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20 NARRATING THE SELF

Although competitive, envious, possessive, and prurient interest in
the analyst keeps coming up all through the analysis, its forms usually
!oecome much more temperate, and they do not undermine the
intense and benevolent collaborative spirit that usually characterizes
the final phase of analysis.

This mature self interest will be evident at the very end of a benefi-
cial analysis when progressed analysands depart, smiling or crying or
both, convinced not only of a better and truer set of storylines with
which to give an account of a past life, including a past analytic life,
but convinced that there are better and more truth-making sets of sto-
rylines with which to organize and conduct a life among people in the
.future. Analysands recognize the inseparability of self-interest and self
interest and the inseparability of both from interest in the self-interest
and self interest of others. For the most part it will no longer seem to
serve well or to be necessary to keep saying or implying of self and
others, “I don’t care,” “I don’t dare,” and “It’s no use trying,” and also
“You don’t care,” “You don’t dare,” and “You’re not trying.” There are
other and better stories of human relatedness to construct and tell.

CHAPTER 2

Narratives of the Self

THE concept of the self can be approached in two ways: as posing
a significant problem for theory construction in psychoanalysis and as
a significant feature of the self psychology of everyday life. Herein I
attempt to show that the terms and the results of these two approaches
need not be as different as might be expected. That is, the self psy-
chology of theory may be shown to have a good deal in common with
everyday self psychology as it appears in ordinary language, such as
analysts hear from the couch. In particular, both approaches may be
characterized as the construction of narratives. Grossman (1982), it
should be noted, took up some of these problems under the aspects of
individual fantasy of a self and individual theory of a self and consid-
ered both aspects in relation to psychoanalysts’ theories of the self.

THE SELF IN CONTEMPORARY ANALYTIC THOUGHT

The self has become the most popular figure in modern, innovative
psychoanalytic accounts of human development and action. Usually
the self is presented in these accounts as an active agency: It is the
source of motivation and initiative; it is a selfstarter, the originator of
action; it is the first-person, singular, indicative subject, that is, the “I”
of I come,” “I go,” “I will,” “1 won’t,” “I know,” “I wonder,” and “I do
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22 _NARRATING THE SELF

declare!” This is the self that exhibits itself and hides itself and can
love or loathe its own reflection.

There is still more to the usual presentation of this active self. The
self appears in these accounts as the subject of experience: It con-
structs and participates in an experiential world; it is the self of taste
and value, impression and emotional direction; it is the sexiial self, the
private self, the fragile self, and the bodily self.

Furthermore, this featured active self is the central organized and
organiz.ing constituent of the person considered as a structured psy-
ch?loglcal entity. In this aspect the self is the unity, the essence, the
existential core, the gestalt, and the mastermind of a person’s life.

In modern times this self or some selective version of it has been
called by many names: the self and the selfsystem by Sullivan (1940),
the action self by Rado (1956), the true self by Winnicott (1958), and
the cohesive or nuclear self by Kohut (1977). Additionally, it is the
superordinate self of Kernberg (1982) and the self as agent of the
philosopher Macmurray (1957).

Concurrently, however, this self is not always and only active.
Usually it has been presented as also being the object rather than the
subject of action and experience. And often, as in reflexive locutions,
this self appears as the object of its own action and experience, as
when. we speak of self-observation and self-esteem. Moreover, the self
as object is not just a reactive agency or an observed agency, it is also
the ensemble of selfrepresentations. That is, it is the core content of
?lll of a person’s ideas about him- or herself, the self-concept or self-
image. In this mixing together of agency and content, there is, I
believe, some serious overloading of the conceptualization of self and
possibly some theoretical incoherence as well (Schafer, 1976, 1978).
Despite this, modern theory has it that the object-self is impinged
}Jpop by internal and external stimulation, and as a result of this
impingement, both the functional self and the represented self may
be fragmented, shriveled, inflated, chilled, and so forth.

Even in a brief and incomplete introductory survey of the self in
contemporary analytic thought, which is all I claim for this section of
this chapter, it is mandatory to mention that this self has also been
presented, at least implicitly, as a force. In one respect this force is
very much like an instinctual drive the aim of which is full selfhood or
self-realization; in another respect this force is very much like a
grf)wth principle that vies with or replaces Freud’s (1911b) pleasure
principle. I believe this obviously teleological self principle or self
firive is at the center of Kohut's (1977) self psychology; there it plays

Just as essential a part in explanations of psychopathology and cure as
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it does in explanations of normal development and personality. orga-
nization. And I believe there can be discerned a similar teleological
thrust in Erik Erikson’s (1950, 1956) “ground plan” of development
and its particular manifestation in a close relative of the self, namely,
ego identity.

To continue establishing the terms for a narrative account of the
self, I discuss, first, the self as active agent and second, the experiential
self.

THE SELF AS AGENT

It is intrinsic to any psychological theory to present the human
being as an agent or actor in certain essential ways and to some signifi-
cant extent (Schafer, 1976, 1978, 1983). Even an extreme tabula rasa
theory must include an account of how the person who has been writ-
ten on by the surrounding world and by bodily processes becomes, in
turn, an author of existence. Although the person may be a repetitive
and largely preprogrammed author, he or she cannot be that entirely,
for there is no one program to be applied to everything identically.
The person must select and organize in order to construe reality in
one adaptive way or another or one maladaptive way or another.
Certainly, the theorist who is advancing a new set of ideas about
human psychology must be viewed as a selective and organizing agent.

An author of existence is someone who constructs experience.
Experience is made or fashioned; it is not encountered, discovered, or
observed, except upon secondary reflection. Even the idea of experi-
ence as that which is turned up by the introspecting subject intro-
duces an actively introspecting subject, an agent engaging in a
particular set of actions, and thus someone who may introspect in dif-
ferent ways and for different reasons (Grossman, 1967). The intro-
specting subject extracts from the plenitude of potential experience
what is wanted; in one case it may be sense data and in another case a
self or, as is more usual, an array of selves. Introspection does not
encounter ready-made material. For these reasons, developmental the-
ories cannot avoid giving accounts of the different ways in which expe-
rience is constructed as advances take place in the child’s and adult’s
cognitive and psychosexual functioning. Analysts refer to this as phase-
specificity.

All this has to do with the self, for in their necessarily presupposing
an agent, psychological theories of the self usually equate agency with
selfhood. These theories then speak of what the self does. This is a
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permissible move in the game of theory construction. Once agency

ar.)d selfhood have heen equated, however, at least two new problems
will have to be dealt with.

Self or Person?

The first problem is explaining what advantage is gained by saying
that a self engages in actions rather than saying that a person does.
Why speak of activity at one remove from the person—from him or
her or, for that matter, from you or me? Might there be some mis-
gl'uded.need on the theorist’s part to add an air of detachment to the
dlS('ll.lSSlon, an air that spuriously gives it an appearance of scientific
legm.m:dcy or clinical objectivity? Is it demonstrably more plausible or
heuristic to say that a sel-ean be organized-and-organizing than to say
that a person can be?

But perhaps it is not an image of scientific detachment and of clini-
cal obj.ect.ivity that is at stake; perhaps it is a culturally reinforced need
to retain in our psychologies some extrapersonal source of agency and
.thereby some implicit passive stance toward life. Although the self that
is set apart from the person is not quite a soul or a god, it may be
viewed as an idea that is not quite free of the kind of disclaiming of
p.ersonal agency that most of us associate with souls and divine visita-
tions. 'Ithis is so because in adequate accounts of human action the
person is retained alongside the self as a necessary activating figure.

Self psychologies retain the person in this way. They tend to exempt
.the ‘I"—the first-person pronoun, singular indicative—from the self
in Ol‘dCI.‘ to make the theories work; for the “I” is the informative wit-
ness to its own self and the source of the theorist’s data. Comparably,
when Freud talked of psychic structure, he still found it necessary to
refer to the person or subject, for the structural theory could not do
all the work; it needed a psychological being to stand behind it and to
contain it, and it is that being that I call the person. In “The Ego and
the Id” (1923a), for example, Freud introduced the person through
blatant personification of the ego (see, for example, p. 58).

Doubling and Multiplying the Self

'I.'he second problem encountered by a psychological theory that
attributes agency to the sclf rather than to the person follows on the
heels of the first. If the theorist tries to deal with the first problem by
maki.ng every effort to include the “I” within the self, then he or she is
required to speak of that self as being selfconstructing, self-maintaining,
self-containing, and self-evaluating. That is, the theory is committed
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both to self as mental mover and to self as mental content, or to self as
subject and object simultaneously—and thus to a self that includes
itself. There occurs at the least a doubling of the self. This doubling is
a feature of Kohut's (1977) self psychology: The Kohutian self is not
only an experiential self, it is also a center of initiative that establishes
and repairs self-experience in general and self-esteem in particular.
Additionally, in order to account for the profusion of diverse tenden-
cies that characterizes each person’s life, the self psychologist must
sooner or later, and more or less officially, propose the existence of
various subselves (for example, the grandiose self, the true and false
self). Each of these subselves is supposed to be viewed as acting as a
more or less independent agent even while it is still to be regarded as
part of one basic self.

What is the result of this doubling and multiplying of selves? We
seem to end up with a mind that is located both within and outside its
boundaries and that contains numerous little minds that are within
itself and at the same time are itself. This odd turn in self theory is a
sign that it is in deep trouble. It has become fluid if not weakened. In
contrast, it is less artificially detached and perhaps theoretically and
scientifically less pretentious to think more plainly in terms of persons
constructing and revising their various experiential selves of everyday
life and ordinary language. Then each person is taken to be a narra-
tor of selves rather than a non-Euclidean container of self entities. In
the next section I hope to strengthen the case for a narrative
approach to the self.

THE EXPERIENTIAL SELF

I begin with a puzzle and my solution to it. The puzzle is analogous
to the one where you look for hidden faces in a sketch of the land-
scape. Here is the puzzle: How many selves and how many types of self
are stated or implied in the following account? A male analysand says
to his analyst: “I told my friend that whenever I catch myself exagger-
ating, 1 bombard myself with reproaches that I never tell the truth
about myself, so that I end up feeling rotten inside, and even though 1
tell myself to cut it out, that there is more to me than that, that it is
important for me to be truthful, I keep dumping on myself.”

I count eight selves of five types. The first self is the analysand self
talking to his analyst, and the second is the social self who had been
talking to a friend. These two selves are similar but not identical in
that self-organization and self-presentation are known to vary to some
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e.xten.t with the situation a person is in, and in many ways the analytic
sntua.tlon is unlike any other in life. The third self I count is the bgm~
barding self; the fourth, the derogated self that exaggerates; and the
ﬁftf.l, the exaggerated self itself. The sixth is the truthful sel[" the man
aspires to be; the seventh, the conciliatory advisor of the bombardin
self, the self that advises cutting out the reproaches; and the eighth E
.the defended self, the one with redeeming features. As to type, there
is what is presented as the actual self (whether exaggérated
reproached, or defended), the ideal self (truthful), the self as place,
(the one with the rotten inside and the one that can be dumped on)
the self as agent or subject (the teller, the_bombardiecr, the aspirant’
and the advisor), and the self as object (the self observed evallnted,
reproached, and defended). ’ T
: My answer to the puzzie introduces once again my thesis that there
is value in viewing the self in narrative terms. I suggest that the
analysand’s experiential self may be seen as a sct of varied narratives
that seem to be told by and about a cast of varied selves. And yet, like
the dream, which has one dreamer, the entire tale is told by one, nar-
rator. Nothing here supports the common illusion that there is a sin-
gle self-entity that each person has and experiences, a self-entity that
Is, so to speak, out there in Nature where it can be objectively
observed, clinically analyzed, and then summarized and bound in a
tecl}nical definition—as if Humpty Dumpty could be put back together
again. Whether the material is rhymed, brief, and cute like Humpty
Dumpty, or prosy, long, and difficult like most analytic material, we
.anal?'sts may be said to be constantly dealing with self narrati\'es—’lhat
is, with all the storylines that keep cropping up in clinical work—such
as storylines of the empty self, the false self, the secret self, and so on.

SELF NARRATIVES

I'must point out first that it is consistent with ordinary language to
speak of self narratives. In ordinary language, we refer to ourselves or
to the self of another person in a variety of ways that derive from the
different vantage points that we occupy at different times and in dif-
fe.rent emotional contexts. Implicitly it is accepted that, except for cer-
tain rhetorical purposes, there is no one way of telling it “like it is.”
For example, in my puzzle, it comes across as perfectly acceptable 1o
produce what appears to be one narrative that includes a self that
never tells the truth and another self characterized by other and more

Narratives of the Self 27

estimable tendencies within which self is situated the self that exagger-
ates. It is taken for granted, it is common practice to converse on the
understanding that, whether in the role of observer or observed, a
person can only tell a self or encounter it as something told (Schafer,
1983). Or, as the case may be, tell more than one self. The so-called
self exists in versions, only in versions, and commonly in multiple
simultaneous versions.

For example, to say “I told myself to get going” is to tell a self story
with two characters, an admonishing self and an admonished self, or
perhaps with three characters if we include the implied author who is
telling about the admonishing. To say “Deep inside him there is a
grandiose self” is also to tell a story about two selves, this time about
one self contained within another. And smacking one’s head after
making a mistake is to make a show of punishing a dumb self. This last
example also makes it plain that some of these versions of self are
nonverbal. That is, they are versions that are shown in expressive
movements or life-style rather than told verbally; however, showing or
enactment may be regarded as a form of telling, so that it is warranted
to treat nonverbal manifestations as self narratives in another form of
our common language, say, as charades of self narratives.

To debunk the idea, as I have been doing, that personal experience
discloses a single self-entity and that theory must include that self is
not to maintain that all self narratives are inherently unstable and
inconsistent; nor is it to maintain that all these narratives are on the
same level; nor yet that the content of these narratives concerns only
chronic flux or chaos. Many of our actions may be presented noncon-
wroversially as differentiated, integrated, and stable, and these presen-
tations themselves may share these organized and enduring qualities.
In many instances, certain self narratives are so impressively stable in
organization and content and so clearly superordinate to others that it
seems a matter of simple observation to say that there must be, or we
must be seeing, psychic structure. There must be nuts and bolts some-
where, we feel, or good strong glue to make it possible. But in reacting

thus we are, 1 submit, following the good old storyline of primal
chaos: This chaos is the baby with only an id to start life with, the
seething cauldron of instinctual drives that must be curbed and con-
tained by psychic structures. This is not the account of a preadapted
baby in a world of prepared objects or others, the account that today
seems much more adequate to express the way we make sense of
humanness and its development.
Furthermore, through developmental study and analytic recon-
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struction, we can often impressively claim to trace a progressive differ-
entiation, integration, stabilization, and hierarchical arrangement of
self stories.

At the same time, however, it must be said that in daily life we seem
to have acquired an exaggerated impression of single and unvarying
self-entities. This results from our unreflective attitude toward the
heavy use we all make in our ordinary language of first-person singu-
lar pronouns and of such reflexive terms as self-esteem and self:
control. Also, as we have-self as agent available—to us as a culturally or
linguistically well-established narrative possibility, we gain an appar-
ently experiential conviction that we possess a unitary and enduring
self that may be experienced directly, unmediated by language and
story. Locutions such as “be yourself” and “divided self” are instances
of what I mean. Our common language authorizes us to think and
speak in terms of single, stable self-entities. And so we want to protest
that the self is not a matter of language, theory, and narrative media-
tion at all: The self is something we know firsthand; it is (in that mar-
velously vague phrase) the sense of self, a self we feel in our bones, I
submit that it is correct to reply that.“to feel it in your bones” is to
resort to yet another good old storyline of the knowing body or the
body as mind; the “sense of self” does not escape the web of narration.

In addition, from the psychoanalyst’s point of view, there are still
more and differently told experiential selves to take into account than
my first answer to my puzzle suggested. I referred only to selves that
appear to be consciously or preconsciously available at the moment.
Yet unconsciously, the analysand in my puzzle may also be regarded as
experiencing and presenting to the analyst in the transference a helpless
self—that is, a child-self that cannot run its own affairs and so must
appeal to a parental figure for help. Additionally, the puzzle statement
may be indicating to the analyst that, unconsciously, the speaker is
maintaining, among other experiential selves, a cruel and totalistic
moral self, a grandiose self without blemishes, and an anal self that
defiantly makes messes bydying.

I have just named only a few of the narrative retellings of the trou-
bled analysand’s self stories that the analyst may have to develop in the
form of interpretations. Even what I called his actual self may have to
be retold. For example, it may wrn out that, for this analysand, his
actual self is given very little to exaggerating; he produces no impres-
sive analytic evidence in his sessions that he does exaggerate to any
notable degree; and the significant problem may be that, fearing the
envy of others, he has suppressed the presentation of a justifiably
proud actual self and has substituted for it an unconvincing defensive
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account of an outrageous braggart. The self that is claimed to l')e ffel;
in one's bones could not possibly encompass all of these expyenentxa
selves, even if it could think; neither could the “sense of self” encom-
hem.
pai:tag)?sf};oint, we might ask whether, i.n the interest of our owri men-
tal safety, we should not avoid this milling crowd of narra‘ted selves in
which we could easily get lost or trampled. Should we not m.stead min-
gle with only a few well-behaved self categoqes? My answer is, first, w;;
do have available superordinate self categories, such as the actual se
and the ideal self (Schafer, 1967). Second, we should b? careful noF to
lose sight of the proliferation of selves in each person’s construcuzr;
of experience lest we begin to mistake our superord}nate categori
for entities discovered in Nature and observable without narratlv.e
mediation. In principle, no limit can be set on the nu.mber f)f experi-
ential self constructions that it may be profitable to discuss in one or
another context of inquiry. It is no good saying that we already ?ave
enough concepts to do the job of interpretation, for to do so is (;o
close the book on new approaches and the new.phenomer.na ma E
available by these approaches. As I have ar.gued'm connection w1tt)
prisoner fantasies (1983), each proposal in this realm should be
assessed on its merits.

STORYLINES

Although I have alluded to the stox'ylint?s of self narratives, I have
neither attempted to define them nor provided examplo?s. Ir’l’ this con-
nection, however, we must ask not only “What is a storylme?. We must
also ask “What is the relation of storyline to self-representation, fant?—
sy, and metaphor, the three apparently germane 'concepts tbat clelar'y
occupy more or less established or at least familiar plac.es in ana ytlct
thought?” It is around these questions that I have organized this nex

ion of my argument. 3
Seclf‘li:sr:, theny, wgat is a storyline? By “storyline” I refer to whate.ver itis
that can be used to establish a set of guidelines and sonstramt's for
telling a story that conveys what conventifm \(vould certify as }‘1av1ng a
certain general kind of content. These guidelines and c'on.strau_lts may
be derived from one or more symbols, metaphors, similes, }mages,
themes, or dramatic scenes, or some combination of these. Tl}ls s.tor‘y-
line serves as a tool for working out ways to retell other stories in 1ts
terms, and so it makes it possible for narrators both to generate many
versions of what is conventionally regarded as the same basic story
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and, through reduction, to create faithful repetitions of these versions
out of apparently diverse narrative materials. In one respect, for exam-
ple, we have the storylines of imprisonment, rebirth, and odyssey that
are commonly developed in the course of analytic work.

Take, for example, the instance of using rebirth as the storyline:
The analyst may understand an analysand’s references to new growth,
new beginnings, glowing embers among the ashes, emergence from
water, revival, and so on, as references to rebirth. In other instances,
analysts develop narratives of oedipal victory and defeat and of
masochism: When using the oedipal storyline, analysts may take a neg-
ative therapeutic reaction in part as a frightened retreat from oedipal
victory and in part as a switch to the negative oedipal position. In con-
trast, when using the masochism storyline, analysts may take a nega-
tive therapeutic reaction in part as a sign of powerful reluctance to
give up preferred forms of compromised and painful gratification and
in part as a bid for their pain-inducing, preferably sadistic response to
the dashing of their own therapeutic hopes.

With this sketchy account of storyline and its uses in analytic inter-
pretation, let us now compare and contrast storyline with self-
representation, unconscious fantasy, and metaphor. In this way I hope
to bring home what [ mean when I speak of the storylines of self nar-
ratives and why I give storyline the central position that I do.

Self-representation

Self-representation is a concept with a complex history and current
status in psychoanalysis. As one of its most relevant features, the con-
cept of selfrepresentation is intended to announce the writer's
assumption or realization that the self, like the object, is knowable
only through more or less individual, partial, or whole versions of it.
These are the versions—the analyst encounters- or defines in the
analysand’s psychic reality, and they may have little to do with conven-
tional or putatively true versions of the self.

There is nothing mutually exclusive about the concepts of storyline
and self-representation. Storyline may, however, be regarded as the
more inclusive concept of the two. This is so because in practice single
representations are not identified and analyzed as static and isolated
mental contents. Rather, they are dealt with thematically, that is, as
being significant insofar as they actually or potentially play parts in
basic stories of the self. For example, the prisoner storyline includes a
large array of not necessarily glaring representations of the self- as
deprived, confined, or punished; at the same time, it includes a large
array of more or less subtle representations of others as judges, jailers,
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or fellow prisoners. It is the job of interpretation to show that thosle
are the representations it will be important to.deﬁne more sharply
and relate to one another in a thematically Llnlf'}ed rendm(.)n of the
analysand’s diverse associations. Seen in this light, storyl.lrne' pulls;_
together and develops important aspects of the conceptualization o
self-representations—and object representations, too.

Unconscious Fantasy

Unconscious fantasy is another concept with a compl?x psych?ana-
lytic history and current status. Arlow (1969a, 1969b), in .two discus-
sions that seem to have become the standard references in n.lodern
Freudian literature to unconscious fantasy, came clos.e to the 1(¥ea of
basic storyline. He took note of the aspect of unconscious fantasies he
called “plot line.” However, Arlow was not concerned, as I am now,
with working out a narrative approach to psychoanf:llytxc topics. He
referred to these plot lines, such as Sleeping Beau.ty, in a way .that was
conceptually subordinate to fantasy, and he 'mentloned plot line (()ln.ly
in passing, in a footnote (1969b, p. 47); obviously, he was engaged in
making another kind of contribution. .

As I sce it, we must go beyond the consideration that to speak pf a
fantasy is to imply that we are referring to m.ental content organfzed
by a storyline; we must also note that storyline has a n?ore ObVlO.US
generative connotation than emplotted fantasy doe.s, foritis ﬁ?r“‘rald-
looking or anticipatory. It is on this basis that sto'rylme can more read-
ily encompass the many variations of basic stories we conventionally
recognize in daily life and analytic work. Fairy tales, too, have many
versions; indeed, they have so many that it becomes unclear at wl.ml‘
point we may no longer speak persuasively or conﬁden.tly of a specific
story as an unusual version of the same basic story (Srr.mh, 1980). The.
same is true of any of the storylines I mentioned earlier: Odyssey, fox
example, which can encompass many variations, has the generative
advantage and at the same time the disadvantage of unck.aar outer lim-
its. In practice, it can become unclear when th.e analyst is forcing the
same storyline on material that is extremely varied.

Metaphor

Have 1 been talking of metaphor all the while, and also 9f
metaphoric entailment (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980)? MetaPh01‘lc
entailment is exemplified by the basic spatial metaphor, 'Good is Up.
This metaphor entails that, among other attributes, intelligence, good
taste, and wealth are Up, while stupidity, vulgarity, and poverty are
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D.own. These are entailments insofar as consistency and coherence of
discourse are being aimed at, which they often are. Thus, for example
very intelligent is “highly” intelligent. These few remarks on me[aphoti
and entailment seem to suggest that metaphor says the same as story-
line.

Again, however, it seems to me that storyline is the more inclusive
term of the two. As I noted earlier, metaphor may establish a storyline,
a.nd what is called unpacking a metaphor is in certain respects much
like laying out the kinds of story that are entailed by the metaphor.
For example, “Analysis is Hell” entails the analyst being experienced
as the devil. The analystSatiention to departures from the fundamen-
tal rule are experienced as the heat being put on. Perhaps in analogy
with “War is Hell,” the analyst’s discipline is likened to Sherman
marching to the sea. The stress of the analytic process becomes
punishment for past sins; and so on. It is understood that the mani-
festly metaphoric “Analysis is Hell” is to be used as a set of latent
instructions or rules for telling certain kinds of story about being ana-
lyzed. Analysts who can work through a core conflict show that they
understand the narrative regulations of metaphor; they show it

by their steady sense of relevance as they listen to apparently diverse
communications.

A Clinical Example

There are many ways by which children are provided with storylines
for the construction of self narratives and at the same time the con-
gruclion of narratives concerning others. The dynamic content
involved in these transactions is well known to analysts, but because
that content has not usually been conceptualized in narrative terms, I
should like to present a clinical example of consequential storylines
and to bring it into relation with the topic of childhood memories.

The example concerns a successful, hard-driving, loveless carcer
woman in her forties, once-divorced, who had never managed to
establish a lasting, intimate, and gratifying relationship with an ade-
quate and assertive marm—From her early-years on, she had been
warned emphatically by her mother never to let herself be dependent
on a man. That warning may be retold as having conveyed to her a
number of interrelated storylines, only some of which I shall mention
here.

It was being conveyed to her that as a girl and woman she was fated
to be vulnerable to helplessness in relation to any man with whom she
got deeply involved; further, that the only way to develop and main-
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tain significant strength and dignity was to cut herself off from hetero-
sexual love. Thus, she was being told that a heterosexual female self is
a weak and degraded self and, also, that to love her father was to make
herself vulnerable to this fate. In the broadest terms, she was fated to
live in a world of powerful, dangerous, and certainly untrustworthy
men. Although this woman had by no means renounced her hetero-
sexuality altogether, she had repetitively developed and played out
many versions of this set of storylines in her relationships, and ulti-
mately she did so in her transference to her male analyst. Penis awe
and envy, fantasies of castration and of a hidden penis, and primal
scene themes were woven into the grim stories of her life that she
both elaborated and enacted.

Before going any further, 1 should make it clear that I am not sug-
gesting that her parents and others around her were the only convey-
ors of storylines for her life. As I mentioned, analysts assume that the
child, too, is a storyteller from the onset of subjective experience. For
example, there is the storyline “I once had a penis and lost it.” The
usual analytic term for childhood constructions of this sort is fantasy. I
have been saying that fantasy is a story and that children manufacture
stories that interweave what they are told and what they imagine.
There is nothing analytically new in this point except my emphasis on
narration. And, of course, there is always our culture with its stock of
established storylines.

To return to the analysand: An additional and congruent burden
had been imposed on her explicitly during her adolescence and her
early adult years by her father’s admonishing her never to have chil-
dren. In this way, he authorized and reinforced her own guilty, anx-
ious, and defeated account of her childhood oedipal romance. This
romance included in the usual way wishing to bear her father’s child.
Thus, from her father’s side, too, she was being pressed to renounce
her heterosexual femininity. In large part she was to construct stories
of marriage as offering extremely limited prospects of satisfaction and
fulfillment; there was little to hope for even in the ordinary marital
form of displaced and matured forms of oedipal love. Furthermore,
her father’s admonishment could not fail to add weight to her own
storyline that she was an unwanted and burdensome child who some-

how was responsible for her parents’ unhappiness and lack of fulfill-
ment. As was to be expected, she repetitively applied and elaborated
this self story in her transference. For example, the repetition began
with her earliest appointments when she insisted on paying for each
visit at its conclusion. It turned out that she did so in order not to be a
financial burden on the analyst, and, in addition, in the terms of the
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storyline of dangerous dependence on men, so she would not be
indebted to the analyst in any way. The storyline she was acting on was
this: The only good woman is a good man; more exactly, a tough,
utterly self-reliant man in drag. In effect, by paying as she did, she was
saying “This is the story of my life.” This enactment included some
other major storylines, too, such as those touching on anality, con-
cerns with social status, and so forth.

My intent in this summary of a few aspects of this analysis is theoreti-
cal clarification primarily rather than revision of the dynamic variables
analysts customarily invoke to understand clinical phenomena. My
theoretical point is that so-called self-concepts, self-images, self-repre-
sentations, or more generally the so-called self may be considered to
be a set of narrative strategies or storylines cach person {ollows in try-
ing to develop an emotionally coherent account of his or her life
among people. We organize our past and present experiences narra-
tively.

On my reading, this perspective on experience as a narrative con-
struction is implied in Freud’s final comments in his 1899 essay,
“Screen Memories.” There, after commenting on the “peculiarity of
the childhood scenes” in that the child is portrayed as an outside
observer of scenes in which he or she is an involved participant, and
thereupon taking this peculiarity as “evidence that the original impres-
sion has been worked over,” Freud soon concluded:

The recognition of this fact must diminish the distinction we have
drawn between screen memories and other memories derived from our
childhood. It may indeed be questioned whether we have any memorics
atall from our childhood: memories relating to our childhood may be all
that we possess. Our childhood memories show us our earliest years not
as they were but as they appeared at the later periods when the memo-
ries were aroused. In these periods of arousal, the childhood memories
did not, as people are aeenstomed to say, emengerthey were Jormed at that
time. And a number of motives, with no concern for historical accuracy,
had a part in forming them, as well as in the selection of memories
themselves. (P. 322; Freud's italics)

I further believe that Freud was indicating the view, subsequently
developed in ego-psychological terms by Ernst Kris (1956b) and that
am now recommending in narrative terms, that theoretical clarifica-
tion of this sort does make a difference in practice. It encourages ana-
lysts to be aware that the life-historial material being worked with may
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be usefully approached as a series of tellings and retcllillgs con-
structed and reconstructed over the course of development—indeed
over the course of the analysis itself. In this light, what. we call free
association may be retold as the production of bits and pieces grieven
larger segments of life stories being constructed and related in the
here and now of the analytic relationship. :

Speaking in terms of memory, Freud said, “the raw mater‘la.l of
memory-traces out of which it [the screen memory] wa(s forged
remains unknown to us in its original form” (1899, p. 322).. I am
adding that we do best to think of the raw ma'terial itself as having, to
begin with, become psychic material in narrz.m?/c form, P]OWCV(}F rudi-
mentary the narrative. In other words, the clm?cal .quesnons. we Put to
whatever we hear from the couch are these: Of which story is this now
a part or a version and for which further stories has it seryed oris it
now serving as a storyline? With regard to the self ‘spcuiﬁcally, lhe.
questions become these: Which self stories are now being hinted ator
disclosed or are now in the process of being constructed or revised
and for which purposes?



CHAPTER 3

Self-deception, Defense,
and Narration

SELF-DECEPTION AND DEFENSE

Freudian analysts have not established the idea of self-deception as
a problem with which they should be concerned. They do not focus
on se:lf-deception in their formal propositions, and they do not men-
tion it with any frequency in their informal discussions of theoretical
and clinical matters. However, some casual versions of self-deception
do crop up within the clinical dialogue—for example, when the
analysand says to the analyst, “My mind played tricks on me,” and
when the analyst says to the analysand, “You are kidding yourself,.”

Traditionally, analysts have taken up.the phenomena presented in
these self-deception locutions under the description defense. The idea
of defense, however, is not simple and straightforward. It has been
embedded in the complex, technical vocabulary that Freud intro-
duced and dubbed metapsychology. Consequently, before considering
self-deception as narration, it will be nccessary to review at some
length both the place of defense in traditional analytic discourse and
the assumptions that secure it in this place. And this review requires a
comparative discussion of defense in the mechanistic terms of Freud’s
metapsychology and the nonmechanistic terms of action language. In
grder to situate this chapter in the context of the analyst’s daily prac-
.thf?, I refer frequently to clinical problems, practices, and ambiguities;
it is in practice that the foundation has been laid for the psycho:
analytic understanding of defense. At the same time, however, the
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complexity of the conceptual problems to be dealt with requires a
measured, formalistic, unhurried mode of exposition and also some
familiarity with the argument of chapter 2.

Freudian psychoanalysts take up defenses under two headings. The
first is the mechanisms of defense. Included here are, for example,
repression, projection, and reaction formation. The second is defense,
or defensive measure, operation, or function, terms that connote a vir-
tually limitless number of actions, any one of which may, after ade-
quate clinical investigation, be said to be engaged in, or to have been
engaged in, defensively. Included here are, for example, altruistic sur-
render as a defense against greed and envy, hostility as a defense
against clinging dependency, and clinging dependency as a defense
against hostility. The limits on what can be subsumed under this
meaning of defense are set only by the analysand’s inventiveness and
the analyst’s perceptiveness and narrative skills.

When the description defense is being used appropriately, the claim
is made that in some sense (one analysts usually leave vague or
unspecified) the subject—say, a woman—both knows and does not
know that she sees, remembers, desires, believes, or feels something
that she believes does or will involve her in some kind of dangerous
situation, X. We cannot attribute a defense to her without attributing
to her the knowledge (in some sense) that there is a danger to defend
against. Further, not only is it assumed that the subject believes that
because of X, she is in danger or is about to be; it is also assumed that
she believes in this threat unconsciously and that she engages in
defense against it unconsciously. Accordingly, she cannot be expected
to explain as defensive those actions or changes of action (including
reconstructions of experience) that she is aware of in this connection,
such as an impulsive gesture of generosity or a flattening of emotional
responsiveness. In one way or another, she will describe and explain
these actions and changes of action in ways that skirt or deny their
defensive employment and significance.

Freud (1926) laid out what he considered to be the four major dan-
ger situations of early childhood: loss of the love object, loss of the
object’s love, castration, and superego condemnation and punish-
ment. He proposed that in psychic reality, where whatever is thought
or imagined is taken by the subject to be real or actual, these dangers
are the prototypes of all later dangers (even of death). That is, all later
dangers in psychic reality are considered to be derivatives of these
early ones and are potentially and usefully reducible to them through
interpretation. In Freud’s terms, when that part of the “mental appa-
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ratus” he called the ego unconsciously recognizes that one of these
danger situations or one of its derivatives is developing, it responds
with anxiety. Under ordinary circumstances, the ego then uses the
first phase of this anxious reaction as a signal of impending or mount-
ing danger, and it invokes one or more mechanisms of defense or
defensive measures against this danger or its consequences. In one
account, the ego makes this defensive move to prevent the danger sit-
uation from materializing full force (for example, it represses certain
fantasies in order to curb “immoral” sexual inclinations). In another
account, the ego aims to avert panicky dissolution of its own organiza-
tion. The essential phases of this defensive process are passed through
unconsciously, and its essential constituents operate unconsciously.

These accounts of defense require the subject to deceive herself
twice (at least) as to the dangerous state of affairs, X: (1) She manages
somehow not to know consciously part or all of what she knows and
believes unconsciously; (2) she manages somehow not to know con-
sciously that and how she is effecting this split between knowing and
not knowing. For example, by unconsciously employing the mecha-
nism of projection, she atributes an unacceptable hostile impulse of
her own to someone &lse. In another defensive context, she might
resort to any of the countless defensive measures that make it possible
to block, divert, misrepresent, or obscure her knowledge of X. For
example, by defensively exaggerated optimism, cheerfulness, and ini-
tiative, she might represent in glowing terms both herself and her
experienced situation. Thereby she avoids consciously experiencing
her life in the exceedingly painful terms of the profound and chronic
passive-depressive mood with which she feels herself to be continu-
ously threatened. And for this ruse Lo be successful, she must take the
defensive measure unconsciously. To be successful, the deception
must be immaculate.

I will assume from this point on that when psychoanalysts refer to
defense, they are also referring (among other things) to multiple self-
deceiving actions that are performed unconsciously. But when, why,
and how they refer to defense requires some clarification.

DEFENSE: SOME DISTINCTIONS, QUALIFICATIONS, AND
ELABORATIONS

Freud’s Metapsychology

Freud (1915a), ever interested in developing a model of mind to
help him explain psychoanalytic phenomena, tried in a number of
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ways to explain this knowing/unknowing defensi\"e split in the sub-
ject’s mental processes. (Because he did not deal w1tb all t‘he phenom-
ena that today's analysts define and deal with, his discussions are not
always as refined and comprehensive as would now be required.
Accordingly, they are no longer as authoritative as they once were.) All
of his explanations were essentially nonpsychological in that he base'd
them on his mechanistic-energic metapsychology. That is, he based his
explanations on shifts, accumulations, and expendit.ur.es of unmea.sur-
able and qualitatively varied psychic energies (libido, aggression,
attention cathexis) and on other factors that were holdovers from his
earlier, neurologically conceived “Project” (Gill, 1976). Additionally,
these energic explanations were, in one way or another, redundant or
gratuitous (G. Klein, 1975). Subsequently, other analysts, among them
Hartmann (1964), Kris (1975), Jacobson (1964), and Rapapor.t
(1967), made noteworthy efforts to follow in Freud’s metapsychologi-
cal footsteps. :
Nowwithstanding these efforts, typical Freudian analys.ts in .the
course of their daily practice do not concern themselves with askfng
“How is it possible for someone simultaneously to know something
and not know it?” and “How is it possible to defend and not know that
one is doing so?” They just take it for granted that it is possible .to
effect this split unconsciously and that the split is probably present in
what they hear and see in their clinical work. They do not s.eek. a
philosophically secure account of defense, and they .do not justify
their doing without that account. They try to pinpoint the oceur-
rences of defensive transformations; they try to investigate their ori-
gins, their occasions, and their reasons or “determinants”; and in .thei,r’
own thinking perhaps, they try to sort out all the “mechamsTns
involved. All this they do in order to interpret as precisely as possd')le
the conflicts that necessitate self-deceiving actions, the compromise
formations or attempted solutions that rest on self-deceiving actions,
and the defense-serving characterological rigidities that must be both
explained and modified for therapeutic purposes.

Wishful Thinking

Analysts distinguish between defense against X and simple wishful
thinking to the effect that Y, something desirable, is tbc case. In sim-
ple wishful thinking (for example, in the presumably sm.lple case of a
very young child’s idealization of a parent), the subject is assumed to
be altogether ignorant that anything but Y could be the case. There is
nothing to suggest that the subject is trying to rule out some.other
unconsciously known account of things (the dangerous X) owing to
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the intense anxiety that would be experienced should it consciously
be recognized that X is, or is threatening 10 be, the case.

But analysts do frequently follow two other possible lines of inter-
pretation of wishful thinking. The first is that there are complex forms
of wishful thinking, as when the defense mechanism of denial is being

used (for example, in a later phase of idealization, the child idealizes

the parents defensively in order not to experience the insecurity that
it feels upon recognizing its relative helplessness and their shortcom-
ings). The second is that there are complex forms of ignorance, as
when the subject evinces anxiety over finding things out (for example,
the subject actively maintains ignorance of family secrets, an igno-
rance that not rarely is dispelled solely by clinical analysis of anxiety-
based situational avoidances and both gaps and contradictions in
remembering). Thus, in their work with adult analysands, modern
analysts typically are skeptical of the idea of simple or nondefensive,
conflict-free wishful thinking. In keeping with the principle that psy-
choanalysis is a conflict psychology, they look for defensive or self-
deceiving features routinely, and usually they are not disappointed in
the results (Fenichel [1941], A. Freud [1936], Schafer [1968c]).

Defense Mechanisms

With the possible exception of repression, the mechanisms of
defense are not held to be inherently and exclusively designed for
defense. For example, projection and introjection, which are believed
to operate as malignarttefense mechanfsms i certain forms of psy-
chopathology, are also presented as playing central roles in the highly
adaptive process of empathy. Even though repression may never be
taken to be entirely without defensive uses and consequences, it may
on occasion be interpreted as being used to implement aims that are
not exclusively defensive. For example, repression may help a young
child bear up under conditions that otherwise would be intolerable.
Later in life, this use of repression may be established by reconstruc-
tions during analysis, reconstructions according to which “forgetting”
psychic wounds and their occasions secims to have been the only way to
endure excruciatingly painful phases, situations, and relationships of
childhood. When recounted in contexts of this sort, repression will be
presented as an adaptive resource or process; the analyst then will able
to amic'ipate with some confidence that any sudden relinquishing,
relaxing, or failure of specific repressions could be traumatic or lead to
traumatization. In psychic reality, the analysand appears to view these
modifications of repressions in just that way and will, accordingly,
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approach analysis in the most gingerly or defensive manner. 351
It makes no sense to pigeonhole any one of the mynac.l ac;uvmes

thay may be used defensively—such as being altruistic, clm.gmg, or

hostile—as inherently and exclusively designed for defense.

Self-deception

Self-deception need not be linked to mechanistic conceptuali.zation
just because it is linked to defense. It is not necessary ever to invoke
the term mechanism when speaking of defense. Speaking nonmecha-
nistically, which is a linguistic option being taken by ors and more
analysts as they discard the model of a “mental apparatus,” we can Just
as well put the matter in this way: In times of apparent danger: and in
order to be able to function less anxiously and in a less restricted or
damaging manner, the subject (not the ego) will aim to develop. or
restore subjective feelings of safety and confidence by employing
forms and contents of thought whose nature it is to transform thrt?at-
ening conceptions of the current state of affairs and Fhrcatemr.lg
courses of action, or both, into less threatening ones. This occurs in
the case of denials, idealizations, and reaction formations. In this, the
subject will be self-deceiving.

Rather than acting less anxiously, a person may, of course, act
defensively in order to function less guiltily, in a less as.ha.med or
depressed manner, or in some other less painful and restrictive fash.-
ion. These variations of affective tone and action do not alter the cri-
teria as to what is the best way to conceptualize defensive actions.

Defense by the Analysand

Defense is, of course, defense by as well as defense against.
Everything that has already been mentioned about the types and
instances of defense and defense mechanisms indicates the often
bewildering variety of factors the analyst must take into a(fcom}nt. On a
higher level of abstraction, defense is, mechanistically, instituted by
the metapsychological “ego” or, nonmechanistically, by the person or
agent.

Defense of the Ego

Defense is aiso defense of. The traditional Freudian analyst regards~
defense as defense of the ego, the adaptive “organ” or “structure” of
the mind. There are many aspects of defense of the ego, and which of
these aspects the analyst emphasizes depends on the specific intersys-
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temic or intrasystemic problem he or she is placing in the foreground

Problem:s in the ego’s relations with the id center on intersystemic'

b()u.n‘darles; specifically, they center on protecting ego functions

against the dangers of sexualization and aggressivization. The func-
tion o.f perceiving, for example, may be said to be excessively sexual-

fzed (invaded by the sexual drives of the id) when it is being used o

lmpler.nem voyeuristic-aims. Similarly, remrembering may be sai({ to be

excessively aggressivized (invaded by the aggressive drives of the id)

when the faults and errors of others are relentlessly and remorseless]

f:ataloged and rehearsed. Self-deception might implicitly enter thlz
mte.rsystemic interpretive context when, for example, although the
subject defensively believes consciously that she is engaged in reading
purely for scholarly purposes, the analyst is able to interpret that she is

also reading sexually, perhaps mainly in order to bring herself into d
sexually excited state. In another instance, she might be reading not
for scholarly purposes alone, as she maintains consciously, but also
and unconsciously aggressively, perhaps mainly in order to violate or
.c‘iestroy certain familial or general social conventions or to prepare an

overkill” critique of a hated rival.

Problems in the metapsychological ego’s relations with the
superego and the ego ideal center on reducing the need for self-
punishment, making restitution to others, and recovering from loss of
self-.esteem, all seemingly in response to, or as manifestations of, the
su'l)JeFt’s painfully experiencing guilt and shame. Self-deception e;llers
this intersystemic context when, for example, reading, ostensibly
undertaken for pleasure, competition, or profit, is interpretable at least
partly as an unconsciously carried out, weighty act of self-punishment
or penitence (for example, as a way of forgoing certain social or erotic
pleasures).

; In the metapsychologically based structural theory of psychoanaly-
sis, the ego also has organizational or intrasystemic problems of its
own, and it uses defensive measures in this connection too. It may
even be said to be engaged in defense against defense, as in the case
qf a conscious Pollyanna stance of denial that defends against projec-
tive pa.ranoid mistrust of others. Analysts usually discuss these conflict-
ual ac.uon.s as reflecting the ego’s problems both in preserving its own
organization against potentially traumatic threats in the environment
:and'm resolving the difficulties inherent in coordinating or synthesiz-
ing its multiple aims, functions, and contents. Garden-variety instances
(?f ntrasystemic problems are confronting and resolving contradic-
tions among beliefs, values, and personal loyalties. For example, self-
deception may take the form of representing oneself as being more
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interested in social relationships than one actually demonstrates-to be
the case, as when one does not, despite ample opportunity to do so,
do things with other, presumably interesting or enjoyable people.

Complete analysis of significant clinical phenomena will include
some reference to all the intersystemic and intrasystemic problems
that have just been reviewed. Analysts speak in this regard of multiple
function (Waelder, 1930) and compromise formation (Freud, 1899).
Typically and repeatedly, they focus their attention on a number of
such problems until they are satisfied that they have developed and
worked through with the analysand the needed insights.

To emphasize that defense is defense of is, in part, to point again to
the adaptive aspect of self-deceiving actions. However, it must be
borne in mind in this connection that what an analysand may be
defending adaptively might not conform to any conventional use of
the term adaptive. For example, in a seemingly unadaptive way, the
analysand might be protecting a rosy view of a terrible occupational
situation; only after analysis will the analyst be able to understand that
rosy view in its adaptive aspect (for example, it makes it possible for
the analysand to go on working). Analysts do not use adaptation to
mean conventional adjustment or conformity (Hartmann, 1953).
They mean something closer to socialized survival values and
the means-end relations these values imply and are used to support,
any or all of which may be highly individualistic or conventionally
disapproved.

Goals of Psychoanalytic Interpretation

Analysts assume that the more desperate the conditians under
which defensive action is initiated, the more rigidly will the defenses
be deployed. In less extreme circumstances, when defenses are being
less rigidly maintained because they are less desperately resorted to,
they can sometimes be modified by the subject herself. For example,
in one context, the subject might notice that she is rationalizing her
envy of a strong rival by thinking she is merely expressing a sense of
decorum and then stop being defensive in that way. In another con-
text, she might calm down after being upset and realize that it was
because her pride had been hurt that she had been trying so hard and
even arbitrarily to find fault with others in order to humiliate them
and thereby, she hoped, restore her own self-esteem; whereupon she
might reestablish with increased stability her usual more tolerant and
less self-deceiving outlook.

Among its many potential accomplishments, psychoanalytic inter-
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pretation prepares or assists the analysand to be independently and
regularly self-correcting or less self-deceiving. Through interpretation,
it reduces the desperateness of the prototypic danger situations of
childhood in terms of which, unconsciously, the analysand has contin-
ued to construct experience. It also familiarizes the analysand with her
c.haracleristic, hitherto unconsciously employed repertoire of defen-
sive activities and their histories and fantasy content. It does so in
order to help her recognize signs that she feels endangered and is
already beginning to respond defensively in a way that now she mostly
does not want. And it reduces the muitiple, more or less irrational
aims and emotional positions that have, over time, come to be served
by these defensive activities, a development that has made them scem
even more indispensable than they had seemed initially. (It does so,
for example, when the need to be pleasing through defensive reaction
formation against hostility has come to serve effectively other, mal-
adaptively restrictive functions, such as gaining attention and sympa-
thy by presenting oneself and conducting one’s affairs in an overly
pliable or “spineless” manner.)

———

SELF-DECEPTION AND NARRATION

In defense, the subject restricts what can be represented and expe-
rienced consciously, thereby excluding X, the threatening content,
from her idea of . . . of what? Her self? Her personality? Her ego? Her
being? Her consciousness? There is no single, correct, and exclusive
answer to the question. Each of the answers I suggested is permissible,
each covers a somewhat different range of phenomena, and each has
had its uses within one or another philosophical, literary, or psycho-
logical framework of assumptions and concepts.

In the preceding sections of this chapter I have tried to establish
the legitimacy of claiming that, for psychoanalytic purposes, what con-
ventionally could be presented as one and the same action may be
described as defense, wish fulfillment, punishment, and adaptation.
The description to be used should depend on the analytic observer’s
aims and on the context of method and attribution of significance
that has been established by, or in keeping with, these aims. For exam-
ple, consider the repression that appears to have enabled the subject
to endure terrible events of childhood. It might be said, within a social-
developmental context, that that repression had been an essential means
of adaptation at that time and under those circumstances. Then
repression is presented not as a defense merely but as a process of
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adaptation as well. In contrast, in a clinical context, later on, when this
victim’s suitability for psychoanalytic treatment is being assessed, the
analyst wants to emphasize the current, pathological rigidity and
scope of the defensive repression that once had had that psychological
survival value. Then the analyst may present that repression primarily
as an extremely costly and forbidding defense.

1 am applying the familiar proposition that no single designation of
an action may be presented as final, definitive, exclusive, or conclu-
sive. Narrative priority may be given to a particular description of an
action only after carefully spelling out a context of aims, conventions,
circumstances, and practices, or at least when there is ample reason to
assume that the listener or reader knows this context very well. The
description to be given of an action depends on the kind of account
one wants to give of it. No action can be presented intelligibly or use-
fully if it is not in the context of an implicit or explicit narrative. The
narrative context helps readers understand the description being
employed at the same time as the description contributes to the fur-
ther development and persuasiveness of that narrative account. Part-
whole interactions of this sort seem to be intrinsic to informative or
clarifying communication.

It may be argued that it is incoherent to refer to “an action” or “the
same action” under different descriptions, for different descriptions
present different actions. “The same action” loses all meaning or all
power to constrain or verify what is being said. Yet it can be asserted
that this argument does not take into account the fact that, in order to
communicate at all, we abide provisionally by conventions with regard
to sameness or identity. Convention provides minimal accounts of
actions—for example, kissing or hitting. A minimal account makes
possible the beginning of an answer to the question “Just what are we
talking about?” It is only a beginning in that the minimal account does
not provide an explicit and developed context in which to consider
the action in any useful way. Contexts for action descriptions are estab-
lished by an emphasis on motivation, pragmatic consequences, ethical
import, historical circumstance, or whatever else would relate minimal
descriptions to our interests. In turn, the significance of each such
context derives from still larger contexts; depending on what kind of
inquiry is being undertaken, those larger contexts might or might not
have to be specified. Closure on contexts is endlessly deferrable.

I am not claiming that the minimal account is not conceived narra-
tively itself, for even an extremely terse description of an action may
be viewed as being the expression of a choice that is in accord with an
implicit narrative design. Nevertheless, in each instance of minimal
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description we are left to ask: What are we to sec it as and why? The
regulative and generative influences of the description are minimal.
We are left with many degrees of freedom—even if, under the prevail-
ing conditions, not with total freedom. There are constraints, even
though it is characteristic of psychoanalytic and some kinds of inter-
pretation in the humanities to show that these constraints are far
fewer than the conventional narrator would feel comfortable with. For
example, some kissing may be retold as an attack that is close to hit-

ting and some hitting may be retold as a sadistic form of loving that is
close to kissing.

Briefly, then, I am claiming that—provisionally and always open to
critical review and revision—we may speak of different descriptions of
the same action, even though we can work only with the different ver-
sions of that action and in principle can never get o the action itself.
(This is true except for certain conventionally acceptable minimal
descriptions whose narrativity it is not usually to the point to consider.)

Returning now to defense: No instance of action is, therefore, to be
limited in presentation only to being (1) a defense—or self-deceiving.
In principle, it is always possible, and it may be more to the point, to
present it also as: (2) one or more wish fulfillments, (3) one or more
adaptations, (4) one or more punishments, (5) any combination or
compromise of the four sets of possibilities, (6) any other description
of these possibilities, combinations, or compromises, and (7) any
other description of defense or self-deceiving action (for example, in
some circumstances defensive reaction formation can also be pre-
sented as an instance of defensive identification).

Also, for certain narrative purposes, we might give an account of an
action that contains less than we could include. For example, the
accounts that analysts give in their writings are not always as complex
as they could be, for an action might be considered merely under the
description of a specific defense or a specific wish, That many of
Freud's examples of wish fulfillment in dreams are of this optionally
simplified sort may be inferred readily from the contrast between
them and the examplesofthe complex approach to dreams he used
in his work with Dora (1905a), work in which he was engaged at about
the same time he wrote his dream book (1900). Simple in one narra-
tive context, he was complex in another; indeed, there is a consider-
able range of complexity within the dream book itself. A similar range
of complexity characterizes the interventions and the written exam-
ples of any adequate clinical analyst.

Because so much describing, relating, and explaining depends on
the kind of account of action that is desired, the topic of defense and,
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with it, self-deception may be placed squarely in the imerest:mg and
evocative realm of narration. In this narrational realm', (']uestlons are
asked that differ from those asked in Freud’s r.nech.ar.HSUC‘ ar.\d obJecj
tivist metapsychological realm. Now, usually lmpllc:t!y, it is asked:
What kind of story do I as observer want to tell? What kind of story am
I now committed to tell (assuming I concurrently have made the com-
mitment to provide a consistent and coherent account) by my beggl-
ning to organize a clinical or theoret.ical report aroun(.l a speci }:c
description, that is, as my implied storyl.me?' For exa.mple, in using the
description of defense, a warlike storyline is estabhshed,‘ and in the
interest of narrative consistency and coherence the writer mz.ikes a
commitment to follow that storyline. Such terms as abwehr, w.ar(.lmg off,
attack, infiltration, breakthrough, collapse, strengthe.ning, and 1‘.elmzldmg may
be used: terms that have figured prominently in convenuonal. psycho-
analytic discussions of defense, and all of which may.be said to be
entailed and regulated by commitment to the same bellicose storyline.
Elsewhere (see, for example, chapter 14), I have tried to show tl"lat the
term resistance (a close relative of defense) establishes a commlm?en.t
to the same adversarial storyline and that it may misrepresent or limit
the technically desirable impartial and affirmative aspects of psycho-
ic practice. :
an?l);:avs already pointed out in chapter 2 that “storyline” is to.be
favored over “metaphor” and over unpacking meta;?hor or workmg
out metaphoric entailments because, in my estlmate,.xt has more obvi-
ous generative and regulatory connotations. Storyline suggests‘that
there are a number of versions of the story that may be actualized,
provided only that the storyteller observes enough. of the conven-
tional constraints (follows the “line”). These conventional constralr.lts
are not ordinarily extremely limiting, but the.re is Lfsua]ly a point
beyond which attentive readers or listeners will begin to question
whether a different story is now being told; for example, a cor331§tfent
emphasis on experiences of relaxed pleasure in th.e context of giving
an account of defense will be thought to be changing the story unless
it is made clear that and how that relaxed pleasure is necessary to the
story of defense. .

Also, to favor “storyline” entails no neglect or exclusion .of
metaphor. Along with theme, image, dramatic scene, ar?d expressive
movement, metaphor is now to be regarded as one of the'ways' of
introducing a storyline, one that is undevelopeq or only implied.
Unpacking a metaphor or working out its entallmf:nts. should .be
regarded as making explicit its implications and defining its narrative
consequences.
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% C.Ionse‘quently, self-deception may be considered a description that
erives from and invites the further development of two storylines
combined: the self and deception. Next | give an account of the prob-

le{nS ralse_d b)f’ and the generative potential and regulative effects of;
this combination of storylines, ’

The Self Storyline

Let us consider the issues first from the side of the self storyline
UPon taking self-deception to be laying down the storyline of the selk
lying to itself, we encounter the same problems that reside in those
accounts in which the mechanistic ego, when defending itself, seems
to be .deceiving itself and, equally odd in Freud’s (1926) accc;unt tcl)
be doing so after signaling to itself with blips of anxiety that defe’nse
(.deception) is in order. Freud noted that the ego's deception is prac-
ticed unconsciously. As he developed his ideas, he seemed to argue
that this unconscious aspect of the deception is both a necessary infer-
ence frf)m analytic “data” (analysands give no sign of knowing they are
defending) and a commonsense requirement (a deception cannot
succeed if it is known to be a deception). In his studies of defense
Freud proposed that he seemed to have encountered another kind of
unconscious, that is, an unconscious that had not been repressed
.(192321). With this propesition, he tried-to-aveid that infinite regress
in e.xplanation according to which there would have to be defenses
against defenses against defenses ad infinitum. But in introducin.
an'other kind of unconscious into his model, in saying that one uncoxf
scious sct of mental operations may deceive another such set, Freud
was establishing another mind within the metapsychological mental
apparatus. Thus, at least in this respect, a multiple-ego narrative took
the place of the story of the ego’s deceiving itself.

A ve.rsion of this second mind or ego appears in the storyline of self
deccptlf)n. Not that we are obliged to tell the odd and necessarily
unconvincing story in which the self deceives itself; rather, we are to
tell [h("! story of one self in the act of deceiving another self. Self-
de.ceptlon is an event in a narrative that features multiple selves. In
this multiple-self narrative, we are to present each self as able to act
autonomously and at least one of these selves as able to act secretively.
A story of this sort can be told in much the same way as a story of one
person deceiving another. Thus, the account “I was kidding myself”
differs little from “He was kidding me.” The storyline’s generative and
regulating roles are the same. Whether the story will feature one or
more persons should not affect its development. All that is needed is a
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pair of selves, belonging either to one person or two, each self having
its own capabilities, initiatives, and reasons. If one person may have or
does have at least two selves, the story of self-deception may continue
unhampered. It is just that another kind of mind—actually multiple-
mind—must be featured in this story. And it is not thrown into ques-
tion that only one person is the subject of this story; the philosophical
problem of how the identity of one person is established is not raised
(nor, of course, is it settled).

As 1 argued earlier, there are many narratives ‘of self, and many
selves have been named to fit the tales in which they are to figure.
There is the true self, false self, cohesive self, fragmented self, public
self, secret self, sexual self, ideal self, and so on. There are also im-
plicit multiple selves in the notions of self-control, self-love, self-
hatred, self-esteem, and so on (Schafer, 1978). Consider, for example,
the multiple selves (including the self of the speaker) in these locu-
tions: “I won that fight with myself”; “My feelings washed over me like
a giant wave”; “I can’t forgive myself for showing myself off so.”

Are we bound to reject multiple-self narratives? Is there any com-
pelling reason to disallow psychological narratives featuring a prolifer-
ation of selves? The criterion of parsimony is no help in setting limits
on multiple-self narratives or in excluding them altogether, for that
criterion is always more treacherous to apply than seems at first to be
the case. Simply to posit fewer selves or just one self is not sufficient to
establish parsimony, as it may be necessary then to make many addi-
tional assumptions in order to accommodate the smaller cast of char-
acters. Was Freud really being parsimonious when, to locate anxiety in
the ego, he invoked the problematic idea of the ego’s sending itself
anxiety signals?

To the objection that multiple-self narratives introduce something
like a demonological model to explain human action, it may be coun-
tered that at present there seems to be no other satisfactory way to
provide for the following: (1) the accounts of multiple personality in
which one personality observes another but not vice versa; (2) the
accounts of posthypnotic suggestion, in which the subject acts as if he
or she were maintaining a second, distinct self that independently

complies with the hypnotist’s suggestions; (3) the accounts of the sub-
jective experience of introjects, that is, figures that seem to be in the
subject’s “inner world” and to observe, judge, and otherwise influence
him or her (for example, a consciously experienced maternal figure
that seems to operate as an independent persecutory or reassuring
presence); (4) the accounts of splitting, said to be particularly promi-
nent in so-called borderline personalities, according to which there
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are distinct and totalistic “good” and “bad” selves organized around
positive and negative affects and with corresponding “good” and
“bad” others or “objects” (Kernberg, 1975) and, in Kohut’s (1977)
self-psychological theory, apparently autonomous subselves, such as
the “grandiose self.” We do not yet have a way to discuss thesc
accounts that avoids altogether the use of manifest and latent multi-
ple-self narratives. On this basis, we continue to develop multiple-self
stories, like it or not. I am proposing that it is useful to consider ;hcs‘c
“phenomena” under the description of complex narratives and, fur-
ther, that we should not ignore the often cumbersome consequences
of using the multiple-self storyline (Thalberg, 1977).

Matters are not casier when considering the alternative storyline of
a single self. Some problems arise out of a misunderstanding.
Typically, those analysts who insist that there is only a single self, like
those who employ accounts of multiple selves, do not recognize that
they are making a narrative choice. Consequently, their accounts of a
self that is simply found have a naively empirical tone. They seem to

reify the self as a concrete mental entity. According to this sort of

monistic view, there can be only one self (or mind, or ego, and so on)
per person. Only one is demonstrable, and only one exists. The self is
not a construction made by observers—that is, one way of telling
about mental and behavioral actions; it is an entity in Nature that may
be observed directly by the objective or the “empathic” observer, who
may be the subject whose self it is. This a priori account is holistic. It
establishes a narrative of basic mental unity. Typically, that narrative
features the progressive differentiation and integration (except under
pathological circumstances) of that one entity and also its regressive
fragmentation and fluidity under conditions of stress. Additionally,
this entity is presented as retaining its identity over time even though
cvery one of its elements may change, and it is supposedly capable of
regaining its mature identity after it has lost it through stress-induced
regression,

In the history of the psychological study of human beings, the possi-
bilities and the advantages of this holistic story have been developed
extensively (Werner and Kaplan, 1963). It has probably been the dom-
inant narrative in psychology. The story is very well documented.
Because the story is so familiar, we are not ordinarily prepared to rec-
ognize it as a story. We do not automatically view it as just one way of
telling about personality development and action. Other ways of
telling about development and action, such as the multiple-self way,
are brushed aside. The phrase “I am not myself today” or “be yourself”
is regarded merely as a manner of speaking. Either the accounts of
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multiple personality, posthypnotic suggestion, and so on, are ignored,
or tortuous monistic versions of them must be developed in order to
remain consistent theoretically. A

In my own case (1976, 1978, 1983), before I recog'mzed. thc? COH.S('E-
quences of the view that we are always and.only dealing wnt.h lmpll(':lt
or explicit narrative presentations of reah?y arfd' never 'w1th 'reallty
pure and simple, I deplored the (often lmpllf:lt) proliferation of
selves. I saw that proliferation not only as theoretically cun}bersome; I
saw it also as an instance of defensively disclaimed action and of
importing into theory the phenomepon that that theory intends to
explain. I favored the monistic narrative. :

I continue to favor the monistic narrative and for much the same
reasons. However, the storyline I favor is not that of one self or one
mind, but of one person as agent. And I propose that that person be
viewed as a narrator, that is, as someone who, among other notewor-
thy actions, narrates selves. One person narrat‘es r:‘umero,l,xs selves both
in order to develop desirable (not necessarily “happy” but at least
defensively secure) versions of his or her actions and the.acuons of
others and to act in ways that conform to those selves. In this accou'nt,
there is no self that does anything. Instead, there is one person telling
stories about single selves, multiple selves, fragments of selves, and
selves of different sorts, including deceiving and deceived selves. The nar-
rator may, of course, attribute selves or self-states of these sorts to oth-
ers, too, and others may (and do) reciprocate. . il

This single-person program seems to have an 1m.portant heurls.tlc
advantage over the multiple-self program. The mtfltlple-self narrative
always allows the narrator-theorist to slip b)f some important theoreuj
cal problems by introducing one more self into the cast of charz?ctc?rs,
this is what instinct theorists used to do when they added to their lists
of instincts new ones to deal with difficult phenomena. These ad hoc
improvisations offer little prospect of sustained (‘iialogue abqut self;
psychological “phenomena.” Additionally, a SImpl.e multiple-sel
choice introduces all the fruitless problems of arranging 'those s.elves
that do get official recognition into some kind of stable, hierarchically
organized structure. This structure is bound to be controlled or regu-
lated by a super-self once due recognition is extendefi to commonly
accepted accounts of large-scale coherence and consistency of func-
tioning. In this way, the concretized monistic self returns through the
back door, and we witness a failure of the entire enterprise.

To summarize, self-deception is but one instance of a set of prob-
lematic ideas that are introduced by self theories or grand self narra-
tives. It is advantageous to regard self-deception as a story that people
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tell in order to present themselves or others as their own dupes or in
orde'r to make a psychoanalytic interpretation. In this story, ‘
son is constituted by more than one self. The self-deceptio;l story is
consistent with numerous other conventional multiple-self stories t{n.t
are always being told by parents, friends, teachers, poets philos:)-
phers, psychologists, analysts, and so on. By common conse,nl it i; a
story .that “works™: It communicates effectively and it helps co;ntruc‘L
experience. But it is only a version. .

For those who do not accept this multiple-self version, the critical
pr(?blem is not that of establishing one definitive, presumz’xbly nonnar-
rative account of what self-deception is. Rather, what should be exam-
ln‘ed are the origins, the occasions, the reasons, and the consequences
of. the variety of self narratives that may be rendered in connectior;
with the.study of what seem to be knowing/unknowing splits and cor-
responding reports of self experience. On this basis analysts consider
the cast of self characters in the accounts people give of action as lsimi-
lar to the cast of characters in a dream: upon analysis this éast of
dream characters gets to be retold as distributed versions of self: the

self m.desire, the self sitting in Judgment, the self as child, the self as
opposite gender, and so on.

the per-

The Deception Storyline

Let. us take the following instance as an example around which to
organize an examination of the storyline of deception. By all conven-
.tlonal standards, .M., ateacher, derives pleasure from regularly treat-
ing his students cruelly; that is, he is a sadistic teacher. He, however
thinks that he treats his students fairly, dispassionately, prof’essionall :
arlxd he is pained to think that he might ever have to d’o something iz;’
his role as teacher that any of his students might feel or any witness in
.the classroom might think to be cruel. His pleasure, he maintains, is
in being a dedicated teacher. Surely, an ordinary observer would ,bé
inclined to say, S.M. is deceiving himself. Isn’t the discrepancy of
accounts as plain as can be? How can S.M. not see it?

The attribution of self-deception is, however, based on a number of
un.stated assumptions, interpretations, and evidential claims. Far from
this deception being an unmediated perception by an “objective”
obser\./er of what S.M. is “really” doing, it is a rather elaborate con-
struction.

.The construction begins with the assumption that there is (or cer-
Famly there could readily be established) a firm consensus of
informed and competent observers to the effect that S.M. is sadistic to
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his students. It is assumed that there exists a conventional description
of that sort of conduct on the part of a teacher that fits S.M.’s conduct
to a f; the consequence of this consensual validation is that a sadistic
account is true or adequate while any other is false or inadequate. To
tell it otherwise would violate our common sense of social coherence
and ordinary reality. The burden of proof is not ours.

The construction continues with the assumption that S.M. knows
the conventional account or is capable of using it appropriately in
other situations, and does use it so, perhaps with reference to the
actions of other teachers or other authority figures or even his own
actions outside the classroom. It is also assumed that S.M. knows
unconsciously that the sadistic account does fit his conduct in the
classroom and that he will not admit this knowledge consciously to
himself. We will make these assumptions if we are in possession of
enough “evidence” of the following sort (in addition to S.M.’s incon-
sistency or incoherence in his use of “sadistic”). To the least sugges-

- tion that he is being sadistic to his students he overreacts: He protests
his benevolent intentions more frequently, indignantly, anxiously, or
desperately than would be expected. Also, he is impervious to rational
confrontations by others that his conduct does fit a conventional
description that he does accept in other contexts. Further, he behaves
in a conspicuously frustrated or otherwise troubled manner when cir-
cumstance prevents his continuing to act cruelly to his students and
derive pleasure from it. He exaggerates, minimizes, forgets, jumps to
conclusions, contradicts himself, and so on, in ways that are not typical
of him when he gives accounts of the relevant situations and actions. A
psychoanalytic examination of his life history, fantasies, dreams, con-
duct in love, and so forth, strongly supports “sadistic” as the descrip-
tion that best fits his personality picture. These are the kinds of
“evidence” psychoanalysts hope to obtain in order to justify attributing
noteworthy sadism to some people and attributing correlated defen-
sive measures (and self-deceptions) to them. In S.M.’s case, analysts
can then say that he has a stake in not seeing himself as he is (that is,
as sadistic) and latently believes himself to be; he is bound to be fool-
ing himself.

We cannot fail to notice how obtaining this warrant and making
this attribution depends entirely on the observer’s adhering to con-
ventions of description, interpretation, contextualization, and reduc-
tion of one account to the terms of another. Specifically, there are
judgments to be made about types and degrees of inconsistency, com-
petence, overreacting, imperviousness, frustration, and so on. There
are other judgments to be made as to which accounts adequately con-
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vey a life history and personality make-up and additional judgments as
to whether specific accounts of events fit these general ones and how
well they do so relative 1o alternative psychoanalytic accounts. The evi-
dence does not consist of simple, narratively unmediated, objective
facts. What is called the evidence is, like all other evidence, theory-
laden. It is constructed in that uncertain area between what is found
and what is created, and it is that “evidence” that is used to support

reasoning which, unreflectively, is taken to be simply logical, factual,
and conclusive.

Two more sweeping assumptions go into the construction of the
deception story: First, individuals are best regarded as being naturally
and primarily truth-seekers; second, they engage in truth-seeking pri-
r.narily consciously. These, however, were not Freud’s ( 1911b) assump-
tions. He assumed that gratification (the pleasure principle) is natural
and primary, while truth-seeking (the reality-principle) not only is sec-
ondary but is difficult to attain and sustain and is clearly a compro-
mise with harsh necessity; it is a compromise that is entered into in
order to guarantee as much gratification as is compatible with security
or, in extreme cases, survival. Freud (1915a) further assumed that
unconscious mental processes—fluid, concrete, illogical, wishful, time-
less, contradictory—are primary, while conscious rational mental pro-
cesses not only are secondary but normally are merely the
fragmentary result of selective endorsement and attention. Certainly,
conscious mental processes are not in themselves the best guides for
making sense of the decisive features of anyone’s cognitive and emo-
tional development and present functioning. Thus, for Freud the
problem was not to explain social and personal incoherence; it was to
explain the attainment of socialized, objective, and coherent mental
processes. In his account, we start out with mercurial wishful thinking;
we never give it up altogether; we work out ingenious compromises,
including especially those that provide for us, in the derivative form of
social conformity and consensus, everything that we wished for so
urgently as children, such as a secure and gratifying place in a secure
and gratifying family.

For Freud, then, deception was not the preferred storyline of per-
sonal development and everyday functioning. His story goes from the
nonveridical unconscious id to the rational, realistic conscious ego. In
contrast, the story of self-deception seems to be the story of a rational,
realistic conscious ego that is somehow losing its supremacy.

Those who tell the deception story ignore the availability of more
than one convention to describe or explain a situation or course of
action. They also ignore the way some available conventions contra-

e )
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dict others, rather like those proverbs that seem to work well enough
when taken singly but begin to look untrustworthy when paired with
other well-working proverbs that more or less contradict them.
Additionally, a sweeping consensus in human affairs is pretty hard to
come by unless the issue is so impersonal and conventionalized that it
is irrelevant, trivial, and uninteresting. Further still, conventions
change over time, and what we regard as desirable social change often
stems from gross breaks with convention. We cannot depend uncriti-
cally on convention and consensual validation in making claims about
what is real or true.

Prepared with these qualifications, let us return now to S.M. If we
say he is acting cruelly to his students in order to derive pleasure from
doing so, we are initiating the construction of a story that depends on
many other stories, among which is the story that there is an over-
whelming coalition of real and safely imagined witnesses who would
give a sadistic and self-deceiving account of S.M.’s conduct. This coali-
tion would agree on the judgment that S.M.’s conduct meets enough
of the criteria of sadistic action and self-deceiving action to leave little
room for doubt. Further, the coalition would reject both the idea that
S.M. is unmotivatedly and incompetently missing the point and the
idea that he is secure in another conventional account, such as that he
is trying to bring out the best in his students by holding up and strictly
enforcing high standards of achievement and decorum, not being put
off by their juvenile and manipulative howls and protests, and so on.
They refuse to acknowledge that they might be making value judg-
ments in the realm of legitimate and competing educational psycholo-
gies and philosophies. But would they be arguing fact or preferred
storylines?

The answer [ propose here is that it is the storylines that establish
the facts of the case, which of these facts are to be taken as significant
(for example, as evidence of sadism), and how these facts are to be sit-
uated in an account of the situations and actions in question. Like the
self, deception can be taken as a storyline, and it is useful to do so.
And self-deception can be taken to be a complex and coordinated
elaboration of two storylines. The case of S.M. could be told different-
ly; it often is. Owing to ambiguities that are encountered all along the
line, it is not easy, though it is not impossible, to discredit alternative,
nonsadistic versions of the case of S.M.

I am not proposing that any account is as acceptable as any other.
Rather, 1 am proposing this—when we speak of true and false
accounts of actions, we are positioning ourselves in a matrix of narra-
tives that ‘are always open to examination as to their precritical
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assumptions and values and as to their usefulness in one or another
project. Some versions of S.M.’s conduct, such as that he is totally per-
missive, would depart so far from the conventions and uses of social or
clinical discourse that they would founder from the start, except per-
haps if they were being developed with obvious irony. Of them we say
that they are false, inadequate, or illogical in any comprehensible dis-
course. Some accounts will be judged to be better or closer to the
truth than others on the basis that they show a higher degrec of con-
sistency, coherence, comprehensiveness, and common sense than the
others. But in the complex instances that concern us the most, we can-
not count on incontestable proofs of superiority and we resort to, or
submit to, rhetorical,_cthical, and esthetic_persuasiveness to decide
what is better or best. Such, at any rate, is the account being used here
of the way narratives of action are constructed and used.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Analysts deal intensively with defense in their clinical work. As
defense implies self-deceiving actions, analysts have a lot to say about
the when, the why, and the various forms and transformations of these
actions. However, none of this gives them a basis outside a narrative
project to say anything in response to the question of how it is possible
in the first place for anyone to be self-deceiving. Self-deception itself is
a description of action that inaugurates an explicit or implicit narra-
tive; it lays down a complex storyline of multiple selves interacting.
Like self-deception, defense, too, can be taken to lay down a storyline.
Thus, it is open to examination as a term that both conforms to a ver-
sion of mental development and functioning and prescribes certain
ways of maintaining and extending that version. I presented the con-
trasting versions of defense in Freud's mechanistic metapsychology
and my action language. I did so to support my thesis that it can be
illuminating to approach self-deception in the terms of narration, that
is, as a matter of choosing a storyline and observing such constraints
as it exercises on narrators working within the conventions of how
these deceptions are 1o be presented.

PART TWO

NARRATING
GENDER
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same source. It is impossible to love the truth of psychic reality, to be
moved by this love as Freud was in his lifework, and not to love and care
for the object whose truth we want to discover. All great scientists are
moved by this passion. Our object, being what it is, is the other in our-
selves and oneself in the other. To discover truth about the patient is
always discovering it with him and for him as well as for ourselves and
about ourselves. And it is discovering truth between each other, as the
truth of human beings in their interrelatedness. (1970, pp. 297-298)

To develop further the sense of Loewald’s references to analytic
love, it will help to turn to a poet, specifically Rilke writing about
Cézanne. In a letter to his wife, Rilke is describing his efforts to com-
prehend the artist Cézanne at work. Gézanne’s work has just burst on
his consciousness in a way that makes him feel, as he says, “I must
change my life.”

Here now is Rilke, in a translation by Joel Agee:

We also notice, a little more clearly each time, how necessary it was to
go beyond love, too; it’s natural, after all, to love each of these things as
one makes it: but if one shows this, one makes it less well; one judges it
instead of saying it. One ceases to be impartial; and the very best—
love—stays outside the work, does not enter it, is left aside, untranslat-
ed; that’s how the painting of sentiments came about. . . . They'd paint:
I love this here; instead of painting: here it is. In which case everyone
must see for himself whether or not I loved it. This is not shown at all,
and some would even insist that love has nothing to do with it. It's that
thoroughly exhausted in the action of making, there is no residue. It
may be that this emptying out of love in anonymous work, which pro-
duces such pure things, was never achieved as completely as in the work
of this old man. (1907, pp. 50-51)

I suppose that in this passage Rilke was writing about his own artis-
tic aspirations as well as Cézanne’s way of working. I further suppose
that Rilke was also doing a piece of creative writing of his own about
love as well as artistic creativity. 1 mention these suppositions to indi-
cate my belief that there is no onc right way of delivering Loewald’s
meaning or anyone else’s meaning, though there are some ways that
can serve much better than others.

Taken together, these two narratives of love in work—Loewald’s
and Rilke’s—may serve as model renderings of an essential compo-
nent of the engaged analyst at his or her best.

REFERENCES

Arlow, j 1969a. Unconscious fantasy and disturbances of conscious
experience. Psychoanalytic Quarterly 38:1-27.

- 1969b. Fantasy, memory, and reality testi ]

AL ty testing. Psychoanalytic

Bibring, G. L; Dwyer, T. F.; Huntington, D. S.; and Valenstein, A. F.
196}. A study of t}3e psychological processes in pregnancy and of the
earliest mother-child relationship. The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child
16:9-72. New York: International Universities Press.

Bloom, H. 1973. The anxiet ; :
] .  of influence: A theory o iry. N )
Oxford University Press. Ala s

Brenner, C. 1981. Defense and defense me i

, ) chanism. P ]

Quarterly 50:557-569. et

Breuer, J., and Freud, S. 1895. Studies on hysteria. Standard Edition
231—309. London: Hogarth Press, 1957,

Brierley, M. 1951. Trends in psychoanalysis. London: Hogarth Press.

thller,\]. 1975. Structural poetics: Structuralism, linguistics, and the study of
literature. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Davenloo, H. 1978. Basic principles and techni 3
, H. : echniques in short-term d ]
therapy. New York: Spectrum, . Ry

Erikson, E. 1950. Childhood and society. New York: Norton.

- 1956. The problem of ego identity. Journal of the American
Psychoanalytic Association 4:56~121.

Fenichel, O. 1941. Problems of psychoanalytic technique. New York:
Psychoanalytic Quarterly.

309




310 REFERENCES References

311
Fish, S. 1980. Is there a text in this class? The authority of interpretive com- . 1914b. On narcissism: An introduc tion. Standard Edition
munities. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 14:73-102. London: Hogarth Press, 1957.
Freud, A. 1936. The ego and the mechanisms of defense. New York: 1915a. The unconscious. Standard Edition 14:159-215
International Universities Press, 1946. London: Hogarth Press, 1957. ; ;
Freud, S. 1895. Studies in hysteria. Standard Edition 2. London: 1915b. Instincts and their vicissitudes. Standard Edition
Hogarth Press, 1955. 14:109-140. London: Hogarth Press, 1957.
. 1899. Screen memories. Standard Edition 3:299-322. London: . 1915¢. Observations on transference-love (Further recom-
Hogarth Press, 1962. mendations on the technique of psych i it
: . 1900. The interpretation of dreams. Standard Edition 4 and 5. 12:159-171. London: Hoggrth Pl‘f:ssy, 1;5‘21.“1[)'5'5 III). Standard Edition
London: Hogarth Press, 1953. . 1915d. Thoughts for the times
. 19053g. Fragment of an analysis of a case of hysteria. Standard Edition 14:274-300. Lindolx; Hogarth Pr:;,‘;’grs;ﬂd death. Standard
Edition 7:3-122. London: Hogarth Press, 1953. . 1916. Some character types met with in psycho-analytic work
. 1905b. Three essays on the theory of sexuality. Standard Standard Edition 14:309-333. London: Hogarth Press, 1957 :
Edition 7:125-243. London: Hogarth Press, 1953. 1918. The taboo of virginity (Contributions to the i)sycholo
. 1908a. Creative writers and day-dreaming. Standard Edition of love III). Standard Edition 11:191-208. London: Hogarth Presgsy
9:141-153. London: Hogarth Press, 1959. 1957. :
. 1908b. On the sexual theories of children. Standard Edition - 1919. A child is being beaten. Standard Edition 17:175-204
9:205-226. London: Hogarth Press, 1959. London: Hogarth Press, 1955, g
. 1910a. Wild psycho-analysis. Standard Edition 11:219-227. 1920a. Beyond the pleasure principle. Standard Edition
London: Hogarth Press, 1957. 18:1-64. London: Hogarth Press, 1955, '
. 1910b. A special type of choice of object made by men - 1920b. The psychogenesis of a case of homosexuality in a
(Contribugions to the psychology of love I). Standard Edition woman. Standard Edition 18:140-172. London: Hogarth Press, 1955.
11:163-176. London: Hogarth Press, 1957. - 1921. Group psychology and the analysis of the ego. ,Stmzdard
. 1911a. The handling of dream-interpretation in psycho-analy- Edition 18:67-143. London: Hogarth Press, 1955.
sis. Standard Edition 12:89-96. London: Hogarth Press, 1958. - 1923a. The ego and the id. Standard Edition 19:3-66. London:
.1911b. Formulations on the two principles of mental function- Hogarth Press, 1961, ’
ing. Standard Edition 12:213-226. London: Hogarth Press, 1958. - 1923b. The infantile genital organization. Standard Edition
. 1912a. On the universal tendency to debasement in the 19:140~145. London: Hogarth Press, 1961,
sphere of love (Contributions to the psychology of love II). Standard : - 1925. Some psychical consequences of the anatomical distinc-
Edition 11:177-190. London: Hogarth Press, 1957. tion between the sexes. Standard Edition 19:243-258. London:
1912b. The dynamics of transference. Standard Edition Hogarth Press, 1961. i
12:97-108. London: Hogarth Press, 1958. - 1926. Inhibitions, symptoms and anxiety. Standard Edition
. 1912¢c. Recommendations to physicians practising psycho- 20:77-174. London: Hogarth Press, 1959.
analysis. Standard Edition 12:109-120. London: Hogarth Press, 1930. Civilization and its discontents. Standard Edition
1958, 21:59-145. London: Hogarth Press, 1961.
. 1913. On beginning the treatment (Further recommenda- . 1931. Female sexuality. Standard Edition 21:223-243. London:
tions on the technique of psycho-analysis ). Standard Edition Hogarth Press, 1961. i

12:121-144. London: Hogarth Press, 1958. . 1933. New introductory lectures on psycho-analysis. Standard
1914a. Remembering, repeating and working through Edition 22:3~182. London: Hogarth Press, 1964.

(Further recommendations on the technique of psycho-analysis II). . 1937a. Constructions in analysis. Standard Edition 23:255-270
Standard Edition 12:147-156. London: Hogarth Press, 1958, London: Hogarth Press, 1964. '




312 REFERENCES

. 1987b. Analysis terminable and interminable. Standard Edition

23:211-253. London: Hogarth Press, 1964.

1940. An outline of psycho-analysis. Standard Edition
23:141-207. London: Hogarth Press, 1964.

Gill, M. M. 1976. Metapsychology is not psychology. In Psychology versus
metapsychology: Psychoanalytic essays in memory of George S. Klein, ed. M.
M. Gill and P. S. Holzman, 71-105. Psychological Issues Monograph 36.
New York: International Universities Press.

. 1982. The analysis of transference. Psychological Issues Monograph
53, vol. 1. New York: International Universities Press.

Glover, E. 1931. The therapeutic effect of inexact interpretation: A
contribution to the theory of suggestion. In The technique of psycho-
analysis, by E. Glover, 353-366. New York: International Universitics
Press, 1955.

Greenacre, P. 1954. The role of transference: Practical considerations
in relation to psychoanalytic therapy. journal of the American
Psychoanalytic Association 2:671-684.

. 1966. Problems of training analysis. Psychoanaltic Quarterly.
35:540-567.

Greenberg, J. R., and Mitchell, S. A. 1983. Object relations in psycho-
analytic theory. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Greenson, R. 1954. The struggle against identification. journal of the
American Psychoanalytic Association 2:200-217.

Grossman, W. 1. 1967. Reflections on the relationships of introspec-
tion and psychoanalysis. International Journal of Psycho-Analysis
48:16-31.

. 1982. The self as fantasy: Fantasy as theory. Journal of the
American Psychoanalytic Association 30:919-938.

Grossman, W. L, and Simon, B. 1969. Anthropomorphism, meaning,
and causality in psychoanalytic theory. The Psychoanalytic Study of the
Child 24:78-114. New York: International Universities Press.

Hartmann, H. 1953. Ego psychology and the problem of adaptation. New
York: International Universities Press.

. 1956. Notes on the reality principle. The Psychoanalytic Study of

the Child 11:31-53. New York: International Universities Press.

. 1960. Psychoanalysis and moral values. New York: International

Universities Press.

. 1964. Essays on ego psychology: Selected problems in psychoanalytic
theory. New York: International Universities Press.

Horney, K. 1924. On the genesis of the castration-complex in women.
International Journal of Psycho-Analysis 5:50-65.

. 1926. The flight from womanhood: The masculinity complex

References 313

in women as viewed by men and by women. International {
Psycho-Analysis 7:324-339. Journal of

- 1932. The dread of women. International Jowrnal of P
. h
Analysis 13:348-361. ST
- 1933. The denial of the vagina. International Journal of P
. ho-
Analysis 14:57-70. LA
Inte.rnatipr?al Psychoanalytic Association. 1985, Changes in analysts and
their training, ed. R. S, Wallerstein. Monograph Series 4.
— 1986. The termination of training analysis: Process, expeclations,
achievements, ed. A. M. Cooper. Monograph Series 5.
jacol.)son, E. 1964. The self and the object world. New York: International
Universities Press.
Joseph, B. 1989. Psychic equilibrium and psychic change: Selected papers

of petty Joseph, ed. E. B. Spillius and M. Feldman. London:
Tavistock/Routledge.

Kernberg, O. 1975. Borderline conditions and pathological narcissism. New
York: Jason Aronson.

- 1982. Self, ego, affects, and drives. journal of the American
Psychoanalytic Association 30:893-918.

Klein, G. S. 1975. Psychoanalytic theory: An exploration of essentials. New
York: International Universities Press.

Klein, M. 1964. Contributions to psycho-analysis. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Kohut, H 1971. The analysis of the self: A systematic approach to the psycho-
analytic treatment of marcissistic personality disorders. New York:
International Universities Press.

— 1977. The restoration of the self New York: International
Universities Press.

- 1984. How does analysis cure? Chicago: University of Chicago

Press.

Kris, E. 1952, Psychoanalytic explorations in art. New York: International
Universities Press.

- 1956a. On some vicissitudes of insight in psychoanalysis. In

Selected papers of Ernst Kris, 252-271. New Haven: Yale University
Press.

— 1956b. The recovery of childhood memories in psychoanaly-

sis. In Selected papers of Ernst Kris, 301-340. New Haven: Yale
University Press.

. 1975. The selected papers of Ernst Kris. New Haven: Yale
University Press.

Lakoff, G., and Johnson, M. 1980. Metaphors we live by. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Loewald, H. 1960. On the therapeutic action of psycho-analysis.




314 REFERENCES

International Journal of Psycho-Analysis 41:16-33. Reprinted in Papers on
psychoanalysis, by H. W. Loewald, 221-256. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1980.

. 1970. Psychoanalytic theory and psychoanalytic process. In

Papers on psychaoanalysis, by H. W. Loewald, 277-301. New Haven:

Yale University Press, 1980.

. 1972. Freud’s conception of the negative therapeutic reaction,
with comments on instinct theory. Journal of the American
Psychoanalytic Association 20:235-245. Reprinted in Papers on psycho-
analysis, by H. W Loewald, 315-325. New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1980.

Loewenstein, R. L. 1957. A contribution to the theory of masochism.
Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 5:197-234.

Macmurray, J. 1957. The self as agent. London: Faber & Faber.

Malan, D. H. 1979. Individual psychotherapy and the science of psychoanaly-
sis. London: Butterworth.

Orwell, G. 1949. 1984. New York: Harcourt, Brace.

Rado, S. 1956. The psychoanalysis of behavior. Vol. 1 of Collected papers
1922-1956. New York: Grune & Stratton.

Rapaport, D. 1967. The collected papers of David Rapaport, ed. M. M. Gill.
New York: Basic Books.

Reich, A. 1951. On countertransference. International Journal of Psycho-
Analysis 41:16-33.

. 1953. Narcissistic object choice in women. journal of the

American Psychoanalytic Association 1:22-44.

1954. Early identifications as archaic elements in the

superego. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 2:218-238.

1960. Pathological forms of self-esteem regulation. The
Psychoanalytic Study of the Child 15:215-232. New York: International
Universities Press.

Reich, W. 1933, Character analysis. New York: Touchstone Books, 1974.

Reik, T. 1941. Masochism in modern man. New York: Farrar & Rinehart.

Ricoeur, P. 1977. The question of proof in psychoanalysis. Journal of the
American Psychoanalytic Association 25:835~872.

Rilke, R. M. 1907. Letters on Cézanne, ed. C. Rilke, trans. J. Agee. New
York: Fromm International Publications, 1985.

Sandler, J., with Freud, A. 1984. Discussions in the Hampstead Clinic
of A. Freud, The ego and the mechanisms of defense. Journal of the
American Psychoanalytic Association 31 Supplement:19-146.

Sandler, J.; Holder, A,; and Meers, D. 1963. The ego ideal and the
ideal self. The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child 18:139-158. New York:
International Universities Press.

Schafer, R. 1960. The loving and beloved superego in Freud's struc-

References 315

tural theory. The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child 15:163-188. New
York: International Universities Press.

- 1964. The clinical analysis of affects. Journal of the American
Psychoanalytic Association 12:275-299.

' . 1967. Ideals, the ego ideal, and the ideal self. In Motives and
thought: Psychoanalytic essays in memory of David Rapaport, ed. R. R.
Holt, 129-174. Psychological Issues Monograph 18/19. New York:
International Universities Press.

T 1968a. On the theoretical and technical conceptualization of
activity and passivity. Psychoanalytic Quarterly 37:173-198.

. 1968b. Aspects of internalization. New York: International
Universities Press.

. 1968c. The mechanisms of defense. International Journal of
Psycho-Analysis 49:49-62.

. 1970a. The psychoanalytic vision of reality. International
Journal of Psycho-Analysis 51:279-297. Reprinted in A new language for

{);y;goanalysis, by R. Schafer, 22-56. New Haven: Yale University Press,

. 1970b. An overview of Heinz Hartmann's contributions to psy-
cho-a.nalysis. International Journal of Psycho-Analysis 51:425-446.
Reprinted in A new language for psychoanalysis, by R. Schafer, 57-101.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976.

- 1972. Internalization: Process or fantasy? The Psychoanalytic
Study of the Child 27:411-438. New York: International Universities
Press. Reprinted in A new language Jor psychoanalysis, by R. Schafer,
155-178. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976.

- 1973a. Action: Its place in psychoanalytic interpretation and
theory. The Annual of Psychoanalysis 1:159-196.

- 1973b. The idea of resistance. International Journal of Analysis.

54:259-285. Reprinted in A new language for psychoanalysis, by R.

Schafer, 212-263. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976.

- 1974. Problems in Freud’s psychology of women. Journal of the
American Psychoanalytic Association. 22:459-485,

- 1976. A new language for psychoanalysis. New Haven: Yale

University Press.

—. 1978. Language and insight: The Sigmund Freud memorial lectures,

University College London, 1975-1976. New Haven: Yale University
Press.

- 1981. Narrative actions in psychoanalysis. Heinz Werner lecture
series 14. Worcester, MA: Clark University Press.

- 1982. The imprisoned analysand. In The analytic attitude, by R.

Schafer, 257-280. New-York: Basic Books, 1983

. 1983. The analytic attitude. New York: Basic Books.




316 REFERENCES

. 1985a. Wild analysis. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic

Association. 33:275-300.

. 1985b. The interpretation of psychic reality, developmental

influences, and unconscious communication. Journal of the American

Psychoanalytic Association 33:537-554.

. 1988. Discussion: Panel presentations on psychic structure.
Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 36 Supplement:295-
314.

Segal, H. 1964. Introduction to the work of Melanie Klein. New York: Basic
Books.

Smith, B. H. 1980. Narrative versions, narrative theories. Critical
Inquiry 7(2):213-236.

Spence, D. 1982. Narrative truth and historical truth: Meaning and inter-
prelation in psychoanalysis. New York: Norton.

Stein, M. 1981. The unobjectionable part of the transference. Journal
of the American Psychoanalytic Association 29:869-892.

Stone, L. 1961. Notes on the noninterpretive elements in the psycho-
analytic situation. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association
29:89-118.

Sullivan, H. S. 1940. Conceptions of modern psychiatry. New York: Norton.

Thalberg, 1. 1977. Freud’s anatomies of the self. In Philosophers on
Freud: New evaluations, ed. R. Wolheim, 147-171. New York: Jason
Aronson.

Waelder, R. 1930. The principle of multiple function. Psychoanalytic
Quarterly 15:45-62, 1936.

Weigert, E. 1955. Special problems in connection with termination of
training analysis. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association
3:630-640. Reprinted in The courage to love: Selected papers of Edith

Weigert, M.D., 264—-275. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970.

Werner, H., and Kaplan, B. 1963. Symbol formation New York: John
Wiley.

Wilbern, D. 1979. Freud and the inter-penetration of dreams. Diacritics
9:98-110.

Winnicott, D. W. 1958. Collected papers: Through paediatrics to psychoanal-
ysis. New York: Basic Books.

Wood, E., and Wood, C. D. 1984. Tearfulness: A psychoanalytic inter-
pretation. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 32:117-136.

Woolf, V. 1924. A room of one’s own. New York: Harcourt, Brace.

CREDITS

C(;l-apter 2 was originally published in Psychoanalysis: Toward the Second Century
; ited by Arnold M. Cooper, M.D., Otto F. Kernberg, M.D., and Ethel
pe.ctor‘ Person, M.D., Yale University Press. Copyright © 1989 by Yale
University. Reprinted by permission.

Chapter 3 was originally published in FPsychoanalysis & Contemporary Thought,

10, 319-346. Copyright © by P i
. y Psychoanalysis & Cont i
Reprinted by permission. ’ SRR T

Chapter 4 was originally publi i ]

published in journal of the American P: ]
ter . sychoanalytic
Assoaatzor.z, 1974, 22: 459-485. Copyright © International Universities Press
Inc. Reprinted by permission. ’

Chapter.5 was originally-published in modified formras “Impotence, Frigidity
and Sexlsn}, in Language and Insight, Yale University Press. Copyright © 1978
by Yale University. Reprinted by permission.

Chapter 6 was originally published in American Psychologist, 39: 398-405.

g c
COP}‘H ht © 1984 by the A]"e“Ca" Isy holo cal As ciation. Re; rinted by
gl sociat . P

(rl‘ha.pter 9 will also appear in Smith, Joseph H., and Humphrey Morris (eds)
Iellzng Facts: History and Narratives in Psychoanalysis. Baltimore: The johns.
Hopkm.s‘ University Press, 1992. Vol 13 of the series Psychiatry and the
Humanities. Copyright © 1992, Forum on Psychiatry and the Humanities of
the Washington School of Psychiatry.

Chapter 10 was originally published in The Future of Literary Theory, ed. Ralph

Cohen, 1988, published by Routledge, Ch i
et y ge, Chapman & Hall. Reprinted by per-

317




