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From "International Review of Psycho-Analysis" Vol. 13:143-161 (1986).
A Conversation about Anthropomorphism

Pinchas Noy

Three old friends—a practising psychoanalyst, a research psychologist identified with the psychoanalytically oriented school of cognitive psychology, and a philosopher of science—are meeting for an informal discussion.  It is late afternoon, and the friends are sitting in the garden of the coffee-house where they have been meeting regularly for years to discuss various scientific issues relevant to all of them, unaware of the fact that on this day a cassette-recorder is hidden away in the surrounding greenery. When they were told that their whole conversation was recorded with the intent to publish it, they first asked to see the script for editing purposes. After some futile attempts to rewrite parts of it, all three of them—perhaps out of laziness —agreed to leave it in its original form except for some small parts containing too personal talk which they asked to omit. They agreed finally only to do one job—to check the exact text of the quotations which they had been presenting from memory in the course of their conversation and to find the references.
PHILOSOPHER:
Last time we met we decided to discuss today the problem of anthropomorphism in psychoanalysis. As you were the one to suggest this topic, would you please start by telling us what is bothering you.
COGNITIVE PSYCHOLOGIST:
As you both know, I belong to a small but ever-growing group of academic cognitive psychologists who wish to construct a new scientific model for describing the human mind, based on Freudian psychoanalysis. To achieve this we will first have to revise thoroughly the prevailing models and reformulate them into a scientific language concordant with the language used today by the behavioural and social sciences. Such a revision will have to involve, of course, particularly the anthropomorphic concepts, because it is clear that we cannot continue to explain any more what is going on inside the mind by using phrases like, 'the ego wants …', 'the latent wishes tries to deceive the censor …', 'the superego punishes the ego …', and so on.
PSYCHOANALYST:
As you may imagine, I have done a lot of thinking on this issue since our last meeting. But first let me ask you a naive question: What is wrong with anthropomorphism? Why are we psychoanalysts not permitted to do what practically all the behavioural, social and biological sciences are doing almost without limitations? When, and under what conditions is a science allowed to use anthropomorphic descriptions, and when not?
PHIL.:
In fact, there is nothing wrong with anthropomorphism in science, and I don't think that anybody in the philosophy of science today claims that any anthropomorphic way of description has to be prohibited. On the contrary. With all the recent attempts to improve the methods of teaching sciences to an ever-growing student population, the attitude to all kinds of metaphorical descriptions becomes more and more liberal. Anthropomorphic descriptions are, after all, only one example of metaphorical description, and as such have still to be regarded as one of the best means for facilitating the understanding of highly complicated scientific matters.
Almost all of the theories in biology, sociology, and the behavioural sciences today are what we call functional theories. And as any functional theory presupposes the activity of some controlling, monitoring, ordering, adapting, synchronizing or integrative processes, its basic model has always to include some regulatory centres which serve as the locus for those processes. When we deal with a model of an abstract functional system, such as most of the systems in the behavioural and social sciences, we have, so to say, to invent such an hypothetical centre. That is what we call in philosophy a hypothetical construct, something we know does not exist, but we have to assume its hypothetical existence in order to be able to describe the activity of the functional system. The ego, id, and superego in psychoanalysis are such hypothetical constructs required for the sake of describing the various parts of the mental mechanism as different functional systems. Because such a hypothetical construct does not exist in reality, it has no name, and any term we will choose to name it, or verb to describe its actions, will always be only a metaphor. And if all we can do is to describe these functional centres and their activities metaphorically, why not use the metaphors that are the most picturesque and vivid means for description, namely the anthropomorphic ones? Even if we have to describe the activity of a purely physical-mechanistic functional system, such as a self-guided antiaircraft missile, what can be more illuminating than to describe it as 'angrily soaring towards its target', 'stubbornly clinging to the enemy's plane tail', 'mocking about its escaping maneuvers', and so on. But why do we feel free to use such an apparently non-scientific language? For one reason only. Knowing exactly the mechanism of the missile and how it really operates, if put to test we are able to describe the whole chain of events also in exact scientific terms.
This brings us to what I would consider as the basic law for the usage of anthropomorphic language, as well as any other metaphorical expression: A science is permitted to use any such expression to describe and explain its material at its own convenience, but only on condition that it has also an alternative explanation, that the same phenomena and events could also, if put to test, be explained according to observable and testable processes and rules known to that particular science.
PSY-A.
This is great! What you are saying is that we are free to use anthropomorphic language as much as we want, but on one condition only—that we can prove we don't really need it.
PHIL.
In a way—yes! But the problem is—needed for what? If for description—go and use all kind of metaphorical expressions as far as your creative imagination may reach. But if for explanation—then use it only if you can prove that you have also an alternative strictly scientific explanation. In science we have to distinguish clearly between the model, which is always only a descriptive instrument, and the theory, which represents the attempt to explain. The model contains the basic concepts, the criteria for classification, the ways of categorization, the metaphors and analogies utilized for illustration, as well as the hypothetical constructs created to bridge between the various entities and their activities. In short, all the components that together form the descriptive language of a science. On the basis of his models the scientist has to formulate the questions he wants to ask, the problems for his further inquiries, and then try to answer them hypothetically. The theory contains all the hypotheses conjectured to explain the phenomena and events that that particular science is interested in.
A descriptive model can, and in many cases has, to be enriched with many metaphorical hypothetical constructs, as most of the complicated mental phenomena and events can be described functionally only after various imaginary 'regulatory centres' and 'mechanisms' are added to the model. But an explanatory theory cannot rely on imaginatively invented centres that cannot be demonstrated, and on mechanisms that cannot be tested and measured. This doesn't mean that theories are not allowed to use all the metaphorical concepts out of their basic models also for the sake of explanation, but if they do, then only for the convenience of expression, as a kind of an agreed-upon shorthand to represent the real things. So if you want to use anthropomorphic concepts in the realm of your explanatory theories, you can do it only if you have at your disposal also an alternative scientific explanation known to all the members of your scientific community, so that when using your metaphorical language you can be sure that everybody concerned really understands what you are actually referring to.
I am afraid that the problem of psychoanalysis today is that it does not have convincing alternative explanations to most of its anthropomorphically-pervaded theories. For example, if an analyst explains the phenomenon of forgetting some contents of the dream as the result of the activity of a certain 'censor' who decided, according to a key known only to him, which contents are to be remembered and which are to be forgotten, then he is unable to explain rationally the same phenomenon only on the basis of observable and measurable cognitive mechanisms.
COG.
That is exactly what we, in pyschoanalytically-oriented cognitive psychology, are trying to do today: to develop an alternative theory that will enable us to explain the same dynamic intrapsychic occurrences that up till now have required the assumption of what we used to call 'a person in the person', according to deterministic mechanistic models. We believe that if we succeed in revealing the exact mechanism that is at the basis of the defensive operation of the ego, the dream-work, or the formation of symptoms in neurosis, then the anthropomorphic explanations will become obsolete. And then, even if we continue and describe the defence of repression, for example, as accomplished by a 'watchman' standing on the threshold between the room of unconscious and that of consciousness (Freud, 1916–17), or the dream-work as accomplished by an imaginary stage-director trying to deceive some meticulous censor, it will be clear that these anthropomorphic descriptions serve us only as illustrative metaphors.
Consider, for example, the defence of repression, which is, as one might say, the most anthropomorphic in classical psychoanalysis. Repression is generally conceived as an inner agent guarding the gates of consciousness and functioning as a censor that has to decide which contents will gain access to the stage of consciousness, and in what form. I think you will agree that according to this approach it is almost impossible to conceive the defence of repression but as some 'person in the person', as some inner decision-making agent guided in its activities by something like an autonomous reason of its own. Now, let us see if it would be possible to explain the same activities only according to known mechanistic principles.
I would begin with a simple analogy. Let us imagine that we are looking down from some high point on a heavily trafficked intersection of two main roads. We can see that the traffic is orderly regulated so that when it streams along road A, all the cars from both sides of road B are waiting, and vice versa. Let us also imagine that it is the first time that we are in a big city and that we have no former knowledge about how traffic gets regulated. Our first conclusion will naturally be that if such heavy traffic gets so neatly regulated, then certainly somebody has to be down at the intersection actively regulating it. But on closer examination we will discover that nobody is there, only a mechanistic device, a set of signals equipped with electronic eyes, programmed to adjust the exchange of green and red lights to the amount of cars coming from each direction. We may even detect that there is no device at all, and what happens is that while the traffic streams along one road, all the cars coming from both directions of the other road have to wait simply because the moving line of cars is blocking their way. But eventually a slow driver will come along, creating an interval in the line, and the drivers waiting at the heads of the lines on the other road will immediately take advantage of this and jump forward followed by the whole line. Now all the cars on the first road have to wait until again a slow driver will create an interval in the moving line of cars enabling the first cars to move forward. Because on the average every tenth driver in a line is a little late, this kind of exchange in directions gives the impression of very orderly regulated traffic, but in fact this is a self-regulation not controlled by any outer agent or mechanical device.
I have chosen this somewhat simplistic analogy, because repression is, in its essence, a kind of regulatory mechanism, regulating the entrance of the various images, ideas and affects into the stage of consciousness. Theoretically, there are three alternative ways to explain such a regulation: (1) as controlled by an active reasonable agent who autonomously decides who will enter, and in what form; (2) as controlled by a mechanistic device designed to perceive the quantity and quality of the contents pressing to get access to consciousness and able to adjust its regulation in response to that perception; and (3) as self-regulation achieved without anybody or anything intervening. Classical psychoanalysis evidently favours the first alternative and could hardly explain any orderly regulated process without assuming the intervention of some active regulatory agent. I would suggest that we examine seriously the two other alternatives, because if they can be proved valid, there will no longer be any need to rely on anthropomorphic explanations.
PSY-A.
I don't want yet to present my own views on these issues, but for the sake of historical honesty it should be mentioned that the attempts to find alternative mechanistic theories are, in fact, as old as psychoanalysis itself. To mention only Freud who attempted, as early as the 'Project' in 1895, to suggest a psychodynamic theory based on neurophysiological mechanisms, and the ego-psychologists like Hartmann, Kris, Loewenstein and Rapaport who tried some fifty years later to study the functions of the ego by using quasi-physicalistic mechanistic models.
PHIL.
Yes, you are right that psychoanalysis really never gave up the attempts to base its explanation on mechanistic models and theories. But, in fact, all these attempts failed for the simple reason that the natural sciences, at least until the Second World War, couldn't provide suitable mechanistic models. The problem is that almost all of the main psychoanalytic dynamic theories are teleological theories, explaining the various functions of the ego, such as defence, dream-work and symptom-formation, as aim-directed. But all the mechanistic models available were causal-deterministic ones. What happened in World War Two was that for the first time technology succeeded in building aim-directed machines, such as a mechanical gun designed to seek its goal. Out of these technical inventions grew the new science of cybernetics, which by its new theoretical concepts—the feedback and the feedforward loops—brought about a revolution in scientific thinking. The two thousand years discussion about causality v. teleology came to its end, as for the first time a logical way had been found for integrating causes and ends, antecedents and results.
For psychoanalysis, and for all the other sciences dealing with the human mind, this renovation opened a new era of advancement. More than 200 years ago, in 1747, La Mettrie, in his book L'homme machine expressed the hope of the human sciences to be able to explain the biological and mental processes of men mechanistically by comparing the human being to a complicated machine. But only recently, as a result of the development in the technology of machines, could the suitable models and theories for explaining aim-directed systems mechanistically be constructed. So that if in the past only causal systems could be explained deterministically and all the rest remained 'mentalistic', now also teleological systems can be explained according to deterministic mechanisms.
From this point of view I see as especially interesting the second of the three alternative explanations you presented—that of repression being accomplished by a feedback-monitored mechanism, some mental device designed to perceive and appreciate the images, ideas and affects pressing to get access to consciousness and regulating their entrance accordingly. Maybe that principle can be applied also to the study of all other defence-mechanisms, and perhaps to many of the other mental functions.
Regarding the third alternative, that of self-regulation, it also seems very interesting, but I have to admit that although I understand the principle, it is hard for me to imagine how it could be applied in practice for the explanation of a mental function. Could you please help us with some concrete example?
COG.
With pleasure. Let us go back to the example of repression, and this time without stories about drivers and traffic-cops. Consider the following experience, well-known to each of us.
You are awakening at morning in the middle of a vivid dream. Being still in the atmosphere of the dream you want to recapture the visions and events you experienced just now for some additional moments. However you feel this becomes quite impossible. While attempting to hold on to one memory, the other escapes, and while trying to catch the other, the first slips away. And soon, in spite of your efforts to memorize, the whole dream vanishes.
This and similar introspections may easily bring you to experience repression anthropomorphically, as it would really be accomplished by a small person acting independently inside your mind. You make all the efforts to remember something, but he is stealing your memories; while you are trying to concentrate on one vision, he, as if on purpose, diverts your attention by presenting you with all kinds of non-relevant memories; you are pulling to one side, he to the other, and as always, he is the one to win, for he and not you with your free will is the one who decides what you ought to remember and what to forget.
That kind of experience belongs to what Grossman & Simon (1969) called 'the anthropomorphism of introspection', and I think that one of the mistakes so prevalent in psychoanalysis is to jump directly from such experiences to metapsychological theoretical propositions. Let us see if by taking a more objective 'experience remote' stance, as required in science, this whole event couldn't be explained differently, without any need for anthropomorphism.
We know that all our mental activities at any moment are organized and coordinated by what we are used to call in cognitive psychology—the psychological set. This set, determined by the immediate task to be executed, the inner needs pressing for gratification, the reality situation to be responded, the current problems to solve, and the expectations guiding behaviour, acts as the main regulatory factor defining the thoughts to work on, the memories to remember, and the emotions to colour experience. The psychological set, organizing all the conscious mental activities into a functioning network, acts as a selective factor defining what shall be included in consciousness, and in inverse—what shall be excluded. I think that the phenomenon of arousal at morning is always connected with an abrupt change in the governing psychological set—from the primary-process dominated set governing the dream, to the secondary-process dominated set required for fulfilling all the reality-oriented tasks characteristic to the day's activities. If so, then the reason for preventing the same memories that just a minute ago were free to rush around on the stage of consciousness from gaining access to consciousness, is not because some wicked inner agent tries actively to prevent it, but simply because in the meantime the scene played on the stage has been changed. The experience of 'somebody is stealing my dream' at arousal hasn't therefore to be the result of a struggle of the free will against some inner autonomous active agent, but rather a clash between two psychological sets, each belonging to a different phase of consciousness. Any of them, by governing mental organization, automatically excludes the elements belonging to the other from consciousness, just as the traffic streaming through the intersection from one direction, automatically blocks the way of all the cars coming from the other directions.
PSY-A.
I suppose that you will not be surprised to hear that, to say the least, I am a little skeptical about your attempts to explain the defensive activities of the ego along mechanistic lines. To my mind, the reason why Freud at the end of the nineteenth century, and the ego-psychologists in the fifties, failed in their attempts to suggest mechanistic explanations wasn't because science couldn't provide the suitable mechanistic models, but because the very phenomena psychoanalysis is dealing with resist any attempt for such explanation. And I don't believe that the application of improved mechanism, such as cybernetics or other modern mechanistic models, will change the situation significantly. By the way, when reading some recent papers on that subject, I got the impression that all the enthusiasm expressed in the fifties about cybernetics solving the problems of causality v. teleology, has now been reduced. There are people who think that the new concept of feedback only adds a new kind of causality, that of circular causality, and although that concept enables us now to explain also deterministic teleological systems, the main problem concerning living systems—how to explain non-deterministic teleological systems—remains as unsolvable as ever.
PHIL.
… But you cannot disregard the fact that there are people who believe that such a thing as a 'non-deterministic teleological system' simply doesn't exist in nature, and that one day in the future science will be able to explain all the phenomena of life deterministically.
PSY-A.
… And you cannot disregard the fact that an argument based on the belief of 'one day in the future' isn't science but faith. Anyway, today science is still incapable of providing deterministic explanations to most of the central phenomena of life. So let us leave this discussion and return to the issue of the defence of repression.
As I understand the argument of cognitive psychology, it is based on the implicit assumption that all the defenses as manifested in psychopathology are only instances of the regular functions of the ego—in perception, reasoning, communication and the control of behaviour …
COG.
But why implicit? This is indeed our basic approach, and we are very clear about it. Take for example again the defence of repression. It is a general cognitive mechanism active also in normal perception. How would it be possible to focus our attention on one group of stimuli if we couldn't at the same time prevent the apparatus from perceiving all the other less-significant stimuli? We may assume that while living in a noisy city, you are exposed every moment to an average of ten different auditory stimuli. You are able to listen attentively to one voice only because you are equipped with some inner regulatory mechanism that automatically prevents you from becoming aware of the other nine stimuli. The same with seeing. You can focus on a figure only because of the ability not to see at the same time the entire background. You could of course ask why these normal regulatory mechanisms enabling attentive perception should be called 'repression'. The reason is that, as has also been concluded from studies of the defence mechanisms, psychoanalytically-oriented cognitive research has been able to prove that the information prevented from getting access to consciousness does not vanish or disappear, but is somehow registered and continues to be active in the unconscious and may influence conscious perception and reasoning in the same indirect ways as any other repressed psychic material.
The same for the defence of isolation, as a second example. Isolation can also be regarded as one of the normal cognitive regulatory mechanisms (see also Lampl-De Groot, 1963, p. 6). Neither rational thinking nor verbal communication could proceed fluently unless some inner regulatory mechanism would be active in first isolating the sign used in thinking and communication from its signified.
I believe that with time we will be able to prove that, as with these two defence mechanisms, any of the known defenses is based on one or several of the normal cognitive regulatory mechanisms, or as you would prefer to say—on one of the normal tools of the ego. Our project for the future is to study these normal tools, and if we succeed in explaining them mechanistically—which I believe is possible in principle—a way will be opened to explain also the defensive activities of the ego mechanistically.
PSY-A.
I am sorry, but your approach seems to me to reflect some basic misunderstanding in the meaning of the psychoanalytic concept of defence. Psychoanalysis never denied the fact that some of the defence mechanisms are based on normal cognitive processes, or on some of the regular tools of the ego. But 'based on …' doesn't mean that a defence mechanism can be regarded as identical to its concomitant cognitive mechanism, and certainly not that the knowledge about the operation of the concomitant mechanism can be automatically applied to the understanding of the defence. What happens in psychopathology is that the defensive ego utilizes, takes advantage of, or manipulates with many of the normal tools in order to attain its goals, but as the aims of the defenses are quite different from that of normal cognitive regulation, these tools are utilized in a different manner and toward different aims from those they are originally designed for. Consider, for example, the defence of rationalization or intellectualization. It is based on our most advanced normal cognitive function—the intellect. But in fact, it represents the exact opposite of normal intellectual function. While the aim of intellect is to assist us in better understanding of ourselves and reality, the defensive ego utilizes it for the opposite purpose—for not understanding what we don't want to know and comprehend.
Let us return to your illuminating analogy about the traffic intersection. First, there is something misleading in the very analogy. The problem of regulating heavy traffic at an intersection is, after all, a mechanical problem in the first place, and as such the solution may also be a mechanistic one. If the problem of regulating the entrance of ideas, images, and feelings into consciousness would indeed be only a problem of how to prevent overcrowding, or how to differentiate between the significant and the insignificant, then you are right—there would be no difficulty in designing a model of some mechanistic feedback-monitored device to fulfill the task of securing the selective entrance of mental contents into consciousness. But what psychoanalysis means by repression is almost the opposite. What the defending ego is concerned about isn't how to keep out the insignificant, but the exact opposite—how to prevent some of the most significant and meaningful mental contents from getting access to consciousness. Those ideas, memories or feelings which, being so heavily loaded with meanings, or alluding to forbidden wishes, may be their very appearance on the stage of consciousness endangers the dynamic balance of the mind. What we are referring to are not those cognitive arrangements that enable focused perception and fluent communication to proceed orderly, but the vital inner struggle to keep the ego intact and the mind sane. This struggle is, as Freud so vividly described it, a kind of catch-as-you-can-play in which each party is doing everything in its power to manipulate, overpower, or deceive the other. The forbidden wishes use every possible form of disguise, and probe for any crack in the wall of defences to slip into consciousness, and the forces of repression exercise all available maneuvers to keep them out, or if they have already succeeded in slipping in, prevent us from recognizing their real meaning. It is feasible to assume that in this struggle the defending ego may utilize and manipulate with all its available mechanisms, taking advantage of the regular cognitive processes, but to think that if we know exactly how each of these mechanisms operates we may be able to explain the operation of the defences, is certainly a false hope.

In presenting your traffic analogy, you expected me to choose the first of your three alternative explanations—that of the policeman actively regulating the traffic. No! I will not choose any of the three, but will describe the whole scene as a more intriguing and dramatic one. I would compare repression to, let us say, a secret service agent assigned to the mission of preventing a certain person from reaching his destiny. Let us imagine that this person is a member of parliament, and it is in the interest of the secret service to prevent him from participating in some important voting. Our agent knows that in order to reach the destination the person in question has to cross a given intersection with his car, and if the agent can succeed in holding him there for half an hour, the voting will be missed. To achieve his aim, the agent disguises himself as a traffic-cop regulating the traffic at that intersection. When he sees his victim's car approaching, he immediately stops the traffic from that direction and lets the traffic from the other direction stream through. When he finally has to let the traffic go, he blocks the lane the person's car is waiting in with a 'Road in Repair' sign, and when he sees that the car manages to move over to the free lane, he stops it to check the driver's license. And so on, until the half-hour has passed and he can let all the cars through. What I wish to stress with this story is that the last thing our agent is interested in is to regulate the traffic. But as he himself, before being recruited to the secret service, was a trained cop, he knows how to manipulate all the traffic regulations and can therefore take advantage of and utilize them for fulfilling his special assignment.

To return to repression: the defence, as I understand it, cannot be regarded simply as one instance of the regulatory mechanisms active in controlling the entrance of mental contents into consciousness, but as a psychic factor that uses these mechanisms for its purposes. And if you insist on explaining the activity of the defences mechanistically, this can be done only in regard to the mechanisms used, and not in regard to the activity of the psychic factor using them.

PHIL.

I am afraid that if that is indeed your point of view, then you have a real problem. The way you describe the defence, or 'the defending ego' as you called it, is as an autonomous inner active agent possessing its own intrinsic ability for independent decision-making; in fact, as an unconscious reason deciding autonomously what mechanisms to put to use. The question to ask, then, is: Who is that defensive ego, and according to what rules does it operate?

PSY-A.

That is exactly what I am trying to bring up here—I don't see how psychoanalysis in any way can give up that kind of anthropomorphism without ceasing to be psychoanalysis.

The problem becomes even more crucial when we come to deal with dream interpretation. I think that you will both agree with me that in this area all attempts at mechanistic explanations, like composing some kind of conversion tables including all the rules for primary-process transformation and symbolization, have failed practically. Maybe, instead of discussing theory, I will try to describe to you my own experience in working with dreams, an experience which, I believe, in some way or another is common to that of any analyst working with dreams.

While attempting to reconstruct in my imagination the scene of the dream my patient is telling me, I feel as if a third person is present with us. This person is the one who has produced the dream, has decided what contents will be included, has chosen the actors to perform the various roles, has written the script they have to follow, and has conducted the performance. He doesn't finish his job when the curtains come down; he is still present when the patient tells the dream, deciding what he is to remember and what to forget, intervenes in the course of associations, and even determines how he has to respond to the interpretations I suggest. What you want me to believe now is that this fellow is only some complicated mechanical device, and confronting him is, in fact, only as if conversing with a computer. I am sorry, but if that is really what you are trying to convince me of, it only proves that you never seriously tried to work with dreams. A computer works according to a pre-written program, and any program, even the most complicated one, can be deciphered with time, making all its responses predictable. But that is not the case with our fellow. I know him well indeed, as I have been meeting several of his kind almost every day for the last twenty years while working with my analytic patients, and every night while trying to understand the meaning of my own dreams. In this time I have learnt a good deal about his wry logic, and I know fairly well his many ways of condensing, displacing, inverting, or distorting his meanings. Mostly I am able to understand something from what he tries to tell me, what he attempts to conceal, and even how he tries to deceive me by directing my attention to one meaning only in order to prevent me from seeing the other. But I have to admit that never, and I mean never, either in my clinical practice or in my personal analysis, have I really reached the feeling of being able to understand him completely and utterly, or succeeding in predicting what he is going to do next. And in spite of us being such old acquaintances, he will always remain a stranger to me, a mysterious and evasive friend and opponent with whom any new confrontation is a stimulating, creative experience. In fact, I believe that our fellow represents just the opposite pole of any mechanism in human life, as he is the spring of creativity in art and science, and in contrast to the law-bounded redundant consciousness, he is the one responsible for most of the novel discoveries and innovations.
PHIL.
I understand you very well, and I have to admit that I also sometimes when trying to understand the meaning of my own dreams, ask myself, what was it that he wanted to tell me. But remember, nobody is asking you to give up your ways of conceptualization. If you prefer to conceive the dream-work as a stage-director, a sandman carrying the dreams in his bag, or a witch circling around the sleeping dreamer on her broomstick, that is your business. Remember the distinction I made before between models and theories. You are permitted to use all kinds of metaphors for the sake of description, as part of your models, and I agree with you that the more vivid anthropomorphic ones are mostly also the more productive ones for usage in clinical work. But you cannot use them for the sake of explanation, as a part of your theories, unless, as we have agreed before, you can prove that you also have an alternative explanation not based on these metaphors.
PSY-A.
You know, I think that after you have made the distinction so clear, I know exactly what my problem is. I am afraid to admit it, but I don't see any possibility of giving up anthropomorphism for the sake of explanation. And to be honest, I don't have, and don't believe I will ever have, an alternative theory to the anthropomorphic one to explain the phenomena of the dream and of many of the other unconscious mental activities.
COG.
My goodness! Do you actually intend to tell us that you really believe in the existence of a small person inside the mind?
PSY-A.
I don't think that is a matter of belief. All I want to say is that I cannot find any way to explain several of the dynamic activities of the unconscious mind without assuming that some unknown factor acts inside—let's call it simply, factor X — that functions like an autonomous decision-making centre. This factor seems to possess the ability of receiving information, processing it, and deciding autonomously how to respond.
COG.
It doesn't make any difference if you call it 'factor X', or 'Mr. X'. As soon as you base your explanations on it, it can no longer be regarded as a metaphor, a hypothetical construct, or a picturesque way of expression, but as something that really exists. Try only to imagine what may happen if I explain to my students at the University—and you have to remember that they are educated to be somewhat more critical than the candidates at your Institute—that the selection of mental contents for entrance into consciousness is performed by some 'Mr X' possessing an autonomous reason of his own. I am sure that some student will ask something like: 'If you assume that this "Mr. X", sitting behind the door of your consciousness, is like a secretary assigned to read all the documents addressed to you and decide which you ought to see, then his ability to scan information and to withstand the emotional impact of it is superior to yours; and if he has to check all the images and ideas pressing to get an appointment with you on the stage of consciousness and to decide whom you are permitted to meet, then he knows better than you what are the limits of your emotional strength to confront your memories and experiences. So tell me please professor: if your unconsciously-placed secretary knows better than you what is good for you, if he is wiser, more experienced, emotionally stronger, skillful and even able to work while you are asleep, then why don't you simply exchange position with him? Let him take your place on the stage of consciousness, and you go and serve him as his unconscious secretary'.
Or consider another possible question: 'This mysterious "Mr. X" is, according to psychoanalytic theory, the factor who causes conscious thought to deviate from its logical course—to produce unpredictable errors, to forget meaningful information, to distort perception, and so on. Perhaps inside the mind of this little "Mr X" sits another little "Mr Y", distorting his presumably autonomous reason, and inside him a "Mr Z", and so on infinitely?'
PHIL.
I am afraid that the deeper we consider the theory of 'factor X', the more we will be confronted with questions that don't have any possible logical answer. On the other hand, I also have some serious doubts if it is possible for psychoanalysis in its present state to give up anthropomorphism as a part of its explanatory theories. So why not, in order to avoid all these annoying questions, announce to everyone concerned that this is only a temporary solution, and that psychoanalysis will continue to use anthropomorphically-based explanations only until science is able to provide some better alternatives? Such an announcement will enable you to continue and use all kinds of anthropomorphic explanations for the next hundred years, without having to defend yourself all the time against the critic of other sciences. After all, isn't that what most of the schools of the behavioural and social sciences are doing today?
PSY-A.
You know? I am sure that many of my colleagues would accept this compromise wholeheartedly. To my mind, that is an ostrich policy. Psychoanalysis cannot claim recognition as a science and at the same time base its explanations on a theory that we are not ready to defend. Whether you like it or not, the fact is that practically all psychoanalysts base their clinical interpretations, and to a considerable extent also their scientific explanations, on the implicit assumption that there exists an unconscious 'factor X'. But as this assumption is supposed to be only a provisional one, they don't feel any obligation to cope with all the relevant questions derivable from it. To demonstrate what I mean by 'relevant questions', let me tell you the following story.
Many years ago, while still working as a resident at the psychiatric clinic, one of my fellow-residents presented a case at the weekly clinical meeting, including the story of a typical parapraxis. The patient, who had to meet somebody at 8 a.m., set his alarm clock for 6.30, but when the alarm went off he half-sleepingly turned it off and continued to sleep. To his wife, who tried to waken him, he said something about the meeting having been postponed, so that she let him continue to sleep. At 8.30 he jumped up, reprimanding his wife for forgetting to arouse him, and when she tried to remind him of what had happened, he didn't remember anything. In the ensuing discussion the first of the attendant seniors asked what this meeting was all about. When he was told that the patient, who had been unemployed for some time, had to meet somebody who had promised to look for a job for him, he, as you may expect, offered the interpretation that 'maybe the patient unconsciously arranged to miss the meeting because he didn't care for a job'. A second senior, not satisfied with that interpretation, asked about who this man was that the patient was to meet, and when told that he was a close friend of the patient's father-in-law, he suggested that the unconscious intention of the patient was perhaps also to insult his father-in-law, as if telling him 'I don't need your favours'. Then a third senior, drawing on his pipe, asked for more information about the relation between the patient and his father-in-law, and when hearing about their long-standing conflicts around the disturbed relations between the patient and his wife, suggested that maybe the unconscious intention was to incite the father-in-law to convince his daughter to ask for a divorce, and so on.
COG.
I remember very well this kind of discussion from my days as a trainee in clinical psychology. That is the name of the game—the more you are regarded as a senior, the more sophisticated and far-fetched interpretations are expected from you.
PSY-A.
The reason I remember so well this discussion is because it was the first time that the problem of anthropomorphism occurred to me. It was clear that all the participants shared the implicit view that this small incident of waking up late wasn't a casual event, but the result of some unconscious autonomous will which decided to play a dirty trick on the patient's conscious will—to force him to miss a meeting against his consciously declared intention. It was also clear that nobody regarded it to be only a kind of practical joke, but all shared the view that this unconscious will had a definite purpose in arranging this situation so that the patient would have to miss the meeting. The whole discussion, in fact, was only about what was exactly this purpose, and the differences of opinions were mainly to what degree each participant was ready to ascribe to this unconscious will the ability to foresee and plan its future steps. If I attended this discussion today, I would ask something like: 'Before you continue to suggest additional interpretations like the patient intentionally waking up late in order to miss the meeting, in order not to get the job, in order to insult his father-in-law, in order that he will incite his daughter to ask for a divorce, in order … and in order … let us first ask ourselves, how many "in orders" do we think this unconscious will is able to plan in advance?' Because, if it will come out that he is able to plan only one step in advance, then from all the sophisticated interpretations there will remain only one, namely that the patient unconsciously arranged to awake late because he wished to continue to sleep for a while, and all the other disasters happened because he couldn't foresee in his unconscious mind any of the grim consequences of this innocent act.
PHI.
When you told your story the idea occurred to me that the kind of questions you want to ask have, in fact, also some ethical and legal implications. Consider, for example, a driver who, owing to some unconsciously performed error caused an accident in which his mother-in-law was killed. He is brought to trial and a psychoanalyst is called to testify if he has to be regarded as responsible for his unconscious intention or not.
PSY-A.
That will indeed be an interesting case! An expert in psychoanalysis, under the cross-examination of the prosecution and the defence, will have to answer such questions as 'what is the power of the unconscious to plan a behavioural act?', 'what are the limits of its intelligence to execute its plans?' and so on. And then, under the lights of the communication media which will certainly cover such a trial, he will have to admit not only that he has no answer whatsoever to such questions, but that most of these kinds of questions were never even asked by psychoanalysis. And why were they not asked? Because psychoanalysts were afraid that those schools of behavioural sciences, who themselves haven't contributed half as much as psychoanalysis to the knowledge of man, would reprimand them as being 'non-scientific'.
You know, I have an idea! Let us join in a kind of intellectual game: You both will put aside for a while your resistance and all your logical arguments against my conjecture, and let us pretend that we all fullheartedly believe in the existence of a 'factor X', or in 'the person inside the person', as you would surely prefer to call it.
PHIL. 
Why not? I like the idea! After all, some of the most original thoughts in philosophy grew out of such crazy games. So what do you want us to do?  
PSY-A.
All I want, at least to begin with, is to make the already implicit explicit. My argument, as I said before, is that practically all psychoanalysts in their clinical work base their interpretations on the assumption of the activity of some autonomous unconscious reason, and have some implicit theory about how it works and what are the limits of its capabilities. Let us first try and clarify what it is that they have on their mind when using such phrases as 'the ego decided …', 'the dream tries to compensate for …', 'the unconscious expresses …', and all other statements practically referring to the activity of our 'factor X'. Only after formulating it explicitly can we proceed to the next stage, namely to examine critically what can be adopted without change, what has to be revised, and what should be deleted.
PHIL.
If you don't mind, I will try to begin. I think that in the course of our discussion we have already mentioned most of the implicit assumptions psychoanalysts hold when referring to the activity of the various representations of 'factor X', so all we need now is to summarize them one by one.
(1)   'Factor X' is conceived as an autonomous problem-solving and decision-making agent. We don't believe that there is anything causal in its activities, nor do we tend to ascribe any of its responses to outer influences such as explaining the creation of a given dream-scene as the result of some electrical discharge in the brain. This means that we tend to ascribe to 'factor X' an independent reason, or in other words—we believe that all its activities are reasonable.
 (2)   We don't tend to accept any mechanistic explanation, and therefore we don't compare the reason of 'factor X' to the mechanical 'reason' of a man-made machine, or to the pre-programmed reason of a computer. We conceive it as creative and adaptive reason, able to cope with new situations, finding novel solutions, and adjusting its responses to the dynamically changing inner mental states.
(3)  We don't believe this reason to be, so to say, an opportunistic one, guided in each of its problem-solving activities by a different aim. We believe that underlying all its activities there is a common definite intention, something like a general ideology guiding all its activities. Our approach is therefore a teleological one, conceiving this reason as always being aim-directed.
(4)  We take it almost for granted that that reason has a fairly good ability to attain its goals, that is to say, to solve the problems, to take the right decisions, and to choose the best responses that may result in the attainment of its aims. This means that we do ascribe to 'factor X' a considerable degree of intelligence.
PSY-A.
Excellent! And now, would you like to discuss in brief the logical basis and the implication of any of these points?
COG. P.
With pleasure. The first question I would ask concerns the first point—how can we prove that indeed there is nothing casual in the activity of 'factor X', and that anything is always reasonably determined?
PHIL.
Come on, this is an unfair question! You know that such an assumption cannot be proved in principle!
COG. P.
And why not?
PHIL.
Look, the assumption of the activity of 'factor X' is part of the functional approach to the human mind, and the problem of proof is therefore a part of the problem of proof to the functional approach in biology generally. If you base all your explanations on the assumption that any part and process of the organism has a definite function and has developed as adapted to fulfill this function, then you have no longer any logical way to disprove it, because every time you are confronted with some biological phenomenon or event which seems casual or accidental, you are obliged to assume that it only seems to you as such because you still do not know what function it serves. The same applies in regard to our topic —  if all your interpretations are based on the assumption that 'factor X' always acts reasonably, and then you have no logical way to prove it not true.
COG. P.
I understand your philosophical argument, but to apply it to clinical practice, it means that the therapist can never explain any symptom, parapraxis, dream-content, or any product of the unconscious as casual, caused by accident, or even caused by external non-psychological influences. If the activities of 'factor X' are always to be explained as reasonable, it means that, in contrast to all other intelligent beings, the 'person inside the person' is a peculiar one—he never errs, cannot get crazy or intoxicated, and can never even be regarded as simply stupid. This means that our small person is the only being in the world assumed always to respond reasonably!
PSY-A.
You know, this is an idea which occurred to me many times in regard to the function of the primary process. We still haven't brought it up today, but according to psychoanalytic theory it is clear that 'factor X', at least in part of its activities, operates according to the primary processes. Practically the whole theory regarding dream-work is based on such an assumption. What bothers me is that in all the psychoanalytic literature known to me I have never found a hint of the possibility that the primary processes may too be as disturbed, disintegrated, or pathologically disordered as any other mental processes. Take for example the psychoanalytically-oriented theory of schizophrenia: the typical thought disorder is always explained as the result of the exposure of the primary process owing to the disintegration of the secondary process, meaning that schizophrenia is conceived dominantly as a disease of the secondary process. From the descriptions in some textbooks you may get the impression that the severely ill schizophrenic is someone who has been decapitated on his secondary process, and is therefore madly running around with his primary process exposed. But what happens with the primary processes? Are they always healthy, sound, and intact?
COG. P.
And what is your opinion?
PSY-A.
That the primary processes, as all other mental processes, are susceptible to any pathology. Therefore it is logical to assume that there are some mental diseases which develop as the result of disturbances in the primary processes. For example, I think that at least one variant of schizophrenia, namely Schizophrenia Simplex, begins as an isolated disturbance of the primary processes. It typically begins as a slow and creeping process of emotional impoverishment, a gradual loss of motivation, vitality, and any human desires. On the other hand, intelligence and reality-orientation remain relatively intact for many years, and when finally disintegrating it usually cracks at once, like a ripe apple collapsing after its whole core has been eroded by worms.
COG. P.
If I understand you correctly, the implication of what you are saying is that if the primary process may be disturbed, and if the function of 'factor X' is dominated at least in part by the primary process, then it is logical to assume that there are instances in which 'factor X' functions pathologically. In these cases, at least until we know more about the specific pathology of the primary process, the activity of 'factor X' cannot be interpreted always as reasonably.
PSY-A.
You are right, that is the implication. But I have to remind you that in psychoanalysis, as in all other sciences, a theory cannot be accepted only on the ground that it seems logical, but has to be verified experimentally. Our experiment is the clinical practice: a theory may only be accepted if you are able to present an appropriate clinical case to demonstrate its validity. The case of Schizophrenia Simplex, as I mentioned before, points to that direction, but it is still an hypotheses that has to be proved by additional studies. On the other side, a lot of experimental work has been done on dreams of schizophrenic patients and drug addicts. The results are still not conclusive, but most experiments show that their dreams are not different from normal dreams. If so, then 'factor X' in the dreams of those patients who are supposed to suffer from a disturbance in their primary processes, doesn't function differently from that of normal persons.
PHIL.
I understand that we can't get any further at present with this problem, so let me summarize. The present conception doesn't enable us to explain the activity of 'factor X' as being erroneous or disturbed, and we have to assume that there is always some reason behind anything done, a reason that can be revealed by the psychoanalytic process. We can also say that all three of us are not happy with this conception and believe that it deserves further critical examination.
And now to the question which seems to me to be the most important one for the whole theory. If we cannot but see the reason of 'factor X' as an aim-directed one, what then is that aim? What is that 'general ideology', as we put it before, that guides 'factor X' in all its activities?
COG. P.
According to classical psychoanalysis the answer has to be quite simple, although I doubt if we can still accept it today. If we regard 'factor X's' activities to be dominated by the primary process, and the primary process, according to Freud, is organized according to the pleasure principle, then the ultimate aim of all the activities of 'factor X' has always to be the pursuit of pleasure, or in other words—to find the shortest way for drive discharge.
PHIL.
If this would really be the only aim, then we are left practically with no logical basis for most of the clinical interpretation. In the before-mentioned case, for example, the only feasible interpretation would be that he unconsciously arranged not to hear the alarm clock only in order to have the pleasure of sleeping an additional hour. All other, more sophisticated interpretations require that we go beyond the pleasure principle.
COG. P.
Why? Maybe the prospect of getting rid of his wife by succeeding in insulting his father-in-law was a very pleasurable one?
PSY-A.
I am afraid that the answer to the problem of aim is far from being simple. I see two problems that should be brought up for discussion. The first one—are 'factor X's' activities really dominated by the primary process; and the second—do we still accept Freud's notion about the primary process being organized according to the pleasure principle? Regarding the first problem let me quote the last definition of the primary

process as Freud wrote it in his Outline (1940): 'We have found that processes in the unconscious or in the id obey different laws from those in the preconscious ego. We name these laws in their totality the primary process, in contrast to the secondary process which governs the course of events in the preconscious, in the ego' (p. 164). This definition left us with an uncertainty because the border between the unconscious and the preconscious-consciousness is not identical with the border between the id and the ego. The question Freud left us is—what are the processes that regulate events in the unconscious section of the ego? This is the section relevant to our present issue, as it includes all the defence-mechanisms as well as our supposedly existing 'factor X'. I would even dare to assume that if Freud, who is known for his otherwise precise formulations, left us such an ambiguous sentence, it was because he couldn't decide exactly what the processes are that regulate events in the unconscious section of the ego.
Regarding the second problem, right now I wouldn't want to dwell more deeply on the topic of the primary process, as I think that one of our future meetings should be devoted to discussing this topic. Therefore, I would only like to say here that I don't think that we can still accept Freud's notion connecting the primary process and the pleasure-principle. I personally tend to accept the new thesis of Noy (1969), (1979), (1982) defining the primary process as 'self-centred' in contrast to the secondary process that is defined as 'reality-oriented', and who contended that its function is to serve the mental apparatus in everything related to the regulation, maintenance, growth and development of the self.
COG. P.:
It sounds fine, but I have some difficulties in accepting the concept of the self as recently used in psychoanalysis. I am also not sure whether various psychoanalysts when using this concept in their writings really have the same definition in mind when referring to 'the self'. Therefore I am in doubt if we can say that the aim of 'factor X's' activities is always a self-centred one, as long as we don't reach a better definition of what we mean by 'self'. Why not use the definition of Sandler & Sandler (1978) ? I quote: 'One of the main aims of the mental apparatus can be said to be that of protecting consciousness' (p. 287). This definition covers practically all we described before as being the function of 'factor X', like that imaginary guard sitting outside the entrance to the stage of consciousness, regulating the entrance of ideas, images and affects into that stage. What is his aim in regulating that entrance if not to protect consciousness?
PHIL.:
I agree with you that the definition describes in the best way the function of 'factor X', but it doesn't define the aim of this function. 'To protect …' is a verb, and as such it only says what you are doing, but not for what you are doing it. In order to define the aim you have to be more specific and say against whom or what you are protecting consciousness and why consciousness needs protection at all. I personally favour the definition of this Noy you mentioned, although I am also aware of its weakness owing to the lack of a clear-cut definition of the concept of the self. But to be honest, that is not the weakness of psychoanalytic 'Self-psychology' only, because, to the best of my knowledge, no discipline, including philosophy, has succeeded, as yet, in defining the concept of the self satisfactorily. Therefore, that seems to be the concept we have, and with that we will have to work. It seems to me that in defining the general aim of all the activities of 'factor X' as 'self-centred', we cover practically all the partial aims we have spoken of until now. It includes the aims of protecting consciousness against the overflow of excessive potential traumatic stimuli, of maintaining emotional equilibrium, of preventing consciousness from straining its capacities too much, of wish-fulfillment, and even of gratifying instinctual needs according to the pleasure-principle, the function which Freud regarded as the main aim of any primary-process dominated mental activity.
PSY-A.:
I can see that an additional advantage of defining the aim as 'self-centred' is the ability to apply it also to the practice of clinical interpretations. For example, in our case of the patient missing his important meeting, it was clear that he saw himself obliged to attend the meeting only out of his reality-oriented feelings of responsibility, while his real wish was not to meet the man, not to care for a job, and to get his father-in-law off his back. Therefore, 'factor X' arranged for him, against his conscious will, a trick to miss the meeting in the form of forcing him to follow his self-interests instead of yielding again to what he regarded as his responsibilities to his family. I think that this principle can be applied to the interpretation of all the instances where an unconscious factor interferes with the course of conscious affairs, as happens in all parapraxes and in many of the neurotic symptoms. To interpret such a case one would be helped by first asking what specific self-interests 'factor X' represents when 'deciding' to distort a phrase of speech, interrupt a consciously-planned behaviour, or prevent consciousness from perceiving something.
PHIL.:
As a couple of questions still remain to be discussed, and as time is running short, let me interrupt you and summarize the problem of aim. The general aim of 'factor X' in all its activities is a self-centred one, namely to take care of the needs and interests of the self. We may assume that if 'factor X' intervenes in the course of some conscious reality-oriented train of thoughts, passage of speech, or piece of behaviour in order to interrupt, distort or change it in some way, it is always with the aim of defending some self-interest which is in danger of being harmed or overlooked if the thought, speech or behaviour continues. We have to add one reservation: that we consider this formulation as unsatisfactory as long as the whole concept of the self, including its various derivatives like self-regulation, self-image, self-cohesion, self-representation etc., has not been defined exactly.
And now to the third question—if we do ascribe to 'factor X' a certain level of so-called intelligence, what then is the level of this intelligence; is it inferior, equal or superior to that of the reasonably conscious mind?
COG. P.:
If the activities of 'factor X' are indeed dominated by the primary process, and as you know, according to classical psychoanalysis the primary process is conceived as a primitive, chaotic and inferior form of thought, then we have to conceive the level of intelligence of 'factor X' as inferior to that of the conscious secondary-process dominated mind.
PSY-A.:
I do believe that 'factor X', like any other self-centred mental activity, is dominated by the primary process, but as I know from clinical experience, there is no evidence that the primary process is indeed primitive, chaotic, or inferior as compared to any other aspect of the reasonably conscious thought. Also in this respect, I tend to accept the theory of Noy (1969), (1973), (1979), (1982) who contended that the primary processes are equal to the secondary ones in regard to their level of operation, performance, and capabilities, while the difference between them is only functional. According to Noy, both of them are equally developed and refined, and both utilize the same facilities of cognition. However, as any one of the two, in the course of human phylo- and onto-genetic development, becomes specialized to fulfill a different function (one—the self-centred functions, and the other—the reality-oriented functions), each one becomes organized in a different mode. In other words, they are like two different computer programs, each one processing the information in a different manner, but both of them equal in regard to their organizational abilities and effectiveness. If we accept this theory, then the level of intelligence of 'factor X' is equal to that of the person in general. Accordingly, we may expect the more intelligent person to display the more elaborated dreams and the more sophisticated tricks in his parapraxes, as opposed to the less intelligent person. In any case, his unconscious intelligence, so to say, will be neither inferior to, nor exceed his general level of intelligence as manifested in his conscious reality-oriented reasoning. The difference will be manifested in the form of that intelligence, just like with the differences between the primary-process and the secondary-process operations in general. While conscious reasoning relies more on linear thought, abstraction and word-presentation, unconscious reasoning relies dominantly on divergent and multi-associational thought, concretization, and visual, auditory, or other kind of sensual presentation.
COG. P.:
So you don't consider my secretary to be more intelligent than me, and you don't think there is any reason to ask him to exchange positions?
PSY-A.:
Yes and no! No, because after all, he is only a part of yourself, and as such he is presumably as stupid as you are in general. But in regard to his specific functions—yes! You, and by that I mean your secondary-process dominated reasonable mind sitting on the stage of consciousness, are assigned to all the reality-oriented functions of your personality—to comprehend reality, to organize behaviour, to exchange information with others, and so on. In regard to those functions you are much better

than your secretary who, if asked to take your place, would certainly not be able to accomplish any of your reality-oriented functions as desired. He doesn't even know how to speak well in any ordinary communicable language! Your secretary, and by that I mean your unconscious primary-process dominated autonomous reason sitting behind the entrance to the stage of consciousness, is assigned for one function only, namely to take care of you—to guarantee your interests, to provide for your basic needs, to prevent you from becoming too involved in stressful or potential traumatic affairs, to secure your emotional equilibrium, and so on. And in regard to that function there is no doubt that he is much better than you! On the stage of consciousness, you are sometimes so involved in coping with reality, solving the problems that reality imposes on you, or fighting opponents, that you are easily inclined to strain your efforts beyond your capacities and to forget to provide for your own needs. He, like any loyal servant in such a situation, takes the initiative and, even without asking your permission, prevents additional potential troublemaking visitors from approaching you, creates some small incidences to interrupt you in your strainful activities, and tries any other available means to calm you down and to remind you about your own needs and interests.
PHIL.:
I agree with you that the only feasible answer to the question of the 'degree of intelligence' of 'factor X' and unconscious reasoning in general is that it equals that of the whole cognitive apparatus. I admit that I could never understand the logic of classical psychoanalysis' notion about the inferiority of the primary process. The fact is that our mind operates according to two qualitatively different systems of organization—the primary and the secondary processes—and we, as functional scientists, have the right to ask why. If it is really as psychoanalysis claims, that the primary process is fulfilling the more primitive functions of the apparatus, such as pleasurable drive discharge, and the secondary process is fulfilling the more elaborated reality-oriented functions that require the delay and restraint of drive discharge, then I don't understand why we need two different systems for doing the job. Let us imagine, for example, an office that has to perform two kinds of mathematical functions, one, simple addition and subtraction of numbers, and the second, highly complicated calculations of some other kind. I can imagine that if the director of that office will apply for a budget to purchase two new computers—one more primitive for performing the simple calculations, and the second, a sophisticated one to perform the complicated calculations, the management will certainly explain to him that he does not need two, as any sophisticated computer can also perform the simple calculations. The same with the primary process. If its sole function would indeed be to perform the more primitive functions of the apparatus, then we wouldn't need it. The secondary process, which is assumed to be the more developed, refined and complicated instrument of the mind, could also provide for fulfilling the primitive functions, if necessary. If nature decided, so to say, to equip us with two different instruments to accomplish our jobs, we have to assume that each one of them is for fulfilling a function that cannot be accomplished by the other. Therefore, this distinction between the reality-oriented functions being the task of the secondary process, and the self-centred functions as being the task of the primary process, seems to me more convincing than the classical theory.

With this I think we have finished the discussion of the four points I detailed before, and I want to continue and …
COG. P.:
Wait a minute! Why did you skip the second point—the one stating that 'factor X' is conceived as creative and adaptive?
PHIL.:
Oh, I hoped you would not notice. I know how enthusiastic you both are about anything concerning creativity, and I was afraid that if I mentioned it here we would never get home tonight. In fact, I had the feeling that with all our detailed discussion about mechanistic explanations versus non-deterministic interpretations, we had sufficiently covered this issue. But all right, if you promise to be short—what is your problem?
COG. P.:
I am not sure that even if we agree that 'factor X' is an adaptive one, we have to assume that it is also creative. As I still hope that one day we will be able to explain its activities mechanistically, the difference between adaptiveness and creativeness is for me crucial. The problem is that a mechanistic or any other preprogrammed intelligence, like that of a computer, can be adaptive, but not creative. This means that

it can find in its store of memory the best solution in adaptation with the current problem, but it cannot invent a novel solution never tried in the past.
PHIL.:
This is indeed a fascinating question, but I doubt if we are in a position at present to dwell on it. The problem of the eventual creativity of a pre-programmed intelligence is one that presently occupies most of the philosophers and other scientists working with artificial intelligence, and I don't see that any solution will be found in the near future. So, if you don't mind, I will present my last question for tonight. If we are already prepared to assume the activity of one unconscious and autonomous problem-solving and decision-making factor, why not then two, three, or any number of such factors? Or perhaps an indefinite number of 'factors X', each for every centre in the brain?
COG. P.:
Come on! You almost succeeded in persuading me to buy one factor, and now you want me to buy a whole box of them?
PHIL.:
Let me explain. As far as I see it we have not been asked to construct a new model of the mind, or to solve the philosophical problem of how the unconscious mind is structured and how it functions. We have been asked to discuss pragmatically if the assumption of 'factor X' may help psychoanalysis in its clinical interpretations and scientific explanations, and to examine candidly the logical implications of such an assumption. If so, then all I want to ask is if the assumption of two or more such factors may not improve the ability of psychoanalysis for interpretations and explanations?
COG. P.:
Maybe you have a point there. One of the central concepts of psychoanalysis is the concept of conflict, describing the dynamic mental events as states of equilibrium or disequilibrium between two or several contradictory mental forces. Maybe our ability for clinical interpretation will improve if we will assume the activity of a different 'factor X' for each of the parties involved in the conflict?
PSY-A.:
As a matter of fact, I have never thought about such a possibility, and I doubt if we really need it. We have to remember that the typical unconscious conflict, as psychoanalysis conceives it, lies between two qualitatively different forces. On one side is a wish representing an instinctual drive, and opposing it is a defence attempting to block, postpone, or modify this wish in its striving to be enacted in behaviour or communication. I think that we need the 'factor X' assumption only for describing and explaining the defence, that is to say, the ego party of the conflict, while the wish, the id party, can be explained otherwise, like being the derivative of a biological force that can even be conceived mechanistically.
COG. P.:
Welcome to the club! Finally you are ready to admit that even a mental force can be explained mechanistically!
PSY-A.:
I don't understand what you are so enthusiastic about. Psychoanalysis, as you certainly know, was one of the first schools in psychology that emphasized the biological origin of the basic forces that motivate behaviour and cognition, and never rejected any attempts to describe and explain these biological forces mechanistically. The problem of autonomy was never the problem of the eventual autonomy of the id, but only of the ego. The same in regard to the problem of anthropomorphism—we never needed the metaphors of the 'small person' to describe wishes, instincts and drives, but only for describing the unconscious ego forces involved in the conflict and intervening in the course of conscious thinking, perception, communication and behaviour.
PHIL.:
Excellent! Finally we have reached an agreeable compromise. Cognitive psychology, if it insists in explaining unconscious cognition mechanistically, can continue and study instincts and other drive derivatives, and psychoanalysis will study the ego functions.
COG. P.:
Not such a bad idea! We will get the desire, and psychoanalysis will get the reason! The problem is only that, although I prefer such a division for my private life, I am not so sure that it meets with my scientific interests.
PSY-A.:
All right, we will continue together! Everybody speaks today about 'the complementary approach'; so that what we will do—we will study the same phenomena, you by your mechanistic approach and I by the anthropomorphic one, and I hope that also the other disciplines will join us, such as neurophysiology, psycholinguistics, anthropology and philosophy.
But let me reconsider for a minute the question whether we need an assumption of two or more 'factor Xs'. As I said before, we do not need it in order to deal better with the classical inter-systemic conflicts, but maybe it would assist us in dealing with the intra-systemic conflicts.
PHIL.:
I don't understand what you mean. Could you please explain?
PSY-A.:
By inter-systemic conflicts we mean all the conflicts between forces each located in a different structure of the mind, like the conflicts between the ego and the id, or between the superego and the ego. By intra-systemic conflicts we mean the conflicts between various forces all belonging to the same structure. Practically speaking, this last term refers to all those cases in which the underlying conflict is assumed to occur within the unconscious ego itself, such as underlying counterphobic behaviour, some case of resistance to psychotherapy, etc. It may be that if we assign to each party of such a conflict its own 'factor X', it may assist us to describe and interpret better what happens. On the other hand, I wouldn't recommend doing it, at least not at present, as we still don't have a satisfactory model for describing intra-systemic conflicts in general. To clarify my hesitation I'll say a few words about the history of Freud's models.
One of the main purposes of Freud, when suggesting his various models, was always to divide the mental apparatus so that the central conflicts could be described inter-systemically, as occurring between the main structures of the apparatus. One of the reasons for exchanging in 1923 the topographical model for the tripartite structural one, was that with time Freud learned about more and more conflicts that occur intra-systemically—within the unconscious itself. At the beginning this attempt was quite successful as almost all major unconscious conflicts could be described as occurring between the id and the unconscious part of the ego, or between the unconscious part of the superego and the unconscious part of the ego. But since 1923, with the widening of clinical experience, psychoanalysis has learned more and more about conflicts hitherto unrecognized, in which both parties involved in the conflict belong to the unconscious part of the ego, so that again we are in a situation in which many of the conflicts we confront in clinical practice can be described only as intra-systemic. Thus, if we want to follow Freud's original purpose of describing all the central conflicts as inter-systemic, the situation is now ripe again to revise our basic models and to divide the mental apparatus according to some new lines, so that all the newly discovered conflicts may be described as occurring between structural systems. It may be that the new 'three box model' of Sandler & Sandler (1983), suggesting two censorships instead of the one of classical psychoanalysis, is a first step towards such a revision. In any case, I suppose that we will have to defer the decision about the eventual introduction of a model including two different autonomous problem-solving and decision-making centres until psychoanalytic ego-psychology will review its basic models in a way that will enable them to cope better with all these conflicts taking part between the unconscious ego and itself.
PHIL.:
I have to admit that this problem of inter versus intra-systemic conflicts is totally new to me, and it is even hard for me to comprehend exactly the meaning of the unconscious ego being in conflict with itself. So please excuse me if the idea that occurred to me while listening to your present discussion may sound quite naive to you.
If I have understood you well, then the meaning of 'conflicts in the unconscious part of the ego' is that that presumably reasonable part of the unconscious, that part which includes the defence mechanisms, the dream-work, and all other unconscious autonomous problem-solving and decision-making activities, can be in conflict with itself. We know that one of the main characteristics of our conscious reason is its capability to divide itself into two parts, so that we are able to observe ourselves, approve or disapprove of our deeds, like or dislike ourselves, scrutinize our own feelings, think about our own thinking, converse and argue with ourselves—in short, all of what John Locke, with his inclination to optical metaphors, called reflection. From our discussion here I get the impression that you both share the opinion that unconscious reason doesn't differ from conscious reason in its main features. Both are developed and refined at the same level, both display a similar degree of so-called intelligence, the only difference being in regard to the aim the activities of each mode of reasoning are directed to—conscious reasoning toward reality-orientation, and unconscious reasoning toward assuring the interests of the self. The idea that occurred to me is that maybe unconscious reasoning is similar to conscious reasoning also in its capacity for reflection, or in other words, that unconscious reasoning is also able to observe itself, to pose itself against itself, to agree or disagree with its own acts, or to try and interfere in its own course in order to change it. In fact, we sometimes experience something of this sort in our dreams, such as when I am saying to myself while dreaming—'it is only a dream', 'it is really an absurd thing', or even as just happened to me last night when, in the midst of the dream I asked myself—'how do I want the dream to continue?' If unconscious reason indeed displays a reflective capability similar to the conscious one, then the intra-systemic conflicts you are wondering about are conflicts of the same sort as those occurring between the conscious mind and itself. Similarly when I am discussing a problem with myself, I don't have to assume that I possess two different reasons each opposing the other, I also don't have to assume that if I discuss matters with myself unconsciously, two different autonomous centres of reasoning are involved, each one responsible for the opinions expressed by each of the parties. Maybe also in the case of unconscious conflicts, the same as in the conscious ones, it is one and the same autonomous reason that is reflectively observing, checking and criticizing its own activities.
COG. P.:
An interesting idea! But why not go one step further? If assuming that the unconscious mind may display a reflective capability similar to that of the conscious mind, then why not assume that reflection is a capability characteristic to the mind in general, on all its levels? As we know from observing the conscious mind, this capability is never limited to a particular line of division, but can divide itself in a different form each time. Once it is reason against feelings; once, reason against will; once, feeling against will; and once even reason against reason. And now, if we assume that not only consciousness can divide itself according to different lines each time, but that the unconscious mind can do the same, then why not assume that this division can be made also according to lines crossing the border between consciousness and unconsciousness?
PHIL.:
… And if so, then all these instances that we have spoken about, in which it seems as if an autonomous unconscious reason is interfering in the course of conscious affairs, are only instances of reflective thinking crossing the border between consciousness and unconsciousness …
PSY-A.:
But these were the instances on which we based our decision that we need the assumption of an autonomous 'factor X'!
PHIL.:
So, maybe we don't need it after all, and all we have discussed here can be explained in the realm of the phenomenon of reflection.
PSY-A.:
But what do we know about the phenomenon of reflection?
PHIL.:
Almost nothing, I am afraid.
COG. P.:
Then why don't we agree to devote our next meeting to the examination of the problem of consciousness and its capability for reflection?
Summary
The problem of anthropomorphism in psychoanalysis is discussed by an imaginary team of three: A practising psychoanalyst, an academic cognitive psychologist, and a philosopher of science.
The philosopher claims that in science the usage of anthropomorphic concepts are permitted only in descriptive models, but not in the explanatory theories. And if a science uses them also for the sake of explanation—it is only if that science can prove that it has also an alternative more scientific theory to explain the same phenomena and events.
The cognitive psychologist tells about his attempts to develop such an alternative theory, that will try to explain the seemingly autonomous activities of the unconscious on the base of a mechanistic-cybernetic model.
The psychoanalyst reaches the inevitable conclusion that psychoanalysis, at least at its present stage, cannot give up its anthropomorphic ways for explanation. He claims that if it does, psychoanalysis has to have the courage to ask all the relevant questions derivable from its anthropomorphic assumptions, even if it will be criticized for being 'non-scientific'.
After that statement all three agree to participate in a kind of intellectual game: to pretend that they really believe in the existence of some 'factor X' in the unconscious, which has the capability of solving problems and of making decisions according to its own autonomous reason, and of examining the various philosophical and psychological implications derivable from such an assumption.
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