but he believes that even if it were innate it could probably “be traced
back to what were originally libidinal object-cathexes” (258). He claims
that the social instincts belong to a class of aim-inhibited sexual impulses.
“To this class belong in particular the affectionate relations between
parents and children, which were originally fully sexual, feelings of friend-
ship, and the emotional ties in marriage which had their origin in sexual
attraction” (258). These assumptions on his part stand in stark contrast
to those of person-oriented object relations theory in general and to
attachment theory in particular, as later discussion will emphasize.

The underlying purpose of Freud’s theory of sexuality is to account for
neuroses, “which can be derived only from disturbances of sexual life”
(1905b, 216). In “My Views on the Part Played by Sexuality in the
Aetiology of the Neuroses” (1906) Freud summarizes his position. Al-
though he says he had earlier attributed to sexual factors “no more
significance than any other emotional source of feeling” (1906, 272), he
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eventually arrives at a different decision: “The #nique significance of
sexual experiences in the aetiology of the psychoneuroses seemed to be
established beyond a doubt; and this fact [in midsentence an opinion
becomes a “fact”] remains to this day one of the cornerstones of my
theory [of neurosis]” (1906, 273; italics added). These experiences lie in
“the remote past” of the developmental continuum (274). Freud men-
tions one further constraint: for childhood sexual experiences to be patho-
genic, they must have been conflictful (have been repressed), the reason
being that some individuals who experience sexual irregularities in child-
hood do not become neurotic (276—77). This qualification can be re-
garded as a pivotal one. If the essential etiological factor is the presence of
conflict, as distinct from what kind of situation is involved, then it may
turn out that conflicts relating to sexuality are by no means #nique in the
sense of constituting the sole class of crippling influences. From the
perspective of a person-oriented theory of object relations, in contrast,
conflicts with important others may or may not include sexual elements,
but if the others are important persons, such as parents, the potential for
serious conflict must necessarily be of a high order whether or not sexual
factors are present.

What is plain to see is the mixed nature of Freud’s legacy. Try as he
will, his theory of sexual motivation (as distinct from his theory of sexual
development) never manages to divorce sexual impulses from objects
more than momentarily, and analytically—in the root sense of the word
(from analyein, to “break up”). It therefore becomes reasonable to say
that in addition to a drive-oriented motivational theory he bequeaths
elements of a person-oriented theory of object relations, especially if one
thinks about the relative weight of object-relational factors in the oedipus
complex. The same point holds true a fortiori with regard to the transfer-
ence, which is nothing if not a replication of variants of earlier object
relations. Also worth mentioning here, if only in passing, is the object-
relational orientation of the mental processes known as incorporation,
introjection, and identification, particularly where Freud talks about the
internalization of aspects of an object relation, as in the case of the
development of superego functions, and the introjection of an object
in the instance of mourning. While it is true that Freud conceptualizes
the “introjection of the object into the ego” as “a substitute for a libid-
inal object-tie” (1921, 108), one has only to replace “libidinal” by “emo-
tional” for such a passage to be harmonious with a person-oriented per-
spective.
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO OBJECT RELATIONS THEORY

The task of identifying various contributions, other than Freud’s, to the
development of a person-oriented position in psychoanalysis begins with
Melanie Klein. She may be thought of as an amphibian, a creature who
swims in the great sea of Freudian instinct theory but travels as well on
the solid land of object relations. She accepts libido theory without
reservation. She does more than merely accept the idea of a death instinct.
She embraces it, thinking of it as innate in infants and as giving rise to
fears of annihilation and persecutory anxiety (1952a, 198). Her views of
the importance of human sexuality parallel Freud’s and often take the
form of comparably extreme statements, such as her claim that behind
every [!] type of play activity of children “lies a process of discharge of
masturbatory phantasies” (1932, 31). Grosskurth, writing in connection
with the case of Richard, quotes E. R. Geleerd as remarking, “Klein’s
random way of interpreting does not reflect the material [of the Richard
case] but, rather, her preconceived theoretical assumptions regarding
childhood development” (1986, 270). Grosskurth then quotes from her
own interview with Richard:

The only toys I can remember were the battleships. I mentioned to you this
morning that I remember going on about the fact that we were going to
bomb the Germans, and seize Berlin, and so on and so on and then Brest.
Melanie seized on b-r-e-a-s-t, which of course was very much her angle. She
would often talk about the “big Mummy genital” and the “big Daddy
genital,” or the “good Mummy genital” or the “bad Daddy genital”. .. a
strong interest in genitalia. (273)

In Klein’s defense it is only fair to say that her preoccupation with
aggression balances her interest in sexuality. As Dr. David Slight, another
of her analysands, put it, “Freud made sex respectable, and Klein made
aggression respectable” (Grosskurth 1986, 189).

In contrast to her reliance on instinct theory, on the other hand, Klein’s
work has been celebrated for its conceptualization of a personal world of
internalized objects, “a world of figures formed on the pattern of the
persons we first loved and hated in life, who also represent aspects of
ourselves” (Riviere 1955, 346). In its early stages, this is a terrifying
world: “The idea of an infant of from six to twelve months trying to
destroy its mother by every method at the disposal of its sadistic tenden-
cies—with its teeth, nails and excreta and with the whole of its body,
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transformed in imagination into all kinds of dangerous weapons— pre-
sents a horrifying, not to say unbelievable, picture to our minds” (Klein
1932, 187). Before they become whole ones, the objects of this world are
“part objects” by virtue of the process of splitting: “The good breast—
external and internal—becomes the prototype of all helpful and gratifying
objects, the bad breast the prototype of all external and internal persecu-
tory objects” (1952a, 200). Worth noting is the frequency with which
Klein broadens sexuality and aggression into experience-near terms like
“love” and “guilt”: “Synthesis between feelings of love and destructive
impulses towards one and the same object—the breast—give rise to
depressive anxiety, guilt, and the urge to make reparation to the injured
love object, the good breast” (1952a, 203). The objects of this inner
world follow law-like mental processes, among them, introjection, projec-
tion, and projective-identification. Most important for its implications for
a person-oriented theory of object relations, Klein envisions a world of
internalized objects in which sexual aims and sexual objects are not, as in
Freud, isolated from each other: “There is no instinctual urge, no anxiety
situation, no mental process which does not involve objects, external or
internal; in other words, object-relations are at the centre of emotional
life” (1952b, 53).

Because of the extent to which he repudiated instinct theory in favor
of an object-relations orientation, Fairbairn’s role was even more pivotal
than Klein’s. Fairbairn did away with the death instinct, and with the id.
He states the relevant positions succinctly in his synopsis (1963): “There
is no death instinct; and aggression is a reaction to frustration or depriva-
tion” (224). “Since libido is a function of the ego and aggression is a
reaction to frustration or deprivation, there is no such thing as an ‘id’”
(224). He almost, but not quite, did away with libido as well, his most
revolutionary statement in this regard being, “The ego, and therefore
libido, is fundamentally object-seeking” (224). Fairbairn launched what
looked like a frontal, all-out attack on libido theory in his 1941 paper,
where he devoted an early section of the paper to “the inherent limitations
of the libido theory,” arguing that the time has come for classic libido
theory to be transformed into a theory of object relations, that “the great
limitation of the present libido theory as an explanatory system resides in
the fact that it confers the status of libidinal attitudes upon various
manifestations which turn out to be merely technigues for regulating the
object-relationships of the ego,” and that “the ultimate goal of libido is the
object” (1952, 31; italics Fairbairn’s). Although Fairbairn did not fully
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and officially liberate himself from the concept of libido, he may be said
to have done so in a virtual way. One sees this change, for example, in the
case he mentions of a female patient so desperate for attention and
affection from her father, a detached and unapproachable man, that the
thought occurs to her one day, “Surely it would appeal to him if I offered
to go to bed with him!” (1952, 37). Fairbairn’s “take” on this thought is
that it constitutes a kind of pseudo-incest: “Her incestuous wish thus
represented a desperate attempt to make an emotional contact with her
object” (37; italics added). Later he adds, “What emerges as clearly as
anything else from the analysis of such a case is that the greatest need of a
child is to obtain conclusive assurance (a) that he is genuinely loved as a
person by his parents, and (b) that his parents genuinely accept his love”
(39). The frustration of not being loved, and not having his love accepted,
“is the greatest trauma that a child can experience,” writes Fairbairn (40),
who, in contrast to Freud’s tendency to think in terms of quantities of
excitation, stresses “the quality of dependence upon the object” (40) and,
by implication, the quality of treatment by the object. *

Fairbairn needs to be recognized as an important forerunner of attach-
ment theory, especially in connection with his remarks on wartime neu-
rosis and psychosis. His experience of military cases leaves him in no
doubt that “the chief predisposing factor in determining the breakdown
of a soldier ... is infantile dependence upon his objects,” the most
distinctive feature of military breakdowns being “separation-anxiety” (1952,
79-80). He discusses several cases (256—88). The drift of the problems
is that those who seem to need to go home because they are ill in actuality
become psychologically ill because they need to go home! In line with
what Fairbairn has in common with attachment theory (though in a
different context), Greenberg and Mitchell remark that for Fairbairn “the
essential striving of the child is not for pleasure but for contact. He needs
the other. If the other is available for gratifying, pleasurable exchange, the
child will enter into pleasurable activities.” But if the parent offers only
painful or unfulfilling contacts, they add, “the child does not abandon the
parent to search for more pleasurable opportunities. The child needs the
parent, so he integrates his relations with him on a suffering, masochistic
basis” (1983, 173).

The work of Winnicott is so well known and so uncontroversial as to
warrant summarizing his contributions to person-oriented object relations
theory with a brevity disproportionate to his influence. Not being a
systematic theorist may have made it easier for him to retain his official
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allegiance to traditional instinct theory while in practice he sustained a
decidedly person-oriented position, with only occasional lapses, such as
the Kleinian tenor of his technique with the so-called Piggle case men-
tioned earlier. Winnicott’s contributions to person-oriented theory take
many forms, one of them being his enlargement of the psychoanalytic
scene by paying at least as much attention to children’s actual relationships
with their real mothers as he did to their internalized (m)others. He
regarded Klein as giving lip service to environmental factors but as being
temperamentally incapable of giving them their due (1962, 177). Winni-
cott’s concepts of transitional objects and transitional phenomena con-
tinue to be influential, as does the attention he paid to object-relational
aspects of the location of cultural experience and the nature of the creative
process (1971). He also helped to survey the location of the origin of
madness by pinning it down, essentially, to the experience of separation
anxiety (1971, 97), a position consonant with Fairbairn’s assumptions
about the development of wartime psychosis. Characteristic of the funda-
mental soundness of Winnicott’s ideas about object relations, and perhaps
representative of other things that might be included among his contri-
butions, is his understanding of the importance of the possibility of self-
object differentiation taking place without triggering unbearable feelings
of interpersonal isolation. He understood the paradox that only in the
presence of their mothers can children develop the capacity to be alone
(1958, 29-36), and the further paradox that separateness (in the sense of
being alone but not lonely) can be experienced without the loss of a sense
of relatedness by virtue of the possibility of the benign internalization of
the good object, and by virtue of what Winnicott refers to as the “use” of
an object (1971, 86-94).

Guntrip, who enjoyed the distinct advantage of being analyzed by both
Fairbairn and Winnicott (see Guntrip 1975), makes his own contribution
in the form of integrating the views of others. “The history of psycho-
analysis is the history of the struggle for emancipation, and the slow
emergence, of personal theory or object-relational thinking” he writes in
his last book (1971, 46), where he records these developments. After
criticizing Freud’s libido theory as mechanistic and nonpsychological (31—
34), Guntrip classifies sexuality as an “appetite,” like hunger, thirst, excre-
tion, and other bodily needs, and remarks, “The appetites caz all be
endowed with personal-relationship significance” (35). “I have never yet
met any patient,” he adds, “whose overintense sexuality and/or aggression
could not be understood in object-relational terms, as resulting from too
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great and too early deprivations of mothering and general frustration of
healthy development in his childhood” (40). In praise of Klein’s contri-
bution he writes, “She arrived at the fundamental truth that human nature
is object-relational in its very essence, at its innermost heart” (58). Gun-
trip also pays tribute to the strength of the social elements in the work of
figures like Sullivan and Erikson. What seems most distinctive about
Guntrip’s achievement in the context of the present discussion is his
adoption of a definitive position, one fully embracing a person-oriented
theory of object relations while rejecting drive-oriented explanations. At
the same time, Guntrip contrives to be reality oriented (in the sense of
external, interpersonal relationships) without obliterating, as attachment
theory tends to do, the equally real realm of internalized object-relational
processes.

While not all contributions to the development of a person-oriented
theory of object relations lend themselves to easy categorization, the
group of figures Greenberg and Mitchell devote a chapter to under the
heading of “Interpersonal Psychoanalysis” can scarcely be overlooked.
Greenberg and Mitchell maintain that interpersonal psychoanalysis, un-
like classical Freudian drive theory, does not qualify as an integrated
theory. “It is instead a set of different approaches to theory and clinical
practice held together by shared underlying assumptions and premises,
drawing in common on what we have characterized as the relational/
structural model” (1983, 79). The key figures of the group, Harry Stack
Sullivan, Erich Fromm, Karen Horney, Clara Thompson, and Frieda
Fromm-Reichmann, began with a common starting point, “a conviction
that classical drive theory was fundamentally wrong in its basic premises
concerning human motivation,” and shared in common the belief “that
classical Freudian theory underemphasized the larger social and cultural
context” (80). Greenberg and Mitchell mention Sullivan’s claim that every
major aspect of Freudian drive theory can be understood better in the
context of interpersonal and social processes (87), in which connection
they quote this passage: “A personality can never be isolated from the
complex of interpersonal relations in which the person lives and has his
being” (90). Sullivan’s pair of theorems concerning what he refers to as
“the tension of anxiety,” which I quote because of their parallel to the
assumptions of attachment theory, constitute an illustration of his inter-
personal emphasis. The first theorem reads, “The observed activity of the
infant arising from the tension of needs induces tension in the mothering
one, which tension is experienced as tenderness and as an impulsion to
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activities toward the relief of the infant’s needs” (1953, 39). The second
one reads, “The tension of anxiety, when present in the mothering one,
induces anxiety in the infant” (41).

The enlargement of a person-oriented theory of object relations so as
to include attachment theory is so substantial a task that discussion of the
work of Bowlby and his followers will be reserved until chapter 2, except
to say in passing that the concept of attachment provides a broad, funda-
mentally sound, empirically well-substantiated explanation of a realm of
behavior crucial to the concerns of psychoanalysis.

Still to be considered are two important figures on the American scene:
Margaret Mahler and Heinz Kohut. The work of both figures leans in the
direction of person-oriented object relations while harking back, in var-
ious ways and to differing degrees, to a drive-oriented position. Green-
berg and Mitchell shrewdly point in this connection to the dual referents
of Mahler’s concept of symbiosis, which denotes an actual relationship,
that between infant and mother, and an intrapsychic event, a fantasy: “It
is at once a description of the behavior of two people and a metapsychol-
ogical explanation of the behavior of one of them” (1983, 286). Thus
Mahler creates “an interface between a developmental theory of object
relations and a drive-model metapsychology” (286)—or at least tries to.
Greenberg and Mitchell call into question “the extent to which she has
integrated her observations into the explanatory framework of drive the-
ory” (294). For his part, Eagle believes that Mahler’s concepts of “sym-
biotic gratification and particularly separation-individuation are most
meaningfully understood, not in terms of (sexual and aggressive) drive
gratification, but in terms of attachment behavior” (1984, 25). As for
Kohut, his early work utilizes libido theory pervasively. He refers, for
example, to the self itself as a structure “cathected with instinctual energy”
(1971, xv), and speaks of “idealizing narcissistic libido” as “the main
source of libidinal fuel” (40) for culturally valued activity (Freud’s concept
of sublimation, in essence). Kohut’s later work (1977) radically qualifies
his reliance on drive theory in a way that makes many of his formulations
seem not all that different from British object relations theory (which he
seldom refers to; he employs the term “self-object” in those situations in
which non-Kohutians would simply use “object”). Kohut writes that
drive experiences are “subordinated to the child’s experience of the relation
between the self and the self-objects” (1977, 80; italics added). “The
infantile sexual drive in isolation is not the primary psychological config-
uration. . . . The primary psychological configuration (of which the drive
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is only a constituent) is the experience of the relation between the self and
the empathic self-object” (1977, 122). Yet the incidence of Kohut’s ref-
erences to drive theory remains high in his later work. Another complica-
tion lies in the way Freud’s concept of narcissism, itself born of libido
theory, constitutes the cornerstone of Kohut’s self psychology. Mahler
and Kohut may both be read, if one is so inclined, as important figures in
the inexorable advance of person-oriented object relations theory, even
though their loyalties to drive-oriented theory proved more than mildly
intractable.

DRIVE THEORY: CRITIQUES AND DEFENSES

Most of the discussion in the previous section concerning the relative
merits of drive-oriented and person-oriented object relations theories
proceeded without the benefit of considering various frontal attacks on
drive theory that have been launched during recent decades from within
the pale of psychoanalysis. Critiques by Holt, Rubinstein, G. S. Klein,
Bowlby, Rosenblatt and Thickstun, Peterfreund, and Breger will be treated
as representative. These figures belong to no easily definable psychoana-
lytic school. With the notable exception of Bowlby, their critiques do not
arise in the immediate context of object relations theory. Because of the
length and complexity of these studies, only a sampling of the views put
forth can be mentioned here.

Holt (1965) examines the biological assumptions of Freud’s theory
deriving from his teachers (all of the school of Helmholtz: against vitalism
and preaching the doctrine of physicalistic physiology), in particular Freud’s
adoption of Brucke’s reflex-arc model of brain activity. At one point Holt
lists a number of “biological facts” Freud would have deemed significant
had he known them: the fact that “the nervous system is perpetually
active”; the fact that “the effect of stimulation is primarily to modulate the
activity of the nervous system”; the fact that “the nervous system does not
transmit energy” but propagates it instead; and the fact that “the tiny
energies of the nerves bear encoded information and are quantitatively
negligible” (108—9). One of the most interesting points Holt makes con-
cerns the inadequacy of Freud’s drive-discharge theory in accounting for
“enduring object-relations” (118). In a later, less guarded paper, Holt says
that the theory of instinctual drives “is so riddled with philosophical and
factual errors and fallacies that nothing less than discarding the concept
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of drive or instinct will do” (1976, 159). He proposes, in lieu of it, to
focus on Freud’s concept of wish. In his paper on the psychoanalytic
theory of motivation, Rubinstein proposes that the explanatory purpose
of psychic energy can be taken over by the concept of information: “In
current descriptions of nervous functioning the concept of information
plays a much more prominent role than the concept of energy” (1967,
73). In G. S. Klein’s analysis of what he refers to as Freud’s two theories
of sexuality (metapsychological and clinical), he denounces libido theory
but does not make a clean break with Freud’s emphasis on the importance
of sexuality. He regards it as more important than other sources of
motivation. He writes, in particular, of “the unique conflict-inducing
potential of sexual experience compared with other motivational sources”
(1976, 114). Eagle remarks in this connection, “Klein believed he could
separate libido theory from the general Freudian position regarding the
centrality of sexuality in behavior, but, in fact, they are too intimately
linked for that to be easily accomplished” (1984, 89).

The next four figures, all influenced by general systems theory, have in
common a strong commitment to the perspectives of science. In his
critique of libido theory, Bowlby claims that the model of psychical
energy is unrelated, logically, to the concepts that psychoanalysts since
Freud regard as central to psychoanalysis: “the role of unconscious mental
processes, repression as a process actively keeping them unconscious,
transference as a main determinant of behaviour, the origin of neurosis in
childhood trauma” (1969, 16). What multiplies the power of Bowlby’s
critique is the cogency of what he substitutes for drive theory, namely,
attachment theory, a theory of object-relational behavior that he grounds
on empirical data and elaborates on within a framework of general sys-
tems theory, especially the branch known as cybernetics. Independently
and at about the same time Peterfreund (1971) reconceptualized virtually
all aspects of psychoanalysis along similar lines, paying particular atten-
tion, among other things, to the deficiencies of Freud’s theory of psychic
energy. Also at about the same time Rosenblatt and Thickstun (1970)
published a critique of the concept of psychic energy, criticizing it, among
other reasons, for its mind-body dualism and for its inability to explain
the phenomenon of pleasurable tension. “It is our belief,” they conclude,
“that the theory of psychic energy should be abandoned, and that the
elements for substitute paradigms are now available” (272). In Modern
Psychoanalytic Concepts in a General Psychology (1977) they elaborate those

paradigms.
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Breger’s critique of Freud’s theory of sexuality contends that the meta-
psychology brings together “two powerful, conventional trends: the belief
that theory should have a physicalist-mechanist form and the belief that
sexuality is basically a harmful activity” (1981, 67). This contention is an
extension of Breger’s thesis that sexuality gets treated within psychoana-
lytic theory in inconsistent ways, reflecting Freud’s “unfinished journey,
the incomplete transition from a conventional to a critical world view”
(51). Breger, who addresses the problems of Freud’s theory of sexuality
as a whole as distinct from just libido theory, concludes that “a theory
which attempts to explain so many human actions and feelings solely in
terms of sexuality creates more problems than it solves” (65). The real
question, of course, lies not in the degree of Freud’s reductionism, that is,
the comparative economy of his explanation of so many things in terms
of one principle; the more pressing question has to do with whether he
latched onto the right explanatory principle in the first place.

One measure of the bankruptcy of Freudian drive theory may be taken
in terms of the presumed efficacy of orthodox sexual (usually oedipal)
interpretations in psychoanalysis. If Guntrip can bear witness, Winnicott’s
empathic, person-oriented responses were far more helpful than Fair-
bairn’s detached, oedipal-libidinal interpretations (1975). At one point in
the record he kept of his first training analysis, Guntrip wrote,

This is one of the points at which I now feel that Fairbairn’s constant
reiteration of interpretations in terms of penises was a survival of classic
Freudian sexology that his theory had moved beyond. I feel that kept me
stationary, whereas interpretations in which mother did her best to restrict
and dominate would have felt to me much more realistic. In effect, his
analysis was a “penis-analysis,” not an “ego-analysis.” (in J. Hughes 1989,
111)

A rather similar instance of comparisons between the conventional
sexual interpretations of one analyst and the person-oriented interpreta-
tions of another can be found in Margaret Little’s account of her treat-
ment (1985), first and superficially with a Jungian, then from 1940-47
with Ella Freeman Sharpe, and finally for seven years with Winnicott.
Little, who characterizes her anxieties as psychotic, pictures her analysis
with Sharpe as one of constant struggle between them, Sharpe “insisting
on interpreting what I said as due to intrapsychic conflict [having] to do
with infantile sexuality, and I trying to convey to her that my real prob-
lems were matters of existence and identity” (15). Little continues: “I did
not know what ‘myself” was; sexuality (even if known) was totally irrele-
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vant and meaningless unless existence and survival could be taken for
granted, and personal identity established” (15). Little explains her di-
lemma this way: “Whenever I spoke of either of my parents, what I said
was, for her, phantasy, and any reference to the realities was taking refuge
from it. So I was doubly caught in the ‘spider’s web’; I was the crazy one,
not my mother; she [Sharpe] was the one who ‘knew,’ as my mother, not
I, had always known; while my recognition of my own and my mother’s
psychosis was dismissed as phantasy” (16). After an interim period with
Marion Milner, Little began an analysis with Winnicott. He was able to
provide a long-term, empathic environment that allowed Little to “work”
at her own pace. He evidently succeeded in providing for Little the kind
of potential space she required in order to become a person in her own
right—with a corresponding relief from her psychotic anxieties. “In the
words of an old friend from before analysis, I was ‘not recognizable as the
same person’ > (37). While Little’s experiences do not provide a perfectly
clear-cut, uncomplicated illustration because of the presence of other
issues, such as the differing developmental levels Sharpe and Winnicott
chose to address, plus the fact that Little’s work with Sharpe was by no
means without object relational elements, certainly not without very early
ones, Little’s account may nevertheless be regarded as highlighting some
of the differences between drive-oriented and person-oriented ap-
proaches. Extensive case material in chapters 3 and 4 will serve as further
illustration of such differences.

Given the amount and seriousness of the criticism of drive theory in
psychoanalysis, the comparative absence of significant countering re-
sponses, and the extent to which so many figures important in the history
of object relations psychology have shifted toward a person-oriented
position, the amount of profession-wide reluctance to give up drive the-
ory is surprising. One instance can be located in the fence-straddling
position, mentioned earlier, of Greenberg and Mitchell: their claim that
we shall have to live with two incompatible theories of human behavior,
one drive oriented and one person oriented. Late in their book—an
extraordinarily valuable compendium of information about object rela-
tions theory remarkable for the degree of attentiveness, discrimination,
and detachment they exhibit in describing, usually with great fidelity and
thoroughness, the differing viewpoints at issue—they speak of the two
object relational orientations as being based on incompatible but equally
meaningful philosophical positions, one being that humans are inescapa-
bly individual creatures and the other that they are unavoidably social
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creatures (1983, 403). Claiming further that “model mixing is unstable”
(403), they argue that “it is neither useful nor appropriate to question
whether either psychoanalytic model is ‘right’ or ‘wrong.’ Each is com-
plex, elegant, and resilient enough to account for all phenomena” (404).
They even go so far as to declare that “the evaluation of psychoanalytic
theories is a matter of personal choice” (407)! Yet Greenberg and Mitch-
ell appear to drop their stance of rhetorical neutrality at that point in the
book where they associate themselves with Jacobson’s position: “Jacob-
son’s work overall constitutes what we consider the most satisfying drive/
structure model theory after Freud’s” (306; italics added). Here they seem
to associate themselves with her position even though they recognize her
accommodations to an object-relational view to be an instance of model
mixing, a practice they elsewhere decry. If the position they adopt here
constitutes a departure from their customary neutrality, perhaps it ac-
counts for why they fail to do justice to the critiques of drive theory by
Guntrip, G. S. Klein, Gill, Holt, and Schafer which they cite. One cannot,
after all, take these critiques seriously while at the same time maintaining
that explanatory parity exists between the drive-oriented and person-
oriented positions. An alternative possibility is that the appearance of
fence-straddling created by the pose of detached objectivity in Greenberg
and Mitchell does not mask any lingering allegiance to drive theory but,
on the contrary, disguises their unfettered commitment to more progres-
sive views, views they may have avoided espousing directly as a way of
circumventing the arousal of counter productive antagonism that might
further polarize the opposing camps instead of encouraging a potentially
productive exchange of ideas. Whatever his strategy in 1983, five years
later Mitchell unequivocally endorses “a purely relational mode perspec-
tive, unmixed with drive-model premises” (1988, 54). He also says that
work in preparation by Greenberg takes a similar position (135). It
matters little whether the radical shift in their position was real or virtual;
what I am calling attention to is the fact that in giving the appearance of
countenancing drive-oriented object relations theory as still being intellec-
tually respectable in 1983, the enormously influential, authoritative study
of Greenberg and Mitchell may have had the effect of deterring rather
than spurring a desirable evolution of views in the profession.

Another and more obvious instance of the present unsatisfactory state
of affairs in psychoanalysis appears in the form of the polemical aggres-
siveness of Edelson’s recent book, Psychoanalysis: A Theory in Crisis (1988),
especially that portion of the work focusing on the theory of sexuality.
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We have but to weed the garden of psychoanalysis of its stagnating,
choking overgrowth, believes Edelson, for the distinctive contributions of
psychoanalysis to emerge “sharp, clear, in bold relief” (xvi). For him this
means giving primacy, among other things, to “the causal force of the
quest for sexual pleasure over that of the quest for the object . . . and the
causal force of sexual wishes over that of aggressive (and non-sexual)
wishes” (xxi). Edelson believes the psychoanalytic theory of sexuality “to
be in danger of dilution and displacement to the periphery by current
preoccupation with ‘the self,’ ‘identity,” ‘object-relations,” ‘interpersonal
interactions,’ ‘the importance of the mother-infant relation and the pre-
oedipal experiences of the very young infant,” and ‘aggression’” (xxvii).
What he wants to do is to restore sexuality to the glory of its former
centrality in psychoanalysis. He asks, “Do object-relations theories involve
rather a redefinition of just what phenomena are of interest to psycho-
analysis?” (224) He admits, “I don’t know,” yet that admission of igno-
rance does not deter him for a moment from asserting that “the inevitable
slide away from the mind’s workings to interpersonal interactions directly
contradicts”—as far as he is concerned—“what is most distinctive about
psychoanalysis” (225). If he believes “the slide” to be “inevitable,” one
wonders why Edelson insists on adopting the heroic posture of fighting
fate by positioning himself directly in opposition to it. The point of
mentioning Edelson’s position on drive theory, one that many may find
starkly reactionary, is that his viewpoint—that of a psychoanalyst of some
eminence—is far from being unshared by others, and must be taken
seriously, if only for the distinctness with which it describes a perspective
currently in question.

The position espoused in this chapter, and further discussed in chapter
2, amounts very nearly to a mirror-opposite of the one defended by
Edelson. It assumes that attachment behavior, which will be treated as a
special branch of object relations behavior, is instinctive, like sexual be-
havior, at least in its beginnings. It further assumes that sexual behavior
needs to be regarded, especially in terms of its potential for producing
conflict, as intermingled with, but subordinate to, object-relations behav-
ior. The concept of psychic energy has no place in this explanatory
framework. Sexual behavior, whatever its degree of instinctiveness, re-
flects but one of many human needs whose priority at any given moment
varies according to circumstances, that is, to the urgency of other priori-
ties, but which over long periods of time does not ordinarily take prece-
dence over the need of human beings for emotionally significant personal
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attachments, including not only the initial and highly instinctive attach-
ment of child to parent but also those taking the form of endless possible
permutations of the primal one such as those we encounter in the form of
fantasy in the realm of art. The problem of the relationship of self to other
in this scheme of things constitutes a separate but related issue.



2.
TOWARD A UNIFIED THEORY
OF OBJECT RELATIONS

One of the tasks facing anyone discussing object relations theory is that
of mapping the terrain. What is to be included in the territory? To what
extent is the field of object relations congruent with the domain of
psychoanalysis as a whole? Pine treats object relations as just one of what
he calls the four psychologies of psychoanalysis: “the psychologies of
drive, ego, object relations, and self” (1988, 571). Pine’s discussion of
these realms of theory makes no effort to reconcile their incompatibilities.
He ignores the massive case against drive theory. He also ignores the
possibility that ego psychology, self psychology, and object relations have
much in common, whatever their differences. Pine’s uncritical eclecticism
may be contrasted to Gedo’s cautious holism. Gedo, who laments the
failure of psychoanalysis “to produce a theoretical consensus with regard
to the proper place of object relations in our conceptual armamentarium”
(1979, 362), questions Kohut’s claim that scientific disciplines may legit-
imately utilize uncoordinated fragments of theory: “If we have a choice, a
unitary theory is preferable to a patchwork, the components of which
bear no discernible relation to each other” (364).

According to the perspective assumed in this chapter, the deficiencies
of drive theory and ego psychology have long since overwhelmed their
former usefulness. The functions they sought to explain, such as uncon-
scious motivation and conflict, can be better understood along different
lines. As for what is left of Pine’s four psychologies, object relations
theory and what I call self theory (as distinguished from Kohut’s self
psychology) overlap so much as to make their concerns virtually insepa-
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rable within the tervitory of psychoanalysis, provided, of course, that one
assumes that psychoanalysis is a special psychology, limited in scope,
which entertains no ambitions to be a general psychology. When I say
that the concerns of self theory and object relations theory are virtually
inseparable, I naturally do not mean they are indistinguishable from each
other as fields of investigation. As definable areas of knowledge they
reflect different perspectives and priorities. The crucial task is to explore
the overlap of these distinguishable realms of attention without becoming
confused by the differences. One aspect of the problem is terminological.
For example, use of the terms “self” and “object” propagates a measure
of confusion by tending to reify abstract categories in a way that blurs the
existential inseparability of self and other, a conceptual problem addressed
by Winnicott’s famous dictum (1952, 97—100) that there is no such thing
as a baby (in that babies never appear except as parts of the “nursing
couple” dyad). Mitchell speaks to the same issue, the impossibility of
dealing with self and other separately, when he writes, “To assign priority
to sense of self, object ties, or patterns of interaction is like trying to
decide whether it is the skin, the bones, or the musculature that preserves
the body form. . . . The intrapsychic and the interpersonal are continually
interpenetrating realms, each with its own set of processes, mechanisms,
and concerns” (1988, 35).

For the practical purposes of ordinary discussion, therefore, the present
work handles self theory as an aspect of object relations theory, object
relations theory as an aspect of self theory, and attachment theory as a
special branch of both. The possibilities for consolidation seem endless.
One has only to think, for instance, of Bowlby’s emphasis on children’s
sense of security in the presence of attachment figures in conjunction with
the attention Winnicott and Mahler give to children’s ability to play in
the presence of their mothers to get a sense of how much attachment
theory has in common with object relations theory. An instructive in-
stance of a particular analyst whose work successfully utilizes the com-
bined perspectives of classical psychoanalysis, object relations theory, at-
tachment theory, interactionalist views (Bower, Brazelton), and self theory
without ignoring the differences can be found in V. Hamilton’s Narcissus
and Oedipus (1982). Stern speaks of his version of self theory as having
much in common with psychoanalysis and attachment theory, though it
differs from them in treating a subjective sense of self as its primary
organizing principle (1985, 25). Eagle (1984) aligns his views of object
relations theory with attachment theory. Though other examples of par-
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tial integration of these theories could be mentioned, the task of system-
atically combining the most meaningful parts of the various perspectives
in question (in a way that would meet Gedo’s standards for a unitary
theory) remains so formidable as to be far beyond the scope of the present
chapter, which aspires to do no more than peek through certain windows
of opportunity in order to see what a unified theory of object relations
might look like when seen from a contemporary vantage point.

POSITIONING ATTACHMENT THEORY

What should be the place of attachment theory in a person-oriented
theory of object relations? The beginning of an answer can be glimpsed
in the anecdote Guntrip relates concerning a question Fairbairn poses to
a child whose mother has cruelly thrashed her: “Would you like me to
find you a new, kind Mummy?” The child answers, “No. I want my own
Mummy” (Guntrip 1975, 146). In the context of attachment theory, one
can say that the strength of the child’s tie to a particular mother—
however harsh she may be—infinitely outweighs the possible desirability
of any substitute figure. As Guntrip glosses the situation, “The devil you
know is better than the devil you do not, and better than no devil at all.”
One can also say of this tie that it is instinctive, primary (not based on
any secondary drive, such as the need for food), and, in Bowlby’s cyber-
netic terminology, the child’s behavior (in this instance, her answer to
Fairbairn) “is a product of the activity of a number of behavioural systems
that have proximity to mother as a predictable outcome” (1969, 179), so
that in the presence of anxiety or difficulty (being thrashed) the child
paradoxically needs the attacking object more than ever!

Attachment theory can be regarded as the cornerstone of a person-
oriented theory of object relations in part because it provides a meaning-
ful substitute, as Bowlby intended it should, for the drive theory of
human motivation. It has the potential for modeling both conflictful and
harmonious (growth-inducing) relationships. It does not pretend to be a
universal theory explaining all forms of human behavior, such as the kind
denominated by Lichtenberg (1989) as “exploratory-assertive,” but it
does offer a suitable framework for understanding the range of behavior
normally understood to be subsumed under the heading of object rela-
tions. As Rosenblatt and Thickstun remark, speaking of attachment the-
ory, “The central importance of social relationships (in psychoanalytic



26 MODELING INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

terms, ‘object relations’) in shaping the person’s emotional and cognitive
growth is the clinical essence of psychoanalysis” (1977, 122). Or as
Greenberg and Mitchell put it, in person-oriented object relations theory
“the unit of study of psychoanalysis is not the individual, but the rela-
tional matrix constituted by the individual in interaction with significant
others” (1983, 220).

Bowlby himself rarely puts into play the conceptual vocabulary of
object relations. Why is that, one may ask, and whatever happened,
intellectually and emotionally, to Bowlby’s own analyst, Joan Riviere, and
to Melanie Klein, one of Bowlby’s supervisors? Bowlby does not neglect
to acknowledge his debt to them “for grounding me in the object-rela-
tions approach to psychoanalysis, with its emphasis on early relationships
and the pathogenic potential of loss” (1969, xvii), yet most of his work
departs radically from Klein’s. The necessary inference for those familiar
with Bowlby’s methodology and cognitive style is that in rebelling against
certain features of contemporary British object relations theory Bowlby
bent over backwards to avoid any inferences not based on solid, empirical
evidence. Yet his subject matter, as distinguished from his methodology,
is entirely object relational. He himself declares that his most “central
concepts” are “object relations, separation anxiety, mourning, defence,
trauma, [and] sensitive periods in early life” (xv), a group of categories
that can be lumped together without any distortion as “object relations.”
Bowlby specifies that attachment theory derives from object relations the-
ory and has much in common with the work of Melanie Klein, Fairbairn,
Balint, and Winnicott (17).

Positioning attachment theory vis-a-vis object relations theory necessi-
tates supplying what attachment theory leaves out, such as attention to
particular individuals, and to internalized representations and their pro-
cessing, while emphasizing those features of object relations theory, col-
lectively considered, with which attachment theory is correlative and
compatible, such as psychological responses to loss. When I say “object
relations theory, collectively considered,” I refer as well to ideas deriving
from self theory not hitherto part of earlier versions of object relations
theory, such as the concept of intersubjectivity and the process Stern calls
“affect attunement.” Within an expanded framework of self theory and
object relations theory, attachment theory as we find it in Bowlby consti-
tutes a special branch, one that continues to grow through his followers’
contributions.

After relating the anecdote about Fairbairn’s question to the abused
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child, Guntrip mentions that the story illustrates Fairbairn’s concern about
the quality of parent-child relations. As a rule, Bowlby pays little direct
attention to the quality of parenting. He speaks instead, along quantita-
tive lines, of the presence, or temporary absence (separation), or perma-
nent absence (loss) of parenting figures. Since his method is prospective
rather than retrospective, he does not rely on case histories of adult
individuals for illustration. He limits his attention to pathology pretty
much to the directly observable consequences of separation and loss—
such as those mentioned in experiments with animals, especially Harlow’s.
Yet even though Bowlby does not talk much about pathological object
relations directly, he does do so on occasion, one of them being when he
approvingly cites Bateson’s double-bind theory of the origin of schizo-
phrenia (Bowlby 1973, 317—19). Another instance that comes to mind is
when Bowlby mentions two cases of matricide: “One, an adolescent who
murdered his mother, exclaimed afterwards [presumably without irony],
‘T couldn’t stand to have her leave me.” ” In the other case, “a youth who
placed a bomb in his mother’s luggage as she boarded an airliner ex-
plained, ‘I decided that she would never leave me again’” (1973, 251).
The point to be registered is that although Bowlby keeps neurosis and
psychosis in the background of his discussion in the Attachment and Loss
trilogy (1969, 1973, 1980), and although he does not spend much time
focusing on separation as a source of crippling emotional conflict or
behavioral maladaption except when discussing experiments with animals,
a comprehensive theory of object-relational conflict cannot possibly avoid
attending to the themes of attachment, separation, and loss, particularly
insofar as the effects of pathological parenting can be regarded as compa-
rable to those of separation and loss. The beginnings of such an expansion
of attachment theory have already been initiated by such figures as
Ainsworth, Main and Weston, Henderson, Brown, Adam, and Parkes (all
in Parkes and Stevenson-Hinde, 1982), and Bowlby’s later work (1979,
1988) addresses the issues of etiology and psychopathology more directly
than the Attachment and Loss trilogy.

Guntrip’s anecdote concerning Fairbairn’s question to the little girl
implies the presence of a sexual factor when Guntrip remarks (presumably
paraphrasing Fairbairn) that the girl’s response reflects “the intensity of
the libidinal tie to the bad object” (1975, 146). Is this just another
instance of “libidinal” being used loosely as a synonym for “emotional,”
or are such ties erotic? Attachment theory assumes they are not erotic, the
need for attachment itself being the primary instinct in operation. What,
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then, may be said concerning the relation of attachment behavior to sexual
behavior, especially when Bowlby expressly declares attachment theory to
be an alternative to libido theory (1969, 17)? The answer is that while
Bowlby jettisons the theory of psychical energy, and while he tends to
exclude sexual behavior from the areas of his attention, he does not in fact
deny the existence or even the importance of sexual behavior. He treats
sexual behavior (1969, 230—34) as a separate system of activity that has
“close linkages” to attachment behavior. These otherwise separate systems
of behavior may “impinge” upon and “overlap” each other, the examples
he gives of sharing behavioral components being adult clinging and kiss-
ing. Presumably only King Solomon could separate erotic factors from
attachment factors in lovers’ kisses—or in their sexual intercourse, for
that matter. For Freud, even thumb sucking is an erotic activity. But
Fairbairn believes babies suck their thumbs because there is no breast to
suck, so that thumb sucking “represents a technique for dealing with an
unsatisfactory object-relationship” (1952, 33). And for Winnicott also,
thumb sucking, a transitional phenomenon, clearly pertains as much to
other as to self (1971). What matters in this ccnnection is not to locate
particular instances of unmixed instinctive behavior but to recognize the
high degree of ambiguity often prevailing in human action with respect
to the kind, and proportion, of instincts involved. Granting the presence
of that ambiguity makes it understandable that what has usually been
interpreted as sexual behavior under the aegis of Freud may in fact have
been primarily or essentially motivated by attachment needs, a proposi-
tion that will be illustrated at length in the reading of Freud’s cases in
chapter 3.

A factor to consider in the task of positioning attachment theory in a
broader theory of object relations concerns the common practice of using
the term “attachment” in a literal and very circumscribed manner, often
with a sharp distinction between “attachment” and “attachment behavior”
(Bowlby, 1982, 371; 1988, 28). Used in this way, the child’s answer to
Fairbairn, “I want my own Mummy,” denotes a fairly literal tie, or
emotional bond, to what is by definition the child’s primary attachment
figure. Although Bowlby generally limits his discussion of attachment
behavior to such instances in early childhood, he recognizes that “attach-
ment behaviour does not disappear with childhood but persists through-
out life” (1969, 350). He also clearly links transference activity to attach-
ment behavior (1969, 17; 1973, 206, 271). A particularly good instance
of Bowlby’s use of “presence” and “absence” in a non-literal way occurs
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when he writes, “A mother can be physically present but ‘emotionally’
absent. What this means, of course, is that although present in body, a
mother may be unresponsive to her child’s desire for mothering” (1973,
23). The point being led up to is this: if attachment theory is to be part
of a broader theory of object relations instead of being confined for the
most part to developmental psychology, then the concept of attachment
must be deliteralized and broadened in a way that recognizes its endless
permutations. Freud remarks that “the finding of an object is in fact a
refinding of it” (1905b, 222). By the same token, one can say that
subsequent attachments to some extent replicate earlier ones. All major
attachments in adult life constitute versions, or permutations, of earlier
attachments, which is tantamount to saying that adult interpersonal rela-
tionships reflect the object-relational history of the individuals concerned.
Such, at least, will be the position adopted in the pages to come, which
will treat all object relations as involving the element, or process, of
attachment—even conflicted ones. Normally, of course, the term “attach-
ment,” when unmodified by such words as “anxious,” has only positive
connotations—unlike “object relations,” an affectively neutral phrase.
Thus expanded, the concept of attachment behavior—roughly the equiv-
alent of Fairbairn’s “object-seeking” —functions as the motivational foun-
dation of the entire spectrum of object-relational behavior, including
mentational activity such as fantasy. Even masochistic behavior makes a
kind of sense within this explanatory framework. It becomes a compro-
mised form of attachment behavior—the perpetuation, or recreation, of
the modality of an important earlier relationship—rather than a perverse
search for unpleasure, sexual or otherwise.

WHERE, IN REALITY, ARE SELF AND OTHER?

One of the issues that persists in psychoanalysis has to do with the
comparative reality of what goes on inside and outside of the domain of
mental processing. Where, in this connection, can self and other be said
to be located? In defiance of common sense, object relations theory
situates others both outside, in “real” space, and inside, in the equally real
yet imaginary space of the mind, in the form of residues, or internaliza-
tions, of outside others. In similar defiance of common sense, aspects of
the self may seem to reside within but may unconsciously be projected
onto outside others, or invested, by identification, in some outside per-
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son, such as a religious or political leader (Freud 1921). And, to compli-
cate the situation, what was once outside, the other, may, after internali-
zation, be temporarily relocated in outside others (transference), such as
one’s analyst. Yet as Schafer reminds us, there are no mental places (1976,
158). A solution to the problem of avoiding the dangers of the conve-
nient fiction of “mental places” is to locate representations of self and
other systemically, as stored information, that is, as conceptual and behav-
ioral programs: “All long-term relationships—including mother-and-child,
husband-and-wife, and patient-and-analyst relationships—can be profita-
bly studied as feedback-regulated, information-processing systems”
(Peterfreund 1971, 159).

Then where does reality come in? Are real events involving real, out-
side others more real, or more important psychologically, than the unde-
niably real (really occurring) inner events involving the imagined others
of fantasy? This issue has been troublesome for psychoanalysis. Bowlby,
in the course of criticizing Klein’s position that anxiety derives from the
operation of the death instinct, argues that this position has led to clinical
practice that tends to ignore “a person’s real experiences, past or present,”
and to treat him “almost as though he were a closed system little influ-
enced by his environment” (1973, 173). Bowlby himself has gone to the
opposite extreme of virtually ignoring fantasy activity in the process of
favoring conventionally observable behavior, a practice suiting his meth-
odology but disenfranchising denizens of the inner world of memory and
desire. Stern addresses the issue of fantasy versus reality by reminding us
that Freud’s conception of fantasy as experience distorted by defenses and
wishes “resulted in an ontogenetic theory of experience as fantasy, not of
experience as reality” (1985, 254). Arguing that “current findings from
infancy studies fly against the notion that the pleasure principle develop-
mentally precedes the reality principle,” (254—55) Stern contends that
what infants experience, from the very beginning, is mainly reality, and
that subjective experiences involving distortions of reality derive from
later stages of development: “This position is far closer to Kohut’s and
Bowlby’s contention that pre-Oedipal pathology is due to deficits or
reality-based events—rather than to conflicts, in the psychodynamic sense”
(255). In contrast, Laplanche and Pontalis speak of the danger of regard-
ing real relations with others “as the chief determining factor. This is a
deviation that must be rejected by every analyst for whom the object-
relationship has to be studied essentially in terms of phantasy (though of
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course phantasies can modify the apprehension of reality and actions
directed towards reality)” (1973, 280).

What I always wonder about while reading Klein’s interpretations of
the fantasies of her patients’ in-session play is not the reality of the
fantasies as reported but rather the extent to which these fantasies may be
joint productions of analyst and patient, sometimes with more input from
analyst than patient, especially in the matter of cueing the patient about
the value of sexual elements. Here again is the fantasy, quoted in chapter
1, of an infant attacking its mother (presented in generalized form, with
Klein’s comment): “The idea of an infant of from six to twelve months
trying to destroy its mother by every method at the disposal of its sadistic
tendencies—with its teeth, nails, and excreta and with the whole of its
body, transformed in imagination into all kinds of dangerous weapons—
presents a horrifying, not to say unbelievable, picture to our minds”
(Klein 1932, 187). Yet even if one elects to argue, siding with Stern, that
the evidence of infant research does not corroborate the likelihood that
an infant (of six to twelve months) could have experienced such a fantasy,
one can nevertheless scarcely deny the extraordinary resemblance of this
fantasy to the one depicted in Ted Hughes’s poem called “Crow and
Mama”:

When Crow cried his mother’s ear
Scorched to a stump.

When he laughed she wept
Blood her breasts her palms her brow all wept blood.

He tried a step, then a step, and again a step—
Every one scarred her face forever.

When he burst out in rage
She fell back with an awful gash and a fearful cry.

When he stopped she closed on him like a book
On a bookmark, he had to get going.

Then, after futile attempts by Crow to escape from his mother’s clutches
by jumping successively into a car and a plane,

He jumped into the rocket and its trajectory
Drilled clean through her heart he kept on
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And it was cosy in the rocket, he could not see much
But he peered out through the portholes at Creation

And saw the stars millions of miles away
And saw the future and the universe

Opening and opening
And kept on and slept and at last

Crashed on the moon awoke and crawled out

Under his mother’s buttocks.
(T. Hughes 1971, 5)

In the words of a discussion on the nature of fantasy, what we may be
said to have in hand “is not an object [of desire] that the subject imagines
and aims at, so to speak, but rather a sequence in which the subject has his
own part to play and in which permutations of roles and attributions are
possible” (Laplanche and Pontalis 1973, 318). Infants may not have such
fantasies, but adult poets obviously can, and do, and it is equally obvious
that in reading such a poem adult readers can re-experience elements of
their own infantile omnipotent rage—as well as a certain Winnicottian
satisfaction at the indestructibility of the subjective object. What we may
also be said to witness in such a poem, beyond all controversy, is the
essential innerness of all literary fantasy, and the emotional reality of it, so
that even if Klein’s theory and clinical practice may have contaminated
the evidence she presents, we can look to the fantasies of literature and
other forms of art with at least as much confidence as Freud looked to
dreams for wondrous instances of the workings of the mind, especially in
the field of object relations.

As for the location of self and other, it will be assumed throughout the
present study that figures in a text may be treated as temporary introjects
by readers. When I read that Crow’s catastrophic mother—to borrow a
phrase from Rheingold (1967)—closes in on him “like a book / On a
bookmark,” I, too, have to get going. And when Crow’s activity scars his
mother’s face forever, I, as reader, may be said to have momentarily
internalized Crow-hero’s behavior according to the model of the Intro-
jecting Reader (Holland 1968). Presumably an elaborate matching takes
place during the reading process in which, hypothetically, a perceived or
imagined aspect of Hughes’s real mother becomes internalized by Hughes,
then eventually projected onto Crow’s Mama, an attribution that I as
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reader subsequently introject, match with internalizations of my own, and
then respond to—or not, as the case may be—cognitively and affectively,
at both conscious and unconscious levels.

CONCEPTUALIZING SELFHOOD

The nature of selfhood is at least as problematic as its location. While the
word self does not accumulate much resonance in Freud’s works, the
latent importance of the term can easily be seen reflected in such concepts
as the ego (a specialized aspect of self), the superego (the internalized
other as part of self-structure), narcissism (self-love), guilt (self-reproach),
and self-observation in dreams (Freud’s dream censor). The rise of ego
psychology and identity theory, and the reactivation of the theory of
narcissism in self psychology, may be regarded in some respects as precur-
sors of the development of self theory. Self theory as represented by (but
not confined to) Peterfreund (1971), Rosenblatt and Thickstun (1977),
Stern (1985), Basch (1988), and Lichtenberg (1989) should probably be
regarded as far from fully developed. Even so, and even granting the
difficulty of defining selfhood, viable models of self —and the relation of
self to other—are now available.

Freud worked with at least three models of selfhood: the layered, or
topographical, model (conscious, preconscious, unconscious), a develop-
mental model (oral, anal, phallic, oedipal, etc.), and the structural model
(id, ego, superego). Various post-Freudian models of self, in the order of
increasing capacity to reflect complexity, treat the self as a container of
forces (libido, aggression), a container of representations (€.g., memories,
wishes, fantasies), a structure of representations (id, ego, superego; inter-
nalized others), and a system of systems (including such systemic func-
tions as were hitherto attributed to the Freudian ego).

Aspects of these ways of modeling self may be glimpsed in the follow-
ing selection of observations and definitions. Hartmann makes a point of
distinguishing ego from self (1964, 127). Jacobson follows Hartmann in
using “self to refer to the whole person (including the individual, his
body, body parts, psychic organization). She remarks, “The self. . . points
to the person as a subject in distinction from the surrounding world of
objects” (1964, 6). Greenberg and Mitchell observe that for Hartmann
the self is an object as distinct from the subject of experience (1983, 299)
and that for Mahler the self is “less a functional unit than a critical
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developmental achievement” (300). Winnicott postulates the existence of
a spectrum of selfhood integrity. He represents this spectrum in the form
of dichotomous selves: the spontaneous True Self and the compliant False
Self (1960, 140-52). Erikson’s (1950) identity theory, drawing heavily
on Freud’s structural and epigenetic models, presents us with a picture of
the self functioning to provide continuity through change. Lichtenstein,
who postulates that identity maintenance “has priority over any other
principle determining human behavior” (1961, 189), offers a transforma-
tional model of self as “the sum total of all transformations which are
possible functions of an early-formed invariant correlation of the various
basic elements of the mental apparatus” (1977, 241). For Bettelheim
(1967, 56) self “is not an isolated entity. It is a totality of inner processes
that develops slowly.” Searles (1966) discusses identity as a perceptual
organ. In this connection he tells about a schizophrenic patient who
repetitively knits “eyes,” which are “saucer-like structures with an aperture
in the center” (26). When Searles asks if these “eyes” signify “I’s”, the
patient confirms his intuition and makes a drawing of the world as she
perceives it: “three large mountain peaks in the center, the head of an
Indian prince on the left and a submarine on the right.” In essence, says
Searles, “she conveyed to me how crazy is the worldview of one who has
no reliable T’ with which to see” (27).

George S. Klein, in conceptualizing self, speaks of beginning “with the
assumption of a single apparatus of control which exhibits a variety of
dynamic tendencies, the focus of which is either an integration experi-
enced in terms of a sense of continuity, coherence, and integrity, or its
impairment, as cleavages or dissonance. I call this central apparatus the
‘self” ” (1976, 8). Klein views self as effecting control, sustaining identity
(a person-oriented element), and resolving conflict. Eagle goes so far as
to claim that “without expressly stating it, Klein (1976) essentially refor-
mulates psychoanalytic theory as a psychology of self” (1984, 87). As for
Kohut, he writes confusingly of the self as a content (“a content of the
mental apparatus™), as a structure of the mind rather than an agency (a
structure “cathected with instinctual energy”), and as a location (a psychic
location) of self representations (1971, xv). Later he stresses the need for
what he regards as complementary approaches: “a psychology in which
the self is seen as the center of the psychological universe, and a psychol-
ogy in which the self is seen as a content of a mental apparatus” (1977,
xv). Astonishingly, the author of self psychology eventually confesses,
“My investigation contains hundreds of pages dealing with the psychol-
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ogy of the self—yet it never assigns an inflexible meaning to the term self,
it never explains how the essence of the self should be defined” (310). A
less biased observer might contend that Kohut simply fails to treat the
topic with reasonable consistency.

Schafer, who emphasizes the wholeness and integrity of individuals as
agents who must learn to take responsibility for their actions, including
their thoughts and feelings, has proved to be one of the most incisive
critics of ego psychology, identity theory, and self psychology in his
efforts to avoid semantic confusion resulting from models involving split
selves, anthropomorphism, reification, and various related errors he en-
counters in psychoanalytic writing. Schafer criticizes Kohut’s conceptual-
ization of self as suffering from an attempt “to mix a phenomenological,
experiential, representational concept with the traditional structural-energic
metapsychological entities [such as narcissism]” (1976, 116). Schafer
even attacks the term “self” itself because of the multiplicity of meanings
attributed to it. Worse, the nominative phrase, “the self,” tends to reify
the concept of self: “Like the thingness and agency attributed to identity,
‘the self> concretizes or substantializes a term whose referents are primarily
subjective or experiential and whose force is primarily adverbial and
adjectival” (117). Moreover, he adds, “in some of its usages, such as ‘self-
actualization,” ‘the self® is set up not only as the existential referent of
behavior but as, all at once, the motor, the fuel, the driver, and the end
point of the journey of existence” (117). Elsewhere Schafer remarks, with
commendable clarity, “Self and identity are not things with boundaries,
contents, locations, sizes, forces, and degrees of brittleness” (1973, 51).
He mentions that individuals’® representations of themselves vary enor-
mously in scope, time, origin, and objectivity: “Many are maintained
unconsciously (for example, self as phallus and self as turd), and many
remain forever uncoordinated, if not contradictory” (52). Schafer dis-
trusts the term self because of its protean meanings: it can signify “my
body, my personality, my actions, my competence, my continuity, my
needs, my agency, and my subjective space. Self is thus a diffuse, multi-
purpose word” (53). When Schafer addresses the concept of self-control
he asks, “But just what does self-control refer to? Does it refer to a self that
controls, and if so what is the nature of that self? Does it refer to a self
that is to be controlled, and if so what is its nature and how does it stand
in relation to the exerciser of control . . .?” (1978, 78). As far as Schafer
1s concerned, “To say that the self controls the self is to commit a category
mistake in that controlling anything is one of the constitutive features, or
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one of the referents, of what we mean by self. We would not say that a
thermostat controls a thermostat. ... When someone is admonished,
‘Control yourself,” a logical mistake is being committed” (79).

As it happens, there are models of selfhood that render moot such
issues as the multiplicity of function attributed to self and the problem of
the location of control. These may be referred to collectively as the
systemic model. According to this model, self can be conceptualized as a
set or system of indwelling interrelated governing functions of the whole
person, a superordinate system incorporating innumerable subsystems,
both physical ones with bodily organs such as lungs (the respiratory
system), and others with less palpable, ponderable elements, such as
memory systems, value systems, and sets of self-and-object representa-
tions. There is no need for any homunculus-like ego, a regulatory self
within the self. Regulation can be thought of, metaphorically, as built in,
or wired in. From a cybernetics point of view, the system is self-regulat-
ing, the function of control being systemically located, feedback-operated,
and subject to the heirarchical constraints of a range of well-established
priorities. A systemic view of selfhood conceptualizes awareness in terms
of systemic monitoring, and lack of awareness (unconsciousness) as ab-
sence of access to specific behavioral programs. Inherently dynamic in
conception (process-oriented), the systemic model accounts for both nor-
mal and neurotic conflict, the latter (less than optimal self-regulation)
resulting from the activation of incompatible programs (see Schafer 1983,
82-95 regarding conflict as paradoxical action). A systemic model ac-
counts for motivation as goal-oriented behavior (not necessarily con-
scious), the categorization of principal goals in the version of Rosenblatt
and Thickstun (1977, 298-99) being the maintenance of positive affec-
tive relationships with significant others (attachment behavior), the satis-
faction of basic (mostly physical) needs, and the goal of defending against
the threat of any form of injury.

Though Stern remarks with plausible common sense that “no one can
agree on exactly what the self is” (1985, 5), he himself may be numbered
among the many psychoanalysts whose theory is compatible with a sys-
temic view of self. (The extent to which analysts explicitly subscribe to a
systemic model appears to be a function of the degree of their familiarity
with general systems theory.) Well before the advent of systems theory,
Sullivan wrote about what he called “the self system,” which for him is
essentially “an organization of educative experience called into being by
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the necessity to avoid or to minimize incidents of anxiety” (1953, 165).
The father of systems theory, Ludwig von Bertalanfty, insists that modern
views of man have in common the principle “to take man not as a reactive
automaton or robot but as an active personality system” (1968, 207),
meaning, among other things, an open (as distinguished from closed),
information-processing, dynamically self-regulating system. Peterfreund,
whose application of systems theory to psychoanalysis remains the most
comprehensive and valuable treatment, writes that “self, object, and su-
perego representations are highly interrelated and interdependent; they
form a vast system, and each part constantly feeds back information to
every other part” (1971, 159). Rosenblatt and Thickstun say that the self
system “can be conceptualized as the superordinate system, or the organ-
ism itself, encompassing all of the systems operating within the organism”
(1977, 300). Bowlby, who embraces systems theory, tends to think in
terms of groups of individuals rather than isolated ones, and he seems to
be uncomfortable with person-oriented terms. He discusses the concept
of self (1980, 59—64), yet makes little use of it; there is, nevertheless,
little or nothing in his writing that conflicts with a systemic view of
selfhood. Although Stern’s book on self theory (1985) does not explicitly
refer to systems theory, nothing in his focus on epigenesis appears to be
at odds with the systems model. Lichtenberg (1989), whose work derives
partly from Stern and partly from self psychology, makes extensive use of
the concept of system even though, methodologically, he does not appear
to rely much on general systems theory as such. Lichtenberg, who defines
“the self as an independent center for initiating, organizing, and integrat-
ing” (12), generates a schema of five distinct yet interactive motivational
systems: a system regulating physiological requirements, an attachment-
affiliation system, and exploratory-assertive system, an aversive system,
and a sensual-sexual system. “As each system self-organizes and self-
stabilizes, the needs that constitute the system’s core are met or fail to be
met” (275). Basch represents the case for a systemic view of selfhood well
when he writes, “The modern term psychodynamics can be understood as
referring to the movement of goal-directed systems toward decisions. The
process is measured by and expressed in terms of information. Thus is the
once-mysterious psyche taken out of the realm of the supernatural to join
science, the search for order in nature” (1988, 58).

While alternative models of self will doubtless continue to be formu-
lated, it seems almost inevitable that the more valuable ones will incorpo-
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rate systemic perspectives. If systems models of self become increasingly
accepted in psychoanalysis, one consequence will be the total abandon-
ment of libido theory and ego psychology, and sexuality will probably
play a more modest role, as in Lichtenberg’s formulation. To a consider-
able extent the systemic model renders null the criticism, emanating from
people like Lacan, of the idea of a highly coherent, specialized, centered
self. For Lacan, self, at the mirror stage, is but the reflection of an
alienated other (1977, 2—6); at a later stage (the Symbolic) self, or
“subject,” is a subjectivity dispersed in language and culture. In contrast,
the systemic model, which represents selfhood as an operational whole in
spite of the number and diversity of its systemically located “parts,”
preserves the possibility of virtual unity in functioning individuals without
delimiting the complexity with which larger environments (culture) can
be represented within the self system. Barratt (1984), who quotes Adorno
as saying that identity is the primal form of ideology (251), mocks the
notion of “a unified, albeit multifaceted, subject,” (139), or self, or ego,
especially as favored by neo-Freudians and object relations theorists, but
his own ur-Freudian model of man as fundamentally alienated and ir-
reparably conflicted refuses recognition of the possibility of functionally
unified selfhood such as may be said to be epitomized, in the vision of
W. B. Yeats, by the dancer who cannot be distinguished from the dance.
In any case, one can claim the existence of room in the systemic model for
virtually unlimited complexity of the representation of self, other, and
culture.

One can also claim that the systemic model accommodates both self-
oriented and other-oriented perspectives on object relations theory. Stern
declares that he places sense of self at the center of his inquiry (1985, 5),
yet he manages to pursue his study with full recognition of the extent to
which the other (mother) influences the development of selfhood in
infants. In contrast to Stern, Lichtenstein’s other-oriented version of
object relations theory may be thought to undersell infant individuality
and potential for autonomy by defining identity strictly in terms of instru-
mentality (self as an instrument of an all-influential other). He writes,
“Even as an adult, I believe, man cannot ever experience his identity
except in terms of an organic instrumentality within the variations of a
symbiotically structured Umwelt” (1961, 202), identity being experienced
unconsciously by adults as variations on themes “imprinted” on them as
infants by their mothers (208). In point of fact, Lichtenstein’s theory of
selfhood, as identity theory, focuses as much on self as on other. As for
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the implication that self theory appears by its very name to favor self over
other, what matters in the present context is that self theory models not
foreclose in any way on the representation of other.

As a general rule, the idea that the development of self results in large
part, though not exclusively, from the interaction of self with other
appears to be beyond controversy. Object relations theorists have always
been interested in what has come to be referred to as “intersubjectivity”
(Atwood and Stolorow, 1984). Winnicott explains in a famous passage
how a mother’s face, functioning as a mirror, allows the child to begin to
experience itself as a self (1971, 111-18), and throughout his discussion
of transitional phenomena he emphasizes that transitional objects are
subjective objects. Kohut may be thought of as having extended the concept
of the subjectivity of the object through his use of the term selfobject. Stern
(1985) throws an abundance of light on the topic of intersubjectivity. As
part of his articulation of the dynamics of the infant-mother dialogue,
Stern speaks of attachment as self-experience (102); he illuminates the
importance of “peek-a-boo” and “I’m-gonna-getcha” as games constitut-
ing “we-experience,” a self-other phenomenon (101-2); and he points to
the way in which being with others promotes the beginnings of psycho-
logical self-regulation (75). In keeping with his declaration that “the
sharing of affective states is the most pervasive and clinically germaine
feature of intersubjective relatedness” (138), Stern develops at length the
concept of “affect attunement,” which he defines as “the performance of
[complex interactional] behaviors that express the quality of fecling of a
shared affect state without imitating the exact behavioral expression of the
inner state” (142). Rich and detailed, the rigorous accounts of the obser-
vation of infant-mother interaction of Stern, Beebe (1986), and others
hold forth great promise for the better understanding of adult object-
relations behavior.

INTERNALIZATION

In a footnote Schafer remarks that when he was writing Aspects of Inter-
nalization (1968) he had not yet realized “the extent to which the very
idea of internalization was part of a major problem in psychoanalytic
theorizing” (1976, 177). For Schafer the problem concerns what he
regards as the illicit use of pseudospatial terms such as “internal objects.”
When analysts employ the term internalization, he writes, “we refer not
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to a fantasy but to a psychological process, and we are saying that a shift
of event, action, or situation in an inward direction or to an inner locale
has occurred” (155). The question is, he asks, “inside what?” He then
proceeds to develop his perfectly legitimate claim, mentioned earlier, that
there are no mental places, or spaces. Apart from what we now know
about the localization of various functions in the brain, Schafer’s claim
seems undeniable except that in his efforts to get the language of psycho-
analysis straightened out he has forgotten that people think as-ifly, with
models, and express themselves as-thoughly, through language, especially
when they speak of matters, such as relationships, that cannot be weighed,
measured, or located in space. In language, mental places do exist. Even
unicorns exist in language! Schafer, who appreciates the danger of reify-
ing abstractions, fails to realize the pointlessness of deliberately literalizing
conceptual metaphors, that is, of setting metaphoric models up as straw
men by attributing literal reality to what, in context, are consensually
understood to be conceptual abstractions expressed through more or less
concrete metaphoric language—as in the phrase “internal objects.”

For Meissner “the issue of internalization lies at the very heart of
contemporary psychoanalytic concerns” (1981, ix). He makes this state-
ment in the context of the emergence of “a more articulated theory of
object relations,” one that “emphasizes the importance of relationships
with significant objects both in development and in current adaptive
functioning,” on the one hand, and the rise of “a psychology of self” on
the other (ix). It does not require much of an argument, says Meissner, to
show that the concept of internalization “is central to the dialectic be-
tween object and self, and that it provides the conceptual bridge between
an object relations theory and a concept of self” (ix). For Meissner, then,
what is at stake is not the legitimacy but the centrality of the concept of
internalization.

One of the things Meissner tries to accomplish is to codify terminology

» g

pertaining to internalization. Such terms as “incorporation,” “introjec-
tion,” “identification,” and “projective identification,” among others, have
been used with so much variation in meaning that standardization proves
difficult. Certainly there is a serious danger posed by unrestrained multi-
plication of taxonomic designations of internalized objects such as Grot-
stein (1982) exhibits in his discussion of object relations theory. He
himself refers, with something less than full awareness, to what he calls “a
warehouse of internal objects” (84). On display in this warehouse, in

addition to a series of six selfobjects, the first of which he calls the
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“Background Subject-Object of Primary Identification,” the bedazzled
reader encounters—successively—the nutrative object, the poisonous or
starving object, the stimulating object, the defective boundary object, the
collusive internal object, the scavenger object, the corrupt object, the
protective object, the “object with tenure,” the Albatross or defective
frontier object, the obstructive object, the corrupt background object, the
autistic object, the symbiotic object, the ultimate containing object, the
nuclear object, and the orbital object. One need not question the poten-
tially infinite variety of forms internalizations may take in order to doubt
the wisdom of attempting to categorize as many types as possible by
giving them names.

To say so is not to deny the potential usefulness of typology. Stern
calls one of the more interesting types of internalized object the “evoked
companion”: “Whenever a RIG [a representation of an interaction that
has been internalized] of being with someone (who has changed self-
experience) is activated, the infant encounters an evoked companion”
(1985, 111). According to Stern, “the evoked companion functions to
evaluate the specific ongoing interactive episode” (113), thus serving as
an internalized reference orienting response. The seemingly unaccounta-
ble experience by an adult of strong emotion, such as love or anger, as a
response to a relatively trivial situation involving a comparative stranger
might be accounted for by assuming that an “evoked companion” has
suddenly been mobilized, however unconsciously. Where else could all
that affect come from? What Bollas calls “the transformational object,” an
object “experientially identified by the infant with processes that alter self
experience” (1987, 14), closely resembles Stern’s evoked companion, the
emphasis in both instances being on the reexperience of a pattern of
transformative interaction as distinct from a naked, unmediated encounter
with a familiar figure. Interesting in this connection is the fact that Hadley
speaks of the neurophysiology of attachment not in terms of connections
and bonds but in terms of process: “Attachment is the internalized repre-
sentation of repetitive interactions with caregivers” (1989, 358). In simi-
lar fashion, Beebe emphasizes internalization as a process by stressing
action schemes (interactional patterns) as precursors of self and object
representations: what is internalized in the earliest representations “is not
simply the infant’s own action, nor the environment’s response, but rather
the dynamic interplay between the two. To expand upon Piaget, represen-
tation of the self and the human object is conceptualized as interiorized
interaction, rather than unilateral action per se” (1986, 28).
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One topic of immense significance for object relations theory is the
internalization of personal meaning. Guntrip comments, “The significance
of human living lies in object-relationships, and only in such terms can
our life be said to have a meaning, for without object relations the ego
itself cannot develop” (1969, 19—20). Marris writes about the element of
uniqueness in human attachment in contrast to the comparative inter-
changeability of objects implied by Freud’s libido theory:

The relationships that matter most to us are characteristically to particular
people whom we love—husband or wife, parents, children, dearest friend
—and sometimes to particular places—a home or personal territory— that
we invest with the same loving qualities. These specific relationships, which
we experience as unique and irreplaceable, seem to embody most crucially
the meaning of our lives. We grow up to look for such relationships. If we
do not find them, our lives seem empty; pleasures, ambitions, ideals, career
tend to lose their interest or their purpose without this context of unique
personal bonds. If we lose these bonds, we suffer grief; and in the depth of
grieving, the bereaved cannot be consoled by any substitute relationship.
Even the idea of such consolation is abhorrent, because it seems to deny the
unique value and meaning of what has been lost. (1982, 185)

Although Marris suggests that “meaning is inherently emotional” (192),
he does not speak of the meaningfulness of object relations simply in the
sense that they are emotionally important; he asserts that attachments
structure meaning in a larger way, allowing us “to make sense of our
experience and to direct our lives” (191).

Because attachments structure meaning, says Marris, the loss of key
attachment figures tends to precipitate confusion: “When people are be-
reft of a crucial relationship, nothing seems to make sense any longer. The
world seems meaningless” (194). Elizabethans were keenly sensitive to
images of global disorder. Shakespeare uses the word chaos in a context
both personal and global when he has Othello say of Desdemona:

Excellent wretch! Perdition catch my soul
But I do love thee! and when I love thee not,
Chaos is come again.
(3.3.91-93)

As Marris describes it, the experience of “losing someone you love is less
like losing a very valuable and irreplaceable possession than like finding
the law of gravity to be invalid” (195). The rational course of giving up
the lost object at the behest of reality is not available because “grief is a
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reaction to the disintegration of the whole structure of meaning depen-
dent on this relationship rather than to the absence of the person lost”
(195). By way of supplementing the explanation of Marris, it might be
said that the disorientation resulting from some instances of loss involves
a loss of self, not just a loss of other. Loss disorients precisely to the
extent that the structure of selfhood has been invested in an ongoing
relationship with a living other. In those instances, such as the gradual
loss of an aging parent, where the bereft person experiences anticipatory
mourning, and where the internalization process has been more nearly
completed, the death of an attachment figure is less likely to be so disori-
enting, however painful.

Other psychoanalytic commentators have clarified the fact that mean-
ing is not internalized exclusively in the form of representations of, and
feelings about, persons. As Hadley remarks, “We may ‘attach’ to many
things, to ideas and ideals, to the self as well as other people” (1985,
547). The emotional investment people make in ideology would be a
good example. Faber writes about how the world of culture incorporates
internalized attitudes and beliefs that function defensively to provide
psychological security for the group comparable to that afforded by the
mothering figure in early development of the individual (1989, 33).
Riviere remarks that internalization of objects “persists throughout life in
more developed forms as a main feature of our mental functioning. . . . In
later life, moreover, these objects, external or internal, no longer need to
be exclusively persons, but may be represented by non-human, inanimate,
or abstract interests” (1955, 351). The object-relational dimension of
interests has been discussed at length by Eagle. He argues that “interests
are most meaningfully understood as object relations that involve cogni-
tive and affective links to objects in the world and serve some of the same
psychological functions [such as orientation] served by more traditionally
viewed object relations” (1981, 161). Eagle uses the term “interests” in
the broad sense of any focus of attention or activity with deep emotional
correlatives, such as a pastime or a profession. He notes that in clinical
work absence of the development of important interests in a patient
constitutes “a negative prognostic indicator” (6). In contrast, “the evi-
dence supports the idea of a strong relationship between security of
attachment and independent exploratory behavior” (1982, 169) of the
kind that develops into areas of interest in the (superficially) nonpersonal
world.

* k% %k
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REORIENTING PSYCHOANALYTIC THEORY

Whereas Pine (1988) speaks with uncritical syncretism about “the four
psychologies of psychoanalysis,” Holt (1989)—who is nothing if not
critical—writes about the current status of psychoanalytic theory in a
mood verging on despair. After identifying the major trends of the mid-
1980’s as, first, the death of metapsychology, second, the debate about
whether psychoanalysis is a scientific or a hermeneutic discipline, and
third, “the rise into increasing prominence of object relations theory and
self psychology” (324), Holt goes so far as to label the third trend as a
fad (338). Without bothering to justify the casualness of his linking of
object relations theory with self psychology, Holt goes on, not without
some justice, to claim that

despite certain attractive features of both object relations theory and self
psychology, they fail to make any serious or searching critique of metapsy-
chology, and—like ego psychology—they retain a good deal of it. As
rebellions, they are much too limited to accomplish the needed radical
(indeed, revolutionary) change. . . . Fairbairn (1952), Guntrip (1969), and
Winnicott (1958), however, all incorporate far too many of the defective
parts of psychoanalytic theory to make their corrections much more than
cosmetic. (338)

It will be noticed that Holt makes no attempt at this point to distinguish,
as I do, between self psychology and the emerging presence of a science-
oriented self theory, nor does he appear to be sufficiently aware of the
possibility of wresting a sound and healthy person-oriented theory of
object relations from the decaying womb of Freud’s drive-oriented the-
ory. There is one exception, however. What Holt most notably does do,
in a sentence I have purposely omitted from the quotation above, is to
say that his remarks do not apply to attachment theory considered as, in
his phrasing, “a member of the object relations school” (338).

Part of the problem, of course, is that at present there is no coherent
group identifiable as “the object relations school” of psychoanalysis. But
perhaps—as I contend—a unified theory of object relations may now be
glimpsed on the horizon of possibility. As envisioned in this chapter—
however incompletely—such a theory of object relations will be person
oriented. It will have dispensed with the assumptions of libido theory and
the metapsychological trappings of ego psychology. It will build a theory
of motivation and conflict on the foundation provided by an attachment
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theory expanded to include all meaningful features of object relations
theory, classical and contemporary. This expanded theory of object rela-
tions will be interdependent with self theory insofar as the two realms of
theory share the same concerns about human motivation and conflict.
Selfhood will be conceptualized in terms of a systemic model for both
branches of theory. And whatever other features it may possess, the
systemic model in question will exhibit virtually unlimited capacity to
register and process internalized representations of itself, of other, and of
the nonhuman environment as it regulates itself and its organism’s per-
sonal interaction with the outside world.
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3.
FREUD'S CASES REREAD

By ecarly in the last decade of the nineteenth century Freud had become
preoccupied with sexual pathology and the possibility that it serves as a
causative factor in neurasthenia and psychoneurosis. Writing to Wilhelm
Fliess in October of 1893, Freud remarks, “Meanwhile things have grown
livelier. The sexual business attracts people; they all go away impressed
and convinced, after exclaiming, ‘No one has ever asked me that before!” ?
(1954,78). His letter to Fliess the following month contains this passage:
“The sexual business is becoming more and more firmly consolidated, and
the contradictions are fading away” (80). Before long, Freud ascribes the
cause of hysteria to sexual conflict: “hysteria is conditioned by a primary
sexual experience (before puberty) accompanied by revulsion and fright”
(129). By the time of the paper on the role of sexuality in the etiology
of the neuroses, Freud’s consolidation of “the sexual business” is com-
plete: “The unique significance of sexual experiences in the aetiology of
the psychoneuroses seemed to be established beyond a doubt; and this
fact [!] remains to this day one of the corner-stones of my theory”
(1906, 273).

During the next two decades or so Freud makes innumerable efforts to
document this hypothesis in his case histories, sporadically in the Studies
on Hysteria (1893—1895) and insistently in the other cases being con-
sidered in this chapter. The main question to be considered is this: To
what extent do Freud’s clinical hypotheses reflect his data in a compara-
tively detached, objective manner and to what extent do they exhibit
motivated conceptualizations, that is, theory-driven positions he wants to
find evidence for in his case material? A critical rereading of Freud’s cases
shows that his explanations along libidinal lines do not hold up, being
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variously ancillary, forced, inconsistent, irrelevant, exaggerated, supposi-
tious, and sometimes downright wishful—not always, of course, but with
damaging frequency. These cases nevertheless still constitute meaningful
documents in the context of a revised theory of object relations—a per-
son-oriented as distinguished from a drive-oriented one. They remain
meaningful to a significant degree for various reasons, among them the
high quality of most of Freud’s observations, the merits of his method of
investigation, the shrewdness of his insights, and because the semantic
richness of these clinical texts is such that they contain the data needed to
substantiate alternative readings at odds with the interpretations Freud
tries to impose on them.

A crucial aspect of the residual significance of this case material lies in
the fact that Freud insists on the importance of conflict in the etiology of
neurotic behavior. In a passage designed to discriminate between obses-
sional neurosis and hysteria, he remarks in a letter to Fliess that “at the
root of hysteria is always conflict (sexual pleasure versus an accompanying
unpleasure)” (1954, 139). Naturally Freud conceptualizes conflict along
sexual lines in keeping with his fateful decision to regard all objects as
sexual objects. Had Freud chosen instead to situate the origins of neurotic
behavior in object relational conflict, without insisting on the presence or
primacy of sexual factors, and above all without invoking his metapsy-
chological deus ex machina of libidinal hydraulics, who would say him
nay? Again and again in the case material to follow, emotional conflict
concerning self and other will be seen to occupy the center of the stage,
while sexual conflict—when present at all—remains in the background.

STUDIES ON HYSTERIA

The first of the cases in Studies on Hysteria, that of Anna O., was handled
by Breuer, but Freud knew it intimately, learned from it, and commented
on it. For purposes of the present discussion, it may be treated almost as
if it were one of Freud’s cases. Anna O., who appears to have had a
normal childhood, develops a variety of symptoms, chiefly conversion
symptoms and some dissociative behavior. The symptoms begin to emerge
after Anna has been nursing her dying father for several months, although
she takes to her bed well before he dies. During what appears to be the
most representative of several traumatic scenes, Anna envisions, during
the night at her father’s bedside, a waking dream (hallucination) of being
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unable to prevent a menacing black snake from approaching her father’s
bed (for the purpose of biting him). The fingers of her paralyzed right
hand turn into “little snakes with death’s heads (the nails)” (1893-1895,
38). Although Breuer succeeds, with the aid of hypnosis, in exhuming
this and other forgotten scenes of confict, which results in a cure, his case
history remains oddly silent concerning the exact nature of the conflict in
Anna’s mind. Content to focus on traumatic, seemingly exterior events,
Breuer fails to comment on the presence of a fairly blatant death wish
directed, for obvious reasons, by the overstressed Anna toward her bur-
densome but otherwise beloved father. Breuer makes no explicit mention
of any tormenting guilt resulting from this wish, though he may have
intuited its existence. Freud, commenting on the case in his Five Lectures
(1910), accurately represents the symptoms as deriving from “emotional”
traumas (10) and “ ‘strangulated’ affects” (18) without specifying what
these were. He makes no direct reference to specific sexual elements in the
case itself, yet he feels at liberty to generalize about the strangulated affects
in terms of “somatic innervations” and “cathected mental processes” in a
manner that can be said indiscriminately to lump together emotions,
psychic energy, sexual energy, “mental” processes, and physiological pro-
cesses of the brain.

Guilt appears to be a factor in the case of Frau Emmy von N. Frau
Emmy consciously hates her younger daughter for three years, she says,
because she believes—quite unrealistically—that she would have been
able “to nurse her husband back to health if she had not been in bed [ill]
on account of her child” (1893-1895, 63). Anxiety is an obvious feature
of the case. Frau Emmy has an endless series of bad dreams. She remem-
bers—with Freud’s help—a series of fearful experiences from her youth,
and continues, at the age of forty, to be afraid of innumerable innocuous
situations. At an unspecified period in Frau Emmy’s childhood, her mother
was committed to an asylum, a situation that may or may not have
produced the anxious behavior that in attachment theory would be attrib-
utable to extended separation of child from mother at a vulnerable age,
but of course Freud does not explore such a possibility. Instead he infers
the presence of a “neurotic factor” due to “the fact that the patient had
been living [as a widow] for years in a state of sexual abstinence” (88).
“Such circumstances,” he adds, “are among the most frequent causes of a
tendency to anxiety.” He maintains this position despite his later admis-
sion of “a complete absence of the sexual element” in “all the intimate
information given me by the patient” (103). Freud simply assumes she has
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emended her life story in this regard into “a bowdlerized edition.” He
freely concedes that he feels uncertain about his diagnosis of the problem
(85) and admits that the help he has been able to give his patient with her
pains and phobias proves to be only temporary (101).

In the case of the governess, Miss Lucy R., the patient experiences
persistent olfactory delusions, specifically the odors of burnt pudding and
cigar smoke, subsequent to being cured of an actual nasal infection.
Through the treatment process, Freud discovers that these symptoms
relate to emotional conflict Lucy suffers having to do with her promises
to her charges’ dead mother, ill treatment by the domestic help, her
unacknowledged love for her employer, whom she unrealistically hopes
to marry, and her shock at her employer’s displays of anger. Lucy’s nose
knows. Her sense of smell functions as a kind of memory bank—a nasal
palimpsest. Her tormenting olfactory delusions serve as markers; they are
like gravestones indicating the sites of buried memories of painful scenes,
such as the employer’s rage when his accountant kisses the children (in
Lucy’s charge) on the lips. These markers are metonymic signs, arbitrary
in their relation to the events in question except for their coincidence in
point of time (that is, the smells occur in temporal conjunction with the
painful scenes). Other than the possibility of choosing to look at the
romantic element of Lucy’s story in sexual terms, which Freud refrains
from doing, one can see that all of the conflict in this case reflects the
“mnemonic repression,” as it were, of emotional disturbances in the
sphere of object relations. Deeper conflicts, if present, remain unrecorded.
The treatment, intermittent and covering only nine weeks, helps Lucy to
adjust to her emotional problem and removes her delusional symptoms.

In the case of Katharina, a simple mountain girl about twenty years
old, Freud immediately recognizes that her physical symptoms reflect
anxiety attacks. Katharina has no idea where they come from. By ques-
tioning her Freud learns she was exposed to the sexual advances of her
uncle at the age of fourteen, and that she caught a glimpse of a scene she
did not fully comprehend at the time: her uncle having intercourse with
Katharina’s cousin. Freud concludes, “The case of Katharina is typical. In
every analysis of a case of hysteria based on sexual traumas we find that
impressions from the pre-sexual period which produced no effect on the
child attain traumatic power at a later date as memories.” (133). What
Freud does not admit until nearly thirty years after the publication of this
case, in the form of a footnote, is that the man who made the sexual
advances was not Katharina’s uncle but her father! While admitting that
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this “distortion” was a mistake, Freud neglects to elaborate in any way on
the implications of this new information for understanding the case. One
way of rereading it, in object-relational terms, is to perceive that Kathar-
ina was traumatized not by sexuality itself but by the conflict generated in
her by her father’s incestuous behavior. Had he chosen to pursue the issue
in this case, Freud might have been inclined to view this conflict as
involving the threat of tapping the daughter’s unconscious, tabooed de-
sire. Victims of such advances will themselves no doubt elect to see them
rather as emotionally devastating breaches of the sanctity of a natural
bond entirely different in kind from Freud’s understanding of it as a
fundamentally incestuous attachment. But even if allowance be made for
the possibility of an element of deep-seated sexual conflict, unconscious
on Katharina’s part, between desire and taboo, what emerges from con-
sideration of this case, a fortiori, is that psychological conflict has the
greatest potential for development in an object-relational context, espe-
cially when the objects in question are primary attachment figures. Not
surprisingly, the most conflictful scenes of Greek tragedy are usually
family scenes. Aristotle recognizes that the most terrible, pitiful events
portrayable in tragedy occur when “suffering is inflicted upon each other
by people whose relationship implies affection, as when a brother kills, or
intends to kill, his brother, a son his father, a mother her son, a son his
mother” (1958, 27).

In the last of the studies on hysteria, Fraulein Elisabeth von R. suffers
hysterical pains in her legs. After a normal, happy childhood, during
which she is “tenderly attached to her parents” (Freud, 1893-1895, 139),
she experiences these pains for the first time after she has been devotedly
nursing her father for a period of some twelve months. She identifies with
her father in various ways. She unconsciously identifies with the pain he
has in his leg because of his heart trouble. She eventually realizes, with
Freud’s help, that the particular location of pain in her right thigh must
have something to do with the fact that her father rested his own badly
swollen leg on hers when she changed the bandage on it (148). Ramifi-
cations of her symptom ensue when she experiences pain in her legs in a
way that is unconsciously associated with the pleasure of taking a walk
with her sister’s husband (156), with whom Elisabeth von R. has fallen
in love unawares. The psychological plot thickens when this sister dies
not long thereafter. Friulein Elisabeth feels unbearably guilty when, in
the midst of mourning the death of her sister, this thought flashes through
her mind concerning her sister’s husband: “Now he is free again and I can
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be his wife” (156). As part of his overview of the case, Freud concludes
that the hysterical pain in her thigh occurs “at a moment when the circle
of ideas embracing her duties to her sick father came into conflict with
the content of the erotic desire she was feeling at the time. Under the
pressure of lively self-reproaches she decided in favour of the former, and
in doing so brought about the hysterical pain” (164). What happened,
continues Freud, is that “she repressed her erotic idea from consciousness
and transformed the amount of its affect into physical sensations of pain”
(164). By the phrases “erotic desire” and “erotic idea” Freud refers to
Friulein Elisabeth’s attachment to, or love for, her sister’s husband. But
Freud makes no reference to any explicitly lustful thoughts or impulses.
The point is that Freud often blurs the differences existing between
attachment behavior and sexual behavior in favor of attending to what
they may have in common, this practice being in contrast to his attempt,
notably in the Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, to keep sexual aims
and sexual objects conceptually isolated from each other. Even if Elisabeth
von R. did in fact experience what we would today describe as “erotic
desires,” readers of the case never become privy to any details about them.
Here, as so often, a gap exists between sexual experiences attributed by
Freud to his patients and the memories of actual feelings and events
elicited by Freud during the analytic process.

DORA

There cannot of course be any question concerning the presence of sexual
impulses in the case of Dora (“Fragment of an Analysis of a Case of
Hysteria,” 1905a), only many, if not most, of these sexual impulses
belong to other people! Be that as it may, my concern is not to defend
Dora against Freud, which a number of legitimately angry feminists have
already undertaken to do in recent years (Bernheimer and Kahane, 1985),
or to attempt a thorough sorting out of the tangled skein of interpersonal
relationships in this case. I confine my attention to matters concerning
the relative weight and pertinence of sexual factors in Dora’s case, espe-
cially as they come into play within the framework of Dora’s oedipal
relationships.

Beginning with Dora’s case, conducted late in 1900 and written up,
for the most part, early in 1901, the relative weight of Freud’s attention
to sexual matters increases exponentially as compared to Studies on Hys-
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teria. “Sexuality is the key,” he trumpets in his finale to the case. “Sexuality
provides the motive power for every single symptom,” he says. “I can
only repeat over and over again—for I never find it otherwise—that
sexuality is the key to the problem of psychoneuroses. . .. No one who
disdains the key will ever be able to unlock the door” (1905a, 115). Apart
from the sexual impulses belonging to other persons, exemplified by the
long-standing affair of Dora’s father with Frau K. and Herr K.’s at-
tempted seductions of Dora and a governess, the door into which Freud
inserts his analytical key opens up a Pandora’s box of what he regards as
perverse infantile sexuality. It should be noticed that Freud astributes the
experience of a primal scene to Dora as distinct from eliciting fragments
of the memory of one. He then uses this construction to explain Dora’s
breathing difficulties by assuming that what she heard was lots of heavy
breathing (accentuated in her father’s case because of his tuberculosis).
Freud further attributes Dora’s vaginal discharge to masturbation, with a
great show of authority and in spite of Dora’s claim that she cannot recall
engaging in this practice. Still worse, at least as far as symptom formation
goes, is the oral eroticism of Dora’s infantile sucking. Freud discusses
thumb sucking in connection with his attribution of a fellatio fantasy to
Dora, largely on the basis of the fact that Dora believes her father to be
impotent and responds to Freud’s query about how her father can, under
the circumstances, be having an ordinary love affair by saying that “she
knew . . . that there was more than one way of obtaining sexual gratifica-
tion” (47). Freud infers, without really demonstrating, that this “uncon-
scious phantasy” gives rise to Dora’s hysterical coughing (51). Last but
not least, Freud attributes a “homosexual current” (60) to Dora’s affection
for and loyalty to Frau K.; in fact, he asserts in a letter to Fliess that in
this case “the principal part in the conflicting mental processes is played
by the opposition between an attraction towards men and one towards
women” (4). A possibility that does not enter into Freud’s calculations is
that Dora may be capable of being attracted to Herr K., as a man, in a
way that is not incompatible with experiencing fondness for a woman like
Frau K., whose children she has taken care of, whom she looks up to, and
who in all likelihood serves as an unconscious substitute for the maternal
support figure Dora’s mother can no longer be because of her emotionally
crippling “housewife psychosis”—as Freud calls it.

Even if one grants, in theory, the persistence in Dora of remnants of
polymorphous sexuality deriving from childhood that constitute, insofar
as they become synthesized, her adult, genitally oriented sexuality, these
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questions remain: To what extent do sexual factors affect her adult object
relations and to what extent do her symptoms derive from object-rela-
tional conflict as distinct from sexual conflict? Looking at what Freud
writes about Dora in an oedipal context suggests an alternative reading to
the one he proposes—not a totally different but a significantly qualified
one. The premise underlying this view of the oedipus complex, applicable
to other cases as well, and perhaps generally to everyone, is that sexual
issues, such as incest and castration anxiety, do not constitute the essence
of oedipal conflict— contrary to what Freud has for so long persuaded so
many. An appropriate perspective on oedipal object-relations i childhood
should focus on attachment behavior, not sexual behavior, because the
latter elements derive primarily fiom adulthood by way of a process Freud
himself named and discussed, that of deferred action (Nachtriglichkeit).
Given this perspective on Dora’s oedipal experience, her childhood rivalry
with her mother can be seen to take the form of possessiveness, or greedy
attachment to her father, as distinguished from the inner excitation of lust
for her father’s body.

Freud launches his own oedipal “hypothesis” this way: Dora’s “pre-
occupation with her father’s relations to Frau K. owed its obsessive
character to the fact that its root was unknown to her and lay in the
unconscious. . . . She felt and acted more like a jealous wife—in a way
which would have been comprehensible in her mother. By her ultimatum
to her father (‘either her or me’). . . she was clearly putting herself in her
mother’s place” (56). Except for his casual reference in the next sentence
to the “sexual” nature of Dora’s cough (the fellatio connection), one
cannot take exception to the object-relational cast of Freud’s remarks here
or in what immediately follows: “She was therefore identifying herself
both with the woman her father had once loved and with the woman he
loved now. The inference is obvious that her affection for her father was a
much stronger one than she knew or than she would have cared to admit:
in fact, that she was in love with him” [meaning “in love with him in an
inappropriate, incestuous way”] (56; italics added). Freud tends to use
words like “affection” and “love” ambiguously in a manner similar to
what he calls “switch-words” (65n), words that can track on different sets
of rails. But Freud’s mention in the subsequent paragraph of Oedipus,
and his reference to “the forces of the libido,” leave no doubt as to which
track he has taken.

Nevertheless, in this same paragraph, and the following one, Freud
speaks of matters allowing today’s readers to switch to the object-rela-
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tional track instead. Freud writes of the probability that the traces of
oedipal feeling in all of us “must be assumed to be more intense from the
very first in the case of those children [like Dora, presumably] whose
constitution [or early development] marks them down for a neurosis,”
these being children “who develop prematurely and have a craving for
love” that leads to “a fixation of this rudimentary feeling of love” (56).
From the perspective of attachment theory, all children need love, contact,
and security, but those who exhibit excessively anxious, clinging behavior
do so because they have experienced either some form of traumatic sepa-
ration, or flawed intersubjectivity, which they may carry over into adult
relationships. Since Freud elsewhere mentions how “tenderly attached”
Dora was to her father (18), and he to her (56), and since we know about
the emotional unavailability of Dora’s mother (both to her husband and
daughter), we can allow for the likelihood of the derivation from her
childhood of a certain turbulence in Dora’s adult emotional life, yet we
need not assume this turbulence to be strictly sexual in nature. As for her
emotional conflict taking the form of hysterical symptoms, Dora has an
abundance of neurotic models to imitate, including her mother, her aunt,
and Frau K.

When Freud confronts Dora by contending that her childhood affec-
tion for her father “must at a very early moment have amounted to her being
completely in love with him,” meaning incestuously, Dora says she does
not remember anything like that but then goes on to tell an anecdote
about a seven-year-old girl she knew. Freud construes this anecdote as
confirming Dora’s implicit acceptance of his version of her oedipus com-
plex. The little girl, after witnessing a heated altercation between her
parents, later whispers into Dora’s ear: “ ‘You can’t think how I hate that
person!” (pointing to her mother), ‘and when she’s dead I shall marry
Daddy’ ” (57). Parsimoniously construed, all the anecdote confirms is the
person-oriented object-relational view that childhood attachments, espe-
cially possessive ones, are often regarded by children as involving compe-
titions with adults and may be represented as taking on, in a child’s eye,
the form of the attachments of the adults with whom the child identifies.
Marriage, in this instance, serves as a metaphor for the kind of emotional
intimacy the child sees her parents’ relationship as partaking of. “Mar-
riage” is a metaphor, a representational model, that does not necessarily
include any sexual baggage as far as a child is concerned.

By the same token, if the quality of deep attachments of children to
parental figures must be regarded as founded on physical closeness, emo-
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tional responsiveness, security, a sense of self-worth, and above all on
what Erikson calls basic trust, then Dora’s anger at her father, and at Herr
K., are perfectly understandable in object-relational terms. Dora may love
her father (such attachments being, as Henry James once said of one’s
bond to one’s native land, prior to choice) but she nevertheless knows
him to be “insincere,” manipulative, and inappropriately self-centered
(34). As for her father’s unspoken collusion with Herr K., Freud under-
stands that she feels embittered “by the idea that she had been handed
over to Herr K. as the price of his tolerating the relations between her
father and his wife,” and he adds, “Her rage at her father’s making such a
use of her was visible behind her affection for him” (34). Similarly, if
Dora does love Herr K., as Freud insists and as Dora ultimately does not
continue to deny, she may love him in the sense that she secretly wishes
she could marry him rather than because she welcomes his erotic atten-
tions (the abrupt kiss and furtive embrace when she is fourteen), as Freud
believes she ought to. She may love him even though she does not
welcome the blunt erotic proposition by the lake when she is older, a
proposition the more unwelcome because she recognizes it as being couched
in the same language Herr K. uses to proposition his children’s governess,
a scene Dora already knows about.

HANS

Maintaining clear and appropriate distinctions between sexual behavior
and attachment behavior in the case of Little Hans (“Analysis of a Phobia
in a Five-Year-Old Boy,” 1909a) becomes more difficult than in the case
of Dora because of the way the boy’s father, in cahoots with Freud,
endeavors to impose sexual interpretations on everything he does, and
thinks, and dreams, thereby precipitating iatrogenic conflicts in him in
the process. Another complication derives from the functional ambiguity
of Hans’s penis, which eliminates waste products from his body, which
gives him pleasure when touched, and which furthermore represents
gender differentiation and the potential for sexual reproduction, topics
Little Hans does not understand very well and about which no one gives
him timely, appropriate, accurate information.

Poor Little Hans: he gets reprimanded for touching his “widdler”
(Wiwimacher, in the original), so how can he make wee-wee without
conflict? When he is three and a half years old, his mother, seeing his
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hand on his penis, spontaneously performs her official Freudian function
by threatening him: “If you do that, I shall send for Dr. A. to cut off your
widdler. And then what’ll you widdle with?” (1909a, 7—8). When he is
four and three-quarters, Hans wakes up one morning in tears from a bad
dream. He tells it to his mother: “When I was asleep I thought you were
gone and I had no Mummy to coax [cuddle] with” (23). When, shortly
thereafter, Hans develops a phobia about going out into the street be-
cause he is “afraid that a horse will bite him,” the father, one of Freud’s
adherents, thinks the ground may have been prepared by “sexual over-
excitation due to his mother’s tenderness,” and he thinks the fear seems
“somehow” related to being frightened by a horse’s penis: “He had
noticed at a very early age what large penises horses have, and at the time
he inferred that as his mother was so large she must have a widdler like a
horse” (22). Freud needs no prompting to convince himself that Hans’s
fear of losing his mother must coincide with an “enormously intensified,”
age-specific (oedipal), erotic attraction to his mother. So Freud arranges
for Hans’s father to tell his son “that all this business about horses was a
piece of nonsense and nothing more. The truth was, his father was to say,
that he was very fond of his mother and wanted to be taken into her bed.
The reason he was afraid of horses now was that he had taken so much
interest in their widdlers” (28). Freud believes, in sum, that Hans’s animal
phobia reflects castration anxiety stemming from his oedipal desires and
fears.

During his early years Hans’s impressionable mind is subjected to a
staggering amount of misinformation ranging from mild distortion to
outright lies—some of them whoppers—by Freud and the boy’s parents.
No wonder he gets confused. Sometimes the parents tell fibs: babies are
brought by the stork, and naughty children get arrested by the policeman
at the Schonbrunn. Often distortions take the form of neglecting to
correct faulty impressions, such as Hans’s perception that his new baby
sister has a widdler that is “quite small” (11), but “so lovely” (21), and
his bizarre but understandable inference that his large mother has a large
widdler, like a large male horse. Hans gets no error-correction feedback
to help him deal with his misconceptions. Sometimes his parents furnish
him with information that is simply misleading or inaccurate, for example,
that babies are pressed out “like lumf™ (feces) during the birth process.
Horses do not bite, Freud tells Hans, though Hans knows better and tells
Freud about a white horse at Gmunden that bites. When Hans mentions
what Lizzi’s father said to her as she was departing,—“Don’t put your
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finger to the white horse or itll bite you”—Freud responds to this
undistorted report of a real event (remark) by telling Hans he cannot
mean what he says: “I say, it strikes me that it isn’t a horse you mean, but
a widdler, that one mustn’t put one’s hand to” (29). How, one might ask,
is Hans supposed to understand that this communication is designed to
be an interpretation rather than a flat contradiction of his perfectly good
memory? Hans responds with imperturbable logic: “But a widdler doesn’t
bite.” And what does Freud say to that? He says, “Perhaps it does,
though™ (30). Such distortions amount to small fry compared to others
mentioned in the text. Twice, for instance, Hans’s mother assures him
that she does have a widdler, knowing full well that the term “widdler”
means “penis” to Hans. Can Hans possibly understand what Freud is
driving at when he tells him that “he was afraid of his father precisely
because he was so fond of his mother” (42)? Later, a thoroughly mystified
Little Hans complains to his father, “Why did you tell me I'm fond of
Mummy and that’s why I’'m frightened, when I'm fond of you?” (44). And
can Hans possibly fail to become even more confused when confronted
by the interpretation of Freud quoted earlier: (1) that his fear of horses is
“nonsense™; (2) that the “truth” is that “he was very fond of his mother
and wanted to be taken into her bed”—which is true enough, but how
can the horse business be meaningless (nonsense) if there’s an underlying
truth to it?; and (3) that “the reason he was afraid of horses [contradicting
the nonsense-explanation of (1)] was that he had taken so much interest
in their widdlers,” which must also contradict explanation (2)—not for
Freud, of course, but for Hans. One may be permitted to doubt that
Hans eventually outgrew his phobia any faster by virtue of the quality of
the information he was receiving.

Be that as it may, a fundamentally different interpretation of the animal
phobia of Little Hans can be found in Bowlby’s reading of it (1973, 283—
87). If ever there were a case designed to set up a contrast between the
interpretation of object relations along orthodox, Freudian, drive-ori-
ented lines as compared to the person-oriented lines of attachment theory,
this is the one! Bowlby does not, in this instance, attack Freud’s theory of
sexuality directly. He does so indirectly by suggesting a more plausible
explanation of Hans’s situation, one more in line with the facts of the case
and more in line also with what is now known about comparable in-
stances of animal phobias in children. Bowlby concentrates on separation
anxiety as distinct from castration anxiety. What he sees through the lens
of attachment theory is the evidence the case provides that Hans’s anxiety
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about leaving home precedes the form it later takes of an animal phobia,
and that the phobia signifies fear not so much of leaving home as fear of
being separated from his mother. The anxiety dream about his mother
being gone also precedes the horse phobia. Bowlby notes that in Hans’s
mind there exists a link between being bitten by horses and the theme of
the departure of someone he likes (Lizzi’s father warns her as she departs
not to stick out her finger or the white horse will bite it). Bowlby observes
that Hans’s father himself realizes that Hans’s “present anxiety, which
prevents him from leaving the neighborhood of the house, is in reality
the longing for [his mother],” though the father later falls in with Freud’s
libidinal interpretation. Bowlby points out that Hans’s fear of leaving the
house arises subsequent to Hans’s having been kept away from his mother
during the birth of Hanna when Hans was three and one-half, a prime
age for the experience of separation anxiety. Bowlby stresses that the case
records the mother as having threatened Hans with not coming back
home (Freud, 1909a, 44—45), and he speculates that Hans may have had
a premonition of eventually being separated from his mother by the
divorce of his parents. One of the key differences between the two inter-
pretations is that Freud reads Hans’s eagerness to cuddle with his mother
and his desire to climb into bed with both parents as reflecting an increase
of libidinal excitation and an expression of oedipal rivalry whereas Bowlby
recognizes the eagerness as an increase of the need for closeness and love
by a child experiencing separation anxiety—and dreaming about it. The
dream is ambiguous: “When I was asleep I thought you were gone and I
had no Mummy to coax with.” Freud reads it one way, and Bowlby quite
another.

As for Hans’s castration anxiety, what is at issue is not its 7eality but its
origin. It originates, first of all, as a result of an actual, explicit threat
uttered in the context of Hans’s taking pleasure in fondling his penis.
Though the mother’s tone and manner may in part have been playful and
teasing (“And then what’ll you widdle with?”), and her intentions good,
the residual effect of the threat itself seems to have proved harmful in the
sense of constituting one of the several factors promoting Hans’s clinging
behavior later on. The remarks of Freud and his father may also have
increased Hans’s castration anxiety. Hanss keen interest in anatomy
(sharpened, no doubt, by his mother’s cutting remark) becomes an anx-
ious one because the theme of things being bitten off (fingers by horses)
gets muddled—not by Hans but by his father and Freud! By the time
they are through indoctrinating him with their explanations (of things
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like widdlers that bite), it is no wonder his castration anxiety becomes
heightened.

Ironically, it is possible that what Freud terms “masturbation” in this
case may be more of an object-relational phenomenon in early years than
an erotic one. If the consequence of the manual stimulation of a nerve-
rich portion of his anatomy—his penis—is analogous in function to the
paradoxically calming effect of self-induced oral stimulation—in the in-
stance of non-nutritive sucking on pacifiers—Hans’s so-called masturba-
tion may have served him principally for the purpose of allaying anxiety
in the liminal situation of falling asleep (bedtime was his usual time for
fondling himself). If Winnicott is right about thumb sucking as a transi-
tional phenomenon, then perhaps genital manipulation i childhood, in
addition to supplying direct sensory gratification, serves both short-term
object-relational needs (the self as object) and long-term object-relational
development. Thus what looks like purely erotic behavior may not be.

An amusing instance of adult preoccupation with sexuality in this case
occurs when Hans’s father insists on his opinion that Hans wants his
mother to have a(nother) baby. Hans replies, “But I don’t want it to
happen” (92). Father: “But you wish for it?” Hans (probably confused):
“Oh yes, wish.” Father (seeing an opening): “Do you know why you wish
for it? It’s because you’d like to be Daddy.” Hans responds, “Yes. . . .
How does it work?” Father: “How does what work?” Hans: “You say
Daddies don’t have babies; so how does it work, my wanting to be
Daddy?” During the ensuing dialogue, Hans’s father asserts that if Hans
were married to his mother he would “like Mummy to have a baby,”
clearly meaning, adultomorphically, “make a baby with Mummy.” Hans
responds by emphasizing that if he were married to his Mummy they
wouldn’t want any more (baby sisters!). His father, attempting to salvage
what he can of the shredded remnants of his oedipal hypothesis, asks,
“Would you like to be married to Mummy?” “Oh yes,” says Hans, speak-
ing, presumably, in much the same way Dora’s little friend speaks when
she declares she will marry her father when her mother is dead. Hans’s
father believes Hans desires his mother as a sexual object whereas Hans
himself seems to be thinking along the object-relational lines of possessing
his mother, as an attachment figure, and at the same time relating to his
beloved father by identifying with his marital status.
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RAT MAN

Of all the cases being discussed, that of Rat Man (“Notes Upon a Case of
Obsessional Neurosis,” 1909b) offers the greatest challenge to the claim
that Freud overemphasizes sexual factors in neurosis. It does so partly
because of the cogency of Freud’s solutions to Rat Man’s puzzling thoughts
and behavior, and partly because of the brilliance of Freud’s discussion of
obsessional neurosis. But the most direct challenge lies in the comparative
prominence of erotic elements in this case. Mahony’s Freud and the Rat
Man (1986) calls attention to the extent Freud was aware, to a degree
remarkable in 1909, of the operation of internalized object relations.
Mahony cites this passage: “It seems likely that he [the patient] is also
identifying himself with his mother in his criticisms of his father and is
thus continuing the differences between his parents within himself” (43).
At the same time, Mahony points out, “Not recognizing the full impor-
tance of early object relations at the time, Freud put predominant weight
on the father’s role as interferer of instinctual gratification ” (43). Mahony
himself, while he does tend to pay more attention than Freud to object-
relational factors, nevertheless unquestioningly goes along with most of
Freud’s sexual formulations. In that respect, Mahony’s study resembles
the otherwise very different one by Sherwood (1969). Focusing on the
explanatory process itself as distinguished from the merit of the terms (or
premises) of Freud’s explanation of the case, Sherwood remains locked
into Freud’s assumptions about the sexual etiology of neurotic conflict.
The following discussion will slight the considerable complexity of detail
regarding Rat Man’s “rat complex” and the intricacies of his obsessional
thinking in order to attend to the issue of the relative importance of
sexual factors in Freud’s explanation.

Freud gives not one but many explanations, that is, many distinguish-
able but overlapping lines of explanation. To begin with, Freud explains
Rat Man’s problem as neurotic conflict between “an erotic instinct and a
revolt against it” (1909b, 162), Freud’s specific formulation of Rat Man’s
situation being: “If I have this wish to see a woman naked, my father will
be bound to die” (162). The presence of noxious experiences early in life
constitutes another explanatory line, instances being Rat Man’s preco-
cious sexual experience of crawling under the skirt of his governess and
fingering her genitals, and the episode of rage against his father at the age
of three when, innocent of swear words, he hurls such terms of abuse at
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his father as “You lamp! You towel! You plate!” (205). Another explana-
tory line takes the form of hypothecating Rat Man’s “disintegration into
three personalities,” one unconscious and two preconscious ones, be-
tween which consciousness oscillates. His unconscious one is comprised
of “passionate and evil impulses.” “In his normal state he was kind,
cheerful, and sensible—an enlightened and superior kind of person—
while in his third psychological organization he paid homage to supersti-
tion and asceticism” (248). This formulation, foreshadowing Freud’s
“structural” triumvirate of id, ego, superego, fits only too well in the sense
that it may be said to fit everyone, not just Rat Man. Still another
explanatory line takes the nosological form of designating Rat Man as an
obsessional neurotic. The shoe fits well enough in this case except that
Freud’s reasoning tends to be circular: Rat Man behaves like an obses-
sional neurotic, and an obsessional neurotic behaves like Rat Man. This
approach has the unquestionable value of matching an individual with a
class of behavior, yet it is the special merit of psychoanalytic case histories
that at their best they deal with the particularities of individual life history.

What succeeds best in this case is Freud’s holistic-biographical ap-
proach, which constitutes not only another line of explanation but per-
haps the most powerful one because of its semantic richness and specific-
ity. This line of explanation operates by situating a piece of puzzling
behavior—mysterious when isolated from the appropriate contexts—
within a larger biographical matrix. Freud’s explanations of such puzzling
episodes as the strange business of Rat Man’s futile attempts to pay for
the pince-nez glasses, and the bizarre behavior of playing with his penis
in front of the mirror at midnight instead of studying, just when his dead
father might be expected to check on his work habits, make sense precisely
because they fit, congruently, with other information we have about Rat
Man’s object-relational history.
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