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It is hardly possible to find a psychoanalytically oriented study of affect that does not begin with a complaint about the insufficiency of contemporary psychoanalytic formulations and theories about how to deal with it. Rapaport (1953) opens his survey with the declaration: “We do not possess a systematic statement of the psychoanalytic theory of the affect” (p. 177); and Sandler and Sandler (1978), a quarter of a century later, in their presentation to the 30th International Psycho-Analytic Congress in Jerusalem, stated: “Our theory of affect is, at best, in a state of healthy and constructive chaos” (p. 285).

Nor is the general psychological literature more helpful; psychologists, too, are likewise unable to offer any accepted and agreed-upon theory of affect. In fact, a survey of the abundant literature in this field will soon reveal that the range of theories suggested by the various authors covers practically all the possible points of view prevalent in contemporary psychology. There are authors who tend to relate affects to the sphere of communication, a view expressed first by Darwin (1872), and revived recently by Basch (1976), who stated that “… affect, so called, is in fact an onto- and phylo-genetically early form of communication” (p. 776). Others tend to relate affect to the sphere of sensation and perception; for example, James (1884), Lange (1885), and recently Bowlby (1969) who states: “… affects, feelings, and emotions are phases of an individual's intuitive
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appraisals, either of his own organismic states and urges to act, or of the succession of environmental situations in which he finds himself' (p. 138).

Though most authors tend to relate affect in some way to the sphere of behavior, they are divided in their opinions regarding the exact aspect of behavior to which it is related. Cannon (1927), Duffy (1941), and others regard affect as a phenomenon of “arousal”; Plutzhik (1962), as “adaptive devices in the struggle for individual survival at all evolutionary levels” (p. 56); Young (1961), as “organizing neuro-behavioral patterns of approach and withdrawal or organizing the bodily mechanisms that lead to positive and negative forms of activity” (p. 204); and on the other hand, Claparède (1928), to the contrary, sees affect as a phenomenon of “disintegration of behavior.”

The problem is that anyone who reads carefully the various theories presented in the literature cannot but admit that there is something convincing in all of them, and that affect can indeed be conceived as a form of communication, a phase of perception, or a phenomenon of arousal, organization, or disorganization of behavior. The trouble seems to be that each author has perceived only one aspect of the truth, and has therefore described this inclusive and evasive phenomenon called affect, emotion, or feeling on the basis of only one of its many-sided manifestations.

To my mind, affect as a phenomenon cannot be related exclusively to either communication, perception, or behavior, although it includes elements of all of them. The central thesis of the present study is that affect is an organizational phenomenon, a “program” organizing in a goal-directed manner the various psychological and physiological systems and processes taking part in behavior, perception, and communication.

To examine the characteristics of affect, let us begin with a common example: Imagine that you are calmly driving your car when suddenly one of your neighbors recklessly drives out of an alley, almost causing a serious accident and, instead of apologizing, begins to shout and accuse you without reason. We may assume that it will take only a few seconds before a wave of anger overcomes you—your heart begins to pound, your face flushes, your breath gets heavy, your muscles tense, and your fists clench. Your memory will immediately offer you a complete list of all former occasions in which you saw this neighbor acting in a similarly insolent manner, as if he were the “king of the road.” Your imagination carries you forward and creates fantasies about what would happen “if a traffic cop could see what this bastard did.” Your judgment surveys all the possible punishments he ought to suffer, etc. And if you stop your car, get out, and tell him what you really think of him, certainly what you say and how you say it will communicate anger and resentment. While arguing with him, your senses will be focused to perceive selectively everything about him which seems to you as offensive and irritating—a perception that will certainly only further augment your scorn, until your anger may even finally drive you to attack him physically.

But then the scenario may proceed along a different course: You may decide not to argue with this “fool” and continue on your way without responding to his angry shouting. But even then, 10 kilometers away, your heart will still pound, your muscles will stay tense, and your memory, imagination, and judgment will still be occupied intensively with this event. And to add a dimension: let us assume that you have a heart condition, and since your physician warned you not to get overexcited, you swore before leaving home to “keep cool” and not respond to any provocations. Nevertheless, despite this holy oath, you will find yourself in the midst of an outburst of anger - even before understanding exactly what happened.

Considering this example as representing a typical arousal of an affect, what may we learn from it?

1   .   Affect is a global phenomenon, encompassing a wide range of changes in the physiological systems (cardiovascular, respiratory, musculoskeletal, gastrointestinal, etc.), as well as in the psychological systems (memory, imagination, perception, communication, judgment, etc.(
   2.   The whole range of changes is activated according to a more or less fixed and repeatable pattern, and each particular affect (anger, rage, sorrow, joy, etc.) is recognizable by its typical pattern of psycho-physiological changes.

   3.   Part of these changes are universal, which means that every human being will respond to a given stimulus with more or less the same pattern of changes; and part of them are idiosyncratic for the individual, which means that each human being will respond differently to the same given stimulus. The second group of changes, however, which are determined by the individual's accumulated past experiences, traumata, early interpersonal relations, methods of education, etc., is more or less characteristic for each individual, so that everyone responds to similar stimuli with the same pattern of psycho-physiological changes.
4   .   Affect, as a pre-organized pattern of psycho-physiological changes is aroused almost involuntarily, as an automatic response to a specific inner or outer stimulus. When consciousness will attempt to intervene in the course of its arousal, it may influence (prevent or modify) the manifestations of the affect in behavior, perception, and/or communication, but it has almost no influence on the changes already taking place in the various psycho-physiological systems. For example, a person can prevent his wrath from being expressed in any of his behavioral acts, but cannot control his palpitations or elevated blood pressure, or prevent his imagination from being occupied in repeatedly reviving the scene.

This brings us to one of the hardest problems in psychology—how to define affect? It is clear that according to the view expressed here, affect cannot be described as a specific mental function such as cognition and volition, nor as a definite system or “apparatus” such as behavior, perception, thought, and communication (as presented in most textbooks of psychology). It can be conceived only as a compound phenomenon including elements of all the systems and functions. This was actually also the opinion of Freud (1917) when he asked: “And what is an affect in the dynamic sense? An affect includes in the first place particular motor innervations or discharges and secondly certain feelings; the latter are of two kinds—perceptions of the motor action that have occurred and the direct feelings of pleasure and unpleasure” (p. 443). In this definition Freud described affect from two different points of view—the objective (particular motor innervations) and the subjective (certain feelings). Because Freud's description from the objective point of view included only the physiological changes, I would widen the definition as follows: From the objective point of view affect (or emotion) denotes a pre-organized pattern of physiological and psychological changes. “Physiological changes” include all the phenomena of arousal, inhibition, or other changes in the functions of bodily organs and systems. “Psychological changes” include all the operational changes taking place in the various mental systems, such as focusing perception to be attentive to a distinctive group of stimuli, steering memory and imagination to be occupied with specific data of information, etc. From the subjective point of view affect is composed of (1) the sensation of the changes induced in the various bodily organs and systems (“James-Lange” theory); (2) the reflective perception of the specific operational modes into which the various mental systems are steered; and (3) the specific representational contents of memory, imagination, thought, and judgment which are aroused.

The definition of affect from the theoretical point of view is dependent, of course, on the model we use to describe it. Because affect is conceived here as an organizational phenomenon, I would choose the “computer model” and define affect as a “program” according to which the specific pattern of changes in the physiological and psychological systems becomes organized. According to this view, the differences among the various affects can be reduced to the differences among their underlying “programs”—each affect consists of an organized pattern of changes, activated by a specific “program.”

The Function of Affect
From the functional point of view, affect can be conceived as an organizational phenomenon whose role is to organize, order, and coordinate the activities of the various organs and systems that have to participate in a given action. This organizational phenomenon occurs in the intermediary zone between the motive that instigates the organism to a given action and the actual action itself.

The term “motive” denotes any biological need, instinctual drive, conscious or unconscious wish, or outer or inner stimulus that leads the organism into a certain action.

The term “action” denotes any active behavior directed toward the outer world, any passive preparedness for something expected to happen, any specific perceptual attitude directed toward certain stimuli from the outer world or from the inside of the organism, any tendency to exchange information with the others around, etc. (psychology textbooks differentiate these actions as “behavior,” “perception,” and “communication”).
The basic assumption underlying the present study is that any motive can lead the organism into the specific behavioral, perceptual, or communicative action, only to the degree that it first succeeds in activating all the physiological and psychological systems that have to take part in the execution of this action, and in organizing their activities in a goal-directed manner. In the example presented earlier, the motive to attack the neighbor-driver can be executed as a behavioral action only if it first succeeds in arousing the heart to increase its output, the respiratory system to augment the rate of exchange of oxygen and CO2, the skeletal muscles to intense their tonus, and so on. But it is not enough to mobilize the required physiological systems, as Cannon (1927) thought, because the execution of any complicated behavioral action also requires the mobilization of various cognitive systems, which then have to be steered into the specific attitude that will enable the mental apparatus to process efficiently the information required for the preparation toward, and the actual conduct of, the behavioral action. Perception has to be focused to select and organize the needed information; memory, to draw out from the archive of past experiences any suitable information that can help in current decision-making; thought, to plan the tactics of how to begin and conduct the action, etc. And only if all these systems are activated and well coordinated can the actual action take place; then the angry person can, if he still wants to, attack his neighbor physically.

According to this description, one could contend (as Duffy, 1941, and Lindsley, 1957, did) that affect is basically an “arousal phenomenon.” But this concept would represent only one aspect of the phenomenon, because to the same degree that some systems are aroused, other systems are inhibited in their activities (as, for example, the gastrointestinal system in preparation for any aggressive or other assertive behavioral action). Still other systems are neither aroused nor inhibited, but only steered into a specific attitude; memory, for example, is required to focus its activity in order to look for all the stored information that may be meaningful for the conduct of the present action.

According to this description, one could also describe affect as a phase of organization of behavior (as Young, 1961, did). That would be right, too, but again such a description would represent only one aspect of the phenomenon, because affect is related as much to the organization of perception and communication as it is to behavior. Modern psychology regards perception as an active process, as a process of extracting meaningful information from stimulation (see Gibson, 1966), according to what is called the “psychological set.” Affect, by steering the various cognitive systems into a specific attitude, acts as such a psychological set, and therefore determines the selective wavelength to which perception will be “tuned.”

The changes induced in the various systems as the result of the activation of an affect, when perceived by others, may act as signs conveying information about the intentions and the actions expected from the subject. On the other hand, the patterns of selectivity to which the perceptual apparatus is tuned determine the signs of verbal and nonverbal communication to which the subject will be attentive. Affect can be described, therefore, as a phase of organization of perception and communication, as well as a phase of organization of behavior.

What happens, in fact, is not only that the three systems of behavior, perception, and communication are involved in any affect, but that the operation of each influences and is influenced by the operations of the other two. To return to the former example: The arousal of anger directed toward the neighbor-driver may cause an exchange of insulting words between the two drivers. This furious communication may provoke each of them to more aggressive behavior, and the extra anger provoked may sharpen perception to pick out more insulting signs from each other's communication, and so on. So that, practically, a complex pattern of feedback loops is created among the systems of behavior perception, and communication, in which each may augment (positive feedback) or inhibit (negative feedback) the level of activation of the others.

The affect as a preset program, whose biological function is to provide the organizational background required for the preparation for, and the execution of, the various vital actions of higher animals and humans, has of course an immense survival value. Any individual comes into the world equipped genetically with a set of such organizational programs to assure his survival and adaptation (see Tomkins, 1962–1963, and Plutzhik, 1962). Implicit in most psychoanalytical and psychological theories of affect is the assumption that these biologically given “programs” are exposed to the processes of maturation and development—over the years these programs become modified, enriched, differentiated, or split up into new programs, in adaptation to the consequent phase-specific developmental tasks. When the individual reaches adulthood, he is therefore already equipped with a great inventory of such programs that cover more or less all the organizational requirements of the psycho-physiological organism and enable the prompt mobilization and coordinated execution of all his routine actions.

The affect, in order to serve effectively the survival needs of the organism, requires the following three properties: (1) prompt arousal—as needed, for example, when an immediate response to an acute danger is required; (2) the sustainment of the whole pattern of changes for a considerable period of time—as needed, for example, when the vital task (such as waiting prepared for an expected assault, or in ambush for the prey) requires the subject to suspend the activity for a while, but to continue to stay on the alert; (3) adaptability to dynamic changes in the environmental and interpersonal conditions.

How did nature succeed in ensuring these three properties? We may assume that the fact of the affect using two channels to transmit its instructions from the centers in the sub-cortical ganglia to the peripheral target organs—the neural and the secretory ones—is what ensure the first two properties. The neural channel, by which the instructions are transmitted in fractions of a second, ensures the prompt arousal of the whole pattern of required changes (such as the “startle response”), whereas the secretory channel ensures that the pattern of changes already induced will be sustained, at least for the period required for the hormones to disintegrate into their chemical components and to disappear from the blood system (a period of an average of 5–10 minutes). The problem is with the third property—adaptability—which seems to be the “Achilles heel” of the affect as an efficient organizational phenomenon. The adaptability of the affect is only developmental—i.e., the inborn affectual programs are gradually modified through phylo- and ontogenetic development to become adapted to the specific environmental conditions of the organism.

Indeed, any single program, if analyzed, includes elements that represent the genetic equipment of the organism, elements that reflect the phylogenetic history of the whole species, and elements that reflect the personal history of the organism. But the affectual activation, once it begins, proceeds more or less according to the lines dictated by the preset program, with a very low ability for minute-to-minute adaptation. Considering the fact that the motive instigating the affect may be some unrealistic unconscious need or drive, in many cases the very program activated may be in-adaptive, at least with regard to the demands of reality. In other words, the affect as a pre-established pattern lacks the reality-oriented adaptability required for the higher functions of the human mind. As we will see later, that is in fact one of the main reasons why the ego, in its efforts to control behavior, perception, and communication in a reality-oriented manner, cannot rely more on the affect as its sole mode of organization and has to develop an alternative mode. This new mode, as will be shown, is what we call “the secondary process,” a mode that advances the idea as an alternative organizational center to the affect.

The Affect and Its “Discharge”

The organizational function of the affect should be divided into two phases. The first is the phase of preparation, in which the function of the affect is to mobilize, organize, and coordinate the various systems for the action to be executed; the second is the phase of sustainment, in which the function of the affect is to provide the organizational background for the conduct of the action that has already begun.

It is important to distinguish clearly between these two phases, because in reality most of the affectual activations do not continue at all to the second phase, so that the inner preparation and mobilization for a given action never actually become expressed. In these cases, the motive that instigates the affect may be a trivial and transitory one, which succeeds in arousing only a weak wave of activation. This wave begins to spread over the various systems as dictated by the underlying program, but owing to its weakness, succeeds in “turning on” (arising, inhibiting, or steering into a specific attitude) only a small number of systems, insufficient for the actual execution of the prepared-for action. Such an affect may be experienced by the subject as a transitory inner arousal that subsides before anything actually happens. For example, while attending a party and listening to the conversation around you, the things you hear and see may arouse various fleeting affects, such as interest, curiosity, attraction, jealousy, anger, shame, etc., but none may be strong enough to cause you to intervene in the conversation or to actually do something. The activations created thus remain only as internal experiences, without being enacted in behavior. But in the case where the motive is an intense one (a vital need, a strong instinctual drive, a painful stimulus), the wave created may be strong enough to spread over the whole sphere of the psycho-physiological systems and activate all of them as dictated by the underlying program. And then, when the whole set of systems is mobilized for the prepared-for action, one of the three following possibilities may follow: (1) an actual action commences, such as when an affect of anger bursts into an actual violent behavior; (2) the outlets to action are blocked owing to the interference of some inner restraining mechanisms, and the state of inner mobilization persists, without anything happening in the spheres of behavior, perception, or communication (such as, for example, when an intense anger against the boss cannot be allowed to be expressed in any form, owing to reality-considerations); (3) the outlet to action is only partly blocked, and the affect can be expressed in behavior, perception, and communication on the condition that its form is modified in some way.

Theoretically, only the first of these three possibilities can be regarded as the natural course of the affect. But, paradoxically, most of the psychological theories about the affect seem to be based on experiences that characterize the other two possibilities. Maybe the reason for this paradox lies in the inverse relation that exists between the degree of an enactment of a certain affect and the intensity of the subjective experience accompanying the activation of the affect. In the case in which an affect immediately finds its natural outlet in the prepared-for action, we are hardly aware of the various changes induced during the preparatory phase. For example, if your anger brings you immediately to an actual quarrel, you certainly will not pay attention in that time to your pounding heart, your strenuous breath, or your tight muscles. But if the outlet to action is blocked, and you have to stay quiet without actually doing anything, you certainly will become more and more aware of your inner experiences and pay attention to the various changes taking part in your body and mind. In the case in which the motive for an action is rather intense, the various systems may be activated to such a degree that the inner arousals and mobilizations may be experienced as some unpleasurable inner tension, a tension that is felt as released the minute the actual action can commence. We may assume that this was the kind of experience that lies at the base of Freud's “discharge theory,” which Rapaport (1953) called “the affect-theory of the first phase of psychoanalysis.” In this phase Freud (1894) wrote: “… in mental functions something is to be distinguished—a quota of affect or a sum of excitation—which possesses all the characteristics of a quantity (though we have no means of measuring it), which is capable of increase, diminution, displacement and discharge …” (p. 60(.
The concept of “discharge,” which served Freud as the conceptual basis for his theory of “abreaction” in psychotherapy, and the notion of “psychic energy,” which developed out of it in the second phase of the theory, caused a lot of theoretical troubles and misunderstandings over the years. Many analysts, especially those trained in the strict disciplines of the natural sciences, believed that when you contend that something is “discharged,” you are obliged to suggest also some explanation regarding what exactly is this “stuff” that is first accumulated and then discharged. To my mind, many attempts to identify the exact nature of the energy in question were based on an erroneous concretization of a metaphor. The concept of discharge can be understood only as a metaphor describing this particular experience of release that occurs when a long-standing state of inner mobilization finally finds its outlet in an actual action. And I cannot but identify with Wallerstein (1977) who stated: “To Freud it was clear, or at least most people think it was clear, that the concept of psychic energy was always just that, a mental construct used metaphorically” (p. 532 (
It is clear that, in the case of the affect, nothing is concretely “discharged” when the affect shifts from its first phase of preparation to the second phase of actual action. Indeed, except for the change in the experience of inner tension that is felt as released when the inner mobilizations become enacted in actual actions, very little is changed. Most of the physiological and psychological changes whose function in the first phase was to prepare and mobilize the organism for the anticipated action proceed into the second phase to provide the organizational background required for the conduct of the actual action. The main change is in the subjective experience, because owing to the shift of attention to the realistic conditions related to the conduct of the actual action, the subject stops being aware to what is going on inside his body and mind. For example, when an affect of anger bursts out into an actual aggressive dispute, the heart continues to pound, respiration continues to be strenuous, etc., but the subject is no longer aware of it.

But the problem is that the theory of discharge cannot be applied to all the affects, even if “discharge” is understood only as a metaphorical expression. The experience of some unpleasurable inner tension (a sum of excitation) being released by action, which lay at the basis of the discharge theory, is not common to all of the human affects. It accompanies only those affects whose function is to prepare the organism for some assertive behavior, but it does not characterize a whole sector of other affects, such as nostalgia, sympathy, and most of the aesthetic experiences.

Affect and Imagination
The main difference between the theory presented here and the other theories that likewise approach affect as an organizational phenomenon is that the accompanying representational contents are regarded here as an integral part of the pattern of activation characterizing each affect. In other words, the programs that determine the activation of the pattern of changes always also include instructions to the various cognitive systems as to how to adapt their mode of operation to the functional requirements of the prepared-for action. Thus the specific contents of memory—the visions portrayed on the “inner screen” of imagination, the plans elaborated in fantasy—are to be explained as part of the preparatory activity toward, and the organizational activity sustaining, the action that is the goal of the affectual activation.

The representational contents, or “imagination” as I would prefer to call it, are also the most interesting component of the affect from the point of view of the psychoanalyst. Imagination adds to the affect the dimension of past and future and enables the individual to use memories in order to try and reconstruct the anticipated action on the inner screen. This view is already implicit in Freud's conception of the wish. In “The Interpretation of Dreams” (1900) Freud contended that every time a need arises, the memories of all previous experiences of satisfaction of this need are re-evoked in imagination. The impulse “… to re-establish the situation of the original satisfaction … is what we call a wish; the reappearance of the perception is the fulfillment of the wish” (p. 566(.
The capacity of imagination to portray on the inner screen the exact scenario of the anticipated action obscures the boundaries between the two phases of the affect. The anticipated action can now take part in fantasy, without anything happening in reality. By this capacity imagination can assist in the pleasurable release of the inner tensions, felt as displeasure—especially those blocked affects which the mounting tension of the preparatory phase prevented from being “discharged” in action. For example, an isolated, sexually driven man may obtain a considerable amount of pleasure by mere indulging in sexual fantasies. It seems that this kind of experience—imagination aroused by the affect to serve also as a pleasurable substitution for the desired-for action—was in the background of what Rapaport (1953) called “the second phase of the affect theory of Freud.” In this phase, Freud no longer identified affect with the energy proper that is presumably discharged through action, but conceived of the energy as originating from instinctual sources. The affect was from now on regarded as one of the channels, besides action and cognition, which “… may serve as ‘sally-gates’ for parts of the dammed-up drive cathexes” (Rapaport, 1960, p. 31). This means that affect is no longer conceived as a tension (or “energy”) pressing to be discharged through some action, but is seen as one of the phenomena of discharge that serve the organism to divest itself of excessive excitations originating from instinctual sources.

This conception (which Freud himself abandoned later) is based on a confusion between affect as an organized phenomenon of activation and as one of its activated components—that of imagination. If affect provides for some “discharge” (taken as a metaphoric expression for “release of tension”), it is not through the affectual activation that tension is released, but only through the accompanying activity of imagination.

Seen from a wider philosophical point of view, imagination complicates the matter in any attempt to build a psychological theory of affect. Affect, as conceived until now, as a preset program for organizing the psycho-physiological systems in a goal-directed manner, fits into the conceptual framework of causal explanation and can therefore be integrated into the body of the deterministic concepts used in biology and experimental psychology. But the capacity of imagination to represent on the inner screen the anticipated goals of the affectual activation introduces a new factor into the conceptual framework—that of intentionality. This problem pertains to one of the basic debates occupying philosophy from the time of ancient Greece—the problem of causal vs. teleological explanations. Franz Brentano (1874) contended that while physical and physiological phenomena can be explained only as causal events, psychological phenomena can be explained only with regard to what he called their “Intentionale Beziehung.” G. Klein (1976) claimed that, without admitting it explicitly, psychoanalysts use mainly intentional explanations in their clinical interpretations, and he warned about the danger of psychoanalysis being split up into two theories—the metapsychological one, which insists on adhering to purely causal explanations, and the clinical one, which is always interested in discovering the intention of any mental activity and behavior.

Returning to the theory of affect, we can see that it is mainly from the need to take into consideration the phenomenon of imagination that the problem of causality vs. intentionality arises. Those who experiment with animals or work only with purely behavioristic models don't have such a problem at all, and can remain “scientific” and adhere to the deterministic explanations of the natural sciences. Maybe this is one of the main reasons why many of the experimental psychologists in their studies of affect are so eager to forget that humans are not only stimulus-response mechanisms, but also have the capability for imagination and symbolization.

Another theoretical problem obscured by the phenomenon of imagination is the relation between the motive that instigates the affect and the affect itself. The sequence of events suggested here is of a motive instigating an affect that prepares the organism for a given action. I am aware of the fact that many theoreticians will not agree to this sequence of motive-affectation, and will claim that the affect itself may serve as a motive for an action (see Leeper, 1970), or even that there is no use at all in distinguishing between motive and affect (see Bindra, 1969). And indeed all those who claim that it is not the motive that instigates an affect, but the affect that arouses a motive, have a point. In many cases it actually seems like it was the affect that came first and served as the cause for the arousal of a motive. But closer examination will show again that in these cases it is not the affect as a pattern of activation that arises or serves as a motive, but only imagination. Imagination, by its capability of evoking representations of any inner or outer stimulus on the inner screen, can create an inner situation in which various motives are aroused “out of the blue.” By this capability imagination holds a double position: it is aroused by a motive as a part of the general affectual activation, but it may also instigate a new motive by its power to simulate an inner or outer stimulus. In other words imagination may be caused by a motive, but may be also the cause for a motive. For example, a sexual impulse acts as an inner motive that activates the whole pattern of psycho-physiological changes that characterize the sexual affect. In the realm of this activation imagination is also aroused to portray on the inner screen all kinds of sexual scenes (a process also occurring unconsciously, as in a “wet dream”). But the arousal of sexual fantasies in imagination, as by reading a pornographic book, may instigate a strong sexual impulse that will activate the whole characteristic pattern of changes (a “trick” known to many impotent men or frigid women who try to induce the physiological changes necessary for sexual arousal by indulging in sexual fantasies). This double position of imagination in regard to the affect may create a positive or a negative feedback loop to augment or reduce the intensity of the affectual activation. For example, a moderate aggressive impulse toward a friend may be augmented to a strong hate if the memories of the various occasions on which this friend previously used to insult you are portrayed on the inner screen of imagination; or they may be reduced if the opposite memories are portrayed.

As imagination is also under the double control of the primary and the secondary processes, the manipulation of its contents is, as will be shown later, one of the main mechanisms by which the ego exerts its control on the activation of the affect.

Multiple Affects
Until now, affect has been described as a rather simple linear process—a motive instigating a pattern of changes according to a preset program whose function is to prepare the organism for a given action and to sustain this action once it has begun. But now we must complicate the matter further and pose the question: What happens if two or more motives arise at the same time, each striving to instigate its specific “program”? This is, after all, what happens regularly in psychic reality; several ambivalent and conflicting motives originating in various levels of the mental apparatus arise at the same time. Because each motive automatically activates its characteristic pattern of changes, a considerable confusion may be created in the activated systems.

To describe what may happen in such a situation, let us refer to an analogy, and compare the motive instigating the affect to a director in the theater, the affect in all its changes to the scene to be performed, and the various psycho-physiological systems taking part in the activation to the various facilities available on the stage. We may assume that the experienced director has at his disposal a collection of habitual “programs” for arranging the stage in order to create the atmosphere suitable for the performance of any of the scenes he intends to play. For example, when he plans to create an atmosphere of mourning, he will certainly instruct the technicians to lower the dark curtains and dim the lights, ask the orchestra to play slow and sonorous music, etc. But when he plans to create on the stage an atmosphere of joy, he will ask for bright curtains, strong lights, jubilant music, etc.

And now let us imagine what would happen if two directors work on the same stage, and one director tries to arrange the stage in preparation for a scene of “mourning,” while the second, at the same time, tries to arrange it in preparation for a scene of “joy.” We can be sure that considerable confusion will be created, because the technicians responsible for the curtains and lights, and the conductor of the orchestra, will receive contradictory instructions. But it may also happen that some of the technicians will receive the same instructions from both directors. If the first director, for example, has on his program the instruction to empty the stage of all its furniture for a setting of “mourning,” and the second one has the same instruction for the setting of “joy,” both will give the responsible technician the same instruction. It may also happen that some of the technicians will receive instruction from only one director, because the gadgets they are responsible for are included in only one of the programs, and therefore they will not even know that there is some confusion on the stage.

This analogy clarifies what may happen when two or more motives compete to activate the sphere of psychophysiological systems in order to prepare the “stage” for its specific action. Since each motive carries its own specific program of instructions as to how to activate the various systems, the result for each particular system may therefore be synergistic (the system receives the same instruction from both directions), antagonistic (the system receives contrary instructions), unifold (the system receives instruction only from one direction), or any other combination of dual or manifold activation (that can be summed up according to the model of the parallelogram of forces).

My thesis is that a great many normal human affects, and presumably all pathological affects, are in fact such combinations instigated by two or more opposing motives, and therefore activated by two or more interlocking programs (compare McDougall, 1928, and his theory about “blended emotions”). Such interlocking of incompatible programs may cause a lot of troubles, expressed mostly in disorders of functioning in the physiological systems involved in the dual activation. According to the specific combination of affectual programs that are interlocked, these systems may display various degrees of disorganization, from transient functional disorders to states of severe and irreversible lesions.

As an example of a transient, quasi-normal psycho-physiological disorder, let us imagine the girl who has to perform a dance on the stage before an audience of all her schoolmates and teachers. When entering the stage, she is driven by two opposing motives: first, to exhibit herself before the audience, to get their admiration and applause, and perhaps to be discovered on this occasion by some famous film director who will sign her up, on the spot, with a Hollywood contract; second, to escape as quickly as possible, even before the curtains open, for fear of ridiculing herself in front of all her schoolmates. When each of these two opposing motives activates its specific pattern of changes, the heart, for example, receives synergistic instructions from both directions, because the instruction to increase its output of blood is included in the program of exhibitionism, as well as in the program that mobilizes the organism for fearful escape. But the instructions sent to the peripheral vascular system are antagonistic: in exhibitionism the capillary bed in the skin is dilated, the amount of blood in these vessels is augmented, and the skin shines in a lively pink color; while in all cases of fear the arterioles regulating the flow of blood into the peripheral vessels are constricted, as a part of the mechanism to elevate the blood pressure and to spare maximum blood flow for the mobilized muscles. The result of this double instruction is that the capillary bed is dilated, while the arterioles regulating the inflow of blood to these capillaries are constricted. This, of course, causes a stagnation of blood in the dilated capillaries, and as any stagnated blood gradually turns from the characteristic bright red arterious blood to the characteristic bluish-red venous blood, the color of the skin over these capillaries turns to deep (until bluish) red. These patches of colorization appearing on the exposed parts of the skin are what we call blushing, a typical symptom that expresses the inner conflict between a motive for exhibitionism blocked by fear or shame.

As a second example, let us take a severe disorder that may even develop into a chronic disease endangering life—the psychosomatic disorder of essential hypertension. Alexander, French, and Pollock (1968) described the underlying conflict of this disease as “… the patient's continuous struggle against expressing hostile aggressive feelings, and his difficulty in asserting himself. These patients fear losing the affection of others and so control the expression of their hostility” (p. 13); Reiser and Bakst (1959) in their survey add: “patients with hypertension are particularly fearful of the person from whom they seek dependent gratification” (p. 670). Owing to this fear, the underlying conflict may take the form of a strong need to express anger and aggression blocked by a fear of retaliation—i.e., a fear that the gratifying others toward whom the aggression is directed may respond according to the talion principle, and inflict upon the subject the same cruelties he wishes to inflict on them. The motive of aggression activates its characteristic pattern of changes, which includes, as in any mobilization for an assertive behavior, the instruction to constrict the arterioles regulating the flow of blood to the periphery. The fear of retaliation may activate, among other changes, an archaic reflex (described by S. Wolf, 1961, p. 345) as an extreme peripheral vasoconstriction aimed at protecting the attacked animal from excessive bloodletting, should it be injured in the anticipated fight. The result is that because the instruction to constrict given to the peripheral arterioles is included in both programs, these arterioles will remain constricted in any state of the dynamic fluctuation of the motives involved in the underlying conflict—when open aggression governs the scene, or when the fear of retaliation, expressed in a passive preparedness for an eventual attack, dominates behavior. The arterioles caught in this conflict suffer from the long-standing strain and respond in time by intimal hyalization and medial hypertrophy, a process by which hypertension becomes a chronic and irreversible disease.

Alexander, French, and Pollock (1968) suggested a general psychoanalytic theory of psychosomatic specificity, saying: “A patient with a vulnerability of a specific organ or somatic system and a characteristic psychodynamic constellation develops the corresponding disease when the turn of events in his life is suited to mobilize his earlier established central conflict and break down his primary defenses against it” (p. 11). In line with the theory suggested here, I would describe “a mobilized central conflict” as a status in which the opposing motives involved in a conflict are mobilized to the level where each has already begun to activate its characteristic pattern of changes in the various psycho-physiological systems.

My hypothesis is, therefore, that underlying any psychosomatic disease is a special conflict that has already been mobilized to the level of two opposing affects that become interlocked. In such a situation of interlocking there may emerge one or several organs or systems that become the target of an amount of strain exceeding their physiologic capacity. These organs or systems become susceptible to transient or permanent pathological changes, and may become the target for the development of a psychosomatic disease.

I think that further research based on this hypothesis could enable us to display the specific pair of opposing motives involved in any of the known psychosomatic diseases, to reconstruct the two programs involved in the interlocking of affects, and by this to explain the specificity of the disease—i.e., why is it exactly this organ or system that becomes injured by the interlocking of the affects?

The Affect and the Ego
In what Rapaport (1953) called “the affect theory of the third phase of psychoanalytic theory,” a phase that corresponds to the emergence of ego psychology, affects “… appear as ego-functions, and as such are no longer safety-valves, but are used as signals by the ego” (p. 187). Affect is conceived as some primary, elementary, and potentially overwhelming force, and the ego as the mental agency whose function is to control and regulate the enactment of the affect. Fenichel (1941) wrote: “It is obvious that the normal adult does not lack emotions. But he does not have overwhelming emotional spells. Apparently the ego's increasing strength enables it somehow to get the upper hand of the affects at the moment when they arise. The ego is no longer overwhelmed by something alien to it, but it senses when this alien something begins to develop and simultaneously upon this recognition it re-establishes its mastery, binding the affects, using them for its purposes, ‘taming’ them, as it were … the strengthened ego learns to anticipate the affects, to apportion them, and to use them purposefully” (pp. 217-218). When the growing ego of the developing child reaches the stage where it is capable of exerting its control over the affect, affect ceases to function as the exclusive factor for the organization of behavior, perception, and communication, and is reduced to functioning merely as a signal directed toward the ego. The function of the ego is, then, to identify the nature of the affect, to appraise its source, intensity, and aim, and to “decide” if, how, when, and where it can be allowed to influence the various spheres of action.

The identification of the affect is one of the main sources of information for the ego to “know” what is going on in the depths of the mind, what are the needs that strive for gratification and the wishes that press for satisfaction, and which inner responses are aroused as a reaction to some outer stimulations. It was Freud (1915) who reminded us that the concept of an instinctual impulse is only a “looseness of phraseology,” and “if the instinct did not attach itself to an idea or manifest itself as an affective state, we could know nothing about it” (p. 109). This means that many of the motives acting from the depths can be identified by the ego only after they have succeeded in activating the characteristic pattern of changes of the corresponding affect or in being represented by an idea. Along with the fact that many of the motives are aroused as a response to conscious or unconscious perceptual input, the affect activated may also serve the ego as a roundabout source of information about the outer world, and especially about the unconscious levels of communication and object relation. This ability of the ego to utilize affects as sources for information about others and their conscious and unconscious intentions constitutes what we call “intuition”—the ability of humans to appraise and apprehend others through direct insight or cognition that goes beyond the information conveyed by manifest communication.

The function of the affect as a signal conveying information to the ego was best formulated by Bowlby (1969) in the definition already quoted in part at the beginning of this paper: “… what are termed (rather indiscriminately) affects, feelings, and emotions are phases of an individual's intuitive appraisals, either of his own organismic states and urges to act, or of the succession of environmental situations in which he finds himself … they commonly provide him with a monitoring service regarding his own states, urges, and situations” (p. 138).

After the ego has succeeded in identifying the affect, it may take one of the three following steps:

 (1) If the affect does not threaten any inner balance or interpersonal relations, the ego may give its approval, step aside, and let the affect be freely enacted in behavior, perception, or communication.

 (2) If the ego regards the affect as a threat to inner balance or eventually disruptive to interpersonal relations, it may block its access to either behavior, perception, or communication, or to two or all three of these activities.

 (3) If only several components of the affect are regarded as a threat, the ego will try to modify the form of the affect, to accommodate its enactment to the reality requirements. This is done with the aid of what Fenichel (1945) called “defenses against affects,” such as postponement, displacement, isolation, projection and introjection of affect, affect equivalents, reaction formation against affect, and change of quality of affect (pp. 161-164).

The ability of the ego to control the affect enactment or to modify its form is regarded generally as the prerogative of the “strong ego.” Fenichel (1941) wrote: “The healthy ego, however, experiences affects, knows them, discharges them, and uses them for its own purposes” (pp. 225-226). This means that the “strong ego” is that ego which can allow the affects to develop and activate their specific patterns of changes to the degree sufficient for their identification, but has the power to block any further activation that may result in their uncontrolled enactment. The “weak ego,” being unable to regulate the activation of the affects exactly to this intermediary degree, has to have recourse to one of the following alternatives—or to submit to the power of an outbursting affect: to step aside and allow uncontrolled acting out, or to repress any development of the affect from its very beginning, not allowing the activation of any change that may indicate its presence.

The first alternative is particularly demonstrated in the pathology characterizing the “explosive personality” and the “hysterical personality.” Shapiro (1965) who studied “hysterical emotions” with keen clinical observation, described a typical hysterical woman with periodic emotional outbursts. After each such outburst subsided, “… the patient spoke of the explosive episode in a manner that would suggest, except for certain details, that she had hardly been present” (p. 126), and that “these outbursts do not represent what she feels or felt, but represent an alien force (the “unconscious”) that takes possession of her” (p. 127). And Shapiro is certainly correct in stating: “This is a defensive claim, to be sure. The patient offers, in effect, a plea of temporary insanity and her search is for a causal or provoking agent that will support this plea” (pp. 127-128). The weak ego, having no choice but to allow the affect to be acted out, tries at least to save face ex post facto, by disclaiming responsibility for the action executed, or for the things said. The opposite is demonstrated in the pathology of the obsessive-compulsive personality. The weak ego, being afraid that it will not be able to cope with the arousal of the affect, attempts to repress any sign of its activation from the beginning, and to deny its presence. The price of such a defense, as we know, can be considerably high—the person, being isolated from his own affects, is secluded from the signals conveying information about himself, and therefore becomes impoverished as to his own inner resources.

If we conceive of the ego as a mental agency whose function is to control, bind, and “tame” the affect, something has to be said also about how the ego accomplishes this task. If not, the proposition “the ego does control the affect” is a redundant one, adding practically nothing new to the general proposition “the affect is controlled by some inner force.” When surveying the psychoanalytic literature about the affect, we can see that this is the problem with most “ego theories”: they tend to use the ego concept only for describing a process (a description that can also be quite effective without using this concept); but they do not utilize the ego concept for the purposes for which Freud originally introduced it into metapsychology—as a hypothetical construct facilitating functional explanations.

Another problem is that when the ego concept is used only for description, the critiques blaming psychoanalytic ego-psychology for unnecessary anthropomorphization are justified. But when utilized as a hypothetical construct for functional explanations, such anthropomorphic phrases as “the ego feels … decides … allows” etc., become legitimate metaphorical expressions, elucidating the various functions of the ego.

Let us therefore continue and examine what can be found in the literature and what can we add by speculation, about the assumed mechanisms by which the ego controls and regulates the affect.

All my speculations about the relation between the ego and the affect are based on the central assumption that the ego has no direct control, neither by its unconscious defense mechanisms nor by its rational reasoning, on the changes induced in the psycho-physiological systems by the activation of the affect. The affect is activated automatically, as dictated by its underlying program, and any influence on the induced changes is only ex post facto, modifying their expression in action, the degree of awareness attached to them, etc. There always remains one group of changes upon which the ego has almost no influence at all—the physiological changes induced in the visceral organs and systems and in the involuntary muscles. This points to one of the main functional limitations of the ego—its lack of access to the autonomic nervous system, and probably also to the extrapyramidal system. While all other systems are under the double control of the affect and of the ego, the organs and systems innervated by the autonomous and the extrapyramidal systems (the cardiovascular, gastrointestinal, etc.) are under the control of the affect only. This is also one of the main reasons, as we will see later, why the growing ego can never
replace the affect as an organizational phenomenon, remains dependent on it, and therefore has to “learn” how to utilize the affect for its purposes.

Although the ego has no direct control on the affectual activation, there are many roundabout ways by which the ego can control and regulate the affect. Let us examine some of them:

(1)  The ego, being in full control of the outlets of action, can block or modify the access of any affect to the spheres of behavior, perception, and communication. This mechanism, although saving the subject from all kinds of inner and interpersonal troubles that would be created should uncontrolled action be allowed, is far from being efficient from the point of view of mental economics. The state of inner mobilization toward the prepared-for action proceeds, and the subject may suffer from the inner tension that continues to accumulate.

(2)  The ego may, with the aid of its defense mechanisms, repress, isolate, displace, project, etc., any of the subjective components of the affect. According to the subjective components outlined in the beginning of the paper, the ego may repress the sensations of the changes induced in the various organs and systems, divert awareness from the perception of the specific modes of operation into which the various mental systems are steered; or manipulate the representational contents of memory, thought, imagination, etc. The outcome of these defensive activities is demonstrated by the many patients who display all the objective changes characteristic of the activation of a certain affect, but are not aware of some, or all, of their meanings. I think that I will not err by assuming that, at least in the case of the accompanying representational contents, a part of them is always rendered unconscious by the defense mechanism of the ego. The representational contents of memory, imagination, etc., accompanying the activation of an affect always reflect its developmental history, and therefore include representants of the main conflicts of childhood. For example, it is hard to imagine that there exists an instance of activation of a heterosexual affect that does not include some oedipal reminiscences or a “flashback” to the images of the primal scene. And, of course, as most of these early memories belong to conflicts that are repressed, all of the representational contents alluding to them have to be rendered unconscious.

 (3) Despite the ego's inability to exert direct control over the changes induced by the affect, there is one roundabout way by which the ego may even achieve this goal—by the “trick” of using one affect against the other. Fenichel (1945) called this mechanism “reaction formation against affects” (p. 163); and Arlow (1977) writes: “An additional factor complicating the analysis of affect in the psychoanalytic situation appears in connexion with the use of affect in the service of defense. Occasionally, this relationship is formulated in the terms of an affect being used to ward-off another” (p. 161(.
The ego may neutralize any of the changes induced by the affect, when another affect can be found which includes antagonistic instructions to those systems whose changes are regarded as dangerous by the ego. Theoretically, if it were possible for the ego to find a diametrically opposite affect that matches in inverse exactly the affect to be warded off, all the changes, including those activated in the organs and systems innervated by the autonomous and extrapyramidal nervous systems, could be neutralized. But in reality, such opposite affects seldom exist, and in most cases there is also no need for the ego to neutralize all the changes, so that in clinical practice we are confronted mostly with partially opposite affects which enable the ego to neutralize, or at least to tame, some of the most disturbing changes.

Of the three ways for controlling affects outlined here, it is the third that seems most interesting in understanding the dynamic relationship between the ego and the affect in normality and psychopathology, and therefore it deserves further discussion:

The first question to ask regards the mechanism of operation: how is it possible for the ego to activate opposite affects? It is clear that if we assume that the ego is unable to control directly the patterns of changes activated by the affect, it is also beyond its capacity to directly produce an opposing affect. Practically speaking, there is also no need for it to do so, because all kinds of opposing, ambivalent, and conflicting affects are always activated spontaneously on the various levels of mental functioning, and if only the ego could “pick out” the suitable affect, to reinforce it and to bind it for its defensive usage, that would be sufficient. Such a reinforcement of an already available affect becomes possible for the ego by its ability to manipulate cognition, and especially (as shown earlier) imagination. For example, you are striving to restrain what seems to you as an irrational aggressiveness directed against a certain member of your family. He is an old and lonely bachelor, and you feel yourself ashamed for responding to him always with anger and irritation, and for being tempted to attack and tease him on any occasion. In order to counter your resentment you may remind yourself repeatedly about how much this relative has suffered in his life, imagine how lonely and miserable he feels, etc. The indulgence in these kinds of imagination will certainly raise an affect of compassion, an opposite affect that will serve as an effective means of blocking the unwanted aggression.

By a similar mechanism, the ego may, by arousing imagination, incite itself into aggressiveness, as a defense against a tendency for passivity; into
self-confidence or pride, as a defense against immobilizing shame, and so on. In all these cases, if we follow carefully the process, we can see that the looked-for opposing affect is never directly aroused, but always arises out of an imaginary atmosphere created first by the ego. It seems as if the ego, on purpose, first incites itself into that fantasy which will result in the activation of the looked-for affect.

In many cases, the process by which the ego manipulates imagination, or other cognitive elements, is an unconscious one. For example, a young woman came for therapy for treatment of a disturbing symptom of blushing. She did complain about not being able to approach any man she might like because of the immediate appearance of an embarrassing blush on her face. Earlier, we tried to explain the symptom of blushing as the result of a conflict between exhibitionism and the preparedness for fearful escape. But it became clear that this woman not only does not feel any conscious wish to exhibit herself, but, on the contrary, when a man she may like enters the room, she tries to hide herself in any way she can. Analysis revealed her latent sexual wishes, and her long-standing feeling of being transparent, so that all her secret wishes are certainly “written on her brow” (a feeling that has its origin in her childhood experience with an intruding mother who always “knew better” what the girl was supposed to feel). Thus, although there was neither actual exhibitionism, nor a conscious wish for it, on an unconscious level any confrontation with a man was perceived as a situation of exposing herself nakedly.

This clinical example demonstrates the general principle of ego functioning in relation to the affects: The affectual pattern of changes is activated by a preset program that is automatically put into operation when the corresponding motive arises, and the ego is unable to interfere in these processes. But the ego has the power to augment or reduce the intensity of an affect after its appearance by manipulating accompanying imagination (as was shown in the section “Affect and Imagination”), or to influence the motive before the affect appears, by manipulating the cognitive elements involved in the arousal of the motive. A motive has its origin in an inner stimulus (a biological need, an instinctual impulse), in response to an outer stimulus, or from the combination of both—an inner stimulus reinforced by an environmental or interpersonal situation. The influence of such a situation is dependent not on what the environmental or interpersonal situation really is, but on how it is perceived and interpreted by the subject. If a person reacts to a humiliating interpersonal situation by an augmentation of his anger, the question is not whether the others really intended to insult him, but only whether he has perceived and interpreted their behavior as insulting. By manipulating perception and interpretation, the ego can distort any reality situation according to its defensive needs, and thus “invite” the motive corresponding to the looked-for affect. In the above example, the sexual wish was opposed by a motive for fearful escape, because the defensive ego unconsciously distorted any innocent encounter with a man by perceiving it as a situation of exhibitionism.

Beck (1971), who studied the relationship between cognition and affect, postulated that affect is always dependent on cognition, and that the difference between normality and psychopathology is that “in psychopathological conditions, the reaction to the stimulus situation is determined to a much greater extent by internal processes. The affective response is likely to be excessive or inappropriate because of the idiosyncratic conceptualization of the event … interpretation of experience [may] embody arbitrary judgments, overgeneralizations, and distortions” (p. 495.(
The question of normality vs. psychopathology brings us to the last issue relevant for any clinical evaluation: What is the degree of efficiency of the various ego attempts to ward off the potentially disruptive affects? The activation of such an affect creates a problem for the ego, and its attempts to use an opposite affect to neutralize the changes induced by this affect are the solution the ego finds for this problem. From the point of view of ego psychology, the distinction between normality and psychopathology is based on the degree of efficiency and adaptiveness of the solution the ego finds to a problem. The normal solution is the optimal one, a solution by which the ego succeeds in solving the problem without being compelled to distort reality or develop mental or organic symptoms; whereas the pathological solution is the suboptimal one, a solution by which the problem is solved, but only at the cost of reality distortion and/or symptom formation.

Regarding the dynamics of the affect, the optimal solution is the one by which the ego succeeds in “sealing” the potentially disruptive affect with all its changes, or at least in neutralizing the most dangerous changes, with the aid of an opposite affect, without creating any “interlocking” that may result in deviant functioning or symptoms in various psycho-physiological systems. The suboptimal solution is the one in which the neutralization of the target changes is achieved only at the price of creating pathological symptoms. These suboptimal solutions can be divided, according to the dominant symptom developed, into the following three groups:

 (1) The “psychosomatic solution”: The potentially disruptive affect and the opposite affect used against it by the ego become interlocked in some of their parts. The price: psycho-physiological disturbances in those target organs or systems that become the site of an excessive amount of strain as the result of this interlocking.

 (2) The “anxiety solution”: The potentially disruptive affect and the opposite affect used against it by the ego create, due to their opposition, a condition of disorganization. The price: disruption of organized psycho-physiological activities, chaotic behavior, etc.

 (3) The “depression solution”: The potentially disruptive affect and the opposite affect used against it by the ego paralyze one another. The price: partial or total “standstill” expressed in a general reduction of the level of psycho-physiological activity.

It is clear that this neat distinction of advantages and disadvantages, the gain and the price of a solution, is somewhat artificial, and in psychic reality the limits are not so clear. What seems at first glance as an advantage may come out to be a disadvantage, and vice versa. As an example, let us present a typical case of “acute anxiety”: A young soldier was referred to the psychiatrist a short time after his recruitment, owing to various somatic symptoms of anxiety—tachycardia, palpitations, hyperventilation, paresthesias in his extremities, dizziness, and fainting spells. It was revealed that he had succeeded for several years in repressing a strong latent homosexual impulse, a repression that was fortified by adopting various “hobbies” that helped him to isolate himself from too close contact with other boys (such as stamp collection, science-fiction reading). But now, after being recruited into the army and forced to live in close quarters with some twenty other boys in his unit, the homosexual impulses reinforced by this closeness strengthened, and the defense of repression was in danger of cracking. His ego reacted to this danger by activating its typical “program” for coping with situations of acute danger—the affect mobilizing the organism for fright, fight, and flight, a mobilization which was certainly the cause for the symptoms that brought this soldier to the physician.

Such a response of the ego seems at the first glance as being a “biological error,” a mistake of the ego using the wrong “program” to ward off the homosexual affect. The danger of the potentially disrupting affect is an internal one, and no actual action can be taken for fight or flight. And indeed, the state of continuous inner mobilization in preparation for an action that cannot be executed causes only a disorganization that finally brings an exhaustion such as that expressed in the fainting spells. The question to ask, then, is: why does the ego go on and repeat the same “error” again and again, employing, as Freud (1926) shows, the same measure of defense against an internal as against an external danger? The answer is that although this response causes nothing but disorganization of psycho-physiological activities, this very disorganization proves to be an effective measure against the danger of being overwhelmed by the forbidden affect, and of the possibility that this affect may get access to behavior, perception, or communication. The frightened soldier, suffering from all kinds of dramatic somatic symptoms, will certainly be removed from his unit, and in the event that the attacks recur he will finally be declared a “medical case” and referred to some easy and isolated job. In this manner the danger of the eruption of the homosexual impulses is eliminated.

This, and similar cases, demonstrate an interesting mechanism of the ego: Although the original function of the affect is organization, the defensive ego may invert this aim, and use the affect as a means for disorganization. Such a defense is used by the weak ego in states of emergency, when it can no longer find any better solution to ward off a potentially disruptive affect, other than to disrupt the whole organization with the aid of another affect. From this regard, the two opposite disorganizing solutions are equally effective—the “anxiety solution,” creating a “noisy” disorganization in which the activities of all systems are put “out of gear”; and the “depressive solution,” in which the activities of the systems are brought to a standstill, so that nothing dangerous can happen any longer.

When surveying the psychological and psychoanalytical literature about affect, we may wonder how many authors described the affect as a “disorganizing phenomenon” in the first place (cf. Claparède, 1928). Green (1977) even understood (and I think in error) that that was also the opinion of Freud: “Freud conceives of affect above all as a disorganizing factor in the psychic apparatus” (p. 131). The reason may be that these theoreticians used the affect of anxiety or depression as their main model for developing their ideas about affect in general. I think that these two affects are the most unsuitable to be used as a model for affect in general, as both are pathological and combined affects. Any general theory of affect should base itself, at least at first, on the simple and elementary affects, and only then advance and continue to explain the combined and pathological affects.

Freud (1926) showed that although anxiety is produced out of a conflict between the ego defenses and instinctual impulses, the ego has not to succumb to it, but may continue a “secondary defensive struggle” to bind or divert the anxiety itself. This brings us to our last issue: how does the ego cope with anxiety? The soldier in the above example may succumb to his anxiety and even use its manifestations for his defensive needs (then he will be diagnosed as suffering from “anxiety neurosis”), or continue in his defensive struggle on a secondary level and attempt to bind the anxiety with the aid of another neurotic symptom (phobic, compulsive, conversive, etc.(.

The same, as we know today, holds true for depression. The ego may succumb to it, or use various “antidepressive devices,” i.e., develop various neurotic symptoms or behavioral patterns, aimed at counteracting an underlying depression.

When the ego has enough strength to confront the affects of anxiety or depression on the level of a “secondary defensive struggle,” it can ensure the necessary distance for using them as signals, as indicators that something is going astray on the innermost front where the defenses are struggling against the instinctual impulses. The ego, then, can respond to these alarm signals by recruiting all its available resources to solve the conflict or, if that is not possible, to strengthen the failing defenses. If the ego succeeds in finding a new and better solution, anxiety or depression will serve as positive stimulants forcing the ego to shift to higher and more adaptive levels of organization; but if only a suboptimal solution is possible, anxiety or depression will act as the starting points for the development of a new neurosis, personality disturbance, or psychosomatic disease.

The Affect and the Primary and Secondary Processes
The ego's efforts to control and regulate affect are achieved with the aid of two groups of mechanisms—the unconscious defense mechanisms and conscious rational thought. In normal daily life we attempt to master unwanted affects, first of all, by controlling their expression in action by the means of rational thought. We control our anger when we think the place and time to express it are unsuitable; we suppress our compassion when we think that it may act as a bias for our objective decision-making, and so on. And only when the ego can no longer rely on its rational thought as a regulator of affects does it have recourse to its unconscious defense mechanisms to complete the job.

The counteraction between thought and affect reflect, I think, a much more profound contrariety characteristic of the human mind—that between the secondary and the primary processes. My thesis is that, in contrast to “… thoughts, which represent themselves as products of the secondary thought activity” (Freud, 1900, p. 642), affects are always the product of primary process activity.

The affect is an organizational phenomenon characteristic of the level of the primary process; its counterpart on the level of the secondary process is the idea. One of Freud's first fruitful concepts, in the first phase of his clinical theory, was that the affect and its accompanying idea can be separated one from another, a separation which is the basis for the development of most neurotic symptoms. I would add, and state, that in contrast to neurotic psychopathology which is based on the separation between affect and idea, mental health is always dependent on the ability of the ego to match any affect with its corresponding idea. The attainment of a “perfect match”

between affect and idea is the core of one of the ego's most important synthetic functions—the coordination of primary- and secondary-process operations.

To advance this thesis, let me first repeat in brief the main points of my theory about the primary process (see Noy, 1969, 1973, 1978, 1979a), a presentation on the basis of which, I hope, it will be easier to understand the difference between affect as a primary-process organizational phenomenon and idea as a secondary-process phenomenon:

(1)  The primary and secondary processes are two different modes of mental organization distinguished by their different functions: The primary process is defined as “self-centered,” and its function is to handle everything related to the regulation, maintenance, and development of the self, such as assimilation of new experience into the self, accommodation of the self to changing experience and phase-appropriate environmental demands, and integration of the self to safeguard its cohesion, unity, and continuity. The secondary process is defined as “reality oriented,” and its function is to handle everything related to reality, such as perception and inner representation of reality, control of reality-oriented behavior, and information exchange through communication.

(2)  There is no difference between the operations of the primary and secondary processes regarding their level of development, refinement, structuralization, or efficiency. All the operational differences between the two groups of processes are to be explained only in terms of the phylo- and ontogenetic adjustment of each to its specific function: the primary processes are adjusted to serve the specific organizational requirements of the self, whereas the secondary processes are adjusted to the requirements of reality orientation. It is only because the organizational requirements of these two functions are so different that the two groups of processes have developed as two “languages,” each forming its own peculiar grammar and syntax.

(3)  Each of the two modes of organization qualifies the organism for a different form of adaptation—the primary-process mode for autoplastic, and the secondary mode for alloplastic adaptation. The first is the form of adaptation prevalent in all higher animals equipped with some kind of a central-information-processing system (a “mind”)—the organism being able to adjust its activities to the changing requirements of outer reality. The second is a form of adaptation unique to human beings—the organism being able to manipulate reality actively, to modify and adjust it to his own needs.

 (4) The primary process represents the obligatory sphere of mental activity, that sphere where all organizational activities are subordinated to the compelling forces of the drives, needs, and other obligatory demands of the self. The secondary process represents the autonomous sphere of mental activity, the continuous struggle of the ego to disengage mental activity from the obligatory demands of the self, as well as from the immediate pressures of reality.

From the point of view of phylo- and ontogenesis, the development of autonomous thought—or in other words the development of a central-information-processing system that can program itself by itself—becomes possible owing to one single factor: the development of the ability of thought to think about itself, an ability called also “reflective thinking.”

 (5) Both the primary and secondary processes participate in any area of cognitive functioning, such as categorization, imagination, communication, self presentation, reality presentation, and causal reasoning. Normal mental activity is dependent on the ability of the ego to coordinate the two groups of processes and to match the products of their operations in any of the areas of cognitive functioning. For example, normal self presentation is dependent on the ability to match the primary-process-produced self-image with the secondary-process one.

Let us now examine the affect as a primary-process organizational phenomenon according to the same five points:

 (1) If we do claim that the affect belongs to the primary process, we have first to prove that affectual activation is indeed a self-centered activity. This self-centeredness is, to my mind, revealed in the cognitive activity that is part of the activation of the affect. This is an activity that may involve all cognitive systems, as shown before—memory which retrieves all past experiences relevant to the action to be executed, imagination which portrays on the inner screen all the possible scenarios by which the anticipated action may unfold, and so on—but is always exclusively subordinated to the specific goals of the affect. To the extent that this activity involves elements of reality, they appear never as representants of an objective reality to take into consideration, but only as an attempt to distort reality in line with the goals of the affect. The best description of this kind of cognitive activity is in what Bleuler (1913) called “autistic thinking” (which Rapaport, 1951, showed to be identical with Freud's concept of “primary-process thinking”), and he was also the first to display the connection between it and the affect: “It mirrors the fulfillment of wishes and strivings, thinks away obstacles, conceives of impossibilities as possible, and of goals as attained. It does so by facilitating those associations which correspond to the striving, and by inhibiting those which contradict it, that is by mechanisms familiar to us as influence of affect” (Bleuler, 1913, p. 404(
This kind of self-centered, primary-process-dominated cognitive activity
has to be clearly distinguished from the secondary-process-dominated cognitive activity. The problem is that the psychoanalytic literature is confusing: Almost all studies about the affect distinguish between “affect” and “idea,” but most do not clarify what exactly they mean by “idea.” In many studies, the concept “idea” is the term for any mental representation portrayed on the inner screen while an affect is activated. And what is more, among those who speak about “cognition” in general, there is no agreement. There are those who relate to cognition as a group of functions distinct from affect, and others, like Ross (1975) who contend that “… a false dichotomy has been tacitly established between affect and cognition … I propose that in their origin, affect and cognition are not merely fused—they are one” (p. 80). I think that if we will distinguish clearly between primary-process and secondary-process cognition, there will be no confusion any longer. Primary-process cognitive activity is an integral part of any affectual activation, whereas secondary-process activity, which serves the requirements for reality orientation, is distinct from affect. The term “idea” has therefore to be reserved only for the products of secondary-process activity—the concepts that are the operational units with which secondary-process thought works.

(2)  To understand the difference between affect and idea as representing two different, but equally efficient modes of organization, we will have to examine more thoroughly the mechanisms by which actions are executed. The main difference between the two modes is that while, on the level of the primary process, the motive is “translated” into an actual action with the aid of a preset program, on the level of the secondary process an “ad hoc” executive program has to be constructed for each specific action. The first example presented in this paper demonstrates the primary-process mechanism of execution: From the moment the aggressive motive against the neighbor-driver is aroused, everything proceeds automatically along preprogrammed lines—the physiological systems are mobilized in preparation for the action to be executed, the cognitive systems are activated to handle the information required for the conduct of this action, etc. And if the ego will not interfere, the aggressive action will erupt. But if a person is to respond aggressively on the level of his secondary process, for example—deciding that although he does not feel any anger the only logical response to a certain provocation is an aggressive action—he will have to plan rationally all the steps involved in the preparation for and the execution of this action. This means that the person, on the level of his secondary process, cannot rely on preset programs to organize his activities; rather he must “write” an executive program anew for any instance of acting. This process of writing an “ad hoc” program adapted to any of the current reality situations is supported by a mechanism, specific only to the secondary process—a device with the aid of which all the information necessary for planning an action can be displayed on the spot. All the relevant information stored in the archives of memory or perceived from the outer world is automatically classified and categorized by preset schemata, formed during the years of development, which lie ready for immediate retrieval. These schemata are what we call concepts, and they can also be conceived as “programs,” each organizing all the data of information relevant to a certain class or category. For example, a concept like “hunger” is a program that organizes all we know, remember, imagine, and have experienced about situations of hunger.

The main difference between primary-process and secondary-process executive organization is, therefore, in the kind of “programs” that are involved in the preparation for and in the execution of behavior, perception, and communication. The primary-process-produced programs make possible a total organization; the activities of all organs and psychological and physiological systems that have to participate in a given action are organized in advance, and, from the moment a motive arouses them, everything proceeds according to preprogrammed lines. The secondary-process-produced “programs” provide only for the organization of all the information required for planning the various steps toward an action. On the basis of this handy information, the ego has then to decide with the aid of rational thought if, where, when, and how to act.

The primary-process-produced programs are the affects, and the secondary-process-produced programs are the ideas.

 (3) The two modes of organization qualify the organism for two different forms of adaptation. Each of these forms has its advantages and its disadvantages. The primary-process mode of affectual activation is a mode of executive organization adapted by nature for the usage of higher animals, human infants, and all humans—in face of an acute danger. Its advantage is in its high survival value, because all the vital activities are programmed in advance. The disadvantage is in its low adaptability to new reality situations, because, as rich as the repertoire of affectual programs may be, it can prepare the organism to cope only with those situations that it has once experienced in some phase of its phylo- or ontogenetic development.

The secondary-process mode of conceptual organization is a mode of executive organization adopted for the usage of the rational human adult. Its advantage is in its high degree of adaptability to changing reality situations. Because the executive program has to be constructed “ad hoc” for each task, the adaptation to the current changes can be perfect. The disadvantage is in the time it takes to plan any of the responses, a time that can be critical when an immediate response is required in face of an acute danger.

It is clear that because the affect can prepare the organism to cope only with reality situations experienced in the past of the race or the individual, it can provide only for an autoplastic adaptation. Alloplastic adaptation, based on the ability to create totally new reality situations never experienced in the past, is made possible only by the secondary-process mode, by the ability of rational thought to disengage itself from its dependence on pre-established arrangements and write anew for each situation the most suitable program.

(4)  The efforts of the ego to control the affect represent much more than only the defensive need to ward off potentially disruptive affective activations. Affects are the main vehicles through which the compelling needs and drives exert their influence on behavior, perception, and communication. The attempts of the ego to control affect, represent, therefore, its never-ending struggle to ensure its functional autonomy and independence. The main instrument the ego uses to ensure its autonomy vis-à-vis the affect is the secondary-process-dominated rational thought, those processes developed by the ego for attaining its autonomy vis-à-vis the obligatory, self-centered primary process.

 (5) On the ground of points 3 and 4, the question could be posed: If the ego, by the development of its autonomous secondary processes, can succeed in creating an alternative mode of executive organization superior to the affect in its adaptability to changing reality situations, why does it still need the affect at all? This question is not so absurd as it may sound, because anyone familiar with contemporary psychological literature cannot but get the impression that affect is indeed regarded by many authors as something superfluous, as a relic of our primitive heritage, and, at present, only as a nuisance for rational thought. This attitude toward the affect has also penetrated into psychoanalytical ego psychology. Hartmann (1939), for example, wrote: “From the point of view of the psychology of neurosis, affective action—in contrast to the theoretical ideal of rational action—often appears as a deplorable residue of primitive mental conditions and as a deviation from the normal” (p. 20). And Rycroft (1962) was certainly right in asserting “that the theoretical ideal of rational action predicated by ego-psychology alienates the human adult from the springs of emotions” (p. 390).

The answer to the question “Why does the ego need the affect?” is evident: Conceptual organization posed by the ego as an alternative to affectual organization lacks some of the essential properties necessary for the organization of behavior, perception, and communication. The idea, the same as secondary-process thought in general, has no access to the autonomous and extrapyramidal systems, and therefore can never provide the organizational background necessary for the execution of the most essential vital actions. To demonstrate the difference between affect and idea as organizers of vital actions, let us take as an example the phenomenon of hunger.    Hunger is an affect as well as a concept. As an affect, it is a “program” that includes all the instructions for activating the various organs and systems for the goal of searching for, getting, and preparing food, and for mobilizing all the actions required for eating and digesting that food. As a concept, it is a “program” that points to all the information relevant for planning how to get and prepare food, and deciding what to do with it. A person may perform all the actions necessary for satisfying his hunger when driven by the affect of hunger, or when only following the dictate of the idea of hunger.

The last case occurs, for example, when a person knows that he has to eat as much as possible to recuperate from his illness, although he does not feel any hunger. In this case, the idea of hunger, or in its inverse form, “I know that I have to eat” can serve as an efficient alternative for the affect of hunger. The person acting under the dictate of the idea will know exactly what to do, how to get his food and to prepare the special diet he needs, and how to perform all the movements for swallowing it, except one—his stomach will not be prepared for the intake of food, and certainly after a couple of spoonfuls of soup, he will forgo attempts to eat, despite all his good intentions. It is only the affect that can also activate the secretion and the peristalsis of the stomach in preparation for the anticipated food, and no information can assist rational thought in finding a way to accomplish it. Except one: if rational thought can succeed in activating the suitable affect with the aid of imagination, such as by conjuring up the excellent meal he had with his girl friend on their first visit to Paris, then the stomach may open and the soup will pour in.

The ego, in its relationship with the affect, is in a constant “dilemma.” In order to attain and maintain its functional autonomy and reality-oriented adaptability, the ego has to disengage its functionings from their dependence on the pre-established connections and arrangements activated by the affect; but on the other hand the ego cannot give up the affect because it remains dependent on its organizational capacities for the execution of most of the essential vital actions.

In order to liberate itself from the compelling forces of the needs and drives, and to increase its flexibility in adapting to changing reality situations, the ego has developed a new principle of organization represented by the secondary process—an organization handling merely information instead of the total organization represented by the primary process, which handles concrete somatic and mental activities (compare Freud's [1915] distinction between “word presentation” and “thing presentation”). But the shift to this new mode of organization makes the ego, paradoxically, more dependent than before on the primary process and on the affect as an organizer of the vital actions.

I would assume that if we could ask this hypothetical master who planned the human mind what were his reasons when he decided to equip human beings with a double-layered central organizational system, he would certainly tell us that he did not create the secondary process with the intent to replace the primary one. He would explain that with human progressive development, affect as a mode of executive organization gradually fell short of serving the organizational requirements that become more and more complicated, and that it therefore became necessary to add a new mode to supplement the required organizational properties missing in the affect. The intention is that rational thought and affect, like secondary and primary process in general, should cooperate and each contribute its specific organizational capacities as required by the current task. Such cooperation also includes the ability of each of the two modes to take dominance and to control the operations of the other if required by the task. If the task is a reality-oriented one, rational thought has to dominate and control the activation of the affect, but if the task is a self-centered one (sexual activity, artistic enjoyment, etc.), it is the affect that has to take over and to dominate the activity of rational thought. Common to most psychopathologies is a certain reduction in the ability to shift freely the focus of dominance from rational thought to the affect and vice versa as required by changing tasks. Such an inflexibility is demonstrated in the extreme in those persons who are incapacitated in their ability to enjoy instinct-gratifying situations (like sex) because they cannot allow themselves to yield to their affects; or, from the other side, those who have difficulties in reality adaptation and interpersonal relations because they cannot sufficiently control their affects with the aid of rational thought. Mental health is characterized by the flexibility to shift the focus of dominance forth and back from rational thought to the affect according to the organizational requirements of the current task.

The smooth coordination of the primary- and secondary-process operations is dependent on the ego's ability to match any affect with its corresponding idea, a match achieved practically by the ability to verbalize an affect—i.e., finding the right word to name it. It is mainly by attaching the right idea to the affect that the ego exerts its mastery over the affect and manages to use it for its own goals; and, vice versa, it is by supplementing the idea with its suitable affect that the idea becomes a personal experience (see also Rangell, 1978). An affect without an idea is experienced as a blind force erupting from the depths to get a hold on the spheres of behavior, perception, and communication. The ability to name the affect correctly represents the ego's success in attaching to it the corresponding conceptual information, with the aid of which it can now (1) identify the affect; (2) acknowledge it, i.e., apply everything known about why such an affect tends to arise, how one is expected to enact it, etc.; and (3) differentiate clearly between the signs of its activation and the activation of other similar affects. These processes—identification, acknowledgment, and differentiation—are the three factors essential for normal affect control and regulation, and a disturbance in anyone of them may result in various kinds of emotional disturbance.

An idea without its accompanying affect will remain as an isolated chunk of objective knowledge devoid of any personal significance. It is the accompanying affect which provides the “color” for the idea, and which transforms an objective knowledge into a personal experience. As Ross (1975) has so convincingly shown, a “knowledge” becomes truly mine only when I also begin to feel it.

The Development of the Affect
The three processes—identification, acknowledgment, and differentiation—described as essential for normal affect control and regulation can be used also to suggest the three main stages characterizing the development of the affect.

 (1) Identification: The origin of the affect is in the innate organizational programs common to higher animals and the human infant. These programs organize the primary behavior, perception, and communication of the infant more or less automatically, to ensure its survival in the first period of its life, until the higher organizational forms involving various degrees of consciousness and free will are matured enough to take over.

In fact, we can speak about affect as a human experience only after the growing child begins in some dim way to identify these fleeting changes occurring in his body and mind as having some meaning. This does not require an explicit awareness of the affect as a distinct pattern of changes, but only an ability to identify the phenomenon of activation as having a distinct quality, and as a signal that calls for some specific response.
Most psychoanalysts assume that the first distinction is between the two qualities of pleasure and unpleasure. Brenner (1974), for example, writes:  “One may safely assume that early in life, before any substantial degree of ego development has taken place, all affect can be divided into pleasurable and unpleasurable” (p. 29); and Moore (1974) defines the affect as “the subjective conscious manifestation of internal and external perceptivity and reactivity of the organism with regard to the pleasure-unpleasure status” (p. 617).

The development of the ability to identify the affect as a distinct quality having a definite meaning is determined to a considerable degree by the response of the mother and other significant adults to the child's affectual activations. It is the mother who, by the appropriate response to her child's activations, enables him or her to perceive them as signals having a definite meaning. Many emotional disturbances may have their origin in interpersonal relations with a mother who failed to “read” correctly the signals of her child's activations and therefore did not respond adequately to his needs. Hilde Bruch (1970), in her studies on anorexia nervosa, showed that the basic disturbance in patients suffering from that disease is an inability to interpret the meaning of hunger as an indication for the need to eat. The developmental origin of this disturbance is, to her mind, in the mother's inability to respond appropriately to the spontaneous arousal of hunger in her child, and in her feeding him whenever she decided that he ought to be hungry. The disturbing experience, to quote Bruch, is “an all pervading attitude of doing for the child and superimposing the parents' concept of his needs, with disregard of child-initiated signals. This deprives the child of a necessary learning experience, namely, the regular sequence of events, that of felt discomfort, signal, appropriate response, and felt satisfaction. Without such reciprocal and confirming responses to child-initiated clues, he will fail to develop a discriminate awareness of his needs and a sense of control over his impulses” (p. 53.(
We assume today that such a disturbance in the mother's responsibility, if pervasive, may have a widespread pathological effect on the development of the self in general. Alice Miller (1979a) writes: “In order to develop a true self, the child needs, in the first weeks and months of life, his mother's appropriate emotional responses, mirroring and respect … Only the mother's appropriate responses make it possible for the child to experience his feelings as belonging to his own self” (p. 57).

Fortunately, it is rare for a mother to suffer from a total “blindness” in reading all the expressions of her child's affectual activations. Mostly, we are confronted with a mother who displays a selective inability to respond appropriately to one sector of those expressions. Several contemporary psychoanalytic studies about borderline psychopathology (see Rinsley, 1978) and narcissistic disturbances (see Miller, 1979a, b) show that those patients were raised by mothers who could respond appropriately only to that sector of their child's affectual expressions which in some way satisfied their own narcissistic needs, but could never acknowledge and respect the child's own needs. Children raised by such a mother may exhibit one group of affects that are well-developed and differentiated, and others that are stunted in their development to such a degree that they can never be used as normal self-indicators of the child's own needs.

 (2) Acknowledgment: The second stage in the development of the affect begins when the growing child is able to acknowledge his affects as distinct psycho-physiological entities, each having a different quality, pattern of activation, and meaning. Whereas until this stage the child is only able to identify dimly the activations occurring in his systems as having some meanings, as signals that call for some specific response, he begins now to be aware of the fact that these activations appear regularly as repeatable patterns of changes, related to specific situations. This process of acknowledgment is dependent on the ability to name the affect, and is therefore related to the evolvement of secondary thought and the ability for conceptualization. The affect as an identified pattern of activation is a subjective experience, whereas its name is always a concept. The name, therefore, is never a part of the experience itself; it is the idea attached to it. For example, the pattern of activation we call “hunger” is an experience that I am able to identify as a signal calling me to eat, but the name “hunger” does not belong to the experience; it is a verbal sign that refers to everything I know about this experience, and the ways in which I ought to respond to its arousal.

Henceforth, the development of the affect proceeds along two parallel developmental lines—the affect proper, and the accompanying idea. Both are gradually modified, refined, and differentiated: the affect by the assimilation of, and accommodation to, the repeated experiences of the affect activation and the responses to it, and the idea by integrating all the accumulated knowledge about what the affect is and how one should respond to it. There is always a reciprocal influence between the two components, the idea being modified by changing experience, and the affect being modified by accumulated knowledge. Normal development requires a parallel development of both affect and idea, so that in each stage the knowledge integrated by the idea will match the affect, and the experiences assimilated into the affect will match the idea. Any discrepancy created between these two parallel developmental lines may result in various psychopathologies of the affect, mainly causing, as we will see later, disturbances in the normal differentiation of the affect.

The ability to acknowledge the affect, like the identification of it, is also in great part an interpersonal process. The mother, by providing the name of the affect for the child, enables him to form the appropriate concept, and by supplying him with the information about what to do and how to respond to the affectual activation, enables him to enrich the idea with the necessary knowledge. In practice, it is when the mother tries to verbalize for the child what she assumes he is experiencing in that moment, that he learns the correct concept to match his affect. Of course, if mother has difficulties in interpreting correctly the signals of her child's affectual activations, or if she is herself limited in her abilities of conceptualization and/or verbalization, the child will have difficulties in constructing the right idea and in communicating verbally his emotional experience. This is a disturbance seen typically in children raised by families of low educational or social status (“culturally deprived” families), who, owing to the low ability for conceptualization and the limited vocabulary of the parents, are stunted for life in their ability to articulate and verbalize their emotional experience. The normal development of both lines—the affect and the idea—is facilitated by the constant emotional and intellectual exchange between the child and his parents: by responding phase-appropriately to the signals of his affectual activations, they enable the child to assimilate his new experience and adapt the affect to the sequential developmental tasks; and by talking with him about his affects and their expression in behavior, perception, and communication, they help him to enrich his idea about them.

(3)  Differentiation: This is the highest stage of the development of the affect, which begins in the first year of childhood and proceeds all through life.

The limited number of innate affectual programs that the child brings with him become gradually differentiated into more and more specific and refined programs in adjustment with the progressive differentiation of the child's activities. Aggression, for example, becomes differentiated into rage, resentment, annoyance; love, into liking, tenderness, devotion, adoration; and so on.

The affect of the infant is characteristically gross, global, and diffuse, and the activations are spread over almost all the psycho-physiological systems. With the gradual differentiation of the affectual programs, there occurs also a psycho-physiological differentiation (see Greenberg, 1962), and each pattern of activation becomes more confined, involving only selective systems, and only to the degree that is required for preparing the organism for the specific action to be executed. The infant when excited, for example, by watching his daddy and mommy trying to entertain him by making funny faces, waves his arms, legs, and entire body joyfully. But when, as an adult, he is excited by the performance of a great actor, he claps politely, this time waving only his hands.

The degree of affect differentiation is usually regarded as one of the cardinal criteria determining the “maturity” of the personality, and a person who displays gross and undifferentiated affect is regarded as possessing an “immature personality.” The same applies for psycho-physiological differentiation, where a gross, diffuse, and exaggerated response is regarded as “infantile,” and the mature adult personality is expected to display minimal signs of psycho-physiological activation, never more than what is required for the specific action to be executed.

Many studies of psychosomatic medicine attempted to explain psycho-physiological disorders as an outcome of regression to the undifferentiated and diffuse patterns of activation of infancy. Reiser (1961) writes: “Intensive clinical psychoanalytic studies led many investigators, including Grinker, Deutsch, and Schur, to conclude that the sustained and specifically patterned physiologic discharge encountered in clinical disorders may represent reactivation of physiological modes of response that predominated in the earliest months of life”; and he continues: “It is that the human organism in the course of maturation passes through progressive phases in which originally indiscriminate and relatively uncontrolled physiologic and psychologic organismic processes are gradually refined into partial, discrete, controlled, adaptive reactions that characterize mature function.”

The normal process of affect differentiation is contingent upon the normal development of all the other processes presented above. It is only the well-identified affect matched with a well-integrated idea, handled by a well-developed ego, which is responded to appropriately by the significant adults, that can proceed to attain the highest degree of differentiation.

In a former section I described the “weak ego” as one that cannot allow the affect to activate its typical pattern of changes to a degree sufficient for identifying its quality, and therefore has to suppress or deny these activations from the very beginning (as in the obsessive-compulsive personality), or to let the affect manifest itself without any control (as in the hysterical personality). It is clear that an affect that is never allowed to rise to the level sufficient for becoming an ego experience cannot be matched by its corresponding idea, and therefore also never reaches the normal stage of differentiation. And indeed, in both cases, in the hysterical emotional outburst and in the rare cases when the obsessive-compulsive succumbs to an emotional outburst, we are confronted with an acting out of a crude and undifferentiated affect. Shapiro (1965), referred to earlier, describes the affect of the hysteric: “The insufficiency of integrative processes and development causes their affects to be explosive, abrupt, and labile, on the one hand, and relatively undifferentiated, gross, and black or white, on the other” (p. 131). That is to say, those patients suffer not
merely from a weak ego which is unable to control their affectual activation effectively, but also from a developmental fixation or regression in the affects themselves.

Krystal (1974, 1975) claims that we have to distinguish between the affect itself and the ego mechanisms whose function is to control and regulate the affect. The problem is that our up-to-date dynamic psychopathological explanations are mainly based on the various disturbances in the ego mechanisms, whereas the developmental disturbances in the affect itself are hardly studied. The examination of psychiatric disorders from the aspect of the development of affect may show, I believe, that most neurotic, psychotic, and psychosomatic disorders are characterized by a varying degree of fixation or regression of some particular group of affects. Krystal (1975) himself, who was one of the first to study the development of the affect itself, states: “The genetic development of emotion proceeds along the lines of verbalization, desomatization, and differentiation. Therapeutic efforts in affect regression are directed toward helping the patient to verbalize his emotions. Once the patient is able to put his feelings into words … the undifferentiated nature of his emotion is demonstrated, and the patient is helped to identify and experience progressively more refined nuances of his feelings” (p. 216); i.e., it is mainly through verbalization, by attaching the right idea to the affect, that the affect can proceed in its development and become normally differentiated.

Considering that normal differentiation is multidetermined by a number of preconditions, and that the disturbance may effect only one or two of them, there are also many possibilities of selective developmental disturbances, expressed only in the differentiation of one particular group of affects. For example, many eating problems, especially obesity, are characterized by a tendency to confuse the need for nourishment with the need for love and human warmth; so that every time such a person feels lonely and “cold,” he tends to comfort himself with food. We know that in the beginning of life the need for nourishment and the need for the mother's warm contact are activated by similar affectual programs. In normal development these programs have to be differentiated, so that an adult seeks food only when driven by hunger, while his yearnings for human contact have to be satisfied in other ways. But in obese patients, such normal differentiation does not occur; the two affectual programs remain fused, and they continue throughout life to associate food with love. The cause of such a disturbance in differentiation may be either the child's inability to identify correctly each of these two affects due to the mother's inappropriate response, or a difficulty in developing the right ideas necessary for the discrimination between hunger and the need for human contact, or both.

I assume that further studies may reveal also that most sexual deviations have their origin in a selective disturbance in differentiation of one particular group of affects. The typical sexual perversion is organized by a well-structured and stabilized program that dictates the trigger, the pattern of activation, and the details of the action to be performed. But, mostly, it is impossible to explain the development of the perversion merely on genetically given lines. We can, therefore, understand the development of such an isolated deviant program, in an otherwise relatively normal personality, only as a selective deviation in the differentiation of one particular group of affects.

The progressive differentiation of the affects gradually increases the general number of the affectual programs available for the organism. Thus a new problem has been created for the growing ego, which now must tolerate and learn to handle an ever-expanding inventory of affects, many of them with opposing valences, which may be activated simultaneously.

In early childhood, the organism possesses a relatively limited number of global affectual programs, and the changes activated by them are spread over almost all of the psycho-physiological systems. Each such program, when activated, tends to dominate the entire spheres of behavior, perception, and communication, so that, although the activated affects may exchange rather quickly, in each given moment the entire organization of the child is always subordinated to one single affect. When the child is angry, then everything in him displays anger, and when he is happy, all of his body and mind expresses joy. With progressive differentiation, the affect becomes more discrete, its activations confined to a limited number of systems, and it becomes possible for two or more affects to be activated at the same time without interfering one with the other. To return to the former analogy of the theater stage, we could say that while in early life only one scenario can be performed on the stage, later, when each scenario no longer requires the involvement of all the facilities of the stage, several different scenarios can be performed, each on another of the stage's corners.

In order to be able to manage a “stage” with several organizational centers, two conditions are required: (1) a repertoire of well-differentiated affects, each confined in its activation to the minimum necessary systems; (2) a well-developed ego that is able to regulate smoothly several foci of activation, and to reconcile among activations of different, or even opposite valences. These two groups of factors are developmentally dependent one on the other—the ego by its sound discriminatory (see Hacker, 1962) and integratory functions enables the affect to proceed to the highest degrees of differentiation, and the discrete, well-differentiated affects enable the ego to perform and further develop its regulatory functions.

In the discussion on “Multiple Affects” I assumed that psycho-physiological disorders develop as result of the interlocking of opposite affects. At this point we are in a better position to understand the reasons why such an interlocking occurs. The existence of opposite affects is a normal phenomenon, and if the affects are well differentiated, and the ego has the power to regulate them smoothly and to confine the activation of each to its time and place, no problem will arise. But in patients suffering from psycho-physiological disorders, the affects are mostly fixated on, or regressed to, an early developmental stage, and therefore appear as gross, diffuse, and undifferentiated. The ego of such a patient, which is mostly also immature and lacking in suitable mechanisms to deal efficiently with opposing affects, does not succeed in isolating the gross and diffuse affects, or in reconciling them. Thus, when an underlying conflict is manifested by two opposing affects activated simultaneously, each of these activations tends to intrude into the territory of the other, and a typical situation of pathological interlocking is created.

The normal differentiation of the affect, like the former developmental tasks, is also, in part, an interpersonal process. The growing child, by perceiving and responding to the delicacies of the emotional expressions of others, learns to discriminate the shades of his own affects; and by acknowledging the diversity of his own affects improves his ability to respond to the tiny nuances of the emotional expressions of others. Therefore, it is not only the healthy developmental course of the affect and the ego, but also the openness of the child to perceiving and responding to others, that continuously enriches his emotional life and contributes to the sound differentiation and maturation of his affects. Art, and especially literature, by inviting the reader to identify with heroes, is one of the most important opportunities for the individual to participate in the emotional experiences of others, and to “learn” much more about affects than can be learned by personal experience alone.

Therapeutic Implications
The disturbance of the affect may originate in any of the developmental stages outlined above. The function of therapy corresponds, therefore, to the main developmental tasks: identification of the affect, acknowledgment of the affect by matching it with the right idea, the maturation of the affect by its progressive differentiation, and the reconciliation of opposites. The analyst, by responding appropriately to, and by focusing attention on, the expressions of the patient's affectual activations, assists him in correctly identifying his affects; by verbalizing the emotional experiences, he provides the patient with the suitable concepts for articulating his affects and facilitates the integration of the conceptual knowledge about everything related to the affect with the corresponding experience; by analyzing the ego defenses, and by strengthening the patient's ability to experience his own affects and to respond appropriately to the affectual expressions of others, he helps the patient to proceed to the differentiation and maturation of his affects. Through the analytic-induced regression, the patient returns to those early developmental stages in which the emotional disturbances originated, and by reviving the original traumatic experiences, the stunted affects and their corresponding ideas can proceed in their interrupted course of development to reach optimal degrees of differentiation. Thus, the ego can increase its ability to cope with an ever-richer inventory of diverse and opposing affects.

For many years psychoanalytic theory, influenced by the “discharge theory” of the affect, advocated “catharsis” of the affect as the aim of therapy. Kris (1952), in his classical study about art, challenged this view:

Art, it is said, releases unconscious tension and “purges” the soul. This view is frequently attributed to Aristotle and considered the common denominator between his theory and that of Freud. .. The progress of psychoanalytic knowledge has opened the way for better understanding of the cathartic effect; we are no longer satisfied with the notion that repressed emotions lose their hold over our mental life when an outlet for them has been found. We believe rather that what Aristotle describes as the purging enables the ego to reestablish the control which is threatened by dammed-up instinctual demands. The search for outlet acts as an aid to assuring or reestablishing this control. .. [p. 45].

By this, Kris added two new theoretical points: he stated that the aim of therapy is not the enacting or the modification of the affect itself, but change in the ego functions that control and regulate the affect; and he pointed out the analogy between art and psychoanalytic therapy with regard to the affect.

I would say that the over-all concept that denotes the therapeutical function with regard to the affect is not catharsis, but ordering. The aim of therapy is to restore order into the internal emotional chaos that characterizes the neurotic or psychotic patient; to assist the patient's ego in finding the best ways for controlling unadaptive affects and regulate the enactment of the many and diverse affects that strive to get hold on the spheres of behavior, perception, and communication; to reconcile affects of opposite valences; and to untie the conflicts that block the road for the further normal differentiation of the fixated and regressed affects.

The cathartic effect of therapy can never be regarded as the goal, but only as the necessary means, for ordering the affect. Because only the person who is fully experiencing his affects—identifying, verbalizing, acknowledging, and responding to them appropriately—can succeed in ordering them and finding the best ways for their enactment without anxiety, guilt, or remorse.

The same holds true for the function of art: Art, by its very nature, is a medium of communication that, in contrast to discursive language, is able to convey human experience and emotion directly. Tolstoy (1898) wrote: “Whereas by words a man transmit his thoughts to another, by art he transmits his feelings.” Most psychological approaches to art tend to stress its expressive aspect, its specific capacity to represent the counterpoint of human emotions, to portray them in all their ups and downs, ebbs and flows, ambivalences and oppositions. Accordingly, the creative artist is conceived by many authors as someone whose sole concern is in finding the best ways to express and communicate as freely as possible his experience and affect. To my mind, this struggle for expression is only the prerequisite for what is the main function of art: to restore order into the internal chaos of human emotional life. Wollheim (1965) states: “Architecture is the mother of the arts … Architecture gives us the entreé into art” (p. xxi). And indeed, every creative artist is to some extent an architect—not merely striving to express himself, but struggling with his artistic material to shape it into an aesthetic and harmonious form, to build a structure in the realm of which all contradictions and oppositions will appear as integrated in a perfect manner. As Stokes (1965) expressed it: “The felicity of art lies in its sustaining power, in a markedly dual content, in multiple forms of expression within one boundary that harmonize” (p. 29(
In a former paper (Noy, 1979b) I expressed the idea that what is regarded as “perfect form in art, is always a dialectical form, which represents opposing ideas or feelings, and reconciles them into a unity in the most simple and economical manner” (p. 247). And this is undoubtedly the highest function of any art: to offer the best solution for reconciling opposites aesthetically, a function that reflects the highest and most complicated task of the ego with regard to the affect; to integrate and reconcile diverse and opposite affects, so that the enactment of affects in behavior, perception, and communication can be regulated harmoniously, without endangering the integrity and wholeness of the ego and the self.

Summary
 (1) Psychoanalysis has no agreed-upon theory of affect. Affect is conceived by various authors as related to the organization of behavior, or to the disorganization of behavior, perception, or communication. An attempt is made in this study to integrate the various approaches by conceiving affect as an organizational phenomenon, as a kind of “program” that organizes the various psychological and physiological systems and processes taking part in behavior, perception, and communication, in a goal-directed manner. This organizational phenomenon occurs in the intermediary zone between the motive that instigates the organism to a given action, and the actual action itself.

(2)  The function of the affect is to organize, order, and coordinate the activities of the various organs and systems that have to participate in the given action, in preparation for the action to be executed, and after the action has begun to provide the organizational background necessary for its conduct and sustainment.

 (3) Rapaport (1953) divided Freud's theory of affect into three phases: in the first, affects are equated with drive-cathexes pressing for discharge; in the second, the affect itself is conceived of as a discharge channel; and in the third, affect is seen as a signal used by the ego. These three theories are examined and criticized from the vantage point of the here-suggested “affect as an organizational phenomenon” theory.

(4)  An attempt is made to show that many of the theoretical confusions regarding the affect disappear when a clear distinction is made between the affect proper and the imagination that is aroused as a part of affectual activation.

 (5) A new theory is suggested, which explains psychosomatic diseases as caused by the activation of opposite affects that become interlocked.

(6)  The complicated relation between the ego and the affects is examined, with an attempt to show that the ego's ability to control and regulate affectual activations can be used as one of the clinical criteria for distinguishing between normality and psychopathology.

 (7) Affect is an organizational phenomenon characteristic of the primary process. Its counterpart on the level of the secondary process is the idea. Mental health is dependent on the ability of the ego to match any affect with its corresponding idea, an activity that represents one of the main synthetic functions of the ego: to coordinate primary-process and secondary-process operations.

 (8) The development of the affect can be divided into three stages—identification, acknowledgment, and differentiation. The ability of the child to accomplish any of these three developmental tasks successfully is dependent, to a considerable extent, on the ability of the mother and other significant adults to respond in a stage-appropriate way to the affectual expressions of the child.

 (9) The goal of psychoanalytic therapy is not the catharsis of the affects, as advocated by classical psychoanalysis, but their ordering.

(10)  The analogy between psychoanalytic therapy and artistic activity, with regard to the dynamics of the affect, is pointed out. The highest function of both is to offer the best solution for reconciling diverse and opposite affects in a harmonious and aesthetic form.
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