ARNOLD D. RICHARDS

Introduction

What words one uses in constructing one’s theories and what their deriva-
tives were is less important, in most instances, than what meaning the
words have in terms of the new data and new generalizations about those
data that constitute psychoanalytic theory. Words for what is new necessa-
rily derive from what is familiar. This means neither that the words that have
been redefined in this way should be retained nor that they should be re-
placed. Sometimes one course is followed, sometimes the other. Either can
be defended or preferred, provided one realizes that it makes no great dif-
ference. It is not language that is important. One can think or speak in one
language as well as in another. What one says is the important thing, not
how one says it [Brenner, 1980, p. 208].

This passage from “Metapsychology and Psychoanalytic Theory” is quint-
essentially Charles Brenner. Although he penned these remarks in the
context of his defense of the language of metapsychology, they stand as
eloquent testimony to the values that have guided him throughout a dis-
tinguished career as both theorist and practitioner.

This is the credo of a “classical” analyst, disinclined to supplant the lan-
guage of Freud's discoveries with trendier words that offer no real gain to
conceptual understanding or explanatory power. It is at the same time the
credo of a classical analyst who understands fuli well that theory-building
is an evolving enterprise and that the words through which the analyst
frames his theories must themselves evolve if they are to do justice to the
ever growing data base generated by the psychoanalytic method. If for
three decades Brenner has been content to innovate by addressing the
meaning of traditional psychoanalytic concepts, drive, defense, super-
ego, affect, it is because he has never been a revolutionary, intent orl de-
molishing the psychoanalytic edifice bequeathed us by Freud. His appre-
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ctation ol the inndamentat prmciples that are Treods, lepacy has culti-
valed e hinge a preat iespect for the language in which these principles
were lonmulated, U Brenner's signal strength to have retained the lan-
prape of clssical analysis, all the while showing how the meaning of psy-
choanalytic concepts must evolve if analysis is to remain a fully adequate
science of mind.

Brenner is no psychoanalytic maverick. He has no “school” and seeks
no“lollowers.” Yet he has emerged as one of the preeminent theorists of
his generation, one whose substantive innovations are masked by the
classical terminology he retains and by his modest disclaimers that his
theoretical contributions are but clarifications or refinements of tradi-
tional thinking. As | hope to demonstrate, however, Brenner’s contribu-
tions in a variety of areas are far from incremental; they culminate in sig-
nificant reformulations and bear witness to the continuing ability of
classical psychoanalytic discourse to accommodate the growth of psy-
choanalytic knowledge. And this is perhaps Charles Brenner's greatest
contribution as both theoretician and educator, to have shown that the
concepts of classical analysis are not frozen in the past but rather are flexi-
ble instruments of conceptual and clinical advance. He is a conservative
who believes in process, and his work admirably bears out his cautionary
reminder that “what one says is the important thing, not how one says it.”

PSYCHOANALYSIS AS SCIENCE

Brenner's Elementary Textbook of Psychoanalysis, first published in 1955
and revised in 1973, is the most notable explication of psychoanalytic
principles in the history of the discipline. It has probably been read by
more analysts, psychiatrists, psychologists, physicians, and studcents than
any other work in the field. In its elegance and lucidity, it is matched only
by Freud’s own Introductory Lectures. Itis in this early work that Brennes
outlined the principles that guide him in his estimation of psychoanalysis
as a natural science. For Brenner, it is Freud’s discovery of the psy« hoana-
lytic method and his objective attitude toward the data generated by this
method that place analysis squarely within the domain of the natural sci-
ences. This distinctive method of data gathering, along with the intcire-
lated hypotheses of psychic determinism and unconscious mental pro-
cesses, is one of three pillars of the psychoanalytic edifice. The language
of psychoanalytic theory is commensurate with the data obtained by
means of the psychoanalytic method. The heuristic test of this language is
its clinical explanatory value.
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Corollary to this perspective is Brenner's belief that the mere fact that it
v possible 1o reformulate analysis in language compatible with that of
other disciplines says nothing about the desirability of such translation. In
4 contribution published in 1969, he discusss Gardner’s attempt to make
psychoanalytic terminology dovetail with the language of neurophysiol-
opy. Brenner (1969a) observes that Gardiner integrated strategy is be-
licd by the fact that Gardiner “thinks” in terms of neurophysiology and
aims at a unified science in which the concepts of both disciplines be-
come coterminous with those of chemistry and physics. Lost in this inte-
grative shuffle, however, is the distinctive nature of psychoanalytic data,
the complex thought processes issuing in wishes, fantasies, and anxieties.
Until the precise relationship between mental representation and
neuronal functions can be stipulated, which neither Gardner nor any of
his successors has been able to do, it is idle to judge the admissibility of
psychoanalytic concepts in terms of their compatibjlity with neurophysi-
ology. Analogizing at the level of terminology, ‘whic‘h is all Gardner really
does, cannot establish conceptual compatibility and can provide no basis
for jettisoning the mere metaps{/chological language commensurate with
psychoanalytic data. ‘ ‘

Brenner fu%’ther:observes that Gardner’s attempt to place a notion of
“organismic e‘quilil‘oration” at the heart of psychoanalytic theory is fraught
with logical difficulties: “If one follows the line of reasoning which it
embodies, one would expect that evolution has eliminated psychosis and
severe neurosis altogether or that it will do so in the course of time” (p.
50). Brenner adds that an equilibration model does violence to the data of
psychoanalytic observation by ignoring the fact that “the urge to achieve
instinctual gratificz‘ation and to avoid unpleasure dominates mental activ-
ity to an extraordi‘nary degree” (p. 51). For Brenner, then, “the pleasure
principle is not only central to the psychoanalytic theory of the drives; it is
central to the whole of the psychoanalytic theory of mental conflict as
well” (p. 51). [n supplanting this principle with an organismic “need” to
adapt to external stimuli or to achieve a table equilibrium among oppos-
ing tendencies of the mind, theorists ignore the facts of mental life as dis-
closed by the psychoanalytic method: “Such theories may explain very
well what the experimenter observes in a psychological laboratory. But
they do not explain nor do they fit what the clinician daily observes of the
wellsprings of human behavior and the conflict in human life to which
they give rise” (p. 51).

Such remarks are central to Brenner's work and highlight the radical
disjunction between his approach and that of theorists like George Klein,
Heinz Kohut, and John Gedo. The latter all evoke some notion of the
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“self” and its organization in order to supplant the pleasure principle with
an updated version of Gardner’s organismic equilibration hypot.hesis. In
“Psychoanalysis and Science,” a paper presented in 1968 and stlmglated
in part by the New York University Symposium on “Psychoanalysis and
Scientific Method” in the fifties, Brenner amplified his response to
Gardner. He argues that a science is defined not by the nature of the sub-
ject matter under investigation but rather by the approach it adgpts to-
ward that subject matter. It is by virtue of the analyst’s investigative atti-
tude that psychoanalysis qualifies as a natural science. In ‘adopting this
position, Brenner was disputing the claim, made most forcefully by Kohgt
in his influential paper of 1959, that analysis departs from the natural sci-
ences by virtue of its reliance on “introspection” in’its data gathering.
Brenner maintains, contra Kohut, that introspection is a notoriously
unreliable tool for obtaining information about mental phenomena: “An
independent and outside observer with the help of Lthe psychoanalytic
method can gain a far more accurate and useful and ]nformative view of
the mental functioning of the patient’s verbal communications, than any-
one can from introspection” (p. 689). For Brenner, the: introspective tend-
ency to attribute our own tho{Jghts and feelings to others is something
“we must unlearn with experierice.” He agrees that we; may reasonably as-
sume that other. people’s minds are very similar to our own, but adds that
“it is risky to go too farin this direction, that too great a reliance on what
we call empathy and intuition leads to the undesirable type of activity that
we call wild analysis” (p. 690). ;

In “Psvchoanalysis: Philosophy or Science” (1970), a contribution to
Psychoaﬁaly5is and Philosojphy}, he buttresses his argument by stressing
that Freud did not “base his theories on introspective data but on obser-
vation—in particular on the close and extended observation of mentally
ill (neurotic) patients who came to him for treatment” (p. 36). Freud's un-
paralleled achievements, he believes, derive nat frg)m his in.tr'ospecttv'e
powers but from his ability to'evaluate with scientific objectivity “previ-
ously unknown and largely unsuspected data derived from the psychoan-
alytic method”|(p. 37). In the guise of self psychology, Kohu}’s contrary
position of 1959 would blossom into the point of view that Freud’s great-
ness derived largely fom dis¢iplined introspection, and that it is only
through introspection ;mc‘l empathy that the d|\diy.“>l obtains important
(data about his, patients” mental functioning, For Brenner, the pleasure
principle and Cextiospection” of the natunal N ientist. would remain
coentral ‘
hienners most recent ¢ontribution on the sciéntific status of psycho-

analysis is the 1980 “Metapsychology and Psychoanalytic Theory ” Llere,
i tesponse Lo critics such as George Klein and Merton Gill and Roy

INTRODUCTION h

Schaler, who deem metapsychology an undesirable, pseudoscientific ac-
cretion to the “hermeneutic” core of analysis, Brenner undertakes a care-
ful review of Freud's various uses of the term, beginning with a statement
in 1898 in which he construed metapsychology as the bridge connecting
the unconscious biological and the conscious psychological. At a later
stage in his career, Freud equated metapsychology with the psychology
of the unconscious, and still later in his 1915 paper “The Unconscious,”
he seemed to equate the metapsychological with the economic aspects
of mental functioning. But Brenner goes on to adduce fairly compelling
evidence that Freud ultimately came to equate metapsychology with psy-
choanalytic theory in general, rather than simply with the psychoanalytic
theory of unconscious mental processes; in Freud’s footnote to the title of
“Metapsychological Supplement to the Theory of Dreams” (1915b), “met-
apsychology” and “psychological system” are used synonymously.

On the basis of this philological judgment, Brenner takes issue with the
attempt by Rapaport and Gill (1959) to dissect metapsychology into six
discrete assumptions and viewpoints. His argument is that each view-
point invoked by Rapaport and Gill implicates all the others, so that “so-
called structural theory, for example, is not merely a structural point of
view. lts propositions are dynamic, genetic, adaptive, economic, and
structural propositions” (p. 198). In short, metapsychology as a notational
shorthand for psychoanalytic theory cannot be differentiated from the in-
dividual viewpoints that jointly comprise it: metapsychology itself denote
the fact of this mistual implication. Psychoanalytic understanding and the
theory that encapsulates it is the confluence of these several viewpoints.

In a related vein, Brenner takes issue with the attempt by Robert
Waelder (1962) to divide psychoanalysis into a hierarchy of “levels” based
on a putative proximity to the data of observation. Disputing Waelder’s
judgment that metapsychology is less proximate to the data and hence
“far less necessary” to analysis than less abstract levels of explanation,
Brenner argues that Waelder's entire classificatory schema is based on a
fundamental misconception “of the nature of scientific observation and
theory formation”:

In every branch of science even the simplest observations involve ideas of
the highest order of abstraction. In physics, for example, such high level ab-
stractions as space and time are data of observation. In psychoanalysis, asin
every other branch of science, both theories and observations involve
greater numbers of abstractions. What makes a theory useful and dependa-
ble has no relation whatever to its abstractedness. A theory is either well
supported by a large amount of data that are relevant, or, it is poorly sup-
ported by data. The correct basis for a hierarchy of theories of any science is
not abstractness or concreteness. It is the degree to which a given theory is
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supported by the relevant data or, conversely, how speculative itis. “Specu-
(ative” is not a synonym for “abstract,” nor is “well supported by relevant
data” its antonym [p. 200].

Through his defense of metapsychology as a mode of discourse commen-
surate with psychoanalytic data, Brenner returns to his view that analysis
as a natural science takes up an observational stance no different from
that of other natural sciences. He disputes the hermeneutic claim that
analysis forfeits its claim to scientifi¢ status by virtue of its preoccupation
with “meaning.” For Brenner, the analytic concern with meaning only
highlights the fact that analysis is a separate branch of science addressing
its particular subject in the manner of any other science:

The data of psychoanalysis are priné:ipally wishes, fears, fantasies, dreams,
neurotic symptoms, associative material, etc., expressed in language and
gestures that have meaning. In other words, psychoanalysts do deal with
meanings as data, which physicists and neurophysiologists, for example, do
not. But what psychoanalysts do with their data is no different in principle
from what any other scientists do with their data. What psychoanalysts do
that is of particularimportance. .. is that they make inferences with respect
to the causes of the wishes, fears, fantasies, dreams, neurotic symptoms,
and associative material that constitute their data of observation. They pos-
tulate the same cause and effect relationships with respect to their data as
physicists, for example, do with respect 1o theirs. That is to say, psychoana-
bysts try to discover or, to be more precise, to infer what it is that causes the
normal and pathological mental phenomena they observe. Their discover-
ies or inferences are what constitute psychoanalytic theory, just as, for ex-
ample, Newton’s inferences, which are more usually called his laws of
motion, constitute the theory of celestial and terrestial mechanics that bears
his name [p. 205].

It is from this standpoint, and with the data of psychoanalytic observation
in mind, that Brenner proceeds to defend the much attacked notion of
psychic energy.

Is it justified and useful as a concept and as a term? ! believe so, but not be-
cause the word, energy, was derived in the first instance from a term and
concept of physics. | believe so because | think that drive theory is a valid
and useful generalization (theory) about mental functioning and that in that
theory there should be some termto designate the concept that drives have
the capacity toimpel the ind o activity e apacity that varies in strenpth
fonm Tune 1o tine What that « one ept e calledimativr notat Al iy e
thon it neattersoschegher ooe - el Foplids rene b Spaede o Cetnburin
st et b e enegs prodicationr tppaeite ot abe thedagtn
TR ail ot e oo et o toeadles Iy «Iu-;n thic o t']!t Aalto
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well and you have to substitute something else for it. Just changing the name
from “drive” to, say, “motivation” changes nothing in the theory. It makes
the theory no more “psychological,” no jess “mechanistic,” no more “hu-
man,” than it was before [pp. 210-211].

Here, as always, Brenner's concern is not with words but with the theoret-
ical assumptions that underlie them and the implications of these assump-
tions for psychoanalytic theory-building.To jettison the notion of psychic
energy is to abandon drive theory in its common form; itis to make a “real
change” in psychoanalytic theory, which has held since Freud that mental
life is composed of conscious and uncgnscious wishes that impinge on
the mental apparatus with varying degrees of intensity. In drawing atten-
tion both to the assumptions that underlie the abandonment of individual
psychoanalytic concepts and to the implications of such a move, Brenner
highlights the magnitude of Freud’s achievement: the promulgation of a
theory of mental life that achieves cohgsiveness and explanatory force
through the conceptual interweaving of all its major concepts..

THE DRIVES, AGGRESSION, AND STRL‘JCTURAL THEORY

In the second chapter of the Elementary Textbook, Brenner (1955) sug-
gests a position on the drives that dovetails in most éssentials with that of
Freud. The drives, he tells his readers, are uabstractions from the data of
experience. They are hypotheses — operational concepts, to use a term
which is fashionable nowadays —which we believe énable us to undet
stand and explain our data in as simple.and as systematic a way as possi
ble” (p. 20). His contention that there are two kinds of psychic energy,
one associated with libido and one with the aggressive drive, implics
basically Biological concept of the drives. He J:ieparts} from Freud only in
contesting the validity of the concept of repétition dompulsibn and the
idea that the gratification associated with aggression is beyond the plea
ure principle. With respect to the latter point, hé is content to cite
Hartmand and inform the reader that “the majjority of psychoanalysts ap
pear to have accepted this view” (p. 30). o

in chapter 2 of The Mind in Conflict, written almost 30 ygars later in
1982, Brenner draws a clearer distinction between his views and those ol
[roud. At the onset, alluding to Freud's concept of the instinctas “fron
lier concept” at the interface of mind and body, he disputes the conten
ton that paychoanalytic data by themeelves can never be anadequate ba
e Lon o setinbactony theory of the doves Rather, Bienner .n‘y,nw. that o
catdadc 1oy theory of diives can denve only hrom |r.§u hoanalytic data, in
Contesting, the need toanchor prye honraiytic duve theory in nonanatyhe
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data derived from biology, physiology, animal observation, and the like,
Brenner also contests Freud's attempt to “biologize” libido by tracing its
origins to particular regions of the body. For Brenner, as for Freud, the
connections between libido and the erogenous zones are “indisputable
and intimate,” but Brenner adds that “this is not the same as saying that li-
bido arises from mouth, anus, genitals, etc.” (p. 14). He then cites certain
facts that weigh against Freud's conceptualization, including the intensifi-
cation of libidinal wishes at the time of menopause and the climacteric,
and the efflorescense of sexual wishes during the oedipal period. Brenner
continues:

Everyday analytic experience demonstrates, for example, that events
occurring in the context of a relationship between patient and analyst, such
as impending separation or the commencement of analysis, can powerfully
increase, i.e., stimulate, the urgency of libidinal wishes, but no one would
conclude from such observation that the relationship between patient and
analyst, i.e., the transference, is a source of libido, much less the source of
it. In the same way, it is not truly convincing to conclude from the very inti-
mate relationship between erogenous zones and libidinal derivatives that
the zones are the source of the libidinal drive. That they are intimately
linked is certain. That one is the source of the other is less so fpp. 14-15).

In the seemingly fine distinction that concludes this passage, we see
Brenner's emancipation from certain mechanistic accoutrements of
Freud's approach to motivation. It is tantamount to the espousal of an en-
tirely psychological and “personalized” approach to drive behavior.

This attitude carries over to Brenner’s discussion of aggression (1971b).
Here he differentiates between the theory of the aggressive drive, which
derives from “the accumulation of psychoanalytic evidence,” and the
theory of the death instinct, through which Freud sought to give the phe-
nomenon of human aggressiveness a transcendent biological meaning.
Brenner argues that just as Freud required a somatic source for libido, that
is, the excitation of the nerve endings in the erogenous zones, 5o he re-
quired one for aggression. He believed he had located this in “the univer-
sal tendency of living matter to die,” an idea Brenner finds invalid on
grounds both empirical and logical. More important, it cannot be inferred
from psychoanalytic data and so has no place in psychoanalytic explana-
tion. Clinical explanations of aggression, including self-destructive be-
havior, implicate only those aspects of Treud's thoory that derive from
praychoanadytic doptas Through such data we

e planan h Dby ion i e of mvrderone chnldbood wislie, fear of 1ol
abwtion fear ot loses and et pronatn e e, o et theae depemd vy the
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sentially on the data furnished by the application of the psychoanalytic
method [p. 21].

Brenner’s critique of the death instinct as nonpsychological and non
psychoanalytic paves the way for his redefinition of the drives as “general
izations” about two classes of “wishes” corresponding to two types of o
tivation. This definition, in turn, leads him to accord pride of place not 1o
the drive itself, but to drive derivatives, the “wish for gratification” that 1,
uniquely individual. Itis in his attention to the variousness of drive deis .
tives as uniquely individual embodiments of the drives that Brennet ap
proaches the position of hermeneuticists like George Klein and Roy
Schafer. For Brenner, that is, it is insufficient simply to impute to
analysands libidinal or aggressive conflicts stemming from their dhivee,
And it is of little moment to go one step further and categorize the
analysand’s wishes as oral, anal, or phallic. Rather,

What is important in respect to each patient is to learn as much as possibles
about the libidinal ad aggressive drive derivatives which are impottant al
the moment, including their relationship to childhood derivatives and 10
subsequent experience and development. What is important, in otho
words, is to learn as much as possible about what a patient wishes, about
who is involved in his wishes, about how and why he has just those paticu
lar wishes about those particular persons [p. 26].

Itis ironic that Brenner, in his sensitivity to the experiential specificity of
the analysand’s conflicting wishes, adopts a position of nominal Apree
ment with those analysts who, unlike him, seek to dispense entirely with
psychoanalytic metapsythology. The essential difference, of courc, 1-
that Brenner arrives at his position using the language and concepliral
framework of classical analysis. Indeed, his stance is a refinement of « L
sical thinking; it is premised on an entirely psychoanalytic appreciation of
the drives and generalizations about wishes. Kiein (1976) and Sl
(1976), on the other hand, feel that they can articulate the stigularity of
the individual’s conflicts'and wishes and wishful impulses only by i
planting psychoanalytic drive theory, which includes the Cracial notion
of the drive derivative, with a new vocabulary and a new « o cptual
framework. Brenner finds such departures gratuitous:

Critics of the psychoanalytic theory of the drives often charge Hhal it is iy
personal and mechanistio . The 1act do not justify the chare: Sech critie
eher ymore o nsanderdand the ditme tion between deve aned deve
deavative The fommer i imperonad and peneral, the Liter pencral and
spectie Dove theory e udes, hoth gy 1)

et Brenner™ etigt credht to e <how e T Ly conenida
Hore tothe peyve hoanalyte theory of e dinces whie b anonint tonbreeds,
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own position refined and shorn of the extra-analytic presuppositions, cul-
minate in a substantive revision of the structural theory. Rejecting Freud'’s
speculations about the biological origins of the drives, Brenner is led to
reassess the notion of the id, which Freud envisioned as the repository of
the drives. Freud, and most analysts since him, viewed the drives as con-
stitutionally determined and present from the very beginnning of postna-
tal life. The clear implication is that drives are more independent of expe-
rience than are those aspects of mental functioning subsumed under the
rubric of “ego.” Brenner, however, drawing on all the availab|e‘ psychoan-
alytic evidence, suggests that drive-related activities, whether libidinal or
aggressive, are from birth influenced by experiential factors that gain ex-
pression in ego development. In short, clinical analysis does'not sustain
the separation of ego development from issues of drive expression and
drive gratification. It follows that a sharp distinction betweenego and id,
even a sharp heuristic distinction, must be brought into question.
Brenner makes the same point when he notes that what psychoanalytic
theory subsumes under ego functions are distinguishable from drives and
drive derivatives only in situations of conflict. Ego functions, he reminds
us, are executants of drives and hence come into o‘pposition to drives
only when drive derivatives evoke unpleasure and defense. For Brenner,
then, conflict is a sine qua non of structural theory itself. In The Mind in
Conflict (1982a), he supports this point by appealing to Anna Freud's re-
mark that “in the absence of conflict there is no division among the mental
agencies, or, in other words, no id, ego, or superego”(p. 73). In a similar
vein, he cites David Beres, who remarked that in order to be consistent,
repressed wishes and fantasies must be regarded as bglonging properlyin
the heading of the ego. In thus stressing the role of the' ego in drive gratifi-
cation from the very beginning of life, he implicitly departs from Freud,
who was content to situate repressed wishes first in “the unconscious” of
the topographical theory and ultimately in the “id” of structural theory.
Brenner's reformulation of structural theory culminates in the revised
estimation of ‘the superego set forth in chapter 8 of The /vlind in Conflict
(1982). In the Elementary Textbook (1955) Brenner accepted the tradi-
tional view of the superego as one agency in the psychic apparatus. In ar-
ticles published over the next two decades (1959, 1982a), he significantly
enlarged our Elinical appreciation of this mental agency by drawing atten-
tion 1o the role of both masochism and libidinal gratification in superego
[ormation. By contrast, in The Mind in Conflict Brenner offers an entirely
pew petspechive onthe supetepo, constiaing it as a dompromise forma-
o o tonally analogone to other comprotee lormtions reveaded by

et ter bt e oconr Brenoes contmmes wocdees that theaipereyao
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is a “structure” that enters into psychic conflict along with id and ego. But
as id and ego are presumably not compromise formations, Brenner’s re-
cent formulations appear to forego the symmetry of the three intra-
psychic agencies of traditional structural theory. This suggests that, im-
plicitly at least, Brenner has arrived at a theoretical juncture where he
questions the validity and clinical usefulness of conceptualizing mental
life in terms of three structurally equivalent mental agencies. | will not
venture to predict where Brenner's theorizing will lead him, beyond
speculating that his forthcoming contributions will offer increasingly nu-
anced depictions of the interrelated constituents of psychic conflict while
simultaneously incorporating certain features of the hermeneutic theo-
rists like Klein and Schafer. Brenner seems to have understood well the
aphorism of his friend and colleague, Jacob Arlow, that id, ego, and su-
perego exist not in the patient but in psychoanalytic textbooks. It is con-
ceivable that Brenner will eventually articulate a model of the mind in
conflict in which the intérpretation of the elements of conflict is such that
the traditional concepts of id, ego, and superego become superfluous.

AFFECTS

For Brenner the problem of affect is coterminous with the problem of
anxiety.'His earliest publication on the topic, misleadingly entitled “An
Addendlmto Freud's Theory of Anxiety” (1953), is actually a seminal con-
tribution to affect theory!that paves the way for his recent formulations re-
garding depressive affect. Brenner begins by arguing against Freud's theo-
ries of actual and traumatic neuroses. Here again his point of departure is
diametrically opposite that of Kohut, whose early acceptance of the con-
cept of actual neurosis was crucial to his later theorizing (Ornstein, 1978).
With respect to actual neurosis, Brenner critically reviews the data sug-
gesting that anxiety can arise automatically owing to a quantitative flood-
ing of the psychic apparatus. His conclusion is that analysis has not gener-
ated any data suggesting that anxiety can emerge independently of a
psychical source. Otherwise, he finds no evidence of Freud's claim that
neurotic anxiety can arise from simple frustration or sexual strivings. Re-
turning to the traumatic neuroses, Brenner finds that available analytic
data contradict Freud: they suggest that the anxiety associated with trau-
matic states derives from the conflicts evoked by traumautic situations
and not from a “rlipture of the stimulus barrier, that is, from the sexually
quantitative varialions in psychic energy or citation” (1953, p. 21).
Brennet constder one final hasis for Freud’s views on the actual neuro-
sin, apoint cential to the “addendum” he proceods o formulate, This con-
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what we can know about affects from the data of clinical analysis, In so
doing, he dispenses with unwarranted biological inferences that cannot
be verified by analysis and with more subjective inferences about the na-
ture of the “emotions” experienced very early in life. At the clinical heuris-
tic level it provides criteria for distinguishing different affects, along with a
workable language for explaining these differences.

The clinical yield of Brenner’s theory is perhaps more salient with re-
spect to depression. By situating the anlagen of depression in the amor-
phous unpleasure of early life, he shows how adult depression, no less
than adult anxiety, yields to analytic unraveling with respect to its essen-
tial structure and meaning. Like symptoms of anxiety, depressive symp-
toms are crystallizations of complex affect, that is, compromise forma-
tions issuing from the various wishes, fears, defenses, self-punitive trends,
and environmental pressures brought to bear at a given point in time.
Whether or not patients are consciously aware of being depressed, “the
affect of a depressed patient has the same complex structure as does any
other fantasy, thought, action, or symptom” (1974a, p. 32).

Brenner continues this line of thought in “Affects in Psychic Conflict”
(1975), a rich presentation whose accessibility and pragmatic clinical im-
portance belie the nuances of reasoning that inform it. Here Brenner
shows how affect theory, in relation to both anxiety and depression, pro-
vides a crucial vehicle for discerning the unique constellation of conflicts
presented by each analysand. This paper is especially noteworthy for its
wealth of clinical examples highlighting the role of depressive affect in
conflict formation. In addressing conflict through the vehicle of affect
theory, Brenner adopts an approach that is entirely dynamic. Moving to-
ward a position to be spelled out more fully in The Mind in Conflict,
(1982) he shows how psychoanalytic affect theory can afford the clinician
a detailed grasp of the elements of intrapsychic conflict that far su rpasses
the insights provided by the potentially reifying constructs of traditional
structural theory.

In a “Depressive Affect, Anxiety, and Psychic Conflict in the Phallic-
Oedipal Phase” (1979a), Brenner elaborates on the phenomenology and
dynamic meaning of specifically depressive conflicts. This paper, one of
very few in which Brenner advocates a terminological departure from the
language lof classical analysis, introduces the term “calamity” as a substi-
tute for “danger.” The former, it is argued, connotes bad experiences that
are eithet impending or have already happened; it can therefore be
linked eqlally well to anxiety or depressive affect. “Danger,” by contrast,
has primarily a future orientation and is therefore less suggestive of the
past events or circumstances associated specifically with depressive af-
fect. Brenner proceeds to recast the major danger situations of classical
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theory, loss of object, loss of the object’s love, and castration anxiety as
the three calamities of childhood. He takes pains to dispel the timeworn
belief that each of these correlates neatly with a specific psychosexual
stage. He argues, for example, that fear of loss of the object and of the ob-
ject’s love frequently plays an important role even in the phallic-oedipal
phase. For Brenner, the calamities are interwoven into a tangible and an-
alyzable whole, so that to segregate them along a time line is to compar;—
mentalize the child’s mental life artificially. ‘

With this in mind, Brenner goes on to argue that both dépressive affect
and anxiety enter castration conflicts regardless of the individual’s sek,
though the former is predominant in girls and the latter in boys. As al-
ways, his theoretical formulations culminate in useful therapeutic pre-
cepts: (1) View the unpleasurable affect as a symptom masking unsatis-
factory compromise formations; and (2) proceed with the 'work of analy-
sis by looking for the cause of the particular genre of unpleasure that gains
expression in the symptom. These and other clinical insights are elo-
quently put forth in the third chapter of The Mind in Confli¢t, a distillation
of over three decades of thinking and writing about the role of affect in
psychoanalytic theory and practice.

DEFENSES

In his presentation of structural theory in the flementary Textbook,
Brenner uses the term “ego” in a reified way far removed from the mode of
discourse typifying his more recent work. This is particularly true of his ex-
planation of signal anxiety, where he invokes an ego that “produces anxi-
ety as a signal of unpleasure. With the help of the pleasure principle in this
way, the ego is able to offer a successful opposition to the emergence of
the dangerous impulses” (1955, p. 79). Not so his concept of defense,
which even in 1955 has much the samle character to be found in his writ-
ings of the 1970s and 1980s. To the question, “What defenses does the
ego offer against the id?,” the Elementary Textbook answers as follows:

The ego can use anything which lies at hand that will serve the purpose. Any

Cho altitude, any real perception, a change in attention, furthérance of an-
other id impulse which is safer than the dangerous one and will compete
with it, a vigorous attempt to neutralize the energy of the dangerous drive,
the tormation ol identifications, or the'promotion of fantasy can be used
alone o any combination ina defensjve way. 1n a word, the ego can and

dovame ol the pnoceses of normad tpo formpation and ego function for
dedenave prrposes At ane e o anathier [ 80,
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In a series of papers following the Elementary Textbook, Brenner devel-
ops his view of defensive processes as content-neutral by focusing on re-
pression. In 1957 he ended a scholarly review of Freud's concept of re-
pression by underscoring the status of repression in Freud's final view of
defense: Repression is but one of several defense mechanisms the ego
may employ against drive derivatives, the latter being the source of anxi-
ety. The target of repression is ordinarily a libidinal drive, but itmay be an
aggressive drive derivative or superego demand as well. Finally, the
mechanism of repression is the establishment of a countercathexis of the
ego; it follows that repression becomes possible only after significant ego
development has occurred. ‘

In a paper published ten years later, Brenner (1967) explicitly at-
tempted to apply the principle of multiple function to the theory of re-
pression. He was thereupon led to revise Freud's classical concept of re-
pression which he contends has two aspects: (1) the belief that repression
is tantamount to barring certain mental elements access to conscious
mental life, and (2) the derivative notion that the intrusion of these ele-
ments into consciousness betokens the failure of repression or “return of
the repressed.” Against this, Brenner argues that repression results from
an interplay of forces within the mind in which the balance is predomi-
nantly in favor of those forces seeking to bar one or several mental repre-
sentations from consciousness. Since the repressing forces usually
achieve but limited success, it follows that repressed mental elements
routinely enter conscious mental life, quite apart from those instances in
which their return signifies the outright failure of repression. In a similar
vein, Brenner calls into question the belief that neurotic symptoms signal
a failure of repression and are thus tarjtamount to the return of the

repressed:
) , |
2epression signifies a dynamic equilibrium between forces striving for dis-

c¢harge (e.g., an instinctual derivative) and other opposing forces (defenses,
superego prohibition). If something happens to shift the balance among
these forces in a direction which is unfavorable to the ego's defenses, the re-
sult will be an increased emergence into ¢onscious mental life and action of
the previously instinctual derivative. if the shift is long continued, and if the
emergence of the instinctual derivative is félt to be dangerous (arousing sig-
nal anxiety), the comprornise which results will be of the nature of a neu-
{otic symptom or character trait. By the same token, a shift in the equilib-
Fum which is favorable 1o the defensive forces, and which diminishes a
Patient tendency 1 react with anxiety 10 an'instinctual derivative which
b pven e tooa hemotic symptonn, will resudt in the symptom disap-
IANTAEATARAY (I ”“”WT.' Yoo, v Ippe IR TIR ‘

W tnipht ey it for Brennes the v baatides ol symplonaitic hehavion
okl ter pathedeogsy dene trom the cortaally hangany, bralane o
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between opposing forces within the mind. In a paper of 1981, “Defense
and Defense Mechanisms,” he elaborates as implicit in this viewpoint o
“major, even a radical revision of this part of conflict theory” (p. 558). | ¢
now states boldly that discrete defense “mechanisms” simply do not exist,
Rather, “defense is an aspect of mental functioning that is definable anly
in terms of its consequences, reduction of unpleasure associated with the
drive derivative, i.e., with the instinctual wish, or with superego fun
tioning” (p. 559). It follows for Brenner that the very aspects of mental
functioning which in certain contexts function as defenses against drivi:
derivati{/es can in other contexts facilitate gratification of the same deriva
tives. Since the mental mechanisms traditionally equated with defense,
serve nondefensive purposes as well, it is erroneous to characterize then
as intrinsically defense related. ‘

The argument that there are no ego functions exclusive‘ly subsoerving,
defense'implies a radically broadened concept of ego. Brenner’s rovision
here does not parallel that of Hartmann (1939), who assign\‘ed certain a
pects of ego functioning to an entirely “conflict-free” sphe‘re. Rather, m
contending that no ego function can be assigned a priori to a particulu
sphere of functioning, Brenner adopts a viewpoint that is nonmechanistic
and nonreductionistic, and, as such, “faithful to the facts of life” (p. 56 3).
The Iané;uage in which he casts his insights into the reversibility of defen
sive and drive-related purposes is action-oriented, dovetailing in certain
respects with the “action language” proposed by Schafer (1 976). Considi
Brenner's characterization of a defense as a “say no to whatever is the L

get if defense” (p. 562). Consider as well how he describes the mind
work: ‘

When unpleaﬁ;t;re is aroused or threatens to be arcused, one does whatoves
one can to avoid and reduce it. When one desires ratification and pleasure,

one does whatever one can to achieve it . . . It is the function scrved hy
what one does that determines whether it is properly called dofense ipp.
564-565). :

The ready identifiability of a particular analysand’s “repertory of (e
fenses” is another traditional assumption called into question by flren
ner's furictional g‘rstimation of defensive processes. His contention that all
aspects of ego functioning are all-purpose, capable of snl)‘m-wim:, Vit
ously, (l?rive gratification, ego defense, and superego prohibition, mih
lates against thd belief that analysands have limited defensive repertone,
Lor Brenner, atly repertory of defense necessarily draws on every anpice
of epo functioning:

| P
Hies toapeak of o B teriddic repettory ol defenae i reatly 10 way anly
et pronmnent nentolie ymptonecand/or T ter tat e apt 1ot ey
sstent ieany pabient aod toregquee tepesded analy secamd aterpoetadion i
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the course of treatment. . . . It is not patients who show a limited repertory
of defensive methods; it is one or another symptom, or other compromise
formation, which is characterized by a special method or methods of de-
fense [pp. 567-568]. |

In chapter 5 of The Mind in Conflict (1982) Brenner offers additionial in-
sights drawn from his estimation of defense. Linking his reconceptuali-
zation of defensive processes to his unified theory of affect, he observes
that defenses may be directed not only against drive derivatives or affect
or superego functioning, but against the anxiety or depressive affect they
mobilized. In the latter instance, defense may be directed at the sensation
of unpleasure, the ideational correlate of the unpleasure, that is, the real
or fantasied calamity, or both. Further, defenses neither disappear during
the course of analysis nor become increasingly “normal.” Rather, their
character and preemptoriness alter as the balance among opposing men-
tal forces changes in response to the analytic work (p. 92). ‘

Itis clear that Brenner’s reformulation of the concept of defense and the
status of defensive processes in mental functioning will not win easy ac-
ceptance. In particular, his proposal that we dispense entirely with the
notion of defense mechanisms will likely encounter strong resistance in
view of the longevity of this concept and its identification with both Freud
and his daughter Anna. But here, as elsewhere, Brenner theorizes in a
clinically relevant way that enhances our understanding of the analytic
process. He is awed neither by traditional concept% nor by their tradi-
tional deployment. Rather, he is intent on doing full justice to the data
that follow from the use of Freud’s psychoanalytic method. Drawing on
scientific sensibilities tempered by broad clinical experience, he subjects
each psychoanalytic formulation he examines to the tests of clarity, con-
sistency, logical validity, and clinical usefulness. His proposaal that we
abandon the concept of defense mechanism is not offered lightly; though
it may make case presentations more difficult or simiply less facile, it au-
gurs well for our day-to-day clinical work. It aids us in keeping the
analysand “as a whole” in the foreground, relegating isolated drive deriva-
tives and defenses to a subordinate role both conceptual and clinical.

TECHNIQUE
I hee proye hoanalytic situation is organized according Lo the psychoanalytic
ey of mental undtioning and i keeping with the goals and aims of
peae hoanahea wee o therapy, Whatever cormonant with the dynamic
oo ok poye hoaralysreand with e goals of praye hoanalytic therapy is

propeky pont b the analy e aliion Wihndever voin conthict with those
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principles and goals is not legitimately part of the psychoanalytic situation
and should be avoided and discarded [Arlow and Brenner, 1966, p. 43|.

In this passage from “The Psychoanalytic Situation,” we encounter agin
the leitmotif of Brenner's work. The “theory of mental functioning” th.n
“organizes” the psychoanalytic part of the analyst’s task is to understanl
the nature and origins of his patient’s mental conflicts” (Brenner 1970, |»
33). Issues of technigue can be addressed only from the standpoint of t-
analyst's comprehension of the analysand’s psychic conflicts. Brennet ",
work in this area has a twofold intent: (1) to show how specific aspects, of
technique subserve psychoanalytic conflict theory, and (2) to see Lo it 11141
no single element of technique, and no single explanation or justification
of an element of technique, achieves a weight disproportionate to its «t.
tus within this theory of mental functioning. Brenner repeatedly caulion,
his psychoanalytic colleages regarding the pitfalls, theoretical and «¢lin
ical, of overvaluing specific aspects of technique, or specific rationales fon
technique, currently in vogue. In the Arlow-Brenner (1966) papcr, tli:
cautionary note centers on the view of the “psychoanalytic situation” pop
ularized by Leo Stone, René Spitz, Elizabeth Zetzel, and others in the
early 1960s. These authors invoke an “a priori assumption that the pry
choanalytic situation re-creates the relationship between mother and in
fant during the earliest months of life” (1966, p. 23). They hold as a corol
lary that analytic termination is invariably an “experience that paralicl.
that of weaning” (p. 24). Arlow and Brenner counter that “while thi- v,
doubtless true in many instances, it seems unlikely that it is invariably the
case” (p. 23). They warn here against what Hartmann (1939) called o e
netic fallacy: “The fact that the first situation is dependence in the lile ol
every individual, his relationship with his mother,” they write, “docs not
prove that every subsequent relationship of dependence produces the
prototype” (Arlow and Brenner, 1966, p. 26). They offer case example.
that run counter to the then current estimation of the analytic sittation .
patient who did not react to termination with separation anxiely and .
other, for whom the “basis of the transference was not the paticnt™ caily
tie to her mother, but her later relationship with her father” (p. 28). A1l W
and Brenner’s approach in this paper illustrates the empirical dpen nid
edness, the receptivity to the yield of psychoanalytic inquiry that will
guide Brenner through a succession of works on technique: “1he mean
ing of the psychoanalytic situation is not the same for every patient . .
analytic data are the only basis on which one can validate the uncon
scious significanc e which the (m“nlyli( situation holds for o patticala
tient” (p.'43).

Brenners determination to examine and justify elements of techniue
with respect to the dynaimic principles ob analyas 1o esprressed in s o
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consideration of dream interpretation. In the chapter on dream psychol-
ogy in Psychoanalytic Concepts and the Structural Theory (Arlow and
Brenner, 1964), Brenner recasts the analytic understanding of dreaming
from the standpoint of structural theory. Brenner goes beyond Freud’s
formulations in The Interpretation of Dreams (1900) by reconceptualizing
dreams as the product of the interplay of id, ego, and superego; as such,
they are compromise formations. The technical consequence of this
structural reappraisal is, ironically, the dethroning of dream interpreta-
tion from its privileged position in clinical work. As but one example of
compromise formation, the dream is hardly unique in affording the ana-
lyst a view of the analysand’s unconscious conflicts. This position is articu-
lated with great force in a paper, “Dreams in Clinical Psychoanalytic Prac-
tice” (1969b):
|
it is not only the case with dreams that they are a compromise formation
among instinctual id wishes, defenses motivated by anxiety or guilt and su-
perego demands or prohibitions. The same is true of neurotic symptoms,
parapraxes, slips, jokes, many character traits, one’s choice of a profession,
one’s sexual practices and preferences, daydreams, conscious childhood
memories, including screen memories, one's reaction to a play, film or
book, one’s social habits and activities in general, and above all, in every pa-
tient'’s so-called free associations [p. 336].

In his Brill Lecture of 1966, “Some Comments on Technical Precepts in
Psychoanalysis” (1969¢), Brenner uses his view of dreams as situated on a
continuum of compromise formations to reconsider two standard tech-
nical precepts: (a) Never interpret a patient’s first dream, and (2) dream in-
terpretation is the “royal road to the unconscious.” Brenner argues that
technical precepts, these included, are not universal truths applicable to
all analysands regardless of time and place; rather, technical strategies
can be justified only in terms of the requirements of specific psychoana-
lytic situations, which subsume the cognitive style and i‘nterpretive orien-
tation of a particular analyst. The first precept he appraises as follows: “A
first dream may and should be used like any other analytic material: in a
way that is appropriate to the circumstances of the analytic situation at
the time. No single rule-of-thumb can suffice to cover all the various pos-
sibilities” (p. 342). As for the “royal road,” here Brenner is equally prag-
matic. Dreams are valuable grist for the analytic mill, to be sure, but they
cnjoy no privileged status, Certain analysts may he especially drawn to
them i elucidating the analysand’s contlices, hut other analysts, with dif-
fevent cognitive stylesandd interpretive onentations, may focus more prof-
wabily onother kinds of nderpretable phenomena o cither case, analysis
QLY | Hen codd o acaleslac oy coni frem
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Whether the one view and the practical consequences which appear to be
associated with it has any substantial advantage over the others is not possi-
ble to decide at present. All that one can say at present with any degree of
assurance is this: There is no convincing evidence that dream interpretation
still offers the quickest and easiest road to knowledge of the hidden work-
ings of the mind at the present time as it doubtless did 65 years ago [p. 345].

Brenner similarly demystifies some long-held assumptions regarding
transference analysis. In the same paper, he judges anachronistic the tra-
di.tional dictum that transference should be interpreted only when it con-
stitutes a resistance. Rooted in Freud's initial belief that “the pervasive ef-
fect of a strongly positive transference” is central to the analytic treatménl
(p. 336), this dictum and its rationale are undercut by the theoretical
reformulations undertaken by Freud conceptualized the therapeutic ac-
t?on of analysis in terms of overcoming resistances and observed that posi-
tive transference could as easily serve resistance as could the negative va-
riety. This theoretical shift anticipated what we have learned in the
dlecades following: all transference must be analyzed, as one simply can-
not tell in advance whether a transference is in the service of defense.

‘ As for the traditional belief that transference acting out necessari‘ly
impedes analysis, here again Brenner avoids categorical injunctions in fa-

vor of a more measured appreciation of the vicissitudes of different psy-
vhoanalytic situations:

in other words, acting out in the transference is sometimes readily analyza-
ble, sometimes analyzable only slowly and with difficulty, and sometimes
not at gll, at least for the time being. It is not always especially accessible té
analysis, as our precept would have it. Itis not necessarily an impediment or

danger to analysis which must be forestalled in so i
me nonanalyt :
[1969¢, p. 31]. alytic way

! ina‘lly, as for'the dictum that every interpretation must be a transfer-
onee m?erpr@taftion if it is to be effective (p. 347), Brenner presen‘ls
counterinstances demonstrating that this precept too vyields to the ri-
quirements of specific transactions. Take, for example, the patient who
comes Lo an analytic session upset because of the sudden death or illnces
ol a close relative. The transferential aspects of his reaction are certaini)k/
nnportant. But one is not thereby “justified in following the maxim to the
estentolignoring and failing to interpret to the patient other aspects of his
1eachion o the situation which are important to recognize and und(“r.--
sand” (o 3118) ' ’

the pradent concctives are clabarated in Brenner's l’sy(‘lu).u).'ly!:v}
Fes hivsgpuec and Paychic Contlict (19760 Hlere Broenner stresses thal frans
terence undertood ecthe valence of the past i the relationshipe of the
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present, is hardly unique to the analytic situation. On the contrary, it is
ubiquitous in everyday life. It follows, then, that the distinguishing char-
acteristic of the analytic relationship is not transference per se, but rather
“its place in the relationship, i.e., the analyst’s attitude toward the transfer-
ence and the use he makes of it. It is the analytic attitude that is the
hallmark of analysis, not the phenomenon subsumed under the heading
of transference” (p. 112). Since it is the analytic attitude toward transfer-
ence manifestations, not a preoccupation with transference analysis, that
is constitutive of psychoanalysis, summary pronouncements about the
latter’s preeminence in analytic treatment are misleading. Rather, the re-
quirements of specific analyses will determine the role of transference in-
terpretation relative to other types. Consistent with his technical revisions
(1969¢), Brenner insists that “transference should be neither ignored nor
focused on to the exclusion of all else; it should be neither excluded from
analytic work nor dragged in by the heels” (1976, p. 128). |

This attitude toward transference is central to the argument of the im-
portant 1979 paper, “Working Alliance, Therapeutic Alliance, and Trans-
ference.” Here in the same quéstioning spirit in which he' contested
Stone's (1961) characterization of the analytic situation in 1966, Brenner
confronts the widely accepted notion, first formulated by Zetzel (1965)
and Ralph Greenson (1965), of a'therapeutic or working alliance distinct
from transference and exempt from interpretation. Examining the data
invoked by Zetzel and Greenson in support of the concept’s clinical use-
fulness, he concludes that the evidence does not justify a position Pf an
extratransferential and uninterpretable dimension of the analytic rela-
tionship. He also questions whether the working alliance, however con-
ceived, can be promoted by anything other than accurate and well-timed
interpretations. For Brenner, the analyst’s humanistic bearing toward the
patient is neither constitutes an analytic relationship nor is sufficient to in-
surea successful analytic outcome. Implicit in the working alliance paper
is the belief that the analyst's attitude toward the analysand, no less than
that of the analysand toward the analyst, is a compromise formation. Ina
more recent publication, “Countertransference and Compromise Forma-
tion” (1985), Brenner expands on this formulation. Earlier (1979h), he as-
serted that all aspects of the analysand's relationship with the analyst,
iﬁncludingthe desire to cooperate, are interpretable. In 1985 he makes the
same point with regard to the analyst, whose countertransférential atti-
tude toward the analysand is invariably a compromise formation and
conscquently is understandable in terms of the components of conflict,
affect states, defenses, self-pumitive tiends, dove derivatives, and the like.

The working alliance and cotmierianederenee papees are in a sense
complementay. Jointly they ofter a hroad perapecive on eeaies ol e h
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nique. Adopting this perspective, we can no longer make easy correla
tions of specific affects or clinical syndromes with individual drive deriva-
tives; for example, depression cannot be equated with problems in the
oral phase. Similarly, particular therapeutic reactions are not easily asso-
ciated with individual agencies within the psychic apparatus; negative
therapeutic reactions cannot be equated with superego problems. In
each case Brenner obliges us to look at both sides of the explanatory
coin—at the issues of drive gratification and drive-related prohibitions
that codetermine every symptom, behavior, and character trait. Like his
theoretical contributions, his contributions to technique achieve their ex

planatory force through terminological clarification. In the paper on the
“working alliance” (1979b), Brenner steers us away from a seduclive ler

minological innovation simply by reminding us of the universality o
transference. In the countertransference paper (1985), he offers new in

sights into the analyst's relation to the analysand by showing us the “ex

planatory reach of the concept of compromise formation” first used by
Freud in the 1890s.

In his contributions to technique, as in all his work, Brenner is keenly
aware of the interdependency of theory and practice. His illuminating
commentaries on technical issues often have the serendipitous side effect
of clarifying the theoretical status of the concept under review. For exam-
ple, Brenner’s cautionary remarks regarding transference analysis con
tribute to our understanding of the status of transference within analytic
theory. Inn the chapter on defense analysis in Psychoanalytic Technique
and Psychic Conflict (1976), his technical arguments against the dictum
that defenses should invariably be analyzed before the instinctual deriva
tives they ward off add to our understanding of the concept of defense, In
the course of arguing that drive, affect, defense, and the like should he in
terpreted as they appear in the patient’s associations “and not according,
10 some schematic formula” (p. 64), he observes that analysis cannot alle
viale defensive operations, but can only alter the structure and adaptive
adequacy of compromise formations: “Defenses are never abolished
wuch, not even the ‘pathogenic’ or ‘infantile’” ones” (p. 74). Likewise, his
connnentay on free assodiation in relation to technigue is theoretic ally
enlightening as a critique of the suitability of this term to characterize
what s tually occeurs in analysis:

Pree e mtion iva bad termo apply to the psychoanalytic method, 0o h
olew e the Lt that aoamalytic patientis often asked To oo e o wespe
b comeacne shinabie, And second and more onportant i obecires the
Eoctthat Frend s preat dhecovery, the diccoverny thathecame the very o

fore ob pras hoarmalyhie techmegne saes that arsocabione, are never b
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They are, on the contrary, always caused by some psychic stimuli or other
{p. 190}

Similarly, Brenner's paper on the “working alliance” is not only a store-
house of information on the relative dosages of frustration and gratifica-
tion that should typify the analytic situation, but a persuasive demonstra-
tion of the fact that such issues cannot be dissociated from understanding
of the theoretical status of transference. Brenner’s most recent contribu-
tion to technique, soon to be published in The Psychoanalytic Quarterly,
also enriches theory. This reassessment of working through not only ex-
amines the clinical development we customarily associate with this con-
ceptbutalso questions‘wh‘ether the term is clinically useful as a character-
ization of such development.

The five foregoing synopses hardly constitute a comprehensive presen-
tation of Brenner’s contributions to psychoanalysis. At best they provide a
helpful overview of certain broad areas to which he has given continuing
attention over the course'of his analytic career. Although synopses can-
not capture the subtlety of Brenner's expositions, their usefulness exceeds
the summary of"contept" they provide. Taken together, they highlight the
interrelationships between Brenner’s contributions to the various topics
and convey a clear sense of the unity of his psychoanalytic outlook. By
this | mean that all of |;3renne|“s contributions to theory and practice are
grounded on a consistent and clear-sighted estimation of what psycho-
analysis is and what it is that psychoanalysts do. His conception of analy-
sis as a science of mental conflict based on data obtained in the analytic
situation informs all his contributions to theory. Similarly, his belief in the
interpretability of the myriad of symptomatic, behavioral, and character-
ological compromise formations through which psychic conflict is ex-
pressed informs all his contributions to the technique of psychoanalysis.
His specific reapprai%ais of affect, defense, instinct theory, structural
theory, and principles of technique follow from these essential principles
of his psychoanalytic Weltanschaung.

In recent years Brenner'has done much to keep the dialogue among an-
alysts of different theoretical persuasions on track by explicating these
topics in terms of the k?asic principles of the psychoanalytic view of men-
tal life. Whether we consider his questioning of a technical assumption
(e.g., the primacy of dream interpretation in analysis), his critique of re-
cent terminological innovations (e.g., therapeutic alliance), or his reaffir-
mation and amplification of a basic theoretical precept {e.g., the role of
compromise formation), it is these superordinate principles that are both
the points of departure and the conceptual testing pround for his pro-

[N )'ul!‘f,
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Through his emphasis on the principles that guide theory and practice,
Brenner has emerged as one of the outstanding teachers of his genera-
tion, a teacher whose pedagogical message transcends the specific con-
tent of his books and papers. One may say that Brenner is an analysl
whose deep commitment to Freudian principles has sharpened his prob-
ing reevaluations of the concepts and explanatory perspectives thal
Freud himself developed. And this is perhaps Brenner’s greatest contribu-
tion as a theorist and as a teacher — his work demonstrates that an analysis
can retain both the vitality and the innovativeness that will take it beyond
Freud's legacy only by adhering to the principles of mental functioning,
fundamental to Freud’s science of the mind.
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