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Freudian commonsense

ADAM MORTON

Diffused Freudianism Many of us take the fact that we have read,
talked about, and reflected on Freud's writings to be a fairly important
thing about us. We who have this as our only contact with psychoanaly-
sis are often abashed in the face of real initiated analysed and analysing
Freudians by the idea that our allegiance is just playful, just the
half-hearted (head-hearted) manipulation of the terminology for the sake
of intellectual fashion, without an appreciation of the depth of the
responses that the use of the theory can produce, which give it its real
meaning and significance. We are abashed in part by the justice of the
accusation. There is a whole direction to Freudianism that we do not see,
perhaps do not care to see.

There is also a side to things that we are better placed to see. For good
or for bad, a diluted influence of Freud has now permeated our age's
conception of mind, of motive, action, and morality, as no psychological
theory ever before has. It influences our attitudes to ourselves and others
in ways that can be separated from our believing any particular
theoretical assertions about causes of behaviour or psychological struc-
ture. It shapes the styles of explanation and attribution that we are
prepared to understand. In this essay I want to do some work towards
understanding how this can be, and describe some of the problems it
produces, by concentrating on one part of our vernacular psychology,
our ideas of character and personality.

Case histories Freud's case histories present one with an array of per-
sonalities, which one thinks of as one does of well-drawn figures from
literature, or historical figures, or absent friends. (A little like all of these,
and a little different.) One knows some aspect of what sort of a person
Anna O, Dora, Hans, and so on, are. My impression is that other
psychoanalytic writers rarely accomplish this; their cases are just cases.
How does Freud do it?

I shall look particularly at the Dora and Little Hans cases.1 Between
1 Among Freud's works I shall refer only to (Dora) 'Fragment of an Analysis of a

60

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2009terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511554636.005
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Cambridge University Main, on 24 Jan 2019 at 16:24:33, subject to the Cambridge Core

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511554636.005
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Freudian commonsense

1905 and 1910, between his discovery of the core of psychoanalysis and
his later interest in psychological structures, Freud's writings are particu-
larly relevant to the questions which I shall be concerned with. In the
cases of Dora (1905) and Hans (1909) Freud works out in particular
form ideas about personality which are treated in full generality in the
1905 Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality. But in the case studies
Freud also seems clearly aware of a problem quite distinct from the
theoretical one of explaining the variety of human personalities, namely
that of expressing this variety in terms that make them intelligible as
personalities

Freud makes or encourages many perfectly commonsensical descrip-
tions of his subjects. Dora is intelligent, choleric, inquisitive, sometimes
coy, fairly conventional and also in a way sly and proud. She is not
particularly 'neurotic' in manner, in the current sense of the word, in
spite of her hysterical symptoms (which Freud tells us rather little about).
We learn these things from the episodes in her life that Freud tells us, and
from the manner rather than the content of the analytic sessions
described for us. Much of what Freud wants to say in description of his
subjects cannot be put so idiomatically. Dora is in the grip of layers of
erotic feeling: a repressed but relatively recognizable attachment to Herr
K, a more primitive fixation on her father, and at a level somewhere
between these two a much more opaque attachment to Frau K. She
brings to all of these an infantile sense of delight in evasion and a certain
orality. The evidence for none of these more characteristically psycho-
analytic attributions is incontrovertible, but they all rest on patterns of
argument that are familiar from Freud's other work. Dora is also, to
introduce a third category of ascription, somewhat afraid of learned men
such as Freud, but fairly confident that quick wits and a gently confident
assertion of her social prerogatives will see her through.

The case of little Hans could be described in very similar terms. I will
not say anything about it until later on where I shall contrast it in some
respects with that of Dora. In the Dora case we are given the first
category of attributions, the intelligence and inquisitiveness and so on,
just anecdotally, as I observed. The second category, the hidden structure
of her acknowledged desires, is certainly not given us in anything like the
same way. Nor have we anything like the same certainty that Dora is

Case of Hysteria' (1905c [1901], VII) (Hans) 'Analysis of a Phobia in a Five-Year-Old Boy',
(1909b, X) and Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, (i9O5d, VII). I shall presuppose
some knowledge of the contents of these. Since the Dora case was written largely in 1901,
in what I consider Freud's earlier period, the interests I take him to be developing between
1905 and 1910 must be present earlier too. They are however less successfully dealt with in
Dora than in Hans.
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ADAM MORTON

fixed upon Herr K, Frau K, and her father in precisely the way described.
Freud may be wrong. But there are two different questions here. There is
the conventional methodological question of whether on the evidence he
presents he is entitled to make these claims. And there is the rather
different question that interests me here. It is how Freud succeeds in
giving us an impression of Dora's personality-in-depth, an intuitively
graspable idea of how her desires are organized, which, justified or not,
allows us to think we know about what sort of a person she is. Even if the
descriptions and diagnoses Freud gives in his case studies are thoroughly
mistaken, the fact that we understand the characterizations he offers (if
we do understand them in anything like the way I think we do) shows
something remarkable about us, and marks a crucial advance in our
culture's resources for thinking of personality.

One typically Freudian device for connecting theoretical, diagnostic
judgments and intuitive ones, which Freud makes remarkably little use of
in his case studies, is the analysis of verbal slips and practical mistakes.
For they are at the same time indices of the kind of state of mind that
Freud postulates and actions whose significance is acknowledged by
commonsense. Although the relevance of mistakes is ignored by pre-
Freudian psychology and philosophy, it has always been a commonplace
of everyday life that, e.g. to forget someone's name or their birthday can
indicate some less than positive attitude to them, and that one's tongue
may express desires one did not know one had. Every novelist knows and
uses such evidence and Freud appeals to such literary precedents in
several places in order to show that the significance of slips is something
we have known all along, even if we have not often admitted the
knowledge. And yet nothing important, I think, in any of Freud's famous
cases depends on the significance of a mistake.2 The reason for this is that
Freud has other, further-reaching devices, which I cannot describe until I
have said more about what I take to be Freud's way of conveying
impressions of personality. And before I do that I shall have to say
something, however inadequate, about how I take impressions of
personality to work in everyday life. To do this I must leave Freud for a
while.

y-concepts I assume that there is something systematic about everyday
discussion of mind and action, that behind it there is a vernacular
psychology of some power and great flexibility. And although I am far
from happy with the idea, I shall go along with the orthodox view that

2 One exception is Dora's forgetting Herr K's birthday. Nothing in the analysis depends
on this, but it is used in evidence.
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Freudian commonsense

the essential core of this commonsense psychology lies in the concepts of
belief and desire, and their standard use in explaining while rationalizing
an action, as something which the agent believes will lead to a desired
end. These are propositions which it is far safer to assume than to defend.
All I shall really need from them is some form of the vague idea that we
have as part of our culture and condition a systematic approach to
problems of explaining and describing each other, and some admission of
the possibility that this framework may change in points of detail,
perhaps in some structural respects, over time, and that its rightness is in
the last analysis a matter of objective fact.

Patterns of explanation in terms of belief and desire need a lot of
assistance to engage the particularities of the cases they are supposed to
elucidate. Given a list of things believed and things desired - an extensive
comprehensive list — what can we say about what the person may do?
Almost nothing, since different people will do quite different things to
achieve the same ends, and the same desires in different people will lead
to different intentions, different goals for action being singled out as the
ones to which others are subordinated. What can we say about the
reasons why the person may have performed some action? Not much
more, since any explanation is quite lacking in force until we have said
something to make it reasonable that those were the desires that were
acted on, and that those were the means adopted to achieve them. The
most we can do is to rule out certain explanations as inapplicable,
because the motivation or information they require is not present. Given
a statement of a person's character, though, or mood or personality or
emotion, belief and desire can be connected with action. If someone is
unusually kind, to give a trivial example, it makes sense that they should
act on their desire to telephone to warn a friend that there is a bore
waiting outside his room, even at the expense of not getting to the pub
before closing time.

One way of giving more information about someone, then, in terms of
which one can see whether or not a particular explanation in terms
of beliefs and desires applies, is through the use of a large category of
everyday psychological terms which includes terms of character, per-
sonality, emotion, mood, and others less easily classified. I call the whole
category that of y-terms, for reasons outside this essay.3 The range and
character of the y-terms available in a style of psychological explanation,
a particular vernacular psychology, tells a lot about its underlying

3 Because in my Frames of Mind (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1980), vernacular psychol-
ogy is taken to be centred on terms referring to actions (a), beliefs {6), desires ((3), and
personality (y).
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ADAM MORTON

assumptions about human nature and about the kinds of value it can
conceive.

Character concepts are probably the most straightforward of all, and
illustrate the general point. Courage, kindness, fortitude, meanness,
duplicity, describe styles of action and of motivation. They are terms of
vernacular psychology. They are also moral terms, in that one could not
explain what they mean without at least alluding to a set of values and
norms which in various ways they presuppose. Not long ago, the
majority of terms which were available for describing the ways in which
one person's propensities differ from another's were quasi-moral in the
way terms of character typically are. Until recently one would get
nowhere trying to register the differences between people that are
essential to explaining their actions without the use of a system of terms
which presupposes a complex and ultimately tendentious set of ideals
(carrying unexamined ideas about class, gender, age, and no end of other
things). It is not at all clear to me to what extent one could dissociate
oneself from the ideas and still retain the explanatory resources that the
system of concepts provided.

Character concepts are no longer central to our psychology. Several
tremors in our way of thinking have upset their centrality, one of them
due to the diffusion of psychoanalytical ideas into commonsense. One
result is that we have now to a large extent replaced the traditional
concepts of character with a class of more neutral concepts, which I shall
call concepts of personality, for lack of a better term. We speak of people's
intelligence, of their sociability, of their compulsiveness, without any-
thing like a direct allusion to the right and the worthy. And even when
our concepts are not as neutral as these, when we speak of shyness or
aggressiveness or stubbornness, the normative element has retreated a
long way, back from the content of the concept to that of various
standard moral beliefs. (One could easily and intelligibly use the concept
without having the beliefs.)

The contrast between terms of character and of personality, while it
may serve to get the general idea across, is too crude either to throw
much light on the shift in our repertoire of commonsense y-concepts for
which Freud's writings are in part responsible, or even to help explain the
significance of the differences between different types of y-concepts. In
order to move the argument nearer to Freudian issues let me try to say
what I take this shift to consist in, by means of an account of the
contrasts that structure the y-concepts.

Three contrasts will do for our purposes. First there is the extent to
which the attribution of a term restricts either the motives that one can
attribute to an agent or, contrastingly, the kind of motivational process
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Freudian commonsense

that an agent's motives, whatever they may be, may initiate. The contrast
between character and personality makes most sense in these terms. Terms
of character pick out typical patterns of belief and, particularly, desire,
and say: the agent acts as if his motives were restricted to those satisfying
this pattern (satisfying these characteristics). The terms I have been
calling terms of personality, though, tend to operate in a rather different
way. They instead describe typical processes by which the whole ex-
tensive, usually inconsistent, body of an agent's motives resolves itself
towards action. For example, compulsiveness amounts to a tendency for
a chosen course of action to become autonomous, separated from its
original motivation and carried out for its own sake, with all the
attention and perseverance that the original reason for choosing it
deserved, but eventually in complete independence of that original
reason. Characterizations of personality say: this person works out his
motives this way, whatever those motives may be. (One can thus see how
it is that terms of personality are less suited than terms of character to
carry presuppositions about what motives are unseemly.) Let me call
states which are like states of character in this respect restrictive, and
states which are like states of personality in this respect non-restrictive.

Another, independent, contrast between y-terms lies in their perma-
nence. Moods, for example, are transient, or at any rate it is perfectly
intelligible for a mood to be ascribable for just a few minutes, and the
typical period is a few hours. But states of character must hold for a few
hours at the very minimum (though one could for example act with
uncharacteristic honesty for just a few minutes) and the typical period is
a matter of years.

The third contrast is in the extent to which an ascription of a y-term
requires the specification of an object for the state. Moods do not have to
have objects, and neither do states of character, but emotions do, as to a
lesser extent do passions. Or, more accurately, there is a contrast
between particular terms of all these kinds over their need for objects,
and emotions usually require objects while character concepts usually do
not. (Sadness is a mood and requires no object, while hatred is an
emotion and does require one. If one hates there is someone or something
one hates, if one is sad one need not be sad about anything.4) Clearly the
attachment of a state to its object is not a simple thing, and clearly the
way in which an object is implicated affects the kind of qualification of
one's motivation that can be adduced. But I can avoid these complica-

4 I can't begin to refer to the literature on this. The importance of the contrast for my
concerns was pointed out to me by Andrew Harrison, and I have benefited from reading a
manuscript by Frances Berenson on the subject.
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ADAM MORTON

tions for my purposes here. Call a state referential if it needs an object,
otherwise non-referential.

Now I can state what I take to be the heart of the transformation Freud
has helped produce in vernacular psychology. Any system of y-concepts
will allow some combinations of these contrasts and disallow others. We
once had a system which allowed terms for referential, non-restrictive,
short-term states, for example many emotions. And among non-
referential states it allowed terms for those which are restrictive and
short-term, for example many moods, for those which are restrictive and
long-term, for example attributes of character such as courage and
kindness, and those which are non-restrictive and long-term, for example
attributes of personality such as intelligence or sociability. But it did not
allow terms for referential, non-restrictive, and long-term. In fact, it was
at home with only a few of the possible combinations of contrasts. (Well,
with four of the eight possible on my scheme. There are surely in reality
far more basic contrasts, though.)

This restriction was not arbitrary. There is no point in having a y-term
unless there is some way of using it to qualify explanations. And this
means having principles, general patterns of explanation, rules of thumb,
platitudes, which connect the attribution of the term to beliefs, desires,
and actions. The traditional vernacular psychology makes the connec-
tions in two standard ways. The attribution can state what kind of a
person the agent is, understood as what kind of beliefs and desires they
are likely to have. One says 'she's too kind (or, too taken with you) to
want that' (and therefore there must be some other reason for her
action.) Or the attribution can state what kinds of process or experience
the agent is undergoing, in which case the agent's motives are not
restricted but their mode of thought or motivation is further described.
One says, 'He's too unhappy to think it through properly, so he'll
probably do what she asks.' The first of these standard connections will
involve restrictive terms, typically long-term restrictive terms, such as
those of character or attitude. And the second of them will involve
short-term non-restrictive terms.

Once one has connections of these two kinds as part of a vernacular
psychology, one can get along fairly well without any long-term referen-
tial terms, as long as one supposes that whenever a referential state, for
example, love, is clearly relevant to the manner in which motivation
proceeds, there must be characteristic feelings, for example, the feelings
of love, which perturb one's reasoning in the required ways. And there is
no need for short-term non-referential, restrictive terms, as long as one
supposes that any merely passing constraint on one's motives must be a
reaction to some particular feature of one's situation. These suppositions
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Freudian commonsense

can clearly coexist comfortably with 'Cartesian' views of self-knowledge
and 'empiricist' views of the content of the mind, both of which seem not
long ago to have had a commonsensical quality that is now hard to
recapture.

The resulting scheme is simple and efficient. At the heart of it is an easy
pattern which captures all the obvious phenomenological facts and
provides a battery of terms to qualify explanations-by-motive, without
requiring its users to keep in mind all the possible combinations of
contrasts. It looks like this

attitudes:
referential,
restrictive,
long-term

emotions:
referential,
restrictive,
short-term

feelings:
(moods, 'states')
non-referential,
non-restrictive,
short-term

character:
non-referential,
restrictive,
long-term

In learning a vocabulary of y-concepts that fits into such a scheme one
has come very close to accepting a metaphysics of mind.5 For one is
implicitly dividing the qualifications of the mind (apart from beliefs and
desires) into deep but passing feelings - factors which affect one's mental
workings but neither persist nor bear intentional relations to the
environment - and more permanent or referential factors which achieve
their affects more shallowly, simply by restricting one's motives. No
doubt sophisticated explainers have never allowed themselves to be tied
too fixedly to any such simple scheme. Improved descriptions of any
particular case must often have appealed to the full range of contrasts
underlying this simple core. And a number of particular states, includ-

5 There could be even simpler schemes. No doubt the psychology presented in sagas
and myths seems simpler, if one sees only the structure that corresponds to parts of ours.
And it is evident that even our system of y-concepts does not really fit either this pattern or
the more capacious one I describe below. They are both approximations to a system which
is itself more a fixed point to improvise around than a definite limit to our thinking. A
better approximation would surely not treat the restrictive—non-restrictive contrast as basic.
For there are no doubt essentially different ways in which non-restrictive states can qualify
reasoning and motivational processes. I would expect a better classification to take into
account (a) the ways in which terms in one category ascribe dispositions to exhibit states
described by terms in another category, and (b) the ways in which terms in different
categories entail different conceptual clothings for the contents of beliefs and desires.
Contrast, for example, perseverance and compulsiveness. Perseverance, against all I say in
this paper, is a thoroughly traditional concept which yet fits in my 'personality' pigeonhole.
A newcomer like compulsiveness contrasts with it in describing ways in which a desire
generates quite unrelated other desires, and in describing characteristic ways in which the
agent conceives of (conceptualizes, symbolizes) things.
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ing quite unproblematic ones such as impulsiveness and eternally upset-
ting ones like love and hate, must have always threatened to challenge the
limitation of non-restrictive states to the short-term and non-referential. I
don't think we find a real category of concepts of personality, of
long-term non-restrictive terms, until very recently, though. Freud contri-
buted to this change in two ways. He introduced a category of terms, for
example the personality-types associated with the stages of psycho-
sexual development, which qualify people's ways of thinking fairly
permanently without restricting their motives, and which are not associ-
ated in any direct way with characteristic feelings. The category of
(non-referential) long-term non-restrictive terms thus becomes indepen-
dent of any connection with the category of feeling. Freud also intro-
duced a way of attributing long-term relational states, typically erotically
charged attitudes towards particular people, whose influence on an
agent's motivation does not depend on their restriction of his motives (or
on their production of short-term states). As a result, we get a nice
symmetrical arrangement like this.

referential

non-referential

referential

non-referential

The categories of feeling and character cease to have any particular
importance. Much of the category of feeling becomes redundant.6 Some
of the reasons why Freud is able to reorganize the y-concepts in this way
are clear enough. The contrasts on which the new arrangement depends
are implicitly present in the older vernacular. I have yet to make it
plausible that he does give us an idea of a vernacular, as opposed to a
theory, that contrasts its concepts in this way, though I have argued that
Freud does in some way give us new intuitive resources for imagining
people's personalities. And the theory in which Freud embeds the new
concepts, the 1905 theory of psycho-sexual development, does require

6 Because long-term states no longer need a short-term tie to motivation. Note that one
can misunderstand what's happening and interpret the states we can now refer to as new
kinds of feeling. That makes psychobabble.
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Freudian commonsense

that they have the right properties to take their places in this quasi-
vernacular arrangement. Using a term in the context of a scientific theory
is evidently a very different thing from using it in everyday contexts of
description and imagination, but it is also evident that the terms of that
theory have found their way into our ordinary talk. And although most
of those who describe their orderly parents as compulsive (I've heard a
sitting room described, quite innocently, as 'anal') or who discuss sexual
preference in terms of object choice have no sense of Freud's real theory,
their use of these terms is often perfectly accurate. It is prompted by the
right kinds of behaviour and traceable to the right sort of cause as lying
behind them.

Hans and Dora Freud can give senses to long-term referential
personality terms because he introduces them in the context of a theory,
which brings a new flexibility into the relation between mental states and
their objects. Freud introduced the idea of a state with a movable object.
A state, he supposes, speaking explicitly of desire but clearly by
implication of other states too, can have as its aim a fixed function in a
person's mental economy and as its object whatever at the moment serves
when taken as object to satisfy that function. I need not spell this out in
detail because he does it perfectly clearly himself, and I have elsewhere
tried to put the idea into what seems to me the right philosophical
context.7 The importance of the innovation for the attribution of
personality terms is twofold. On the one hand, aims that can stay
constant through variations in a person's situation and attitudes and can
yet be indexed, kept track of, by reference to actual objective objects in
the person's surroundings, will clearly provide a way of describing
profound and individual characteristics of people in terms of much more
accessible things, their behaviour and the objects it is directed at. One
can refer to the oral fixation revealed in this person by this behaviour to
this object (and not to 'orality' as a single explanatory property). And on
the other hand, once one sees in this way that states of mind can be
permanent, non-restrictive and object-directed, one begins to treat other
attributes, particularly states such as love and hate which obviously
reveal the characteristic working of a person's motivation, as having
some of the features of the technically psycho-analytic attributes.

We don't have a duality of aim and object in commonsense, though,
and yet we do now have y-concepts which are long-term, non-restrictive
and referential. Or rather, we struggle to express opinions that seem to
require terms for such concepts and sometimes we succeed. Freud's
success is mixed, I think. It seems to me that Freud tells the Hans case in

7 In chapter 5 of Frames of Mind.
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ADAM MORTON

such a way that a good impression of Hans, and even some of the content
of the Freudian aetiology of his phobia, is independent of much
understanding of psychoanalytic theory. And I think that the Dora case is
in these terms much less successful.

Consider again what we learn about little Hans. Besides the evident
commonsense attributes (liveliness, curiosity, irrepressibility), and the
characteristically psychoanalytic ones (the classical oedipal desires, the
anal sexuality), we are shown a remarkable middle level of attribution. A
straightforward example is Hans' infantile fickleness; a series of different
people (sometimes adult, sometimes children) succeed one another as
objects of his love. There is nothing striking about just this, but then
Freud persuades us that it is the same affection that each of these people
is the object of. He does so by bringing out constancies in the words and
images and actions that express the fastening of Hans' affection on these
successive objects. They are thought of as possessed by him in the way
that things one has created or imagined could be; they are loved partly in
appreciation of their simply being alive, as symbolized by the sometimes
mistaken bestowing of a penis. This idea of a passion with a shifting
argument place is completely at home in neither ordinary turn-of-the-
century vernacular psychology nor technical psychoanalytic theory. It is
delicately in between, functioning like a technical term and intelligible in
the manner of a vernacular one.

Consider what we learn about Hans' attachment to his father. Working
quite commonsensically, simply from his actions, we can see that he is
often annoyed with him, usually playfully affectionate, and throughout
deeply admiring of and attached to him. The theory that Freud brings to
bear on the case does indeed go some way to explaining how this
admiration and attachment work and how they are consistent with the
episodes of annoyance and with a continued tone of slightly testy
resentment. More to the point, though, the way in which Freud applies
the theory gives us some idea of how to expand commonsense so as to
obtain an intuitive description of Hans' ambivalence. Ambivalence, in
fact, has become a term of psychological commonsense, without being
too drastically debased from its theoretical meaning. Ambivalence is not
intelligible, though, except in terms of persisting non-restrictive attitudes.
For the feelings of love and hate only appear one at a time, though each
attitude persists even while the other is being manifested.8 In fact, it is
essential to ambivalence that the short-term manifestations on which

8 Patricia S. Greenspan, in 'A Case of Mixed Feelings: Ambivalence and the Logic of
Emotion' in Explaining Emotions, ed. A. O. Rorty (University of California Press, Berkeley,
1980) points out that in earlier writers like Spinoza ambivalence is only understood as
fluctuation of feeling.
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introspective self-knowledge is based are not sufficient for its attribution
(at least by the person exhibiting it). Or, to put the point differently, in
introducing the idea of ambivalence into our vernacular we are deepen-
ing our concepts of love and hate. They become more intensional; one
loves a person under one description and hates that same person under
another. Once we allow ourselves this we can say more, in an untheoreti-
cal way, about the character of a particular person's ambivalence.

Hans' ambivalence seems to me intelligible as follows. He is an
irrepressible, quick-witted child (Freud: a 'self-assured', 'funny little
fellow'), confident, at first at any rate, in his ability to work his way out
of situations. He takes the very immediate facts of his five-year-old world
without much complaint, assuming that they do not threaten or con-
strain him in any too vital a way, and assuming that his imagination of
unobvious realities is as good as anyone's. His father is a partner in all
this, senior and exemplary in strength and knowledge but no threat in
social manoeuvring, if confrontation is avoided. See the ease and
confidence with which (later in the story, but retaining the earlier manner)
Hans catches the contradictions in his father's stories of how God and
the stork co-operate to deliver babies, and the finesse with which he cites
'the Professor's' authority to undercut his father's clumsy moralizing,
and the wonderfully subtle way he expresses his contempt for his father's
reluctance to tell him all he knows about human birth, by alluding back
to the images of an earlier conversation when his father was being
similarly pointlessly reluctant. The simple part of the ambivalence, then,
has little more than a constant amiable and awe-filled respect for father,
which can generate anger when the father is being uncooperative and can
generate affection when he is being agreeable. This becomes more
complicated, though, when, beginning with the birth of his sister, he
begins to understand that his parents have knowledge of mysteries about
which he can only phantasize, and that some of this knowledge is vital,
concerning birth and growth and threatening pain. His accommodation
with his parents is upset by this. Perhaps his father is not just a powerful
comrade in ignorance; perhaps he knows or intends things dangerous to
the future of Hans. (Perhaps he even has the knowledge and power of
Herr Reisenbickler, the landlord.) Various graphic dangers have to be
disarmed in his dreams. From the earlier stable ambivalence he moves to
an unstable one. Now the constant attitude to his father is one of wary
respect, which can turn into real love (though his father, having misread
Freud, won't believe it) when his father is protecting him or initiating him
into mysteries that will some day be at his disposal too, and which can
turn into enmity when his father is the agent of forces that can upset his
infantile contentment, in particular, his closeness to his mother.
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If this is the character of his anxiety, then the very general character of
his symptoms falls into place. He wants to stay near the safe and familiar,
and avoid anything that might lead him to treacherous mysteries. To say
this is of course not to characterize his symptoms in any detail, or to say
anything at all about their particular causes, or anything at all about
what might alleviate them. Freud's ideas about these must come from his
theory, not from the evocativeness of his descriptions.

This is how I read Freud's depiction of little Hans. It does not matter
much that other readings are plausible, or that it may be just false of the
actual child. The important point is the possibility of a vernacular
description of a person's attitudes and motives that captures some of the
sense of a psychoanalytic treatment of the behaviour that prompts their
assumption. The untheoretical description has many and obvious limita-
tions, but it can sometimes be seen to be true or false just by looking, and
it can sometimes allow everyday imagination to tell one what it might be
like to satisfy the description.

The case of Dora is harder to handle along these lines. Her attitude to
Herr K is indeed ambivalent; it's downright fickle. (Though he seems a
charmingly untrustworthy character to whom fickleness is possibly the
best response.) And her attitudes to other people, to her father and to
Frau K, have the same inconstancy to them. Yet when we look for the
constancies underlying these shifting attitudes, we can only find things
we need the theory to express, and they are somehow hard to handle in
any but a completely theoretical way. The connections between the
theoretical and the intuitive seem rather thin here, and one is left with a
very incomplete idea of what it is like to be Dora.

She can be fierce, but the connections between this obvious trait and
the character of her infantile sadism are just not drawn. Freud tells us
that in the second dream 'cruel and sadistic' tendencies find satisfaction,
but this judgment depends delicately on the dream's associations and on
Freud's intuitions and, more to my point, it reveals no links between the
material associated with the dream and the content of the incidents
revealing her fierceness (or her pride, her reticence - any of the traits one
might expect a connection with). Her fixation on Herr K is long-standing
and takes different forms, from sentimental affection to protestations of
hostility, and just here one would expect some grasp of the constant
themes underlying the varying postures. And one would expect that these
themes would trace her attachment to Herr K to her attachments to
earlier objects of love, such as her parents, to make sense of the
continuing disturbance he caused in her. But we are disappointed.
Definite themes of her sexual life emerge, and their connections with
infantile oral pleasures begin to become clear, yet this is somehow no
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help in telling us how her attitude to Herr K is constituted, or even how
all this primal material translates into tendencies and styles of liking and
disliking.

This is not to say that the case is a failure. Freud's aim in both these
cases was first of all simply to produce the material he had elicited and to
argue for its relevance to the clinical situation. Secondary to that was the
exact aetiology. And even further from his aim was the drawing of in-
tuitive pictures or the expansion of the resources of commonsense. And
even in this last respect, he does not do nothing. He gives us glimpses of
the infantile desires and attachments that colour her conscious attitudes,
and he depicts in conventional terms the manner of the woman, the
impression she makes on him, and the atmosphere of the analytic
sessions. The failing is that he cannot bring these two, the infantile
associations and the adult character, convincingly together. And this is
hardly surprising. In the first place, the analysis was broken off just as
basic connections were promising to emerge. And in the second place,
drawing connections between the theoretical and the intuitive would in
this case involve finding expression for very primitive fixations con-
cerned with the establishment of gender and choice of object. Finding a
graspable description of what it is to become a man or a woman is
something that the whole culture flounders after. The mind that wants
description in the Dora case is younger than that described in the case of
little Hans.

How theory diffuses How can psychological theory affect the attribu-
tions and explanations we make in everyday life? I have described three
ways in which psychoanalytic theory affects the vernacular view of mind.
First, it affects the range and arrangement of concepts that we can allow
into common descriptions. I tried to describe one such effect with respect
to what I called y-terms, the licensing of long-term referential and
motivational states. This effect of theory on practice can be quite
invisible, since it need not require any injection of typically theoretical
vocabulary into common talk. Rather, the relations between terms we
already have, and the senses they may bear, is re-thought. This may open
up room for entirely new terms, but they do not have to be drawn from
the theory whose examples set off the changes. The second effect of
psychoanalysis on commonsense is to encourage us to improvise non-
exotic analogies of the duality between aim and object. And the third is
to lead us to try to capture with the details of our descriptions the
symbolic content of the unity that can underlie a person's changing
attitudes to an object. These are clearly not the only systematic effects of
Freudian theory on vernacular psychology, but they all stem from the
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same stage in the development of Freud's ideas, and they all reveal as
much about commonsense as they do about psychoanalysis.

Psychoanalysis is unusually sensitive to questions of its relation to
vernacular ideas, since its hypotheses concern in part the constructions
people put on their own and others' actions and its practical import
concerns in part the kind of reconstruction people should be led to about
their motives and those of others. It should matter, then, what psycholo-
gical constructions people are actually capable of manipulating in any
but the most abstract way. If we want to understand what the possibili-
ties and limits are here, what construals of our motivation we can and
cannot see ourselves through, we soon come to a point beyond which
philosophical argument is too weak a tool. Only a real empirical social
psychology can uncover the structure of everyday thought about mind,
and the limits of our ability to imagine personalities. Lacking the science,
one is forced to proceed as I have done, simply by looking at cases in
which a description of motivation is offered, and presenting one's
judgment, as a reflective user of ordinary modes of explanation and
imagination, about the extent to which the description succeeds.9

9 Peter Alexander and Andrew Harrison helped me with an ancestor of this paper,
Naomi Scheman pointed out several flaws in the penultimate draft, and Flint Schier
prompted some last-minute back-pedalling.
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