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CONTEMPORARY PSYCHOARALYSLS

mror EVER SINCE FREUD'S EPOCH making discoveries in the treatment
Quracty | of mental illness, which included the method of “free association”,
v o York, 1. 1. 10013 and an understanding of the Oedipus Complex, considerable at-
e e T B T - tentic_)n has been paid to unconscious processes by psychologists.
S S T o e o P TP O T O T e BT The interest which Freud sparked, however, has given rise to some
20 Geat 74th Strmat, Bew Torbs U. 1. 10023 widely shared misconceptions. Contrary to popular mythology,

T;:-:;z.:-mn., 20 West T4ch Streat, Mev York, N. Y. 10023

- Freud did not discover the unconscious. Indeed, before the un-
- conscious became a respectable topic for clinical investigation, it

e s thee ettty Snimoendy Své wpents St Sty of AT

- T ST ' had been a matter for some considerable speculation by Leibniz
E = ’ and Kant, who approached it as a branch of epistemology, or what
[T Tremos White TR i1 vt N SRt Y T Ty came to be known as Erkentnisstheorie.
Fortunately, the last few decades have witnessed the growth of
e T o T W oL oo S8 oL e S L . a new literature intended to rectify this popular misconception.
T

L. L. Whyte’s The Unconscious Before Freud and Ellenberger’s The
‘ Discovery of the Unconscious are merely two of the better known
S T e T e e T R S T e | installments available to the general public. This being so, any at-
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P JR—— ' tempt to canvass some ?f the same ground once more must furnish

. T e e SRR IHEY | ST | ! some plau§lble raison d’etre, or at least some basis in contemporary

£ — T I Len ! ; debate as its point of fieparture. Unfortunately, contemporary ap-

: o o T e - I : x i proache§ to the relauonship between the dynamic and cognitive

8 ;EEE:MM-« 1258 T ! unconscious are often oblivious to the historical background, not-
=t T » : 2

withstanding the last few decades having witnessed a growing col-
: laboration between cognitive theory and psychoanalysis, illus-
1 L A e v A I

|

| & TOTAL SerTRRETION chve ¢ Cone 20 1,273 . 1,324

* PN 0T OUTRSUTRS
TV O e, o e e e oy

trated, for example, by the work of Rapaport, Peterfreund, Pri-

29
- — 1'°; ' 1.:; ' bram and Gill, etc. (Pribram & Gill, 1976). As another example,
‘I:::;_;:_:.:';:]&i / : T, we may cite Piaget, who alludes to the com

plementary ontogenetic
Lmams 1L 1} ) sequences embodied in the development of the affective and cog-
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nitive unconscious; terms which, incidentally, originate with him
(Piaget, 1973). Prompted by Rapaport’s wish to make psychoanal-
ysis a truly general psychology, by Jung’s word association exper-
iments, and by research into the Rorschach, writers like Schactel
and G. Klein have demonstrated the ineluctable interaction be-
tween cognitive and conative processes in the unconscious
(Schachtel, 1959). Finally, historian Raymond Fancher has expli-
cated the link between Freud's neurological thought and his cog-
nitive the%, %hereby elucidating the relationship between cogni-
tive and processes in Freud’s initial metapsychological ef-
forts (Fancher, 1971, 1973, 1977).

However, one of the startling things about this new wave of
collaboration between cognitive and clinical researchers is the way
it is generally taken for granted. One may acknowledge, for ex-
ample, that for several decades cognitive and clinical researchers
have begun to collaborate more closely, and that cybernetics and
“systems theory”, together with the publication of Freud’s corre-
spondance with Fliess, have helped pave the way for this historic
rapprochement. Beyond that point, few would venture an opinion,
which is merely symptomatic of the generally unreflective and un-
historical character of “normal science”. A critical and historical
approach to this subject would begin by explaining the institution-
alized indifference between cognitive and clinical theorists that
prevailed until recently, and illumine some conceptual problems
that characterize the field at the moment.

The claim I advance here is twofold, being both substantive and
historical in character. On the historical plane, I would suggest
that, as mentioned previously, collaboration between cognitive and
analyuc theorists is indeed a recent phenomenon. The tendency
to study the interaction of cognitive and dynamic processes in the
unconscious was preceded by the development of two discrete re-
search traditions in the German and English speaking worlds in
the late 19th and early 20th century. One tradition, associated with
Helmholtz, Wundt et. al.,, was experimentally oriented, and re-
garded the unconscious as an essentially rational phenomenon im-
plicated in audio-visual perception. The other tradition, associated
with Freud, Prince, Janet, etc., was clinical in outlook, and viewed
the unconscious as the repository of irrational, instinctual impulses
that are ego-alien, or split off from the rest of the conscious per-
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sonality. Small wonder, then, that neither camp could glimpse its
reflection in the materials, methods or results of the other. It
should be emphasized that these remarks apply chiefly to the En-
glish and German contexts. In France, by contrast, clinicians in-
terested in the unconscious (e.g., Binet and Janet) conducted ex-
periments with hysteria and parapsychological phenomena (For a
scholarly treatment of this point, see McGuire, 1984).

Still, despite its roots in clinical practice, the Freudian paradigm
drew considerable inspiration from Schopenhauer (1970) whose
reflections on instinct, sexuality and “the unconscious will in na-
ture” represent a variety of a psychology of the unconscious that
developed both prior to and concurrently with the experimental
tradition. One of the salient characteristics of this older psychology
of the unconscious, which included Leibniz, Herbart, Carus,
Fechner, Schopenhauer and von Hartmann, was that it regarded
cognitive and conative trends, insofar as it distinguished between
them, as aspects of the same substrate of mental activity existing
below the threshold of consciousness.

I believe that the older psychology of the unconscious, though
crude and speculative by modern standards, reflects many recently
re-discovered truths. Thus while the cognitive and dynamic un-
conscious represent discrete modalities of functioning in theoret-
ical terms, in reality, they function in unison: a fact reflected in
Freud’s own writings. Indeed, one might even argue that Freud’s
“dynamic” unconscious presupposes a cognitive unconscious, both
logically and historically. Thus far, however, historical and theo-
retical research has focused on the cognitive and neurological
prem'is.es of the metapsychology, the character or impairment of
cognitive processes involved in reaction times, Rorschach re-
sponses, etc. While valuable, this research does nothing to elucidate
another kind of cognitive unconscious presupposed in the clinical
theory, involving unconscious inferences one makes concerning
Qne’s own or another person’s intrapsychic activity. Unconscious
inferences of this nature are clearly presupposed in Freud’s theory

of the “dream work” or secondary revision, and in his brief dis-
cussion of unconscious communication and transgenerational
identification. Their existence may be attributed to an unconscious

reflexivity which parallels the working of reflective self-conscious-
ness.

Burston, D., 1986a: The Cognitive and Dynamic Unconscious. A Critical and Historical Perspective, In: Contemporary Psychoanalysis, New York Vol. 22 (No. 1, 1986), pp. 133-157.
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The Dynamic & Cognitive Unconscious: Contrast
& Continuity

Generally speaking, psychoanalysis explicates psychological dis-
turbances by means of dynamic/genetic hypotheses relating cur-
rent difficulties to antecedent conditions and causes, i.e. to distur-
bances in psychosexual development, which give rise to the intra-
psychic processes that cause (and express) anomalies in the
individual's experience of himself and others in the world. Inas-
much as no psyche is entirely unique, and to account for the em-
pirical uniformities that crop up repeatedly in treatment, however,
psychoanalysis was obliged to posit some model of human nature,
or of mental and developmental processes that are natural, normal
and universal. Still, though leaning, by extension, on normal psy-
chology, psychoanalysis arose as a variety of abnormal psychology,
and it is within this framework that the dynamic unconscious first
captured public attention.

The cognitive unconscious, by contrast, is an idea native to
normal psychology and 19th century experimental psychology. It
is designed to explain how cognitive and sensory inputs are pro-
cessed so as to render a more or less accurate picture of external
reality, or one that works for human purposes. Thus, while Freud
was impressed with the irrationality of the unconscious, his older
counterparts in experimental psychophysics were interested exclu-
sively in its silent, inarticulate reasonings. Thus, addressing the
notion of “unconscious inference”, while still persuaded of the
reality of the unconscious, Wundt wrote that:

The suggesuon of the logical character of the processes of perception is
an hypothesis of no lower order than any other assumption we make with
reference to the ground of natural phenomena . . . If the first act of ap-
prehension, which yet belongs to the sphere of unconscious life, is already
a process of inference, the law of logical development is thereby shown to
hold even for unconscious life; it is proved that there is not merely a
conscious, but an unconscious thinking. We believe that we have thereby
completely proved that the assumption of unconscious logical processes is
not merely competent to explain the results of the processes of perception,
but that it in fact correctly declares the real nature of these processes,
although the processes themselves are not accessible to immediate obser-
vation (Wundt, 1862, p. 438; cited in von Hartmann, 1931, p. 39).

In a detailed account of Wundt's theory of unconscious infer-
ence, R. J. Richards observes that:
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Wundt advanced a variety of reasons for ... unconscious inference. Its
principle justification . .. derived from an analysis of the logical precon-
ditions of judgement: returning along the Kantian path, Wundt attempted
to show that even elemental perception presupposed prior synthesizing
inferences, of which we have no introspective awareness. But there are
other reasons ... (According to Wundt) conscious attention can be di-
rected only to one thing at a time . .., but ordinarily the several sense
organs and their nervous connections react simultaneously to ambient
stimuli. Hence, most sensory effects must go unnoticed—that is, they must
occur simultaneously. Now it might be objected, Wundt noted, that such
nervous processes are not really sensations. If, however, sensations break
into consciousness from a continued increase in stimulation, then one may
reasonably conclude that the same sensory activities have been growing in
intensity till they pass the limen of consciousness ... Moreover, if the
boundary between consciousness and unconsciousness constantly shifts, as
indicated by Fechner’s experiments on sensory discrimination, then a con-
tinuity of transition is conceivable only if both processes are essentially
similar, if consciousness is only the further development of one and the
same fundamental process originating in the unconscious (Richards, 1980,
p. 50).

Thus far, we've traced the cognitive unconscious to Wundt,
Fechner and Kant. For most practical intents and purposes, how-
ever, it is usually traced back to Leibniz, who, together with Her-
bart, subsequently, originated the principle of psychic continuity
that Fechner and Wundt relied on. Like Wundt, albeit much ear-
lier, Leibniz maintained that the mind plays an active role in or-
ganizing perception; a fact he explained by the faculty of apper-
ception. Naturally, Leibniz’s emphasis on the activity of perception
brought him into conflict with Lockean empiricism. Thus, in New-
Essays on Human Understanding, Leibniz complained that Locke

claims that there is nothing potential, nor even anything which we do not
always actually apperceive; but he cannot take this quite strictly, otherwise
his opinion would be too paradoxical, since acquired habits . . . and the
contents of our memory are not always apperceived . . .

Besides, there are a thousand signs which make us think that there are
at all times an infinite number of perceptions in us, though without ap-
perception and reflexion; that is to say changes . .. which . . . are either
00 small, too numerous or too unified, so that they have nothing distinc-
tive in themselves . . . It is thus that habituation causes us not to notice the
motion of a mill or waterfall, after we have lived near them for some time.
Itis that these impressions, when they are devoid of novelty, are not strong
enough to attract our attention and memory when these are attached to
more absorbing objects (Leibniz, 1973, p. 152-160).
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In the Prolegomenon to Any Future Metaphysics and Critique of Pure
Reason, Kant took up the Leibnizian critique of Lockean empiri-
cism, developing it in new and remarkable ways. As was customary
for idealist philosophers, Kant propsed a two-tiered universe, com-
prised, in his case, of 1) the realm of phenomenal appearances
(which behave in a lawful, orderly fashion, and are subject to sci-
entific scrutiny); and 2) the “noumenal” world of real objects or
entities, whose structure, apart from the operation of our minds,
Is unknowable. While current opinion frequently repudiates the
unknowability of the Kantian “ding an sich”, Kant's critical philos-
ophy was a pioneering attempt to elucidate the way in which sense
data are experienced and interpreted. Thus, for example, if cau-
sality as such cannot be proven to exist— Hume’s argument—then
at least it can be grounded as an innate idea that patterns our
perception of events in the world; as a constitutive part of our
mental apparatus, and not a mere product of habit and condi-
tioning (Leary, 1982).

At any rate, the active element in perception, and the doctrine
of apperception, were developed in novel and interesting ways by
Herbart, Fechner, Helmholiz, and Wundt who was the first to put
l}.IiS hitherto philosophic faculty to the test experimentally (Dan-
ziger, 1980). More to the point, from a psychoanalytic perspective,
Leibniz’s monadological musings on “appetition” and “represen-
tations™ (Vorstellungen)— wviz. the notion that drives and their ob-
Jects are also symbolically apperceived —evidently influenced Her-
bart, who inspired Lindner’s Manual of Empirical Psychology, which
Freud read as a gymnasium student (Anderson, 1962). I we can
trust Ricoeur’s recent scholarship, then Freud's notion of the way
drl\'e§ and their psychic representations struggle 1o gain access to
consciousness owes much to the oblique and unacknowledged in-
fluence of Herbart, whom Freudians frequently derogate as a
sterile academician (Ricoeur, 1970).

In any case, with few exceptions, Kant and his followers were
concerned chiefly with processes of judgement, perception and
logical inference which are unconscious, but reconstructable after
the fact, by a series of inferences from the available data. A seldom
noleq fact—noteworthy for its oddity, as much as anything—is
that in a metapsychological paper entitled “The Unconscious”,
Freud exclaimed that psychoanalysis represents an

138

i
i

COGNITIVE AND DYNAMIC UNCONSCIOUS

extension of the corrections begun by Kant in regard to our views on
external perception. Just as Kant warned us not ot overlook the fact that
our perception is subjectively conditioned and must not be regarded as
identical with the phenomena perceived but never discerned, so psycho-
analysis bids us not to set conscious perception in the place of the uncon-
scious process which is 1ts object (Freud, 1915, p. 104).

With all due respect to Freud, however, Kant’s “unconscious”, if
we may call it that, really belongs to what Piaget termed the “cog-
nitive unconscious”. In contrast to Kant, Freud was concerned
chiefly with what is deliberately thrust out of awareness, but strives
through dreams, papapraxes and symptom formation to gain ac-
cess to consciousness once again. The exception here is what Freud
termed “primal repression”, in which experiences prior to the ac-
quisition to language, though unconscious, are expelled, since they
were never adequately conceptualized or represented to conscious-
ness in the first place (cf. Freud’s papers “Repression” {and] “The
Unconscious” [1915]).

At any rate, the whole point of this distinction is that while the
Freudian unconscious encounters active resistance and repression,
there are no special forces driving the contents of the “cognitive
unconscious” toward or away from the threshold of consciousness.
On the contrary, to be conscious of the various schemes and op-
erations employed in processing the diverse cognitive/sensory in-
puts that impinge on the mind would overburden self-conscious-
ness, rendering us incapable of even the most simple and mundane
tasks. Consequently, the exigencies of survival insure that most of
what is mental remains unconscious; that not the process, but
merely the products of our thought are normally available to con-
scious introspection (Bateson, 1972, 1980).

To sum up, then, the concept of the unconscious bequeathed by
idealist philosophy and psychophysics suggests that our conscious
cogitation represents the end product of processes of sensation,
perception and inference that occur below the threshold of con-
sciousness, whose existence if inferred on the basis of logical and
inductive considerations, which include experimental procedures
to test the validity of this surmise. Beyond these well established
facts, we have hazarded some elementary comparisons between the
dynamic and cognitive unconscious, and reproached Freud for
being cavalier in his choice of ancestors. However, if we search far
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enough back in the development of Freud’s thought, we do indeed
discover that the reference to Kant contains an inadvertent histor-
ical truth. Indeed, it bolsters the contention that the dynamic and
cognitive unconscious share a common ancestry.

In the “Project For A Scientific Psychology”, contained in his
correspondance with Wilhelm Fliess, Freud (1895) laid particular
emphasis on the idea that the ego cannot sustain its critical/moni-
toring function vis d vis external reality without a record of pre-
vious experience or memory to draw on— Herbart’s apperceptive
mass (Wolman, 1968). Consequently, he devoted several pages to
cognitive processes, paying attention to the interplay between
memory, attention and judgement. While it is unnecessary to re-
count Freud’s reasoning in detail, we can say that in Freud's view,
much of judging, remembering or, in a word, information pro-
cessing, is actually unconscious, regardless of the data impinging
immediately on the perceptual-consciousness system. (Some will
note that this notion anticipates Freud’s later formulation that the
ego is mostly unconscious, despite its link to the perceptual-con-
sciousness system [Freud, 19231). Under the heading of “Normal
Psychological Processes”, Freud observed that:

Along side of cognitive and practical thought, we must distinguish repro-
ductrve or recollecting thought, which is partly included in practical thought
but does not cover it completely. This recollecting is a precondition of any
testing carried out by critical thought. It follows a given thought process
in a reverse direction, as far back, it may be, as perception . . . In pursuing
this backward course, this process meets with intermediate links which
have hitherto been unconscious . . .

In any case, the reproducibility of thought processes extends far beyond
their immediate indications of quality: they can be made conscious sub-
sequently, though perhaps the outcome of a train of thought leaves traces
behind it more often than its intermediate stages (Freud, 1895, p. 437).

Understandably, the publication of Freud's “Project” in 1950 led
to increasing recogniton of the cognitive component in Freud’s
metapsychology. Among the first to draw attention to it were Ra-
paport and G. Klein et. al. In various books and articles, Raymond
Fancher has offered us a lucid historical reconstruction and trans-
lation of Freud’s neuropsychological assumptions into contempo-
rary language (Fancher, 1971, 1973). Others, like Peterfreund,
Pribram and Gill, etc., have tried to salvage the cognitive core of
Freud’s metapsychology, and to correct it in accordance with new
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findings in cognitive and neuro-science. Pribram and Gill (1976)
have very aptly pointed to the historic filiation between cybernetics
and neurology fostered by Norbert Weiner’s apprenticeship to
Walter Cannon, and bravely attempt to revive Freud’s notion of
“psychic energy”, so roundly discredited by Lashley and otherwise
sympathetic critics like John Bowlby and Robert Holt (Pribram &
Gill, 1976). But while these observations may interest psychoana-
lytic historians, the real relevance of “Project” to our inquiry is as
follows.

First, if Rapaport et. al. can be trusted, then the whole thrust of
the metapsychology militates against the artificial compartmental-
ization of affect and cognition; a division of labor which psychol-
ogists found congenial for many decades. If psychoanalysis has
anything to teach us, it is that affect, perception and cognition all
work hand in hand, as Kant himself discovered long ago (Leary,
1982).

More importantly, perhaps, Freud’s later forays into the cogni-
tive unconscious, which we’ll come to presently, force us to make
a number of analytic distinctions. On the one hand, as we saw in
connection with German idealism and psychophysics, the cognitive
unconscious refers to unconscious processes, whose products are
accessible to reflection, but which are not in themselves apper-
ceived by the cogitating subject. On the other hand, the cognitive
unconscious also refers to processes where both the process and
the product are unconscious, albeit without necessarily being re-
pressed. Here the individual knows something, but without
knowing that he knows it (e.g. Polanyi’s ‘tacit knowledge’). F inally,
in a third modality resembling the second, both process and
product are unconscious, the difference being that: what is cog-
nized here are not perceptual data or logical transformations, but
data about one’s own or another’s intrapsychic processes. But we

are anticipating. Before dealing with these topics, let’s rejoin the
historical narrative once more.

Form, Content and Process: Models of the Mind From Plato
to Freud

While we can easily trace the cognitive unconscious to Leibniz,
strictly speaking, the concept precedes him. To the best of our
knowledge, it originates in Plato’s doctrine of anamnesis or recol-
lection, which is developed in the dialogues “Phaedo” and “Meno”.
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Leaving the metaphysical ramifications of this idea aside, the Meno
is of interest in that it describes a conversation between Socrates
and a slave boy, in which the latter discovers that he knows math-
ematical formulas of which he was previously unaware (Plato,
Meno, 82-86). This ambiguous state, of knowing something
without knowing that one knows it embodies this sense of the cog-
nitive unconscious as well as any formula can.

In any case, Plato’s doctrine of anamnesis represents the first
clear statement of the “nativist” position, in which ideas of justice,
harmony, mathematical truths and recollections of past lives are
thought to reside in the psyche in a state of forgetfulness. Like
Plato, and contra Locke, Leibniz argued that the forms of knowl-
edge are innate—e.g. notions of space, time, etc.,—although the
specific contents of the mind are derived from experience. As Leary,
among others, observes, this critical distinction between the form
and content of knowledge was a vital tenet to Kant's psychological
endeavors (Leary, 1982). It remained to an English Kantian, Wil-
liam Whewell, to fuse the German distinction between form and
content with a corresponding appreciation of process as an uncon-
scious variable; an achievement reflected in the notion of the “un-
conscious syllogism™ (Whewell, 1847). Citing a certain Bishop
Whately, Whewell suggested that every act of visual perception is
informed by a “major premise” concerning external reality which
is not a product of previous experience. Such premises include the
categories of space, time, causality, i.e. Leibniz’s ‘forms’ of knowl-
edge, which Whewell, as a good Kantian, took to be innate. On
the other hand, said Whewell, every perception involves a “minor
premise” supplied by the influx of sensory data, contents, at least
in terms of our present comparison. Finally, there is the conclu-
sion, or the result of the synthesis of the major and minor “prem-
ises”, which give rise to the consciously apprehended percept, a
process Helmholtz described as follows:

idea (Vorstellung)

major premise
sensauon (Empfindung)

minor premise

percept (Anschauung) conclusion

And like Helmholtz subsequently, Whewell emphasized that a
given percept could be the end product of a multiple series of

142

COGNITIVE AND DYNAMIC UNCONSCIOUS

inferences or “collj

1982).

But there was a world of difference betw
Whewell as well. For while Helmholtz’s refe
always reverential, he purported to regard t
Of perception as almost invariabl
rience, albeit not necessarily in ontogenetic development, since he
allf)wed for, indeed required, a Lamarckian inheritance of ac-
quired characteristics to account for the development of spatial
percep%ion. This reliance on Phylogeny, together with a clear
concession to Kant on the origins of the concept of causality, in-
dlCa'lC .that Helmhottz met nativism half-way, despite his program-
matic intention of developing a purely empirical science of per-
cepuon (Turner, 1982). Nonetheless, his attempt to translate in-
snghts of philosophy into scientific idiom altered the terms of the
discourse, obscuring the debt of experimental science to Leibniz
Kant and their followers. For after him, ideas and sensations aliké
were often treated indifferently as “contents”, although ideas de-
er(?d from prior experience were still granted priority in the syl-
lo_gnsm of sense-perception. As a result, it remained for Piaget and
his followers to emphasize the role which the forms of knowledge
(e.‘g., schemes) play in the organization of unconscious thought
(Piaget, 1969).

.In any event, to read Helmholtz's The Facts of Perception, one
might almost get the impression that he arrived at his theories by
puttng Kant to the empirical test. While this is true, it is also
msufﬁgiem. Thanks to the efforts of Wundt, Zollner, Classen and
the various priority disputes that followed in their wake, Helmholtz
and hls fractious colleagues were obliged to acknowledge the
priority of Schopenhauer, who invoked unconscious inference—
albe}t not by that name—to explain the instantaneous reversal of
the inverted retinal image that issues in normal vision (Graumann
& Somner, 1983). As Crombie points out, the solution to the
problem of the inverted retinal image eluded the best scientific
mmds’ from Alhazen to Kepler and Descartes, making Schopen-
hauer’s contribution a major scientific accomplishment (Crombie,
l?fi‘l). However, while important to the history of natural science
vision was of decidedly peripheral interest to the philosopher him:
self, who staked his reputation on what he termed “the u

gations” (Graumann & Somer, 1983; Turner,

een Helmholtz and
rences to Kant were
he “major premises”
y the products of previous expe-

nconscious
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will in nature”; what we would later term “instinct”. And whereas
processes of perception are localizable within the individual (even
at the unconscious level), the “unconscious will in nature”, like
Freud’s “id”, was a more impersonal force, which binds the indi-
vidual to what Schopenhauer termed “the life of the species”, or
the relentless struggle for survival and reproduction. In charac-
terizing “the life of the species”, Schopenhauer accorded to sexual
passion what some would regard as an extravagant role, but one
that was consonant with Freud’s thinking. In one of his lighter,
more accessible passages, Schopenhauer wrote of

important role the relation of the sexes plays in the world of men, where
it is really the invisible central point of all action and conduct, and peeps
out everywhere in spite of the veils thrown over it. It is the cause of war
and the aim of peace, the basis of what is serious, and the aim of jest, the
inexhaustible source of wit, the key to all allusions . . . all unspoken offers
and stolen glances . .. But all of this agrees with the fact that the sexual
passion is the kernel of the will to live, . . . therefore . . . I have called the
genital organs the focus of the will. Indeed, one may say that man is an
act of copulation, and this tendency alone perpetuates his whole phenom-
enal existence (Schopenhauer, 1970, p- 106-107).

Now, whatever one’s assessment of Schopenhauer—there is no
doubt that he had an appreciable impact on Freud. In the con-
cluding passages of a paper entitled “One of the Difficulties of
Psychoanalysis”, Freud declared that analytic theory provides sci-
entific corroboration of Schopenhauer's view; that before psycho-
analysis, it was Schopenhauer “who in words of unforgettable im-
pressiveness admonished mankind of the importance of their
sexual craving, still so depreciated” (Freud, 1914). However, de-
spite a vague reference in the same article to “renowned names
among the philosophers” who preceded Freud in the discovery of
the unconscious, there is nothing in the Freudian corpus that ex-
plicitly links Freud and Schopenhauer to the latter’s precursors
and contemporaries, e.g., Kant, Schelling, Oken, Carus, Fechner,
and von Hartmann. For this reason, Freud’s indebtedness to the
“older” psychology of the unconscious, viz. the same tradition that
inspired Helmholtz et. al., albeit in a different direction, goes
largely unacknowledged. This is particularly true of the idea, ten-
dered in Leibniz’s Monadology, and again in Herbartian psychology,
that drives or wishes, like external stimuli, can be symbolically ap-
perceived (Ricoeur, 1970). This critical insight was seized upon by
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von Schubert and Scherner, Pupils of Carus and Schopenhauer,
who first applied it to the psychology of dreaming, and are duly
footnoted in The Interpretation of Dreams (Freud, 1900). Our inat-
tention to these facts is abetted, indirectly, by J. F. Herbart, who,
unlike the Romantics, stressed the primacy of ideas over affect,
arguing that affect is little more than confused ideational repre-
sentations. This intellectualistic bias, inherited from Leibniz and
Wolff, may be one reason Freudians tend to dissociate their dis-
cipline from their historic antecedents. Wundt, who respected
Herbart, nevertheless spoke for his generation when he stressed
the primacy of affect over ideas, although he repudiated the idea
of the unconscious at about the same time (Danziger, 1980). Iron-
ically, had he retained the Herbartian repression of ideas—mod-
ified, to be sure, by the primacy of affect, a central tenet of Ro-
mantic psychology— Wundt’s psychology would have been scarcely
distinguishable from Freud’s. Had this transpired, clinicians would
be obliged to adopt a more balanced view of the idea of the un-
conscious and its thought provoking history.

Needless to say, all efforts at historical reconstruction may de-
generate into occasions of idle speculation. We all know, for ex-
ample, that Freud, and not Wundt, introduced the unconscious to
the popular imagination. Still, the exercise does serve to emphasize
the enormous fund of theorizing about the unconscious Freud had
at his disposal, and the suggestion that Freud’s originality, or the
magnitude of his achievement, is somehow diminished by a
edge of its concrete historicity expresses a naive or idolatro
ture that we simple cannot sanction.

Now, however, I'd like to abandon t
tarily, and turn to the substantive side
reciprocal interaction of cognitive an
unconscious, and the latently social character of processes which
are generally deemed “intrapsychic”. The best way to give these
claims a solid footing is to demonstrate that psychoanalysis pre-
supposes the existence of a cognitive unconscious, although what
Is “cognized” in this instance are one’s own and other’s mental

states, and not percepts emanating from non-human sources.

Dreaming, Reflexivity and the Unconscious

knowl-

us pos-

he historical thread momen-
of my claim, concerning the
d dynamic processes in the

Next to his discussion of parapraxes and symptom formation, it

1s Freud's dream theory which was most often cited as evidence
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for the existence of the “Ucs. repressed”. Still, and quite apart from
its intended application, Freud’s dream theory unwittingly dis-
closes the existence of unconscious processes of a cognitive char-
acter which collaborate in the production of the manifest (or re-
membered) dream. Freud supposed that before undergoing sec-
ondary revision, repressed impulses are brought up for inspection
by the dream-censor, i.e., the ego-ideal or super-ego. In his cele-
brated paper “On Narcissism”, Freud speculated that this “censor”
is an intrapsychic monitor that carries on after waking introspec-
tion and reflection have subsided (Freud, 1915). Now such states
and/or statements as “I think ... ", “I wish ... ", or “I feel ... "
X, y, or z take the form of concrete symbols. An outstanding ex-
ample is Silberer’s “threshold symbolism” or “functional phe-
nomena”, which Freud applauded as the only original contribution
to dream theory within the analytic circle, despite its obvious af-
finity with the efforts of von Schubert and Scherner. Silberer,
wrote Freud,

has shown that in the states between waking and sleeping we can directly
observe the translation of thoughts into visual images, but that in these
circumstances we frequently have a presentation, not of a content, but of
the actual state of mind (readiness, fatigue, etc.) of the person who is
struggling with sleep. Similarly, Silberer has shown that often the end of
a dream signifies merely the dreamer's own perception of his sleeping and
waking. He has thus demonstrated that self-observation . . . plays a role in
dream formauon (Freud, 1914, p- 54).

Moreover, Freud continued,

We may recall our discovery that dream formation takes place under the
sway of censorship which compels distortion of the dream thoughts. We
did not picture this censorship as a special force, an entity, but we chose
the term to designate a particular aspect of the repressing tendencies which
control the ego . . . If this censor is to some extent on the alert even during
sleep, we can understand that the necessary condition of this activity —
self-observation and self-criticism —should contribute some such thoughts
as these: “Now he 1s 100 sleepy to think . . . now he is waking up” (Freud,
1914, p. 55).

Apart from the observation that self-observation, an activity nor-
mally associated with consciousness, is a pre-requisite to the dream-
work, what is particularly arresting here is Freud’s use of the third
person to represent the cognitions of the “censor” concerning the
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sleeping subject. (“Now #he is sleepy .. . how e is waking up.”) At
the same time, however, Freud insists that: “We do not picture this
censorship as . .. an entity, but (as) a particular aspect of the re-
pressive forces controlling the ego.” This suggests that in moni-

toring its own functioning, the ego (or self) adopts the attitude of
G. H. Mead's (1934) “generalized other”, making its own impulses

subject to reflection prior to their deflection from motor pathways
into the audio-visual imagery that supposedly safeguards sleep.
This, in turn, presupposes an already socialized self, and an uncon-
scious reflexivity paralleling reflective self-consciousness. From
this we may infer that 1) socialization is a necessary precondition
to repression (which is nothing new) and, more importantly, that
2) the “Ucs. repressed”, much like its cognitive counterpart, in-
volves an ambiguous state of “knowing”, where one knows some-
thing (e.g., that I want but repress the desire for ‘x’), but without
knowing that one knows it.

As we gather from various sections of Freud'’s paper, Freud ac-
counted for the role of social values in psychic functioning, and
for abnormal processes (e.g., delusions of observation, persecu-
tion), etc., in terms of narcissistic and homosexual libido which,
depending on their degree of sublimation, either promote or in-
trude upon normal mental functioning. Though replete with
suggestive insights and imagery, this view has the unfortunate ef-
fect of robbing the ego-ideal and unconscious reflexivity of their
specifically social and interpersonal properties, by treating them as
elements of a purely intrapsychic process. While narcissistic and
homosexual energies may indeed be invested in the development
of sociability, they are probably secondary to the inborn capacity
to adopt the stance of the “generalized other” that emerges as a
by-product of identification with a loved one, where one begins to
appraise oneself (consciously and unconsciously) through the oth-
er’s eyes. This process, which commences in relation to the mother
or mothering one, and which carries no seal or guarantee of ver-
idical judgement, is only perpetuated as a purely intrapsychic pro-
cess through introjection, or the internalization of object-relations
with significant others. Phenomenologically, we are discussing a
latently social dimension to intrapsychic functioning, which Freud
later termed the “super-ego”. Unfortunately, many psychologists
reify Freud’s ideas, treating the “super-ego” as an entity sui generis.
For a clearer acknowledgement of the social character of uncon-
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scious processes, let us turn to Freud's discussion of the cultural
super-ego in Totem and Taboo.

Tradition, Communication and The Unconscious

Anyone accustomed to watching people communicate over an
extended period of time soon realizes that much of what passes
between them is unconscious to both—or all— parties. Without
going into these processes in any detail, we might compare them
to the use of a code or symbolic device, where the code itself, and
the messages transmitted, etc., are unconscious, and sometimes
(though not always) inadvertent (Danziger, 1976). Freud spoke of
this mode of communication in connection with the parricidal guilt
he felt to be immanent to the development of religion from the
dawn of totemism to the rise of Christianity. Freud speculated that
we all inherit a repressed nucleus of pathogenic conflict that pre-
dates totemistic social organization, and that in two directions. One
(which is interesting, but doesn’t concern us here), is the La-
marckian inheritance of acquired characteristics, which most biol-
ogists nowadays regard as untenable (Gould, 1977). The other
mechanism for the transmission of the unquenchable hatred to-
ward the father, (coupled, to be sure, with a concomitant yearning
for forgiveness and self-punishment), is via unconscious commu-
nication, facilitated by identification and introjection. As Freud
himself declared, however, the processes of transgenerational
identification he examined, logically presupposed a kind of supra-
individual mind, since

Without the assumption of a collective mind, which makes it possible to
neglect the interruptions of mental acts caused by the extinction of the
individual, social psychology in general cannot exist . . . if each generation
were obliged to acquire its attitude to life anew, there would be no progress
and next to no development in this field (Freud, 1913, p- 158).

Freud went on to observe that:

The problem would seem even more difficult if we had to admit that
mental impulses could be so completely suppressed as to leave no trace
behind them. But this is not the case. Even the most ruthless suppression
must leave room for distorted surrogate impulses and for reactions re-
sulting from them. If so, however, we may safely assume that no genera-
ton is able to conceal its more important mental processes from its suc-
cessor. For psychoanalysis has shown us that everyone possesses in his
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unconscious activity an apparatus which enables him to undo the distor-
tions which other people have placed on the expression of their feelings.
An unconscious understanding such as this of all the customs, ceremonies
and dogmas left behind . . . have made it possible for later generations to
take over their heritage of emotion (Freud, 1913, p. 158-159).

Let us analyze Freud's assertions. Freud evidently believed that
W€ possess an unconscious “apparatus” for decoding the garbled,
ambiguous messages from parents, educators and priests about
God (“the gods”), our remote ancestors, and so on. However, this
apparatus is part of our “unconscious activity”, so that we “under-
stand” our elders, but without having done so consciously. Small
wonder! No sane person would shoulder the parricidal guilt and
anguish of another, especially if it is prompted by a mere fantasy,
and not an actual deed. An “understanding” in this rationalistic
sense would erode the bond between successive generations. Per-
haps this is why the myth of Christ was invented; to stimulate
remorse and the hope of redemption through identification with
one who does shoulder another’s guilt, presumably out of love.
But even if we refrain from embellishing on Freud’s conjectures,
it is clear that internalization of tradition, itself an irrational (or
non-rational) process, presupposes a kind of cognitive uncon-
scious, or a tacit understanding of the meaning of the irrational,
which is intelligible to the unconscious in terms of its own inner
“logic”. However, this tacit understanding is subject to the injunc-
tion to remain unconscious, lest the individual emancipate himself
from the charmed circle of collective belief and superstition; or
perhaps, it may be, of collective wisdom. And that, on one level,
is what repression is all about.

Now, Totem and Taboo was written with the express intention of
demonstrating that the Oedipus complex is ubiquitous, if not cul-
ture constitutive; a claim which most anthropologists—and not a
few analysts—deem untenable. Still, and irrespective of any em-
pirical warrant it may possess, what interests us here is that Freud’s
“archaic inheritance” presupposes unconscious communication
and some impressive cognitive achievements and inferences, al-
though what is inferred in this instance are other people’s states

of mind, and not visual percepts, mathematical abstractions, or
one’s own intrapsychic processes. Unlike the cognitive unconscious,
the “archaic inheritance” is actively repressed. But like it, it I)
involves the paradoxical condition of knowing something, without
knowing that one knows it (as does dream censorship); and more
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importantly, 2) serves to pattern our whole way of orienting our-
selves to the world from a locus of mental activity far below the
threshold of consciousness. Much as Freud was mistaken ontolog-
izing the Oedipal drama, he was obviously attuned to social and
cognitive ramifications of unconscious functioning which still await
more concrete elucidation.

Finally, it must be emphasized that neither the social and cog-
nitive components of dream censorship and cultural transmission
discussed in the preceding two sections implicate the kind of neu-
rophysiological modelling of cognitive processes treated in the
“Project”. Gone is all talk of primary and secondary processes, of
quantities of neural excitation, etc. Instead, Freud merely suggests
(albeit implicitly), that we are dealing with a modality of cognitive
functioning where both process and outcome are unconscious, and
what is cognized are one’s own and others unconscious mental
processes.

Using the terminology currently in vogue we would say that the
processes in question are treated from a “clinical”or psychological
standpoint, rather than from a “metapsychological” point of view
(Gill and Holzman, 1976). They represent what R. D. Laing
termed “operations of experience”, i.e., something people actively
do (albeit unconsciously) to distort, suppress or disown a portion
of their own intrapsychic experience (Laing, 1969). At the same
time, these “operations” presuppose an unconscious sociability, or
an ability to adopt the standpoint of the other (i.e., reflexivity,
unconscious identification, etc.), which suggests that they are too
complex and too dependent on environmental conditions to be
reduced to the level of a purely “intrapsychic process”, regardless
of whether the lauter is conceived in psychological or neuropsy-
chological terms. Even dream censorship, which involves endo-
psychic perception (or self-monitoring activity) implicates the out-
side world as a determinant, since what is repressed is so treated
in accordance with norms, values and corresponding fears and
anxietes that imply prior socialization. Characteristically, however,
in classical psychoanalysis, the role of socialization in intrapsychic
processes is not sufficiently elucidated.

Childhood Amnesia and Social Factors in Cognition

Psychoanalysis is a dynamic/genetic psychology, and on Freud’s
reckoning, most of our childhood is inaccessible to conscious recall
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because of the repression of the birth trauma, castration anxiety,
the primal scene and so on, traces of which are obliterated in the
“latency period”, if not before. Freud termed this phenomenon
“infantile amnesia”. In a paper entitled ‘On Memory and Child-
hood Amnesia’, Schactel countered with the observation that:

The term and concept of repression suggest that material which be recalled
is excluded from recall because of its traumatic nature. If the traumatic
factor can be clarified and resolved, the material is again accessible to
recall. But even the most profound and prolonged analysis does not lead
to the recovery of childhood memory; at best 1t unearths some incidents
and feelings that had been forgotten. Childhood amnesia, then, may be
due to a formation of memory functions which makes them unsuitable to
accommodate childhood experience, rather than exclusively to a censor

repressing objectionable material which without such repression would be
remembered (Schactel, 1959, p. 283).

The reason for this, Schactel suggests, is that:

The categories (or schemata) of adult memory are not suitable for early
childhood experiences and therefore not fit to preserve those experiences
and enable their recall. The functional capacity of the conscious, adult
memory is usually limited to those types of experiences which the adult is
consciously aware of and is capable of having (Schactel, 1959, p. 284).

Schactel then argued that, as in Hesiod, Forgetting (Lethe) issues
from Strife (Eris), but that the conflict in question is less a product
of instinctual vicissitudes than of normal socialization—"“normal
amnesia”, as Schactel termed it. Early childhood experience,
claimed Schactel, is not yet calibrated to the dictates of a specific
culture, so that as it becomes integrated into the adult milieu, the
child’s experience is liable to become stereotypical and banal. But
having cited Piaget’s notion of an ontogenetic sequence in the de-
velopment of intelligence, and having posited an ideal shift from
an “autocentric” to an “allocentric” mode of perception, Schactel
was remiss in failing to specify which adult schemata issue from
optimum development and which from faulty or excessive social-
ization. While this isn’t the time and place for a methodical inquiry
into these issues, there are indications that these issues, which
Schactel failed to tackle, are important from theoretical and clinical
standpoints.

Of immediate therapeutic interest is the phenomenon of “resis-
tance”. While in the course of therapy, many of the patient’s com-
munications concern repressed and unconscious material, the an-
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alyst differs from the patient, presumably, in “hearing” these mes-
sages, and in finding a suitable mode—and a suitable moment—
for reflecting them back in a way so that the patient can under-
stand and utilize the countercommunication. However, this process
is frequendy impeded by what is known as resistance on the pa-
-tient’s part. So far, classical analytic theory has dealt with resistance
as a purely individual, intrapsychic issue. However, on closer in-
spection what is termed resistance emanates from both individual
and social causes. Thus a woman who consciously loves her mother
and hates her philandering father gradually discovers that she also
covets her father and hates her mother, on whom she is dependent
psychologically. Similarly, a man bristling with indignation about
‘imperialism’ or ‘the homosexual menace’ may discover that he
really hates himself (for whatever reason), but needs a locus of
external threat or persecution to continue evading his own inner
misery. In bringing these matters to consciousness, people expe-
rience resistance issuing from inner motives, no doubt, but bols-
tered considerably by what passes for common sense in their en-
veloping social milieu. Thus, in handling resistance, the analyst
often contends with the parochial perspectives and language habits
of the group (or groups) in which the patient is enmeshed.

To interpersonal psychoanalysts, however, it seems probable that
in everyday life the social construction of reality exercises a com-
parable constraint on what we can and cannot experience, even
where painful issues of self-disclosure are not immediately in-
volved. Normal communication in any culture presupposes that
individuals collaborate in maintaining certain conventions of
speech, logical syntax and the expression of affect; patterns which
shape the character of a culture, and impart a distinctive way of
‘being-in-the-world’ to its participants. Indeed, if the research of
Whorf and Sapir is reliable, then culture modulates not only social
conventions and interpersonal interactions, but the way space, time
and causality are apprehended through language (Steiner, 1976).
Sullivan, who was a friend and associate of Sapir’s, took pains to
situate his theory of “security operations” and “selective inatten-
tion”, as it bears on clinical psychopathology, within a broader
theory of culture and the role of language in modulating con-
sciousness (Sullivan, 1953). Similarly, in Zen Buddhism and Psycho-
analysis, Fromm took up the Whorfian hypothesis, attempting to
demonstrate the existence of “social filters” that pre-determine the
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forms of experience along socially patterened co-ordinates, often
to the detriment of those limited to a single Sprachspiele (Fromm,
1960). 1f one were to summarize the thrust of what these analysts
are saying, one might suggest that culture imparts the “major
premises” or ground rules of communication, and hence, by ex-
tension, the criteria of consensual validation that determine
whether a given perception or idea is deemed valid, e.g., whether
so and so is really a witch, Christian, communist or schizophrenic;
an approach which has notable points of resemblance with major
trends in the sociology of knowledge. In this way, the enveloping
social matrix evidently plays a pre-eminent role in determining
what thoughts, feelings and experiences are subject to social stigma
or intrapsychic repression, and presumably the way in which these
particular contents are withheld from consciousness.

Building on the insights of Sullivan, Thompson, Fromm and
Schactel, and to a somewhat lesser extent, R. D. Laing, interper-
sonal psychoanalysts in the past few decades have illumined some
of the many roles and levels of the cognitive unconscious in the
clinical situation and society at large (Crowley, 1952; Tauber, 1954;
Levenson, 1972, 1983). In the process they have brought a here-
tofor implicit dimension of analytic theory out into the open.

Although I've tried to unearth some of the antecedents to con-
temporary theory in the Romantic and psychophysical psycholo-
gies of the late 18th and 19th centuries, and to show their rela-
tionship to unspoken assumptions informing Freud’s dream-
theory and social-psychology, I'm continually impressed by the
universal phenomeon of people reading others’ states of mind, but
without doing so consciously. In everyday life, we often see people
acting on their unconscious surmizes, and behaving as if they were
consciously informed, although they would strenuously deny it
Assuming they're sincere, we're obliged to infer that the ego-alien
character of their own mental activities is a result of dissociative
processes of an intrapsychic character, and/or social and interper-
sonal rules governing what they may know about what they know;
rules that obtain for their particular ethnic, religious, political, oc-
cupational and familial enclaves.

Of course psychoanalysts themselves comprise such a commu-
nity, and possess no magical immunity from “false-consciousness”
or the myriad temptations to ignore unconscious channels of com-

153

Burston, D., 1986a: The Cognitive and Dynamic Unconscious. A Critical and Historical Perspective, In: Contemporary Psychoanalysis, New York Vol. 22 (No. 1, 1986), pp. 133-157.



]
c
S
2
8
3
=}
o
-
=]
c
S
b
=
o
=)
c
o
2
=]
]
c
2
@
[=%
-
o
w
—
g
[ =
@
(3]
o
(=]
@
£
=2
o
=]
o
£
S
S
w
£
2
2
w
[}]
=
&
b
o
2
2
2
o
]
o

material prohibited without express written permission of the copyright holder.

Eigentum des Erich Fromm Dokumentationszentrums. Nutzung nur fiir persdnliche Zwecke.

Veroffentlichungen — auch von Teilen — beddirfen der schriftlichen Erlaubnis des Rechteinhabers.

FROMM-Online

DANIEL BURSTON. Ph.D.

munication, modes of reason and so on. Nevertheless, they are
mandated, in their clinical work, to challenge the conventions and
‘common sense’ which the patient favors in the interests of en-
gaging him or her in a more frank, dispassionate, but also more
charitable and realistic assessment of their own intrapsychic pro-
cesses. Much as we may quarrel about the nature, limitations and
means to achieving “truth”, it still seems abundantly clear that a
more wholesome, integrated mode of functioning, (and therefore
by implication, alleviation of symptoms) is predicated, as a rule, on
a more truth-loving disposition, a tolerance of ambiguity and par-
adox, and a willingness to see reality as it is, free of the distortion
enshrined in conventional pieties (see Fromm, 1960).

However, psychoanalysis is unique in obliging the therapist to
engage the patient in a healing dialogue through careful scrutiny
of the way the analytic situation and its manifold determinants are
represented also in the analyst’s unconscious. However, like
Crowley (1952) and others (see Epstein and Feiner, 1979) did long
ago, I'd question the wisdom of subsuming all such phenomena
under the heading of “countertransference” in the traditional clas-
sical sense. While this undoubtedly happens, and requires analysis,
as often as not spontaneous and unconscious responses to patients
furnish information that is not merely veridical, but often critical
1o a good therapeutic outcome. Indeed, unless this rational (but
unconscious) insight is accessed and acted upon, so that it modu-
lates and minimizes irrational countertransference components,
the authenticity of the whole analytic enterprise is in jeopardy, and

liable to degenerate into a sterile intellectual exercise (Tauber and
Green, 1959).

Concluding Remarks

If this paper is to be more than an inventory or enumeration of
perspectives on cognitive and social factors in unconscious func-
tioning, we must break off discussion here and return to our orig-
inal ground. I began this essay by pointing to the existence of two
traditions in psychology which claim the unconscious as their own;
one cognitive and experimental in orientation, the other clinical/
affective. Recent years have witnessed an attempt to close the gap
between the cognitive and dynamic unconscious, occasioned by 1)
Piagetian inquiry into ontogenetic development; 2) the attempts of
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Rapaport et. al. to recast psychoanalysis as a truly general psy-
chology; and 3) the revolution in cybernetics and systems theory,
which took information processing out of the 19th century, psy-
chophysical/experimental matrix and applied it to intelligence and
communication generally.

However, prior to the aforementioned traditions, there existed
an older psychology of the unconscious; a psychology that was
neither experimental nor clinical in orientation, in which the ra-
tional and irrational processes seized on by the different traditions
were lumped together in the same theoretical matrix. If my at-
tempts at historical reconstruction are valid, then current devel-
opments represent a partial return to the original state of affairs,
albeit under the aegis of systems theory and information pro-
cessing.

Needless to say, however, the division of labor between the cog-
nitive and clinical approaches to the unconscious was a necessary
prelude to current thinking. Research proceeded, for the most
part, as if cognitive and affective or clinically related phenomena
were essentially unrelated, and this led to many worthwhile dis-
coveries. Still, in clinical practice, we characterize those who split
thought from affect as schizoid.

We know that many cogpnitive performances are augmented or
obstructed by dynamic processes in the unconscious affecting re-
call, judgement, attention, visual acuity, etc., as Rorschach re-
searchers have long been aware. And even if neuro-science should
situate cognitive and affective processes in different parts of the
brain, it remains true that in terms of overall adaptive functioning,
i.e, to the extent that affect and cognition are related to the world,
they invariably function in unison.

One great advantage that accrued from the division of labor
prevalent till now is that many cognitive researchers have come to

realize that cognitive templates are intimately interwoven with the
cultural fabric.
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