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ABOUT THE AUTHOR


Roger Ernle Money-Kyrle (1898-1980), British psychoanalyst, was educated at Eton and fought in the First World War. He studied mathematics and philosophy at Cambridge, then in Vienna with Moritz Schlick, and subsequently anthropology at London University with J. C. Flugel, gaining two PhDs. Meanwhile his interest in psychoanalysis had led him to have analysis with Ernest Jones and with Freud, and when back in London, in the 1930s he undertook a training analysis with Melanie Klein. After the Second World War he was involved in reconstructing administrative life in Germany through the Control Commission. He began practising as a psychoanalyst in London in 1950, became a training analyst, and retained links with a family home at Calne in Wiltshire where he also later lived, practised, and conducted supervisions. He married and had four sons.


He wrote many papers, collected in The Collected Papers of Roger Money-Kyrle (1978), which also contains a full bibliography of his writings and an autobiographical note. His books include: The Meaning of Sacrifice (1930), The Development of the



Sexual Impulses (1932), Aspasia (1932), Homo Insipiens (1934), Superstition and Society (1939), Psychoanalysis and Politics (1951), Towards a Rational Attitude to Crime (a pamphlet, 1953), and Man’s Picture of His World (1961). These works reflect his wide-ranging interests in both scientific and humanistic matters: his concern with the world political and humanitarian situation, and his deep psychological penetration into the origins and nature of cognitive development, whose relevance is always envisaged within this wider context.













EDITOR’S FOREWORD


This new edition of Roger Money-Kyrle’s classic work Man’s Picture of His World takes as its cue the author’s statement, in the preface to his Collected Papers, that his key concern at that late phase in his own life was the question of whether younger people would be able to benefit from his writings. After querying the spurious motivation of the ‘craze for immortality which has bedevilled our species ever since it learned to talk’, he answers this matter characteristically with:


I do not know the answer. In reading through the papers, the earlier ones in various degrees of obsolescence or just boring, and fluctuating from idealist philosophy to an almost behaviourist position, to ethics and to pure analysis, do seem to represent an oscillating series which perhaps tends to converge tosome distant limit. In other words, I like to think that these works are a series of approximations towards some distant truth. If so, there may be some who would like to read it, and better still, to carry on the work. (1978, p. x)


With the idea of a progression toward ‘some distant truth’ in mind, the current expanded edition also includes at the



beginning his late reflections ‘On being a psychoanalyst’, by way of surveying the task in hand; and at the end, his inspired vision of ‘Cognitive development’, which some might say represents in itself the attainment of just such a distant truth.


Man’s Picture (1961) is itself a review and reorganisation of Money-Kyrle’s writings to that date. It demonstrates the scope of his interests and his effectiveness in suggesting how psychoanalysis as a tool for self-knowledge is potentially of vital relevance to all humanistic spheres in life. These range from the aesthetic and ethical to the political and educational, and indeed to the modern view of science, whose capacity to properly investigate the external world depends upon the inner world’s capacity for truthful perception. Essentially, he regarded psychoanalysis as a mode of education which, though specialised in itself, could send shoots in the direction of all fields. Thus Donald Meltzer wrote that he learned theory and technique from others, but from Money-Kyrle he learned ‘the meaning of psychoanalysis as a thing-in-the-world’ (below, p. 260).


Man’s Picture of His World – it is such a simple title, and yet, as Keats’s Urn would say, it contains ‘All ye know and all ye need to know’. I remember Meltzer saying, at the end of his own life, that Money-Kyrle ‘got it right’ with the phrase ‘picture of his world – that’s what it is all about.’ The author explains that the word ‘picture’ is chosen to encompass both conscious and unconscious knowledge of what we are, as human beings – it is neither exclusively verbal nor exclusively visual. Our individual, or social, world-model is shaped by our unconscious phantasies, which determine what we can envision and to what ‘ends’ we direct our actions; there is no ‘choice’ in the purely conscious and rational sense, simply ‘discovery’; hence the need for psychoanalysis to find a role in the wider world, through attempting to bring to light the unconscious hindrances to justice and rationality.


As a thinker rather than a theorist, Money-Kyrle is constantly aware of the ‘meagreness’ and impermanence of our world-models, by comparison with the richness of mental potentiality and of its relational and cultural expressions. He



distinguishes the principles of a ‘humanistic morality’ from the behaviour specific to any particular culture or historical context. He also reminds us frequently of the continuing and necessary evolution of psychoanalysis as a science. This culminates in his summary of the three phases which the psychoanalytic approach to mental illness could be seen to have taken: moving from sexual inhibitions, to moral conflict, and then misconception (see below, p. 209). His writing is perhaps unique in that throughout, he manages to convey the complex evolution of Kleinian thinking from Freud onwards, with very little in the way of formal history; nonetheless ‘little by little’, as he says, with the help of slight linguistic differentiations (such as ‘instinct’ to ‘impulse’, or the dropping of ‘fusion’ for ‘ambivalence’) he presents an organic picture of how the theoretical model has adapted itself through experience and become increasingly true to life.


Above all, however, Money-Kyrle achieves this complex historical overview through his natural discursive mode of leaving spaces into which future modifications in our knowledge may be inserted: that is, he writes with commitment but without dogmatism. His conclusions are clearly stated, but qualified by the possibility that he, or someone else, may have more to say on the matter. So although it is the case that the information on which he bases his argument is in some areas now outdated, as he knew it would be (the biological, medical and physical sciences in particular), nonetheless, his general procedure of classification and of making connections with psychoanalysis remains available for the future student to engage with and modify in the light of current knowledge.


This leaving of spaces is neither open-ended nor compromising. Rather, the spaces mark what Martha Harris calls ‘growth-points’ in psychoanalytic thinking. In terms of the model of the mind, such spaces can be found, for example, in the way that early on he allows for the possibility that love and hate may arise simultaneously in the newborn infant, and with time this quietly supersedes the view that hate and envy are the first emotions, and hence the paranoid-schizoid position the



first mental orientation. He immediately seizes on the value of formulations such as Bion’s distinction between K and –K to help develop his own picture, in which certain types of envy and aggression have their own developmental value and are therefore not always the negative of the desire for knowledge but can act as a spur. Again, he leaves space for the possibility that our first postnatal sensations are ‘not as unorganised as first supposed’; also noting the infant may ‘show concern for the object’ earlier than in traditional Kleinian and certainly Freudian theory. His puzzlement over the death instinct, for which he tried to find a Darwinian rationale (with an initial inclination toward the entropy theory), ultimately fades before the insight that the idea of death initiates awareness of a sense of time and of the loss of the good object, hence aggression is aroused; and this emotional network is the foundation for character development. The ‘life aim’ (rather than ‘instinct’) would stagnate without this necessary ‘struggle’. It is the struggle that sets life in motion, leading to a capacity for mourning and internalisation and thus to symbol-formation.


As with Bion’s LHK tensions, and Meltzer’s ‘aesthetic conflict’, Money-Kyrle expands the notion of the emotional conflict between love and hate into a third vertex, that of knowledge; cognitive development lies at the heart of his interests, and he has given it the fullest consideration of any analyst. He makes use of Meltzer’s clarification of communicative (as distinct from intrusive) projective identification to fortify his belief that our desire for knowledge or truth is key to the life aim, as it was for Socrates. In his final model, the three essentials in cognitive development are given as: belief in the goodness of the breast (the prototype for what makes life rich and desirable); the creativity of the parental intercourse; and the fear of death. Through our emotional grasp of these essentials we make contact with reality and our clouded perception gradually clears. The aim of psychoanalysis is not to attempt to purify the emotions themselves, but to enable us to understand their meaning – to increase our perceptiveness.




Key to Money-Kyrle’s vision is the idea that our moral or ethical failures derive from our perceptual defects, rather than the other way round as is probably the standard view. And he means defects, not merely differences; with the result that his hopes for a better world, both internal and external, are not based on plurality (the usual belief in how prejudices may be allowed to coexist) but on removing emotional obstacles to clear vision. Differences, he says, derive from the fact that we are not looking at the same thing, rather than from our subjectivity and individuality as we may like to believe. His view is optimistic but not idealistic: we can learn from history even though it appears that we don’t – the space is there.


The process of improving our perception and thus the possibilities of our world-model involves, in the first instance, the removal of certain emotional obstacles that obscure our contact with reality and restrict our view of ‘the possibilities of experience’: that is, that deform our beliefs or expectations. Ultimately the clouds or ‘misconceptions’ go back to problems (which he believes to be universal) aroused during the very first cognitive life-situation: the link between mouth and nipple, which enables the phantasy of the parental intercourse – a picture of which, he says, must be established by the age of six months or not at all. This link (rather than the body-ego) is the ‘base’ to which the ego orients itself – the ‘O of the co-ordinate geometry of the mind’. The route to knowledge matters, not just the end; it all forms part of psychic structure. His view is that most psychic problems can be seen in terms of a misconception of this primal scene, in which almost all variations are phantasised ‘except the right one’. When in ‘Cognitive development’ he writes of how his way of interpreting ‘a dream of the parental intercourse’ has changed over the years, he in effect means the dream, the dream that underlies all others.


The ‘psychic flow’ of the mouth-and-nipple link (the container-contained that generates the internal ‘combined object’ that Klein observed and that Meltzer subsequently emphasised) is thus at the heart of the process of concept-building, whatever



the task. Money-Kyrle, characteristically ‘humble without inferiority’, describes his own idea of how we have ideas in terms of allowing theories to come together and ‘fertilise one another’ – a description taken up by Meltzer in his ‘Bion-Money-Kyrle myth’ about the picture of cognitive development. One may add, in line with this Bion-Meltzer-Money-Kyrle view, that the same applies to interdisciplinary thinking: minds or ideas or world-pictures from different fields or vertices must come together in mutual fertilisation (‘symbolic congruence’ as I call it, in relation to literary criticism), rather than one reductively imposing itself on another. After a lot of hard work and self-restraint it happens effortlessly. Ideas are born from ‘dovetailing’, as Keats described it when he formulated ‘negative capability’.


Money-Kyrle observes that our degree of insight into the human mind has varied over different historical periods, rather than following a straight progression; psychoanalysis constitutes a new tool for investigation, but its body of knowledge is still young and limited, by comparison with that achieved by the ancient Greek philosophers or the Renaissance poets. The new tool may itself need to adapt its setting and operation to changes in the organisation of society and in scientific knowledge. Whatever the discipline, the true model of the mind ‘can only have one shape – that which fits the facts of observation’ – as in any other science or indeed art. For like others in the latter Kleinian tradition, Money-Kyrle takes the Platonic view that there is a reality pertaining to the given situation (‘laid up in heaven’, like Bion’s ‘O’) but the problem lies in our ‘recognition’ of its earthly signs. We shall never fully grasp the ultimate shape of the true model of course, but the extent to which we approximate it depends, he is convinced, upon honing our perceptive capabilities and endeavouring not to ‘misassess the facts’ which face us. This is something that Money-Kyrle demonstrates through his careful presentation of his own way of thinking: exemplifying his own principle that it is not the knowledge alone that the infant needs to introject, but also the operation of the thinking object: ‘the container is



internalised too’. As readers we are given the opportunity to introject some of the qualities of his mode of thought, which is integral to his world-picture, and learn how to clarify our own world-pictures. Or as Blake put it: ‘If the doors of perception were cleansed, everything would appear to man as it is, infinite. For man has closed himself up, till he sees all things through narrow chinks of his cavern.’


Meg Harris Williams


Writer on literature, art, and psychoanalysis


Note on the edition


In this edition, in addition to minor stylistic changes, footnotes – which are sometimes significant afterthoughts – have whenever feasible been incorporated into the text. The book also includes three of Money-Kyrle’s individual papers: at the end are ‘Cognitive Development’ (1968) and ‘The aim of psychoanalysis’ (1971), and at the beginning his final statement ‘On being a psychoanalyst’ (1977). Donald Meltzer’s discussion of ‘Cognitive Development’ is included as an appendix. The Collected Papers of Roger Money-Kyrle are being reissued concurrently by the Harris Meltzer Trust.
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INTRODUCTION


On being a psychoanalyst1
(1977)


It is probably true that the average layman has only a rudimentary and fallacious idea of what a psychoanalyst is and does. If so, the fault is possibly partly the analyst’s for using esoteric language, and partly the layman’s for believing the language to conceal supremely important knowledge economically available only to the few and so envied and disparaged. As this idea, if really held, must be damaging to analysis, my aim in this paper is to correct it – and incidentally to clarify my own mind, or rather the part of it which is still a layman. It is true of course that the analyst does know more than the layman about what is generally unconscious. But a moment’s reflection will convince him that, since he knows more than the previous generation of analysts, the next generation is likely to know as much more again. In other words, the knowledge any one generation has is only relatively impressive – or even adequate.


Suppose an analyst in his chair behind a patient on his couch. This is the best position, because if they were facing each other,



the purely sensual impression each had of the other could distract them from the ‘psychic impression’. As it is, the analyst can see the clothed patient or imagine, as a medical doctor might, what he looks like unclothed, or inside his body. But as Bion has so often pointed out, what is important to the analyst is his patient’s thoughts and feelings, and these cannot be sensed – in fact, they do not belong to the physical world at all but to the psychic one. Nor strictly speaking do the patients’ perceptions of objects, though loosely speaking, they are often treated as if they belonged to the physical world.


How then does the analyst perceive them? By ‘projective identification’, one of those esoteric words supposedly invented to confuse the layman, which in this context means that he ‘perceives’ something in his patient because he has put it there from his own psyche. But this is not a confession that the analyst is paranoid and simply interprets what he projects into his patient. Of course it is not always easy to differentiate a normal projection from a paranoid one in which something hated or guilt-provoking in the self is put into someone else, as in the parable of the mote and the beam. In the normal one, the observer consciously knows he would feel such and such in such and such a situation and assumes that the observed person, who is seen to be in this situation, would have these feelings. In the case of the analyst and patient the analyst, in virtue of his own previous analysis, is conscious of much in himself which he was not conscious of before and, on appropriate occasions, can ‘see’ or ‘intuit’ that they are unconscious in his patient. It is worth noting that what is interpreted in the patient – say anxiety – is ‘transcendental’ (non-sensible) to the analyst, but that its concomitants – paleness, trembling, an alteration in the pitch of the voice, etc. – are ‘immanent’ (sensible).


As to what the analyst knows and the patient does not, this can be listed under a number of theories: transference, Oedipus complex, repetition compulsion, introjection and projection (Freud), paranoid-schizoid and depressive positions, envy, envious form of projective identification (Melanie Klein) and origin of thoughts and thinking (Bion), as well as some others not used in this paper, such as confusional states (Rosenfeld), symbolic



equation (Segal), absence of psychic skin (Bick), dismantling as opposed to splitting (Meltzer).


Of these, transference, discovered very early by Freud, is perhaps the most mysterious. But it is that without which analysis would be impossible. In order to allow it to develop, the analyst must be careful not to obtrude his own personality, in particular his likes and dislikes and whether he likes or dislikes the patient. Of the three emotional links Bion stresses, L (Love), H (Hate) and K (Desire to know), only the last is relevant and should be strongly felt. This piece of reality I think the patient usually becomes aware of, and whatever other feelings he ‘transfers’ onto his analyst from his mother, father or siblings, one part of him does believe that the analyst has a benevolent interest in his personality and for this reason tends to trust him. I said that transference was mysterious and I think the analyst feels this as soon as it has become apparent that his patient is unconsciously treating gaps between sessions, weekend breaks and holidays, as if he (the patient) were a baby about to lose the breast or bottle. So the analyst’s most basic transference role is that of part-object nipple or breast, whole-object mother, part- and whole-object father, sister, brother and so on.


With ordinary patients, who are not iller than the average, or who are not more unconscious of aspects of themselves than ordinary people, a transference soon develops in which negative and positive feelings from the past are transferred onto the analyst in the present and can be recognised and interpreted (its intensity being partly curbed by the reality feeling that he is concerned only to get to know them in order to help them to get to know themselves). But sometimes there are difficulties: for example, the patient may chatter in an apparently friendly way which the analyst can understand only at its conscious level. There appears to be no deeper, no symbolic, meaning, or if the analyst thinks he sees one and tries to interpret, the patient fails to understand him and makes him doubt whether his interpretation was correct.


Leaving aside such cases, I will try to describe the course of the more ordinary analyses, in which the analyst seldom feels so baffled. That he does not feel baffled because he is becoming



complacent is, of course, a possibility. But this, too, may be left aside for the present. In an ordinary analysis, then, examples of jealousy, envy and so on (which are unconsciously murderous) can soon be recognised as transference phenomena and interpreted. For instance, strong dislike of someone else suspected, or known, to be in analysis with the same analyst may be interpreted as envy or jealousy of a sibling whom the patient may consciously imagine he has always loved; and if the interpretation is eventually recognised as right, progress will have been made. But a more fundamental pattern, now recognisable in many forms, thanks to the work of Freud, extended by Melanie Klein, Bion and others, concerns the many ‘defences’ which any patient will use against the discovery that, in unconscious phantasy, he has destroyed the thing he loves.


This I think is the most basic issue in the whole of analysis, and, for a start, links two separate discoveries of Freud, transference and the compulsion to repeat. As to the compulsion, Freud’s theory was that a ‘traumatic event’ was either remembered or endlessly repeated. But this again links with Freud’s theory of the Oedipus complex, for the murder of a father (or mother) in unconscious phantasy is a traumatic event. And once a patient is in analysis the endless repetition is almost certain to be played out in a disguised form in the transference, and may indeed be one of the reasons for the very formation of a transference.


We come now to the next questions: why does the crime have to be endlessly repeated? And why is the recovery of a memory, or at least a conscious certainty that the crime is still being repeated symbolically in the transference, a necessary condition for the release from the compulsion and all the misery of mental illness? I do not know a certain answer, but I suppose it to be that, until the patient has become conscious of his envious or jealous wish to kill something or someone who stands for a part or the whole of his analyst or of someone the analyst is felt to love, there is nothing to counteract his destructive wishes. But as soon as the patient becomes fully aware of them and also of his love for whomever it is that his analyst stands in the transference, the crime is deeply mourned, never again repeated and eventually felt to have been forgiven. However, the depressive agony



of this process is so great that the patient would rather resort to almost any defence against it – including the defence of destroying his own capacity to think.


This, I repeat, is the most vital theory in analysis, but it is a theory which has developed in stages from a specific theory related to the Oedipus complex to a very general one in which the first murdered thing was not a person but a part-object, such as a nipple, breast or penis. That innate preconceptions of such part-objects are of enormous importance in the human unconscious is difficult to believe without a great deal of evidence, for example from their symbolic appearance in dreams (and dream-analysis still plays an important role in analysis); but the aesthetic importance of the dome (St Peter’s or St Paul’s) and the column (Cleopatra’s Needle, Nelson’s Column and earlier megaliths) may be acceptable as some evidence of this. Jung’s ‘archetypes’ are probably much the same as innate preconceptions in theory. But there may be many differences in practice.


The ‘thing’ that has been loved and destroyed may be felt to be outside or inside the self. At its whole-object level it may be mother, father or sibling (a loved and hated baby). But as I have already said the fact that it is unconsciously felt to have been destroyed by the patient’s own self is so painful that enormous defences are erected against this knowledge – the most basic being the destruction of the capacity to remember or to think at all (Bion). This of course, is the psychotic solution, never wholly absent even in so-called normal people whose memory at least has been attacked.


Ordinary repression which Freud discovered many years ago is perhaps the latest and most sophisticated form of this defence, in which no memory is permanently destroyed, only forgotten. However, when the memory or conviction is extremely difficult to recover in analysis, one may wonder whether it is not linked with the more serious defence, I think, depicted in a dream in which the patient had to have a nipple-shaped lump on her head cut out. This probably stood for the ‘concrete memory’. And the reason why the memory of it had to be cut out was probably because it was the concrete memory of the thing the patient most loved and believed she had destroyed.




In general, defences seem to divide into two main types: either that part of the self which believed it had destroyed what it most loved is split-off and put into someone else who is blamed and hated for this murder (scapegoat type of defence), or the capacity to think is attacked and sometimes totally destroyed. As to the former, I think it a good technical device, whenever a patient (or the analyst) hates anyone with a particular virulence, to enquire whether the hated person is not a split-off part of the self.


A similar device may also help with some obstinate masochistic perversions. But in this case the masochist probably projects his sadistic self into his sadistic partner, while he himself identifies, projectively or introjectively, with his original victim. The original murder is not remembered or mourned, but endlessly repeated with this difference that either no one is slain, or if there is, it is the self and not the loved object. It is difficult to estimate how many actual deaths of all kinds may not be brought about in this sort of way. In such cases, it may be assumed that the original phantasy murder was a sex-murder.


As to the defence of destroying ones own capacity to think, this is probably much more common to some degree than used to be supposed, and is by no means confined to psychotics. Indeed the better understanding we now have of it – thanks largely to Bion’s theory of the origin of thoughts and thinking, has probably helped to bring about a reclassification of ‘normal’ and ‘psychotic’ people, into ‘normal’ and ‘psychotic’ parts of one person. Bion’s theory of thought starts with the notion that a thought is not a thing, but a ‘no-thing’; and as the first thing that is not there when wanted is the breast (which may in phantasy have been murdered for not being there) the first thought is of a ‘no-breast’ inseparable from the (possibly guilty) mourning or pining which has to be accepted if thought is to be tolerated at all. In fact, the first proto-thought (beta-element in Bion’s theory) is fit only for projection. The next step depends on whether there is a real breast, capable of reverie and so of accepting projective identification – instead of adopting a defensive attitude against it, which I think is very common, and also on whether the baby can accept the breast as such. For



some babies are thought to be so envious by nature, especially of an untroubled breast, that they put their painful feelings into it to destroy its calmness and not into something felt to be willing to contain them to relieve and help the baby. But, if a breast capable of containing the painful projected feelings is there, and if the baby can use it for this purpose, the first steps in the development of normal thinking take place. This breast-mother who can act as container (through reverie) is gradually internalised as a kind of memory-holder which can contain proto-feelings and thoughts (beta-elements) and turn them into something that can be stored till wanted (alpha-elements).


But how do these theories help the ordinary analyst? I think he has already learnt from Melanie Klein’s work to recognise when his patient is projecting into him. And Bion’s work has made it easier for us to distinguish between a desperate projective identification and a destructive one, or, as possibly both forms were there, to see which was the predominant one. I say this because I believe (though not with certainty) it both easy and terrible to mistake a desperate projection for a destructive one. For by this means, I think, the beginnings of a constructivelink between patient and analyst may be destroyed. Of course, it is also a mistake to fail to interpret a destructive projection; but, if it is missed, the chance to see it again is sure to recur.


At this point, I think it worth trying to consider the relation between first thoughts in Bion’s theory and first internal objects in Melanie Klein’s. From the dream I quoted of the woman who was to have a nipple-shaped lump in her head cut out because, as I interpreted, she wanted to forget the nipple, it would seem as if these two, i.e., the first ‘thought’ of the nipple and the first ‘concrete internalisation’ of it, were the same. And if this is true, early projective-identification must be experienced as a very concrete process. That is to say the baby who cannot stand the thought that he has, in phantasy, killed the nipple by biting it off, must have projected a concrete nipple into a receptive breast and then re-internalised the breast with the concrete nipple inside – and in the case of the dream, presumably into the dreamer’s head.




Alternatively, the murdered nipple may appear from dreams to be buried in the patient’s faeces. Here it is again concrete, but also concealed so that it cannot be remembered and mourned. But only if this last step can be achieved can the patient recover from his nameless depression.


Here we may be reapproaching, by a roundabout route, the Oedipus complex mentioned near the beginning. For can it be that the notion of the murdered nipple buried and forgotten in the faeces is a kind of proto-version of the phantasy – possibly, in some sense, an innate preconception, of father’s penis, later the whole father, having been castrated or murdered and then concealed in the same sort of way?


What is common to all these patterns is the existence of two objects, one intensely desired, necessary to life and loved, the other frustrating and hated. The hated one is felt to have been killed by hate; but as in another aspect, it too is necessary and loved, it is now mourned and if the mourning and the guilt is too great to stand, the very memory of it, or at least the memory of its value is lost and many other defences can be adopted.


In a fairly easily recognisable form of the Oedipus complex, the father is felt to be responsible for any delay in the baby getting to its mother either for love, warmth or milk and, if the baby cannot stand frustration, his anger is murderous. And this can be re-experienced and verified by anyone, in particular older people, who cannot stand being kept waiting. It is visibly depicted, for example, by Masefield in The Hawbucks where the Squire’s rage at being kept waiting seven minutes for his luncheon by his favourite daughter and her friends makes him throw away (murder) the longed-for food. The whole pattern here can be recognised as Oedipean if one interprets the favourite daughter as the mother and her boy friend, who is wrongly blamed for the lateness, as originally the father, and the meat as the breast. I know these sort of substitutions must seem artificial, but they are of the very essence of symbol formation as it has to be interpreted in analysis.


It seems likely then that these earlier patterns of loves and murder in phantasy are precursors – recognised as such by Melanie Klein – of the later Oedipus Complex discovered by



Freud in which the hatred of the father was based on sexual jealousy. And presumably envy, too, for the father and his penis has that earliest form of superiority based on size alone. He is enviously hated because he is bigger and has a bigger penis preferred by mother to the baby’s little one, and for this reason it is attacked in phantasy by every conceivable form of sadism and believed to have been destroyed. Thereafter, the main effort is to cover up the crime. The whole phantasy forms an oscillating pattern which, without analysis, and sometimes in spite of it, is endlessly repeated.


It would seem, from what I have written, that the analyst who has become convinced of the truth of a number of theories as applied to himself in his own analysis ought to be able to recognise them in most of his patients, and convince them too. And I think it probably true that an analysis of three to five years with a reasonably good analyst and a reasonably normal patient is reasonably successful. But the end product is seldom as ‘normal’ at the end as he had hoped to become at the beginning. This is usually explained, quite truly, by saying that analysis is an endless process and that the ex-patient should be his own analyst till the end of his life. Yet there is something not wholly satisfactory about this apologia. It is as though one were to say, rather complacently, that the ex-seminary has become a priest. But this does not guarantee that he has also become a saint. I suspect that something similar (though less fanatical) to becoming a saint – in the sense of becoming fundamentally more concerned for and about other people than about himself (that is, more grateful and more generous) does happen on occasions in analysis and perhaps if we were to be really satisfied with ourselves, it ought to happen almost always. Indeed the steps to this condition are very similar in psychoanalysis and Christianity. The well analysed individual has discovered that he bit off the nipple in phantasy, or something similar, has repented and mourned this crime, and the good objects, which had been destroyed, are felt to have come alive inside him, to have forgiven him, and to remain as an internal mentor. And presumably, something rather similar has happened to the Christian saint. He has discovered a Judas-part of him which has betrayed his Lord and having



bitterly repented of and mourned this crime, his all-forgiving Lord is felt to have risen from the dead inside him. The parallel is very close, the main difference that I can see being that, in the analyst, the crime has been committed in his inner world of phantasy and, in the Christian, in his external world of history. But we are assured that, in our unconscious, the inner world is just as real as the external one. I do not know whether it is easier or more difficult to become an analytic saint than it is to become a Christian one. But if analysis is allowed to continue to develop, I think it will become easier to become an analytic one. The psychic difficulties are perhaps equal, but the analytic technique for dealing with them is still developing. Meanwhile, perhaps each side should be more charitable to the other.


It should be clear from what I have said that although I think analysts know a great deal about the unconscious, much of what they know is ‘as through a glass darkly’. In other words we are always on the expanding frontier of a dark continent which, like physics, perhaps may have no end. If so, their Faustian ‘Schön weiss ich viel, doch möcht ich alles wissen’ is robbed of any tincture of complacency.





1 Published in Collected Papers of Roger Money-Kyrle (Perthshire: Clunie Press, 1978), pp. 457-465.













Preface to Man’s Picture of His World



An early deduction from Freud’s theory of psychoanalysis was that the theory would meet with much resistance. This does not imply, however, that all opposition to it is irrational. Many people have approached it with enthusiasm, as if it were the Tree of Knowledge or of Life, only to turn disgustedly away because they were unable to discover, or to grasp, the fruit. If this is a sour grape response, the probability of its occurrence may be enhanced by avoidable obscurities which render the fruit unnecessarily difficult to grasp.


Of course, we have no right to complain of initial obscurities, and apparent contradictions, of theory in the period of its formation. Sciences do not spring, perfect and complete, from the minds of their creators, like Athene from the head of Zeus. They are moulded like a model, fresh bits of material being added from time to time and gradually smoothed into shape. Moreover, in the case of a science, much of the smoothing, or systematisation, is inevitably left by the original artist for his pupils to complete.


The ideal of the systematiser – still remote as far as psychoanalysis is concerned – is to reduce his science to the fewest



possible primitive ideas, in terms of which all its other concepts can be defined, and propositions, from which all its other propositions can be deduced. It is true that these primitive ideas and propositions may be initially more difficult to grasp than the cruder ones, now to be derived from them, with which the science started. But once these principles are grasped, the whole science becomes accessible with a minimum of effort. Moreover, the work of systematisation is likely to expose hitherto unrecognised inconsistencies and gaps, which become smoothed out and filled up. In other words, the rewards of clarification usually include the removal of errors and the acquisition of knowledge as well as economy of thought. Lastly, a systematised science is easier to verify; for the more clearly we understand what it asserts, the easier it is to compare the expectations we base on it with what we actually observe.


Against the suggestion that psychoanalysis should be systematised in this way, at least one, and perhaps two opposite objections may be raised. Some conservatives of analysis may argue that this was already done sufficiently by Freud – although he himself often stressed the incompleteness of his work. The progressives, on the other hand, may well contend that analysis is growing far too fast to be ripe for any such endeavour, which would be out of date before it was completed.


Certainly analysis is growing, and in different directions too. Moreover, different schools express their developing ideas in different terms, so that it is becoming difficult for them to understand or assess the validity of each other’s work. I am here concerned, however, only with one school. I do not wish to imply that I set no value on the work of other schools. But when time and space are limited, I have preferred to concentrate on that school which I believe to be the most progressive, at the cost of perhaps missing much good work which may be found elsewhere. Among Freud’s immediate pupils, the ablest was probably Abraham, who unfortunately died at the early age of forty-eight, but not before making fundamental contributions to analytic theory. Melanie Klein was his pupil, and, supported by his encouragement, was the first to undertake the comprehensive analysis of very young children, for which purpose she



evolved an appropriate technique by providing them with toys and interpreting their play. As a direct result of this work, she gradually proposed some modifications, and many additions, to the psychoanalytic theory of development; and further additions are still being made by her and her pupils – particularly those, like Bion, Rosenfeld and Hanna Segal, who have specialised in the study of psychosis.


Since no one knows what fresh discoveries may be waiting for it just round the comer, an attempt to systematise the findings of this school may well be premature. But they could at least be made more easily accessible. The many books and papers, of different dates, in which different aspects of a developing theory are recorded, in different stages of its development, must seem scattered and disjointed to the student who might be less likely to turn from it as inaccessible, or worthless, if it were offered him initially more in one piece.


This is a reason, and to some extent also an excuse, for the following representation of psychoanalytic theory as I see it, mainly from the Kleinian point of view (but within a setting in part derived from, in part extending into, other sciences, and sometimes in terms derived from other fields) as clearly and concisely as I can. It is also an excuse to give rein to the impulse to systematise, for the sake of systematising, which exists independently of any other purpose. I have tried to do so more than once before, in different ways, but never to my satisfaction. In this, my present endeavour, I have, after a preliminary discussion of the nature of the evidence, approached my subject from three successive points of view.


Among the removable impediments to the acceptance of analytic theory is its apparent inconsistency with, or at least isolation from, the general body of other scientific knowledge, particularly in biology. My first approach, therefore, is biological, and is an attempt to show that analytic findings are in accordance with the sort of innate behaviour biology might lead us to expect.


But biology – or at least behaviouristic biology – is a physical science, and as such confined to what can be observed in the external world. It studies the structure and behaviour of



organisms, and has no place in it for speculations about the content of their ‘minds’. This would not matter so much if, with respect to higher animals, we could also observe, or at least infer, the detailed working of their brains, which constitutes the link, so far invisible, between the impact of their environment and their response. To fill this gap, we have at present no alternative but to attribute to them ‘minds’, that is, thoughts, feelings and desires analogous to ours. In other words, we replace the cerebral processes, which we cannot yet observe, by their psychic concomitants, which we can at least imagine on the basis of our inner experience. We thus obtain what to the purist is a hybrid science, which uses the concept of a mental process as the causal link between the two physical events of stimulus and reaction. My second approach is from this hybrid, or dualistic, point of view, adopted also by common sense and present day psychology. It enables the skeleton, as it were, of a materialistic theory of instinct, first derived from the biological approach, to be covered with the warm flesh of thought, feeling and desire; and so to be endowed with life.


This hybrid approach is not, however, entirely satisfactory either. That it offends the purist is not, I think, a serious objection; for the incompatibility, between the concept of a mind-body interaction and that of an unbroken chain of physical causality, is an incompatibility between a dualistic and a mechanistic thought-model, which does not necessarily involve any incompatibility between the statements about observable phenomena each, in its own way, is constructed to summarise and represent. A more serious objection to the dualistic approach, with its common physical world to which different minds react in different ways, is that it may lead us, too uncritically, to assume that other people’s worlds are in fact the same as ours. Of course, the almost purely formal world of physics is the same for everyone. But we have no right to assume in advance that this is also true of the perceptual world of things and people we feel we live in. This world, which seems so real and unalterable to us, is in fact quite different for infants and psychotics. We ought not, therefore, to take it too much for granted; but should regard it rather as something constructed,



and not always in the same way. My third approach is from this point of view, which is that of subjectivist philosophy. We may speak of an infant constructing his world, piecing it together out of memory images of visual, tactual and other sense data until it becomes a unity, each bit linked to every other by what we call space-time relations. But this statement needs expansion before it can unambiguously convey the notion intended.


In the first place, what I have just called his ‘world’, although thought of as such by him, has also the character of a ‘world-model’ composed of his thought which represents some ‘ultimate reality’ beyond itself. What this ultimate reality may be, which his world-model mirrors, has long been a puzzle of philosophy. In my view, we shall not go far wrong if we confine ourselves to saying that what it mirrors, or represents, is his expectations, his beliefs about what could be experienced elsewhere in ‘space-time’. According as these beliefs are true or false, so is the model.


In the second place, in speaking of an individual constructing a world or a world-model, we have grammatically endowed our subject with a separate existence. But in fact he is inseparable from his world-model. In one sense, he is a part of it; for he thinks of himself as the kernel from which it radiates. In another sense, it is a part of him, since it is composed of his thought, which is what the cognitive aspect of him consists of.


To know all about a person’s world-model, and how it was constructed, is therefore to know all about this person. In other words, a psychology which confined itself to the study of the development of world-models would in fact be comprehensive. It would include everything that properly belongs to psychology. And it would include all this from one point of view, that is, it would have the advantage of simplicity.


Moreover, it would give psychology what I think is its rightful place, schematically at the beginning rather than at the end of the other sciences. For if the task of psychology is to describe how world-models are constructed, that of other sciences is to extend and refine specific parts of them; and, although in practice we usually begin to make things before examining the general principles by which we do so, these principles, once understood,



are henceforth taught as a precondition of their most efficient application.


We may therefore envisage an ultimate systematisation of knowledge, with a psychological preface about the general principles of, and first steps in, the construction of a world-model which it is the business of the other sciences to elaborate in detail. And perhaps, too, there will be a place in this system for those disciplines, such as aesthetics, ethics and politics, which appear to be non-scientific because they seem to deal, not with discoverable facts, but with arbitrary values. For if, as I shall argue later, judgments of value depend far more than is usually supposed on judgments of fact, a determination of the facts might automatically decide the issue on the values. In other words, these disciplines might, in part at least, be converted into sciences.


But of course we are still very far from being able to complete a system of this kind, and work on the preface lags sadly behind the rest. I believe the most important part of such a preface would deal with the development of verbal thought, that is, with how the visual and tactual imagery which first mirrors the expected possibilities of sensory experience, comes in its turn to be mirrored in terms of verbal thought. (Hobbes, in The Leviathan, called language ‘the greatest invention of all other’.) I am, therefore, the more conscious of inadequacy in having left this aspect of development largely unexplored. But I have tried to give some outline of the way our world-model, both verbal and non-verbal, is formed, paying regard to the errors we are liable to make in it, and to the technique of their correction. This occupies the last two chapters of the first part of this book.


In Part II I have tried to apply the findings of Part I to those apparently non-scientific disciplines I have referred to, which seem to deal exclusively with values. At least the dependence of judgments of value on judgments of fact, and the verification of the latter, remain a legitimate field of scientific enquiry. We may enquire, for example, whether a man’s belief that he was a deprived child has determined his ethics, whether the belief is true, or a myth invented to hide an unconscious sense of having been greedy and ungrateful; and whether, should he discover the belief to be untrue, his ethics will change with it,



and in what direction. In this sort of way I have tried to show how some of our evaluations in aesthetics, ethics and politics are determined by our world-models, and how it may be possible to distinguish evaluations determined by false models from evaluations determined by true ones. Much of this I have tried to do before (Money-Kyrle, 1951, 1952); if there are some repetitions here, there is also a rather different approach, and some extensions and corrections too.


Authors like to imagine that they are original creators – that what they say is both true and new. But with most of us, the originality consists only in a development and rearrangement of what we have got from others. If we cannot always say in detail where we got ideas, nor how much we have altered them in the process of assimilation, at least we know, or should know, their main sources. We have to acknowledge these without making our benefactors responsible for any misuse of their conceptions.


My own debt is broadly to three main influences: that of the analysts – especially Freud, Ernest Jones and Melanie Klein; that of the philosophers – my teacher Moritz Schlik and his forerunners, especially Ernst Mach and Hume; and that of my parents. The influence of parents, whether consciously acknowledged or not, is always the moat far-reaching and important. But here I will only mention one point: that in their main political expectations, my parents seem retrospectively to have been much nearer the mark than most of their contemporaries. At the turn of and in the first decade of the century, liberalism was becoming more and more ascendant, and with it a characteristic optimism about the future rapid liberal progress of the world. But already by 1908 when my father died, I was far more imbued with a sense of impending peril, from German militarism on the one hand, and communist movements on the other – both tyrannical in nature – which would demand vigilance and effort if they were to be safely overcome. For this reason, the wars with Germany, and the development of communist autocracy in Russia, after a revolution first hailed as democratic, did not come as a surprise. Perhaps, too, my father’s religious conviction



that external improvements must start from within may have predisposed me to my own belief, as a psychologist, that man can never achieve his dream of a safer and a more harmonious society except on the basis of a better understanding of himself. This is a scientific, not a religious, approach. But a disposition to be interested in science I derive, I think, rather from my mother. My father, who possessed that markedly sensitive understanding of people and children which is sometimes to be found in regimental officers, would not perhaps have been so interested in theories about them.


Lastly, I owe a specific debt to those who have read drafts of this book: particularly to Mr Alan Harris for helpful suggestions about its style, to Dr Bion and Dr Jaques for helpful suggestions about its content. I am also grateful to Mrs Marion Taylor who both typed, and helped me to improve, the original manuscript.


R. M.-K.
London, May 1960













CHAPTER ONE


The nature of the evidence1



Before trying to give an outline of psychoanalytic theory, something should be said about the evidence on which it is based – especially as this is so often questioned. Moreover, according to some methodologists, we must be able to do more than quote positive evidence in its support. There are pseudo-sciences, such as astrology, which are so elastic, which admit the introduction of so many additional hypotheses to explain away unwelcome facts, that they effectively resist disproof. So an essential criterion of a genuine, as opposed to a pseudoscience, is that the kind of negative evidence which would prove it false must be capable of being clearly stated.2


It has been argued that analysis fails to pass this test, because its practitioners have several loopholes of escape from the possibility of being pinned down and proved wrong. A patient’s denial of an interpretation can, for example, be taken merely as evidence of a ‘resistance’; his assertion that the opposite of what is said of him is true can be explained away in terms of ‘ambivalence’ and



the co-existence of contradictory conscious and unconscious impulses; and even when the analyst himself comes to believe that he should have made a different interpretation, he need not withdraw the first one, since, owing to ‘overdetermination’, it may still be right at some other level. To meet this kind of criticism, we must be able to show that our interpretations, and the theory built on them, are capable of being proved wrong.


An alternative line of attack is aimed against the way the evidence, which purports to confirm the theory, is recorded. This time the argument is not that the theory is too elastic to be disproved; but that analysts, in their report of cases, remember only such evidence as supports it, and conveniently forget whatever might prove it false.


Use some apparatus, these critics say, which fully records the play of association and interpretation between you and your patients. If we see that their associations in general confirm your interpretations, but sometimes cause you to correct them, we shall be convinced that you are practising a genuine science which is at least mainly true.


This seems a reasonable demand; but several objections can be raised against acceding to it. Most analysts believe that a recording apparatus would be disturbing to an analysis if used with the patient’s knowledge, and dishonest if used without it. And if this objection should be overruled, the value of recordings, as proof of the correctness of analytic interpretations, and of the theory built from analytic practice, may still be questioned.


In the first place, the analyst in making and subsequently assessing his interpretations is influenced, not by the minute details of a patient’s behaviour in isolation, but by the patterns he abstracts from them; and these could be obscured, rather than brought out, by meticulous recordings. If other members of a party cannot perceive a tiger in the rushes which the tracker points to, it is unlikely that a photograph would help them to see it better. A sketch which emphasised the pattern of the tiger would be more useful, and because of its element of false exaggeration. But it can only help them to perceive the tiger; it cannot by itself prove the tiger to be there. So the type of analytic record most likely to convince a doubter might well



be, not a full account with all its overwhelming mass of detail, but an oversimplified abstraction to be used not for proof but for illustration.


Moreover, and this is the essential point, no apparatus can record what is really in question: namely the type of reasoning by which the analyst proceeds from what he observes in behaviour to what he infers about motive. Suppose a new type of microscope to have been invented. We can confirm the honesty of an observer’s reports by taking photographs with it. But this does not prove that there is no bias in the instrument. We need a detailed description of how it is made, and how it functions, before we can satisfy ourselves that it is probably accurate. In like manner, we need to know how analysts are made and how they function. And in the process we may find this to be the best, and perhaps the only, way in which we can hope to understand and deal with criticisms of analytic theory.


Psychoanalytic reasoning is in essence very simple and of a type on which all our beliefs about other people are ultimately based. If we see two people embrace, we imagine them to be in love because we are acquainted with such feelings in ourselves. In other words, our everyday reasoning about our fellows is anthropomorphic and based on identification.


We have to examine the conditions of its validity in psychoanalytic work. But first we may note that physicists, who once used it too, do so no longer, not because it is invalid in psychology but because it is no longer appropriate to physics. What we now think of as a material universe, our ancestors thought of as an animistic one, the last vestiges of which are to be found in such notions as forces of attraction and repulsion only recently replaced by the abstract concept of fields. This is an advance, not because animistic thinking is generally invalid, but because it is unreliable in proportion to the unlikeness to ourselves of the objects to which it is applied. We no longer use it in trying to understand the movements of the sun and moon. We believe we can still use though with more caution than in the past, to understand the behaviour of our dogs. We believe it to remain the most reliable means we yet know for understanding the



behaviour of our fellows. In other words, with certain provisos to be mentioned, in psychology it remains legitimate.
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