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THE EGO AND THE ID

The following discussion continues the train of thought that had begun in my work Beyond the Pleasure Principle (1920) and which, I personally—as noted therein—approach with a conscience of benevolent curiosity. This work takes up those ideas, links them to various facts of analytical observation, and culls from this amalgamation to derive new conclusions but borrows nothing new from biology and thus remains closer to psychoanalysis than Beyond the Pleasure Principle. If anything, this bears more a character of synthesis than speculation and appears to have set itself a lofty goal. However, I know that it stops at a rough synopsis and am quite alright with this limitation.

This work mixes in things not yet become subject to psychoanalytical treatment and also cannot avoid grazing many a theory proposed by non-analysts or former analysts in their retreat from analysis1. I otherwise have always been ready to recognize my indebtedness to other workers, but in this case, I feel unburdened by any such debt of gratitude. If psychoanalysis has so far not valued certain things, this has never occurred because it overlooked their accomplishments or wanted to disavow their significance, but because it followed a particular path that has not yet borne it so far. And eventually, when it has arrived there, things will also seem different to it than to others.





I

CONSCIOUSNESS AND THE UNCONSCIOUS

In this introductory chapter there is nothing new to say, nor can it refrain from the repetition of what was so often said before.

The differentiation of the psychical into consciousness and the unconscious is the basic tenet of psychoanalysis and alone gives it the possibility to understand the equally common and important pathological2 procedures in the psyche and to categorize them within the science. Again, put differently: psychoanalysis cannot reposition the essence of the psychical in consciousness, rather it must see consciousness as a quality of the psychical, which must go along with the other qualities or keep apart.

If I could imagine that all interested in psychology would read this text, I also at this point would have prepared for a portion of the readers already to stop and go no farther, for here is psychoanalysis’ first shibboleth3. For most of the philosophically educated, the idea of a psyche which is not also conscious is so unfathomable that it appears absurd, and by sheer logic, unprovable. I believe that is only because they haven’t studied the pertinent phenomena of hypnosis and dreams, which—quite aside from just pathologically—compel such a notion. Their psychology of the unconscious is also inapt, however, for solving the problem of dreams and hypnosis.

To be conscious is, first of all, a mere descriptive term, which itself invokes the most direct and important perception. Experience shows us that a psychical element (e.g., an idea) is usually not perpetually conscious. Rather it is typical that the state of consciousness passes quickly; that the now conscious idea is, in the next moment, no longer so, but it can be so again under easily produced conditions. What it was in between we do not know; we can say that it has been latent,4 and meaning therefore, that at any time it was able to become conscious. As well, if we say it has been unconscious, we have given a correct description. This unconscious state then coincides with the latent ability to become conscious. Certainly the philosophers would chime in: No, the term unconscious does not apply here, as long as the idea was in a state of latency, it was not in the least psychical. Were we to then contradict this point, we would thus get into a debate, in which neither side allows itself defeat.

However, we have come to the term or concept of the unconscious by another path, through the workmanship of experience, in which mental dynamics5 play a part. We have learnt, that is, we must accept that there exists a very robust mental process or set of processes—here a quantitative and also economic element6 comes into consideration—that can have all the effects in the inner life that the psyche can have, like random ideas, as well as such effects that in turn can, as ideas, become conscious, only they themselves are unconscious. It is not important to repeat here in detail what so often has been described7. Suffice, at this point, to apply the psychoanalytical theory and aver that such ideas cannot be conscious, because a certain force resists them. Otherwise they could become conscious, and we’d then see how little they differ from other accepted psychic elements. This theory would thus be irrefutable, for they have found within the psychoanalytical field, a means to lift the resistant force and, with its aid, can make the ideas in question conscious. The state in which they resided before consciousness we call repression and the force which induced the repression8 and upheld it, we argue, is felt as resistance9 during analytical work.

Our term of the unconscious we obtained too from the theory of repression. The repressed is for us the paragon of the unconscious. We see, however, that we have a twofold unconscious, the latent, yet able to become conscious, and the repressed, which, in and of itself and by implication, is unable to become conscious. Our insight into the psychical dynamics cannot remain without impact on the nomenclature10 and descriptions. We call the latent only what is descriptively unconscious, not, in the dynamic sense, preconscious; the name unconscious we limit to the dynamic unconscious repressed, so we have now three terms, conscious (cs), preconscious (pcs), and unconscious (ucs), no longer in the merely descriptive sense. Consider the pcs, which lies closer to the cs than to the ucs, and since we have called the ucs psychical, we will do the same unobjectionably to the latent pcs. But why do we not prefer to remain in agreement with the philosophers and separate the pcs and the ucs consistently from the conscious psychical? The philosophers would then propose describing the pcs as well as the ucs as two types or stages of the psychoid,11 and that would create the consensus. But endless difficulties in representation would be the effect thereof and the sole important fact, that these psychoids in nearly all other points overrule the accepted psychical, it would push into the background in favor of a prejudice, a prejudice dating back to a time when we still did not know of these psychoids or their significance.

Now we can comfortably manage our three terms,12 cs, pcs, and ucs, as long as we don’t forget that there is, in the descriptive sense, a twofold unconscious, but in the dynamic sense only one. For most exposition purposes we can disregard this distinction, yet for others it is naturally indispensable. We have anyway grown fairly accustomed to this ambiguity of the unconscious and managed well with it. It cannot be avoided, as far as I can see, no; the distinction between consciousness and the unconscious is ultimately a question of perception, answered by Yes or No, and the act of perception itself gives no information as to for which reason something is perceived or not perceived. We should not bemoan that the dynamic phenomenon only presents an ambiguous expression.13

In the course of the psychoanalytic work it turns out, however, that these distinctions are inadequate and practically insufficient.14 Among the situations that show as much, the following are highlighted as crucial ones. We have developed the idea that there is a coherent organization of a person’s mental processes and call that the very Ego15 itself. Consciousness is attached to the Ego, which controls the approaches to motility,16 i.e., the discharge of excitations into the outside world; it is the mental authority which exercises control over all its partial processes, goes to sleep at night, and then still handles dream censorship. From this Ego repressions also originate, through which some certain inner mental endeavors not only of consciousness, but also of other types of application and activity, should be excluded. Through the repressed, in analysis, the removed stands in contrast to the Ego, and analysis confronts the task of lifting the resistors which the Ego expresses against employing the repressed. Now we observe that during the analysis of the patient who finds himself in distress, if we give him certain tasks; his associations fail when they should draw near to the repressed. Then we tell him that he was under the control of a resistance, but he knows thing about it and even if he should guess from his reluctance that now a resistor operates within him, still he does not know to term and indicate it. But since this resistance certainly stems from his Ego and belongs to it, we face an unforeseen situation. We have found something in the Ego itself that is also unconscious and behaves just as the repressed, i.e., expresses strong effects, without even being aware of it, and to achieve awareness, needs especial work. The result of this experience for the analytical practice is that we get into infinite cloudiness and difficulties if we keep to our usual parlance, e.g., wanting to tie neurosis back to a conflict between the conscious and the unconscious. For this contradiction, from our insight into the structural relationships of inner life we must consider another, existing between the coherent Ego and the repressed entity split off from it.17

The impact for our view of the unconscious is more important still. The dynamic consideration had brought us the first correction, the structural insight brings us the second. We recognize that the ucs does not coincide with the repressed; it remains true that everything repressed is ucs, but not everything ucs is also repressed. And this ucs of the Ego is not latent in the manner of pcs, otherwise it shouldn’t become activated without cs, and its rendering into consciousness should not cause such large difficulties. If we stipulate by necessity the establishment of a third, unrepressed ucs18, then we must grant that the character of the unconscious is losing importance for us. It becomes an ambiguous quality, not allowing for substantial and preclusive conclusions, of which we would have gladly made use. But we must take care not to disregard this, as ultimately, the property of conscious or not is the only light in the darkness of depth psychology.





II

THE EGO AND THE ID

Pathological research has focused too much of our interest exclusively on the repressed. We would like to learn more about the Ego, since we know that the Ego also can be unconscious in the true sense of the word. Our only clue19 during our investigations was the hallmark of conscious or unconscious; most recently, we have seen how ambiguous it can be.

Now all our knowledge is bound always to consciousness. Only through it too can we become acquainted with the ucs, by rendering it into consciousness. But wait, how is that possible? What does that mean: rendering into consciousness? How does that go?

We know already, therefore, where we have to begin. We have said that consciousness is the surface of the mental apparatus,20 i.e., we have attributed a system as a function, which, spatially, is the first of the outside world. Spatially, by the way, not only in the sense of the function, but this time also in the sense of anatomical dissection.21 Our research also must take this perceptual surface as its onset.

A priori, the cs are all perceptions, both coming from outside (sensory perception) and from inside, what we call sensations and emotions. But what then of those internal processes, which— raw and vague—we can summarize as thought processes? Do they come—these which exist somewhere in the apparatus’ interior as shifts of mental energy moving on the way towards action—to the surface, which gives rise to the consciousness? Or does consciousness come to them? We notice this is one of the difficulties produced when taking seriously the spatial and topographical presentation of mental events.22 Both possibilities are equally inconceivable; in order to hold true, there must be a third.

Elsewhere23 I have made the conjecture already that the real difference between a ucs and a pcs presentation (a thought) lies in that the former is carried out on any material that remains unrecognized, while the latter (of the pcs) comes in connection with word-presentations.24 Here first the attempt is made to specify the different hallmarks of the two systems, pcs and ucs, apart from their relationship to consciousness. The question: How does something become conscious? Is more expediently answered by: How does something become preconscious? And the answer would be: through connecting with the corresponding word-presentations.

These word presentations are the remnants of memories; they were once perceptions and can again become conscious, like all residues of memory. Before we enter even farther into their nature, it dawns on us like a new insight: only that which was once cs perception can become conscious, and that which, aside from feelings from inside, wants to be conscious must try to transform into external perceptions. This is possible by means of the memory traces.

We think the memory remnants are contained in systems, which initiate immediately adjacent to the pcpt-cs System,25 so that they can continue their cathexes easily on the elements of this system from the inside. One thinks here immediately of hallucination26 and of the fact that the most vivid memory is always differentiated from the hallucination as from the outer perception,27 but just as quickly the information comes that a memory’s revival preserves the cathexis in the memory system, while a hallucination, indistinguishable from perception, may arise if the cathexis not only overlaps the memory trace to the pcpt-Element, but goes entirely over to it.

The word-remnants originate significantly from acoustic perceptions, so to speak, and a special sense-origin is given for pcs system. The visual elements of word-presentation we can see as secondary, acquired by reading, first disregarding the motor images of words, which aside from for deaf-mutes, play a role in auxiliary signs. The word is thus actually the memory remnant of the corresponding word.

It must not drive us,28 in simplifying for simplification’s sake, to forget the importance of the optical memory remnants—of things, to deny that it is possible for mental processes’ to come into consciousness by returning to the visual remnants, and that for many, it seems the preference. Of the nature of the visual thinking the study of dreams and preconscious fantasies can give us an idea in accordance with J. Varendonck’s29 observations. One learns that usually only the thought’s concrete material becomes conscious, but for relationships, the particular hallmark of thoughts, a visual expression cannot be given. Thinking in pictures is also only a very incomplete rendering into consciousness.

In some way as well it is closer to the unconscious processes than thinking in words, and is undoubtedly, both onto- and phylogenetically,30 older than it.

Returning to our argument, if this is the way something unconscious becomes pre-conscious, then it begs the question, how do we make something repressed (pre-)conscious, so answered: by producing pcs links through analytical work. So consciousness remains in its place, but the ucs also does not rise to cs.

While the relationship of the outer perceptions to the Ego is very obvious, that of inner perceptions to the Ego requires especial examination. It allows doubts once more to surface as to whether we are really right to refer to all consciousness as on a superficial pcpt-cs System.
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“Many major ideas have been borne out [of his theories]
and are still relevant today.” —Huffington Post

written by Sigmund Freud
Translated by Hannah Correll
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