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13

PSYCHOANALYSIS,
D1SSOCIATION, AND
PERSONALITY
ORGANIZATION: (1995)

a serialized Gothic romance, it is not hard to envision the restless

ghost of Pierre Janet, banished from the castle by Sigmund Freud a
century ago, returning for an overdue haunting of Freud’s current
descendants, With uncanny commonality, most major schools of ana-
lytic thought have become appropriately more responsive to the phe-
nomenon of dissociation, and each in its own way is attempting
actively to accommodate it within its model of the mind and its
approach to clinical process. A pivotal concept in the birth and devel-
opment of interpersonal psychoanalysis (Sullivan, 1940, 1953) and
“independent” British object relational theories (Fairbairn, 1944, 1952;
Winnicott, 1945, 1949, 1960a, 1971d), dissociation continues to receive
its most active clinical and theoretical attention from contemporary
analysts whose sensibilities most directly represent one or both of
these schools of thought (e.g., Bromberg, chapters 5, 8, 10, 12-19; D. B.
Stern, 1983, 1996, 1997; Smith, 1989; Mitchell, 1991, 1993; Davies, 1992;
Davies and Frawley, 1994; Harris, 1992, 1994; Reis 1993; Schwartz,
1994; Grand, 1997). It has also found its way into the work of analysts

If one wished to read the contemporary psychoanalytic literature as

1. This chapter revises and expands the original version of the essay pub-
lished in Psychoanalytic Dialogues, 1995, 5:511-528.
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writing from a self-psychological orientation, particularly those inter-
ested in the phenomenology of self-states (e.g., Stolorow, Brandchaft,
and Atwood, 1987; Ferguson, 1990) and has gained stature among
Freudian analysts, both classical (e.g., I. Brenner, 1994, 1996; Kernberg,
1991; Shengold, 1989, 1992) and postclassical (e.g., Marmer, 1980, 1991;
Goldberg, 1987, 1995; Gabbard, 1992; Lyon, 1992; Roth, 1992; Gottlieb,
1997). Cutting across the range of analytic persuasions, what is proba-
bly the most broadly accepted current understanding of dissociation
has been well stated by Schwartz (1994, p. 191), who proposed that it
“can be most simply understood as a self-hypnotic process that
attempts to anaesthetize and isolate pain.” “The mind,” he wrote, “is
essentially . . . fleeing its own subjectivity to evacuate pain.”

Peter Goldberg (1995) has recently enriched the literature in this
area with a challenging paper that in particular draws attention to the
impact of dissociative processes upon the experience of psychosomatic
unity. Goldberg maintains that where dissociative processes are in the
ascendency the patient’s experience of his body and of the immediate
sensory world come to be inauthentic in specific ways, and that these
inauthentic uses of the body and of the sensory experience in turn
become part of the patient’s overall personality integration. One can
almost see adhering to his depiction the presence of a classical libido-
theory remnant, in that ultimately he sees the body, or rather the expe-
rience of the body, as providing vitality to the self. This leads to his
discussing personality organization when it is dominated by dissocia-
tive mechanisms in terms of what he calls “pseudovitality” resulting
from the disturbance in psychosomatic unity. In connection with this
last point, further, it interests Goldberg to point out that the phenom-
ena he describes are not characterized by repression, in which bodily
experiences might simply drop out, but by a kind of “de-repression,”
in which bodily and sensory experiences enter consciousness, but in
an “inauthentic” way.

Notwithstanding this libidinized emphasis on the body, Goldberg’s
view of dissociation as a fundamental organizer of personality struc-
ture is a view that is relational in every real sense of the term: between

individuals, between the individual and society, and within the indi-

vidual's representational world. He presents the process of dissocia~
tion as a distancing of the mind from the sensory apparatus that
manifests itself both symptomatically and as a defensive organization
of mental structure; what he calls a “pseudointegration” of personality
that embodies, when it is “successful,” an absence of dialectic between
thinking and perception that prevents symbolization of experience
and robs selfhood of authenticity. Fundamentally, it is a model of how
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dissociation leads people to use the field of mind-body relations (1/it
relations) to enact conflicts that might otherwise be expressed as sym-
bolized wishes and object relations. In the absence of symbolization,
he argues, dissociated experience forces one’s body and one’s feelings
to become “things” that “commoditize” the mind and damage its
capacity for perception rather than, as Winnicott (1949) has expressed
it, allowing “the psyche and the soma aspects of the growing person
[to] become involved in a process of mutual interrelation” (p. 244)
whereby the psyche-soma, rather than the head, comes to be the resi-
dence of the self.

Goldberg (1995) speaks of the phenomenon he labels “de-repres-
sion,” as stemming from the “exploitative relation of mind to sensory
experience” (p. 503) through which dissociation frees the libido with-
out “censorship” from internalized social restraint. De-repression has
relation to the libido opposite to that of repression and turns the libido
into an instrument of “pseudovitality” whereby the psyche-soma
becomes its slave and uses its aliveness as an antidote to depersonal-
ization and deadness. The libido now has “user value” in that we use
it and manipulate it without resolving or diminishing the “universal
anguish of psychical conflict” (p. 508); we simply find new forms of
gratification to stay alive. Goldberg’s contribution is particularly
important in this regard because it accelerates our delayed recognition
that within the psychoanalytic process the enhancement of perception
is the gateway to structural personality growth, a fact also recognized
by Enid Balint (1993), who, in describing artists losing their capacity
for perception, commented that “if their ability to perceive gets cut-off
then they are finished; they can only repeat themselves. But their per-
ceiving is terribly painful; don't let us forget that” (p. 235).

As a case in point, Goldberg (1995) presents a vignette about a
complex clinical enactment between a patient and therapist, evoca-
tively capturing the impact of dissociative processes upon the percep-
tual field and states of mind of both partners within an abruptly
shifting interactional field:

A patient with a family background of cruelty and abuse begins a
session with an unusual tone of relaxed spontaneity, reciprocated
in the therapist’'s own relaxed state of mind. Then, quickly, the
patient falls anxiously silent, and a deadening and withdrawal in
her state of mind becomes palpable to the therapist. Presently, the
patient begins to report the circumstances of a perceived slight she
felt at the hands of a supervisor at work, a man she hardly knows
but admires from a distance. This was a very slight slight, mind
you—he reportedly failed to acknowledge her enthusiastically. She
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goes on to describe what followed: she became instantly dejected

and swamped with feelings of self-loathing and worthlessness; shé
felt physically unwell. To the therapist she catalogues the blows to
her self-esteem occasioned by this slight. The sensations preoccupy
her. she says she is wrapped around with the feeling and sensation
qf rejection. All the while, she is wringing her hands, pulling at her
fingers. The therapist finds himself asking many questions that
convey interest and even concern, but he is at the same time
vaguely distracted by street noise and glare and a tiny spider spin-
ning its web against a window pane [p. 494].

In. his comments Goldberg succinctly portrays how the patient’s
emotionality has become a kind of cocoon that, among other things
denies the therapist the kind of access to her that he felt at the outset of’
the session. This results, in turn, in a change in the therapist’s state of
consclousness and compromises his ability to retain his perceptual
fc?cus on what is taking place between them in the here-and-now. In
bls portrayal of the event, Goldberg’s relational sensibility asserts
ftself. He clearly recognizes that the therapist’s response is contribut-
ing fo an ongoing interaction that both recapitulates the patient’s past
experience and establishes a new form of experience at the same time.

SPeaking as an interpersonal/relational analyst, I feel that this per-
spective describes accurately the basic interpersonal model of the psy-
choanalytic situation as a process of participant observation (Sullivan
1954) in which the analyst’s role is negotiated through a real relation:
ship between two people. Because, however, the “self” is an interper-
sona.l entity relationally structured as a multiplicity of self/other
cor}ﬁgurations that are developmentally “integrated” by an illusion of
unity, the “real relationship” in any given analysis is, inevitably, an
e.vef—shifting configuration of multiple reql relationships in which di;so-
ciation plays a role in both the normality and pathology of the
patient’s original self-configuration and in the process of its therapeu-
tic repatterning between patient and analyst. My own current thinking
about the specific nature of these “multiple real relationships” in
agalysis has led me toward a detailed examination of the process of
dzssocia?ion, an effort that has been fueled by my belief that its pow-

erful' clinical presence must be more directly engaged in a consciously
consistent way for any given analysis to be far reaching and enduring.
It 1s my perception that, within the clinical stance of participant obser-
vation, an analyst is in fact always relating to a diverse range of dis-
cre_te and discontinuous self-states, regardless of whether he is aware
of it, and that the next natural step in the evolution of our therapeutic
efficacy entails thinking in these terms consciously and systematically
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(see chapter 12). By so doing, an analyst will more easily recognize the
moments of opportunity for access to direct relationships with other-
wise dissociated self-states, thus building into the analytic process a
fuller use of the transitional space through which connections may be
intersubjectively negotiated between unlinked domains of self.
Goodman (1992) has vividly captured this relational aesthetic in his
statement that “what seems most effective is the ability to move freely
between different complementary positions in response to a fast-mov-
ing interpersonal field” (p. 645). Once the concept of dissociation
becomes entrenched within a therapist’s clinical imagery, the hermeneu-
tic process of analysis is shaped neither by interpretation nor by inter-
action per se, but by the analyst’s effort to maintain dual citizenship in
two domains of reality, with passports to multiple self-states of the
patient (see chapter 10).

Consider again Goldberg’s (1995) clinical illustration. He writes
that immediately following the unusual tone of friendly spontaneity
with which the patient began the session, the therapist perceived a
subtle deadening of affect, a “ghostly” withdrawal, and an abrupt
switch in her demeanor, her state of mind, and the content of her
thought processes, as if she were suddenly “wrapped around with the
feeling and sensation of rejection” (p. 494). Typically, this sequence of
events is more “felt” than observed by a therapist because the thera-
pist’s own immediate self-state almost invariably switches when the
patient’s does. Inasmuch as they are sharing an event that belongs
equally to both of them-——the intersubjective field that shapes their
immediate reality and the way they are experiencing themselves and
each other—any unsignaled withdrawal from that field by either per-
son will disrupt the other’s state of mind. Goldberg in fact addresses
this point when he speculates as to whether “the therapist’s distracted
mild preoccupation with sensory experiences of his own, reflects the
countertransference analogue of the patient’s withdrawal” (p. 495).
{See also Ogden, 1994.)

Goldberg (1995) conceptualizes this sequence of events as the
patient’s retreat-into an “invisible sensory cocoon” that functions
smoothly in creating a “narcissistic world . . . that makes intercourse
with other people both redundant and impossible” (p. 495). The
cocoon, regardless of what personality style it embodies, is, I feel, an
inevitability as soon as dissociation becomes necessary, because con-
sciousness will become inherently a cocoon unless it has access to a sufficient
range of self-states to allow authentic interchange with the subjectivity of oth-
ers. Without this flexibility, other people are simply actors in whichever men-
tal representation of reality defines the self-state that exists at the moment.
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Whatever the patient’s state of dissociated reality may be, the person
to whom the patient is relating will be interpersonally “tailored” to fit
the image of the necessary internal object. As a patient recently put it,
“If all you have is a hammer, everything else has to become a nail.”

In my view, the essential paradox in what Goldberg calls the
seemingly “smooth functioning” of the “cocoon” is that the very
nature of this form of “smoothness” is in the success of its disruptive-
ness. No matter how walled-off from intimate contact with others, the
cocoon is a dynamic configuration. It is geared not only to deal with
actual danger but also to disrupt any perception of life as a “safe har-
bor” by disrupting the potential growth of attachment, thus preserv-
ing the patient’s vigilant readiness for disaster. This is why the
experience of hope is felt as an enemy to such patients; hope compro-
mises the vigilance a patient relies on to maintain control over the dis-
sociative system.

The apparent smoothness of the cocoon as seen externally can, in
some patients, be accompanied internally by a cacophony of
accusatory voices, alarums, and the like. Or it can also be accompanied
by an eruption of obsessive rumination, by a retreat or flight into
confusion, by an outbreak of contentiousness, by the discovery of
perceptual distractions, or whatever. But regardless of whether the
appearance of a somato-sensory cocoon is accompanied by an array of
internal voices or other phenomena usually associated with character
pathology, the primary reason behind a patient’s sudden shift in self-
state (such as took place in Goldberg'’s clinical vignette) is to prevent
the potential growth of hope that the possibility of a good relationship
is actually an attainable reality (cf. Schecter, 1978a, b, 1980). If such a
patient forgets, even briefly, that feeling secure and connected to her
analyst can lead to unforeseen betrayal and the terror of self-dissolu-
tion, she betrays her own hard-won coterie of protective inner voices.
Thus, an abrupt shift in the interactional field at the very moment she
starts to feel close, announces a switch to a state of consciousness in
which she will find or evoke something she can use as a danger signal
associated with the potential for hope of continued closeness. Put
another way, a patient’s greatest vulnerability is not to the analyst’s
“interpretive” efforts, but to the hope of sustained and satisfying inter-
subjective contact. e ' '

Let me reiterate this last point. I see the “cocoon” as a dynamic state
of consciousness designed to anticipate trauma, but sufficiently per-
meable to be a potential doorway to therapeutic growth (see also chap-
ter 7). Its insularity reflects the necessity to remain ready for danger at
all times so0 it can never—as with the original traumatic experiences—
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arrive unanticipated; the cocoon’s permeability reflects.a capacity for
authentic but highly regulated exchange with the outside WO.I‘ld.aI:ld
similarly regulated spontaneity of self-experience. Its key quality is its
ability to retain the adaptational protection afforded by the separate-
ness of self-states, so that each can continue to play its own role. As an
outcome of dissociation, it functions to induce life into a moribund
psyche while attempting to disrupt any experience of ‘extendeq human
relatedness that could lead to a positive shift in perceived reality.

Integration, Authenticity, and Potential Space

The type of solution just described helps the iqdividual to functiqn
more adaptively by providing relative stability in the face of chror}m
potential for severe dissociative symptomatology. I_—Igr_e Iwould resist
the temptation to characterize such patients as exhibiting or s_uffermg
from what Goldberg (1995) terms “pseudointegration.” I believe that
personality integration as a human quality is too qon}plex a concept to
be adequately captured by the prefix “pseudo.” .It is, in essence, no dif-
ferent from any other personality attribute—an interpersonal construc-
tion jointly shaped by the individual and the eye of thg beholder. The
“beholder” is frequently another person but is always, simultaneously,
a dissociated voice of the self. “Integration” is thus relative to the con-
text of external reality as well as to the shifting of the multiplicity of
self—other representations that define the experience of selfhoqd ata
given time. I have argued in chapter 12 that there is no such thing as
an integrated self—a “real you.” Self-expression and hgman re%ated—
ness will inevitably collide, and emotional health is not integration. It
is what I have called the ability to stand in the spaces between realm.es
without losing any of them—the capacity to feel like one self while
being many. I thus equally believe, as Mitchell (1993)' has commented,
that “the sense of authenticity is always a construction and as a con-
struction, it is always relative to other possible self-constructions at
any particular time” (p. 131).
yV\I;hen one’s nor(gal illusion of “integration” is disrupted by
trauma, the basic dissociative structure of personality is adaptationally
restored and psychodynamically maintained in its original develoI?-
mental discontinuity (Wolff, 1987; Putnam, 1988; Barton, 1994). This
preserves both sanity and the most socially developed areas .of ego
functioning but renders the latter into relatively mechanical 1r}stru;
mentalities of survival. Whichever self-state is experienced as “me
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has little simultaneous access to other domains of personal experience
or memory, but the presence of other self-states holding incompatible
experiences is felt experientially, and often concretely, as oppositional
voices gnderrmhing the “me” that is existing in the here-and-now. (See
a%so Fairbairn’s [1944, pp. 102-111] description of what he calls the
“internal saboteur.”) The person’s inner life is a guerilla war that
S(.:hwartz (1994) describes as “an internal paradigm of domination,
dstaragement and repudiation” (p. 208) in which he is the target of a
variety of direct or subversive activities and accusations, including
sttfpidity, cowardice, sadism, insanity, treachery, and, worst of all

nalveté. To combat these voices and the “noise” they produce in the’
sensorium, each individual will develop measures (within his own
personality style) to continue functioning in spite of them and will try
desperately both to silence and to “mask” their existence. As a result of
these measures, a dissociative personality structure can become highly
routinized and unrelentingly stable.

' I'have found this to be the case, for instance, in narcissistic person-
ality disorders (see chapter 7) where living becomes a process of con-
trolling the environment and other people from behind a mask in
ord.er to find and seek affirmation for a self robbed of life and meaning
by 1ts own dissociative protection system. But it is not only with nar-
cissistic disorders in the formal use of the term that this phenomenon
can be discerned clinically. Indeed in my work with a broad range of
patients I am often aware of the powerful impact created by what
Bion (1970, pp. 6-25) has called the “no-thing,” the presence of an
ébsence. The primitive, almost somatic state of mind through which
1t announces its existence, if it can be borne and processed, necessarily
draV\{s one’s attention away from the content of communication to the
medium itself. It is at those moments that the issue of authenticity
can most readily force its way, uninvited, to the threshold of con-
sciousness, bringing with it questions such as that asked by Boris
(1986): “Is the analysis being done an analysis or is it like an analysis?”
{(p. 176). '

A§ a supervisor, for example, I sometimes listen to audiotapes of an
ongoing analytic treatment (see Bromberg, 1984, p. 41), and as I listen I
may react to certain moments in the process during which I “sense”
something that feels indefineably “off-key.” I sense it not only by what
I hear but also by what I don’t hear—by the visceral expérience of
absence as much as the cognitive processing of presence. Sometimes it
embodies for me the image of two solitary pepple in a large, empty
ball'room, each trying to move as if dancing with the other, apparently
oblivious to the absence of shared “music.” At those moments I can
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hear, loudly, the presence of the absent music—the palpable absence of
the sound that Khan (1971) writes is “heard with the eyes,” the recog-
nizable melody of authentic self-experience that stems from the rela-
tional wholeness of what Winnicott (1949) calls psyche-soma. When
this melody is missing, both the analytic “Iyrics” and the interpersonal
context in which they are spoken feel “off,” because each partner in his
own way has become more of a visitor than an inhabitant of his own
psychosomatic existence. If and when the melody is restored, it
becomes the music of intersubjectivity—"dance music”—and infuses
the lyrics of a deadened analytic relationship with life.

To some degree, interruptions in the “dance music” are an
expectable and indeed necessary part of any analytic process, and so
too are fluctuations in the sense of personal authenticity felt by both
patient and analyst. There are some patients, however, who will chron-
ically feel as if the self that is being seen is a fraud—not real—and that
his “real” self is some part of him that other people cannot see, do not
want to see, or should not see and that is “inside” fearing discovery
but clamoring to be found. When the pressure to be recognized is
warded off for too long, the voice of a dissociated self-state is then
often strong enough to take over. ““It’s as if a voice rises up in me,’
reported one patient described by Davies and Frawley, 1994, p. 69: ']
know it’s my voice . . . I recognize the sound of it . . . but it’s so odd. I
have no idea what the voice is going to say. All I know is that usually it
says something to get me in trouble.””

The experience of inauthenticity is based in part on the fact that, as
long as there is an aspect of the self that is being shut out, what is
relationally accessible to others is felt by its author as inherently false
and inauthentic simply because it lacks the modulation that would
ordinarily be provided by other self-perspectives. In other words, one
dimension of inauthenticity resides in the absence of a full range of
interpersonally organized self-experience. What is visible to others is
not thereby a lie, but is, from one perspective, inauthentic because it is
tailored to exclude as much as it reveals—a partial truth. The nature
of dissociative experience is that the self the world sees at any given
time is doomed to be less than “true” in Winnicott’s (1960a) sense and
to feel subjectively inauthentic at any given moment. The experientially
authentic self is always felt to be the one knocking at the door—the opposi-

tional inner voice that is heard but not “thought” (Bollas, 1987). This
voice is inevitably felt by the person as more subjectively true simply
in that it holds a separate but unformulated “truth” of its own—an
alternative vision of reality that is denied to whatever aspect of the
self may be then dealing with the world, thus rendering the latter
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relationally limited and inherently compromised in its felt authentic-
ity. As Mitchell (1993) has put it, “what may seem authentic in the
context of one version of self may be quite inauthentic with respect to
other versions” (p. 131). '

Worth mentioning in this context is a particular configuration of

“successful” dissociation organized around a form of “pseudomatu-
rity,” a highly adaptive, dissociated caricature of adulthood that
makes it very difficult for the therapist to engage other individual sel-
states directly. As a mode of relating, it holds a narcissistically
invested history of interpersonal “success” with caretakers that is fre-
quently so seductive it can easily lead to a collusive integration with
the analyst and what Goldberg (1995, p. 500) has called “false know-
ing” in the psychoanalytic situation. It is this form of “successful dis-
sociation” that led me to emphasize, in chapter 10, the importance of
the analyst’s recognizing when he may be unwittingly robbing his
patient of authentic self-experience by requiring that other “less
mature” self-states be prematurely surrendered and replaced by a dis-
sociated exercise in adaptational pseudomaturity which can, in some
patients, perpetuate what Sullivan (1953, p- 251) has called “the
patient’s remarkable capacity for deceiving and misleading,” to the
point that the result (Bromberg, 1993, p- 100) “is a genuine analysis of
a pseudo-patient.”

I do not, however, see the issue of inauthenticity as related to the
“pseudoness” of personality integration itself. A person with a disso-
ciative personality structure is fated to suffer from feelings of inau-
thenticity, but only as the result of an inevitable combination of certain
relational factors: (a) a dissociated self-state is intrinsically self-serv-
ing—it functions in terms of its “user value” to the personality—and
thereby “masks” its basic goal; (b) each self-state is forced to compen-
sate for its incompleteness by exaggerating its own “truth”; (c) because
the configuration of dissociated self-states is always shifting abruptly,
the experience of authenticity is inherently unstable; and (d) each self-
state excludes other voices that continue to make their presence felt.

To the degree that these other voices cannot fully participate in life,
they remain alive as a private torment, in one way or another compro-
mising the person'’s credibility in his own ‘eyes regardless of whether
or not he may be judged as “honest” by any immediate external crite-
rion. Life is not authentically “lived.” The present is at best a waiting
period—a “masked” search for self-validation as a temporary escape
from internal persecution and the moment when he will be ignored,
disbelieved, challenged, criticized, disdained, or denounced by the
world. He is waiting, in other words, for the always anticipated even-
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tuality when another person he has been foolish enough to trust forms
an alliance with one or another of his dissociated self-states and
becomes an embodiment of his internal voices.

When an analyst finds himself swept into this enactment, he is
encountering simultaneously the source of the greatest turmoil in ther-
apy and the best single pathway to growth; finding and directly
engaging the patient’s dissociated voices as discontinuous but individ-
ually authentic expressions of selfhood. It is in this sense that I share
with Bass (1993) his belief that “therapeutic experience is found by the
patient—it is not provided. . . . Neither patient nor therapist can alone
know what is best or what is needed. This is jointly discovered as the
therapeutic process unfolds” (p. 165). The therapist’s private experi-
ence becomes the channel through which the patient’s full range of
dissociated self-experiences can first achieve linguistic access, but opti-
mal use of this channel depends on the analyst’s ability to allow a tran-
sitional reality to be consensually constructed between himself and his
patient. If this reality is successfully negotiated, an internal linking
process will take place through an intersubjective field in which fan-
tasy, perception, thought, and language all play a part, but the patient
is not pressured to choose between which “reality” is more “objective”
(Winnicott, 1951, 1971b). Within this area of potential space, the judg-
ment of authenticity as an objective reality is moot because the ana-
lyst’s own subjective experience is serving in part as a “container”
(Bion, 1965) for a dissociated aspect of the patient’s experience. It is
through an analyst’s ability to be aboveboard, and not hide behind
“objective” interpretations of reality that mask their subjective origin,
that a patient can risk gradually reclaiming what belongs to him and
thus increase his range of access to linguistically symbolized self-expe-
rience (see Harris, 1992). As this process continues, feelings of personal
authenticity inherently increase.

I thus see the patient’s use of potential space as a dialectic between
his ability to preserve the self as it is, while allowing symbolic commu-
nication, a little at a time, to be accommodated relationally into the
repatterning of representational mental structure. Because this process
inherently threatens a patient’s ability to feel safe in the use of his disso-
ciated organization of self, any patient will systematically oscillate
between “restructuring” activity and restoration of dissociation; but I
believe that to see this “resistance” as a defensive withdrawal in order
to abort or foreclose the therapeutic process is, most of the time, an
error. The patient’s paramount need is to preserve the dissociative
structure while surrendering it, and he hears many voices that are
specifically designed to preserve the sense of safety in the old structure.
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Distractive activity, for instance (see Goldberg, 1987), is one way of get-
ting the therapist to “back off” at moments when the therapist’s
involvement in “change” is greater than his recognition or under-
standing of the patient’s need to cope with a myriad of opposing inter-
nal voices, some advocating trust and others shouting “stupidity.” The
therapist becomes aware of the other “voices” at the point the patient
is willing to let him participate in his internal world through enact-
ment, but to the extent the therapist is not sufficiently able to enter into
an authentic relationship with each voice, the patient’s “resistance” is
bolstered. If given the opportunity, most patients ordinarily can partic-
ipate in the ambiguous reality co-created by the processing of enact-
ment, but for the experience to be sustained in a safe way, it requires a
- relationship with an “other” who can exist there as an equal partner.
Through the gradual restoration of hope, the revitalization of “col-
lapsed” potential space can then take place (see Smith, 1989; Reis,
1993; Goldberg, 1995).

Dissociation, Symptoms, and Personality Type

I have speculated in chapter 12 that the concept of personality “disor-
der” might usefully be defined as the characterological outcome of the
inordinate use of dissociation and that independent of type (narcissis-
tic, schizoid, borderline, paranoid, etc.), it constitutes a personality
structure organized as a proactive, defensive response to the potential
repetition of childhood trauma. If, early in life, the developmentally
normal illusion of self-unity cannot safely be maintained when the
psyche-soma is flooded by input that the child is unable to process
symbolically, a configuration of “on-call” self-states is gradually con-
structed in which the centrally defining hallmark of dissociation is the
presence of a concrete state of mind. By “concrete” I mean to indicate
that there is thought without a thinker, or rather, without the thinker
being aware of the “other” as a thinker in his or her own right with
whom it might be possible to share or reciprocate ideas. Thus, each
self-state insofar as it exists in dissociation from other self-states is nec-
essarily an island of concreteness. Concreteness has the great virtue of
being simple; the threat that the “other” presents is evaded before it
can get started and the road is thus opened for obsessional thinking:
What we call compulsivity and obsessional thinking may often serve
primarily to bolster the dissociative process&'by filling in the “spaces”
and denying that they even exist. There is then a return to the simplic-
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ity of concreteness (see chapter 12). Successful use of the external
world is preempted by a drivenness to fill in the spaces of existential
deadness with “compulsive regimes” (Goldberg, 1995, p. 499). One
form this can take has been described by Guntrip (1969) as a schizoid
phenomenon he called “compulsive stop-gap fantasying” (p. 230).
Guntrip’s formulation is virtually identical with my own; he saw this
kind of fantasying as derived from a “state of primary ego-unrelatedness
which makes it impossible for people to be alone without panic. Then
‘compulsive fantasying and thinking,’ whether by day or night,
whether bizarre or realistic and rational, is part of the struggle to keep
oneself mentally alive” (p. 229).

Davies and Frawley (1994) have asserted that “dissociation exists
along a-broad continuum with coexistent, alternative ego states mov-
ing in ever-shifting patterns of mutual self-recognition and alienation”
(p- 68). In dissociative disorders, it is not as much a “pseudointegrated”
psyche-soma that is perceived by the mind, as a shifting experience of
reality that changes in configuration depending on the needs of dis-
continuous self-states, each holding its own narrative truth. As an
extreme example, paranoid schizophrenia may not be so different from
less dramatic forms of psychopathology despite the foreclosure of
potential space. That is, it might reasonably be seen as a mental state
organized by the same processes as in other personality disorders. In
fact, as I have suggested in chapter 12, I would hypothesize that the
immovably fixed self-narrative found in paranoia is labeled “delu-
sional” because the extreme dissociative isolation of the self-state that
holds paranoid “truth” makes it virtually immune to modification
through relational negotiation.

I am suggesting, in other words, that “personality disorder” repre-
sents ego-syntonic dissociation no matter what personality style it
embodies. Each type of personality disorder is a dynamically “on-
alert” configuration of dissociated states of consciousness that regu-
lates psychological survival in terms of its own concretized blend of
characteristics. In each type, certain self-states hold the traumatic expe-
riences and the multiplicity of raw affective responses to them, and
others hold whichever ego resources (pathological and nonpathologi-
cal) have proven effective in dealing with the original trauma and
making sure the pain would never again be repeated (e.g., vigilance,
acquiescence, paranoid suspiciousness, manipulativeness, deceptive-
ness, seductiveness, psychopathy, intimidation, guilt-induction, self-
sufficiency, insularity, withdrawal into fantasy, pseudomaturity,
conformity, amnesia, depersonalization, out-of-body experiences,
trance states, compulsivity, substance abuse).
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Most broadly, each personality configuration is shaped by the
degree to which pathology of cognition, impulse control, affectivity, or
interpersonal functioning is a central feature, but the specific configu-
ration defining each type of disorder might be said to result from a dis-
sociative solution to trauma that was preserved and perfected because
it had achieved a balance between safety and need satisfaction that
“worked” for that person. As a proactive way of living, however, the
subsequent cost of this solution to each individual is always identi-
cal-—to one degree or another, an unlived life.

A dissociative disorder proper (Dissociative Identity Disorder,
Dissociative Amnesia, Dissociative Fugue, or Depersonalization
Disorder) is from this vantage point a touchstone for understanding all
other personality disorders even though, paradoxically, it is defined by
symptomatology rather than by personality style. A dissociative disor-
der is clinically recognized by the direct manifestation of discontinuity
between states of consciousness that other types of personality disor-
ders are designed to mask and to express only indirectly and “charac-
terologically”——as a relationally impaired but relatively “enduring
pattern of inner experience and behavior that . . . is inflexible and per-
vasive across a broad range of social situations” (American Psychiatric
Association, 1994, p- 275).

There are different likelihoods that a dissociative personality struc-
ture will “fail,” and I would say that the likelihood is determined
largely by the type of personality style in which it is embedded.
Sometimes the failure is seen in the return of symptoms; sometimes in
a flooding of affect as in hysteria; sometimes in a loosening of the
schizoid’s hold on reality. A too “successful” dissociative structure can
be observed in what I have described as the schizoid’s “psychopathol-
ogy of stability” (Bromberg, 1979), while its failure within the same
structure is found in the schizoid’s potential for schizophreniform col-
lapse. Fairbairn’s (1944, 1952) concept of schizoid withdrawal and
Guntrip’s (1969) formulation of the “schizoid compromise” each in its
own way addresses this same clinical observation. Guntrip (1969), for
example, says that some patients’ “external object relations have
become so weakened by early schizoid withdrawal inside” (p. 129)

that such a person faces “the danger of the depersonalization of his
ego-of-everyday-life along with the derealization of his environment,
and he faces the appalling risk of the loss of definite selfhood” (p. 56).
Here Goldberg’s (1995) contention that dissociative processes can take
bodily and sensory experiences—and emationality generally—and
render them inauthentic as a kind of protective cocoon is, despite its

anchorage in the traditionally safe harbor of libido theory, a valuable
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addition to our understanding of the phenomenology seen in some
patients. It adds a somato-sensory dimension to Guntrip’s (1969) meta-
phors of a “halfway-house” and an “in-and-out policy” to describe
how a patient tends to negotiate the twin dangers of depersonalization
and of feeling that he is “missing the bus and life is passing him by~
(p- 62).

Afterward

I'began by invoking the ghost of Pierre Janet, banished from the castle
by Sigmund Freud a century ago, returning for an overdue haunting
of Freud’s current descendants. I hope I have made it clear why I feel it
is worth talking to this ghost, and indeed finally embracing the value
of his legacy—the concept of dissociation and its clinical implications.
But it would be wrong if I left the reader with the impression that I
believe we can dispense with the memory of Freud or even with his
preferred concept, repression. As Kerr (1993) has pointed out, Freudian
theory represented a crucial advance in a certain respect over what
Janet had to offer. For in truth, Janet, though he well understood the
passions and the exigencies of trauma and dissociation, was at a loss to
explain why there should be splits in the personality other than by
enlisting the now totally antiquated notions of “hereditary weakness”
and “hereditary degeneration.” It fell to Freud to indicate that the
alternation of states of consciousness could best be understood dynam-
ically, that is, as reflecting an interplay of motives and countermotives.
But Freud’s vision in turn was too simple. Though he lent a new
coherence to our understanding of disparate mental states, he did so at
the cost of bequeathing us the therapeutic fiction that for practical pur-
poses, or at least where psychic conflict was involved, the structure of
the self could be assumed to be unitary. Despite Josef Breuer’s contrary
position and his comprehension of the role of hypnoid states (Breuer
and Freud, 1893-1895), Freud’s “one-sided anti-Janet stand” (Berman,
1981, p. 285) carried the day for close to 100 years.

So where does this leave us? An increasing number of clinicians
representing most schools of psychoanalytic thinking have been per-
suaded by several decades of renewed theorizing and fresh clinical
investigations that the dynamic conceptions of Freud must be under-
stood to be in an ongoing dialectic with a complex latticework of
psychic structure, one central organizing principle of which is
dissociation. As we seek to find within the patient a self we can talk
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with and a self who simultaneously can talk to us about the experience
of talking, we find ourselves traversing states kept apart from one
another by dissociation. That is, the seemingly “unitary self” we meet
in our patients is in important ways incapable of true dialogic engage-
ment, and is incapable in other important ways of the experience of
intrapsychic conflict. In this context our understanding of character
pathology in particular needs to be revamped to take into account the
dissociative structure of the mind, or so I would argue.

In summary, I offer the view that psychoanalysis must continue to
study the nature of dissociation by examining it as both a process and
a mental organization (see also Kirmayer, 1994). First it must be more
fully explored as a normal phenomenon of the human mind that is not
inherently tied to trauma. Second and concurrently, we must grapple
with its multitude of defensive manifestations: (a) as a here-and-now
process of unlinking aspects of the self from the sensory apparatus as a
protection against potential or actual trauma; (b) as a psychodynamic
organization, a configuration of discontinuous self-states—ever-shift-
ing and always “on-alert”—that attempt to mask the dissociative
“gaps,” compensate for existential deadness by a compulsive search
for self-validation, and preserve readiness for the return of past
trauma by maintaining an ongoing reality in which potentially
unbearable psychic pain is always around the next corner. Third and
finally, we must acknowledge the relevance of dissociation as a chal-
lenge to the traditional ways of understanding character structure and
character pathology that different schools of thought, each in its own
metaphor, have relied upon as cornerstones of their theories.

Translated into the traditional metapsychology of “pathological
narcissism (see chapter 7), a patient’s investment in protecting the
insularity of a so-called “grandiose self” diminishes as the need for
dissociation is surrendered and replaced by the increased capacity to
tolerate the existence of conflictual self-states, vitalizing a broadening
experience of “me-ness” as simultaneously adaptational and self-
expressive—an outcome that, I believe, most contemporary analysts
would accept as the foremost criterion of a successful treatment
process. ' oo

14

RESISTANCE, OBJECT
UsAGE, AND HuMAN
RELATEDNESS' (1995)

ally or clinically, and when I might hear it inadvertently

pop out of my mouth it is usually when I am feeling
grouchy with a patient and unaware that I wish to conceal it.
Notwithstanding its illusory advantage in a countertransferential
emergency, it is a term that I feel has become largely incompatible with
the natural evolution in postclassical analytic thought. In effect, it traps
us into preserving intact Freud’s (1925) formulation of the function of
negation, in which the negativity of resistance is viewed as a barrier
between depth and surface designed to prevent repressed images or
ideas from entering consciousness. In this sense, it is a remnant of our
past that I think can be usefully reframed as part of an enacted dialec-
tical process of meaning construction, rather than an archeological

yyd Resistance” is not a word I ordinarily use, either conceptu-

1. Portions of this essay in earlier versions were presented in February 1993
as a discussion of Christopher Bollas’s paper “Preoccupation Unto Death” at a
meeting of the William Alanson White Psychoanalytic Society and as part of
a November 1993 panel, “Resistance: Obstacle or Steppingstone?” at the
William Alanson White Institute’s Fiftieth Anniversary Clinical Conference.
The chapter was originally published in its present form in Contemporary
Psychoanalysis, 1995, 31:163-192.
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barrier preventing the surfacing of disavowed reality. Freud (1925)
observed that

the content of a repressed image or idea can make its way into con-
sciousness, on condition that it is negated. Negation is a way of tak-
ing cognizance of what is repressed; indeed it is already a lifting of
the repression, though not, of course, an acceptance of what is
repressed. . . . With the help of the symbol of negation, thinking
frees itself from the restrictions of repression and enriches itself
with material that is indispensable for its proper functioning
[pp. 235-236).

This, of course, bears centrally on the concept of “resistance,” which
in my view, as I shall discuss, is anchored more fundamentally to disso-
ciation than to repression. My conceptualization of resistance, like that
of Schafer (1983, pp. 230-231), addresses the structure of resistance as an
account of transference itself, but as a dyadic experience rather than an
individual one—an account of the transference and countertransference
matrix, rather than of transference alone. It also addresses the motiva-
tion of resistance as not simply an avoidance of insight or a fear of
change, but as a dialectic between preservation and change—a basic
need to preserve the continuity of self-experience in the process of
growth by minimizing the threat of potential traumatization. It is a
“marker” that structures the patient’s effort to arrive at new meaning
without disruption of self-continuity during the transition, and gives
voice to opposing realities within the patient’s inner world that are
being enacted in the intersubjective and interpersonal field between
analyst and patient. The negativity of resistance thus represents a
dialectic tension between realities that are not yet amenable to a self-
reflective experience of intrapsychic conflict and are, at that moment, in
a discontinuous, adversarial relationship to each other. Optimally, and
most simply, it is a dimension of the ongoing process of negotiation
between incompatible domains of self-experience.

Consider the following clinical vignette. It is based on a consulta-
tion and a dream—a first dream in analysis—which contained. an
image that configured both the analytic process and my subsequent
ability to comprehend this patient, whom I will call Mr. M.

-1t was a Friday afternoon. The last of Mr. M’s three “preanalytic”
consultations with me had just ended with an agreement that we
would begin an analysis and start work the following Monday. Alone,
I found myself in an odd reverie state, complacently daydreaming:
“As consultations go,” I thought to myself, “these went pretty well,
and I think he felt similarly.” But1 then heard another voice in me say-
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ing: “What do you know? You're not even sure what you mean by
‘pretty well,” much less what he thought!” It was obvious that Mr. M’s
analysis had already begun. Nevertheless, he arrived promptly at 8:00
AM. on Monday for what was technically his first session, and began
by enthusiastically reporting the “brief” dream he had just two hours
earlier. It was brief because the alarm clock that had awakened him
marked, as he put it, “the end of my dream and the beginning of my
treatment.” Even though it wasn’t until later that we could start to
comprehend together his subtle portrayal of reality implied in this
seemingly casual remark, the dream he then presented, like my own
“daydream,” powerfully foreshadowed what was to come:

“I1 was leaning out of a window on the top floor of a tall building
that was in flames. A fireman was climbing up a ladder to rescue
me, and I was throwing rocks at him. Then my alarm went off.”

How to look at Mr. M’s dream! There are as many potential ways
to explore the issue of resistance, and as many ways to talk about the
meaning of the concept in the treatment process, as there are schools of
psychoanalytic thought. The subject becomes even more complex
when comparisons are made across theories of treatment. Like “resis-
tance,” the term “treatment” is commonplace in the contemporary
analytic literature, but we rarely find analysts talking about what it is
they believe they are treating, and even more rarely what they think
they are “curing.” In other words, how a given school of thought looks
paradigmatically at a dream such as Mr. M’s, addresses not only its
formulation of resistance but also its implicit theory of cure.

I've thus chosen to begin with the above vignette because it gets to
the theme of resistance by its most direct and perhaps most informa-
tive route: the unique quality of psychoanalytic cure that distinguishes
it from any other form of cure, the fact that it is “resisted” as an intrin-
sic part of its nature. How this quality is understood by a given body
of analytic theory is going to inform not only what an analyst does,
but what an analyst hears. Obviously, without associations Mr. M’s
individuality is hidden. Nevertheless, any analyst, regardless of theo-
retical persuasion, will inevitably, without associations, hear the dream
at a metaphorical level that addresses the issue of resistance in what-
ever way that particular analyst conceives of resistance, and this will
to some degree inform the way the treatment gets shaped. As an inter-
personal-relational analyst, I frame the metaphor as if the patient were
saying “I'm here because I'm in trouble, but the trouble I'm in is not
something I need rescuing from, even though it may look that way.
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trying to escape, her head was at immediate risk of being trapped
under the car. Nevertheless she didn’t feel panic. “My head isn't
caught yet,” she said to herself, “and maybe it won’t be.” In fact it did-
n't get caught, she was able to swim out, and the dream ended.

Her associations led her to say to me both with pleasure and some
fear, “I guess not everyone who is scared is scarred. They’re not the
same.” Christina was now able to experience anxiety for the first time
and distinguish it from the traumatic dread that had been her constant
companion, telling her she was always on the edge of the “black hole.”
She could now recognize anxiety as something unpleasant but bear-
able—something she felt rather than a way of addressing the world.
The dream spoke to the fact she no longer felt herself living “on hold”
in a world that required perpetual readiness for trauma, and she
allowed herself to be aware that she had begun to surrender the armor
of her dissociative defense against the potential return of unexpected
trauma the moment she feels she is safe. That is to say, she came to
understand that hurt is not equivalent to traumatic destruction of self-
hood. She recognized that she was now taking the risk of pursuing a
life that included self-interest, and that in choosing to live life rather
than wait for it, she had accepted the inevitability of loss, hurt, and
ultimately death as part of the deal.

My story of Christina ends here, and so does the book, but Christina’s
analysis did not. It continued for several more years and, as you might
expect, involved intense mourning, not only for the loss of early
objects, but also for the self whose life had for too long been unexam-
ined and, in a true sense, unlived. Her dread of “going out of my mind”
was replaced by a conviction that she had a secure place within it, as I
did within hers. As the work evolved she became increasingly stronger,
less dissociated, more spontaneous, more playful, and more loving. At
the point we ended, as far as I could tell she had most of her selves
pretty well in hand and she was using them robustly and creatively in a
full life, even, as she put it, “at my age.”
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