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analysis. Such a simplification, moreover, reproduces the structure of
gender polarity under the guise of attacking it. . ;

In this book I have tried to build on and reframe psychoanalytic
theory in order to retell Freud's story of domination in a way that
preserves its complexity and ambiguity. It was Freud's conclusion that
we could not do without authariéy (internalized as guile), and that we
could not but suffer under its constraint. No doubt our historical
situation readily allows us to question the masculine form of author-
ity~—as Preud did not—but chis in itself does not immediately resolve
the problem of destructiveness or submission. It only starts us on a new
approach to grasping the tension between the desire to be free and the
desire not to be. To persevere in that approach, it seems to me, requives
of theory some of that quality which Keats demanded for poetry—

negative capability. The theoretic equivalent of that ability to face-

mystery and uncertainey “without anyirritable reaching after fact and
reason” would bE the effort to understand the contradictions of fact
and reason witholut any irritable reaching after one side at the expense
of the other. r

As T have said ¢lsewhere, a theory or a politics that cannot cope with
contradiction, thIt denies the irrational, that tries to sanitize the erotic,
fantastic components of human life cannot visualize an authentic end
to domination but only vacate the field.

+

The First

ond

PSYCHOANALYSIS HAS SHIFTED iis focus since
Freud, aiming its sights toward ever earlier phases of
development in childhood and infancy. This reorienta-
tion has had many repercussions: it has given' the
mother-child dyad an importance in psychic develop-
ment rivaling the oedipal triangle, and consequently, i¢
has stimulated 2 new theoretical construction of individ-
ual development: This shift from oedipal to preoedi-
pal—that is, from father to mother—can actually be
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s2id to have changed the entire frame of psychoanalytic thinking.
Where formerly the psyche was conceived 2s a force field of drives
and defenses, now| it became an inner drama of ego and objects (as
psychoanalysis terms the mental representation of others). Inevitably,
the focus on the lego and its inner object relationships led to an
inereased interest in the idea of the self, and more generally, in the
relationship betwepn self and other. The last twenty-five years have
seen a flowering of psychoanalytic theories about the early growth of
the self in the reldtionship with the other.! :

in this chapter I|will show how domination originates in a transfor-
mation of the relationship between self and other. Briefly stated,
domination and submission result from a breakdown of the necessary
tension between self-assertion and mutual recognition that allows self
and other to meet as sovereign equals. '

Assertion and recognition constitute the poles of a delicate balance.
This balance is integral to what is called “differentiation”: the individ-
ual’s development as a self that is aware of its distinctness from others.
Vet this balance, and with it the differentiation of self and other, is
difficult to sustain|? In particular, the need for recognition gives rise
t0 a paradox. Recognition is that response from the other which makes
meaningful the feelings, intentions, and actions of the self. It allows

the self to realize its 2agency and authorship in a tangible way, But such.

recognition can only come from an other whom we, in turn, recognize
a5 a person in his or her own right. This struggle to be recognized by

. an other, and thus confirm our selves, was shown by Hegel to form

the core of relaticjnships of domination. But what Hegel formulated
at the level of philosophical abstraction can also be discussed in terms
of what we now know about the psychological development of the
infant. In this chapter we will follow the course of recognition in the
earliest encounters of the self with the nurturing other (or others), and
sec how the inability to sustain paradox in that interaction can, and
often does, convest the exchange of recognition into domination and
submission. e
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THE BEGINNING OF RECOGNITION

As she cradles her newborn child and looks into its eyes, the first-time
mother says, “1 believe she knows me. You do know me, don’t you?
Yes, you do.” As she croons to her baby in that soft, high-pitched
repetitive voice (the “infantized” speech that scientists confirm is the
universal baby talk), she attzibutes to her infant a knowledge beyond
ordinary knowing. To the skeptical observer this knowledpe may
appear to be 1o more than projection. For the mother, this peaceful
moment after a feeding—often after a mounting storm of cries and
body convulsions, the somewhat clumsy effort to get baby's mouth

‘connected to the nipple, the gradual relaxation as baby begins to suck -

and milk begins to flow, and finally baby's alert, attentive, yet enig-
matic look—this moment is indeed one of recognition. She says to her
baby, “Hey, stranger, are you really the one I carried around inside
of me? Do you know me?” Unlike the observer, she would not be
surprised to hear that rigorous experiments show that her baby can
already distinguish her from other people, that newborns alieady
prefer the sight, sound, and smell of their mothers.?’

The mother who feels recognized by her baby is not simply project-
ing her own feelings into her child—which she assuredly does. She is
also linking the newborn's past, inside Her, with his future, outside of
her, as a separate person.* The baby is a stranger to her, she is not yet
sure who this baby is, although she is certain that he or she is already
someone, 3 unique person with his or her own: destiny.} Although the

#Althongh 1 use the word “carried” and refer to research on mother-infant pairs in
which the infant was the biolopical offspring of this mother, I am not suggesting that
the experience is radically different in adoption. Adoptive mothers, ke biclogical ones,
hold their baby inside their minds before birch, and identify with their own mothers
who carried them. It is this mental holding, and the shift w0 a relationship wish 2~

- real—outside-—baby that I am referring to here.

+8ince there is no graceful solution to the problem of what gender pronoun to use for

the infant, 1 shall alternate between mascaline and feminine. In those paragraphs where

-
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baby is wholly d:i::cndent upon her—and not only on her, but perhaps

equally on a father or others—never for a moment does she doubt that

this baby brings

cammon life.

his own self, his unique personality, to bear on their

And she is already grateful for the baby’s cooperation

and activicy—his willingness to be soothed, his acceptance of frustra-
tion, his devotioh to her milk, his focusing on her face. Later, as baby
is able to demonstrate ever more clearly that he does know and prefer
her to all others, she will accept this glimmer of recognition as a sign
of the mutuality] that persists in spite of the tremendous inequaliey of
the parent-child | relationship. But perhaps never will she feel more
scrongly, than in those first days of her baby’s life, the intense mixture
of his being part of herself, utterly familiar and yet utterly new,
unknown, and ather. - ' '

It may be hard for a mother to accept this paradox, the fact that
this baby has come from her and yet is so unknown to her. She may
feel frustrated that her child cannot yet tell her who he is, what he
knows or doesn’t know, Certainly, a new mother has a complex range
of feclings, many of which arc dismissed or uterly denied by the
common sentimentality surrounding mothethood. She may feel bored,
unsure of what she should be doing to quiet or please baby, exhausted,
anxious about herself and her body, angry that baby demands so much
from her, dismayed at the lack of visible gratitude or response, impa-
tent for baby to reveal himself, afraid that her baby is not normal,
that he is going|to stay like this forever.

Despite such doubts and difficulties, however, most firsi-time moth-
ers are able to fustain 2 powerful connection to a newborn child.

I refer to the mothet as “she,” 1 will generally avoid confusion by cilling the infant
“he.” In those pasagraphs where I refer to the infant alone and therefore the referent
for the pronoun is clear, the infant will generally be “she.” Although I write about the
mother, ] mean simply the significant adult, which couid equaliy be a father or any other
caregiver well known to the child, Bue since it s quite relevant to my argument that

the principal caregiver in our culture isUsually (or is assumed to be) “the mother,” this

ambiguity will have|to remain.
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Naturally, some of a mother’s ability to mother reflects the nurturance
her own parents gave her and the support she receives from other
adults. But what sustains her from moment to moment is the relation-
ship she is forming with her infant, the gratification she feels when

" baby, with-all that raw intensity, responds to her* In ¢his early

interaction, the mother can already identify the first signs of mutual
recognition: ““I recognize yor as my baby who recognizes me.”

To expericnce recognition in the fullest, most joyful way, entails
the paradox that “you” who are “minc” are also different, new, outside
of me. It thus includes the sense of loss that you are no longer inside
me, no longer simply my fantasy of you, that we are no longer
physically and psychically one, and I can no longer take care of you
simply by taking care of myself. T may find it preferable to puc this
side of reality out of my consciousness—for example, by declaring you
the most wonderful baby who ever lived, far superior to all other
babies, so that you are my dream child, and taking care of you is as
casy as taking care of myself and fulfills my deepest wishes for glory.
This is a temptation to which many new parents succumb in some
measute, :

Still, the process of recognition, charted here through the experience
of the new mother, always includes this paradoxical mixture of other-
ness and togetherness: You belong to me, yet you are not (any longer)
part of me. The joy I take in your existence must include both my
connection to you and your independént existence—I recognize that
you are real.

INTERSUBJECTIVITY

Recognition is so central to human existence as to often escape notice;
or, rather, it appears to us in so many guises that it is seldom grasped
as one overarching concept. There are any number of near-synonys
for it: to recognize is to affirm, validate, acknowledge, know, accept,
understand, empathize, take in, tolerate, appreciate, see, identify with,
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find familiar, . . | love. Even the sober expositions of research on
infancy, which detail the exchange of infant and caregiver, are full of
the language of rcj;cognition. What I call mutual recognition includes 2
number of experi nces commonly described in the research on mother-
infant interaction] emotional attunement, mutual influence, affective

mutuality, sharing states of mind. The idea of mutual recognition

seems to me an ever more crucial category of carly experience. Increas~
ingly, rescarch reveals infants to be active participants who help shape
the responses of their environment, and “create” their own objecis.
Through its focus| on interaction, infancy research has gradually wid-
ened psychology’s angle of observation to include infant and parent,
the sitnultaneous presence of two living subjects.®

While this may seem rather obvious, psychoanalysis has tradition-
ally expounded theories of infancy that present a far less active ex-
change between [mothers and infants. Until very recently, most
psychoznalytic discussions of infancy, early ego development, and
eazly mothering Hepicted the infant as a -passive, withdrawn, even
“audstic” creature. This view followed Freud, for whom the ego'’s
initial relation to the outside world was hostile, rejecting its impinge-
ment. In Freud's reconstruction, the first relationship (e, with
mother) was based on oral drive—a physiological dependency, a
nonspecific need for someone to reduce tension by providing satisfac-
tion. The caregiver merely appeared as the object of the baby’s need,
rather than as a specific person with-an independent existence. In other

" words, the baby’s

need for food an
include any of the
and voice, that ar
that demand a |

choanalytic thoug
buch of ‘the i
nonpsychoanalytic
- psychology, whic
constructing its e

relationship to the world was only shaped by the
1 comfort, as represented by the breast; it did not
curiosity and responsiveness to sight and sound, face

iving, responsive other had little place in psy-
he. ' :

mpetus for change came from research based on
models of development. Piaget's developmental
h saw the infaft as active and stimulus-seeking, as
vironment by action and interaction, eventually led

e incipiently social.® Those elements of psychic life -
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to a wave of research and theory that challenged the psychoanalytic
view ‘of infantile passivity.” Bqually important was the influence of

ethological research that studied animal and human infants in their

natural environments, and so identified the growth of attachment, the
social connection to others—especially the mother—that we have
been describing. From knowing and preferring its mother, the infani
proceeds to form a relationship with her that involves a wide range
of activities and emotions, many of which are independent of feeding
and caregiving., :

Basing their work largely on infant observation, the “attachment
theorists”’—preeminently the British psychoanalyst John Bowlby-~
argued that sociabiliey was a primary rather than 2 secondary phenom-
enon. In the late 1950s, Bowlby explicitly contested the earlier
psychoanalytic view that saw the infant’s tie to the mother exclusively
in terms of his oral investment in her. Bowlby drew on extensive
research which showed that separation from parents and deprivation
of contact with other adults catastrophically undermined infant emo-
tional and social development.? Social stimulation, warmeh, and affec-
tive interchange, he concluded, are indispensable to human growth
from the beginning of life. Research with infants who were securely
embedded in a relationship confirmed that attachment to specific per-
sons (not only mothers bus fathers, siblings, and caregivers as well) was
a crucial milestone of the second six months of life.!9 Bowlby's work
coincided with an influential tendency in British psychoanalysis called
object relitions theory, which put new emphasis on the child’s eacly
relationship with others. Together they offered psychoanalysis a new
foundation: the assumption that we are fundamentally social beings. !t

The idea that the infant’s capacity and desire to relate to the world
is incipiently present at birth and develops all along has imporeant
consequences. It obviously demands a revision of Freud’s original view
of the human subject as 2 monadic energy system, in favor of a sclf
that is active and requires other selves. But it also contests the view
of catly infancy in the dominant American psychoanalytic paradigm,
ego psychology. Ego psychology’s most important theory of infant
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development, formulated by the child analyst and observer Margaret
Mahler in the late 1960s, describes the child’s gradual separation and
individuation from an initial symbiotic unity with the mother.!2 The
problem with tl'i'i}“formulation is the idea of separation from oneness;
it contains the implicit assumption that we grow out of relationships
rather than becoming more active and sovereign within them, that we
stari in a state of dual oneness and wind up in a state of singular
ONETESs.

Mahler’s work on separation-individuation was, nevertheless, a
landmark in the theory of the self. It offered a genealogy of the anxiety

and conflict associated with becoming independent, and thus pro-

foundly changed the focns of both clinical practice and psychoanalytic
theory. Separation-individuation theory influenced psychoanalytic
thinking in its drift toward the object relations approach; it also
tormulated more coneretely the actual interaction between parent and
child, admitting the importance of interpersonal dynamics without
denying inner unonscious realicy. In separation-individuation theory,
the self~other relationship almost has its day. However, its theoretical
construction. of edrly infancy reiterates the old view of the baby who
never looks up frpm the breast. This baby, who “hatches” like a bird

from the egg of symbiosis, is then brought to the world by its mother’s .

ministrations, jusa[fas Freud thought the ego was brought into being
by the pressure of the outside world.!3 '

L was, therefore, a radical challenge to the contemporary American
psychoanalytic paradigm of infincy as well as to the classical Freudian
view, when psychoanalyst and infancy researcher Daniel Stern con-
tended in the 1980s that the infant is never totally undifferentiated
(symbiotic) from the mother, but is primed from the beginning to be
interested in and to distinguish itself from the world of others.?* Once
we accept the idea that infants do not begin life as part of an undif-
ferentiated unity, the issue is not only how we separate from oneness,
but also how we connect to and recognize others; the issue is not how
we become free of the other, but how we actively engage and make
ourselves known in relationship to the other,
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This view of the self emerged not only from the observation of
infants, but also in the consulting rooms where psychoanalysts began
to discern the infant cry in the adult voice. The desperate anguish of
those who feel dead and empty, unable to connect to themselves or
to others, led to the question, What makes a person feel authentic? a
question which also led back to the infant. In the words of the British
psychoanalyst D, W. Winnicott, the question is, What kind of
relationship “enables the infant to begin to exist, to build 2 personal
ego, to ride instinets, and to mect with all the difficuliies inherent in
life?”1s This question motivated the “backward” shift of psy-
choanalytic interest: away from neurosis, oedipal conflicts, and sexual
reptession, toward the preoedipal conflicts of the ego, disturbances in
the sense of self, and the feeling of acute loneliness and emptiness.
What psychoanalysts began to look at was how a sense of self is
consolidated or disrupted. Their focus was no longer on just the wish
that is gratified or repressed, but on the self that is affected by the
other’s denial or fulfillment of that wish. Each denial or fulftllment
could make a child feel either confirmed or thwarted in his sense of
agency and self-esteem. The issue of the self’s attitude to ieself (sell-
love, self-cohesion, self-esteem) gave rise to the psychoanalytic preoc-
cupation with narcissism as a clinical and a theoretical issue. In the
1970s, Heinz Kohut founded 2 new direction in American psycho-
analysis called self psychology, which reinterpreted psychic develop-
ment in terms of the self’s need to find cohesion and mirroring in the
otherts ' -

From the study of the self who suffers the lack of recognition, as
well as the new perception of the active, social infant who can respond
to and differentiate others, emerges what I call the inersubjeciive view. ™
The intersubjective view maintains that the individual grows in and

*The concept of intersubjectivity has its origins in ¢he social theory of Jiirgen Habermas
(1970), who used the expression “the intersubjectivity of mutual anderstanding” to
designate an individual capacity and a social domain. I have taken the concept as &
theoretical standpoint from which to cricicize the exclusively intrapsychic conception
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through the relationship to other subjects. Most important, this per-
spective observes that the other whom the self meets is also 3 self, a
stubject in his or her own right. It assumes that we are able and need
to recognize that other subject as different and vyet alike, as an other

* who is capable of sharing similar mental experience. Thus the idea of

intersubjectivity reorients the conception of the psychic world from
a subject’s. relations to its object toward a subject meeting another
subject.

‘The intersubjective view, as distinguished from the intrapsychic,

vefers to what
intrapsychic pe

spective conceives of the person as a discrete unit with

a complex interpal structure, intetsubjective theory describes capacities

that emerge in
jective theory,

the interaction between self and others. Thus intersub-
cven when describing che self alone, sees its aloneness

happens in the field of self and other. Whereas the A

as a particular point in the spectrum of relationships rather than as the
original, “naturl state” of the individual, The crucial area we uncover
with intrapsychic theory is-the unconscious; the crucial element we
explore with intersubjective theory is the representation of self and
other as distinct but interrelated beings. _

I suggest that intrapsychic and intersubjective theory should not be
seen in opposition to each other (as they usually are) but as comple-
mentary ways of understanding the psyche.'s To recognize the inter-
subjective self is not to deny the importance of the intrapsychic: the
inner world of fantasy, wish, anxiety, and defense; of bodily symbols

of the individual in|psychoanalysis. The term was first brought from Habermay's theory
to infant psychology by Colin Trevarthen, who documented a “period of primary

. intersubjectivity, when sharing of intention with others becomes an effective psycholog-

ical activity.” More recently, Daniel Stern has outlined the psychological development
of intersubjectivity in infancy, locating intersubjective relatedness as a crucial point in
sell development when the infant is able to shate subjective (especially emotional]
experiences. Because intersubjectivity refers both te a capacity and to a theoretical
standpoint, 1 will generally call the ‘cipacity recogsition, and the theory intersubjec-
tivigy.1? ' ;
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and images whose connections defy the ordinary rules of logic and

langunage. In the inner world, the subject incorporates and expels,
identifies with and repudiates the other, not as a real being, but a5 2
mental object. Freud discovered these processes, which constitute the
dynamic unconscious, largely by screening out the real relations with
others and focusing on the individual mind.?” But my point heie is
not to reverse Freud’s decision for the inner world by choosing the
outside woeld; it is, rather, to grasp both realities.® Without the
intrapsychic concept of the unconscious, intersubjective theory
becomes one-dimensional, for it is only against the background of the
mind’s private spece that the rea/ other stands out in relief.

In my view, the concept that unifies intersubjeciive theories of self
development is the need for recognition. A person comes to fecl that
“I.am the doer who does, I am the-author of my acts,” by being with
another person who recognizes her acts, her feelings, her intentions,
her existence, her independence. Recognition is the essential response,
the constant companion of assertion. The subject declares, “T am, 1 do,”
and then waits for the response, “You are, you have done.” Recogni-
tion is, thus, reflexive; it includes not only the other’s confirming
response, but also how we find ourselves in that response. We recog-
nize ourselves in the other, and we even recognize ourselves in inani-

" mate things: for the baby, the ability to recognize what she has seen
“before is as Stern says, “self-affirming as well as world-affirming,”

enhancing her sense of effective agency: “My menial representation
works!’20'

Psychologists speak of contingent responsiveness—this cefers to the
baby’s pleasure in things that respond directly to the baby’s own acis,

#Unfortunately it is beyond the scope of this discussion to propose a scheme for
synthesizing the two approaches, The problem is thai each focuses on different aspects
of paychic experience which ate too intesdependent to be simply severed from one
another. 1 am emphasizing intersubjectivity over intrapsychic theory becanse the lateer
is better developed and wsaally overshadows the former, not because 1 think one onght
to pteclude the other.
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the mobile that moves when baby jerks the cord tied to her wrist, the
bells that ring when she kicks her feet. Contingent responses confirm
the baby’s activity and effectiveness, and therein lies the pleasure: the
baby becomes more involved in making an impact (the kicking has
results!) than in the particular sight or sound of the thing.2! And soon
the pleasuze derives from both the effect on the object and the reaction
of the other subj‘ ct who applauds. The nine-month-old already looks
to the parent’s face for the shared delight in a sound. The two-year-old
says, “1 did it!” Showing the peg she has hammered and waiting for
the affirmation that she has learned something new, that she has exer-
cised her ageney '

Of course not all actions are undertaken in direct relation w a
recognizing othey. The child runs down the hill and feels the pleasure
of her body in motion. She is simply aware of herself and her own
action, absorbed in herself and the moment. This experience, like the
play with objects, may be based on pleasure in mastery as well as
self-expression. Yet we know that such pleasure in one’s own assertion
requires and is associated with a supportive social context, We know
that serious impairment of the sense of mastery and the capacity for
pleasure results when the self~other matrix is disrupted, when the
life-giving exchange with others is blocked. The ten-month-old may
hesitate to crawl|away and explore the new toys in the corner if he
senses that the mpther will withdraw her attention the moment he is
not absorbed in her, or if the mother’s doubtful look suggests it is not
all right to go,?? |As life evolves, assertion and recognition become the
vital moves in the dialogue between self and other.

Recognition iy not a sequence of events, like the phases of matura-
tion and development, but a constant element through all events and
phases. Recognition might be compared to that essential element in
photosynthesis, sunlight, which provides the energy for the plant’s
constant transformation of substance. It includes the diverse responses
and activities of the mother that are taken for granted as the back-
ground in " all Aﬁscussion; of development—beginning with the
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mother’s ability to identify and respond to her infant’s physical needs,
her “knowing her baby,” when he wants to sleep, eat, play alone, or
play together. Indeed, within a few months after birth, this so-called
background becomes the foreground, the raison d’8tre, the meaning
and the goal of being with others. As we trace the development of the
infant, we can see how recognition becomes increasingly an end in
itself—first an achievement of harmony, and then an arena of conflict
between self and other.

But the need for mutual recognition, the necessity of recognizing
as well as being recognized by the other—this is what so many theories
of the self have missed. The idea of mucual recognition is crucial to
the intersubjective view; it implies that we actually have 2 need to
recognize the other as a separate person who is Iike us yet distinct. This
rmeans that the child has a need to see the mother, too, as an indepen-
dent subject, not simply as the “external world” or an adjunct of his
ego. : '

1t must be acknowledged that we have only just begun vo think
about the mother as a subject in her own right, principally because of
contemporary feminism, which made us aware of the disastrous results
for womeri of being reduced to the mere extension of a two-month-
old.2? Psychology in general and psychoanalysis in particular too often
partake of this distorted view of the mother, which is so deeply
embedded in the culture as a whole.* No psychological theory has
adequately articulated the mother’s independent existence. Thus even
the accounts of the mother-infant reladionship which do consider
parental responsiveness always revert 1o a view of the mother as the
baby's vehicle for growth, an object of the baby’s needs.? The mother
is the baby’s first object of attachment, and later, the object of desire.
She is provider, interlocutor, caregiver, contingent reinforcer, signifi-
cant other, empathic understander, mirror. She is also a secure presence
to walk away from, a setter of limits, an optimal frustrator, a shocl-
ingly real outside otherness. She is external realicy—but she is rarely
regarded as another subject with a purpose apart from her existence
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for her child. @ften enough, abetted by the image of mothering in
childrearing literature and by the real conditions of life with baby,

motheis themselves feel they are so confined. Yet the real mother is:

not simply an object for her child’s demands; she is, in fact, another
subject whose independent center must be outside her child if she is
to grant him the recognition he seeks.26

This is nio simple enterprise. It is too often assumed that a mother
will be able tojgive her child faith in tackling the world even if she
can no longer muster it for herself. And although mothers ordinarily
aspire to more for their children than for themselves, there are limits
eo this trick: a| mother who is too depressed by her own isolation

cannot get excired about her child learning to walk or talk; 2 mother

who is afraid off people cannot feel relaxed about her child’s association
with other children; a mother who stifles her own longings, ambitions,
and frustrations cannot tune in empathically to her child’s joys and
failures. The recognition a child secks is something the mother is able
to give only byjvirtue of her independent identity. Thus self psychol-
ogy is misleading when it understands the mother’s recognition of the
child’s feelings| and accomplishments as maternal mirroring. The
mother cannot|(and should not) be 2 mirror; she muse not merely
reflect back what the child asserts; she must embody something of the
not-me; she must be an independent other who responds in her differ-

ent way.?” Indeed, as the child increasingly establishes his own inde-"

pendent center of existence, her recognition will be meaningful only
to the extent that it reflects her own equally separate subjectivity.

In this sense, notwithstanding the inequality between parent\ and
child, recognition must be mutual and allow for the assertion of each
self. Thus I stress that mutual recognition, including the child’s ability
to recognize the mother as a person in her own right, is as significant
a developmental goal as separation. Hence the need for a theory that
understands how the capacity for mutuality evolves, a theory based on
the premise thaf from the beginning there are always (at least) two
subjecis. :

25 . The First Bond

MUTUALITY: THE ESSEMNTIAL TEMSION

So far 1 have tried to convey the idea that differentiacion requires,
ideally, the reciprocity of self and other, the balance of assertion and

recognition. While this may seem obvious, it has not been casy io

conceptualize psychological development in terms of mutuality. Most
theories of development have emphasized the goal of autonomy more
than relatedness to others, leaving unexplored the territory in which
subjects meet. Indeed, it is hard to locate the intersubjective dimension
throngh the lens of such theories. Let us look more closely at the
dorinant psychoanalytic paradigm, ego psychology, and at its most
irnporta:nt expression, Mahler’s separation-irzdivicluation theory, to see
the difference intersubjectivity makes: '

Mahler’s theory, it will be remembered, conceptualized a unilinear
trajectory that leads from oneness to separateness, rather than a contin-
ual, dynamic, evolving balance of the two.28 Moving along this unilin~
ear trajectory, the subject presumably extricates himself from the
original oneness, the primary narcissism, in which he began, Although
Mahler acknowledges that the child grows into a fuller appreciation
of the other’s independence, her emphasis is on how the self separates,
how the baby comes to feel not-one with the mother. Seen in this lighe,
relationship is the ground and separation is the figure;?? recognition
appears as a fuzzy background and individual activity thrusts forward
out of it. This has seemed plausible to so many people for many
reasons, but especially because of our culture’s high valuation of
individualism. And, of course, it corresponds to our sul?jcctiv«: feeling
of being “the center of our own universe” and to our struggle to
enhance the intensity of ther feeling.

Interestingly enough, when we do succeed in reaching that en-
hanced state of self-awareness, it is often in a context of sharpened
awareness of others—of their unique particularity and independent
existence. The reciprocal relationship between self and other can be
compared with the optical illusion in which the figure and ground ace
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constantly changing their relation even as their outlines remain clearly
distinct—as in Escher’s birds, which appear to fly in both directions.
What makes his drawings visually difficult is a paralle] to what makes
the idea of self-other reciprocity conceptually difficult: the drawing
asks us to look] two ways simultaneously, quite in opposition to our
usual sequential orientation. Since it is more difficult to think in terms
of simultaneity than in terms of sequence, we begin to conceptualize
the movement fin terms of a directional trajectory. Then we must try

to correct this inaccurate rendering of what we have seen by putting |

the parts back together in 2 conceptual whole which encompasses both
directions. AltHough this requires a rather laborious intellectual recon-
struction, intuitively, the paradoxical tension of this way and that way
“feels right.”

In the last fifteen years, infancy research has developed a new model
for early experiences of emotional intensity and exchange which em-
phasizes reciptq‘acity as opposed to instinctual gratification or separa-
tion. Already at three to four months, the infant has the capacity to
interact in sop listicated facial play whose main motive is social inter-
est. At this agp, the baby can already imitiate play, She can elicit

parental response by laughing and smiling; she can transform-a diaper -

change into a play session. In this play, the reciprocity that two subjects
can create, or subvert, is crucial.®0 True, the moving ducks on the
mobile respond to the kick of the infant’s foot and so “recognize” her,
providing her with the vital experience of contingent response that
fosters a sense of mastery and agency. But the mothet’s response is both
more attuned (it “matches” the infant) and more unpredictable than
the ducks’. The child enjoys a dose of otherness. Let mother not coo
in a constant fhythm, let her vary her voice and gestures, mixing

novelty with repetition, and the baby will focus longer on her face’

and show pleasure in return. The combination of resonance and dif-
ference that the mother offers can open the way to a recognition that
transcénds mastery and mechanical response, to a recognition that is
based on muinality. )

Frame-by-frame analysis of films of mothers and babies interacting
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reveals the mimite adaptation of each partner’s facial and gestural
response to- the other: mutual influence?! The mother addresses the
baby with the coordinated action of her voice, face, and hands. The
infant responds with his whole body, wriggling or alert, mouth agape
or smiling broadly. Then they may begin a dance of interaction in
which the partners are so attuned that they move together in unison.*?
This early experience of unison is probably the first emotional basis
for later feclings of oneness that characterize group activities such as
music or dance. Reciprocal attunement to one another’s gestures pre-.
figures adult erotic play as well, Play interaction can be as primary a
source of the feeling of oneness as nursing or being held. Thus the
ultimate gratification of being in attunement wich another pecson can
be framed not—or not only—in terms of instinctual satisfaction, but
of cooperation and recognition.

The study of early play interaction also reveals that the baby’s
principal means of regulating her own feclings, her inner state of mind,
is to act on her partner outside. Being able to make herself feel better
is directly dependent on being able to make the other act in attunement
with her feelings. As Stern points out; “The issue at stake is momen-
tous. The infant requires the integrative experience [that her action]
successfully restructures the external world”—that what she does
changes the other. Since these acts are also charged with emotion, with
pleasure or pain, acting on the'world also means being able to change
one’s own feelings “in the desired direction.”? In the interaction
situation, when stimulation becomes too intense, the infant regulates
her own arousal by turning her head away. If the parmer reads this
correctly as a message to lay back, the baby experiences relief of tension
without losing the connection and dropping out of the exchange. The
baby can control her own level of excitement by directing'the other.
Now she is able to feel both that the world is responsive and that she
is effective. If the baby is not successful, she feels a simultaneous loss
of inner and outer control.

We also observe how mutual regulation breaks down and aitune-
ment fails: when baby is tired and fussy, when mother is bored and
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depressed, or when baby is unresponsive and this makes mother anx-
ious. Then we will see not just the absence of play, but a kind of
anii-play in which the frustration of the search for recognition is

painfully apparc’E The unsuccessful interaction is sometimes almost

as fincly tuned as the pleasurable one. With each effort of the baby
to withdraw from the mother’s stimulation, to avert his gaze, turn his
head, pull his body away, the mother responds by “chasing” after the
baby.® It is a5 if the mother anticipates her baby’s withdrawal with
split-second accx}'iacy and can only read his message to give space as

a frustration of her own efforts to be: recognized. Just as the baby’s
positive response| can make the mother feel affirmed in her being, the
baby's unresponsiveness can amount to a terrible destruction of her
self-confidence as 2 mother. The mother who jiggles, pokes, looms, and
shouts “look at me” to her unresponsive baby creates a negative cycle
of recognition out of her own despair at not being recognized. Here
in the earliest sogial interaction we see how the search for recognition
can become a power struggle: how assertion becomes aggression.

If we take this unsuccessful interaction as a model, we can see how
the fine balance of mutual recognition goes awry. The child loses the
opportunity for feeling united and attuned, as well as the opportunity
for appreciating| (knowing) his mother. He is never able to fully
engage in or fully disentangle himself from this kind of sticky, frustrat-
ing interaction. Neither separateness nor union is possible. Even as he
is retreating he has to carefully monitor his mother’s actions to get
away from them; even withdrawal is not simple.* Thus the child can
never lose sight of the other, yet never see her clearly; never shut her

out and never Jet her in. In the ideal balance, a person is able to be
fully self-absorbed or fully receptive to the other, he is able to be alone
or together. In a negative cycle of recognition, a person feels that
aloneness is only possible by obliterating the intrusive other, that
attunement is only possible by surrendering to the other.

While the failure of early mutuality seems to promiote a premature

formation of the defensive boundary between inside and outside, the
| .

k-
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positive experience of attunement allows the individual to maintain
a more permezble boundary and enter more readily into states in which
there is a momentary suspension of felt boundaries between inside and
outside. The capacity to enter into states in which distinciness and
union are reconciled underlies the most intense experience of adult
erotic life. In erotic union we can experience that form of mutual
recognition in which both partners lose themselves in each other
virithout loss of self; they lose self~consciousness without loss of aware-
ness. Thus early experiences of mutual recognition already prefigure
the dynamics of erotic life. :

This description of the intersubjective foundation of erotic life
offers a different perspective than the Freudian construction of psycho-
sexcual phases, for it emphasizes the tension between (nteracting individs-
als rather than that within the individual. Yet, as Thave said above, these
rival perspectives seem to me not so much muenally exclusive as
concerned simply with different issues. The inner psychic world of
object representations—the ntrapsychic life with which classical psy-
choanalysis is concerned—does not yet exist at four months; indeed,
it awaits the development of the capacity to symbolize in' the second
yea of life. The distinction between inner and outer is only beginning
to be developed; inner and outer regulation still overlap. This does not
mean that the infant is unable to differentiate self and other in aciual
practice or to represent them mentally. It means that the infant repre-
sents self and other concretely, not through the mediation of symbols
that later characterize mental representation.’6

The mental organization of self and other enters a new phase, Stern
theorizes, when the infant begins to be aware of the existence of “other
minds.” While the infant of four months can participate in a complex
social interaction, she does not do so self-consciously. But at seven to

" nine months, she takes a great leap forward to the discovery that

different minds can share the same feelings or intentions. This is where
Stern introduces the term. inferswbjectivity proper, to designate the -

moment at which we know that others exist who feel and think as we
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do. In my view, however, intersubjective development is best under-
stood as a spectrum, and this moment marks a decisive point along that
spectrum ai which the infant more consciously recognizes the other
as like and difterent.? ‘ :

MNow, when| the infant reaches excitedly for a toy, he looks up to
see if mother is sharing his excitement; he gets the meaning when she
says, “Wow!” The mother shows that she is feeling the same, not by
irnitating the infant’s gesture (he shakes the rattle), but by matching
his level of intensity in a different mode (she whoops). This translation
into a different form of expression more clearly demonstrates the
congruence of |inner experience than simple, behavioral imitation. 28
Technically the mother is not feeling the exact same feeling as her
child: she is not excited by the rattle itself; but she is excited by his
excitement, and she wants to communicate that fact, When mother and
child play “peekaboo” (a game based on the tension between shared
expectancy and surprise), the mother takes similar pleasure in contact-
ing her child’s mind. This conscious pleasure in sharing a feeling
introduces 2 new level of mutuality—a sense that inner experience can
be joined, that two minds can cooperate in one intention. This concep-
tion of emerging intersubjectivity emphasizes how the awareness of
the separate other enhances the felt connection with him: this other

. mind can share my feeling. ' . _
The development toward increasingly mutual and self-conscious

recognition, St
separation-indi
separateness, b
taneously enh:

ern argues, contrasts sharply with Mahler’s theory of
iduation.’? That theory focuses on the infant’s sense of
t.does not show how this sense of separateness simul-
ces the capacity for sharing with and appreciating the

other. According to Mahler, the infant of ten months is primarily
involved in the pleasure of expressing his separate mind by exploring

the world. The

infant’s psychological well-being depends on whether

he can use the 1Iother to refuel for his forays into the world, whether

he can maintai

2 certain amount of contact while venturing off on

his own, and whether the mother can give her infant the push from

the nest rather

than responding anxiously to his new independence.*
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But, as I see it, intersubjective theory expands and complemenis
(without negating) this picture, by focusing on the affective content
of the mother-child exchange. The baby who looks back as he crawls
off toward the toys in the corner is not merely refueling or checking:
to see that mother is still there, but is wondering whether mother is
sharing the feeling of his adventure—the fear, the excitement, or that
ambiguous “scarey-wonderful” feeling.# The sense of shared feeling
about the undertaking is not only a reassurance, bu is, itself, a source
of pleasurable connection. For the separation-individuation perspec-
tive, such emotional attunement may be part of the landscape, but it
is absent at the level of theory; the concepts grasp only how mother
protects the child’s ego from anxiety so thai it can separate. Intersubjec-
tive theory introduces attunement, or the lack of it, as an important
concept.#? In so doing, it reintroduces the idea of pleasure, pleasure in
being with the other, which had gotten lost in the transition from
drive theory to ego psychology-—but redefines it as pleasure in being
with the other.

At the same time, the awareness of separate minds and the desire for
attunement raises the possibility of a new kind of conflict. Already at
one year the infant can experience the conflict between the wish to
fulfill his own desire {say, to push the buttons on the stereo), and the
wish to remain in accord wich his parents’ will.# Given such inevitable
conflict, the desire to remain attuned can be converted into submission
to the other’s will. At each phase of development, the core conflict
between assertion and recognition is recast in terms of the new level

- at which the child experiences his own agency and the distinceness of

the other.

THE PARADCX OF RECOGNITION |

The conflict between assertion of self and need for the other was

articulated long before modern psychology began to explore the de-

velopment of self. Hegel analyzed the core of this problem in his
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discussion of the| seruggle between “the independence and dependence
of self-consciousness” and its culmination in the master-slave relation-
ship.# He showed how the self’s wish for absolute independence
clashes with the self’s need for recognition. In Hegel’s discussion two
hypothetical selves (self-comsciousness and the other, who is another
self~consciousness) meet. The movement between them is the move-
ment of recognition; each exists only by existing for the other, that
is, by being recognized. But for Hegel, it is simply a given that this
mutuality, the tension between asserting the self and recognizing the
other, must break down; it is fated to produce an insoluble conflict.
The breakdown|of this tension is what leads to domination.®

The need of the self for the other is paradoxical, because. the self
is brying to establish himself as an absolute, an independent entity, yet
he must recognize the other as like himself in order to be recognized
by him. He must be able to find himself in the other. The self can only
be known by his acts—and only if his acts have meaning for the other
do they have meaning for him. Vet each time he acts he negates the
other, which is do say that if the other is affected then he is no longer
identical with who he was before. To preserve his identity, the other
resists instead of] recognizing the self’s acts (“Nothing you do or say
can affect me; I)am who I am”).

Hegel creates p conceptual representation of the two-sided interplay
‘of opposites.. As|cach subject attempts to establish his reality, he must
take account of the other, who is trying to do the same: “they recog-
nize themselves jas mutually recognizing one another.”¢ But almost
immediately Hegel observes that this abstract reciprocity is not really

#The reader may aslk, Why does this tengion have to break down? The answer is, for
Hegel every tension|between oppositional elements carries the seeds of its own destruc-
tion and transcendence (Aufhebury) into another form. That is how life is. Without this
process of contradiction and dissolution, there would be no movement, change, or
history. We do not need to accept this conclusion in order to draw on Hegels
underssanding of this process; but-if we wish to argue that tension can be sustained, it
behooves us to show how that is posible.s
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how the subject experiences things. Racher, the subject, fust of all,
experiences himself as an absolute, and then searches for affirmation of
self through the other. The mutuality that is implied by the concept
of recognition is a problem for the subject, whose goal is only to be

_certain of himself. This ‘absoluteness, the sense of being one (“My

identity is cntirely independent and consistent”) and alone (“There is
nothing outside of me that I do not control”), is the basis for domi-
nation—and the master-slave relationship.*’

Now we can see how Hegel's notion of the conflict between inde-
pendence and dependence meshes with the psychoanalytic view. Hegel

' posits a self that has no intrinsic need for the other, but uses the othes

only as a vehicle for selfcertainty. This monadic, self-interested cgo
is essentially the one posited in classical psychoanalyuc theory. For
Hegel as for classs.cal psychoanalysm, the self begins in a state of

“omnipotence” (Everything is an extension of me and my power),
which it wants to afficmn in its encounter with the other, who, it now
sees, is like itself, But it cannot do so, for to affirm iwself it must
acknowledge the other, and to acknowledge the other would be to
deny the absoluteness of the self. The need for recognition entails this
fundamental paradox: at the very moment of realizing our own inde-
pendence, we are dependent upon another to recognize it. At the very
moment we come to understand the meaning of “I, myself,” we ace
forced to se¢ the limitations of that self. At the moment when we
understand that separate minds can share the same stace, we also realize
that these minds can disagree. \

To see just how close this conceptual picture comes. to the psy-
choanalytic one, let us again look at Mahler’s theory of separation-
individuation. According to Mahler, the infant moves through three
subphases: differentiation,™ practicing, and rapprochement From the
first hatching in the differentiation phase (six to eight months), we

#This subphase, differentiation, is not to be confused with the larger process of establish-
ing the awareness of self as distinct from the other, which is also called differentiation.
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follow the infant, who is able to move é.tound, and so maintain
- distance and cldseness to mother, into the practicing phase. {ten to
thirteen months). The practicing phase is an elated, euphoric phase of
discovery in which the infant is delighted with the wotld and himself,
discovering his own agency as well as the fascinating outside. It has
been called “a lpve affair with the world.”#8 The screech of delight
at moving about|is the hallmark of practicing. But in this phase of new
self-assertion the infant still takes himself for granted, and his mother

as well. He does |not realize that it is mother, not himself, who insures -

that he does not fall when he stands on the chair to reach for something
interesting on the table, He is too excited by what he is doing to reflect
on the relation of his will and ability to his sovereignty.

. But soon this Eden of blissful ignorance comes to an end. At
fourteen months or so the infant enters rapprochement, a phase of
conflict in which he must begin to reconcile his grandiose aspirations
and euphoria with the perceived reality of his limitations and depen-
dency. Although'he is now able to do more, the toddler will insist that
mother (or father) share everything, validate his new discoveries and
independence. He will insist that mother participate in all his deeds.
He will tyrannigally enforce these demands if he can, in order to
assert—and have mother affirm—his will. The toddler is confronting
the increased awpreness of separateness and, consequently, of vulnera-
bility: he can mpove away from mother, but mother can also move
away from himl** To the child, it now appears that his freedom

~ consists in absollite control over his mother. He is ready to be the
master in Hegel’s account, to be party to a relationship in which the
mutuality breaks down into two opposing elements, the one who is
recognized and the one whose identity is negated. He is ready, in his
innocence, to go|for complete control, to insist on his omnipotence.30
What is life-like for the mother of a toddler who manifests the
constant willfulness, the clinging or the tyrannical demands typical of
rapprochement? Depending, in part, on how imperious or clinging the
child is, the mother may feel extremely put upon (“Her reactions are

tinged with feelings of annoyance,” Mahler reports).! Suddenly the
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child’s demands no longer appear to be merely- the logical results of
needs that ought to be met with good grace, but, rather, as irrational
and willful. The issue is no longer what the child needs, but what he
wants, Here, of course, is where many a mother~child pair come to
grief. A variety of feelings well up in the mother: the distance from
her no-longer-perfect child, the wish to retaliate, the temptation to
take the easier path of piving in, the fear or resentment of her child’s
will. What the mother feels during rapprochement and how she worls
this out will be colored by her ability to deal straightforwardly with
aggression and dependence, her sense of herself as entitled to a separate
existence, and her confidence in her child’s wholeness and ability to
survive conflict, loss, and imperfection.

As Freud reminds us, the parents’ abandoned expectations of their
own perfection are recalled to life in their child, “His Majesty the
Baby.”s? The rapprochement crisis is thus also a crisis of parenting. By
identifying with her child’s disillusionment, and by knowing that he
will survive it, the parent is able to respond appropriately; in doing
50 shie has to accept that she cannot make a perfect world for her child
(where he can get everything he wants)—and this is the blow to her
own narcissism. The self-obliteration of the permissive parent who
cannot face this blow does not.bring happiness to the child who gets
everything he demands. The parent has ceased to function as an other
who sets a boundary to the child’s will, and the child experiences this
as abandonment; the parent co-opts all the child’s intentions by agree~ -
ment, pushing him back into an illusory oneness where he has no
agency of his own. The child will rebel against this oneness by insisting
on having his way even more absolutely. The child who feels that
others are extensions of himself must constantly fear the emptiness and
Joss of connection that result from his fearful power. Only he exdists;
the other is effaced, has nothing real to give him. The painful result
of success in the battle for omnipotence is that to win is to win
nothing: the result is negation, emptiness, isolation.

Alternatively, the parent who cannot tolerate the child’s attempt to
do things independently will make the child feel ¢har the price of
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freedom is aloneness, or even, that freedom is not possible. Thus if the
child does not want to do without approval, she must give up her will,
This usually results in the “choice” to stay close to home and remain
compliant. Not only is she constantly in need of a parent’s protection
and confirmation in lieu of her own agency, but the parent remains
omnipotent in her mind.

In both cases the sense of omnipotence survives, projected onto the
other or assumed by the self; in neither case can we say that the other
is recognized, jor, more modestly (given the child’s age), that the
process of recognition has begun. The ideal “resolution” of the para-

~ dox of recognition is for it to continue as a constant tension, but this
is not envisaged by Hegel, nor is it given much place in psychoanalysis,
Mahler, for example, views the resolution of rapprochement as the
moment when [the child takes the mother inside himself, can separate
from her or be angry at her and still know her to be there—as a
“constant objeqt.”s* But this does not tell us how the toddler comes
to terms with [the difficuley that his own freedom depends on the
other’s freedom, that recognition of independence must be mutual,

The decisive problem remains recognizing the other. Establishing
myself (Hegel's “being for itself”) means winning the recognition of
the other, and this, in turn, means I must finally acknowledge the other
as existing for Aimself and not just for me. The process we call
differentiation proceeds through the movement of recognition, its flow

from subject to| subject, from self to other and back. The nature of this-
movement is necessarily contradictory, paradoxical. Only by deepen- -

ing our understanding of this paradox can we broaden our picture of
‘human development to include not only the separation but also the
meeting of minds—a picture in which the bird’s flight is always in two
~ directions. :

DISCOVERING|THE OTHER

Even if we assyme that life begins with an emergent awareness of self
and other, we know that many things will conspire to prevent full
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attainment of that consciousness. The problem of recognizing the other
was addressed directly by Winnicott, and his original, innovative
pereeptions point the way out of the paradox of recognition. Win-
nicott, as we have noted, was concerned with what makes a person feel
unreal to himself, with the deadness and despair that accompany the
sense of unreality, with what he called “the false self.”! He concluded
that one of the most important elements in feeling authentic was the
recognition of an outside reality that is not one’s own projection, the
experience of contacting other minds. -

In his essay. “The Use of an Object,”s> which is, in many ways, a
modern echo of Hegel's reflections on recognition, Winnicott presents
the idea that in order to be able to “use” the object we first have to
“destroy” it. He distinguishes betrween two dimensions of experience:
relating to the object and using the object. (These terms can be trouble-
some, for Winnicott uses them in quite the opposite sense than we

" might in ordinary speech: “using” here does not mean instrumentaliz-

ing or demeaning, but being able to creatively benefit from another
person; it refers to the experience of “shared reality” in which “the
object’s independent exisience” is vital. “Reelating” refers to the experi-
ence of “the subject as an isolate,” in which the object is merely 4
“shenomenon of the subject.”)* '

At first, Winnicott says, an object is “related” to, it is part of the sub-
ject’s mind and not necessarily experienced as real, external, or inde~
pendent. But there comes a poine in the subject’s development where
this kind of relatedness must give way to an appreciation of the object
as an outside entity, not merely something in one’s mind. This ability
to enter into exchange with the outside object is what Winnicott calls
“using” the object. And here he finds “the most irksome of all the
eatly failures that come for mending.” When the subject fails to make
the transition from “relating” to “using,” it means that he has not been
able to place the object outside himself, to distinguish it from his men-
tal experience of omnipotent control. He can only “use” the object
when he perceivés it “as an external phenomenon, not as a projective
entity,” when he recognizesit “asan entity in its own right. »57 (italicsadded)
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Winnicott ekplains that the recognition of the other involves a
paradoxical pracess in which the object is in fantasy always being
destroyed.s8 The idea that to place the other outside, in reality, always
involves destrudtion has often been a source of puzzlement. Intuitively,

" though, one senses that it is quite simple. Winnicott is saying that the
object must be|destroyed inside in order that we know it to have
survived outside; thus we can recognize it as not subject to our mental
control. This relation of destruction and survival is a reformulation of
and solution to Hegel's paradox: in the struggle for recognition each
subject must stale his life, must struggle to negate the other—and woe
if he succeeds. ﬂTor if T completely negate the other, he does not exist;
and if he does qot survive, he is nof there to recognize me. But to find

this out; L must ry to exert this control, 7y to negate his independence.
To find out that he exists, I must wish myself absolute and all alone—
then, as it were] upon opening my cyes, I may discover that the other
is still there. '
Destruction, in other words, is an effort to differentiate. In child-
hood, if things go well, destruction results simply in survival; in
adulthood, destruction includes the intention to discover if the other
will survive. Winnicott’s conception of destruction is innocent; it is

best understood| as a refusal, a negation; the mental experience of “You '

do not exist for me,” whose favorable outcome is pleasure in the
other’s survival.® When 1 act upon the other it-is vital that he be
affected, so that I know that I exist—but not completely destroyed,
so that I know| he also exists. ' ‘

Winnicott's description of what destruction means in the analytic
context is also gvocative of early childhood experiences.

The subject [patient] says to the object [analyst]: “I destroyed
you,” and the object is there to receive the communication. From
now on the subject says: “Hullo object!” “I destroyed you.” “I
love you.” “You have value for me because of your survival of
my destructipn of you.” “While I am loving you I am all the
time destroyitig you in {unconscious) fantasy.”®®
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Perhaps this tension' between denial and affirmation is another of the

_many meanings of that favorite toddler game “Peekaboo” or of

Freud’s observations of the toddler making the spool disappear and
reappear (the famous “fort-da,” or gone-there, game). Probably de-
struction in fantasy also underlies the joy in the young toddler’s
constant repetition of “Hil” It has something to do with constantly
rediscovering that you are there.

“The wish for absolute assertion of oneself, the demand to have one’s
way, the negation of the outside—all that Freud undersiood as aggres-
sion and omnipotence—must sometime crash against the realizy of an
other who reflects back the intransigent assertion that the self displays.
The paradox of recognition, the need for acknowledgment that turns
us back to dependence on the other, brings about a struggle for cantrol.
This struggle can result in the realization that if we fully negate the
other, that s, if we assume complete control over him and destroy his
identity and will, then we have negated ourselves as well. For then
there is no one there to recognize us, no one there for us to desire.

The experience of rapprochement might be reframed in light of
Winnicott's understanding of destruction: 1f T completely destroy the
other, she ceases to exist for me; and if she completcly destroys me,
I cease to exist—that is, I cease to be an autonomous being. So if the
mother sets no limits for the child, if she obliterates herself and her
own interests and allows herself to be wholly congrolled, then she
ceases to be a viable other for him. She is destroyed, and not just in
fantasy. If she retaliates, attempting to break his will, believing that
any compromise will “spoil” him, she will also inculcate the idea that
there is room for only one ego in any relationship—he must obliterate
his for now, and hope to get it back, with a vengeance, later. Only
through the other’s survival can the subject move beyond the realm
of submission and retaliation to a realm of mutual respect.

Elsa First, a child psychoanalyst influenced by Winnicott, has of-
fered a picture of how the rapprochement struggle for control may
yield to mutual respect. Observing toddlers, she suggests how the
post-rapprochement child may begin to apprehend mutuality in rela-
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tion to the mqther’s leaving. The toddler’s initial role-playing imita~
tion of the dgparting mother is characterized by the spirit of pure
retaliation and reversal—“T'll do to you what you do to me.” Bus
gradually the ichild begins to identify with the mother’s subjective
experience and realizes that “I could miss you as you miss me,” and,
therefore, that “T know that you could wish to have your own life
2s T wish to have mine.” First shows how, by recognizing such shared
experience, the toddler actually moves from a retaliatory world of
control to a WS tld of mutual understanding and shared feeling. From
the intersubjective standpoint, this movement is crucial. By accepting
the other’s independence, the child gains something that replaces con-
trol—a renewpd sense of connection with the other.6!

Mutual recdgnition cannot be achieved through obedience, through
identification with the other’s power, or through repression. It re-
quires, finally,|contact with the other. The meaning of destruction is
that the subject can engage in an all-out collision with the other, can
hurtle himself against the barriers of otherness in order to feel the shock
of the fresh, cold outside.? And he can experience this collision as
hurtful neither to the other nor to himself, as occasioning neither
withdrawal nor retaliation, Thus Winnicott advises parents:

It is a healthy thing for a baby to get to know the full extent
of his rage. . Ifhe really is determined he can hold his breath
and go bluﬂ in the face, and even have a fit. For a few minutes
he really intends to destroy or at least to spoil everyone and
everything, land he does not even mind if he destroys himself in

- the process. Naturally you do what you can to get the child out
of this state.| It can be said, however, that if a baby cries in a state
of rage and feels as if he has desiroyed everyone and everything,
and yet the people round him remain calm and unhurt, “this
experience greatly strengthens his ability to see that what he feels
to be true i not necessarily real. . . .62 -

Winnicoft’s theory of destruction also implies a revision in the psy-
choanalytic idea of reality—it suggests a “reality principle” that is a
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positive source of pleasure, the pleasure of connecting with the outside,
and not just a brake on narcissism or aggression. Beyond the sensible
ego’s bowing to reality is the joy in the other’s survival and the
recognition of shared reality. Reality is thus discovered, rather than
fmposed: and authentic selfhood is not absorbed from without but
discovered within. Reality neither wholly creates the self (as the
pressute of the external world creates Freud’s ego) nor is it wholly
created by the self.

Winnicott’s view of reality echoes the themes of his carlier work

‘on “transitional objects,” things like teddy bears, blankets, even special

ways of humming or siroking. The child both creates and discovers
these things, withour ever having to decide which: “The baby creates
the object, but the object was there waiting to be created. ... We will
never challenge the baby to elicit an answer to the question: Did you
create that or did you find it?"6¢ The object existed objectively,
waiting to be found, and yet the infant has created it subjectively, as
if it emerged from herself. This paradox is crucial to the evolving sense
of reality. :

The transitional object is literally a means of passage toward the
awarengss of otherness, toward establishing a boundary between inside

* and outside. But it is precisely an intermediate experience in which that

boundary has not yet hardened. Qut of this initial conception Wi~
nicott created the broader notion of a transitional reals in which the
¢hild can play and create as if the outside were as malleable as his own
fantasy. One could say the baby experiences something like ¢his:
“Reality recognizes me so I recognize it—wholly, with faith and truse,
with no grudge or self-constraint.” Thus the iransitional realm allows
“the enjoyment and love of reality,” and not merely adaptation to it.%

The infancy researcher Louis Sander has conceptualized a very early
form of transitional experience that he calls “open space.”*¢ Open
space occurs in the first month of life when the mother and infant have.
achieved sufficient equilibrium to allow for moments of relaxation
from- internal pressure or external stimulation. In these momenis of
optimal disengagement, the infant can explore himself and his sue-
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" roundings, can experience his own initiative and distinguish it from
the other’s action, for example, by putting thumb into mouth. The
baby might lie on his side and move his hands slowly in front of his
face, watching them intently—an activity one baby’s parents aptly
called “doing 'Tai Chi.” In the balance between self and other, disen-
gagement (open space) is as important as.engagement. Indeed, as we
saw in the antagoniistic anti-play between mother and infant, disen-

gagement and

engagement form a crucial balance: the opportunity to

disengage is the condition of freely engaging, its counterpoint,
What disengagement means here is not simple detachment, but what

Winnicott cal

d “being alonc in the presence of, the other,”s? that is,

in the safety that a nonintrusive other provides. Prior to self-conscious-
ness, this expetience will appear to the child as that of the self alone;

but later it will be understood as a particular way of being with the

other. In these moments of relaxation, Winnicott proposed, when
there is no neefl to react to external stimuli, an impulse can arise from
within and fcéil real. Here begins the sense of authorship, the corivic-
tion that one’s act originates inside and reflects one’s own intention.
Here, too, begiLns the eapacity for full receptivity and attention to what
is outside, the [freedom to be interested in the object independent of
the pressure-of need or anxiety. In this sense, the earliest transitional
experience forms a continuum with the most developed capacities for

contemplation|and creativity, for discovering the outside as an object

existing in its jown right.t

BEYOND INTERNALIZATION

- The discovery
intersubjective
psychology of
development ¢
ing something

of the object as a real, external being distinguishes the
view of differentiation from the more conventional ego
separation-individuation theory. In ego psychology,
ceurs through separation and identification—by tak-
in from_the-object, by assimilating the other to' the
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self.* Most of psychoanalytic theory has been formulated in terms of
the isolated subject and his internalization of what is outside to develop
what is inside. Internalization implies that the other is consumed,
incorporated, digested by the subject self. That which is not consumed,
what we do not get and cannot take away from others by consump-
tion, seems to elude the concept of internalization. The joy of discov-
ering the other, the agency of the self, and the outsideness of the
other—these are at best only fuzzily apprehended by internalization
theory. When it defines differentiation as separating oneself from the
other rather than as coming togecher with him, internalization theory
describes an instrumental relationship. It implies an auconomous indi-
vidual defined by his ability to do without the “need-satisfying ob-
ject.” The other seems miore and more like a cocoon or a husk that
must gradually be shed—one has got what one needs, and now,
goodbye. )

Let us consider how ego psychology thinks about the matter
Winnicott called destruction, the matter of the infant’s aggression
and the mother’s survival. Ego psychology conceives of the estab-
lishment of a constant internal object that survives frustration and
absences, so that the mother is not internally destroyed when the
infant is angry or when she goes away. In this conception, the infant
cani separate and yet be internally connected, be angry and vyet still
reclaim his love. This is both an accurate and a uscful statement of
what is going on from the intrapsychic point of view. What it does
not capture, however—and what Winnicott’s theory includes—is
the intersubjective aspect of destruction, the recognition of the other,

#The theory of identification has been central to psychoznalysis since Freud's develop-
ment of ego psychology it the 19205, The Cedipus complex now resulted net only in
the resolution of the conflict between wish and defense, bug also in the consolidation
of the tripartite structure of id, ego, and supersgo. The ego and superego developed
through identification with the parental objects, Since those formulations, the theory
has been greatly expanded to include the internalization of a whole wotld of objecrs.®
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the joy and urg{%ncy of discovering the external, independent reality
of another pers :

A similar difference appears when we look at how ego psychology
understands the phenomenon Winnicott identified as transitional expe-
rience.’ In egg psychology’s terms, the infant uses the transitional
object (the favorite bear or the beloved blanket) to soothe and comfort
hinself, as a substitute for the mother’s function in regulating tension.
He internalizes the soothing function of the mother, and this represents
a shift “from pfsivity to increasing activity,” doing to himself what
was previously done to him by the mother. By means of suchinternali-
zation, the child progresses toward autonomy; he frees himself “from
exclusive depentlence on the need-satisfying object.” Accordingly, the
ego psychologist Marie Tolpin argues that Winnicott was wrong to
say that the transitional object is not internalized. In her view, it goes
inside just as the mother does, as mental structure.” And in the process
of clinical work with adults, one can see how this framing of the
problem occurs] One sees.the way in which certain persons are unable

o soothe themselves or regulate their own self-esteem. They act as if
the internal “good mother,” or her structural equivalent, were missing.

Bat Winnicott's transitional realm was primarily about creativity
and play, about fantasy and reality, not about soothing. And even in
regard to soothing, his concepts were getting at something beside
internalization, | something which.is implied by his use of terms like
“the holding environment” and “the facilitating environment.” I think
he was trying to define the area in which the child is able to develop
his innate capacities because the people around him facilitate such
development.* The ability to soathe oneself is not generated by inter-
nalizing the other’s function; it is a capacity of the self which the
other’s response helps to activate. Infants are born with this capacity

1.

*Thus the analytic|situation itself has come' to be understood as a potential transitional
space, creating the lconditions for"the growth of authentic agency through play, rather
than merely a contlext for interpretation, in'which the analyst “changes” the patient.”
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in more or less developed form; some are quite adepe from the first
day, while others need someone to comfort them in order to fall asleep
or stay awake without feeling uncomfortable. Within 2 few months
an infant can also regulate himself through interaciion—for example,
when he looks away to reduce siimulation.”® The activation of innate
capacities is a very different developmental process from internaliza-
tion; it presupposes at all times the presence of fwo interacting subjects
who each contribute, rather than one subject who incorporates the
action of the object.

Internalization theory and intersubjective theory are not mutually -
exclusive. But they are radically different ways of looking at develop-
ment. Intersubjective theory is concerned not with how we take in
enough from the other to be able to go away, but how the other gives us
the opportunity to do it ourselves to begin with. This theory attributes
all agency neither to the subject with his innate capaciiies or impulses,
nor to the object which stamps the blank slate of the psyche with its
imprint, It argues that the other plays an active part in the struggle of the
individual to creatively discover and accept reality.

Intersubjéctive theory also permits us to distinguish two subjects
recognizing each other from one subject regulating another. Stern has
argued that we should not conflate instances where our main experi-
ence is of being with the other person with those in which the other
simply helps to regulate our physiological tension. He suggests thar -
although psychoanalysis has traditionally seen only certain moments
of need gratification as “the cardinal ‘magic moments’ against which
most all else in carly infancy is background,””* these only represent
one kind of relationship to the other, Nursing and going blissfully to
sleep, says Stern, is an instance of having one’s self dramatically trans-
formed by the other's ministrations. It is quite different from facial
play where the essential experience is with the other.”

*I would add that the nursing experience itself has legitimately been understood quitc
variously: in terms of orzl sexual pleasure, reduction of tension, the sense of efficacy
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Of course, the experiences of need gratification and soothing are an
indispensable part of gaining a sense of the reliability and responsive-
ness of the external world—what Brikson called basic trust, and what
Stern calls coré relatedness. Such experiences contribute ina major way
to faith in thelother and a sense of one’s own agency. But the experi-
ence of heing with the other cannot be reduced to the experience of
being regulated| by an other. Indeed, the model of drive satisfaction has
left an entire |dimension unaccounted for; and that model has been
greatly expanded since Freud. American ego psychology added to it
by focusing on the relationship in which regulation occurs, and how
that relationship is internalized. Object relations theory modified it by
pointing out that the ultimate need is for the whole object, not simply
the satisfaciion of a drive.’é But these elaborations still did not concep-
tualize the elements of activity, reciprocity, and mutual exchange that

we now see when we study infants and their interaction with adults.-

The intrapsychic model thus missed what 1 consider the essence of
differentiation); the paradoxical balance between recognition of the
other and assertion of self. It also missed the fact that we have to get
beyond internalization theory if we ate to break out of the solipsistic
omnipotence of the single psyche.

The classic psychoanalytic viewpoint did not see differentiation as
a balance, but as a process of disentanglement. Thus it cast experiences
of union, merger, and self-other harmony as regressive opposites to

resulting from the caregiver’s responsiveness, an intense merging or oneness, the “crea-
tive illusion” that one has made the breast appear. One might distinguish the element
of soothing and relief of hunger from the element of emotional attunement and facial
mirroring that follow or accompany relief, Within a few weeks of birth, the infant has

sufficient control [over physiological tension that hunger may be less pressing than his
interest in mothey’s face. Thus nuriing, as a primary metaphor of infancy, encompasses -

all three kinds of relationships to the other that, according to Stern, appear in psy-
choanalyic, chinkjng: being transformed by another (as in tension relief), complemen-
tarity {as in being held), and mentil sharing (as in mutual gaze).”* The pawer of the
breast metaphor, { believe, has always lain in the multiplicity of meanings it evoked.
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differentiation and self-other distinction. Merging was a dangerous
form of undifferentiation, a sinking back into the sea of oneness-—the
“oceanic feeling” that Freud told Romain Rolland he frankly couldn’t
relate to.”7 The original sense of oneness was seen as absolute, as
“limitless narcisissm,” and, therefore, regression to it would impede
development and prevent separation. in its most extreme version, this
view of differentiation pathologized the sensation of love: relaxing the
boundaries of the self in communion with others threatened the iden-
tity of the isolate self. Yet this oneness was also seen as the ultimate
pleasure, eclipsing the pleasure. of difference. Oneness was not seen as
2 state that could coexist with (enhance and be enhanced by) the sense
of separateness.”® ' .

One of the most important insights of intersubjective theory is that
sameness and difference exist simultaneously in mutual recognition.
This insight allows us to counter the argument that human beings
fundamentally desire the impossible absolutes of “oneness” and petfec-
tion with the more moderate view that things don’t have to be perfect,
that, in fact, it is betrer if they are not. It reminds us that in every
cxpetience of similarity and subjective sharing, there must be enough
difference to create the feeling of reality, that a degree of imperfection
“zatifies” the existence of the world.”

Experiénces of “being with” are predicated on a continually evoly-

“ing awareness of difference, on a sense of intimacy felt as occurring

between “the fwo of us.” The fact that self and other are not mesged

is precisely what makes experiences of merging have such high emo-

tional impact. The externality of the other makes one feel one is truly

being “fed,” getting nourishment from the outside, rather than supply-
ing everything for oneself. ‘

As infancy research informs us, the intense high feeling of union
occuts as much in the active exchange with the other as in experiences
of being regulated or transformed by the other. But psychoanalysis has
seen only those interactions in which the infant’s state of tension is
regulated—feeding and holding—as the prototypical merging experi-~
ences. Above all, psychoanalysis has stressed complementarity in in-
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teraction over mutuality. The other is represented as the answer, and
the _self as the nged; the other is the breast, and the self is the hunger;
or the other is actively holding, and the self is passively being held.®
This complementarity of activity and passivity forms a dual anity
which can be internalized and reversed (“Now I'm the Mommy and
you're the baby?). The dual unity form has within it this tendency to
remain constant|even in reversal, never to equalize but simply invert
itself within relationships of dependency. As we will see in chapter 2,
the complementary dual unity is the basic structure of domination.
And while it is certainly one of the structures of the psyche, it is not
the only one. To see it as such is to leave no space for equality.
To transcend| the experience of duality, so that both partners are
equal, requires a notion of mutuality and sharing. In the intersubjective
interaction both pareners are active; it is not a reversible union of
opposites (s doer and a done-to). The identification with the other
person occurs through the sharing of similar states, rather than through
reversal. “Beingfwith” breaks down the oppositions between powerful
and helpless, actjve and passive; it counteracts the tendency to objectify
and deny recognition to-those weaker or different—to the other. It
forms the basis of compassion, what Milan Kundera calls “co-
' feeling,"®! the ability to share feelings and intentions without demand-
ing control, to lexperience sameness without obliterating difference.
The intersubjective view certainly doesn’t negate all that we have
learned from Freud, nor does it erase the many grounds he saw for

pessimism. Often enough we see evidence of the striving for omnipo-

tent control, and the hostility to otherness. The intersubjective view,

however, suggests that there are aspects of the self, missing from the
Freudian account, that can oppose (and help to explain) these tenden-
cies. Perhaps Frend had them in mind when he referred to the instinc-
tual force of Eros, the life force that aims at creating unities, but he
never gave Bros a place in psychic structure.®? It is this missing
dimension of the psyche that finally enables us to confront the painful
aspect of external reality—its tincontrollable, tenacious otherness—as
a condition of [freedom rather than of domination.
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In the effort to explore the genesis of domination, we have had vo
andertake a broad theoretical revision. We have had to recast the
psychoanalytic framework to include 2 largely neglected dimension of
experience, the intersubjeciive dimension in which recognition i5 so
crucial. T have tried to show that the erotic component of infant life
is bound up with recognition, and that the struggle for recognition
requires the self to relinquish its claim to absoluteness. Yet in the course
of differentiation, the recognition process may go awry and the self -
may resott to asserting ommipotence {either its own or the other’s). The
breakdown in the fundamental tension between assertion of self and
recognition of other that then occurs is, 1 believe, the best point of
entry to understanding the psychology of domination.

The traditional psychoanalytic view of differentiation cannot ac-
count for this breakdown, because it only dimly recognizes the exis-
tence of that tension. Its model of the mind is based on a
well-established dualism of oneness and separateness, difference and
sameness. Although in their clinical -praciice -most psychoanalysts
would reject these oppositions in favor of a balance between autonomy
and commection, the overvaluing of separation is a strong bias in the
theory. This is the result of a conception of the individual as a closed
system. Within this closed system, the ego invests objects with his
desire and takes in these objects to further his autonomy from them.
This conception of the individual cannot explain the confrontation
with an independent other as a real condition of development and
change. It does not comprehend the simultaneous process of transform-
ing and being transformed by the other. ‘

By contrast, intersubjective theory sces the relationship between sel
and other, with its tension between sameness and difference, as a contin-
ual exchange of influence. It focuses, not-on a linear movement from
oneness to sepatateness, but on the paradoxical balance between them.
What we see in early infancy is not symbiosis, or complete undiffer-
entiation, but, rather, an interest in externality alternating with absorp-
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rhythms; later, there is alternation between the oneness
attunement and the “two-ness” of disengagement.
the dualistic view of the individual enjoyed plausibil-

ity for so long] Why does the idea of the linear movement toward
separation, of the construction of the psyche in terms of the internali-
zation of objects ring so true? Perhaps it is because this conception of
the individual reflects a powerful experience—whose origins we have
discovered in the rapprochement conflict—the experience of paradox
as painful, or even intolerable. Perhaps, also, because of a continuing
" fear that dependency on the other is a threat to independence, that
recognition of |the other compromises the self. When the conflict
between dependence and independence becomes too intense, the psyche
gives p the paradox in favor of an opposition. Polarity, the conflict
of opposites, replaces the balance within the self. This polarity sets the
stage for defining the self in terms of a movement away from depen-
dency. '

It also sets the stage for domination. Opposites can no longer be
integrated; one| side is devalued, the other idealized (splitting). In
this chapter we have concentrated on infancy, on the shifts in the
balance of asseftion and recognition at the earliest moments in the
self-other relationship. We have seen how a crisis arises as differentia-
tion proceeds a|nd recognition of otherness confronts the self with a
momentous paradox. In the following chapters we shall analyze how
this inability 1:‘(;5f sustain the tension of paradox manifests itself in all

forms of domination, and why this occurs,
We shall begin by following the breakdown of tension into its adult
form, erotic domination and submission.

I3

CHAPTER T WO

aster and

AS}ave

IN THE POST-FREUDIAN world it is common-

place to assume that the foundations of erotic life lie in
infancy. This means that adult sexual Jove is not only
shaped by the events dating from that petiod of intense
intimacy and dependency, it is also an opportunity to
reenact and wotk out the conflicts that began there.
Where the site of control and abandon is the body, the
demands of the infant self are most visible—and so is the

shift from differentiation to domination. In sadomaso-
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process of individual and social change. To aspire w0 this renewal is
i0 accept the inevitable inconstancy and imperfection of our efforts,
without rclinquishing the project. Feminism, though many think the
contrary, has opened| up 2 new possibility of mutual recognition
berween men and women. It has allowed men and women to begin
confronting the difficylties of recognizing an other, and to expose the
painful longing for what lies on the other side of these difficulties. To
attempt to recover recognition in persoral life does not mean to
politicize personal life relentlessly or to evade politics and give up the
hope of transformation—though all these faitures do happen in real
life. It means to see thit the personal and social are interconnected, and
to understand that if we suffocate our personal longings for recogni-
tion, we will suffocate our hope for social transformation as well.
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See also History of Sex]
“repressive hypothesis.”
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wality, Vol. I for his critique of the psychoanalytic

2. Freud, Civilization and Its Dr’.frohi‘ents, especially pp. 132—133. ‘

3. Marcuse, Eres and (

ivilization, p. 83.

4, The first important psychoanalytic discussions of the problem of domination

accurred in the context

failures of lefi-wing sog

in both the theoretical
already begun formaulatis
of instinct. His writings,
Consciousness,” represen
alternate point of view,
in the work of the Frj

of che triumph of fascism in Europe and the consequent
ial movements, Withelm Reich, known for his work
ind the social pedagogy projects of the twenties, had
ng the idea that authority works through the repression
The Mass Pspchology of Fascism and “What Is' Class
ted the strongest defense of instinct against culture. The
the defense of rational, democatic authority, emerged
nkfure “critical theorists,” Max Horkheimer, T. W.

Adorno, Herbert Marcu
Autoritit und Familie.)

e, and (for a short time) Erich Fromm. (See Studien siber

The critical theorists affirmed Freud’s view of the instinets

as dangerous, and gradually assumed the position of defending the old moral

authority of the paternal

in mass society, fascist or bourgeois (see Horkheimer and Adorno, Diafectic of

superego over the new “seamless” forms of domination

Enfightenment; Horkheither, “Authority and the Family Today™; Marcuse, “The
Obsolescence of the Frcﬁldlén Concept of Man"). Thus the antinomy of instinet
and civilization was reaffirmed, not resolved, by that generation of social

psychoanalytic theorists
soctety” and the defense

This antinomy underlies the idea of the “facherless
of paternal authority. Sce also Alexander Mitscherlich’s

post-war analysis, Society Without the Father, and Russell Jacoby’s discussion of
the Frankfurt theorists in Social Amnesia.

Rejecting instinct the

bry, but using Freud's notion of the nyass leader (Group

Psychology and the Analysis qf the Ego) Erich Fromm developed the idea of the

search for the “magic el

per” in Escape from Freedom. Fromm’s emphasis on the

avoidance of anxiety rather than on instinct, while useful, lost sight of the erotic

nature of submission, an
love s well as on anxiety
by the paradigm of ins
Against Deach, and Mar
instincts need not be de
subrmission than in show
our deepest-desires,

d the fact that the primal parental relationship runs on
. Two later attempts to break out of the impasse created
inct versus civilization were N. O. Brown's, in Life
cuse’s, in Eros end Cipilization. Both ergue that the
structive, bue they were less interested in explaining
ring how civilization is repressive, separating us from

ur Notes for Pages 7-12

5., Serictly speaking, we must grant that Reich (“The Imposition of Sexual
Moraliry™), Marcuse (Eres and Cr'w'lr'zarr'aﬂ) and Brown (Life Against Death) did
not ignore the problem of woman's subordination. However, in both Reich and
Marcuse the discussion of the problem was always elided into the discussion of
the social relations of production; the feminist analysis gave way to the Marxian
one. For Brown, too, male domination was not an independent issue but, instead,
a way station in culture’s denial of death and the instincts.-

6. My analysis shares many comnmon asswmptions with, and is indebeed to, the
theoretical contributions of Naney Chodorow (The Reproduction of Mothering
and “Gender, Relation and Difference in Psychoanalyiic Perspective”), Evelyn
Keller (Reflections on Gender and Science), Dorothy Dinnerstein (The Mermaid.
and the Minotaur), and Carol Gilligan {fn a Different Voice and “Remapping the-

Mora! Domain”},

7. De Beauvoir, The Second Sex. .

CHAPTER 1: THE FIRST BOND

1, There are different currents involved in the psychoanalytic shift toward
interest in object relations; some emphasize the internal relationship to the

. object, while others include the real external object. These currents have fared

quite differently in England and America, although both are considered to be
about object relations. The British object relations tendency began with Melanie
Klein’s work on the carliest phases of the mother-child relationship (see, for
example, Envy and Gratitude) in the thirties and forties, and then took a turn
away from instince theory with the works of Ronald Fairbaimn (see Psy-
choanalytic Studies of the Personality), D. W, Winnicott {see The Maturational
Process and the Facilitating Enuwironment), and Michael Balint, whose work on
primary love was the first to clearly posit a social origin to the infant’s relation~
ships. (Balint is sometimes treated separately, as part of the Hungarian School;
see T'e Basic Fault.) A summary of the development of and differenices among
object relations theorists, with special emphasis on Fairbairn, can be found in
Harry Guntrip, Personality Structure and Human Interaction.

In America, object relations theory was eclipsed by ego psychology, the
position of mainstream theorists in the post-war period. This schoo! of thoughe
did not focus until significantly later on the inner world of abjects; 2 landmark
i this evolution of pesition was Bdith Jacobson’s The Self arid the Object World
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(1964). The work of |Margaret’ Mahler et al. on scparation-individuation in

infancy (The Psyckol’ogﬁcaf Birth of the Human Infant) also moved ego psychology *

significantly in the direction of object relations. And important American
psychoanalysis have contributed to the development of object relations theory,
for example Hans Loewald (e.g., “The Therapeutic Action of Psychoanalysis”)
and Arnold Modell (Qlyject Love and Reality), Some of the criticisms of instinet
theory made by the British object relations theorists were made in this couniry
by Heinz Kohut, who founded self psychology in the seventics (sce The Restora-
tion of the Seff), Harry Stack Sullivan (see The Interpersonal Theory of Psychiatry),
who concurred with the British School’s focus on relationships, did influence,
despite his official separation from and rejection by Freudian psychoanalysts in
the post-war period, dlinical practitioners to pay greater attention to external
reality, especially in psychosis. The relations between these different develop-
mens is discussed by Jay Greenberg and Stephen Mitchell in Object Relations
int Prychoanalytic Theosy,

2. The focus on differentiation in infancy does not mean that infancy deter-
mines later experiences, but that it establishes certain issues and patterns that
reappear later, sometimes in other forms,

3. The amount of research being done on neonatal abiliries is enormous. Ex-
periments designed tof document the infant’s early identification of its own

riother are becoming
infant’s preference for
“MNeonatal Assessment
ternal milk in “Olfac
Hurman MNeonate”; G.
mother’s face in “Motl

ncreasingly more common. See T. B, Brazelton on the
its mother's face and -voice in the first week of life in

’I- J. MacFarlane’s discussion of infant preference for ma-
1 i

tion in the Development of Social Preferences in the
Carpenter on two-week-old infants’ preference for the
her's Face and the Newborn™; and A. DeCasper and W,

Fifer, "Of Human Bonding; Newborms Prefer Their Mother's Voices.”

4. Infaucy researchers

stress that the infani is an active partner in the relation-

ship. They speak of the “competent” infant who can elicit the kind of behavior

from adult caregivers

that is, the infant gives readable cues and is responsive and actively interested

hat is optimal for emotional security and development;

in parental stimulation| See S, Goldberg, “Social Competence in Infancy”; M.
D. 5. Ainsworth and 8| Beli, “Mother-Infant Interaction and the Development
of Competence”; R. Q, Bell, “The Contribution of Human Infants to Caregiv-

249 : . ] - Motes for Pages 16-17

ing and Social Interaction”; and Lewis and Rosenblum, eds,, The Effect of the
Infant on lts Caregiver.
bl

5. The idea of infant and parent each mutually influencing che dther became
prominent especially as a result of the observation of play interaction, My
reading of this interaction has been most influenced by the work of Beatrice
Beebe (see “Mother-Infant Mutual Influence and Precursors of Self and Objest
Representations”) and Daniel Stern. For an introduction to this research, see
Daniel Stern, The First Relationship. :

6. The drive’s indiscriminatcness toward the object and the ego’s indifference,
or hostility, toward the outside world were discussed by Freud in “Formulations
on the Two Principles in Mental Functioning” and “Instinces and Their Vicissi-
tudes.” Freud’s position was criticized by two early influential exponents of the

infant’s activity and- curiosity, Bnst Schachiel (Metamorphosis) and R. W.

White (“Motivation Reconsidered: The Concept of Compétence™). They ad-
dress the problem of Freud's theory of primary narcissism, which was also
critiqued by Balint. Yet another wave of criticism of Freud's view developed
later, in response to Mahler’s notion of infant autism (The Pipchological Birth
of the Human Infant), and is well summed up by Emanuel Peterfreund {*Some
Critical Comments on Psychoanalytic Conceptualizations of Infancy”) and
Stern (The Interpersonal World of the Infant),

]

7. See Piaget and Inhelder (The Psychology of the Child) and Piaget (The
Construction of Reality in the Child), Psychologists were, of course, influenced by
many nonpsychoanalytic trends—not only Plaget, but also G. H. Meade (Mind,
Self; and Soctety) and C. H. Cooley (Human Nature and the Social Order), whose
theories of social psychology asserted the central place of the relationship to the -
other in the genesis of che self.

8. John Bowlby made use of ethological research on animals as well as children
to formulate his highly influential theory of the primacy of attachment. In 2
study written for the World Healh Organization, Maternal Care apd Mental

* Health, Bowlby formulated the basic themes of attachment theory. Bowlby's

point was that, whereas Freudian theory makes actachment a secondary phenom-
enon and defines it as “anaclitic” (dependent on the drive for oral gratification),
attachment can be observed as a behavior independent of such needs (sce
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Bowlby, “The Nature
“Ohject Relations, Dey

9. Bowlby (Attachnien
their parents but placed
were able to form 2 ng
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of the Child's Tie to His Mother,” and Ainsworth,
endency and Attachment”).

describes how those infants who were separated from
in a seeting that afforded considerable social interaction
rmal attachment to their parents within two weeks of

their return, whereas those who were in & hospital setting without such interac-

dion required eight wee
R. Schaffer, The Grow,

10. Ainsworth and Be
oped an important ress
situation, to evaluate a

ks or more to develop the same attachment. See also H.
th of Sociability,

1l (“Attachment, Exploration, and Separation”) devel-
arch technique, the observation of infants in a strange
child’s actachment to its mother. The test makes use of

the infant’s anxiety rea

~tion to strangers that develops in the sccond six months

anxious. Ainsworth observed how well the child was able to reunite with the

of life, and presumes tEat normally attached infants cling to the mother. when

mother alter separatio

and gain reassurance from her presence.

11, Guntrip (Personality Structure and Hitrman Interaction) especially emphasized
Fairbairr’s idea (Psychdanalytic Studies of the Personality) that when the drive is
directed primarily to cne psychosexual aspect zather than the whele object this
represenss a deterioration of the refationship.

12. Mahler et al., Th

Psychological Birth of the Human Infant.

13. Mahler’s idea of hatching has also been challenged by those researchers who

have found infant resp
noie 6.

14 . Stern, “The Earl

bnsiveness and interaction to be a cumulative process. See

v Development of Schemas of Self, of Other, and of

Various Experiences of ‘Self with Other.” " See also The Interpersonal World of
the Infant. Stemn, a pioneer in infancy research, argues that emergent structures

or capacities are built i

hto the infanc and have only to enter into interaction with

other people to unfold. For example, since the infant can discriminate between
constant and intermittent reinforcement of behavior, this means it quickly leans

to discriminate betwe
does (answer).

. what it does (voice resonates in chest) and the other

'
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15. Winnicott, “Primary Maternal Preoceupation,” p. 304.

16. Kohut, The Restoration of the Self-Self psychology argues that we heed to
use other people as “selfobjects” in the service of self-esieem and cohesion
thr?ughout life, and criticizes what it sees as psychoanalysis’s erroneous inflation
of independence as the goal of maturity. As Greenberg and Mitchell point out
(Object Relations), this critique exaggerates the psychoanalytic disparagement of
ciepend.cm_:y. I also fails to distinguish becween using others as “selfobjects” and
.recqgnlzing the other as an outside subject, missing the key point of the
intersubjective view. '

i7. See H_abermas, “A Theory of Communicative Competence”; Trevarthen
Corpmumcau'on and Cooperation in Barly Infancy: A Description of Primar :
intclzgsubjgctiviw”; and Stern, The Interpersonal World of the Infant, Meade’z
(Mind, Self, and Society) theorizing about the creation of shared meaning prefi-
gured Habermas's remarks on intersubjectivity, and his discussion of gestures is
re'le'\ran;; to 2 social theory perspective on infant development. Amold Modell's
distinction (Pspchoanalysis.in a New Context) between one-person psycholog
fmd FWo-person psychology is essentially similar to that I am malking betwecz
intersubjective and intrapsychic. Lichtenberg’s account of intersubjectivity /Psy-
_cr'zaana! ysis and Infant Research) locates it in terms of self-consciousness of doiny
in the second vear of life, much later than Stern and Trevarthen ldcate it. s

.18 . ‘Th? idea. of complementarity is useful hete, 25 Michael Eigen has shown
in hzi discussion of Winnicott (“The Arez of Faith in Winnicott, Laczn and
Bion”). Modell (Psychoanalysis in a New Context) also argues that we ought to

see thelhnlkas complementary approaches, and that it is premature to think of
synthesizing them. ' f

i9. As Eonmanuel Ghent points out (“Credo: The Dialectic of Gne-Person and
Two-Person"Psychologies”), it is not necessary to make the choice between
external and inner reality that Freud posed when he switched from the seduction
theory to the idea that his patients were not really seduced but fantasizing,

20. Stern, The Interpersonal World of the Infant, pp. 92~93.

Z1. See].S. Wats‘on, “Smiling, Cooing, and ‘The Game.’ ” See als; M. Lewis
ande. Goldberg, “Perceptual-Cognitive Development in Infancy.”
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22 This phenomenon of;
by Emde and his colleagn
the illusion of a drop is crd
on maternal response—dc
as Behavior Regulaiors: §
“The Rewards of Infancy
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checking back with the mother has been documented
es in an experiment using the “visual ciff,” in which
ated and the infant either proceeds or stops, depending
ubt or encouragement. See Klinnert et al,, “Emotions
ocial Referencing in Infancy™; and Emde and Sorce,
: Emotional Availability and Maternal Referencing.”

23. On the necessity of the child’s recognition of the mother as a subject in her
own right, see Dinneyseein The Mermaid and the Minotaur, Chodorow, " Gender,

Relation and Difference
on Gender and Science.

24, See Chodarow, The

in Psychoanalytic Perspective” and Keller, Reflections

Reprodustion of Mothering; Chodorow and Contratto,

“The Fantasy of the Pcrfect Mother”; and Dinnerstein, The Mermatd and the

Minotanr,

25, Recognizing the inf:

as a person does not extirely remove the problem of psychology’s infani-
centered perspective, which views the parent as merely the facilitator of the

child’s develnpment.‘.Thi
an end in itself and-has
infant with the parents

perspective tends to make developmental competence
omewhat devalued the emotional relationship of the
perhaps because i ignores the intrapsychic). Some of

this emphasis on infant detivity and competence, especially on early cognitive

abilities, stems more fro

from an interest in sociability (see Adrienne Harrls, “The Rationalization of -

Infancy”).

the dominant tendency to stzess performance than

26 . Chodorow (The Reproduction of Mothering) points ouc that psychoanalysts,
with a few important exceptions, ignore the discrepancy between the total

rature of the infant’s lov
-analysis stresses is approp;

one, the child’s view, the view of inner, not outer, reality.

27, The use of the con
fematic, one in psychoan;
and Family in Child Dy

& and the partial nature of the mother’s, What psycho-
riate to the clinical situation but not to the theoretical

cept of maternal mirroring is a common, but prob-
tysis. (See Winnicott on “The Mirror Role of Mother
velopment” and Kohut's idea of the mirroring object

ing as an active, social being who relates to the mother

. 253 . Hotes for Pages 25-27

in The Restoration of the Self.) The mirror metaphor has been c:itic-ized from
a feminist viewpoint by Gilligan {“Remapping the Morel Domain™) and from
the standpoing of infancy research by Stern (The Interpersonal World of the fnfane).

28, The criticism of separateness as a goal has been made by several feminists,
especially the group around Jean Baker Miller (see the Works in Progress of the
Stone Center); Chodorow, “Gender, Relation and Difference,” and Gilligan,
“Remapping the Moral Domain.”

29. These terms, the figure and the ground, were used somewhat differencly by
Fred Pine in his illuminating contribution to the debate about the nature of
differentiation (“In the Beginning”). Pine, who co-authored the major statement:
of separation-individuation theory with Mahler and Bergmann (The Psychologi-
cal Bisth of the Human Infant), tried to correct the difficulties that arose from

the idea of the infant’s initial autism. However, he still maintains that play and

interaction are the background while drive satisfaction and merging experiences
are the intense “magic moments”™ that form the figure. Thus moments of distress
constitute the alternate element in the symbiotic phase to the intensity of
merging blissfully in nursing. Stern (“The Early Development of Schemas of
Self™) criticized Pine's formulation on the grounds that self-other differentiation
is a continual process and is not really undone by the intense physical intimacy
called merging, Furthermore, exuberant active play in which differentiation is
clearly a feature constitutes as intense a high point as merger experiences.

30, RBarly work on mother-infane interaction in the seventies focused on the
structure of reciprocity and how play can be scen 23 a model of interaction.
Research on mother-infant facial play was conducted by several groups, who
reached similar conclusions (see Brazelton, Koslowski, and Main, “The Origins
of Reciprocity”; Tronick, Als, and Adamson, “Structure’of Early Face-ta-Face
Communicative Interactions”; and Tronick, Als, and Brazelton, “Mutuality in
‘Mother-Infant Interaction™; see also Stern’s “The Goal and Structure of Mother-
Infant Play,” “Mother and Infane at Play: The Dyadic Interaction Involving
Facial, Vocal and Gaze Behavior,” and The First Relationship; and Stern, Becbe,
Jaffe, and Bennett, “The Infant’s Stimulus World During Social Interaction”;
see also Trevarthen, “Descriptive Analyses of Infant Communicative Behavior”
and “The Foundations of Intersubjectivity.”
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37 . Stern (The Interpersonal World of the Infant) defines eatlier relatedness not
as intersubjectivity but as core relatedness; although he agrees with Trevarthen
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as a theoretical constru
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38. Stern, The Interparsonal World of the Infant, pp. 138-42.
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39, Ibid, p. 127.

40, Mahler et al,, The Psyehological Birik of the Human Infant, See the discussion
of refueling, pp. 65—75. Mahler et al. note that children take their first unaided
steps away from, not toward, the mother (p. 73). Attachment theory, as formu-
lated by Ainsworth (“Object Relations, Dependency and Astachment”™), zlso
sees the main events of development this way, but -emphasizes the balance
between attachment and exploration. This construction of the tension wiihin the
self has begun to influence the proponents of separation-individuation theory.
In a response to Stern’s critique of Mahler, her research associate Louise Kaplan
{“Symposium on The Interpersonal World of the Infant™) argues for the balance
beeween individuation and attachment, claiming that Stern exaggerates the
one-sidedness of separation-individuation theory when he says: “For Mahler,
connectedness is the resule of a failure in differentiation; for us it is a success
of psychic function” (The Interpersonal World of the Infans, p. 241). Elsewhere
in the book Stern writes—more evenhandedly—that the point is not to reverse
the order of development, but that “both separation/individuation and new
forms of experiencing union {or being-with) emerge equally out of the same
experience of inersubjectivity” (p. 127).

41. As Stern emphasizes, the sharing of affective states is the baseline of inter-
subjectivity (see The Interpersonal World of the Infant).

42. See Modell (Psychoanalysis in a New Context), who contends that affects are
the central aspect of two-person psychology.

43, See Stechler and Kaplan, “The Development of the Self: A Psychoanalytic

Perspective.”
44. Hegel, Phinomenologie des Geistes; my translation.
45. Ibid.

46, “It is for [consciousness], that it is and is not immediately the other
consciousness; and even so, that this other is only for itself, in that it transcends
itself as existing for itself; only in existing for the other is it for itself. Each is
the medium for the other, through which each is mediated and united with jtself;
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and each is for itself and the other an immediate being, existing for itself, which
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cognizing one another.” Phinomenologie, p. 143.
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45, Mahles et al,, The Psychological Birth of the Human Infans, pp. 65-75.

49. 1hid., pp. 76-103.

56, Classical psychoanalysis, like Hegel, starts wich the individual in a state of
omnipotence. Thus Mahler uses omnipotence to characterize the feclings of the

child, in the symbiotic
support as an extension
rapprochement toddler

inion of earliest infancy, who experiences the other's
of the self. She also uses it in her discussion of the
who clamors. “for omnipotent control.” The idea of

ommipotence has been criticized with reference to both phases {e.g., Peterfreund,
“Some Critical Commets on Psychoanalytic Conceptualizations of Infancy”)

for projecting an adult st

te (the belief that you can control others) onto infancy.

To this, Mahler's colleague Pine (“In the Beginning”) has replied that omnipo-
cence is not abour malfing “impossible demands,” but describes an infant’s
feelings when he or she believes that their cries have “magically” made the

mother come to nurse th

 infant. But one could arguc that the infant’s subjective

feeling when mother answers his cry is probably not one of ommnipotence, but

simply of effectiveness. °
the context of impotenc
encounters the limits of
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e and helplessness. The toddler in rapprochement who
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original state, but as a fantasy that children construet in the face of disappoint-
mens, a reaction to loss4—indeed, it is usually derived from a perception of the
parent’s power. It is the sense or theeat of boss that leads to “impossible demands,”

the attempt to get back

what we never had but imagine we did, Omnipotence
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describes a defensive wish, buried in every psyche, that one will have 2 perfect.
world, will prevail over time, death, and the other—and that cocrcion can
succeed. -

. 5%, Mahler et al., The Psychological Birth of the Human Infant, p. o6,

52. Freud, “On Narcissism,”

53. Object constancy is ego psychology’s term for the ability to maintain o
representation of the other as present and good even when the other is absent
or there is conflict. Important as this internalization may arguably be, it is not
the same as recognizing the other’s independence. By conceptualizing the resolu-
tion of rapprochement in terms of object constancy, the developmental issue of
separation is reduced to being able to tolerate absence or aggression; chis leaves

* out actually appreciating or enjoying the other’s separateness, 23 2 mother is

a

supposed to do with her child.

54. Winnicott, “Ego Distortion in Terms of True and False Self.”

. 55, Winnicott, Playing and Reality,

56. Ibid., pp. 103~4.
57, Ibid,, p. 105.
58. Ibid., p. 106.

59, André Green, “Potential Space in Psychoanalysis: The Object in the Sec-
tiﬂg-” . ) .

60. Winnicott, Playing and Reality, p. 106:

61. BElsa First, “The Leaving Game: I'll Play You and You Play Me.”
62, Eigen, "The Area of Faith in Winnicott, Lacan and Bion.”

63, Winnicott, The Child, the Family and the Outside World, p. 62.
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64 . Winnicott, “Transitfonal Objects and Transitional Phenomena,” in Playing
aid Reality, ‘ ‘

5. Susan Deri, “Transifional Phenomena: Vicissitudes of Symbolization and
Creativity.” She explain that when the mother adapts herself to the baby’s
needs, giving in response|to his hungey call, the baby has the “illusion” that he
has actuaily created the breast with his need, that his need is creative; Winnicott
called this “the creative [llusion.”

66, Sander, “Polarity, Paradox, and the Organizing Process in Development.”

67. Sander cites Winnicott's acticle on “The Capacity to Be Alone™ " “. .. the
basis of the capacity to be alone is a-paradox; it is the experience of bemg alone
while someons else is mesent.’ * And further, * ‘it is only when alone (that is
to say, in the presence of someone) that the infant can discover his own personal

life. The pathological alfernative is a false life built on reactions to external
stimuli.’ ” (Sander, “Polarity, Paradox, and the Organizing Process in Develop-
ment,” p. 322; Winnicofs, “The Capacicy to Be Alone,” p. 34.)

3. Schacheel's Metamorphesis contains one of the easliest descriptions of how
the object comes into full view, into focal attention, when there is no pressure
from need or anxiety. Fe writes of the absorption—of becoming’ lost in
congemplation of the object—that can occur in chis state when the subject no
longer injects himself into the thing. This is obviously the counterpoint to being

free from intrusion or impingement by the other.

69, Freud's theory that the ego is the precipitate-of abandoned objects has been

the basis of ego psychel

bgy. Ls beginning is usually dated to publication of

* Freud’s “Mourning and Melancholia,” and its major formulation was in The Ego
and the Id. The development of ego psychology continued in'the thirties, with

Axnna Freud's The Ego a
“mann'’s Ege Pspchology o

70. hdarie Tolpin, “On

71 . In this way Tolpin

d Its Mechanisms of Defense (1936) and Heinz Hart-
nd the Problem of Adaptation (1939).

the Beginnings of the Cohesive Self.”

.

sees the idea of the transitional object as another step

259 ' Motes for-Pages 44=47

in Freud’s notion of ego formation as the “precipitate of abandoned object-
cathexes.” Tolpin here anticipated the thinking of self psychology, of which she
later became an important exponent whxch Views psychic structuge as created
by ‘transmuting internalizations.”

72. See André Green, “The Analyst, Symbohzatmn and Absence in the Ana-
lytic Setting.”

73. T. Field, “Infant Gaze Aversion and Heart Rate During Face-vo-Face
Interactions.” Beebe {in discussion) has suggested a perspective of development
in which the infant refines its own capacities for regulation thmugh exercising
them, tha is, in interaction.

74. Here Stern (“The Barly Development of Schemas of Self”} is arguing with
Pine (“In the Beginning”), who has described thie “magic moments” of gratifi-
cation, like nursing, as the moments of real union. Pine wants to privilege these
intense momenes of oneness as the figure while still giving importance o the
everyday background of distinguishing self from other. Schachtel first intro-
duced this distinction, in a slightly different form.

75. Stern, “The Early Development of Schemas of Self.”

76. For example, see Faitbairn, “Steps in the Developmens of an Objece-
Relations Theory of the Personality.”

77 . Freud, Clvilization and Its Discontents,
78, Keller {Reflections on Gender and Seience), noting the derogation of oneness
in Preudian theory, gives a very good account of a different kind of union that

does allow the simultaneous sense of distinctness and of losing self in the other
in her discussion of Schachtel and dynamic objectivity.

79. We can trace the desire for difference back to the infant’s early interest in

" the novel, the discrepant, and even the disjunctive. Bahrick and Watson (“De-

tection of Intermodal and Proprioceptive Visual Contingency™) demonstrated
that infants preferred looking at a delayed over a simultaneous {mircoring) video
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playback of their motions, Recognizing the difference as the complement to
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complementarity of being held, as in object-relations
ndividually conceived subject and his complementary
ct. Both stand in contrast to the mutuality posited by

81, Kundera, The Unlicarable Lightness of Being.

82. Frend, Civilization

CHAPTER 2: MABTE]

1. Sec Fread's remarks
and Its Disconients.

and Its Discontents.

R AND SLAVE

on omnipotence in “On Narcissisn™ and i Civilization

2. De Beauvoir, following Hegel, begins The Second Sex with the argument
that the question is not| why men want to dominate, but why they are able to
do so. This approach, domparable in a way to Freud's assumption that man is
a wolf to man unless restrained by civilizagion, might make submission scem
unproblematic, but, in fact, de Beauvoir exploves woman's psychology in detail.

3. See Andrea Dworkin, “Woman as Victim: Story of O, and Susan Griffin, -
Pornogrephy and Silence,

” Part of the failure of such analyses, which are endemic

to the ferninist movemgnt against pornography, is the denial of the difference

between voluntary, rit
pleasurable and acts of

ual acts of submission that ate subjectively considered
Pattery or violation that are terrifying and involuntary

although they may occur within a theoretically voluntary contract like mar-

rlage
4. Regine Deforges,

5. Réage, Story of O,

Qonfessions of O: Conversations with Pauline Réage.

op. 15~17.
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6. Ibid, p. 82
7. Ibid, p. 81.
8. Ibid., p. 93.

9. Freud, “The Economic Problem of Masochism.” The idea of masochism as
pleasure in pain wes perhaps an overly influential condensation of Freud’s
thinking (in “Instinets and Their Vicissifudes” he distinguishes beiween the
“pain itself” and “the accompanying sexual excitement™). It has been amended
by many contemporary psychoanalysts, who interpres masochism in terms of the
ego or the self and its object relations; they se¢ musochism as a desire for
submission to an idealized other in oeder to protect against overwhelming
feelings of psychic pain, object loss, and fragmentation. See my review of the

* problem in “The Alienation of Desire”; see also Masud Khan, Akenation in

Perversions; Robert Stoller, Sexual Excitement and Perwrs:an, Esther Menaker,
Masochism and the Bmerging Ego; and V. Smirnoff, “The Masochistic Contract.”
These writings point to the underlying narcissistic dilemmas that are “solved”
by the infliction of pain administered by an idealized authority. These explana-
tions do have a precedent in Freud’s original idea of “moral masochism,” vwhich
he defined as “the ego’s own masochism” (sec “The Economic Problem of
Masochism™) and which Karen Homey subsequently related to low self-esteem
and difficulty in separation {*“The Problem of Feminine Masochism™).

10. Reéage, Story of O, p. 152,

11, Khan, Alienation in Perversions,

- 12, Freud's point (“The Economic Problem of Masochism™) is that eroticiza-

tion aflows unmnanageable, negative stimuli to be managed.
13. See Leo Bersani, Baudelaire and Freud, for a discussion of this.
14, Freud not only wsed the term “repression” to refer to a specific defense, but

also as the fundamental pillar (Grundpferl) of psychoanalysis (An Outline of
Psychoanalysis). Splitting was originally used by Freud in a narrower sense (see

“The Splitting of the Ego”), but was made a key concept by Melanie Klein (sce



