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The Narrator

Pinchas Noy M.D.
This paper, the second of two parts, deals with the problem of unconscious creativity and asks whether, how, and why our unconscious is capable of creating new and original objects, images, and ideas? To advance this study, I have suggested creating a new hypothetical construct with the metaphorical name – the Narrator.


The use of hypothetical constructs is very common in the behavioral and social sciences because of these fields’ specific interest in explaining broad abstract systems like the mind, society, or language. However, since language is very awkward at describing such complex systems in all their parts, interactions, and functions, science has no choice but to resort to the use of metaphors, to find similar systems in the concrete world and use these as metaphors to describe the indescribable. Freud, for example, chose the steam engine as a metaphor for the libido system, Noam Chomsky created a "language acquisition device", and cognitive psychology today sounds like it studies computers more than human beings.


A particular specific to the behavioral and social scientists is that they cannot use metaphors in the way other language users do. A poet, for example, can take metaphors from any source, and is even valued more highly the more he uses different kinds of metaphors from disparate sources. The scientist, on the other hand, has to construct a model of a functioning system, "a set of independent entities that form an integral whole", but a "whole", if it is to be described metaphorically, cannot always be described fully by one single metaphorical system. Therefore, a scientist who has chosen to use the model of a mechanical system as his metaphor may find himself required to add more and more hypothetical constructs to his system – all kinds of energy sources, transmissions, cogwheels, and thresholds — to make the model more reliable. This is what happened in psychoanalysis, which began with a model that had only one "mechanism" (repression) but, by the time of 'Ego Psychology,' had a model with 39 defense mechanisms (Grete Bibring, 1961) as well as an unknown number of "apparatuses."


There is nothing wrong with utilizing metaphors in this way, and it may even facilitate research and teaching in highly abstract areas. But, at the same time, there are limitations we have to take into consideration – one can learn a lot about how various systems function with these methods, but one cannot learn why and for what. If one uses a mechanical system as a model to describe a living system, the mechanical system will also be limited because mechanisms have no intentions, expectations, or wishes. Machines were created by humans and are, in fact, nothing more than extensions of people’s hands and heads. They are devices created to perform particular tasks, but if you want to know why and for what they perform these functions, you cannot expect the machine to answer you, but have to ask the person who controls its.


Freud wasn't too bothered by this limitation. As a loyal determinist, living in a scientific era in which it was considered not "scientific" to ask why, he could live comfortably with his mechanistic metaphors. I suspect even that the reason for his stubborn rejection of any attempt to find meaning in the narrative contents of dreams was his intuitive understanding that the narrative content is practically the only component of the dream that cannot be explained deterministically. But for him too, as for many creative imaginative researchers, it was difficult to refrain from asking the forbidden questions about functions, intentions, and aims, and, therefore, he used the old trick of inserting some human-like thinking creature into the mechanical system. In spite of his repeated warnings to take this only metaphorically, and his declaration "I hope you do not… picture the 'censor of dreams' as a severe little manikin or a spirit living in a closet in the brain" (S.E, 15; lec.9), it is clear that this was exactly his intention – to enrich the strict deterministic set with some intentional ingredients, to add to all the mechanisms something able to think, plan, initiate and control what has to be done (the ghost in the machine).

In the first part of this paper, I presented a blueprint for a model of the brain based on its division into "task-forces". A task-force is a network of brain centers and neural pathways responsible for the execution of one particular task. The assumption the model is based on is that any task force is a semi-autonomous unit connected to all the brain centers whose assistance and participation it may require for executing its particular task. For example, a task force involved in control of body movements certainly has to be connected, among other things, to the visual centers of the brain, and a task force involved in interpersonal communication is definitely connected to the verbal centers in the dominant lobe of the brain. These multiple connections to all the centers that a person may need to maintain routine activities enables any task-force to act as self-sufficiently as possible, without needing assistance from other forces except in extreme situations.
We may assume there are differences among the various task forces in terms of their relative significance to the activity of the whole organism. Although I believe that each task force, in order to act autonomously, has to be equipped with some minimal capacity to perceive and process information, learn from past experience, and make decisions, there are certainly significant differences in regard to the number of brain centers and the functions connected to each of the task forces. We may assume that the more complicated a task is, the more brain resources it will require, and therefore the more centers it will be connected to.

 
At the top of this hierarchy, I would place two task-forces – "Ratio" and "Narrator": the first represents our rational thought, and the second our dreams, fantasies, and unconscious creativity. These two forces, which have to fulfill the two most complicated tasks of the brain (which will be described later), are definitely connected to all brain centers, and are able to exploit all brain resources. These two task forces are equally developed, efficient, and perfected and can be said to be at an equal level of "intelligence" and sophistication. Although there are significant differences in the relative strength of most of their functions, these differences generally balance one another out so that any function that is especially strong in one of the two forces is usually balanced out by another function that is significantly weaker. Each force has evolved to become particularly specialized for one group of tasks, which enables the two forces, in most cases, to cooperate with one another, and to become more efficient by dividing up their work. But in cases where no cooperation is achieved and conflicts appear between the two forces, we can see that both are of equal strength and each knows how to trick  the other (like in parapraxes), so one can never know which force will finally have the upper hand.

Why Narration?   

The various task forces of the brain can roughly be divided into two groups according to their main task – those in charge of contact with outer reality, and those in charge of inner organization. The major force in the first group is the Ratio while the major force in the second is the Narrator. The reason for placing the Ratio at the top of all the reality-oriented task forces seems obvious, but I think that my decision to choose narration as the most significant inner organizing activity that supersedes all the others requires explanation.


The main problem of the human brain as an information-storing device is not the quantities of information it may perceive, but how to organize the information in forms accessible for immediate retrieval. Like a modern computer that can contain an almost unlimited amount of information, the problem with our brain is not how much information it can store, but how to find what one needs. Like in a computer, the information in the brain is classified and categorized, so that you can reach any item in a number of different ways – via contiguity, similarity, time order, alphabet order and so on. But experience shows that the most effective method of organizing information, and probably the method most used by our memory, is that of narrative organization. For example, a friend tells me he met David, but I cannot remember who David is. He tries to remind me, but his attempts to mention his address, the place he sat in the class, and all other possible identifying signs don't help – I still do not remember. But when he reminds me: "Don't you remember that boy we used to laugh at who always used to burst into class late carrying a big sandwich in his hand?" Then I remember. Only when my friend succeeds in evoking a short narrative (and even better, a visual image as well) connected with this long forgotten fellow, only then can I remember. No doubt, you can keep memories using a lot of different methods, but the memories that last the longest are undoubtedly those kept in a narrative form.  When memory begins to be damaged, as in senility for example, names, places, and numbers, one after the other gradually vanish. Only the old stories remain, and they are usually the last to be forgotten.


Out of the numerous memories, past experiences, and pieces of knowledge stored in our head, the most difficult to organize are the data connected to the sense of self. Subjectively, the "I" is the most stable entity in the world, but objectively – it is the most elusive thing in existence. How do we preserve a sense of unity and sameness in that ever-changing combination of sensations, feelings, images, thoughts, memories, knowledge, hopes, and expectations? We preserve a sense of unity with the boundaries of our body and a sense of sameness with our personal history. That history is composed of a seemingly endless number of fragmented narratives tied to each other by chains of meaning and coherence, arranged chapters, sub-sections and time periods, to become the volume of "the story of my life". This is a book never closed and is in a constant process of being edited and revised not only because the story the book is about continues to evolve, but because any significant change in the present – a recent event, a new understanding, new knowledge  – may require us to open anew an entire seemingly well-structured narrative and modify it. We know from our analytic experience that this repetitive re-editing is the most time consuming phase of analysis because any significant insight gained by the patient can be assimilated only after, first - the entire segment of the narrative related to the insight is opened, second – the whole narrative is written anew, and third - the whole chapter is re-edited to restore its coherence. This is probably the reason why any thorough analysis takes such a long time. A successful analysis is not merely a process of "making the unconscious conscious", regaining lost memories, correcting distorted ones and the like, but it is a dialog that triggers a process in which each new insight opens an already well established narrative chain and retells the story again and again in a new way. As Roy Schaefer (1992) states: "In this dialogic way, each analysis amounts in the end to retelling a life in the past and present – and as it may in the future. A life is re-authored as it is co-authored" (p. XV).

[Schaefer Roy (1992):  "Retelling a Live: Narration and Dialogue in Psychoanalysis", Basic Books, New York]. 

Any moment of self awareness is, in fact, also a narrative. Consciousness isn't yet self-awareness, because awareness is not a point but a line stretched at least through three points – one in the past, another in the present, and third in the future. In order to construct such a line, we have to activate at least three cognitive processes – memory, perception and imagination. The French philosopher Henri Bergson (1911) coined the term duration ('duree') to describe our sense of self awareness: "Our duration is not merely one instant replacing another; if it where, there would never be anything but the present – no prolonging of the past into the actual, no evolution, no concrete duration. Duration is the continuous progress of the past which gnaws into the future and which swells as it advances… What are we, in fact, what is our character, if not the condensation of the history that we have lived from our birth – nay, even before our birth, since we bring with us personal dispositions? …Our personality, which is being built up each instant with its accumulated experience, changes without ceasing" (p. 6-8).


More will be said later about an additional reason to see the narrative activity as the most significant organizing activity of the brain – that of affect regulation and organization.  

Who is the "Narrator"?  

Now, the time has come to begin to investigate our chief hero – the Narrator.  Please, try to join me for a while in imagining our unconscious as if it were a secret office buried in the depths of our mind, staffed by a team of manikins, each in charge of one of the office departments. The biggest department is that of the "Narrator", the one responsible for the documentation and recording of fluent chronicles, of the editing of the bulletin distributed several times daily to all departments, and of preparing them to the be sent to the office archives. He has the epithet "Narrator" because he is known for his high standards of work, is never content with merely dry documentation, and always labors to elaborate formal chronicles into interesting juicy narratives. 

In fact, he isn't only a "story teller", he also knows how to take advantage of his superb mastery of all available means for mental representation – visual, auditory, tactile, and sometimes even olfactory and gastronomical – and he knows how to use his talent to make his narratives as vivid and impressive as possible. In contrast to his partner and rival, Ratio, whose strength is particularly in verbal communication, the Narrator knows how to decorate and reinforce his messages with all available non-verbal media, and even, if required, to communicate an entire idea by using merely one, or a combination of, several non-verbal media without a single word. He is able, for example, to tell an entire well structured narrative by merely singing a melody, presenting a picture, dancing, or any other expressive behavior, something that Ratio is completely incapable of doing. 

The problem is that, in spite of the dominant position of the Narrator who has at his disposal a whole studio for producing films, concerts, and  other kinds of shows, we have no access whatsoever to him, and are not even allowed to peep into his studio. In contrast to Ratio, to whom we have free access at any time and can therefore reflect on his deeds and decisions, intervene in his calculations, and give him orders about what he has to think, from the Narrator we cannot get any comments about what, how, and why he is does what he does. This situation, the lack of any possibility of interviewing the Narrator directly, leaves us only with the possibility of knowing him circuitously by means of his productions; like with an anonymous film director, you can hypothesize about his personality, wishes, and intentions only by watching his films. This is in fact the main problem in our profession, that we as psychoanalysts have to deal with his products more than any other professional, but can only give the best interpretation of a dream, or present the most brilliant theory about one of his contributions to art, but we will never be able to verify any of these interpretations. He will never relinquish his anonymity to tell us if we are right or not, and there is nobody else who can speak for him.  


But, on the other hand, if we accept our fate of remaining forever in the realm of the theoretical, and cease to listen to the philosophers harassing us with their demands for "extra-clinical evidence", we will realize that indeed we know the narrator better then we have imagined, and if only for the reason that there is almost nothing in life that we are more acquainted with than with his products. Every one of us visits, at least five time every night, the dream-cinema where his films are projected, sneaks several times during each day to the stage of fantasy to watch additional films, and takes leave, from time to time, of our daily routine to sink into the world of art. So, in spite of the fact that we all have good reasons to assume that these are not his only productions, let us first see what we can learn about this mysterious producer only from these two universally known kinds of productions.

Dream and fantasy: First of all, we know for certain that the presence of a powerful and active narrator, who produces a good amount of shows projected on the inner screen of our mind as dreams and fantasies, is essential to maintaining our mental health and emotional balance. It is so essential that the brain, as it evolved, has arranged a special phase of sleep (REM sleep, paradoxical sleep) that repeats every 90 minutes and lasts for an average of 10 minutes during which the inner screen of the brain ("the cinema in the head" according to Demasio) is turned on and given to the Narrator for his exclusive use. We also know that this time is usually not enough for the Narrator to project all his films and tell all the stories he has prepared, because he tends very often to break into periods of NonREM when the screen is supposed to be turned-off. For most people, that extra time is still not enough to satisfy their Narrator’s lust for control of the inner screen, and they let him sneak into the cinema also during their waking hours and let him use the screen for short periods of time when nobody needs it for something more important. These are what we call "day-dreams" and "fantasies".


It is interesting to see how the Narrator who appears to be autonomous and detached and refuses to accept  advice regarding his work, or  respond to comments or criticism, is nevertheless a skilful and realistic salesman when it comes to preparing his productions for distribution. This skill, tailoring the production of films to the constraints imposed by the special circumstances of the broadcast, can be seen by observing the differences between dream and fantasy. In the case of a dream, he knows that the brain has prepared the inner screen for his exclusive use for some 10 minutes (the REM stage), and he is free to project anything he wants. He isn't required to be comprehensible, to observe any rules of logic, to not frighten or to not arouse too much excitement, and is restricted only by the defense mechanisms that send a "censor" to prevent him from being too blatant or reveal state secrets. But it seems that this censorship troubles the self-reflecting dreamer and his analyst more than it does the Narrator, who has to comply with the restrictions imposed by the censor in producing his narratives and shows. This is because the Narrator has no special problem hiding forbidden contents by using symbolic language, or by using the non-verbal media he masters so skillfully.    

But when sending his materials to be projected as fantasies, the Narrator's task becomes much more difficult. In this case, he has to seize the screen during the waking hours, at a time when it is set on 'stand by' and is ready to be transformed on the spot into reality-oriented activity. For example, a student enjoying a day-dream in the middle of a boring lecture has at the same time to be on the alert, ready to return immediately to reality when the teacher approaches him. The Narrator knows that while projecting a dream, he has the whole cinema in his exclusive possession, but when projecting a fantasy, he has to compete with Ratio for mastery of the screen.

The problem is that Ratio is usually very critical towards the Narrator and exploits any opportunity to catch him for any deviation from the laws of logic or for saying something considered forbidden. In the case of the dream, Ratio is practically incapable of intervening  (except to shout, from time to time, an interjection like: "This is only a dream"), but he does only have the power to ring the emergency bells of anxiety and arouse the dreamer in the middle, or to erase the dream from memory immediately after waking up. But in preparing a fantasy for projection during the waking hours, the Narrator cannot disregard Ratio who, as the owner of the cinema in day time, has the power to turn off the screen in the middle of any projection that he isnot liking. Therefore, when preparing material to project on the dream-screen, the Narrator doesn't mind being vague, illogical, terrifying, repulsive, or even soporific or boring, but when preparing material for fantasy, he has to make an effort to be more comprehensible, attractive, interesting, and, if he really wants to flatter Ratio, wish-fulfilling.  

Memory: It seems that the production of dreams and fantasies for immediate presentation on the inner screen is not the Narrator’s only task. We have to assume that the Narrator is also involved, to a considerable degree, in the process of preparing recent experiences, impressions, perceptions and other information for storage in the archives of memory.  I don't think that this is the only technique the brain uses for converting short-term memory into long-term memory, but it is certainly an important one. As analysts, we are also familiar with these false narratives from the childhood that the patient insist that it really happened. It often happens that while a patient works hard at restoring a certain past experience by meticulously collecting any tiny fragment of memory, attempting to connect each memory to another, and reconstructing some reasonable narrative, the patient suddenly recalls a whole story, an apparent epiphany. Most of these stories are false, but were implanted into the long memory owing to immaturity of the brain in this early phase of life. 
For example, a patient in his thirties presented an ambivalent relation to his deceased father, remembering him as a kind, goodhearted, and loving father and person, but couldn't get rid of some irrational resentment toward him for his being allegedly "such a swine in his relations with mother". He tried for years to interrogate his mother and get her to tell him "the truth" about how his father used to abuse her, but always got only the answer: "I don't know what you are talking about; he was always kind and considerate to me". In analysis, working hard to recall the events on the basis of which this impression was produced, he suddenly arrived at an "insight", of a clear memory - he recalled clearly how as a child he awoke repeatedly at night frightened to hear his mother crying aloud behind the closed door of their bedroom. It soon became clear that what he had heard was not a cry of pain but of sexual pleasure, but the problem was that at the time it happened, he was not yet able to understand it, and the Narrator of that age, attempting to assign meaning to these frightening sounds, couldn't but invent all kinds of horror stories about what was allegedly happening behind the closed door. This distorted narrative remained stored in the long-term memory and, even if not remembered consciously, continued to influence the patient’s emotional attitude to the memorized image of his father. 

This example, and many others any analyst can draw from his or her clinical experiences, demonstrates the special potency of memories that have been organized as narratives to survive the natural erasing and distorting processes of memory. However, the problem is that a large part of our memories, especially our childhood memories, were organized into narratives near the time of their occurrence, at an age when our Narrator was still unable to correctly understand the meaning of what he had experienced. Despite the fact that, as we know today, our memory undergoes constant processes of revision, including integration of recently acquired information into old knowledge, it seems that the old narratives are the most resistant to revision, especially those that were repressed into the unconscious. [As Freud (1915) already wrote: "The processes of the system Ucs, are timeless; i.e. they are not ordered temporally, are not altered by the passage of time; they have no reference to time at all" (S.E. 14:187)]. 
Most of our prejudices are based on such distorted narratives, created in some remote past by a Narrator who had to cope with emotionally charged experiences whose full meaning he couldn't yet grasp at the time of occurrence. 

Connectivity:  Our ancestors ascribed to the dream a supernatural power to know and inform us about what is really happening in the present and what will happen in the future. They had a point. Everyone working with dreams has been impressed by the wide range of information that can be derived from merely listening carefully to the dreams of others. There are even many physicians and psychologists who claim that they are able to diagnose unknown diseases on the basis of the dreams of patients.


For example, a patient in his fifties, a well-known physician, repeatedly complained for two weeks about strong pains in his shoulders. As he was known to be one of the best diagnosticians of our medical community, I naively believed his explanations about a "disc" in his neck, a sensitivity of nerves, and so on, until I got a call one morning from his wife informing me that during the night he was hospitalized in the emergency ward with a severe heart infarct. When I looked through my notes, I was surprised to discover that in all the dreams he had reported a couple of weeks prior to the attack, there appeared the word 'heart' at least one or two times in each dream, but every time as collateral to some other issue which seemed to be the main theme of the dream. Once, the dream was about his emotional problems with one of his female patients who had been in treatment a long time because of a heart condition, another time, about his relations, while being a student in the medical school, with one of his long deceased teachers, who was, as he only accidentally mentioned once - a cardiologist and so on. When, after a long period of recuperation, he returned to analysis, he could understand after a short time that "somewhere in my depth I knew well the real meaning of my pains from the beginning, but preferred to deceive myself."

This dream and others of this sort demonstrate one of the most salient characteristics of the Narrator – nothing is hidden from his scrutiny! You may choose to escape from anxiety-arousing news by activating defenses like denial, repression, or rationalization, and you may even succeed in convincing yourself of your false fabrications, but you cannot fool the Narrator. He is like a good reporter you can never mislead, because he has access to sources of information before anyone else, including the various official defense agencies responsible for preventing classified information from reaching publication.


"Getting access to all the sources of information" means, according to our present brain model, being connected to all the other brain centers through neural paths. In Hartmann’s words (1996): "Dreaming connects more broadly and more widely than does waking; in this sense dreaming can be considered 'hyperconnective'".


The Narrator is not only better connected than Ratio to the sources of current information, but also to the archives of memory. We know this from our dreams, in which often people, objects, or events from our remote past appear even though they were already forgotten long ago.

Veracity: There is something incomprehensible and even annoying in the way the Narrator acts. He knows everything that is going on in our own head, and according to many beliefs, is also able to foresee the future and to read what is going on in the minds of others. But what does he do with all this useful information? The physician whose dream was presented above, for example, was in a critical life threatening situation and the Narrator knew about it. Why didn't he warn anyone? The Narrator of Pharaoh knew that the people of Egypt were in danger of dying of hunger after seven years. Would he never have delivered this critical news to Pharaoh if he had not by chance met with Joseph who translated the dream for him? Couldn't the Narrator do anything more productive with this sensational news than use it to compose some childish story about seven fat cows?


These are of course only rhetorical questions to which we have no answer, but they point to one of the salient features characterizing the Narrator – his total lack of concern about considerations of reality, veracity, and historical accuracy. Often he can be stupid like that typical film director, who, while collecting historical sources for his new film bumps into some sensational new information, but it does not occur to him that he has to inform anybody about his sensational discovery. In his enthusiastic plans for using this information to enrich his film, he totally ignores the fact that many historians have searched for years after this information and would be grateful to receive it. The Narrator can also be compared to a film director in his general attitude towards historical truth. Every time a new historical movie is released for public presentation, you may find in the press some meticulous critics who complain about inaccuracies of dates, order of events, and the like. They always miss the point, because they fail to distinguish between a documentary and an artistic film and ignore the fact that the loyalty of the real artist is only to artistic perfection. Whenever a writer or director has to choose between narrative truth and historical truth, he will prefer the first, and will be ready to distort dates, facts, and reality for the sake of better narrative cohesion and enhancing the emotional impact of his creation.


When we judge the Narrator on the basis of his chief product, the dream, we get the impression that he not only sins in distorting reality and historical truth sometimes, but always. In the many dreams of every one of us, from time to time, whole scenes taken from our past reality appear, but try to remember whether there was ever a dream in which a whole event experienced or a landscape seen was copied exactly as it was in reality. You can, for example, find yourself in the apartment you lived in childhood, or meet your long deceased teacher from school, but there will always be in the apartment some furniture that had not been there before, or the meeting with the teacher will occur in a place where this teacher has never been.

It seems clear from observing the activities of the Narrator that he has no intention of representing reality, or that he cares about reality-related problems, or that he tries to be veracious. He also refrains from interfering in the activities of the various reality-oriented functions, and even if he has in his possession some information which may assist one of the reality-oriented task forces in solving a critical problem, he doesn't talk about it. However, there are a few exceptions from which we can learn that in case he considers any news he receives to be so important that it is absolutely necessary to warn others, he knows very well how to do this. For example, there are examples of people who, the night before a flight, dream about a disastrous air accident. In many cases, the Narrator makes the effort to make the dream seem so realistic and alive that it will convince the dreamer to cancel the flight at the last minute. The question is - why does the Narrator, in spite of being also qualified to cope with reality-oriented problems, so obstinately refrain from getting involved in such problems? The only answer I can think of is that the detachment of the Narrator from any reality-oriented activity is integral to his specific function and ensures that there will be no conflict of interest with Ratio. The Narrator is like a good journalist who, in order to be able to report objectively from the field, is not permitted to be involved in the events he is going to report.

The Function of the Narrator:

Much has been written in the psychoanalytic literature about the function of the dream. In fact, every new dissident school of psychoanalysis since Freud saw it as a matter of honor to propose a new theory about the function of the dream. These are some highlights:

For Freud  "Dreams are…guardians of sleep which get rid of disturbances of sleep" (1917, 160). The cardinal way to achieve this aim is "...to get rid of a mental stimulus, which is disturbing sleep, by means of the fulfillment of a wish" (251). This theory of "wish fulfillment" was extended by Freud to explain the psychic function of fantasy and art as well. 

For Alfred Adler, the first dissident, the dream "...aimed at integration of immediate problems in terms of the enduring life style" [Adler A. (1938) Social Interest. Faber & Faber, p. 161.]  For Jung, dreaming was regarded as a self-regulating compensatory activity of the unconscious that balances inadequate conscious experiences. 
For Erikson the dream is "..necessary… for the nightly restoration of the ego's active tension" (1964, p. 200). 

Fiss (1989) ascribed to dreaming a "self-restoration function": "..effective dreaming, like effective psychotherapy, may be viewed as a process whose goal is the restoration of the self" [An experimental self psychology of dreaming, in "Progress in Self Psychology" Vol.5. ed. A. Goldberg, p. 20]. 
Ernest Hartmann (1996), in an attempt to integrate the psychoanalytic and neurophysiological theories, claims: "Dreaming appears to have a quasi-therapeutic adaptive function… a function which can be seen as both restorative/adaptive in an immediate sense (spreading excitation, calming the storm) and as producing changes in memory networks which are adaptive for the future" (Dreaming, Vol.6, No. 2). 


There are hardly any contradictions between these theories, and since each new school of thought only added its own perspective without nullifying the older accepted ones, they can be can be seen as complementing one another. But the danger with such a complementary series of theories is often that in their attempt to become more and more inclusive and general, they say less and less about the specific function of the dream and may become increasingly useless as a guide for the practicing analyst in clinical work with his or her own dreams, or with those of patients.  For example, according ego psychology, dreaming is regarded as a part of the ego and its function is identical to all other organizing functions. The only thing you can do with such a theory – to cease to work with dreams, and that is what ego psychology has done.
Ralph Greenson (1970) lamented this situation when he tried to challenge his fellow analysts: "Obviously you cannot teach dream interpretation to those who are blind and deaf to the beauty and wit in the blending of dream formation, free association, and interpretation" (p. 545).

In the second half of the 20th century, after the discovery of the REM period by Aserinsky & Kleitman in 1953, cognitive psychology and the brain sciences also began to be interested in the study of dreaming and sleep in general. In the first stage of this approach, while most scientists were still convinced that dreaming occurs only in the REM period, these scientists used to distinguish between S-sleep (synchronized sleep) and D-sleep (dream sleep) and ascribed to the first the task of restoring the physiological functioning of the brain, and to the second, the task of restoring the psychological functioning of the brain. But later, when it became clear that dreaming may occur also in a Non-REM period, scientists had to give up this neat distinction, and began to speak about the function of sleep in general. Stickhold & Eilenbogen (2008), summarizing recent research, explain: "While we are peacefully asleep our brain is busily processing the day's information. It combs through recently formed memories, stabilizing, copying and filing them, so that they will be more useful the next day" (The internet site of "Scientific American"). Today the most popular formulation, accepted and agreed upon by almost all contemporary schools of the brain sciences, psychology, and psychoanalysis, is that the function of the dream is to process the information that has been stored by "short-term memory" during the day into the archives of "long term memory".

The first problem with all these formulations is that they refer to the function of the dream, and not the function of the Narrator, two entities which, according to my model, are not the same. The second problem is that even if we want to use these definitions to understand the function of the Narrator, they are all so general, including everything in one elegant formulation, and so unspecific until it is difficult to find a way in which these theories could be applied.

For example, any of these functions like "integration of immediate problems in terms of the enduring life style", "self-compensatory compensatory activity…, "nightly restoration of the ego's active tension", "restoration of the self",  or "quasi-therapeutic adaptive function…" can be applied to other activities, such as taking a vacation in a mountain resort, exercising one hour a day, taking vitamins after every meal, or a good psychotherapeutic session,. What I am interested in here is to isolate the specific function of the Narrator: What it is that the Narrator, and no other task force, is able to do?

Lets review the relationship between the dream and the Narrator to see what functions can be ascribed to them. According to Antonio Damasio, every one of us has something like a "cinema in the head", and on its screen various kinds of multimedia shows and movies are projected the entire time we are awake. This cinema is closed and the screen turned-off only when we are falling asleep, but, according to a special arrangement, it is opened around five times every night for a short show of about ten minutes. This night time show is monitored by two definite centers in the pons, one that opens the cinema and transforms sleep into a peculiar state we call REM or 'paradoxical sleep", and a second that closes the cinema and returns sleep to its former state; this is what we call "the dream". The movies and shows projected on the screen of this cinema during the waking hours include many kinds of qualities  - visual scenes, speeches, plans, diagrams, and the like - presented by various task forces of the brain. We know that almost all task forces are busy during all waking hours, but we don't know yet why some of them need to use the dream screen for their activities, while others, assumedly the majority, don't need access to the cinema to perform their routine work. 

This screen serves the brain in its waking activity also as the screen of consciousness, so that most of the brain task forces that need access to the screen in the cinema during the day are mostly those who require the light of consciousness to accomplish their job. But regarding the need for consciousness, we are in trouble, because we not only do not have knowledge about the function of consciousness, but worse – we have at least fifty theories for it. So, the only thing we can say for sure about the function of the screen is that its purpose is to provide services to all those task forces that require consciousness, but for what – we don't know. We also know, simply from introspection and observation, that the task forces requiring consciousness are at most those involved in reality-oriented processes, while the forces involved in self-centered processing mostly do not require access to the screen and the light of consciousness. But what about the night-time shows? What tasks are regarded so important as to open the cinema for them, by special arrangement, at least five times every night? We know that the routine activity of the brain continues also during sleep, although in a different pattern of dispersion, so that we may assume that the greatest part of what is regarded as the main brain activity during sleep – reprocessing short-memory processed information into long-memory storages – is accomplished without requiring access to the screen. Twenty per cent of sleep time, known as REM sleep, has to be dedicated to an activity that cannot be accomplished without using the screen, and to my mind – this has to be an activity based on a different organizing principle than all the other computer-like organizing processes of the brain that sort out and classify information according to different kinds of formal criteria. Those different kinds of activity are, according to the here-presented theory, the specific function of the Narrator.  If so, then what is the function of the dream? It seems it is nothing more than to serve the Narrator in fulfilling his specific function.
To sum up: The Narrator belongs to the group of task-forces whose function is  to process new and other non-organized information into the permanent structures  of long-term memory, stable patterns of behavior and response, established collections of knowledge, in short – to organize the free-floating data of information into stable structures. Most of the task-forces belonging to this group sort out, classify, and organize information according to formal criteria like time order, size, place, and the like. But because the only exception is the Narrator, organizing information according to criteria that we haven't yet succeeded in reducing to a computer algorithm, we have to assume that the Narrator works according to some peculiar principle of organization that is different from all the others. 

When I began several years ago in my quest to find what this peculiar principle of organization is exactly, my first problem was – where can I get the answer? Because I couldn't imagine any experimental situation for forcing the Narrator to tell me about the principles by which he works, I decided that the only option left for me is to observe him patiently in his routine nightly work, and the best arena for observing his work is in two kinds of dreams - the recurrent and the post-traumatic dream. Why these two kinds? First, because they are usually, as any analyst knows from clinical experience, the most vivid and colorful dreams, those dreams in which the Narrator is doing such good work that it may take a considerable time after arousal for the dreamer to distinguish that it was only a dream and not reality. Second, because in these kinds of dreams, patterned as 'theme and variations', you can see clearly that the Narrator is hard working and tries every night to invent a new and better story about the same basic theme. Let me begin with a clinical vignette, which was for me the first instance when I began to understand what the Narrator does. 

A middle aged man, who came for therapy ten years after completing a five year seemingly successful analysis, said that, at least once or twice a week, he is plagued by a recurring dream in which, after detecting his wife's (or in the past – his girl friend’s) infidelity, he gets angry and furious and begins to shout, threaten, and sometimes even beat her. But she, in spite of his rage and attempts to intimidate, frighten, punish, and cause her to admit the infidelity and ask for forgiveness, remains always calm, aloof, and even a little amused. Her reaction naturally escalates his rage, and he gets more and more furious until he wakes up, confused, agitated, and full of rage, only to detect his wife calmly and innocently sleeping beside him. After recounting this dream, he wondered: "I don't understand. We worked, in my first analysis, for years on this recurring dream and apparently had reached a full understanding of its meaning. My father worked most of my childhood outside our city and had to leave for long periods of time. My mother, who was a saleswoman, also had to stay away from home many nights leaving me with some foreign nannies. She always used to persuade me to be 'a brave boy' and to understand that mother is forced to do this because she has to care for our income. But I can remember my temper tantrums after having discovered several times that I had been deceived and  was left alone because mother went to the theatre or opera in the neighboring big city with some friends I was forbidden to know or  tell father about".  After continuing to tell me the various interpretations he had, came the question certainly asked by generations of analysands: "I don't understand. After so many years of analysis, after apparently having reached insight into these conflicts and solving them – why am I still haunted by these recurrent dreams?" 

The first response was: "He is right, why not expect reduction of symptoms after insight? But the second response was, why do we expect insight to "solve" all the central childhood conflicts and traumas? It was clear that the childhood events the patient talked about, had left a lot of traumatic experiences of separation anxiety, fear of abandonment, oedipal jealously, and the like. But what could he do with these traumatic memories? He couldn't blame his mother for being unfaithful because he knew that it was father who left mother for another woman. He couldn't get angry at her because he remembers how after his parents divorced, she sacrificed her health, time, and money for his education, and continued to care for him until her death from a malignant disease. He couldn't even blame her for leaving him alone on those far away evenings and nights because he could identify with her misery in those days and believes wholeheartedly that she was absolutely entitled to her tiny piece of happiness. He cannot even invite her for a sincere conversation, to confront her with his historical grudge, to blame her for all her sins, to hear from her the full story of what happened in those days, and finally to forgive her with a traditional big hug. 

The first step in psychoanalytic treatment dealing with childhood traumatic experiences is to help the patient recall and review all the memories and related emotions in order to restore the whole narrative connected to that childhood experience. These attempts of restoration are in fact the essence of the entire analytic effort because we believe that after a traumatic experience has been restored, it is mainly a matter of the patient's ego if and how he will succeed in coping with it. Our concern is only to watch him carefully and not let him revive that traumatic experience through denial, re-repression, acting-out, and other kinds of defenses. But whether or not he will cope with it by mourning, finding a satisfactory compensation, or any other so-called normal responsive behavior, is not in our power to determine. 

But what are we able to do with traumatic experiences we cannot restore? Most of us still believe in the assumption that "making the unconscious conscious" may retrieve all the lost pieces of the puzzle and enable us to complete the work of restoration. Underlying this assumption is the naïve belief that somewhere in the cellars of the archives of memory you can still find the old original folders in which the whole "true" narratives are written, like the archeologist whose greatest hope is to find finally, after years of digging, the jar containing the ancient scrolls. But the problem is that in most of the major childhood traumatic experiences, there no longer exists a "real" narrative you can dig out from the depths of the unconscious;  all you can find are several fragmentary narratives, distorted from the beginning owing to the immaturity of the child's perception, understanding, and ability to conceptualize the experience. 
Our memory is full of such childhood traumata, like the one exemplified by the dream presented above, each including only a bundle of disintegrated narratives, fragmented memories, emotions without any direction or purpose, yearnings for something unknown, and feelings of guilt about nobody specific. What is generally missing is the narrative, that component of any historical event, private, familial, social, or cultural, that serves as the unifying backbone of the whole event that integrates all the dispersed components – facts, emotions, views, expectations, and responses - into one cohesive construct and weaves them into a reasonable chain of causes and effects, and attaches free-floating emotional reactions each to its appropriate event.

Observing how hard the Narrator works to invent, night after night, a new and more persuasive story about the same events gives the impression that what he is laboring over is an attempt at inventing alternative narratives for the experiences whose original narrative has been lost; the Narrator labors to create a narrative so clear, so sweeping, and so convincing that it will finally make sense of, and assign meaning to a whole fuzzy set of events.  

Richard Wagner (1851) was of the opinion that the function of an opera composer is to select for his libretto a narrative representing a real life experience, and to attach to any part of it the music that best expresses the appropriate emotions related to that part of the story. It seems as if the narrator does precisely the inverse – collecting isolated pieces of music floating around a mental space and inventing for them an appropriate libretto, so convincing that it will give the listener the impression that that was indeed the original libretto for which the composer wrote the music.

The kind of dream presented above represents a whole group of dreams dealing with some deep and early traumata that can no longer be restored, at least not to the degree that may "solve" the underlying conflict. The first, and perhaps also the most important and universal of these kinds of conflict is, of course, the 'oedipal conflict', but almost every human being carries with him several other individual conflicts from the past, that for him are no less traumatic than the oedipal one. For example, what about a young woman who suffers chronically from the annoying feeling that she was always the 'Cinderella' at home, and her mother and father didn't love her as much as her other four brothers and sisters. And let as suppose that she was right, and it comes out in analysis that her parents really didn't love her for some reason unknown to us – can we really expect any normal person to 'solve' such a conflict with all its feelings of deprivation, inferiority, and insult created by such a long standing childhood experience? 

The crucial question is of course – if there is no hope of "solving" these conflicts, are they untreatable? Certainly not! Although these are the main childhood traumata that nourish much of the Hollywood movies about serial killers, abusers, pedophiles, and other kinds of psychopaths, the great majority of people manage to live with them without serious psychopathology. For instance, our man from the dream example, lives comfortably with his wife, is a good father and the only evidence of his trauma are the recurrent dreams. So what about his question? “Why after so many years of a thoroughly performed analysis do I continue to dream this dream?” I suppose that many analysts would say that despite the "good analysis", some problems still remain unsolved, and if they will be properly handled in further analysis, the recurrent dreams too will disappear. I, however, doubt this. I think that the best result you can attain when analyzing such early traumata is to release the analysand from the neurotic symptoms and any acting-out behavior connected to that trauma, and leave the follow-up treatment (sometimes for the rest of his life) in the firm hand of the Narrator. He is, after all, the head of our inner "Mental Health Service", and that is one of his commitments.

 In the case of "Post-traumatic Stress Disorder", which is also characterized by tormenting recurrent dreams, the Narrator is in a better position. The trauma he has to deal with is mostly a recent one; the original non-distorted narrative still exists, and if it becomes possible to uncover it from the unconscious and restore it, the Narrator can rest and cease to create the recurrent dreams. This is demonstrated in another clinical vignette:   
A young soldier suffered from a severe post-traumatic reaction after his best friend was killed in a battle in which both participated. He and his small unit were surprised while lying in ambush on a winter night when an enemy force opened fire on them. He immediately came to his senses, took command, and succeeded in winning the battle against an enemy force twice as large as his, but his friend was killed. Although he was praised for his courage and decorated by a medal, he sunk into a severe depression, attempted suicide, and couldn't overcome the death of his friend. For months, night after night, the whole chain of events came repeatedly to life in his dreams, but always with one variation - the minute when the firing started and he intended to jump up and storm the enemy, something prevented him each time from jumping up on the spot. Once it was the rifle that was stuck in the mud, another time, his coat that was caught in the bush, and so on.

Saul & Lyons (1952) described this typical dream pattern characteristic of post-traumatic stress reactions:         

"Although the nightmare typically represents the traumatic scene with great accuracy, yet some detail is usually altered. Why the individual alters that detail nearly always gives the clue to his emotional vulnerabilities and to what keeps the neurotic reaction going" (125).

 After several months of therapeutic efforts, we succeeded in reconstructing the exact course of the battle, including the missing moment, so that the right narrative could be restored: 

He joined the army with high motivation, waited impatiently for his first serious confrontation with the enemy and was filled with fantasies of being a hero and never showing any sign of fear or hesitation. But when the critical moment arrived, and he found himself surprised by heavy fire, he felt paralyzed and it took him a long time, which seemed to him like an eternity, until he could come to himself and jump up. Although it was clear that the delay was only for a few seconds, and nobody noticed his lateness, he couldn't forgive himself for that momentary weakness, even though he began to doubt whether he could have saved his friend if he had jumped up immediately.

After the narrative was restored, the recurrent dreams ceased. This doesn't mean that now he was "cured" of his post-traumatic reaction, only that the assistance of the Narrator was no longer necessary at that phase, and the patient will have to cope with this problem in other ways. 

Hartmann (1996) describes the first phase characteristic of the post-traumatic recurrent dream First, the trauma is replayed vividly and dramatically but not necessarily in precisely the way it occurred; there is often at least one major change in the dream, something that did not actually occur" (p. 10).  This is a very shrewd strategy. All that the Narrator is interested in is correcting one or two segments of the original narrative. In order to enhance his credibility and convince us to accept his story also in this one fabricated point, he is ready to go out of his way once and retell a story exactly as it actually occurred, something he is doesn’t usually do. 

The impression we get from observing the activity of the Narrator in these two areas – unsolved childhood traumata and post-traumatic stress reactions - is of someone who always labors to make order, repair, and straighten out wrinkles and discrepancies in order to make the scenario more coherent, fluent, reasonable apparently inevitable. But why and for what does he invest all these efforts? What are his functions? He doesn't function as a pacifier, attempting to create the appearance that there is 'no problem’ and everything is ‘O.K.', because, as evident from the dreams, his stories cause more discomfort, anxiety, and panic than tranquility and calm.  He doesn't care for problem solving, as most of the solutions he offers in his stories are not practical and are only feasible in imagination. For example, the fact is that the post-traumatic man in the above dream couldn't jump up at the critical moment because he was paralyzed by fear, and even if the narrator were to invent a new story every night to justify his inability to move, like the riffle stuck in the mud, or the coat caught in the bush, non of these ideas could be applied to solving the problem in reality. He certainly doesn't care about truth, realistic representation, or historical accuracy, as the stories he invents are usually so fantastic and disconnected from reality that they often arouse even in the dreamer himself a feeling of amazement: "Where did this curious story come from ?" 

If the Narrator doesn’t care about inner peace, problem solving, or veracity, what does he care about?  From observing him in his activities, it seems that what he cares about is order and organization, and sometimes you may even get the impression that he seeks order for the sake of order and organization in and of itself, like a compulsive neighbor who cannot see anything thrown out in the yard without immediately coming out to pick it up and put it back in its right place. Observing the Narrator – it seems that he simply cannot bear  seeing dispersed ideas that are not connected one to another in firm chains of cause and effect, free floating emotions not connected to any known event or object relation, fractured memories not combined to a coherent story, or wishes directed at nothing clear. Whenever he bumps into such disorder, he is forced to restore order, re-arrange the events in a causal chain of events, re-attach any emotion to its appropriate event or idea and so on. 

The problem is that it would be erroneous to come to general conclusions only on the basis of observing the Narrator's activity in childhood traumata and post traumatic reactions, because they both represent the best of his activities and don't represent him in his daily routine work. We have to remember that the incidence of well structured stories or shows appearing in dreams is relatively low. There are generally not more than one or two completed narratives in the five dreams of a night and the greatest bulk of the dream is composed of short fast changing scenes, mostly not even reportable, and more resembling video clips than movies. Therefore, I assume that there has to exist some overall organizing principle that can explain the purpose of the Narrator's activities in all its undertakings – in dream, fantasy and art; in recurrent well-structured shows and in short incomprehensible scenes.

This common organizing principle is, to my mind, the search for meanings. Accordingly, the main and perhaps the sole function of the Narrator is to create meanings, and in the next pages I will try to show that all his activities as presented in dream, fantasy and art are expansions of this function. 

But first, some words about the meaning of the concept meanings.

The Meaning of Meanings:

The concept of meaning has been studied in philosophy and epistemology mainly in relation to language and non-verbal communication. The question was always - how do people manage to transmit information, communicate ideas, and convey emotions only by exchanging signs, symbols, and signals: in other words,  how do people understand one another? Common to all the various approaches, from Aristotle onwards, has been the assumption that the basic unit of meaning is composed of no more then two or three elements of different sorts. For Charles Pierce, for example, the "three basic semiotic elements" are – a sign, an object, and an iterpretant; for Ferdinand de Saussure there are two basic elements – a signifier and a signified; for C. K. Ogden & I. A. Richards there are three – the conceptual domain, the symbolic domain, and the real world. But independent of the terms each theoretician has used, the principle remains the same – in order to obtain meaning, two, three, or more elements have to be connected one to another in a manner that enables one element to express, represent, interpret, explain, or symbolize  another.

In language, meaning increases with each word added. A single word has no meaning except if it is a denotation. The second word of a sentence assigns meaning to the first, the third adds meaning to the two previous ones, and so on; each additional word enhances the meaning of the sentence, and each additional sentence adds to the meaning of the message, and so by the progressive addition of words and sentences a context of meanings is created (also called – psychological set). 

The creation of meaning is a dynamic process because every word added not only adds something to the meanings of the former words, but may also reduce, subtract or change in another way the meaning of the whole sentence up to this point, so that finally the meaning of the first word, the second, and any additional word is dependent on all the words afterwards. Even the last word can still change the meaning of all the preceding words. Most of the words used in ordinary language have numerous meanings that change according to their context, and you cannot know what the exact meaning of a word is before having finished hearing or reading the whole sentence, or even the whole narrative.

This elusive play with meaning is widely exploited by jokes; one of its favorite techniques is to tell a story that creates word after word a specific emotional context that is completely changed by the last few words. For example: A Hassidic Jew was traveling on a train through the plains of Texas, when the train was suddenly attacked by a group of robbers. They broke into the train with drawn revolvers, ran from wagon to wagon and shouted, "Is there a Jew here?" The Jew, hearing them from the other wagon, tried to hide under a bench, but they saw his shoe, pulled him out, and screamed: "Are you a Jew?" "Yes!" he answered. "But what do want from me?" "We are looking for the tenth man for a Minyan” (the minimal quorum of ten men necessary for conducting a Jewish prayer).

This joke tells a story which slowly builds a context of suspense, fear, panic , and persecution ("from whence cometh my help?") which changes with the last word  into an opposite context – of being among allies, saved from danger.

Another group of jokes based on the abrupt transition from one to another meaning for the same word or phrase are the "We have good and bad news to report" jokes. For example:  A physician informs his patient: "I have good and bad news for you. The bad news is that you suffer from Alzheimer. The good news is that you will forget about it after half an hour." 

This elusive nature of meanings, the ability of a single word to be influenced and changed by another word that appears before and after it in the course of communication, has made almost all the philosophers and linguists despair and attempt to find a method for sorting-out and classifying the various types of meanings. Husserl, for example, ended his investigations with the statement that he found as many theories as there are 'meanings', and Wittgenstein is known for his aphorism: "the meaning of a word is its use in language".

The problem is that despite these repeated failures to grasp the exact nature of meanings, the sciences and humanities have not been able to give up on their efforts to crack the problem, consider the increase of interest in symbolism, and the recognition of the centrality of meanings in understanding the connection between the symbol to its signified. We still remember that in the seventies this wave of interest in 'meanings' swept through psychoanalysis in addition to other fields, and many theoreticians began to claim that psychoanalysis should be declared a hermeneutic discipline, dealing only with meanings and not with causes and effects, and therefore should be moved from the natural sciences to the humanities. 

The weak spot of all contemporary theories about 'meanings' is their almost complete inability to deal with the issue of sensations and emotions. This flaw is apparently the price psychology had to pay for handing over the development of theories about meanings to the domains of philosophy and linguistics because philosophers and linguists are the last people you can expect to take emotions into consideration in their theoretical cogitations. But is it hard to understand how even the  psychoanalysts who joined the "hermeneutic party" began to speak about the dream as a "text", as if  the  whole dream were anything other than an encrypted essay waiting to be decoded.

Linguistics is interested in the interrelationship between words, and asks how any word may define, interpret, explain, or represent another word. But for psychology the 'entities' dealt with are not words, but sensations, feelings, affects, images, concepts, ideas, memories, expectations, and the like. Accordingly, meaning deals with how any of these entities can define, interpret, explain, or represent another entity when properly connected, like an idea which gives meaning to an affect, an affect which gives meaning to a memory, and so on. 

Meaning is the most important human-specific criterion for the classification and categorization of experience and memory, and it begins to influence the patterns of mental organization far before the infant develops any linguistics abilities. The first criterion for the classification of experience are sensations and emotions, according to the 'pleasure – unpleasure principle' of Freud: anything felt as satiating, satisfying, entertaining, and assuring is categorized as 'good', and anything felt inversely is 'bad'. This primary dichotomous division of the experiential world of the baby begins to split gradually into more and more categories, first as the result of the gradual differentiation of the emotions, and only in a later developmental phases with the emergence of concepts, signs and symbols. The emotions serve not only as our first, but as our chief classifier and assigner of meanings for our entire life. The meanings we ascribe to something are dependent on many factors – information, past experience, practical considerations, and so on, but first of all – our emotional attitude toward that 'something'.

In recent years, with the increased interest of various sciences and humanities in the concepts of 'meaning' and 'narrative', many new theories of interpretation based on these concepts appeared, also in the field of psychotherapy. Despite the fact that some of these theories are very interesting, they are irrelevant to our present study because of their insufficient attention to the significance of the emotions in the mental processes. What we need is a theory that will be able to integrate the two aspects of the brain's activity – the brain as an information processing apparatus, and the brain as a responder. Regarding the first aspect, we are at present in relatively good status since we have succeeded in developing an efficient simulator – a machine (the computer) that can execute most information processing on similar level as the human brain, and additional many tasks even better than the brain. This machine assists us, by simulating the organizing processes of the brain, in learning how the brain functions, a knowledge that may eventually enable us to manipulate these functions. Regarding the second aspect, we are still in the dark, having no device for simulation and no other objective means of learning what sensations, feelings, and emotions are, except through introspection in our own sensations, feelings, and emotions. 

Not that I have something better to offer, but I know that a psychoanalytic theory about meanings has to integrate these two aspects of brain activity, and if we define meaning as a connection between two or more mental entities that one defines, interprets, explains, or represents the other, the connection is first of all between knowledge, concepts, ideas and images and sensations, feelings, and emotions. 

The Psycho-dynamics of Meaning: 
The brain is an information-organizing multi-processor organizing information according to a multitude of different techniques of classification and categorization. The highest and most complicated among these techniques is organization by meanings. Almost all the task-forces of the brain are involved, more or less, in this organizing activity, but owing to the complexity of this activity the brain was required to develop,  in the course of its evolution, a special task-force – the Narrator - to serve as the command center controlling, coordinating, and supervising all the brain's activities related to the disclosure of meanings, and when necessary – open the already established connections of meanings and re-organize them into new chains and contexts of meaning. This task-force, the rudiments of which can already be found in the lower mammals, evolved in size and circumference until it became, in the Homo sapiens, one of the two most significant task-forces besides Ratio. 

To understand what is so complicated in these activities, and why a special task-force is needed to control and coordinate them, let us describe them from the two points of view Freud put at the basis of all his metapsychological speculations – the developmental (psych-genetic) and the dynamic. According to the developmental perspective – we have to examine the ability to read meanings as a developmental process and to follow it from birth to maturity; and according to the second perspective – we have to identify the various mental forces involved in the process of meaning reading, whether as protagonists and whether as antagonists, and to learn how meanings interact in relation to one another in each of the developmental phases. 
The evolution of the ability to read meanings begins before the appearance of the Hominids and is genetically programmed in the brains of all the higher developed mammals. Owing to the high survival value of an ability to read the meaning of another animal’s behavioral signs, especially for higher mammals living in societies, this ability evolved steadily through natural selection. James Mark Baldwin (1902) has shown that from a certain phase of human evolution, human culture itself became a factor affecting natural selection, and Nicholas Humphrey (1984) claimed that the ability to read the meanings of the behavioral signs of their fellow men gradually became the most significant survival factor for human beings:  "They had to become sensitive to other people's moods and passions, appreciative of their waywardness or stubbornness, capable of reading the signs in their faces and equally the lack of signs, capable of guessing what each person's past experience holds hidden in the present for the future. They had above all to make sense of the enigma of the ghost in the machine. In short they had to become 'natural psychologists'. Clever man had to become Homo psychologicus."

The ability of man to read meanings is continuously evolving and improving with the development of culture and the increasing complexity of daily life. Let us consider, for example. the ability of men to read meanings out of auditory stimuli. Human ears are steadily bombarded by all kinds of stimuli, part of them perceived as "white noise" and part of them as conveying meanings. The relative size of the meanings conveying sector is steadily increasing with evolution, the rise of human intelligence, and the development of culture and technology. The enormous number of different noises and voices and their meanings that an average modern man living in a big city has to be able to identify contrasts with the amount of auditory information our primitive ancestors had to interpret: modern man must understand the footsteps of his children climbing the stairs, the sound of the engine of his wife's car returning home, the whistling of the boiling kettle, the faint knock appearing in the rhythmical rattle of his washing machine indicating that he will have to call the technician, and so on.  The same is true in fact for almost any mode of perception – the percentage of stimuli carrying some significant meanings for the perceiver is increasing as our culture progresses. 
The ability to read the meanings conveyed by the expressions, and other behavioral signs of others (especially parents) is already manifested a short time after the birth of an infant. The first abilities are genetically given and continue to develop through maturation, the development of the intellect, and learning. In the first phase of development, the meaning-reading centers in the brain are still connected directly to the emotions, as manifested for example in the phenomenon of "stranger anxiety" characteristic to the baby in the second half of his first year of life. The baby plays with his mother, but when a stranger suddenly enters the room, the baby expresses some fright and immediately turns his look to the face of his mother. When he sees signs of happiness on her face, he begins to smile at the stranger, but when he distinguishes signs of concern, or fear, he begins to cry. His emotional response in this case is determined by the meanings he manages to read in the expressions of his mother, or any other adult he trusts.

The comprehension of meanings, as well as the emotional responses to what has been comprehended, are still entirely self-centered in this phase of life, classified as mentioned before, only according to the pleasure – un-pleasure principle, and later – according to "what is good for me" and what is not.

With the development of the intellect and the acquisition of language in the second year of life, the scope of meanings comprehended gets wider, a process of broadening that continues until the end of life. Gradually, most of the meaning-conveying signs begin to get multiple meanings, a process valid especially for language and some of the systems of non-verbal communication in which almost every word and sign can convey a number of different meanings. The problem for the brain, which at its first phase of development was "how can I get some meanings from the signs?" now becomes "to which of all the possible meanings shall I pay attention?" To deal with this new problem, the brain has to develop some mechanisms for screening the new input information and selecting from it what seems to be significant and useful.


Meaning is dependent, as explained above, on the whole context in which the meaningful item appears, and the significant context is, for the selection mechanism, the one that best fits its present system of interests. For example - the meaning of the exotic colorful chicken caught by the zoologist visiting a remote island is getting fame for detecting a new species of bird, but the meaning of the same chicken for the surviving sailor thrown on an island after a ship wreck is - a good meal after many days of starvation.

In this stage, also: "A new principle of mental functioning was thus introduced; what was presented in the mind was no longer what was agreeable but [what] was real, even if it happened to be disagreeable. This setting-up of the reality principle proved to be a momentous step" (Freud, 1911, S. E. 12:215).  This means that more and more reality-oriented considerations begin to determine the systems of interest, which before this phase were totally under the domination of self-centered considerations. According to Freud, the emerging reality principle does not replace the pleasure principle: "Actually the substitution of the reality for the pleasure principle implies no deposing of the pleasure principle, but only a safeguarding of it" (S.E. 12:19), a safeguarding attained by dividing thought processes into two – the primary process governed by the pleasure principle, and the secondary process governed by the reality principle. This division remains for the rest of life; while the reality principle governed secondary process continues to develop, the pleasure principle governed primary process remains for ever frozen in its archaic and primitive form.

Today, we accept neither this division, nor the notion about the difference in the rate of development of the two processes. In the years since Freud's death, we have learned a lot about the development of the sense of self, and we know today that the brain is committed from this phase onwards to two tasks – to care for the survival of the individual in real physical and social environments, and to care for the maintenance and development of the sense of self. So, according to our contemporary theories, the dichotomy is not between the reality and the pleasure principles, but between the reality-oriented considerations and the self-centered considerations.  Kohut (1984), who tried to introduce a new conception of the defense mechanisms, wrote: "…the so-called defense-resistances are neither defenses nor resistances. Rather they constitute valuable moves to safeguard the self, however weak and defensive it may be, against destruction and invasion" (p. 141)…  Defense motivation in analysis will be understood in terms of activities undertaken in the service of psychological survival, that is, as the patient's attempt to save at least that sector of his nuclear self, however small and precariously established it may be, that he has been able to construct and maintain" (p. 115). Whether we are ready to exchange Freud's theory about the function of defense mechanisms with this new conception or not, we have to accept the central assumption of self-psychology, that man's struggle for his "psychological survival", for the maintenance of a sense of self including a self identity, sameness, and continuity, is a brain task equal in its importance to his struggle for physical and social survival. 

The reason for exchanging the "reality vs. pleasure principles" dichotomy for the "reality-oriented vs. self-centered" one is that because both modes of organization continue to develop side by side, and both are influenced by the same maturation factors; the gradual increase in frustration tolerance and the capacity to defer immediate satisfaction influences both the self-centered consideration and the reality oriented consideration. You have only to observe how stubbornly a three-year old  child can behave when he has to defend his self-image after being hurt or insulted (such as getting a smaller gift than his younger sister, or being expelled from the play of his elder brother). He may cry, hit around, and not stop even if he is punished harshly. It seems that people are generally ready to suffer all sorts of un-pleasure more for self interest than for reality directed interests, and even to endanger their lives. Even a soldier endangering his life in battle is doing it ​mostly for fear of losing face in the eyes of his comrades than out of nationalistic aims (which he may even not understand that well). And thousands of men, in all historical periods, lost their life in forlorn duels they were compelled to participate in only to defend their injured "honor".

It is therefore important to remember that the term "self centeredness" doesn't mean selfishness, egoism, or hedonism, but the natural need of any healthy human being to maintain his sense of self, including bodily and mental image, social identity, basic trust, and confidence in his right to pursue his personal ambitions, in short – to defend his psychological survival.  This task may sometimes require even more capacity for frustration tolerance, postponement of gratifications, and willingness for self-sacrifice than the reality tasks.  


In my paper "The psychoanalytic theory of cognitive development" (Noy, 1979), I contended that every cognitive function operates according to two different organizational modes: one according to the self-centered mode governed by the primary-process, the second according to the reality-oriented mode governed by the secondary process. This division is valid for all cognitive functions – classification, categorization, mental representation, causal reasoning, the representation of reality  the representation of the self, and the organization of the memory – and all are doubly organized. Wilma Bucci (1985) suggests the term "dual coding" and explains (Bucci, 1997): "Forms of perceptual processing, and of verbal processing, may be considered as components of models incorporating several types of codes, rather than there being a single or dominant underlying form in which all information is necessarily represented. Dual coding postulates separate channels of verbal and nonverbal processing rather than dominance of one role"(81). Referring to Freud, she writes: "Freud's model of the psychical apparatus emphasized the operation of two modes of thought, the primary and the secondary processes. In psychoanalysis, however, the separation of systems is understood largely as dissociation determined by pathology and defense… The Freudian model does not account for the continued operation of multiple information processing systems throughout normal, conscious mental life…" (p. 180).  So, to her mind as well, the division into the two modes is total, and applies to all mental conditions, whether normal or pathological.

In the same book, she contends that there are probably more than two modes of organization, and therefore suggests replacing the term 'dual coding' with 'multiple coding'. I agree fully with her, but think that for practical reasons it would be preferable to focus briefly only on these two, simply because we, as psychoanalysts, have studied these two modes for nearly a hundred years, while about all the others we are still in the dark.

Meaning, as stressed above, is mostly multiple. The assumption of two different channels of processing (double coding) requires us to look for at least two different meanings for every significant event we have experienced, and if this event was saved in memory – also for two different files in which it was saved, like a clerk who always keeps two diaries, one for registering business affairs, and the second for recording personal experiences and impressions.

We don't know when exactly the Narrator appears, but since we know that infants begin to dream in the first days of their life, we have to assume that the Narrator is a part of our mental system from birth. 'Ratio', his major rival, emerges, presumably, only after the 'reality principle' has reached a certain degree of maturation,  but in a relatively short period of time takes command, first - of reality-oriented thought, and later of almost all waking cogitation. Ratio, like the Narrator, is a relentless meaning pursuer, but for him, in contrast to the Narrator, meaning is not the goal but only a means. Since his major task is to control rational behavior, the ability to read meanings correctly is the essential condition for being able to fulfill his main commitment – to safeguard the physical and social existence of the individual. Therefore, although he is very sensitive in reading meanings, he is also highly selective – trying always to pick-out the most significant information and get rid of the rest.

But the problem of Ratio is that he doesn't arrive at an empty arena where everybody awaits the entrance of the new commander. This is an arena which has already functioned well through millions of years of evolution, populated by ranks of animals that have already developed the ability to read the meanings of the signs essential for their survival, and who know well how to respond to them with appropriate behavioral acts. All this extensive activity occurred without the intervention of consciousness, on the level of instincts, reflex arcs, and other kinds of automatic stimulus-response reactions. Ratio, as the representative of consciousness, is a newcomer to the arena and has to fight against all the older arrangements if he really wants to take command of behavior. This struggle begins in early childhood, but considering that all the old arrangements continue to be active, Ratio has to continue the conflict its entire life. Psychologists and neuroscientists used to speak about the continuous struggle between the old brain and the new brain, the atavistic and the modern brain, the lower and the upper brain; the first always points to the automatic-reflective parts of the brain, and the second to the rational brain. 

Because we can learn about animal behavior only from objective observation, we don't know if the link between the meanings read to behavioral responses in animals is direct, or activated via several intermediary subjective states. But in human beings, the only animal whose feelings we can know, we know for sure that the link between the meaning acting as a stimulus and the appropriate behavioral response is not a direct one, but always passes through an intermediary phase of arousal of emotions. When I walk in the middle of a busy highway picking up pebbles, and jump aside when I hear the horn of a car which is about to run me over, it is not because there is an inborn link between the car horn to my jumping behavioral act, but because I have been frightened, and it was the fright which aroused me to jump aside. Let us, for example, imagine a cat and his mistress sitting together in a room, both hearing the rustle of a mouse. Both, when they perceive the typical noise, jump immediately from their place – the cat to chase the mouse, his mistress to jump on a chair screaming. We know that we cannot erase this automatic response either in cats or in men and women because they are encrypted too deeply in our feline and human genetics, but we believe that there is a significant difference between both: men and women can control the aroused emotion and prevent a behavioral response, but cats cannot.

Ratio knows that the best way to take control of executive behavior is to inhibit the aroused emotions and prevent them from being expressed in overt behavior. And, indeed, the struggle of Ratio versus emotions continues throughout life, and even becomes part of most cultures and educational methods. Each culture and language uses such propaganda slogans as "don’t let your emotions take control over your ratio", organizes special maturity rites for the adolescent to test whether they are tough enough to handle a difficult situation rationally without succumbing to emotions, and naturally looks condescendingly upon such "hysterical" women who scream the moment they see a mouse. 

The greatest achievement of Ratio is the development of human language. Language is based on two foundations that enable Ratio to deal with meanings "purely" without getting involved with emotions – the system of signs used by language, and the concepts used as the signified. 

1) Language, as a system of signs designed exclusively for the transmission of meaning, tries to force its user to focus attention only on a specific meaning of a word and disconnect any relationship between a word and emotion. A word has to be a sign only and neither carries an emotional meaning with it, nor arouses any associations, but only points to a specific meaning beyond it. Language often hurries to exchange a word that has caught an emotional meaning of its own, for a more neutral term. The best examples of this process are the "rude words", those words that because they refer to the intimate parts or acts of the body always become quickly charged with an emotional content that forces language to exchange the words for more "neutral" ones, which generally also become contaminated with emotion, and then again have to be exchanged, and so on repeatedly. Consider only how many words you have already used in the run of your life for naming the lower portion of your body, when every name that was considered in its time as legitimate was defamed a day later and deemed rude or vulgar. 

2) A large number of the words language uses do not refer to any particular object, act, or event but to concepts. Also the words that refer to particular objects generally aspire to reach the highest degrees of abstraction. For example, words such as "table" or "chair" do not refer to any particular chair, but to any chair or table in the world, just as the word ​"work" refers to any kind of activity. A concept enables humans to communicate emotions in way that no other animal except human is able to. While an animal can convey his emotions only by expressing them, men also have the alternative of transmitting emotional by using words to tell other about feelings. For example, a human can express anger simply by saying he does, and can even do this if he doesn’t feel anger in the moment. 

Equipped with these two human specific innovations – language and concepts – Ratio is now free to exchange information and communicate meanings without being required to feel, express, or even refer to the emotions related to these meanings. Despite the Narrator’s attempt, in the first years of language acquisition, to negotiate at least some conjoined control of language with Ratio (expressed in the child's tendency to play with the primary meanings of the words, such as verses, puns and other kind of word-games), he finally has to give up and transfer language and the secondary processes exclusively to the reign of Ratio. But the Narrator, as we know, cannot surrender. He is responsible for maintaining the right balance between the various states of our mental existance, and cannot agree with many of the distortions Ratio creates in the raw material of perception and memory, especially with his all-out fight against the activation of emotion. So, what does he do? Forced to give up language, he begins to construct an alternative language of his own, a language that any human being can use, but only the Narrator can continue to create and renew words and sentences, that nobody can take away. This is the language of art (or in fact – the languages of art), known also as the language of emotions. 

There is another group of intra-psychic forces that may act against the perception of meanings - the defense mechanism.  Each mechanism uses a different technique, but many of them act by falsifying, distorting, or preventing the comprehension of the correct meanings. George Klein (1976), studying what he called "The principle of Repression", showed that repression doesn't necessarily involve total erasure of a memory from consciousness, but only an attempt to prevent comprehension of the meaning of that memory: "...to maintain a gap in comprehension, or as Freud put it, to keep something at a distance from consciousness, without necessarily impeding its expression in behavior… Repression, according to Freud, is fundamentally an 'attempt at flight', and the flight is from a meaning" (p.241-242). And he explains: "It is not the memory, but the meaning of a memory, that was condemned. To undo a repression means to bring about comprehension of the terms of a previously uncomprehended relationship, the perception of a causal link to which the person had been impervious, and a new level of understanding"(248).


The shrewdest defense mechanism is rationalization because it uses intellect itself, our most powerful instrument for comprehending meanings, for its opposite purpose – to prevent the understanding of the correct meanings. And paradoxically, the more intelligent the patient, the more competent he may be in rationalizing, and the more resistance he will activate to any insight or criticism. 


Let us now remind ourselves what the conflicting forces active in the field of meanings are: In the center is Ratio, a relentless meaning seeker, always curious to know what meaning is hidden beneath the evident meaning, [and may be hided in the after-after meaning]. But he is very practical, looks for clear answers that can help him understand his physical and social environment better and to guide his behavior efficiently. This makes him very selective in getting the meanings of the events and objects he encounters For example, in cases where there are multiple meanings, he will generally prefer to get only the one that seems to him to be the most relevant, or will look especially for that meaning that best fits his expectations. 


Another force acting to distort the correct meanings are the defense mechanisms. There are mechanisms different from defense to defense, but common to all, each in its different way, is that he acts against the correct understanding of selective meanings. Almost all mental agencies, and even those committed to the right interpretation, like Ratio himself, may in certain situations act against understanding.


But the biggest trouble stems, as described above, from the historical struggle of Ratio against the emotions. To be precise, not Ratio’s struggle against the emotions themselves, but Ratio’s impulse to separate the genetically determined connection between the perception of meaning, the arousal of the appropriate emotion, and the consequent automatic behavioral act. Ratio would of course prefer to untie the connection between meaning and emotion, but in reality succeeds only in severing the connection between emotions and behavior. 
There are dozens of definitions for the concept of emotions. One of them is that of Bowlby: "…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" (p. 138). If emotions were only "phases of appraisal", I don’t think that Ratio                                                                              would oppose them. But emotions are apparently also "states of arousal" as Cannon (1927) and Duffy (1941) defined them, and only as such Ratio has to oppose them ……    
(not completed).
