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PREFACE

Why would a law professor write a book on hermeneutic psy-
choanalysis? The short answer, in my case, is that I have been
interested in psychoanalysis for years. Indeed, I began training
as a lay analyst at the Los Angeles Psychoanalytic Society and
Institute several years ago. I became interested in hermencutic
psychoanalysis when, in writing an article on the problem of
competency and unconscious delusions, I discovered that her-
meneutic psychoanalysis purported to solve the problem. My
first treatment of the theory was a twenty-page section of a
long article on this legal problem. Realizing that I needed to
say much more, however, I wrote an article devoted entirely
to hermeneutic psychoanalysis as it bore on the problem. My
colleagues convinced me that I should write a piece on herme-
neutic psychoanalysis itself —its meanings and problems—and
not cramp the analysis by the need to relate it to a particular
legal dilemma. The relation of hermeneutic psychoanalysis to
this dilemma now takes up but a few pages in the last chapter.

As is appropriate in a psychoanalytic work, 1 have confessed
the genetic roots of my project, at least the manifest ones. But
how did I come to focus on the specific aspects of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis analyzed in the following pages? In the course
of thinking about the legal problem, I realized that the her-
meneutic solution was hard to pin down because, despite their
similar vocabularies, the hermeneuts seemed to mean very dif-
ferent things. Thus I constructed the five models of hermeneu-
tic psychoanalysis that compose chapter 3.
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The heart of the work, however, is what I call the argument
from patient rejection—the argument that patients would re-
ject hermeneutic psychoanalysis if informed of its true nature.
In thinking about the models, I became aware that the argu-
ment from patient rejection did not apply in the same way to
all of them. Thus I identify and analyze different versions of
this argument as it applies to the five models.

One of the models—the story model—is particularly vul-
nerable to the argument. I suggest that patients both will and
should reject the story model because it asks them to believe in-
terpretations that do not purport to be possibly true—a norma-
tively undesirable expectation. Consider in this light whether
any right-minded patient would, or should, want to believe re-
covered memories of sexual abuse that are only “narratively,”
but not “historically,” true. Some story theorists, indeed, apply
the concept of narrative truth to apparent memories of sexual
abuse. I do not wish the reader to get lost in this example—the
problems are more systemic and fundamental —but the poten-
tial implications are disquieting to say the least.

Why do I focus so on the patient? First, until now, 1 have
always seen psychoanalysis from the patient’s point of view
(being a patient myself). Second, in an earlier phase in my
career, | represented psychiatric patients and children. As an
attorney, I was trained to be entirely client-centered. 1 was
obliged to counsel clients when I thought they were making a
poor choice, but ultimately they decided. The lawyer’s job is to
do what the client wants, not what she thinks he needs. Thus,
in basing the central argument of the book on what patients
will want, I am being true to my training as a lawyer.

But, apart from my personal history, one may wonder why
we should particularly care what patients think in this instance.
The answer is simple: Psychoanalysts have a duty to be candid
with their patients. Once patients are informed of the nature of
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at least some versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis, they will
reject them, and these versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis
will self-destruct. Patients, then, have the power to doom such
versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis. My arguments do not
establish that hermeneutic psychoanalysis is wrong in its char-
acterization of psychoanalysis, just that if it is right, it may be
a desperately unhappy vision of psychoanalysis.

It is my hope that, as a law professor with a long-standing
interest in psychoanalysis, I have been able to say something
about one currently fashionable version of the discipline that
will be useful to psychoanalysts interested in theory, as well as
to those interested in the practical ramifications of hermeneu-
tics generally. Although I do not pursue the implications of
my argument for other areas of hermeneutic theory, scholars in
those areas may well be interested in my findings.

Many people have contributed enormously to this project; 1
certainly have not worked in isolation. I thank first the dean of
the University of Southern California Law School, Scott Bice,
as well as the administrators of the Law School and the fac-
ulty generally, for providing a working environment conducive
to scholarship. In addition, I am very grateful to Albert Brecht
and the staff of the USC Law Library for their excellent re-
search assistance. I am also most appreciative of Rosemary
Hendrix for her wonderful secretarial assistance.

For reading drafts and making many helpful comments, sev-
eral colleagues have my deep gratitude: Scott Altman, Gerald
Aronson, Richard Bonnie, Richard Craswell, David James
Fisher, Ronald Garet, Benjamin Kilborne, Jill Kowalik, Jeffrey
Levine, Martin Levine, Alexander Meiklejohn, Daniel Ortiz,
Uriel Procaccia, Michael Shapiro, Larry Simon, Christopher
Slobogin, Nomi Stolzenberg, Catharine Wells, and partici-
pants at a USC workshop.

Preface/ix



Several of these people deserve special mention. Scott Alt-
man and Dick Craswell always read my work most attentively
and gave me extremely helpful comments. Jerry Aronson made
some very perceptive suggestions. Ron Garet gave a wonder-
ful commentary at my workshop. Catharine Wells’s critique
pressed me to distinguish more carefully among kinds of herme-
neutic psychoanalysis. And Alexander Meiklejohn, as always,
gave me excellent editorial assistance, marking up my pages so
much that I could hardly see the type. I am deeply grateful to
all of these people.

Several students furnished wonderful research assistance:
Todd Bates, Paul Davis, Michael Hercz, Steven Kim, Maria
Ronchetto, Heather Spragg and Julie Stillman. I am most ap-
preciative of their help.

I would also like to thank my editor, Gladys Topkis, for her
help and support in writing this book. As all who have worked
with Gladys Topkis know, she is an extraordinary person of
many talents and gifts.

1 also thank the people closest to me for giving me the love,
security, and well-being that enable me to write: my parents,
Barbara and Bert, and my brothers, Warren and Kevin. Kenny
Collins, my freshman English teacher and close friend all these
years, taught me to love to write. My dear friend Steve Behnke
has been there since I first met him in law school: bright, irrev-
erent, loving, supportive. And my special friend, Will Vinet,
through his nurture and support, has provided a great sense of
well-being. I feel the deepest love and appreciation for all of
these people.

Finally, I wish to thank the people to whom this book is lov-
ingly dedicated: the late Mrs. Martha Harris, Dr. Stanley Jack-
son, and Dr. Melvin Lansky — my three analysts, who, through
their generous and skillful attention, have helped me to love
and to work.
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I

Introduction

Like other disciplines in our universities, psychoanalysis has
lately been reinterpreted as a hermeneutic discipline. Indeed,
many traditional hermeneuts have singled out psychoanalysis,
among the human sciences, as the exemplar of a hermeneutic
discipline, and many psychoanalysts proclaim themselves con-
verts to the hermeneutic reading of their discipline. An equally
large number of psychoanalysts, however, repudiate that read-
ing and reaffirm traditional understandings. The arguments for
their repudiation are many, but in this book I am concerned
with one in particular: the idea that, if patients were informed
of the true nature of psychoanalysis on the hermeneutic read-
ing, they would reject psychoanalysis as a form of therapy. I call
this objection the argument from patient rejection (of whatever
version of hermeneutic psychoanalysis is being rejected).’

The structure of this book is straightforward. I make, essen-
tially, four claims, and I attempt to provide their warrants. The
first claim is that there are verbal expressions that can be labeled
hermeneutic. My description of what counts as hermeneutic
provides the warrant for this claim. Although I discuss herme-
neutics in general and hermeneutic psychoanalysis in particular
in more detail below, for now I can say that the hermeneutic
position in psychoanalysis is characterized by being antiscien-
tistic, antiscientific, acausal, and meaning-centered.

The second claim is that there is an overrepresentation of

1. One might also speak of features of hermeneutic psychoanalysis that
would lead patients to accept it; but that would be a different book.



such statements in selected writers. I quote from a number of
writers in chapter 2 to suggest that this claim is true. But I
cannot really provide a warrant for the claim as I have not, of
course, sampled the whole universe.

The third claim is that these hermeneutic writers can be
grouped in five categories. My warrant for this claim is simple
—the pleasures of taxonomy.

The fourth and most important claim is that these her-
meneutic psychoanalytic theories will estrange—and possibly
damage — patients insofar as they offer them stories that, while
they organize patients’ lives, are not held by their tellers to
be true. Alternatively, if these theories do not so damage the
patient, they should be regarded as damaging because of our
ethical and legal zeitgeist. I do not provide a warrant for the
first part of this claim, inasmuch as I do not do empirical re-
search in this work—although I offer reasons for suspecting it
is true. I do provide a warrant for the second part of this claim;
that is what the bulk of this book is about.

What is hermeneutics? And what is hermeneutic psycho-
analysis??> The name of Hermes, the messenger of the Greek
gods, gave rise to the Greek verb hermeneuein, from which
the term “hermeneutics” derives. Hermeneuein means “to make
something clear, to announce or to unveil a message” (Thomp-
son 1996, 360-61)—in short, to interpret. John Thompson neatly
summarizes the early history of hermeneutics: “The discipline

2. The history of hermeneutics in general and of hermeneutic psycho-
analysis in particular is vast and sprawling. There are numerous accounts
of this history. For succinct renditions of the history I have found Thomp-
son and Inwood helpful, and I rely extensively on them. For thoughtful
accounts of hermeneutic psychoanalysis I have found Fisher (1990),
Strenger (1991), and Steele (1979) especially helpful, and I have relied
extensively on them too. To do full justice to the questions, What is
hermeneutics? and What is hermeneutic psychoanalysis? would require
another work.
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of hermeneutics first arose, one could say, with the interpre-
tation of Homer and other poets during the age of the Greek
Enlightenment. From then on, hermeneutics was closely linked
to philology and textual criticism. It became a very important
discipline during the Reformation, when Protestants chal-
lenged the right of tradition to determine the interpretation of
the holy scriptures. Both classical scholars and theologians at-
tempted to elaborate the rules and conditions which governed
the valid interpretation of texts” (Thompson 1996, 360).

From its origins as a discipline concerned with the inter-
pretation of texts, particularly religious texts, hermeneutics has
grown to encompass considerably more. According to Michael
Inwood, hermeneutics developed in three central phases. First,
Friedrich Schleiermacher focused on a systematic theory of the
interpretation of texts and speech. Second, Schleiermacher’s
biographer, Wilhelm Dilthey, extended hermeneutics to the
understanding of all human behavior and products by reori-
enting it toward the foundations of the Geisteswissenschafien,
or the “human sciences.” Third, Martin Heidegger expanded
hermeneutics even further: whereas Dilthey is concerned with
understanding in the cultural, in contrast to the natural, sci-
ences— particularly the interpretation of the products of past
societies—Heidegger is concerned with the interpretation of
the being who interprets texts and other artifacts, namely, the
human being or Dasein: “Understanding Dasein is more like
interpreting a text overlaid by past misinterpretations (or pene-
trating the self-rationalizations of a neurotic) than studying
mathematics or planetary motions. Hermeneutics no longer
presents rules for, or a theory of, interpretation; it is the inter-
pretation of Dasein. But hermeneutic phenomenology gives an
account of understanding, since a central feature of Dasein is
to understand itself and its environment” (Inwood 1995, 353).
For Heidegger, understanding is a matter of “projecting what
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we are capable of.” The anticipatory character of understanding
“is a reformulation, in ontological terms, of what is commonly
called the ‘hermeneutical circle’” (Thompson 1996, 360). This
concept recognizes the inherent circularity of all understand-
ing: the fact that one can understand the parts only in terms of
the whole, and the whole in terms of the parts.

Hermeneutics has continued to develop since Heidegger.
Hans Georg Gadamer, who was strongly influenced by Hei-
degger, establishes a connection between the anticipatory char-
acter of understanding and the related notions of prejudice,
authority, and tradition. Gadamer claims that our negative
conception of prejudice is itself a prejudice stemming from the
Enlightenment and keeping us from seeing that understanding
always requires prejudgment or prejudice: “We are always im-
mersed in traditions which provide us with the prejudices that
make understanding possible. Hence there can be no stand-
point outside of history from which the totality of historical
effects could be grasped; instead, understanding must be seen as
an open and continuously renewed ‘fusion’ of historical ‘hori-
zons’” (Thompson 1996, 361).

Jiirgen Habermas challenges Gadamer’s complacent view of
the link between understanding and tradition, since tradition
may be a source of power that distorts the process of commu-
nication. Instead, Habermas calls for critical reflection. Paul
Ricoeur, in turn, tries to mediate this dispute by reemphasizing
the concept of the text.

Hermeneutics, then, has grown vastly in its dimensions:
“The appreciation of texts and works of art, the study of action
and institutions, the philosophy of science and social science:
in all of these spheres, problems of understanding and inter-
pretation are recognized as central” (Thompson 1996, 361). The
hermeneutic movement has extended to disciplines as diverse
as philosophy, literature, history, and the social sciences. Al-
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though hermeneutics began by making a distinction between
the natural sciences and the human sciences, many today would
reject such a distinction and claim that all understanding is
interpretive. For example, Richard Rorty, a member of the
hermeneutic-influenced pragmatist school, sees hermeneutics
as what discourse must become when we leave the realm of
“normal science” in all areas of human inquiry. Nevertheless,
many hermeneuts would “want to defend the peculiar character
of social and historical enquiry. For the odjects of such enquiry
are the product of subjects capable of action and understanding,
so that our knowledge of the social and historical world can-
not be sharply separated from the subjects who make up that
world” (Thompson 1996, 361).

As one scholar argues, “What makes an approach ‘herme-
neutic’ is that it gives some priority to the knowing subject’s
contribution in constituting and structuring the facts of the
matter to be understood. That is to say, what makes an ap-
proach hermeneutic is that it holds that the nature of under-
standing is central to understanding that something is true”
(Balkin, personal communication). In the psychological realm,
the hermeneutic approach may be understood to be a “rejection
of two different approaches to the human sciences— positiv-
ism and behaviorism —on the theory that understanding social
facts and social behavior requires a sympathetic understand-
ing of the meanings created by other minds” (Balkin, personal
communication).

Psychoanalysis involves interpretation, a search for the mean-
ings of the “texts” —dreams, associations, parapraxes— that
psychoanalytic patients produce. Consequently, it is not sur-
prising that important hermeneutic thinkers should have come
to see psychoanalysis as a paradigmatic hermeneutic enterprise.’®

3. Indeed, although Freud was committed to the belief that psycho-
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Habermas and Ricoeur are the seminal psychoanalytic herme-
neuts, although they in fact see psychoanalysis as a mixed her-
meneutic and nonhermeneutic discipline. Many psychoanalysts
and psychoanalytically informed thinkers have since climbed
on the bandwagon, most now seeing psychoanalysis as purely
hermeneutic. I shall look at a number of these thinkers in some
detail later.

What, more precisely, makes hermeneutic psychoanalysis
hermeneutic? David James Fisher (1990) describes the herme-
neutic psychoanalysis of Habermas and Ricoeur in ten propo-
sitions:

1. Psychoanalysis concerns itself with texts, “a set of
signs that can be deciphered or understood through
the rules and guidelines of exegesis” (5); these texts
include dreams, neurotic symptoms, jokes, myths,
and works of art, among others;

2. Freud’s scientistic self-misunderstanding of
metapsychology notwithstanding, psychoanalysis is
not a branch of the natural sciences, but a distinc-~
tively human science (5);

3. Hermeneutic psychoanalysis is suspicious of con-
sciousness—it is aware of the risks of false con-
sciousness and is attuned to the illusions, decep-
tions, and self-deceptions of consciousness, striving
to be a demystifying activity (6);

analysis was a natural science, at the same time he subscribed to some
propositions that were decidedly hermeneutic. It is perhaps no accident
that he called his most famous book The Interpretation of Dreams. (In
saying this, I do not mean to suggest that every use of the word “interpre-
tation” makes one a hermeneut. Still, a careful reading of Freud suggests
some hermeneutic features in his work.)
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4. Hermeneutic psychoanalysis is cognizant of
transference and resistance (6);

5. “Psychoanalysis is a dialogue taking place within
the field of speech” (7);

6. Psychoanalysis is an intersubjective discipline;
“the psychoanalyzed analyst does not bracket out
his subjectivity, but uses his subjectivity in a con-
trolled, conscious way in order to facilitate the dia-
logue committed to mutual understanding” (9);

7. Psychoanalysis serves a natrative function (9);

8. Psychoanalysis has norms of validity and proof
appropriate to a hermeneutic discipline, the notion
of the hermeneutic circle playing a key role in this
conception of validity (10);

9. Hermeneutic psychoanalysis has a distinctive
goal—to overcome “irrational internal distortions
in the service of enlightenment” (11);

10. “Psychoanalysis is linked to the disciplines and
techniques of freedom” (11).

Not all contemporary hermeneuts would either base their
explication on Habermas and Ricoeur or endorse all of these
propositions, at least in this form. For instance, many do not
speak in terms of a “suspicion of consciousness” or of “enlight-
enment.” Still, whether they use this language or not, most
would probably endorse the general substance of these ten
propositions.*

4. Some of Fisher’s ten propositions would be subscribed to by psycho-
analysts of all stripes and therefore are not distinctive of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis. For example, both hermeneutic and natural science ap-
proaches to psychoanalysis are attempts to make the bizarre plain, so to

speak. To the extent that Fisher denies this, he is misappropriating as sole
property of the hermeneuts features common to all of psychoanalysis.
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Other commentators have discussed what makes herme-
neutic psychoanalysis hermeneutic. Carlo Strenger, for ex-
ample, characterizes hermeneutic psychoanalysis in terms of
five theses: first, that the metapsychology should be discarded;
second, that psychoanalysis should avoid subpersonal termi-
nology and use only personal terms; third, that psychoanalysis
does not explain behavior in terms of causes; fourth, that
psychoanalysis is concerned with meanings; and fifth, that
there are always many possible interpretations of human be-
havior, and psychoanalysis is one of them (1991, 38-40).

Robert Steele, another commentator who discusses what
makes hermeneutic psychoanalysis hermeneutic, characterizes
hermeneutics in general in terms of its position on understand-
ing and language: understanding is situational and historical,
and language is the medium through which we understand;
on meaning and method: the methods of the natural sciences
and the interpretive sciences are radically different—the her-
meneutic method being dialogue—and all method is already
interpretation; on history: the “hermeneutic spiral” captures
both the synchronic and the diachronic dimensions of inter-
pretation; and on self-reflection: humans are a distorted text
needing interpretation, and interpretation must be a process of
getting beneath the surface of what is meant. He then turns to
hermeneutic psychoanalysis, which he characterizes in terms of
the same basic tetrad (1979, 389-411).

Such summaries of the basic features of hermeneutic psycho-
analysis, of course, obscure important differences among her-
meneuts. For example, some hermeneutic analysts stress the
contrast between psychoanalysis as a human science and as
a natural science, as the early philosophical hermeneuts did.
Others focus on the multiplicity of incommensurable interpre-
tations inevitable in the human sciences, as some later philo-
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sophical hermeneuts do’ Similarly, Irene Fast distinguishes,
among those concerned with narrative, between those who ex-
plore narrative structure in psychological terms and those who
address questions of referentiality or congruence (“If associa-
tions, interpretations, life histories are narrative constructions,
what is the relationship between them and actual historical
events?” [1993, 3]).° The first perspective sees narrative as the

5. For this distinction among hermeneutic psychoanalysts, see Phillips
1991

6. A prominent example of the first type, for instance, is Jerome
Bruner, who has written widely about narrative as fundamental to being
human: he explores how we narrate, the conditions of narrative, and
what it says about our minds and the human condition. See, e.g., Acts of
Meaning (1990), in which Bruner argues that psychology made a wrong
turn in moving toward computer metaphors; it should be concerned with
meaning-making, embodied in folk psychology. The impulse to tell stories
is perhaps innate and may even explain the structure of human grammar.
Bruner speaks here of certain characteristic features of the impulse to
narrative: narrative requires, “first, a means for emphasizing human action
or ‘agentivity’. . . . [S]econdly, that a sequential order be established and
maintained. . . [Thirdly}, . . . a sensitivity to what is canonical and what
violates canonicality in human interaction [and] [f]inally, . . . something
approximating a narrator’s perspective” (1990, 77). Bruner suggests that
selves are somehow constituted by the stories we tell about ourselves. And
he is at pains to stress how integrally related folk psychology/narrativity
and culture are. Bruner does also take some positions that should be
roughly thought of as alternative metaphysics positions in my schema
(see below). Thus he claims that “knowledge is ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ in light
of the perspective we have chosen to assume. Rights and wrongs of this
kind —however well we can test them—do not sum to absolute truths
and falsities.” He implies that this does not lead to an “anything goes”
relativism, although he is concerned about the charge of relativism to
which his constructivism might expose him. Bruner also seems to endorse
Rorty’s concept of truth, following James, as “what is good in the way of
belief.” Although Bruner then takes some positions that make him suit-
able for classification in terms of my schema, his basic project is outside
my purview and falls into Fast’s first category.
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way we organize our experience and explores the vicissitudes of
that organization. The second is more concerned with philo-
sophical problems that are, in part, the focus of this book.

This brief review of hermeneutics and hermeneutic psycho-
analysis lays the groundwork for what follows. The focus of this
book will be to understand one central claim that hermeneutic
psychoanalysts often make: that psychoanalytic interpretations
are concerned with meaning rather than with facts or causes.
The book critiques several models for understanding this her-
meneutic claim. As suggested above, the argument of the criti-
cal portion of this book runs as follows:

1. There has been an attempt to understand psycho-
analysis as a hermeneutic discipline;

2. There is more than one way to do this—indeed,
there are at least five;

3. Psychoanalytic interpretations must make claims
to truth;

4. Psychoanalytic interpretations may also need to
make claims to causal explanations of behavior;

5. Hence, only those versions of hermeneutic psy-
choanalysis that are consistent with these proposi-
tions are appropriate applications of psychoanalytic
treatment; we should reject the rest.

The organization of the book is as follows. In chapter 2, I
present eight hermeneutic thinkers, largely in their own lan-
guage, so that the reader will get a feel for what they say. These
thinkers often seem to speak the same language —use the same
words and concepts, images and analogies—and some com-
mentators see them as holding essentially the same position.

Yet the commentators are mistaken; in the third chapter I
sketch five different models of the meaning of the hermeneu-
tic claim that interpretations seek after meaning, not facts or
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causes. I give these models names descriptive of their posi-
tions. First, the clinical psychoanalysis theorists mean simply
that psychoanalysts are interested in the aims, purposes, and
wishes underlying behavior, not its neurophysiological anteced-
ents. At the opposite end of the spectrum, the story theorists
mean that psychoanalysts simply tell stories that give meaning
to patients’ lives. The alternative metaphysics theorists agree
that psychoanalysts are interested in actual aims, purposes, and
wishes but propose a radically new metaphysical understand-
ing of knowledge, truth, and reality. The metaphor theorists
suggest that analysts uncover metaphoric truths about patients
when they interpret behavior. Finally, the interpretations-as-
literary-criticism theorists mean that interpretation yields non-
causal truths about patients’ underlying psychological states. I
make some effort to classify the eight hermeneuts I describe in
chapter 2, although the point of chapter 3 is not to offer a de-
finitive reading of any of the hermeneuts, but to establish the
viability of the five models.

In chapter 4 I critique the story model of hermeneutic psy-
choanalysis, which is most vulnerable to the argument from
patient rejection.” The basic structure of the argument from
patient rejection of the story model is as follows:

7. The argument from patient rejection, although not by that name,
has been suggested by a number of commentators. See, e.g., Grunbaum
(1984); Sass and Woolfolk (1988); Sass (1993); Freeman (1985); Eagle
(1980). (Eagle also makes the same kind of argument as to therapists
as well. See Eagle, 1984, 166-67.) See also, e.g., Shapiro (1993, 395-421)
(criticism of nonreferentiality of interpretations in hermeneutic view).
The virtue of my account, I think, is that it spells out and defends more
clearly than before the different steps of the argument as well as the fact
that it has empirical, normative, and conceptual components. (Earlier
commentators have seemed to make the empirical point alone.) Similarly,
my account has the virtue of showing how the argument is affected in
light of the earlier distinction among the kinds of hermeneutic psycho-
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1. Patients will not accept a version of psycho-
analysis that provides them with stories that do not
purport to be at least possibly true; as an empirical
matter, that is, patients will reject a psychoanalysis
so understood;

analysis. Earlier commentators have simply applied the argument to all
hermeneuts, not realizing that there is a strong and a weak version of
the argument, and of the strong, a more and a less sophisticated version.
These versions have varying degrees of cogency.

Other criticisms of hermeneutic psychoanalysis are equally important
and deserve fuller study. The most sustained critique is Adolf Griin-
baum’s. See Griinbaum (1984). See also Blight (1981) (given the Great
Epistemological Divide between the natural and the human sciences,
psychoanalysis is forced to align itself with hermeneutics; but, based on a
Popperian vision of the unity of the sciences, the Great Epistemological
Divide is a myth and ought to be rejected); Eagle (1984) (the herme-
neutic view inadequately deals with the problem of reliability and the
associated one of criteria for knowledge; even as pure therapy, we need
to go beyond hermeneutics to determine therapeutic effectiveness; the
value of psychoanalysis that truth is “not only enlightening but freeing”
[171] is ultimately rejected and negated by hermeneutics); Edelson (1985)
(references to subjectivity, meaning, complexity, and uniqueness do not
provide epistemological justification of psychoanalysis as a hermeneutic
science, with the case study at its center, exempt from the ordinary canons
of scientific method and reasoning; Edelson also gives detailed reasons for
rejecting the view that psychoanalysis studies meanings, not causes, and
therefore is not a natural science); Holzman and Aronson (19g92) (first,
the hermeneutic view accepts a logical distinction between scientific and
other realms of explanation, but in fact there are no qualitatively different
kinds of explanation—“all theories are provisional statements subject to
change on the basis of test” [80]; second, unlike interpretation of other
texts, the analyst’s interpretive efforts confront the resistance of the text
to be deciphered; third, the hermeneutic view offers no “rules of proce-
dure” [80]; fourth, the hermeneutic view implicitly embraces Cartesian
dualism); Holzman (1985) (restates the first two arguments in Holzman
and Aronson [1992]; argues against the effort to counterpose causes and
reasons; and argues against the view that psychoanalysis requires a dif-
ferent set of investigative methods from natural sciences because it is not
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2. Patients ought not to accept a psychoanalysis so
understood; it is normatively undesirable to believe
interpretations that do not purport to be at least
possibly true;

3. Psychoanalysts ought not to secure their patients’
acceptance of psychoanalysis by lying to them
about the truth-status of their interpretations; even
if placebos are acceptable in some contexts, they
are not acceptable here;

4. Alternative understandings of the story model
of psychoanalysis under which the interpretations’
truth-status seems not to be an issue at best radi-
cally alter the nature of psychoanalysis and at worst
are subject to the same objection as the story model
itself.

In short, there are both empirical and normative components
of the argument from patient rejection of the story model. As
we shall see, there is a conceptual, definitional component of

ahistorical and context-free, citing Griinbaum’s point that neither are
some of the natural sciences); Hanly (1996, 445-57) (criticism of narra-
tive approach of Spence, Schafer, and others from perspective of critical
realist).

Other commentators criticize the critics of hermeneutic psychoanaly-
sis. See, e.g, Phillips (1987) {criticizes Griinbaum’s critique of Habermas,
Ricoeur, and the view that motives are not causes of but reasons for
human behavior); Terwee (1987) (“aims to show that Griinbaum’s critique
of the hermeneutical conception rests on basic misunderstandings and
very significant errors in interpretation” [347]; Griinbaum simply adopts
the empirical-analytical conception of science and assumes that alternative
viewpoints are implausible without arguing that they are; Terwee defends
Habermas in particular against Griinbaum’s arguments against him).

Other commentators try to find an acceptable path somewhere be-
tween a hermeneutic and a natural science conception of psychoanalysis.
See, e.g., Strenger (1991).
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this argument that applies to some versions of the story model
as well.

Chapter 5 looks at the remaining models of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis in light of the argument from patient rejection.
The clinical psychoanalysis and alternative metaphysics models
seem to escape the criticism that applies to the story model.
Neither asks patients to believe interpretations that do not pur-
port to be possibly true, although the alternative metaphysics
model offers a novel conception of truth.

The alternative metaphysics model’s dependence on a novel
conception of truth, however, invites a more sophisticated ver-
sion of the argument from patient rejection. The idea here
is that this model depends on a conception of truth that is
so problematic that it is as if patients were being asked to
believe nontruths. Alternatively, the alternative metaphysics
model might be too subjectivistic or relativistic to offer a sat-
isfying account of truth. The chapter will point out various
problems with making the argument from patient rejection in
this way—although the argument may have some merit.

The metaphor model also escapes the argument from patient
rejection, at least in its strong form. Because the analyst be-
lieves her interpretations are metaphorically true under this
model and wants her patient to believe they are true only in this
sense, this model withstands the strong form of the argument
from patient rejection. It may, however, be subject to a weak
form of the argument, according to which patients empirically
will reject a psychoanalysis so understood because they find it
unacceptable and normatively ought to do so for the very same
reason—and not because it asks them to violate their moral
norms about belief.* Conceivably, patients might find the meta-

8. If the principle that one ought not to believe nontruths has moral
force, then arguments incorporating this principle might rightly be
deemed strong because they provide a sturdier foundation for predict-
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phor model objectionable because, as I read it, psychoanalysis
then offers patients so little in the way of knowledge —so little,
in particular, in the way of knowledge about their own minds.
Additionally, analysts do not practice psychoanalysis as if they
were offering only metaphoric truths.

The interpretations-as-literary-criticism model is also not
subject to the strong version of the argument from patient re-
jection. Still, it is problematic in offering an interpretation of
interpretation that is not causal—it is simply in the nature of
psychoanalytic interpretation to reveal causes. Moreover, it may
be subject to the weak version of the argument from patient
rejection: patients may be dissatisfied with a conception of
psychoanalysis under which it reveals noncausal truths by non-
interpretive means. And once again, analysts appear as they
practice to be offering causal truths.

Chapter 6 reevaluates the weak form of the argument, sug-
gesting that there is not a serious problem if psychoanalysis
does not appear to be as certain different models characterize
it: analysts can simply practice, and conceptualize the way they
practice, differently. Moreover, although one could then argue
that the therapy would not be analysis, why should we care?
I offer reasons for thinking we should care. Yet I also propose
that the important issue for patients deciding whether they can
accept a particular therapy is empirical, namely, whether the
therapy works. The weak form of the argument from patient

ing “patient rejection.” Arguments lacking this principle, and hence less
predictive, I term weak. It is also true that the weak argument has a nor-
mative and conceptual component (as we shall see), which might lead
those anxious for a therapy to be analysis— patients and analysts alike—
to reject it. Still, T think the normative force of the strong argument is
stronger and thus lends greater weight to the prediction of rejection in
that case.
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rejection, then, is not as persuasive as the strong, although it
does have some merit.

A conclusion discusses the implications of the various models
for an issue other than patient acceptance, namely, what they
mean for theoretical psychoanalysis; examines other impor-
tant questions raised by this study, questions that could be the
subject of further research; and ties together the findings of
this book.

The Appendix asks in more detail whether any theorist gen-
uinely holds the story model or whether it is a straw man. It
first argues that, to the extent that some of these thinkers take a
more moderate position, it is still subject to the argument. But
it concludes that a number of thinkers do seem to take the more
radical position and have influenced a cadre of clinicians who
clearly do take it. Perhaps none of these people recognizes what
their language commits them to, but commit them it does.

Finally, one must ask whether referring to all the thinkers
in the different models as hermeneutic is a misnomer. Some
might claim that hermeneutics is about understanding truth,
so that the story model, for example—~or any model of herme-
neutic psychoanalysis that is not concerned with truth—is not
really hermeneutic at all. The hermeneutic approach is con-
cerned with Aow things are true and with the possibility that
there are different modalities of truth. Recall, for instance, that
Gadamer’s great opus is called Truzh and Method. Similarly, the
old werszehen hypothesis says that knowledge is one thing in the
human sciences and another in the natural sciences. Herme-
neutics, then, is not ambivalent about the importance of truth,
but it emphasizes that the nature of the thing to be understood
may put the truth conditions of statements about that thing
and methods of ascertaining their truth on a special footing. If
this is right, the story model, for one, is not a model of herme-
neutic psychoanalysis.
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I do not intend in this book to enter a debate about the cor-
rect purview of the term “hermeneutic.” It may well be that
all philosophical hermeneuts embrace some colorable concep-
tion of truth. On the other hand, a number of commentators
have criticized them, as we shall see, for problematic concep-
tions of objectivity and truth. The central point is that, even if
some of the psychoanalysts I discuss distort the philosophical
hermeneutic tradition, they conceive of themselves—and are
conceived of by other analysts —as hermeneutic psychoanalysts.
Indeed, one may wonder whether these several positions are
not actually closer than they appear, especially considering how
alike they all sound. At the least, the apparently unproblematic
views threaten to become problematic in the wrong hands.
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2

The Hermeneutic Analytic Thinkers

I have selected eight representative thinkers who have writ-
ten about hermeneutic psychoanalysis for consideration in this
chapter. They are a disparate group in many ways: some are
practicing psychoanalysts, some are not; some have written ex-
tensively about hermeneutic psychoanalysis, some have not;
some have written at one time, some at another; some have
one clinical view, some. another. Indeed, several of these think-
ers might reject the idea of being grouped with the others. But
that is part of the point: these people sound quite a lot like
each other but are actually very different. I select these eight
thinkers, then, because they seem fairly representative in many
ways, not the least of which is that they often sound alike but
really take quite different positions. I do not discuss one im-
portant class of hermeneutic psychoanalysts, perhaps the most
important historically—namely, Ricoeur and Habermas.! They
are prominent examples of the class of mixed hermeneuts, and
I ignore them because their mixed version of hermeneutics is
not subject to the argument from patient rejection and may
raise unnecessary complications.?

In presenting the views of these eight hermeneutic think-
ers, I quote fairly extensively from their work. I wish to give
the reader a feel for how they speak about their subject. Inter-
preting these interpretivists, as it turns out, is a fairly difficult

1. See, e.g., Habermas (1971); Ricoeur (1970 and 1981).

2. In essence, the mixed version of hermeneutics may be saved from
the argument by virtue of the norhermeneutic portion of the mix; other
effects of the mix in terms of the argument I leave for others to explore.
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business, and I want readers to be able to decide for themselves
what each is saying.

Indeed, I do not take myself to be writing intellectual history
in this work at all. Although I present five stylized models of
positions these hermeneutic thinkers may be taking and offer
some thoughts on how to classify each of the thinkers whose
language I present, my primary goal is not to give a definitive
reading of any of them. Indeed, most of the thinkers I treat here
have written widely, so that arriving at a final reading of their
work would require systematic presentation of their views at
differing times of their careers. I attempt no such presentation.

My goal, rather, is to use their language as a springboard
from which to formulate various plausible hermeneutic views —
and then to assess the views themselves. At the same time, 1
wish to give enough of their language to enable the reader to
see that each model is a plausible interpretation of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis. 1 leave for others the task of arriving at com-
prehensive views of the theories of these practitioners. So long
as each of my stylized models seems a plausible version of her-
meneutic psychoanalysis, my goal in presenting these thinkers
will have been accomplished.

I wish in presenting these writers to focus on one central
feature of the hermeneutic sciences: their taking the supreme
category to be that of meaning (Atwood and Stolorow 1984).
The hermeneuts, as noted, often say things like psychoanalysis
seeks after meaning, not causes, or meaning, not facts. What
do they mean by this? It is the possible answers to that ques-
tion that will generate the five stylized models of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis.
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GeorGe KLEIN

Although George Klein never identified himself as a herme-
neutic psychoanalyst, several features of his thought lend them-
selves to that characterization, and commentators have counted
him as either a hermeneut or at least a precursor of hermeneu-
tics.* Klein saw the central task of psychoanalysis as deciphering
meaning rather than identifying the neurophysiological sub-
stratum of behavior. Indeed, psychoanalysis was actually, ac-
cording to Klein, two theories: the clinical theory, which was
concerned with the analysand as a meaning-creating subject,
and the metapsychological theory, which was concerned with
the analysand as a natural object that is subject ultimately to
the laws of physics. The clinical theory was primary, and Klein
recommended that psychoanalysts devote themselves to further
adumbrating and validating that theory.

Klein’s affinities with the hermeneutic tradition may be seen
initially in his linking of clinical psychoanalysis more closely
to the humanistic disciplines than to natural science: “The
analyst’s job of explaining has much in common with the his-
torian’s obligation of narrative construction and with the play-
wright’s responsibility for depicting a logic of motivation. I am
skeptical whether conceptions of mechanisms or physiological
models, on the other hand, can lead deductively to concepts of
intentionality of the sort that serve the aims of clinical expla-
nation” (19763, 30, 31).

In a move that will later appeal to many hermeneuts, Klein

3. Depending on one’s definition of “hermeneutic,” of course, Klein
will either count or not count as a hermeneut. For example, he is unam-
biguously concerned with meaning as a central category, and he objects to
the scientism of the metapsychology. But he is arguably not antiscientific
(see below)—he thinks that clinical psychoanalysis can be studied scien-
tifically—and to the extent that that is an important part of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis, Klein is not a hermeneutic analyst.
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analogizes interpretation to literature. He points out that the
discovery of the analyst has traditionally been the province of
the novelist, to whom we are most beholden for “our hypothe-
ses concerning the meaning of man’s behavior” (52). As Klein
later puts it, “Psychoanalysis looks upon human development
in terms of milestones and of solutions occurring in a context
of given limits. Again, psychoanalysis is, in this respect, most
related not to biology but to the aims of the dramatist and the
novelist, for it parallels the intentions of dramatic structure and
reflects the basic appeal of drama” (55).

Klein’s emphasis on the role of meaning in the psychoana-
lytic process places him most squarely in the hermeneutic tra-
dition. According to Klein, “The fundamental intent of the
psychoanalytic enterprise [is] unlocking meanings” (48). A cen-
tral ingredient of the clinical mode of explanation is that “its
accounts are in terms of reasons and origins, significance and
meaning” (50). He continues,

Psychoanalysis, first of all, attempts to specify co-
herences in behavior in terms of purpose, not only
conscious intention but also that arising out of
the dynamics of aborted wish, conflict, defense,
anxiety, guilt, and unconscious fantasy. When an
analyst sees a pattern of behavior functioning as
a “defense,” for example, he is stating the signifi-
cance of a pattern of behavior; he is making a
statement about its purpose or intention. The co-
herences to which an analyst becomes sensitized are
unique in their distinctive concern with purpose—
aims frustrated, conflicted, aborted, regressed, de-
fended against. This discovery of intention is the
primary objective of the analyst in the psycho-
analytic situation, and the primary function of
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his extraphenomenological concepts of meaning-

fulness. (52)

“The analyst’s distal foci, then, . . . are behavioral coherences
that exemplify purpose and significance. The main point of
psychoanalytic work is to unlock such meanings” (53).*

According to Klein, it was Freud’s genius to bring problems
of meaning and significance back into psychology: “He devel-
oped a taxonomy and a code for deciphering the meanings of
personal relationships in their conscious and unconscious as-
pects. Psychoanalysis imputes meaning to behavior by showing
the significance of myth in our lives, those inner phantoms of
fantasy which render objects significant, and which lead us to
establish and react to relationships” (53).

When Klein says that the function of psychoanalysis is to
decipher meanings, he is thinking of the clinical theory, as
opposed to the metapsychological theory. He has clearly dis-
tinguished two psychoanalyses or shown that psychoanalysis
presents itself in two guises: “the psychology in terms of which
Freud interpreted dreams and symptoms and slips of the tongue
—the distinctive meanings that behaviors acquire when inter-
preted in terms of sexual and aggressive wishes, conscious and
unconscious events, displacement of aims, transference, uncon-
scious fantasy, and related principles; and on the other hand
a theory—the theory of metapsychology—which explains that
clinical theory” (43). What is distinctive about psychoanalysis
as clinical theory, then, is its orientation to intentionality:

4. See also Klein (19762, 54) (“psychoanalysis is a psychology of the
meanings and syntheses arising out of crises in an individual’s lifetime”);
Klein (19764, 55) (“The core, then, of the clinical psychoanalytic enter-
prise is in the meanings that emerge from the dialectics of the directed
forces to which a person is subject; that is, the forces resulting in dilemma
and conflict and the opposing conditions from which evolve patterns of
behavior which are viewed as ego syntheses™).
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“The central objective of psychoanalytic clinical
explanation is the reading of intentionality; behavior,
experience, testimony are studied for meaning in
this sense, as jointly exemplifying directive “ten-
sions,” avowed, disavowed, repressed, defended.
This orientation to explanation generates concepts
that reflect a picture of individual development as a
problem-solving, meaning-seeking, meaning-orga-
nizing venture, involving and resulting from the
constant resolution of incompatible aims and ten-
dencies. Applied to the understanding of symp-
toms, for example, such explanation consists in go-
ing back from a symptom not to the workings of
a mechanism which is itself actually or potentially
observable, but to a life-history context in which
the symptom becomes intelligible as exemplifying
an aimful solution. (27)

Whereas the clinical theory is concerned with “why” ques-
tions, the metapsychology is concerned with “how” questions,
that is, with specifying causal texture in the sense of mechan-
ics: “In this other side of psychoanalytic explanation, the terms
of explanation have nothing to do with the subject’s own van-
tage point; it is the person observed as a physical process that is
the main objective. . . . [T]he experience of the subject and his
aims become ‘objects’ for study. They are no longer aims and
intentions within reach of the subject’s experience, but struc-
tural facts of the psyche, ‘properties’ of an object” (29).

But what is the relationship between the clinical theory and
the metapsychology? Psychoanalysts tend to take the clinical
concepts for granted and to think of the metapsychology as
the basic theory that explains those concepts, but according
to Klein, they have things all wrong. The clinical theory is
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the most distinctively psychoanalytic. The clinical concepts are
not less theoretical or abstract than the metapsychological con-
cepts—indeed, they constitute a general psychological theory.

The essential problem with the metapsychology and with
modern proposals for replacing it is not that they are inher-
ently implausible, but that they are “simply irrelevant to the
clinical psychoanalytic enterprise” (47): “The essential c/inical
propositions concerning motivation have nothing to do with
reducing a hypothetical tension; they are inferences of direc-
tional gradients in behavior, and of the object relations involved
in these directions. . . . The key factors, then, in the psycho-
analytic clinical view of motivation are relational requirements,
encounters, crises, dilemmas, resolutions, and achievements—
not a hypothetical ‘tension’ reduction” (47-48).

Physiological terms cannot substitute for psychoanalytic
terms descriptive of meanings of object relations:

Meaning and purpose— conscious and unconscious
—define principles of regularity that are transiatable
to, but not reducible to, physiological and neuro-
physiological specifications. . . . It is not simply
that the psychoanalytic situation cannot provide
the data for a physiological conception of psycho-
analytic facts. It seems to me that no such data
could ever substitute for the constructs of personal
meaning which constitute psychoanalytic psychol-
ogy, which is of an entirely different level of per-
ceived order, involving different units of analysis.
These cannot be known from, or deduced from,
principles of physics and chemistry, or from me-
chanical, physiological, or cathectic models. There-
fore it is of secondary, not primary, importance for
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psychoanalysts to concern themselves with transla-
tions to physiological models of explanation. (56)°

Although Klein sees psychoanalysis primarily as the clini-
cal theory and not the metapsychology, and although he likens
psychoanalysis so conceived to a humanistic discipline, he does
not regard psychoanalysis as nonscientific—as beyond the pos-
sibility of verification or falsification. Indeed, he sees questions
of validation as crucial, although beyond the scope of his cur-
rent work.

Thus, Klein points out that the clinical concepts are closer
to the activities of clinical observation and the focus of the
analyst’s intentions than the metapsychological concepts, and
he goes on to stress that they are therefore also more respon-
sive to the data and capable of systematic modification. Klein
argues that we must attempt to assess psychoanalyﬁc concepts
further, based on systematic efforts to link these concepts to
the observed data of the psychoanalytic situation and on the
responsiveness of the concepts to modification by observation.
The strategy of inferring from data to lawfulness is a matter
vital to the development of psychoanalysis.

In short, for Klein, psychoanalysis is “in the class of theories

5. Klein concretely applies his ideas about the two psychoanalyses to a
number of Freudian concepts in an effort to disentangle the clinical from
the metapsychological in these concepts. A well-known example is his
piece called “Freud’s Two Theories of Sexuality,” (1976b, 72-120). Here
he argues that the clinical theory, for Freud, emphasizes the meaning of
sexuality, while the drive-discharge theory is one of ameaning. These two
theories fail to make contact with each other. Drive theory needs the
specification of an energic unit; these units could not be those of psycho-
analysis, whose units are cognitive ones of meaning. Klein concludes that
we need testing of the clinical theory in its own terms. On the significance
of testing the clinical concepts, for Klein, see below.
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that concern themselves with the ‘why’ of behavior, that try to
state reasons rather than causes, that try to say that a behavior
has a certain meaning, derived from the Aistory of this meaning
in the person’s life, that try to speak of the psychical functions
through which the meaning is expressed” (56). If Klein’s theory
ought to be regarded as hermeneutic, it ought to be so regarded
because of its fundamental focus on meaning.

Roy ScHAFER

The Early Schafer

Roy Schafer has been a prominent spokesperson for a herme-
neutic vision of psychoanalysis. A prolific writer, Schafer has
undergone certain transformations in his views over the course
of time; yet he has remained basically hermeneutic since at least
A New Language for Psychoanalysis (1976). 1 divide my discus-
sion of Schafer’s work between his early hermeneutic period—
the period of A New Language—and his later hermeneutic
period —the period of The Analytic Attitude (1983) and Retelling
A Life (1992). To simplify, in his early period Schafer asks us
to focus on the clinical psychology (understood in terms of his
action language) as opposed to the metapsychology; in his later
period, he asks us to focus on psychoanalytic interpretations as
narratives.

One of the main thrusts of 4 New Language for Psychoanaly-
sis is Schafer’s idea that analysts should focus on wishes and in-
tentions, not on causes in the sense of happenings in the body.
In other words, analysts should focus on Freud’s clinical theory
and abandon the metapsychology: “It is high time we stopped
using this mixed physicochemical and evolutionary biological
language altogether” (1976, 3).

Schafer identifies at least two problems with the metapsy-
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chology. The first is the anthropomorphism that pervades it—
an “inescapable consequence or correlate of Freud’s mecha-
nistic and organismic mode of theorizing” (102).* The second
problem is that the natural science approach “excludes mean-
ing from the center of psychoanalytic theory. . . . But meaning
(and intention) is the same as ‘psychic reality’—that which is
at the center of clinical psychoanalytic work” (199). As Schafer
puts it elsewhere, “The biological language of functions cannot
be concerned with meaning. . . . the primary psychoanalytic
language is a language of and for meanings and the changes
they undergo during development and during the psychoana-
lytic process” (89).”

Thus Schafer is convinced that we should reject the meta-
psychology in favor of the clinical theory® And he wants to see
psychoanalysis as a form of humanities, not of natural science.
His investigation here “involves turning attention to the roots
of psychoanalysis in the humanities. These roots have been all
but lost sight of in this, the heyday of the medical-scientific
program for psychoanalysis. . . . Psychoanalysis is necessarily
closely related to the humanities in that its raw data are mean-
ings and subjective experience, and its methods are those that
promote the clarification and organization of meaning and ex-
perience along certain lines. Psychoanalysis is a special form of
knowing about human existence and history” (25).

Now as we have seen, meaning is at the center of clini-
cal psychoanalytic work. And what meaning amounts to, in
essence, is psychic reality: “ ‘Psychic reality’ refers to subjec-

6. See also Schafer (1976, 110-11).

7. Indeed, Schafer suggests that the two problems that the metapsy-
chology poses are related. See Schafer (1976, 103).

8. In language that is more prominent in his later work, Schafer also
points out that the natural science approach is but an “option” (1976,
68-69).
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tive meaning, especially unconscious meaning” (8g). Schafer
gives a concrete example: “In explaining why a person gives up
the efficient use of his or her eyes, we would base our clini-
cal explanation on that which has found disguised expression
in ‘looking,” which is to say, the latent meaning of looking. We
would say that having taken on the significance of certain drive
activities and gratifications, looking was being dealt with as if
it were these very activities and gratifications — wbich, in psychic
reality, it is” (87). He adds, “We speak of these analyzed mean-
ings as the analysand’s psychic reality” (90).

Indeed, psychoanalysis itself is a process of creating “a more
comprehensive, unified, and intelligible past and present for the
patient, . . . and, on this account, it even provides some vague
outlines of a future” (49). It does this, among other things,
by “filling in crucial gaps of a particular kind in the analy-
sand’s memory, in the awareness of certain crucial meanings
and connections, and in intrapsychic and interpersonal experi-
ence” (49). In short, “analysis creates a new or another version
of the life and mind of the patient” (49).

What are Schafer’s views about the nature of truth and
reality in these early days? His first cut on the nature of reality
and our access to it is in the context of his exploration of several
visions of reality inherent in psychoanalytic thought and prac-
tice—the comic, romantic, tragic, and ironic. He terms these
views “visions of reality,” he says, “to emphasize that they are
partly subjective, or not completely disprovable, ways of look-
ing at experience and imposing meaning on it” (55):

9. Note that Schafer shares another feature with the hermeneutic ana-
lyst who wishes to focus on meaning, namely, wishing to focus on the
reasons for an action, rather than on its causes. See, e.g., Schafer (1976,
205).
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The term wvision implies judgments partly rooted
in subjectivity, that is, in acts of imagination and
articles of faith, which, however illuminating and
complex they may be, necessarily involve looking
at reality from certain angles and not others. As
visions influence the determination of facts and
their interrelations and implications, clashes be-
tween visions cannot be settled by simple appeals
to “the evidence.” It would not be correct to regard
these clashes merely as matters of opinion. (23)*°

Even more important than Schafer’s views on the status of
these visions of reality are his views on the truth of the per-
sonal reality that analyst and patient come to agree on as the
patient’s life history in the course of an analysis. Is the psycho-
analytic life history of the individual patient objective and true?
Schafer says his concern is with

an understanding of what analysis necessarily is. I
propose, therefore, that the analytically created life
history, while not fictive, is also not what one might
call the absolute truth. How could it be when it has
been wrought by two specific collaborators work-
ing at a specific point in time, under specific con-
ditions; and also when, as I mentioned earlier, the
collaborating side of the analysand’s ego itself has

10. Even in these early years, Schafer sometimes puts the point in
language closer to that which he will frequently use later: although we
“seem to be seeing the phenomena as though they were accessible without
mediation, that is, as prior to and independent of some rendition of them,
and which therefore seem to stand there innocently open to multiple ap-
proaches, . . . this is an illusion. There are no virginal phenomena” (1976,
201-02).
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been shaped by the influences it is the business of
the analytic collaboration to modify? . . . If it is
permissible to say so, the version becomes less fic-
tive as the analysis is extended in range and made
more precise. . . . Nevertheless, however close the
approximation to truth—and it can be considerable
and of considerable value to the analysand —in the
end, one is still left with a version of one’s life and
mind. It cannot be otherwise. (49-50)

Thus, “the emerging analytic life history is to be viewed as
a joint creation of patient and analyst—not a fiction but not
simply factual either, being subject to a degree to the limita-
tions, individualities, and visions of the two participants in the
analytic process” (1983, 56).

Schafer cites a personal communication from Loewald bear-
ing on this issue:“In a sense, every patient, and each of us,
creates a personal myth about our life and past, a myth which
sustains us and may destroy us. The myth may change, and in
analysis, where it becomes conscious, it often does change. The
created life history is neither an illusion nor an invention, but
gives form and meaning to our lives, and has to do with the
identity Erikson speaks of” (50).

The Later Schafer

In considering the later Schafer—the Schafer of The Analytic
Attitude and Retelling A Life, for example—1I shall organize the
discussion into three parts: first, his conceptualization of the
psychoanalytic process; second, his contrast between his world-
view and that of the positivist; and third, his conception in
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particular of the truth and verifiability of psychoanalytic inter-
pretations.

According to Schafer, “Psychoanalysts may be described as
people who listen to the narrations of analysands and help them
to transform these narrations into others that are more com-
plete, coherent, convincing, and adaptively useful than those
they have been accustomed to constructing” (1983, 240). Or, as
Schafer puts it elsewhere, “People going through psychoanaly-
sis—analysands—tell the analyst about themselves and others
in the past and present. In making interpretations, the analyst
retells these stories. In the retelling, certain features are accen-
tuated while others are placed in parentheses; certain features
are related to others in new ways or for the first time; some
features are developed further, perhaps at great length. This
retelling is done along psychoanalytic lines” (1983, 219). In a
word, psychoanalysis is a “telling and retelling along psycho-
analytic lines” (1983, 218).

This conception of analysts as retelling the patient’s life im-
plies “a perspective on the analyst at work, specifically that he
or she takes everything in the analytic situation as a text that
requires interpretation or that might, by suitable interventions,
be developed to the point where it is enough of a text to yield to
psychoanalytic interpretation” (1992, 176). Yet “like any other
text presented to the world, the analysand’s text does not re-
main in his or her control” (1992, 176)."

In what do the analyst’s retellings or narrative revisions con-
sist? The concept of retelling, for Schafer, “subsumes four
overlapping terms: redescribing, reinterpreting, recontextual-

11. Thus the analyst focuses on not only the content of the telling, but
also the action of telling itself —and its disruptions. See Schafer (1983,
186, 223, 228).
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izing, and reducing” (1983, 187)."> As a schematic example,
Schafer cites the case of an interpretation that deals with re-
action formation against sadism. Here, “the analyst is redescrib-
ing ostensible kindness as a defensive move, or reinterpreting as
defensiveness what the analysand has already interpreted and
presented as evidence of sheer kindness, or recontextualizing os-
tensible kindness by placing it in a setting of infantile as well
as current danger situations, or reducing the manifest forms and
occasions of forced kindness to prototypic childhood situations
of danger and defense (for example being good out of fear of
abandonment)” (1983, 187).

An interesting feature of Schafer’s position follows from
his view of analysis as tellings and retellings. Unlike Donald
Spence, who sees all reconstructions in essence as constructions,
Schafer sees all constructions as reconstructions. The reason is
obvious: because the patient is always constructing, the ana-
lyst is always necessarily reconstructing what has already been
constructed: “Each analytically revised account of the past is
necessarily a reconstruction of that which has already been con-
structed differently” (194).

Indeed, even accounts of the present, for Schafer, are always
reconstructions: “Accounts of the present (the here and now)
are reconstructions in the same way as accounts of the past,
as described above, except that they feature acts of perceiving
rather than remembering.” Because “every perception is itself
a construction (an interpretive selection, organization, and for-
mulation), the perceived present may not be regarded as a
reality that is simply given, self-evident, or prenarrational. Like
the facts of the past, the facts of the here and now exist only in
narrated versions of them” (195).

12. For a rather different description of retellings than Schafer’s cus-
tomary one, see Schafer (1983, 194).
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Schafer also wishes to insist that analyst and analysand are
coauthors of the text being interpreted (1992, 177). And just as
analyst and analysand mutually influence each other, so inter-
pretations of the present and interpretations of the past mutu-
ally influence each other: “The past is used to make the present
more intelligible, and the present is used to make the past more
intelligible, which is to say more coherent, continuous, and
convincing” (188).

Thus, there is a “complex circularity and narrativity of work-
ing simultaneously with the here and now reconstructions of
transference and resisting and the then and there reconstruc-
tions of the vicissitudes of early development. Those then and
there reconstructions remain, however, part of the here and
now of the analytic narrative enterprise. How else could it
be?” (201).%

Schafer also stresses the importance of the “second reality” —
the largely unconscious reality that emerges as the chief locale
or scene of effective psychoanalysis (161)."* The second reality
“is the reality of unconscious mental processes, and it is char-
acterized by modes and contents of a special sort” (244). “This
second reality is as real as any other. In many ways it is more
coherent and inclusive and more open to your activity than the
reality you now vouch for and try to make do with” (235). “The
second reality of psychoanalysis is more akin to the reality con-
structed in poetry, story, visual arts, and myth. It both supple-
ments and competes with pragmatic conventionalized reality.
Both kinds of reality are constructions. Each construction has
its uses” (255).

A related point that Schafer is at some pains to emphasize

13. See also Schafer (1983, 196, 201, 208).

14. One reason it could not be otherwise is given by the very nature of
transference. See Schafer (1983, 203).

15. See also Schafer (1983, 244).
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is the primacy of the history of the analysis itself. He asks, “Is
there a narrative form that is methodologically more adequate
to the psychoanalytic occasion [than the traditional case his-
tory]?” and he answers, “I believe there is. It is a story that
begins in the middle which is the present: the beginning is the
beginning of the analysis” (238)."* Indeed, ideally all material
in the analysis “should be at least implicitly interpreted with
reference to its function in the analytic dialogue and thereby
maximized in its significance and utility. There are no ‘other
issues’ pure and simple; there are only alternate, even if often
tangential and delayed, approaches to the issues of the analysis
itself” (207).” And so “the history that the analyst comes to
believe in with most justification is the history of the analysis
itself” (206).

Schafer also believes that the history of the analysis (as of
the life of the patient) is more like a set of histories that is re-
told from multiple perspectives than a final, definitive account.
Thus there is no single, definitive account of an action, an
analysis, a life (204, 206).

Implicit in Schafer’s theory of the nature of the psychoana-
Iytié process is his postmodern worldview, which he contrasts
with Freud’s positivistic worldview. Schafer’s worldview shapes
and gives form to his narrative conception of psychoanalysis:
“Freud established a tradition within which psychoanalysis is
understood as an essentialist and positivist natural science. One
need not be bound by this scientific commitment, however; the
individual and general accounts and interpretations Freud gave

16. See also Schafer (1983, 209, 239).

17. Indeed, Schafer goes so far as to say that “reconstruction of the
infantile past is a temporally displaced and artificially linearized ac-
count of the analysis in the here and now.” (1983, 203). See below on the
interrelation between past and present.

34/ The Hermeneutic Analytic Thinkers



of his case material can be read in another way. In this reading,
psychoanalysis is an interpretive discipline whose practition-
ers aim to develop a particular kind of systematic account of
human action” (212).

The positivist model is flawed for a number of reasons. “Ac-
cording to [that] model,” Schafer says, “the investigator dis-
covers, studies, and theorizes about facts that exist as such
apart from the investigator’s interrelated theoretical and meth-
odological precommitments” (188). “At least for the analytic
observer, the subject and object are clearly distinct. Reality is
encountered and recognized innocently. In part it simply forces
itself on one, in part it is discovered or uncovered by search and
reason free of theory” (234).1

The problem with thinking of analytic projects—say, nor-
mative life-historical projects—as simply fact-finding expedi-
tions, is that “each such expedition is prepared for what is to be
found: it has its maps and compasses, its conceptual supplies,
and its probable destination. This preparedness (which contra-
dicts the empiricists’ pretensions of innocence) amounts to a
narrative plan, form, or set of rules” (238).”” As a result, “in
psychoanalysis, as in all other fields of inquiry, there can be no
theory-free and method-free facts” (188). A simple positivistic
conception of analytic work is inadequate. The facts are what
the analyst makes them out to be (257).

Schafer concludes from these difficulties that we must adopt
a different worldview:

Today, . . . this positivist stance in relation to data
seems obsolete. I think it is now necessary to ac-
18. And see Schafer’s description of the positivist’s position on such
questions as “When and where is a phallus?” and the nature of selfhood.

See Schafer (1983, 284, 184).
19. See also Schafer (1992, 189).
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cept some form of the following interrelated propo-
sitions: one cannot distinguish sharply what the
analyst finds and what the analyst introduces as a
narrative organization; no absolute distinction be-
tween analytic subject and object is tenable; all
perception is interpretation in context; and all pro-
posed analytic interpretation is therefore reinter-
pretation that requires both recontextualization of
what has been told and reduction of that telling to
one or another psychoanalytic storyline. (184)

“Thus, in considering analytic knowledge,” Schafer says, “we
confront this triple circularity: conventional distinctions be-
tween subject and object, between observation and theory, and
between past and present no longer hold” (203).

The positivistic telling, in brief, “is only one way of giving
or arriving at an account of the subject in the world, and it
is incoherent with respect to the epistemological assumptions
inherent in psychoanalytic inquiry, that is, those assumptions
that limit us always to dealing only with wersions of reality”
(234).

Schafer is clear that rejection of the positivist vision of the
world lands him squarely in the camp of the hermeneuts, and
Schafer declares himself to be a hermeneut:

What has been presented here amounts to a her-
meneutic version of psychoanalysis. In this version,
psychoanalysis is an interpretive discipline rather
than a natural science. It deals in language and
equivalents of language. Interpretations are re-
descriptions or retellings of action along the lines
peculiar to psychoanalytic interest. Action can only
be named or described from one or another point
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of view, that is, on the basis of certain presupposi-
tions and in keeping with certain aims. (255)*°

A central feature of Schafer’s hermeneutic vision of psycho-
analysis, as we have seen, is that we can have no unmediated
access to reality—all facts are constructed. Reality is always
mediated by narration. Far from being innocently encountered
or discovered, it is created in a regulated fashion (257). As
Schafer puts it elsewhere,

one can never have unmediated access to .

events, for the events can exist only in narrative
accounts that have been or may be developed by
the analysand or analyst for different purposes and
in different contexts. On my understanding, this
pluralistic and relativistic conception of “events” is
put forward in many modern theories of knowl-
edge. In psychoanalysis, the versions of significant
events change as the work progresses, and with
these changes go changes in what is called the ex-
perience of these events, for the narrative accounts
and the experiences are inseparable. . . . the analyst
views [the analysand’s] experience as always being
constructed or reconstructed; it can be encoun-

tered only in explicit or implicit narrative accounts.
(186)*

As an example of realities that are constructed—and of how
Schafer construes their constructedness— consider his descrip-
tions of self and other as narrated:

20. See also Schafer (1983, 191).
21. See also Schafer (1992, 50, 55, 56).
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We are forever telling stories about ourselves. In
telling these self-stories fo others we may, for most
purposes, be said to be performing straightforward
narrative actions. In saying that we also tell them
to ourselves, however, we are enclosing one story
within another. This is the story that there is a self
to tell something to, a someone else serving as audi-
ence who is oneself or one’s self. When the stories
we tell others about ourselves concern these other
selves of ours, when we say, for example, “I am not
master of myself,” we are again enclosing one story
within another. On this view, the self is a telling,
From time to time and from person to person, this
telling varies in the degree to which it is unified,
stable, and acceptable to informed observers as re-

liable and valid. (218)

About narrations of the other, he says, “Additionally, we are
forever telling stories about others. These others, too, may be
viewed as figures or other selves constituted by narrative ac-
tions. Other people are constructed in the telling about them;
more exactly, we narrate others just as we narrate selves. The
other person, like the self, is not something one has or encoun-
ters as such but an existence one tells. Consequently, telling
‘others’ about ‘ourselves’ is doubly narrative” (219). In short,
self and other are an existence one tells—not something one
“has” or “encounters.”

Schafer seems to be saying here that the realities of self and
other are simply narrations. In fact, however, Schafer takes the
facts to be more complicated than that: “Evidence does not
consist of simple, narratively unmediated, objective facts. What
is called the evidence is, like all other evidence, theory laden; it
is constructed in that uncertain area between what is found and
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what is created, and it is that ‘evidence’ that is used to support
reasoning which, unreflectively, is taken to be simply logical,
factual, and conclusive” (1992, 54).2

Schafer’s commitment to the constructedness of reality is
evident in many areas. Thus, for Schafer, acts are narrated.”
Experiences are narrated or constructed too: “One learns how
to construct experience” (1983, 248). And naturally, if reality is
constructed, it follows that the events and items of reality in-
volved in psychoanalysis are constructed too: “One must, first
of all, accept the proposition that there are no objective, au-
tonomous, or pure psychoanalytic data which, as Freud was
fond of saying, compel one to draw conclusions. . . . What have
been presented as the plain empirical data and techniques of
psychoanalysis are inseparable from the investigator’s precriti-
cal and interrelated assumptions concerning the origins, co-
herence, totality, and intelligibly of personal action.”** Schafer
notes as variables crucial to the stories an analyst tells the ana-
lytic attitude and the analyst’s theoretical stance.””

For Schafer, then, facts are constructed —from transference,
to life-historical events, to self. They are constituted by narra-
tives. Language “occupies center stage in theoretical thinking

22. See also Schafer (1992, 182).

23. See, e.g., Schafer (1992, 44). Indeed, not only is the telling or pre-
senting of a version of an action a narration; so is the version itself. See
Schafer (1992, xiv). Moreover, even the barest, most minimal account of
an action is itself a narrative. See Schafer (1992, 45).

24. See, e.g., Schafer (1983, 212). For the general claim, see also Schafer

(1983, 213). Schafer also makes the claim as to specific items involved in
psychoanalysis. See, e.g., Schafer (1983, 239) (traditional developmental
accounts); (1983, 204) (life-historical facts); (1983, 209) (biographi-
cal material); (1983, 189, 243) (psychoanalytic experience); (1983, 195,
220) (transference); (1983, 183) (the “second reality”); (1983, 209) (inner
emptiness); (1983, 231) (inability); (1983, 255) (introspection); (1992, 54)
(self-deception).

25. See Schafer (1992, 20) and (1983, 212), respectively.
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and research. Language is seen as that which makes the world
that it tells about” (1992, 148).

I now wish to consider two themes that are related to Scha-
fer’s view that facts are constructed. First, multiple construc-
tions are possible in the case of any fact. And second, one has
some choice about which construction to adopt.

Schafer says he “invoke[s] the idea of narration precisely in
connection with the inevitability of alternative descriptions”
(1992, xiv). Acts and events come into being in narrative or
at least narratable form, “and that form is almost infinitely
changeable” (1983, 251). And so, for example, “when the analy-
sand is viewed as being engaged in narrative performance, he
or she will be understood to be giving only one of a great num-
ber of possible accounts that could be given of these life events”
(1983, 186). His account “must be regarded as merely one ver-
sion of the story-content to which reference is being made”
(1983, 252).

The account Schafer is recommending, he says, “necessarily
limits one to constructing some version or some vision of the
subject in the world. One defines situations and invests events
with multiple meanings. These meanings are more or less ade-
quately responsive to different questions that the narrator . . .
wants to answer; they are also responsive to the rules of context
that the narrator intends to follow and to the level of abstrac-
tion that he or she wishes to maintain” (1983, 234). And so, an
individual analysis, for example, “produces not one history but
a set of more or less coordinated accounts of life history. And
thus it is that different analytic approaches based on different
assumptions produce different sets of life histories that support
these assumptions” (1983, 205).

That so many versions of things are possible permits Schafer
to make his familiar claim that there is “no one, final, true, all-
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purpose account of that event” (1983, 253).2¢ It also leads to the
second point that I wish to stress about Schafer: his belief that
one has some choice about which of the many possible con-
structions to adopt. The “proposition that drive is a narrative
structure,” for example, means that it is “an optional way of
telling the story of human lives” (1983, 225).” One often fails
to recognize that one has such choices: “Because [a particular]
story is so familiar . . . [one is] not ordinarily prepared to rec-
ognize it as a story” (1992, 50).

Yet, while one has choices about which narratives to use, the
narratives themselves to some extent constrain choice: when
one chooses a storyline, one must “observ[e] such constraints
as it exercises on narrators working within the conventions of
how these deceptions are to be presented” (1992, 56). And so
Schafer prefers “storyline” to “metaphor”

because, in my estimate, it has more obvious gen-
erative and regulatory connotations. Storyline sug-
gests that there are a number of versions of the
story that may be actualized, provided only that
the storyteller observes enough of the conventional
constraints (follows the “line”). These conventional
constraints are not ordinarily extremely limiting,
but there is usually a point beyond which attentive
readers or listeners will begin to question whether
a different story is now being told; for example, a
consistent emphasis on experiences of relaxed plea-

26. See also Schafer (1992, 44).

27. Schafer gives several other examples of his claim. See, e.g., Schafer
(1992, 55) (deception); (1983, 249) (disclaiming forms of action); (1983,
220) (transference). Indeed, even “viewing psychoanalysis as a therapy
itself manifests a narrative choice” (1983, 220).
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sure in the context of giving an account of defense
will be thought to be changing the story unless it
is made clear that and how that relaxed pleasure is
necessary to the story of defense. (1992, 47)*

Although one’s choice about how to describe, and so con-
stitute, the world may have some constraints, it remains just
that—a choice. Consider Schafer’s discussion of one’s choice
about the “rules regulating the creation of reality”:

The rules regulating the creation of reality may be
conventional, in which case no questions are likely
to be raised about the world and how we know it;
if needed, consensual validation will be readily ob-
tained. But things can be otherwise. Once certain
rules are defined, they may prove to violate con-
vention in a way that is incoherent or at least not
understandable at a given moment. In this case, the
place of these rules requires further investigation
and interpretation. Those rules that inform truly
original ideas may necessitate revision of accepted
ideas about the rules that “must” be followed and
the kind of reality that it is desirable or interesting
to construct. (1983, 235)

Schafer’s worldview, different from the positivist worldview,
has constructivism and perspectivism at its center:

To agree that analysts interpret interpenetrated or
cohabited texts is to accord to constructivism and
its corollary, perspectivism, an essential place in
psychoanalysis and to put into permanent ques-
tion the traditional psychoanalytic claim to the

28. See also Schafer (1992, 45).
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status of an empirical, inductive, objectively obser-
vational science. Constructivism and perspectivism
are theoretical positions on what we can and should
mean by “reality” or on the sense in which we
can “know” reality. In constructivism, the world
we claim to know objectively is not given directly
to perception and reason. Rather, reality is con-
structed according to rules; these rules, though
usually implicit, are ascertainable through critical
study, no matter whether they are known as such
to the subject or not. People follow these rules in
observing or making observable whatever it is that
they go on to say is in the real world. Broadly
viewed, these rules are pretty much the same among
members of the same culture and historical period,
although the selection, comprehension, and appli-
cation of the rules are more or less individualized.
Hence the cultural diversity within conformity, or
the conformity within diversity, that we generally
acknowledge and more or less accept. The result
is not reality plain but a perspective on reality or,
more exactly, reality by means of a perspective”

In all of this, what can we find of Schafer’s views on truth? If
psychoanalytic interpretations are simply narratives or stories,
what becomes of their truth? Are they, as it were, true stories?
In what sense?

29. See Schafer (1992, 177-78). Schafer continues by expressing his
view in more traditional language: “Instead of the terms constructivism,
perspectivism, and narration or storyline, often other words or phrases are
used to grapple with the same issues of knowledge of reality or how to
arrive at the sense of an answer; these include paradigms, models of the
mind, leading metaphors, or just plain theory.”
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In contrast to the early Schafer, who hedges this point, the
later Schafer is clear that psychoanalytic narratives may, in-
deed, be true: “In the sense used here, narratives are not made-
up stories (fictitious in the established sense) with beginnings,
middles, and endings. Narrating, giving an account, present-
ing a version, developing a storyline, telling: These terms and
others like them make up the core vocabulary of the narrational
approach” (1992, xiv):

It is especially important to emphasize that narra-
tive is not an alternative to truth or reality; rather,
it is the mode in which, inevitably, truth and reality
are presented. We have only versions of the true and
the real. Narratively unmediated, definitive access
to truth and reality cannot be demonstrated. In this
respect, therefore, there can be no absolute founda-
tion on which any observer or thinker stands; each
must choose his or her narrative or version. Further,
each narrative presupposes or establishes a context,
and the sentences of any one account attain full
significance only within their context and through
more or less systematic or consistent use of the lan-
guage appropriate to the purpose. (1992, xiv-xv)

Schafer took essentially this view not only at the late stage
of Retelling A Life, but also at the earlier stage of The Analytic
Attitude:

It must be asked next whether these histories com-
prise a set of new personal myths. To assert that
they are myths is equivalent to saying that a history
of any kind is a myth. This nihilistic (or preten-
tious?) conclusion does not follow from the pre-
ceding discussion. . . . What does follow is that it
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is in the nature of historical accounts to be sub-
ject to challenge, revision, and extension in the
light of new questions and the new data that they
establish or bring to the foreground. That no his-
tory is the single and final one does not mean that
each history is a mythic creation which is exempt
from the rules of verification, coherence, consis-
tency, and (for the time being) completeness. In
this sense, the psychoanalytic life histories are ver-
sions of the truth. . . . They are new, never before
possible versions of the truth and therefore new
truths. (1983, 206)

Indeed, Schafer makes essentially the same point when, as
we have seen, he denies that just any narrative is possible—that
one has complete freedom in choosing narratives:

[It is not being proposed] that any account is as
acceptable as any other. [What is being proposed
is] this—when we speak of true and false accounts
of actions, we are positioning ourselves in a matrix
of narratives that are always open to examination
as to their precritical assumptions and values and
as to their usefulness in one or another project.
Some versions of S.M.’s [a sadomasochist’s] con-
duct, such as that he is totally permissive, would
depart so far from the conventions and uses of
social or clinical discourse that they would founder
from the start, except perhaps if they were being
developed with obvious irony. Of them we say that
they are false, inadequate, or illogical in any com-
prehensive discourse. Some accounts will be judged
to be better or closer to the truth than others on
the basis that they show a higher degree of consis-
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tency, coherence, comprehensiveness, and common
sense than the others. But in the complex instances
that concern us the most, we cannot count on in-
contestable proofs of superiority, and we resort to,
or submit to, rhetorical, ethical, and esthetic per-
suasiveness to decide what is better or best. Such,
at any rate, is the account being used here of the
way narratives of action are constructed and used.

(1992, 56)*

Schafer, then, is persuaded that truth is possible in his nar-
rational world*! One question that immediately arises is, How
do we establish truth in the case of psychoanalytic interpre-
tations? what are the criteria of validation? Schafer has some
things to say about this too: “To speak of the unreliable narra-
tor, one must have some conception of a reliable narrator, that
is, of validity; and yet the trend of my argument suggests that
there is no single definitive account to be achieved. Validity,
it seems, can only be achieved within a system that is viewed
as such and that appears, after careful consideration, to have
the virtues of coherence, consistency, comprehensiveness, and
common sense” (1983, 236).%

Schafer continues in a way that suggests that he counts
therapeutic efficacy as a criterion of validity. Thus, the “in-

30. See also Schafer (1983, 203).

31. Of course, it is truth understood in a particular way —as an account
that is consistent, coherent, comprehensive, and commonsensical. As
Schafer puts it later, “Analytic case summaries purport to say what is true
of the individual when they should say what is true according to the de-
tails of the different investigations that have been carried out within each
analysis” (1983, 204).

32. He also has some ideas about what is an unacceptable criterion:
“We cannot depend uncritically on convention and consensual validation
in making claims about what is real or true” (1992, 55).
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creased possibility of change” is an aim of the project and “an
important criterion of its progress” (1983, 236), as is the re-
allocation of activity and passivity in the analysand’s life. The
accounts must also “withstand further tough and searching
questions” (1983, 236).

Schafer uses language suggestive of the “hermeneutic circle”
when he claims that we cannot get outside of our narratives,
as it were, to verify interpretations: “In another respect, I am
only restating Freud’s criteria for the verification of reconstruc-
tions: Verification is established by an accumulation of indirect
or implicit responses, the kind of responses that become evidence
only upon interpretation, further analytic dialogue, and further in-
terpretation” (1992, 176). And so classic “constructions” that are
not directly corroborated by memory may be “required for the
coherence, followability, and further development of the ana-
lytic life histories, and ideally they will withstand the challenge
posed by alternative interpretations.”

If Schafer is convinced that psychoanalytic interpretations
may be true in an unproblematic sense, he seems also to adopt
a coherence theory of truth. Narrative, as Schafer says, is not
an alternative to truth or reality, but rather the mode in which
they are presented. And so when we speak of true or false ac-
counts, we are positioning ourselves within a matrix of narra-
tives. Schafer speaks of accounts being false in a comprehensive
discourse and of some accounts being closer to the truth on
the ground that they demonstrate a higher degree of coher-
ence, consistency and common sense. Validity, he says, can be
achieved only within a system. And so Schafer suggests that we
cannot get outside our narrative accounts: evidence becomes
evidence only upon further interpretation and dialogue.

Yet in a small piece responding to Richard Geha, Schafer
suggests that he does not want altogether to abandon the role of
correspondence in understanding the truth, if doing so would
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mean “the collapse of the distinction between history and art”
(1984, 364). Schafer is troubled by Geha’s “unqualified reliance
on coherence, even while granting . . . both the epistemological
difficulties associated with the usual positivistic notion of cor-
respondence and the indispensability of criteria of coherence in
assessing historical narratives” (366).

At the least, Schafer argues, criteria of correspondence “must
refer or correspond to stable, communally recognized elements
of a text and their interrelations. . . . Also, criteria of coher-
ence imply consistency with similar elements of other historical
texts, and the idea of ‘other historical texts’ implies the partial
regulation of historical discourse by criteria of correspondence”
(366-67).

For instance, though one may say that a text exists only in
the minds of its readers, we can surely check Geha’s references
to R. G. Collingwood to determine whether they are—what?
Just coherent? No, Schafer answers, the material “must also be
portrayed reliably and accurately. It must observe conventions.
The account must fall within a tradition or challenge a tradi-
tion” (367).

While some may charge Schafer with not following his argu-
ments to their logical conclusion, he “would emphasize that [he
has] repeatedly insisted that we cannot do without a conception
of reality, even though we can attend to reality only by means
of one or another version or vision of it” (368). “If we are to
speak of perception at all . . . then we must presuppose not only
a perceiver but also a perceived” (369). This is Schafer’s central
point: In order even to carry out Geha’s recommended rhetori-
cal analysis, “we would have to rely on some of the very convic-
tions that are being challenged (e.g., that there is a past, that we
can more or less agree on evidence, that we can in many respects
recognize error, that we share a common language, etc.)” (370).

In short, at “the present time, the humanistic disciplines
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seem to be in considerable disarray owing to the absence
of authoritative answers to the deeply challenging questions
about reality . . . raised over the past century. . . . There are
grounds for radical doubt” (368). Nevertheless, some things
can be said: “All discourse presupposes at least the limited
version of correspondence I have sketched. . . . We are not re-
quired to repudiate totally some kind of correspondence, even if
that correspondence is only general, provisional, conventional,
situation-bound, or discipline-bound” (370).

“The problem of reality or correspondence,” then, “remains
with us. If we continue to wrestle with it rather than settle it too
quickly, we can at least hope to gain more perspective on the
limits under which we operate in this realm of discourse” (370).

HerBERT FINGARETTE

In “Meaning and Being” (1963), Herbert Fingarette proposes
a “meaning-reorganization” view of psychoanalytic interpreta-
tion as opposed to a “hidden reality” view. In so doing, Fin-
garette conceives of his task as dealing with the “ontological
interpretations of psychoanalysis and their implications, not
with the question as to whether psychoanalysis is valid—a point
which is here assumed” (18).

The hidden reality view, as Fingarette describes it, is the
view that the psychoanalyst “uncovers for the patient what had
been present but invisible. . . . The door hiding the hidden
past is opened; or the veil is ripped from the disguised present.
What was in the shadow is now itself unchanged in essence,
but it is illuminated. This way of thinking about the processes
in question I shall call the ‘hidden reality’ view. Put in onto-
logical terms, the repressed is a continuously existent, potent,
but hidden reality” (19).

This way of speaking is, of course, metaphorical. And Fin-

The Hermeneutic Analytic Thinkers/ 49



garette contrasts Freud’s hidden reality metaphors with a differ-
ent set of metaphors that conveys the essence of the meaning-
reorganization view when one is talking about unconscious
ideas, repression, and insight:

“The therapeutic insight does not show the patient
what he is or was; it changes him into someone
new.” “The therapist does not present information;
he presents options.” “Insight in its main function
does not reveal unknown events of the past but
helps us to see known past events in a new way.”
“The phrase ‘unconscious process’ does not refer
directly to a spatio-temporal process.” “Insight into
an unconscious wish is like noticing suddenly a
well-formed ‘ship’ in the cloud instead of a poorly
formed ‘rabbit.” On the other hand, insight is not
like discovering an animal which has been hiding
in the bushes.” “Insight does not reveal a hidden,
past reality; it is a reorganization of the meaning of
present experience, a present reorientation toward
both future and past.” (20)

Fingarette offers several analogies to enable us to understand
the meaning-reorganization view. Take the case of a person
carefully reading a poem; though he understands all of the
words, he does not appreciate the poem. A friend then suggests
to the person “an over-all organization or unifying meaning-
scheme which had not occurred to him. Suddenly, [the poem]
‘clicks’” (21). The point is that the “words, without some uni-
fying scheme of meanings, are not a poem. A poem is an ex-
perience which is generated only as there is also brought to bear
some unifying scheme by the one who interprets” (21).

A therapeutic example enables Fingarette to distinguish
more sharply the meaning-reorganization and the hidden
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reality views. In the example, a woman comes to a therapy ses-
sion with a headache that she developed after her employer
offered her an extra week’s vacation. The therapist’s interpreta-
tion is that the patient feels indebted to her boss and resents his
kindness as threatening her typical intense efforts to maintain
her independence. Indeed, the patient’s desire to be indepen-
dent is really an overreaction to a severe temptation she feels to
give in to strong, unconscious dependency needs that she finds
unacceptable. The headache begins to disappear.

The patient’s old meaning-scheme, focusing on generosity
and friendship, did not make sense of her headache; such a re-
sponse is “not a part of the ‘game’ of being befriended.” But
“frustration, fearful temptation, and resentment are meaning-
structures in experience which ‘imply’ or meaningfully lead to
the possibility of unpleasant affect” (29). Thus, the headache
becomes meaningful in terms of that scheme.

But what has the therapist done in offering the interpreta-
tion? Has the therapist revealed past but hidden realities, feel-
ings or thought processes of a hidden kind that were actually
operating at the time of the boss’s offer? The hidden reality
interpretation of psychoanalysis implies an affirmative answer.
The meaning-reorganization view implies the contrary: that
there were neither temporal occurrences of feelings of anger or
resentment, nor any unobservable space-time event that one
could call a “wish to be dependent.” The therapist does in-
deed help point out certain past events, but these events were
observable and observed. His object is to furnish new descrip-
tions, new meanings now for the events that were described or
conceived differently then (28).

Indeed, Freud’s justification for using the concept of the un-
conscious is that it enables us to achieve a gain in meaning.
This success, Freud claims, gives us an “incontrovertible” proof
of the existence of what was assumed. “But what,” Fingarette
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asks, “has been provided with an ‘incontrovertible proof » Have
we proved the assumption that all these processes actually oc-
curred in secret at the former time? Or is it that the patient’s
acceptance and use of the language of hidden wishes makes it
possible for her to see herself in a different light now and, as a
result, to act differently hereafter? Have we not . . . now pro-
vided a new meaning for the past?” (30).

To further help explain the difference between the hidden
reality and the meaning-reorganization view, Fingarette uses
the example of our seeing the pictures of a wedding we did not
know about versus a judge’s pronouncing that two persons have
been in a common-law marriage as of a certain date in the past:

The news pictures, in the first analogy, reproduce
what we did not see. The judge’s pronouncement
in court does not reproduce anything; it is neither a
replica nor a making public of what was secret. . . .
The judge’s pronouncement is a novel act, a present
act; it is an authoritative reconstrual of the past, a re-
construal which is oriented toward influencing the
future. The judge does not reveal a secret ceremony
in the past; he now establishes a new context for our
present and future response to the known events of
the past” (34).

Whereas a wedding is “a relatively well-defined and local act in
space and time” (34-35), a “common-law marriage is not an act
at all. The phrase ‘common-law marriage’ . . . in truth . . . refers
to the absence of a ceremony and to a complex set of events, all
directly knowable in principle, all subjected to a retrospective
review and to an authoritative reclassification with attendant
reshuffling of individual events among the new categories” (35).

The same sort of thing happens when, in therapy, I come to
see my behavior toward my little brother in the past in terms
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of the meaning-scheme “jealous aggression toward brother”
rather than the scheme “well-meaning help of brother.” It is
not that I remember feeling hatred and jealousy of him—*“I
could not truly recall such feelings because I felt no feelings at
the time” (35)—although I may recall other things about our
relationship. But when therapy reveals the more appropriate
meaning-scheme, “everything hangs together in a new way—
and a much more unified, meaningful way” (35). Again, it is
not that I “discover unfelt feelings; I reinterpret the feelings I
felt (and this may lead me to have new feelings and responses
now)” (35). In short, “the acceptance of a therapeutic interpre-
tation consists in reconstructing present experience (including
memories and expectations) in a more coherent manner; it is
not a discovery of secret occurrences of the past” (40).

To further explain his meaning, Fingarette introduces some
metaphors: “I move from one lookout point to another, al-
though I look at the very same landscape. I travel from east to
west in a land where I had always traveled north and south.
How strange and new! How familiar!” (36).

Fingarette proceeds to ask the crucial question: “Are we
here denying the truth of the proposition ‘unconscious motives
really existed in the past and function in the present?’” (36).
The answer, says Fingarette, is, “Not at all” (36):

We have consistently accepted the truth of the
fundamental psychoanalytic propositions in our
analyses. But we are now asking, “What do these
statements mean?” Under what conditions are they
legitimately used? We consider whether “an un-
conscious wish existed in the past” means that an
“invisible” duplicate of a “visible” something has
been discovered to have secretly coexisted with
other events in the past. Or we consider an alterna-
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tive: Does it not mean that the relevant events were
not secret but that we could not, would not see
part of their meaning? Does it not mean that the
known or rememberable events of the past, along
with their feelings and thoughts, can now be con-
strued within a pattern of meanings which makes
more of a unity than the meaning patterns we had
formerly used? (36)

In short, “theories within which we interpret our true state-
ments are in no sense challenges to the truth of those
statements” (36-37). On Fingarette’s conceptualization of the
nature of psychoanalytic interpretations, how then does psych-
oanalysis work? Like the reader of a poem whose meaning may

[{¥}4

be mysterious, the patient “‘reads’ . . . the bits and pieces of
his life,” and then the therapist “suggests a meaning-scheme
in terms of which to reorganize and unify the patient’s experi-
ence” (21).

Now concepts, according to Fingarette, “not only ‘reflect’
and report our experience; as meanings, not merely as verbalis-
tic structures, they are constitutive of experience” (22).** More-
over, in human experience, meaning-structure is not only con-
stitutive of the experience-content, but also “efficacious with
regard to the course of that content’s transformations” (22).
Thus, “it is easy to see that the therapist’s effective introduc-
tion of a different meaning-scheme from that formerly used by
the patient is a way of directly acting upon, a way of reorganiz-

33. Fingarette is thus postmodern in his conception of language and
reality. See also (1963, 50): “The therapist may well be loyal to the Reality
Principle, but reality in this context is defined to a great extent by social
structure, language, ideology, and esthetic tradition as well as by physical
environment.”
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ing the current experience rather than a way of revealing the
truth about a hidden past” (23).
To change the metaphor,

therapeutic interventions are analogous to tempo-
rary digressions in a game where we turn our at-
tention to the rules, strategy, or data instead of to
the making of moves in the game. . . . We can
“clarify” and “confront,” i.e., we can focus on the
meaning-scheme (the rules of the game) presently
being used, clarifying the patient’s actual use of it
and its proper use. . . . [Or] we may give “interpre-
tations” and develop “constructions,” i.e., we can
construct a new meaning-scheme (or set of rules)
and thereafter play the game of life in a basically
new way. . . . A therapeutic interpretation . . .is. ..
a suggestion that a new conception of one’s life
may be worth trying, a new “game” played. . . . It
involves the hint that the structure of experience
will be more unified, i.e., that there will be fewer
meaningless gaps if this new scheme can become
the very frame of one’s being (25).

Indeed, a symptom is essentially a “quasi-autonomous sys-
tem of meanings, one which is not itself meaningfully linked
to the main fabric of meanings” (38). And so,

insight therapy may now be viewed as the attempt
to provide integrating meanings where before we
had the “disconnected and unintelligible.” It is the
attempt to reweave instead of putting what Freud
called a “patch on the spot where there was a rent.”
Insight therapy is the attempt to elucidate “all the
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enigmatic products of life.” The therapist and pa-
tient seek schemes which not only make sense of
the symptom-behavior but also tie it into the main,
integrated body of meanings constituting the ego.
There is achieved thus . . . “a gain in meaning.” (38)

Interestingly, although Fingarette proposes the meaning-
reorganization language in his ontological interpretation of
therapy, he recommends against use of that language within
therapy: “I think there are good reasons to suppose that it is
usually better to present insight psychotherapy as an attempt to
discover what is present but hidden in one’s life rather than as a
task of making a new world for oneself by ‘creative choice,’ by
the mobilization of will and purpose” (57).

To present therapy as a search for a hidden reality, Fingarette
suggests, “sets in the clearest possible contrast the appropriate,
nonneurotic background behavior of passivity and undirected-
ness, and the neurotically motivated single-mindedness, the
dogged and unjustified willfulness, of the neurotic symptom
and especially of the transference” (57). “Neurosis is precisely
the disease of uncontrollable ‘willfulness’” (58), and so it would
be a mistake to use meanings that focus attention on the con-
cepts of “choice” and “will.” Openness is the more important
part of the deliberative process—and the part least cultivated in
the neurotic. Whereas neurotic passivity is defensive pseudo-
passivity—passivity “in the sense of rigidly avoiding some-
thing” —“therapeutic passivity is openness” (58).

Fingarette turns to the question of whether, on the meaning-
reorganization view, insight therapy depends on suggestion and
influence: “Does it imply that the therapist imposes his will,
his values, his interpretation of things upon the patient? Is it
a disguised form of retraining or reconditioning rather than
a discovery of objective truth?” (39). Indeed, if the accep-
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tance of a therapeutic interpretation “consists in reconstructing
what then
becomes of the truth-value, the objectivity of psychoanalytic
therapeutic insights” (40)? “It is easy to jump to the conclusion

R

present experience . . . in a more coherent manner,

that, except in a crudely pragmatic sense, objectivity is impos-
sible and that therapy is only a form of ‘suggestion.’ If, some-
how or other, the patient can be enticed to accept a proffered
therapeutic interpretation, then all is as well as can be, for there
is no ‘real’ meaning or event which was the historical basis for
the therapeutic interpretation” (40). He continues, “Are thera-
peutic interpretations valid merely because they are accepted
and used by the patient, or must they in some sense be true, ob-
jectively grounded, in accord with a reality independent of what
the patient may find useful to believe at any moment?” (40).

To respond to this problem, Fingarette goes through the
kinds of evidence that would be taken to support an interpre-
tation, concluding, “It should be evident that, according to the
‘meaning-reorganization’ view, precisely the same sort of evidence
would be essential to confirm a therapeutic insight” (42) as
to confirm an interpretation on the hidden reality view: “We
now see that both views require with equal force and in the
same way that psychoanalytic propositions be ultimately linked
in complex ways to the behavioral. But neither view calls for
confirmation by reference to a single, past event. This ultimate
linkage, the ‘meaning-reorganization’ view reveals, is a matter
of creative ingenuity as well as objective inquiry” (45).

With regard to the objectivity of interpretations, Fingarette
further notes that “according to the ‘meaning-reorganization’
view, it is precisely because the neurotic is not objective, cannot
freely explore, test, and check his isolated meaning-schemes
against the data and other meanings of his experience that he
is called neurotic. . . . It is the neurotic, in short, who is ‘sub-
jective’. . . . [And] the point of therapy is to establish the ca-
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pacity for objectivity and to be objective. The essence of insight
psychotherapy is the rejection of partial-ity [sic] in relating of
facts one to another in meaningful ways” (43).

The objectivity of psychoanalytic interpretations is not gain-
said by the fact that the “world is multimeaninged” (46).
Indeed, it was one of Freud’s fundamental insights that all
behavior is overdetermined—“has an unspecifiable number of
meanings” (46). Even though the world is multimeaninged,
however, it “does not have 4// meanings. This would indeed be
the end of objectivity. An act may have many meanings, but
there are infinitely more meanings which it can be objectively
shown not to have” (46).

Fingarette also addresses the question of whether the thera-
pist “implant[s], willfully or unknowingly, values and beliefs,
valid or not, in the patient.” “Or is there some sense in which
the acceptance of a new meaning-pattern in therapy is gen-
uinely rational and voluntary, the free and responsible response
of an autonomous agent?” (46).

Fingarette concludes that the latter is closer to the truth: “If
I explain the rules [of a game] to a person, I ‘influence’ him,
but I do not act counter to his autonomy; on the contrary, I
increase his autonomy” (48). In essence, the therapist suggests
a game the patient can play for himself, but does not play the
game for him. In brief, “Insight therapy is . . . value-neutral
and liberating in its results” (49).

Fingarette concludes this chapter by noting a critical ambi-
guity in the concept of meaning and linking to this ambiguity
the fact that psychoanalysis is taken by some as a science, by
others as a form of humanities: “The language of ‘meaning’
can function in scientific theory as a more generalized inter-
pretation of the psychoanalytic language. . . . Or the language
of meaning may function expressively, existentially, in the very
coming to grips with life. The concept ‘meaning’ is, in short,
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a point of intersection from which one may move either into
living or into theories about living” (63):

This ambiguity in [psychoanalysis’] commitment
to “Reality” was—and is—a generative source of
the power of psychoanalysis. The Reality of the
many dimensions of life’s drama and the Reality of
the many dimensions of science have, when juxta-
posed, generated a high-tension equilibrium which
has been the basis of the psychological revolution
of our age. Psychoanalysis in particular laid the
basis for a systematic contemporary perspective on
the life of the spirit. Like its great cousin-syntheses
of other times and places, it infected men’s minds
while receiving their scorn. (68)

ROBERT STEELE

In “Psychoanalysis and Hermeneutics” (1979), Robert Steele
elaborates the ways in which psychoanalysis is a hermeneu-
tic discipline. In the course of his discussion, he claims that
“psychoanalysis through language constructs meaningful life
histories and does not provide causal explanations” (1979,
408).3* Freud, of course, viewed his reconstructions as causal
explanations, but for Steele psychoanalysis provides, not causal
explanations, but “reasonable interpretations that help make
the past intelligible” (406). More particularly,“psychoanalytic
case histories are narratives linking the life of the individual to a
general historical scheme. This scheme does not provide causes
for a life, but a framework of general story elements, supplied

34. See also Steele (1979, 408): “For analyses and case studies do not
disclose facts about objects, they construct life stories. To understand a
story we do not quantify it, we participate in it and interpret it.”

The Hermeneutic Analytic Thinkers/ 59



by psychoanalysis, which can be used in the reconstruction of
individual life histories” (405).

Why, then, are psychoanalytic interpretations often cast in
causal form? For Steele, when the analysand “no longer under-
stands himself and therefore can no longer communicate as
a partner in full control of his meanings” (396), the analyst
changes his view of the analysand and considers him as an o4-
Ject. (Part of the patient’s own self is then “as foreign to him
as any object” [396].) The analyst then turns to analytic theory
and to his previous analytic experience to help him understand:
“In the theory he finds naturalistic and historical explanations
in a causal objective language . . . that aid him in explaining the
otherwise incomprehensible activities of the analysand” (396).
Crucially, however, the “quasi-naturalistic phase serves the her-
meneutic interest” (396):

Causal explanation . . . serves understanding, it
is not an end in itself. Quasi-naturalistic expla-
nations treat symptoms and dreams as objects to
be observed and interpreted, but their explanation
in terms of an interpretation to the client serves
to transform them from the objective to the sub-
jective. For analyst and analysand it brings such
phenomena into the human sphere of meaning
and intention. It facilitates the dialogue and builds
greater mutual understanding which can be used
when communication breaks down again. (396)

Now Steele, most importantly, sees interpretations not only
as meaning-providing stories, but also, in effect, as creating the
reality they are describing. Holding, with Wolfgang Loch, that
truth in analysis is not the correct statement of a historical fact,
but “the construction of something that makes sense,” Steele
asserts that “reality is not given, but created and recreated. . . .
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New truth is constructed within the ever expanding circles of
psychoanalytical dialogue” (398). Thus, “reality comes to reside
in the ever expanding circle of meaning between analysand and
analyst” (402).

For example, on whether causes in particular preexist the in-
terpretations that reveal them, Steele is clear: “Freud . . . is not
finding causes but creating them. Establishing ‘causality retro-
spectively’ is not discovery, it is post hoc interpretation” (406).
Similarly, “the meaning of [the] unconscious background is
constituted by depth hermeneutics in the act of interpretation
that makes the unknown, known. Interpretation does not re-
veal something real” (405). Steele expands upon this theme
by noting a disanalogy in Freud’s example of solving a jigsaw
puzzle and interpreting a dream. Unlike a jigsaw puzzle, the
“original text of the dream —its solution, the latent meaning—
exists solely as a product of interpretation. . . . There simply is
not a master with which to compare one’s analytic puzzle solu-
tions” (404).

But how does one adjudicate among different psychoana-
Iytic interpretations so conceived? For Steele, once an analyst
proposes an interpretation, “he finds out if it is correct by tell-
ing it to the analysand. In hermeneutics and psychoanalysis
‘one of the main control mechanisms is the “answers” which the
77 (402).% Steele elaborates:
“The first and last line of defence is evidence from the psycho-

texts [analysand] themselves provide

analytic situation. Correctness here must be evaluated by the
hermeneutic methods which constitute psychoanalytic check-
ing procedures: the articulation of the parts with the whole,
the arrival at shared meanings between analyst and analysand,
and the maximal freeing from distortions of the analysand’s life
story” (405). Finally, “the end to either the interpretation of a

35. Citing Radnitzky (1973, 213).
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dream, or . . . the analysis as a whole, comes when analyst and
analysand overcome doubt” (403).

SERGE VIDERMAN

In “The Analytic Space: Meaning and Problems” (1979), Serge
Viderman presents his version of hermeneutic psychoanalysis.
Viderman dwells at some length on the role of language in the
analytic field. He claims, for example, that the drives of the
unconscious cannot be understood without the medium of lan-
guage, which “structures and modifies them in the very process”
(1979, 261). Indeed, Viderman goes even further: the “existence
of the drive in its most archaic representation . . . is linked to
the speech of the analyst who, by giving a name and form to it,
is not so much discovering it as he is creating it” (261).

In the same way, Viderman urges that “speech provides a
denomination that unifies and concretizes {the most archaic
experiences] in a totally original way and in a form that exists
nowhere in the unconscious of the patient, or anywhere else but
in the analytic space through the language that provides it with
form” (262). Given the gap between some manifest content and
the construct of interpretive speech, we can see that the inter-
pretive activity is “in this sense . . . an original creation” (262).

Viderman gives some examples of concrete interpretations.
Melanie Klein, for example, observed a child patient cover
some marbles in a goblet so that they would not roll out and
interpreted the marbles as representing children in the belly of
the patient’s mother. This interpretation could not, according
to Viderman, “lay claim to any other truth than the one created
for it in the analytic space by the speech which formulate[d]
it” (263).

Similarly, in the case of the Wolf Man, Freud inferred the
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existence of the primal scene from the patient’s dream: “In
order to discover it in the dream, he first had to imagine it:
that he invented it and the term for it should not startle us if
I have been sufficiently clear in my explanations. He imagined
it, then, as pre-existing both the dream and the associations”
(269). The interpretation, reached by a very circuitous path, is
saved from being absurd, Viderman claims, once we recognize
the “fragility of the hypothesis of a real, historical event experi-
enced by the patient. . . . This is one of the advantages of the
coherence we regain when we no longer feel so strictly bound
to retrace, stroke by stroke, a history nowhere to be found”
(269). The primal scene, in short, “could not be discovered but
only imagined” (270).

Viderman’s central example is an interpretation from his
own practice. The patient dreams of picking some flowers and
offering his father a bouquet of six roses. While the patient
stressed the positive nature of the gift to his father, Vider-
man, wanting to illuminate the thorns hidden in the roses, said
to the patient, “Six roses or cirrhosis?”** About this interpre-
tation Viderman says, “I hope one can clearly see here how
useless it would be to ask who was right and what was the true
meaning of the dream. . . . [The connection] was invented by
phonetic similarity and was more in the mind of the analyst
than in that of the patient. In the instant before it was uttered,
it was nowhere. After it was uttered, several possible perspec-
tives were opened up” (265). If Viderman’s appraisal of the
proximity of unconscious negative feelings was correct, and the
state of the transference “allowed the interpretation to be ac-

36. In French, “six roses” and “cirrhosis” are phonetically close enough
to pass for homonyms. Note that the patient’s father had died as a result
of alcoholism.
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cepted and integrated,” then “it decame ¢rue through a dynamic
process which created it; it is not as if it were true per se, that
is, outside the situation in which it was uttered” (265) In a
word, one “cannot say that this interpretation [was] either true
or false, for it [could not] be contained in an alternative binary
proposition of truth or untruth” (266).

Woirrcane LocH

In “Some Comments on the Subject of Psychoanalysis and
Truth” (1977), Wolfgang Loch examines the relationship of
psychoanalysis to truth. He sees the task of psychoanalysis as
both the search for historical truth and the development of
sense out of a dyadic relationship (1977, 221). The latter, indeed,
he sees as a second form of truth: “We are confronted with two
notions of truth: truth understood as the correct statement, the
historical fact—only in need of discovery to be brought to the
surface; and truth as the emergent, the construction of some-
thing that makes sense and that therefore permits one to rely
on it and to continue living” (220-21).3® Loch links this sec-
ond notion to a pragmatic theory of truth (232) and sees it as

37. Though Viderman speaks of the correctness of the appraisal of
unconscious hostility to the father, he seems committed to the view that
such hostility did not bring about the “six roses” image in the dream
(“The connection was more in the mind of the analyst than that of the
patient. In the instant before it was uttered, it was nowhere” [1979, 265]).

38. See also Loch (1977, 227): “Fantasies or recollections do not repre-
sent discovered truths of a historical character but are attempts to create
a sense, a significance, in order to go on existing. I believe . . . that inter-
pretations in the form of reconstructions have, in essence, the very same
character and task”; (1977, 232): “I personally believe that an understand-
ing of truth as something that is sustaining me, that permits me to go on
living, is completely legitimate. As I mentioned earlier, this is a definition
in the Hebrew tradition.”
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unmistakably the more important for psychoanalysis: “Psycho-
analysis does not discover truth understood as a correspondence
between facts of the past and propositions in the form of in-
terpretations concerning this past. Rather, it constructs truth in
the service of self-coherence for the present and for the future,
on the basis of mutual agreement” (238).

At times Loch concedes that historical truth plays some role
in psychoanalysis, but it is plainly secondary, and its presence
does not diminish the importance of truth as sense: “Thus, we
may say that truth in its scientific sense cannot be what analysts
are really concerned with. And this opinion is not invalidated
if we concede with Freud that there are ‘fragments of historical
truth’ in all the productions of the patient and also in the ana-
lyst’s constructions” (228). Indeed, because interpretations may
contain a “kernel of truth,” they may restore a patient’s con-
fidence in his own perceptions (238). “On the whole, however,
analytical material does not give a veridical picture of the past
and therefore does not contain ‘scientific truth-values’” (239).

Although Loch speaks often of interpretations as not giving
a veridical picture of the past, his claim is not restricted to
efforts to reconstruct the patient’s remote history. Even inter-
pretations about current phenomena, such as dreams, aim for
truth as sense and not correspondence. Thus Loch claims that
psychoanalytic procedure “constructs truth in the service of self-
coherence for the present and for the future” not only for such
things as “past traumatic events,” but also for “interpretations
of the ego’s defense-operations” (238).

Loch’s concept of sense as truth has implications for the
aims of therapy: “Psychoanalytic interpretations—insofar as
they are predominantly arrived at to make sense—are not so
much concerned with meaning comprehended as a fixed sig-
nification (truth in a scientific perspective), but are meant to
open possibilities. They enable the patient to discover and con-
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struct new meanings” (245-46).* Psychoanalysis helps people
“to discover new truth in the sense of the freedom to construct,
to invent, new thoughts and new meanings and significations”
(247). Finally, “the subject now knows by experience that it is
the search for sense, for reasons, that is the very foundation for
living as an actor” (248).

DoNALD SPENCE

In Narrative Truth and Historical Truth (1982a), Donald Spence
elaborates and defends a conception of psychoanalysis as achiev-
ing, in its interpretations and constructions, primarily narrative
truth as opposed to historical truth:

The linguistic and narrative aspects of an inter-
pretation may well have priority over its historical
truth, and we are making the somewhat heretical
claim that an interpretation is effective because it
gives the awkward happening a kind of linguistic
and narrative closure, not because it can account
for it in a purely causal sense. An interpretation
satisfies because we are able to contain an unfin-
ished piece of reality in a meaningful sentence; that
is part of what we mean by finding its narrative
home. The sentence acquires additional meaning
when it meshes with other parts of the patient’s
life; it acquires narrative force by virtue of these

39. For the idea of “sense as truth,” see also, e.g., Loch (1977, 230)
(“the introduction of reasons that make sense and are thus true”); (1977,
231) (“The coberence that the person cannot escape looking for builds
meaning and sense —that is, creates fruth”); (1977, 240) (“1 believe it
is warranted to equate sense and truth for this psychoanalytic work of
ours”); (1977, 243) (“This search for sense as truth is the main task we

must fulfill”).
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connections, and adds narrative understanding to
what is already known and understood. The power
of language is such that simply putting something
into words gives it a certain kind of authenticity;
finding a narrative home for these words amplifies
and expands this truth. (138)

Narrative truth, in other words, is prior to historical truth, yet
interpretations that do not reveal historical truth may never-
theless be therapeutic.

According to Spence, it may not impair the effectiveness of
an interpretation that it “does not grow out of the material,”
for “its historical truth may be less important than its narra-
tive truth” (150).*° In essence, we “are primarily interested in
the effect [an interpretation] produces rather than its past cre-
dentials,” and so we should “give up our concern for historical
accuracy” (276).

Spence likens the distinction between historical truth and
narrative truth to that between reconstruction and construction
(288)** and suggests that “narrative truth cannot be validated by
appeal to historical fact. On the contrary, it speaks to a differ-
ent domain, a domain that only comes alive within the analytic
situation” (292). And so an interpretation, rather “than repre-
senting a piece of the past . . . is more likely a creation of the
present . . . that can take on any number of meanings depend-
ing on the surrounding context” (267). In short, “in making

40. As the block quotation above suggests, Spence distinguishes, more
particularly, between two forms of narrative truth: “The idea of narrative
truth can be seen to have two forms: a weak form, defined as finding a
verbal expression for the anomalous event, and a strong form, defined as
fitting the expression into the patient’s life story” (1982a, 165). That both
of these forms of narrative truth might provide comfort and “narrative
closure” to the patient seems clear. See below.

41. See also Spence (1982a, 165).
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a formal interpretation, we exchange one kind of truth— his-
torical truth—for the truth of being coherent and sayable—
narrative truth. Language gives us this power” (173).

For Spence, interpretations may, over time, acquire narrative
truth; they may become true:*> “Once we shift to the idea that
we can create truth by statement—the concept of becoming
true—we have left the domain of archeology and opened up
new and dangerous doors. . . . The interpretation . . . can bring
an idea into being for the first time. Once stated, it becomes
partially true; as it is repeated and extended, it becomes famil-
iar; and as its familiarity adds to its plausibility, it becomes
completely true” (177). Furthermore, “an entirely imaginary in-
terpretation may achieve a certain truth status in the analytic
space” (171).

Indeed, Edward Glover’s famous distinction between “in-
exact” and “apparently exact” interpretations loses some of its
force. Glover suggested that inexact interpretations provide
patients with mere fantasies and thus with defensive substi-
tutes that might do more harm than good, but Spence is not
convinced: “An interpretation may be inexact in the sense that
it does not correspond to a piece of the past, but to the extent
that it is creative and allows a new theme to emerge, it be-
comes a positive factor in the treatment and not necessarily a
resistance” (173).

Adjudicating among different interpretations is, of course,
always a concern for the psychoanalyst and for the psycho-
analytic theorist, and Spence assesses Michael Sherwood’s
dual criteria of adequacy and accuracy. Criteria of adequacy
include self-consistency, coherence, and comprehensiveness;
these Spence identifies with narrative truth (180). But ade-

42. See, e.g., Spence (1982a, 166-71). Compare the concept of “be-
coming the past” (19821, 175).
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quacy, or narrative truth, is not a good gauge of accuracy, or
historical truth: “For if narrative suitability is used to justify the
truth value of a particular construction, then we begin to see
that the criteria of adequacy (narrative truth) may sometimes
be a poor substitute for the criteria of accuracy (historical truth)
because an almost infinite number of items can be accommo-
dated in any particular chronology” (183). Indeed, Sherwood’s
two sets of criteria may conflict, and “on occasion, the need for
narrative fit may be controlling and the constructions that are
needed to make the narrative coherent and comprehensive may
later be accepted as true” (181).

Spence is convinced that Freud’s archeological model,
through which he tried to escape ambiguity and answer the
charge of suggestion (265), is inadequate. As an alternative to
that model, with its emphasis on historical truth, Spence pro-
poses that we consider an interpretation as an aesthetic experi-
ence and a pragmatic statement.

The artistic model makes very clear that truth is somewhat
beside the point: “Once we have moved into an aesthetic do-
main, it becomes less important to ask about the historical
truth of the interpretation, just as we would hardly think of
asking about the historical ‘truth’ of a painting” (269).** On the
other hand, we do

ask about another kind of truth when faced with
a painting—something we would call its artistic

43. On the other hand, perhaps we do ask about the “historical truth”
of a representational painting. In the same way, Sharpe (see below) claims
that there is no correct way to play a Beethoven sonata; truth here, he
claims, is also beside the point. Yet Beethoven’s musical pieces have mark-
ings indicating the way they are to be played. Perhaps there are a number
of ways of playing them that conform to these markings. But there are
just as obviously wrong ways to play them —at least if we think that the
composer’s intent is significant.
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truth. . . . The notion of artistic truth means that
not just any painting or interpretation will qualify;
it must conform to certain artistic or clinical stan-
dards. But so long as these are satisfied, it becomes
an object of beauty without regard to how faith-
fully it represents the scene in question. (270)

Construing interpretations in this way makes room for “Vider-
man’s notion that interpretations are essentially creative (in the
best artistic sense) and for his hypothesis that a number of
different interpretations might be provided for any particular
clinical event” (270).

Spence’s example of a pragmatic statement is the politician’s
claim to the electorate, “I am going to win next Tuesday.” This
claim, according to Spence, is neither true nor false “because
we have no grounds for checking its truth value; rather, it is
an instrument for bringing about a certain course of action”
(271). Spence claims that a psychoanalytic interpretation can
be understood in the same way: “It is, first of all, a means to an
end, uttered in the expectation that it will lead to additional,
clarifying material. Its truth . . . lies more in the present and
future than in the past: it may become true for the first time
just by being said” (271).*

To elucidate the notion of an interpretation as a pragmatic
statement, Spence introduces John Searle’s discussion of the
three commitments a newspaper reporter makes when he writes
a factual article: first, to the truth of the statements in the
story; second, to his ability to give evidence for the truth of the
statements; and third, to his belief in their truth (272). A nov-

44. Spence is clear that historical accuracy and pragmatic effectiveness
are distinct. See Spence (1982a, 272).
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elist, by contrast, is pretending to make these claims but can
actually perform none of them (272).
The analyst is in an intermediate position:

In making an interpretation, . . . [the analyst] is
also pretending to perform certain kinds of speech
acts, but in a slightly different manner. We would
say that he shares with the reporter a commitment
to a belief in the proposition he is putting forward
but that he is less committed to its truth—as we
will see, the truth may actually be indefinable—and
he is often unable to provide supporting evidence.
The interpretation, then, can be defined by a claim
to a belief in the proposition and nothing more. . . .
Put another way, we would say that the analyst
commits himself to a belief in his formulation but
not necessarily to a belief in its referent. (273)

Spence’s conceptualization focuses on the interpretation as
a speech act that is designed to “make something happen.”
Moreover, it focuses on the interpretation as something whose
relation to historical truth—and so the analyst’s commitment
to its truth—is less than robust: “The analyst, in contrast to the
novelist, commits himself to a belief in his hypothesis and is in-
clined to use it in a pragmatic fashion, as a way of making some-
thing happen. He is less committed to a belief in its truth value
—either because he has no clear way of knowing whether or not
it actually occurred or because he is proposing something that
has no clear correspondence with an event in the patient’s life.”

Spence suggests at points that analysts are not committed to
the truth of their interpretations only in the sense that they are
not sure they are true (the analyst “has no clear way of knowing
whether or not it actually occurred”). This suggestion is uncon-
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troversial—but also very uninteresting. At most points, how-
ever, Spence seems to be making the more truly controversial
and interesting claim that interpretations have “no clear corre-
spondence with . . . event[s] in the patient’s life.” As his dis-
cussion above continues, “The Viderman [interpretation] . . .
cannot be said to correspond to a particular happening, and
thus we can hardly ask questions about its historical truth. The
more appropriate question concerns what might be called its
artistic truth, its significance as a kind of creative endeavor,
a putting-together of known facts about the patient in a new
form that carries a high probability of making something hap-
pen in the analytic space” (275).

Similarly, Spence’s discussion of the relation of interpreta-
tions as aesthetic and pragmatic statements to truth implies the
more radical position:

Thinking about interpretations in this manner, we
see that questions about their historical truth are
either impossible to answer—as in the case of cre-
ative utterances—or relatively unimportant. If we
think about them as pragmatic statements, we real-
ize that they are designed to produce results rather
than to document the past; they are designed pri-
marily to bring about a change in belief. The more
creative they are, the harder to document, because
to the extent that they represent truly artistic pro-
ductions, they have never happened before in just
that form (think of [the interpretation] six roses or
cirrhosis) and, therefore, they have no more provable
correspondence with reality than a painting or a
piece of music. Once we conceive of interpretations
as artistic creations that have the potential of pro-
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ducing an aesthetic response, we are . . . even less
interested in the truth of the particular parts. (276)

Interpretations, in short, do not have a “provable correspon-
dence with reality”; it is no more possible to answer questions
about their historical truth than to answer whether the fictional
Romeo was fond of his first teacher.

If Spence is right about all of this, why are interpretations
therapeutic? Freud, of course, subscribed to the “tally theory”
(Griinbaum 1984, 8): interpretations are effective because they
are true.* But if we must cease to see interpretations as either
true or false, the tally theory cannot be right. Spence, indeed,
calls the theory “something of a straw man” (290), and essen-
tially denies its truth.

But what, then, substitutes for it? Spence finds many reasons
for thinking that interpretations, as he has construed them, can
be therapeutic. For one, an interpretation allows the analyst
to “make certain kinds of experience accessible to the patient;
once expressed in words, they can be integrated into other parts
of the patient’s life story and linked up with other parts of our
theory” (173). For another, an interpretation may “open up new
possibilities, . . . bring separate ideas together in a new and
potentially evocative combination. Its fate will be determined

45. See also Griinbaum (1988) (Freud committed to tally theory, in
particular to two principles: psychoanalysis alone can yield correct insight
into unconscious pathogens; the patient’s correct insight into the etiology
of his condition and the unconscious dynamics of his character is causally
necessary for the therapeutic conquest of his neurosis. Although Freud
strayed some from this thesis toward the end of his career, he generally
held to it; he seemed undeterred by the fact that other therapies produced
symptomatic relief or that spontaneous remissions occurred); Cioffi (1988,
61) (Freud did not subscribe to the tally argument, and it is a bad argu-
ment anyway, since, even if psychoanalysis does achieve success, it may do
s0 as a result of things other than the truth of interpretations).
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by how the patient responds and by what new associations come
to mind” (178). Indeed, interpretations “lend meaning to other-
wise disconnected pieces of the patient’s life. The very process
[of interpretation] . . . enables the patient gradually to see his
life as continuous, coherent, and, therefore, meaningful” (280).

Spence also focuses on the comfort that understanding may
provide: “Part of the appeal of the interpretation lies in the fact
that we almost always prefer the known to the unknown” (141).
Thus, an interpretation “may bring about a positive effect not
because it corresponds to a specific piece of the past but be-
cause it appears to relate the known to the unknown, to provide
explanation in the place of uncertainty” (141).* Spence sug-
gests that this decrease in uncertainty may have further positive
effects: interpretations give the patient “explanation in place of
uncertainty, and they sometimes lead to further recall. Putting
a construction in the proper context often gives it a reality that
is so compelling that we quickly assume, along with Freud, that
we have uncovered a piece of the past” (187).

The satisfaction of tying things together—indeed, the thrill
of discovery—may be therapeutic in itself:

There is satisfaction in seeing a tangled life reduced
to a relatively small number of organizing prin-
ciples; satisfaction in seeing a previous explanation
(e.g., the primal scene) come to life again in new
circumstances; and finally, satisfaction in finding
correspondence between events that are separated
in time and space. There is no doubting the aes-

46. See also (19823, 143) (“Once again we have exchanged the uncer-
tainty and mystery of the clinical happening for a plausible and com-
pelling explanation—and who would prefer the first to the second?”);
(29824, 167) (“Finding a single event to explain a train of bewildering and

apparently happenstance occurrences can, as we pointed out earlier, be
enormously satisfying and provide great psychological support”).
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thetic value of these different satisfactions. Even
though they should not be confused with the his-
torical truth of the resulting interpretations, they
should not be dismissed as having no significance
in their own right. And we may come to find that it
is the excitement of the discovery, in finding an ex-
planation or in participating in its unfolding, that
accounts for its therapeutic effect much more than
the substantive nature of the reasoning. In other
words, it is the interpretation as a creative act—as
a piece of narrative truth—that takes precedence.
(163-64)

Spence speculates on how interpretations may achieve their
effect, analogizing again to the arts: “If an interpretation is seen
as an artistic product, we might argue further that it achieves
its effect through something analogous to the well-known sus-
pension of disbelief. An interpretation may produce the desired
result because the patient, supported by a belief in the ana-
lyst and reinforced by the power of the transference, may allow
himself to suspend disbelief in the literal meaning of a given
interpretation and thereby make himself accessible to its artis-
tic and rhetorical surround” (289).

RoBERT SHARPE

Freud conceived of his procedure as an “explanation of visible
phenomena through a concealed mechanism” (Sharpe 1988). In
“Mirrors, Lamps, Organisms and Texts” (1988), Robert Sharpe
suggests that, although a hermeneutic conception of Freudian
procedure differs from Freud’s own, Freud’s practice was in-
terpretative. Sharpe describes interpretations in terms of four
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characteristics, of which the first—that interpretations are not
fully controlled by the facts—is most important here.

Freud believed that judgments about the mind were always
determinate— true or false regardless of our capacity to discover
the facts. Yet the multiplicity of possible interpretations of
mental phenomena pushes interpretive theorists toward a non-
realist indeterminacy. Sharpe distinguishes two different senses
of indeterminacy: “On the one hand there is the case which
allows that there is a right answer though we may be never
able to tell what it is. . . . Indeterminacy proper, however, takes
the view that no truth as to the matter exists independently of
what we have available to us” (1988, 190).

Sharpe cites Schafer as an example of a theorist for whom
the multiplicity of interpretations spells interpretations’ in-
determinacy. Schafer believes that-‘any analytic situation can
be matched by a multiplicity of interpretations of which no
single one is true” (189).*” “The interpretation,” in other words,
“is underdetermined” (189). In the same way, there are many
ways to play a Beethoven sonata; it hardly makes sense to ask
which is true.

To illustrate his indeterminacy thesis, Sharpe gives the ex-
ample of a woman who smashes “by accident” a vase—a gift
from her husband whom she has just discovered in adultery.
Under certain conditions, we can feel fairly comfortable con-
cluding that the smashing was motivated, albeit unconsciously
—for example, the woman “eyed it with some chagrin before
and she is usually careful” (190). But if the signs are less clear-
cut, “it is reasonable to conclude that there is no answer as to
whether the accident was or was not motivated.” Judgments in
these cases may be indeterminate in either of two ways: “They
will certainly be indeterminate . . . in the sense that there

47. Citing Schafer (1980, 80-83).
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is no underlying pattern of mental events with which their
judgement corresponds or fails to correspond and they may be
indeterminate in the sense that no correct answer exists to a
question about their truth” (191).

Sharpe’s principal aim in this article is to raise and answer
two problems for an interpretive or narrative approach: first,
“how can we reconcile [the narrative] approach with the causal
form which analyses commonly take?” And, second, “how can
the conquering of [say] compulsive rituals simply depend upon
the mere exchange of one story for another, particularly if the
choice between many of these stories is arbitrary” (193)? Surely
we need to alter the causal origins of the neurotic’s behavior,
which seems to require a single correct narrative that recapitu-
lates these origins. If we are free to form what narratives we
like, then the impression of compulsion is illusion; “Whether
or not he is free is narrative-relative and by choosing another
narrative he can view his actions as free” (194). “There is no
reason why he should not take up his bed and walk” (194).

To the first question Sharpe responds that a trauma has
causal force “because the person who suffers it describes the
occurrence in a certain way” (199). To change his patient, then,
the analyst “must reveal the possibility of so describing the
original event that it loses its causal force” (199). Sharpe seems
to be suggesting here that the analyst must give the patient an
alternative causal account to diminish the force of the patient’s
own view of the relevant causation. Thus, the narrative must
take a causal form —but it is still a narrative.

To the problem of the unfreedom of the neurotic Sharpe re-
sponds that the necessity the compulsive feels is “relative to a
particular mode of narrative. A neurotic cannot see that other
accounts of his behaviour are possible. It is as though he or she
can only arrange the facts of the past in one particular way”
(199). Redescription thus can empower the neurotic to refrain
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from some neurotic ritual that he previously could not avoid:
“The causal force of these events depends upon the descrip-
tions the sufferer gives of these. We may neutralize them by
getting him to see them in another way” (200).

Of course this view and the indeterminacy thesis itself mean
that Freud’s tally thesis is false. If interpretations are indeter-
minate—if “no sense can be attached to which out of a range
of alternatives is true” (195)— then the therapeutic force of the
analysis cannot depend on its being correct. Similarly, if ther-
apy works by helping people to see themselves differently, it
need not necessarily tell them the truth about themselves to be
effective.

Sharpe concedes that the effectiveness of therapy is not a
matter of the truth of interpretations, but of the placebo effect,
and has endeavored to give a rationale for this effect. A little
thought, he argues, suggests that truth is not critical to effec-
tiveness, and that we should not be troubled that analysis seems
to work as a placebo: “There is, after all, no special reason to
suppose that an ideological or religious conversion that enables
a man to make sense of his life, that recognizes as important
what he feels to be important, which only demands of him
those things which he can achieve, which gives him the mod-
erate self-esteem and the mutual support of people he admires,
is of necessity a conversion to a set of true doctrines” (196).
Successful therapy does not, then, require that pathogens in
the patient’s life be identified with any degree of precision. It
merely requires that “the narrative which replaces the original
redresses the emphases placed upon the pathogen and it can do
this simply by relegating to comparative insignificance a sector
of the analysand’s past which contains that experience” (196).

The influence of different narratives on people’s self-concep-
tions, indeed, can be profound: “When somebody is offered a
Freudian narrative of his life, by changing his picture of himself
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we may also change his behaviour so that we create an identity
in the course of trying to describe it” (196). If this is so, there is
a sense in which “interpretations may converge on determinacy
and that is through the acceptance of the patient. . . . [N]o gap
need occur between the accuracy of an analysis and its accep-
tance by the patient” (197).
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3
The Models

The eight hermeneutic thinkers I have presented often speak
the same language —use the same words and concepts, images
and analogies. And, indeed, some commentators take them to
be holding essentially the same position.! Yet this is a mistake.
There are at least five possible views that these hermeneutic
thinkers may be holding.? I organize these five views around
the hermeneuts’ position on the truth of psychoanalytic inter-
pretations. Although a theory’s position on truth may be or-
thogonal to its status as a hermeneutic theory, there is value to
this organization, which the reader will appreciate when I come
to critique the views in terms of the argument from patient re-
jection.

1. See below.

2. Other commentators make other distinctions among the herme-
neuts. See, e.g., Freeman (1985) (hermeneuts who take the position that
psychoanalytic interpretations do not refer to a reality beyond them-
selves because they despair of ever finding the reality beyond versus those
who do so because they are relativists); Moore (1989) (very ambitious
hermeneuts versus ambitious or dualist hermeneuts versus modest her-
meneuts; among the middle group, metaphysically dualist hermeneuts
versus philosophical hermeneuts versus linguistically dualist hermeneuts);
Phillips (1991) (hermeneuts who say there is a methodology distinctive to
the human sciences versus hermeneuts who emphasize the presence of a
multiplicity of incommensurable discourses); and Rubovits-Seitz (1986)
(hermeneuts who concern themselves with the problem of validation
versus those who contend that objective knowledge and validity are im-
possible versus those who see natural science and hermeneutic approaches
as mediating each other).
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In presenting the five models, I briefly describe them and
then offer reasons for thinking one or more of the eight her-
meneuts might subscribe to any given one. Some use language
suggestive of more than one of the models, and no effort is
made to arrive at a definitive reading of any of these herme-
neutic thinkers. Part of the reason for quoting from them so
extensively is to establish how difficult classification is—and to
put the reader in a position to come to her own preliminary
conclusions about these thinkers.

The first model I call the clinical psychoanalysis model. On
this model, psychoanalysis secks after meanings, not causes, in
the sense that it looks for conscious and unconscious purposes,
wishes, and aims, and not neurophysiological antecedents of
behavior. Psychoanalytic interpretations are true in an unprob-
lematic way under a correspondence theory of truth.

The second model, which I call the story model, is at the
opposite pole from the first. On this model, psychoanalysis
seeks after meaning in the sense of meaningful stories that
make sense of people’s lives, rather than the actual mental
states, conscious and unconscious, that underlie behavior. Psy-
choanalytic interpretations on this model do not purport to be
true —perhaps they are neither true nor false.

The third model is the alternative metaphysics model. This
model proposes a new metaphysical worldview underpinning
psychoanalysis—new theories of reality, truth, and justifica-
tion. On this model, psychoanalysis seeks after meaning in the
sense of psychological antecedents of behavior, but the inter-
pretations revealing those antecedents are true in a different
sense of “true” than that found under the traditional corre-
spondence theory; psychoanalytic interpretations are true only
in the sense of “true” given, say, by a coherence theory.

On the fourth model, the metaphor model, psychoanalysis
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seeks meaning in the sense of psychological antecedents of be-
havior, but the interpretations revealing those antecedents are
only metaphorically true.

Under the fifth model, which I call the interpretations-as-
literary-criticism model, psychoanalysis searches after meaning
in the way that critics search after the meaning of a novel; ana-
lysts are not looking for causes of behavior (as critics do not
look for causes of the scenes in the novel), but, in interpreting
behavior, they do discover truths—truths, in fact, about the
patient. These truths may be true in an unproblematic, tradi-
tional way, under a correspondence theory of truth.

THEe CLiNicaL PsycHoANALYsISs MODEL

The clinical psychoanalysis model says that psychoanalysis is
hermeneutic in the sense that it is not a natural science con-
cerned with uncovering the neurophysiological causes of be-
havior. Although Freud’s metapsychology is indeed based on a
natural science model—an outdated one at that—we ought to
reject the metapsychology in favor of the clinical theory. The
clinical theory is hermeneutic—it looks for the meanings of
behavior in the sense of underlying aims, purposes, wishes, and
desires, both conscious and unconscious. These two theories in
psychoanalysis are not reducible to one another. They occupy
different realms of discourse.

The hermeneuts’ emphasis on meaning, on the clinical psy-
choanalysis model, amounts to an emphasis on the psycho-
logical rather than the physical. Importantly, the psychological
states that interpretation uncovers are revealed as present in
an unproblematic way. To give an interpretation, for example,
that unconscious hostility motivated the accidental breaking of
the vase is to say that, at an unconscious level, one was feel-

ing hostility, and this hostility caused one accidentally to break
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the vase® If true, the interpretation is true in a straightforward
way: the statement corresponds to the facts of the world.*

George Klein and the early Schafer seem to be hermeneuts
who fit the clinical psychoanalysis model® Klein, as we have
seen, distinguished between two psychoanalyses, the clinical
theory, concerned with the analysand as a meaning-creating
subject, and the metapsychological theory, concerned with the
analysand as a natural object subject to the laws of physics. The
clinical theory is primary, metapsychology being simply irrele-
vant to the clinical enterprise. The terms of the clinical theory
are not reducible to those of the metapsychology. Nevertheless,
the clinical theory, for Klein, is not beyond the possibility of
verification and falsification; inferring from data to lawfulness
is a matter crucial to the development of psychoanalysis.

Now the “fundamental intent of the [clinical] psychoana-
lytic enterprise,” according to Klein, “[is] unlocking meanings”
(19764, 48). To interpret dreams or symptoms is to find “the

3. Actions motivated only unconsciously may still be said to be acci-
dental, although they are accidental in a sense that is different from
actions motivated on no level.

4. Theorists other than alternative metaphysicians do not generally
talk about their theories of truth, so I am making an assumption when
I say they subscribe to a correspondence theory of truth. I do so because
that is the most traditional theory of truth, and I am supposing that any-
one who does not explicitly question theories of truth simply accepts the
traditional one. In any case, it does not affect the force of the argument
from patient rejection if this is wrong; so long as the theorist subscribes
to some reasonable theory of truth, the application of the argument to the
different theories goes through.

5. Other theorists following Klein are Holt (1976) (the metapsychology
of drive is most problematic; humans are meaning-processors); and Holz-
man (1976) (the metapsychology obstructs attention from the clinical
theory; psychoanalysis is concerned with meaning). For an account of
why various thinkers like Holt and Klein might have abandoned the
metapsychology, see Aronson (1992).
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distinctive meanings that behaviors acquire when interpreted
in terms of sexual and aggressive wishes, conscious and uncon-
scious events, displacements of aims, transference, unconscious
fantasy, and related principles” (1976a, 43). Thus, the mean-
ing of, say, a dream is the unconscious psychological states that
underlie it. These are revealed in an unproblematic way.

While Klein’s theory, in short, is distinctly hermeneutic in
establishing a “separate realm” for clinical psychoanalysis and
in seeing the focus there to be on meaning, his hermeneutics
does not consist of a radical metaphysics—or of an effort to
move beyond metaphysics altogether.

The early Schafer’s hermeneutic psychoanalysis is quite close
to Klein’s. The early Schafer recommends abandoning the
metapsychology inasmuch as it is problematically anthropo-
morphic and it “excludes meaning from the center of psycho-
analytic theory” (1976, 199). The metapsychology speaks a lan-
guage that “cannot be concerned with meaning” (89)—the
two psychoanalyses occupy different realms of discourse. Thus,
psychoanalysis should be seen as a form of humanities, not a
natural science.

Meaning for the early Schafer “is the same as ‘psychic real-
ity’” (199). In explaining why a person becomes unable to see,
for example, we base our explanation “on that which has found
disguised expression in ‘looking,” which is to say, the latent
meaning of looking” (87). Looking takes on the significance of
certain drive activities and gratifications and is dealt with as
if it were those activities. In psychic reality, the early Schafer
says, it is those activities. Once again, the meaning of an act is
found in the unconscious psychological states that underlie it,
and these are revealed in an unproblematic way.

The early Schafer’s views on the truth of analytic interpre-
tations suggest that he is not wholly comfortable with the idea
that interpretations are true in a straightforward sense. He says,
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for example, that the emerging life history of the patient is “not
a fiction but not simply factual either,”® “not fictive, [but] also
not what one might call the absolute truth” (50). The most
plausible interpretation of these claims in context, however,
is that interpretations are not the whole truth—there is more
to be found; and they are not the final truth—what has been
found is subject to revision in light of what is later found.” The
early Schafer’s view is also unmistakably hermeneutic—and in
the same way and for the same reasons as Klein’s.

THE STORY MODEL

The story model says that psychoanalysis is a hermeneutic
discipline in the sense that it seeks after the meaning of people’s
behavior. The meaning of people’s behavior does not consist
(as it does in the clinical psychoanalysis model) of the psycho-
logical states, conscious and unconscious, that underlie their
behavior, but rather it is a story that makes sense of that be-
havior—that gives it meaning. For example, to be told that
one accidentally broke the vase because of unconscious anger
at one’s spouse is to be given a story that makes one’s behavior
intelligible; it is not to be given an account of an underlying
cause of one’s behavior.

Meaningful stories can be therapeutic inasmuch as uncer-
tainty—still more, confusion—is psychologically debilitating.
When the pieces of the puzzle fit together, one feels comforted.
A gain in meaning, then, is a gain in well-being.

On the story model, psychoanalytic interpretations do not

6. Indeed, this claim is made in The Analytic Attitude (1983, 56), so that
Schafer feels some ambivalence even at this later stage.

7. It is conceivable, however, that the early Schafer is tempted by the
story model. See especially the personal communication that the early
Schafer cites from Loewald.
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purport to be true. At the least, truth is a matter of indiffer-
ence; at the most, interpretations are but illusions. Somewhere
in between, they are neither true nor false in the same way that
statements about fictional characters are neither true nor false;®
they are simply not the sorts of statements that can be true or
false. To say, for example, that unconscious anger motivated the
breaking of the vase no more purports to be true than saying
that the fictional Romeo liked his first-grade teacher.

The story model is not confined to reconstructions of the
remote past. It is true that here-and-now interpretations of
the transference are currently regarded as a prominent part of
psychoanalysis and that reconstructions of the remote past have
receded in importance. It is also true that, because evidence
about the past is less accessible, a story model may seem more
compelling there. But even though some of the hermeneuts use
language that suggests that stories are the only thing possible
in the case of the remote past—recall Spence’s phrase “histori-
cal truth”—all of them, as a careful reading of their language
shows, consider the past to include the immediately past mo-
ment. Thus we can no more find the historical truth about the
unconscious feelings underlying a current symptom than we
can about the patient’s early childhood.

In short, unlike the clinical psychoanalysis model—in which
interpretations are true under a traditional correspondence
theory of truth—on the story model, interpretations are not

8. Perhaps I should say, “some statements about fictional characters.”
For example, some statements may be true or false according to the rules
of literary interpretation, e.g., “Romeo loved Juliet.” It remains true,
however, that the rules of literary interpretation preclude us from saying
“Romeo loved Juliet because she reminded him of his first-grade teacher.”
It is these latter kinds of statements that interpretations on the story
model arguably resemble.
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true under any theory of truth. In this regard, the two models
are at opposite extremes from each other.

Story model theorists may hold their position that interpre-
tations do not purport to be true for a number of reasons. First,
they may believe that it is in the nature of interpretations (as
in statements about fictional characters) not to be true or false
and that truth is in any case irrelevant to therapeutic efficacy.
Psychoanalysis helps patients by making their behavior intelli-
gible to them—and that is all there is to it.

Second, they may wish to protect psychoanalysis from the
charge that it is unscientific, either in the sense that its state-
ments are false scientifically or in the sense that they are non-
falsifiable. If psychoanalytic interpretations are neither true nor
false, they cannot be false scientifically, and because they are
part of a discipline that does not aspire to be scientific, their
nonfalsifiability is unproblematic: if one is not trying to say
true things, one cannot be faulted for saying things that are not
true or things that cannot be proved to be true.

Third, story model theorists may hold their position about
the truth of interpretations as a response to the problem of
competing psychoanalytic interpretations.” That so many dy-
namic accounts of a patient’s behavior are available makes per-
fect sense on the story model: the same behavior can be the
subject of different stories, each told from its unique point of
view. The commitment of story hermeneuts to the view that
interpretations do not purport to be true makes perfect sense;

if they were true, these truths might at times conflict.®

9. This problem, of course, is related to the last: it is especially embar-
rassing for a science to be faced with competing theories among which no
means of adjudication exists.

10. But is it the case that the phenomenon of different interpretations
of the same behavior drives one to the story model? Perhaps not. It is true
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Fourth, Michael Moore has argued that hermeneutic theo-
rists of all stripes—not just psychoanalytic hermeneuts—are
committed to the project of ridding theory of metaphysics."*
One prominent metaphysical question is the nature of truth;
should we hold to a correspondence theory of truth, for ex-
ample, or a coherence theory? The story model theorists may
wish to escape the grasp of metaphysics by taking care that their

that analysts will interpret the same material differently. For example,

one analyst may relate a patient’s anger to his feeling humiliated by a
more powerful contemporary, while another will relate it to his feeling
frustrated by not having his needs for closeness met. It is also true that
analysts from different schools will give varying accounts of the same
psychological phenomenon. A Kleinian, for example, may understand a
child’s feelings of depression to derive from his realization that the mother
he hates is the same mother as the mother he loves; he feels guilty about
his ambivalence. A Freudian, by contrast, may understand the child’s
depression to derive from his anger at his mother turned inward.

But cannot both interpretations and accounts be correct? The man
is angry both because he is humiliated by his relative lack of power and
because he is frustrated by his need for closeness being unmet. The child
is depressed both because he feels guilty about the anger he realizes is
directed at a loved one and because he turns that same anger inward. In
the same way, a fire may be caused both by a match striking the carbon
and by the presence of inflammable objects. After all, behavior, as Freud
contended, is overdetermined: there may be many causes of the same
behavior, all equally valid. If this is so, the supposed incompatibility of
differing dynamic explanations and accounts of behavior need not drive
us to the story model of psychodynamic explanation.

But this observation takes us only so far, and so the conclusion is too
sweeping. First, the differing theories cannot in all details all be right.
Moreover, even at the level of individual dynamic explanations, many will
often be in fact incompatible. The problem, then, remains, at least as to
many cases. The answer, of course, may be to determine means to estab-
lish that some of the accounts are false, not to declare that none purports
to be true.

11. For a thoroughgoing exegesis and rejection of this project as mis-
conceived, see Moore (1989).
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interpretations not aspire to truth; if they did, all the meta-
physical questions that truth raises would arguably remain. And
so their interpretations may simply “further conversation” or
“further dialogue,” helping patients without raising the specter
of futile metaphysical debate.

A number of the hermeneutic commentators I have discussed
seem to adopt the story model. Sharpe believes that judgments
about the mind are indeterminate in the sense that “no truth
as to the matter exists independently of what we have avail-
able to us” (1988, 190). The question, for example, whether the
woman’s smashing of the vase was motivated at an unconscious
level may be such that “there is no answer as to whether the
accident was or was not motivated.”

Indeed, judgments in these cases “will certainly be indeter-
minate . . . in the sense that there is no underlying pattern of
mental events with which their judgment corresponds or fails
to correspond and they may be indeterminate in the sense that
no correct answer exists to a question about their truth” (191).
Thus, an interpretation that the smashing was motivated is not
uncovering a psychological state of unconscious hostility that
played a role in the woman’s accident.

If “no sense can be attached to which out of a range of
alternatives is true” (195), then psychoanalytic interpretations
are effective not decause they are true, as Freud thought; they
simply aren’t true (or false). Sharpe is willing to concede that
truth is not necessary for effectiveness; this is the placebo effect.
But we should not be surprised that a story that makes sense of
one’s life and is reassuring in other ways would be therapeutic;
an ideological or religious conversion may be enormously satis-
fying and helpful without being “a conversion to a set of true
doctrines” (196).

Donald Spence also seems to subscribe to the story model,
although his position is somewhat more equivocal. Spence is
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clear, first of all, that psychoanalytic interpretations do not pur-
port to what he calls “historical truth.” At least the “narrative
aspects of an interpretation may . . . have priority over its his-
torical truth” (1982a, 137) —its “historical truth may be less im-
portant than its narrative truth” (150). But Spence goes farther:
interpretations are not designed “to document the past” (276),
and so we should positively “give up our concern for historical
accuracy” (276); the point is that interpretations do not repre-
sent or “correspond to a piece of the past” (173).

As an example of his claim that interpretations have “no
clear correspondence with event[s] in the patient’s life,” Spence
gives Serge Viderman’s “six roses or cirrhosis” interpretation:
the Viderman interpretation “cannot be said to correspond to
a particular happening, and thus we can hardly ask questions
about its historical truth” (275).

As an alternative to Freud’s archeological model, Spence
proposes that we think of interpretations as aesthetic and prag-
matic statements. The artistic model makes clear that truth is
at best beside the point: “We would hardly think of asking
about the historical ‘truth’ of a painting” (269).? A pragmatic
statement like “He is going to win the election next Tuesday”
is also neither true nor false (“because we have no grounds for
checking its truth value”) (271). Thus in making an interpreta-
tion, the analyst believes the proposition he is putting forward
but does not believe in its truth: “The analyst commits him-
self to a belief in his formulation but not necessarily to a belief
in its referent” (273). It is instructive that Spence suggests that

12. See also Spence (19823, 276) (to the extent that interpretations
are “artistic productions, they have never happened before in just that
form . . . and, therefore, they have no more provable correspondence with
reality than a painting or a piece of music”); and (1982a, 276) (questions
about historical truth are “impossible to answer” in the case of creative
utterances).
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the analyst pretends to believe in the proposition’s truth (as a
novelist does in hers), no doubt in order to induce the patient
to believe in it.

It is a little vague how we are to understand the analyst’s
believing in the proposition without believing in its truth. Per-
haps Spence means that analysts believe in their propositions
in the sense that they think them useful for patients to hold:
the analyst “commits himself to a belief in his hypothesis and
is inclined to use it in a pragmatic fashion, as a way of making
something happen. He is less committed to a belief in its truth
value—either because he has no clear way of knowing whether
or not it actually occurred or because he is proposing something
that has no clear correspondence with an event in the patient’s
life” (275).

Indeed, throughout Spence’s work runs the theme that in-
terpretations are speech acts designed to make something hap-
pen. Thus, “if we think of [interpretations] as pragmatic state-
ments, we realize that they are designed to produce results
rather than to document the past; they are designed primarily
to bring about a change in belief” (276). In other words, we
“are primarily concerned in the effect [an interpretation] pro-
duces rather than in its past credentials” (276)."

Yet while Spence denies that interpretations are historically
true, he insists that they may be “narratively true.” But what
does this mean? Spence says that narrative truth is the “truth
of being coherent and sayable” (173). More precisely, he iden-
tifies two forms of narrative truth: “finding a verbal expression
for [an] anomalous event, and . . . fitting the expression into
the patient’s life story” (165). Spence also identifies Sherwood’s
criteria of adequacy— consistency, coherence, and comprehen-
siveness—with narrative truth (180) and says that sometimes,

13. See also Spence (1982a, 173, 267, 271, 275, 292).
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when narrative and historical truth conflict, the “need for nar-
rative fit may be controlling” (181)."

Narrative truth is something interpretations may acquire over
time. They may, that is, become true: “Once we shift to the
idea that we can create truth by statement—the concept of
becoming true—we have left the domain of archeology and
opened up new and dangerous doors. . . . The interpretation . . .
can bring an idea into being for the first time. Once stated, it
becomes partially true; as it is repeated and extended, it be-
comes familiar; and as its familiarity adds to its plausibility, it
becomes completely true” (177). In short, “an entirely imagi-
nary interpretation may achieve a certain truth status in the
analytic space” (171).

Given his views on the truth of interpretations, Spence must
hold that interpretations are not, as Freud believed, effective
because they are true (244). If we must cease to see inter-
pretations as either true or false, the tally theory cannot be
right. Interpretations are effective for other reasons: they may
make certain kinds of experience accessible to the patient (173),
“open up new possibilities” (178), lend meaning to discon-
nected pieces of life (247). Providing explanation in place of
uncertainty can be very comforting (141, 167, 290). Indeed, even
the thrill of discovery may play a therapeutic role (163-64). In
essence, interpretations allow patients to see their lives as con-
tinuous, coherent, and meaningful (280). It is not surprising
that they would be therapeutic.

Does Spence, then, subscribe to the story model? On one
reading, all Spence’s view amounts to is that we can never know
whether interpretations are true. Thus, as noted, he says of an
interpretation that we have “no grounds for checking its truth
value” (271), “no clear way of knowing whether or not [the

14. See also Spence (1983, 270).
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event it refers to] actually occurred” (275). On this view, ana-
lysts should give up caring about historical truth because it is
beyond reach.”

This view may be thought of as a mild form of the story
model: interpretations are stories in the sense that, for all we
know, they are probably no more than stories. To say that given
interpretations may not be true is fairly uncontroversial. But to
accept that we should be happy in conceiving of interpretations
as stories in this sense is problematic, as I shall argue below:
interpretations must at least aim to be true for psychoanalysis
to be viable. Still, this conception of the story model is not so
problematic as the more extreme (and usual) form of the model.

The modest interpretation of Spence has some evidence, but
there is considerably more evidence for a more robust interpre-
tation of his views. Thus, “interpretations [are not] designed
to document the past” (276), they do not “represent” or “cor-
respond to a piece of the past” (267, 173, respectively), and
they have “no more provable correspondence with reality than
a painting” (276). In the same vein, interpretations propose
things that “[have] no clear correspondence with an event in
the patient’s life,” and “cannot be said to correspond to a par-
ticular happening” (275). Indeed, as noted above, “an entirely
imaginary interpretation may achieve a certain truth status in
the analytic space” (171). Through its resonance with other
issues and its repetition and extension, an interpretation can
become true (177)—which seems to mean that it can come to
seem true, to be believed as true.!

15. Hence Spence’s distinction in “Clinical Interpretation: Some
Comments on the Nature of the Evidence” (1976) between the analyst’s
asking, when interpreting, “What could it be?” rather than “What is it?”
‘We can never know what it is, so we might as well stop asking that, and
ask the more modest question instead.

16. Being true, in other words, is equated with seeming true.
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On the more robust interpretation of Spence’s version of the
story model, it is not just that interpretations may not be true.
They are not true—do not correspond with reality. They are
not even designed to be true. Perhaps they are not the sorts of
things that can be true or false, just as artistic creations cannot
be true or false. In any event, to say that unconscious hostility
motivated the accidental breaking of the vase is not to refer
to some unconscious psychological state that caused this re-
sult, but to tell a story in order to “make something happen” in
the analytic space. Spence’s view of the therapeutic efficacy of
interpretations and of the kinds of reasons interpretations can
be therapeutic strongly suggests that he subscribes to the story
model: interpretations are effective not because they are true, as
he explicitly concedes, but because they give patients meaning
and comfort.

Spence himself has tried to evade the full implications of his
theory in “Narrative Persuasion” (1983), in which he responds
to Morris Eagle’s charge that on his view “analysts simply go
around making up stories” (1983, 469). But his response —that
not just any meaning-scheme, however coherent, will do—is
insufficient to remove him from the category of story theo-
rists as I construe them. The “hard facts” (1983, 470), he says,
should not be disregarded. In other words, one does not have
complete freedom to tell any story one likes; but one still has a
great deal of freedom.

Thus Spence asserts that because most of the hard facts will
never be known, the analyst must make “as convincing a story
as possible with the facts at his disposal and with his best
guesses about what the facts might have been like.” In other
words, although narratives “must incorporate the known and
partly known facts of the patient’s life,” the “facts are always
inserted into a larger context, and this context must be sup-
plied —it does not simply grow out of the evidence” (1983, 470).
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Spence’s response to Eagle is essentially to say that there are
some constraints on the stories analysts may tell; the stories
must at least incorporate the hard facts. Nevertheless, he seems
to concede that in large measure the analyst’s interpretations
remain just stories.”” Spence, in short, is classifiable as a story
theorist, however much part of him resists the classification.

I want now briefly to show how Loch might also be under-
stood as a story theorist. Loch sees psychoanalysis as both the
search for historical truth and the development of sense out of
a dyadic relationship. The latter he sees as a second form of
truth—“truth as the emergent, the construction of something
that makes sense and that therefore permits one to rely on it
and to continue living” (1977, 221). Historical truth neverthe-
less plays some role in interpretations—there may be “frag-
ments of historical truth” in the analyst’s constructions (228).
Interpretations, therefore, are not so much concerned with un-
covering the truth, as with opening up possibilities (245-46).

Loch seems to mean by the “second form of truth” some-
thing that is useful and comforting to believe. Still, there is
such a thing as truth on a correspondence theory. Given that
there is such a thing, in his worldview, as an interpretation’s
corresponding to reality, interpretations are just stories to the
extent that they do not so correspond; presumably it does not
matter if interpretations are false in this way, so long as they
have the second form of truth. Although for much of his dis-
cussion Loch appears to be saying that reconstructions attain
only this second kind of truth, it becomes obvious later that he

17. In critiquing the story mode] below, I suggest an interpretation
of it according to which interpretations are forward-looking rather than
backward-looking: they give direction for the future, rather that insight
about the past. Spence’s language that interpretations are designed to
“make something happen” may suggest this view. I consider this view
more carefully below.
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extends this view to interpretations of unconscious motives and
the like as well. Loch, then, can be accurately interpreted as a
story theorist.

Robert Steele also says things that suggest the story model,
although his position is not entirely clear. Steele says that
psychoanalytic case histories do “not provide causes for a life,
but a framework of general story elements” (1979, 405); they
“do not disclose facts about objects, they construct life stories”
(408). Steele echoes Loch’s view that truth is the “construction
of something that makes sense. . . . Reality is not given, but
created and recreated. . . . New truth is constructed within the
ever expanding circles of psychoanalytical dialogue” (398). In
brief, “interpretation does not reveal something real” (405).

This language appears to be saying that interpretations are
mere stories: reality that is created is generally thought of as
fantasy. The reality that “comes to reside in the ever expand-
ing circle of meaning between analysand and analyst” (402)
seems to be a vision of reality—a story—that analyst and analy-
sand share, not the brute facts of the external world (“not
‘truth’ understood as the correct statement, the historical fact”

[398D.%

18. But note that while Steele seems committed to the idea that in-
terpretation does not reveal historical facts, some of his language is
ambiguous. Thus, he speaks frequently of analysands increasing their
“self-understanding” (1979, 395). See also (1979, 396, 398, 408). But one
typically thinks of understanding as being of truths. Steele also speaks of
free association as allowing the analyst to “uncover the wish, the thought,
the desire that has been distorted by the censor, the agent of false con-
sciousness” (1979, 398), and of the goal of interpretation’s being “to make
known to the analysand that part of himself which is unknown and yet
influences his thoughts and actions” (1979, 401). Both of these locutions
hint that interpretation uncovers the existence of unconscious mental
phenomena that exert real effects on people’s behavior. One might try to
explain away such locutions. For example, phrases such as the above are
meant to be understood in the context of the quasi-naturalistic moment
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It is also possible that Steele is an alternative metaphysics
hermeneut: to say that reality is created is to hold to some form
of idealism. Finally, Steele may subscribe to the interpretations-
as-literary-criticism model, which I discuss below. It remains
plausible, however, to classify Steele as a story theorist.

Viderman may also hold the story model, although his posi-
tion is unclear for the same reasons and in the same way as
Steele’s. Viderman speaks of the analyst as creating drives by
giving them a name and form (1979, 261). Interpretations “cre-
ate” not only drives (261), but also primal scenes (269), archaic
unconscious experiences (262), and ordinary unconscious ex-
periences (265); these items do not exist anywhere “but in the
analytic space through the language that provides [them] with
form” (262). And so an interpretation of, for example, uncon-
scious anger’s having motivated an act cannot “lay claim to any
other truth than the one created for it in the analytic space
by the speech which formulate[d] it” (263). One cannot say
interpretations are “either true or false, for [they] cannot be
contained in an alternative binary proposition of truth or un-
truth” (266).

Some of Viderman’s language suggests the story view; but

of interpretation (see above), and they are ultimately to serve herme-
neutic understanding. Alternatively, we should read these statements

in light of Steele’s other statements about interpretation’s creating the
phenomena it reveals; the wish that is uncovered is created by its uncov-
ering, and the unknown part of the patient comes into being &y being
known. These explanations are perhaps possible. But it is perhaps likelier
that Steele is somewhat ambivalent about his more radical positions, and
this ambivalence shows itself in such seeming inconsistencies. Perhaps,
then, we should classify Steele as a hermeneut who holds that interpre-
tations conform to a traditional theory of truth (e.g., as a version of a
clinical psychoanalysis hermeneut). Alternatively, he might be an alter-
native metaphysician, see below. But it remains possible that he is a story
theorist.
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some brings to mind a more moderate position. For example,
language may create the drives in a particular form in the
sense that drives are essentially unknowable and achieve sym-
bolic form only when they are expressed in language. Similarly,
Viderman’s claim that the truth of an interpretation resides in
the moment of its utterance may mean that it can be accepted
by the patient only then, given the configuration of the trans-
ference at that time.

On the other hand, Viderman also gives indications of the
story view. He believes that reconstructions of historical events
are at best reconstructions of fantasies, at worst constructions
designed “to make something happen.” Yet he also seems to be-
lieve that interpretations about underlying unconscious events,
e.g., fantasies, may not achieve historical truth; for example,
the desire that mother not give birth to other children may not
really be in the patient—may be imagined, created—and the
unconscious hostility to father, while it may exist, is not pre-
sumed to be a cause of the “six roses” dream.

Like Steele, Viderman may be some form of alternative
metaphysics theorist. On the other hand, he does not seem to
be a simple idealist; he appears to leave no doubt that fantasies,
unconscious motivations, and so on, can and do have an inde-
pendent existence. Viderman may also be an interpretations-
as-literary-criticism theorist, a possibility I consider below. But
it remains true that it is plausible to think Viderman a story
theorist.

A number of hermeneutic psychoanalysts, then, seem to sub-
scribe to the story model.”” I spend a good deal of time docu-

19. See also, for example, Morse (1982, 1017), both a clinician and a
lawyer:

Dynamic psychology is best understood, I believe, as a method
of interpreting and giving meaning to behavior, rather than as a
mechanistic, causal explanation of it. . . . Even if {dynamic psy-
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menting this claim because the story model is most vulnerable
to the argument from patient rejection. Later I give further
reasons still for thinking that this is a real position—not just a
straw man. The story view does exist.

THE ALTERNATIVE METAPHYsICS MODEL

The alternative metaphysics model says that psychoanalysis is
hermeneutic in the sense that it adopts an alternative meta-
physics to that underlying the traditional positivist metaphysics
of those who see psychoanalysis as a natural science. Typically,
alternative metaphysics theorists hold a postmodern vision of
reality and our means of knowing it. Perception is always
theory-laden—there is no unmediated access to reality. One
always sees reality from a perspective—and of course there are
always many such perspectives.

Alternative metaphysics theorists consequently tend to hold
a coherence theory of justification. One is justified in believing

chology] is not a causal account, . . . the provision of meaning can
be crucial in peoples’ lives. It is often said, unfairly, that psycho-
analysis is the modern secular religion and that analysts are the
latter-day priests. Dynamic therapists are probably able to impart
meaning authoritatively to skeptical modern patients because the
therapists are trained in psychiatry or psychology, which are, in

a sense, modern religions. For millennia, religions have had the
vitally important effects of comforting people and of giving an ac-
count of and imparting meaning to their lives. This has been true
even though the spiritual doctrines of the world’s religions are not
scientifically verifiable. Dynamic therapists give meaning to the
lives of patients, and meaning counts. In short, dynamic therapy is
“an interpretive story that provides meaning and may therefore be
comforting to persons.” (1982, 1017)

See also below for some therapists who have appropriated the concept of
“narrative truth” to refer to fantasies of early childhood abuse.
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something if it best fits with the other things one knows—if,
together with this other knowledge, it forms the best theory of
the part of the world one is studying. Alternative metaphysics
theorists also tend to hold a coherence theory of truth:? to say
that some proposition p is true is to say that it best fits into the
best account of the part of the world one is studying. Alterna-
tive metaphysics theorists thus tend to be nonfoundationalists
both epistemologically and metaphysically: there are no abso-
lute foundations from which we can know things and none
which, through correspondence, provide the criterion of truth.

In terms of the truth of interpretations, then, alternative
metaphysics theorists tend to hold a position intermediate be-
tween clinical psychoanalysis theorists and story theorists. On
this model, psychoanalysts do seek after meaning in the sense
of psychological antecedents of behavior, but their interpreta-
tions revealing those antecedents are true only in a sense of
“true” alternative to the traditional sense.

The later Schafer manifestly subscribes to the alternative
metaphysics model of hermeneutic psychoanalysis.** He explic-
itly contrasts his worldview to the positivist worldview.”? In
Schafer’s view, reality is always mediated by narration (1983,
257). Facts, in other words, are constructed. Schafer does not
seem to mean by this that reality is a story—that facts are en-
tirely created by us? What Schafer rather seems to mean is

20. Other hermeneutic psychoanalysts propose other “alternative”
theories of truth, some rather novel. See, e.g., Spezanno (1993) (relational
view of truth); and Draeger (1983) (phenomenological approach to prob-
lem of truth in psychotherapy). For another postmodern analyst who has
a nontraditional view of truth, see Horner (1995).

21. I shall call him simply Schafer, in contrast to the early Schafer,
whom I call the early Schafer.

22. See, e.g., Schafer (1983, 184, 188, 191, 203, 212, 234, 238, 257, 284);
Schafer (1992, 189).

23. The story theorists do seem to be taking this view. By contrast,
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that we do not have access to facts in their unadulterated form;
we bring something to perception. In essence, all seeing is “see-
ing as.”**

For Schafer, in addition, multiple constructions are always
possible; one must accept the “inevitability of alternative de-
scriptions” (1992, xiv). As a result, one has some choice—but
not unlimited choice—about which of many possible construc-
tions to adopt. Schafer, then, holds constructivism and per-
spectivism — “theoretical positions on what we can and should
mean by ‘reality’ or on the sense in which we can ‘know’ reality”
(177)—as crucial. His position has both ontological and episte-
mological implications. And it is patently a form of nonfoun-
dationalism (xiv-xv).

Schafer’s position also encompasses a view about the nature
of truth. First, he decisively rejects the story model: “Narrative
is not an alternative to truth or reality” (xiv)—it is the mode in
which they are presented. Indeed, to assert that psychoanalytic
histories “comprise a set of new personal myths . . . is equiva-

even the “second reality” of unconscious psychological processes is, on
Schafer’s view, to be understood as real. See above.

24. While the idea that reality is “constructed” may seem to suggest, as
noted, that it is created out of whole cloth, Schafer’s view is rather that
we bring something to everything we perceive. Consider the concept of
abuse. Whether we perceive certain behavior as abusive depends on a host
of factors, including the context of the act, the relation of the parties,
the parties’ intentions and feelings, and so forth. What we perceive as
abuse today may not have been so perceived fifty years ago. To say that a
judgment of abuse may require interpretation, however, is not to say that
there is no fact of the matter about whether abuse occurred. Without a
doubt there is a fact of the matter, although spelling out when, given the
other facts (e.g., the parties’ intentions and so on), we would make that
interpretive judgment may be difficult to say. Another clear example of
the concept of a constructed fact is that of male domination, whose exis-
tence is much more visible to our eyes than to the eyes of someone, say, in
the nineteenth century.

The Models/ ror



lent to saying that a history of any kind is a myth. This nihilistic
(or pretentious?) conclusion does not follow from the preced-
ing discussion” (1983, 206). Although his language in 4 New
Language for Psychoanalysis at times intimates that he is strug-
gling with the story view,”® by the time of The Analytic Attitude
and Retelling a Life, Schafer has no doubt that psychoanalytic
interpretations may be true in an unproblematic sense.

It is a little unclear, however, in what unproblematic sense of
“truth” interpretations are true. Throughout The Analytic Atti-
tude and Retelling a Life, as I argued above, Schafer seems to be
working with a coherence theory of truth. Yet he shows some
resistance to this theory in “Misconceiving Historiography and
Psychoanalysis as Art” (1984, 364), as I also showed. One won-
ders whether Schafer is not misconstruing the coherence theory
to require a collapse of the distinction between history and
art;* 1 do not believe that it does require such a collapse. It is
possible, on the other hand, that while Schafer insists we need
some element of correspondence for our views of reality and
truth to be plausible, we are meant to understand this notion
of correspondence in coherence-type terms: “We are not re-
quired to repudiate totally some kind of correspondence, even if
that correspondence is only general, provisional, conventional,
situation-bound, or discipline-bound” (1984, 370).

Schafer, in conclusion, is without doubt an alternative meta-
physics hermeneut, except that he has some resistance to un-
qualifiedly accepting a coherence theory of truth. Nonethe-
less, whether he holds a correspondence theory, a coherence
theory, or some mixed theory of truth, Schafer does believe
that psychoanalytic interpretations are true in an unproblem-
atic sense. The interpretation that unconscious anger motivated

25. See above, especially the personal communication from Loewald.
26. Conceivably it does so in the hands of Geha, whom Schafer is here
criticizing.
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the breaking of the vase means what it says: one was experienc-
ing anger at an unconscious level, and that anger contributed
to the apparent accident.

Fingarette, another hermeneut who subscribes to the alter-
native metaphysics model, at times uses language reminiscent
of Schafer’s. Thus, he says that new concepts “not only ‘reflect’
and report our experience; as meanings, not merely as verbal-
istic structure, they are constitutive of experience.”?” Moreover,
Fingarette, like Schafer, sees the world as “multimeaninged” —
though it does not have “2// meanings” (1963, 46).

Most important, Fingarette explicitly conceives of his task as
metaphysical: in contrasting his meaning-reorganization view
with the hidden reality view, Fingarette is dealing with “onto-
logical interpretations of psychoanalysis and their implications,
not with the question as to whether psychoanalysis is valid—a
point which is here assumed” (18).

Fingarette’s meaning-reorganization view is, admittedly,
somewhat difficult to grasp. Recall his example of the patient’s
developing a headache in response to her boss’s offer of an
extra week of vacation, which the analyst interprets as result-
ing from her unconscious, defended-against dependency needs
causing her to resent his generosity. In offering this interpre-
tation, Fingarette says, the analyst is not revealing past, but
hidden realities. Rather, his object “is to provide new descrip-
tions, new meanings now for the events which were described
or conceived differently zhen” (28).

Or again, in coming to see my behavior toward my little
brother in the past in terms of the meaning-scheme “jealous
aggression toward brother” rather than “well-meaning help of
brother,” it is not that I remember feeling hatred and jealousy
of him—*“I could not truly recal/ such feelings, for I fe/t no

27. See Fingarette (1963, 154). See also Fingarette (1963, 50).
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such feelings at the time” (35). I do not discover unfelt feelings,
but “I reinterpret the feelings I felt” (35). “The acceptance of
a therapeutic interpretation consists in reconstructing present
experience (including memories and expectations) in a more
coherent manner; it is not a discovery of secret occurrences of
the past” (40).

But it is a little difficult to understand fully Fingarette’s sug-
gestion as an ontological suggestion. To see oneself now as
having been motivated by jealousy of one’s brother then ap-
pears to imply that one really was feeling jealous then but did
not know it. Yet Fingarette seems to reject this interpretation—
there were no conscious feelings of jealousy then, and there
were no hidden feelings of that kind either.

Even if we insist that the only alternative to the “hidden
reality” view is that one was consciously feeling jealous then—
one just did not know it—our problem remains. For “feeling-
jealous-without-knowing-it” is surely a very different conscious
experience from feeling jealous and knowing it. Yet what does
this difference consist in?

The analogy to common-law marriage is not as helpful as
Fingarette would like. One could know everything (else) there
was to know about a couple without knowing they were mar-
ried at common law. Discovering their common-law marriage
is not like discovering something hidden behind some bushes—
or discovering the pictures of a marriage ceremony one had not
seen. But the common-law marriage is an additional fact about
the couple—the fact that the other facts we know amount, in
law, to a certain kind of relationship between the partners, a
relationship that entails other rights and duties. The facts, in
other words, have this additional significance.

But this analogy is unhelpful in the case of the older sis-
ter’s jealousy of her brother: to say that all the facts we know
about the sister have the significance that she was jealous of her
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brother is not to say that these facts have some practical, legal
significance, with its own attendant consequences. It seems to
say that something else in the subject was going on, as opposed
to being a tag for further duties and entitlements that others
may or will bestow.

Because of this difficulty, it may be tempting to see Fin-
garette as in essence adopting the story model, not the alterna-
tive metaphysics model. Consider Fingarette’s contention that
“insight does not reveal a hidden, past reality [but] is a re-
organization of the meaning of present experience, a present
reorientation toward both future and past” (20). Or consider
his analogy again to the common-law marriage: “The judge’s
pronouncement is a novel act, a present act; it is an authoritative
reconstrual of the past, a reconstrual which is oriented toward
influencing the future. The judge does not reveal a secret cere-
mony in the past; be now establishes a new context for our present
and future response to the known events of the past” (34).

Now the “reconstruals” and “reclassifications” Fingarette
speaks of may simply be new stories one tells that are thera-
peutically helpful.?® They are not, after all, accounts of hidden
realities, and they are not cases of correctly renaming events
one misconstrued in the past. (Recall that one wasn’t feeling

28. There is also evidence that Fingarette holds to the view that inter-
pretations give guidance for the future, instead of accounts of the past.
(“The therapeutic insight does not show the patient what he is or was;
it changes him into someone new” ([963, 20). “The patient’s acceptance
and use of the language of hidden wishes makes it possible for her to see
herself in a different light now and, as a result, to act differently hereafter”
[1963, 30]. By interpreting, “we can construct a new meaning-scheme (or
set of rules) and thereafter play the game of life in a basically new way. . . .
A therapeutic interpretation . . . is . . . a suggestion that a new concep-
tion of one’s life may be worth trying, a new ‘game’ played” 1963, 25]. 1
consider this view in more detail below.
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jealousy then on a conscious level.) If the reconstruals do not
refer to hidden or evident feelings, what do they refer to?*
The problem here, however, may be the fuzziness of Fin-
garette’s ontological proposal, not his commitment to the story
model. In fact, he explicitly rejects the view that interpretations
do not purport to be true. He is not “denying the truth of the
proposition ‘unconscious motives really existed in the past and

L4

function in the present’” (36), and so he need not be saying
that interpretations are mere stories that do not refer to reality.

More important, Fingarette is sensitive to the charge of sug-
gestion—that psychoanalysis is “a disguised form of retraining
or reconditioning rather than a discovery of objective truth”
(1963, 39)—and insists that “the point of therapy is to estab-
lish the capacity for objectivity and to be objective” (43). He
is eager to respond to the question, “What . . . becomes of
the truth-value, the objectivity of psychoanalytic therapeutic
insights?” (40), implying that interpretations must “in some
sense be true, objectively grounded, in accord with a reality in-
dependent of what the patient may find useful to believe at
any moment” (40). His main strategy is to point out that the
same sort of evidence is essential to confirm interpretations on
the meaning-reorganization view as on the hidden reality view.
This strategy leaves many questions unanswered and estab-
lishes only that the theories of justification, not the theories of
truth, would be the same on the two views.

But Fingarette does say that “neither view calls for confir-
mation by reference to a single, past event” (45). I infer from
this language that Fingarette shies away from a correspondence

29. Perhaps Fingarette simply objects to the idea of some hidden feel-
ings going on in the patient—as if there were a little person in his head
feeling these other feelings. He may mean there are feelings the patient
is actually feeling, whose significance he does not appreciate—hidden in
that sense—but not a wholly other feeling hiding somewhere in his brain.
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theory of truth and would probably be more comfortable with
a coherence theory. But because he is not explicit on this point,
one can only speculate.

In any event, Fingarette is plainly proposing an alternative
ontological conception of psychoanalysis. And although his
theory of truth is unclear, he certainly believes that psycho-
analytic interpretations may be true in an unproblematic way.
I therefore believe that Fingarette is an example of a theorist
who subscribes to the alternative metaphysics model of herme-
neutic psychoanalysis.*’

Tue METaPHOR MODEL

The metaphor model says that psychoanalysis is hermeneutic
in the sense that it offers patients stories or narratives that are

30. Another example of an alternative metaphysician is Richard
Geha. Geha'’s “fictionalism” seems to amount to the view that all reality is
created by our minds. That is, he seems to be an idealist rejecting realism.
At the same time, he does not reject the concept of truth. Indeed, he
explicitly adopts a coherence theory. Nevertheless, there are indications
that he collapses the distinction between fictions in the sense of “realities
created by the mind” and in the sense of distortions. He seems, for ex-
ample—at least at times—to think the classic transference story is wrong
simply because there is no reality to distort. (At other times, by contrast,
he seems to allow that the transference can be understood to be a dis-
tortion on a coherence theory) Similarly, Geha is unwilling to say that a
story that one was suckled by a mechanical cow is wrong; it may be simply
that we think it wrong because we privilege one kind of story. In short,
if everything is a story, there is no such thing as a “mere story.” A failure
to distinguish between stories as products of our minds and stories as
distortions or falsehoods threatens to make Geha a story theorist—as he
has clearly been read by others—and a suitable target of my critique. On
the other hand, he may want to make this distinction and is merely being
sloppy. In my view, the likeliest view is that Geha is an idealist who holds
a coherence theory of truth and is therefore an alternative metaphysician
in my schema.
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true only metaphorically, not in the way that a natural scien-
tific statement about causal antecedents of an event is true. The
hermeneuts’ names for psychoanalytic interpretations —stories,
narratives— hint at this view. Fiction and drama are true in the
sense of speaking to one’s experience. And so psychoanalytic
interpretations help one understand oneself better in the way
that metaphors do.

On this model, then, psychoanalysis does seek after meaning
in the sense of psychological antecedents of behavior, but the
interpretations revealing those antecedents are only metaphori-
cally true. To say that one’s unconscious hostility motivated
the accidental breaking of the vase is to say that it is as if one
were experiencing that psychological state and it had the effect
of causing one to break the vase. In the same way, to say that
the plant’s wanting sunlight caused it to move in the direction
of the sun is to say that it is as if the plant had those wants
and they caused this movement: it is to speak in metaphor.
But metaphors can be helpful, and so both statements may be
useful.

None of the hermeneutic thinkers I have discussed here ex-
plicitly takes this view, but it may be the best reading of some
of them. In particular, all of the hermeneuts I have classified as
story theorists may actually hold this somewhat less stark view:
if psychoanalytic interpretations are stories, they are neverthe-
less stories that may teach us things about ourselves. Even if
we do not achieve truth in any of its conventional senses, we
do achieve it in this metaphorical sense.

Thus Spence, for example, may mean by his contrast be-
tween historical truth and narrative truth a contrast between
truth (under any conventional theory) and metaphorical truth.*

31. Similarly, Loch’s second kind of truth may be metaphoric truth—
although he seems in fact to mean that a statement true in the second way
is useful more than metaphorically true.
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Later I will argue that it is implausible to think that narrative
truth, for Spence, could be truth on a coherence theory, while
historical truth is truth on a correspondence theory; one cannot
tenably hold both a coherence and a correspondence theory as
to the truth of statements about the same kinds of entities. But
it is perfectly acceptable to do so with a metaphoric theory and
a correspondence theory; one might reasonably hold that some
statements are only metaphorically true, even while one gen-
erally holds a correspondence theory of truth. Everyone who
believes that metaphors can sometimes speak the truth holds a
mixed view in this way.

Perhaps, however, the more correct thing to say is that, al-
though none of the theorists I have discussed subscribes to the
metaphor model, some of them ought to.*> Whether the meta-

32. In fact, it seems unlikely that at the time of Narrative Truth and
Historical Truth Spence held the metaphor model. Consider that in his
later book, The Freudian Metaphor (1987) —which may, as the title implies,
hold the metaphor view— Spence seems to use “narrative” and “historical
truth” in the same way as in his earlier book and seems to differentiate
narrative truth from metaphoric truth. That Spence may hold the meta-
phor view in this later book is clear from his argument. Spence argues
here that much of what Freud proposed is a metaphor; in particular, the
notion of the unconscious and unconscious motivation is metaphoric.
Later Spence discusses four overarching metaphors of Freudianism: the
scientific metaphor, the narrative metaphor, the legal metaphor, and
the post-Freudian metaphor (there is chaos in the world). In discuss-
ing the metaphor of analysis as literature, he says that the metaphor is
wrongheaded precisely because analysis does not take the position that
“anything goes.” “Certain interpretations are preferred over others,” un-
like literature, which “rests on the assumption that there are any number
of ways of representing the world and that any of them will do, that we
know nothing for certain, and that, in the last analysis, narrative truth
carries the day” (199). Given that Spence held in Narrative Truth and His-
torical Truth that interpretations are analogous to “aesthetic statements”
and that narrative truth indeed carries the day, this seems to be a clear
change in position.
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phor model is able to evade all the problems the story view
faces we shall see below. In terms of its position on truth,
then, the metaphor model is between the story model on the
one hand, and the clinical psychoanalysis and alternative meta-
physics models on the other.

THE INTERPRETATIONS-AS-LITERARY-
CriTicism MobDEL

The interpretations-as-literary-criticism model trades on the
analogies to literature and literary criticism that we find in
many of the hermeneuts. Thus Sharpe suggests that interpreta-
tions are underdetermined, analogizing to the various ways of
playing a Beethoven sonata; Spence explicates interpretation in
aesthetic terms and speaks of the truth interpretation achieves
as narrative truth; Steele analogizes interpretation with story-
telling (“Psychoanalytic case histories are narratives linking
the life of the individual to a general historical scheme. This
scheme does not provide causes for a life, but a framework of
general story elements” [1979, 405]); and Schafer uses the lan-
guage of narratives.

As it turns out, most of these hermeneuts seem not to adopt
the interpretations-as-literary-criticism model, but their lan-
guage leads one to it. And some others, as we shall see, may well
adopt this model. The analogy to literary interpretation, in any
case, is seductive in a number of ways. Most prominently, to in-
terpret a piece of literature is to find its meaning, as opposed to
causes in the author that brought it about. Moreover, many lit-
erary interpretations of the same short story, for example, may
be possible, and each may be compelling in its own way.

The interpretations-as-literary-criticism model, then, says
that psychoanalysis is hermeneutic in the sense that it seeks
after meaning rather than causes, in the way the literary critic

110/ The Models



seeks after the meaning of a piece of art rather than the psycho-
logical states in the author that brought it about. Although
the model bears a superficial similarity to the story model, the
“literary critic” psychoanalysts do purport to reveal psychologi-
cal truths about the patient. Psychoanalysts are telling patients
stories that are meant to reveal things about the patient’s un-
conscious wishes or desires, even though they are not explaining
behavior in terms of those wishes and desires.

Thus, we may learn true things about patients by consid-
ering the meaning of such phenomena as dreams and other
bits of behavior. The idea is that a piece of behavior may sig-
nify many things about us even if those things do not causally
explain that behavior. In seeking the meaning of the dream
image of six roses, for example, we may learn that the patient
felt anger toward her father, without supposing that the anger
caused the dream image. In this way, actions, dreams, and
symptoms are very much like the creations of a novelist. The
novelist’s account of a humiliating encounter of her hero may
have its source in a similar humiliation that the novelist herself
suffered in the past. Yet the hero’s reaction to the humilia-
tion may have many shades of meaning that the novelist never
entertained, consciously or unconsciously; her words signify
much more than she consciously or unconsciously intended. On
the interpretations-as-literary-criticism model, psychoanalysis
is hermeneutic in seeking after meaning, not causes. This ver-
sion of hermeneutic psychoanalysis offers a particular interpre-
tation of the nature of interpretation: interpretation reveals un-
conscious mental states but does not suppose that they are the
causes of the behavior interpreted. Nevertheless, these states
are unproblematically real, and statements about them may be
true in the most traditional sense of “truth.”

Some of Viderman’s language suggests the interpretations-
as-literary-criticism model. Consider again what he says about
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his “six roses or cirrhosis?” interpretation: “I hope one can
clearly see here how useless it would be to ask who was right
[the patient or the analyst] and what was the true meaning
of the dream. . . . [The connection] was invented by phonetic
similarity and was more in the mind of the analyst than in that
of the patient. In the instant before it was uttered, it was no-
where. After it was uttered, several possible perspectives were
opened up” (1979, 265).

Now on one reading, Viderman is saying that the interpre-
tation is a story that does not purport to be true, and he is
subscribing to the story model. Indeed, he says that the in-
terpretation only becomes true “through the dynamic process
which created it; it is not as if it were true per se, that is, outside
the situation in which it was uttered” (265). But Viderman also
suggests that, in giving the interpretation, he is making an ap-
praisal that unconscious negative feelings are proximate (265).
By interpreting the dream—a creative act, like art interpreta-
tion, that takes place “more in the mind of the analyst than
in that of the patient” (265) — Viderman is uncovering uncon-
scious states which, though not to be supposed causes of the
dream image, are real. On this view, it is perhaps the claim that
the unconscious negative feelings had a role in producing the
dream image which “becomes true” —that is, true only within
the interaction between analyst and patient.®

33. See also Viderman’s example of Klein’s interpretation of the child’s
play. The interpretation can lay claim only to the truth “created for it
in the analytic space by the speech which formulate[d] it” (1979, 263).
Once again, perhaps the interpretation reveals something true about
the patient— she has unconscious fears about the safety of the babies in
mother’s belly—but is true only as a supposed cause of the play “in the
analytic space.” On this interpretation of Viderman, it is a little hard to
know what to do with his idea that the primal scene inferred from the
Wolf Man’s dream itself “could not be discovered but only imagined” (1979,
270). Viderman is suggesting that there may well not have been a primal
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Steele, too, uses language that points to the interpretations-
as-literary-criticism model. For instance, noting a disanalogy
in Freud’s example of solving a jigsaw puzzle and interpreting
a dream, Steele says that, unlike the jigsaw puzzle, the “origi-
nal text of the dream —its solution, the latent meaning — exists
solely as a product of interpretation. . . . There simply is not a
master with which to compare one’s analytic puzzle solutions”
(1979, 404). Steele may be saying only that, when we "nterpret
a dream, we are not finding the underlying psychological states
which caused the dream (the “master”), although he may allow
that we do uncover states that are real (“interpretation . . .
makes the unknown, known” [405]).3*

In short, Viderman and Steele may subscribe to the interpre-
tations-as-literary-criticism model, although there is perhaps

scene that the Wolf Man witnessed. Is he then saying the interpretation
is only a story as on the story model? Perhaps. Alternatively, he may be
taking the interpretation-as-literary-criticism model if he believes the
Wolf Man had real fantasies about the primal scene revealed by the inter-
pretation. How we should finally interpret Viderman—as a story theorist
or an interpretations-as-literary-criticism theorist—is not at all clear. As
in the case of the other theorists I have considered, I leave for others the
task of arriving at a definitive interpretation.

34. To complicate the picture further, note that the sentence following
the one just quoted in the text is, “Interpretation does not reveal some-
thing real” (1979, 405). Other of Steele’s statements are equivocal in this
way as well. Thus he says, “Reality is not given, but created and recre-
ated. . . . New truth is constructed within the ever expanding circles of
psychoanalytical dialogue” (1979, 398). Steele may mean that the act of
interpretation is creative, the way art interpretation is, but that it may
reveal new truths about the patient nonetheless, just not causal truths
(the interpretations-as-literary~criticism model). Alternatively, Steele
may mean that analytic interpretations create new realities for patients—
are stories that make their lives meaningful (the story model). Finally,
Steele may mean that the world is a function of our ideas (the alternative
metaphysics model taking the form of idealism).
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better evidence that they are story theorists. In terms of its posi-
tion on truth, the interpretations-as-literary-criticism model
allows that interpretations may be true in an unproblematic
way but denies that they reveal causal truths.

ConNcLupING REMARKS ON THE MODELS
ofF THE HERMENEUTS

It appears that there are at least five strains of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis. When hermeneuts in theorizing about psycho-
analysis say that “psychoanalysis seeks after meaning, not
causes,” they seem to mean a number of things. The clinical
psychoanalysis theorists mean simply that psychoanalysts are
interested in the aims, purposes, and wishes underlying behav-
ior, not in its neurophysiological antecedents. At the opposite
end of the spectrum, the story theorists mean that psychoana-
lysts simply tell stories that give meaning to patients’ lives. The
alternative metaphysics theorists agree that psychoanalysts are
interested in actual aims, purposes, and wishes, but they pro-
pose a radically new metaphysical understanding of knowledge,
truth, and reality. The metaphor theorists suggest that analysts
uncover metaphoric truths about patients when they inter-
pret behavior. Finally, the interpretations-as-literary-criticism
theorists maintain that interpretation yields noncausal truths
about patients’ underlying psychological states.

Hermeneuts who adopt the various models also, importantly,
hold differing theories about the truth of psychoanalytic inter-
pretations. The clinical psychoanalysis and interpretations-as-
literary-criticism theorists believe that interpretations are true
in the most traditional sense; they may well subscribe to a cor-
respondence theory of truth. The alternative metaphysics theo-
rists hold that interpretations are true under an alternative con-
ception of truth—perhaps a coherence theory. The metaphor
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theorists deem that interpretations are true only in the most
tenuous sense, that is, metaphorically. And the story theorists
imply that interpretations are not true at all under any conven-
tional meaning of “truth.”3

Are these five models really so disparate, however? Could
they not all be seen as actually the same? There may be no
difference between the story model and the alternative meta-
physics model—two I most strongly contrast. To say that a
coherence theory of truth is correct, that is, just is to say that
accounts of things are nothing but stories.

This objection is misconceived. First, story theorists, unlike
alternative metaphysicians, tend to believe in some concept of
truth (what kind does not matter) that interpretations do not
purport to attain—although they may purport to attain to a
lesser kind. This means that for the story theorist interpre-
tations may be false. Alternative metaphysicians, by contrast,
require that interpretations purport to be possibly true, albeit
on a coherence theory of truth. Second, coherence theorists of

35. Perhaps a helpful way of thinking about the distinctions among
the hermeneutic theorists is to ponder the difference between novels and
docudramas on the one hand, and biographies and documentaries on
the other. Those writing novels and docudramas may employ facts but
are essentially seeking after an aesthetic experience. On the other hand,
those writing biographies and documentaries know that they must use
interpretation and that views other than their own are plausible, but they
try to explain what actually happened. Their product is in the form of
a narrative, not a law of nature, but they still accept criteria of histori-
cal accuracy. Aligned with the writers of novels and docudramas are the
hermeneuts who think narratives are only stories to be judged by their
beneficial effects (the story theorists). Aligned with the writers of biogra-
phies and documentaries are all the other hermeneuts, who believe that
their narratives must meet criteria of historical truth—although there
may be several narratives that may be true to the facts. In terms of this
schema, it is the story theorists who hold the most radical view, and it is
they who are most vulnerable to the argument from patient rejection.
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truth unarguably make a distinction between story and history.
There are true and false accounts, however much their truth or
falsity is a matter of coherence of the elements of the account.
Thus, not all accounts are mere stories— some of them are true
stories. Finally, if alternative metaphysicians do not make a
distinction between story and history and thus the alternative
metaphysics and story models are actually the same, the argu-
ments directed against the latter apply also to the former. The
five models really do differ from each other, then, most impor-
tantly for us in their positions on the truth of interpretations.

Other themes run through the work of these thinkers. A
number struggle with the problem that interpretations seem to
be straightforward causal explanations of behavior; how can we
square this with the theorists’ radical visions of the nature of
interpretation? Thus Steele speaks of the quasi-causal moment
of interpretation in psychoanalysis—a moment that ultimately
serves the hermeneutic interest. Fingarette explains that it is
therapeutic for patients to believe that they are, with their ana-
lysts, uncovering “hidden realities” —even though they are not
actually doing that. And Sharpe intimates that analysts must
give patients alternative causal accounts to diminish the force
of the patient’s own pathologic view of the relevant causation.

Many of the theorists also propose criteria for validating
psychoanalytic interpretations, and these require scrutiny in
their own right. In addition, most have a position on whether
Freud’s tally thesis is correct—as indeed they must, if they be-
lieve that interpretations do not purport to be true. Finally,
other important themes that run through all these hermeneuts
deserve scrutiny. Space requires me, however, to leave that exer-
cise for another time.

One final task remains in this chapter: to explore how my
own practices of textual interpretation here replicate some of
the very issues I am concerned with vis-a-vis hermeneutic psy-
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choanalysis. I noted earlier that I am not attempting to provide
a definitive interpretation of the eight hermeneutic thinkers.
Then what am I trying to do? Am I claiming to accurately
portray the views of these thinkers, or am I only telling stories
about what they have said, making no claim to have portrayed
their views accurately? Am I setting up straw men to make
my arguments easier to formulate and more convincing to the
reader? I answer this latter question in the Appendix, but the
general question remains: How shall we understand what I am
doing here?

Further, my discussion here raises important questions about
the way in which my claims about these thinkers are true.
When I classify the eight thinkers, do I mean that there is a
correspondence, a “fact of the matter,” about which box each
fits into, or is my judgment a judgment of coherence? Should
we think the five models really exist independently of my ar-
ticulation of them in this book and, if so, did they exist before
I articulated them? Or am I just trying to explain the basic
issues in a way that can be understood and usefully applied?
And in general, given that the positions of these thinkers were
articulated long before I constructed my categories for describ-
ing them, what does it mean to claim that I have given an
accurate (or adequate) account of their thought? Can we learn
something from this about what analyst and patient are doing
in forging contemporary interpretations of events that occurred
long ago?

Finally, if these categories are my creation, what if some of
the thinkers I classify appear to make inconsistent or contradic-
tory claims— claims that do not cohere with each other—be-
cause of the way I have framed my ad hoc categories? Isn’t there
always a danger that I am forcing these thinkers into boxes that
are convenient for me but fit the complexities of their thought
badly? When I construct my categories, am I under a duty to
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make the thinkers look their best and most consistent, or am I
entitled to choose explanatory categories that make them look
inconsistent —even foolish —if this allows the reader to under-
stand my argument more clearly?

In sum, in describing and classifying the various hermeneutic
thinkers in this chapter I am raising many of the key issues in
hermeneutic practice. My treatment may also have similarities
to what analyst and patient are doing together in formulating
interpretations. Perhaps I should be said to be delineating heu-
ristic accounts based on concepts that were not articulated at
the time the events they explain took place. These heuristics
are claims to truth, but only truth of a particular sort. As heu-
ristics, they are good enough for the purpose at hand, although
they might in some other respects or for some other purposes
be thought inadequate.

I do want to reiterate, then, that I have made only sugges-
tions as to how to classify the eight hermeneuts in terms of my
five-part schema. Although I hope not to have distorted, I do
not pretend to have given a definitive reading of any of them.
Most of them have written extensively, and I do not canvas all
of their writings. I do not draw on the intellectual tradition in
the context of which these hermeneuts write. I leave for others
the task of explicating the hermeneutic psychoanalysts. I shall
have accomplished my goal if readers are left with some sense of
these hermeneuts’ positions and if they are persuaded that my
five models are viable readings of hermeneutic psychoanalysis.

In this connection, one final point bears mentioning: these
hermeneuts often use very similar language, yet they also fre-
quently seem to be saying quite different things—making quite
different points. A number of the hermeneuts considered could
be classified in any number of the five models I have pro-
posed. Commentators in fact have read them in totally diverse
ways. For example, Era Loewenstein (1991, 9-10) sees all of the
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hermeneuts as alternative metaphysics theorists, while Morris
Eagle (1980, 1984) sees them all as story theorists; and Mark
Freeman (198s), for example, reads Schafer as essentially a story
theorist. The hermeneuts must bear some blame for the diffi-
culty commentators have in interpreting them; one wishes that
the hermeneuts would take greater care in the future to expli-
cate their views clearly.
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4
The Plausibility of the Story Model

of Hermeneutic Psychoanalysis

I want to evaluate the five visions of hermeneutic analysis pri-
marily in terms of the argument from patient rejection; each
vision may have additional weaknesses and strengths that I do
not discuss. The story model is most vulnerable to the argu-
ment, and I devote the most attention to it. The other versions
of hermeneutic psychoanalysis are less vulnerable to the argu-
ment or possibly vulnerable to it only in a different form.! Thus,
in the course of discussing the models of hermeneutic psycho-
analysis, I identify a strong and a weak version of the argument
from patient rejection. Later I return to the weak version to
evaluate just how compelling it is. I also identify an alternative,
more sophisticated variant of the strong version and evaluate
that. Most of the versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis are
susceptible to one form of the argument or another; but only
the strong, nonsophisticated version of the argument allows a
knockdown argument against the model subject to it, namely,
the story model.

The essential structure of the argument from patient rejec-
tion of the story model of hermeneutic psychoanalysis runs as
follows:

1. The interpretations-as-literary-criticism model is in a somewhat
different genus than the others, inasmuch as its problems do not derive
from its position on the truth of psychoanalytic interpretations. Still, its
position on whether interpretations reveal causal truths is at issue, so that
the structure of the argument against this model shares some features
with the structure of the argument against the other models.
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1. Patients will not accept a version of psycho-
analysis that holds out to them stories that do not
purport to be possibly true;® as an empirical mat-
ter, that is, patients will reject a psychoanalysis so
understood;

2. Patients ought not to accept a psychoanalysis
so understood,; it is normatively undesirable to be-
lieve interpretations that do not purport to be pos-
sibly true;

3. Psychoanalysts ought not to secure their patients’
acceptance of psychoanalysis by lying to them
about the truth-status of their interpretations; pla-
cebos may be acceptable in some contexts, but not
here;

4. Alternative understandings of the story model
of psychoanalysis under which the interpretations’
truth-status seems not to be an issue at best radi-
cally alter the nature of psychoanalysis, at worst are
subject to the same objection as the story model
itself.

There are, then, empirical and normative components of the
argument from patient rejection of the story model. As we shall
see, there is also a definitional component of this argument
that applies to some of the versions of the story model and of
the other models. The propositions in the argument are fairly
straightforward, although there are some subtleties. Yet they do
require argument to be convincing.

Before turning to each of these propositions in detail, 1

2. I put the matter this way because, although story theorists contem-
plate offering patients interpretations that are not true—either they are
false or they are not the kinds of statements that could be true—it can

nevertheless not be a condition of accepting a statement that it be true; it
simply has to purport to be possibly true.
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wish to enter some caveats about my view of analysis, lest the
reader draw some wrong conclusions. Although I focus here
on the truth or falsehood of interpretations, the reader should
not conclude that I believe that analysis works only via insight
offered by interpretations.* Working through, for example, is as
important as or more important than the original insight—as
are many other facets of the analytic situation as well, such as
the sense of being heard.

Similarly, although I focus on the truth or falsehood of in-
terpretations, I do not have in mind that analysis is largely a
matter of reconstruction of the historical past. Truth matters,
it is true, in the courtroom, where often we try to reconstruct
past events. But in the courtroom no less than in analysis, it
may be important not only whether, say, a rape occurred, but
also how the injured party feels about and constructs the event.
I care as much or more about the feelings and constructions as
about the occurrence, and there is as much a truth or falsity
about them as about the occurrence. Indeed, the story theorists
are all clear on this. Wherever interpretations may be true or
false, my argument obtains.

Additionally, I speak often of the analyst’s interpretation
of the patient’s material. But the analyst’s narrative is of the
patient’s narrative. In the same way, the literary critic inter-
prets the piece of literature, which is itself an interpretation.
Although the analyst proffers interpretations, they are arguably
not her creation alone. Neither is she the sole arbiter of their
truth. The interpretations are perhaps a joint product of ana-
lyst and analysand. The analyst is not the final authority.

Finally, to speak to the first and penultimate points further,
it is not the analyst’s sole job to provide insight. Indeed, one
might argue that the transfer of meaning (“truth”) from analyst

3. See also below.
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to patient is not the analytic goal at all; analyzing the patient’s
desire for meaning is. That is, analysis questions the desire to
receive meaning from the analyst. Yet, while I agree that ana-
lyzing the patient’s desire for meaning is an important analytic
goal and that providing insight is not the analyst’s sole job, I
do believe that such provision is an important goal of analysis.
So long as this is so, then my argument in this book that the
insights offered must be real insights is a significant critique of
certain versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis.

As AN EmpiricaL MATTER, PaTiENTS WILL
REejecT MERE STORIES

Patients will not subscribe to a vision of psychoanalysis under
which psychoanalytic interpretations are mere stories that do
not purport to be possibly true. The idea is that people wish
to understand themselves—to know the truth about why they
feel and do such and such. They will not be satisfied with
stories that make sense of their behavior unless they might be
true. Told that the stories will endow their lives with meaning,
patients will respond that fairy tales are not appropriate at their
age; they want the facts and will seek to endow their lives with
meaning in light of the facts.

In saying that patients want interpretations that purport to
be possibly true, I do not mean to imply, as I have noted, that
they want interpretations for only that reason: interpretations
may furnish not only insight, but also meaning and comfort.
Through a well-timed interpretation, the patient will feel em-
pathically understood; and she may want her analyst to give
her that feeling. And of course, as I mentioned above, there is
more to analysis than interpretation. Patients, then, are look-
ing for more than truth. Moreover, what they are looking for
and what they think they are looking for may be different; and
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what they are looking for at the beginning of analysis may be
different from what they are looking for as it progresses. Never-
theless, in terms of interpretations, patients will reject those
that do only those things enumerated above: a right-thinking
patient will not be satisfied with comfort and meaning in the
absence of the possibility of truth.

The claim that patients will reject hermeneutic psychoanaly-
sis under the story model for these kinds of reasons is clearly
empirical.* And I do not have empirical evidence for the claim,
let alone tests that establish its truth. I believe nonetheless that
the claim is intuitively plausible, and I will present some ex-
amples to strengthen its plausibility.

Imagine this scenario: a woman walks from her living room
to the kitchen with some purpose in mind but forgets mid-
way why she was going there. Her friends in the living room
help her try to reconstruct why she went to the kitchen: a tele-
vision commercial had just advertised coffee, and she may have
wished to have some; a few hours had passed since dinner, and
she may have wanted a snack; the movie on television flashed
letters on the screen, and she may have needed her glasses to
read them; or she had mentioned earlier in the evening wanting
to call her mother, and she may have gone into the kitchen to
make the call. All of these explanations are consistent with the
evidence; and of course her guests did not cite the many other
explanations possible because the evidence ruled them out.

Now the woman’s friends, here, are trying to provide an ex-
planation for her act; they are trying, as I said, to reconstruct

4. And of course, there is likely to be variation among patients. We
must ask who the patient is who will reject hermeneutic psychoanalysis. Is
the patient well informed about analysis generally? Is he well motivated?
Is he very acquiescent? My claim, in essence, is that, on average, patients
will reject a psychoanalysis that offers them interpretations that do not
purport to be possibly true. I give my reasons for thinking this below.
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her reason for going to the kitchen. That is why the accounts
aim for consistency with the facts. The woman, I suggest, is
interested in her friends’ accounts only insofar as they are an
attempt to supply such an explanation. She wants to know the
reason she so acted and will be interested in their accounts only
to the degree they purport to answer her question.

The woman'’s lapse of memory, needless to say, might occa-
sion a very different activity—a parlor game in which the
woman’s friends make up the most interesting or amusing or
aesthetically pleasing story they can about her act. This story
might well interest, amuse, or aesthetically please the woman,
as it might anyone else in the room; but it would hardly recom-
mend itself to her as a basis for understanding or governing her
life. It would not tell her about herself. Why should she, then,
care about such a story anymore than anyone else?

Consider another case. A man who suffers an accident wholly
loses his memory, and nothing seems to restore it. A detective,
aided by psychologists, discovers a number of things about the
man: he knows several foreign languages, likes novelty, and has
friends named Tom, Dick, and Jane. Various hypotheses can
explain these facts. For example, he is an interpreter, he likes
the novelty of new interpreting assignments, and he has friends
named Tom, Dick, and Jane who interpret for the European
Economic Community. Or he is someone who travels a lot
and has friends named Tom, Dick, and Jane who recently took
a tour he might have been on. (Plastic surgery following his
accident prevents the various possible friends from recogniz-
ing him.)

I contend that the man will not be satisfied to hear these two
interesting stories about his identity, even if they make sense of
and give meaning to his life, unless the stories might be true.
If told by the investigator that these stories are mere stories,
and that he, the investigator, does not believe “their referents,”
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the man will be left cold. He wants to know what his identity
might actually be, and if the evidence is not persuasive, he will
choose an identity and goals on other grounds. He will surely
not assume the identity that a novelist thinks makes for the
best story out of the data uncovered by the investigator.®

The woman who went to the kitchen and the man who lost
his memory might have to be satisfied with a less-than-certain
story. They might never learn the truth. Still, the enterprise is
to find the truth. Each is looking for an explanation of his or
her situation, and those aiding them in their search are purport-
ing to give such an explanation. Although each of these people
may have to be satisfied with a less-than-certain story, they
need not and will not be satisfied by stories that make no claim
to possible truth. Why would such stories matter to them at all?

I do not deny that understanding can comfort. People feel
more secure when they have a sense of what they are about:
where they came from, why they are here now, where they are
going. Uncertainty can be very threatening and debilitating.
But to achieve this sense of security, people must believe that
the stories they are told do or might reveal the truth about
them. Unless the stories purport to be possibly true, the people
will have no reason to believe them; and it is only belief in the
stories that will bring comfort. To give meaning to one’s life,
then, a story must make a claim to possible truth.

In short, although a story of this kind can comfort even if it
is not true, one must think it might be true. To the extent that

5. Of course, if there is no way for the man to recover the truth about
his identity— or something that might be the truth—he may consider
the novelist’s story; fantasy has its uses. No doubt he will also take into
account other factors, such as values he holds important. In that case,
however, the enterprise is not to discover who he is, but to decide who he
will become. See below for the interpretations-as-giving-meaning-for-
the-future reading of the story model.
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analysts inform patients of the true nature of their enterprise,
patients will reject psychoanalysis so understood.

As A NOoRMATIVE MATTER, PATIENTS SHoOULD
REejecT MERE STORIES

It is true not only that patients will be unsatisfied with mere
stories that do not purport to be possibly true, but also that
they ought not to be satisfied with such stories.®

The reason is not hard to find: it is normatively desirable
to believe statements only if they are or might be true” To
take the simplest case, it is normatively undesirable to be-
lieve things that are false because they lead one away from the
good of knowing the truth. Knowledge —justified belief in true
things—is a good both intrinsically and instrumentally: it gives
one the satisfaction of having an enlarged understanding of the
world, and it enables one to make decisions cognizant of their
consequences in the world.

If it is normatively undesirable to believe things that are

6. 1 am not suggesting that analyst and patient must negotiate the
treatment as if each were on the witness stand. That would destroy much
of the playfulness and opportunity for discovery of the clinical encounter.
Still, each must be committed to the effort to find the truth, although
it may often be impossible to do so. A regime under which the truth of
interpretations is not even a concern seems problematic.

7. One might think that certain beliefs could prove useful without
being true and that in that case it might be normatively acceptable to hold
them. A voice instructor, for example, might tell a pupil that it is useful
to believe he is hanging from a hook as he sings; that way, his diaphragm
will be maximally extended and he will sing better. But I believe it is mis-
leading to imply that this is a matter of believing useful but false things—
which would be something of a shame. Rather, one is doing other things
incident to apparently holding the belief —here, picturing it, imagining it
is true, trying to hold one’s body as it would be were the statement true.
See below for the imagine-and-react view.
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false, it is also normatively undesirable to believe things that
one knows or believes to be false. I have suggested that it is a
good to believe true things, and so it must be a bad to believe
false things. And one has a duty to try to avoid the bad. In-
deed, it might not even be conceptually possible to believe a
proposition one thinks is false; to believe some proposition p
may just be to believe it is or might be true. But assuming that
one can induce oneself to hold beliefs one believes to be false,
one ought not to do so.

The analysis becomes more complicated when the proposi-
tion in question is not clearly false but simply does not purport
to be possibly true. Yet I suggest that it is still normatively un-
desirable to believe such a proposition and that one has a duty
not to believe it if one thinks it is of this kind. In essence, if
something does not at least claim to be possibly true, one has
no more grounds for believing it than if it positively claimed to
be false.

Imagine a schoolteacher who tells his class that he does not
claim that there might be life on the moon but offers it up to
them only as an interesting story. Should students believe that
there is life on the moon and mark True if the statement ap-
peared on a true/false exam? I think not. They have no reason to
think the proposition true, and one should strive to believe only
things that are or might be true, for the reasons given above.

Indeed, one should not even believe as #rue something that
only might be true, especially if it is not claimed to be true.
Imagine the same teacher telling his class that Columbus might
or might not have discovered America, and that he, the teacher,
does not claim that he did. Here, too, I suggest that the stu-
dents should not believe that Columbus discovered America
and mark True when that statement appears on their true/false
exam. Once again, they have no reason to think the proposi-
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tion true, and one should strive to believe things as true only
when they purport to be true.

If a proposition is not the sort of proposition that could be
true—if it is neither true nor false—then one should also not
believe it. To believe that the fictional Romeo liked his first-
grade teacher is not only to suffer the detriments of believing
something that is neither true nor false, but is also to suffer
from confusion about the possibility of truth in such a case.
And so once again, if one thinks a proposition is of this kind,
one has a duty to avoid believing it.®

If psychoanalytic interpretations are mere stories, then, it is
not only empirically likely that patients will reject the interpre-
tations, but they positively ought to do so.

Doks THE ANALYsIS CHANGE WITH
DirFERENT EXAMPLES?

I started my critique of the story model by suggesting that
patients would not be satisfied with mere stories about them-
selves; they would want to know the truth or at least something
purporting to be the truth, not simply something that gave
meaning to their lives. To establish this claim, I posed the ex-
amples of the woman who wants to know why she went into

8. Perhaps this claim is less clear than I am making out. To believe a
falsehood is something of a shame. To believe something that is neither
true nor false is not to believe a falsehood; what one believes is no more
false than it is true. Perhaps believing something that is neither true nor
false is more like making some arcane metaphysical mistake than like
being seriously deceived. My own view is as I present it in the text—it
is always a shame to believe something that is not possibly true—but I
recognize that the cases of falsehoods and statements that are neither true
nor false should arguably be kept separate—and that different conclusions
should arguably be drawn in these cases.
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the kitchen, and the man who wants to know who he is. Mere
stories would leave them cold—they want to know the truth
about themselves, even if they realize they may not ascertain it.

But these examples may load the dice against the story
model. After all, the woman who left the living room to make
her way to the kitchen at one point had a reason in mind for
doing so. And the man who lost his identity at one time had
one. Moreover, just as the woman at one time knew why she was
going to the kitchen, so the man at one time knew who he was.

In these cases, then, at least two things are striking. First,
there are definite answers to the questions What reason did the
woman have for going into the kitchen?® and What was the
man’s identity? Second, both the woman and the man knew
the answers to these questions at one time. Thus, when they ask
now for the answers, they have in mind that there are answers;
and they have a simple way of validating the answers: they may
recover the appropriate memories. In these circumstances, to
be satisfied with a mere story seems to be to give up the game
too easily: one will (and should) want to know the truth.

But there may be other cases in which patients would be sat-
isfied with stories, on the theory that that is all that it is possible
to get. If psychoanalytic interpretations are like these cases,
then patients arguably will not reject hermeneutic psychoanaly-
sis on the story model.

I posit the case of a man who never consciously entertained
a reason for going to the kitchen but simply found himself on
the way there. Is there a truth of the matter about why he was
going to the kitchen? He certainly never knew it if there was;
and so he could never recover a memory of it. We at least know

9. I omit here complications about unconscious motivation and self-
deception; I am assuming, that is, that the reason the woman had in mind
was her actual reason. The case of unconscious motivation is discussed in
the case of the example of the vase, below.
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what it would be to be right in the case of the woman; we have
clear methods of validation. In the case of this second man, we
do not.

Even the case of a man finding himself on the way to the
kitchen without ever having formulated a reason for doing so is
not as hard a case as one might imagine. The man may remain
convinced that, at some subterranean level, he did have a reason
for going; his behavior was not simply haphazard, and perhaps,
with effort, he could convince himself that he had recovered
the reason (although he would not strictly be remembering it).

Consider, then, the more difficult case discussed earlier: that
of the woman who learns that her husband is having an affair
and shortly thereafter accidentally breaks a vase he had given
her as a gift. Did hostility motivate the breaking at an uncon-
scious level? Or what about the case raised by Spence in which
a patient recalls that he refused to wear glasses as an adoles-
cent? The question is why. No doubt he will be able to recover
some of the reasons he told himself at the time that he did not
wear his glasses. But what were his true reasons?

In these two examples, neither the two subjects nor anyone
else once knew the truth of the matter and then simply forgot
it. And so no simple restoration of a memory will validate our
proposed answers. We can venture various answers in the two
cases but can never be sure that we are right. To speak here of
narratives or stories arguably makes a great deal of sense: we
can construct plausible stories about what was going on in the
people’s conscious and unconscious minds in the two cases, but
to say that we could ever explain their actions by a simple causal
account seems farfetched.

The Los Angeles riots of 1992 may provide an appropriate
analogy to the two cases. In attempting to understand the riots,
one person might talk about poverty, another about the de-
cline in family values and the weakening of the country’s moral
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fabric, and another about urges to violence in human genes.
Others might use frank metaphors, bringing out the narrative
aspect of the explanations even more clearly; for instance, one
person might say the Rodney King verdict was like a match
touching off kindling soaked in gasoline, while another might
say the verdict was like a slap in the face of an enraged person.
No one believes that we will ever be able to identify the com-
plex causes of the riots. All we can do is tell stories, more or
less plausible, to try to understand the meaning of the event.

The interpreting of mental phenomena seems a lot closer to
my later examples of the woman breaking the vase and the L.A.
riots than to the earlier ones of the woman going to the kitchen
and the man losing his identity!® If so, the language of narra-
tives and stories may be more apt. Trying to understand a par-
ticular person’s behavior is analogous to trying to understand
a complex phenomenon like a riot, and not at all analogous to
trying to find the cause of a car’s mechanical failure. In the
latter case, there is a clear answer and a way to establish that we
have found it. In the former case, there is no clear answer and
no clear way to establish that we have found it. All we can do
is tell more or less plausible stories that endow the events with
meaning,.

I suggest, however, that this reasoning is insufficient to per-

10. To return to the example of the woman going to the kitchen, one
can imagine a number of different questions she might ask: not only why
she was going to the kitchen, but also, for example, why she forgot why
she was going to the kitchen or, perhaps more generally, why she keeps
forgetting things. The typical analytic question is closer to the second
and third cases than to the first. But note that some psychoanalytic inter-
pretation is designed to recover memories rather than establish complex
underlying causes as in the second and third cases and the examples in the
text. And this case then seems closer to my earlier examples than to the
later ones, especially when the remembered event is not very remote in
time.
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suade one that patients will accept hermeneutic psychoanalysis
on the story model. The difference between the earlier and the
later examples is simply one of complexity: we know there is a
truth and know when we know it in the earlier cases, but not
in the later. Yet this is insufficient reason to deny that there is
a truth in the later cases. If there is a truth in the later kinds
of cases (and so in psychoanalytic interpretation), then patients
will (and ought to) want to know it.

Thus, unless the man who found himself on the way to the
kitchen was simply behaving haphazardly, he did have a reason
for going there, even though he was never consciously aware of
it. Similarly, the woman who broke the vase either felt uncon-
scious hostility which contributed to her breaking of the vase or
she did not. It may be extremely difficult ever to determine with
certainty whether unconscious hostility had this causal role;
but that is far from saying that there is no truth of the matter.

Even in the case of the Los Angeles riots, the accounts given
are either true or false. It may be that any particular explana-
tion omits some relevant facts—indeed, that doubtless is the
case. But even metaphorical accounts either reveal or fail to re-
veal truths about the underlying causes of the riots; if none of
the participants in the riot was angry over conditions before the
Rodney King verdict and thus was not inflamed even more by
the injustice of the verdict, then the metaphor of the slap to an
already-enraged person is just plain wrong.*

In short, although these later examples at first glance seem
to suggest that all we can get is stories—so that patients in
the analytic situation hearing that they will get only stories will

11. Of course, the implicit explanatory claim may be false, and yet
there may be merit to giving the explanation —we may, for example, learn
some general truths about human nature that happen not to apply to the
case in question. Below I consider the implications of this fact vis-a-vis
the concept of interpretation in the psychoanalytic context.
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be less resistant to accepting them—to say that all we can get
is stories is ambiguous: it may mean that we must resign our-
selves to never knowing the (whole) truth; or it may mean that
there is no truth to be had. While the first may be true, the
second has not been established. In particular, the examples do
not show that one cannot get the truth—that there is no truth
of the matter—but only that it may, at times, be hard to know
the truth and to know that one knows it.

Moreover, even if we must resign ourselves to never getting
the (whole) truth, there is no reason to resign ourselves to hear-
ing mere stories from our analysts; we must care about the truth
—as the story model implicitly denies—on pain of breaching
the duty to believe only what purports to be possibly true. Ana-
lysts and patients alike must aim at finding the truth. The story
model neglects at least this fact, making a virtue out of a defect
(namely, our difficulty in achieving truth in complex cases)."?

Most important, my more complex examples do not estab-
lish that there 75 no truth of the matter in these cases, so that
patients have no choice but to accept stories. Yet what if story
theorists could establish that there is no truth of the matter in
the cases dealt with by psychoanalytic interpretations?

12. I say “at least,” because this is the weakest reading of the story
model. (Recall that I said above that Spence may hold only this weak
view.) Although I suggest that the weak reading of the story model ne-
glects the fact that interpretations must aim at the truth— patients must
care about whether interpretations are true inasmuch as they are essen-
tially asked to believe them —what is the significance of the fact that we
often cannot get the truth? On one view, there is wisdom in not wanting
the unattainable—so we content ourselves with stories. On another view,
the wisdom lies in not losing sight of what one wants. It is this position
that I stress here, for the reasons given above.
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MusT PATIENTS ACCEPT THE STORY MODEL IF THERE
Is No TRUTH OF THE MATTER IN THE
CASE oF INTERPRETATIONS?

Suppose that the story theorists are able to establish that there
is no truth of the matter in the cases dealt with by psycho-
analytic interpretations.” I confess I find no arguments in their
writing that do so; they give reasons for thinking that it is hard
to find the truth, not impossible. Nevertheless, there may be
some philosophical arguments that do establish that there is no
truth of the matter.*

If there are such arguments, a disquieting possibility arises.
Perhaps deferring to the sensibilities of patients who resist the
story model is unsound. Arguing that we must abandon this
conception of psychoanalysis because patients find it unaccept-
able may, in the end, be no more justifiable than arguing that
we must abandon, say, idealism because the person on the street
finds it unacceptable. A person may not like the notion that the
apparently independent material world actually consists only of
her ideas, but that does not make the notion false. If that is the
way things are, she has no choice but to accept it.

If this is so, patients may simply be wrong to insist on ex-
planation rather than accept stories; stories may be all that is
possible. If explanation purporting to truth is beyond reach,
patients may have no choice but to settle for stories.

13. This type of position seems more plausible to attribute to a Sharpe
or Viderman, say, than to a Spence or Loch. See below.

14. In this event, the story model may have its own metaphysical
underpinnings. Nevertheless, it is different from the alternative meta-
physics model that I describe; theorists on that model believe that
interpretations are true but subscribe to a different theory of truth. Inter-
estingly, one motive for adopting the story model—namely, to avoid
metaphysics —is undermined by this interpretation, for on this interpreta-
tion the story model makes use of a metaphysical argument.
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A number of things may be said in response to this possi-
bility. First, the fact that the person on the street finds a view
like idealism implausible is a clear mark against the view—
something its proponents must come to terms with—even if it
is not dispositive. Simply to establish that the ordinary patient
is likely to respond to the story model as the person on the
street does to idealism is therefore important.

Second, the patient’s reaction to the story model on this
view is more justifiable than the person on the street’s reaction
to idealism, even supposing the story model and idealism are
true. In the case of idealism, the person’s naive view about what
is the case—that there are physical objects independent of his
perception—is frustrated. He does not want to believe that ob-
jects have a different kind of reality than he thought the case;
but they do have a reality then.

The story theorists on this view, however, are saying some-
thing much more radical. They are saying that there is no fact
of the matter about motivation because there is no fact—only
stories we construct to make ourselves feel better. The patient,
then, is not like the person on the street, who simply objects
to the kind of world he occupies; the patient, rather, objects to
being told about a world that is not referred to, in essence, at
all. Unless the analyst’s stories refer to things that have some
kind of reality (even if only ideal), they are untruths about the
patient—materially no better than lies. The patient may be
right, then, to reject them—to wish not to engage in discourse
about nothing, to be comforted by nothing.

This argument implicitly repeats one made earlier: patients
not only will reject psychoanalytic interpretations that do not
purport to be possibly true but should reject them. Statements
referring to things about which there is no truth of the matter
no more ought to be believed than statements that are simply
false in the ordinary way. Thus, while patients may not like
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idealism, there is nothing wrong in believing in it. There is
something wrong, on the other hand, in believing interpreta-
tions that do not purport to be possibly true.

Third, even if the story model just describes the way things
are, it is false that patients have no choice but to accept psycho-
analysis so construed. If idealism just describes the way things
are, the person on the street must either come to terms with
idealism, deceive himself about reality, or refuse to play, so to
speak. Refusing to play in this case would amount to rejecting
all discourse about and intercourse with the material world—
perhaps out of petulance that the world frustrates one’s ex-
pectations, perhaps out of a belief that the alternative is un-
wittingly to lie to oneself about the world.”* But to reject all
discourse about and intercourse with the material world would
be to surrender to a kind of autism. That clearly is no choice.

The case is different with the story model on this view. Even
if the story model describes the way things are, patients do
have a choice about accepting it. The alternative to accepting
the story model, or deceiving themselves, is to refuse to play—
which is a viable option here. Patients can simply reject psycho-
analytic discourse about unconscious motivation. The choice is
not even between accepting the story model or foregoing ther-
apy—they can simply ask for a different kind of therapy.®

15. The idea would be that it is psychologically impossible not to be-
lieve that the external world has an independent material existence as one
lives one’s life in this world.

16. For example, behavioral therapy does not involve coming to under-
stand oneself —and therefore resigning oneself to mere stories. Even
therapies that do work with psychic states do not always implicate a story
model of this kind about therapeutic statements. For example, an abreac-
tion kind of therapy may not value understanding or insight, but simply
the release of emotions. Whereas some thoroughgoing hermeneuts be-
lieve that all knowledge involves the mere construction of stories that
further discourse, others, as Moore has put it, are more “modest.” The
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Thus, patients can stick to their guns and claim that if the
story model on this view is the sole correct view of psychoana-
lytic interpretation, they will have nothing to do with psycho-
analytic interpretation. More important, the patients’ disqui-
etude about crediting mere stories may mean that they will not
be helped by an analysis that tells stories in this way. Interpre-
tations are therapeutic when they are believed, and these inter-
pretations will not (and should not) command belief. The idea,
then, is that psychoanalytic therapy becomes self-defeating if
the story model is true. If so, the story theorists’ claim that be-
cause the story model is true patients have no choice but to
accept it is exactly backward: if the story model is true, patients
have no choice but to reject it.”

Patients, in short, will be right to reject hermeneutic psycho-
analysis on the story model. To say this is not to show that the
story model on this view is wrong—in particular, that there is a
truth of the matter when it comes to psychoanalytic interpre-
tations. What it does show is that the story model on this view
is a desperately unhappy vision of psychoanalysis if it is right—
a vision that dooms its subject to nonexistence.

One qualification must be made here: if story theorists are
radically hermeneutic about all human knowledge, then there
is no truth of the matter about any statement, and everyday
people are asked to credit all manner of statements that do

analysts we have considered may be very modest; they seem to take the
view that, as to current psychic events, it is particularly motives, conscious
or unconscious, about which analysis constructs narratives. If so, therapies
that do not interpret conscious and unconscious states do not require the
construction of stories. See below for the effect on the argument if all
knowledge is narrative in the problematic sense.

17. That is, patients are not being in the least petulant when they reject
hermeneutic psychoanalysis, but doing the only thing they can reasonably
do: avoid a therapy that will not help them.
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not purport to be possibly true. It may be normatively undesir-
able to believe things which do not purport to be possibly true,
but if everything is of this kind, must we all simply cease be-
lieving? This radically hermeneutic view puts people to a cruel
choice at best. In any event, one’s self-deception in effect is
so pervasive on this view that refusing to credit psychoanalytic
interpretations accomplishes little, and perhaps patients would
not and should not reject these interpretations. Psychoanalysis
might not cease to exist on this radical view, but perhaps all
discourse—including psychoanalytic discourse—should.

Is DecerTiON A VIABLE ANSWER?

Patients, I have suggested, will reject psychoanalysis under the
story model, for, although psychoanalytic stories might com-
fort them even if they are not true, patients must think they
might be true. If story theorists are telling patients meaningful
stories about their lives that do not purport to be true, they can
comfort patients only insofar as they lie about what they are
doing, if only by omission—only, that is, insofar as they create
in their consumers the belief that they are doing more."* Thus
psychoanalysis can avoid self-destruction only by becoming a
therapy that heals by creating illusions.

Now critics external to psychoanalysis might believe that
psychoanalysis heals by telling comforting stories—whatever
psychoanalysts think they are doing. In the same way, critics

18. 1 do not mean to suggest that story analysts are currently guilty of
conscious or bad-faith deception of their patients; they may not realize
what their position commits them to, and they may not realize, as I argue,
the obligation they are under to disclose their position to their patients.
Nevertheless, failure to disclose after becoming aware of the obligation
would, I think, violate a moral injunction for analysts not to deceive their
patients.
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external to religion might lodge the value of religious beliefs in
the comfort they provide, while denying that those beliefs have
anything to do with the way the world is. But self-respecting
priests and analysts should not accept these characterizations
of their practice. They should especially not accept them be-
cause to do anything else is to be deceptive: for priests to preach
about the afterlife without believing that it exists or might
exist, solely in order to make people feel better, is to tell a delib-
erate lie. Similarly, for analysts to put forward interpretations
as explanations that purport to be possibly true is also (if only
by omitting the correct characterization) to tell a deliberate lie.

The point, then, is not that psychoanalysts are expected to
believe that their interpretations reveal true things about the
unconscious because that is their faith, as it is priests’ faith
to believe in the afterlife—that would be to beg the question
of what beliefs must characterize psychoanalysis. The point is
rather that psychoanalysts are expected to believe that their in-
terpretations possibly reveal true things about the unconscious
(as priests believe in the afterlife) to the extent that they inten-
tionally induce such belief in their patients.

My conclusion should not be surprising, given my argument
above that believing a proposition that does not purport to be
possibly true is normatively undesirable. Patients, of course, do
not do wrong by believing such a proposition if they have no
reason to be aware of its questionable truth-status. But if it is
undesirable for them to believe it, it is undesirable for their ana-
lysts knowingly to induce them to believe it. More than that—
it is wrong. Lying not only prevents people from acting with
knowledge, but shows them disrespect as people.

If such a view is correct, story theorists cannot save the story
model by recommending that analysts intentionally induce false
beliefs in their patients. They must fully disclose to patients
that their interpretations are mere stories; to disclose nothing is
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implicitly to hold the interpretations out as true and worthy of
patients’ belief. But once the disclosure is made, patients, as I
argued above, will (and should) refuse to participate in psycho-
analysis.

But perhaps I am being overly moralistic—even rigid—in
denouncing the deception required on this view. If holding
certain false beliefs will immeasurably improve the lives of
patients, perhaps it is justified to induce these beliefs in the
patients.”” The requisite deception is, as it were, relatively triv-
ial, and the benefits are great. Very few people believe that lying
is never justified; and the lie here is fairly venial. The point is
that if lying to patients will permit them to hold false beliefs
that are curative, perhaps the lying is justified. On this inter-
pretation, of course, psychoanalytic interpretations are in the
nature of placebos, and to the extent that placebos are justified,
so perhaps is inducing belief in the interpretations. But are pla-
cebos justified??® The question has resulted in a hardfought,
protracted debate among medical ethicists, and I do not in-
tend to enter the fray. I will say only that some strongly believe
that lying to patients is never justified by expected therapeu-
tic benefit, inasmuch as it trenches on patients’ autonomy and
shows them insufficient respect as people. Others believe that

19. In what follows, I implicitly criticize my argument above that it is
normatively undesirable to believe—and induce belief—in propositions
that do not purport to be possibly true. Perhaps if the benefits are great,
the deception and self-deception are justified. I ultimately reject this
argument in this case. See below.

20. I'am concerned with the case in which placebos are used clinically:
the doctor prescribes an inert substance in the hope that it will produce
therapeutic benefit. Placebos are also used experimentally in randomized
trials in order to test the efficacy of medications. The issues here are some-
what different, and, because the subject is informed that he might receive
a placebo as part of the experiment, the practice is much less morally
suspect.
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inducing belief in the curative powers of an inert agent is a triv-
ial harm if the patients may benefit thereby. Moderates believe
that placebos are justified only if the harm avoided is great and
there is no reasonable alternative.

As 1 have said, I do not intend to discuss the morality of
placebos in a general way. What I wish to do is point out the
differences between ordinary placebos and the false beliefs that
analysts must induce in their patients on this interpretation.
In administering an ordinary placebo, a doctor tells her patient
that the drug is effective and will relieve his symptoms, even
though the doctor believes that the drug is inert. The false belief
that the patient comes to hold, then, is that the drug is an effec-
tive treatment for his malady. In the psychoanalytic context,
by contrast, the analyst’s false communication to the patient
occurs on a metalevel: she tells the patient that her interpreta-
tions are or might be true, when she believes that that is not the
case. The patient, then, comes to hold the required false belief,
namely, that the analyst’s interpretations are or might be true.
More important, he comes to believe all the false interpretations
that his first false belief leads him to accept as true. Thus, the
analyst’s deception is compounded; her patient comes to believe
many false beliefs as a result of her deception, not just one*

21. But although the consequences of this kind of deception may be
more global, they may also be more effective. It is true that the pill may
actually cure the patient of some malady, but the false picture of him-
self that the analytic patient comes to hold may have more profound
effects. But I suggest below other reasons for thinking that placebo-
interpretations may not have the desired effect and are more problematic
than placebo-pills even if they do. My arguments in this section are essen-
tially utilitarian—will the benefits in fact outweigh the costs? There
are also, of course, normative arguments that lying is prima facie wrong
whatever the benefits, but I do not rehearse those arguments here. In any
case, the law clearly Jevels sanctions against deception in many arenas,
including the medical.
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Indeed, the nature of the false beliefs differs fundamentally
in the two cases. The physically ill patient comes to believe
simply that a particular pill will work beneficial effects. The
psychoanalytic patient, by contrast, comes to believe very many
things about the kind of person he is. He may learn, for in-
stance, that as a child he felt rejected by his parents, wished
his younger siblings dead, and was very competitive; that as an
adult he often feels abandoned by his friends, envies others their
close relationships, and works hard and accomplishes much
partly in order to triumph over others. Coming to a false pic-
ture of oneself —of the kind of person one is—is much more
problematic than coming to believe something false about a
pill. One’s self-concept is deeply personal. It fundamentally
affects how one feels about oneself, and therefore one’s well-
being. And it fundamentally affects how one perceives and acts
in relation to others. Should one not hesitate to deceive some-
one about such fundamental and personal things?*

Yet suppose the patient is a mean, grudging person whom
the analyst describes as a kind and generous person. Coming
to hold these false beliefs about himself will no doubt affect
how he feels about himself —he is likely to feel much happier.
Perhaps more important, it may even fundamentally affect how
he acts in relation to others—he may become more kind and
generous. Is this not a desirable outcome, one that justifies the
mild deception?

Other considerations, however, cut the other way. The per-
son may continue to act in a mean and grudging way toward
other people, yet be less cognizant that he is doing so and feel

22. Everyone, of course, is somewhat deceived about himself or her-
self —although causing more self-deception in a person may still be
problematic. In the case of the analytic patient, the problem is even more
severe because the patient, on this view, is brought to suffer serious and
pervasive self-deception.
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happier about himself as he does it. He then gets the benefits of
feeling happier but incurs the losses of mistreating others and
receiving, perhaps, a response in kind. In any case, the others
certainly suffer losses. And he will be less likely to feel bad
about what he is doing and motivated to change and thus less
likely to become a better person who is treated with affection
and respect by others. In the long run, everyone loses.

Moreover, one may wonder whether the patient is in fact
likely to feel happier. Perhaps he unconsciously senses what
kind of person he is and at some deep level does not believe the
analyst. In that case he loses the benefit of feeling better about
himself and also feels betrayed by the person he senses is lying
to him.

Of course, I am telling a story about an analyst who conveys
only good news to his patient. In fact, the narratives that ana-
lysts tell patients are quite complex, as people are; people have
some good in them and some bad, and they interact with each
other in complicated ways. But the basic points I have made
through my simplistic story remain valid. Patients may feel
better as a result of the story they are told,” and they may there-
fore act better. On the other hand, they may act no better at all
and be disabled from realizing that as a result of the false story*
Finally, the patient may sense his analyst’s deception and there-
fore not only not feel better, but feel worse because betrayed.

I suspect, in fact, that people care deeply about holding more

23. In this case, they will feel better not because of the rosy picture
the analyst paints, but for other reasons (e.g., they nevertheless like the
complex person who is described, they feel understood by their analyst,
etc.).

24. In the same way as that described above, the patient is disabled
not because he holds a simplistic, rosy picture of himself, but because the
picture he does hold interferes with his ability to see clearly how he affects
others,
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or less accurate views about themselves. We find most pitiable
the people who are significantly deceived about what they are
like; and people are most chagrined to learn that they have
been operating under self-deception of this kind. Thus, if the
patient senses or discovers his doctor’s deception, he will feel
betrayed not only because the doctor has breached his trust,
but also because he has breached his trust about a matter about
which the patient cares so deeply.

Any time a doctor administers a placebo the patient may
rightly feel he has been treated as less than a full adult who can
accept and make the best of the truth about himself and the
world. When the doctor induces in the patient illusory beliefs
about his very nature—about the kind of person he is—this is
even more the case; at best the patient may feel treated like a
child who must be protected from the truth. Because trust is
even more important in the psychoanalytic relationship than in
other medical relationships, analysts should not trifle with it.

APPLYING THE ARGUMENT IN THE TROUBLING CASE OF
ArraRENT MEMORIES OF EARLY SEXUAL ABUSE

A number of story analysts and commentators discussing ana-
lysts’ views invoke the example of apparently recovered memo-
ries of early sexual abuse to illustrate the notion of narrative
truth as opposed to historical truth. Some of these commenta-
tors seem to say that, for purposes of therapy though not for the
law, it suffices that these memories should be narratively true.
(I quote from several of these commentators in the appendix.)
Would patients reject a form of analysis which suggested
that they believe—for therapeutic purposes—that they were
molested by members of their immediate family, when this
claim was only “narratively” true—that is, did not purport to
correspond to historical reality? The question answers itself. If
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ever there were a case in which patients would reject such an
analysis, this is it.

The patient might well doubt that holding such a belief
would be therapeutically beneficial. And, indeed, the thera-
peutic benefits of believing manufactured memories of sexual
abuse are at best highly questionable; although such memories
may give patients an “answer” for their pain and dysfunction
and may temporarily organize them, they are also likely to cause
them considerable pain and suffering. In addition, such beliefs
will wreak havoc on the patient’s relationship with her family
members. Even if such beliefs were therapeutically beneficial
to the patient—a dubious proposition at best— their harm-
ful effects on other family members, particularly the accused,
would and should lead all right-minded patients to reject out-
right the proposition that they should believe them.

Patients, then, both empirically will and normatively ought
to reject a treatment that offers such interpretations. This ex-
ample is intermediate between the examples of the woman
going to the kitchen and the man losing his identity on the one
hand, and the Los Angeles riots on the other. Although we
may know what kind of evidence would establish, definitively,
the facts of the alleged abuse, we may not have access to it.
There may be no witnesses, and memory is notoriously fallible.
It remains the case that patients will not want to believe they
have been abused—even if it makes sense of their lives and
speaks to some feeling of violation they had as a child—unless
they really were, literally, abused. We may not be able to give
them a definitive answer; but patients will not be content to
be told that their belief in their abuse achieves narrative truth;
they will at least want more.

What if there is no truth of the matter as to their abuse? Will
patients be content then to arrive at solely narrative truth? This
is a particularly unlikely case for saying there is no fact of the
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matter available: either the father raped his daughter or he did
not. Even in cases in which there are some lingering interpre-
tive issues — for example, was his looking at his daughter in that
leering way abusive?— there are facts that the patient will want
to know and will interpret as best she can. If for some reason
we should believe that there are no facts at all in a case {even a
rape case), the patient will decidedly not want to imagine that
there are; there are few things she will want to believe less.

Finally, to fully retrace the steps of my argument, deception
is not a viable answer here. It is antecedently unlikely that mis-
leading patients about matters like this would in fact be thera-
peutic, but even if it were, as noted, this is a placebo with an
immense cost to others. In addition there are all the dignitary
costs associated with lying to someone, particularly about such
an important matter.

No doubt most therapists, even those who believe that the
narrative truth of memories like these is enough, inform their
patients that memory is fallible and that their memories may
be only narratively true. Some may not. Evidence of thera-
pists who encourage such memories and are quick to credit
them exists; perhaps they believe, without good reason, that
the memories are true; perhaps they believe they are therapeu-
tic or that casting doubt on them is antitherapeutic or that
the memories are true in the most important sense (the child
felt uncomfortable around the father). Notwithstanding these
reasons, it is patently wrong for therapists to mislead patients
about the veridicality of their recovered memories.

But if most therapists these days do inform their patients
that their beliefs might be false, then in practice patients may
generally be asked only to believe that the memories might be
true. There is, of course, nothing wrong with this, if indeed the
memories might be true. This tack of therapists is in itself of
interest, inasmuch as it implies that they think it important to
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stress to patients the uncertainty of their interpretations when
error is potentially so consequential. One might wish them to
do so in all cases.

More important, the example of early child abuse totally
undercuts the premise of the story model—that we should
be content with narrative truth. Far from being content with
narrative truth, we should rail against it, striving to achieve
historical truth. Of course we may have to live with the un-
certainty of never knowing what really happened. But making
of this a virtue—holding that providing stories is a satisfac-
tory Way of doing psychoanalysis—1is a view that the example
of early sexual abuse belies.

I discuss this example in detail because, from the stand-
point of current law and public policy, the issue is quite salient
and is a principal source of the current controversies about the
underlying theory of psychoanalysis. When we think of the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of a view like Spence’s, we must
count his and others’ affirming of the importance of narrative
truth in the arena of early memories of sexual abuse as a clear
demerit. To the extent that there are therapists who are encour-
aging such memories—and, because of their narrative virtues,
affirming them for patients as real—we face a significant pub-
lic policy problem. Thus, the question of childhood memories,
whether repressed or invented, is an excellent case of the argu-
ment from patient rejection that forms the centerpiece of this
book. Obviously, if the story model of hermeneutic psycho-
analysis in some way justifies or excuses—or even just enables—
the implantation of false memories of sexual abuse, that is a
strong argument against it. In sum, the story model is unten-
able—unless it can be reinterpreted.
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ALTERNATE VERSIONS OF THE STORY MODEL

The story model seems doomed to failure unless we can reinter-
pret hermeneutic psychoanalysis on this model in a way that
renders it more acceptable to patients and analysts. I suggest
three such reinterpretations; two ask patients to act as if in-
terpretations are true, while the third says that interpretations
give meaning for the future, instead of being reconstructions of
the past.

The As-If Views

On the as-if versions of the story model of psychoanalysis,
psychoanalysis concedes that patients want causal explanations
of their behavior —not mere stories—and it offers patients such
explanations. The hitch is, it does not offer them as truths; it
asks patients to act as if they are true. The analyst here tells
the patient no lies: she does not say her interpretations are or
might be true, but that it is helpful therapeutically to act as if
they are true. And so, on this view, analysis claims to have un-
covered not truths about the unconscious but statements about
it that are useful to patients if they accept them, and it informs
patients of that fact.

The question is whether such a conception of psychoanaly-
sis should be acceptable to patients. The analyst’s charge to the
patient to act as if the interpretation is true is ambiguous. On
one plausible view of what this means (and why it would be
helpful), the patient must come actually to believe the interpre-
tation; and thus the analyst must hope to deceive him on some
level. On another plausible view, the patient must merely imag-
ine that the interpretation is true and thus need not believe
it; but this view depends on a debased conception of psycho-
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analysis®® As-if views thus require the analyst to either still
somewhat deceive the patient—even though she is seemingly
forthright with him—or else propose an unacceptable concep-
tion of analysis.

The Belief Version of the As-If View On the first version of the
as-if view, the analyst asks the patient to act as if her interpre-
tation is true on the ground that this will help the patient. It
is clear, on one theory, why such acting-as-if would be thera-
peutic: if the patient accepts the interpretation as true, he
feels more self-assured, in greater control —derives many of the
benefits that actual self-knowledge gives. But “accepting the
interpretation as true” here means believing it; that is why one
gains these benefits. Whatever the precise theory of why such
belief is therapeutic, on this view, clearly the belief itself is
therapeutic.

The idea that beliefs can be therapeutic is not novel: pla-
cebos can work, for example, if one believes they will work. But
then, of course, one must hold that belief. And so the analyst’s
asking the patient to act as if her interpretation is true is analo-
gous to a doctor’s telling a patient a pill is inert, but that it will
be therapeutic if he acts as if it is therapeutic. To the extent
that the patient believes that the substance is inactive, it will
simply not work; its working depends on his faith that it will
work. He must at least suspend his disbelief in its efficacy. Pla-

25. There are actually three natural readings of the “act-as-if” view.
Consider an analyst’s charge to act as if her interpretation that one is an
envious kind of person were true. One may act as if the interpretation that
one is envious were true—i.e., believe it. One may act as if one believed
one was an envious person—i.e., pretend one believes it, imagine it to be
true. Or one may act as if one were an envious kind of person—i.e., act
enviously. The first two correspond to the two possibilities in the text; I
ignore the third as not being a particularly plausible interpretation in our
context.
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cebos are effective because of the suggestion of efficacy; and so
patients must be receptive to that suggestion. If they are, the
placebo will induce hope, and hope can be powerfully curative.

In the same way, on this theory, for the man to benefit from
acting as if he has learned his true identity, he must on some
level come to believe he has. If he credits, instead, the ana-
lyst’s statement that the identity is not truly his, he will not be
helped. He will continue to feel angry about his fate, scared of
the future, and generally lost. Similarly, for religious belief to
be comforting, on this view, one must come on some level to
believe it to be true.

I am suggesting, then, that one natural way to read the as-if
theory is that it requires belief. For one thing, this seems a com-
pletely plausible interpretation of the actual words used; when
analysts ask their patients to act as if interpretations are true,
this is a ready way for patients to understand their instruction.
More important, such acting-as-if is most easily understood to
be therapeutic via the benefits of felt insight: the appearance of
increased knowledge (and thus control), the comfort and self-
assurance that belief may provide.

Yet if acting as if an interpretation is true works through be-
lief, the analyst must hope on some level to deceive the patient;
the analyst’s informing the patient that her interpretation is not
true does not cure her interaction with him of an intent to de-
ceive. She does offer the patient her true view of the world, but
she must hope that he will reject it—she must hope to induce a
false belief in him. In any case, that is the way the prescription
will be curative on this view. Thus, though the analyst does not
actually lie to the patient on this view, she must still hope to
deceive him; the deception is carried out with his collusion, as
it were, but it is still deception.

Is this view any more acceptable than the view on which the
analyst deceives the patient about the truth-status of her inter-
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pretations? There, it is true, the analyst tells outright lies to the
patient, whereas here she informs him of her true beliefs. But
while informing him of her true beliefs, she hopes he comes
to accept false beliefs—and more important, she asks him to
be the instrument of his own deception. But asking someone
self-consciously to deceive himself is to ask him both to do a
wrong —the very wrong the analyst is trying to avoid—and to
do a wrong to himself. Although this posture shows him the
respect of allowing him to choose whether the deception is in
his interests, it demeans him by asking him to demean himself.
In the end, frank deception is probably the worse of the two
positions—but this alternative is not much better.

My conclusion should not be in the least surprising. Above I
argued that patients would not and should not believe interpre-
tations that do not purport to be possibly true; and that is what
analysts are implicitly asking patients to do here. This case,
nevertheless, presents some interesting twists of its own. By
using the “act-as-if ” locution, the analyst may mislead patients
into thinking that they are not transgressing the proscription
against believing untrue beliefs; they may not fully realize that
such acting-as-if just is believing. Thus they are deceived not
only about the subject of the analyst’s interpretations, but also
about their own mental state in acting as if they are true.

Even if patients do realize that acting-as-if is just believing,
the analyst may tempt them, by offers of therapeutic bene-
fit, to transgress the prohibition against believing the untrue.
Left to their own devices, patients might refuse to participate.
The analyst’s mantle of authority serves, so to speak, to cor-
rupt them. We have seen that informing patients of the actual
status of interpretations is probably preferable to lying to them
outright. But perhaps in informing them of the actual status
of interpretations while asking them simultaneously to act as
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if they are true the analyst takes away with one hand what she
has given with the other.

The Imagine-and-React Version of the As-If View The second
version of the act-as-if view, while not open to the charge of
inducing deception in patients, offers a debased conception of
psychoanalysis—indeed, on one view, perhaps a completely un-
recognizable version of psychoanalysis. This as-if view, unlike
the first, does not lodge the therapeutic benefit of acting as if
an interpretation is true in believing it. And it does seem evi-
dent as a general matter that one need not on some level be-
lieve some proposition p in order to derive benefit from acting
as if it is true. Thus the view does not require any deception.

Consider the benefit of watching a sad movie. One does sus-
pend disbelief when one watches a sad movie; one acts as if it
is true that, for example, a helpless child is being abandoned —
and one therefore cries—even though one knows very well that
not only is there no real abandonment, there is not even a real
child. One can act as if the child is being abandoned without
believing, on some level, that she really is being abandoned;
and this can be most therapeutic.

To “act as if the child is being abandoned” in this sense is
simply to imagine the child’s being abandoned; and one may
derive benefit from this without subscribing to any false beliefs.
Similarly, one may believe religious teachings to be false but
still derive benefit from practicing the religion, because, say,
one enjoys listening to the music in the service or imagining
the bliss of heaven.? In just this way, the man who adopts the

26. Earlier, indeed, I spoke of priests inducing parishioners to hold
religious beliefs that they themselves did not hold, and of the value of reli-
gious faith turning on the beliefs one holds. But in analogizing to religion
I may be overstressing the importance of beliefs. As my colleague Ronald
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new identity might feel pleasure in acting as he imagines one
with that identity would act. Even placebos might work their
benefit not because the patient powerfully believes in them, but
because, say, the very act of taking the pills is pleasurable.

In these cases, the therapy lies in engaging in activities—
reacting to the scene, practicing the religion, or assuming the
identity—that are sometimes incident to the beliefs. In the
same way, the activities that accompany acting as if an interpre-
tation is true might also be therapeutic regardless of whether
one believes it true. An analytic interpretation that the patient
unconsciously feels rejected by his mother, for example, might
lead the patient who acts as if the interpretation is true to feel
a good deal of sorrow—and to derive benefit from that. Alter-
natively, the patient might derive benefit from imagining angry
conversations with his mother. Both can happen even if the
patient’s mother does not hate him, and he does not believe she
hates him*” On this view, acting as if an interpretation is true

Garet has pointed out, for example, some religions may be more about
“faith, hope, and love” than about any beliefs that p is or is not the case.
Hope and love are certainly not well formulated in terms of any set of be-
liefs, and even faith may be more a performance (accepting God into one’s
life) than a belief. My example in the text of appreciating the music in the
religious service may thus seem to trivialize the benefits of religion that
come from noncognitive means. The religion analogy may also suggest
that, in the psychoanalytic context, experiences (say, of imagining-and-
reacting) may be more important than the beliefs one comes to hold. But
see below for the claim that holding beliefs is essential, conceptually, to
psychoanalysis.

27. One may feel unconvinced of this claim; the patient must surely tap
into some (unconscious) feelings of rejection by his mother in order to be
able to have cathartic experiences of this kind. Thus, he must believe the
interpretation on some level. I think that this objection is fairly compel-
ling. But it may be false; he may have unconscious feelings of rejection by
someone else altogether, or he may have feelings of sorrow of some other
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is associated with activities that are therapeutic. It in no way re-
quires false belief.

Indeed, we may conceive such acting-as-if as leading to the
traditional analytic benefit of insight. On this interpretation,
the exercises in imagining and reacting are helpful precisely be-
cause they lead to greater self-understanding. Thus, the patient
who feels sorrow and anger when he imagines feeling rejected
by his mother may not simply be releasing pent-up feelings,
but gaining understanding about himself —about how his mind
works. Coming to understand himself as someone who may feel
this sorrow and anger may be the ultimate value of the exercise.

Although this conception of analysis does seem invulnerable
to the charge that it requires patients to be deceived, is it ac-
ceptable? First, as a positive matter, analysts do not seem to
practice as if they are asking patients to consider possibilities
and react—or at least to consider possibilities they know to be
untrue and react. Analysts seem rather to be asking patients
to regard their interpretations as a prelude to believing them if
they seem compelling. In other words, this version of analysis
seems descriptively inaccurate. At the least, if analysts are to
reap the benefits of a conception of their practice that does not
require deception, they must alter how they conceptualize their
practice, what they tell their patients about this practice, and
how they practice.

Second, even if analysts alter their conceptualizations and
behavior in these ways, we should understand clearly that such
reconceptualization of analysis is nothing less than radical. (In-
deed, after I have discussed the other versions of hermeneutic

kind. In any case, it is worth assuming that the objection is false to see
where the argument leads.
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psychoanalysis, I shall have some things to say about the nature
of psychoanalysis as a conceptual matter.)

On the pure imagine-and-react view, analysis has ceased
to value insight?® The reactions the patient experiences in
imagining-and-reacting may be beneficial in being cathartic—
as in watching sad movies—or, more trivially, in simply being
pleasurable —as in enjoying the music in a religious service. I
shall have to deal later with the question of whether analysts
should be prepared to see their therapy in this way.

On the version of analysis as imagining-and-reacting-that-
leads-to-insight, at least analysis pursues its traditional goal.
The result, however, may be somewhat incoherent. Why should
analysts be better at interpreting the products of imagining-
and-reacting than the traditional analytic products, such as
dreams and symptoms? Indeed, imagining-and-reacting is sim-
ply a more focused and controlled kind of free association—
one of the most fruitful sites of traditional analytic exploration.
Any reasons we have for denying that analysts reveal truths

28, The reader will appreciate that, under the first as-if theory (the
patient must actually come to believe the analyst’s interpretations, even
though she has told him they are not true), analysis values only apparent
self-understanding. But even the view that analysis gives patients only
apparent self-understanding may be more committed to the traditional
analytic conception of therapeutic benefit than this view. In acquiring
alternate self-conceptions, for example, the patient thinks about himself
differently and in ways that might be quite productive. He feels the grati-
fication of seeming to understand himself better. He feels empowered
to better predict and control his state of mind. Finally, he is committed
to seeking understanding and may in the process actually acquire it. Al-
though the patient’s self-understanding is only apparent—is a kind of
sham understanding— this view at least seems to honor the paradigmatic
commitment of analysis to the principle of self-understanding. Of course,
it may well be preferable to depart from the commitments of analysis than
only to appear to practice them.
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when they interpret dreams and symptoms should apply equally
to the products of imagining-and-reacting.”’

Perhaps this charge of incoherence, however, is poorly taken.
When the analyst interprets a dream or symptom, she generally
draws inferences from some manifest content to some latent
content—to unconscious processes underlying the visible phe-
nomena. And stories may be all that is available here. By con-
trast, when the analyst “interprets” imagining-and-reacting,
she need not draw any inferences; the analyst merely instructs
the patient to observe how he is acting as he imagines-and-
reacts and to come to appreciate himself as someone who can
so act. Analyst and patient need not be confined to a world of
stories here.

My response to this argument is twofold. First, I am not
convinced that the contrast drawn between interpreting in the
two cases is as distinct as it appears. A traditional, depth inter-
pretation may enable a patient to recover a once-unconscious
thought or feeling. In that case, why can he not know the truth
about himself here just as on the imagine-and-react view?—
in both cases he simply observes himself feeling or thinking a
certain way. If so, story theorists must allow that some analytic
interpretations lead to true insights about oneself: the inter-
pretations, as it were, are retrospectively converted from being
mere stories to being truths.

Second, one expects that analysts will be tempted to treat
imagining-and-reacting as if it were free association and not
confine themselves to bringing patients to observe what they
are now unproblematically feeling. To the extent that they do
not go beyond the manifest, psychoanalysis ceases to be a depth

29. To the extent that story theorists do deny that imagining-and-
reacting can lead to insight, this version of the as-if view drops out of the
picture; insight ceases to be a possibility on any versions of this view.
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psychology at all: to avoid being confined to a world of stories
amounts to being confined to a world of the obvious.

If these arguments are compelling, all as-if versions of the
story model of hermeneutic psychoanalysis should arguably be
rejected. On the first version, the analyst must continue to hope
to induce a false belief in the patient even as she tells him that
the belief is false; only by holding the belief does the patient
benefit. The pure imagining-and-reacting version at least radi-
cally changes the nature of analysis; analysis is likened to—
and may be no more beneficial than—listening to music in
a religious service. The imagine-and-react view on which the
practice leads to insight is not particularly coherent. The self-
respecting analyst and patient should arguably reject all such
as-if conceptions of psychoanalysis.

Interpretations as Giving Meaning for the Future,
Not Reconstructing the Past

A second way to save the story model does not require psycho-
analysts to deceive their patients. Perhaps the stories analysts
tell patients are not so much backward-looking as forward-
looking: they afford comfort not by giving understanding, but
by giving direction. Recall the woman who went to the kitchen
and the man who lost his memory. On having their questions
answered, the woman now has a goal in the kitchen, and the
man knows how to live his life. Of course, the stories do have a
backward-looking component; we want the goals to be consis-
tent with what we know about the people’s past because then
they are less likely to be discrepant with what we do not know
about their past. But the enterprise is to give purpose for the
future, not understanding of the past.

A number of the hermeneutic theorists 1 have considered
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seem, at times, to embrace a view of this kind. For example,
Fingarette, although not a story theorist, is wont to see inter-
pretations as means of giving patients direction in their lives—
pointing the way they should go, instead of telling them where
they have been.*® Similarly, Spence sometimes speaks of an in-
terpretation’s relation to the present and the future rather than
to the past.* And Sharpe speaks of interpretations as at times
constituting a person’s identity; they tell him what he is, and
then that is what he becomes.*

Is this conception of psychoanalysis plausible? Once again,
it does not seem accurate as a descriptive matter. As now prac-
ticed, psychoanalysis strikes one as being focused on the past
and on influences from the past, not on goals for the future.
Patients may discuss their goals with their analysts and come to
form new goals—but this seems a small part of analytic work.

Now some analysts might claim that helping patients to set
goals may not look like what they are doing, but that is what
they are in fact doing; they help patients reconceive their future

30. See, e.g., Fingarette (1963, 20): “ “The therapeutic insight does not
show the patient what he is or was; it changes him into someone new.’
“The therapist does not present information; he presents options’. . . .
‘Insight does not reveal a hidden, past reality; it is a reorganization of the
meaning of present experience, a present reorientation toward both future
and past.”” Thus Fingarette may be an alternative metaphysics hermeneut
who also proposes an interpretations-as-giving-meaning-for-the-future
conceptualization of the psychoanalytic process.

31. See, e.g., Spence (1982a, 271) (an interpretation’s “truth . . . lies
more in the present and future than in the past: it may become true for
the first time just by being said”; (1982a, 173) (an interpretation’s “fit with
the present may be more relevant for the treatment than its correspon-
dence with the past”).

32. See, e.g., Sharpe (1988, 196): “When somebody is offered a Freudian
narrative of his life, by changing his picture of himself we may also
change his behaviour so that we create an identity in the course of trying
to describe it.”
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by reconceiving their past. In other words, they tell stories
that set goals, instead of frankly and explicitly setting the goals
themselves. Given that there is some genuine focus on the past
anyway (however slight), the appearance of focusing on the
past is completely understandable.

I have three responses to this conception of psychoanalysis.
First, if analysts are primarily setting goals for the future in-
stead of reconstructing the past, they ought to be explicit about
that with their patients. In other words, if the stories analysts
tell in fact have quite different constraints and aims than they
appear to have, patients ought to know that—unless, again, it
is acceptable to treat by creating illusions. Truth-in-advertising,
so to speak, requires analysts to be frank with their patients.

This objection is important beyond simply suggesting that
analysts ought to be explicit about what they are doing. The
alternative is not that patients will simply be in the dark; it is
that they will be misled into accepting interpretations as true
statements about the past. We have already seen that thatis a
normatively undesirable outcome.

Second, is telling stories about the patient’s past really a sen-
sible way to set goals for her future? When the woman going
to the kitchen asks why she was going there, she is asking for
a backward-looking explanation. As suggested, she could for-
mulate a quite different question for herself —“Why shall I go
to the kitchen?” But then the inquiry, one expects, would look
quite different, as would the considerations. The woman might
advert to her past. But she would also regard more directly
what was best for the future: what she thinks is sensible, right,
and good. Goal-setting, in short, does not seem most sensibly
approached exclusively by telling stories about someone’s past.

Finally, one wonders if analysts would really wish to ac-
cept the role of telling patients how they should live. If we
conceive of analysts as helping patients understand how their
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minds work, we do not cast them in the role of gurus who pre-
scribe answers to personal, moral questions about the way their
patients should lead their lives. One wonders if analysts are
especially qualified to adopt this role —and whether they would
want to.

One might object that analysts are not prescribing the goals
themselves but simply helping patients explore options when
they tell stories. Yet analysts do offer an interpretation—the
best they can come up with—at any given time; the concep-
tion of analysis underlying this objection does not match the
reality of analytic practice. Moreover, even if analysts did offer
a range of interpretations, to do so at least limits the possibili-
ties. To avoid being cast in the role of one who prescribes for
the good life, analysts would have to cease to offer interpre-
tations, asking patients themselves to suggest possible futures,
which they would then explore together.

Thus, the view that interpretations give meaning for the
future, while not as problematic perhaps as the as-if views,
leaves something to be desired. It does not seem descriptively
accurate, and if it is true nonetheless, analysts should be more
explicit about that. Appearing to interpret the past also seems
an ineffective—at least an incomplete—way of determining
what to do about the future. And casting analysts in a norma-
tive, prescriptive role also seems problematic. Certainly ana-
lysts should be concerned about how patients conceive of their
futures; an orientation toward the future is an important part
of analysis.® But just as certainly it is not the sole—or even the
main—objective.

33. Thus, I do not want to suggest that psychoanalysis as traditionally
conceived is indifferent to the patient’s future; the analyst reconstructs
the patient’s past in order to give help for the future. Still, this new in-
terpretation of analysis does alter its nature into a procedure concerned

exclusively with setting goals for the future—the traditional and this new
view manifestly diverge.
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The story model must finally be rejected. Patients will not and
should not be willing to accept stories in place of explanations;
it is normatively undesirable to believe what does not purport to
be possibly true. Psychoanalysts might, of course, conceal from
patients the true nature of their enterprise, but the administer-
ing of placebos, questionable in any case, becomes even more
so when patients are radically deceived about their very selves.
Psychoanalysts can avoid lying to their patients but will then
be practicing a therapy that looks very different from analysis
as we know it today. Thus, the story model may force analysts
to rethink radically the theory and practice of psychoanalysis.
To the extent that analysts wish to preserve psychoanalysis as
we know it, at least in its basic outlines, they must reject the

story model.**

34. As readers read on, they will appreciate that the two “nonbelief”
alternative interpretations of the story model are actually subject to what
I shall call the weak version of the argument from patient rejection.
After spelling out the nature of that version in application to some of the
subsequent theories, I return to it to tease apart and evaluate its features.
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5
The Plausibility of the Other Models

of Hermeneutic Psychoanalysis

TuEe PLausiBILITY oF THE CLINICAL PsYCHOANALYSIS
AND ALTERNATIVE METAPHYsICS MODELS

The clinical psychoanalysis model and the alternative meta-
physics model escape the criticism that applies to the story
model. They are not subject to the argument from patient re-
jection—at least in the form in which I have presented it. The
reason is that neither model asks patients to believe interpreta-
tions that do not purport to be possibly true.

On the clinical psychoanalysis model, psychoanalysts give
interpretations that refer to psychological states, conscious and
unconscious, that help explain behavior, and they eschew inter-
pretations that refer to neurophysiological antecedents of be-
havior. But the interpretations referring to these psychological
states are true in a straightforward way. Thus there is no reason
for patients not to believe them, and analysis is able to do its
traditional work through belief.

On the alternative metaphysics model, psychoanalysts also
give interpretations that refer to psychological states, conscious
and unconscious, that underlie behavior. The innovation is that
our background understanding of the world and how we know
it is different from the positivist worldview. These theorists,
for example, tend to be nonfoundationalists both epistemo-
logically and metaphysically: there are no absolute foundations
upon which we can base knowledge, and none which, through
correspondence, provide the criterion of truth.
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Table 5.1

Analyst Believes  Analyst Believes  Analyst Wants

Interpretations  Interpretations Patient to
True in Corre-  True in Coher-  Believe Interpre-
spondence Sense ence Sense tations True
Story Model No No Yes
Clinical
Psychoanalysis
Model Yes No Yes
Alternative
Metaphysics
Model No Yes Yes

Thus alternative metaphysics theorists tend to hold a coher-
ence theory of both justification and truth.' It is the coher-
ence theory of truth that is most important from the point of
view of the argument from patient rejection, for it means that
psychoanalysts’ interpretations, on this view, are true in an un-
problematic way. They may be true in a different way from the
traditional, but they are still true in an unproblematic way, and
therefore patients need have no compunctions about believing
them. Once again, analysis works in the ordinary way.

To summarize the similarities and dissimilarities among
these three views on the vector with which my central argu-
ment is concerned, I schematically represent the criticism of the
story model and the way in which clinical psychoanalysis and

1. The alternative metaphysics theorists I have discussed, Schafer and
Fingarette, actually hold a more equivocal theory of truth. But the pure
version of the alternative metaphysics model relies on a coherence theory
of truth. My purposes in this section are best met by working with the
pure version and glossing over the complexities in the theorists whose
work I reviewed.
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alternative metaphysics models escape that criticism (table 5.1).
The problem with the story model is that the analyst wants
the patient to believe interpretations that do not purport to be
possibly true—and that she herself does not believe. By con-
trast, the clinical psychoanalyst and alternative metaphysician
want the patient to believe her interpretations are true, just as
she does; and they do purport to be true, albeit in very differ-
ent ways.

Why does the story theorist want the patient to believe her
interpretations are true even though she does not believe them
to be true? Note first that the story theorist offers her patient
interpretations as if they were true; she holds them out as
being true.2 One reason she does so is the traditional theory of
psychoanalytic benefit: that it works via beliefs about oneself.
A perhaps more important reason is that patients will reject
interpretations that do not purport to be possibly true; it is em-
pirically likely and normatively desirable that they do so. Thus,
the story analyst wants patients to believe her interpretations
are true when she does not because psychoanalysis as we know
it will self-destruct otherwise.

Clinical psychoanalysis and alternative metaphysics analysts
also want their patients to believe their interpretations are true
for all these reasons; yet because they themselves believe the
interpretations in an unproblematic way, they do not face the
same dilemma. They hold different theories of truth, but those
theories have long been respected and are likely to be worthy of
belief,

In any case, I make no effort independently to evaluate these

2. Indeed, the very fact that story theorists propose that their stories
must be consistent with the known facts suggests as much. Why should it
matter whether the stories are consistent with what is known unless there
is an effort to suggest to patients that they are also consistent with what is
not known—that is, that they represent the truth and are to be believed?
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theories; I leave that task to the philosophers. Schafer, as we
have seen, worries about one disquieting possibility, namely,
that a coherence theory of truth permits no distinction between
stories and histories. If this is so, the alternative metaphysics
model threatens to collapse into the story model, and all the
criticisms that apply to that model follow. Yet I will take it on
faith here that a well-conceived version of the coherence theory
of truth is able to formulate a viable distinction between story
and history, and so to withstand this criticism.

A somewhat variant argument against the alternative meta-
physics model, with its coherence theory of truth, runs as fol-
lows. Patients will not be able to help believing interpretations
are true in a correspondence sense, even if told that they are
true only in a coherence sense. That is just the way that people
who are untrained philosophically think; it is a brute fact of our
psychology. Patients will and should reject a vision of psycho-
analysis under which they will inevitably give credence to inter-
pretations in an unwarranted way— that is, by believing them in
a correspondence sense rather than in a coherence sense. Better
to reject the interpretations than to fall into this self-deception.

This argument is flawed. First, if a coherence theory can pre-
serve a viable distinction between story and history, I see no rea-
son why patients should not be able to believe interpretations
in the correct way. That is, I reject the claimed psychological
“fact” that, given the way our minds work, we inevitably hold
a correspondence theory. Second, it may not matter if patients
believe that interpretations are true on a correspondence theory
unless they are false on that theory. Coherence theorists gen-
erally think correspondence theories make no sense. The ana-
lysts who hold this view believe not that their interpretations
are false in a correspondence sense, but that they are neither
true nor false in that sense. Finally, if a coherence theory
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is true as respects psychoanalytic interpretations, it will also
be true as respects all other statements; the alternative meta-
physics model is a general model of the world, not just of the
world of psychoanalysis. Therefore, if patients should refuse to
believe psychoanalytic interpretations, they should also refuse
to believe all statements whatever. We have much bigger prob-
lems than psychoanalysis if the claimed psychological fact is
true and a coherence theory of truth is also true.?

The alternative metaphysicians, then, are invulnerable to
the argument from patient rejection because they do not offer
patients interpretations that do not purport to be possibly true;
they offer them interpretations purporting to be true in a dif-
ferent sense of truth. And what could be wrong with that?
Nothing is wrong with it if the only point of the argument is
that patients do not want to be offered falsehoods. That is a
very modest point—and one the alternative metaphysicians are
immune from. But what about the more sophisticated point
that patients do not want to be offered truths that are not
worthy of the name truth? In other words, patients may want
not only truth, but, more daringly, a particular version of truth,
or at least they may reject certain versions. I will call this the
sophisticated version of the strong form of the argument from
patient rejection.*

Spence and Loch do in effect offer patients something they
call truth. Surely it is not enough to merely say the word. One’s
theory of truth must itself be respectable. To say that the ana-
lyst’s interpretation will sustain the patient, enable him to go
on living, may not be enough—the patient may want some-

3. The reader will recognize that this is a variant of the argument
explored under the story model’s “no-fact-of-the-matter” version.

4. Below I discuss a weak form of the argument that may apply to the
other theories.
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thing that truly deserves the name truth. In the same way, he
may want a more robust kind of truth if it makes sense and is
available.

If this is right, it is but a short step to the notion that truth
on a coherence theory may be as problematic to patients as
truth viewed as “what will sustain one.” If patients think that
truth by coherence is not really truth, perhaps they will re-
ject interpretations that achieve only truth of this kind. Below
I shall examine an argument that if correspondence truth, say,
is available, patients will want that. The argument now is that
they will insist that correspondence truth (or some other ac-
ceptable theory of truth) be available.

Alternative metaphysicians hold other positions that bear on
their theory of truth—for instance, that a multiplicity of inter-
pretations may be true. And patients may say that any theory
according to which multiple competing accounts may be true is
not an acceptable theory of truth. Similarly, some think alter-
native metaphysics theories threaten to embrace relativism; and
patients may say once again that “merely relative truth is not
truth.” The theorists’ flirtation with subjectivism as opposed
to objectivism leads to the same argument. In short, a more
sophisticated version of the argument from patient rejection
may be applied to the alternative metaphysics model: patients
will reject psychoanalysis if it offers interpretations that achieve
only truth of a kind that does not deserve the name. Indeed,
critics have wondered whether philosophical hermeneutics in
general does not lead to relativism, subjectivism, or other trou-
bling “ism’s” that distort a concept of truth’

5. There are analogues to the alternative metaphysics model in the
history of hermeneutics in general and critiques similar to the sophis-
ticated version of the argument from patient rejection. (Of course the
argument in the nonpsychoanalytic context is not that patients will reject
the view, but that all right thinking people should.) The basic idea is that
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The reader will appreciate the connection between the less
sophisticated and the more sophisticated versions of the argu-
ment from patient rejection. On the former, patients reject non-
truths; on the latter, they reject what, after reflection, amount
to nontruths. Not surprisingly, then, the story model has been

the philosophical hermeneutic position, in all its various manifestations,
is committed, say, to an implausible view of truth, or to a subjectivism
or relativism that has as a consequence an implausible view of truth; as a
result, it should be rejected. This critique has had currency in many of the
disciplines studied in our universities that have taken a hermeneutic turn.
Doing full justice to this claim would take us too far afield. Never-
theless, the reader is referred to the following sources. For the history of
these kinds of debates in the field of historiography, see Peter Novick,
That Noble Dream: The “Objectivity Question” and the American Historical
Profession (1988). See also Saul Friedlander, Proding the Limits of Rep-
resentation (1992) (collecting essays about Nazi Germany and the limits
of representation, many writers critiquing Hayden White’s view that
there is no difference between history and story). In the arena of philo-
sophical hermeneutics in general, see the Habermas-Gadamer debate,
which touches on issues of concern to us; on the debate, see McCarthy
(1978, 187-93); Jay (1992, 102); Mendelson (1979); and How (1985). For an
engagement with Gadamer, contrasting his answers to a series of ques-
tions with those of Habermas and Rorty (1979), see Georgia Warnke,
Gadamer: Her tics, Tradition and Reason (1987) (situating Gadamer
between foundationalism and relativism and finding Rorty content with
mere conversation that does not lead to knowledge; his account thus not
only threatens to be subjectivistic and relativistic, but also dispenses with
a notion of truth altogether). See also A. T. Nuyen (1992) (arguing that
Rorty’s position is not so close as he thinks to Gadamer’s hermeneutics,
and that it is vulgarly relativistic and at the same time, in a sense, conser-
vative). For an account that takes on Warnke’s version of Gadamer and
Rorty, see Donald Rothberg (1986) (suggesting that the positions of the
two philosophers are not so distinct as Warnke claims: Rorty’s work seems
to require, against his intentions, a concept of validity, and Gadamer’s
hermeneutics—although Gadamer is indeed concerned with truth—
yields no coherent account of the nature of truth and so faces many of
the same problems as Rorty’s). See also Michael Moore (1989) (criticizing
Gadamer on the ground that his view of all understanding as built on
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offered and has come to be seen as hermeneutic; on this view, it
is essentially no more guilty than other versions of hermeneu-
tics of deforming the concept of the truth of interpretations.®

prejudgments or prejudices has the consequence that there is no question
to be asked about the validity [correctness, truth] of an interpretation

if the questioner seeks an interpretation’s correspondence to something
other than the interpreter’s prejudices). For another thoughtful account
and critique of Gadamer’s theory of truth, see Hinman (1990). For other
discussions of hermeneutics and relativism, see, e.g., Ingram (1984) (ex-
plicating Gadamer’s hermeneutics as an attempt to provide an alternative
to holistic relativism); Wellmer (1993) (discussing the antinomy of truth,
namely, that while relativism appears to be inconsistent, absolutism seems
to imply metaphysical assumptions. Two forms of solution exist: showing
that absolutism need not be metaphysical—Putnam, Apel, and Habermas
being examples; and showing that the critique of absolutism need not
lead to relativism —of whom Rorty is the most noted proponent).

For the interested reader, these accounts will reveal connections be-
tween my subject and a subject that has engaged scholars in many border-
ing disciplines. Although most philosophical hermeneuts do not directly
say that they reject the notion of truth, some, like Rorty, confine it to so
narrow a sphere that it loses much of its meaning. Others adopt a theory
of truth—or other views that have implications for their theory of truth—
that has made for vigorous debate. As noted, critics have suggested that
philosophical hermeneutics may lead to a relativism and subjectivism that
distort a concept of truth. The debate in this arena has occurred among
some of the foremost hermeneuts themselves—e.g., Habermas, Gadamer,
and Rorty—and also in a burgeoning secondary literature. Hermeneutic
psychoanalysis, then, is not unique in raising these kinds of problems.
What is unique about it is its practical context, in which factors other
than pure theory are important: the interactions of theory and practice—
the efficacy of the practice given a new theory; the effects on our concep-
tualization of the practice given the new theory; and (what I have stressed
most here), the views of ordinary people, and their commonsense reaction
to the theory as it bears on their life.

6. In other words, it may be less surprising—supposing that story
theorists do distort the hermeneutic view—that some story theorists
have arrived at their version of hermeneutic psychoanalysis through
hermeneutics. The idea would be that the difference between the classi-

170/ Plausibility of the Other Models



The more sophisticated version of the argument from patient
rejection, though it has some plausibility, is a much harder
argument to make in this context than the more modest ver-
sion, and I do not know that I support it myself. There are three
responses to the argument. First, it is reasonable to suppose
that patients will care about being offered falsehoods, but is it
really reasonable to suppose that they will even care about their
analysts’ metaphysical theories of truth? How can we think that
the average patient will have any views at all about theories
of truth, relativism, or subjectivism? Analysts are surely under
no obligation to inform their patients of something of so little
concern to them, and even if they did inform them, patients
would probably immediately dismiss what they were told from
their minds. Only philosophers are preoccupied by metaphysi-
cal theories.

This response to the argument may be too facile, however.
Perhaps the commonsense view of truth is a correspondence
view, and most patients would want to know if their analysts
departed from it. Patients could figure out quickly that their
analysts’ fancy metaphysical theories about truth, relativism,
and subjectivism led to what, for them, was not a theory of
truth at all. Thus they would want to know the theory; and
once they knew it, they would reject a psychoanalysis based
on it. If we can surmise that patients would care in this way,

cally hermeneutic view on truth and the story theorists’ acceptance of
nontruths is not so great. The story theory, then, is less distorting than

it might appear, which helps story theorists sound so much like other
hermeneutic psychoanalysts. I myself would be prepared to accept this
argument only if I were convinced that the classic hermeneutic view on
truth is as deficient as some critics make out and as the more sophisticated
strong argument supposes. See below.
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then analysts would be under some obligation to inform their
patients of their views.

This effort to defend the more sophisticated version is not
wholly without merit. Yet surmising that patients will want to
know this information and will react to it in the predicted way
is much more difficult than surmising that patients will want to
know truth. Who knows which theory of truth is more a mat-
ter of commonsense? Who knows whether people will see these
alternative metaphysical conceptions as leading to unacceptable
theories of truth? Who knows whether they will care to fol-
low the argument through to that conclusion? One’s intuitions
about these matters, unlike intuitions about patients’ desire for
truth, are not very hardy. We are on much less solid empirical
ground here, and the more sophisticated version appears prob-
lematic.

The second response turns on something discussed earlier.
The alternative metaphysics model, unlike most versions of the
story model, has a philosophical view of truth that presum-
ably applies across the board. It is not that patients are offered
falsehoods in a world in which there is such a thing as truth.
They are offered truths of the only kind available. This is how
the world is. Thus, they have no choice but to accept psycho-
analytic interpretations; the cost to them, as to the person
who rejects idealism, is to cease to discourse about anything.
Patients can, of course, reject psychoanalysis for something like
behavior therapy; but they have much bigger problems than
psychoanalysis if they reject the notion of truth on which all of
discourse depends.

This response is appealing. Yet perhaps it can be turned on
itself: a theory of how the world is must be false if it is impos-
sible to live in the world on that theory’

7. Note the similarity between this general form of argument and
Habermas’s notion of the ideal speech situation (see, e.g., Habermas,
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The third response to the more sophisticated version assumes
essentially that patients will reject, say, a coherence theory of
truth. But, the response goes, we must ask why they will do so.
Presumably, the answer must be that that theory is an inade-
quate theory of truth. Yet we need reasons for thinking this is
so. And once we have reasons, they are sufficient for rejection

1975): “The very act of participating in a discourse involves the supposi-
tion that genuine consensus is possible and that it can be distinguished
from false consensus. If we did not suppose this, then the very meaning
of discourse would be called into question. In attempting to come to a
rational decision about truth claims, we must suppose that the outcome
of our discussion will be (or at least can be) the result simply of the force
of the better argument and not of accidental or systematic constraints on
communication.” See McCarthy (1978). Habermas is aware that actual
situations of discourse rarely, if ever, approximate the purity of the ideal
speech situation. But he insists that the ideal speech situation is an “un-
avoidable supposition” of discourse. Although it may be usually—perhaps
even always—counterfactual, “it is made, and must be made, whenever
we enter into discourse with the intention of arriving at rational agree-
ment about truth claims; it is intrinsic to the very sense of doing so. . . .
To state this in another way, in entering into discourse with the intention
of settling a truth claim ‘on its merits,’ we suppose that we are capable of
doing so, that the situation of discourse is such that only these merits will
have force —that is, that we are in an ideal speech situation” (1978, 309).

Habermas’s form of argument shares features with all forms of the
strong version of the argument from patient rejection. In particular, its
similarity to the nonsophisticated form of this argument is clear: in offer-
ing interpretations for belief and in accepting them, analysts and patients
must be supposing that the interpretations purport to be possibly true.
But Habermas’s argument can also be applied in the context of the more
sophisticated version of the argument: it is a supposition of discourse
between analysts and patients that interpretations purport to be possibly
true in a particular way. This, of course, is a much harder argument to
make, but it is possible. Most important, it allows a response to the claim
that patients have no choice but to accept interpretations on these terms,
namely, that the very act of accepting an interpretation implies a radically
different view.
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of the theory, and we do not need to add that patients them-
selves will reject it. In other words, the substantive problems
with the theory are a much more powerful reason to reject it
than is patients’ dislike of it. Of course, I have offered nothing
in the way of a substantive, philosophical critique of this or any
other theory of truth.

The less sophisticated version of the argument from patient
rejection cannot be turned on itself in the same way. Patients
have a plain and powerful reason to reject interpretations that
do not purport to be possibly true: it is offensive to ask them to
believe such things, if the belief is even conceptually possible.
By contrast, they should reject interpretations that purport to
be possibly true on an alternative version of truth only if that
version of truth is problematic. Of course, it is possible that, in
the commonsense view, this alternative version of truth is also
somehow offensive or repulsive. But that is a much harder argu-
ment to make. (The likeliest scenario, in fact, is probably that
there is no commonsense view of the nature of truth—com-
mon sense simply has no opinion on the matter.) If all of this
is right, the more sophisticated version of the argument from
patient rejection, although it has some modicum of plausibility,
is not nearly so powerful as the less sophisticated version.

In conclusion, the clinical psychoanalysis and alternative
metaphysics models escape the form of the argument from
patient rejection that was so telling against the story model,
although the alternative metaphysics model may be subject to
a more sophisticated form of the argument. There may also
be other criticisms of these models that I do not address. For
example, one wonders about the payoff of the alternative meta-
physics model in terms of our understanding of the theory and
practice of psychoanalysis. I do not deny that it is a contribu-
tion to describe the correct (if it is correct) metaphysics behind
psychoanalysis. Yet one wonders how great a contribution it
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is. Does discourse about the metaphysics have important im-
plications for how we understand the theory and practice of
psychoanalysis as such, or is it a bit of abstract philosophizing
with few or no implications? I note below that exploration of
this question would be a valuable contribution to the literature.

These models probably also have virtues that I leave unex-
plored. For example, George Klein, a clinical psychoanalysis
theorist, may be right in saying that analysts should focus on
the clinical theory and leave the metapsychology to the bi-
ologists. Schafer, an alternative metaphysics theorist, may be
right to draw our attention to the pervasiveness of patients’
self-narrations and to the role of analysts’ retellings of these
narrations within our theory of the psychoanalytic process. A
more detailed exploration of these advantages and disadvan-
tages must, however, be left for another time.

TuE PLAUSIBILITY OF THE METAPHOR MODEL

According to the metaphor model, psychoanalysis is hermeneu-
tic in the sense that it offers patients stories or narratives that
are true only metaphorically, not in the way that a natural sci-
entific statement about causal antecedents of an event is true.
In terms of its position on truth, then, the metaphor model
lies between the story model on the one hand and the clini-
cal psychoanalysis and alternative metaphysics models on the
other: it does not deny that interpretations are true altogether,
but it does hold that they are true only in a very special sense.®

8. The nature of metaphors has been discussed for twenty-five hun-
dred years, and in what follows I do not enter the many debates that have
animated this discussion; indeed, I rely on quite a crude and undeveloped
notion of metaphor. Nevertheless, I discuss in this note some of the high-
lights of the debate. Many issues beyond the cognitive matters discussed
here have been raised about metaphor. See, e.g., Monroe C. Beardsley
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The question now is how the metaphor model fares in terms
of the argument from patient rejection. To answer this, it will
be useful to consider examples of other statements that are
arguably true only metaphorically. Take the following three
statements: the desk is solid and brown; the corporation de-

(1958); and Ted Cohen (1979). The questions of prime importance to

us, however, are two: How do metaphors work? And what is the cogni-
tive content of metaphors? In terms of their answers to these questions,
metaphor theorists can be classified into four categories: (1) comparison-
ists; (2) interactionists; (3) pragmatists; and (4) constructivists. For this
classification schema, see Paul Davis (n.d.).

In answer to the question, How do metaphors work? comparisonists
hold that metaphors are a word-based comparison or similarity between
two objects that deviates from literal uses of language. At its crudest,
metaphors are just similes with the “like” or “as” removed. In answer to
the question, What is the cognitive content of metaphors? comparison-
ists hold that the cognitive content of metaphors can be expressed as a
paraphrase in literal language of the comparison being made. Apart from
this literal paraphrase, a metaphoric statement either has no truth value
or is false. Among comparisonists are numbered Aristotle (1984), Hobbes
(x968), Locke (1721), and, in contemporary times, Paul Henle (1958). For
objections to comparison theories, see, e.g., John R. Searle (1979); Black;
Khatchadourian (1968); Lakoff and Johnson (1980). For a response to
Searle, see, e.g., Levin (1993).

According to Max Black’s original formulation, interactionists see
metaphor as the interaction of a primary and secondary system of asso-
ciated implications—i.e., commonplace beliefs—that generates a new
perspective on some object. Thus, in answer to the first question, meta-
phors work through the interaction of systems of associated implications
that produces a new perspective on some object. “Interaction” has been
unpacked in a variety of ways: as verbal opposition (Beardsley, 1958); as
perspectival seeing (Aldrich, 1958; Hester, 1966); as gestalt-switching
(Lakoff and Johnson, 1980a, 1g8ob; Lakoff, 1987); and as category mis-
take (Goodman, 1968). (Note that some of these theorists have moved
metaphor theory from the interactionist to the constructionist camp, al-
though they still give an account of interaction.) In answer to the second
question, What is the cognitive content of metaphors? interactionists fall
into two camps, those who see metaphors as helping one discover already-
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frauded its customers; and the plant’s wants caused it to turn
toward the sun.

In some sense all of these statements are only metaphori-
cally true. The first fails to be literally true in that a physicist
would tell quite another story about the desk: that it consists

existing categories (e.g., Khatchadourian, 1968; Warner, 1g73) and those
who see metaphors as generating new ones (e.g., Goodman, 1968; Lakoff
and Johnson (19803, 1980b); Ricoeur, 1978). Black says that the question,
Can metaphorical statements be true? distorts the issue by focusing exclu-
sively on “that special connection between statement and reality that we
signal by the attribution of truth value” (1993, 38). Instead, he proposes
that just as we talk about other familiar devices that show how things
are—for example, maps, diagrams, and models—so we should talk about
strong metaphors in terms of correctness and incorrectness so as to avoid
the “violation of philosophical grammar” of trying “to assign either truth
or falsity where it doesn’t apply” (1993, 39).

John Searle (1979) has developed the most influential pragmatic theory
of metaphor. For Searle, a speaker’s utterance meaning and sentence
meaning, while the same in literal uses of language, may be different
when speakers use sentences metaphorically. Searle breaks understanding
of metaphor into three steps and gives a series of guiding rules to explain
how metaphors work. As for the cognitive content of metaphors, Searle
claims that, although in theory all metaphorical expressions have literal
paraphrases, in practice they do not (1979, 114). Further, metaphorical
utterances always do more than their paraphrases could because they
force the hearer to comprehend the metaphorical meaning through the
utterance of words that literally mean something else. Thus, whatever
cognitive content metaphors have that goes beyond a literal paraphrase is
a function of how metaphors are used rather than any special “generative”
quality of metaphorical “truth.” See also, Davidson (1978), who makes
this point even more emphatically. For responses, see Black (1979) and
Goodman (1978).) A number of people have criticized Searle’s theory. For
criticisms of his theory of metaphor that are sympathetic with his theory
of language use, see, e.g., Levin (1993); and Morgan (1993).

Andrew Ortony divides theories of metaphor into two categories:
constructivist and nonconstructivist (1993, 2). Constructivism is “an ap-
proach in which any truly veridical epistemological access to reality is
denied . . . [t]he central idea [of which] is that cognition is the result of
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of atoms loosely linked in a way that gives the appearance of
solidity and that its color is a function of its interaction with
our sense organs. The second fails to be literally true because
corporations are but legal fictions; in reality a group of people
took steps, coordinated and uncoordinated, that resulted in the

mental construction. . . . The constructivist approach seems to entail an
important role for metaphor in both language and thought, but it also
tends to undermine the distinction between the metaphorical and literal”
(1993, 1).

Lakoff and Johnson are an example of strong constructionists. For
these theorists, conventional metaphors structure our very conceptual
system. Language is metaphorically structured because of metaphorically
structured concepts, which, in turn, metaphorically structure actions. For
Lakoff and Johnson, the question, How do metaphors work? involves a
shift from a question about words or sentences to one about conceptual
frameworks. These concepts work systematically (1980, 7-9), coherently
(1980, 41-45), and in accord with physical experience (1980, 19-21, 25).
Similarly, the second question, What is the cognitive content of meta-
phors? has broader implications when asked of a constructionist theory
than of other metaphor theories. Lakoff and Johnson find the traditional
notion of truth too bound to what they call “the myth of objectivity” to
be anything but misleading (1980, 186-88). Instead of embracing rela-
tivism, they propose an “experientialist synthesis” (see 1980, 192-93). For
Lakoff and Johnson, then, as for all constructivists, metaphor, insofar as
it functions as imagination, can create new cognitive categories and so
has substantive cognitive content. But if its cognitive content is to be
discussed in terms of “truth,” the term will have to be reconceptualized
to accommodate a constructivist ontology. Constructivists can be criti-
cized on a number of fronts. A potent criticism is, in effect, that they have
changed the subject. Instead of presenting a theory of metaphor, “they’ve
presented a theory of cognition in which ‘metaphor’ is a metaphor for
understanding” (Davis, 32).

This is the briefest summary of some classic theories of metaphor.
Critical for this book is the large background dispute of whether we
discover the world outside of language or create it. Comparison and prag-
matic theories, with their commitment to literal language and truth, take
the former position. Moderate interactionist theories, like Black’s, try to

178/ Plausibility of the Other Models



defrauding of certain customers; there is no such thing as a
corporation apart from its members. The third fails to be lit-
erally true as well in that plants do not have wants, but they
do turn toward sunlight because of complicated processes of
phototropism that botanists can tell us about.

Now one possibly attractive move at this point is to say that
even though none of these statements is literally true, it is a
harmless sin to believe them. Surely my parents did not deceive
me when they taught me about solid objects and their colors.
And surely I am not living under self-deception when I act as
if the table has mass and color. If this is right, one important
step in the argument from patient rejection fails: it is perfectly
permissible to hold beliefs that do not purport to be possibly
true in the strict sense. Thus the idea that patients will and
should reject interpretations conceived under this model is a
nonstarter.

This move is attractive in some ways, yet I believe that it is
not quite accurate. First, note that the three examples are not
equivalent in all regards. It may be permissible to believe that
the desk is solid and brown because, in an important realm of
discourse, it is solid and brown. For the desk to be solid, for ex-
ample, is for its atoms to resist displacement except by a certain
amount of force. No physicist would gainsay this. Thus, one is

walk a line between the two. Constructivists usually take some form of
the latter position: that we do not discover but create the world. In what
follows, I do not propose a rich and textured theory of metaphor. I assume
the simplest kind of understanding of metaphor. Insofar as I commit to
metaphor as having some cognitive content that can be expressed in a
paraphrase in literal language, I am clearly in the nonconstructivist camp.
Given the suggestion of this work that patients will want some residue

of literal truth, this should come as no surprise. But I do not offer a full
theory of metaphor or in any way justify my choices here.
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not deceived in believing that the desk is solid and brown be-
cause the belief is literally true”’

The second and third cases are somewhat different. To say
that the corporation defrauded its customers is shorthand for
saying that the actions and inactions of certain officers and em-
ployees of the business had this effect. To believe that certain
officers and employees acted and failed to act in such a way as to
defraud certain customers is perfectly acceptable because per-
fectly true. To believe, on the other hand, that a literal thing—
some building on Fifth Avenue or some incorporeal entity that
constituted the corporation— performed certain acts with cer-
tain intentions would be a shame. It would be normatively
undesirable to hold this belief because it is simply not true.

In the same way, to say that the plant wanted to bask in the
sun is just a colorful way of describing its movement in that
direction. To believe that the plant turned toward the sun be-
cause of its need for sun would be acceptable because true. But
a belief that the plant turned toward the sun because it literally
had wants for sunlight would be a shame. Plants do not want,
and to believe they do is to suffer under some deception.

But of course no one does believe that a building defrauds
or that a plant has desires. The point is that in the second
two cases it is not a shame to believe the two false beliefs—
something to be avoided —because one does not really believe
them. One automatically translates them into the true beliefs
for which they are colorful shorthand; and of course it is per-
fectly acceptable to believe true beliefs.

Thus, the argument from patient rejection misfires in the

9. If one held a belief about the desk that a physicist could tell one
was false—e.g., the atoms of the desk are contiguous to each other—one
would be deceived, and it would be something of a shame to hold the false
belief. I do not suggest that it would be a profound shame; but all things
being equal, it would be normatively better not to hold the belief.
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metaphor model, but for a somewhat different reason than that
suggested above. It is not that it is a harmless sin to believe false
beliefs in this scenario. Rather, in one case (the desk), the belief
is not false, while in the other cases (the corporation and the
plant), one does not believe the false beliefs, but rather the true
beliefs for which they are proxies. Thus the metaphor model
withstands the argument from patient rejection—at least in its
classic form. Perhaps the best way to put this is to say that
the analyst believes her interpretations are metaphorically true
under this model and wants her patient to believe they are true
in no different sense.

If the analyst does want her patient to believe the interpre-
tations are literally true—for example, she does not inform her
patient that they are only metaphorically true—she is guilty
of the same failing as the story analyst. Take an interpreta-
tion of probable early sexual abuse; if that is a metaphor for
the child’s feelings of helplessness and domination by her par-
ent, then right-thinking patients will want to believe it only
as a metaphor. The metaphor theorist must want her patients
to believe her interpretations strictly in a metaphoric sense.’’

10. Consider the analogy to a religious belief in 2 good and benevolent
God. Believing this may be helpful, and, because of that, a religious leader
may ask one to believe it. But imagine several situations:

1. The cleric believes that his benevolent God is a bearded figure in
the sky and asks one to believe the same; .
2. The cleric believes that God is a metaphor for good and order in
the world; and

a. asks one to believe that; or

b. asks one to believe that God is a bearded figure in the sky;
3. The cleric is a lapsed believer, but

a. asks one to believe that God is a metaphor for good and order
in the world;

b. asks one to believe that God is a bearded figure in the sky;
4. The cleric is a lapsed believer; and does not ask one to believe.
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Table 5.2

Analyst Wants
Patient to
Analyst Analyst Analyst Believe
Believes Believes Believes Interpretations
Interpreta-  Interpretations Interpretations True In
tions True in True in True in Sense of
Correspon- Coherence Metaphoric ~~ Which Theory
dence Sense Sense Sense of Truth?
Story Model No No No Coherence or
Correspon-
dence
Clinical
Psychoanalysis Correspondence
Model Yes No No ot Coherence
Alternative Coherence or
Metaphysics Correspon-
Model No Yes No dence
Metaphor
Model No No Yes Metaphoric

Clinical psychoanalysis and alternative metaphysics theorists,

by contrast, are probably indifferent to the sense of truth in

which their patients believe their interpretations; a metaphoric
truth taken literally is a falsehood, while the divergence be-
tween truth on a coherence and on a correspondence theory

Now, in our situation, (7) represents the traditional analyst (along with the
clinical psychoanalysis and alternative metaphysics analysts). (3a) and (35
are story theorists, subject to the argument from patient rejection. (28)is a
metaphor theorist who is subject to the same argument. (24) is the meta-
phor theorist who seems not to be subject to this argument; the tenability
of his position is the subject of this section. () is the nonanalyst.
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has no such practical effect. This situation may be represented
schematically (table 5.2).

The metaphor model, then, escapes the strong form of the
argument from patient rejection. I say strong form because
there may be a weak form of the argument under which the
metaphor model is problematic. Though it is not the case on the
metaphor model that the analyst asks the patient, in essence,
to credit a belief that does not purport to be possibly true, she
may not give him enough of the truth on this model. If the
patient is dissatisfied with what he gets from psychoanalysis
on this model, he may yet reject hermeneutic psychoanalysis
so conceived. Thus, the argument from patient rejection may
apply in a weak form.

To appreciate this argument, we may contrast the metaphoric
statement, “The plant wants to be in the sunlight” with can-
didates for metaphoric statements in the psychoanalytic realm.
I pose three such candidates: (1) You are feeling conscious
envy; (2) You are feeling unconscious envy; and (3) You are
an envious person. In each case, the patient believes the state-
ment is only metaphorically true and thus does not violate the
norm of avoiding belief in untrue beliefs."* Yet there may be
problems with asking him to believe only that—that is, with
limiting psychoanalytic insight to only metaphorical truths of
these kinds.

When told “The plant wants to be in the sunlight,” the aver-
age person believes the statement is only metaphorically true,
which is to believe a series of literally true things about the
plant: that, as a result of its physical need for sunlight in order

11. Below I give the most natural interpretation of these cases. Yet each
could also be metaphoric in standing for something wholly other than
they seem to—e.g., one calls someone envious as a metaphoric way of
saying he has green hair.

Plausibility of the Other Models /183



to live and grow, certain physical goings on in the plant cause
it to turn toward the sun. The botanist, of course, can tell a
more detailed and robust story to explain the movement of the
plant. The point is that nobody believes that plants have wants,
inasmuch as they do not have minds that want. On the other
hand, the metaphoric statement is a colorful way of saying true
things about the plant.

What is one to believe when told that it is metaphorically
true that one is feeling conscious envy? The claim is that it is
as if one were feeling conscious envy, just as it is as if the plant
wanted to be in the sunlight. But what does this mean? Per-
haps it means “You are acting as one would expect a person
to act if she were feeling conscious envy—for example, staying
away from successful people, subtly insulting those successful
people you are around, and so forth.” And so for a person to be
told that she is the kind of person who often feels envy in this
metaphorical sense would mean that she is the kind of person
who often acts in these ways.

Thus far the plant case and the conscious envy case are par-
allel. In neither case are we to understand the statement as
being literally true: the plant does not have wants, and one is
simply not feeling conscious envy. It is because the plant and
the patient do not have the actual feelings that the statements
are only metaphorically true. Similarly, in both cases one learns
true things when told the statement: the plant moves in ways
that would be explained if it did want to be in sunlight, and the
person acts in ways that would be explained if she were feeling
envious.

Of course, because there are no real wants or envious feel-
ings here, citing the wants and envy is not actually explanatory
in either case; each is simply a shorthand description of the
bearer’s behavior. This in itself may be problematic. Moreover,
whereas scientists understand why plants turn toward sunlight,
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in my hypothetical there is no further explanation that the con-
scious envy story flags. Thus, the “plant’s wants” story is a kind
of shorthand, while the conscious envy story is at best a prom-
issory note: we may one day discover why you are acting as if
you were feeling conscious envy while you actually are not—we
may one day learn, that is, what does explain your behavior.”?

Now this feature of the envy story may also be problematic,
and I shall return to it shortly. For now I want to note that one
explanation for someone acting enviously while not consciously
feeling envy is that she is feeling unconscious envy, or she has
a disposition to act enviously—she is an envious sort of person.
Thus, to say that it is as if one were feeling conscious envy may
mean one is actually feeling unconscious envy or is an envi-
ous sort of person. The conscious envy story as metaphor, then,
may bring us to the other two cases. If the metaphor model of
analytic statements is true, however, these statements must also
be understood metaphorically. And this means that psychoana-
Iytic statements on this view fail to ever be explanatory.

To establish this, let us weigh the second case: “You are feel-
ing unconscious envy.” Again, one does not believe the state-
ment to be literally true, but only metaphorically true. But what
would this mean? There are at least two possibilities. First,
the most appropriate reading of unconsciousness statements is
already metaphoric. The contrast would be with taking the un-
conscious envy language on its face, in which case one might

12. Another way to put the point is that in the earlier cases of meta-
phors we do not in fact need the metaphors. For example, because we
independently understand phototropism, we do not need the metaphor
“My petunia wants the sunlight.” But in the psychoanalytic cases—and
often in literature —we tend to use metaphors when the thing we are get-
ting at is not so independently discernible. As my colleague Ron Garet
put it, “The metaphor is a symbol, a bridge between the known and the
unknown.” The question we are broaching now is whether this feature of
psychoanalytic metaphors should trouble patients.
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hold that unconscious envy is the same as conscious envy, ex-
cept that it occurs in some inaccessible place in one’s mind;
perhaps a little person in one’s head experiences it himself. The
point is that it is hard to imagine what an actual state of envy
would be like if no one were experiencing it.

Now this literal interpretation, of course, has to be wrong.
A more metaphoric reading says that unconscious envy is some
mental state, we know not what, that is like conscious envy in
having the same kinds of antecedents and consequences, but
unlike it in that one is unaware of it. On this interpretation,
to say a person is feeling unconscious envy is to say this mental
state is going on while avoiding the literalness of the little-
person-in-the-head view. The true view of the unconscious,
then, already partakes of metaphor.

The second interpretation of the way in which unconscious
envy language is metaphoric takes the metaphoric reading on
the last interpretation as the literal sense of statements about
unconscious envy; and it denies that statements about uncon-
scious envy are literally true in this sense. The metaphoric sense
of such statements then becomes something like the following:
there is some state going on in one, we know not what, that
has the same kinds of antecedents and consequences as con-
scious envy but is not conscious and is not even mental. The
metaphoric quality of unconscious envy statements then would
pertain to the mentalistic connotations of the statements. I
schematically represent these differences in table 5.3.

I suggest that we accept the second interpretation as the cor-
rect reading of unconsciousness statements on the metaphor
model, primarily because, on the first interpretation, the view
as to these statements becomes indistinguishable from non-
hermeneutic psychoanalysis. As I noted in discussing the first
interpretation, the way we should understand the meaning of
unconsciousness statements is already somewhat metaphoric,
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Table 5.3

Metaphoric
Literal Interpretation:
Interpretation the True View
First Reading There is a little per- There is some mental
son in one’s head state, we know not
experiencing the envi-  what, that is like con-
ous state which is scious envy in having
unconscious to you the same kinds of
antecedents and con-
sequences, but one is
unaware of it
Second Reading There is some mental  There is some state,

state, we know not
what, that is like con-
scious envy in having
the same kinds of
antecedents and con-
sequences, but one is
unaware of it

we know not what,
that has the same
kinds of antecedents
and consequences as
conscious envy, but is
not conscious, and is
not even mental

so all psychoanalysts, when they make claims about the un-
conscious, wish their claims to be understood in this somewhat
metaphoric sense. If we wish to preserve a distinction between
hermeneutic and nonhermeneutic psychoanalysis, at least in
terms of unconsciousness statements—the bread and butter
of psychoanalytic interpretation—we must accept the second
reading; otherwise, the metaphor model loses its claim to being
distinctively hermeneutic.

Now statements about unconscious envy on the metaphor
model are similar to statements about conscious envy on this
model in at least two respects. First, to refer to unconscious
envy is to refer to a state that has certain antecedents and con-
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sequences; in particular, these statements are helpful, if at all,
only insofar as they call attention to behavioral regularities in
the patient, for example, staying away from successful people
and putting them down when one is around them. Second, the
explanation they offer—in terms of the envious state—is really
but a promissory note: we hope for an explanation in the future.

An additional feature of the unconscious envy case is that
statements about unconscious envy are taken to be metaphoric
in the sense of referring to a mental state. Thus the patient, in
thinking he is learning about his mind, is really given a prom-
ise of some future physiological explanation. Whether these
features of the unconscious envy case on the metaphor model
should be acceptable to patients I shall consider below, after I
have dealt with the third case.

In the third case, the analyst tells the patient, “You are an
envious sort of person.” Another way of saying the same thing,
perhaps, is, “You have a disposition to feel (conscious and un-
conscious) envy and to act enviously.” But what would it mean
for it to be as if one had such a disposition? In what sense is
the statement metaphorical here? Or put differently, what is a
metaphorical disposition?

Perhaps the idea is that one does and feels these things, al-
though one is not the sort of person to do and feel them.
But recall now that the envious feelings, conscious and un-
conscious, are themselves only metaphorical (psychoanalysis
tells only metaphoric truths about precisely such states). Thus,
we should have to rewrite the statement as follows: one does
things that seem envious (would be explained if one were feel-
ing envy), although one is not feeling conscious or unconscious
envy; and one does these things frequently enough that it is as
if one were the sort of person to do them, although one is not
actually that sort of person.

Again, the statement is at best only apparently explanatory.
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Or, perhaps more accurately, it is not explanatory at all; it is a
redescription of certain characteristic kinds of behavior. More-
over, it is hard to imagine what could possibly supply the miss-
ing explanation. By hypothesis, the person is not feeling envy
at a conscious or unconscious level, and he is not the sort of
person who acts and feels envious.

Thus, to say that someone’s being an envious sort of per-
son is a metaphor seems to be to say that the person acts in
what appear to be envious ways as a result of some bizarre acci-
dent: he was given a character-altering drug (he does not have
an envious character himself), is under the sway of a magic
spell, or is the innocent tool of some malign other. Perhaps,
most plausibly, his neurophysiology has gone haywire, and he
is driven to act in ways that do not reflect his character and are
not manifestations of conscious or unconscious envy —they just
look that way.

The unavoidable conclusion is that characterologic state-
ments in psychoanalysis, if only metaphorical, at most summa-
rize certain behaviors of the person. They do not explain the
behavior, although perhaps they hold out hope for some kind
of explanation in the future. Perhaps more important, the ex-
planation promised must refer to a kind of freak or bizarre
accident, not to some regular feature of the person’s character.
The question, as before (I shall address it presently), is whether
patients ought to be satisfied with these kinds of pseudoexpla-
nations.

In order to answer this question, let me summarize the kind
of self-knowledge that patients gain when analysts make in-
terpretations on the metaphor model. When analysts name
patients’ conscious mental states (“You are feeling conscious
envy now”), patients are not thereby learning to identify a par-
ticular state of mind they are experiencing. They must not
understand their analysts literally. Rather, they are to under-
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stand them to be pointing to behavior that happens as if it were
motivated by conscious envy: the patients are avoiding success-
ful people, subtly insulting them when in their presence, and
so forth.

Similarly, when told that he is feeling unconscious envy, the
patient is to understand, again, that he is behaving as if he
were feeling envy without knowing it, and that one day there
may be some physiological explanation for the behavior. And
when the patient is told that he is an envious kind of person, he
is to understand that he typically behaves in ways that would
be explained if he had a disposition to be envious—to feel and
act enviously—but that he does not; there is some aberrational
process that is going on that makes him seem that way.”

The point is that patients given interpretations on the meta-
phor model achieve a kind of pseudoinsight into their behavior;
or they come to learn how they behave without learning why —
without learning, that is, an explanation of their behavior. They
are merely promised that an explanation adverting to physio-
logical processes will be forthcoming. Note that the metaphor
analyst cannot avoid this reduction to the physiological and re-
main within the realm of the mental by translating any of these
statements into any of the others; as typical psychoanalytic
statements, each makes ultimate reference to the physiological.

Now as an initial matter one may wonder what kind of image
of people lies at the bottom of this conception of psychoanaly-
sis. Are conscious and unconscious envious feelings no more
real than plants’ wants? At least on this view psychoanalysis
does not purport to have discovered that they are. I will leave

13. This is the most peculiar kind of knowledge he learns because,
though framed as characterologic information, that is precisely what it
is not. The analyst’s statement not only does not refer to the patient’s
character, but also does not refer to something that is in some sense
characteristic or expectable. It points to a simple aberration.
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this point for now, however, as beyond my present concerns; I
will expand upon it in the Conclusion.

Another important question to pose to the metaphor theo-
rists is, If psychoanalytic explanations are merely metaphoric
in these ways, what purpose do they serve besides describing
the patient’s behavior? Of what benefit to the patient is an
explanation of his actions couched in terms of conscious and
unconscious processes and character? Are psychoanalysts mere
dressed-up behaviorists on this view?

The dress, so to speak, may indeed make a difference. For
example, there may be contexts in which speaking about plants’
wants is apt—as when one wants to entertain as well as inform
or to stress the continuity among forms of life. Similarly, there
are contexts in which speaking about corporations is appropri-
ate; the language permits shortcuts in speech.

Yet it is difficult to see how psychological talk is helpful on
the metaphor model if it reduces to descriptions of behavior
(together with an implicit promise of some physiological ex-
planation). Occasional talk about plants’ wants may be fine;
but we would no doubt find a botany instructor who remained
within a realm of wants-language inappropriate. The entertain-
ment value of psychological talk is an insufficient justification.
Finally, psychological talk might be a useful shorthand if we
knew the complicated physiological story but found the task of
conveying it to patients too onerous. We do not know the story,
however—or even whether the various psychological terms are
reasonable proxies for physiological goings-on. Given such lack
of knowledge, why not drop them?

Note also that the metaphor model of hermeneutic psycho-
analysis is somewhat paradoxical in placing its faith in some
future physiological explanation. Hermeneutic psychoanalysis
is traditionally associated with a flight from the metapsychol-
ogy. Yet on this version, the only real knowledge that patients
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will get of themselves (beyond mere descriptions of behavior)
will come from the physiological realm. The metaphor model,
then, pushes psychoanalysts toward the very thing hermeneutic
psychoanalysis pulls them away from.

We are now in a position to consider whether patients will
reject hermeneutic psychoanalysis on the metaphor model. The
argument for saying they will is twofold: first, they will be un-
satisfied with the kind and amount of self-knowledge they get
on this model of psychoanalysis; and second, they may fear
that the metaphorical language will lead them unwittingly to
believe false beliefs.

I have established that, on the metaphor model, psychoana-
Iytic interpretations about conscious and unconscious mental
states, as well as about one’s character-type, reduce to state-
ments about behavior trends with a promise of some physio-
logical explanation in the future. But patients will arguably feel
they are not getting enough in the way of knowledge to be sat-
isfied by psychoanalytic interpretations so understood. Part of
the satisfaction of psychoanalysis is coming to know one’s mind
better. Intimate knowledge of how one’s mind works makes one
feel more comfortable with oneself —less strange—and perhaps
more in control. But coming to a fuller understanding of one’s
mind is exactly what one does not get on the metaphor model:
the mind in effect drops out of the picture, and one may remain
alienated from one’s very self.

Not all therapies involve getting to know oneself better—
behavior therapy, for example, may among other things de-
sensitize one to stimuli one finds aversive. But a therapy that
promises to set one free, as it were, through knowledge must,
so the argument goes, offer more knowledge than this.

The second claim is that the metaphor model may unwit-
tingly lead one to hold false beliefs. No one is tempted to be-
lieve that plants literally have wants for sunlight. But told that
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he is feeling envy, the patient may come to believe this in the
ordinary, literal sense —however often the analyst stresses the
metaphorical nature of the statement. One problem is that we
know what the language of plants’ wants is proxy for, whereas in
the case of psychological language metaphorically understood
we do not. In any case, if patients will reject a psychoanalysis
that asks them to believe untrue beliefs, perhaps they will also
reject a psychoanalysis that unduly tempts them to believe un-
true beliefs.

Are these arguments persuasive? The force of the first is un-
clear: patients do not, on the metaphor model, come to know
their minds better, but they do come to know their behavior
better. Presumably they will be more adept at predicting their
behavior—and that is not nothing. By the same token, they
achieve metaphorical insight into their minds—insight thatisa
kind of stand-in for some as-yet-unknown further knowledge.
Perhaps patients will be satisfied with this, perhaps not.

The second argument, I think, is not persuasive: patients can
simply take care not to be deceived. Asking one to be deceived
is one thing; tempting one to be deceived —while taking every
opportunity to prevent that—is quite another. I have faith that
patients can avoid deception on this view.

The upshot is that the weak version of the argument from
patient rejection is of unclear force here. The claim that patients
will reject psychoanalysis on the metaphor model is obviously
empirical, and I do not have strong intuitions whether they will
or not. One might propose a normative argument that patients
ought to reject hermeneutic psychoanalysis on this model, just
as in the case of the story model. But the normative force of the
arguments is markedly unequal in the two cases. Patients ought

14. Even more problematically, the patient may come to believe he was
actually abused sexually, as in the earlier example.
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to reject the story model because it implicitly asks them to be-
lieve interpretations that do not purport to be possibly true,
and it is normatively undesirable to do so. By contrast, patients
ought to reject the metaphor model, if they ought, because it
gives them too little in the way of knowledge. In essence, they
ought to reject the metaphor model because it is an unaccept-
able vision of psychoanalysis. This is a much harder argument
to make, and I have at most offered some suggestions that it
might be true.

THE PLAUSIBILITY OF THE
INTERPRETATIONS-AS-LITERARY-CRITICISM MODEL

On the interpretations-as-literary-criticism model, psycho-
analysis is hermeneutic in seeking after meaning, not causes.
This version of hermeneutic psychoanalysis offers a particular
interpretation of interpretation: interpretation reveals uncon-
scious mental states but does not suppose that they are causes
of the behavior interpreted. Nevertheless, these states are un-
problematically real, and statements about them may be true in
the most traditional sense of “truth.” Thus, the interpretations-
as-literary-criticism model allows that interpretations may be
true in an unproblematic way; it simply denies that they reveal
causal truths.

This model of hermeneutic psychoanalysis obviously escapes
the classic form of the argument from patient rejection. On
this model, the analyst does not ask the patient to believe in-
terpretations that she herself does not believe because they do
not purport to be possibly true. Thus it is not the case that
patients will not and ought not to believe these interpreta-
tions; there is no normative proscription against believing the
truth. The interpretations-as-literary-criticism model is sub-
ject to the argument from patient rejection, if at all, only in its
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weak form: if it proposes a conception of psychoanalysis with
which patients will be dissatisfied.

In fact, I will point out two problems with this model. First,
I will suggest that its vision of psychoanalytic interpretation
as not revealing causes is seriously flawed —that it is simply in
the nature of psychoanalytic interpretation to reveal causes.'®
Thus, while the interpretations-as-literary-criticism theorists
reject the view that interpretations reveal meanings, not facts,
they do support the view that they reveal meanings, not causes;
and the latter view is as problematic as the former. Second, re-
turning to the argument from patient rejection, I will suggest
that patients may be somewhat dissatisfied with a conception
of psychoanalysis under which it reveals noncausal truths by
noninterpretive means.

On the interpretations-as-literary-criticism model, psycho-
analysis yields patients noncausal information about themselves
that they arguably ought to find valuable—and about which
analysts therefore need not dissemble. An analyst tells her
patient stories that are meant to reveal things about the pa-
tient’s unconscious wishes and desires, but not to explain be-
havior in terms of these wishes and desires. Thus, the woman
going to the kitchen might learn from an attempt to seek the
meaning of her behavior that, without realizing it, she was
hungry, was not seeing the television screen well enough, was
missing her mother; although she may not learn why she went
to the kitchen, she does learn a lot about herself.

Now, in invoking the example of literary criticism, analysts
may be claiming to engage in the paradigmatic analytic activity

15. In saying this, I do not mean to contrast causes with reasons or
motives. In fact, I am speaking of causes which are reasons or motives,
generally unconscious. Some hermeneutic thinkers have drawn this con-
trast, but it has been definitively established —e.g., by Donald Davidson—
as problematic. See Strenger (1991).
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of interpreting behavior; it is just that our behavior, as they
claim, may signify very many things about us, but at the same
time those things need not causally explain the behavior. Yet
this view, as I shall argue, is wrong: on this view, analysts do
not in fact engage in the paradigmatic analytic activity of in-
terpreting behavior. They cannot coherently repudiate the task
of seeking causes and seek meaning instead.

That interpretation is essentially an effort to seek causes can
be seen in the situations of the novelist writing scenes and
the ordinary person performing actions (these situations, as
we shall see below, are significantly different). Words do mean
much more than their writer intended them to mean, as do
actions and other psychological phenomena. Yet, unlike scenes
in a novel —whose meaning may well not refer to the author’s
psychology—actions reveal things about the actor’s internal life
only to the extent that those things participated in bringing
about the action.’® In the same way, dizziness reveals that its
sufferer has an inner ear problem only to the extent that that
problem caused the dizziness.

It is true that thinking about the action may reveal things
about the person that happen to be true even though those
things did not cause the action. In the same way, thinking about
the dizziness might reveal the inner ear problem even though
it happens not to have caused the dizziness. But it is only by

16. Of course, actions and dreams and other psychological phenomena,
like words in a novel, may have meanings that do not reveal things about
their author. And we may read these phenomena for such meanings with-
out seeking to learn more about their author—just as in reading a novel.
On the theory we are considering now, however, the meanings are taken
to reveal noncausal truths about the patient and to be therapeutic for
that reason. I have already rejected the view that patients should accept
psychoanalysis if it reveals meanings that do not purport to truth—i.e.,
the story view.

196/ Plausibility of the Other Models



trying to explain these meaningful phenomena in causal terms
that we arrive at these truths.

A dream, too, is like a novel in having much more mean-
ing than its creator intended. Yet it, too, reveals things about
its creator only to the extent that those things participated in
the creation of the dream. The dream shows that its creator is
scared only if his fear contributed to the dream-formation. If it
did not, then it is only accidental that we learn from consider-
ing the dream that the person is scared.

Indeed, even that accident reveals interpretation as a cause-
seeking enterprise: the interpreter theorizes that the dreamer
is afraid because fear often does cause such dream-images.
To interpret the meaning of behavior, that is, is at least to
imagine psychological processes that might cause such behav-
ior in a hypothetical case. When an analyst, for example, says
that a girl’s behavior in raising her hand in class means that
she wishes to prevail over sibling-substitutes in winning the
teacher/parent’s approval —or alternatively, to achieve solidarity
with these sibling-substitutes in showing up the teacher/parent
—she is at least asserting the hypothesis that such psychologi-
cal states sometimes cause such behavior, even if she is unsure
that they have done so in the particular case. To find meanings
simply is to find causes.

The case of a novel is different. We may seek the meaning
of an action in a scene in a novel without speculating about
psychological states in the author that caused the portrayal of
the action. But there, we are not reading the action as evidence
for certain psychological states in the author. We are reading
it, rather, as evidence for certain psychological states in the
character whose action it is; the action signifies things about
him. But then to interpret the meaning of the action #s to seek
causes: the character’s action means he is angry, for example,
only to the extent that the anger contributed to the action;

Plausibility of the Other Models/ 197



and, more generally, his actions tell us about his psychologi-
cal makeup only to the extent that that makeup participated in
causing the actions.

Of course, the anger that causes a fictitious character’s action
is no more real than his action. Perhaps that explains in part
why many interpretations of a novel may be equally valid; there
is no reality against which some interpretations must fail.” The
point, however, is that to interpret the imaginary behavior is
to find its imaginary causes; if the behavior were real, its real
meaning would be found nowhere else but in its real causes.

The case of the novel is complicated in that some people,
namely, literary biographers, do interpret novels to find out
about their creators'®*—about the mental states in those cre-
ators that caused their portrayal of the characters. And so art
therapists interpret patients’ creations to find out about their
psychological states. But when interpreting a work of art aims
at finding out about its creator, we reach the same conclusion
as in the case of the dream and the characters in the novel: we
learn about the artist from the art only to the extent that the
psychological phenomena that the art reveals in fact causally
contributed to the art’s creation.

If a dream were interpreted not to find its causes but rather
to determine the meanings of its elements in the hope that
those meanings accidentally revealed things about the patient,
then it would be as useful to interpret other people’s dreams as
the patient’s to find out about him. For the meanings of the
elements of any dream might accidentally reveal things about

17. Perhaps I overstate this point. There is the reality of the text, so
some interpretations must fail. That is why I said “so many different”
interpretations may be valid, and not an infinite number.

18. Some literary critics subscribe to theories that require them to do
so as well—the meaning of the scene in the novel is given by the author’s
intent—although these theories are somewhat out of favor today.
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the patient. Yet no one would regard that as an analytic inter-
pretation. The reason we interpret the patient’s own dream is
that we seek to find its underlying causes.

In short, we cannot save the meaning theory by driving a
wedge between causal explanations and explanations in terms
of meaning. My claim is on the order of a conceptual claim
about the meaning of interpreting psychological phenomena
to find out about the people who experience them. To say, “x
means %,” where x is a psychological phenomenon and y is an
underlying state of the person experiencing the phenomenon,
implies that y causally contributed to the occurrence of x. And
to interpret x psychoanalytically is to find these underlying y’s.
In this sense, “x means y” is analogous to the case in which
x is a symptom of a physical disorder—“The fever means you
have an infection” —or in which « is an effect of some physical
process— “The earthquake means that the San Andreas Fault
acted up.” And it is not analogous to the case in which x is a
scene in a novel: to interpret the meaning of Casaubon’s end-
less project in Middlemarch need not be to say anything about
George Eliot’s perfectionism.

If the core case of “x means y” in the psychoanalytic context
is “y caused x,” even to seek meaning without causes in this
context is a self-defeating enterprise; for in at least two senses
to seek meaning is to seek causes. First, when one interprets
a product of human activity to find out about the person who
produced it, one must be trying to seek causes (although one
may fail and nevertheless say true things). Second, the psycho-
logical states that one interprets some act as signifying must
at least be of a sort as to be reasonably presumed causes of
such behavior in a hypothetical case. Thus, to the extent that
analysts are engaged in the paradigmatic analytic activity of in-
terpretation, they cannot coherently repudiate the enterprise of
seeking causes.
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I can think of at least two objections to my argument that
interpretation is an essentially cause-seeking venture.” First, a
dream, say, may reveal one to be the kind of person who can
do/feel/experience x, and one can learn this about oneself by
interpreting the dream while being indifferent to its underlying
causal mechanism. Take the case of someone who dreams of
being in a state of religious ecstasy. Suppose that the person
has never before had a conscious feeling of that kind. Thinking
about the dream reveals to him that he is the kind of person
who can experience states like that. Yet in making the inter-
pretation, he is not making inferences about underlying causes.
Perhaps the anchovies he ate before retiring played a causal role
in producing his dream. But does he even care about that?

In the same way, imagine a musical illiterate who under hyp-
nosis begins playing the piano in an inspired, creative way.
Upon waking and thinking about the episode, the person would
learn that, somewhere, somehow, he had the capacity to play
the piano. But he is indifferent to the causal mechanism that
permitted the result; he does not care that the hypnosis, say,
removed his ordinary inhibitions and enabled him to tap into

19. A third objection is also possible. Imagine an author who writes
a biographical novel about an analyst’s patient. The analyst could then
interpret the scenes of that novel and learn a good deal about the patient;
but in uncovering the meaning of the text, the analyst is not revealing its
causes. But this is just a mixed case of the cases described above. I have
noted that one may interpret stories without uncovering the causes of
their parts. Yet I have insisted that interpreting the behavior within the
story is to find the causes of that behavior—of course the fictitious causes.
Thus the act of interpretation implicates uncovering causes: if the behav-
ior were real, those would be its causes. Indeed, because the fictionalized
biography is a fictionalized biography, interpretation may disclose the true
causes of the real behavior, if not of the account of it. There is just no
getting round the disclosure of causes when one interprets psychological
phenomena.
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some deep knowledge and talent he had hidden away some-
where.

But this objection, I think, misconstrues my claim that seek-
ing meaning is seeking causes. I do not mean to imply that in-
terpretation is after, essentially, the physiological mechanisms
that were responsible for the psychological phenomena. The
cause of the dream or the behavior, in my sense, is not the an-
chovies’ gastric effects or the hypnosis’s disinhibiting effects; it
is the underlying psychological state that is manifested in the
dream or behavior.

In this sense (to confine myself now to the dream), some
underlying ecstatic state must be presumed to play a causal
role in the dream-image, just as some underlying fear generally
plays a role in producing nightmares. In the ordinary case, the
interpreting of dreams encompasses the discovery of less obvi-
ous underlying psychological states— the religious ecstasy may
be a sanitized version of the bliss of early union with mother
or a defense against the terror of dying. But we can presume
that some underlying ecstasy played a causal role in producing
the dream-image as well. So in this case to learn from dream-
interpretation that one is the kind of person who can feel ec-
stasy is to have uncovered meaning in the sense of cause.

A second objection to my interpretation of interpretation as
a cause-seeking enterprise is that there may be kinds of inter-
pretation that have nothing to do with discovering the under-
lying psychological states that cause behavior. I conceded that
the interpreting of scenes in a novel may have nothing to do
with pondering their causes in the author; yet I insisted that it
involves pondering the causes of the behavior of the characters
in the scene. But is this really true? A perfectly appropriate in-
terpretation of Animal Farm, for instance, will discuss the novel
as a vivid portrayal of the harms of communist dictatorship.
Likewise, a Graham Greene novel may be essentially about the
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excesses of Catholicism. Surely it cannot be right that to in-
terpret novels is always to reveal the psychological dynamics of
the characters portrayed in the novel.

My response to this objection is severalfold. First, I agree
that literary interpretation is not always about psychological
dynamics. Yet it is often about them; even establishing that
communist dictatorships are harmful includes portraying the
psychological damage they can do—seeing the causal links be-
tween the policies and the human suffering. We also care about
the effects of political regimes like the communist because,
in part, of the real psychological harms they cause the people
living under them.

Still, psychological harms are not the only things we care
about, and psychological consequences are not the only subject
of so-called political novels. For example, we may care about
the excesses of the Catholic church because we do not want to
commit an offense in God’s eyes. Similarly, we may care about
the immorality of animal experimentation portrayed in a novel
because of the harm to the animals; human happiness may be
utterly beside the point.

Yet while I concede that interpretation of a novel may not
refer to underlying psychological causes, surely the interpret-
ing of psychological phenomena does. Imagine interpreting a
dream about animal experimentation in terms of its implicit
moral message. The point of the interpretation now is not
that the patient rejects animal experimentation, but that such
experimentation is immoral. How does that help the patient
therapeutically? Will she cease to give donations to scientific
groups that experiment on animals and feel happier as a result?
Surely this is not psychoanalysis— or psychology of any kind—
but a form of proselytizing.

The argument is not made more plausible if we limit psycho-
analytic interpretation to the discovery of psychological truths,
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just not causal truths about the patient. Imagine treating a
patient’s dream as a short story whose message is the ingrati-
tude of children toward their parents. Hearing the analyst’s
interpretation of this story may help the patient deal better
with his parents. In interpreting her patient’s dream, then, the
analyst is not trying to discover what caused the dream, but to
draw moral and psychological lessons that the patient can apply
to his life.

A number of responses to this argument are possible. First,
interpretation here is conceded to be about discovering psycho-
logical truths. But then all the arguments I made above apply.
In particular, learning about children’s ingratitude toward their
parents will involve the positing of underlying psychological
states that constitute the ingratitude and are responsible for its
ill effects. What the analyst learns, then, when she interprets as
if the dream were a short story is precisely what she wants not
to learn— the psychological causes underlying if not the dream,
then the behavior?

Perhaps more important, in applying the lesson to herself,
the patient will ponder her own experience: has she felt un-
grateful toward her parents in the past, and what have been the
effects of her feeling this way, not least in terms of how she
feels about so feeling? Even a general discussion of children’s
ingratitude toward their parents will produce free associations
that the analyst will want to interpret. Unless the free asso-
ciations themselves are treated as just another text that calls

20. It is possible here, as above, to respond that interpretation may
reveal only as-if states: suppose there is no such thing as jealousy, but
interpreting some text in terms of jealousy permits one to draw conclu-
sions that will help one live better. Here, the interpretation in terms of
the text’s moral positively does not disclose causes; there is no real jeal-
ousy, so it can play no real causal role. But this move simply combines the

metaphor model with the interpretations-as-literary-criticism model, and
analysis of this case will then track analysis of those two models.
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for a literary-type interpretation that yields some general moral
lesson, eventually the analyst will engage in traditional inter-
pretation that does reveal underlying psychological causes.

The alternative is to convert analysis into some form of moral
training. One treats all of the patient’s productions as texts that
tell one how to live: don’t be ungrateful to your parents. One
does not explore how they apply to the patient, how he feels
about them, whether they hide even deeper themes. In short, if
one’s aim is to discover the moral message in his productions,
one is not interpreting to find out about the patient. As above,
one might as well be interpreting someone else’s productions—
say the scenes in a George Eliot novel ~and one might as well
confess that this is not therapy, but moral education.

If this argument holds, then the second objection to my view
falters. Although some forms of interpretation may not in-
volve the disclosure of causes, psychoanalytic interpretation of
psychological phenomena does. Indeed, 1 have given one case
of interpretation, namely, interpretation of political texts, that
does not follow the classic pattern in the case of fiction. But I
want to concede now that “meaning” itself (and so interpreta-
tion) is multi-meaninged. For example, the meaning of, say, a
physical symptom may refer not only to its cause, but also to its
effects (“The meaning of your injury is that you will never walk
again”); its psychological significance to its bearer (“Your in-
jury means to you that you are a damaged person”); its psycho-
logical significance to others (“Your injury means to them that,
while life is unfair, one can overcome even bad luck through
great effort”)—and many others?' I nevertheless want to insist

21. Take, for example, the distinction between the Meaning of life
(meaning with a capital M) and the meaning of an episode, event, para-
praxis, etc. (meaning with a small 7). The hermeneuts often clearly mean
to refer to “meaning,” but they may sometimes seem to mean to refer
to “Meaning.” What about the hermeneutic claim that psychoanalytic
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that, in the psychoanalytic case, the meaning of a symptom is,
in its primary sense, its cause.

If this argument is correct, the interpretations-as-literary-
criticism model does violence to the notion of interpretation.
Thus, psychoanalysis on this model no longer proceeds via
interpretation of patients’ productions, and the analyst must
simply give up on the paradigmatic analytic activity of inter-
preting. If she does so, we must turn to the second part of the
analysis: whether patients will and should be satisfied with a
psychoanalysis so construed—a psychoanalysis that yields only
noncausal knowledge by noninterpretive means.

The first thing to be said is that, once again, this conception
of analysis is descriptively inaccurate. Psychoanalysts now lead
patients to believe that their interpretations reveal the under-
lying psychological causes of behavior. If analysts wish to adopt
this version of analysis, they must change their behavior (and
what they say about their behavior) on pain, again, of mislead-
ing patients.

Even if analysts change their behavior, will patients be satis-
fied with a psychoanalysis reconstructed on the interpretations-
as-literary-criticism model? Patients, I think, may in fact be
dissatisfied with purely noncausal knowledge. The patient may
have a strong desire to understand a particular behavior: the
woman wants to know why she went into the kitchen and is
not satisfied with the incidental knowledge that, as it turns out,
she is also hungry.

Indeed, as a general matter, patients seek treatment because
they do and feel things that they do not like. They want to

interpretations are meaningful stories? Do the hermeneuts mean by this
that the interpretations have a meaning, or do they mean that they give
patients’ lives Meaning? Greater clarity about the distinction might prove
helpful.
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understand themselves so they will be able to do and feel things
that they will like better. They want self-understanding, in
other words, because of its instrumental value: because it en-
ables them to predict how they will feel and act and to make
changes that will improve their lot.

Understanding, of course, also has intrinsic value. And
knowing oneself better may make one feel happier even if one
cannot further improve one’s life in light of that knowledge.
Still, such nonexplanatory information about oneself is less
valuable than information that can figure in one’s life-plans—
and patients may not be satisfied with knowledge that never
explains.

To repeat, the claim that patients will reject psychoanaly-
sis so understood is clearly empirical, and I do not have strong
intuitions they will. And the claim that they ought to reject
psychoanalysis so understood depends on a showing that this is
an unsatisfying conception of psychoanalysis—a showing that
I have only begun to make. At least the claim here is much
weaker than in the case of the story model, in which we can rely
on the norm that one ought not to believe things that do not
purport to be possibly true. Thus, this weak form of the argu-
ment from patient rejection yet again leads to equivocal results.

In short, the view that analytic interpretations give insight in
the way that interpretations of art do is probably misconceived.
To the extent that analysts are interpreting behavior, they can-
not coherently repudiate the enterprise of seeking causal expla-
nations under the banner of seeking meaning: meaning reduces
to cause in this context. Analysts may give up the paradigmatic
analytic activity of interpretation, but they will then have to
alter their behavior radically; and it is unclear that what re-
mains will be satisfying to patients—at least as satisfying as
analysis currently conceived is.
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6
The Weak Form of the Argument

from Patient Rejection Revisited

The strong form of the argument from patient rejection seems
to me robust vis-3-vis the story model of hermeneutic psycho-
analysis. That argument says that patients not only will, but
also ought to, reject psychoanalytic interpretations because ana-
lysts are asking them to believe things that do not purport to be
possibly true. The strong form of the argument applies to the
story model alone because on all of the other models psycho-
analytic interpretations purport to be true in at least some sense
of “true.” A more sophisticated version of the strong form of
the argument, which questions whether patients will accept
alternative conceptions of truth, is plausible but not without its
problems.

I postulated also a weak form of the argument from patient
rejection under which patients will—and arguably ought to—
reject psychoanalysis on some of the other models because
their interpretations fail in some other way. For example, on
the metaphor model interpretations do not acquaint patients
in any real sense with their minds, and on the interpretations-
as-literary-criticism model they do not offer them any causal
knowledge. I acknowledged my lack of any real confidence that
patients will, as an empirical matter, reject these conceptions
of psychoanalysis for these reasons; and that they ought, as a
normative matter, to reject them. The latter claim depends on
a negative evaluation of these visions of psychoanalysis, not on
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any simple rule against believing what does not purport to be
possibly true.

I now want to examine the weak version of the argument
from patient rejection more carefully. As an initial matter, con-
sider my claim that, given the way analysis is practiced today,
these visions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis seem descriptively
inaccurate. But this observation is not strong grounds for dis-
missing these visions of analysis: for if analysts come to think
about what they are doing differently, then, if they are not to
mislead patients, they must explain what they are doing differ-
ently—and perhaps come to vary the way they practice.

The observation raises another point: Psychoanalysis appears
to be offering patients straightforward explanations that pur-
port to be true so that all hermeneutic views are fighting an
uphill battle when they say otherwise. Why should we think
psychoanalysis is doing something other than what it appears to
be doing? A number of the hermeneutic commentators labored
to provide us with reasons, but one was left somewhat dissatis-
fied by their efforts.

Indeed, one begins to suspect that the hermeneutic view is
a kind of backpedaling: the failure of psychoanalysis to live up
to its scientific promise, its struggles over adequate criteria of
validation, its inability to adjudicate among the multiple theo-
ries that persist—these and other problems may have led the
hermeneuts to propose a view of analysis that at least does not
match appearances and may be simply a response to failures
rather than an independently attractive view.

* Inany case, my criticism of the kinds of hermeneutic psycho-
analysis on this basis is not unexpected, and hermeneutic ana-
lysts can easily obviate it: they can alter what they say to
patients and how they practice. Truth-in-advertising requires
that they do so. Analysts may be unwilling to make these
changes, crucial though they are. And even if they do, one
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must at this point wonder whether the reconstructed versions
of analysis will be acceptable to patients.

After summarizing why the new versions of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis may dissatisfy patients and prompt patients to
reject them, I undertake two tasks. First, I explore whether the
resulting visions of psychoanalysis not only radically alter it, but
in fact convert it into a therapy that is not psychoanalysis. If
they do so, this adds a third prong to my empirical and norma-
tive critique of some versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis—
namely, a definitional critique. To the extent that patients want
to be in analysis, they will have further reason to reject these
visions of analysis.

Second, I ask whether patients will and should reject these
versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis after all, even if some of
them render the therapies nonanalytical and all of them seem
in principle unsatisfying in some ways. My suggestion here is
that the most crucial factor may be whether the resulting thera-
pies work. If they do, patients arguably will not and should not
reject them. I nevertheless explore what their reaction should
be given that there is no evidence that—or even theory why—
these alternative therapies should work.

Tue ConcepTUAL GAMBIT

I have given reasons for rejecting the story model of hermeneu-
tic psychoanalysis and have declared the clinical psychoanalysis
and alternative metaphysics models immune from this criti-
cism. Several new versions of story analysis as well as the re-
maining models of hermeneutic psychoanalysis at least seemed
to be subject to the weak version of the argument from patient
rejection. The problems with these versions of hermeneutic
psychoanalysis—why they might be unsatisfying—are summa-
rized in table 6.1. These statements, it seems to me, would
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Table 6.1

Interpretations-

Goals-for- As-Literary-
Imagine and the-Future Metaphor Criticism
React View View Model Model
Analysis does Analysis does Analysis offers  Analysis offers
not offer in- not offer in- patients only patients only
sight; it is sight, butonly  metaphorical noncausal
beneficial only ~ goals for the insight: de- insights by non-
in being ca- future. Telling  scriptions of interpretive
thartic {as in stories about their behavior means

watching sad
movies) or plea-
surable (as in
enjoying music
in a religious
service)

the patient is
an anomalous
way to do so;
and analysts
and patients
might reject
casting analysts
in prescriptive
role

together with
a promise for
a physiological
explanation in
the future

constitute patients’ central complaints. Behind them is a vision
of what psychoanalysis is; and these versions of it do not live up
to that vision. The question now is whether any of the missing
aspects of psychoanalysis as traditionally understood is concep-
tually necessary for a therapy to be regarded as analysis.

Psychoanalysts have long debated the essential, distinguish-
ing features of their therapy. For example, do patients need to
lie on the couch for a therapy to be considered analysis? do they
need four sessions a week? Some of these debates seem silly at
times; and I shall explore presently what lies behind the im-
pulse to pinpoint the defining features of psychoanalysis. For
example, is it simply a guild issue?

For now, however, I want to look at more fundamental fea-
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tures of therapies that call themselves analysis than how the
patient reclines. Perhaps I should be understood to be defining
psychodynamic psychotherapies as against all other kinds of
therapies, rather than psychoanalysis as against all other thera-
pies including the psychodynamic.! And my concern is not to
establish all of the necessary conditions of psychoanalysis, but
only some of the most central ones—those of interest in our
context. Indeed, the criteria I propose do not even remotely
capture the richness and complexity of the analytic process. For
example, patients do not merely hear interpretations of their
conflicts in analysis but enact them in the transference. The
characterizing of the nature of the analytic process is a difficult
business, one that has generated much literature; fortunately,
we do not need to take on this task in its entirety here.

It is well understood that Freud took the defining feature
of psychoanalysis to be its capacity to produce relief by giving
patients insight into the “exciting causes” of their behavior. In
other words, Freud subscribed to what Adolf Griinbaum has
dubbed the “tally thesis” and Michael Moore the “Socratic
therapy thesis.” The evidence is still out on the tally thesis: do
patients benefit from psychoanalysis, if they do, because they
learn the truth about themselves?

The question of how psychoanalysis produces benefit dif-
fers from the question of what psychoanalysis essentially is as a
therapy, at least given our limited understanding of therapeutic
efficacy. If we knew how psychoanalysis works, we could con-
clude that analysts should just do the things that work—that
that was what was essential to psychoanalysis. But of course we
do not know. In these circumstances, we should deem essen-
tial to psychoanalysis what we regard as crucial to its efficacy—

1. For convenience I will nevertheless continue to refer to the project
as defining psychoanalysis; at least what we come up with will include
psychoanalysis.
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our best guess about how it works—taking into account the
features that all activities that call themselves psychoanalysis
share. In other words, the defining of psychoanalysis, as I mean
the phrase, combines empirical hypothesizing with ordinary
language analysis.

Under this conception of my task, it may not be necessary
for a therapy to produce relief via true insight to be psycho-
analysis. Many different styles of psychoanalysis seem to pro-
duce relief through widely disparate interpretations, not all of
which can be right. My best guess, then, is that correct insight
is not necessary to therapeutic efficacy (although of course fur-
ther research is needed). Moreover, all those therapies that call
themselves psychoanalytic cannot share the feature of provid-
ing patients with the true explanation of their behavior because,
again, they cannot all be giving the true explanation.

It may turn out that the tally thesis is correct, and that
only those therapies that furnish correct explanations are thera-
peutic. If so, there would be reason to limit the concept of
psychoanalysis to those therapies. But because we do not have
reason to think this is so today, I suggest that we weaken the
requirement for a therapy to be psychoanalysis: it must pur-
port to offer patients true interpretations of their behavior, and
patients must believe the interpretations.? On this view, one of
the defining features of psychoanalysis is that it proceeds via
the acquisition of beliefs about oneself.

Two factors recommend this position. First, it is a good guess
that psychoanalytic psychotherapies work via inducing patients
to hold certain beliefs about themselves. It is certainly possible
that the therapeutic action occurs in some wholly other way—
for example, through the therapist’s empathy with the patient;

2. Note that if my argument above about the story model is correct, it

is only because these explanations purport to be possibly true that patients
will and should believe them.
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and, of course, there could be a synergy of factors that lead
therapy to work. But it is a good guess that at least one of
the factors is the beliefs the patient acquires; interpretation is a
prominent part of all analytic activity (although naturally some
analysts are more passive than others). Research may establish
how psychoanalysis works, but absent conclusive data, my hy-
pothesis is sound.

The second factor recommending this position is contained
in the first: interpretation is a prominent part of all analytic ac-
tivity. It would be difficult to find an analyst who would mean
by “analysis” something other than helping patients come to
know themselves better. Although many therapies involve, say,
empathy, unless they also include interpretation, most analysts
would reject them as analysis. Thus an ordinary language analy-
sis of what we mean by the concept of psychoanalysis is likely to
refer to the inducement of beliefs about himself in the patient.

If my analysis is correct thus far, we can conclude as a
conceptual, definitional matter that therapy as imagining-and-
reacting is simply not psychoanalysis. On that view, the thera-
pist does not offer insight, and the therapy is beneficial only in
being cathartic (as when one watches sad movies) or pleasurable
(as when one enjoys music in a religious service). Beliefs about
oneself do not purport to play a therapeutic role. Although this
therapy could be very helpful (a point to which I will return
below), it is not helpful via coming to believe things about one-
self, and so it is not, as a definitional matter, psychoanalysis.

This criterion of psychoanalysis, on the other hand, does
not rule out the other hermeneutic versions of psychoanalysis
considered here. The goals-for-the-future view claims to work
partly via beliefs: but beliefs about how one ought to be, rather
than about how one is or was. Similarly, the metaphor model
warrants itself to work through beliefs; it is just that here the
residually true content of the beliefs refers to one’s behavior,
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not to one’s inner mental states. Finally, the interpretations-as-
literary-criticism model also purports to work via beliefs, but
here the beliefs are about how one is: no attention is paid to
how one got to be that way.

Conceivably the criterion under which therapy qualifies as
psychoanalysis should be tightened. If the therapy must work
via beliefs, for instance, perhaps it must also work via beliefs
about how one is—what one is like as a person. This, if true,
would rule out the goals-for-the-future view, which maintains
that one acquires beliefs about the kind of person one should
become, not the kind of person one is. Similarly, if we added
the condition that the beliefs must include some that bear
on one’s conscious and unconscious mental states, then ther-
apy on the metaphor model would not be psychoanalysis be-
cause the beliefs there reduce to beliefs about one’s behavior
(together with a promise for some physiological knowledge in
the future). Finally, if we added the condition that the beliefs
must include some that relate to psychological states, con-
scious and unconscious, that play a causal role, then therapy
on the interpretations-as-literary-criticism model would not
be psychoanalysis because beliefs about causation are absent in
therapy on that model.

Our final criteria would look something like this. A therapy
is psychoanalysis only if

1. it purports to work via beliefs;

2. the beliefs include propositions about what kind
of person one is;

3. the beliefs include propositions about one’s con-
scious and unconscious mental states; and

4. the beliefs include propositions about mental
states that play a causal role in one’s behavior.
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A case could be made that all four criteria are necessary, defi-
nitionally, for a therapy to be psychoanalysis, although the case
is not as strong for (2)-(4) as for (1). As we saw, there are two
avenues to pursue in answering the question of whether (2)-(¢)
are necessary, namely, the efficacy and the ordinary language
avenues. In terms of the first, one can formulate a reason for
thinking that all of these factors, in (2)-(¢) no less than (7}, are
important for the therapy to be efficacious. For instance, part
of the reason interpretations are beneficial is that one comes
to know oneself better and therefore to feel more comfortable
with oneself and more in control. Establishing the kind of per-
son one would like to become omits these benefits. Similarly,
one does not really come to know oneself if one doesn’t come
to know one’s own mind. And knowledge about oneself that
does not explain one’s behavior permits one to make only in-
complete predictions and postdictions about oneself.

Second, one can argue that all activities that call themselves
analysis share a commitment to doing the things in (7)-(4)—
that practitioners of analysis believe these things are all part
of analysis. Once again, however, the case for this claim is
stronger for condition () than for conditions (2)-(4).

At this point, however, the second critetion comes to seem
problematic. If in order for an activity to qualify as analysis
we require that it do all the things its practitioners think it
ought to do, then significantly changed activities will no longer
seem to be analysis. Ordinary language analysis is conservative,
while my task here is to find out what is essential to analysis in
the context of proposed modifications. Nevertheless, although
some might think that the essence of an activity like psycho-
analysis must await scientific findings, I believe that the issue
can reasonably turn on educated guesses about efficacy in con-
junction with ordinary usage.
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Using these criteria, I suggest that condition (7} above —that
analysis purports to work via beliefs—is essential, but that the
case for conditions (2)-(4) is somewhat weaker. Although we
may have reason for thinking conditions (2)-(y¢) are essential
for efficacy, we do not have as strong a reason for thinking so as
in the case of condition (z). On the other hand, even if activi-
ties that failed conditions (2)-(¢) looked somewhat like analy-
sis, they would be lacking in significant ways; any activity that
failed to meet (z)-(¢)—especially (1)—would arguably do vio-
lence to the concept of analysis as we know it. These thoughts
are tentative, and not much turns on their being right. If they
are right, however, then we can say that the imagine-and-react
view is clearly subject to a conceptual, definitional criticism,
while the other three views are probably subject to it.

At this point, one must ask what the force of this definitional
critique is. Why should anyone care whether a therapy war-
rants the appellation psychoanalysis? On one level, perhaps, no
one should. Debates about what is essential to psychoanalysis,
on this view, are much ado about nothing. Perhaps practition-
ers and patients of psychoanalysis get some prestige value out
of the name: psychoanalysis is the highest class therapy on this
view. But we should hardly care about that. On this view, the
conceptual gambit has very little force—it is little more than a
move in a guild struggle.

A more charitable view holds that we should formulate defi-
nitions of psychoanalysis carefully, as a research strategy and
as a heuristic for selecting therapies under conditions of igno-
rance. Careful definitions of psychoanalysis expressed in terms
of its therapeutically promising features and of what its practi-
tioners take as being central are promising places to start study-
ing the activity. Where better to study therapeutic efficacy than
where we think the activity is therapeutic? Perhaps more im-
portant, lacking careful definitions of the therapy, we shall not
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know what we are studying. Including any therapy that simply
calls itself analytic in outcome studies is likely to confound re-
sults tremendously.

It is also clear why a careful definition of analysis would be a
useful heuristic for selecting a therapy. Again, we have defined
as analysis what we think to be therapeutic about the activity—
and one should go where one is likeliest to get the biggest
therapeutic bang for one’s buck. It is for this reason that the
conceptual gambit figures in the argument from patient rejec-
tion. Patients should care about being in a therapy that prom-
ises to be helpful and should reject therapies that fail to meet
this condition.

In short, it seems we can add a definitional component to the
argument from patient rejection: To be analysis, a therapy must
purport to work via inducing beliefs about oneself, including
beliefs about the kind of person one is, about one’s conscious
and unconscious states, and about the causes of one’s behav-
ior. And one should care about being in analysis, for we have
defined analysis in terms of the procedures of analysts that are
likely to be therapeutic.

One final comment. In addition to asking what patients
would do when faced with a therapy that is not analysis, one
must wonder what hermeneutic analysts would do: would they
remain committed to their theory if told it was not a theory of
analysis?

Tue EmpiricaL GAMBIT

Whether or not the four versions of analysis examined here are
or are not analysis, a perhaps more important problem with
the weak version of the argument from patient rejection re-
mains: Should patients in fact reject any of these therapies on
conceptual grounds? Clearly, only patients who are committed
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to being in analysis will do so. But even then, is not the vital
question whether the therapies work? I have suggested that we
should care about the conceptual gambit only because it sig-
nals that the therapy is likely to be therapeutic. But why not
just cut to the chase and ask whether the various therapies are
therapeutic?

Recall the summary of patients’ complaints given in table 6.1.
Patients might not like the idea of a therapy that works by
being cathartic or pleasurable, or of one that works by helping
them set goals for the future. The first may make therapy seem
trivial, the second, infantilizing. Or perhaps the patients have
read theoretical accounts of why analysis as we know it is likely
to be therapeutic—and these new therapies fail by those stan-
dards.

But surely these considerations pale in comparison to the
most important one: Does the therapy work? The weak form
of the argument from patient rejection, then, contains not one,
but two implicit empirical premises: patients will in fact want
to reject these versions of psychoanalysis; and these versions are
in fact ineffective therapeutically. If the new versions instead
prove beneficial, should we not celebrate them? What does it
mean to say that a therapy is trivial, so long as it works?

The argument that patients will and should reject these four
versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis may thus seem unten-
able. In particular, the charge of triviality is somewhat mean-
ingless in this context, and the other charges are based, as it
were, on appearances as well. Patients may not abstractly like
the sound of these new therapies, so to speak, but we cannot say
they will and should reject them until we know whether they
work. We should celebrate any form of therapy that is effective.

This argument, however, is not so strong as I have made
out. For the fact is, if we do not have reasons for thinking that
these new versions of therapy are ineffective, we do not have
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reasons for thinking they are effective either. Absent proof of
efficacy, we should at least want a theory explaining these thera-
pies’ potential for efficacy. Among those we have discussed, the
therapy whose efficacy has been most studied and speculated
about is psychoanalysis proper. The further these new therapies
depart from traditional psychoanalysis, the less their efficacy
has been studied and the less reason there is to think that their
efficacy will be proved.

The upshot of this discussion of the weak form of the argu-
ment from patient rejection is that we need more research into
the efficacy of both traditional psychoanalysis and new herme-
neutic versions. Until the inefficacy of the former and the effi-
cacy of the latter are proved, patients may well be right to insist
on traditional psychoanalysis over these new hermeneutic ver-
sions. The weak form of the argument from patient rejection is
not without merit.
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7

Implications for Theoretical
Psychoanalysis and Other
Concluding Thoughts

In this concluding chapter I make a foray beyond the realms
hitherto occupied. Thus far I have confined myself to the via-
bility of psychoanalysis as a practice on the hermeneutic views.
But these views also have consequences for how we are to think
of psychoanalysis as a theory of psychology. I want now to con-
sider these implications, raise other issues that deserve further
research, and summarize my findings in this work.

Psychoanalysis purports to be not only a therapy, but also a
source of knowledge about the psychology of human beings.
And the versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis have impor-
tant implications for how we understand this body of what
claims to be psychoanalytic knowledge.

The clinical psychoanalysis and alternative metaphysics
models leave the body of clinical psychoanalytic knowledge un-
scathed.! When analysts interpret patients’ behavior on these
models, they are purporting to reveal true things about them.
An analyst, for example, may reveal to her patient that he is
feeling unconscious hostility toward his boss and that through
various maneuvers of his mind the hostility is causing him to
fear harm at his boss’s hands. Eventually, generalizations may

1. Of course, at least the clinical psychoanalysis theorists, if not all her-
meneuts, reject Freud’s metapsychology and all the propositions contained
therein.

220



emerge: unconscious love usually underlies such unconscious
hostility, projection is ultimately the mechanism that explains
paranoid feelings. The point is that because interpretations on
these models purport to be true, experience over time with
many patients may enable psychoanalysts to build up a body of
knowledge about human psychology?

The interpretations-as-literary-criticism model is in an in-
termediate position between the models that contemplate the
possibility of psychoanalytic knowledge and those that do not.
On this model, interpretations do contend that they reveal true
things about patients, but they are silent on causation. Thus we
may learn, for example, that Joe feels unconscious love, hos-
tility, and fear toward his boss, but not how these feelings are
linked with each other causally. And typically, we may learn
true things about patients but cannot arrive at causal general-
izations about them.

Such a shortcoming would seem to lead to a rather cramped
body of psychoanalytic knowledge. It is true that the psycho-
analyst on this model is not limited to discovering things that
happen to be true of any given patient. Psychoanalysts may
discover correlations among different kinds of traits of person-
ality; for example, they may find that orderly people tend to be
stingy. They can never discover why, however. Thus, although
psychoanalysis on this model permits generalizations, it per-
mits no causal generalizations. But this is problematic precisely
because it is the task of science to reveal causal regularities—
laws—so that we can better understand and predict behavior.

2. Indeed, although Griinbaum assumes that hermeneuts like Klein
reject the idea that psychoanalysis can become a science, I believe that
this is untrue. Klein rejects, again, the metapsychology, but he seems to
contemplate that clinical generalizations can be scientifically tested. See
above.
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The interpretations-as-literary-criticism model does thus offer
the world some scientific knowledge, but not much—its yield
is somewhat disappointing.

Most problematic in terms of the quality of knowledge that
psychoanalysis offers the world is the story model and all of its
variants.® Because, on this view, interpretations do not profess
to arrive at the truth about patients, analysis will lose its dis-
tinctive character of revealing unconscious sources of behavior;
analysts will no longer learn about human psychology in the
course of doing therapy. Psychoanalysis ceases to be a science
of human behavior.

If the story theorists are right, then, their view spells a sad
loss to the human sciences. Indeed, consider an ambiguity that
I have glossed over: between the idea that psychoanalytic in-
terpretations about unconscious motivations are stories and the
idea that the psychoanalytic view of the unconscious is a story.
If the story model commits us to the position that any given
interpretation about the unconscious is a story—that is, not
true— then the story model may commit us to the position that
there is no unconscious at all; at least it does not give us any
reason for thinking there is. Put this way, the story model is as
radical a view of psychoanalysis as there can be.

The implications of the metaphor model in some respects
are more equivocal than those of the story model, in some re-
spects just as troubling. The metaphor model does not deny
that psychoanalytic interpretations are true but insists that they
are true only metaphorically. We have understood statements
about, say, unconscious motivation on this model to refer to
behavioral regularities along with a promise for a future physio-

3. Although most of the variants are not subject to the strong version
of the argument from patients’ rejection of hermeneutic psychoanalysis,
all agree that interpretations are stories that do not purport to tell the
truth about at least the patient’s past, including the immediate past.
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logical explanation. As such, these statements do not yield
much knowledge about human nature —but they do yield some.

On this model, moreover, although psychoanalysis may re-
main committed to the concept of an unconscious, that concept
loses some of its distinctively psychoanalytic flavor. In essence,
the unconscious is no longer a mental process, but rather a
physiological one that we colorfully or expeditiously refer to in
mentalistic terms. Much of the appeal and interest of psycho-
analysis comes from its faith in the existence of an inaccessible
part of the mind whose goings-on explain a great deal of our
manifest behavior. Hermeneutic psychoanalysis on the meta-
phor model may negate this interest and appeal.

Beyond that, one wonders how properly to understand indi-
vidual motivational statements about the unconscious on this
model. For example, should an unconscious delusion bearing on
a decision vitiate competency to make that decision as it would
if the delusion were conscious? Given that the motivational ex-
planation is only metaphorically true, the answer is unclear.

The problem is that we do not know if the things about
unconsciousness talk that seem pertinent to competency are
part of the rhetorical flourish of the talk, so to speak, or go
to things that are literally true. An analogy may help. Talking
about plants wishing to turn toward sunlight may be part of
a theory about the likely direction plants will turn if placed in
the center of a room; such a theory would be perfectly fine. But
if this talk became part of a theory about whether plants can
have other emotions, it would not be fine. The point is that
we do not know whether the parts of unconsciousness talk that
seem relevant to competency are more like the first case or the
second. Whether unconscious delusions should vitiate compe-
tency is a vexed question in any case. The question becomes
that much more difficult if we believe unconsciousness talk is
all metaphorical.
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On the metaphor model, then, the unconscious loses its dis-
tinctively psychoanalytic flavor, and talk of unconscious motiva-
tion has uncertain implications for other bodies of knowledge.
I have confined myself thus far, however, to the implications of
this model for psychoanalytic knowledge of the unconscious.

If we go beyond this arena, the implications of the metaphor
model are more disturbing. For all psychoanalytic statements
on this model are metaphorical: not only statements about
unconscious feelings, but also those about conscious feelings
and character traits —all psychological phenomena whatever. A
statement about envious feelings, for example, has the same
status as a statement about my petunia’s wish for sunlight. The
image of humankind that results is one of people with not
only no unconscious, but also no feelings or character traits. Of
course, the metaphor model does not deny that these things
exist. It just is not positively committed to their existence—and
it tells us nothing about them.

In short, the metaphor mode}, unlike the story model, does
yield some knowledge about psychological phenomena. At least
it yields truths about behavioral regularities. On the other hand,
it fails to give us the knowledge that is perhaps most important
to us: knowledge of our own minds. I sum up the consequences
of the hermeneutic visions of psychoanalysis for psychoanalytic
knowledge in table 7.1.

Hermeneutic psychoanalysis, in short—at least in certain
versions— has some limitations. Here I point to some of their
problematic implications for theory, clinical no less than meta-
psychologic.

Of course, hermeneutic psychoanalysis has many more facets
than I have explored in this work, and a more complete ac-
count would scrutinize these as well. For example, the em-
phasis on narrative has led to interesting and variegated work
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Table 7.1

Interpre-
Clinical Alterna- tations As-
Psycho- tive Meta-  Literary-
analysis physics Criticism Story Metaphor
Model Model Model Models Model
Implica-  Same as Same as No causal No knowl-  Metaphoric
tions for  today today knowledge  edgeatall;  knowledge
psycho- psycho- only; no
analytic analys is literal truths
knowl- not even about not
edge committed  only uncon-
to existence  scious, but
of uncon- also feel-
scious ings and
character
traits

on the narrative impulse in human psychology—the ways our
minds work. Similarly, some hermeneutic psychoanalysts have
imported a more sophisticated, contemporary theory of the
metaphysical underpinnings of psychoanalysis, and we should
consider not only the intellectual payoff of their work, but also
its practical import. In fact, asking how the several versions of
hermeneutic psychoanalysis affect practice would itself be an
interesting undertaking. It appears, for example, that herme-
neutic analysts tend to be relational or intersubjective or both.
Is that an accidental convergence of allegiances? or does her-
meneutic psychoanalysis commit one to certain practical pre-
cepts? How so?

In addition to these virtues of hermeneutic psychoanalysis,
one would want also to study its potential deficiencies. For ex-
ample, some analysts wonder whom hermeneutic analysts treat
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—whether there is a class of patients who benefit from their
methods. Others wonder about the implications of conceding
that psychoanalysis is not a natural science.

The work done here recommends other avenues of research.
For example, it would be an interesting project to take a typical
analytic session and see if practitioners adhering to each of the
five models of hermeneutic psychoanalysis employed different
technical interventions. Do the models have an effect on prac-
tice? I noted above that hermeneutic psychoanalysis in general
seems to be correlated with certain technical precepts; it might
also be rewarding to see if the various models are correlated
with different positions in theoretical and technical psycho-
analysis and to try to tease out whether any correlation is an
accident or a concomitant of features of the models’ positions.

Finally, many of the claims in this book rest on empirical
speculation, and it would be useful to conduct empirical re-
search to see whether they are borne out. Wou/d patients reject
mere stories? Would they want to be told that that was all they
were getting? Would they think their analysts under a duty to
inform them? What would they feel if told their analyst sub-
scribed to a new theory of truth or had views that threatened
to become vulgarly relativistic? It should be possible to design
a study to test these things.

Although this book does not address these questions, it does,
I think, accomplish a number of significant things: it distin-
guishes among several versions of hermeneutic psychoanalysis,
permitting a more careful evaluation of each; and it explores
an important criticism of hermeneutic psychoanalysis, showing
that it is applicable in different ways, if at all, to the versions of
hermeneutic psychoanalysis.

The criticism, in its strongest form, is central. It says that
at least the story model of hermeneutic psychoanalysis asks of
patients something that is normatively objectionable—to be-
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lieve nontruths—and that patients therefore will and should
reject that model. For psychoanalysts to withhold this infor-
mation from patients would be wrong, even if therapeutically
efficacious. And to offer patients nontruths but not ask them to
believe them would be to convert the therapy into nonanalysis.
The lesson of this book, then, is that psychoanalytic interpre-
tations must make claims to truth, and if they do not, they
must be rejected.

The starkest example that helps make this case is that of
implanted memories of sexual abuse. If the story version were
correct, therapists would be justified in offering patients inter-
pretations of early abuse that were not thought to be true—
and not informing them of the fact. Any theory that justifies
this is patently wrong. As we will see in the Appendix, even
now some therapists speak of recovered memories of abuse as
achieving narrative truth—and of that being good enough.

In addition to the strong kind of the argument from patient
rejection, we saw that there were a number of other versions—
and even various strands of the strong one itself. A sophisti-
cated strand of the strong form of the argument from patient
rejection said, not that patients would reject interpretations
that did not purport to truth, but that they would reject inter-
pretations that did not purport to truth of an adequate kind.
This strand of the argument might apply against the alterna-
tive metaphysics model. There were problems with the strand,
however, most notably that patients would probably not care
about metaphysical theories; they might not have a choice any-
way about what kind of truth they were offered; and we have
seen no good reasons to think that the standard alternative
metaphysicians’ conception of truth is indeed problematic. I
myself would need to have much more powerful arguments
that the alternative metaphysics view is, say, vulgarly relativis-
tic or dependent on an inadequate conception of truth in order
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to credit this strand of the argument—if we could even then
get around the problem that patients just might not care one
way or the other.

A weak version of the argument from patient rejection pre-
dicted that patients would reject forms of psychoanalysis that
offered metaphoric or noncausal truths. This version is weak
because it does not turn on a proscription —with moral force—
not to believe nontruths. I do not completely endorse this form
of the argument because it also turns on a weaker empiri-
cal supposition that patients will not like the form of analysis
offered. I have my doubts about that. Moreover, possibly they
should not care that the therapy may not then be analysis, so
long as it works. Of course, absent evidence that it does work,
they may well insist on a treatment whose success has a longer
pedigree and is theoretically explainable.

Proponents of some versions of hermeneutic psychoanaly-
sis may argue, however, that, whatever the consequences, their
views are right—and I have not argued against any of these
views on its own terms. But the point is that the consequences
of these views are desperately unhappy; if they are right, psy-
choanalysis will self-destruct. This claim does not prove that
these views of psychoanalysis are not right, but it at least gives
us reason to hope they are not right; the alternative is dismal
indeed.

Thus, an examination of hermeneutic psychoanalysis from
the perspective of the patient has borne important fruit. While
one might initially have wondered why we should care what
patients think, the answer is clear: if I am right that analysts
are under a duty of candor, then patients have the power to
doom certain versions of psychoanalysis to nonexistence.

One may have lingering doubts that patients will exercise
this power. Perhaps the analysts who hold the objectionable
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views will find nothing objectionable themselves about asking
patients to believe mere stories. Perhaps they will not accept
being under any kind of duty to disclose their beliefs. Still,
analysts of other persuasions might inform the public, or the
law might impose an obligation of disclosure. Even then, one
might think that patients are so under the sway of transfer-
ence that they will accept anything their analysts offer them.* If
this is so—and one wonders whether transference is really that
powerful at the beginning of a treatment—then we have big-
ger problems than objectionable forms of hermeneutic psycho-
analysis to deal with. I intend in another work to address these
kinds of ethical dimensions of the analyst/patient relationship.
In any case, I can simply modify my argument to say that well-
analyzed patients will (and all patients should) reject the story
model of hermeneutic psychoanalysis.

Although this book, then, does not offer a comprehensive
treatment of hermeneutic psychoanalysis, it does adduce some
important distinctions and an important critique. Most crucial,
it has tendered some reasons for believing that patients would
not approve of the story model of hermeneutic psychoanalysis.
In looking at hermeneutic psychoanalysis through the lens of
what patients will think, we have come to some other insights
as well, insights concerning the nature of metaphorical truth
in this arena, the nature of psychoanalytic interpretation, the

4. Geha (1993b), in response to Sass’s critique of his paper (1993),
makes the opposite kind of argument: patients would reject many things
if their analysts told them these things at the beginning of the analysis—
e.g., that they would be led to believe an Oedipal story of themselves. It
strikes me, however, that this is, first, probably untrue and, second, of a
different order from being told their analysts are offering them nonsrushs.
There are moral proscriptions against believing false things, and patients
would be right to reject mere stories in this sense. The same is decidedly
not true of the Oedipal theory.
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nature of psychoanalysis itself, and the implications of herme-
neutic psychoanalysis for theory. The focus on patients, then,
allows one to make important contributions to discussions not
only of hermeneutic psychoanalysis, but also of issues that have
long interested psychoanalysts of all stripes.
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APPENDIX
THE REALITY OF THE STORY MODEL
AND THE APPLICABILITY OF THE

ARGUMENT TO ITS VARIANTS

The story model of hermeneutic psychoanalysis, as we have
seen, seems most vulnerable to the strong form of the argu-
ment from patient rejection. But does anyone really hold the
story model, or have I constructed a straw man for purposes of
knocking it down in this book? A number of the hermeneuts
I have submitted as story theorists hold equivocal positions;
Steele and Viderman, for example, could also be alternative
metaphysicians or interpretations-as-literary-criticism theor-
ists. Spence and Loch, two prime story theorists, seem to hold
that interpretations are true in some sense, even if not in an-
other, so perhaps they, too, should be regarded as alternative
metaphysicians. And although Sharpe does seem to be a story
theorist, the need to answer his article alone seems scant justi-
fication for an entire book.

I shall respond to these objections in a number of ways. First,
I will look at two main story theorists, Spence and Loch, to
show either that they definitively are story theorists or that their
version of psychoanalysis is vulnerable to the strong form of
the argument from patient rejection even if they hold an alter-
native metaphysical conception of one form of the truth of in-
terpretations: the argument applies even to this weaker, mixed
story/alternative metaphysics model. Second, I will show from
some of Spence’s other writings that he unqualifiedly envisions
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analysts offering their patients falsehoods. In addition, I will
show that many clinicians have appropriated Spence’s notion
of narrative truth to refer, essentially, to fantasies. Indeed, as
noted above, the notion has come to be applied even in the
false memory controversy (by Spence himself, among others),
in which it refers to what are plainly false memories of abuse in
the ordinary sense. Further, I point to indications that the best
reading of Steele and Viderman is as story theorists and reiter-
ate why we should think Sharpe without doubt a story theorist.
Thus, the best interpretation discloses a number of analysts to
be story theorists.

It is simply wrong that the target of the principal argument
of this book is one lone writer—as noted, a number of herme-
neuts seem to hold the problematic view. Indeed, as the refer-
ence to the false memory controversy implies, the general prob-
lem is more widespread. Although most therapists do not have
postmodern philosophical reasons for the positions they take
on truth, many seem to hold that the truth of their patients’
memories and of their own reconstructions is unimportant. It i
important, the immense difficulties of establishing it notwith-
standing.

APPLICATION OF THE STRONG FORM OF THE
ARGUMENT TO SPENCE AND LocH

The argument that Spence and Loch are not really story theo-
rists runs as follows. Let’s look at Spence. Spence denies that
interpretations are historically true, but he insists that they may
be “narratively true.” Perhaps, for Spence, historical truth refers
to truth understood on a correspondence theory, whereas nar-
rative truth refers to truth understood on a coherence theory.
Is he not, then, most appropriately classified as an alternative
metaphysics theorist, and not a story theorist at all? Spence

232/ Appendix: The Reality of the Story Model



does, after all, speak of narrative truth as the truth of being co-
herent and as involving the “fitting [of an] expression into the
patient’s life story” (1982a, 165). To be narratively true is to be
true in the way that narratives are true—that is, all the parts of
the story cohere.

This is an interesting interpretation of Spence. Yet it is, I
think, finally implausible because Spence speaks as if there
were such a thing as historical truth; it is just that interpreta-
tions rarely (if ever) achieve it. Thus Spence says that an inter-
pretation’s narrative truth may have priority over its historical
truth—as if it may have historical truth. He also says that an
interpretation’s historical truth may, at times, be “relatively un-
important” (1982a, 276). Further, he speaks of interpretations’
not having “clear correspondence with an event in the patient’s
life” (1982a, 275), again as if there were, at times, such corre-
spondence. Even his analogy to art seems to contrast art forms
with other statements on the ground that the latter may corre-
spond with the external world.

The point is that, although a coherence theory of truth may
be a plausible metaphysical position on the nature of truth, it is
not plausible to think that some items in our ontology—at least
some items in our ontology of the empirical world—are true on
this theory, while others are true on a correspondence theory If
it is the nature of truth that it consists of, say, correspondence
with reality, then if, for instance, statements about elephants
are true in this way, statements about giraffes can hardly be true
in any other way. Maybe this is an overstatement; maybe men-
tal events, for example, are relevantly different from physical
events, so that it does make sense to think an alternative theory
of truth applies to them. Even if so, however, Spence seems

1. We may, by contrast, have a different theory of truth for items not in
the empirical world. Thus, in certain forms of mathematics, truth may be
a function of an entity’s role within a system.
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to allow at times that there is such a thing as the truth of an
interpretation of a patient’s mental states on a correspondence
theory, and it is wholly implausible that some of these inter-
pretations should be true on this theory and others on another
theory. My point is that if narrative truth, for Spence, is “truth
according to a coherence theory,” then there should be no such
thing as historical truth. In other words, for a coherence theo-
rist even historical truths are truths by virtue of their coherence
with other items in the theory.

If this is right, theorists like Spence and Loch do hold that
interpretations are mere stories that do not purport to be pos-
sibly true, and not that they are accounts true on a coherence
theory of truth. The story model really does have adherents.

This reasoning seems compelling, yet it may nevertheless be
wrong in its reading of these thinkers. Loch, in fact, explicitly
says that his second kind of truth is truth on a theory other
than the traditional —on a coherence or a pragmatic theory, for
example. Either, then, the reasoning above is unconvincing or
Loch is holding an incoherent position—as is Spence, on this
interpretation. It remains true, however, that Spence and Loch
could be alternative metaphysicians as regards interpretations
and not vulnerable to the strong argument from patient rejec-
tion, even if open to the other criticism about the incoherence
of their position.

But I now want to suggest that Spence and Loch, so long as
they believe (as they do) that interpretations can be true—or,
therefore, false—on a correspondence theory, remain subject to
exactly the strong form of the argument from patient rejection
even if they are alternative metaphysicians as to the truth of in-
terpretations. That is, even if the pure form of the story model
is not true as to them, they hold a mixed theory that is subject
to exactly the same argument as is the story model.

There are several variations on this argument. Here is how
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the first runs: If as a therapist you believe that your interpreta-
tions can be true or false on both a correspondence and, say, a
coherence theory, then if a particular interpretation is true on a
coherence theory but false on a correspondence theory, and you
know or should know that your patient will believe it on a cor-
respondence theory, you have an obligation to tell your patient.
You have the same obligation, indeed, that you would have if
the interpretation were false and there were no sense in which it
was true. The argument against the story theory was designed
for the latter case, but it applies equally when the patient will
believe something is true in a particular way, and it is false in
that way.

Although somewhat orthogonal to my central concern, an
interesting question arises here. Suppose you believe your in-
terpretations are true on a coherence theory (you are an alter-
native metaphysician), but you know or should know that your
patient believes them on a correspondence theory. Do you have
an obligation to disabuse your patient of her false belief? I be-
lieve not: it is only when you believe that the correspondence
theory is a valid theory, and your interpretation is in fact false
on that theory, that you are obliged to so inform your patient.
When you believe, on the other hand, that the correspondence
theory is false, incoherent, or otherwise wanting —that there is
no such thing as correspondence truth— then you have no obli-
gation to inform your patient of her misconceived view because
she is not believing a false interpretation you have offered her
as truth; the interpretation is not false.

But why should the analyst not have to disabuse the patient
of her false or delusory view of truth as much as of her false
or delusory interpretive belief? On the face of it, these situa-
tions seem to differ. It seems inappropriate for analysts to en-
gage their patients in discussions about philosophical theories
of truth. To do so would be outside the scope of one’s implicit
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contract with the patient to do therapy, so to speak. It would
no doubt be of little interest to most patients. The therapist is
not an authority on theories of truth and does not know the
patient’s theory to be false, and it would not necessarily be gen-
erally conceded to be so; the therapist simply thinks it is. Per-
haps most important, in offering an interpretation she knows
to be false, the therapist is implicitly holding it out as true and
inviting the patient to believe it. A conversational implicature,
so to speak, of offering an interpretation to a patient is that one
thinks it is or might be true. If one does not think this and fails
to so inform the patient, one is being deceptive. By contrast, to
present an interpretation to a patient is to make no implicit or
explicit representations about the correct theory of truth. The
analyst has no hand in bringing about the patient’s (putatively)
delusory belief and hence is under less of an obligation to set
the record straight, that is, to disabuse the patient of her false
belief.

If this argument is convincing, Spence and Loch—and those
who might be called mixed story/alternative metaphysics theo-
rists generally—are as subject to the strong form of the argu-
ment from patient rejection as pure story theorists generally.

Indeed, there is an argument that, even if these theorists do
inform their patients of their theory, their patients still both
will and should reject their interpretations. This second varia-
tion on the strong version of the argument from patient rejec-
tion as applied to this mixed view runs as follows: If interpreta-
tions can be true (or false) on both a correspondence theory and
a coherence theory, patients both will and should want them to
be true on the correspondence theory. The idea would be that
they would not want to believe interpretations that are false on
the correspondence theory.

But this contention seems to come to immediate grief as
soon as we recall the metaphor theory. I suggested that patients
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might be perfectly happy to accept interpretations that were
true metaphorically but false on a correspondence theory, on
condition that they were informed of this fact.

There may be an important difference between these cases,
however. We know what it is to believe a metaphoric truth
without lapsing into believing a falsehood; one believes the (un-
problematically) true things for which the metaphor is proxy
and believes the residue as metaphor. Thus, it is easy to see how
one can believe the relevant belief in the correct way, without
lapsing into believing a falsehood. But do we even know what
it means to believe some proposition p as a truth when it is true
on a coherence theory but false on a correspondence theory?
More important, is it possible to believe the proposition in the
correct way, without lapsing into believing the relevant false
belief? In short, it is hard to know what this even means, and,
more important, whether people can do it.

The central difference between the metaphor theory and
this mixed story/alternative metaphysics theory, then, is that
patients are likely to hold false beliefs on the latter theory but
not on the former. Yet I must point out a number of qualifi-
cations to this argument. First, I may be wrong in supposing
that people will not be able to understand, in the correct way,
a proposition that is true by coherence and false by correspon-
dence—perhaps I simply cannot. Second, I may be supposing
that patients will be tempted to believe the interpretation in
the correspondence way because that is the way people’s minds
work—1I have already considered the difficulties with this sup-
position in the discussion of the alternative metaphysics theory.
Third, I may be implicitly supposing that a difference between
this theory and the metaphor theory is that one gets some cor-
respondence truth on that theory, and patients will want that.
This at least needs argument. Fourth, this third argument may
suppose that patients will care on what esoteric theory of truth
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an interpretation is true; so long as it is true on some respect-
able theory, they may not be in the least bit concerned.

I now want to suggest a third variation on the original argu-
ment, however, that will take up these last two concerns. Even
if patients informed of the truth of interpretations on a coher-
ence theory and of their falsity on a correspondence theory can
make sense of this idea and avoid believing the interpretations
in a false way, they still will and should want interpretations
that are true on a correspondence theory, as they think that is a
better theory of truth. The idea here is that the correspondence
theory is more robust—and more psychologically satisfying to
boot. Perhaps it is unavailable,” in which case patients must be
content with what is available. But on the mixed theory, recall,
it is available: it is a coherent notion that is true to the concept
of truth, so to speak. Thus, patients will insist on 2. Moreover,
to the claim that patients likely will not care a whit about theo-
ries of truth, one may respond that the correspondence view
is the commonsense view, and people will indeed care to have
their expectations satisfied. (They may not want to have the
conversation, but once they have it, as I argue they must, they
will care about the outcome.) This variation of the argument,
then, has some plausibility.

A fourth and final variation of the argument is the follow-
ing: Patients will and should reject the mixed story/alternative
metaphysics view because the kind of truth it offers is in-
adequate. This argument is easiest to make when the theory
of truth offered is wanting by anyone’s standards. Thus Loch
sometimes speaks as if truth in his second sense is what sus-
tains one—what makes one feel better. But that sounds not
at all like truth, but rather like a cheering fiction. When this

2. This is the case on the alternative metaphysics view, so this argu-
ment is not available there.
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argument is applied to more philosophically respectable theo-
ries of truth, it is problematic. In all, however, even if Spence
and Loch hold this mixed story/alternative metaphysics theory,
it remains true that their theory is subject to the strong form of
the argument from patient rejection just as much as if it were a
pure story view.

SpENCE AND OTHERS As PURE STorRY THEORISTS

I want now to offer further evidence from some of Spence’s
later writings (Loch’s writings are far less voluminous) that
he holds that interpretations may be unambiguously false on
what he sees as truth in its paradigmatic sense.’* He does so,
of course, without indicating any awareness that it may there-
fore be problematic to offer these interpretations to patients for
them to believe—at least without disclosure of their status.

Consider Spence’s article “Narrative Truth and Theoretical
Truth” (1982). Even the abstract of this article shows his posi-
tion in no uncertain terms:

Although Freud was inclined to believe that every
effective reconstruction contained a “kernel of
truth,” it is by no means clear how this kernel can
be identified and separated from the set of equally
likely fabrications which make up a good part of the
patient’s life story. If we have no sure way of iden-
tifying historical truth, we may be seriously handi-
capped in our attempt to frame theoretical laws.
What may be effective in a particular clinical in-

3. The reader will recall, however, that by the time of The Freudian
Metaphor, Spence seems to have changed his position. Even there, he still
uses the concept of narrative truth in the objectionable way.
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stance (narrative truth) may not automatically gen-
eralize to the larger domain of clinical theory. (43)*

Plainly historical truth (the kernel of truth) here is identified
with the truth. The contrast is with fabrications. At best, nar-
rative truth is something that is therapeutically effective. As
such, it does not lead to theory development because narrative
truths are not, in essence, truths.

Spence makes the further claim in this article that “while
narrative fit can be highly persuasive in the immediate clini-
cal situation, its compelling quality does not necessarily indi-
cate the presence of more general truths” (48). Thus, narrative
truth (or fit) 1s here contrasted with truth. And so “true and
false happenings (in the sense of historical truth) can both be
smoothly fitted into a patient’s developing story, and the good-
ness of fit cannot be used to distinguish the first from the
second” (48-49). Again, historical truth refers to the truth,
and something false can narratively fit. A few sentences later,
narrative truth is contrasted with “historical validity” (48-49)
(emphasis added), and Spence seems to suggest that aesthetic
appeal might be more important than a “strict representation
of reality” (48-49).

That historical truth, for Spence, is the truth and narrative
truth something quite different, is clear from other statements
as well. Consider his claim that “among the elements of the
narrative account, some may be true in the sense of having
actually happened (historical truth), and others may be true

4. Emphasis added. Spence makes this claim thus in the article: “It is
by no means clear how the ‘kernel of truth’ can be identified and separated
from the set of equally likely fabrications which make up the patient’s
life story, and if we have no sure way of identifying historical truth,
we are seriously handicapped in our attempt to frame theoretical laws”
(1982b, 51).
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in a narrative sense, but false from the standpoint of history”
(so). Historical truth is what actually happened, and narra-
tive truths can be historically false. And again: “Implicit in the
notion that narrative truth can be distinguished from histori-
cal truth is the conclusion that narrative truth can be based on
nonhistorical premises” (60). Thus, interpretations may “work
for nonfactual reasons” (60).

In short, “Narrative Truth and Theoretical Truth,” written
in the same year as Narrative Truth and Historical Truth and
said to be an outgrowth of the earlier work, shows Spence
believing that it is acceptable to offer patients interpretations
that are false yet satisfying. Historical truth, for Spence, just
is truth, and narrative truth is something effective, pleasing,
useful to believe—but not quite truth.?

Spence continues the theme that narrative truth is not truth
in his article “Narrative Appeal vs. Historical Validity” (1989).
Once again, many interpretations offered to patients may be
persuasive but false: “Some—indeed many—of our interpre-
tations might easily be false; they nevertheless maintain their
power to persuade because they contain the elements of narra-
tive persuasion plus (sometimes) a soupgon of historical truth”
(518). An interpretation, if supplied “with the right amount of
conviction, . . . will be taken as true—whether or not it is”
(519). Indeed, analysts may ask, “How many delusions, mas-
querading as interpretations, are we peddling every day?” (519)
(emphasis added).

Later Spence continues to align narrative truth with persua-
sive appeal, the power to heal—and to contrast it with truth:
“Much of the time, I would suggest, what passes for recon-

5. Indeed, Spence’s 1983 article is called “Narrative Persuasion” rather
than “Narrative Truth.” Perhaps the change in terminology is significant.

See Spence (1983).
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struction is largely narrative truth; it has its own persuasive
appeal and therapeutic clout, but does not necessarily represent
a true recovery or faithful reworking of the past” (520). And so
the therapist’s own narrative truth “has the power to heal. But
this should be kept separate from the true recovery of the past”
(520). And again, an interpretation may have a good chance to
“succeed” —“but it may be entirely delusional” (521) (empha-
sis added).

Spence’s article “Narrative Truth and Putative Child Abuse”
(1994) leaves no doubt that narrative truths are not true: a false
memory of early child abuse may be deemed narratively true.
Thus “memories of early child abuse can be read in at least two
distinct ways—as true accounts of an unspeakable event or as
metaphors for a wide range of boundary violations which be-
long to both past and present” (289) (from abstract). “In the
hands of a master craftsman, narrative truth can paper over any
number of logical and scientific lapses” (293).

Spence discusses many of the ways these memories can go
wrong; for example, original memories can be “tampered with”
(294). And “even though the adult witness or patient knows the
difference between fact and fantasy, he or she is in no position
to partition the retrieved memory into initial observations—
historical truth—and the subsequent leveling and sharpening of
the remembering process which produces narrative truth” (295).
False memories of abuse may be narratively true. Narrative
truth is something that persuades, that seems true—but is not.

This brief review of some of Spence’s work subsequent to
Narrative Truth and Historical Truth illustrates beyond a doubt
that he is not referring to two different literal versions of truth,
like a correspondence and a coherence version (if we can even
make sense of the notion of two coexisting versions of truth),
but rather is holding that historical truth just is truth, full stop,
and narrative truth is something that does not fully deserve that

242/ Appendix: The Reality of the Story Model



name. Spence, in his writing, seems to identify historical truth
with truth—and to contrast truth with narrative truth. If this is
s0, the fourth variation of the argument above may be available
as against Spence: patients will and should reject interpreta-
tions that are only narratively true because narrative truth does
not fully deserve to be thought of as truth. At the very least,
Spence seems aware that analysts may offer patients interpre-
tations that are not true, at least by a correspondence theory—
indeed, that are fantasies or delusions under this theory; yet he
evinces no awareness that this is problematic—and that ana-
lysts might be under an obligation to inform their patients of
this fact.

My interpretation of Spence is bolstered by the fact that
many therapists have read his concept of narrative truth to
mean fantasy in the context of false memories of child abuse.
For example, in “Historical Versus Narrative Truth: Clarify-
ing the Role of Exogenous Trauma in the Etiology of MPD
[multiple personality disorder] and its Variants” (1989), George
Ganaway speaks of the concept of narrative truth in the false
memory context: “As in psychodynamic psychotherapy with
other disorders [than MPD], the reconstruction of memory is
subject to so much defensive distortion as to require the label
of narrative truth, or psychical reality, as opposed to historical
truth, or fact-based reality (Spence, 1982)” (1989, 210).

Michael I. Good makes the same identification in “The Re-
construction of Early Childhood Trauma: Fantasy, Reality, and

6. Spence himself correctly warns against a too-fast identification of
narrative truth with psychical reality and historical truth with material
reality, in part on the ground that there can be fact-based no less than
fantasy-based descriptions of psychic reality no less than of material
reality. See “Narrative Truth and Theoretical Truth” (1982b, 50). It re-
mains true that insofar as one is discussing material reality—as one is in

the abuse context—to identify narrative truth with psychic reality is to
identify it as fantasy.
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Verification” (1994). He speaks of the “contrasting perspectives
of historical (actual, material) truth as opposed to narrative
(intrapsychic) truth in psychoanalytic reconstruction” (1994,
79) (in abstract). Similarly, in “The Reconstruction of a Re-
pressed Sexual Molestation Fifty Years Later” (1995), Milton
Viederman discusses the “current public concern about child-
hood molestation and abuse,” which “has fueled the debate
in psychoanalysis about historical versus narrative truth” (1995,
1169) (in abstract). The narrative theory in its purest form, ac-
cording to Viederman, insists “that truthfulness regarding early
experience is not the domain of psychoanalysis properly speak-
ing and only meaning and coherence are pertinent” (1995, 1170).

In “A Narrative Approach to ‘Repressed Memories’” (1995),
Theodore Sarbin transparently uses Spence’s concepts of nar-
rative and historical truth to refer to the difference between
fantasy and reality; therapy may be concerned with fantasies
that resonate with the patient, but courts of law must be con-
cerned with the facts— historical truth: “In the forensic setting,
the narrative truth that flows from the recovery of repressed
memories is not enough; historical truth is required. I discuss
the role of imagining in the construction of rememberings and
the difficulties in establishing the historical truth of any re-
membering” (51) (in abstract). Thus, “until recently, therapists
could be satisfied when they helped their clients achieve a for-
mulation of self that met the criteria for narrative truth; now,
therapists must keep in mind that the legal system may require
them to assist in establishing historical truth because their
clients or the alleged victimizers may appeal to the courts to
legitimize their respective narratives” (52). Sarbin identifies the
distinction between narrative truth and historical truth with
that between “therapeutic coherence and forensic coherence”
(61). If called on to be a witness, “the therapist must recognize
that narrative truth, or therapeutic coherence, although an ac-
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ceptable goal in reconstructing a failing self-narrative, may not
be acceptable in the forensic context. For the triers of fact, his-
torical truth is paramount” (61). That narrative truth is not, for
Sarbin, truth becomes apparent when he states that recovered
memories of sexual abuse might better be labeled “befieved-in
imaginings” (64).

Finally, Theodore Shapiro, in “On Reminiscences” (1993),
once again suggests that a focus on narrative truth means a
diminution in the importance of remembering—which implies
that one recovers truth: “Recently, psychoanalysts have focused
on narrative truth and hermeneutics with diminished attention
to the role of remembering in symptom formation and treat-
ment” (395)(in abstract). Shapiro decries the idea of analysts
becoming “poets of the couch” (408).

From this brief review of the use made of Spence’s notion of
narrative truth by a number of contemporary writers, it should
be obvious that narrative truth is essentially a fantasy that reso-
nates with the patient. A number of the commentators I have
quoted from are troubled by the idea that narrative truth is suf-
ficient unto itself, although some, at least for purposes of the
therapeutic context, are quite happy with it. In any case, the
argument against the story model of hermeneutic psychoanaly-
sis is an argument against any version of therapy that does not
aim at the truth, whether this posture is motivated by a post-
modern turn in theory or not. This, of course, is not to imply
that achieving truth or knowing what to do therapeutically
when it is unclear is an easy matter.

The argument of this book against the story model, then,
is not directed at a lone article, namely, Sharpe’s “Mirrors,
Lamps, Organisms and Texts.” I do think it is clear that Sharpe
is a story theorist. Recall his thesis about the indeterminacy of
psychoanalytic interpretations. And if nothing else, his conclu-
sions on why interpretations are efficacious leave no doubt as
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to his view: interpretations are effective not because they are
true—indeed, no “sense” can be attached to this notion—but
as placebos. In the same way, an ideological or religious conver-
sion may be enormously satisfying and helpful without being
“a conversion to a set of true doctrines” (1988, 196).

A case can likewise be made that both Steele and Viderman
are story theorists, even though they could also conceivably be
alternative metaphysicians or interpretations-as-literary-criti-
cism theorists. For instance, among other things, Steele says
that “truth is not the correct statement of a historical fact”
(1979, 398)—a rather storylike thing to say. Viderman states,
among other things, that interpretations are not either true
or false—they “cannot be contained in an alternative binary
proposition of truth or untruth” (1979, 266). Another very
storylike thing to say. Thus, there is evidence that at least
Sharpe, Steele, Viderman, Loch, and Spence—not to mention
those clinicians who have latched onto the concept of narra-
tive truth in thinking about their practices—are story theorists.
The story theory is fully deserving of an extended critique. It
is not a straw man. Indeed, so much is the theory not a straw
man that some think it obviously and unproblematically true.

I entered a caution in the Introduction to this book that
the story theorists may have distorted the hermeneutic posi-
tion. Nevertheless, they are usefully thought of as hermeneuts
for my purposes, inasmuch as that is how they are classified in
psychoanalytic circles. Furthermore, they sound a lot like the
other hermeneuts. This may suggest that the truly hermeneutic
position threatens to become an implausible story position if
care is not exercised. It may also be important when exploring
whether other, more classically hermeneutic theorists are vul-
nerable to the more sophisticated form of the argument from
patient rejection.
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