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Abstract

An untenable arrangement has taken place in the psychology historically:  personality theory and cognitive psychology have developed independently of one another.  However, this has only served to prevent a workable interface between them.  Indeed, they have come up with two very different ways of accounting for the exact same aspect of the psyche:  psychic structure and cognitive architecture, respectively.  Further, each has given priority to their preferred feature of the psyche:  identity for personality theory, and intellect for cognitive psychology.  Yet, the two cannot be understood except in relation to one another, for they operate within the same psyche.  This paper provides a conceptual framework whereby the two can be accounted:  the imagery amalgam, itself comprised of two fundamental aspects:  the multiple array and the memory enclave.  Part I of this paper focuses on how these two aspects of the imagery amalgam operate in terms of the intellect.  Part II of this paper focuses on how the memory enclave operates in terms of identity.
Introduction

Psychoanalytic structural theory is currently in disarray.  Indeed, as things now stand, structural theory is in need of some revision.  Yet, what will constitute the right and appropriate form of this revision is still under consideration.  Any shakeup in fundamental doctrine is always attenuated by some measure of controversy and uncertainty (Kuhn, 1996) and this discussion is no different.  The ideas swirling in the maelstrom of the disagreement can be seen to have fomented and regenerated over and over again.  Even so, the impetus for the discussion as it now stands can be said to have come in the following manner:

Recently I have had some doubts.…  My doubts concern the question whether the facts as we know them today support the theory that there is a structure or agency of the mind, the id, that consists of drive derivatives; that it is separate from another agency of the mind, the ego, which has other functions, including defense; and that both are separate from still another structure, the superego.  (Brenner, 1994, p. 473)

Brenner goes on to suggest that the psychodynamic conception of structural theory be abandoned:  “This is what I proposed three years ago, namely, that the mind no longer be understood as consisting of or divisible into separate structures” (1998, p. 6).  His argument revolves around the fact that conflict, and the compromise formations that result from it, is ubiquitous throughout the psyche.  According to this view, the psyche could be thought of like a piece of beefsteak, riddled throughout with fatty deposits.  That is, psychic structure is so saturated and interpenetrated by conflict and compromise formation that any separation between the various agencies based on them can only be accomplished by illusion.  And since illusion is distorting, it is recommended that the various agencies be purged from the theory.

However, Boesky challenges the rationale of this proposal:  “I do not see how one can have a notion of unconscious conflict without an assumption of functional continuity in the human mind.  Functional continuity is essentially another term for psychic structure.  How best to account for these functional continuities remains to be seen” (1994, p. 528).  In other words, Boesky agrees that the present depiction of psychic structure in psychodynamic theory is arcane and unwieldy, no longer of particular relevance in clinical practice—but that is no reason to throw the baby out with the bathwater.  Adaptation is indicated, not abandonment.  Yet, the present depiction of psychic structure remains the mainstay of textbooks elucidating the psychodynamic underpinnings of clinical practice.  This suggests one of two possibilities:  either psychoanalysts harbor an uninspected preference for this depiction of structural theory (and, therefore, are reluctant to change it—however unconsciously) or else it is simply the case that no one has a particularly more compelling version to offer.  It is the latter that this paper proposes to rectify.

The Ego and the Identity System
Freud (1900, 1933) bases his theory on the idea that psychic life operates with a latent, unacceptable wish at its center.  From this nucleus, thoughts spin outward in a web of increasingly remote and obscure associations.  The strands of this web not only connect each element in the network to this central, latent wish, but also to each other.  As a result, the recollection of any element in the network also, potentially, recalls every other element.  A further result is that any element in the network can also, potentially, be replaced by any other element.  To illustrate the possible implications of this arrangement, Freud employs the following humorous anecdote:  

There was a blacksmith in the village, who had committed a capital offence.  The Court decided that the crime must be punished; but as the blacksmith was the only one in the village and was indispensable, and as on the other hand there were three tailors living there, one of them was hanged instead.  (1916, p. 174) 

It is through this process of substitution that unacceptable wishes are diffused and shorn of their objectionable aspects.  As a result, they can be replaced with more benign, yet often bizarre and obfuscating versions (i.e., symptoms).  In a manner of speaking, it is a lesser of two evils approach to difficult thought content.

This odd manner of thinking is referred to by Freud (1900) as both dream work and primary process, altogether of which the primitive underbelly of the psyche.  These cognitive operations of displacement and condensation take place in the initial structure of the psyche, the id, which Freud speaks of through analogy:  “we call it chaos, a cauldron full of seething excitations….  It is filled with energy reaching it from the instincts, but it has no organization, produces no collective will, but only a striving to bring about the satisfaction of the instinctual needs…” (1933, p. 73).  In manner never clearly articulated by Freud, the ego somehow emerges into its own from this swamp of primordial impulses.
Reminiscent of this structural arrangement, Kernberg (1976, 1982) posits that the ego is not dependent upon the id for its origination but, rather, exists in two apparently contradictory ways:  from the beginning and by emerging out of itself.  Noting Hartmann’s (1939) distinction between primary and secondary autonomous ego, Kernberg claims the ego comes into existence as a developmental process involving a two-tiered structure:

At what point does the ego come into existence?  Certain ego structures, and functions connected with them, exist from the beginning of life:  perception, the capacity to establish memory traces, and the other functions just mentioned….  It is suggested that the ego as a differentiated psychic structure, in the sense of Freud’s (1923) description, comes about at the point when introjections are used for defensive purposes, specifically in early defensive organization against overwhelming anxiety.  (1976, p. 35)
This second set of functions is essentially what Hartmann refers to as the secondary autonomous ego.  Although in this passage Kernberg regards these two tiers to be simply two aspects of a single ego structure, he also describes this secondary aspect in terms of the self, related to the ego as a supraordinate structure:  “The self is…an ego function and structure that evolves gradually from the integration of its component self-representations into a supraordinate structure that incorporates other ego functions—such as memory and cognitive structures” (1982, p. 905).  
However, this account represents a fundamental error in conceiving of psychic structure, and revealed by the configuration of cognitive architecture.  Simply put, the primary autonomous ego is nothing more than cognition, regardless of whether it operates according to primary or secondary process (i.e., intuition or reason).  Further, cognition also operates according to the Imagery Amalgam, the interaction of memory and imagery structures.  Yet, these memory and imagery structures must be thought of in two ways:  structures of storage and display, in which are stored and displayed the contents of this storage and display.  It is the latter which indicates the secondary autonomous ego.  The two are not the same, anymore than cans of food and the shelves upon which they are stored are the same.  In psychological theory the two are often referred to as involving the same psychic structure (whether memory or ego).  But this ambiguity is misleading.  Even so, the two can be easily sorted out, which has significant implications for psychoanalytic structural theory.

Kernberg claims that the tripartite assembly of agencies involving id, ego, and superego are all dependent for their origination from an even more incipient psychic structure:  a self and object representation unit, which is attenuated by affect that gives positive or negative valence to the overall unit.  Yet, only the memory content aspect of the secondary autonomous ego can be described in this manner, as consisting of representational introjects.  The memory facility aspect of the primary autonomy ego exists from the beginning and does not derive from any psychic structure at all—whether id/ego/superego or self/object representational units giving rise to the id/ego/superego.  In other words, it makes no sense to say that the ego arises from the id, or that the secondary autonomous ego arises from the primary autonomous ego.  To put the arrangement of these psychic structures this way is to mix apples and oranges.  Rather, the arrangement is better said this way:  memory content exist within the memory facility.

Yet, while existing within the memory facility, there is still a sense in which one set of memory contents emerge from another, as Freud indicates is the case with the id and ego and Hartmann and Kernberg indicate is the case with the ego itself.  But the idea of the self/object unit must be reconsidered in order to unravel this conundrum, for self/object units are more complex than Kernberg represents.  The components of the unit are not static, simply lying together side by side.  Rather, the two are interactive, which has important effects on the valence.  That is to say, the two sides relate to one another.  The self is purposive toward its objects and outcomes occur specifically in relation to such purposes—as a result.  Consequently, one’s initial object relations are best thought of this way:  object results.   This dynamic suggests the relational imperatives taking place between the self and its object, and can be diagrammed as follows:
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However, this arrangement merely indicates one’s incipient imperatives.  Initially, the self simply wants what it wants and makes attempts to get it—as based on interest and intent.  No other considerations are taken into account.  But these attempts are mitigated by the results achieved (Weiner, 1988).  Although we want what we want, we only do what we think we actually can do:  “the probability of behavior depends not only upon the value of the goal for the individual but also upon the person’s expectancy of obtaining the goal” (Petri, 1995, p. 217) (emphasis in the original).  We rely on past successes to indicate our chances of success in the future.  For example, if one is used to having their own way, by bullying or intimidating others, they might well believe such tactics will work in any situation across the board.  Of course, a disillusioning encounter with someone willing to (and capable of) calling their bluff might well alter these beliefs.  

In contradistinction, Kohut (1971, 1977) posits that the self is comprised of a bipolar structure.  On the one hand, there are ambitions, which are the various interests and objectives originating within the self.  On the other hand, there are ideals, which are those admirable qualities in others to which the self aspires.  Kohut refers to the initial formation of this bipolar conjoining as a nuclear self, which comes into being as a result of its various interactions with selfobjects (i.e., significant others):

This structure is the basis of our sense of being an independent center of initiative and perception, integrated with our most central ambitions and ideals and with our experience that our body and mind form a unit in space and a continuum of time.  This cohesive and enduring psychic configuration, in connection with a correlated set of talents and skills that it attracts to itself or that develops in response to the demands of the ambitions and ideals of the nuclear self, forms the central sector of the personality.  (1977, p. 177)


The bipolar self represents a sustained pattern around which all the attributes of the individual gather and coalesce, forming the foundation of identity.  Through this clustering of attributes, two polar aspects emerge, the first of which indicating the ambitions of the grandiose-exhibitionistic self and the second of which indicating the ideals of the child’s idealized parental imago.    
However, selfobjects go beyond being a significant other.  According to Kohut, the mirroring function of the selfobject is essential to one’s well-being—and the source of the ambition feature of the bipolar self.  If this function occurs properly, the self will develop an exuberant delight in being thus admired by others.  The individual’s ambitions will be seen as acceptable to others and, therefore, reasonable goals for them to pursue.  Consequently, the self draws the conclusion that all is right with the world—and, precisely because this is so, all is right with the self as well (Erikson, 1993, 1994).  Fixations at this stage of development can be described this way:  “The mirror transference…attempts to…[concentrate] perfection and power upon the self—here called the grandiose self—and by turning away disdainfully from an outside to which all imperfections have been assigned….” (Kohut, 1971, p. 106).

However, with the ideals aspect of the bipolar self, the situation is reversed.  The self comes to idealize certain qualities of others—as a result of its admiration of others.  In this case, the individual sees value in the qualities of others and wishes, therefore, to incorporate them into the self as their own.  It is as a result of these more mature and empathetic interactions that the individual is capable of idealizing others, and entering into an idealizing transference:  “forever attempting to achieve a union with the idealized object, since, in view of their specific structural defect…their narcissistic equilibrium is safeguarded only through the interest, the responses, and the approval of present-day (i.e., currently active) replicas of the traumatically lost self-object” (Ibid., p. 55).  
However, Kohut is not always consistent in his use of the term selfobject.  Indeed, at times, selfobject is used to mean almost any kind of relationship with an other, particularly if the relationship is dependent in nature (Grotstein, 1983).  But, overall, Kohut speaks of the selfobject in two basic ways (Ornstein, 1978, 1981):  

1. As an object which is an extension of the self, and 

2. As an object which materially affects the self.  


But the relationship between the individual and their selfobjects takes into account a further feature:  selfobjects have the interests and intentions of their objects as their object.  It is precisely by virtue of adding responsiveness to reciprocity that selfobjects act in ways that materially affect the self.  

Kohut was always most interested in outlining the dynamics of a healthy self in his theory and his formulation of the term selfobject reflects this.  Rather than being neutral in their orientation to their objects, and thereby having some effect, selfobjects inherently move their objects (i.e., the self) toward some optimal state.  Consequently, any aberrated states that might occur are failures of the selfobject to perform this necessary function (Tolpin, 1978).  For this reason, the selfobject is a required feature of the individual’s development and essential to their ultimate well-being:  

A child born into a normally caring family is responded to from the beginning by a matrix of selfobjects as if he already had a rudimentary self.…  If good-enough mothering is available and a good-enough fit between the child and the mother prevails, these virtual selfobject relations enable the infant’s proto-self to develop psychic structure… (Bacal & Newman, 1990, p. 231) 

As a result of this intimacy between the child and their emotional environment, a sense of ownership about the selfobject develops.  The selfobject is not so much merely an extension of the individual as a differentiated object that belongs to the individual—and with whom the individual belongs.  However, this sense of ownership is better thought of as taking the selfobject for granted, a sense of a relatively unquestioned and comforting entitlement to the resources of the other, as opposed to control over an undifferentiated extension of one’s self. 

In other words, over time, object results are augmented by a more inclusive orientation involving one’s reciprocal interactions with their relational environment:  other relations.  As can be seen, the two exist as complements within a single, reciprocal amalgam, each side having a significant influence on the operation of the other.  It is for this reason that as a complement to ambition, the ideals side of the bipolar self is better thought of as approval, which is more indicative of a motivational imperative than are ideals.  Approval suggests the complementary impetus that comes from others, augmenting and even mitigating ambition arising from within.  


As approval enters the scene, it does so in opposition to an already established ambition.  In other words, not only is what one wants to do and will do based on what they can do (i.e., able to do), what others want of you and what you are willing to do, as based on what they can do, results in what you must do (i.e., allowed to do)—serving to mitigate what you are ultimately able to do.  As a result, an inversion is introduced into the inherently self-oriented position of the incipient self, producing what is its empathetic complement:  the recipient self.  In this way, it could be said that one’s object results are augmented by other relations. 

These components of identity can be diagrammed as follows:
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The Incipient Self

The self starts out comprised of ambition and oriented toward its objects.  However, it is precisely by virtue of approval that others align with one’s ambitions.  If one’s ambitions are approved, others will comply with these ambitions (i.e., want them of you too)—which means one is able to do them, indeed, perhaps even supported by the assistance of others.  On the other hand, if ambitions are not approved, they will be denied.  And others will likely assert ambitions of their own.  This determines what one is allowed to do—indeed, perhaps even required to do, precisely by not being allowed to do otherwise.  When operating according to their incipient self, the individual determines that results are contingent primarily upon their own abilities, or their internal locus of control (Rotter, 1966).  When operating according to the recipient self, more circumspect appraisals are taken into account, in which an external locus of control occurs (i.e., approval).  

Cognitive Architecture and the Memory Enclave


Whereas Freud begins his theorizing with a latent wish at the center of a labyrinth of diffuse associations, cognitive psychology tends to simply take the diffuse associations as the starting point.  Further, cognitive psychology makes it explicitly clear of what the representational introjects actually consist:  memories.  However, neither psychoanalytic structural theory nor the cognitive architecture of cognitive psychology has a comprehensive account of the memory system constructed within long-term memory (LTM).
The construction of LTM occurs according to processes which Piaget (1970, 1977) subsumes under the function of adaptation:  assimilation and accommodation.  By this process, some pattern already present within the memory system is maintained as new memories are added, causing the new memories to be, at least in some sense, like the old memories.  It is simply a matter of whether the new memories adapt to the established pattern of old memories (i.e., assimilation) or the established pattern of old memories adapt to the new ones (i.e., accommodation).  It is precisely by virtue of the potential compatibility between the two that new memories are more likely to be retained, precisely because there is a good fit.  A place is already set up to receive them.  In this way memory constructs accumulate within LTM, modifying and elaborating the system as they go.  

Such elaborations are more meaningful to the individual then the simple rote swallowing of experiences whole, which have no connection with structure already in place.  These elaborations accumulate in one of two ways, which make possible the functions of the dream work and primary process:

1. redundant elaborations and condensation (i.e., familiarity):  extending a single element throughout a disparate array; and
2. alternate elaborations and displacement (i.e., similarity):  collapsing many disparate elements into a single, composite formation.


In the case of redundant elaborations, the memory occurs as a result of an overlay of memory traces, each essentially repeating the content of the previous ones.  In this manner, the memory traces accumulate like strands of thread, ever more thoroughly enmeshing with the particular meaning to which they refer.  Of course, slight variations inevitably occur, as each strand entwines, causing some vaguery to occur as well.  Nonetheless, the essential meaning remains the same, even if some disruption of overall clarity.  With the occurrence of redundant elaborations, the phenomenon of familiarity is created as meaning gets reproduced over and over again.  Many more avenues of recall are also introduced as a result.  Likewise, as different memories associate with one another, they establish similarity.  
However, as elaborations build in memory, they quickly reach a point of complexity where they are no longer manageable.  As a result, the system must be streamlined from time to time.  At this point, cognition operates to condense them by a process of abbreviation—substituting more abstract versions from those that are concrete (Smith & DeCoster, 2000). By this process, paradoxically, the system reduces as it increases.  This new, more abstract layer of memory actually overlays the many concrete particulars of which it is comprised.  The foundation elaborations are no longer required to be activated and, instead, the abbreviated versions are activated in their place.  Typically, only this new overlay of abbreviations is recalled in the process of retrieval, eliminating the need for the more arduous process of dragging every particular memory into awareness—especially those now existing at more foundational levels of the system.  

Likewise, this means that the concrete imagery of experience no longer dominates the process of memory, but becomes augmented by abstraction.  To account for this, Paivio (1990) proposes a dual-code theory of memory involving two separate, yet interconnected, memory systems.  One system is verbal in nature (i.e., abstract), and the other visual (i.e., concrete).  In the interaction of these two systems, a concrete word, like orangutan, can be stored both verbally and visually, while an abstract word like honesty can only be stored verbally, as it has no readily available visual component.  The hypothesis is that retention should be greater the more systems of storage that are involved (in this case, those that are verbal and visual).  As it turns out, words that involve both are easier to recall.  

In other words, the construction of LTM happens according to a certain sequence:  network and hierarchy.  Whereas the memory system of the individual is initially ephemeral, shape shifting upon the whims of the experience, it soon develops constancy as patterns form within it.  Experiences that are particularly proximate, frequent, or salient are those of which the individual is most certain.  They become reliable and, therefore, durable.  They are the elements that the system seeks to maintain.  As a result, the network evolves into a hierarchy.  Hierarchy has a class structure, where memory inclusion involves a strata of levels, each one of which more inclusive of defining features than the levels below it (Corter & Gluck, 1992; Rosch et al., 1976).  Consequently, different levels of the system no longer have to provide all of their defining features for each level.  This provides considerable economy of storage.

In the process of constructing hierarchy out of the associative network, the components of LTM consolidate into a variety of different configurations.  These configurations tend to organize as follows (Schacter, 1996; Schank & Abelson, 1977; Thorndyke, 1984):

1. Schemas:  an organized cluster of knowledge represented within the memory system (i.e., a sub-system):

a. explicit or declarative memory: 

i. episodic memory:  specific details from the episodes involving one’s life.

ii. semantic memory:  conclusions drawn from these episodes, which result not only in determinations of causality but one’s abilities and attributes.

2. Scripts:  protocols that make up both routine and novel goal-oriented activities:

a. implicit or procedural memory:  general rules about how things are done, as well as their particular sequence.
Schemas and scripts are something like a skeleton structure, the bare bones of one’s understanding, which can be added onto and fleshed out with greater detail depending on how a particular circumstance turns out.  In other words, schemas and scripts can be thought of like equations with variables, capable of being defined in various ways or filled in with different values.  When experiences are represented in memory, they are usually reduced to these organized and succinct configurations, rather than exact replicas of the events involved (Bartlett, 1932).  It is this active process of organization that facilitates retention and retrieval.  Unfortunately, however, this is also the process whereby inaccuracy is likewise introduced into memory.  Retention and retrieval tends to conform to patterns already established in memory, especially for which the individual has some preference, rather than the events as they actually occur. 

Most theories of memory distinguish between two types of constructs stored in LTM:  declarative and procedural (e.g., Parkin, 1993; Squire, 1994; Tulving, 1995).  Declarative memory consists of factual information about the world (Klein et al., 2004).  Procedural memory, on the other hand, consists of the rules and skills by which one can operate in the world.  This difference is similar to the distinction proposed by Ryle (1949):  knowing how and know that—operating on the world in ways that are difficult to state (i.e., implicit) and being able to state knowledge outright (i.e., explicit).  
This distinction is important to the ACT-R model and can be seen to influence the operation of the perceptual-motor system.  

Through the where system, ACT-R has knowledge of where all the objects are in its environment and what some of their basic features are.  However, to identify an object, it must make a request of the what system.  A request to the what system entails providing a chunk representing a visual location, which will cause the what system to shift visual attention to that location, process the object located there, and generate a declarative memory chunk representing the object.  (Anderson et al., 2004, p. 1039)

In this manner, declarative memory is able to augment the location of the object with factual information about the object.  
Subsumed within declarative memory are two sub-systems, by which explicit knowledge is organized:  episodic and semantic.  Episodic includes not only the details of previously experienced events, but also the awareness that these events are part of a personal past involving the individual recollecting them.  As a result, there is a unique quality to these types of memories:  the sense of reliving them, of feeling they belong to me.  Tulving (1985) refers to this sense of self as autonoetic awareness.  Semantic memories, on the other hand, do not have this quality.  Rather, they are impersonal and neutral, mere informational bits of knowledge.  Yet, even so, they can still make reference to the self, having the self as their subject matter (e.g., abilities or attributes).  In other words, whereas semantic memories are remembered, they are not re-experienced.  Tulving (1985) refers to this sense of self as noetic awareness.  

However, splitting up the memory system into these particular structures greatly understates the case.  First of all, there are more components than simply those that are declarative or procedural.  Secondly, these components do not simply reside in memory haphazardly or incidentally.  Rather, they possess a particular arrangement.  A relationship exists between these various components, which can be diagrammed as follows:
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It should be noted that society is not meant in this usage to be a noun, but a verb—as might be said of the phrase “polite society.”  Many activities are implied by this usage.  For example, society can mean congress (or even coitus)—not in the sense of the national legislative body of the U.S. (noun), but the act of coming together, such as in a meeting or encounter (verb).  An equally applicable term might be commerce.  Likewise, causality is also understood in terms of being a verb, but in this case as specifically applied to relationships taking place between insentient and unvolitional objects in the environment—as opposed to living others.
According to this view, there is a striking feature of the memory structure overall:  hierarchy is augmented by heterarchy.  In other words, memory structure develops two auxiliary, parallel systems to hierarchy:  causality, based on the antecedent and consequent relations taking place between organism and environment, and society, based on personal relations involving the interests of either self or others.  This arrangement has an affinity with Aristotle’s account of cause, which consists of four aspects (Reale, 1980):

1. Static Objects:

a. material:  the substance of which something is comprised,

b. formal:  the essence of which something consists,

2. Dynamic Action:

a. efficient:  the conditions by which something comes to be, and

b. final:  the purpose to which something is put.

Aristotle’s account of cause is significantly influenced by his understanding of metaphysics.  According to his view, these four aspects cannot be separated out in any instance, but comprise the necessary ingredients for the existence of any object, as well as the various activities of which that object might engage.  Since the onset of British empiricism (especially Hume), causality has been reduced to essentially the third aspect:  efficient cause.  Indeed, even at that, efficient cause is probably reduced somewhat from Aristotle’s original intent to mean the rote and impersonal movements of inert objects traveling through space, such as billiard balls rolling across a table, as opposed to a living presence undergoing transformation within their corporeal being.  In either case, causality is currently thought of as being the accumulation of myriad cause and effect relations among objects.


However, the fourth meaning has received considerable attention in attribution theories, typically referred to as internal cause, as opposed to the external causality of the physical, objective world (Heider, 1958; Shaver, 1983).  Another set of attributes is also sometimes suggested:  dispositional and situational (Higgins, 1990; Weiner, 1990).  Indeed, a further set of attributes directly addressing cognitive architecture can also be posited:  long term working memory (LTWM) and constraint attunement hypothesis (CAH) (Ericsson & Kintsch, 1995; Vincent & Wang, 1998).  The latter orientation is in the tradition of behaviorism, addressing the ecological conditions under which behavior occurs, as expressed according to three specific issues:  “(1) How should one represent the constraints that the environment (i.e., the problem domain) places on expertise?  (2) Under what conditions will there be an expertise advantage?  (3) What factors determine how large the advantage can be?” (Vincent & Wang, 1998, p. 35).
These various orientations to causality can be seen to follow a similar pattern:  whereas the internal locus of cause can be thought of as involving intentional dispositions (i.e., society), the external locus of cause can be thought of as involving accidental situations (i.e., causality).  Although regarding external cause to be fundamentally accidental might seem curious, this far more accurately depicts its nature than any other appellate.  First of all, it exists as the opposite of intentional, or as the result of inanimate and insentient objects under the sway of impersonal forces.  Second, common conceptions of the forces of nature speak of them as accidental, as can be seen in insurance claims:  acts of God—or at least not acts of human beings.

The important point of separating these two sets of causal conditions is to illustrate the heterarchical nature of the memory system—that there is an overlay of hierarchies, specifically, an overlay of causality and society.  However, there is more to the complexity of the memory system than the simple overlay of heterarchy upon hierarchy, for the components of declarative memory—episodic and semantic memory—must be augmented too.  Typically, the relationship between these two sub-sets of memory is depicted as merely co-existing, as if side by side in the system.  But the two are more accurately thoughts of this way:  semantic memory is derived from episodic memory, much in the way of Paivio’s (1990) dual-code theory (i.e., the concrete is episodic and the abstract is semantic).  Indeed, causality and society emerge in a similar manner.  In this way, one learns how things happen and why things happen generally, which allows them to understand how things happen and why things happen in any specific incident.  


Causality and society can also be described comparing the two principle determinants of human experience:  circumstance and situation.  Although these two descriptions of reality are often equated, they can be understood to depict critically different ways in which one can understand their experience, and can be described as follows:

1. circumstance:  the actual conditions of a present event, and

2. situation:  the potential conditions of a future event:

a. imminent:  circumstances that are likely to occur if the existing conditions continue on their present course, and

b. eminent:  circumstances as they are likely to occur if others intervene.

According to this view, circumstance is those conditions that occur within one’s phenomenological field from moment to moment and, for the most part, within their immediate vicinity—whether personally (e.g., bodily functions, current mood, ingestion of substances) or socially (e.g., loving embraces, domestic violence, traffic in the street).  In other words, these are the actual, episodic events of life.


Situation, on the other hand, is the potential of an event.  However, imminent situation involves a certain kind of potential:  causality.  Imminent situation is not only the way in which circumstances are likely to change in the immediate future.  They are the way in which these circumstances are likely to change dependent upon the actual dynamics of the physical forces operative in the moment.  For example, consider the circumstances of someone falling from a building.  As they fall to the pavement, the circumstantial event could even be experienced as exciting, as might otherwise be the case in sky-diving or bunji jumping.  But, clearly, the situation overrides this circumstance, at least when the individual considers their imminent reality—that is, plummeting toward death.  

However, consider the same circumstances of the individual falling to their death, except that in this case they have been hurled from the building—perhaps by a dissatisfied lover, or maybe someone trying to cash in on their inheritance (i.e., society).  As can be seen, although circumstance and imminent situation remain exactly the same as before, the eminence is significantly different, as compared with a simple loss of balance or slippery footing precipitating the fall.  Needless-to-say, being thrown to one’s death carries grizzly overtones.  Indeed, if the individual should happen to survive their unfortunate imminence, the eminence may well prove to have the most lasting affects overall.

There is a further significant omission in the cognitive architecture literature:  pragmatic memory—a tertiary component of declarative memory.  Pragmatic memory is actually something of a subset of semantic memory, an inference drawn not only from episodic memory, but via semantic memory.  In other words, not only do the way things actually happen—either how or why—lead to the way things happen generally, they also lead to the specific protocols whereby they can happen again.  In this manner, they also establish the parameters for what is possible for the individual, indeed, perhaps even despite abilities or attributes on their part to the contrary.  The cognitive architecture literature speaks of procedural memory this way:  “procedural is much more of a grab bag category.  In addition to nonassociative learning and basic associative learning (classical and instrumental conditioning), it includes priming and motor skills….  [This] aspect of learning can occur without awareness, hence [is] placed in the procedural category” (Thompson, 2000, p. 177).


It is suggested here that pragmatic memory provides a better rubric for skilled and habitual memory than procedural memory.  First of all, pragmatic memories do not always occur outside of awareness, nor are they indescribable, hence, opposed to declarative memory.  Indeed, the protocols whereby one engages in skilled or habitual behaviors are precisely that—describable—which is why they are taught and subject to learning.  It is suggested here that pragmatic memories whose protocols are available to awareness and description should be referred to as sequential memory, and thought of as being explicit.  On the other hand, those pragmatic memories whose protocols are either unavailable to awareness or are indescribable should be referred to as procedural memory, and thought of as being implicit.
The Identity System and the Memory Enclave
The above discussion illustrates how “[p]ersonality theorists and cognitive theorists have tilled their own separate vineyards” (Endler, 2000, p. 385), especially in the case of psychoanalytic personality theorists.  However, what constitutes the various vineyards for each is not explicitly stated.  Nonetheless, it could be put this way:  a principle liability of cognitive psychology orientations to memory is a focus on perspective, while overlooking the importance of identity.  Psychoanalysis, on the other hand, commits the same error, only in reverse—giving preeminence to identity.  
Perspective consists of all the attributions and expectations resulting from cognitive processing.  Consequently, the emphasis in cognitive psychology is not so much on how one experiences reality as how they interpret reality.  For example, a renter looks at houses according to the prospects of them being habitable, while a realtor looks at houses according to the prospects of them being profitable, while an artist might look at houses according to the prospects of them being aesthetic (see May, 1969).  Each derives meaning from the same sensory experience according to the intentions or objectives to which they will be put.  Consequently, very different features become salient in each case.  

As a result, perspective can be thought of as the information comprising one’s data base.  Identity draws on this data base as an auxiliary system that depicts one’s abilities and attributes.  In this way, perspective can be thought of as the front-end to identity.  This is why cognitive therapy intervenes at the point of one’s informational and causal data base (e.g., Beck, 1976; Ellis, 1994), relying on this process to trickle back, so to speak, into deeper layers of the memory system.  However, intervening into one’s informational system works only up to a point, for the organization and arrangement of the heterarchy exists, at least in certain respects, to serve the purposes of domains even deeper within memory.  

Yet, the cognitive psychology literature does not exclude identity.  Indeed, perspective can be thought of as the front-end of identity, that aspect of identity that explains how and why the world works the way it does (i.e., causality and object results, as well as society and other relations).  But, LTM is not constrained to neutral elements simply providing information about the world.  A significant memory process arising as a result of semantic memory involves elements much more significant to the individual:  autobiographical memory—better known as the identity.  However, this points out the precise deficit of most cognitive approaches to LTM.  Whereas episodic memory can represent the events of one’s life as they occur, however accurately recorded, it cannot adequately capture the full sense of one’s autobiographical memory.  Many more features are involved in the determination of identity, sometimes referred to as the Self Memory System:
Specifically, we assert that autobiographical memory emerges from the intersection of two competing demands—the need to encode an experience-near record of ongoing goal activity and the simultaneous need to maintain a coherent and stable record of the self’s interaction with the world that extends beyond the present moment.  The first of these demands we call adaptive correspondence and the second, self-coherence.  (Conway et al., 2004, p. 492) (emphasis in the original)

By this process, the intellect maintains a short-term, episodic memory—one that might even last over several days or even weeks, if matters are important enough—that records ongoing events and compares the results to one’s present set of goals.  The maintenance of this ongoing account of the experiences is typically referred to as recent memory, as compared to the more long-range events of remote memory, which can involve memories taking place over the course of an entire lifetime.  

One way of differentiating between the various aspects of identity is the presence of traits (i.e., abilities and attributes) over against roles.  It has been proposed that memory for the self-concept is comprised of either a “one-basket” or “two-basket” model.  That is, traits and roles are either stored in the same location or manner within memory, or they have their own version of a dual-code model of memory (Breakwell, 1986; Deaux, 1992, 1993; Trafimow et al., 1991).  Further, despite having predictable dispositions indicative of well-established patterns, whereby one acts out prescribed roles, there is still the possibility to adlib (Schank & Ableson, 1977; Tomkins, 1986).  Indeed, each individual possesses a battery of possible selves (Markus & Ruvolo, 1989), including “virtual” subpersonalities whose imaginary constructs represent what could have been and may yet be for them, what they may long for or regret, or yet aspire to.

As can be seen, there are a vast variety of potential combinations available by which the individual might understand their circumstances or situation.  By virtue of the kinds of roles involved, one understands what is expected of them and how to most reasonably proceed.  Indeed, these types of autobiographical memories may well have greater influence on behavior than either skilled or habitual behavior, as the individual tries to live up to standards they have neither mastered nor practiced very much.
Psychoanalysis, on the other hand, understands identity according to a different term:  character.  This concept has important implications relative to psychic structure.  
The term “character” is used in psychoanalysis on two levels:  a clinical one, close to the level of observation, and an abstract one, describing a conceptual organization of the psyche.  Clinically it consists of a constellation of relatively stable patterns of attitudes and behavior specific to a give individual, usually referred to as “character traits.”  There is no person without a character, and character itself is an individual’s typical way of functioning, implying neither health nor pathology.  Character traits may be either adaptive or maladaptive…  (Baudry, 1995, p. 196)


Character is sometimes used interchangeably with personality, even though personality refers to the totality of the individual’s many aspects, such as physical, emotional, mental, or behavioral attributes.  Further, character is used in two very different ways colloquially:  a person can be quite a character (i.e., exaggerated or eccentric) or else a person with good or bad character (i.e., moral or immoral).  Likewise, personality is used colloquially to indicate a person who is lively and fun to be around, or else boring and perhaps to be avoided.  Clearly, these various concepts results in an unwieldy ambiguity.

Freud offers the following dictum to describe the fundamental nature of human aspiration:  “Lieben und arbeiten”—to love and to work.  This antinomy suggests a better way to understand the relationship between character and personality.  Personality can be thought of as the rubric for lively, enjoyable, and perhaps even exaggerated or eccentric attributes (i.e., love or intimacy).  According to this view, personality closely aligns with the id and the incipient self—albeit as understood more broadly than defined by Freud to include the spontaneity, innocent wonder, and joyful creativity common to early life experiences, such as Berne (1972) attributes to the child ego state and Jung (1957) attributes to intuition.
On the other hand, character refers to moral and ethical capabilities (i.e., work or integrity).  Clearly, this view of character suggests superego attributes and the recipient self.  Both of these orientations are subsumed within the concept of identity, or the overall identity system.  (It is suggested that the term “psyche” is best used to fill the gap left with the absence of the term “personality” to indicate the totality of the person.)  In this way, it is possible to see how personality and character relate to one another and influence behavior.  Taken together, the two result in the semantic memory of causality and imminent situation, as well as society and eminent situation.  Indeed, the perspective and identity result from the overlap of personality and character (i.e., incipient and recipient selves).

These elements can be subsumed within cognitive architecture as follows:
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Redefining character as one aspect of identity augmenting personality points out a significant liability of the psychoanalytic orientation toward identity and psychic structure:  “Character reflects the ego’s attempt to synthesize and integrate the demands of id, superego, reality….  It would follow that not all character traits minimize the conflict they were meant to resolve” (Baudry, 1995, pp. 197, 201).  This view suggests that character (i.e., identity) is the compromise formation resulting from conflict, but not the conflict itself.  But this misrepresents the situation for the memory system and introduces an unnecessary proliferation of psychic structure, for identity is precisely that—the conflict itself.  


Id and superego are not commensurate agencies to the ego but, rather, the character traits produced in the operation of cognition as it engages in information processing and problem solving during the course of one’s interactions with the environment.  As these memory traces build up in LTM, they coalesce according to a predictable pattern:  incipient and recipient selves.  The “who” of episodic memory indicates what one wants and what they will do about it—the incipient self of identity; as well as what other want and what the self will do about it—the recipient self of identity.  However, what one can do and what they must do, given what others will do about it, give rise to perspective—the “how” and “why” of semantic memory, or the way in which the world works (indeed, even the “who” enters semantic memory, as abstract concepts involving general descriptions of traits and roles arising from autobiographical memory).  As can be seen, conflict is the exact nature of these compilations of self and object/other representations.  


Cognition (i.e., the ego) simply attempts to access and engage this formation of psychic structure as it goes about the business of information processing and problem solving.  However, a significant housekeeping function that attenuates this process is consolidation and integration of the identity system, especially along the lines of cognitive consonance—i.e., consistency (within the system) and congruency (between the system and the environment) (Conway et al., 2004; Festinger, 1958).  In other words, not only do compromise formations exist, they exist precisely as attempts to consolidate conflict within the identity system—which is simply another way to say consolidate id and superego character formations within the identity system.

Conclusion

Psychoanalytic structural theory is essentially a theory of memory, by which certain memories are rendered unconscious and other accessible to consciousness.  However, the mechanism by which psychoanalysis indicates this process occurs is extremely vague and inadequate to the task.  More to the point, it does not take into account the mechanisms of memory developed by cognitive psychology, whereby the psychoanalytic account could be much improved.  On the other hand, cognitive psychology has placed so much emphasis on the intellect of the psyche that its theory has developed an account whereby perspective and identity can be understood.  Both psychoanalysis and cognitive psychology can benefit from an interface between these two fields.


The contents of memory are vastly more complex and interactive than either field has supposed.  Of primary interest in this regard is the fact that memory consists of a reciprocal arrangement, whereby the main structural components exist only in relation to one another, in the manner of figure and ground, like an Escher print.  Similarly, neither intellect nor identity can be understood except in terms of one another, for the latter is embedded within the former.  In this way, an important feature of the psych is the memory enclave, which contains both perspective and identity.  This overarching concept provides the framework whereby the cognitive architecture of cognitive psychology and the psychic structure of psychoanalysis can be understood.
References:

Anderson, J. R., Bothell, D., Byrne, M. D., Douglass, S., Lebiere, C., & Qin, Y. (2004).  An integrated theory of the mind.  Psychological Review, 111(4), 1036-1060.
Atkinson, R. C. & Shiffrin, R. M. (1968).  Human memory:  A proposed system and its control processes.  In K. W. Spence (Ed.), The Psychology of Learning and Motivation:  Advances in Research and Theory (pp. 89-195).  New York:  Academic Press.

Bacal, H. & Newman, K. (1990).  Theories of object relations.  New York:  Columbia Univ. Press.

Baddeley, A. D. (1986).  Working memory.  Oxford, UK:  Oxford Univ. Press.

-------  (2002).  Is working memory still working?  European Psychologist, 7(2), 85-97.

Bartlett, F. C. (1932).  Remembering.  Cambridge, U.K.:  Cambridge Univ. Press.
Bellak, L., Hurvich, M., & Gediman, H. K. (1973).  Ego functions in schizophrenics, neurotics, and normals.  New York:  
John Wiley & Sons.

Boesky, D. (1994).  The mind as conflict and compromise formation.  Journal of Clinical Psychoanalysis, 3(4), 528-542.

Breakwell, G. M. (1986).  Coping with threatened identities.  London:  Methuen.
Brenner, C. (1973).  An elementary textbook of psychoanalysis.  New York:  International Univ. Press.

-------  (1994).  The mind as conflict and compromise formation.  Journal of Clinical Psychoanalysis, 3(4), 473-488.

-------  (1998).  Beyond the ego and the id revisited.  Journal of Clinical Psychoanalysis, 7(1), 165-180.

Conway, M. A., Singer, J. A., & Tagini, A. (2004).  The self and autobiographical memory:  Correspondence and coherence.  Social Cognition, 22(5), 491-529.

Deaux, K. (1992).  Personalizing identity and socializing self.  In G. Breakwell (Ed.), Social Psychology of Identity and the Self-Concept (pp. 9-33).  London:  Academic Press.

-------  (1993).  Reconstructing social identity.  Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19, 4-12.
Ericsson, K. A. & Kintsch, W. (1995).  Long-term working memory.  Psychological Review, 102, 211-245.

Erikson, E. (1993).  Childhood and society (reissue ed.).  New York:  Norton.

-------  (1994).  Identity and the life cycle (reissue ed.).  New York:  Norton.

Freud, S. (1923/1961).  The ego and the id.  In J. Strachey (Ed. & Trans.), The Standard Edition (Vol. XIX).  London:  Hogarth Press.

-------  (1933).  New introductory lectures in psychoanalysis.  London:  Hogarth Press.

Hartmann, H. (1939).  Ego psychology and the problem of adaptation.  New York:  International Univ. Press.

Heider, F. (1958).  The psychology of interpersonal relations.  New York:  John Wiley & Sons.

Jung, C. G. (1964).  Man and his symbols.  New York:  Dell.

Kernberg, O. (1976).  Object relations theory and clinical psycho-analysis.  New York:  Jason Aronson.

Klein, S. B., German, T. P., Cosmides, L. & Gabriel, R. (2004).  A theory of autobiographical memory:  Necessary components and disorders resulting from their loss.  Social Cognition, 22(5), 460-490.
Kohut, H. (1971).  The analysis of self.  New York:  International Univ. Press.

-------  (1977).  The restoration of the self.  New York:  International Univ. Press.

Mahler, M.  (1968).  On human symbiosis and the vicissitudes of individuation.  New York:  International Univ. Press.

Mahler, M., Pine, F., & Bergman, A.  (1975).  The psychological birth of the human infant.  New York:  Basic Books.

Ornstein, P. (Ed.) (1978).  The search for the self (Vols. 1 & 2).  New York:  International Univ. Press.

-------  (1981).  The search for the self (Vols. 3 & 4).  
New York:  International Univ. Press.

Parkin, A. J. (1993).  Memory.  Cambridge, MA:  Blackwell.
Piaget, J. (1970).  Piaget’s theory.  In P. H. Mussen (Ed.), Carmichael’s Manual of Child Psychology (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.

-------  (1977).  In H. Gruber & J. Voneche (Eds.), The Essential Piaget.  New York:  Basic Books.

Reale, G. (1980).  The concept of first philosophy and the unity of the metaphysics of Aristotle.  Albany, NY:  SUNY Press.

Rosenberg, S. & Gara, M. A. (1985).  The multiplicity of personal identity.  Review of Personality and Social Psychology, 6, 87-113.
Ryle, G. (1949).  The concept of the mind.  London:  Hutchinson.
Schacter, D. L. (1996).  Searching for memory.  New York:  Basic Books.

Schank, R. C. & Abelson, R. P. (1977).  Scripts, plans, goals, and understanding.  Hillsdale, NJ:  Erlbaum.

Shaver, K. G. (1983).  An introduction to attribution processes.  Hillsdale, NJ:  Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc.
Squire, L. R. (1994).  Declarative and nondeclarative memory:  Multiple brain systems supporting learning and memory.  In D. L. Schacter & E. Tulving (Eds.), Memory Systems 1994 (pp. 203-232).  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.

Thompson, R. R. (2000).  Brain systems.  In A. E. Kazdin (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Psychology (Vol. 5) (pp. 175-178).  Washington, D.C.:  APA.
Thorndyke, P. W. (1984).  Applications of schema theory in cognitive research.  In J. R. Anderson & S. M. Kosslyn (Eds.), Tutorials in learning and memory (pp. 167-192).  San Francisco:  Freeman.
Tolpin, M. (1978).  Self-objects and oedipal objects:  A crucial developmental distinction.  Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, 33, 167-184.

Trafimow, D., Triandis, H. C., & Goto, S. G. (1991).  Some tests of the distinction between private self and collective self.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 649-655.
Tulving, E. (1985).  Memory and consciousness.  Canadian Psychology, 26, 1-12.

-------  (1995).  Organization of memory:  Quo vadia?  In M. S. Gazzaniga (Ed.), The Cognitive Neurosciences (pp. 839-847).  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.

Weiner, B. (1990).  Attribution in personality psychology.  In L. A. Pervin (Ed.), Handbook of Personality Theory and Research (pp. 465-485).  New York:  Guilford Press.Heim, S. M. (2000).  The depth of the riches.  Grand Rapids, MI:  Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing.













































































































































































































































































































































PAGE  
22

