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Introduction

The “Preliminary Communication” coauthored by Freud and Breuer
in 1893 is generally considered the first truly “psychoanalytic” publi-
cation; thus, the history of psychoanalytic ideas now spans nearly a
century. The first half of that century was dominated by Freud’s fertile
and monumental genius. Once the carly collaboration with Breuer
was ruptured, Freud seems to have cherished the solitary development
of his ideas, his “splendid isolation™ (1914a, p. 22), and even after he
had attracted a vast following, he was only minimally affected by the
contributions of others. No comparable inteflectual discipline in our
culture has been so nearly single-handed. Freud’s psychoanalytic the-
ory clearly represents one of our culture’s inspiring individual intellec-
tual achievements.

The theory of instinctual drive is the conceptual framework which
houses all of Freud’s ideas: theoretical postulates, clinical insights, tech-
nical recommendations. Freud characterized the drive theory as part of
his “metapsychology”—which suggests that it is the most abstract level
of his theorizing, the furthest from clinical experience. Nevertheless, it
would be a mistake to think of Freud’s metapsychology as merely of
philosophical interest, separate and detachable from clinical theory, ca-
pable of being peeled back to reveal clinical concepts undisturbed within.
As Kuhn (1962) has demonstrated in his history of scientific revolu-
tions, paradigmatic frameworks and broad models shape the entire sci-
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2 Intyoduction

entific enterprise which operates within them. Freud’s drive-theory
metapsychology informs and impacts in varying and complex ways on
all areas of his thinking, from the most abstract speculations to the most
minute clinical observations,

Freud’s drive theory provides a powerful and compelling vision of
hmman nature and experience. We are portrayed as a conglomeration of
asocial, physical tensiens represented in the mind by urgent sexual and
aggressive wishes pushing for expression. We live in the clash between
these wishes and the secondary, more superficial claims of social reality;
our very thought itself is derivative of, a transformation of, these prim-
itive, bestial energies. Mind is composed of complex and elegant com-
promises between the expression of impulses and the defenses which
control and channel them. Classical analytic inquiry entails an uncover-
ing and eventnal renunciation of infantile instinctual impulses. In its first
half-century this vision dominated the gencration and development of
psychoanalytic ideas.

Despite Freud’s remarkable achievement, the past several decades

have witnessed a revolution in the history of psychoanalytic ideas. Re-
cent psychoanalytic contributions have been informed by a different
vision: we have been living in an essentinlly post-Freudian era. Yet because
of the epormous shadow cast by Freud’s genins and authority, and
because theoty has been developed by so many different anthors (who
generally do not acknowledge the contributions of others), it is often
not appreciated how different from Frend’s initial vision psychoanalysis
has become. The “big ideas,” the most important influences on theory
building and clinical practice, have not come from within the drive
model, which Freud himself elaborated to a considerable complexity and
refinement. The most creative and influential contributions derive from
what Greenberg and I (1983) have termed the relational model, an
alternative perspective which considers relations with others, not drives,
as the basic stuff of mental life. Some of these contributions have come
from authors who maintain a general allegiance to the drive model, but
have developed perspectives which largely supplant it (Mahler, for ex-
ample). Some have come from authors who write in drive-model fan-
guage but redefine all the key terms and rederive all the basic stractural
components, resulting in a vision which is refational in all major respects
(for instance, Winnicott and Loewald). Other significant contributions
have come from authors who have explicitly broken with drive theory
(as Suilivan, Fairbairn, and Kohut).
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The relational-model theories which have dominated the psychoana-
lytic thinking of the past several decades are varied and heterogencous—
they differ from one another in many significant respects. Yet they draw
on a common vision quite different from Freud’s and, talen together,
have changed the nature of psychoanalytic inquiry. We are portrayed
not as a conglomeration of physically based urges, but as being shaped
by and inevitably embedded within a matrix of relationships with other
people, struggling both to maintain our ties to others and to differen-
tiate ourselves from them. In this vision the basic unit of study is not the
individual as a separate entity whose desires clash with an external
reality, but an interactional field within which the individual arises and
struggles to make contact and to articulate himself. Desire is expcricnc?d
always in the context of velntedness, and it is that context which defines its
meaning. Mind is composed of relational configurations. The person is
comprehensible only within this tapestry of relationships, past fand
present. Analytic inquiry entails a participation in, and an observation,
uncovering, and transformation of, these relationships and their infernal
representations. In this perspective the figure is always i the tapestry,

and the threads of the tapestry (via identifications and introjections) are
always in the figure.

MANY CONTEMPORARY authors retain the term “drive” (or “instinct”)
but alter its meaning to enable them to employ and develop relational-
model concepts (Winnicott and Loewald, for instance). This tends to
confuse efforts to ascertain what of Freud’s understanding has been
preserved and what has been fundamentally changed. Further, much of
the rhetoric within psychicanalytic controversies invelves what are es-
sentially disputes over language, in which different words are embraced
or vilified, depending on one’s political persuasion: “drive,” “interper-
sonal,” “intrapsychic,” “social,” and so on.

This book is based on the belief that there is a fundamental distinc-
tion between Freud’s drive theory and the major wends within costesm-
porary psychoanalytic thinking (some of which retain the language of
“drive”). Freud views mind as fundamentally monadic; something in-
herent, wired in, prestructured, is pushing from within. Miod for
Freud emerges in the form of endogenous pressures. Relational-model
theories view mind as fundamentally dyadic and dnseractive; above all
else, mind seeks contact, engagement with other minds. Psychic orga-
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nization and structures are built from the patterns which shape those
interactions.

These two theoretical perspectives are not discretely dichotomous—
they overlap considerably. Persuasive monadic theories like Freud’s are
not naively sollipsistic. They regard mind as seeking expression within an
environment, and inherent pressures as necessarily finding gratifications,
impasses, channelization, in interactions within that environment. The
resolution of the conflicts created by these internal pressures may in-
clude selective internalization of the interpersonal world through iden-
tifications, introjects, and so on. '

Similarly, relational theories are not maively environmental. Experi-
ence is understood as structured through interaction, but the individ-
ual brings a great deal to that interaction: temperament, bodily events
and processes, physiological responsivity, distinctive patterns of regu-
lation and sensitivity. Within the relational model, psychological

meanings arc not rcgarded as universal and inherent; bodily experi-.

ences and events are understood as evoked potentials which derive
meaning from the way they become patterned in interaction with
others. From this viewpoint what is inherent is nov necessavily formative;
it does not push and shape experience, but is itself shaped by the
relational context. The mind employs what anatomy and physiology
supply, but the weanings of those body parts and processes, the un-
derlying structure of experience and its deeper meanings, derive from
relational patterns—their role in the struggle to establish and maintain
connections with others. ,

The distinction between the drive model and the relational model is
not equivalent to the distinction between biology and culture, or be-
tween the body and the social envirorment. Both the drive model and
the relational model contain considerations of biology and culture, the
body and the social environment. What is different is the way they
conceive of the interaction between these factors. In the drive model,
“anatomy is destiny” (Frend, 1924b, p. 178); social factors are shaped
by inherent, underlying drive pressures. In the relational model, biology
and interpersonal processes constitute perperual cycles of mutual influ-
ence. Human evolution has generated an animal whose need for and
enormous capacity for cultural development redefines his very biological
nature. The body houses-méntal processes, which develop in a social
context, which in turn defines the subjective meanings of body parts and
processes, which further shape mental life. Escher’s image Drawing

Introduction 5

Fiands, which serves as the frontispiece of this book, vividly captures the
nature of such a cycle of mutual influence. Each hand is both the
product and the creator of the other. Human biology and human relat-
edness both generate and are the creation of each other.

The distinction between 2 monadic theory of mind and an interactive,
relational theory of mind (sometimes characterized 2s a one-person
rather than a two-person psychology; sec Rickman, 1957, Modell,
1984) is crucial in sorting out differences among psychoanalytic con-
cepts, in defining what is #ew in contemporary theorizing and how it
differs from what has gone before. What these theories are calied does
not matter much; what does matter is the underlying premise, the
operational metaphor of mind beneath the language. Aithough all psy-
choanalytic theories contain both monadic and dyadic features, each
theory necessarily breaks on one side o the other of this dichotomy in
assigning the source of the structuralization of experience, the shaping
of meaning, and this choice is fundamental. Either interaction is viewed
in the context of the expression of preformed forces or pressures, o7
mental content is viewed as expressed and shaped in the context of the
establishment and maintenance of connections with others. Psycholog-
ical meaning is either regarded as inherent and brought to the relational
field, o as negotiated through interaction. The various relational-model
theories (often employing different terminoiogies) draw on a common
interactive vision, leading to an approach to virtually every domain of
psychoanalytic theorizing different from that provided by Freud’s drive

theory.

Ir 50 MANY of the most influential thinkers in contemporary psycho-
analysis draw on and are developing similar, essentially compatible vi-
sions, why is there so little apparent consensus? Why has psychoanalysis
in recent years seemed to spawn one theoretical system after another,
each with its own language, devotional followitig, and deep conviction
of proceeding on the only true path? In fact, psychoanalysis appears to
be more diffuse and divided than any comparable intellectual or profes-
sional discipline. The major problem lies in the claim of each proponent
of the new model to sole ownership of the new paradigm.

It is difficult to think of another figure in the Western intellectual
tradition who has had more impact than Freud on the way people have
come to understand themselves. Only Darwin and Marx seem to have
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had comparable influence. Further, Preud had so much to say about so
many things. The twenty-three volumes (phis index) which contain his
writings are breathtaking in their range, often scintillating in their ar-
gumentation, and lovely in their literary style. Therefore, the abandon-
ment of Freud’s drive theoty creates an enormous conceptual vacuum.
Most of the would-be successors to the architect of drive theory have
atternpted to fill this void by substituting new systems of their own
design. None of these models, in itself, has been up to the task—each
has been stretched too thin. There is not enough substance to fill the

same space or attain the depth and scope of Freud’s drive theoty. The -

result has been a series of partial solutions, each important in its own
right and perhaps closer to the clinical data than classical drive theory,
but not as rich, comprehensive, or compelling to large numbers of
practicing analysts.

Each of the rival would-be successors tends to portray his own work

as & singular line of descent, and any acknowledgment of closely related
contemporary authors is only minimal. Each major theorist establishes a
new perspective around a particujar issue, which he sees as the crucial
faiture of classical theory. The treatment of this new issue then becomes
the rallying point for a new mertatheory; all other critiques of classical
theory are seen as incomplete, not quite radical enough, ventures in the
same direction, In the 1930s and 1940s, Sullivan, Melanie Klein,
Fromm, Fairbairn, and Horney took scant notice of the areas of striking
overlap in their efforts. More recently, Winnicott, Mahler, Loewald,
Kobut, Gedo, and Schafer, when they do remark on the closely related
work of the others, do so by regarding it as a series of incomplete way
stations on the road to the final destination—their own system.

Thus, much of the apparent fragmentation of the discipline known as
psychoanalysis is an artifact of its history. Psychoanalysis was created by
an individual intellect of towering genius. Freud’s system, like all intel-
lecinal constructions, has been inevitably outgrown, but the singularity
of his achievement became the model followed by his successors, who
tend to present their contributions not as parrial replacements or solu-
tions to particular features which Frend addressed, but as alternative,
comprehensive systems. Consequently, they overlook the similarity and
compatibility of their efforts and call for exclusive loyalty, which is
neither compelling nor necessary.

A second and closely related historical cause of the apparent fragmen-
tation within psychoanalytic theories is the heavily political nature of the
psychoanalytic movement from the very beginning of Freud’s refation-
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ships with his early followers. Frend saw psychoanalysis not just as an
intellectual discipline and a method of treatment, but as a highly pro-
vocative and personally distarbing set of truths about human nALE.
With considerable justification, he rated himself third (chronologically)
behind Copernicus and Darwin as the bearer of humbling tidings
to mankind. Based on his own experience with patient yesistance, he
anticipated massive general opposition to psychoanalytic ideas and
methods.

Thus, from ecarly on, Freud regarded psychoanalysis as a “movement™;
its successes and failures, its adherents and detracrors, were thought
about in a quasi-religious, quasi-political frame of reference. Ir was not
without justification that psychoanalysts began to feel that [‘)syclhoana—
Iytic concepts could only be evaluated meaningfully by the llll-tla.tﬁd-—-
those having undergone a personal analysis. A change of conviction in
those who had already been analyzed became prima facie cvidcncc-of
“amanalyzable” psychopathology. It was a hallmark of Freud’s genius
that he was extraordinarily willing to change his mind, and many of the
most fiuitful avenues of his theory followed the realization that a prior
direction had been misguided. Freud’s openness roward changes in his
own mind, however, did not extend to a toleration of change in the
minds of his followers. And with Freud’s death, the possibility of any
openly acknowledged shifts in basic premises within traditional Freudian
circles was virtuaily eliminated.

Thus, intellectual beliefs tend to become blurred with accusations and
counteraccusations hurled in both directions by loyalists and dissidents.
A key factor in these controversies is the designation “psychoanglytic.”
Freud characterized different features of his theory at different rimes as
being the essence of psychoanalysis: Nevertheless, those who broke from
orthodoxy, even if they retzined a belief in many of Freud’s ideas, were
accused of no longer representing psychoanalysis. The clai.m_ to direct
conceptual lineage to Freud became the psychoanalyti.c equivalent c?f
possession of the royal sceprer, and many psychoanalytic papers begin
by claiming that some obscure passage from Freud's opus reveals a
hidden meaning suggesting Freud’s belief in whatever argument the
author then proceeds to make. Political loyalties and fears ihavc had a
major impact on the way in which innovative psychomaly.tlc concepts

are presented and positioned, often obscuring both their distance from
classical psychoanalytic thought and their similarities to one another. A
major consequence has been widespread failure to grasp how compati-
ble many of the different contemporaty psychoanalytic schools are and
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how far they have moved from the basic premises of Freud’s drive
theory. '

The traditions that have been most important to me in terms of
contributing to a comprehensive conceptual framework based on the
prense of interaction are interpersonal psychoanalysis, British-school
object-relations theories, and various psychologies of the self (including
cxistential psychoanalysis), These different schools, I will demonstrate in
the chapters that foliow, complement one another in interesting and
useful ways. It will become apparent that I do not regard any of these
traditions as complete or sufficient in its own right; each has been both
enhanced and constrained by its history and particular perspective,
which is what makes it compelling to draw on them in an integrared
fashion. T regard them as valuable correctives for one another,

Taken together, these traditions make it possible to view all psychody-
namic phenomena within a multifaceted velational metvin which takes
info account self-organization, atrachments to others (“objects”), inter-
personal transactions, and the active role of the analysand in the con-
tinual re-creation of his subjective world. The basic features of the
integrated relational approach described in the following chapters were
not consteucted from these theoretical traditions and then applied to
clinical work. Rather, they were discovered in the process of doing anal-
ysis, supervision, and teaching. I began to realize that what I had gained
from these traditions had infused my clinical work and understanding,
my own practice of analytic inquiry, in an integrated fashion,

Freud's opus frequently has been neatly bifurcated into his cinscal
theory and his metapsycholagy (in which the drive theory plays the central
role}. Although, as we shall see, this distinction is often trickier and less
casily drawn than one might suppose, many of Freud’s clinical insights
¢an be disentangled from drive-theory metapsychology and transated,
recast within the context of a relational matrix. Freud opened hitherto
unexplored paths that allowed the exploration of unconscious processes,
identifications, and powerful conflictual passions within dyadic and tri-
anguiar familial constellations. Much of Freud’s wisdom is the stock-

in-trade of all practicing analysts, no matter where they position
themselves vis-3-vis drive theory, and many of Freud’s contributions and
those of contemporary “Freudians” (particularly Loewald and Schafer)
find a prominent place in the-synthesis developed here.

* H# 3
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1 USE the term “relational matrix” in an effore to transcend the unfor-
munate tendency to dichotomize concepts like interpersonal relations and
“object” relations, or the interpersonal and the intrapsychic, as if a focus
on either side necessarily implies a denial or deemphasis of the other. I
do not believe that interpersonal interactions are merely an “enactment”
of a more psychologically fundamental world of internal object relations
or “representations”; not do I believe that subjective experience is mercly
s recording of acrual interpersonal transactions. The wost ssefisl way o
view psycholoyicsl veality is as operating within a velationsl matriz which
encompasses both intrapsychic and interpersonal vealms. The mind operates
with motivations concerning self-regulation as well as regulation of the
relational field. Like Escher’s Drawing Hands, the interpersonal and the
intrapsychic realms create, interpenettate, and transform cach other i1 a
subtle and complex manner.

Drive theory, in conceiving of mind as essentially monadic, has nec-
essarily tended to minimize the generation of personal meaning through
interaction, What is crucial is what is given a priori and the individual’s
internal psychological econamy; interpersonal relations provide the raw
material for the inborn drives and the universal, primal fantasies to shape
experience according to the constitutional design of the drives, their
pressures and their restraints. Relational-model theories most closely
linked to drive theory (Freudian ego psychology, self psychology), cven
when they drop the concept of drive itself, often preserve some aspects
of this monadic view of mind. They tend to retain a stress on the “self”
dimension of the relational matrix. Even though they derive the self
from interaction, once established, the self is often viewed as existing
and operating more or fess independently of interactions with others.
Thus, these theories emphasize sclf-organization, ego functions, homeo-
static regulation of affects, developmental needs, a true or nuclear self,
and so on. This version of the relational model, in which past interac-
tions are regarded as formative but presens interactive properties of mind

are minimized, underfies what has been termed the developmental-arrest

concept of the therapeutic action of psychoanalysis.

The most important contribution of both Fairbaim’s theory of object
relations and American interpersonal psychoanalysis has been to add a
deeper and more consistent consideration of the “other,” both as an
actual iteractional presence (in interpersonal psychoanalysis) and as an
intrapsychic, internal presence (in the British school). T regard this
emphasis not as an alternative to considerations of self-organization and
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internal needs, but as providing a more fully interactive, broader context
for understanding self-organization and the individuaPs psychic econ-
omy. Thus, one of the larger aims of this book is to develop a broad
perspective on problems of psychoanalytic theory and technique, which
offers a third gption to the drive model and the developmental-arrest
model.

The drive model places great importance on conflict, between instinc-
tual impulses and defenses, and, in che later structural theory, among the
psychical agencies of id, ego, and superego. The developmental-arrest
model tends to deemphasize the importance of conflict, stressing instead
the expression of developmental needs and environmental provisions
understood to be prerequisites for psychological growth. The third
option, developed in these chapters, is a velntional-conflict model. 1.ike the
drive model, it regards the central psychodynamic struggle in human
experience as involving conflicts among powerful desires, wishes, and
fears. Yet, like the developmental-arrest model, it considers the basic
ingredients of mind to be relational configurations, not drive deriva-
tives. In the relational-conflict model, the antagonists in the central
psychodynamic conflicts are relational configurations; the inevitable
conflictual passions within any single relationship; and the competing
claims, necessarily incompatible, among different significant relation-
ships and identifications.

THE pARTS of this book are organized in pairs of chapters—the first
chapter is largely theoretical; the second, largely clinicat, -~

Part One presents the various strategies, options, and tergaifiology
which relational-model theorists have developed in their efforts to es-
tablish relatedness as the primary psychological unje-6F emotional life
and to position relational concepts vis-i-vis priorfradition.

Part Two explores Freud’s drive model ard its limirations by consid-
ering the nature of sexuality, the keystefie of the classical theory of mind
as structured from within through the expression of internal forces.
According to this view, sineewe arc in fact animals, our bestial nature,
honed over millennia gf€volution for purposes of survival, is wired into
our very bodies, piishing for expression. Yet if one begins with the
premisc that th€ basic thrust-of mind is engagement, and that psycho-

edning is not provided a priori in bodily urges but shaped by
zably conflictual patteens of interaction, the domain of sexuality is
Jyderstood quite differently. The intense physiology and phenomeno-
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logical power of sexuality as evoked potentials within intenscly con-
flictual relational contexts make bodily and sexual experiences
medium par excellence for the experience of sclf in interaction

others, ‘

Part Three explores the way in which developmental “higtory” and
images of the “baby” are used in classical drive theory gdd the new
variety of “infantilism™ that has emerged within the dévelopmental-
arrest model. Whereas Frend regarded sexuality as mag€ up of phylogenic
vestiges pressing for release, modern developmental theorists regard
unmet infantile longings and relational needs as guzagenic vestiges press-
ing for release. This has resulted in a skewing of'the relational matrix, in
both analytic theory and technique, in a way that underemphasizes
conflict, overemphasizes the emergence of the past (especially the earli-
est relationship between mother and child), and portrays the analysand
as esscntially passive. : .

Part Four explores psychoanalyticapproaches to the key theoretical
and technical problems concerning/the nature of narcissism. I co‘ns‘idﬁ:r
the monadic premise in both thé traditional approach to narcissistic
illusion as defense and the devglopmental-arrest approach to illusion as
the vital core of the self. I then develop a more balanced, relational
conflict perspective, in theory and technique, which takes into account
both the defensive and fhe growth-enhancing features of illusion.
Viewed from an interactive perspective, comprilsive illusions are under-
stood as operating wit}in a relational matrix to preserve attachments to
old objects and repedtive interpersonal patterns.

Part Five explords continuity (the regeneration of the analysand’s
relational world)/and the nmature of analytic change. T consider the
deterministic asgumptions underlying all psychoanalytic theories, and
the existential £ritique of these assumptions. I then explore and extend
contributions, which enable us to transcend this dialectic
the relational matrix as something both experienced and
loyally cofistructed. In the final chapter the clinical implications qf this
perspecyive are more fully developed, and a sketch of an mtcracﬂona},
“relatighal-conflict™ model of the therapeutic action of psychoanalysis is
preseqired and contrasted to the classical drive model and the develop-
meyital-arrest model. The differences in understanding the nature of the
P ‘ choanalytic situation and the contributions of the participants' high-

ght the contrast between a view of the mind as monadic and a view of
the mind as interactive. ‘

Clinical examples of varying length and complexity appear through-




Tt conld be suid that with buman beings there can be no separation,
only & threat of separation. —D. W. WINNICOTT

1  The Relational Matrix

Psychoanalytic theories of the past several decades have undergone what
Kuhn, in his depiction of the evolution of theories in the natural sci-
ences, calls a paradigm shift. The very boundaries around the subject
matter of psychoanalysis have been redrawn, and that broad reframing
has had profound implicadons for both theory and clinical practice.
Mind bas been vedefined from a set of predetermined structuves ewerging
from. inside om dndividunsl organism to transactional patterns and internal
structures devived from an interactive, intevpersonal field.

As a social theory of mind, the relational model is by no means the
exclusive province of psychoanalytic theorizing. Interpersonal theory
and object-relations theory are part of a larger movement in the direc-
tion of social theories of mind in several closely related disciplines.
Although a full substantiation of this elaim would lead us too far astray,
let us briefly consider two parallel shifts.

Late-nineteenth-century and early-twentieth-century anthropologlsts
assumed that humans evolved at a single point, all of a piece. Tt was
thought that physical attributes, most notably the human brain, evolved
because they were adaptive for physical survival, and thar this increased
cognitive capacity then allowed the possible development of calture and
other features of social interchange. In the last several decades, mostly
because of recent fossil discoveries, we have come to believe that various
human attributes evolved sequentially over time, and that cultural rela-
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tions are not just a comseguence of increased brain size, but a major
factor in selecting for increased brain size. That is, protohumans gradu-
ally became involved in social interchanges such as sharing, mutna
sensitivity, perhaps empathy, and so on, and these social skills provided
a sclective advantage which made larger brains more adaptive. As Clif-
ford Geertz put it

In a sense the brain was sefecred by culture. It is not that the hunan brain
came first and eulture, ot rather man’s capacity for culture, emanated from
it; and this carries the additional implication that the human brain probably
could not effectively function outside of culture, that it would not work
very well if indeed it would worl ar all, (in Miller, 1983, p. 195)

Human beings did not evolve and then enter into social and cultural
tnteractions; the human mind is, in its very origins and nature, a social
product. :

A very similar shift has raken place in the field of linguistics. Earlier
theories regarded language as essentially separable from and secondary
to experience. The individual lives in a world of experience, which is
then transfated into language as a social medium and vehicle of inter-
action. The separability of language from experience is now generally
questioned; experience is understood to be structured #hrough language,
making experience essentially and unavoidably social and interactive in
nature. Preverbal experiences developmentally antedate the emergence
of language, and nonverbal communication can be extremely important
in adnit relationships. Once a semiotic matrix is established, both pre-
verbal and nonverbal dimensions of experience can be retrieved, expe-
rienced, and expressed only within a socially shaped system of lingnistic
meanlags.

The ballmark of the “linguistic revolution” of the twentieth century, from
Saussure and Wittgenstein to contemparary literary theory, is the recog-
nition that meaning is not simply something “expressed” or “reflected” in
language: it is actually produced by it. It is not as though we have meanings,
or experiences, which we then proceed to cloak with words; we can only
have the meanings and experiences in the first place because we have a
language to have them in. What this suggests, moreover, is that our
experience as individuals is social to its roots; for there can be no such thing
as a private language, and to imagine a language is to imagine a whole form
of sociablife. (Fagleton, 1983, p. 60)

The relational model within psychoanalysis is a social theory of mind
in a similar sense. Sullivan and Fairbairn, its purest representatives, felt
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that Freud had established the wrong unit for study of emotional life by
focusing on the individual mind, the psychic apparatus, rather than on
the interactional field. Freud, like the nineteenth-century anthropologist
and the nineteenth-century linguist, portrayed the human being with
mental content outside of and prior to social experience. Meaning is
inherent in man’s physiology, his biological equipment. Thus, the indi-
vidual mind has a priori content, which seeks expression within the
larger social environment, either in absorbing the colture, learning a
public rather than a private language, or in taming and chanoeling
drives. For relational-model theorists, as for the modern anthropologist
and the modern linguist, the individnal mind is a product of as well as an
interactive participant in the culrural, linguistic matrix within which it
comes into being. Meaning is not provided a priors, but derives from the
relational matrix. The relational field is constitutive of individual expe-
rience. :

In the more radical statements of the relational position, the very
notion of a single mind as 2 meaningful unit for study is called into
question. From the earliest days of infancy the individual is in continual
interaction with others; his very experience is in fact built up out of these
interactions. The representation of self which each of us forms is a
secondary construction superimposed upon this more findamental and
fluid interactional reality. “We organize our acquaintance with the
world,” Sullivan snggests, “in order to maintain necessary or pleasant
functional activity within the world with which, whether the objects be
manageable or unmanageable, remote or immediate, one has to main-
tain commumnal existence—however unwittingly” (1940, p. 34). Simi-
farly, Stern’s synthesis of infancy research leads him to the view that “the
infant’s states of consciousness and activity are ultimately socially nego-
tated states” (1985, p. 104). Furthermore, “the infant’s life is so thor-
oughly social that most of the things the infant does, feels and perceives
occur in differing kinds of relaticnships . . . In fact, because of memory,
we are rarely alone, even (perhaps espedally) during the first halfyear of
life . . . The notion of self-with-other as a subjective reality is thus almost
pervasive” (p. 118).

Establishing the relationship as the basic unit of study does not
eliminate the “nature” in contrast to the “nurture” dimension of things.
On the contrary, it makes it possible to view nature and nurture less
dichotomously. Social relations are not regarded as a secondary addi-
tion, an overlay upon more basic and primary biological functions such
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as sexuality and aggression. Social relations are regarded as themselves
biologically rooted, genetically encoded, fundamental motivational pro-
cesses. Thus, sexuality and aggyession are understood not as preformed
instincts with inherent meanings, which impinge upon the mind, but as
powerful responses, mediated physiologically, generated within a bio-
logically mandated relational field and therefore deriving their meaning
from that deeper relational matrix. '

None of the major relational theorists regards the chifd as a blank slate
onto which are imposed external events and qualities of significant
others. Early relationships, like later relationships, are multiple and
complex. They are not simply registered, but experienced through phys-
iological response patterns, constitutional features of temperament, sen-
sitivities, and talents, and worked over, digested, broken down,
recombined, and designed into the new, unique patterns which com-
prise the individual life. The work of Bowlby and a great many of the
data from infancy research suggest that relationships are best under-
stood not as wholly externally derived, but as grounded in the genetics
and physiology of human experience and therefore transcending the
nature-nuture dichotomy, The study of cognitive development, the ways
in which infangs and children think and organize experience, continues
to yield increasing understanding of the ways in which early relational
experience is processed and reorganized. ,

Why are relations with others the very stuff of human experience?
What is the nature of personal relatedness? Why are we so much entan-
gled with other people? Why are our carliest relationships with others so
crucial that we are actually composed of these relationships—“precipi-
tates,” as Freud (1923) put it, of our earliest attachments?

There is no consensus on these questions; the past several decades in
the history of psychoanalytic ideas have been characterized by explora-
tion of a variety of possible answers. The political heterogeneity of the
field results from the fact that these avenues of theory building have been
regarded as unrelated, or perhaps mutually exclusive. Their conceptual
interfaces, their rich compatibilities, however, are actually quite striking.
To illustrate this overlap, I consider some of the major relational-model
theorists, neither chronologically nor in terms of political groupings,
but in terms of conceptual angle, the manner in which they establish
relational ‘primacy within human experience. The three basic strategies
into which most relational-model theorizing can be grouped represent
different angles of approach to this common puzzle—the relational
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nature of human experience. In what follows, I consider these various
efforts not in the fullness of their argumentation and evidence, which
would require a volume in its own right, but in an effort to highlight the
key premises and strategies and to explore their interpenetrability. T have
made no effort to be comprehensive or representative of the entire range
of analytic literature; I have chosen the theories that are most influential
or illustrate most clearly 2 particular conceptual strategy.

Relational by Design

The first general strategy for addressing the question of the origins and
motivations of personal relatedness might be characterized by the an-
swer, because we are built that way. People are constructed in such 2
fashion that they are inevitably and powerfully drawn together, this
reasoning goes, wired for intense and persistent involvements with one
another, This strategy has been developed in various forms, differing in
their levels of abstraction and the kinds of mechanisms proposed.

Bowlby’s concept of “attachment” represents an extended attempt to
place human relatedness on a primary footing of its own. Bowlby was
concerned with preserving a biologically rooted explanation for moti-
vation and, like Freud, draws heavily on Darwinian theory as a frame of
reference. Yet Bowlby felt Freud had construed the baby’s buile-in
sutvival mechanisms too narrowly. The infant’s survival is contingent on
more than just specific physical needs like eating, temperature regula-
tion, and so on. For the infant to survive, the mother’s more or less
constant proximity and attention is necessary—the infant’s need for the
mother is the most important, pressing need, as a precondition for the
satisfaction of all other needs. Therefore, argues Bowlby, the infant is
powetfully drawn to and involved with the mother from the very start.
Much as the young of other species at an early “critical period” become
forever imprinted on their carctaker in a powerful, automatic, and irre-
versible fashion, the human infant intensely and automatically attaches
itself to its caretaker, both behaviorally and emotionally. The mother
need not do anything in particular. She need not earn her importance
through gratifying the infant’s needs. In effect, she simply has o be
there.

Bowlby draws on ethological studies of instinctive behavior in other
species to argue that species survival necessitates complex systems of
behaviors, hierarchically organized through internal control and feed-
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back mechanisms. Attachment in humans is mediated, he SUgEests
(1‘969), through five component instinctive responses: sucking, smiling,
clinging, crying, and following, which collectively serve to establish a
Powcrful bond between mother and infant, ensuring the former’s prox-
ity to the latter and thus maximizing chances for survival. These
responses directly mediate the child’s attachment 1o the mother, in
contrast to the traditional psychoanalytic concept of orality, which is
prior to, and separate from, the fater development of any affectional
bonding,

Since children under the care of the mother are less vulnerable to
predators and other threats to survival, Bowlby sces the child’s attach-
ment to the mother as representing an “archaic heritage,” genetically
encoded, from the earliest beginnings of the human species, Attachment
is not, as in the drive model, detived froin more basic biological needs;
attachment is itself a basic biological need, wired into the species as
fundamentally as is nest-building behavior in a bird.

_Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1975) draws on a wide range of empirical
evidence, both animal studies and observations of the effects of separa-
tion on children, to support his claim thar attachment is primary in its
owa tight, rather than becoming established secondarily through the
gratification of physical needs such as orality. Some of the most dramatic
evidence, however, for the biological, physiological, and psychological
primacy of the early relation of the child to its caretakers has emerged
from another field entirely—infancy research.* '

If personal relatedness were a vicissitude of more basic drive pro-
cesses, the infant would necessarily have to Jeawz to relate to the mother.
Mechanisms for need gratification (feeding mechanists, sucking re-
flexes, and so on) would be wired in, but the infant would only slowly
become aware that needs were being satisfied by an external hurnan
figure, who would only then become interesting in her own right. From
this perspective, that of the drive model, personal relatedness is less
“paunal” than drive pathways, social relations being an overlay neces-
.srcatcd by the exigencies of reality. But over the past two decades the
Increasingly sophisticated field of infancy research has yielded an im-

* A great deal of contem ic thinki i i i
smdicsg_of mothers and bag;f%ﬁ;};?;:ﬂsﬁ; mgggﬁiﬁ?fqd;:;ﬁﬁg }:mmlillr:!?i
presemting itas firct; for reasons which will become apparent in subscquent chapters, T would
consider it a mistake to do so. Curfent thinking about infants, like all psychoanalytic ideas, is

a blend of facts and theories and is presented here as an example of a thinkin
way of
conceptual strategy, not as incontrovertible truth, i " &
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pressive array of data suggesting that the infant is capable of and in fact
seeks out an extremely personal kind of interrelatedness from the earfiest
days of life.
Contrary to the traditional image of the infant’s beginning life in an
autistic blur (James’s “blooming, buzzing confusion™) and only gradu-
ally becoming oriented to the external social world, it now appears that
all of the perceptual systems of the infant are fanctional at birth. Further, -
what is most interesting to the infant, even in the moments after birth,
is other human beings. The human voice is the auditory stimulus most
likely to capture the infant’s attention, and studies have shown that
babies move in distinctive rhythms to human speech patterns (Condon
and Sandler, in Tronick and Adamson, 1980, p. 137). The human face
is the visual stimulus most compelling even to the newborn. A study of
infants in the delivery room uncovered a preference for the visual con-
figuration of the buman face even before the newborn had seen real
human faces (that is, without surgical masks; Goren, in Tronick and
Adamison, 1980, pp. 59-60). For the first several weeks of life, the
infant’s eyes converge not immediately in front of him, as one would
expect if feeding at the breast were the major, predetermined object of
his concern, but eight inches from his face, the distance of the mother’s
face in the normal nursing posture (Stern, 1977, p. 36). Observers are
continually impressed with the quantity and the complexity of the in-
fant’s interactions with other people, both in response to their initiative
and as actively initiated by the baby himself. “Very clearly then, by 3
months at least, the infant is well equipped with a large repertoire of
behaviors to engage and disengage his caregivers. All of his behaviors—
the simple motor patterns; the more complex combinations of these
simple patterns into integrated units; and the patterned sequences of
these units—have a strong innate predisposition” (pp. 48-45).

In addition to being active and responsive to people in general, the
infant very quickly learns to discriminate the most significant people in
his life from one another and from strangers. By the end of the first
week, the mother’s face has become a familiar percepiual gestalt, so that
the mother’s face obscured by a mask, or paired with a different voice,
becomes disturbing (Tronick and Adamson, 1980, p. 141). By the
eighth day he can discriminate pads soaked with his mother’s milk from
pads soaked with the milk of other nursing women, and he prefers the
smell of his own mother. By four weeks the baby moves hands and feet

_ in distinctive patterns, one for the mother, a different one for the father,
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Lichtenberg, in reviewing this research, concludes, “Study after study
documents the neonate’s preadapted potential for direct interaction—
human to human—with the mother” (1983, p. 6). The phrase “pre-
adapted potential” is crucial here. The evidence seems overwhelming
that the human infant does not fecome social through learning or con-
ditioning, or through an adaptation to reality, bur that the infant is
programmed to be social, Relatedness is not a means to some other end
(tension reduction, pleasure, or security); the very nature of the infant
draws him into relationship. In addition, relatedness seems to be re-
warding in itself. Babies scek human contact, and many studies have
shown that simple human contact or the opportunity to observe human
activity is itself 2 powerful inducement for infants to solve puzzles or do
work of various sorts. ‘

This line of infancy research complements Bowlby’s theoty of attach-
ment by uncovering and charting some of the built-in, physiological
equipment and newborn-to-mother patterning which mediate attach-
ment. Bowlby’s hypotheses derive from data on separation and psycho-
pathology in older children and adults, and macrocosmic considerations
concerning species survival; the infant research provides a microcosmic
analysis of the infant’s capacities for, intricate mechanisms for, and
powerful interest in interactions with other people.

Is it not true that Bowlby and theorists drawing on infancy research

. (perhaps all relational model authors) are in effect establishing “at-
tachment” as a “drive,” with the same sort of inherent properties as
Freud’s “libido™ Yes and no. Of course, any positing of attachment
or relatedness as primary suggests that it has motivational properties
within the organism and might meaningfully be considered a “drive,”
But because “attachment” is by definition interactional, this is a con-
cept of motivation very different from Freud’s “drive.” The latter pre-
supposes motives and meanings in the individual a priori, in the
tensions in bodily tissues themselves, which are brought to the inter-
action and which shape the interaction. Bowlby’s motive of attach-
ment and the built-in patterns of interaction described by infancy
researchers propel the individual to seek comtact gua contact, interac-
Fion in and for itself, not contact as a means of gratifying or chapnel-
ing something else. This reversal of means and ends (captured in
Fairbairn’s slogan, “Libido- is not pleasure-seeking but object-
seeking”) is crucial. Whe the other is, what the other does, and ow
the other regards what is going on become much more important.

.
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The other is not simply a vehicle for managing internal pressures and
states; interactive exchanges with and ties to the other become the
fundamental psychological reality itself. As we shall see in subsequent
chapters, this difference has major implications for all facets of psy-
choanalytic theorizing.

Sullivan’s theoretical perspective represents another variant of the
principle that humans are inherently structured in relational terms, al-
though his focus is not on genetic coding or perceptual capabilities, but
on a theoretical perspective which highlights the way human needs
interact and become intertwined with one another in the patterning of
human experience.

One of the chief impediments to our self-understanding, Sullivan
feels, is our tendency to think of ourselves in concrete, reified terms.
People “have” a personality, this way of thinking goes, they “are” a
collection of traits or characteristics which they carry around, as if
actually located inside them, from situation to situation—Ilike a door-
to-door salesman revealing the same product at one home after the
next. For Sullivan this way of thinking obscures the extent to which
people are responsive to, and in fact take form in, situations involving
other people. Human beings manifest themselves not in the same
identical performance; the performance varies according to the situa-
tion, the audience, the other performers. A personality is not some-
thing one has, but something one does. Consistent patterns develop,
but the patterning is not reflective of something “inside.” Rather, the
patterns reflect learned modes of dealing with situations and are there-
fore always in some sense responsive to and shaped by the situations
themselves.

In Sullivan’s way of thinking, people are not separate entities, but
participants in interactions with actual others and with “personifica-
tions™ (or “representations”) of others derived from previous intcrac-
tions with actual others. In shott, the individual is understandable only
in the context of the interpersonal field. Thus, Sullivan also sees people,
from infancy through scnescence, as inherently social, by design. Their
very self-expression draws them into relatedness. By the time the infant
has begun to be able to develop an image of himself, to reflect himself
to himself, he has long since become embedded in a living web of
interactions with others. His needs, his thoughts, his very sense of
himself, bas taken shape in the context of others’ needs, thoughts, and
self-understanding,
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Relational by Intent

A second broad grouping of approaches to the primacy of relatedness

sces human relations less in terms of wiring than of intent. We develop

intense attachments because we crave relatedness, and this is regarded as
a phenomenological fact and an irresistible clinical deduction. Patients
seck and maintain relatedness at any price. Fairbairn®s object-relations
theory is the most developed exploration of this point of view.

Fairbairn dated the beginnings of the development of his innovative

theorizing to his encounter with the puzzling phenomenon of the loy-
alty of abused children to their abusing parents, According to classical
drive theory, people are essentially hedonistic, seeking to maximize
pleasure and minimize pain. Fairbairn encountered children whose re-
lagonships with their parents were extremely painful; yer when offered
alternative carctakers, they uniformly declined and expressed great de-
votion to their natural parents. If libido is primarily pleasure secking,
Fairbairn reasoned, libidinal objects ought to be more exchangeable,

Further reflection leads to the realization that this is a problem not
just with abused children, but with psychopathology in general. Psy-
chopathology, thronghout its entire spectrum, may be defined in its
broadest terms as the tendency of people to do the same painful things,
feel the same unpleasant feelings, establish the same self-destructive
relationships, over and over and over. How is this pattern reconcilable
with the hedonistic premise of the pleasure principle? If people operare
on t}?e basis of pleasure seeking, why are unpleasant experiences, early
conflicts, and traumas not simply dropped and forgotten rather than
restructured so systematically and persistently throughout life?

Freud was not unmindful of this problem and struggled with several
possible solutions. He spoke of the “adhesiveness™ of the libido in its
tc‘n.acious loyalty to early object relations, even if painful, and the “rep-
etition compulsion,” the continual re-creation of earlier traumas. Freud
initially attempted to account for these phenomena within the frame-
work of the pleasure principle: the suffering in psychopathology repre-
sents punishment for forbidden wishes (1900); the libido picks up
“clichés” of loving, which remain attached to it throughout later life
(1912b); suffering itself is inherently sensually pleasurable (19244); and
SO OIL Pl’f:ild himself, howcyer—;considered these attempts to account for
the repetition compulsion within the framework of the pleasure princi-
ple to be insufficiently persuasive, and he argued (1920a) that the
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repetition of painful carly experiences operates “beyond the pleasure
principle” and is an instincrual characteristic of mental functioning,
derivative of the death instinct. This explanation has not been very
persuasive to most analysts, and there have been mumerous attempts

since to reexplain painful repetitions within the pleasure principle.

For FAIRBAIRN, a basic shift in premises leads to a much more eco-

nomical explanation, neither within nor beyond the pleasure principle.

Libido is not pleasure secking, he argues, but object secking. The su-

perordinate need of the child is not for pleasure or necd gratification,

but for an intense relationship with another person. If the caretakers

provide opportunities for pleasurable experiences, pleasure is sought,

not as an end in itself, but as a vehicle for interaction with others. If only
painful experiences are provided, the child does not give up and look for
pleasurable experiences elsewhere, but secks the pain as 2 vehicle for
interaction with the significant other. It is the contact, not the pleasure,
which is primary. In Fairbairn’s view, the central motivation in human
expetience is the secking out and maintaining of an intense emotional
bond with another person. If we start with this premise, the adhesive-
ness of early relationships and modes of gratification and the ubiquity of
the painful redundancies of the repetition compulsion seem less puz-
zling, Painfill feelings, self-destructive relationships, self-sabotaging sit-
wations, are re-created throughout life as vebicles for the perpetuation of
earfy ties to significant others.

The child learns a mode of connection, a way into the humau family,
and these learned modes are desperately maintained throughout life. In
some families, sensuality is the preferred mode of emotional contact; in
others, it is rageful explosions; in others, depressive longing. In Fair-
bairn’s systers, it is precisely the parents’ character pathology to which
the child becomes most compulsively connecred and which he inrernal-
izes, because it is there that he feels the parents reside emotionally. By
becoming like the depressed, masochistic, or sadistic parents, he pre-
serves a powerful bond to them. Thus, in Fairbaim’s system, at the
core of the repressed is not a trauma, a memory, Or A impulse, but a
relationship—a part of the self in close identification with a represen-
tation of the actual caretakers—which could not be contained in
awareness and in continuity with other experiences of the self. Psy-
chopathology for Fairbairn is structured around conflicts, not between
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drives and defenses, but concerning split loyalties to different others and
to different dimensions of one’s relations with others.

To abandon these bonds and entanglements is experienced as the
equivalent of casting oneself off from intense human contact altogether,
an impossible option. Thus, patients in analysis who are beginning to
sense the possibility of living and experiencing themselves and their
worlds in a different way, arc generally rerrified of profound isolation.
To be different, even if that means being open to joyfulness and real
intimacy with others, means losing ties to internal objects which have
provided an enduring sense of belonging and connectedness, although
mediated through actual pain and desolation.

Fairbairn regards object seeking as innate, and his approach is closely

related to and complements Bowlby’s notion of attachment. Bowlby .

portrays attachment as an automatic mechanism, the product of instinc-
tive, reflexive behavioral subsystems, and he focuses for the most parton
physical proximity; Fairbairn adds a consideration of intention and
emotional presence or absence, and thereby highlights the longing, the
hunger for contact and connection, that propels human relationships.

Fairbair’s concept of object secking similarly complements Sullivan’s
notion of the interpersonal field. For Sullivan, the child is object related
more by design than by emotional intent, drawn into relatedness by
virtue of the form and nature of his various needs. The child does not
seek caring connections with others; rather, the very structure of his
needs for satisfactions and his responsiveness to anxiety in others pulls
him into those connections. An intense longing for contact appears in
Sullivan’s scheme of development only in preadolescence, in the first
truly loving relationship with the “chum,” which Sullivan describes with
lyric intensity, as an antidote to the warping effects of earlier relation-
ships and the threat of isolation. Sullivan takes pains to argue that only
at preadolescence does the child begin to seek Intimacy and really care
about others. Parents who see caring in their child’s egocentricity are,
Sullivan suggests, sadly if perhaps necessarily dehuded. Fairbairn, on the
other hand, sees this longing for connection and intimacy in the earliest
relationship of the infant to the mother.

There are also striking similarities berween Fairbairn’s theory and the
variant of interpersonal theory developed by Erich Fromm. The lat-
ter regarded the dread of social isolation as the major dynamic
factor in the development of all forms of psychopathology, which he saw
as regressive_efforts to escape the existential rigors and terrors of the
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human condition. People take on cultural and familial roles and id.cn:ti—
ties 5o as not to face the realities of their independent existence. Hair-
bairn’s perspective, although less philosophical in ian.zguafgc and concern,
has a similar implication. The overwhelming motivational priority is
entry into the human community, intense ties with others, and these are
established and preserved at all cost.

Melanie Klein’s concept of reparation (1935, 1940} should be noted
in this context. Her focus on aggression and envy often obscures the
extent to which love and gratitude also play a central role in her theo-
rizing. The infant, Klein posits, feels a deep sensc of appreciation fm: the
good breast and the loving object, and an intense regret at the fantasgcd
damage he fears he has caused them in his destructive, _vcngcﬁ.ﬂ reveries.
The urge for reparation expresses a longing o repair, to consvolc, to
make amends. Envy becomes such a powerful dynamxc. in Klein’s ac-
count precisely because the uncontrotlable other is so important that
love and gratitude become painful.

Kléin developed her concept of reparation in the context of her
theoretical emphasis on constitutional forces and fantasy: However, her
depiction of the struggle between gratitude and reparation on the one
hand and envious spoiling and manic triumph on the other is usefully
relocated and translated into the interactional matrix of Fairbairn’s meta-
psychological framework, rooted in a consideration of parental character
and acrual transactions. The urge for reparation can be understood as
emerging not as a reaction to fantasized damage, buF to the other’s real
sufferings and characteristic pathology. Envious spoiling can be under-
stood not as an excess of constinitional aggression, but as an attempt to
escape from the painful position of loving and desiring a largely absent
or damaged parent, or, particularly, an inconsistent parent. The central
dynamic struggle throughout fife is between the powerful need to es-
tablish, maintain, and protect intimate bonds with others and various
cfforts to escape the pains and dangers of those bonds, the sense of
vulnerability, the threar of disappointment, engulfment, exploitaiion,
and loss.

Relational by Implication

Philosoi)hcrs have traditionally distingnished hun-lan from othc.r forms
of animal consciousness on the basis of its reflexivity; human bm'ngs are
selfconscious. We develop and maintain a self-awareness, self-images,
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self-esteem, and these play a significant role in the way we experience
and record our encounters with the external world and other people,
and the choices we make throughout our lives. It is often assumed that
a sense of self is easy to come by, that it uinfolds maturationally or is just
provided to us by experience, like our body parts or perceptual fime-
tions. But psychoanalysts have come to regard the development of a
sense of sclf as a complex process, an intricate and multifaceted con-
struction, that is a central motivational concern throughout life and for
which we are deeply dependent on other people. Some relational-model
theorists regard the establishment and preservation of a sense of identity
or selfhood as #he primary, superordinate human motivation, which also
posits certain kinds of interpersonal relations, those crucial for reflex-
ivity, as key psychological building blocks, -

Two features of human consciousness contribute greatly to the diffi-
Fulties mvolved in developing a sense of self—its temporal quality and
its complexity, Human consciousness operates in time, it is a stream of
thoughts, feelings, sensations, and desires in continual flirx. Anything
that is constantly changing is necessarily at any particular moment in-
complere. As soon as you have grasped it and characterized it, it has
shifted within-your grasp and is now something different. This quality
of ineffable, continual change has always been problematic for human-
kind, both historically in the evohution of cultures and developmentally
in the life of each individual. Plato’s theory of forms is probably the most
clegant effort to establish a static superstructure, to fix an atemporal
fr@c of reference, a world of Being outside the flow of human con-
sciousness. But the need to establish fixed reference points is also a need
within the kife of each individual, to find a way of ordering experience
that transcends its shifting discontinuities.

The child’s gradually dawning grasp of who or what he is amid the
temporal fux and complexities of consciousness is no simple process. All
of the hallmarks of healthy mental life—durable and integrated self-rep-
resentations, object constancy, and resilient self-esteem regulation—are
sl.owly acquired. If experience does not just provide us with an orga-
nized mental life and reflextvity, how is it attained? According to most
contemporary psychoanalytic theorists, it is attained at least in part
through relationship. The child’s organization of his expetience is me-
diated thrbugh the mother’s experience. Individual cognition grows out
of recognition, whereby the child learns to know himself, finds himself.
in the mother’s eyes and words. Thus, the self as a phenomcnoiogicai
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entity is a developmental achievement. In this line of relational-model
theorizing, the pursuit and maintenance of reflexive stability, a sense of
seif, is innate and motivationally central, and powerfully and inevitably
draws tts into relation with others.

This approach to the primacy of relatedness has been a central theme
in Freudian ego psychology. In the work of both Mahler and Loewald,
for example, the infant’s ego is seen as dawning within a psychic merger
with the other. For Mahler, the development of a healthy sense of self is
contingent upon the mother’s provision for the infant of adequate
experiences of symbiotic fusion, gradual self-articulation and differenti-
ation, and continual, periodic returns and reimmersions. (See Mahler,
Pine, and Bergman, 1975.} Loewald (1960a) stresses the parental or-
ganization and processing of the child’s experience, which the child
gradually learns, through identifications, to do for himself. Parental
secondary process, applied to the child’s. more fluid, primary process
experience, eventually results in a secondary process of the child’s own.
(Bion, 1957, has characterized the mother’s holding and organizing
functions relative to the child’s inchoate early experience in terms of the
metaphor of the “container.”) .

The two contemporary theorists who have addressed the develop-
ment of the self most directly and comprehensively {and in remarlcably
similar fashion) are Winnicott and Kohut. -

Winnicott came to regard the establishment of a solid sense of self as
the central achievement of normal carly development. Some patients
only seem to be persons, argues Winnicott. They lack an experience of
themselves as real, as actually existing over time—as opposed to some-
thing fashioned de novo, differently for each interpersonal cccasion.
How does this happen?

Winnicott portrays the infant as becoming aware of spontaneously
arising needs. The key feature of the necessary “facilitating” environ-
ment provided by the mother is her effort to shape the environment
around the child’s wishes, to intuit what the child wants and provide it.
The infant’s experience is one of scarcely missing a beat between désire
and satisfaction, between the wish for the breast and its appearance, for
example. The infant naturally assumes that his wishes produce the object
of desire, that the breast, his blanket, in effect his entire world, is the
product of his creation. The mother’s provision and perfect accommo-
dation to the infant’s wish creates what Winnicott terms the moment of
iltusion. Thus, in the earliest months of life, Winnicott’s “good-enough
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mother” is invisible, and it is precisely her invisibility which aliows the
infant the crucial megalomaniacal, solipsistic experience which Winni-
cott characterizes as the state of “subjective omnipotence.” In his view,
a relatively prolonged experience of subjective omnipotence is the foun-
dation upon which a healthy seif develops.

Early in life, says Winnicote, the infant is almost oblivious to the
mother as a person; she “brings the world to the infant” and is the
invisible agent of his needs. Later, the infant becomes more aware of her
as a presence, but a key aspect of her role is reflecting back to the child
his own appearance, his own being. The capacity to experience and hold
a sense of one’s own being as real depends on the mother’s doing so first,
mirroring back to the child who he is and what he is like. Thus, in
Winnicott’s system the first developmental task is the establishment of a
sense of self. The caretaker must perform certain kinds of rofes for this
to happen, provide certain kinds of experiences.

Kohut’s thinking developed along similar lines. Certain kinds of pa-
tients suffer not from conflicts concerning drives and defenses, but from
deficiencies in their sense of self—experienced as brittle, Iacking in
cohesion or integrity, vulnerable to sudden plunges in self-esteenn. Like
Winnicott, Kohut moved from clinical observation to developmental
questions. How does a healthy, cohesive, stable sense of self develop?
How does this process get derailed? In Kohuts view, the self develops
out of certain key relationships, which he terms self-object refationships,
in which the parents serve not just as objects of the childs needs and
desires, but as providers of certain “narcissistic® finctions. Kohut’s early

formulations (1971) emphasized two distinct self~object functions,
“mirroring” of the child’s spontancously arising grandiosity (this con-
cept is closely related to Winnicott’s notion of the parents providing the
moment of illusion), and allowing the child to idealize the parent. The
sense of self as stable and valuable grows out of these “narcissistic”
experiences, reasoned Kohut, in which either the child is seen as perfect
by the admiring parent or the parent is seen as perfect and linked to an
admiring child.

Little by little the narcissistic glow of these expetiences is consolidated
into a more realistic, abiding sense of sclf as valuable, Kohuts later
formulations and those of subsequent authors within or influenced by
the self-psychology tradition have emphasized the self objects’ general
“empathic” function, from earliest infancy on, “attuning™ themselves to
the child’s subjective expericnce, resonating with it and reffecting it
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back. From this perspective, fike Winnicott’s, it is as if the child’s expe-
rience comes to take on a subjective sense of reality only when it is
mediated through the mother’s consciousness. From the self-psycholog-
ical point of view, relational issues are primary bccausc. the analysand
suffering disorders of the self secks out and uses sclﬁpb}tcts to supply
the crucial parental functions that were missed in Chl.ld.hG.O(i. A shaky
sense of self is bolstered or a low sense of self-esteem is raised through
the establishment of relationships with mirroring or idealized sclf C_°b'
jects: Thus, for Kohut, as for Winnicott, the establishment qf reflexive
stability is the central motivational thrust in human experience, and
relations with others and the roles they play in this pursuit is the primary
context for hwman experience.

A Multiplicity of Voices
The relational model rests on the premise that the repetitive patterns
within human experience are not derived, as in the drive model, ﬁ'om
pursuing gratification of inherent pressures and pic_asurcs (110r, as in
Frend’s post-1920 understanding, from the automatic workings .of ic
death instinct), but from a pervasive tendency to preserve the continuity,
connections, familiarity of one’s personal, interactional world. Tht?rc is
a powerful need to preserve an abiding sense of oneself as associated

with, positioned in terms of, related to, a matrix of other people, in

terms of actual transactions as well as internal presences. ‘

The basic relational configurations have, by definition, three
dimensions—the self, the other, and the space between the two. There
is no “object” in a psychologically meaningful sense Withoqt some par-
ticular sense of oneself in relation to it. There is no “self,” in a psy(':ho-
logically meaningful sense, in isolation, outside a matffix of rclanox?s
with others. Neither the self nor the object are meaningful .dynarplc
concepts without presupposing some sense of psychic space n which
they interact, in which they do things with or to each other. Thcs::
dimensions are subtly interwoven, knitting together the analysand’s
subjective experience and psychological world. '

Theorists emphasizing relatedness by design have c9ntr1butcd tools for
understanding the specific interactions which transpire between sclf and
other, focusing not so muich on ecither pole, but rather on the spfzcg
between them. Thus, developmentalists such as Stern who h:avc studied
the “interpersonal world” of the infant have focused on the highly subtle
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fntcractions and mutual regulation of caretakers and babjes. Similarly
interpersontal psychoanalysis tends to highlight actual transactions bc-’
tween the analysand and others, to make a detailed inquiry into what
actually took place in early family relations, into what currently takes
place b-?twcen the analysand and others, and into the “here and now”
perceptions and interactions in the analytic relationship. What does the
analysand actually 4o? What takes place between him and actual others?
The central question for the interpersonal analyst, as Levenson (19835
has put it, is What’s going on around heres
The_oris’ts emphasizing relatedness by intent have contributed tools for
explormg and understanding the ofject pole of the relational field. the
manner in which various kinds of identifications and tics to other pe’ople
serve as a latticework, holding together one’s personal world: Thus
Klein ‘rcgards moods and self experience as determined by unconsciou;
ffantasms regarding various kinds of internal objects, and Fairbairn sees
ties 1o “bad objects” as determining the latent structure of personality
The seif is always at least implicit in these formulations. Klein’s psy—l
cf}odynanﬁc descriptions imply different €0 states corresponding to
different fates of internal objects, and Fairbairn sees particular aspects of
l:?lc self fragmcnting to retain specific dynamic configurations in their
tics to various internal objects. Nevertheless, the focus, the clinical
highlight, is on the object images themselves largely as internal pres-
ences. What are the residues of the analysand’s earlier experiences with
others? What does he experience, consciously and unconsciously, when
he does what he does with other people? ,
Those theorists emphasizing relatedness by implication have contrib-
uted tools for exploring and understanding the self pole of the relational
field. Thuls, Winnicott focuses on the internal fragmentation and splits in
self experience and the presence or absence of a sense of authenticity and
rcath. Kohut stresses the superordinate need of the “self to preserve its
continuity and cohesion, and the complex intrapsychic and interpersonal
processes .through which this is accomplished. “Others” are always at
least fmphcit in these systems. Throughout, Wirinicotr 'cmphasizcs the
function of the mother in providing experiences which make possible a
sense of vitalization and realization, and Kohut's “self” is always em-
bedded within and buoyed up by a supporting cast of “self objects.”
Nevertheless, the focus, the clinical highlight is on the natyre and the
subtle textures of self-reflective experience.
The process involved in the preservation of one’s personal psycholog-
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ical world might be compared to the factors involved in maintaining the
structural cohesion of the human body. 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 museculature that preserves the body form.
The sense of self, like the skin, is generally closer to the surface, nearer
to consciousness, and provides a continuous surface and shape in the
flow of mental kife. Ties to others, like the bones, are often not visible to
the naked eye but provide an underlying skeletal framework which holds
experience together. Characteristic patterns of interaction, like the mus-
culature, make possible the action in which both sclf experience and
object relations take place. Just as the different dimensions of the phys-
ical body contribute simultanecusly and interdependently to the pres-
ervation of physical existence, so these different dimensions of the
relational matrix are indispensable facets of the analytic inquiry.

In this view, human beings are simultaneously self regulating and field
regulating. We are concerned with both the creation and maintenance of
a relatively stable, coherent sense of self out of the continual ebb and
flow of perception and affect, and the creation and maintenance of
dependable, sustaining connections with others, both in actuality and as
internal presences. The dialectic between self-definition and connection
with others is complex and intricate, with one or the other sometimes
beirg more prominent. Selfregulatory and: field-regulatory processes
sometimes enhance each other and sometimes are at odds with each
other, forming the basis for powerfid conflicts. The intrapsychic and the
interpersonal are continually interpenetrating realms, each with its own
set of processes, mechanisms, and concerns.

Schafer (1983) has suggested that different theoretical traditions, like
the drive model and the relational model, generate different “story
lines.” The various theories operating within the relational model, such
as interpersonal theory, object-relations theory, and self psychology,
generate what is essentially the same story line, but in different voices,
These traditions regard mind as developing out of a relational matrix,

and ‘psychopathology as a product of disturbances in interpersonal re-

lations. The differences among these traditions concern the various kinds
of questions they pursue, based on these same fundamental assump-
tions. They tend to generate complementary interpretations, and the
questions they pose and the answers they generate do pot provide
alternative visions, but instead different angles for viewing the same,
consensually acknowledged scene.
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A Dream

Consider the following recurring dream, reported after several years of
a productive analysis.

T'am on a subway somewhere—it is very chaotic—I feel overloaded. both
mc_:ntally and physically, carrying several bags and my brieﬁ:ase—;ome-
thing ca.tchcs my attention, and for a few seconds I leave my things to
explore it—when I get back, the bricfease is gone—I get very angry at
myself for having done this—then I feel a great terror.

The dreamer associates the sense of chaos and mental and physical
ovcrloa.ding with the pervasive depression and masochistic entangle-
ments in which she began treatment and with which she still stiugglcs
tl"h.e briefcase is laden with meaning, She carries around in it much tha;
Is important to her. Her briefcase represents her identity—o lose it
would be terrifying. Yet she experiences herself as overburdened, heavy

with excess baggage, shackled by that same identity. The part of the

dr‘earn in which she goes after something that interests her is associated
with ic predominant theme of the analysis in the past several months—
her difficulty in allowing herself to really want anything unmediated b
sacrifice for or-submission to another person—an tmability to a.!lo“}:
herself to spontancously wish or desire.

"This dream, somewhat typical of the middle phase of analysis, repre- -
sents a central dimension of the analytic process; different v:rays of
understanding a dream like this highlight similarities and differences
beﬂV@ various psychoanalytic traditions. (Of course, no analyst of any
persuasion would simply interpret the dream as presented without gatﬁ«
ering many more associations; I am using it as an exercise to ser out
differences in approaches.)

What is happening here? The analysand reaches for something new.
and something burdensome yet precions is lost. How are we to uru:lc:ri
stand this? Within a relational-model perspective, the dream would be
seen as representing the patient’s experience of herself, and herself in
rclatlon. to others, in different sorts of ways: one mediated by the
oppressive, compulsive devotion through which she characteristically
binds herself to othets, the other more spontancous and yet also risky
aqd da.ngerous. Can she go after things she spontancously desires, or

lel t_[us isolate her from other people, cut her off with no senst; of
1dan1ty, o way to connect with others? From the vantage point of the
relational model, this is the central question of the analysis, and change

k]
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entails her slowly tolerating enough ansiety to gradually redefine herself
in refation to others, the analyst incladed.

The analysand grew up in a family dominated by a depressed, ex-
tremely solicitous mother, who had renounced her own ambitions to
devote herself to child rearing and intruded into virtually every area of
het children’s minds and behavicr. The analysand entered adulthood
with many talents and resources, but experienced the world as an op-
pressively dangerous place: there is a “right way” to do everything, and
finding and remaining on the straight and narrow path is the only
reasonable, sane way to live. Pleasure and fun were particularly suspect;
devotion to others, “responsibility” and complex systems of obligations,
were “sensible” and reassuring, Ini both the personal and professional
realms, she had a knack for getting involved with powerful but ex-
tremely insecure figures, who handled their anxiety by proclaiming
emphatic certainty about everything, and in particular knew exactly
what would be best for her. It was her sense of bondage in these
relationships and a pervasive depression and worry that brought her into
treatment,

Analytic inquiry revealed how unconsciously dedicated she was to her
symptoms, how the submission, depression, and wortry were lait to-
gether in her experience to secure her in a somber yet familiar feeling of
safety. She longed to fecl free and effectual, yet became aware of how
powerfully the sense of ineffectuality and stagnation drew her, “like a
powerful magnetic force,” away from “stepping out,” {from living more
vibranity. She felt bogged down in petty worries. Yet, as the analysis
proceeded, she became aware of how preferable the bog was to her
anticipations of what would happen if she freed herself of her anxious,
depressed morass—a fear of the unknown, of total isolation from mean-
ingful relations with others, a diffision of her sense of self. Her surren-
der to the will of others and her self-imposed blinders kept her focused
on the next steps. Although she struggled against her constraints, she
became increasingly aware of how frightened she was to live without
them.

She also approached analysis as a new version of the old pattern, a new
variation of the same relational matrix. The analyst had his own ideas
about what was “best” for her, but the rules of this game prohibited his
opinions from being made explicit. She had to figure it out for herself,
from clues and hints supplied by the analyst. Thus, directions relative to
doing the “right thing” were given in secret code, and dedication to the
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analytic path would surely lead to a better life. Failure to follow this path
would anger the analyst, whose desires for influence motivate his work
and thereby malke continuation of the treatment impossible. Thus shé
:.ittcmpted to replace the mother’s “system” with the analyse’s “sys;cm”
ina pcrpctus}tion of her characteristic pattern of integrating relation-
ships :?.nd maintaining her subjective world. Continued exploration and
analysis of these patterns, both within and outside the transference, had
bf:gun to yicld the beginnings of different sorts of cxpericnces, and
different kinds of intimacies with others. It was at this point that she
reported the recurring dream.

The drca{n symbolizes the structure of the relational field in which the
ana!ysand lives. She is anxious and overburdened, the briefease repre-
senting oppressive obligations and identifications. The events of the
dircam reflect her anxious clinging to those identifications and obliga-
tions, and her fear that neglecting them would isolate and deplete her
profoundly.

Self psychologies call our attention here to the self compaonent of the
field—the sense of being overburdened, the fear of her own spontaneity
thc.terror of depletion. The familiar, opprcssch briefease with its obﬁ-,
gations and demands represents the self which is seen and mirrored
w1tk_un her family and which, therefore, althongh distorted, is the only
VC'hIClC for self-recognition; the analysand equates losing her briefcase
with disintegration, losing her self. '

iject—rel;ﬁons theories call our attention to the function of the
b.rlct'”casc as an anchoring internal object, fragmenting and diverting her
v1ta.311ty away from new, richer relationships. The briefcase represents old
object ties, and the analysand is reluctant to release her grip on it because

:10 do so would entail an abandonment of her links to her overburdened,
iszlfi:is‘j:i parents, provoking an intolerable sense of loss, guilt, and

‘Intcrpcrsonal psychoanalysis calls our attention to her use of the
briefcase-—the way she structures situations by creating external de-
mand{s and obligations to which she devotes herselfas a way of divertin,
attention from more authentic wishes and her terror of ending u aloncg
The bricfcasc represents these well-worn ways of operating in thg world,.
a.nd‘ she is reluctant to release her viselike grip on it because she is
tetrified tosbe without it. She does not know any other way to be

'I‘hcs&? approaches enrich our understanding of the dynamics. re-
flected in the dream, and of the analytic process as well, in which the
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analyst, for this analysand, inevitably becomes both a burden and a
collaborator in less burdensome, more spontancous ways of living.
Thus, the ritualized, constricted behavior symbolized by the briefcase
can be viewed alternatively as a security operation in Sullivan’s sense,
providing familiarity and an escape from anxiety; as a bad-object tie in
Fairbairn’s sense, providing her with what she believes are her only
reliable connections with other people; and as a self object in Kohut's
sense, providing her with the only sense of internal cohesion and
continuity she.can count on.

This greatly encapsulated understanding of the meaning of this
dream in the context of the analysand’s life cannot be used to evaluate
the relevance or utility of different interpretive models; like all analy-
ses, it is itself partially the product of a model. The analyst’s theories
and habits of thought inevitably become a powerful factor in the
collaborative production of analytic data. The point being made here
is that the understandings of this analysand’s dream generated by
various relational-model theories operate within the same conceptual
frameworl—a framework quite different from the drive model, where
the analysand’s productions are viewed as complex derivatives of a
struggle between powerful, body-based impulses and defenses against
those impulses.

In the drive model the basic units of analysis are desire and fear of
punishment. Relations with other people are important, but not as basic
constituents of mind or as contributing teaning of their own; they are
vehicles for the expression of drive and defenses. In this dream the anal
referrent in the underground tunnel, the phallic significance of the train,
the castration and vaginal imagery in the brigftase, the oedipal signifi-
cance of following ill-fated impulses—all these would be granted moti-
vational priority. Other people are objects of desire; other people are
instruments of punishment. But the form of the conflict, the shape of
the drama, is inherent in the desire itself, which will inevitably lead to
the fear of punishment. Meaning is provided a priori in the inherent
nature of desire.

In the various relational-model approaches, the basic units of analysis
are the relational bonds and the relational matrix they form. At stake are
different forms of relatedness, one mediated through burden and pain,
one mediated through activity and spontaneiry. Bodily processes, sexu-
ality, aggression, arc all important subjects for inquiry, but the conflicts
are formed, the drama is shaped, in the interactions berween the analy-
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sand anc'l others. Different relational theories focus on different facers of
the relatlor_}al matrix, reflecting important terminological differences and
often leading to quite different analytic interpretations and interven-

tions; nonctheless, they operate within the same common meta-
psychological vision.

The guestion of boundaries is the first 1o be encounteved; from it all
others flow. To draw & boundary avound auything is to define,
analyze, and veconstruct i. —EERNAND BRAUDEL

2 “Drive” and the Relational Matnx

Psychoanalytic theorizing and clinical practice operate within a field
defined by many dichotomous concepts: drive or relational; intrapsychic
or interpersonal, biological or social, inner world or outer world, con-
flict or developmental arrest, oedipal or preoedipal, psychic reality or
actuality, and so on. Various theoretical positions tend. to be identified
with one as opposed to the other of these complexly related polarities,
or with a posture which attempts to transcend one or more of them.

In the previous chapter I delincated an approach to psychoanalytic
theory and technique which is based on the concept of a relational
matrix whose content includes self, object, and transactional patierns.
Where can we Jocate this relational matrix within the rherorical dichot-
omies mapping out the conceptual field of psychoanalytic ideas? It will
become apparent in the following chapters that the relational matrix
encompasses many of these polarities: intrapsychic and interpersonal,
biological and social, inner world and outer world, conflict and devel-
opmental arrest, oedipal and preoedipal, psychic reality and actuality.
What about drive? Having contrasted the relational model with Freud’s
drive model, can we find a place for a drive concept within the relational
matrix? What are the advantages and costs of doing so? _

'To answer these questions, we need to go back to the point in the
history of psychoanalytic ideas when the drive concept emerged, to
explore both its explanatory power and its constraints, which Freud
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