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Metapsychology as a Multimodel System
Pinchas Noy
For us psychoanalysts, the long existence of psychoanalysis as a scientific discipline is so obvious as to make it hard for us to see that objectively this phenomenon should have brought about some fascination. Psychoanalysis is, after all, but one of the many schools of thought which crystallized within the sciences of psychology and psychiatry in the course of the last century. However, while most of the others, after blooming and attracting many followers, started to wilt gradually until all that has remained of them is a chapter in 'history of psychology' books, psychoanalysis has exhibited an amazing ability for survival. And despite the fact that every so many years new schools appeared claiming that they would 'completely do away with orthodox psychoanalysis', psychoanalysis rose up again, each time, recuperated, and continues its development.

A young physician, who had just embarked on his studies at an analytic institute once remarked, in dismay, in a seminar on dreams: 'Of all the medical subjects I have studied, this is the only one where one still studies a text published in 1900 and reads it as if it were an up-to-date book.'

The special durability of psychoanalysis depends undoubtedly on many factors, such as the depth of the clinical observations on which theory is based; the therapeutic technique which has proved its effectiveness over many years and the care in the selection and education of candidates for psychoanalysis. But really, none of these factors make up the case exclusively for psychoanalysis, and there are many other schools whose adherents are no less sharp in their clinical diagnoses, nor in their therapeutic ability, nor in their dedication to the education of their followers.

______________________________

This paper was presented to the Israel Psychoanalytic Society, January 1975; and to the Chicago Psychoanalytic Society, September 1976.

The unique feature of psychoanalysis lies, in my opinion, in its theoretical system; in its tool, created to organize the clinical observations, to understand their meaning and to determine the kind of therapeutic intervention.

My purpose in the present paper is to examine the specific features of the theoretical system of psychoanalysis and that which distinguishes it from most of the other schools of psychology, in order to find out what it is that we have to maintain and what are the fallacies we are to avoid—if we intend to continue and perpetuate 'our science' as a scientific system able to stand the changes of the times, capable of absorbing scientific innovations, and adjusting to changes in the medical approaches and social realities of our times.

My basic hypothesis, which I shall try to prove here, is that the uniqueness of psychoanalysis is in its metapsychology which is based on a multimodel theoretical system, i.e. a system composed of several theoretical models. In this respect it differs from almost all other contemporary schools in psychology and behavioural sciences, each one of which is based on a single and uniform model. The existence of these numerous models enables us to arrange clinical raw data in several alternate patterns, allowing the examination of each phenomenon from several points of view and the transfer of the focus of interest from one point of view to another, according to the specific clinical, experimental or theoretical needs.

The fact that there exists no single unifying basic theoretical model from which all psychoanalytic facts, hypotheses and interventions are to be derived, is not a weakness, as is commonly regarded in science, but it is the outstanding feature of psychoanalysis and the source of its specific power to survive and adapt.

In order to examine this hypothesis, let us begin by raising several points relevant to the logic of models and their usage in science in general, an examination which will help us later to understand how to use the models in psychoanalysis.

A model is a logical hypothetical construct which abstracts and transfers a system of relationships, processes or rules from their original context to another context where, generally, only one or several elements are preserved unchanged, while others are either changed or eliminated. A street map, for example, is a model which transforms the shape of the streets from their original context to the reduced paper context, accurately preserving the street formations and the relative distances between streets, but eliminating all other items which make up the city. Ohm's Law, for another example, is a model which transforms the relationship between electrical current and conductor resistance from the original context of an electrical wire system to a mathematical medium, accurately preserving the relation between current and resistance, but eliminating everything else about them.

It is the nature of the model to represent only one aspect of the object, phenomenon or stream of events it is designed to represent. When the represented object is a simple one, it is sufficient for this aspect to represent the whole, just as an apartment is presented by an architect in his plans. The plan faithfully represents the shape of the apartment and the relative distances within it, but the dimension of depth is missing. This dimension is not essential for the representation of the apartment and it is possible to complete it in our imagination with relative ease. But, when the represented object is more complex and it is impossible to abstract one single element which will represent the whole object, a number of models are needed—each one to 'cover' one of its different aspects. A good example here is the geographical atlas: the terrain of a certain country includes many and various characteristics which are incapable of being represented by a single model: therefore several models (maps) are needed. The topographical map is a model which transforms and reduces to the paper-medium all the lateral (between locations) and horizontal (contour lines) distances of a given terrain. Its advantage lies in that it allows for measuring and calculating, easily, aided only by a ruler, every dimension of length and height—something almost impossible to do while examining the actual physical terrain. Its disadvantage is that it offers no other information regarding the terrain—such as the distribution of plant-life, the kinds of soil, precipitation, etc. In order to cover these other aspects more maps are needed, each one being a representative model of a different aspect of the terrain. Now, when one is interested in information concerning the soil layout, one needs to refer to the geological map; and if one needs to know anything about rains, one has to refer to the rainfall map, etc.

Most phenomena dealt with by the natural sciences are of such a complex kind; thus it is impossible to represent them by a single model and therefore an 'atlas' of models is needed to cover all their different aspects. It is interesting that recognition of this fact penetrated the natural sciences only in the last few decades, under the pressure of the accumulation of problems which could not be solved on the basis of the classical approach which demands that every phenomenon has to be explained by a single basic model. An example of such a problem is the physical theory of light—a problem which occupied physics for many years. According to one model, light was conceived of as composed of particles, while according to another model it was conceived of as a wave phenomenon. The problem was that there was one physical phenomenon explainable only when it was assumed that light consists of a beam of particles, while another phenomenon was explainable only when it was assumed that light behaves like a continuum of waves. The physicists wrestled with this problem for many years, since it seemed impossible to them to adhere to two models simultaneously: for, after all, it seems unreasonable to assume that light is made of particles for one phenomenon and of waves for another. After all their many attempts to find a unifying model within whose framework it would be possible to describe light as particles as well as waves failed, the physicist Niels Bohr reached the conclusion that there is simply no solution to this problem. According to his opinion, our inability to settle the differences depends on the very limitation of the human mind, which is incapable of grasping natural phenomena to their fuller scope, but grasps only one isolated aspect at a time. He put forward what he designated as the 'complementary approach' which argues that since we are incapable of grasping whole phenomena, we have to come to terms with the fact that our grasp is always only partial, reflecting but one aspect of the phenomenon at a time. The various comprehensions are therefore not contradictory or opposing one another but, rather, complement each other and only together do they form the complete picture. Katzir (1972) showed that such a complementary approach is rooted in ancient Jewish thought, which sees godliness as a complex phenomenon which can be comprehended only from a different angle each time. He mentions Rabbi Saadia Gaon, who likened God to a lantern whose prisms are made of glasses of various colours, so that a man looking at it sees a different colour each time he faces it from a different angle. The same approach appeared later in Spinoza's philosophy, where God and his creatures were conceived as such complex phenomena that our minds are capable of comprehending only one of their many attributes at a time. 'The more reality or being a thing possesses, the more attributes belong to it' (Spinoza, 1677, prop. IX). 
Today, while the natural sciences already recognize that it is possible to comprehend the complex phenomena they are dealing with only by means of a system of complementary models, most of the social and behavioural sciences are still striving to find the 'model of models' which will unify all phenomena in one explanatory network. And those who presume to possess such a model deceive themselves into thinking that it is possible to detach the specific phenomenon they study from all other social and behavioural events which are not interpretable with the aid of the basic model that underlies their particular discipline. A good example of such self-deception is the science of economics. This science occupies a special and respectable position among all the other social sciences since it is the only one which claims to be an 'exact science'. It has everything needed by contemporary science—a logical model; controlled methods for data processing; rules which can be mathematically expressed, the facilities for statistical calculations and so forth. But, in spite of this, it is left with one little 'thorn': its predictions, derived from all those 'scientific' calculations. Any resemblance between these and reality remains, more often than not, merely accidental. And there exists no discipline which can match economics for the frequency of instances where its specialists admit to being 'surprised'; 'could not foresee that things would take such a turn'; 'do not understand what really happened;' and the like declarations we hear when, frequently, things develop quite differently from what they had predicted. And, repeatedly, some politician with no formal academic training, or an almost illiterate businessman proves that his ability to predict, based only on his practical experience and common sense, is superior to the expert armed with the whole arsenal of scientific tools. What could be the reason for such a situation?

Social life is a complex network of emotional, behavioural and commercial relations among individuals, groups and nations. The science of economics tries to isolate one system, the monetary and commercial relations among people, out of this elaborate network. The isolation of one system of relations from the whole network can be regarded as legitimate in science only on condition that one remains aware of the artificiality of such procedure and can in some way account for the other factors influencing the isolated system which is being studied. But the science of economics tends to ignore all other influences, especially the psychosocial ones, and has even managed to create a body of terms and concepts which are free of any emotional 'contamination'.

The example of the science of economics is, perhaps, an extreme one, but it seems to me that there are several schools of thought in psychology which are not far removed from such a situation when they confine themselves to the framework of one narrow basic model with the illusion that all mental phenomena can be squeezed into this one particular model, e.g. the stimulus–response theory.

This short discussion concerning the structure of scientific models will make it easier for us to analyze psychoanalysis as a multimodel system and to examine the desired directions for the continued development of this system.

Theoretically, psychoanalytic metapsychology is founded on several basic models, also conceptualized as 'points of view', which represent the various attributes of mental life—to use Spinoza's terms—and form together a complementary system, according to Niels Bohr's approach. The number of models differs according to the various historical periods of psychoanalysis and to the various investigators who have been trying to systematize the theory. Today there are seven models which are more or less accepted: the dynamic; economic; topographic; psychogenetic; structural; adaptive and psychosocial models. In addition, there is a trend to add an eighth model based on information theory.

In different periods and by various theoreticians the emphasis was placed on one model or another, or on a specific combination of two or three models, and according to this emphasis psychoanalysis became temporarily synonymous with 'depth psychology'; 'instinct theory', 'theory of neuroses', 'ego psychology', etc. It should be noted that when Freud formulated the basic assumptions of psychoanalysis he never meant to construct a multimodel system and he kept on searching for a single unifying model which would make possible the inclusion of the whole span of psychoanalytic knowledge. At first he tried to build such a model in 1895 (Freud, 1950) and then again in the seventh chapter of 'The Interpretation of Dreams' (Freud, 1900), but even before the ink had a chance to dry on these he realized their limitations as to the possible inclusion of all the clinical phenomena he had already encountered. His prolific knowledge of the depths of the human mind and his scientific honesty simply did not allow him to do what many researchers who preceded and followed him did—to bend the facts and to twist observation data in order to make it possible to squeeze them into the narrow theoretical framework of their particular construction (this was done e.g. by Adler for the sake of his inferiority complex theory and by Sullivan for his interpersonal relations theory, etc.). Thus, with the development of psychoanalytic knowledge, Freud was obliged to repeatedly revise his theoretical models and to add new models in order to be able to embrace the new clinical phenomena he discovered. And so the theory was built layer by layer, where each step of expansion in clinical knowledge and therapeutic experience found its expression in a new theoretical model; a process which has been continued after Freud's death.

In their classic paper, Rapaport & Gill (1959) summarized this process and conclusively stamped psychoanalysis as a multimodel system within which every clinical phenomenon has to be described and explained according to all possible 'points of view'.

As is the case with most theoretical systems built up over a period of decades, psychoanalysis still lacks today a crystallized formalization necessary to a multimodel system, and our task in the next few years will have to be to systematize the models and to fit them into a general system. This task may well demand a revision of some of the existing models, possible omission of others and the addition of new models. A precondition to this task is the knowledge of everything connected with the logic of models within a scientific system. In view of this, I should like to raise five points concerning the use of models and to illustrate them by using some actual examples from the sphere of psychoanalytic metapsychology; and to point out the major fallacies common today as regards the use of models.

1 . A model is always only a logical-hypothetical construct which has no concrete existence. It is nothing more than a 'mental crutch' designed to aid the mind in thinking through and maneuvering about the paths of the complex phenomena; to organize and arrange the contents of thought in an operative manner and to facilitate their processing by the thought processes. In information language—the model itself is not an information datum but the programme according to which the processing of the data is made. This fact, so self-evident to anybody dealing with the theory of psychoanalysis, has actually been forgotten in most attempts to present the essence of this theory in a popularizing way. We have only to remember that very typical opening found in most of the elementary textbooks which goes something like: 'Freud discovered that the mind is divided into three parts—the id, the ego and the superego …'; whereas what ought to be written would read something like: 'In order to understand the inner processes better, Freud imagined the mind as a structure seemingly built of three parts …'. This mistake which I would term following K. Goldstein (1943), 'concretization of the concept', has been the cause of many a sterile theoretical argument. I shall always remember with a smile the argument among some candidates in the Psychoanalytic Institute about dream theory, when one of them asked something like 'where does the censor of the dream actually sit, in the cellar (unconscious), in the first floor (preconscious) or in the second floor (conscious)?' There ensued a heated argument, after which someone suggested, seriously, or maybe not, the solution: 'I think that he sits in the staircase.'

The most serious, or even tragic, example of an erroneous concretization of a basic analytic concept was in the last acts of Wilhelm Reich. After studying the libido for years, he finally claimed to discover the pure substance of it and begun to sell various devices designed to concentrate it in the body.

2 .   Since a theoretical model always represents only one aspect of a phenomenon, it is never possible for a model to 'cover' all aspects of a mental or a social phenomenon. The correct use of a model necessitates proper recognition of the limits of that model, i.e. which aspect of the phenomenon can the given model represent and, even more important, for which aspects of the phenomenon is the model clearly useless. Anybody who reads the psychoanalytic literature will discover that many of the theoretical arguments and criticisms raised about one model or another stem from the attempt to stretch a certain model into areas for which it was not designed and to use it to describe phenomena which are actually indescribable by means of that particular model. This is the second common fallacy in the use of models. A good example of this is the argument concerning the economic model, which has kept the psychoanalytic world busy in the last decade. This model was developed by Freud as an attempt to conceptualize one area of the clinical phenomena he met in his work. Since he sensed that many of the mental contents are charged by something like an impetus and peremptoriness, and that their hold on mental life has something of power and strength, he tried to express it with the aid of concepts borrowed from the area of energy physics. These concepts helped Freud, and they continue to help us today, to conceptualize a wide spectrum of clinical phenomena, among them, especially, everything connected with the exchanging of one mental action for another. For example, a man's aggression may be expressed one time in a violent outburst and one time as a fine bit of sarcasm, and at still another time, indirectly, in the irritating scratching of the skin or as a severe headache. This aggression seems to us as if it possesses some defined existent, which, although it changes forms, has 'all the attributes of a quantity' (Freud, 1894). The economic model is appropriate to describe the whole range of phenomena grasped by us as if charged with a certain quantity of energy, as Lustman (1969) showed it. And today we still do not really have a better model with which to describe this aspect of mental life. But the problems arose when the economic model was 'stretched' to explain all the motives behind human behaviour, as far as expanding the psychoanalytic energy concept to a general psychological theory of motivations. At this point the model failed and so many problems and internal contradictions arose that more and more theoreticians recommended the complete abandonment of the economic model as inappropriate for the contemporary scientific concepts (e.g. Kubie, 1947) ; (Holt, 1967) ; (G. Klein, 1967). Anybody reading these critiques cannot but get the impression that they are all directed against attempts to expand the model and not against the original meaning of the model as a conceptualization of certain clinical phenomena in quasi-energetic terms. It seems therefore that sometimes the critics in their enthusiasm throw out the baby with the bath water, heedless of the fact that they are suggesting the discarding of a good model, only because it has been misused.

Another example is the latest argument surrounding the various attempts to incorporate into psychoanalytical metapsychology a new model based on the concepts of information theory and computer science (Moser et al., 1969) ; (Peterfreund, 1971); (Noy 1973). Those who support it claim that comparing the mental apparatus to an information processing computer will make the understanding of everything connected with thought processes, memory and perception easy. These are areas where the structural model, as it stands today, can scarcely offer any help. Those who oppose it, argue, on the other hand, that such a model will never be able to cover all aspects of mental life, especially not those of development and consciousness; and that its incorporation may 'mechanize' our concept of the mind. Of course, those who oppose it have a point, because it is true that contemporary computer science has indeed no way of describing the phenomenon of human development. The 'growth and development' of a computer depends only on its ability to learn from 'past experience', i.e. to utilize today the data fed into it and processed yesterday. But the human brain differs from the computer in one very important aspect: it undergoes a continuous process of biological maturation. So that besides its ability to learn from past experience, its faculty to perceive and process information improves from day to day. And it is hard to imagine that someone will be able one day to build a computer that will be able to mature: continuously improve its capabilities and also repair by itself damages in its mechanism (healing of diseases). The same applies to the phenomenon of consciousness; it is hard to imagine such a computer that one part of it will be aware of what another part does and, moreover, will be able to change its own course of actions without any outside intervention and without the aid of programs pre-fed into it.

Now, even assuming that the opponents are right in all their arguments—is it really relevant to the discussion whether to include the new model into the multimodel system of psychoanalysis? The decisive question is: why should we require at all of any model to cover all aspects of mental functioning?

The very fact that the information model can assist us in understanding the phenomenon on one plane better than can other accepted models should suffice for allowing it a legitimate foothold in the basic model system of psychoanalysis. I think that since the basic assumption must always be that each model can assist in the understanding of only a part of the problems, the criterion according to which a model can be assessed is only that which pertains to what it can do, and not that to which it does not pertain. Therefore, the knowledge of the limits within which it is possible to effectively use a model may save unnecessary arguments which stem from misapplying the model—to phenomena which it does not cover—and will prevent the rejection of new and useful models for fallacious reasons.

3 .   A model is a logical, auxiliary tool for the organization of data so that the mind can handle it. The area for any psychoanalytic work and study is the clinical phenomena, as they are met in the diagnostic and therapeutic practice. The main function of any model is to assist in the organization of this clinical data in a way which will enable their description, classification and understanding. The model system used in today's psychoanalysis covers, indeed, a considerable part of clinical phenomena from their many various aspects; nevertheless, anybody working in the field knows that for many years this system has lagged behind the accumulation of the more and more abundant clinical material. Today we encounter more and more clinical phenomena which cannot be described by the available models. This leads to the 'extension' of models beyond the limit of their validity and to the use of many ambiguous and undefined concepts which make for communication difficulties among the professionals in our field. It becomes therefore necessary to formulate new models, accepted and unanimously agreed upon by all concerned, in order to use them to describe those various phenomena which are today still beyond the descriptive powers of existing models. In order to exemplify this need, let us examine one of the central concepts in psychoanalysis—the 'conflict'.

One of Freud's main motives in constructing the various models was the need to identify and isolate the various mental systems participating in a conflict, so that the front lines along which the various inner struggles take place could be drawn. The division into the three topographical systems—the Conscious, Preconscious and the Unconscious — was in accord with his conceptualization of neurosis at that stage of psychoanalysis: as a conflict between the instinctual impulses which stem from the Unconscious and the realistic moral personality of the person. The front line along which this struggle takes place is at the border between the Unconscious and the Preconscious. The concept 'conflict' has broadened through the years and Freud and his students have learned of many other possibilities in which inner forces may be deployed in the various conflicts. Common to most of these conflicts was the fact that the two parties participating in it belong to the system of the Unconscious, e.g. the conflict which stems from unconscious guilt feelings, the conflict originating in unconscious resistance, etc. This situation motivated Freud to work out a new model—the structural model, which would again enable him to conceptualize all the conflicts as intersystemic events rather than intrasystemic events. This new model was near to fulfilling all the demands and therefore was so enthusiastically accepted by the psychoanalytic world as to almost push aside all previous models. It was now possible to conceptualize most central human conflicts as taking place among the various structural systems: the conflict between instinctual impulses and defence mechanisms occurs on the borderline between the ego and the id. The conflict between a person's desires and his conscience: between the ego and the superego. And the struggles between him and his environment: between the ego and the outer reality. But it is the nature of science to ever advance and learn new facts, and again, over the years, many possibilities for conflicts were recognized to which the structural model of ego theory could not be applied. And so we have returned to the pre-1923 situation—whereby, again, a large part of the conflicts we recognize can be described with the aid of structural model only intersystematically as was the case with the topographical model. Sandler (1974), who considered this problem at the psychoanalytic congress in Paris, demonstrated the conflicts between the peremptory impulses and their restraining forces and showed that since the former are not limited to the id, it is impossible to conceptualize these conflicts according to the accepted distinction between the ego and the id. He notes: 'it appears that the conceptualization of conflict in terms of the interaction of the various psychic "agencies" of the structural model is insufficient for our clinical needs. The usual distinction between id on the one hand and ego on the other fails to account for our clinical data when conflict is being considered'. And he continues: 'What I am emphasizing is that, for our clinical work, a further frame of reference may be necessary, one in which the whole class of unconscious peremptory urges … can be conceptualized.'

Sandler's demand to add a new model so as to allow for the conceptualization of this kind of conflict is perfectly logical, but I would argue: why only one additional model? What about all the other forms of intrasystemic conflicts we have come to be acquainted with since Freud put forward his ego model? For instance, the conflict between the expression of the neurotic symptoms and the attempts to restrain them, as in the case of counterphobic behaviour; or the conflict between the wish to submit to passivity and regression against the inner resistance to give in to these tendencies, a conflict which we observe almost as a rule at the beginning of the regressive stage in analysis; and other examples of conflicts which all take place between the ego and itself. And, indeed, why not formulate a sufficient number of new models which will cover all the various possibilities for the employment of the mental forces in all the conflict situations known to us today?

Let us consider the task of a history teacher who wishes to review for his students all the wars which took place in a certain region of the world within the last few hundred years. These wars always started from conflicts which arose among different groups of peoples. At one time they were conflicts among states; at one time among ethnic groups scattered in different states; at one time among religious sects; at one time among different social classes within the same country; at one time between the well-established farmers in the lush valleys and the desert nomads, etc. If he would wish to reify these conflicts for his students and to explain the background of the various wars, he would surely take with him to the lecture a bunch of maps of the region, including a political map, an ethnic distribution map, an agricultural map, etc., and when he presents the histories of the various conflicts, he would hang on the wall the map appropriate to the war under discussion. Why not do the same in psychoanalysis and disassemble the structural model into an 'atlas' of many submodels which, by their different subdividing of mental structure, will cover all possibilities of conflicts to us today?

The problem of conflict is only one example of many where it would be possible to profit by additional models; there are other areas where the need to build new models is urgent. For instance, the psychology of affects, an area where every clinician or teacher of psychoanalysis feels the absence of a basic model which would help to organize the vast clinical and theoretical material we have at hand. Or the problem of thought processes and the distinction between primary and secondary processes—an area we have attempted, unsuccessfully so far, to conceptualize with the aid of the economic and structural models.

I do not wish to give the impression that I recommend the wild and uncontrolled production of new models, but I do believe that there is certainly room for an investment of efforts to locate those theoretical areas which are not yet satisfactorily covered by the present models and I suggest that we begin serious and controlled work to formulate new and agreed-upon models to close the gaps in the psychoanalytic model system and to cover all the areas of up-to-date clinical experience, theory and research.

4 .   The model in itself is not an explanatory instrument, but is always merely a logical instrument for the description, classification and organization of data. In addition to the two common fallacies mentioned above—the concretization of the model and its use in areas for which it was not designed—there is a third common fallacy to be added, namely the consideration of a description as if it were an explanation. For example, a student in a psychiatry exam explains the reason for the neurotic conflict of a patient he examined by writing something like: 'the reason for the conflict is that the patient's ego does not permit the id impulses to express themselves.' Here we have a description masquerading as an explanation. Such an argument is tautological since the distinction of the mental forces into ego and id is only a conventional one made to classify the various parts involved in the conflict. It contains nothing more than were we to say, 'let us agree to call the impulses "id" and the restraining forces "ego"', and it is therefore illogical to treat it as if it were an explanation of the conflict among the various forces.

The problem of relating to theoretical concepts and models as if they were explanations is a flaw in psychoanalysis just as it is in all other areas of psychology and behavioural sciences. When one 'explains' a patient's repeated behaviour as 'driven by a repetition compulsion'—a common explanation in case presentation, one commits the same fallacy: making the description an explanation. The concept 'repetition compulsion' is nothing more than a name given to this strange phenomenon of the compulsive repeating of a behaviour pattern; therefore it cannot serve as an explanation for this phenomenon. If the error of using a theoretical concept as an explanation were merely a logical error it would not be so bad. But, we have here a phenomenon which, if it dominates a given scientific field, is liable to bring the progress of research to a halt by its anti-creative effect. If we are sure that the reason for the repeated behaviour is the 'repetition compulsion', we have dissipated the problem. But a precondition for all creativity is the openness to see problems as they are and to be aware of the problems which have no solutions yet. Any adherence to an illusion of explanation is therefore anti-creative. Despite the fact that the theoretical model is primarily only a descriptive instrument, it may contain, at a secondary level, a valuable explanatory potential. Correct description, organization and classification of scientific data is the necessary precondition to explaining and understanding the phenomena, and in this and only this is the model's explanatory strength. When Freud spelled out the structural model of the ego, he actually did not innovate anything from the standpoint of explanation and did not discover any new scientific fact. What he actually did was to reorganize the known clinical data in a different way—just like the shuffling of old cards and the rearranging of them. But this reorganization opened a fertile period of new discoveries and explanations which advanced our field towards a deeper understanding of the pathological and normal personality structure and their relations with the environment. This kind of 'card shuffling' and reorganization of the known data in a new way so as to make it possible to observe familiar phenomena from a new point of view is, in fact, the precondition for creativity in any scientific field (see Guildford's 'transfer theory', 1967). This secondary use of a model, as an instrument which, by its descriptive power enables the advancement of research towards new explanations, is the one which maintains the creative potential of science. But if so, then the validity of any model must expire at a certain point—where all new research opportunities which it has set forth have been exhausted. Indeed, if we examine the history of science we find that each new model has a sort of fixed life span—at the first stage it opens the horizons to expose new problems or new problematic areas concerning phenomena which had previously been considered as solved; at the second stage it serves as a lever for the planning and performing of new research in an attempt to solve these problems; at the third stage extensive theoretical work is done to process and assimilate the new findings; and at the fourth stage—the model becomes too narrow to contain all the new experimental and theoretical data which have been accumulated in the meantime. And then the pressure mounts to turn in the model for a new, improved one which can encompass all what is, at that point, new. The new model again opens horizons to see new problems, and so on.

Returning to the example of the 'ego' model, it seems to me that as far as explanatory power and as a lever for the advancement of research is concerned, it has become totally exhausted when the last inch of a problematic area was squeezed out of it. From a theoretical stand-point it has turned into what Klein (1968) called a 'catch-all theory' and there is today almost no cognitive function which may not be included in the list of 'ego functions'.

The conclusion is that in any active, advancing and innovating science a time comes when old models have to be discarded and exchanged for new ones, not because the old ones proved to be wrong but because they have been so adequate, valuable and useful in their time that they advanced science to a point at which they themselves have become obsolete, exhausted and superfluous.

5 .   The last point I wish to deal with is the problem of incorporating the discrete models into a multimodel system. As has been previously emphasized, one of the principles of incorporation is that the discrete models must cover all areas dealt with by the particular science. But it seems to me that there is an additional aspect to the demands of multimodel systems which tends to be overlooked. Such a system must also cover all accepted approaches and ways of conceptualization in a particular field of science. Let us demonstrate this hypothesis with a problem from the area of psychoanalytic metapsychology: a number of models, especially the 'ego model', have been accused by many authors of the 'sin' of anthropomorphization. Peterfreund (1971) even took the trouble of collecting quotations from great psychoanalysts, including Freud, which relate to the ego as if it 'feels', 'decides', 'learns', 'feels impotent', etc. He summarizes: 'In the final analysis, the ego of current psychoanalytic theory is a person within the mental apparatus. … Basically, psychoanalytic theory attempts to explain the mind by postulating the existence of another mind within the mind to be explained' (p. 72). Peterfreund is absolutely right in his argument, but allow me to ask the heretical question: What is so wrong with anthropomorphization? Psychoanalysis is, after all, not a science dealing with objective, lifeless phenomena: anthropomorphization is an integral part of the daily thinking which accompanies clinical work. Every analyst who spends hours in clinical work, comes across unconscious resistances and witnesses the inner mental struggles taking place in the patient's soul, feels many times, almost tangibly, as if there exists another mind within the mind of the patient. Sometimes he really feels as if a little demon is running around inside, sticking out his tongue to the analyst as well as to the patient's conscious soul; twisting words; 'stealing' memories; inventing all kinds of strange accidents in order to be late or skip the session altogether; and doing in the patient's soul whatever he pleases, to the dismay of both participants in the analytic situation.

It is no wonder, therefore, that our objective descriptions of mental events are so embedded in anthropomorphic concepts such as the 'ego … feels … wants … evades …', etc. The firm demand of a theoretical model to be formulated in objective, scientific concepts is, in my opinion, the fourth common fallacy prevalent today among the users of the basic models. The objective approach to a phenomenon is not the only way; rather, it is only one of the possible ways of conceptualizing mental phenomena. The analyst, in his work, perceives the patient at several levels simultaneously. At one level the patient is perceived as an objective personality, as a 'mental apparatus' composed of forces, mechanisms, controls, channels, thresholds and other structures. At another level, the patient is perceived as a living creature with feelings, sensations, wishes, desires and fantasies. At yet a third level, the patient is perceived as an object of the analyst's feelings and attitudes, and may arouse in him attraction, rejection, love, hate, sympathy, etc. At the first objective level the patient is perceived by means of the analyst's pure reason; at the second, by means of the analyst's capacity for empathy and identification; and at the third, by means of the analyst's emotional responses. The overall image of the patient is never, exclusively, at one or another of these levels, but is always made up of a combination of all levels. A complete multimodel system must, in my opinion, include all possible aspects of the patient's reflexion in the psychoanalyst's eyes. There is, therefore, room for a model representing the mental apparatus as an object, as if it were an instrument that stands before us, whose structure and composition are ready to be studied. But, there is also a need for another model, to cover the experimental realm (see Sandler & Joffe, 1969) which will supply us the logical instrument, so as to perceive the patient as a human being experiencing feelings, wishes and hopes. However, another model is needed to cover the aspect of the analyst's emotional response towards the patient, an aspect partly covered today by the concept of countertransference. I believe that the guiding principle for building a complementary multimodel system is that every aspect of conceptualization accepted in clinical work, theory or research has to be covered by at least one model. The three levels outlined above are only a preliminary attempt to distinguish among the various levels of conceptualization for the sake of the present discussion and a more detailed analysis will surely reveal that other levels have also to be included. In any event, if anthropomorphization is one of the means by which we perceive the patient, then it is clear that it, too, has to be expressed in one of the models.

The route that I am suggesting here is actually the opposite of what is accepted by those trained in the discipline of the logic of science. As far as they are concerned, every science has to obey the rigid, objective laws of the logic of science, and mould its concepts in regard to them. Since the construction and formulation of any basic model has to be derived from these general laws, the result is that even the ways a science formulates and conceptualizes its phenomena are bound by these laws. The application of this approach to psychoanalysis caused the incompatibility between the clinical approach and metapsychological thought that Klein (1977) complained about, which makes us perceive the patient in an entirely different way during the clinical work while we are sitting behind the couch, and during our discussion of him with the aid of our metapsychological concepts. In my opinion, the process has to be just the opposite: each science has its individual approach, its specific way of thinking, and its characteristic mode of analyzing data. The role of a theoretical model is to represent faithfully everything that belongs to and characterize the particular science and not to reshape and modify it. The good model is, therefore, the one which emerges from scientific practice itself and not the one which forces concepts and laws on it from the outside.

It may be of some interest at this point, to relate an event which actually served as a stimulus for the crystallization of the ideas presented here. In the course of a discussion at a psychoanalytic gathering where I raised some of my ideas, one of the discussants stood up and with an accusing finger pointed the incisive question at me: 'I would like you to tell us frankly whether or not you still believe in the libido.' As a young analyst, I was, of course, embarrassed at such an accusation and I stuttered something to justify myself. But at home, afterwards, I kept on thinking about the problem and the more I thought about it, the more I began to understand the absurdity in the very posing of the question. The libido is an abstract concept, derived from a certain theoretical model used by Freud to describe several phenomena
he had studied in his clinical work. This description enabled us to discover that several clinical and developmental phenomena which are apparently remote from one another have a common denominator. This discovery provided the background for the formulation of a fruitful theory for the explanation of the phenomena. But what has all this got to do with 'belief'? Why am I asked to believe in a theoretical model? The model, as a logical, auxiliary tool can be appreciated only according to its ability to help me organize and arrange my thoughts so as to understand their implication more clearly and to reach a reasonable explanation. The question is not one of belief, but of its degree of utility, i.e. can the model help us to a better understanding of the problems, or not.

This matter of relating to a model properly seems to me crucial for the future of psychoanalysis. If we examine the fate of many of those scientific schools which have survived merely as chapters in books on the history of science, we shall see that their demise usually began at that stage when their theoretical models became dogmas and their researchers became a congregation of believers.

If we want to spare ourselves of a similar fate, we have to keep remembering that a theoretical model is only an auxiliary tool and not a doctrine. Freud in his genius built psychoanalysis as a multimodel system which stands on several bases and not as an inverted pyramid which rests on one model. Such a system, every time when the need arises, allows for the addition of a model here, or the discarding of a model there, without shaking up the whole system. In so doing Freud succeeded in building an open system which is able to absorb the inflowing discoveries resulting from the accumulation of clinical and empirical experience and to adjust itself continuously to the social and cultural changes of each successive generation. Freud himself never treated his theoretical models with too great seriousness, he used them only as temporary auxiliary means to facilitate the explanation of clinical phenomena, and he unhesitatingly modified his models, according to his needs.

In his article 'On Narcissism' (Freud, 1914) after presenting his ideas about the bases of metapsychology he remarks: 'For these ideas are not the foundation of science, upon which everything rests: the foundation is observation alone. They are not the bottom but the top of the whole structure, and they can be replaced and discarded without damaging it' (p. 77).

Twelve years after this, in an article for the Encyclopaedia Britannica  (Freud, 1926), he presents his then new theory of the ego, id and superego, but at the end of this piece, he does not forget to note again:

It must not be supposed that these very general ideas are presuppositions upon which the work of psychoanalysis depends. On the contrary, they are its latest conclusions and are open to revision. Psychoanalysis is founded securely upon the observation of the facts of mental life, and for that very reason its theoretical superstructure is still incomplete and subject to constant alteration. (p. 266).

If we wish to preserve psychoanalysis as a flexible scientific system able to adapt to new discoveries and maintain its creative potential for continual self-renewal, we have to persist in this flexible attitude towards models and all theoretical concepts; not to stick fanatically to obsolete models and not to hesitate to absorb and use new models. Freud's remarks are as true today as they were in 1926: psychoanalysis is built today on firm bases of clinical knowledge; penetrating recognition of the many layers of personality; and a therapeutic method which has stood the test of many decades, so that its existence does not depend more on one model or another.

Its only goal is the continued investigation of the multifaceted human mind, and therefore any observation, method, model or theoretical concept which can advance this goal is to be welcomed. And since the investigation of the human mind is a task which will never end, if we act so as to make this possible, psychoanalysis can continue to exist for many, many years as a vital, active and developing science.

References

FREUD, S. 1894 The neuro-psychoses of defence S.E. 3 
FREUD, S. 1900 The interpretation of dreams S.E. 4-5 

FREUD, S. 1914 On narcissism: an introduction S.E. 14 

FREUD, S. 1926 Psychoanalysis: an article for the Encyclopaedia Britannica S.E. 20 

FREUD, S. 1950 Project for a scientific psychology S.E. 1
GOLDSTEIN, K. 1943 The significance of psychological research in schizophrenia J. nerv. ment. Dis. 97 261-279
GUILFORD, J. P. 1967 Intellectual factors in productive thinking In R. L. Mooney & T. A. Razik. (eds.), Exploration in Creativity New York: Harper & Row.

HOLT, R. R. 1967 Beyond vitalism and mechanism: Freud's concept of psychic energy In J. H. Masserman. (ed.), Science and Psychoanalysis New York: Grune & Stratton.

KATZIR [KATCHALSKY], A. 1972 In the Crucible of Scientific Revolution (in Hebrew). Tel-Aviv: Am Oved Publ.

KLEIN, G. S. 1977 Perspectives to change in psychoanalytic theory (Lecture presented at a conference of Psychoanalysts of the Southwest, Galveston, Texas, in March 1966. Unpublished manuscript.)

KLEIN, G. S. 1967 Peremptory ideation: structure and force in motivated ideas In R. R. Holt. (ed.), Motives and Thoughts New York: Int. Univ. Press.

KLEIN, G. S. 1968 Psychoanalysis: ego psychology.  In International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences vol. 13 New York: Macmillan, Free Press.

KUBIE, L. S. 1947 The fallacious use of quantitative concepts in dynamic psychology Psychoanal. Q. 16:507-518 

LUSTMAN, S. L. 1969 Introduction to panel on the use of the economic viewpoint in clinical psychoanalysis Int. J. Psychoanal. 50:95-102 

MOSER, U., Zepelin, I. von, & Schneider, W. 1969 Computer simulation of a model of neurotic defence processes Int. J. Psychoanal. 50:53-64 

NOY, P. 1973 Symbolism and mental representation In Ann. Psychoanal. vol. 1 New-York: Quadrangle
PETERFREUND, E. 1971 Information, Systems and Psychoanalysis New York: Int. Univ. Press.

RAPAPORT, D. & Gill, M. M. 1959 The points of view and assumptions of metapsychology Int. J. Psychoanal. 40:153-162
SANDLER, J. & JOFFE, W. G. 1969 Towards a basic psychoanalytic model Int. J. Psychoanal. 50:79-90 

SANDLER, J. 1974 Psychological conflict and the structural model: some clinical and theoretical implications Int. J. Psychoanal. 55:53-62 

SPINOZA, B. 1677 Ethic, 4th ed. London: W. Hale, 1929
