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ABSTRACT

The Eye and the Couch: Dialectical and Metaphorical Aspects of SeeingdBeing Seen
in Development and Psychoanalytic Treatment

by Komal Choksi

Advisor: Jeffrey Rosen, PhD

The iconic scene of the psychoanalytic setting depicts two individuals preseatsame
physical space but looking away from one another. This scene invites the questiomlef tfie
gaze both in psychoanalysis and in the broader course of human interaction. THes¢opiest
explored in this thesis, which is largely theoretical. The conscious and unconscomistiass
to looking and being looked at provide the data for a contextual analysis of the use of the
psychoanalytic couch which systematically prevents facialtafeeceading and interaction
between patient and analyst.

A review of literature was undertaken to understand the meanings of seeingrand bei
seen with a different conceptual lens adopted in each chapter. The firgrcbapering
phylogeny and ontogeny, established the biological roots of gaze and gaze avetsiwn a
unconscious processes involved in visuofacial interaction. The second chapter deedot&trat
paramount significance of maternal-infant gazing in the development of bothgapchi
interaction structures. The coupling of gazing with sexuality, shame, and esvgwealed in
the third chapter. The fourth chapter considered gaze in existentialisoph§yas which gaze
is alienating, in feminist theory, in which gaze is indicative of power and statlig) aurrent
contemporary culture, which is increasingly exhibitionistic and voyeuri&iterature on the
rationale for the couch with an emphasis on the visual dimension was reviewed in th@auoibse
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chapter. The literature demonstrated the persistent associations of libidygessken to gaze
and provided the possible motives for its exclusion in analytic treatment.

The last chapter was an attempt to apply these findings to the clinical esrcancht
consider therapeutic action in both physical-interactive setups — face toéhadttathe use of
the couch. The significance of nonverbal affective communication, shame, analgicisoy
regression, internal focus, holding, separation-individuation, loss, and symbolizaten w
considered, along with amodal perceptual functioning and the role of mirror neurormdytica
empathy. It was concluded that the decision to treat a patient face to fartarust involve an

attunement to the possible idiosyncratic meanings for the patient of the ‘argdyst and face.
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PROLOGUE

To been faceand eye to eye is the most basic human interaction and a fundamental way
of knowing and being with an other. Two powerful interpersonal experiences are wete ga
upon in threat and to be gazed upon with love. Engaging the interpersonal world through mutual
gaze is without perceptual parallel and underpins some of the most profound human eeerienc
extending through development, from maternal love in infancy to romantic love in adulthood.
Being seen is a profound form of recognition and acknowledgment and its lack, the
experience of invisibility, undermines one’s existence as a social beirntg. primacy, the need
to be seen may be akin to the need to experience touch. Both to be seen and to be touched — for
one’s corporality to be affirmed — are universal desires. While the needsfeatitiation of
one’s material existence may be primitive, it is also constitutive ofethe Isooking and being
looked at signify selfhood, agency, being in a state of I-ness. Vision estalhsh@resence of
the object and in so doing establishes one’s own presence; in seeing the other ong &weoene
that one could also be seen and therefore is part of the visible world. The self isredsion
to the other. In seeing the object, not only is its presence realized, busda ls@lght closer to
the self with the distal acting as the proximal, through signaling to the selfhihais seen
could also be touched.
To engage the world with the eyes is a powerful, unique and vital experience that has
been borne testimony to by artists, poets, novelists, and philosophers - Plato anteBesc
referred to vision as “the noblest sense” (Jay, 1993). What it means to seéiththeatyes of
the other and to be embodied in another’s gaze has been contemplated and studiedel@sious fi

over centuries. Winnicott (1967/1971) asserted unity in seeing and existing: TMdo&n am



seen, so | exist” (p. 14) as if to say “When | see/am seen, | am” addingdimemsion to the
Descartian dictum (Reis, 2004). In Winnicott’s phrase, not only is theseé&ie to be” but also
“to be seens to be,” bringing in the other and noting the significance of being the object of an
other's gaze. Georg Simmel (1908/1921), one of the earliest sociologistsedeltafollowing
regarding mutual gaze:
Of the special sense organs, the eye has a uniquely sociological function. The
union and interaction of individuals is based upon mutual glances. This is
perhaps the most direct and purest reciprocity which exists anywhere...thg tota
of social relations of human beings, their self-assertion and self-abnegation, thei
intimacies and estrangements, would be changed in unpredictable ways if there
occurred no glance of eye to eye. This mutual glance between persons...signifies
a wholly new and unique union between them...By the same act in which the
observer seeks to know the observed, he surrenders himself to be understood by
the observer. The eye cannot take unless at the same time it gives...What occurs
in this direct mutual glance represent the most perfect reciprocity imtine e
field of human relationships...Upon the line which unites the two eyes, it conveys
to the other the real personality, the real attitude, the real impulse... (pp. 358-359)
The dialectic of mutual gaze delivers a unique union and reciprocality, as tosée is t
seen. In eye contact one is simultaneously seer and seen, and this trangpoftdaliisual
act makes looking eye-to-eye remarkable. Mobius loop-like, the self iseaspactator and
spectacle, subject and object of the very same act, self and other are dechmitigthe seer
seen. Furthermore, in the act of gazing one detects the internal state of téhdéhene’s
interior is at the same time revealed. The eyes are thus the intettiaeerpself and other,
between internal and external, a portal between being “windows to the worldinamalr“of the
soul” — between what is exterior and what is interior. An additional dimension of maagaigy
exclusivity - it inherently permits no other.

The idea of the gaze as powerful has been well-represented since aatquttg

meaning of sight has gone beyond mere visual perception. In language, it has come to be



equated with every human facdltput particularly with knowledge and reason, so that “to see is
to know.” The etymology of words suchssemclear, evident apprehengdregard focus
viewpointand aphorisms such as “I'll believe it when | see it” at@shis linkagé. In language,
visual metaphors are commonly used to convey how in the eye, there is the mind, and in eye
contact, there is a meeting of the minds. “l see what you mean,” “Do youfise®r iy point of
view?” and “Now we see eye to eye,” convey mutual understanding. The eyesdte resad

an other’'s mind and meeting one’s eyes with an other’s elicits a specigcsubjexperience.

The eye and its functions have come to represent, in metaphor and symbol, an array of
phenomena that dreams, art, archeological relics, literature, mythologyd@&yéanguage, and
cultural practices betray repeatedly. In the symbolic world of, the eye d&as be
anthropomorphized, with every possible affect and action imputed to it. Envy, jealousg, sha
desire, aggression, and tender love are notable dffeitkswhich the eye has been continuously
and persuasively associated.

In the archetypal sense, many equivalencies regarding the eye havehatisea evident
in symbol, symptom, and fantasy. These equivalencies are multiple; contradiottsgious;
and unconscious. Eye=l, eye=other, eye=face, eye=mirror, eye=nmwfhefather, eye=society,
eye=God, eye=soul, eye=sun. Binaries abound when it comes to the eye. As subjeet, the ey

may be utilized in the service of the id or ego; as object, the eye maybeeagpdras a

! In the ancient Egyptian Eye of Horus symbol, thetpof the eye represents each of the other émses as well as
thought, demonstrating the idea of sight as albemzassing of the sensory modalities and the m8wkFigure 1
The “third eye” in Asia is the eye of knowledge amdightenment, but also the eye of destruction.

2 Many metaphors and aphorisms attest to the mannenich the experience of sight is borrowed toenstand the
world. Jay (1993) gives an extensive demonstraifche way ocular terms have infused everydayuage.

% Not only are the eye and sight linked with knovgedbut also with desire and aggression. Batai{-
1930/1985), the French writer, remarked, “It se@mossible, in fact, to judge the eye using anydaather that
seductivesince nothing is more attractive in the bodieardfmals and men. But extreme seductiveness zapip
at the boundary of horror... The eye is even ranket imdnorror, since it is, among other things, ¢ye of
consciencgé(p. 17). Elkins (1996), an art historian who heritten extensively on sight said, “Desire infects
seeing,” and there is always an “incessant urgfrdesire” while looking, “never blank, affectlessegng...My eyes
can understand only desire and possession. Amy#ige is meaningless and therefore invisible2@). All seeing
is laden with meaning and desire and intent ancefahere is no simple looking, according to Elkins
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superego agent. The eye is both phallic and vaginal, penetrative and incorporatsvéhasad i
both male and female. It is a means with which to identity with the object but mlsare with
which to destroy it. The eye is life-giving, has healing powers, and standsdtpor it is an
agent of reality and truth; it is equated with benevolence, love and intimacy. grtieetime,
the eye is annihilating, malevolent and evil and represents destructionyéhgke of deception
and of illusion. Both the notion of the evil eye, embodying the latter, as well as the thea
loving maternal gaze, embodying the former qualities, are culturally ualverbus it would
seem that in the unconscious at least the eyes are omnipresent; omniscienipoteomand
that there is both danger and pleasure in the gaze.

In summary, seeing and being seen is a basic relational paradigm, involvifigangni
affects, a sense of union and reciprocity through which the subjectivitif ahsleother are
made known, and is linked with knowledge and reason on the one hand and danger and desire on
the other. The eyes have gone far beyond the phenomenology of vision and extended into the
figurative and symbolitrealm, and there are powerful representations of this in iconic, narrative,
and theoretical forms in mythology, folklore, art, critical studies, and psyclysanal
Throughout this study, | will be attempting to delineate the dangers and pkea$looking, that
is, the libidinal (nurturing, reparative, containing, seductive, vitalizing naiffig) and aggressive

(penetrating, shaming, destructive, threatening) aspects of gaze.

* In Elsevier’s Dictionary of Symbols and Imagédg Vries, 1984), the entry feyeis one of the longest, over
twice as long as the one flaceand five times as long asr.



INTRODUCTION

For the sighted, looking is an essential element of human encounter. Mutual gaze is a
important avenue for communication of affect and connection with an other and it has been
called “the most intense” form of interpersonal communication (Tomkins, 1963; Schore, 1994,
2003).

The visual perception of facial expressions has been shown to be “the most salient”
aspect of nonverbal communication (Izard, 1971; Schore, 1994, 2003). Though empirical
researchers, artists, and philosophers have repeatedly attested to themsmmii gaze and
mutual gaze over time, visual perception, gaze, and facial expression have dusadllttle
role in the psychoanalytic treatment setting. In his foreword to the thiidredf Darwin’s
(1872/1998)rhe Expression of the Emotions in Man and Anindsil Ekman noted that in the
one hundred years following its original publication, this opus on affective fasfahgs was
largely ignored. This neglect appears to have coincided with and been reflected in the adoption
of the analytic couch and the scant attention paid to facial expression in @naicate.
Psychoanalytic considerations of nonverbal behaviors have typically beecteddti proxemics
and kinesics and rarely include gaze behaviors; gaze as either percembnal cin as semiotics
has been fairly neglected.

This is a study on the lack of looking and being looked at in the psychoanalytic treatment
context. Specifically, it is an inquiry into the acknowledged and unacknowledged asasciat
with looking that have led to its virtual elimination, and the institutionalization sf thi

elimination in the form of the analytic couch. The use of the couch, in which the patiem@srec

® Indeed, in the introduction to their 1976 workgare and mutual gaze, Argyle & Cook proclaim thatrt
intention is to “contribute a missing componentite model of man” (p. ix) after noting the abseateesearch on
gaze until the early 1960s.
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and faces away from the analyst who is situated behind the patient, systgnmaticaves the
availability of gaze and mutual gaze between patient and ghaly#tat had been Freud'’s
recommendatioto use the couch, based in part on a motive that he termed personal: “I cannot
put up with being stared at by other people for eight hours a dayof@)” (1913/1958a, p. 133),
became matter of course for most psychoanalysts. The adoption of the couchvalso gre
historically out of privileging the intrapsychic world of the analysand over tbep@tsonal

world of the analytic dyad. The couch is considesiee qua norfor psychoanalysis, critical in
promoting the necessary regressive and neutral fields for the formations§éteace reactions.
But in addition to enabling an “optimal” cognitive-affective state, the coughaisa have a
defense-supporting function for both members of the dyad by creating a poesitiation of
both the expression and reading of certain affective material. Here | elptbreshat the
elimination of gaze facilitates and hinders between patient and analyst anal tteishierapeutic
process, that is, both what it bestows and how it detracts.

Freud was apparently enamored of the importance of seeing. Much has been nm&de of hi
aesthetics and interest in visual'aftlowever, interpersonal looking, as evidenced by both the
guote above and his theorizing, appears to have had negative associations for higsichd cla
psychoanalytic theory vision has been linked with primitive process, traumsigsging, and

psychopathology including perversions and neuroses. It has been associated with

® At best a partial and inverted view of the patiefice and its expressions is available from betive couch.

! However, with a few exceptions, Freud'’s intereghim arts was largely restricted to sculpturesamwtiaeological
artifacts representing mythology and or ancientucak, rather than paintings. He seems to havdittlado no
interest in contemporary or abstract art, thoughSbrrealists dubbed him their “patron saint,” #maligh fin-de-
siécle Secessionist Viennese artists such as Kleng¢ exploring themes such as sexuality and dedtieir works
and creating revolutionary masterpieces, influerime8&ireud’s thinking. The art critic Kuspit (199000) has
refuted the idea of Freud as visual aesthete. ihge of the eye, particularly the castrated ey pervasive in
Surrealist art (Siegel, 1982), but Freud wrote tet8n, the leader of the Surrealist movement, “@ltgh | have
received many testimonies of the interest thatgmad your friends show for my research, | am nog ablclarify for
myself what surrealism is and what it wants. PesHagm not destined to understand it, | who amist@ut from
art” (Breton, 1932/1990, p. 152).



sadomasochistic and infantile aims and is central to pathology associatedyeitinis,
exhibitionism, primal scene exposure, castration anxiety, penis envy, paltarsbaia,
fetishism, and narcissi$m Vision became the language of conflict in Freudian theory. In
contrast to this pathologizing of vision, both theorists and recent psychoanalyhbéaltged
research in infancy and mother-infant attachment have found that gaze anihwsaation
between mother and infant are critical, for the infant’s social, emotional, anidiveg
development, and that this has lasting impact on the individual.

In contemporary psychoanalysis, it has been argued that affects constitgeehgal
database for psychoanalysis (Modell, 1973). Both affective interchangik,(R@96) and
interaction (Kirman, 1998) are considered to be the “core of the therapeidic"adthe shift
toward both affect and interaction would seem to imply that therapeutic intengmatould be
more inclusive of modalities of affect perception and communicaiiéords alone do not
capture lived experience (Pally, 2001); meanings are semiotically teddmough more than
words. Tomkins (1963) states “affect is primarily facial behavior.” Argatited study found
that in the expression of feelings and attitudes, 93% of communication is nonverbaktof whi
55% is through facial expression, gesture, and posture, and 38% through vocal tone @vehrabi
1971, 1972). This implies that over half of nonverbal affective communication requires visual
perceiving, and the couch, which involves minimal visual input results in minimal reafding
meaning-laden nonverbal expressions.

That the communication of psychically-determined internal experience inglatfect,

fantasies, unconscious memories — the grist of the psychoanalytic nkidsqtiace through

8 According to visual culture theorist Jay (1998 hostile stance with vision in psychoanalysisoissistent with
the attitude maintained in twentieth century Westatellectual thought. He noted that vision wesrfigrated” as
part of an “antivisual discourse” that pervadedwloek of a number of artists, cultural critics, Ed¢heorists,
philosophers, and poststructuralist theorists.



several different channels, both linguistic and non-lingdisias long been recognizelet, in
the adult analytic dyad, the use of the couch suggests that language and paralbehasior
are considered the main communicative elem&ntsith the emphasis on hearing rather than
observing. Eye contact and observation of facial affective displays — importalmgastic
modes of connection and communication — have not, for the most part, been included in the work
of what is called the analyzing instrument, which is primarily auditortlyarathan visually
inclined. In listening with “the third ear,” listening with the eyes is ofteagone.

In this study, which is theoretical, | undertake an attempt to explore theieaptic
implicit analytic rationale for not looking. This is attempted through a dritsgew of
literature on the psychological function and significance of the eyes and gazmdsf
developmental, sociopsychological, psychoanalytical, anthropological, and lcsiltias.
Through various conceptual frameworks, | explore the role of gaze in instiachratnt,
development, culture, and psychological treatment.

The experiential phenomena of being the subject and object of vision are examined from
multiple points of view with the intention of discovering the unconscious associatittimgaze
and mutual gaze that may render their engagement an experience to be avoidegdulEhef
this examination are applied to the clinical setting of the psychoanabaitrtent situation in
which, through the use of the couch, looking and being looked at are minimized for the bulk of

the clinical hour. An attempt is made to reconcile this with established obsesvtitat gaze

° Heller (1996) claims that at least one billion bpthased signals are exchanged by patient anepietrin one
psychotherapy hour.

Recent exception to this is attention being paidebaviors of the patient beyond language-oriefressl
association as revealing of internal working modkighe effort to advance the understanding ofdpeutic action,
the nonverbal dimension of communication, spediffaammunication that is at the procedural, prelsiic level,
has received considerable attention in the forisush concepts as enactment, implicit relationalkng,
projective identification, unconscious communicafiand role responsiveness. The interest in iatéions
“beyond interpretation” (e.g., the Boston ProcdsShmnge Study Group, Stern, 1998, 2002) alsectflthe
acknowledgment of nonlinguistic elements of change.



and mutual gaze are essential in human interaction; the eyes and face eakimtig
communication of affect; gaze and mutual gaze are central in development ity gufiginc
attachment; and the rise of visuality in contemporary cdftudeattempt to understand the
explicit and implicit motives for its exclusion in the analytic, including tbielinal and
aggressive aspects of gaze that may render it threatening and an experiengenimized in
the analytic situation.

In the following six chapters, various bodies of literature are traversed tostarde
unconscious associations of looking and not looking in interpersonal contexts. Literaure wa
selected to reflect associations to ¢lyeas both the subject and object of seeing/gazing/looking;
seeingas the basic function of the egmzing/lookingas the interpersonal/object relational form
of seeing; anfaceandbody in addition to the eye, as the object of the act of gazing.

Because nonverbal behaviors are rooted in our phylogenetic past and because symbols
often extend from the instinctual, the first chapter begins with our primgtaoto establish the
residues of primitive gaze and mutual gaze in modern man. The chapter then moves into our
ontogenetic past in which the evidence of our visual legacy is examined in human neonates. Th
functions of gazing and its unconscious and automatic dimensions in adulthood are subsequently
covered.

The following chapter covers the first instance of mutual gaze in human hiéeirfant
with the maternal figure, wherein the object relatedness with which all loskinthbued
becomes established. The attachment literature on the significance off gaztias well as
gaze aversion between mother and infant is examined, including the literature raticepa

individuation and the role of gaze in this developmental process. Psychoanaldtald on the




function of mutual gaze in early relatedness, drawing on adult analysis, is alsaeka The
third chapter delves into the psychoanalytic theorizing on looking, with specati reg
scopophilig which refers to both the visual instinct and to pleasure in looking, and its
vicissitudes. The symbolic significance of the eye and gaze as drawn fromdhdariynical
data is also explored. Thus, chapter one examines what is innate about gaze ksaidhWwars
and three examine the effects of nurture and experience on gaze.

The next and fourth chapter is a multidisciplinary one and explores gaze and gaztial
and their manifestations in philosophical discourse and feminist theory, both of which make
considerable use of “the gaze,” and in contemporary culture in which both the image and t
visible body have gained ascendance. The fifth chapter begins the clintcah $@th a study
of the rationale for the use of the couch as presented in existing literaturecomthe The last
and sixth chapter applies the findings of the previous chapters to an understandirgpeitier

action as both facilitated and hindered by gaze aversion.
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CHAPTER ONE

The Eye of the Primate. Phylogeny and Ontogeny

This chapter is divided into three sections: the first is concerned with psiaradethe
instinctual roots of the use of gaze to communicate threat, attachment, aifiecteation, and
the salience of the eyes. The second continues the tracing of the innatenessrohgamn
neonates and infants. The last section establishes the use of gaze andcdutcohattary
response to the eye and face in human adults.

Gaze and Phylogenetic Inheritance

In the nonprimate world, rather than the visual, the olfactory sense is perhagssthe s
most relied upon for information regarding the external world, though its funstloniied to
the proximal environment. The visual sense appears to have become supreme in thamimate
human sensory hierarchy, as the most highly developed and relied upon sense. Vision has come
to be used not only to perceive and navigate, but also to communicate, through gaze. Dunbar
(1998) suggests that primates’ social intelligence has advanced more thapethes and to
the extent it has because of their vision-dominated worlds.

The purpose of this section is to explore the archaic functions of gaze and its evglutionar
significance, as a way to establish the primitive residues of gaze in nfadeems. Through an
understanding of the role of vision in the survival of the organism and in the fulfillment of
instinctual gratification, this exploration will reveal the vestiges ahpligaze in humans and

the innate aspects of visual interaction. To achieve this, this section willgameeacross the
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evolutionary scale, looking at ethological and primatolodfeasearch. The evidence for an
innate gaze processing module, which detects the presence begnpatticularly threat or prey;
and the role of gaze in attachment and in theory of mind, which is both an evolutionary and
developmental precursor to empathy and suggests primary intersubjectitragerd through
evolution.
Gaze and Perception: Sight as Distal Mode

In its most basic sense, sight is that action of the eyes used by an organismriidbe se
of visual perception, in order to orient itself and gather information about the physical
environment; the presence of objects as they are arrayed in space; and thes qlopgmerties of
these objects. Sight is a highly effective way of amassing vast amoumfsrofation without
the need for direct, close physical contact or proximity, a distancelitgodigh many
advantages over audition and olfaction. Therefore, in its most primal capazigyisgan
orienting response to the physical environment. The organism is conscious and svithezye
situates itself in the external world, spatially and otherwise. In theapgiworld, gaze is thus
utilized as a distance sense and for its perceptive capacity, rather thiarsigmal capacity.

Over time however, as mentioned, sight evolved from functioning merely for perception
to encompassing social/communicative functions. In the following sectitemaitto follow
the evolution of gaze among nonprimate vertebrates and mammals and nonhuman prithates (
a special focus on the anthropoids or the great apes) and trace gaze’s usatfanthempathy

precursors in both groups.

2Gaze is a fruitful area of study in primates beeanfsts role in communication in three domaing thay also
provide a foundation for the study of higher coigmit particularly social cognition: gaze as reveglihe social
organization of the species; the emotional statb@&ender; and awareness of self and others (E2@00).
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Nonprimate Vertebrates: Threat and Warning

A number of species do use the eyes as social signals including those speergs pres
since early in time on the evolutionary scale (Argyle & Cook, 1976). Many species of
nonhuman vertebrates are attracted to the eyes, use information from the eyggland s
information through their own eyes such as warning others of their emotional tlisposi
However, with perhaps the exception of birds, other vertebrates are not as wseatigd as
primates (Emery, 2000).

As a stimulus, a pair of eyes is relatively simple, involving only two dark doislkeac
by surrounding white areas. However, eyes convey strong information that islletezhley
any other dark-white contrasts. Emery hypothesizes that simple sachezpa¢sentations of
eyes such as two black circles are interpreted as eyes dugpid aredator detection systeim
many species. The ability to discriminate eyes as a stimulus is @e predisposition.
Recognizing the presence of eyes has the important function of determinitngmthely are
looking at you or away from you.

Gaze aversion in the context of perceived threat begins early on the evoluti@ary sc
In most species social gaze, or inter-individual gaze, is used for purposes cdlrestrning,
to both members of their own species and other species (Argyle & Cook; Emergap®the
most basic emotional expression of the eye is the stare. In animals lowerenolutionary
scale, gaze in the form of a stare is most often used as a threat signgélonReéadeing stared
at include attacking, calls for reinforcement and support, flight, gazsiemgor head-shaking
(Argyle & Cook; Redican, 1975). Some species of birds respond to staring eyesadiagoer
predator with tonic immobility and some species of snakes with feigning deaéiny)Em

Arousal is a common effect of staring eyes and the cutting off of gazeylmf Hrese means is
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both an appeasement signal and a method to reduce arousal (Chance, 1962). The more
submissive animal averts gaze in order to avoid attack from the dominant animse. clireff
acts and postures were understood as being a result of an approach/withdraigal ddvwese
intra-species behaviors allow for loss of eye contact and though it is afficgivated behavior,
it allows the animal to stay in proximity to the other individual by lowering arptisaieby
allowing the encounter to continue.

One of the most remarkable aspects of defensive evolution is the development of faux
eyes, indicating the aversive power of the eyes. In addition to the eyeglire=sna variety of
eye-like stimuli are used — eye spots, eye ring, and eye patches re&braind warning functions.
Fish and insects, particularly mothand butterflies, but also cobras and peacocks use eye spots,
or imitation eyes on their bodies or wings, to throw off potential predators|6A&g§€ook).

These eye spots mimic other predator’s eyes giving species with eysapots/e advantage,
evolutionarily. Like actual eyes, eye spots evoke feelings of threat ordation and either
avert or halt attacks. Janzen, Hallwachs, and Burns (2010) postulate a momgigxthat is
evolutionarily generated on the part of the potential prey and an innate reftestasftaneous
fear and flight on the part of the potential predator, rather than a learnt b&hakdnzen et al.
state that there may be an evolutionary “selection to enhance almost angrsth@péor that can
give the hint of eyes” (p. 6). Important to the effectiveness of the abovéeybsplays are the

following elements: a pair of concentric shapes, horizontal arrangementnevef these eye-

13 SeeFigure 2for eye spots on a local species of moth, mimigkire eyes of an owl.

14 Janzen et al. studied eye-like and face-like patenimicking the predators of their predators agsomundreds
of species of caterpillars and pupae in Costa Riagpical forests. Their main predators are ingeciging birds
whose predators are in turn snakes, lizards, diings, and small mammals. While some of thesefajes are
remarkably similar to predator species’ eyes, samesimple suggestions of paired circles or dosimounding
face-like patterns. These eye spots are so pokhasfio override the fact of their diminutive sitegir lack of
resemblance otherwise to these predators, and¢héiat the preying bird is likely to encounterséo hundreds of
counterfeit eyes a day.
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like patterns, and circularity, usually with a black center and a ligheaarounding . That
hundreds of species have evolved eye spots demonstrate the salience and powge®frite e
context of danger and annihilation, as if the predator is reduced to nothing but this pair of
concentric circles.

In addition, eye color changes, such as to red, are used for dominance and threat in some
fish and bird species and some mammals when feeling threatened or aggressigesp&cies
develop glowing red false eye spots that are directed at the invader at the robimiension
(Jansen et al.).

The relevance of gaze aversion, eye spots, and eye color changes in humans redonside
both later in this chapter and in subsequent chapters. This section demonstratesythat ma
vertebrate species utilize information from the eyes, but mostly for Akegatng purposes.
However, visual social perception, or gaze, has become specialized for coomplexmicative
functions in the primates as discussed in the following section.

Nonhuman Primates in Groups and Pairs

While the eye is a very specialized site in the facial expression of @hmaks, primates
may have a large repertoire of signals emanating from the eyes alartdy@am the rest of the
face (Kaplan & Rogers, 2002). Emery states that for nonhuman primates, ttseedfgrenary
means of communication, with highly developed facial muscles, and they haneatifigerest

in the eyes.” The eyes play a pivotal role in all primate facial expresand primates

15 Eye rings, or color contrasted black or white leiscaround the eyes, are used to call attentitimet@yes. The
eyebrows of higher primate and humans are resiouege rings, speculate Argyle and Cook. Theyestizat “The
eyebrows are raised in surprise and fear, lower@h@er and threat.” They also note that Darwiarpreted
eyebrow movement as “allowing more or less eye-pg@and freedom of movement; in fear it is necessa
allow free visual scanning, in anger to focus shyarpLittle however could be unearthed on the ex@nary
communicative function and significance of eyelastibough the mascara industry worldwide is a $obi
industry) beyond its protective function for theeag restricting debris from the eyeball. Speduddy, eyelashes
could also have the function of enhancing commuitindby emphasizing the movement of the eyes, &idgthe
perception of movement of the eyelid, and thus ggeing of gaze, such as it downward or upward tilnec

15



demonstrate an extreme bias of looking at the eyes and the region surrounding tpaeneddm
the nose and mouth. Baboons have been shown to look at the eye region more than any other
part of the face, including for face recognition. Visual processing evolved prithate species
due to a number of factors as formulated by Emery including changes in the ragypbioihe
faces and eyes of primates (shift to eyes being situated on a horizontabpidiee need to
communicate about emotional and mental states. In many primates, gazerdisamportant

in communication. “The eyes provide very subtle signals to other individuals, and other
information transferred by this manner is dependent largely on the ability tastamdethat the
eyes capture information about the world” (Emery, p. 582). Primates have sopdssoatl
systems that rely on visual behavior and visual signals, which apres@nt in other vertebrates.
In the primate brain there are over thirty regions dedicated to visual pracessduding those
containing neurons specifically sensitive to viss@dial signals®.

Gaze and complex social structuresGroup living, the need for efficiency in
communication, group rank, dominance, and threat led to changes gaze behaviors. Emery
hypothesizes that an increase in reliance on visual social signaling ingerwest brought about
by an increase in the sophistication of social interactions secondary toifivarge groups and
the adoption of a hierarchical system of dominance. An elaborate system of igisakhg is
required for “coalition formation, tactical deception, reciprocity and knovaedghird party
relationships” (p. 581). Amongst primate groups, gazing signals and remfpg structure,
dominance hierarchies, and the nature and quality of group relations (Kaplan &)Rohers
visual sense allowed greater specificity and less ambiguity in commuonigatarge groups

than auditory or olfactory signals. Moreover, visual social signals coddalssed to

®Nlonhuman primates (as well as humans) have dedicateral architecture involving the superior tengpsulcus
(STS) and the amygdala that activates automatiedlisn presented with faces and eyes (Haxby, Hoff&an
Gabbini, 2000).
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communicate emotional and mental states, allowing prediction of others’ behaaftarn® of
gazing and eye movements can be revealing of the sender’'s emotional and gsyalholo
Unlike the other vertebrates, primates have the ability to use complex dgezeobe that have
multiple meanings — gaze may indicate both emotional state and interesy\Eme

Continuing from lower animals, threat amongst primates is most commongssegrin
the form of staring, along with facial grimacing, with gaze aversion usad appeasement or
submission signal. Mazur (1985) notes that primates establish and maintain thethies
with short face to face competitions that range from fierce combatdaompetitions. These
include simple staring initiated by a more powerful group member leadingecagarsion by
the more fearful animal, or by the yielding of something valuable such as foaittimgplace.
Such staredowns initiate the stress response, that is, fight or flightsarnd\adlve higher or
rising testosterone in the more powerful one and lower or dropping testosterone in the
intimidated one. Dominance contests are therefore attempts to outstressrthentithibe latter
feels compelled to reduce its discomfort through averting the eyes or anothessivbmdt’.

Gaze is equivalent to attention and signals both rank/dominance and attachment.
Amongst the baboons and gorillas, there is an “attention structure” in which gameessively
directed at the most dominant members of the group and each individual accords ansl receive
attention as a function of his or her rank (Chance, 1967), with infants attending todtiearsn
mothers to mates, and subordinates to dominant alpha males. This is taken to sudgest tha
attention structure and thus gaze, plays an important part in social hieracoidged with

maintaining both social cohesion and dominance hierarchies (p. 3). However, it is tadbe note

"Mazur makes the point, “All common modes of comnoating status that appear among nonhuman primate
species occur among humans as well,” citing nunsestudies. He notes that the dominance orderokeays and
apes share similarities with human group hieraschigd speculates that there may even be appliyabilihe
“polite conversation” of humans in which there nimegyincreases and reductions of stress based diligistaent of
respective status.
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that in primate groups, not only dominance but also close relationships dictateaglirecti
attention to each other such as in mother-infant pairs and mating pairs. Gaze dehkcaesl
dominance amongst primates but also their affiliation. This is the foundatidrefinkage of
gaze and the origins of attachment and empathy in evolution.

Attachment-related aspects of gazeBecause direct eye contact often elicits attacks in
primates, it had been assumed that mutual gaze, when it occurred, was onlyionsitfat
antagonism (Kaplan & Rogers). Argyle and Cook first called attention to thin&gt is only
amongst primates that gaze may be used for “affiliative purposes” aotheatlspecies gaze use
is primarily restricted as a signal for aggres§toryamagiwa® (1992) found that in gorillas,
along with the other great apes, mutual gaze could also be used in a prosocial, nem+grea
context. He concluded that among primates, mutual gaze, in the form of staring, and when not
accompanied by facial expressions, has multiple social functions among primate

Noting that the eyes are a significant area of focus for animals, Myaweakoshi et al.
(2003) examined the phylogenetic origin of gaze perception and demonstrated3Ravdek
old infant chimpanzees preferred looking at a face with open, directly fagesgrather than a
face with closed eyes or with averted gaze. They hypothesized a stumistadn in that
perceiving gaze early by infants may help attract the attentioretb&ars and increase chances
for receiving care. Bard et al. (2005) found that mutual gaze occurred frequihtly
chimpanzees and did so in a prosocial context, including between mothers and their infant
chimpanzees. They demonstrated that interactions between chimpanzees andsnothers
overwhelmingly positive with little agonism, and share commonalities withahugads in

early social communicative exchanges such as mutual gaze (which ocourgparable

18 This was described by Goodall (1986) in her landrséudies of chimpanzees in the wild.
¥ The preponderance of Japanese researchers ituttyeas primate gaze may be reflective of the greattention
to the eyes and gaze in Japanese culture (seeipsébtion on adult gaze).
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rates:18-20/hour with human infants and17/hour, in primates). Moreover, mutual gaze is
nurtured by chimpanzee mothers through intuitive parefttirithe similarities are understood in
the context of human and chimpanzees sharing high degrees of facial expressianess a
communication. Bard et al. also found that mutual gaze was inversely related spént
cradling infants amongst their chimpanzees and suggested an interthigggddactile and
visual modalities in mutual engagement amongst prifffatd®monaga (2006) summarized that
chimpanzee infants showed developmental trajectories similar to human infpatsakgin the
formation of “a close dyadic relationship with their mothers on the basis of ngatzaland

social smiling.”

Emery claimed that monkeys do not make the distinction between staring irathaleat
affiliative mutual gaze in the way that great apes are able to. Receersdtatle disproved this
in certain Old World monkey species. Ferrari, Paukner, lonica, and Suomi (2009) observed
frequent mutual gaze occurrences between mothers and infants amongst rlcasu® ma
monkeys, including with day-old neonates. The mother was observed to hold the infant and
actively seek out its gaze, at times holding the infant’s head and gently putbiagrd her face,
in the first two months of the infant’s Ife Mutual gaze was accompanied by frequent
lipsmacking (hypothesized to be a prototype of human kissing) and touching infargsiviice
the mouth, “which resembles the empathic ritualized human ‘motherese’ and inbvelyse
contact that human adults typically establish with their infants (e.g.,ddaed contact, hand-
body touching, kissing, etc.)” (p. 1771). Ferrari et al. noted that such behaviors, ind€ative

emotional communication between mother and infant, were once considered uniquely human

% The differences between human and chimpanzee dyedsle duration, the amount of maternal lookiag the
developmental course after three months.

2 This is also seen amongst humans - see secti@uibmre and Body Contact on p. 72 in next chapter.

22 SeeFigure 3for film stills of such interactions between matfefant chimpanzees.
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(though shared to some extent with chimpanzees). Mutual gaze, along with neategttahim
infant gestures, and exaggerated facial gesturing as seen among theaacagiistinctive
signs, as they are in humans, of “interpersonal communication and perhaps ever a mutua
appreciation of others’ intentions and emotions” (p. 1771).

Bard (1994), who had previously noted maternal competence in chimpanzees as
demonstrating the evolutionary roots of intuitive parenting, found evidence inife¢maais
findings for primary intersubjectivity and its evolutionary history, sugggsdipoint of origin of
at least thirty million years ago (as opposed to a more recent evolution oflgx yelars if it
had originated with humans, rather than primates). She concluded that “communicative
engagements with infants, particularly emotionally-based intersubjectiagement, appear to
be a characteristic shared by humans, great apes, and surprigiags macaques” (Bard, 2009,
p. R941).

The presence of mother-infant face-to-face communication in chimpanzbesa®t of
their ability to engage in empathic perspective-taking, said Hirata (260&ta notes that
though primates exhibit mother-infant interactive behaviors common in humanstter-m
infant relationship has become increasingly intense over the course of evolutcaus&é
represents the relationship in which newborn infants first experience sodiatiie, it is
assumed that mother-infant interactions are critical to understanding #lepaent of social
intelligence from an evolutionary perspective.

Another use of gaze is to communicate for sexual purpbsesich has its roots in

mother-infant gazing. Argyle and Cook proposed that the position used for holding byfants

23 Selective coloration of the eye region (known as ggtches) versus the genital region demonstrateteavorthy
relationship between the eyes and sexuality. Emetgs that those species that do not have colarafithe eye
area have coloration of the genital area (bluenoAgst the guenon, an Old World monkey, bright lgloleration
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primates (including humans) is at least partially responsible for thetiias well as sexual
connotations of gaze. Emery states that face to face sex is a way thapgeesitich as
bonobo$* and orangutans “use looking into each other’s eyes as a method for confirming and
strengthening the sexual and affiliative bond.” Mutual gaze is often used ateiibipulation
among bonobos and gorillas (Savage & Bakeman, 1978).
Innate Gaze Processing Module, Gaze Following, and Theory of Mind

Animals across the evolutionary spectrum are considered here for the ewotidreay
of mind. The gaze of others is an important source of information about external (eveuts, obj
environment) and internal (affect, intention, belief) phenomena (Emery). Onerobtte
dominant questions in comparative psychological studies on gaze is whether there is
evolutionary significance in the processing of the gaze of others. Sevemakiess have
postulated the existence of an innate neural mechanism dedicated to gageipydnewhich a
case can be made for the adaptive benefits of gaze perception. Baron-I38%mp(oposes the
eye direction detection modulEDD), an evolutionary ancient mechanism within the brain that
is specifically concerned with processing eye gaze and which is shanegrwiates, mammals,
birds, and even reptiles. Gaze following the act of following the direction of others’ gaze —
or looking where an other is looking, has been an area of significant research apoergal,
social, and ethological psychology. Determining the precise direction dfeaisoattention is an

important ability for primates, particularly to discriminate whether #reythe object of

is used to highlights the eye region in some spgeeiad indicates the increasing importance ofdlbe &ind eyes for
sexual or social signaling.

*The bonobos, as evolutionarily and genetically emted to humans as chimpanzees, are a specigsémiently
discovered and studied and there is a paucitysefareh on maternal-infant behaviors amongst thEney are
markedly different from other primate species ilngenot only a matriarchal, female-dominant socigtsrish & de
Waal, 2000) but also by the inclusion of face twefaex in their sexual repertoire (de Waal, 1993)ey also have
highly individuated facial features that makes theetl adapted for visual facial recognition ancenatction.

% SeeFigure 4for a schematic from Emery (2000) on gaze directind gaze following.
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another’s visual attention, for which primates have “excellent abilitkasplan & Rogers), and
also for vicariously detecting the presence of food or predators (Myowa-Y anmnakas. 2003;
Itakura, 2004).

Gaze following is highly adaptive from an evolutionary point of view, that is, to be
sensitive to another organism’s eyes and to be able to evaluate where the ¢sggansIs
directed. Gaze following provides the ability to learn about the world through another
individual’'s gaze and is necessary for observational learning about objects iorlthe Makura
describes gaze following as understanding the “seeing-knowing” (ddrcitiroshima et al.,

2002) relationship and understanding that the eyes are the sources of knowledge. levhis revi

of gaze following and joint visual attention in animals, he concludes that this &bpitgsent

not only in nonhuman primates but also to some extent in domestic animals such as horses and
dogs. Forms of gaze following are also present in other domesticatedsaandalome birds

and marine mammals (as reviewed by Shepherd, 2010).

However, beyond this, gaze cues are useful for more complex social functions such as
“visual perspective-taking, deception, empathy, and theory of mind” (Emery, p. 58Ory Die
mind, or mental state attribution, refers to the ability to infer from nonverbs] thes
psychological states of an individual, including affects, desires, intentions, agid.kiédir the
development of a theory of mind, mutual gaze, gaze following, joint attention, and shared
attention combine with “higher order cognitive strategies (includingrepee and empathy) to
determine that an individual is attending to a particular stimulus becausetdr&yto do
something with the object, or believe something about the object” (p. 590). Emery (2000, 2009)
states that humans may be in the company of great apes in the capacity t@ usegaz

mentalistic context, and to a rudimentary extent various other species \gaudhaw evidence
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for social cognition abilities. In their review study on the theory of mind in ghinrees, Call
and Tomasello (2008) conclude that chimpanzees understand both the goals and intentions of
others as well as the perception and knowledge of 6théFhey also state that there is some
evidence that some bird species as well other nonhuman primates possess suemdindgrst
Human Eye Evolution

In hominoids and humans specific anatomical changes in the face and eyesdtnea
salience of the eyes. Change in hominoid species such as a reduction in faciabprahdishe
development of high cheekbones, prominent nose and eyebrows, which highlight the eye region
in humans may have led to an emphasis on the eyes as an imgri@ngXpression component.
This led to a shift from face shape and orientation to the eyes for informatardiregthe
direction of attention (Emery).

The morphological features of human eyes have led them to be particularly wesll-sui
for detection and following by others. Our eyes have uniquely evolved and are stifture
easy gaze detection and for the ability to communicate using gaze sigddlerefore theory of
mind. Human eyes are unique in the high ratio of exposed 3cl&ye outline and position of
iris are clearly visible in human eyes which are also disproportionatgly &d horizontally
elongated for body size.

Kobayashi and Kohshima (1997) have also noted that humans are also the only primate

species with white sclera. Other primates have sclera coloredrgirnol#éhe skin around their

% Moreover, chimpanzees understand how these psygibal states work together to produce intenti@uion
and understand others “in terms of a relativelyeceht perception-goal psychology in which the ots in a
certain way because she perceives the world imtaicevay and has certain goals of how she wartsvbrid to
be” (p. 191).

27 Comparative social cognition is a relatively négldf and the capacity for social cognition hastgete explored
in most species (Emery, 2009). The lack of evigeioc it however does not implicate its lack ofsé&hce in other
animal species.

%8 The white of the eye — the opaque tissue that gesvihe covering for the eyeball excluding the earn
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eyes, which may obscure easy detection of gaze. This may be adaptive in rattacksyand
in increasing the success of offensive attacks. The widely exposedlaadand a dark iris in
the human eye allows easy discernment of the direction in which the eyes are.|Quiting
humans among primates have developed such highly visible eyes that allow thelirgztizm
to be easily followed. Neither chimpanzees nor bonobos, our closest evolutionarggeter
the other 220 nonhuman primate species, possess whites of the eyes (Tomasello, 2007).

Amongst both human and nonhuman primates, newborns have particularly pale sclera,
indicating that infant gaze is likely to have special meaning. Tomasello af@=ctilat humans
have evolved highly visible eyes which can be followed due to some advantage to the species
He suggests that the eyes evolved a new social function in human evolution and supports this
with evidence that human infants are much more attuned to the eyes in gaze fditwatigns
than adult great apes, our nearest primate relatives. They speculatestiastto serve the
function of facilitating cooperative/mutualistic interactions and is theroafuniquely human
forms of cooperation and communication —¢tbeperative eye hypothegiBomasello, Hare,
Lehmann, & Call, 2007).

In addition to these sociocognitive functions, human eyes also have socioaffective
functions including the signaling of various emotional states (Ekman & Friesen,Bl@van,
2003; Baron-Cohen, 1997, 2001; Adolphs, 2002) as explored in the following section.

Gaze in Human Ontogenetic Development

The eyes are unique of all the sensory and communicative modes in their
multifacetedness: they are both signal and channel, being not only receptive bypadseiee,
and regulatory and these facets are seen in infancy. This section exaisira competencies

in human newborns and infants. This section is restricted to gaze considerations wighd the
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chapter is devoted to infants engaged in mutual gaze in a dyad with the libidinal objeut.| Be
examine the face and eye perception expertise that humans are born with +wizdéejdbefore
the influence of learning and experience. We come into the world visually scqieidt
immediately attracted to the eyes. Eye movements are present bdafo(@basner & Rothbart,
2007) and though the last to develop embryonically (Gottlieb, 1976), the visual system is the
most developed sense at birth and continues to be in the first few months of life.
Human Neonates and Infants: Eye-Oriented Babies

Neonates Visual sophisticates. The visual world of the newborn is highly organized,
with the visual system allowing perception of coherent objects and shapeshrathajumbled
mass of stimuli. Some of the eyes’ functions are at their fullest nyattitiirth and demonstrate
remarkable perceptual maturity. The reflexes of visual fixation and foltpane fully
developed. The neonate is able to focus clearly at a distance of eight inehes1(®&t7) and
has shape and size constancy as well as other perceptual organizing abikues. V
development is rapid and many visual functions approach adult standards by thrgarioriths.
The foved’ fully develops by six months by which time visual acuity is at adult-ste{Siater,
2002).

Newborns are remarkably oriented to the eyes, gaze, and face of others. Though they
appear to have little control over the direction of their gaze, tending to refiefollew any
large and moving object in their visual field, concentric circles and high cbatraagements
draw their attention, making eyes easy objects of their visual attention.

The faces of others and their expressioRace-like configurations have a high saliency

for the infant, offering an optimal level of stimulus-complexity (Fantz, 196heyEhow

29 The part of the retina rich in cones and respoadinl the sharpest vision (foveal vision), requifedany kind of
activity in which visual detail is of importancaych as reading.
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remarkable facial expertise with a representation of the human face proyiéeolution and
perhaps also by prenatal learning (Slater, 2002). Neonates as yangglasur oldwill follow
a schematic face-like stimulus further than a scrambled face or a blankustimedian age
nine minutes, Goren, Sarty, & Wu, 1975; Johnson, Dziurawiec, Ellis, Hadyn, & Morton, 1991).
Newborns manifest a clear preference for the face over other patterrns (Ré&it). Within
hours after birth babies are able to perceive and imitate facial expressobnas open mouth
and protruding tongue (Meltzoff & Moore, 1983). They both discriminate and imitate happy,
sad, and surprised facial expressions (at average age 36 hours; Field, WoodstrerGrée
Cohen, 1982; Field, Woodson, Greenberg, & Cohen, 1983). One to five day old newborns
distinguish between happy and fearful faces and show a marked preferehecféomter
(Farroni, Menon, Rigato, & Johnson, 2007). They can learn to identify a face after séming it
as little as eight-tenths of a second (but this sort of learning and memorynsentatr other
classes of visual events/objects; Walton, Armstrong, & Bower, 1998). Theystaimihate
between their mother and a stranger even amongst those who are simelssgddand have
similar facial features (Field, Cohen, Garcia, & Greenberg, 1985) amdspensive to still-
faces as expressed in a change in gaze behaviors (Nagy, 2008). Bushnell (2001) found that
neonates with mean age of two days, sixteen hours remembered their motieeaféchiaa delay
of fifteen minutes indicating that mother’s face is established in longsregmory store very
quickly. This remarkable sensitivity to the mother’s face sets the foundatidrefdevelopment
of attachment, discussed in the next chapter.

The eyes of otherdNewborns appear also to have a remarkable interest in the eyes of
others. The eyes of all facial features appear to be particularly imporiafancy (Emery;

Langton, Watt, & Bruce, 2000). By at least the second month of life, the eyes anesh
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scanned feature of faces (Maurer, 1985; Haith, Bergman, & Moore, 1977), as they are in
adulthood (Walker-Smith, 1977; Norton & Stark, 1971). (This bias however is not present in
autism and schizophrenia, discussed further below). In the strange world of light, shadow
color, into which newborns arrive, these visual innocents have an immediate att@tten t
eyes of others, which begins their “obsession with eyes” (Csibra & Gergely, 2007,.p. 335)
Gliga and Csibra (2007) found that neonates’ interest in faces is driven by astiméhe eyes
and in gaze. Neonates have a preference for curved over straight contours, showing visual
selectivity for forms that are likely to make eyes easily disoated and attended to (Fantz &
Miranda, 1975). They are sensitive to and prefer to look at faces that allow diegxj gnd

prefer faces with open eyes rather than closed eyes. In a study of 105 sedtfiedéemean age

of 37 hours, it was found that they spent significantly more time looking at a feanale
photograph showing eyes open than at a photograph showing closed eyes (Batki, Baron-Cohen,
Wheelwright, Connellan, & Ahluwali, 2000). Newborns appear to have a visual system that
specifically searches for eyes in another human face. Batki et al. toolethdis ias evidence of
an innate, specialized neural system dedicated to the perception of anotheaiscetyes

direction in which they are gazing. They proposed a gaze module that processeamdby/

and obligatorily” which explains the inborn tendency to orient towards the eyemysly

termed the eye-direction detector (EDD) by Baron-Cohen (1995).

Two- to five-day newborns are able to distinguish between eyes direcherafdirect
gaze) versus away (averted gaze) and prefer faces that engage them irgaznatualoking
longer at them and reorienting more frequently to them (Farroni, Csibra, Simimhr&on,
2002). While two week old infants are calmed with an oral sucrose infusion, at four weeks,

infants were calmed only when the oral sucrose was accompanied by eye (@®itanzn,
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Delaney & Blass, 1996). By four weeks, newborns fixate and smile at ey, 4963; Spitz,
1967; Argyle & Cook, 1976). Among 4-12 week old, distressed infants actively see&reget,
with mutual gaze between infant and adult serving to calm and conserve energy. gdzgual
along with social engagement leads to a 44% increase in milk intake fromea(Btats,
Lumeng, & Patil, 2007) and so demonstrates its importance from a nutritive agidrtber
survival aspect as well.

Infants. Preferential attention to direct gaze in newborn facilitates and enhbaeces t
processing of faces by four months of age (Farroni et al., 2002; Farroni, Johnsohra Csi
2004). By the age of five to seven months, infants can remember for over a weekutieeopiat
particular face that had been seen only once and for less than a minute (Fagan, 1973, 1976).

Infants prefer to look at faces that engage them in mutual gaze. They havesdnhanc
neural processing of direct versus averted gaze at four months (Farrbra, Ggmion, &

Johnson, 2002). Hains and Muir (1996) showed that infants at three to six months age showed
decreased smiling with adult averted gaze and in response themselvesddati@ayisual

attention, in one-minute interaction periods. Four-month old infants can reliably dstam
between direct and averted gaze in the context of an upright face (Vecera & JohnsonA1995)
five months, infants can detect adult eye shifts as small as five ddfjea infant’s eyes to ear),
and react with a decline in attention and smiling, indicating that this exceptavhasensitivity

to mutual gaze is perhaps the critical foundation for later social skill geveltt. (Symons,

Hains, & Muir, 1998). Lasky and Klein found that five month old infants gazed longer when the
adult made eye contact rather than when the adult looked above the infant’'s head. kgdvide
by enhanced neural processing, infants as young as four months of age are sensitive t

threatening or angry faces with direct eye gaze compared to avertgdzey€Striano, Kopp,
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Grossman, & Reid, 2006), and this indicates the social relevance and emotional obéergry
faces with direct eye contact very early in ontogeny (Hoehl & Striano, 20083 reaction
highlights infants’ sensitivity to threat signaled through the gaze as arcearpetency and as a
precursor to social referencing behavior.

Gaze following behavior or detecting the direction of another's gaze, emetgesbe
three and eighteen months of age in human infants. Brooks and Meltzoff (2002) found that by
12-18 months of age, infants follow the gaze of adults by using eye cues only, and by 18-24
months, they are capable of understanding the referential aspect of visualratibathers.
Twelve to eighteen month old infants are particularly sensitive to the statdslisf ayes and
will look at an object that an adult is facing with open eyes rather than witll dges. Gaze
following, or detecting the direction of another’s gaze, is a crucial develajahbridge that
links “observable bodily acts with referential meaning about objects in theabesrid”
(Brooks & Meltzoff, 2002, p. 965) and is a crucial component of social interactions amotsy adul
(Argyle & Cook; Kleinke, 1986; Langton et al., 2000). Farroni et al. (2003) suggest that gaze
processing in infants “provides an example of how selective pressure in evolutioadeakthe
behavior of human newborns in such a way that their subsequent brain development is
preferentially channeled to the social domain.”

Lee, Eskritt, Symons, and Muir (1998) state that dyadic eyeYjaaesed primarily to
regulate face to face interaction and appears to be innate. Triaditymzever involves a
third person or object and is revealing of another’s attention and internalistatiestion to

having social interaction regulatory functions. The ability to use triadigaye appears later,

% Dyadic gaze involves “identifying whether two eyes/e the same dark-white configuration and théingisthe
information to determine whether an individual'®eyare directed at them or averted” (p. 526).

% Triadic gaze involves using “the asymmetrical agunfation of the dark-white contrast of anotherividual’s
eyes and tracing along two invisible sight-linesheir convergent point, that is, the third parthad triad” (p. 526).

29



around six months and is used for “mind-reading” purposes by two years of ages 8gyethi
various mentalistic meanings of eye gaze can be distinguished, e.g., upwagdhgazlirected
toward an object means the individual is thinking.

Adult Gaze Functions
Facial Communication

Buchan, Paré, and Munhall (2007) assert that while social interaction is passible i
different forms, the “most natural communication occurs face to facefagéhconveying
important social, emotional, identity, and linguistic information. The human facenposed of
over eighty muscles that are capable of achieving up to 7000 distinct expretgogs {n day
to day life only a small proportion — a few hundred — are used; En@uyability to process
information about faces is greater than that for any other class of sisuali (Johnson &
Morton, 1991, p. 23). Facial expressions are our primary means of communicating emotions.
As such, recognizing facial cues is an important component of social interagtioal ©
interpreting the emotional states of others.

Following Darwin’s (1872/1975) assertion that facial expressions of emotion are bot
innate and universal, the universality of expression and recognition of basiomsrbtiough the
eyes-face has, several researchers have provided empirical eviddnsdea., Ekman &
colleagues; Ekman, Friesen, & Ellsworth, 1972; Izard). Through cross-culttagE#fanan has
shown that the emotions ahger, disgust, fear, joy, sadness, surprise, and conteavet
universal expressions. Ekman, Levenson, and Friesen (1983) found that the various facial
expressions are associated with specific patterns of physiologicaslhiand that matching an

observed expression recreates a similar pattern of arousal in the observer.
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Eye Salience

Retained evolutionarily and developmentally, for human adults the eyes are the visual
focus when gazing at faces — they are the prime area of visual interesy, a®tfo primates
and infants. Argyle and Cook say “Looking at others, and being looked at by them, igalf cent
importance in social behavior, for those who can see. We use our eyes to studgpvier bed
appearance of others, and we look particularly in the region of thei¥gypsix). They also
say, “Whenever organisms use vision...the most important place to look is anothgt’'eye
54).” The eyes are the most scanned feature of fag¥alker-Smith, 1977; Norton & Stark,
1971).

A glance at the eye area provides a great deal of information: thefeytbers play a
critical role in identity recognition (Vinette, 2004), attention (Langton, \WaBruce, 2004),
theory of mind (Baron-Cohen), and emotional states (Ekman). Therefore, we look atr'an othe
eyes to recognize them, discern their attention direction, as a componentl@Xjpeasion, for
mental state attribution, and to understand their interest in their internattenaaé
environments. The eyes are “the most attended feature in any given kKic#itasVillate, &
Ryan, 2007).

Though subjective reports of looking behavior identifies the eye and mouth regions as the
focus of visual attention, eye-movement recordings show that 43% of visual inspecéas ti
spent on the eyes while the mouth region obtains 13% (and other features receive a small

proportion of time, in static facial displays; Janik, Wellens, Goldberg, & D&dlb01978).

32 Because the eye is the most attended to featute dacegazeis used interchangeably wilye-to-face gazas
well aseye contagta more specific term referring to mutual gazedwd at the interactants’ eyes; face to face
interaction includes eye contact.

% T his is not the case in autism and schizophreowever.
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A language of the eyes: Affect and intention Baron-Cohen (1995) proposed a
“language of the eyes” and stated that decoding this language is an hbtlitgg at the very
heart of human social cognition. Humans are highly sensitive to gaZétwesl this
streamlines the complex process of everyday social interaction.

Ekman and Friesen (1975) have demonstrated that the eyes play an important role in (not
only the detection but also) the expression of universal emotions. Baron-Cohen, WJtggelwri
and Joliffe (1997) found that certain mental states can be read from the eyesTéleye
demonstrated that the eyes contain sufficient information for the detection of gangiéal
states and tested the detection of several complex mental gtaliedtirting, interested,
arrogant, bored, scheming, admiring, thoughtardquizzicaj and several basic emotions:
happy, sad, angry, afraid, disgust, surprisadddistress Specifically, they found that for the
basic emotions the entire face is more informative than either the eyesnootith alone.

However, for the complex mental states (esghemeadmire thoughtfulness the eyes alone
were as informative as the whole face and produced significantly gesadion recognition
than seeing the mouth alone.

In their study of gaze distribution on the face, Buchan, Paré, and Munhall (2007) found
that in tasks of decoding emotions (as opposed to decoding speech), subjects phgferentia
shifted their gaze to the eyes with more frequent, though not longer gaze fixathese T
findings underscore our tendency to look to the eyes for affective information about others.

Therefore, when specifically faced with the task of recognigmgtionsin contrast to a speech

34 Antis, Mayhew, and Morley (1969) found that humans sensitive to iris shifts of only 0.18 mm (0.003 from
the frontal view at 122 cm (48 in.) from the obsgrv

% Eye shifts are revealing in many ways, including nature of cognitive activity. Eye movement ipaaticular
direction reflects activity in the opposite cerdtiramisphere. Rightward glances are associatdulefit
hemisphere activity (involving intellectual anddinistic tasks) and leftward glances are associatgdright
hemisphere activity (spatial and emotional procgpsiEhrlich & Weinberger; Weisz & Adam; Wilbur &dRerts-
Wilbur; as cited in Knapp, 2010).
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comprehension task, gaze fixates in the eye region compared to the nose or moumitfirregi
more frequent though not longer fixations). Therefore, in detecting emotions, are’s g
preferentially attends to the eyes, likely because they are known to conbamanbn important
to this task.

The eye muscles are less susceptible to voluntary suppression in emotionai@exgres
Research on the physiology of facial expression suggests that emotionatexpoan be
controlled with varying success across particular muscle groups. Smilingoamuinfy involve
two muscle groupgzygomatic majofaround the mouth) aratbicularis oculi(around the eyes)
(Duchenne, 1862/1990; Ekman, 1992). The orbicularis oculi muscles are more difficult to
control than the zygomatic major muscle (Duchenne; Ekman & Friesen, 1975; Ekman, 1992;
Ekman, Friesen, & O’Sullivan, 1988). Yuki, Maddux, and Masuda (2007) say that in terms of
diagnosticity of true emotions, the eyes may be a more accurate cue thauthe frhey found
that the Japanese use the eyes, and Americans, the mouth in deciphering emotionagtria@ont
the above cited research about the universal turning to the eyes for affetodgtelhe eyes
may be used by the Japanese because in cultures where subduction of emotiontaistimpor
individuals focus on parts of the face that are relatively difficulty to contrattioteally. This
shows that expression norms influence perception norms.

Gaze abnormalities The eyes and gaze processing have been demonstrated to have a
central role in social cognition, as demonstrated above. Impairments in proesesrand gaze
are suggested as representing “a core deficiency” in several btilanhogges and abnormal
social cognition (ltier & Batty, 2009). The quality of gaze and mutual gazeoasidered to be
among the most sensitive and reliable indicators of those who have difficultiestertction.

Several disorders are connected to abnormal processing of the eye region andy@ing i
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autism spectrum disorders. Gaze behavior deviance is also associated withisehia,
depression, and social anxiety. Gaze deviances are also found among anorngsic£{(@l.,
1989), as a prognostic indicator in schizophreniform disorder (Troisi, PasininBé&s&auro,
& Ciani, 1991), and culturally-specific forms of social phobia in Japan, a subtypedf whi
includes the specific fear of eye to eye contact (Suzuki, Takei, Kawai, Minabe, N
2003;Takahashi, 1989). Gaze aversion has been associated in various disorders withlemotiona
withdrawal from reality, moodiness, detachment, lack of willingness oryatalielate
emotionally to other, and hostility (Reimer, 1949; Exline & Winters, 1965).
Mutual Gaze and Other Communication

Kendon (1967) distinguished three functions of gaze: monitoring — to gather information
about another; regulatory — to signal one’s intentions; and expressive — to relegd faed
attitudes. Researchers since then have focused on a wide array of funcgans. oKleinke
(1986) undertook a review which demonstrates the role of gaze as a powerful intgrimedia
human interaction. He reviewed a large number of studies on gaze and eye coctaerevhi
organized in his paper according to a functional classification for nonverbal behayiors:
providing information, 2) regulating interaction, 3) expressing intimacy, 4) iskegcsocial
control, and 5) facilitating service or task goals. Gaze is a factor in agakiaf liking and
attraction, attentiveness, competence, social skills and mental healthilityeddiminance, and
communicating of feelings, with high levels of gaze associated with eadh.ré$pect to the
last of these dimensions, it has been found that gaze communicates the intenstiyndh dloig
valence of feelings. There is more gazing when communicating strdmg$ethan when

communications weak feelings, regardless of whether the feeling is pasitiegative.
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In regulating interaction, gaze plays a role in conversational sequepamtigularly with
regard to turn-taking. In general, people gaze more while listening thénspeaking. People
gaze more when they share feelings of warmth and liking though high levelealasz not
always indicates intimacy and liking. Gaze is used to exert social cofeol attempting to be
persuasive and deceptive, or ingratiating, and when directly exertingahtedbminance.
Gaze enhances comfort in communication during interpersonal interactions -tcmamon is
more effective when people look at each other; and visual access to each othmrtesritr the
teaching-learning process.

Gender. Females gaze more than men in dyadic interactions, with significantéy mor
frequency, duration and reciprocity of gaze (observed in infancy, early childhood and adulthood)
and this has been explained in terms of “sex roles which influence females toebaffiiative,
attentive, and sensitive” (Kleinke) and “greater orientation toward affete and inclusive
relationships with others” ((Exline, Gray, & Schuette, 1961, p. 208). At the samattime
appears that women gaze avert more, particularly in situations that ansfartable and
threatening (Larsen & Shackelford, 1996). In several studies Aiello andgreeéound that
increasing conversational distance led to increase in gaze for menesttentfbeing more than
six feet apart brought a decline in gaze for women (as cited in Knapp, 2010) andyttbe due
to a need to cease interaction due to difficulty in defining interactions abaaisis normative.

Intimacy. Mutual gaze and intimacy of topic are inversely related (Exline, Gray, &
Schuette, 1965; Schulze & Barefoot, 1974). Testing hypotheses related to eye contact and
affiliative needs, Argyle and Dean (1965) proposed an “intimacy equilibriumlfrfodeye
contact, a model which continues to be researched. Most eye contact tends to bel8Aih;

anxiety is aroused when length increases. They found that intimacy is a joirdrfuofatye
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contact, physical proximity, intimacy of topic, smiling, etc. which is deterdhpex dyad. The
increase of any of these behaviors leads to an increase an anxiety winechrisotdulated by a
decrease in another behavior, thereby restoring equilibrium and maintacongtancy of
desired intimacy. Argyle and Dean suggest an approach-avoidance model for egieiconta
which approach forces include need for feedback and affiliative needs, while aedioianas
include “the fear of being seen, the fear of revealing inner states, andrtlo¢ $eeing the
rejecting response of others” (p. 293). Disturbance in the direction of too muclhcintneates
a predominance of avoidance forces and leads to anxiety about rejection or l&terege
inner states. In the case of less intimacy, there is a sense of deprofaiffiliative satisfaction
and reducing gaze increases psychological distance.

Eyespots. As it is for animals, eye contact is a highly emotive stimulus. It is @adedci
with physiological arousal demonstrated by specific galvanic skin and elempiealographic
responses (EEG; Gale, 1972). In a galvanic skin response study (GSR), Nichdieammuh€ss
(1971) demonstrated that both frequency and amplitude of GSR increased with résiproca
gazé®, with no main effects of gender. In an evolutionary throwback to the power of eyespots,
eye-like schemata have been shown to have unconscious and involuntary effects on humans
The stimulus “eyes” elicits innate behavioral responses (Hess, 1975; Coss, 1970, 1978, 1979;
Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1974), one example being spontaneous avoidance to staring eyesttlls
Carlsmith, & Henson, 1972). In one study, a photograph of a robot with human-like eyes
influenced the actions of subjects through involuntary cognitive brain activatioh sigitals
that someone is watching. Subjects contributed more to public good in laboratory exfgerime
when “watched” by images of this robot (Burnham & Hare, 2007). In another studzedtgiie

drawings (Egyptian Eyes of Horus, d&gure 1) displayed on a computer desktop influenced

3 Whether this reduces with familiarity, as in thmalgtic situation, is not known.
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subjects to be more altruistic in an economic game (Haley & Fessler, Zl0&ge studies
demonstrate that the millennia-old pull of eyes directed toward oneself is hasistoeven if
the eyes are merely representatiohal

Eye/gaze entrainment. It is difficult to inhibit following the gaze direction of others.
Detection and use of eye gaze can occur without conscious cognitive effortswdtgline
automatic shifts of attention (Langton, Watt, & Bruce, 2000). There appears tatwega st
tendency to imitate the oculomotor behavior (including gaze direction and saczadiments)
of others even if detrimental to task performance. This is suggested to be cbtméute
tendency to share the attentional states of others (Ricciardelli, BricolotiAg&IChelazzi,

2002). This difficulty in inhibiting gaze following was found even when subjects welieidy
instructed to ignore the stimulus and even when it interfered with task performémee is

therefore an automatic imitative response to the perception of another indsvaicesdtion of

gaze. This effect was not found with nonbiological directional cues (pointing arnogggsting

that this response is specifically triggered by eye-gaze stimuli. aRiletli et al. state that their

results provide “the first direct behavioral evidence that perception ofdgaztion may act as a
powerful trigger for involuntary imitation” (p. 2263), citing the possible involvementiafr

neurons. Triesch, Jasso, and Deak (2007) have proposed a model of gaze following in which the
participation of mirror neurons (discussed furtheChapter Sixis widely implicated.

Pupils as signals Pupillary changes are a significant autonomic response to affective
arousal. Moreover, they operate entirely out of awareness and are not suthjectttvoluntary
control. Pupillary behavior changes are involuntarily and nonconsciously stimwated b
cognitive processes, muscular activity, attitudes, and preferences, besgley semulation

and affective activity. Hess and Petrovich (1987) state that pupillary chargénot only

37 In this case the “eyes” appear to be experiensetliperego agents.
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related to paralinguistics but may have to be elevated...to their own level of dstireftecting
the nature of ‘pupil to pupil communication.” The most basic finding in pupil reseatihtis
pupil enlargement indicates positive interest in a visually perceived objeatufzaty sexually
toned positive interest. Pupils also consistently dilate in women in response todbeoima
baby (Hess, 1975). Hess and Petrovich found that photographs of women with dilated pupils
versus constricted pupils consistently elicit pupil enlargement in heterose&nal Even
schematic eyes influence pupil responses, supporting the existence for andhesta for two
eye spots - pupils dilate when presented with paired eye-like patterns.af@ateo findings
supporting pupil responses to the perception of pupil size changes in other individuals.

Harrison, Wilson, and Critchley (2007) found that pupil size observed in an other
modulates the perception of sadness and predicted empathy. Diminishing pupireilzted to
enhanced judgments of sadness in the experimental photographs. In an earlierrsisoly Ha
found evidence for “pupillary contagion” in which the pupils of the observer mirrored the pupil
of the observed. When viewing faces with a sad emotional expression, there was incidenta
processing of pupil size which modulated the perceived intensity of the sadnessided mes
corresponding modulation of the observer's own pupil size, likely to be mediated thraugh mi
neuron activity (Harrison, Singer, Rothstein, Dolan, & Critchley, 2006). Amygdealalation
results in pupil dilation in animals and humans. The amygdala exhibits sensitithey pupil
size of others, with increased activity for relatively large pupils, in thenalesof awareness of
the observer of pupil perception (Demos, Kelley, Ryan, Davis, & Whalen, 2008).

Gaze aversion benefits for cognitive processing?osner, Nissen, & Klein (1976)
reported that visual input tends to dominate input from other modalities (due to its tetalbacy

less alerting than stimuli from other modalities). The attentional amsim is coupled more
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closely to vision than to other modalities of input. Visual input dominates particudarly
perceptual and memorial reports, and blocks information occurring in other nmesd@bin
awareness. The authors note that the visual modality’s dominance of attentitsn and i
compelling phenomenological nature. This may explain the tendency to gaze avert whe
processing certain kinds of information.

In conversation, listeners and speakers avert gaze to ease complex men@m®n. G
aversion is increased for difficult questions (factual content and temparehsequired) and
for reflective questions compared to factual ones (Glenberg, Schroeder, &4Rab&@98).
There is evidence for gaze aversion benefiting cognitive performancesucspatial
imagination task. Maintaining eye contact disrupted accurate imaginatitmanvbkrting gaze
benefited performance by both disengaging visual attention from irrelesaiad imformation
and by interrupting interaction processes involved in face to face communicaticks(v &
Paterson, 2009). It has also been found that the efficiency of internally drivativeng
processing is enhanced by disengaging from environmental stimulatiacilaated by averting
the gaze. Gaze aversion is a function of difficulty of cognitive processing.isTpinysically
less demanding than attempting to suppress the “environment’s control over corzapinali
(p. 651). The researchers conclude that averting gaze from information-ripbroemts of the
environment (such as a person), facilitated diverting cognitive resourcasitcemembering;
planning and recollective memory required the ability to disengage from teegahy
environment (Glenberg, Schroeder, & Robertson, 1998).

Eyes in unconscious facial microexpressiong&£kman also demonstrated the presence
of facial microexpressions which occur in microseconds and only can be conscioestgdiat

slowed down videotapes. The face is the carrier of unconscious emotional knowledge and
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reveals what cannot be revealed verbally. An important demonstration of thistisdiee by
Heller and colleagues. Noting the use of intuition by some clinicians in pngdilce suicide
risk in previous attempters, Heller and Haynal (1996) videotaped 59 patients wméehag the
same clinician within three days of their attempt and analyzed two oneensamiples from a
20-minute interview. They found that while the clinician’s written prediction ofiieof
another attempt was not reliable, the psychiatrist’s face was. Theefeazded greater micro-
level muscular activity, particularly in the ocular area including inedayebrow lowering and
gazing time. At one year follow-up, these microbehaviors distinguished theestgattempters
81% of the time, but operated entirely out of the clinician’s awareness. Huwllétagnal note
the unconscious manifestations of the clinician’s concern regard the patiehtimdneases her
communicative and motor output. In a follow-up publication, they reported that patients in thi
study had greater non-speech-related activity of the mouth and greateratovgaze
(Archinard, Haynal-Reymond, Heller, 2000). This study demonstrates the mutual
communication and effect of patients’ and therapists’ faces but which is unintemtnohal
uNCoNSCIous.

In yet another study (Heller & Haynal, 2005), these researchers fagherined risk of
suicide as evidenced in patients’ faces during interviews about suicidal ikitéatt
distinguished these patients from both suicidal patients who did not re-attempt andidahsuic
depressives, was again upper face activity. Activity around the eyes, wdscigmificantly
reduced when analyzed through a facial microexpression coding systemd &pghenples that
were a mean length of 17 seconds). This reduction in upper facial actigiipaegpendent of
severity of depression and was mainly associated with duration of eyebrownerdveHeller

and Haynal understand this through Ekman'’s findings regarding the involvement ofghe eye
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the expression of several emotions as well as the function of eyebrows in thtigholeserver
attention and response. In suicidal patients, both functions are inhibited — to emotiqmaiés e
as well as communicate.

Dimberg, Thunberg, and colleagues have demonstrated in several studigsditg r
contagiousness, and unconscious quality of facial and affective reactions tequefaeial
expressions. Emotions similar to those expressed by others including sadpesgean
surprise, disgust, happiness, and neutral expression are mimicked and expeyi¢heed b
perceiver, demonstrating that facial expressions are contagious (Lunddvistb®rg, 1995).
There is greaterygomaticus majdf muscle activity in response to happy facial expressions and
greatercorrugator superciliimuscle activity in response to angry facial expressions which are
observable after 300-400 milliseconds of exposure (Dimberg & Thunberg, 1998). The same
activity occurs when subjects are unconsciously exposed to happy and angrgrfasdgtfe as
thirty milliseconds (Dimberg, Thunberg, & Elmehed, 2000). Furthermore, demonstrating the
automaticity of these muscular responses, an additional study showed that tdtealiof this
muscular activity when exposed to negatively and positively emoting dacasred even when
subjects were explicitly instructed to not react with facial mus€leslgerg, Thunberg, &
Gruendal, 2002).

Relatedly, it has been shown that the amygdala (as well as the STS and fugifs)n g
are activated in the processing of subliminal visual emotional stimuli (whiths study was an
angry face exposed for 15 milliseconds followed by a neutral ma$kce; Sabatini et al., 2009).
The subcortical processing of subliminal emotional facial and bodily expres&sns

demonstrated with cortically blind subjects who responded with rapid faciabreanottating

¥ Thezygomaticus majoraises the lips to form a smile while tterrugator superciliifurrows the eyebrows as in a
frown.
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the expressions as well as high arousal when exposed to such affective ifTatematto et al.,
20009).

We study the eyes and face of our interactional partner and both transmit anel rece
information from these sources without our awareness and these induce arousatctwve affe
states, involuntarily and automatically and beyond our control.

Summary/Conclusion

Ethologists and other behavioral scientists have noted the important and unique role that
eye gaze plays in inter- and intraspecies interactions. For many s\néymlgaze establishes
dominance, initiates and terminates aggression and mating behaviors, anthesrirgticates
the location of food and signals the direction of an approaching predator. The deteetien of
contact is widespread amongst species, an important ability due to prey-preldaitmmnships.
Many species thwart attack with facsimiles of eyes. The ubiquity of @yesgpots argues for
the widespread presence of the fear/flee reaction to eye-like stimulnyspacies. While most
animals react to eye contact with fear or avoidance, amongst primatesnéaet can mediate
both affiliative, playful and aggressive encounters. In humans (as well as somaésgreye
contact provides a foundation for communication and social interaction. It is pdbsibthe
depigmentation of the human sclera, which does not exist in other species, has ®rolve
effective communication and social interaction based on eye contact.

One of the main uses of eye gaze that appears to be unique to humans is to reveal another
person’s mental activities, or “mind-reading.” Eye gaze may be used tmndeteanother
individual’'s state of mind (e.g. focus of attention, knowledge, desire, and belibfs liteen
theorized that the ability to use eye gaze is crucial to the developmerteairg 6f mind, and

that the lack of the sensitivity to eye gaze is related to impairmentsiah @od cognitive
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abilities such as autism. In addition, the eyes reveal the affective stateather and are key in
several facial expressions of emotion.

Eye contact and mutual gaze are integral in adult communication and interaction and
have its roots in infancy. Eye gaze plays an essential role early in onenggthere appears to
be great adaptive significance in detecting others’ gaze, early.irHidenan infants arrive in the
world remarkably prepared to use their eyes to connect with others throughgtamdyaces of
others. They show a remarkable early sensitivity to mutual gaze andtpriefek at faces that
engage them in mutual gaze, with greater neural processing of faces vatlgdae from early
in life. Neonates and infants demonstrate significant innate capacitiesrapeétencies with
regard to their own use of gaze and detection of others’ gaze.

This chapter demonstrated the following: the continuity of visual functions through
primate evolution, with many functions that have remained unchanged over millipearsfof
evolution; instinctual aspects of gaze and mutual gaze; critical social ytfmgical functions
are underwritten by gaze and mutual gaze; the associations of threat anddahgesne hand
and affiliation and connection on the other hand with eyes and gaze; many gaaetinas take
place at the prerepresentational, pre-reflective level — are innaimaia, unconscious and
outside of volitional control; subcortical regions of the brain, viz., the amygdala, wiich a
involved in emotion regulation, are also involved in eye perception, demonstrating the potentia

link between gaze and affective functioning.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Eye of the Mother. The Infant and Literal and Metaphorical Maternal Gaze

Both theorists and researchers have demonstrated the critical function bf visua
interaction and mutual gazing between mother and infant. Infant interperssus| vi
communication is critical to the experience of embodiment and formation ofithdke
mother’s cradling of the infant, and the nature of her gaze and tone form th@ecforciater
object love. Three influential papers, from the point of view of mirroring and attachment
through the mother’s eye, gaze and face, and written around the same time (1967c@¢ed
below first, followed by attachment and regulation research. The chaptérdeswith
psychoanalytic studies on early visuoperceptual experiences of the infant amoléhiei the
development of psychic structure.

Mirroring, Development of the Self, and Attachment

Several theorists have implicitly used the metaphor of gaze to refer tudhiy of the
emotional climate that the mother creates for her infant. Winnicott and Kohuks vemresent
this manner of using gaze for a host of processes in the mother-infant dyad. sbhgysaion
mirroring by the mother as a necessary condition in the development of the keakkyof the
self of the infant. Robson’s paper incorporates some of the first empirical @orkEant’s
visual abilities to discuss the creation of attachment. This is followeddweawr of recent
empirical works on gaze, attachment, interaction, and primary intersulijgdiiyiStern,

Tronick, and Beebe.
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Winnicott: The Mother’s Mirroring Face and Apperception

Winnicott presented the idea of visual communication between mother and infant which
he called mirroring, in his well-known paper, “Mirror-Role of Mother and Familghild
Development” (1967/1973) This paper is a further contribution to his ideas about the
relationship between mother and baby that arises therholding environmentThe function of
the environment is to hold, handle, and object-present. Under usual circumstances, the baby i
held and handled satisfactorily and presented with an object that does not viokieatsfs
omnipotence. Winnicott said, “Now at some point the baby takes a look round. Perhaps a baby
at the breast does not look at the breast...What does the baby see there?” (p. 112). Noting tha
the answers come from experience with psychoanalytic patients witsaoaearly phenomena,
he continues,

What does the baby see when he or she looks at the mother’s face? | am

suggesting that, ordinarily, what the baby sees is himself or herself. tn othe

words, the mother is looking at the baby aritht she looks like is related to what

she sees therdp. 112, original italics)

Baby looks at mother and the baby forms her first sense of self from the nrantech
her mother looks back at her. Mother reflects what she sees in her baby, includughber
and fantasies. Winnicott goes on to discuss what occurs when the mother is unresponsive, or
instead reflects her own mood or “the rigidity of her own defenses.”

The baby gets settled in to the idea that when he or she looks, what is seen is the

mother’s face. The mother’s face is not then a mirror. So perception takes the

place of apperception, perception takes the place of that which might have been

the beginning of a significant exchange with the world, a two-way process in

which self-enrichment alternates with the discovery of meaning in the wbrl
seen things. (p. 113)

¥Winnicott began the paper by acknowledging theugrice of Lacan’s 1949 essay on the mirror stageydsed in
Chapter Fouy while noting that he and Lacan think of the mirirodifferent ways. While for Lacan, it is thetaal
literal mirror and the “specular image” of the infafor Winnicott, the mirror to which he referstie mother’s face.
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Winnicott described the adaptive processes that occur in the baby when the nilsther fa
to adequately reflect it. The infant learns to scan the mother’s facgiisrafi safety to be
spontaneous and to allow its own needs to emerge, it learns to “study the variebhaimat
visage...(and) quickly learns to make a forecast” (p. 113). All this strains this lcalpacity for
creativity and to tolerate spontaneous events and the threat of chaos they bring. infeoti/V
turns from phenomenological to metaphorical language: eventually, the batipahsok
except to perceive, as a defense. A baby so treated will grow up puzzled abonst @midrwhat
the mirror has to offer. If the mother’s face is unresponsive, then a mirror is to be &idke
not to be looked into” (p. 113).

In normal development the mirroring of the mother’s face is not true mirrahag:
infant’s reflection is not, a faithful reflection. It is in fabe mother'sapperceptiorof the infant.
What the infant sees is what the mother looks like and what she looksrikatesito what she
sees. The mother brings something of herself — she creatively percdatesy rghat she
perceives to past experiences. When the mother reflects instead her own moponaisres
through her rigid defenses, what the baby sees is not itself but rather its snfatberin which
case it is not a mirror. The infant gives but does not receive in turn what it givesnother’s
face dominates over the infant’s personal needs. Creativity is stifled agalitise infant
comes to approach the world from a removed, objectivist stance in which there is no self-
enriching exchange between self and the other through which “meaning in tef\ssen
things” (p. 113) is achieved.

In saying, “When | look, | am seen, so | exist. | can now afford to look and see. | now
look creatively and what | apperceive | also perceive” (p. 114), Winnicott lsatytsee is to

see oneself being seen by an other, and that this is both necessary foreeaisteatt as for
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creativity. Self and other coexist, as do reality and fantasy, the subjeautivkeaobjective. In
Winnicott’s mirror is a basic relational paradigm in which identificationith the way | am
seen by the other. Winnicott emphasizes the significance of being held in theegsuwdlof the
(m)other in order to find meaning in the woffd.

Kohut: The Gleam in the Mother’s Eye

Kohut also uses the concept of mirroring to discuss the relationship between mother and
infant. For him, vision is the interactive medium through which the healthy versus gathblo
self develops. The mother’s eye is the means to a cohesive, whole, integrated setfealof
the mirror was embedded within the development of his ideas about the formation df, the sel
normal grandiosity, and the etiology and treatment of narcissistic pergahsditder.

Kohut's (1971) discussion of the mirror transference between patient and analyst dr
upon his notion of the “gleam in the mother’s eye,” which mirrors the child’s exhibtimnis
narcissistic behaviors, and is the conduit through which the normal grandiosesskipde
Kohut said, “The most significant relevant basic interactions between mothdnilmhdsuially
lie in the visual area: The child’s bodily display is responded to by the gleamnrother’s
eye” (p. 116) “Gleam” is signal of mother’s joy and pride in the child. The mother’s delght i
the child’s agency and burgeoning self fuels the child’s development of a hesddthy s

The child’s archaic grandiose self is transformed into realistic, agejamie
grandiosity by the mother’s mirroring responses. Archaic grandiosiginemnchecked and
ultimately develops into narcissistic personality disorder if the mother'snmg, confirming
responses are deficient and if idealization processes are disturbed. If liee caonot tolerate
the infant’s separate self, and cannot allow her eye to gleam, this constitxgaematic

empathic failure for the child who may then develop pathological narcissism ane whos

“° This paper is again turned to in the concludingptér, on treatemenEhapter Six
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development into adulthood is burdened with the search for the mirroring selfobjegtduald
with “mirror-hungry” personalities, one of five personality types descrilyddidinut and Wolf
(1978), are “constantly impelled to display themselves and to evoke others’ admaation t
counteract their inner sense of worthlessness” (Akhtar, 1992, p. 56). Such pers@majdgps
in exhibitionistic activities, it can be said, to provoke potential mirroring throlig others’
looking. Mother’s lack of mirroring, is pathogenic in ways more specific than ¢kefa
maternal mirroring in Winnicott's conceptualization.

Robson: The Mother’s Eyes as “Locus Vitae”

In perhaps one of the first papers on eye to eye contact in the maternatiyadnibat
also includes empirical evidence, Robson (1967) covered the vicissitudes of eyedntage c
and its role in attachment in the first six months of life. The infant’'s mostc‘basi primary
activity” is its visual exploration of the environment (Rheingold, as cited in Robsde)viSual
modality is an important avenue for accomplishing the tasks of early developineydnd
perception and attention. He added eye contact to Bowlby’s list of innatsersied maternal
behavior and infant attachment and asserted that the visual mode has “pre-ensremagaa
vehicle of intra-psychic and inter-personal development” (p. 13).

Robson noted that the neonatal reflexes of visual fixation and following, which gain
increasing capacity, attains their full development by the second month, andagetamfirst
acts for the infant that are intentional and subject to control. The visual mode is drsystevh
by which the infant can modulate or eliminate external sensory input, throughechdshie
eyelids, gaze aversion, pupillary constriction and dilation. Many stimulus prepei tiee

mother’s (and infant’s) eyes give them appeal compared to other body paitsshitheess,
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their mobility while still being fixed, the contrasts between pupil-iris-caytige pupil’s capacity
to vary, and the variations in the width of the palpebral fissure.

Citing others (including Szekely, discussed below) Robson noted that one of thé earlies
and most effective stimuli for eliciting social smiling is a visual gégtkey stimulus”)
consisting of the two eye and forehead configuragiofiacei.e., such that the eyes of the infant
and those of the observer meet fully the same vertical plane of rotation. iRetertiorenz,
Robson stated that there was “no reason to believe that smiling and eye conta@rirbbbras
differ in origin from the primarily defensive functions they play in the aniwald...an illusion
with survival value” (p. 15), as the moment when a mother first feels love for theimfahtes
the baby’s looking being recognized in a highly personal and intimate way. Byie lmeking
at her resolves maternal anxiety by inducing the in the mother experefiiessnance,
recognition, and uniting with her infant. Thus, eye contact by the infant is an ineaserebf
maternal caretaking response.

For the infant, the eye gestalt is a perceptual organizer. It is a higbtyrdisable
stimulus configuration that can focus and hold the infant’s attention more sudlgetsin many
competing internal and external perceptual events. Robson speculated that & therfins of
life many forms of stimulation are experienced by the infant as “cofromg’ the eyes of his
caretakers. The vicissitudes of eye to eye contact experienced in infanlcyprovide one
starting point for examining the origins and persistence in adults wherebyahéxperiences
are attributed to external events, said Robson. Furthermore, oral and body conddicinseois

feeding may, through contiguity, be attributed to the eyes of the carefakbson concluded
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that the stimulus configuration of two eyes is selectively attended to 4edhs vitaé™ of the
infant’s primary caretakers, and thereby serves as an importarizer of her perceptual world.

In the four to six months period, Robson noted that “eye to eye contact is one of the most
intense and binding visual interactions for infants at this age” and the matexmataags its
salience though there is now also visual scanning of other facial featurdss dge, “a
fundamental two-way process of communication — looking and being looked at — is set in
motion” which continues to operate continuously through one’s relationships. Robson noted that
though eye to eye contact is one component in the matrix of maternal and infant behaviors tha
compromise reciprocal interaction, it “seems to cut across all intaracsystems” in conveying
the intimacy of the relationship as a whole.

There are mother and infant characteristics that predict the quality ansityntef the
infant’s tie to her mother’s face. Infant alertness (the intensity oftat@ess), arousal level,
gender, sensory modality preference, and predisposition to gaze aversiorrmédets as is
maternal predisposition to gaze aversion. The contingency of materr@teagor, such as
time, accuracy in meeting the infant’s needs, and the affective componentooin¢get, and the
degree of animation and modulation of facial expression especially in the uppear@aalso
factors.

Robson stated that early contingency experiences, which are the basest famd
subject sense of meaning, when in eye contact realm, may be a determinantliainte aed

use of nonverbal communication including eye contact in older children and adults.cas¢he

“nfants use their mother’s eyes to recognize themd @re particularly attuned mother’s left eye).alstudy of
seven-month old infants’ recognition of familiardastrangers’ faces, infants showed a preferencenédher’s face
over the stranger’s face only when her eyes wesiblei (Humphreys, Gosselin, Schyns, & Johnson, R00Bey
also looked preferentially at the stranger’s rigie while it was the left eye with their mothefihis was
hypothesized by the researchers to be due to @peefinding by Salk that 80% of mothers hold irtEameads
toward their hearts by which their left, more thhair right eye would be revealed.
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of primarily noncontingent experiences, the results is either overattensvienesnverbal cues
or the abandoning of gaze as a form of communication as in persistent gaze aversen. The
constitute problems in the establishment of the face-tie and may fosteridisiaupd distress in
the infant, resulting in interference in both early and future human relationshopsorRnoted,
“Enduring deviations in eye to eye contact should be concomitants of these attachment
disturbances” and may represent “unfinished business” from the early monfies dthus for
Robson, the visual experiences in the first six months of life have enormous sigeifioalater
functioning and his observations have been the springboard for future research.
Attachment and Self/Mutual Regulation Research

Stern and defensive precursors.Not long after the above papers Stern (1974) built
upon and extended Robson’s assertions regarding mother-infant gaze with ennpdticgs fand
a focus on dyadic interaction regulation. He proposed a bidirectional, interactivewrtbde
focus on visual attention that emerged through close examinations of momemmtntrevents
between mother and infant in play interactions. In play, the partners attembpietoesan
optimal level of positive arousal through mutual regulation of stimulation. Steremoatized
facial and vocal behaviors in this model as being used to capture and hold the \@stiahatf
the other member of the dyad. He emphasized and drew attention to the factahs¢ lblee
visuomotor system matures while other motor behaviors are still immataneg geatterns
between mother and infant represent the first dyadic system in which bottalragst equal
control and facility with the same behavior.”

Control over the eyes not only provides the infant control and regulation over perceptual
input, but also control and regulation of its internal physiological state. The aafambwer its

state of arousal in case of stimulus intensity, complexity or discreemyan internal model,
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and raise its arousal in case of stimulus redundancy, with its eyes. This rgguladet applies
to social visual contact, and has implications for the early operation of defendige@ng
phenomena. The study of gaze behaviors thus permits the observation of some of the earliest
operations related to the precursors of defensive and coping maneuvers. Functgzhyser
gaze are as a “cardinal” attachment behavior, as a signal functioatingiceadiness and
intention to engage; to terminate or reduced intensity of interaction, via gagma\discussed
in more detail below); and as an experience providing a form of “dialogitiagge. In an
earlier work Stern demonstrated that the mathematical regulanmitibe temporal patterns of
mother infant gaze are similar to adult verbal conversations (Jaffe, &teagrey, 1973). The
infant’s earliest gaze behaviors are the foundation on which later nonverbal arld verba
social/communicative behaviors are built.

Stern (1974) emphasized that the mother in these interactions demonstrates unusual
deviances from adult interactive behavior, presenting the infant with “superrnoumah
stimuli” (p. 195) including in gaze, with the mother maintaining gaze for sogmfilengths of
time, often over 30 seconds. Her gazing pattern would seem to indicate that she i@ of
a listener, continuously gazing, with a talking infant.

The infant’s “continuously operating on and off of...visual attention...provides the
regulatory background in which other expressive behaviors are largely prepamcttir, and
terminate” (p. 195). Stern pointed out that the infant’s gaze initiation and terminagian ha
biological basis in intrinsic behavior of the eyes which shift continuously as asésahtral
nervous activity (seen also in REM sleep) and thus the infant’s gazing pateeengeault of
both this activity as well as interactive events. Infant gaze mainta@tesmal gaze and reduces

gaze aversion on her part. Maternal gaze similarly powerfully edindsholds infant gaze, such
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that the timing of infant gaze and gaze termination is dependent on inteecs with the
mother. Biologically-based gaze alternation is organized by materreat@aerve a social,
interpersonal function, in such a way that “the occurrence of mutual gaze migeaXi (p. 204).

Stern noted that the clinical importance of these early experiencesnsaittés learning
of state regulation including arousal and affect in the context of another indigidual’
interpersonal behavior. The infant learns to initiate, maintain and terminasetcd@pending
on the effect of mother’s behavior on her. lItis in this way that the gazing behauioesimfant
are the “execution of early coping and defensive operations” (p. 210).

In a subsequent paper, Stern (1977) elaborated on the specifics of the gazelnd fac
behaviors of the dyadic pair, conceptualizing them as crucial elements ohtizte repertoire
of interactive behavior. The majority of the infant's awake time is spent imguaed Stern
asks of the nursing infant, “What will he see?” Since in the feeding position, an¢'sréyes
are eight inches from the mother’s eyes when she is facing him, the ynajdhe infant’s time
is spent in eye contact with the mother. Innate design of anatomy, positioning, aahdbikty
that allow mother’s face and eyes to be the focal point of his “early constrottis salient
visual world and a starting point for the formation of his early human relatediésstiother
in turns uses facial displays that highlight the eyes — mock-surprise, usgd @45 seconds to
reward the infant’s initiation of gaze, and the frown, which accompanpwn gaze termination.
Emotional displays in which the eyes are widened (surprise, greetitiggjlindicate readiness
to interact and displays in which the eyes are narrowed (anger, fear, disgppaeate the
opposite and likelihood of breaking of visual attention.

Perceptual input is largely of the infant’s own choosing and it can “veto, censor, or

titrate” visual stimulation and thereby regulate relatedness and inflileadlow of
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interpersonal events. The infant’s eye behaviors are accompanied by headcentavkeioh can
intensify the purposes of the eye behavior. Stern delineates three head grusdewes
relative to the mother’s face: the central position, which allows the irdgrgrteive the mother
with foveal vision; the peripheral position, an ambivalent position in which the infantia$iea
turned 15 to 90 degrees away from mother but which still allows the registeringhgeaha
mother’s head and facial movements; and the position of total loss of visual cattigbew
mother, with the head turned past 90 degrees or lowered. Each position allows the iniiagt vary
sensorimotor experience of being with the mother, under his control. Stern pointd the tha
sideways gazing in the peripheral position contains contradictory signhalgwaaeimplete
avoidance and flight actions. Aversion of the face is a social form of the innatereeordéex
to turn the face when an object looms toward the face. Stern extended these fimdiaggork
with Beebe, described below.

An important later concept of Stern (1985) is thaamibdal perceptiotf or perceptual
unity across various sensory modalities, due to the innate design of the infantdyadrce
system. He found that infants are predesigned to be able to perform a crobgamsté of
information that permits them to recognize perceptual correspondencesrngadlgaking takes
place so that “the sucked breast and the seen breast” is an integrated exp&fgmg of the
early works by other authors referred to in this chapter link gaze with glateaelppeal processes
(which Stern established empirically).

Tronick: Mutual regulation and repair. Robson and Stern’s ideas can also be
understood from the point of view of the infant-mother relationship as an affective

communication system in which there is reparation of interactive errprepased by Tronick

*2This is similar to Meltzoff and Moore’s (2000) pess of “active intermodal mapping” by which infaare able
to imitate faces — they match their own, unseerfddtjtfacial movements with the seen but unfetidamovements
of the adult.
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and colleagues. Mutual gaze is important for coregulation as suggested hytubéregulatory
model and theories of dyadic states of consciousness (Gianino & Tronick, 1988). In tHe mutua
regulation model of infant-caregiver interaction, the infant employsaif-other- regulatory
behaviors of which gaze behaviors are key. These regulatory behaviorg afelp@arepertoire

of the infant to cope with sadness, anger, and extreme positive affect which csindssidi.

These coping behaviors help contain the disruption created by these emotions attieallow
infant to accomplish tasks of controlling her emotional state and interacting wjite@d

objects (Tronick, 1989).

Through, interactive errors and interactive repair, the infant developseseamtion of
self as effective, of her interactions as positive and reparable anakearas reliable and
trustworthy. The degree of interactive coordination and affective reparatwhat is critical to
their outcome. Infants who experience fewer repairs are less likely¢a gwir mothers and
more likely to gaze avert and become distressed. In abnormal interacticeiwothie
experience of failure, nonrepartion, and negative affect has detriméatd ®@n developmental
outcome. The infant establishes a self-directed style of regulatory befiavidurning away,
escaping, becoming perceptually unavailable) to control negative afifiecits alisruptive
effects on goal-directed behavior. The infant may begin to engage these behaviors
“automatically, inflexibly, and indiscriminately” to the extent that thesiédirected regulatory
behaviors are successful in controlling the negative affect and containingufstigdeseffects.
Normal self-regulatory behaviors become pathological or “defensive” betterysare used
indiscriminately to preclude anticipated negative affect. Tronick citrs $1985) to note that

the regulation of emotions, self and others, interactive success, and affquinstion are
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lifetime issues. Adult management of these functions relies on theirt@gudtyle and their
conscious and unconscious representation of their past experiences withiniveteegctiation.

Beebe and visuospatial boundariesin an early study, Beebe and Stern (1977) found
that the infant has a series of object experiences through the vis a vis oriematsustained
visual regard, which are the building blocks of later internal representatibey. sliggested a
gradation of engagement-disengagement between mother and infant, in which gaialis c
Four-month old infants have two primary modes of visual perception — foveal and peripheral,
both of which have implications for establishing interaction and attachment. ah&snf
experience with all the gradations gives her a range of different odptacdme and composites
of these are internalized the precursors of object representations. Taéawmctiakdge sequence
between mother and infant and mother’s “looming” in the infant’s visual field argrofisance
here. The misattuned mother responds to the gaze aversion of the infant with cltasieg w
head/face, leading the infant to dodge and further avert. The mother observed thripigingder
visual monitoring is experienced as looming. The infant’s actions are underst@stagifig
her presence, at least visually” and as reflecting a series ofdsiagevisual-spatial boundaries
in relation to the mother.”

Particularly due to the infant’s inability at this age to re-evoke the irobthe

absent object, pervasive “chase and dodge” might force the infant to make

premature postural-visual separations without adequate means of remaining in

(visual) contact. It is interesting to speculate as to whether the orgamiaa

behaviors seen here, that is “something chasing, out of the corner of the eye, but

with no visual image,” might be the basis for the earliest prerepresentational

origins of the persecutory object. It is a mode of interaction in which the infant

stays acutely tuned to the mother through peripheral visual monitoring, locked

into the object relation temporarily as he, at the same time, avoids her pgpsturall
and visually. (p.53)
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In a series of studied, Beebe and Lachmann (e.g., 1988, 1994, 2003) observed that
mirroring exchanges between infant and mother represent a transformatioeraévents.

Mother and infant match each other’s temporal and affective patterns andeaekesean inner
psychophysiological state similar to the partner’s. This serves t@ @aaicure attachment
between infant and mother. They noted that when one individual in a dyad matched the other’s
nonverbal affective cues, through body posture or facial expression, the obseratessihe
autonomic changes and body sensations associated with the other’s emotienaligteermore,
such gaze experiences become encoded in interaction structures (Beeltenfariac1988).

The infant’'s gazing behavior has implications for her attachment status (wlan
important predictor of peer relations, school performance, affect regulatmn, a
psychopathology). Beebe, along with Koulomzin and colleagues found that as dady as
months infants classified @s(avoidant) versuB (secure) at 12 months demonstrate differences
in their negotiation of face-to-face interaction with their mothers,queatily as mediated
through their gaze behaviors (Koulomzin et al., 2002). They found that: “The Autoi@nt at
four months looks at the mother less; has a less variable facial process for thetonodio;
spends more time in neutral face, which is associated with a disruption of gazmathbe
uses more tactile/mouthing behaviors; changes the pattern of tactile/moutrsmgequently;
and maintains a level of stable gaze at the mother equal to that®btie if involved in self-
directed tactile/mouthing.” They took this as confirmation that avoidant infantsexqer
greater distress which leads to behavioral dampening in various forms in orderc® uadar-
or over-arousal. Tha infant’s adaptive style which biases her to look away from mother’s face

and interferes with attentional focus, is “a form of proximity-maintenanicéants’ tendencies
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to utilize gaze aversion as a method of regulating arousal therefore hawatiops for his/her
attachment status.

Schore and socioaffective developmentn his volumes on socioaffective development,
Schore (1994, 2003) placed visual interaction with the mother at the core, partiatitotive
transmission in mutual gaze transactions. He remarked, “The mother’s glemreithan a
metaphor.” Emotional and social ontogeny is tied to visual system maturation.e Solexf
that at two to three months, with increasing myelination of the visual areas ofahesi
occipital cortex, the mother’s pupils become a focus of the infant’s attentiang @i research
of Hess (1975; se€hapter Ong he observed that the infant responds to mother’s enlarged
pupils with her own pupil dilation and smiling. Dilated pupils release caregivevibelhad act
as rapid, unconscious, interpersonal communications between mother and infant.méuether
mutual gaze triggers high levels positive afféneurochemically mediated through the reward
system and stimulation of endogenous opiates in the infant’s brain and socioaffective
development. This heightened affect leads to the development of the orbitofrontabooktée
right hemisphere, the seat of socioaffective functioning. Schore also commentedifiracal
gaze, in addition to attunement, may transmit misattunement, resulting in shzemneree.
Shame represents a regulatory failure and is experienced as discomntigaityg-on-being, as
termed by Winnicott. The issue of shame is further explored in the next chapter.

Other Factors Influencing Mother-Infant Gaze

The innate and intuitive. Als (1977) pointed out that compared to other mammals that

carry their infants in a ventro-ventral fashion, a specifically human teetuahe protruding

female breast which allows the infant, even while nursing, to be somewhat renwwedtidr

“3 Stern (1983) too found that when there is synclmemhigaze this dyad creates a mutual regulatorgsyst
arousal in which both parties experience a statesttion, as they move from a state of neutrakcafi@d arousal to
one of heightened positive affect and high arousal.
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maternal body and allowing each to observe the face of the other. Largenessyesd tre an
essential feature gindchenschemayr “baby schema,” a set of physical features of infants that
elicits caretaking responses and inhibits aggression (Lorenz, 1943; Glodke?2@d®); the
larger the eyes (height and width, iris size), the greater the appsadl8hz, Gray, &
Murakami, 1977). Papousek and Papousek studied the mirroring actions of the parent in
interaction with the child from an ethological perspective. Parents intyiseek direct, eye to
eye visual contact with their infant, from the first moments of exchange, in eallgrparallel,
face to face conte¥t which Papousek and Papousek (1979) stated, is unique to humans. In this
position, and while matching infant’s facial expressions, parents provide a ‘iballogrror”
which facilitates infant self-awareness ($g@gure 4 in which the image of the mother is visible
in the infant’s pupil). It has been suggested that through an imprinting-like prooesobile
human infants follow their mother’s face with their eyes, in a process analmgodEnts in
other species which physically follow their mothers (Gray, 1958).
The mammalian hormone, oxytocin, known for its role in female reproduction,
particularly in facilitating birth and breastfeeding and the initiation okmat behavior,
increases gaze specifically to the eye region (Gustella, Mitchelad@d®, 2008) and enhances
the ability to detect emotions in others from their gaze (Domes et al.,*200RE increase in
oxytocin postpartum primes the mother to engage in mutual gaze with her baby.
Developmental timeline. There appears to be a rise and fall of mother-infant gaze, the

rise precipitated by the infant and the fall by the mother. Eye contactesregrfpur weeks of

*4 Two different mutual gaze distances are used by Most mothers, including first-time motharse a
dialogic distance of 22.5 cm (about 9 in.), evethmfirst postpartum days, when their infants slowadiness to
interact. An observational distance about twic thstance at 40-50 cm (16-20 in.) is used to wattinfant not
attending to them, that is, not signaling a reasBrfer interaction.

“5 Oxytocin administration has been found to enhameetien recognition through facial perception, ipenrsonal
communication, and social approach behavior. haenes trust, identification of emotions from tlyesof others
and reduced responsiveness to social threat (Gudttitchell, & Dadds, 2008) and improves the apitd infer the
mental state of others from social cues of theregon (Domes et al., 2007).
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age (Wolff, 1963, 1987; Lavelli & Fogel, 2002) after which there is a strikingasera
mother-infant mutual gaze (Blass, 1977; Lavelli and Poli, 1998). The infant’s ¢gazesa
“releaser” for interaction, with gaze toward the caregiver initiatibgraction and averted gaze
terminating interaction (Stern, 1974). Infants also fixate on and smile &f byeke fourth
week of life. Mutual gaze increases in the second month and decreases afted therittirof
life. Lavelli and Fogel (2002) have shown a curvilinear development of faceeto fac
communication (defined as interactions with mutual gaze) in the mother-infahtwiya a
significant quantitative and qualitative change occurring at four weeksidioig with the onset
of the infant’s capacity for eye contact. The peak of face to face commanioatiurs between
the ages of four and nine weeks, including both simple gazing by the infant and active
engagement with the mother. There is a significant decrease between nioersehfweeks in
most dyads of this study, which appears to be a function of both the infant’'s gendentaxd c
(infant held or not held). Girls spent significantly longer time in face todamemunicatiofy
and there is decreased gazing when the infant was held in the mother’s arms. Theatbsenc
bodily contact appears to stimulate greater gazing by the infant seekitagtcwith the mother.
This is in line with Papousek and Papousek (1977) who suggested that mother-infant visual
contact increased when the infant is not held by the mother due to the infant’s nedttdmm
contact with the mother whether it be tactile or visual, as well as Kdiledings, below.

In longitudinally examining mother-infant dyads in play interactions whemthaats
were 6, 20, and 36 months of age, one study found that while the children increased duration and

frequency of gazing, mother showed the opposite pattern, dramaticallysiegreir gaze and

“% The infant’s initiation of eye contact inducestlie mother talking, smiling, humming, singing, atidking (Als,
1977; Hutt & Ounsted, 1966; Richards, cited in Aey§ Cook). The initiation of eye contact by thetmer
induces the infant to widen the eyes, still bodywements, vocalize, and smile (Vine, 1973; Richards)

" This connects to the finding in Chapter One thatdles engage in more mutual gaze interactions.
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engaging in more gaze termination. The researchers hypothesized nratamation as being
preparation of the infants for a more independent interactive role (FarrasaiKe990). This
coincides with the hatching, the beginning of separation-individuation (discussed.below)
Further, this mismatch and maternally-initiated withdrawal of gaze maydféective
implications (such as for envy and evil eye, discussed in the next chapter).

Feeding mode. Maternal gaze and mutual gaze is also a function of mode of infant
feeding. The percentage of maternal gaze is elevated (along with nowictakbind tactile
stimulation) in breast versus bottle feeding with neonates three days, teardhgsage and three
months old. There are greater gaze interactions both during and after breasbwettle feeding
(Lavelli & Poli, 1998).

Culture and body contact. There are also cultural and socioeconomic variations in the
amount of gaze between infant and caregiver. Tronick (1989) reported that among itloé Gusi
Kenya, who abide by cultural norms regarding who may look at whom during faceto fac
interactions, a mother may avert her gaze from her infant at the mometfettidbacomes
positive, leading to the neutralization of the infant’s affect and gaze avetsionmerous
cross-cultural studies over the last decade, Keller and colleagues have gtudiging
strategies with infants in numerous societies. They have proposed a proximaitahd di
parenting styl&. The proximal style, which is predominant in traditional subsistence societies
which value relatedness, obedience and hierarchy as relatedness gbalsaterized by bodily

proximity and body stimulation. It reinforces closeness and warmth andtedredacompliance

*|rollowing Kagitcibasi's (1996, cited from Keller &k, 2009) model of distance and agency dimensitiesdistal
system is related to the independence model whigfhasizes separateness and autonomy, and thesyistiam is
related to the interdependence model widntphasizes relatedness and heteronomy while tlehqlegical
interdependence model is a combination of the fe. independence model characterizes Western unizidie-
class families, interdependence characterizes nest&kh rural families and the autonomous modsfpieal of
non-Western urban middle-class families.
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development. The distal style in contrast, is found in Western industrial and postatdustri
middle-class families which tend to value competition, individual achievemensoawy and
separateness etc., and is characterized by face to face contact andiohj&tist. They state
that body contact and face to face contact are two alternative parentiagissan which the
former is evolutionarily older and the latter a new parenting system wititenes “better” than
the other. The somesthetic system is older in the human embryo while the viteral dggelops
late prenatally (Keller et al., 2009).

Further notes on gaze disruption and aversionBrazelton (1974) noted that the infant
continuously engages in look-avert cycles. Gaze aversion has significaatoegahd
interactive meaning. As already seen, a major developmental adaptatimnidtancy is the
ability to cope with arousing or overstimulating events. Vision is the most dededepse in the
first few months of life and heavily relied upon by the infant to regulate both instataland
social experience. It is the earliest regulator of perceptual input atidbyislee infant to control
amount and type of stimulation. Gaze aversion serves the purpose of reducing autonomic
arousal and negative affect in infants (Field, 1981) and is used by infants as periods of
withdrawal allowing regulation of internal states (Brazelton, 1974; Field, 198t7,3974).
Gaze aversion by the infant has been likened to “cut-off” behaviors in other spedi¢s use
terminate agonistic encounters and reduce arousal (Chance, 1962; Hutt & Ounsted, 1966,
discussed ilfChapter Ong

When the dyad includes a depressed mother, mothers and infants are both vigilant to the
other’s facial shifts but withdrawn from monitoring each other’s visual avhilafBeebe &
Jaffe, 2008) and anxious mothers are more visually vigilant as well. Infahtdeptessed

mothers engage in greater gaze avoidance (Tronick & Reck, 2009; Reissland, Shepherd, &
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Eisquel, 2005; Field et al., 2005a) and avert more when the depressed mother is also angry
versus anxious (Field et al., 2005b). Cohn, Matias, Tronick, & Connell (1983) found that by the
age of six months, infants and their depressed mothers cease participating-affeciive
exchanges and mutual regulation.

Even newborn infants as young as three hours old respond to still-face witvgezien
(Nagy, 2004, 2008. Preterm infants employ more gaze aversion than fullterm infants, likely
due to immature capacity for arousal modulation and information processing (Field, 1981)
However, emphasizing that gaze aversion occurs in positive contexts of motherAtgeaction
as well, Stifter and Moyer (1991) demonstrated that high and moderate positttaksiddeads
to infant gaze aversion. Gaze aversion in their study with five-month old infagisgppeek a
boo with their mothers was found to immediately succeed expressions of high positsa,a
but were short, lasting one or two seconds, and accompanied by smiling and approadioorienta
During still-faced (low activity) and high activity interactions betwegothers and infants,
infants engaged in greater gaze aversion and tonic heart rate was el@eatdrations of heart
rate preceded the onset of gaze aversion and deceleration occurred duringigaae periods
(Field, 1981). As the infant grows, she is able to sustain visual attention foisingtgdonger
period of time and engages in gaze aversion less frequently. Infants up to six magesieé
gaze aversion as their primary regulatory strategy; gaze aversi@ases in 12-18 month olds
(Mangelsdorf, Shapiro, & Marzolf, 1995).

Mahler and separation-individuation. In the separation-individuation process of the

infant and toddler (Mahler, Pine and Bergman, 1975), mother-infant gaze enters a@h\saysr

9 Nagy's findings that as early as three hours 4feth, infants react with distress, such as byeasing eye
contact, in response to disruptions of face to fateraction to still-face demonstrate the innatgivation to
engage interpersonally. The effects of the comnatiain disruption persist even after contingent oasjpveness by
the partner is resumed. Later, even after six noaottage, interruption of eye contact between madhd infant
produces more protest by the infant than interamptif physical contact (Schaffer & Emerson, 1964).
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Symbiosis is optimal when the mother promotes eyes contact, particularynunging, but also
while talking and singing, and the infant’s smile, prompted by eye contacthsithdther,
marks the infant’s entry into the symbiotic phase. At six to seven months, at thefonset
hatching, the precursor to separation-individuation and emergence from the gyobigtthe
infant’s visual and tactile explorations of the mother’s face and body peaks. Awmd int
following month, the infant displays a visual checking-back pattern with her mothemtst
important...sign of beginning somatopsychic differentiation” (p. 55). She also engages i
comparative scanning of mother and stranger, and “customs inspection,” a ncstedtde
exploratory activity of stranger in which she compares and contrasts theefeand gestalt of
the stranger with the mother, as a part of stranger reaction and anxiety.

While object permanence (of the inanimate, physical object) becomes esthhlished
18-20 months of age (Piaget, 1937), object constancy of the (affective, libidinizet},olapech
implies the “gradual internalization of a constant, positively cathected, mageiof the
mother” as opposed to reliance on the external, visual image of themimt a sense of security,
does not become firm until three years of age (Mahler, et al., p. 109). In relation tioethis
universal peek-a-boo game appears to be trial separations from the cassiveared through
control of visual connection. However, Mahler et al. see its purpose as not only serving
delineate the infant’s body image, but also to find mother and be found by her, that is, to be
mirrored by her which allows body self-representation to occur.

Blind infants. There exists a body of literature, including psychoanalytically-oriented
studies on how impaired vision, particularly blindness, affects infant development.ndfaislie
of these is the work of Selma Fraiberg whose research in this area cuthimgte publication

of her bookinsights from the Bling1977). Her most significant findings in this area are summed
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up as three major obstacles in the development of blind infants — their need to establish
recognition of parents auditorily, the difficulty in establishing objeatnaerency, and the
difficulty in achieving a healthy self-representation. Fraiberg @sod that vision acted to
unite the other sensory and perceptual modes. She noted that she and her team were able t
facilitate some compensation in every sphere of development but blindness wascamenpe
at every point, particularly in the constitution of a stable concept of “I.”idtaml 1971, Fraiberg
examined separation crisis in two blind infants in their second year of life and fdtendraies

in age of onset and peak age from sighted children, which she attributed to delay iratity cap
of evocative memory which interferes with tolerance of loss. In examiningtdragtion
between mothers and blind infants in the first eighteen months, Fraiberg (1974) noted the
difficulty in establishing reciprocity in the dyad in the absence of irdgatlanguage. The
development of blind children is able to proceed relatively normally provided safficie
compensatory “dialogic experience” through other sensory modalities. Howeveinghe
presence of this, other deficits remains — the child’s face does not attain theypobpeing a
primary site of affective expression and other social signals, and has a prdfechdrethose

in interaction with her.

A more recent study (Preisler, 1994), directed at adding understanding to the role of
visual and auditory stimulation in the development of communication, involved a longitudinal
study of two different kinds of pairs of mothers and six- to sixteen-month old inldinis:
infant with sighted mother and deaf infant with hearing/deaf mother, using viddotap
interactions. Focusing on the development of preverbal abilities, communicativte shi&ing
of experience, exploration of toys and play development, the findings revealed tparedno

the seeing but deaf infants, blind infants showed delays. This was understood asgndicati
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greater criticality of visual stimulation compared to auditory stimutatilt was also concluded
that “dependency on auditory and haptic stimulation diminished the blind infant’s oppe#guniti
to learn and to understand interpersonal rules in communication, the relation betweeanobjec
symbols, as well as knowledge about the environment” (p>%107)

Active avoidance of gaze and mutual gaze has been noted as a consistent ciaratteri
autistic children and has been proposed at the main deficit in autism (Tinbergehegein,
1972; Hutt & Ounsted, 1966). This lack of eye contact disables the many social functions of
gaze with regard to social interactions including language use and communicatpetence.
Hobson has made a case for the connection of autism with blindness, noting the highgeevale
of autism in blind children and the similarity of their clinical features, wtsdhken as
indicative of similarities in their pathogenesis (Hobson, 2003, 2005).

Adult sexuality. | conclude this section with the implications of mother-infant gaze for
adult sexuality. Scharff (1982) examined the relevance of infancy attathoribe mother
through gaze interaction for adult sexuality. He quoted Lichtenstein (1961, p. 207): “the
primitive modalities of stimulation occurring between mother and infant inatiest phases of
life are a primitive, pregenital form of adult sexuality” and went to olesexgarding mother-
infant gazing:

Gaze interaction is one physical function for which we can draw a developmenta

line from infancy to adulthood that illuminates the concepts of growth in object

relations and sexuality... Their exchange of gazes contributes sigrificant

sexual and emotional life...By age three, a whole range of complex expressions

surround every glance, constituting virtually the same visual signals whech la
accompany adolescent and adult courting and sexual life. This extensivefrange o

*%t is to be discerned whether these delays in bhifehts are primary or secondary to the impadilioidness on
the caretaking environment and maternal attachmiéig.also not clear to what extent these findingmain
relevant longitudinally over the course of the indual’s development due to the ways in which congation may
occur over time.
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feelings is born, like other developments, in the space between mother and infant.

Its creative use continues for the rest of the infant’s life. (pp. 19-23).

Scharff added that adult sexual exchanges is hampered by a lack of mutoihgnirr
which may result from failures of mirroring in infancy and resultant fedtk in Winnicottian
terms. The shared gaze, touch, holding and vocalizing of infant and mother are tigeforigi
adult sexual exchanges.

Developmental Considerations from a Psychoanalytic Perspective
Early Visuoperceptual Experiences

Szekely: Two eyes, fear, and the smildn early experimental work Spitz & Wolf (1946)
had demonstrated that the infant smile requires two eyes in the facial stiva@mile is
inhibited if one eye is covered or the face is presented in profile. The mouth is ntd€gad
it is possible that the nose and forehead are also not essential though he did nat test this
Szekely (1954) built upon these findings, adding phylogenetic observations. Thgtiperof a
specific stimulus configuration involving the visual gestalt of the two eyesoaelkdad pattern
releases fantasies of body-destruction released fantasies @sbagih a “primitive, archaic
object-love” (in two female analytic patients terrified of seeing his fahis two eyes and
forehead, but not his profile).

Analogous phenomena in infancy is the first smile between the third and sixth months
and stranger anxiety after six months, both of which are released by thetsaales
configuration of two-eyes-and-forehead, which functions as a “key stimdiluesto a
phylogenetic transmission. Szekely noted the zoological manifestation efyamxanimals, the
flight reaction, is released by the two-eye pattern or by eye spotk péuialyzes predatory,

appetitive behavior (as previously discusse@liapter Ong The anxiety of infancy is a
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phylogenetic inheritance and a derivative of the animal fear instiratording to Szekefy, the
first anxiety of the infant is the fear of the face (again, two eyed)dadh, which is averted by
the smil8% This releaser of human fear is therefore a phylogenetic residue ofrira anemy
schema. The first year pre- and partial objects derive from key stimuli aficstisocial
reaction, the smile, arises from the “matrix of the animal instinct.” $zstaed, “The first
smile is the first mastering of the archaic real fear, through the esgmyna acquiring, in
course of contact with the mother, a libido cathexis, and becoming a partial ¢pjesg).
According to him, the fear of strangers later in the first year is an anaaifear (object fear
released by the two eyes, forehead) and not the fear of loss of object (mothe&gramionly
assumet. Fear in the infant triggered by the eyes is raised again at the end bibtisrc

Spitz: The nursing infant and primary perception. In his explorations on the genesis
of perception and object relations, Spitz (1955, 1965) wrote extensively on his idea afnidde pri
cavity of the infant which is activated in the nursing situation and is the cruciltie eétliest
perceptual experiences. Spftdemonstrated that rather than the maternal breast, it is the
maternal face which is the first visual percept (he had previously shown [1946, 1948] that no
other visual stimulus is reacted to as reliably [with the smile] as the haoan fHe says, “The
nursing baby does not look at the breast...He stares, unwaveringly, from the beginhang of t

feeding to the end of it, at the mother’s face.” Yet for the infant simultaneowsing at the

*LIn a response to this paper, Spitz (1955) arggethat the interpretation of the smile as beingtesl to archaic
fear stimulated by the two eyes and forehead assmapto the smile being a social releaser key $itisngiting lack
of evidence for Szekely’s interpretation.

*2 This may function much as grinning does in aninalsonvey appeasement and submission to a dominant
individual.

53Szekely noted that this is akin to the Kleiniaraiaé the fear of persecutory objects in the pamuschizoid
position of infancy.

**He took Lewin’s dream screen and the Isakower pimema as a starting point and hypothesizes thataitee
stages of a regressive phenomenon rooted in orgtigetevelopment.
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breast and staring at the mother’s face, the “breast and face aremcgubas one and
indivisible.”

Furthermore, the mouth is a single localized perceptual zone containing the joélitie
interior and exterior perception. The oral cavity constitutes the primal ¢awtyich tactile and
visual perceptions coalesce. “Itis here that all perception will begin; irolkishe oral cavity
fulfills the function of a bridge from internal reception to external peroep({iL955, p. 220). In
this one organ “are assembled the representatives of several of the senses in onsaamel the
area...the sense of touch, of taste, of temperature, of smell, of pain, but also thenddsit\s
involved in the act of deglutition” (p. 221). Later, a transition occurs from contact toadista
perception, from tactile to visual perception. Spitz hypothesized that in the uswlii¢ed
infant, that the sensations of the oral cavity are united with the visual perceptiothef’'siface
into a “situation Gestalt in which any one part of the experience comes to stémel tatal
experience” (p. 222). To the neonate, the simultaneous sensation in the four sensory organs of
oral cavity, hand, labyrinth, and stomach result in a unified proprioceptive expeaéince
mediated through contact perception and having the character of “taking in” or irtiongor
Spitz emphasized the unified, synesthetic, coenesthetic experience ¢atia.in

Through the experience of frustration, the distance perception of mother' etaads
differentiated from this total experience of contact perception during nurshregexperiential
factor in the shift from contact to distance perception is the repeated loss andyretove
nipple, the need-gratifying percept, while nursing. While contact perceptiorpfiéhis

repeatedly lost, distance perception (of mother’s face) remains conssalingl to the reliance

55Foreshadowing Spitz, Simmel (as cited in Fenich@B7) observed that the oral zone is the originadipcessor
of perception and incorporation and all subseqpenteptual organs retain the oral zone’s archaiditigs.

%6 Spitz’ ideas of the global perceptual processdh@infant are similar to Stern’s (1985) concédptamodal
perception.”
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on and greater reward through visual perception. Spitz says this continuous, even if not
contiguous, perception has the significance of the establishment of “visugitpmraes the
leading perceptive modality in man” (1965, p. 66) and is the origin of object constancy.
Therefore, Spitz found significance in the linking of this foremost survivalimgaict of
nursing and the original learning situation for visual perception. While the Isehstfirst
percept (of the oral-contact kind), the face of the mother is the first visuappersccording to
Spitz, the latter follows the former and while the two are initially fusedr keparate as
described above. The addition of distance perception to contact perception “etieches t
spectrum of perceptual sectors, it facilitates orientation and mastexgands the autonomous
functions of the ego; and eventually contributes importantly to the primacy of titg rea
principle” (p. 68). Spitz also proposes that the first mnemonic traces are laid ddu in t
nursing experience. Through the constant iterations of the affects of plaadwapleasure are
associated with nursing, the relation between perception and cognition is kethblis
Greenacre: Sensory modalities and lossGreenacre (1958) as well noted the co-
existence and overlap of modalities in infancy and their implications fongleéfunctioning.
She stated that in the second half of the first year, the eyes and the hand join tigereockin
in relating to the object through being both passively receptive and activelyngra$jghile one
of these three — visual, tactile, and oral - may become predominant depending on individual
development, they also become interchangeable at a point, at times substtwtaghfother
and can indicate modalities of defensive displacement later in life. She gaxathgle of an
eight month old infant who, when a light was turned on near his head, opened his mouth and

began to salivate and attempted to grasp the light with this mouth rather tharswveiyle i
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In a later, unique paper, Greenacre (1965/1971) examined the function of tears. Noting
that crying is an affair of the eye and that the most common trigger fogasyloss, she studied
the relationship of crying to looking and not seeing. Initially the relationship betmether
and infant is maintained through the immediacy of oral and body contact. Visioextieds
contact and substitutes for the earlier forms, according to Greenacrs.ateampanying
affective (versus physical) distress appear at four to six months when thesonghemother as
mediated through vision is disturbed. Due to the greater range of vision, crying istedrtoe
“seeing the strange or missing the familiar...seeing may become theenggive axis of the
reaction to loss” (p. 255). The one who cries does so due to not seeing the object lost. The
reality of the loss is established by “retracing of the steps orginablved in establishing the
reality of the separate object. The eye is the most important sensoryiolgsiablishing a
loss...” (p. 253). Tears are likened to an ointment that soothes the pained eye which has
registered the loss: “the disappointed eye, failing to find the lost object, befeayerauch like
the physically irritated or traumatized eye which defends itself witsdb#hing tear lotion...”

(p. 253).
Visual Ego, Observing Ego, and Superego

Several authors have described the role of parental eyes and other visualseiethent
formation of the ego, (Weissmann, 1977; Spitz, 1955, 1965; Almansi, 1958) the superego
(Greenacre, 1947; Goldberger, 1995; Peto, 1969; Reiss, 1978), and their subsidiaries, the visual
ego and the observing ego.

Ego. Taking Winnicott’s ideas as a starting point, Southwood (1973) proposed that the
origins of the ego and self-awareness lie in the eye-to-eye commaonibativeen mother and

infant. He regarded this early communication as causal in ego behavior, inchelegpuisition
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of language, rather than simply facilitating it. He notes that thatindgisters simultaneously
the proprioceptive sensations of his own facial movements and sounds and the visual and
auditory perceptions of his mother’s facial movements and her sounds. The motey's g
back the baby’s own self includes something of her own and encourages the babyeadenjtat
creating a communication sphere influencing the whole of the child’s\s@lfeness whereby
“the type of behavior that we ascribe to the ego must therefore derive venynmcmother’s
behavior” (p. 238).

Weissmann (1977) called attention to the significance of early experienitesvisual
realm to the formation of the observing ego. Through mutual gazing with the mothbeand t
specific smiling response arises the eartyal egan which the child learns “to make his eyes
and their gaze complex social instruments. He also learns to discriminatdyaoal Inis
perceptions of the face, eyes, and gaze of others” (p.447). The visual ego refecatioetkis
and control of visual perception function as well as the establishment of visual meswesy t
(including affectively charged images of the mother’s face), which corgrtbithe formation of
the ego. Through pleasurable mutual gazing, the memory of mother’s face istednaebe
experience of the infant’'s own facial expression which leads to an “organizexnsisting of
recollected inner feeling, reflexive facial expression and visual meafonpther’s face” (p.
448). Observing and being observed in infancy lays the groundwork for the origin of the
observing ego and is linked in adulthood to the capacity to “take care of ourselves” (p. 448)
which is an outcome of having been under the “watchful eye and tender gaze of our first

caretakers” (p. 449).

>"Southwood considers psychoanalytic process tdkbehis dyadic communication of the mother-infaithw
“similar educative aims.” However, he does not omnt on the classical psychoanalytic couch setdpttze
nature of the consequent communication and itseg&act unavailability.

8 This is also an echo of Spitz's and Stern’s ideagsrding experience that is encoded as multisiehdnyr the
infant.
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Superego. Noting Freud'’s reactions to the “terrible, blue eyes” of his punitive though
idealized former teacher Brucke, Peto discusses the archaic superelgasvdymbolized by the
terrifying, onlooking eyes of the internalized parent image. He hypothesized tieams
“looking, glaring eyes represent the threatening, destroying supgrege of its archaic
somatic forerunners: the destroying, annihilating eye before whichigheoesecret and which
sees the inside, i.e., what is going on in one’s own body” (p. 204). The symbolism of watching
and being watched by the eyes may be archaically connected to bein ‘poenes” by the
observing agency of the superego, manifest in the dismemberment dreamssop&etats,
which are notably present in the termination phase of treatment. “Seeing” amglsben”
involves the superego which is in the role of “watching” the self-image asasvéhat is going
on” in the other psychic structures.

According to Peto the visual function is responsible for not only the first dialogue
between mother and infant and the origins of the nonself, but also the structoralifdhie
psyche itself. Peto refers to the phylogenetic and ontogenetic rolardetening eyes play in
“the structuralization of reality, in coping with danger situations, in adaptatid - what is most
important — in the internal integration of an originally external punitive and dangageusy
that will become part of the system superego” (p. 209). Archaic primarggtenes include the
red glow in the pupil of the adult’'s eye, which may dilate with rage and anmridtg parent and
which is repeatedly observed by the child (who does not have adequate optical accaminodat
In explanation, Peto referred to screen memories of threat and rageezeenvith parental
figures; the presence of this phenomenon in myths and folklore including the origi of fi
(equated with the red glow of the eye); and the identification of the sun with thegbatye.

The parent’s threatening red glowing eyes evokes “through their fimct @f corresponding fire
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of shame in the child” (p. 207). Peto also notes the red glow of animals’ eyes. ofiderem
the archaic traumatic danger situation that is originally exteris#@sathe development of the
internalized superego and the genetic root of the “complex critical intertalingagency of
the adult” (p. 211).
Summary/Conclusion

Both theorists and empiricists have remarked on the significance of eye tonéget c
between mother and infant as it occurs in their mutual relating. The mostdregainings of
communication take place in infancy and the visual function is the main vehicle inststapl
the dialogue between mother and child. The extreme sensitivity of the infaetstatus of the
eyes and face demonstrates the centrality of visual interaction to infacitd’ development.
Winnicott and Kohut have emphasized the significance of maternal mirroring thieugkes

and face which is enlivening and gives rise to an embodied, creative, nacabgisttact being.

The human infant arrives equipped to engage in intense and sustained mutual gazing
which is met by the mother who herself is prewired with a visual contact repad@ngage the
infant. Both infant’s and mother’s eyes, specifically their pupils, arerdas perceptual stimuli
and releasers of attachment-related behaviors in the other; they havie ppedivities in
response to each other’s ocular features. Gazing with mother leads to tiopmahevelof
contingent expectancies regarding communication and self with other throsghmpuadic
representation. Mutual regulation of affect and physiological stateaddss place between
mother and infant within the dyadic system the infant. The heightened affeaeagpd in the
dyad leads to the development of the orbitofrontal cortex and the right hemispheeenaMat

gazing may go awry due to rigid defensiveness, personal gaze aversion endadgatterns,
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and depression, leading to over/understimulation, dysregulation, misattunemergreogsrand
shame. Phylogenetic fears and the effects of threatening eyes ipesisinfant and may be
manifest in the dyad. Turning on and off the visual system is the infant'exXpstience of
control and gaze aversion is the earliest defense.

Vision and the eyes have enormous perceptual significance but become fused with other
sensory modalities and objects of the nursing situation. Early perceptuakexpsrare unified,
global, and synesthetic; one of the more remarkable findings that emergedreviéw across
authors is the interchangeability of sensory modalities and presence of crdgsencelation of
the infant in which visual experiences become inextricably linked to perceppslences in
other modalities. In particular there is some interchangeability of thal wistln the
tactile/haptic sense. Amodal perception has implications for both later defansi creative

functioning and is further engagedGmapter Six

In summary, visual interaction is implicated in development in multiple waysghtesi
infants, gaze between mother and infant is necessary for bonding, secureattactgulation
cerebral development, the emerging sense of self, primary intersubyeeind the development
of psychic structureand these are hypothesized to have long-range significance (though no
longitudinal data that extends beyond childhood) for internal object representationsydefens
functioning, communication patterns, and sexuality, as gaze experiences have &ecoteel

in interaction structures.
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CHAPTER THREE

The Eye as Erotogenic Zone. Vision in Classical Psychoanalysis-

In the following pages psychoanalytic works on the visual instinct and the syrapelic
are reviewed, as contained in the theoretical discourse, clinical meaaedal
socioanthropological observations presented by psychoanalytic researchers, beginning with
Freud. The classical works are reviewed first before turning to mornet iedaborations on the
meanings of looking and being looked at and ending the chapter with their connecttons t
mother-infant relationship.

Freud: Scopophilia and the Eye as Phallus

The eyes, vision, looking, and being looked at, their role in evolution and infantile and
genital sexuality, their possible neurotic and perverted aspects, and theirisyforbad, are
discussed directly by Freud in several of his essays and implicitly in othelnsas in his
discussions of primal scene exposure and the myths of Narcissus and Medusa. In dastof his
works, Civilization and Its Discontentd930/19613)Freud connected the emergence of shame
in man with his assuming, in evolution, an upright posture, resulting in the visibility of the
genitals, which had until then been concealed. Freud alludes to the replacemenitlof sigkt
as the dominant sense as marking the beginning of repression, and thus civilizgirenjausly
noted in Chapter One. Vision and visibility or looking and being looked at gain special
importance and are cataclysmic in the genesis of shame and repressiomedackthivilization.

This section traces Freud’s treatment of vision in the couple of decadewghimidea.

*Freud (1900/1953b) commented that the realm of syisth goes beyond dreams and “is characteristic of
unconscious ideation, in particular among the peogohd it is to be found in folklore, and in poputayths, legends,
linguistic idioms, proverbial wisdom and currenkés, to a more complete extent than in dreams3%f) and
subsequent writers have turned to these sociologiraains for evidence of eye symbolism, followkgud’s
example.
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Vision as a Sexual Instinct: Pleasure in Looking

In Freud’s theories, the eye is an erotogenic zone, an organ with an assogiaéd se
instinct, which he termeschaulustor scopophili&®, and is concerned with “pleasure in
looking” (1905/1953c, p. 157), and also pleasure in being looked at, first discu3seden
Essays on the Theory of Sexualifyhe scopophilic instinct is@mponent sexual instinct
serving “preliminary” sexual aims. Libidinal excitation is most frequeatbused through
vision, and both natural selection and civilization rely upon visual sexual curiosityng $eea
derivative of touching and though the eye is the erotogenic zone most distant frorutile se
object, it is the one most frequently stimulated by the physical featuressexhal object,
particularly its “beauty.” Looking is indispensable in the attainment of¢laal aim, but
normal “lingering” while looking during sexual activity, as an intermedsataial aim, has the
possibility of being sublimated into “higher artistic affis However, pleasure in looking may
go in the opposite direction of sublimation and become a perversion:

(a) If it is restricted exclusively to the genitals, or (b) if itasmeected with the

overriding of disgust (as in the case of voyeurs or people who look on at excretory

functions), or (c) if, instead of being preparatory to the normal sexual aim, it

supplants it. This last is markedly true of exhibitionists. (p. 157)

Therefore, looking is a perversion when the object of looking is limited to the geasal
opposed to the entire body or face; when looking is directed at a behavior or olbjecilda

normally arouse disgust; or looking takes the place of sexual intercourse. Irsdaggareud

introduced the two forms of perversion of the scopophilic instinct, voyeurism and exthgorti

9Also termedscoptophiliain some of Freud’s essays. In the analytic ltteascopophilia is used to refer to both
the visual instinct and the active form of the iimst, voyeurism. In this study it is used in itsrher sense.

®1In infantile sexual life, Freud observed, the comgnt sexual instincts behave as independent impuls
disconnected from the erotogenic zones and sekuatatisfaction. Associated with excitations ofiwas regions
of the body, the component sexual instincts mustged through “a complicated development beforg tha be
brought effectively to serve the aims of reproduttiand “must be suppressed, restricted, transfdrame directed
to higher aims, in order that the mental constamgtiof civilization may be established” (1910/1961.a215).
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which correspond respectively to the passive and active forms of the instiectl gasited that
shame normally stands in opposition to scopophilia but may be overcome to fulfill the demands
of the scopophilic instinct. Early in childhood, there is a great interest in egpbsi body and
particularly the genitals. Later, an interest in viewing the genitalsaghyates develops, usually

in association with satisfying curiosity about the two processes of excrdtithis curiosity

becomes repressed, it leaves behind the voyeuristic desire to observe othels; gemiiding

the force for neurotic symptoms later in life. In a “confluence of instir{€i€ud, 1909/1955a,

citing Adler), autoerotic sexual activity may become linked to active asslyygascopophilia.

In subsequent works, Freud connected looking, knowing, and curiosity along with
sexuality. In the pregenital phase, particularly the phase just prece@ingyldithe instincts for
looking and for gaining knowledge (the scopophilic and epistemophilic instincts) aesfplbyv
at work” along with the sadistic and anal ones and the instinct for masteng(R917/1963a, p.
327). Observing that children conduct “sexual researches,” Freud linked the scopogtiict
with the “instinct for knowledge and research.” The peak of the child’'s sexydddifeeen
three to five years of age, is cotemporaneous with activities fulfiliegnstinct for knowledge.
While hedging that this instinct for knowledge could be considered a sexualtinstewd
admits, “Its activity corresponds on the one hand to a sublimated manner of obtairtery,mas
while on the other hand it makes use of the energy of scopophilia” (1905/1953c, p. 194).
However, in discussing the genesis of obsessional neurosis, Freud (1909/1955d) brings together
these two instincts, referring to them both as sexual: “The histories of obskpaimras almost
invariably reveal an early development and premature repression of the ssknat bf looking
and knowing (the scopophilic and epistemophilic instinct)...” (p. 245). The erotic aspect ma

become dissociated from looking and transformed into another “instinct;” the scopophili
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instinct is therefore related to the wish to know and curiosity: “The pleasure indpaki
curiosity...was no doubt originally a sexual desire to look...” (1916/1963b, p. 220). “Pleasure in
looking or curiosity” (italics added) originates in “a sexual desire to look (scopoplilrgcted

toward sexual happenings.” Thus, Freud seemed to connect curlosigpistemophilic instinct,

the scopophilic instinct, and their energetic bases.

In 1910, inThe Psycho-Analytic View of Disturbance of Visiereud tackled the issue of
hysterical blindness and other visual disturbances that are psychogeniann brigysterical
blindness, there is a dissociation between the conscious and unconscious processetsaif the a
seeing. The conflict between instincts serving the survival of the spexdbe self-
preservation instincts, i.e., the sexual instincts and the ego instincts, ipld@ation for this
phenomenon. These two sets of instincts utilize the same organs for their aimeforéh&he
eyes perceive not only alterations in the external world which are important fmeesvation
of life, but also characteristics of objects which lead to their being chosereatsaidjlove —
their charms” (1910/1957d, p. 216). Pathological consequences ensue when the eye becomes
committed to serving (repressed) scopophilia and “the ego has lost its dominanite @rgan,
which will now be wholly at the disposal of the repressed sexual instinct” (p. 216). Whent
ego overextends its repression of pleasure, the ego now cannot see at all gorddbed@rotic
scopophilia exercises dominance over the eye (the eye is taken overdsgi@mpr The loss of
conscious dominance over the eye is therefore the price for overzealous oepréssud says
the idea of talion punishment, as seen in myths and legends, explains how the repression of
sexual scopophilia and the ensuing psychological visual disturbances are yierpafied self-
punishments: “Because you sought to misuse your organ of sight for evil spleasalres, it is

fitting that you should not see anything at all any more™ (p. 217). This isdteeddtaffairs
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when organs stray from their survival function and their erotogenic role easex, that is,
when “an organ normally serving the purpose of sense-perception begins to behanveatieal
genitalia” (p. 218).

These ideas gain further elaborationristincts and Their Vicissitud¢$915/1957c¢).
Here Freud dealt with the defenses against scopophilia and the resultaestataifs of the
repressed sexual instinct, specifically the vicissitudes of “reversalksndpposite” and “turning
around upon the subject,” in addition to repression and sublimation. The visual instinct is
likened to the other paired instincts, sadism and masochism: voyeurism and @xkihitre
taken as a pair of opposites that are similar to sadism and masochism in thetrayppodi
capability of reversal of aim, from active to passive and reversal d&wdn)d object. In
development, not only does active looking precede passive looking but both are preceded by an
autoerotic phase in which the object is the subject’s own body (but not the eye Fselfjl
insists that all phases of development of the scopophilic instinct coexist, frpralitsinary to
final phases, that is, from its autoerotic (narcissistic), to its active asd/pdorms. Because
the active and passive forms of an instinct always coexist, one is never awdgijeut being at
the same time an exhibitionist and vice versa. However, while with the acbpephilic
instinct the narcissistic object is abandoned, it is held on to by the passive fiwnirtdtinct,
exhibitionism.
Eye as Phallic Symbol

Freud moved on from the visual instinct to eye symbolism and castration in hisdater w

In his essayrhe Uncanny1919/1955¢) Freud argued emphatically that the eye stands for the
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peni$®. Dreams, fantasies, and myths reveal that the fear of injury to the eyesafriésa of
sight is a substitute for fear of the loss of the penis, or the dread of castrataipusOself-
blinding was a substitution for castration, again by the talion law, which findsifioanmother
manner here. Fear of harm to the male organ is not derived from fear of harm tq thsistge
Freud, but it is rather the reverse. He developed the connection between scopophilia and
castration in his discussion of the myth of Medusa (1922/1955c) in which he says that the
exhibitionistic impulse with regard to the genitals or its substitutesiédiance of castration
anxiety: “To display the penis (or any of its surrogates) is to sagn hat afraid of you. | defy
you. | have a penis™ (p. 274). Castration anxiety therefore drives ewhisiic impulses.
The Eye and Genital Symbolism

The above writings stimulated considerable psychoanalytic writing in gténélf of the
twentieth century. Freud’s ideas regarding the functional disturbancesoof arsil the eye as
sexual symbol found elaboration in the works of several important psychoanallyteXut
Through both extensive clinical and anthropological material the unconscious &@sscia
between particularly the male genitals and the eyes were demonstragohérpus authors
following Freud.
Ferenczi and Abraham

Ferenczi repeatedly pointed to the symbolic identity of eyes and genitals (19134,
1914, 1915, 1923). Through a presentation of five cases and two groups of dreams, Ferenczi

(1913a) noted that the eye’s vulnerability to injury as an organ allows the sadorstasochi

®2 The fact of the occurrence of bisexual represamatias first observed by Freud (1900/1953b). Hst fir
commented on eye as vaginal symbol (“...the femalé&ageorifice [can be represented]... by an eye,” Bp9])
before eye as phallic symbol, but did not elaboosit¢he mechanics of this representation.

% These ideas in particular were discussed frequénthe early German analytic literature (e.g. Ed®ank (1913);
Reitler; and Ferenczi [discussed below], cited bgi€hel, 1937) but translations are not availabtenfost of these
works.
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elements of the sexual instinct to be transferred from the genitals to theVéigies and fears
related to the penis are represented by accidents and phobias relatezy&sthe

This essay (which precedes Freud’s writings on the eye as a phallic smibolay have
influenced him) sets the ground for demonstrating the specifics of eye-ggmitalsnt”.
Ferenczi (1913a) stated that the eyes acquire the status of symbols fos glereitiil
resemblance, and states that in general there is a symbolic overemphasigppéthalf of the
body following repression of interest in the lower half. Moreover, as the opbses part of
the body besides the hands, children are “forced to satisfy their curegtydimg other body
parts through the head and face of...the parents.” Each facial part is tlsenégree of at least
one genital area. The face with the location of the nose between the eyesland/eyabove
the mouth lends itself well to the representation of the penis, testicles, pubintdanus and is
an illustration of Freud’s observation of “displacement from below upwardstidFi®13a).
“In this work of repression the eyes have proved to be specially adapted to reeaflfedts

displaced from the genital region on account of their shape and changeable sir@y\hbility,

% The remainder of this chapter is dedicated tdadba of unconscious symbolism (and is predominattié
following chapter as well), and Ferenczi (191309 twaitten a relevant elaboration the ontogenessyofbols. He
writes that “the child (like the unconscious) idées two things on the basis of the slightest naisiance, displaces
affects with ease from one to the other and gikkessame name to both. Such a name is thus thiy leighdensed
representative of a large number of fundamentaffgrént individual things...” (p. 233). However ortlgose
phenomena in which one item of the equation isegged and unconscious are true symbols, created tived
conditions of normative childhood intellectual iffizsiency and affective investment. “Children cena
themselves to begin with only about the satisfactibtheir instincts, i.e. about the parts of tleypwhere this
satisfaction takes place, about the objects stiteyoke this, and about the actions that actealbke the
satisfaction. Of the sexually excitable partshef body (the erogenous zones), for instance, treegspecially
interested in the mouth, the anus, and the genitélbat wonder, then, if also his attention isested above all by
those objects and processes of the outer worldthéte ground of ever so distant a resemblancencehim of his
dearest experiences.” Thus comes about the ‘seatiah of everything™ (p. 235-236). Analogiesamd within
the sphere of bodily organs themselves — “PerHapsthild finds an equivalent in the upper parthef body
(especially on the head and face) for every affettiimportant part of the lower half’ (p. 236).nl9 when the less
important member attains affective over-significancie to the repression of the other member ofdjuation does
it become a symbol.
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their high value, and their sensitiveness” (p. 232-233) as well as their libigjndicaince,
being connected to a sexual instinct component.

Embarrassment from being stared at and staring relates to the sexualisynal the
parts of the face, according to Ferenczi (1913a; see also sections below onl Gedicme
Tomkins for more on staring). Ferenczi interpreted Oedipus’ self-blinding/fasastration (as
did Freud subsequently) and relates the case of a patient who as a child deése@yes in his
own portrait as self-punishment for anger at his father and conscious fantasiesating him.
Rubbing the eyes is equivalent to masturbation (Ferenczi, 1914, later also noteichglFe
1937). The fear of mirrors is not only the fear of self-knowledge but also the feampiéaisere
of looking and exhibiting, connected to the face-genital representation (1915).

In his lengthy paper on transformations of scopophilia written at the same<@mnhe
Abraham (1913) focused largely on the visual disturbance of neurotic photophobia or fear of
sunlight. He interpreted the sun as being a projection into the sky of the fathatichful eye™
or of either parent’s vengeful genital organ, which may be related to guilgfasure in gazing
or a wish to gaze at mother’s genitals. A preference for darkness is undess¢ofadm of self-
castration, and a tendency of doubting and brooding of a philosophical kind refleatgiarsin
which the “libido is directed from what omeust not se& what onecannot se¢ Abraham was
the first to elaborate on the bisexual nature of eye symbolism and to dravoatteritie
parents’ genitals as objects of voyeurism.

Fear and Guilt, Punishment and Displacement

Following Freud, and in times when it was commonplace to talk about hysteria and

conversion disorders, ocular dysfunction was discussed by several authors includihgm,

Winnicott, Greenacre, Ferenczi, and Fenichel. For these authors, blindness andatdigm
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conditions of the eyes were linked to significant affects including fear andrggiliting in
punishment and displacement. That sexual and aggressive impulses are psyclyalogiatad
to the eye by the unconscious was noted by all of them. The eye’s bisexual symbalsm i
noted by most of them. Many of these authors began their papers by noting sheneyernical
relationship to the brain and (Greenacre, 1926; Hart, 1949) or the fact of the eye being the onl
part of the nervous system exposed to the outer world (Huebsch, 1931) and its consequent
significance in the human psyche.

Noting the phallic equating with the eye by Jones and Ferenczi, Greenacre (1926),
commented on the existence of an “eye-complex” and presents material fr@Tonamasés
in which the eye featured large and was connected to sexual conflicts. Howewulisasives
that the “eye (is) held as the organ betraying guilt of the soul,” and rathethtibagh a
substitution of the eye for the phallus, the wish or fear of self-blinding is due sra tepunish
oneself for sexual looking, wherein the eye in its own right has been the causie @imilar to
Freud). Greenacre also finds the eye to be bisexual due to “the simple orifaetehaf the
circular form of iris and pupil.” Greenacre presents cases in whichogelitmasturbation and
perversions takes the form of delusions of changes in the eyes; delusions ofpgedted
through the eyes; ideas of reference of being looked at; and delusions of infuengh the
eyes in active and passive forms. She presents another group of cases in wiyeltongpéex
relates to visual curiosity or sexual looking and is expressed as photophobiansitighlileas;
body dysmorphic delusions regarding the eyes and face secondary to voyandis
masturbation; and several cases of obsession or delusion of being the agent idtiwgane

directed at others’ genitals.

% Greenacre presented forty-one cases - thirty a#gesychoses, five of depression, and six of neespincluding
one hysteria.
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Huebsch (1931) discussed pseudomyopia which is connected to voyeuristic seeing
leading to “the pleasure of seeing abbreviagtmtsighted) by the dictate of the superego.” In
the eye defect, there is both defense and punishment, the former against pke&sokarg)
which substitutes for the sexual act, and the latter for the desire to look and pastigcing
looking. In cases of excessive eye blinking Huebsch notes “an indecision or doubt ath&y whe
the outer world shall be permitted to occupy attention or whether the inner world hasheathe
upper hand” (p. 177). In his cases, Huebsch finds in the eye a symbol of the hymen; of
pregnancy; and of the “intra-uterine complex” in which patients “play the @f the) embryo”
(parentheses added) via the eyeball, while the eyelids, lashes and brows tegegisent the
mother, and the whole signifies parturition and the separation trauma of birth. Huelsigrsv
how far the idea of seeing is carried by neurotic imagination and notes thantidwsy/fof
embryonic witnessing of parental sexual intercourse is “not at all irdredu

Well before his mirroring paper, Winnicott (1944/1975b) reviewed a number of “ocular
psychoneuroses” in children noting that not only does the child value sight and fear blgness
expresses many “hopes, fears, and suspicions” through the eyes. Winnicott obsétheccie
stands for the excitable genital organ which can lead hysterical blindnesghkkewuthors. He
also noted that paralysis of ocular accommodation, blinking, eye fatigue, anthotbe eye
symptoms are related to unconscious guilt regarding the sight of tabooed thingscotinni
described a defense against depression through the development of a squint. Like the thumb
which represents the breast or bottle to the lonely infant, the child derives aeassiiom
recreating the eye position that allowed perception of the mother’s breastcanohfa
compromise between subjective sight and objective perception. In both the squint and

compulsive reading, convergence and near accommodation of the eyes arenathaga
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“reminder of the early relation to the breast.” In contrast to this integnaitss the external
squint in which “the two eyes do not work with one aim” as a dramatization of the spht in t
ego. In the disintegrated state of psychosis, one eye is identified with the dopairaitthe
personality and the other, “a hopelessly wandering eye,” represents the otheAphitd type

of squint occurs as a dramatization of preoccupation with internal phenomena durintgan ac
introversion phase. Winnicott states that the eyes, like other bodily organs, take ineamat gi
and “in a sense everything we see comes out from ourselves on to the object” andghleusye
“an organ of excretion” (p. 90) as well. He suspects that eye muscle and tssuelirbe
involved in the production of not only normal visual imagery but also hallucinations.

In a review of nearly one hundred cases reported by various authors, Hart (1949) takes
the reader on a whirlwind tour of eye-related symptoms which are interpsetisxptacements
from the genitals. He makes an attempt to understand the motives for displacihgemhito
the eye rather than another body part. He finds that fear and guilt aresttie afbst often
leading to punishment through eye disturbance: “Whenever the act of looking becomes
associated with horror at the things seen or guilt over the pleasure in lookingydhenvolved
becomes incapacitated by the unconscious mechanisms of punishment” (p. 4). én &alditi
horror and guilt, envy, jealousy and hate are also common. Hart said, “Since in o cult
sexual objects are particularly taboo, guilt becomes associated withlilteléor pleasure of
peeping...The eye is not only the organ involved in the guilty act but is the organ that Ietrays t
guilt” (p. 4) in hysterical ocular symptoms. He clarified that “The eyepntbst precious organ
of pleasure, is equated with the sexual organ of even greater but more sociddynoed

pleasure” (p. 6).
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Hart noted that the eye has been the object of punishment for sexual seeing since
prehistoric times. He recited case after case making the point foribgistaular symptoms in
both psychiatric reports and literature, folktales, and mythology, in which blindngss
inflammation, or pain, and loss or destruction of eyes is punishment for real orddrs=sual
transgression. He also observed that the eyes are both male and female iy teptésent the
penetrative and receptive genitals. The pupil as a small hole and the hair arowyad the e
facilitate its use as a vaginal symbol. He cites the case of a womarad/ihoth a fear of her
lover’'s penis and a fear of sharp objects entering her eye. Hart findsutlesliaye representing
castration in not only Oedipus but also Ovid's Metamorphosis and Odysseus. The bleeding ey
can be either a menstruating vagina or castrated male genital. Viedikeavindows stand for
the maternal vagina or womb. The superstition of the evil eye allows for the isaiosnand
satisfaction of aggressive impulses through seeing and looking (discussedifu@heapter
Four). Hart concludes that eye symptoms/eye harm is related to guilt due to skapopbst,
masturbation, penis envy, and the castration complex through processes of conversion and
displacement and may serve the motives of avoidance of reality or of perception of the
unpleasant. He also finds that patients with such symptoms have “resistamg@émetration
of light into the cause of the guilt (that) is unusually great. The eye is hohentydan
punished for seeing the forbidden but it symbolizes the rejection of insight...a pait bfe¢he
to be blotted out forever; ‘I shall never look at this part of my life again’ is the unoossci
message” (p. 17).

Noting the tendency to assume that the eyes symbolize the testes due to the i@gtipus
Devereux (1956) undertook the task of demonstrating the eyes’ role in symbolizing femal

genitalia. He drew partial evidence from a primitive sculpture in which theargedepicted by
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cowrie shells, a common symbol of the vagina; an Arab poem, in which the vagioialsis
compared to a red eye; and an advertisement for ladies’ handbags depictiagahvath a
handbag, the analytic symbol for the vagina, as its iris. He noted also the passpté~e
function of the eye. The equating of the face with the eyes (Fresaipeand Germagesicht
translate to “that which sees”) and therefore with the genitals, is vividly bréadfe by the
unveiled Arab woman who used her skirt to cover her face at the cost of exposing h&s. genita
However, Devereux believes that in the final analysis, the original equateyesphallus is
“restored” by the fantasy of the “internal female phallus.” The eyaraagymbol then,
according to Devereux and his phallocentrism, is merely a screen or an in&ensgdibol
between reality and the eye-male genital symbol.

The eyes are involved in the representation of the face by the genitalwiRglFreud’s
early discovery of face-genital displacement$ e Interpretation of Dream@900, p. 387),
later authors have also commented on this. The unconscious equivalence of the wivaii fac
the genitals in total has been noted by virtue of their shared expressive anit funotons —
the display and discharge of affects and libidinal tensions by Roth (1959) who sayothat “
are biological mechanisms for relieving tensions through the dischanggiottual
excitement... (and have) a close unconscious relationship with each other, sincanessive
as an auxiliary device for the other in this one respect” (p. 495-496). Using evidence
Tibetan Sherpa culture, Paul (1977) states that man possesses “two faggset afe and a
lower one. The latter is represented by the male genitals that in tatalits very neat analogue
of the face” with the nose and the eyes represented by the penis and testidles,adition of
the anus as analogue of the mouth (as also proposed by Ferenczi, above). The Righer fac

dominated by “the conscious, knowing eyes representing the Reasonable Ego or Kmdwes; a
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other dominated by the blind instinctive penis. This lower one represents the Subject
phenomenologically experienced as the ‘other.”
Fenichel: Sadistic Incorporation and Empathic Identification

Fenichel (1937) wrote a noteworthy paper on scopophilia in which he states that looking
has the unconscious significance of sadistic incorporation or devouring. He explored the
equation “to look at = to devour” finding that several eye activities includirdimgave the
characteristic of sadistic incorporation, usually associated with oralneilede He refers to
“libidinal reading” seen in pregenitally fixated individuals who enjoy readirtheé bathroom;
this is an attempt to “preserve the equilibrium of the ego; part of one’s bodilyasabss being
lost and so fresh matter must be absorbed through the eyes” (p. 6); those of anioral-erot
disposition read while eating in order to ensure “twofold satisfaction.” Obsasseuroses are
marked by an inhibition in looking: their contact with the world is through concepts or words or
the other senses, rather than through seeing things.

Fenichel notes that the glance can be a “sadistic weapon” and not just because
symbolizes the penis, but also because the eye is oral in character. Fenichebalttersye’s
vaginal significance; the eye plays a dual role, in being not only activektisdulit also
passively receptive as well. Thtaringeye on the other hand is the erect penis but also has the
significance of being a symbol for “the terrible, devouring female geratad’of being the link
between penis and mouth.

In contrast to the sadistic impulses associated with looking, Fenichel also exeg izl
drew attention to the relation between looking and identification, noting that to look akah obj
may also have the unconscious significance of “to devour the object looked aty tikkgrid (be

forced to imitate it), or, conversely, to force it to grow like oneself” (p. 9). The atheof
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scopophilic instinct is to look at an object in order to share in its experience anohniter

through a process of empathy. However when sadistic impulses enter into thishtisete

destroy the object looked at; these two tendencies determine the goalaafgbplslic instinct.
Fenichel states that the precursor of both love and hate in the pregenital, pobjisterelation

is incorporatiof® which may be associated with any of the erotogenic zones. In the scopophilic
instinct, the form is: *I wish what | see to enter into me” (p. 11). Oculaojettion exists

along with oral, anal, epidermal and respiratory introjection. Noting fantashesdfpregnancy
and eye-impregnation, Fenichel examined the evidence for incorporation througbdlamdy

for introjection, i.e., “the phantasy of taking possession of assimilating ot $edf object,” and
connects this to the visual mode of perception.

In addition to looking that is powered by aggressive, sadistic incorporation wishes,
Fenichel also highlights libidinized looking in which the aim is sexual gratifio rather than
perception, and which is often in the form of a fixed or spastic gaze — stamisgcH looking,
there is a regression to an archaic mode of seeing, marked by the gidagston of motility,
separating it from ordinary looking. Fenichel makes the claim that in libildioking, visual
and kinesthetic perception are joined, whereby seeing is an “active behavieaby af which
one enters into the object seen.” The entire body undergoes change in part bettmulselobf
differentiation between the object and one’s own body and “perception and consequent motor
reaction are still one and the same thing...all primitive perception is a fa&rhg what is

perceived...Thus in libidinal seeing certain characteristics of primiéemg are reproduced;

®Freud (1915/1957c) made this point earlier: “Pralany stages of love emerge as provisional sexusd avhile
the sexual instincts are passing through their dicated development. As the first of these aimg@sgnize the
phase of incorporating or devouring—a type of leaech is consistent with abolishing the objectisesate
existence and which may therefore be describedhassalent (p. 139).
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that is to say, the motor and kinesthetic faculties play a greater paihtbadinary seeirfy’. In
such libidinized seeing, “subject is confused with object and the ego with the outsidé wor

Fenichel looks at the common idea of being turned into stone as punishment and finds in
it punishment for the desire to become that which was seen. He connects it tpeineal
witnessing in which the child’s fascination (which is the child’s helplessamasbeing
overwhelmed by massive excitation) and the fixity of the devouring gaze bringiagh
sensation of rigidity, leading to the fantasy of being turned into stone. This isdbe for
identification according to Fenichel. The sadism of the eye is displacedHecomé looking to
the one looked at and the rigidity of the muscular system in the fixed gazeesigméction,
castration and death, which are all significant features of primal scemesging, with the result
that one becomes that which is witnessed.
More Recent Literature: Maternal Eye and Childhood/Adult Scopophilia in Clinical Cases
Almansi and the Face-Breast Equation

In a series of papers, Almansi (1958, 1960, 1979, 1981, 1983, 1990), borrowing from
Spitz’s observations, examined the role of early experiences in the nursingrsjtpatticularly
mother’s face and breast and the relationship to scopophilic impulses. He proposed that
scopophilia (which refers to voyeurism in his papers) originates in feelirggaladeprivation
and object loss leading to oversensitization of vision early in life (1960). Inghtests
“whose drive orientation was directed toward the breast,” Almansi found a ltatresteof
orality, fear of object loss, preoedipal factors, hostility toward the ungregibbject, and
scopophilic impulses, particularly voyeuristic interests, leading to a propémsvisual and oral

assaults. A compensatory need to maintain visual contact with the object leads to a

®AWhile these ideas appear strange if taken liter&kynichel presages the discovery of the role afanheurons
(discussed itChapter Sixand their role in empathic perception, in hisgmsal of a motor element in looking and
identification.
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hypercathexis of the visual function. Using this clinical material, Almlayysothesized that the
hypercathexis of the visual function which is brought on by infantile trauma, is ¢edrieaot
only the need to keep the object within sight but to incorporate it visually. The need @asde cl
to the pregenital maternal object is likely to be a predisposing factor ietlesig of a general
propensity to voyeurism. Almansi cites Kohut (1971) according to whom perversion may
represent attempts to re-establish union with the narcissisticallyaavest object through
visual fusion and other archaic forms of identification. The voyeuristic impulgdenaild
when fear of object loss and other pregenital factors are less severe, whiéndasevere
disruption of object relationships predispose to a voyeuristic perversion. Alrh88i (960)
also noted a prominent theme of incorporation through the eyes in three patients auithsticy
tendencies and object loss fears who had developed aggressive impulses affgosegier
siblings nursed.

From Spitz’ description of perception in the nursing situation, it would be easy to
conceive of the fusion of thasual percepts of maternal face and breast as well as fusion of the
eye its pupil with nipple/breast. Almansi demonstrated how on a primitive peatkgtel,
there exists a strong visual correlation between not just the matemalnfdd¢he breasts but
between the maternal eyes and nipples. Almansi (1958, 1960) described cases of the forme
fusion in which the loving/angry face of the mother is concealed within the iniélge loreast.

He asserted that face and breast are unconsciously equated. He described (18§8yttypn
phenomena which represent the infantile memory of the gestalt of face-bast fThe
duality — temptation and danger, attraction and fear — become inextricablyomerwith the

dread of separation from and striving for reunion with the mother at the breastatelyi this
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dual theme is displaced to a counterapposition of the friend to the enemy, and the tiathiéar
unknown.”

He noted that visual images are an essential component of the perceptaabcitisy
the nursing situation and lead to the perceptual equation of the nipples with the megtser's e
Around the age of three months, when children are deprived of the nipple, that their eytes devia
from the mother’s face to the general direction of the breast (Almansi, 1960). uptiterrof the
“primitive perceptual cluster” — the simultaneous sensations of nipple indathrand visual
image of mother’s face, is an important determinant of the differentiatidvaivhich is
internally experienced from what is externally seen, of “I” from “nonHrustration at the
breast leads to hallucinatory projection of the breast in order to regainrtiigverperceptual
cluster. Almansi connects this to Spitz’s assertion that at the age of thméespwhen deprived
of the breast, the infant turns from mother’s face to her breast, leading not only to the
superimposition and fusion of these two percepts but also the emergence of the\agydriee
as a result of such repeated frustrations. Almansi’'s 1960 paper contains repnsdofctace
and body drawings of patients in which this equation was particularly sigmifida their
drawings his patients begin with a sketch of the breast but ultimately portiacéfe In

addition to these drawings, Almansi also examines cartoons, laffguamartifact® in which

% SFigure 6for a depiction of breast-eye equation in Rene iizds art.

%9 Almansi calls attention to the linguistic homonythat betray this primitive identification — in liapupilla refers
to both eye pupil and young girl as dé@sein Greekninain Spanish anannain Sanskrit. Several authors
beginning with Abraham (1913) have noted this idalg Hart (1949), but they connected the pupih® female
genital rather than the breast. Almansi howevéredefurther into this and discovers tipatpain Latin, which is
the diminutive ofpupilla, and means girl or damsel also indicates nipMata susun a Mayan dialect translates to
“eye of the breast.”

" The prehistoric temple at the Tell Brak site (niavByria) presumably dedicated to an “eye-god” wult
mentioned by Almansi. This temple, from approxietathe third millennium BC, contains a frieze ofexy large
eye and thousands of votive alabaster objectssélbbjects, termed eye-idols, are remarkably sirékach having
large eyes in the absence of other facial feat({iallowan, 1947, 1965). Some objects appear t@ lrkamother-
child motif while others have double pairs of ey@is temple has been tentatively connected withworship of
the Eye Goddess or the Mother Goddess, the hesitdtie to the absence of figurative characterisss®ciated
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the themes of breast nipple and eye pupil equation are evident along with mutual *looking
through these body equivalencies.
Other Authors

Quoting Anna Freud, Kris (1956) commented on the influence of a fear of object loss on
the infant’s visual function. In his discussion on the recovery of childhood memories in
psychoanalytic treatment, Kris made use of Spitz’s propositions to staiketkieae is “a breast
but no maternal smile, then the two ways of object relation, oral and visual incorporatjon, m
become separated.” This leaves the child who is physically nourished, witlrehiag look”
due to a visual hunger that remains ungratified. The deficient nursing situateraistécedent
for later voyeurism or exhibitionism. These speculations began with Kee’'afaa man whose
depressed mother, a “beloved stranger,” related to him in her depression ordy theodacial
expressions, which he became adept at understanding.

Writing on the contribution of disturbances in mother-infant eye-to-eye cotudater
pathology, Riess (1978) emphasized that the developmental role of visual experiérecthbe
advent of language remained unrecognized in the analytic literature: “lcufarsteye-to-eye
contact, a powerful ingredient of the relationship between mother and infant, nag ather
socializing functions take on the forbidding and controlling elements in the eattherrchild
dyad that later on are assumed by the word” (p. 407). Riess noted that mutupbgazeen
mother and infant has life-enhancing and life-threatening properties andred ¢t@ preverbal
affective bonds, but is prone to both gratification and frustration. For the infant, thetisebje
experience of mutual gazing is assumed to be one of “undifferentiated, unmitigated, a

vitalizing enjoyment.” However, the withdrawal of eye contact by the maothget children

with motherhood found in other Paleolithic—era figgt However, it seems plausible to that these themselves
represent motherhood through a powerful distillagmd symbolization of the maternal gaze.
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“bewildered and frightened, their world depleted of the life-giving force of ihen's eye and
of her emotional availability.” Reiss stated that the mother’s face matiseregularly present
stimulus in the infant’s life, and one of his first objects of his/her extendedrigcarsd visual
attention, and therefore also his emotional attachment. While most earBylaeaperiences
are not likely to be retained in conscious memory, for some people there are “unconscious
memories like echoes from a dim past of a threatening, often female fage which will
occasionally surface in their fears, fantasies, or dr€aarsd possibly also in their symptoms” (p.
388-389).

In her work with adult patients, she found that the quality of mother-infant attachment
may leave “visual’ traces in the child’s personality development, that istdneness to
pleasure, disturbances, or conflicts experienced and expressed in the visual imdge.”
psychotherapy patients frightening eye to eye contact with their metagysn life led to a
hypervigilance and vulnerability to visual contact which played a signifircdain later object
relations and also resulted in “severe impulse inhibition and massive guilt.” Tdtesgphad
what Riess termed “facial dependence” and “eye dependency” evident in bothati&grence
behaviors and object relations, and which were related to early experiertésawipunitive
and rejecting mothers and “eye traumatization.” The preverbal motherisfan@ expression
in early eye to eye contact may be a source of severe anxiety to the infactatnithtite
significantly to the development of superego forerunners by its frighteningpendding
qualities.”

Mahony (1989) wrote extensively on a single case of “nonperverse scopophiiaich

there were hyperinvestment, inhibition, or phobic curtailment of looking behaviorsequnate

"Goldberger (1995) noted the role of “vague” faeigpressions in patients’ dream reporting whichcdiren
superego derivatives and connected to preverbatreotication of prohibition or approval between paremd child.
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mirroring by a narcissistic mother led to an overinvestment of oral and gemptakes
displaced to the eyes. Trauma was also present in the form of primal scenee)qasdtation
fears and sexual abuse that added to the early deprivation and frustration leadig t
scopophilic hyperacuity and traumatic inhibition. The patient waengio “looking to avoid life,
looking but not seeing, fear of looking and therefore denying, wishes to be looked at but not into,
and looking in order to make sure that the other is not destroyed by hate. Besiohgsinang
function from affective hunger, aggression, and love, her looking was an incorporation that
served to compensate for her pervasive sense of bodily injury and the narcissisticof
castration” (p. 391).

Mahony used the concept of focal symbifs{Greenacre, 1959) to propose an optical
focal symbiosis between a patient and her mother. This mode of symbiosis was cHoleme t
the haptic distance between herself and her mother” and led to a hypertrophyisddhe
function, arising from the lack of optimal mirroring from mother’s acceptyss e Referring to
Fenichel's ocular incorporation concept, Mahony describes his patierysleaelopment:
“The qualities of early optical touching extended to an aggressive exprebsiaptical
devouring of the distant mother, thus counterbalancing the fear of being devoured whath wa
the root of (the patient’s) paranoid and masochistic trends” (p. 392). The maioifissitat
treatment of this patient’s intense need for “optical symbiosis” areidedan Chapter Five.

Two authors present material from child analyses in which the childrenesuiffem
marked conflicts regarding looking. Lewis (1963) presents a case in whatbhinwg” was the
child’s primary defense. Excessive watching was understood as operaingf@nse on

multiple developmental levels. The most primitive level is as defense atjarnstror of the

"2 Focal symbiosis is a state “restricted to a specigan or body area and is frequently expressediinion
between the child’s special need and the parentjegted pathology.”
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annihilation of the self stemming from oral longings. Watching is also arpatisa of the
libidinal tie to mother through a “quasi-identification” with her and her role ofhwag. At the
highest level it is a defense against shameful loss of control of the bodys wedérstands this
as a bridge to phallic-oedipal libidinal longings. Lewis proposes two degretgpings of
perceptual experiences: the proprioceptive-kinesthetic-tactile modlith is more primitive
and linked to affective experiences; and the visual-auditory-olfactory growh wavelops later
and is related to distance experiences. Looking and the overdevelopment oéthddtlity
may come about as a defense against overwhelming affective/ propriocéptidaton. In
addition, looking may be a defense against fusing and longing which are firseexperi
proprioceptively. With increasing cognitive and libidinal development, as wiikagreater
primacy of vision, the child can now observe and “watch himself’ more or less lpvay
mother once watched him safely through dangers. Or...(he) can fantasy thaahshedvand
loved by the significant people in his life. Pathological watching functions bothitgaim a
deeply threatened libidinal tie, and as a defense against the annihilation of't{ S€lf.
Abrams (1991) presents the case of a 12-year old profoundly deaf girl whose main
referral issues was a pattern of alternating between “intense libidokahy and aggressive
looking away from others.” This pattern functioned to split good (“life-enhancamgi)bad
(“deathlike”) self and object representations. This appears to have been dicadient with
her preoedipal mother who in the nursing situation alternatively provided an admiriroging
face and angrily looked away. Abrams speculated that this experiencedihdlbnutual
gazing as maternal holding and sudden aggressive looking away” may be exdeageheeg

dropped, invoking the primal fear of falling forever as proposed by Winnicott (1960/1965c).
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Allen: Nonperverse Scopophilic and Scopophobic Derivatives

Filling an area of Freudian theory that has been called “empty...neglectexddérson,
1975) and “lacking adequate exposition” (Silber, 1976), David Allen (1974) wrote the only
book-length treatment of the scopophilic instinct. Allen points out that “looking and being
looked at are among the earliest libidinal experiences” and that “scopeapthiligitionistic
factors play a critical part in human personality development.” Insteapdghilic
perversions however, Allen is interested in “the neurotic disturbances of sedisjaving and
with the fate of scopophilic-exhibitionistic impulses within normative lifgest’ (p. 3). He
deals with reaction formation to these impulses as wakk@sophobiaor fear of looking or
being looked at. Allen’s contributions will also be considered in further detail ipt€hfaive,
on looking within the clinical situation.

Allen explores what he calls the “looking-showing polarity” in several cliases
featuring conflicts regarding looking and being looked at. Such conflictsidaeg to Allen,
affect one’s wish to learn, ability to learn, and ability to show or teach whiseleaslearned.
Each of Allen’s cases had difficulty looking at him and his things, being looked atlayed
complaints such a photophobia or vision clouding, learning inhibitions, interest in subjects tha
had sexual/aggressive scopophilic meanings, a lifestyle or occupatiored tieti had been
determined by scopophilic conflicts, and early prephallic experiences thatdedftictual
cathecting of exhibitionistic-voyeuristic elements.

Allen notes that patients with such conflicts tend to have in common frustrations in the
attempt to establish a gratifying relationship with the mother earlyeinléibding to a strong but

ambivalent relationship with the mother who was experienced as potentiatiyngjend
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castrating. In addition they have experienced one extremely vivid amdatia incident in the
genital or latency phase in which developmentally appropriate voyeurism ortiexiidon was
severely reproved by the mother. “The patient with perverse and compulsive forms of
exhibitionism and voyeurism is clearly not only attempting to achieve libidomdhct across
distance, but is also keeping at a distance. The child who in his earliest libamlilyazone
contact with his mother learns to feel that he and his body and all its padsabie land
fundamentally gratifiable will not be likely to develop the ambivalent (enjayeddshunned)
compulsive activity of the exhibitionist-voyeur, almost no matter what $atains occur.”

Allen takes into consideration the work of Bowlby, Harlow, Hess, Lorenz, and“8pitz
confirm that early gratification of exploratory interest in seeing and stgpwith others is
inversely related to reactions of apathy, withdrawal, and depression in childhood ahdaatiult
The vicissitudes of the partial instincts of looking and showing do much to determinsssucce
and failure in adaptation in later Iff&’

Looking and Shame

As has already been pointed out, Freud connected the emergence of shame in the
affective spectrum of humans to the event of seeing and being-dbke visibility of the genitals.
He also proposed that the visual instinct and shame stand in opposition to each other and that
shame is not only a repressive force against scopophilic impulses but arisssepriessive
action. While in his initial descriptions shame is an affective experiermageitged as a
resistance against the sexual drives of exhibitionism and voyeurism, lamaldied the

designation of those forces which are against the drives and known as reactiorofmati

3 Allen also addresses gender differences in exbifigim and notes that these trends are no lessp@satense
in females but rather more diffuse, spread awamfitee genitals and on to a broader range of trengh as clothes,
hair, breasts, but also belongings, including loerse, compared to the male who defends againsatiagtanxiety
by focusing on a single “big thing.”
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Nunberg (1955) claimed, “Shame is a reaction formation of the ego to the wish ta"€phibi
157). Several authors have since connected shame to looking and being looked at.

In his 1963 opus on the dynamics of affect, Tomkins traces the sources of the universal
taboo on looking and mutual lookidgor “shared interocular intimacy,” through an examination
of the history of the role of the eye in human experience. He posits that the taboo on boking i
firstly a taboo on intimacy; secondly that it stems from general culturairaoris on the
expression and communication of affect; and thirdly, is reinforced by itdispessociation with
sexuality. He also understands it as a shame response due to the taboo on intima&cy and th
inhibition of affect in general. The taboo is classically exge@ s the evil eye belief. However,
Tomkins sees origins also in the parent’s shame — shame in both the child’s shame in the
presence of the stranger, and the child’s excited staring at the strdingelatter shame of the
parent is in part an identification with the stranger’s shame and discoméartiea by the child.

Tomkins states that the taboo on looking exists in any culture which taboos sex, due to
the connection between looking and sexual excitement, emphasizing the connection tietwee
eyes and sexuality. He makes the claim that the taboo on mutual looking is sthang®iat on
sexual intimacy. The eyes are auxiliary to the mouth, hand, and the genitals, and
phenomenologically, a fusion may take place between the eye and one of the othats, so t
biting, touching, or genital contact can be experienced in eye contact. Tomkinghabtexual
intent can be communicated directly through the eyes and mutual looking is stifficie

intensify the sexual excitement of each partner; ocular interaction anchassud it is key in

4 Tomkins insists that the taboo on mutual looking ba demonstrated by asking “the members of anypgto
turn toward each other and look directly and deégly each other’s eyes” (p. 170). After momentdirgct staring,
the individuals look away subtly by looking at these, forehead, or one eye only. Tomkins mainthiatthis
occurs in daily interactions, serving to titratérimacy. He also notes that this is done in sdoretder to negotiate
“the shame of looking and the shame of being astlamdo so” (p. 171).
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sexual foreplay. The “major crime of the family romance” is looking, ratien the presumed
genital behavior in the Oedipus myth according to Tomkins. He asserts that thkesgenme is
the most traumatic of childhood experiences — the looking at the parents and thedgauveth
from mutual looking when one’s own face as well as the faces of others commurimase
affect and sexuality.

In his volume on the affect of shame, Wurmser (1981) examined the role of the wishes to
look and be looked at and the defenses against them. Shame pathology based on feelings of
unlovability arises through disruptions of what is commonly regarded as the asaliphvehich,
according to Wurmser, looking at the other’s face and its expression and havingamésial
expression understood in the mother-infant interaction is more fundamental than caatiorte
The infant powerfully uses her eyes to express herself and stimulate the sw@bponsiveness.
Failures in the infant’s strivings for recognition and communication with madlgehé
groundwork for shame. The shame affect forms by around eighteen months at apiglgxime
time of the rapprochement and anal phases and when genital awareness isnostgotyi
emerge.

Wurmser presents new constructs which parallel exhibitionism and voyeumiswhich
he calls theatophilia — “the desire to watch and observe, to admire and to beddstmaterge
and master through attentive looking” (p. 158) and delophitidthe desire to express oneself
and to fascinate others by one’s self-exposure, to show and to impress, to mergeatitarthe
through communication” (p. 158). These drives are rooted in the zone of “perceptual and
expressive interaction with the environment,” which appears prior to the oral, anal, #ied pha

phases. Wurmser’s theatophilia and delophilia are similar to Allen’s proposal of vensger

5 Solms (1999) commented on Strachey’s “translatfoorh Freud’s writings tscopophiliain English which
sounds like “a particularly awful disease” (p. 2®)s unfortunate choice of terms for looking tethdrives appears
to be replicated by Wurmser.
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manifestations of the scopophilic instinct and his understanding to the motheritéaaction
is similar to Winnicott and Kohut’s ideas on maternal mirroring. Wurmser thkgzimal
perceptual zone beyond Spitz’ oral cavity and proposes a yet more archaiarmbtiteough he
notes the importance of the eyes, he does not propose an associated somatic or erogenous zone

Yorke (1990), in summarizing the most common observations of writers on shame, cited
the repeated noting of the strong sense of exposure, “of bodily or psychological ngkedness
which innermost secrets and what are felt to be the mental equivalents of body aenbered
to view” (p. 380-381). Shame always carries “an awareness of an observeibke phserver,
a former observer, or a fantasized observer” (p. 381) who is always experiencsppsoding.
This awareness of an observer is the link between shame and exhibitionismaroyendithe
need to hide. Yorke points out the importance of Freud’s observations on dreams of baing nake
and their connection to looking, hiding, and shame. Yorke focuses his study on the anal
developmental phase and shame as rooted in fear of loss of sphincter control, withnittersphi
representing a borderline between internal and external. He also notemifieasice of the
phallic-narcissistic phase (as delineated by Edgcumbe & Burgner, 1975)cim exhibitionism
transforms from “Look at what | can produce” to “Look at what | am,” (p. 39@g¢teng a
move in focus from body contents to the whole body).

The Evil Eye and the Nursing Eye

The notion of the eye as on organ of aggression can be seen in this most widespread of
beliefs. The antiquity and universality of discourse on gaze is seen in the mythof dye e
ubiquitous in most cultures worldwide — “The belief in envy or the evil eye is found in the
literature of every people, in every land since history began to be wiiEendrthy, 1895/2005).

Evans (1975) asked, “What is it that ‘all men, at all times and in all places haaeed@li The
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answer is that there is an indissoluble link between jealousy and envy and thef sagise (p.
481).

The idea of the evil eye — that the one possessing the evil eye has the intentional or
unintentional power to accurse through the gaze the one beheld, is one that has been studied and
theorized about extensively in the anthropological field (Di Stasi, 1981; Dundes, 1981; Wlalone
1976). Before undertaking his own study (below) of the evil eye, Carroll (1984) observed that
the unconscious factors that have contributed to the origins and widespread mairaéttaace
myth have not been fully explicated in the psychological literature.

Freudian concepts of instinctual scopophilia, castration anxiety, and penis envy, and
Kleinian concepts of envy, part objectification, projection, and symbolization magyded to
derive a psychoanalytic understanding of the evil eye and its widespread appéaliaf. Freud
(1909) said, “The evil eye is an excellent proof of the contention that envy and yhasiiatys
lurk behind love” (p. 267) The love that Freud refers to in the case of the evil eye appears to the
love of the mother and infant for each other. In Kleinian terms, one way in which the envied
breast is attacked by the infant, in fantasy, is “by projective, penettabking (the evil eye)”,
says Segal (1988).

Experiential elements of the nursing situation seem to coalesce in this mest anc
folklore. Roheim (1952) noted that women more than men have the evil eye and the victim is
often an infant, or the nursing mother, cow, or milk, and proposes that the latent meaning of the
evil eye is the infant devouring the mother’s breast: “The aggression of the suntkimgs
projected and personified in the hostile devouring glance of the witch-m@th&38). The
spitting method used by mother and midwives to counter the effects of the evivegktheir

identification with the one having the evil eye and is a demonstration of theingoitti the
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child rather than devouring it. Due to the widespread use of both phallic charms and amllet
vaginal ones (stones with holes), Roheim postulates the representation of deas#iatibn
anxiety; exhibitionism as a denial of voyeurism; and masturbation arsxietie

Carroll (1984) sought to explain the cluster of elements found in what he calls the evil
eye complex: association with envy; infants and children as vulnerable to assm&iaiion with
women more than men; widespread use of phallic amulets; spittle or other bodilyafads
common cure; connection of social inequality; and prevalence in societigly hel&ant on
dairy products. In explaining the maintenance of belief in the evil egssacenturies, Carroll
uses a Kleinian perspective and also draws upon infant’s fixation on the eyes andl&ngysimi
between the areolas of the eye and the nipple. Both the adult experience afcethe @dult
exposure to milk products stimulate the adult’s infantile memory of the fipgrexce of envy
and the good breast. The fear of the evil eye is a projection of the repressgle indsstility
against the good breast. The use of spittle and other bodily fluids is a re-emtaftthe fantasy
attacks when the same substances were used to attack the good breast. Thpdathés both
used to attack the good breast and is a substitute for it.

More recently, Shabad (2004) noted that the significance of the gleam in the'sneyker
highlights the evil eye as a representation of “the struggle to disengagehlisessence from
an over-possessive parent” (p. 663). Rather than emphasizing the infant’s envyofiibe
Shabad, highlights instead the mother’s “separation envy” of the child: “Totiyet ¢hat the
newborns’ physical separateness and individual life are narcissistisitestiie mother’s
temporary glory of being the creative source of a new beginning, the primaifgstation of
the evil eye is to begrudge the child its independent life by binding it to heiSkébad, 2001, p.

170). Some mothers use the gleam in their eye by which the child can becoma afrieir
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own self-admiration, “a mirror to seduce and appropriate the child’s liée torsustain their
own glory.” Shabad argued that “the admiring gleam of the mother’s eye thusiigeahbn
the child remaining an imprisoned creature of her creative imagination andsepavating
from her sphere of omnipotent influence” (2004, p. 663).

These authors demonstrate that the notion and fear of the evil eye, to which few cultures
are immune, is likely to be rooted in universal experiences of infantile stsugtgh mother and
what she provides through her eye, breast, and body.

Summary/Conclusion

This chapter delves into a subject that once enjoyed considerable discussiorsuahe vi
instinct, pleasure in looking, eye symbolism, and its connections to the desire to know on the one
hand, and fear, guilt, shame, and punishment on the other. In the early history of psycispanalys
vision as scopophilia was cast as an instinct vulnerable to distortions such asorejaress
perversion, given its association to both survival and libido, as pleasure in looking. The visual
instinct, scopophilia, is deeply connected to knowing and curiosity, particuladglssiriosity,
sharing as they do their energetic sources. Scopophilic vicissitudes mh&y sedolimation,
perversion, repression, and transformations of its passive — voyeurism, and-active
exhibitionism, forms, in which one may defend the other and whereby both alwayd.coexis

Early psychoanalysts such as Rank, Abraham, Fenichel, Greenacre, Jones, ¥Vinnicot
Ferenczi all produced works related to looking-related conflicts and mamng ctirdributed,
with numerous clinical cases of patients struggling with fear, guilt, andlpnerg displaced to
the eyes, particularly due to castration-related fears, resulting inibgstdindness or other
symptoms or dysfunctions of the eye. The eye may repel in horror or guilt sudes the

things seen. It has been repeatedly observed that both sexual and aggressses ianpul
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imputed to the eye by the unconscious. Though looking-related conflicts mayt amnsestage

of development, from pre-oral to the genital, the eye touches like skin, devours likeutie
penetrates like the phallus, receives like the vagina, and excretes like thdtampsallic by

virtue of its vulnerability to injury, its correspondence between the lower and uppes bal

faces of the body, the similarities in qualities — the ability to be rigidie@nd to penetrate and
ejaculate/project. It is vaginal by virtue of being a cawikych is passive, receives, incorporates,
and engulfs, its link to the mother, due to being a small hole surrounded by hair, like thdtpupil
is oral by virtue of being orificial, devouring, and sadistic. And it is anal dus &bility to
evacuate and excrete.

On the other hand, the eye may be used to identify with and for empathic purposes, and
in its incorporative guise, it is the precursor of both love and hate. The eye is alsuhbgan
face and breast from the nursing situation which it fuses with as part of atpataduster. In
particular, maternal nipples and pupils become superimposed and conceal the loying/ang
mother representation Frustrations and trauma and the degree of object losst oelabimtship
disruption predispose to a hypercathexis of the visual function or voyeuristic ottiexinstic
impulses. This is due to a visual hunger, or the need to keep the object within sight and to
incorporate it visually. The quality of the mother-infant relationship thus leas«esl traces
such as dependence on the face or eye or hypervigilance. The presence ocbmistiband
voyeuristic nonperverse derivatives and their conflictual cathectingsigiiéicance for
neurotic functioning.

Shame is both the result of scopophilic impulses and acts as a deterrent to their
expression and is intimately connected to the experience of looking and being lgoked at

beginning early in development. The omnipresent belief in the evil eye and thephsdliof
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amulets to oppose it seems to represent the envy and aggression of the infant anich thethe
nursing situation and beyond and to be symbol of the fused love and hate that are present in the

earliest relationship, expressed through the eye and gaze.
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CHAPTER FOUR
The Eye of the Other. Existential Philosophy, Feminist Theory, Postmodernism, and

Contemporary Culture

Philosophers and Alterity

A number of works in existential philosophy, particularly by Lacan (1949/1977,
1964/1978a), Sartre (1956/1965), Merleau-Ponty (1964/1969, 1945/2002), and Foucault
(1974/1977), have been on the topic of alterity, or the state of otherness, experienggdttieou
gaze of the other. In their thinking, to experience the gaze of another is aees@e&vith
alterity — gaze is other. In both Lacan’s and Sartre’s view, the gaze oht#réhat a paranoia-
and schizoidism-inducing quality. It carries existential threat and proyrkésund human
alienation. This section presents their viewpoints on seeing and being seen, and the
phenomenological and subjective experience of gaze. Lacan and Sartre ulgratefocused
on as they have been the most influential in subsequent writinge gazen various fields.
Lacan andLe Regard

Lacan’s view of gaze is paranoid and reflects a deeply cynical view of thiepiexnt
of individual human agency and the ego. His views on the gaze however have had an enormous
impact, if not on American psychoanalysis, then on numerous intellectual fieldsteoaryl
criticism and film theory to political theory, which parallels Freud'despread influence on
varied disciplines.

Lacan’s idea of the gaze (lerregard in his writings) grew increasingly complex as he
developed his theories. His first theoretical publication, based on a talk given in 1937, was on

the gazeThe Mirror Stage as Formative of the Function of the | as Revealed in Psychoanalytic
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Experiencg1949/1977). In this paper, unlike Kohut and Winnicott and other authors who speak
of metaphorical mirroring in which mother functions as mirror, Lacan appebssreferring to
an actual mirror in front of which the infant appears. Says Barzilai, “dart’a view, the mirror
is the mother of the ego. But the mother is not in the mirror” (as cited in LieteP®@0, p.
380).

Referring to comparative psychology, Lacan notes that the human infant isia afst
relative immaturity and dependency, a state of “fetalization,” at tleynoé internal drive states
and having poor motor control. Upon achieving some separation from the mother, the infant, at
around six to eighteen months of age sees its image in a mirror, upon which its femjment
bodily experience is critically transformed. Seeing itself reftkasean apparent unitary whole,
the infant experiences jubilation, as where there was once chaos, fragneatad
disjointedness, there is now a superior, contained totality, in the mirror imiéigeyhich the
infant prematurely and mistakenly identifies, taking the image as edo-itleia mis-
identification becomes the template, by “exemplary function,” for aliruidentifications and
results in a lifelong “paranoic alienation,” in which the self is identifiednmseof the Other.
Lacan said,

Themirror stageis a drama whose internal thrust is precipitated from

insufficiency to anticipation — and which manufactures for the subject, caught up

in the lure of spatial identification, the succession of phantasies that extemds f

a fragmented body-image to a form of its totality that | shall call ortlthpae

and lastly, to the assumption of the armor of an alienating identity, which will

mark with its rigid structure the subject’s entire mental development. (p. 4)

The end of the mirror stage is marked by the establishment of “paranaitialie which

dates from the deflection of the specularto the social” (p. 5). The alienation is twofold — in

mistaking the specular self for the bodily self, a misrecognition LacEneatonnaissang¢ehe
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infant enters into a disengagement from the immediacy of bodily experienceedbgube
idealized body in the image. Social alienation is also suffered, as the inthgeottier in the
mirror is confused with the material other. These mirages and temptingsitmegeme the basis
of the ego and the Imaginary Order, the realm that governs most conscious life, @ndwhi
“experienced in a hall of mirrors” (Mitchell & Black, 1995, p. 197).

Later, in his 1964 essayhe Split between the Eye and the Gaaean (1964/1978)
speculated that the gaze belongs not to the subject, but to the object. There is an “uncanny
sense” that the object of our eye’s look, looks back, with the effect of reminding one of one’s
own lack, or castration, which is at the heart of the Symbolic Order. Thus the supposedfpow
one’s look is undone by the fact of one’s bodily existence, which is associated withatlaé&ke
which threatens the Symbolic Order. “In the scopic field,” says Lacaaryinng is articulated
between two terms that act in an antinomic way — on the side of things, there is t{libajage
to say, things look at me, and yet | see them” (p. 104). In this essay Lacan ladges5artre
(discussed below) and says:

The gaze in question must on no account be confused with the fact, for example,

of seeing his eyes. | can feel myself under the gaze of someone whosdeyes |

not see, not even discern. All that is necessary is for something to signify to me

that there may be others there. This window, if it gets a bit dark, and if | have

reasons for thinking that there is someone behind it, is straight-away a gaze.

From the moment this gaze exists, | am already something other in that | fee

myself becoming an object for the gaze of others. (p. 215)

The gaze surrounds and is ever present. As Franses (2001) put it, “For Lacan...the
presence of another person seeing the looking is irrelevant. Even if there is no oneselsie pr

as long as one is looking, one is also subject to the gaaecrucially, it does not reside in

someone else’s looking at the looker. For then, one is subject to the look, not the gaze!” (79-80)
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Lacan also stated, “For it is in so far as all human desire is based oticrasta the
eye assumes its virulent, aggressive function” (p. 118Df line Gaze a®bjet Petit a Lacan
(1964/1978) postulates about the relationship of desire, representedolyethgetit aand the
gaze, which threatens desire through the eruption of the Real into the Symboilic IGrckn’s
distrust of the visual is further revealed in his linking visuality with the nexsre of
psychopathology. He uses the metaphor of the eye in calling psychosis a scainmizat
‘blind spot’ related to the sight of the mother’s apparent castration, the wajettihat image,
the resulting inability to symbolize, and the eventual production of a substitute, the
hallucination” (Lieberman, 2000, p. 22). His extreme eye distrust is evident in “Theagyleem
prophylactic, but it cannot be beneficent — it is maleficent. In the Biblewadin the New
Testament, there is no good eye, but there are evil eyes all over théplat£8-119).

Sartre and the Annihilating Gaze

At the center of Sartre’s pldyo Exit(1944) are three deceased characters who find
themselves in Hell, described as a series of room and passages. The chpuactbraent is
being locked together in a room (with no windows or mirror) for eternity. Theefjoared to use
mutual gazing to find their reflection and confirm their existence. Gaziagdsaway are used
by Sartre as symbols of suffocating closeness and terrifying alane@e character, Estelle,
says: “When | can’t see myself, | begin to wonder if | really ang &xist.” Ines offers up to
Estelle her eyes to peer into and her gaze in which she can exist, vowing to aektavay nor
flutter her eyelids. However, Estelle is frightened both of Ines’ gadats lack. Hell is both
having the averted gaze (“torture by separation” [p. 8]) and being dependent on raz¢uiairg
feeling of aliveness (“hell is other people” [p. 47.]) There is both death in looking and a

sense of being torturous entrapment when one’s existence lies in the eyestioéthéAbrams
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(1991) likens it to being “inseparably inside the body of another. ltis as if tiye iofidhe self
in the pupil of the other is the tiny, totally dependent fetus within the mother’'s wongisOn
powerfully protected from the world, but closed in with no exit for independent existence.”

In his essay “The Look,” iBeing and Nothingneg4956/1965), Sartre described what
the meaning of the Other’s look is. The Other’s look creates consciousness of aeseifa
an object. But to the detriment of the freedom of the self, this consciousness can balproduce
“only in and through the existence of the Other” (p. 247). The Other’s look is apprehended by
oneself as spatializing and temporalizing the self. Sartre describeabjbctification:

TheOther’s lookas the necessary condition of my objectivity is the destruction of
all objectivity for me. The Other’s look touches me across the world. | am
looked-at in a world which is looked-at. In particular, the Other’s look, which is a
look-looking and not a look-looked-at, denies my distances from objects and
unfolds its own distances . . . | withdraw; | am stripped of my distanceless
presence to my world, and | am provided with a distance from the Other . .. Thus
within the very experience of my distance from things and from the Other, |
experience the distanceless presence of the Other to me . . . Anyone may
recognize in this abstract description that immediate and burning presehee of
Other’s look which has so often filled him with shame. In other words, in so far
as | experience myself as looked-at, there is realized for me a trartane

presence of the Other. The Other looks at me not as he is “in the midst of” my
world but as he comes toward the world and toward me from all his transcendence;
when he looks at me, he is separated from me by no distance, by no object of the
world — whether real or ideal — by no body in the world, but the sole fact of his
nature as Other. (pp. 245-246)

Sartre also sees “the look” as manifest in sounds and other sights, in service of his
paranoia, which is concretely evident in this passage:

What most often manifests a look is the convergence of two ocular globes in my
direction. But the look will be given just as well on occasion when there is a
rustling of branches, or the sound of a footstep followed by silence, or the slight
opening of a shutter, or a light movement of a curtain. During an attack men
who are crawling through the brush apprehend as a look to be avoided, not two
eyes, but a white farmhouse which is outlined against the sky at the top of a little
hill. (p. 233)
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Later Sartre asked, “What does being seen mean for me?” (p. 235). Ultinaselye
threat of a violent turn into absolute nothingness: “This indication to run away, which gesnina
me and carries me along and which | am — this | read in the Other’s watdkwnd in that
other look — the gun pointed at fiie(p. 242).

For both Lacan and Sartre, the gaze is ultimately negative, other, and paranoid, and
entraps the individual in dialectics of dominance and submission, shackling and freedomn, subjec
and object.

The Politics of the Gaze

Several authors have pointed out that pleasure in looking and in taking other people as
objects bestow a sense of power, and that degree extent of mutuality of gleetisg®f
power structure. Gaze is thought to be a signifier of a power relationship in whigdwtires in
a place of superiority in relation to the object of the gaze. Sartre and pastitalean’s
conceptualizations of gaze have been extended in feminist theory.

John Berger (1972), Laura Mulvey (1976), and Luce Irigaray (1974, 1977) have noted
out that gaze dynamics are, as with other dimensions of interaction, underpinneddry ge
dynamics. Berger, art historian and critic, wrote in his influential bdays of Seeing

To be born a woman has been to be born, within an allotted and confined space,

into the keeping of men...A woman must continually watch herself. She is

almost continually accompanied by her own image of herself. Whilst she is

walking across the room or whilst she is weeping at the death of her father, s

can scarcely avoid envisaging herself walking or weeping. From earliest

childhood she has been taught and persuaded to survey herself continually. And

so she comes to consider teveyorand thesurveyedwithin her as the two
constituent yet always distinct elements of her identity as a woman. (p. 46)

® sartre’s personal history in relation to his thaisghn gaze, separation, and alienation is strikilegwas
congenitally partially blind in one eye, and at #ge of fifteen months he lost both parents —dtisefr through
death and mother by abandonment (Abrams, 1991).
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Berger goes on to explain the contrasting relationship of men and women, withtcegar
the look:

Men actandwomen appear Men look at women. Women watch themselves

being looked at. This determines not only most relations between men and

women, but also the relation of women to themselves. The surveyor of woman in

herself is male: the surveyed female. Thus she turns herself into an objdct — a

most particularly an object of vision: a sight. (p. 47, original italics)

Mulvey, a feminist film theorist, and Irigaray, a feminist psychoamahgs/e written
seminal works on thmale gaze They insisted that in existing patriarchal culture, it is the man’s
viewing pleasure, and the women’s pleasure in being a beautiful object for the mam.to vi
Mulvey (1976) wrote a widely cited psychoanalytic study of cinematic Spesité using
Freudian and Lacanian theory, and introduced the idea of the male gaze. Wielding
“psychoanalysis as a political tool,” Mulvey maintained that patriarcha¢goa@n which
“pleasure in looking has been split between male/active and female/passirefig¢dted in the
dominant forms of cinema, specifically Hollywood. “In their traditional extohistic role
women are simultaneously looked at and displayed, with their appearance codexh{pvistral
and erotic impact so that they can be said to cortoete-looked-at-ness On the role of
women in patriarchal culture, Mulvey said:

The paradox of phallocentrism in all its manifestations is that it depends on the

image of the castrated woman to give order and meaning to its world. The idea of

woman stands as lynch pin to the system: it is her lack that produces the phallus
as a symbolic presence, it is her desire to make good the lack that the phallus
signifies. . . .Woman then stands in patriarchal culture as signifier of the male
other, bound by a symbolic order in which man can live out his fantasies and
obsessions through linguistic command by imposing them on the silent image of
the woman still tied to her place as bearer of meaning, not maker of meaning.

Mulvey describes two modes of cinematic looking, both of which are responses to male

castration anxiety: voyeuristic scopophilia, which is the sadistic desmenish women for their
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lack, and fetishistic scopophilia in which there is the building up of feminine beauty, rsdefe
of castration anxiety. The typical cinema spectator is said to esdidween these two modes
of looking. This works set the stage for critical studies of media, feminism, ampaltocal
relationships through the lens of the gaze and the power dynamic inherent inngstzeelyihg
who has the power to look, gaze has become a “theoretical touchstone” at thetioteoddilm
studies, feminist theory, and postcolonial theory (Columpar, 2002). “Looking relationsvate
innocent” (Kaplan, as cited in Columpar).
The Virtual Eye: Screens, Cameras, Images and Postmodern Culture

This section attempts to provide a cultural context in which to situate the discussion on
the prevailing use of the couch and non-engagement of the couch. An attempt is made to show
the voyeuristic and exhibitionistic elements of modern culture and to demohsivate
scopophilic gratification is dominant.

Nearly four decades ago, Gombrich (1972) noted that ours was “a visual age” (p. 82).
Ten years ago, Mirzoeff (1999), a cultural theorist said, “Human experienoimore visual
and visualized than ever before,” (p.1) and the urgency of the visual has grown exponentially
since then. In contemporary Western culture, we'lookore than ever, but what we look at is

often not in the realm of the real as previously defined. Some cultural commentatds w

""Of note is the fact that the highest priced piefcarountil recently was adorned with multiple eyspecifically,
the Egyptian Eye of Horus) on the garment of theqipal figure (Klimt'sAdele Bloch-Baugrcompleted in 1907,
was purchased for $135 million in 2006). In thegHeist-grossingfilm of all time, the recenfvatar (2009), which
has presumably appealed to mass audiences worldiviglbighest form of greeting is an expressioh shgpasses
the visual but uses an ocular metaphor: “I see’yourhe very recent and most successful of performantpieces
that drew over half a million observers and ovérausand participants involved nothing more thandgengaged
in silent mutual gaze with the artist, Marina Abiaisic in her piec& he Artist is Preserdt the Museum of Modern
Art, March 15-May 31, 2010.

*Before being adjusted for inflation.

**This has been hypothesized to be drawn from thedtl greetinghamastewhich translates to “I see the divine in
you.”

115



argue that we are engaged with a new reality, a reality that must b@eeddefinclude the
virtual presence of things, things which are apprehended through a mediatimg scree

Two interrelated trends that seem to mark contemporary culture are the aseaidhac
image and simulation, and the rise of voyeurism. One is inundated with visual stiatalre
imagistic in natur®. Images bombard at every turn — pixilated and digital images on packages
and products, on the television and computer, and in print media, posters, billboards, and
personal photographs, sharing one’s space and present on all sides, so that we sgea to be
simulated world of the presence of others. More frequently than before, we turn te tmage
experience pleasure, though through these images that are continuously ert;oomeeaéso
submits oneself to experience a range of other affects — horror, disgust, shods,sadnder,
desire, surprise, curiosity, envy. In their ability to elicit such affeekperience, images carry
power, an idea exploited by the media and other creators of images. The modern world is
dominated by the presence of images, and though we may look at them only mdynémgari
imagination is stimulated. An overriding feature of modern day existencéhe@ye to be in a
state of oft-stimulated imagination. The unwitting though constant consumption osimage
constructs our notions of self and other.

Our experiences are constructed in part through these images and commbatators
given notice that it behooves all of us to understand how it these images work. Movements of
critical thinking have called forisual literacy— “Visual culture should be understood in an
analytical way...by all of us who increasingly encounter a startliray afrimages in our daily
lives” (Sturken & Cartwright, p. 2).

Increasingly, we attribute meaning to, and find meaning through visual inthgesing

this modality over others and leading authors to claim that modern Western sudvisual
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culture’®. “Over the course of the last two centuries, Western culture has come to be dbminate
by visual rather than oral or textual media . . . Hearing and touching are impostamg of
experience and communication, but our values, opinions, and beliefs have come to be shaped in
powerful ways by the many forms of visual culture that we encounter in our -dkay-to/es”
(Sturken & Cartwright, 2001, p. 1).

The proliferation of the imagistic is linked with an increasing desire todoakdinto.
Popular culture is marked by “look at me” behavior (driven recently for opportongghieve
the proverbial fifteen minutes of fame) which is on the rise, and ever-prevelebtity
journalism makes one an unwitting voyeur, which along with setdlevision, internet blogging,
and webcams, speak to the preoccupation with looking into other people’s lives. Cameras are
everywhere, pocket-sized and integrated with phones so that every momentcaptubed as
more than an image fleeting past the eyes. Voyeuristic eyes angledtby cinema and its
technological advances that allow for increasingly sophisticated spé#eiets; reality, home
video, hidden-camera, and tell-all talk shows on television; by 24-hour gigd @aath
pornography on the internet; and by tabloid journalism. It is possible to be intimasety af
the intricacies of people’s lives, their secrets, their romances, thesrdad humiliations, their
closest relationships — their work, familial, sexual and interior lives, in ahehyas neither
possible nor sanctioned before. The new media, advertising, and increasing photopournalis
ensure that we gaze upon others — virtual others — almost unwittingly. vioygaristic society,
constituting a “voyeur nation” (Calvert, 2000), fed by a constant diet of spectacle

The internet has given the impetus to the image-drive, with its interactpleicgand

YouTube videos, created, forwarded and widely shared online. “Modern life takes place

" The term visual culture encompasses several diffébrms of visual media that include the finesavisual
performance, and visual data from scientific fields
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onscreen,” said Mirzoeff (1999, p. 1). However, onscreen there is no avenue for theiorodula
of stimulation or regulation of identity. Online games litee Simallow one to participate in
complex simulated social worlds, in which it is possible to choose one’s body and physica
appearance and assume one or more identities of one’s choice which then intkraitteriive
members, also with assumed identities. In competitive video games, vaeoasias and
characters are presented for one to adopt and to flex one’s cyber- and psycles thusehh.
The new generation is raised with fluency in the operation and mores of MTW telvision,
video games, graphics-driven computer technology, digital cameras, and DVi@sylith are
predominantly vision-driven. Television and cinema drive not only the entertainmiestry,
but the economy as a whole, which was characterized as a “celebrity{@detthat]...
capitalizes on the public’'s boundless need for minutiae about entertainmentsanes't,
September 21, 2006).

There is a preoccupation with surface; covers, packaging, physical apgefumping
other dimensions of objects. The look of things has become increasingly important, Ise that t
package lures more than the content. There is high investment in the visible surface and ho
looks. Body narcissism, the great ascendance of the cosmetic and fashiory,imhiskr are
economic juggernauts, and the drive for beauty enhancement further attest tovhkiatien
of the visible and for the clamoring to be seen. Permanently changing thredeztone’s
appearance through plastic surgery and other cosmetic procedures has groeptgnae. It is
as if we are, at large, a scopophilic society, driven by the pleasure in lookitgag looked at.
There is a desire to escape the lived-in body by both adopting a virtual body amthbg su

manipulations of the body of varying permanency.
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In modern existence and in our wish to gaze and be gazed at, there appears to be a
fascination witHikeness and recognitioin Mulvey’s terms: “Curiosity and the wish to look
intermingle with a fascination with likeness and recognition: the human fadeytien body,
the relationship between the human form and its surroundings, the visible presencesrdfdhe p
in the world” (1972). It would appear that we are engaged in a seemingly erdiedsfer
likeness of self and recognition of self in the other, and that this has createdsvayeé
exhibitionists of us. The term “culture of narcissism” (Lasch, 1972), whiclaikead in part by
by shame/vulnerability denial (Altman, 2004, as cited in Orange, 2008) had beedn use
describe the current psychological era. Curtis (2007) extends the pathologgwiréme era in
to autistic functioning, noting “The condition of postmodernity with its emphasis on CMC
[computer-mediated communication], time-space convergence, compressiontamclatisn,
and the privileging of simulacrum over authenticity, has resutted‘'culture of autism™ (p. 100,
parentheses added). Cyperspace, says Lemma (2010), denies corporstibitys thee
meanings of difference and separateness, and distorts the relationship betwvaahant
external reality.

Lemma also notes the ways that technology makes it possible to rejedutiifaginal
body, “Technological advances and the dominant values of contemporary culture make it
possible and acceptable to alter, extend, or altogether bypass the body andatssfimct
actuality and virtual space” (p. 691).

Body narcissism, body hatred, and body dysmorphia, and its attendant preoccupation
with the visual image of the self, in the eyes of others and self are aasimgy@henomenon.

The body has become a site of anguished self-improvement. Orbach (2009) hag sad tha
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body is in crisis, and notes the increasing “calls for bodily transformations)aarhants, and

‘perfectability’ in the consulting room” (p.1), and this has been echoed by Lieberman (2000).
Hysterical and conversion disorders and functional disorders of the eyes are no longer

common as they were in the first half of the last century, as evident bytks eited in

Chapter Threeand this may be because looking is no longer taboo, leading to reduced shame,

guilt, and need for punishment. However, the body continues to be recruited to expreds,conflic

as can be seen in the rise of body-related psychological disorders, an@deaaraifar more

destructive manner, as seen in self-cutting, body integrity identity disartteeating disorders.

Eating disorders, including anorexia, bulimia, and binge eating disorders arerise the

Anorexia and bulimia are disorders impacted by the media (Garner, Rockerte@ldahnson,

& Coscina, 1985) and by the visual image, perhaps more so than any other disordeareThey

unable to apprehend their bodies with a benign gaze and in anorexia, one sees a paradox around

the gaze — what begins as the desire for others’ approving, desiring gazs imdsodlily

disappearance through the emaciation, leading to the horrified gaze of the oth@xiaAhas

more than doubled in the past forty y8a(Guarda, 2008) and has the highest mortality of any

psychiatric disordé&f (Sullivan, 1995), and bulimia doubled in the last half of the twentieth

century (Hudson, Hiripi, Pope, & Kessler, 2007). The fact that these are body as feed

related disorders is significant, raising the associations to the nutntiveaaetaking aspects of

the maternal relationships.

8 Compounding this is the exposure to images ofdmtliat do not exist in the real world. Orbaclorepthat we
receive images of digitally manipulated bodies thanbers in the thousands per week.

8 The epidemiological rates have not only increasedround, but increased at an alarming rate astahg
prepubertal (hospitalizations jumped by 119% betwE299 and 2006 for children under the age of &thnic
minorities, males, and amongst low socioecononacigs, in a study by Rosen and the Committee folestbence
(2010) and globally, in countries previously pragecfrom eating disorders.

82 With published rates varying from 5-20%.
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Body integrity is disturbed in ways ranging from the relatively berfygady modification
to enhance one’s appearance with piercing, tattoos, scarification, coamg¢io/S) to degrees
of destructiveness (deliberate self-cutting during intense affectsregulation) to amputation
(as seen in body integrity identity disorders), all of which involve acts of sgjgreagainst
one’s own skin and limb. Each of these phenomena has been on the rise.

Postmodernism and the visual.Contemporary culture is said to be postmodern culture,
which embraces the blurring of lines, particularly between presence amtabsality and
fantasy. Itis further characterized by irony, self-reflexivity, glsnaand multiplicity — of
subjectivity, of meaning — and the subjectivity of meaning. Postmodern theaong ¢hat there
is nothing without referent, and there are no absolutes and no universals. Postmodernism
particularly characterizes modern intellectual and art studies. Mi(A899) claims that
postmodernism is best understood visually. Many others agree that the dominancesofahe vi
is a defining feature of postmodernism. The virtual gaze is a given of postmodety, $bis
said. According to Sturken and Cartwright (2001), we exist “in a culture whemaaige iis the
ultimate register of experience” and “looking practices inform our livesrmbgpur perception of
imagesper sé (p. 5, original italics).

Authors concerned with visual culture are interested in understanding how and why the
heavy reliance on visual forms to make meaning in almost all areas lndidifeome to be so.
Notable authors are Mirzoeff (1998, 1999) and Jay (1993; Brennan & Jay, 1996). In his books,
Mirzoeff has explored the mechanisms through which visual media, including ficenarha,

the internet, advertising, performance, photography, and television, have becomiaddace

8The cultural fixation on the female breast, seeitsiexposure and cosmetic enhancement may bedittk
disturbances of the nursing experience, attachdistirbance, and the visual percept of the fusetheast or
facebreast.
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contemporary everyday life. He argues that the visual is replacing gugstic as our primary
means of communicating with each other and of understanding our postmodern world: “World-
as-a-text has been replaced by world-as-picture. Such world-piciumestde purely visual,
but by the same token, the visual disrupts and challenges any attempt to definercpliveéyi
linguistic terms” (1999, p. 7).

Sturken and Cartwright say, “Postmodern theory sees the surface as the phameenyt
of social life, as opposed to the idea that true meaning is hidden underneath” (p. 2580 They
on to refer to Baudrillard, the French postmodern theorist, in stating: “Tfaesus all we see
and all we can have access to. The image transcends the idea of the real, takivg on a ne
importance in millennial culture. We can no longer look below the surface for depth and true
meaning, because we will find nothing there” (p. 258). For Baudrillard, the imagere real
than the real, and simulation replaces representation.

Summary/Conclusion

For the influential philosophers Lacan and Sartre, one’s reflection in the gdweeather
is an experience that is fragmenting and alienating and amplifying ofrtee skotherness. In
feminist and critical theory, the direction of gaze is an important indichtetative power and
status. The male gaze predominates in many domains of experience, in whicke then ar
beholders of gaze and women the one beheld, motivated in part by the need to appatise cast
anxiety.

As a culture, it is as if there is a hungering for the gaze, to be both look and be looked at
A number of avenues allow for the drawing of attention to oneself and satisfactien of t
clamoring to see others. There is an engagement in a search for inci@asmgf visual

stimulation. Between home television, tabloid magazines, and pornography aewoachpkt
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away, it would appear that the camera has ensured that the “most supreme” sensecha be
actualized and gratified. It seems then that the task of the postmodern indivayuaé ro

extract herself from the media blitz, from the deluge of images, and @timatbe able to
discern between reality and virtuality, reality, and hyperreality.alf be argued that technology
through electronic media has served to create the presence of the other so tha¢ereaione,
however, this presence iv@tual presence only. The current state of shame is also not clear.
On the one hand it may be said that there is decreased shame (evidenced by mcyeasism
and exhibitionism, which are to be curbed by shame), and on the other that there isdncreas
shame vulnerability, which tends to accompany a culture of narcissism. Tharehserved
increase in body related distress and with the image of the body as seen Ive lwatfisulting
room and epidemiological rates of dangerous body dysmorphic disorders. Thentetistaed
relational needs of today’s patient living in the world of body manipulation and vintessénce

are to be determined.
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CHAPTER FIVE

The Eye/l on the Couch. Regression, internal focus, and the infantile

The couch is the most prevalent and iconic symbol of psychoanalysis, as well as most
ridiculed and caricatured aspect, observable in both cartoons and innumeralé anlaytic
work in whichcouchstands for psychoanalytic theorizing. Mangabeira (1999) argued that,
although the couch is not much mentioned in the psychoanalytic literature, the sacisgae
which surround it mark it as a symbolic device for distinguishing practitionérseafl’s method
from “competitors, doubters and apostates.”

There were several early dissenters to the inflexible udeeafouch (e.g., Fenichel, 1939;
Kelman, 1954; Fairbairn, 1958), but the couch enjoys “unanimity” (p. 440), is used by thousands
of analysts world-wide, is the default position for many of them (Schachkerckele, 2010),
Goldberger (1995) noted that its use is “almost universal.” Though Celenza (Zed®d &

“an increased acceptance of sitting up as part or the whole of analysis” (p. Téettparallels
the ascendance of intersubjective and relational analytic stancestidIdr995) noted the
“silent consensus” regarding the couch and “a topic that is perhaps the leastarsidl in
psychoanalysis... regardless of the school of thought” (p. 275) in his introduction to a
Psychoanalytic Inquiryssue devoted to the topic of the cotfciHe also noted the lack of any
open controversy regarding the couch and the paradoxical fact that no new ratiortakesi$er
of the couch had been put forward in spite of the advances in psychoanalytic climcairihe

the previous twenty-five years. Moraitis asserted that if the origefalition of psychoanalytic

8 A notable exception to the dearth of literaturettmcouch is thi®sychoanalytic Inquiryssue and several of the
articles from this issue are reviewed in followsegrtions.
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treatment is upheld of making conscious the dynamic unconscious, then the role of the couch is
“indisputable,” (p. 275) a notion also supported by Lichtenberg (1995).

Juxtaposed with its widespread acceptance and use is the relative paumtatoiré on
the topi€°. Fewer yet are those studies that examine the use of the couch in teewésofit
implications. There are three physical elements in the use of the couch: tleregpimbent
position; the couch as physical object/piece of furniture; and the unseen self/otheirthich
are interactive dimensions. However, the literature on the couch rarelytefgze non-
engagement or distinguishes it within this physical matrix. Though there hasobeedabate
on the role of the couch in psychoanalytic treatment and its relation to anabggsery little of it
is devoted to an exploration of the visual function in the analytic setting. Theulieetahds to
focus on the utility of the couch in fostering free association and regression, veixtpdiaitly
considering the role of gaze engagement or aversion in facilitatingxbeptan passing.
Though Freud (1913/1958a) in his first mention of the use of the couch raised the issue of the
interplay of the scopophilic instinct, the relation of the two has subsequently beectieegh
the considerations of the mediating mechanisms by which the couch producesdtseoeif
analytic process that it does.

There are two recent empirical studies on the couch and these are reviewed bef
considering the conceptual literature on the couch, beginning with Freud anglfag and
latent attitudes towards the visual and their manifestation in the developmentechinis|tie.

The review extends to a consideration of the role of elimination of gaze in the amdofcti

85A PEPWeb literature search shows that most liteeatontainingcouchin its title uses it as symbolic shorthand
for “psychoanalysis/psychoanalytic understandii®gVeral articles are titled on/anddbach referring to
e.g., Blacks, Jews, the soul, god, politics, hurklml]ywood cinema, pedagogy, terrorism, the silsenreen, piano,
kitchen which are understood through a psychoaiadbts.
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regression; the mode of processing of patient and analyst; affective caratitmmiand personal
motives on the part of the analyst for the use of the couch.
Empirical Literature on the Couch

Of the three empirical studies on the couch and analytic process, two atearete
investigate analytic process in cases that were seen in alterfzatnip face and couch positions.

DiNardo, Schober, and Stuart (2005) examined the differential effect of the natiuee of t
“visual copresence” on discourse between patient and analyst in chair and cduoéntrea
situations. They conducted a form and content analysis using two computerizechgtoanal
found that the two produced strikingly similar discourse over ten psychoanawgticiénts. The
major difference was that analysts spoke significantly less when gatierg¢ on the couch and
the authors concluded that this was due to their adoption of a “couch stance” or thec‘analyti
attitude.”

In a study using the Psychotherapy Process Q-Set, Lable et al. (nanusder review
at time of this writing) examined psychoanalytic process in two patfemt® were treated both
sitting up and lying down. They found greater analytic process for lying,dbvwugh the
difference did not reach statistical significance (the authors notédihabay be due to the lack
of power of their study). However, certain items on the PQS did show stdiistigaificant

differences with large effect sizes for each patient. In the fisgisc@xamination of the PQS

% The two programs were Linguistic Inquiry and W@dunt (LIWC) and Computerized Referential Activity
(CRA), the latter by Bucci (1997).

8 The study used archival, audiotaped data of 58iaesin which one patient transitioned from lya@wvn to
sitting up and the other vice versa. Criticismshig study include the fact that in the first pati the variable of
frequency was not kept constant across the var@tglysical position. When this patient transigd to sitting up,
her treatment changed from four/week to twice/wegkvell (as also noted by the authors who intettpistas a
movement toward termination.) In addition, neadyrftimes as many sessions from the lying down@hase
selected and analyzed compared to the sitting apgtand also as compared to the second patietghases.)
For the second patient, sessions were selecteddiataly preceding and following the transition fraitting up to
lying down. It can be argued that these sessimiherently different in terms of analytic prosesid do not
represent treatment as usual, as change in anpigiiess is likely to be both case and effect efsthift from
treatment face to face to using the couch. Thieaastacknowledged the possibility that “changerwcpss
produced the change in position.”
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items shows that for the patient who was on the couch first and then sat up duringmentreat
there was significantly more loading on sexual, erotic, libidinal items \yhilg down. The
patient was assessed to be more controlling, demanding, and provocative whilddaee to
the second case, in which the lying down/sitting up positions were reversed irtleedewas
greater focus on shame or guilt while lying down while sitting up includestegrpatient
resistance, focus on the body, linking to the past, and memories and reconstructions of
infancy/childhood. The authors note that there was no overlap in significant iteyss #e two
cases. They conclude that the effect of physical position on therapeutic psditesdyg to be
idiosyncratic to each treatment dyad and among their suggestions for fuaaehaaclude
studying facial interaction, the position of the analyst’s chair, and mgwigibilility and using
physiological measures.
Freud, Vision, and the Couch

Freud and His Vision Ambivalence

Freud’s antiocularism has been commented upon — he has been calfdidvasuel who
“denigrated” vision (along with numerous other twentieth century philosophers alheciotas)
(Jay, 1993). However, Freud’s relationship to vision was complicated — on the one hand, Freud
elevated vision, referring to the eyes as “our most important sensory chaafél3/1053b, p.
23), crediting the evolutionary dominance of vision in anthropoids as being responsible for the
beginning of civilization, and using vision as the preferred language metapihesdribe
clinical and therapeutic processes — free association as visual imageaywew from a train
window, one is look into the unconscious and help the patient achieve insight and the mind’s eye
is to be utilized in the endeavor to know. Freud also privileged the seen over the urckeai (la

phallus) with female castration anxiety and male superiority (Van Buren,.18@81)he other
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hand, vision is associated with infantile sexual aims and pathogenesis, wittueopia of
disorders consequent to forbidden and/or shameful looking. Reis (2004) observed that Freud
“problematized vision,” and attributed “spectacular” power to it. “The power thatigdield
was decisive...Increasingly, conflictual affective themes werkeidise metaphor of vision” (p.
354).

Kuspit (2000), noted art critic and philosopher, said the following about Freud’s use of
not the actual eye but the eye of the mind:

Like a latter day Tiresias, Freud in effect sacrificed sight tglmsiHe turned

away from the symptom toward the association, from the theatrical appe&wanc

the psychological meaning, from the dream’s manifest content — a theatrical

symptom — toward its latent content. The symptom is visible to the naked eye, the

association is visible to the mind’s eye — reason’s eye...The visible symptom is

not there to be mirrored...but to be understood. (p. 258)

In a review of a Library of Congress exhibition on Freud'’s life and work, stivaéed
that Freud was not only “anti-visual” but that he “championed a talking cure th#rea
looking cure,” and had “an intellectual defense against art” through which he turheddar
text.” Freud was interpreted as having concluded “Seeing was shallosvheliiing went to
the depths...The point of analysis is to get beyond the visual” (Boxer, October 24, 1998).

In his introductory lectures on psychoanalysis Freud (1916/1963b) made an effort to
demonstrate that though it is “a procedure for the medical treatment ofiogatients,” (p. 15)
psychoanalysis differs from medical practice. He said, “In medical peaghu are accustomed
to seethings” — an anatomical preparation, a chemical reaction, the shortening ofle,rand
“patients are demonstrated before your senses” (p. 16, original italicgpasdn to elaborate

this point, making use of visual linguistic terms related/toess demonstrateandobserve

Observation allows one to “feel convinced of the existence of the new facts tlyaurghwn

128



perception. In psycho-analysis, alas, everything is different. Nothieg td&ce in psycho-
analytic treatment but an interchange of words between the patient amaityst.aThe patient
talks...the doctor listens.” Those who are accustomed to relying on “visibleragildléathings”
may wonder whether “anything can be done by mere talking.” That ofe@itshort-sightet!
(italics added). Even as he emphasized the role of words, he was unable to esgapsuadi
language. Freud proceeded in this paper to elaborate on the power of words: “@ferds w
originally magic and to this day words have retained much of their ancigntaha
power...Words provoke affects and are in general the means of mutual influence hemng t
Thus we shall not depreciate the use of words in psychotherapy and we shall lzkipleasan
listen to the words that pass between the analyst and his patient.” Freud elevdsednalor
hearing as central to the psychoanalytic procedure and distinguished dtfrermedical
treatments which are dependent on the visible and observable.
Freud’s Technique

Such ideas have evidently been translated into his technique. There is no entry for the
couch in the index of thBtandard Editiorand Freud has written little on the topic. Freud’s
psychoanalytic technique as well as his rationale for allowing or disatiae patient to see
changed over time. In his first mention of his new psychotherapeutic technique: nbted that
in an effort to bring about “an increase in the attention he pays to his own psyenmsitions,”
and “in order that he may be able to concentrate his attention on his self-observatian, it i
advantage for him to lie in a restful attitude and shut his eyes” (1900/1953b, p. 101). This
creates a particular psychic state that is similar to the hypnagfatgcin which “involuntary
ideas” emerge that may transform into visual and auditory images. The reauitersleut the

eyes was dropped by 1904 when Freud described his technique for the first timeraad tefe
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as an outgrowth of the cathartic method. Speaking of himself in the third person, Ise make
mention of the “sofa” for the first time and again emphasized the removal of seiomgtions
so that an internal focus could be fostered.
At the present time he treats his patients as follows. Without exertingtaery o
kind of influence, he invites them to lie down in a comfortable attitude on a sofa,
while he himself sits on a chair behind them outside their field of vision. He does
not even ask them to close their eyes, and avoids touching them in any way, as
well as any other procedure which might be reminiscent of hypnosis. The session
thus proceeds like a conversation between two people equally awake, but one of
whom is spared every muscular exertion and every distracting sensorgsiapre
which might divert his attention from his own mental activity. (Strachey, 1904, p.
250)
In spite of his protestations regarding the visible and observable, in 1905 Freud noted:
He that has eyes to see and ears to hear may convince himself that no mortal can
keep a secret. If his lips are silent, he chatters with his finger-tipayakbozes
out of him at every pore. And thus the task of making conscious the most hidden
recesses of the mind is one which is quite possible to accomplish. (1905/1953a,
pp. 77-78)
While Freud acknowledged the significance of nonverbal communication and the
importance of engaging such observation, he focused on bodily rather than faciasiex{ir
Freud then wrote two papers (1912/1958b and 1913/1958a) outlining his method, titling
them as “recommendations” to other psychoanalytic practitioners. In thralpgeeaf the first
paper, he made clear, “this technique is the only one suited to my individuality; | dohokve
to deny that a physician quite differently constituted might find himself nitv@dopt a

different attitude to his patients and to the task before him” (p. 111), creatingf@panalysts

with different needs to use alternative technique. Freud noted that his techniqsts ¢ornke

% |n his memoir of his treatment, a patient of Freudcalled: “The position is only a matter of cemience, but
one point remains essential: The analysand musta®the analyst’s face. If it were otherwise,ahalyst’s
expression would influence him” (Blanton, 1971, d¢ Mijolla, 2005).
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main in maintaining “evenly-suspended attention;” the patient is to verbalizeuvselection

and the analyst is to attend without selection. Yet, “The doctor should be opaque to his patient
and, like a mirror, should show them nothing but what is shown to him” (1912/1958b, p. 118).
Only with the removal of the physical eyes can the analyst truly functidme asdtaphorical

mirror, i.e., his invisibility is a prerequisite to reflect back to the patient.

In his 1913 paper “On Beginning the Treatment” Freud (1913/1958a) outlined his
rationale for the adoption of the coyciting an admixture of historical, personal, and clinical
reasons. Here again, in his preamble he emphasized that the “rules of tharghmbat
followed were “recommendations” and warned against their “unconditional” or metthanis
application, noting that this was a procedure which was “effective on the avetdgwéver,
when he introduces the use of the couch his language changes:

| must say a word about a certain ceremonial which concerns the position in
which the treatment is carried out. | hold to the plan of getting the patient to lie
on the sofa while | sit behind him out of his sight. This arrangement has a
historical basis; it is the remnant of the hypnotic method out of which psycho-
analysis was evolved. But it deserves to be maintained for many reasons. The
first is a personal motive, but one which others may share with me. | cannot put
up with being stared at by other people for eight hours a day (or more). Since,
while | am listening to the patient, I too, give myself over to the curremtyof
unconscious thoughts, | do not wish my facial expressions to give the patient
material for interpretations or to influence him in what he tells me. Thenpat
usually regards being made to adopt this position as a hardship and rebels against
it, especially if the instinct for looking (scopophilia) plays an important parsin hi
neurosis. | insist on this procedure, however, for its purpose and result are to
prevent the transference from mingling with the patient’s associations
imperceptibly, to isolate the transference and to allow it to come forward in due
course sharply defined as a resistance. | know that many analysts work in a
different way, but | do not know whether this deviation is due more to a craving
for doing things differently or to some advantage which they find they gain by it
(pp- 133-134)

On the one hand, the couch is “a ceremonial,” and on the other, its value is mutiifold a

Freud “insists” upon it, while warning that a desire to adopt a different appraachera desire
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to rebel rather than any true benefit in an altered approach. This is Frestdisdi last
articulation of the couch and he recognized both patients’ resistance to it anotdumess of
that resistance in scopophilia. His neglect ofahalyst’'sscopophilia in either the acceptance or
rejection of the use of the couch is significant.
Freud’s Motives

It is clear that the strain of having to endure another’s gaze for a perioceoém
something Freud was not willing to tolerate. There has been some speculation abosit Freud
aversion to being looked at by patients, and some authors believe that Fresatis feausing
the couch were largely personal (e.g., Bergel, 1984; Grotstein, 1995). Ogden (1996%Inoted:
cannot put up with being stared at...while | am listening to the patient’ (1913, p. 134). This
statement is often seen as a manifestation of one of Freud’s idiosynorasies of an aspect of
his psychopathology.” (p. 885). Allen (1970) has written about Freud’s exhibitionism/
grandiosity, and his displeasure with his appearance has been speculateandrigB600)
asserted that Freud disliked being photographed and on at least one occasionledhatstart
discovering what he looked like, though this may have been a reaction to his agednagfieara
Ries (2004) as well has noted Freud’s “aversion to being seen and a profound misthadt of
looking would entail” (p. 354). Freud’s use of the couch may be due to his own scopophilia, an

expression of his conflicts around exhibitionism and defenses against it.

8 A passage in Freud's essay “The Uncanny” (191%&R95ecounts this event:
| was sitting alone in my wagon-lit compartment wteemore than usual violent jolt of the train
swung back the door of the adjoining washing-cleset an elderly man in a dressing gown and
traveling cap came in. | assumed that in leavirgvtashing-cabinet, which lay between the two
compartments, he had taken the wrong directionhaddcome into my compartment by mistake.
Jumping up with the intention of putting him righgt once realized to my dismay that the
intruder was nothing more than my own reflectiothie looking-glass of the open door. | can still
recollect that | thoroughly disliked his appearan@e. 248)
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Lyotard used Levinas’ ruminations on the Jewish taboo on graven ithamepeculate
about Freud’s “Jewish Oedipus”: “In Hebraic ethics representation is forbiddesyeluoses,
the ear opens in order to hear the father’s word. The image figure is reje@adebetits
fulfillment of desire and delusion; its function of truth is denied...Thus one does not
speculate..” (as cited in Jay, 1999, p. 574). According to Lyotard Freud’s atheism allowed the
transformation from the renunciation of the desire to see into a desire to knoiarcRalr
religions, of which Judaism is one, in his conception, are linked to an aversion to images.
Lyotard said “The mother is visible, the father is not...The father is a voice,figpire. He is
not initially situated in the visible world,” and Jay understands Lyotardyasgsiat “along
with the repression of the mother goes a certain hostility to images, evidem Badaism and
psychoanalysis” (p. 576). Jay however went on to say that “Freud did not listendthdréesf
word and the mark of psychoanalysis’ greatness [is] that it generallyptefebserve the law
(in the sense of obeying the word) rather than observe the world (in the sensegitsde.
578).

“The loss of the visible mother and the domination of the invisible father’s voiceéns se
in the use of the couch, and this maternal dimension and its presence and absence in the
psychoanalytic situation is discussed below and in the following chapter.

Since Freud: Positions on the Couch
The Psychoanalytic Setting and the Couch as Infantile

Various aspects of the psychoanalytic situation create an “infantilegséthich in turn

promote free association, regression, and transference. The couch isbkastgct in the

creation of the infantile, regressed setting. Macalpine (1950) stated tpatitg is subjected

% In contrast to this is the compulsion in certaastern religious practices (in which mother god@gesmore
prevalent, while not being matriarchal), to view ttol.
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to a “definite environmental and emotional influence,” through aspects of artalstinique.
The couch, through its “curtailment of the object world,” blocking of gratibcetiom looking
or being looked at, and the required infantile physical posture on the couch, is a qunstitue
the infantile setting of psychoanalysis. Greenacre (1954) noted the role of tharcbec
discussion of the transference matrix which is derived from the “original miotla@t quasi-
union.” Winnicott (1955) commented that the analytic setting, including the couch which
“represents the mother,” “reproduces the early and earliest mahedinniques,” and induces
regression.

Spitz (1956) followed with a paper on the transference prototype and the infanitilg sett
created by psychoanalytic technique. He noted that Freud “created a sgnpaisillel to the
infantile situation,” through the couch on the one hand and the fundamental rule on the other.
The couch is infantile due to the patient being required to, “without seeing, burgheei
analyst, having to address his appeals and expressive manifestations into ihessrpspace
like the infant, and also, like the infant, aware of the role changing Presence” (p Sp#2)
reported that patients often expressed a sense of humiliation in being forced tchiddirep,
by having to recline while the analyst sits upright on a higher level, “thedétlee parent.”
The analytical setting thus acts as a cue for the provocation of travc€fened reproduces
elements of the earliest object relational stage:

We frustrate the patient’s visual participation of the object; tactilécpzation is

precluded by the conditions of the analytical situation. We frustrate his auditory

perception by responding sparingly and rarely to his manifestations. Like an
infant, we place him into the reclining position and we also restrict his locomotion
and his muscular activity by enjoining him against “acting out” and insisting tha

heinformus instead verbally of his urges. The parallel of the resulting feeling
tone with that of infancy is striking(p. 383)
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Just as the two eyes, nose, and forehead act as minimal cues for the infamderda se
security (se€hapter Threeand sections on Szekely and Spitz), the analyst offers minimal cues
for transferential reactions:

In parallel...the quasi-invisibility of the analyst in the analyticdiisgt his being

situated higher in space than the reclining patient, become the minimal cues

which make the analyst the target of the composite emotion directed towards him

He will be endowed, as the case may be, with the face of the love object or that of

the enemy of the persecutor. (p. 384)

The couch thus mimics the infant’s perceptual experience of the parent amatésdihe
development of the transference.

Haak (1957) considered the couch to be “one of Freud’s brilliant discoveries” (p. 187)
and thought it to be powerfully regressive.

Lying down implies, on the one hand, being a child, on the other being sick,

helpless, defenceless, female, passive. Furthermore, the most importasibiea

contact with the outer world, namely the visual object-relation, is broken off as

the analyst sits behind the patient. The contact is exclusively maintained through

hearing, and this stimulates infantile fantasies. All this has strongigtiaf

meaning. (p. 187)

Haak elaborated on the magical expectations created by the use of the calnithipe
analyst is experienced as the wished for omnipotent magical figure. i$lveresequent felt
“danger” in looking at the analyst who is likened to “the Holy One.” Kelman (1954 vbdlie
that the couch was a tool for communing with nature as are other positions that have been
adopted by humankind through history: “Symbolically and intuitively we could say hekifmia
was moving closer to mother earth and toward greater humility in moving froim@keweling

to horizontal position” (p. 66).

Salzman (1967) also found that the couch tended to:
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1) stimulate phantasy by curtailment of the object world; 2) increase
infantilization by assuming a prone position and forbidding the gratification
which comes from being looked at or looking; 3) provide a constancy of the
environment by cutting down on external stimuli and thereby reducing inner
stimuli; 4) encourage a dependent, parent-child relationship of an authoritative
nature; 5) preserve a ritualistic and ceremonial routine which enhances the
mystical and magical quality of the process. (p. 198-199)

Bergel (1984) applied symbolism to the physical positions of both the analyst and the
patient in which the patient on the couch is symbolically in an intrauterine positispeisded
between heaven and earth, floor and ceiling” and is “reincubated in order that he rebgrhe
(as a healthier and happier person). The analyst, sitting at the patienf'sheaced in a
position symbolizing the life end of the analysand. Were he to sit at the feetseethengly
more personal face-to-face position, he would actually be symbolizing death” (p. 286). T
prelogical symbolism of the couch with regard to change, growth, and birth prockssiesre
both desired and feared by the patient is the couch’s greatest value, accoB#inggeto

Fairbairn (1958) spoke to the other side of the infantile regression involved in the use of
the couch:

It seems to me beyond question that the couch technique has the effect of

imposing quite arbitrarily upon the patient a positive traumatic situation

calculated inevitably to reproduce such traumatic situations of childhood as that

imposed upon the infant who is left to cry in his pram alone, or that imposed upon

the child who finds himself isolated in his cot during the primal scene. If this

view is correct, then it follows that the couch technique is far from being as

“neutral” as it is supposed to be, and that the analyst, in employing this technique,

is equally far from being “neutral.” It also follows that the data provided by the

patient who finds himself isolated upon the couch must be significantly

influenced by the trauma thus arbitrarily imposed; and it is difficult to betleate

the therapeutic result is not similarly influenced. (p. 379)

Balint (1955) noted that the patient’'s recumbent position “changes his actual picture of

the world,” in which the analyst is not seen in *’proper proportion™ or “true persgst(p.
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240). Danze (2005) also pointed out that the change in physical position and orientation “from
being grounded, upright, mobile and physically in control” to being on the couch, immobile and
in a state of suspension is a powerful shift that begins the process of transiornstnze
commented that changing physical attitude encourages shifts in emotitindea “The

experience of hovering and suspension is profound and this new position and point of view
transforms the space of the room from a passive container to a full particigaentvork” (p.

113).

Hartocollis (2003) emphasized the couch and role in the induction of the sense of
timelessness of the psychoanalytic experience; timelessnessgnethé unconscious.
Hartocollis says, “The use of the couch and the analyst’s location out of the’patiage of
vision facilitates free association, which, in turn, brings into play the elementeirt both its
components: that of duration — the experience of time as moving, slowly or fast, angstriti
and time as perspective — present, future, or past, inherent in the phenarh&ansference” (p.
956).

Regressive symbolism of the physical couctSeveral authors have described the
patient’s infantile associations to the couch, as crib, lap, and mother’s breasVinestine’s
(1987) patient, the couch represented both his crib as an infant and the living room couch on
which he slept as a child, from where he heard primal scene sounds, and which he wet.
Winnicott (1949) noted the associations to the mother’s/analyst’s body:

For the neurotic, the couch and warmth and comfort cayréolicalof the

mother’s love; for the psychotic, it would be more true to say that these #nengs

the analyst’s physical expression of love. The casithe analyst’s lap or womb,
and the warmtlis the live warmth of the analyst’s body. (p. 72, original italics)

Elsewhere, Winnicott (1955) said:
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The couch and the pillows are there for the patient’'s use. They will appear in

ideas and dreams and then will stand for the analyst’s body, breasts, arms, hands,

etc., in an infinite variety of ways. In so far as the patient is regrefsgea (

moment or for an hour or over a long period of time) the couch is the analyst, the

pillows are breasts, the analyst is the mother at a certain past ena.ektreme

it is no longer true to say the couch stands for the analyst. (p. 23)

Winnicott emphasized that for the psychotic or regressed patient, the couch igero lon
symbolical of the analyst, but actually is the analyst’'s/mother’s body andttv. One might
expect that this would extend the patient’s experience of being held, cradled, antecbinyai
the analyst. The equation of the couch as a transference or transitional objeiriy pas
described by Waugaman (1995), whose patients equated the couch with the womb, adrib, a be
for sleeping, the sexual bed, an operating room table, and a coffin.

Therapeutic Process
Internal Focus

Though there has been an urging to define psychoanalysis through process variables
rather than external criteria (frequency, use of the couch) (Fenichel, 1939984), for many,
psychoanalysig couch, the couch having become reified. There continues to be a lack of
agreement on the meaning of psychoanalytic process (Ornstein, 2004). Various authors
emphasize/de-emphasize the use of the couch depending on where they lie on theatheoret
continuum of internal versus intersubjective therapeutic action.

Referring to the “ingenuity” of Freud’s couch method and noting its use as
“revolutionary,” Ross (1999) stated that it renders the psychoanalytic proads=salt and
“antiauthoritarian.” Ross examined the impact of the psychoanalytic situati@nsc@usness,

including that of the use of the couch on both the patient and the analyst. Citing G. Klein (1970)

and echoing Balint and Danze, Ross noted that “posture is perception” and went on to say:
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When people lie down, they look at their world differently...Once supine, they
begin focusing less on their perceptions of material objects in their surround,
whose sensory impressions they register and organize from a distance, and more
of theimagesthat emanates from their stream of consciousness. When they do
this enough over time, two things happen. First, what William James (1902)
called the “margins of awareness” expand. Second, subjects become more aware
of these margins and of their consciousness in general, replacing percettion w
apperception. More and more of what Freud (1900) called the “descriptive
unconscious” becomes preconscious and then falls within the recumbent
individual's conscious purview. [This approximates] in the waking but altered
states of the analysand that of the dreamer. Laying on the couch with some
frequency in the presence of the unseen other, Freud discovered, introduces the
analysand and analyst alike to the former’s imagination, in altogether novel ways

(p- 92)

Quinodoz (2003) sees the couch as facilitating awareness of bodily sensations and
experiences rather than attention to external stimuli, through the lack dfexpesiencing of
the analyst. She also notes that visual access to the analyst is an intettetberaevelopment
of the transference.
Reverie and Modes of Processing

Sadow (1995) contrasted listening versus looking in the analytic endeavor to know the
patient. He described differences in the mode of thought of analyshasative which
emphasizes listening, apatterning which emphasizes looking, with the couch enhancing the
generative mode. The visual is a cognitively simpler and more famitide nvhich tends to
subordinate the generative mode, which is characterized by “intuition pettos, and
empathy” while the patterning mode is “organized, logical and analytjead] attempts to find
order and correspondence to established theories in the patient’s productions.” Sadow
emphasized that both modes are psychoanalytic, but ended his paper with noting thattin myth i

is sightlessness, rather than deafness, that is equated with special wisdom.
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Grotstein (1995) claimed that Freud unknowingly discovered right brain functioning in
recommending the couch.

When a person lies down and does not make eye contact with the other person in

the discourse, he or she seems to activate a cerebral hemisphere shii$ iof ter

modes of data processing from the left to the right...This shift is from a highly

controlled, organized, linear, abstract mode to a looser, more free-flowing,

somewhat more desultory, field-dependent mode. Thefteladndependent

suggests a state of mind in which the subject is dominated by and organized

around emotions and phantasies and, as a consequence, searches for those objects

in the environment, internally and externally, that seemingly support or confirm

that mental state...Lying down facilitates a shift from the real to thgimative,

phantasmal, and illusory worlds. (p. 396-397)

In a footnote, Grotstein added: “The right hemisphere ‘speaks’ analogicédims of
sense impressions, especially visual. The mode it employs is generaliguhlewhich in turn
subserves the functions iofiag(e)-inationas well as phantasy and illusion.” He goes on to say
that the reclining position leads to the attainmenhefa rhythma brain state which
corresponds to Bion’s notion oéverieand is similar to the receptivity of mother and infant
during nursing.

Ogden (1995) elaborated on the role of the couch in the creation of the intersubjective
analytic thirdthat arises from the dialectical interplay of the states of reverie aretsuities of
patient and analyst. This state allows for the symbolization of the “unspeakahlmthinkable”
elements in the patient’s internal object world. Ogden read Freud’s 1913 pepglessizing
the use of the couch in creating the necessary privacy for the analysetatgeeverie, through
his/her position as “out of sight.” This privacy allows the analyst to be more ixectpthe
drift of his/her own unconscious as well as that of the patient. This “respite froghdbared at”

and the literal and metaphorical psychological space it create is onerth enjoyed and

employed by both parties in the endeavor to increase access to the other’'s uncanstitus
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the couch is an “important contributing element” to the creation, generation, kratiati of
reverie. Ogden noted that new associational linkages and contextualization oticwons
aspects of experience are facilitated by privacy. Further, he noted tloé poleacy in the
creation of overlapping states of reverie and “play space,” citing WinmiodtGrotstein.

Following Ogden, Celenza (2005) noted that while privileging lying down may be
collusive with the patient’s defensive avoidance, being outside of the patiesizd sphere
allows not only a greater sense of privacy but in containing less structulitgtéscgreater
“plasticity” due to the absence of constraining visual cues, likening it tantiéguity of a
Rorschach blot which provides for increased interpretive possibilities and meanstgiction
of the patient’s affective experience. Celenza however concluded thaiaenatygis should
perhaps include both couch and sitting up modalities given the difficulty in knowing “what
anxieties lurk where until they are enacted” (p. 1656).
Face to Face

Greenacre (1954) noted that the couch not only induces relaxation and curtails physical
movement in the patient, but allows the analyst to “rest his face” by not having ol ¢thet
unconscious blend of reaction and reflection in his facial expression” (p. 680). A fewsaut
however have reported on the significance of facial communication in psychot(8eaples,
1984) and there are a few stray reports of using face-to-face sessionhimapsyygsis. These
authors also advocate flexibility in the use of the couch from the point of view of facial
interaction (Eigen, 1993; Goldberger, 1995, 2005; Jorstad, 1988; Searles, 1984; Weissman,
1977), and from other points of view such as interaction in general and maintaining s rigi
in technique (Bernstein, 2001; Kelman, 1954; McAloon, 1987; Ogden, 1996). There is little

literature in general on visual communication in the psychoanalytic situatamzé€K 1980), and
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the literature on facial communication tends to overlook the fact that the vidiradtiasd its
attendant associations are involved in the perception of facial communication.

Speaking from the point of view of his newly formulated object relations theory,
Fairbairn (1958) wrote about his abandoning the couch technique to instead use a face to face
situation in which the patient is “slightly inclined” toward him by which the tese ‘hot
ordinarily looking at one another, but either may look at the other, if he so wishes;eat: obj
relationship setting is thereby maintained, by being face to face.

Forrest (2004) examined the “symbolism, power, and mystery” of the couch in cémtrast
face to face treatment advantages. He urged replacing the couch witb face encounters so
as to avoid a position of power for the analyst, and render accessible patient gsitsdnalal
expressions, and affective communication. Like Fairbairn, he advocated such mblieg a
the two chairs slightly away from one another to avoid “a total facial conframta Noting that
the face is the most dominant “organizing principle in the field of meaning” (p. 56)) Eige
argued that “psychoanalysis must concern itself with the face.” Partycwith the early
disorders of the self, the face is central in in the formation of self-fealntthe therapist’s
facial expressions evoke and broaden the patient’s capacity to experience.

Some of the above authors have written about the transferential and countertraakfere
issues involved in having an analytic patient off the couch. The use of the couch wagiarrepeti
of the recumbent position during the childhood enemas administered wordlessly byher mot
while also averting her gaze for Goldberger’'s (1995) patient. The choice of thefootize
patient was an expression of the desire that her analyst “extract” hghtedwom her and an
enactment of shame dynamics. Another patient who both desired but feared sittirtg up sai

“Sitting face to face is a confrontation; you’ll see something | don’t wantto see. You don’t
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know my face, my eyes. It's kind of private...l don’t look in your eyes, you don’t look in.mine
| don’t enter you nor you me’ (p. 28). It was interpreted by Goldberger thagsiip would
leave her feeling open to sexual penetration and the couch served to defend aganmmstisiee i
to penetrate the analyst. Another analyst (Jorstad, 1988) wrote about a patieifdgntiyo s
stared at him both from the couch, and off the couch, for four months. The patient revealed the
fantasy-related aspects of her staring behavior in a letter to hgstaimakexample of the sort of
fantasy-based narcissistic-grandiose and libidinal and aggressive componentstbagamay
become activated in analysis and what analysts and patients alike may aeeikl ty not using
the visual mod®&.
Personal Motives of the Analyst

Fairbairn noted the “rationalizations” for the use of the couch, and the “very high
defensive value” of aspects of traditional psychoanalytic technique, whictii@eged by his
[the analysts’] own interests.” Noting that the “emotional impact of the persoofihe
therapist” is the critical agent in any psychotherapy, and the necefaifgctive contact,
Robertiello (1967) wrote a vitriolic against the use of the couch: “It is truljieuious
anachronism that has remained in our profession because it keeps us comfortaldene the s
reason Freud kept it" (p. 7f)

A couple of analysts have written about how the couch offers a defensive function of

acting as a “shield” for the analyst. Goldberger (1995) noted that the couch altatws f

L This patient explained her staring by writingwnt to be turned on sexually by you, so muchithaibs off on
you, so that you want to sleep with me, or feed liiuching me, preferably against your will. | dwgau to do
things which you in reality don’t want to do, thexgrhich conflict with your own values. | want tack you
wordlessly to me against your will” (p. 131).

%2 He describes an analyst's motives for using thebas such: “Yes, | like it that way too, I'm umefortable with
a real involvement with a person too...If | ever lgts@lf see you or you see me, it might get verykgticYou
might find out that I'm as sick as you are and yaight leave me. And | might start to care about go want you
or hate you or need you that would be very upsgttirboth of us. Yes, by all means, let's contitmese the
couch, never look at one another and play ana(pst71).
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bypassing of shame not only for patients but also for the analyst, as did Lichtér#fgh). In
his prologue to the couch issue of B&ychoanalytic Inquiryournal, Moraitis (1995) observed:

The psychoanalyst’'s personal investment in recommending the use of the

couch...needs to better understood. Given the degree to which the analyst feels

wedded to the traditional psychoanalytic setup, it becomes evident that Freud’s
personal reaction to being stared at is not an isolated or idiosyncratic
response...The highly autobiographical nature of most of the papers included in
this volume shows beyond any doubt that Freud’s recommendation about the use

of the couch in psychoanalysis remains for the analyst a highly personahasue t

cannot be approached only in conceptual terms. (p. 276)

Conversations with Analysts

To further examine reasons and motives on the part of the afmalyts¢ use of the couch,
four senior analysts were interviewed using a semi-structured fSrnTate results of these
conversations are presented here.

The analysts were two Freudians, one object relationalist, and one relationése
four analysts appear to lie on a continuum with regard to their view of the couch, egtiodi
believing the couch is necessary for analysis; to strongly preferritoghiéing neutral about the
couch (leaving the decision up to the patient); to preferring face to facedrgatThree of the
four analysts use the couch flexibly when conducting psychoanalysis andsezegha
possibility of conducting analysis with or without the couch. This group therefaes wveth
regard to their view of the essentialness of the couch to conduct psychoanalysis.

The viewpoints regarding the functions of the couch that emerged from these
conversations were diverse and had little convergence. Two dimensions on which hberever t

was some convergence were the issues of regression and of intimacy or conndction w

patient, both of which are modulated with the use of the couch or face to face treatheent. T

% The interview questions and the consent form nefohnd in the Appendix.
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analysts cited regression as allowing for an internal focus, access & dedprial, and the
emergence of imagery.

While there was a dearth of significant group findings regarding arecltatsoning for
using the couch, each analyst presented either explicitly and implgtriking personal and
idiosyncratic motives that had been heretofore unacknowledged by the anbbsiselves.
However, as these motives are highly idiosyncratic and such cleausamaf the analyst, that
to provide elaborated accounts of these interviews would constitute a breach of catitigtesnti
highly condensed summary is provided instead below.

The personal motives of these analysts for using the couch or not ranged frara todes
comply with analytic tradition or authority, for comfort or convenience (avdiestion linked
to maintaining eye contact), to cultural, familial and developmental determin@nie analyst,
who prefers face to face treatment, noted her family’s tendency to avoid magaatge to an
overconcern with being intrusive, and the relief provided in her pursuit of the analygsgoof
via the permission for direct engagement. Another analyst shared that in hisesteri\\éulture,
mutual gaze is overly intimate, places a burden on the other, and is discouragadaggnvith
one’s parents. Past and current visual limitations were raised by threecapiallysts. One
analyst, who had evolved a non-traditional neutral position with regard to the couch, had
congenital prosopagnosia (a nheuropsychological deficit involving recollectiones) fadnother
analyst for whom no analysis takes place without the couch noted two developmental
experiences that have contributed to her difficulty with facing patientsoamet tomfort with
the couch: having had late detection of early myopia in childhood and the worry and pain in her

mother’s face in response to her late acquisition of language. These motreébeavay in
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which these analysts had made judgments and decisions around issues of seeing aimg not se
the patient, and around looking and being looked at.

Thus, many of the reasons and motives provided by this sample of analysts uphold
Freud’s original rationale for the use of the couch, but like Freud, they alsmotaable to
make available a full account of the factors that enter into the psychodynartiieg sEeing/not
seeing motives. These analysts did however provide useful additional ways ofandiegsthe
utility of the couch. A point raised by one of the analysts, that in a regreasedsosody and
rhythm become affectively loaded and substitute for the lack of availabilihedace, was
informative. This analyst emphasized that the experience of analysislissénsory” and that
the analyst makes use of “synesthesia,” and extra-visual informatiory wagalso
informative. Additionally, this analyst suggested the idea of “optimal dwpand the “right
distance” with the patient which is highly personal for her. The object relatdinablst made
the point that in his work he endeavors to promote in the patient an internal connection versus an
external connection to him as the analyst, which is facilitated by the couchke diteesignificant
points that find further elaboration in the next chapter.

Summary/Conclusion

In spite of theoretical plurality and the years since Freud’s recomm@amslegegarding
the couch, it continues to be widely used, with relatively little discussion and with armliunghol
of Freud'’s original rationale. This section began with a focus on the status of vagsabiv
knowing and the use of the couch in classical psychoanalysis as predicated byth®hike
development of psychoanalytic technique and by aspects of Freud’s personabinadkg
Freud'’s relationship to the visual was a complicated one: he both used it to heflectguage

of the conflictual and pathological and was his preferred linguistic metaphasgects of the
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analytic process. The subsequent review was largely limited to thaulieevatich considered

the visual dimension in its consideration of the use of the couch. Of the two empudoas st
neither of which isolated position and visibility, one found similar discourse regardf

whether use of chair or couch and the other concluded that the effect of position on pascess w
idiosyncratic to each dyad.

Several authors have commented that the couch and loss of visual access tosharanaly
combination with the recumbent position, lend themselves to the creation of the infantdée na
of the psychoanalytic setting and symbolic associations to the maternal artd.tol'be
position also changes the way in which the world and the analyst are “seen,” promdting bot
transference distortions and change. It has also been noted on the other hand that the couc
position may evoke the traumatic aspects of infancy.

With regard to therapeutic process, physical posture and lack of visibility tsethefi
process by promoting an internal focus, changing consciousness, and renc&tegagcess to
the unconscious and bodily sensations and experiences. Use of the couch impacts the mode of
processing of the analyst and patient, allowing the functioning of a mode thatasntuitive,
introspective, and empathic, and more right brain oriented, facilitating geeatess to affects,
fantasy, and imagination. The state created is similar to the nursingositaatl mother and
infant’s receptivity to one another. The creation of privacy for both analyst daadtpalich
allows them to enter into a state of intersubjective reverie, has also beeniesthbhas

The merits of allowing the patient and analyst access to one anothes ©ifaeebeen
noted, as have the transferential and countertransferential reactions te patie@tre not on the

couch. Access to affective information, reduction of power dynamics and thetgapaci
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broaden the patient’'s experience have been noted as have shame dynamics aaddsexual
aggressive aspects that are activated face to face treatment.

Analysts’ personal motives for using the couch have been speculated upon and it has
been suggested that it serves defense, acts as a shield, and bypassesti{arahphtient’s)
shame. It has been suggested that Freud was not alone in having a personal inveitenent
psychoanalytic setup and use of the couch. This was upheld in interviews conducted with four
analysts by this writer in which the personal history and psychodynamios ahalysts
regarding visual interaction with others appeared to bear on preferencesparthteelooking at

and away from patients and therefore on using or not using the couch in their claotiaepr
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CHAPTER SIX

Gaze and Face in the Clinical Encounter. Danger, Desire, Loss, and the Imaget®ol

Gaze and its consorts — threat, dominance, affiliation, shame, and desire hawetheir r
in the natural and instinctual world both along the evolutionary scale and in human dewlopme
The trajectory of the development of the function of the visual sense through both pktiloge
shows an evolution from a biological, survival-based, instrumental function to an inghgas
psychological, libido-serving one, that is, a turning of vision from an ego instincsetaual
instinct, with mutual gaze gaining increasing importance. Seeing is treepefionected to both
libidinal pleasure and ego survival. Moreover, the eye is the organ of id, ego, and superego.
Seeing is an ego function and can operate from the conflict-free zone of tlseeigg;is also
instinctual and appetitive and fraught with memory and desire and processgsetiaat out of
awareness. The act bt looking, like looking, is instinctual and also motivated. The twin
affiliations of gaze, to desire, attachment and empathy on the one hand, anantir@ggression
on the other, are seen throughout the review in the previous chapters and are applied below.
Below, the possible interactive purposes served by both looking and not looking, the
metacommunication within it, and its implications for therapeutic action armiard.

Mutual Gaze Benefits

Here | review the evidence from the previous chapters suggesting the neetLion

of facial-visual interaction to facilitate therapeutic action and congitiat may be foreclosed in

the absence of gaze.
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Eyes and Face as a Way of Knowing and Being with the Other

Self, other, and self with other are experienced known through the gaze anddeed¢o F
face is a fundamental way of knowing and interacting, and human eyes, facesndsthanie
evolved to undertake. We are visually interconnected to one another with automatic,
unconscious reactions to the eye, facial, and bodily micromovements of the visiblenother, i
which pupil, eye, facial muscles, and bodily gestures of self and other are iant@ifctive
interplay, in a recursive loop. We are accustomed to use gaze to establistyim@tnm&o using
the eyes and face of the other to know his/her affects, attitudes, and intentions, adving h
lifetimes of experience in doing so. The analytic situation severelsliing most ordinary way
of being with an other. In averting the gaze in analytic treatment, asadsse lost to arguably
the most significant channel of affect, expressed through the langudigeeyets and the face -
affect which may or not be accessible through other modalities. The possibility
intersubjective participation in the affective state of the other, througkutbenatic matching
and mirroring that occurs through the visual observation of affect is also edirtail

In not visibly observing the face or body of the patient, or doing so in a limited manner,
the realm of the nonverbal is also severely restricted. Arlow (1979) has nofeliaeng
about the place of the nonverbal and its relation to verbal meanings:

The patient uses several modes of communication with the therapist. He

expresses himself verbally and nonverbally. Mode of behavioal fxpressions,

body posture, different gestures, all transmit meaning which augmentsadées)

or sometimes even contradicts what the patient articulates verbally...Allsaf the

are perceived sometimes subliminally and are elaborated and conceptualiz

unconsciously, i.e., intuitively. There is something intensely aesthetic and

creative about this mode of functioning. Scientific discoveries and artistic

innovations of enormous complexity are known to have originated in precisely the
same way. (pp. 201-202)
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The first three chapters demonstrated gaze aversion as a primdidefegse which has
its roots in our ethological heritage as well as in early templates ohskethatual regulation
established in the mother-infant relationship. For the infant, gaze aversion futctommsrol
sensory and affective stimulation and his/her patterns of using gaze to engagengdgs is
said to be the earliest defense, particularly with an unattuned mother. Mutuahgageraent
and disengagement experience learnt in the maternal climate and veh&tbar symbiosis with
mother was created through vision likely sets the stage for over- or undesticgtlod¢ vision in
adulthood and propensity to use gaze aversion as a defense. There is a lack of opportunity t
observe this defense at play with the use of the couch, and moreover, the use of the couch
supports and reinforces the use of this defense.

We begin life gazing at mother’s eyes, and the gaze dynamics of the patiex
potential source of understanding his/her earliest libidinal relationship. i$Sazparamount
importance in attachment, socioaffective development, and in the regulation ofl iatetna
external stimulation in infancy. Winnicott has shown that gaze is a signalsehgeeand of
being held and the ability to find oneself in the gaze of an other is an important devebipme
experience. Winnicott took the sight/site of the mother’s face as the springbohedithy
development, creativity, psychotherapy, and what it means to be truly alivencther-infant
gaze relationship is the “enduring encounter,” said Harris (1992) and “the &eH degree
inseparable from its mirroring origins in the gaze of the other.”

The baby may be prematurely forced to take into account mother’s state of mind and
moods and to be compelled to react to them, though outside of its capability and interrupting
“going on being.” Pathogenic aspects of maternal gaze cause disruptfans-gaze attunement

and may lead to a hyper/hypocathexis of the visual function, expectancies thiimeisent and
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lack of reciprocality and mutuality and resultant disturbances in visuddpatiadary
management with the other, including the analyst. Expectancies and prooeeimaly are laid
down in infancy for how to look and be looked at and how to be with others. Through
presymbolic representation, expectancies about the nature and quality ofetod thee other
become encoded in “interaction structures” (Beebe & Lachmann, 1988) or RIGS
(Representations of Interactions that have been Generalized; Stern, 1985).

Mayes and Spence (1994) point out that “early patterns of mother-infant irdenadie
genotypevhich undergoes a variety of developmental transformations until it appears, in a
highly transformed manner, in certain aspects of the adult analytic relaggnghile
cautioning that thehenotypeexpressed in the analysand’s behavior, is hardly a “transparent
window” into early developmental periods. Emde (1988) has pointed out the continuity of infant
motives throughout the lifespan. He also suggests that the infant-caregtiensslip is
internalized and becomes activated in similar relationship contexts throughoRéfallels
have also been drawn between the infant-caregiver relationship and the patiestt-analy
relationship, driven by motivational systems (e.g., Lichtenberg, 1996; Bedlm®keagues).

Self and object representations are created in infancy, leading to expectagareling self-in-
relation-to other (Beebe & Lachmann, 1997). Given this it is particularly ooteywvthat the
visual aspects of the mother-infant relationship which we have seen constiittasand
critical aspect of their relating, is left out of consideration.

Kiersky and Beebe (1994) noted that early manner of relating provides a foundation f
later interpersonal interaction patterns: “Adult behavior will reflectame degree, aspects of
these early modes of relatedness and their subsequent transformationss angatfticularly

true in the intimate relationship in the analytic situation. The nonverbal ntatides of
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interaction structures (physical distance, spatial boundaries, tempibeahpgxpressed in
“greeting and leave-taking, gaze behavior, posture, inadvertent vocalizationgg toward or
away, moving with or against the analyst, timing, intensity, etc.”) maytberdiackground or
foreground. They presented cases in which patterns of gaze and chase and dodgeveatte
prominent, demonstrating that early interaction structures around visuospatial besineae
“rigidly retained” and provided a strong defensive function in affective expeng. Beebe and
Lachmann (1988, 1998) have shown how these dyadic experiences of infancy can lead to
expectations of dyadic misregulation in adulthood, and impact of analytic irdera&or
example, the experience of mother’s hypercontingency of gaze may produanavelad is
hard to engage and compensatory vigilance on the part of the analyst which in tlo® may
experienced by the patient as “intrusive, shadowing, or suffocating” or in anctiesit pa “a
lifeline: Someone is looking, watching, and noticing everything” (p. 502). The lacktofin
gaze between patient and analyst results in lack of access to this kinnhwiatbn as well as
the opportunity to provide a missing element from infancy and a teeeanotional experience.
Beebe (2000) noted, “The role of the face in psychoanalysis is directly linkedihg s
and being seen...(which) carry many connotations” (p. 90) and reported on a 10-yedim#ésee
weekly treatment in which the facial-visual dimension of interaction and nmigreras critical
for her patient. Their chairs, which were arranged at a “’biologiced#-fa-face distance helped
create more ‘immediacy’ of my presence,’ said Beebe by which the infplation-dialogue” of
their face, voice, and orientation could be experienced. This face to face iotefatiich was
also viewed by the patient on videotape between sessions) provided a new emotigigad@xpe
regarding the face and what it can offer, for this patient, who had signifexdyptrauma and

loss of multiple mothering figures. Citing Ekman’s and Dimberg’s research omsgious
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reading and matching of facial expressions (Seapter Ong Beebe understood the process of
change as occurring through the patient’s likely matching her fapatssions and
physiological arousal: “She was learning more about her own feelingstolyimgme
experience her...When she was able to ‘see’ herself in my face, she was ahketbes own
inner state more clearly.” Beebe has noted that “repair happens througbeharfd in the case
of early attachment disturbance, couch use is to be avoided (NYU Postdoc seminar, 2010)
Body Recognition

There appears to be a new social reality, one that is scopophilic, markeddanta
exhibitionism and voyeurism and the removal of taboos against them, with virtual presenc
the one hand and body narcissism and preoccupation on the other, and a lack of tolerance of
aloneness. Psychoanalytic and the use of the couch appear to be countercultugal with it
frustration of scopophilic needs and neglect of the body. Due to technology, while ib lxsed t
that seeing and being seen were inextricably bound together — in order to see, orgehsebh
- this is no longer the case. We are no longer simultaneously subject and objecteparc
perceived. The psychological implications of this divorcing of the reciprp@add mutuality
that was once inherent in gaze requires examination. The impact of techrnalegalapment,
specifically digital revolution, has only begun to be addressed in the psychaalitaature
(Hanlon, 2001).

Gaze is regarding the physical, material body of the other and the lack of looking in
psychoanalytic treatment appears to be a denial of the body, particularlgubk semiotic
body. This liminal body between the internal and external worlds has beéretglaéglected:
“[The] analytic mode powerfully channels discourse, particularly for themgabackward into

the body language of skin and gut, where the private self takes its baseveard fato the
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separateness and distance of verbal-auditory exchange” (McLaughlin, 1995, p. 436). Vghat take
place between embodiment and the intersubjective— the expressive body — iededlbet self,

as agent and subject, is embodied and everything that transpires in the ahzdyionss

embodied (Meissner, 1998). The actual, physical body however remains unseen.

The psychoanalytic denial of vision stands in curious juxtaposition to the rest of the
world’s visual indulgence. The lack of visual interaction in the analytic hour erayseful
counterpoint to this state of affairs, or it may leave patients “unduly” fradtrahen analysts do
not attend to and act in accordance with the impulse to engage in exhibitionistic amdsticye
behaviors. There is no gaze aversion in this new culture, but rather a constant engagem
gaze. We live in a world of virtual bodies and disembodied words and text. With its
disembodied voice psychoanalysis may parallel modern culture it may be #ngtié is in
keeping with its times in a way that it benefits patients. Or, given thedermoonditions it
may behoove psychoanalysts to be more live and “alive” in the consulting room. Iratbfs e
the visual and in a culture marked by looking and being looked at and by heightened body
narcissism, the implications for a psychological treatment that does notfatlaumeeting of
the eyes between healer and patient need to be further examined.

Power, Gender, and Shame

Bollas (2004) noted that “aesthetics is reciprocity” and to the extent that gstasshe
holder of the look, asymmetries in perception and power exist in the use of the couch. Shame is
generated by being on the couch. For the patient, “the asymmetry of thigcaeddtionship,
the implied superiority of the analyst seated behind the recumbent analysari sinaiming

potential inherent in certain interpretations” are sources of transféi@mmme (Morrison, 2008,
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p. 69). (In the following section it will also be seen that paradoxically the use obtich may
appease the experience of shame.)

Psychoanalytic treatment can be said, traditionally, to replicate phalicayriamics —
the male analyst is indeed the one with the visual vantage point, and the male is thef ieare
look, the female patient, the object of the look. In Mulvey’s terms, the couch setup would be a
defensive and counterphobic reaction to the historically male analyst andtrai@asnxiety.
Though psychoanalysis is increasingly a female pursuit, the use of the coubl magrryover
from its patriarchal roots. Mutual gaze would be equalizing and address the dmahnsi
authority and power as represented in the one-way direction of gaze.

Gaze Aversion Benefits
Here | examine the evidence from the previous chapters that supports the
exclusion of the eyes, gaze, and face in order to promote the goals of analysis.
Gaze Aversion as Ego Defense against Danger and Desire in the Dyad

Each of the previous chapters demonstrate the utility of gaze aversiorasedafainst
the gaze of the other. Gaze aversion and is an innate and instinctual defense thaivis pri
phylo- and ontogenetically, and is replicated in the analytic setting. In oogiwal heritage,
gaze aversion is used to indicate submission, dominance, rank in the face of exiphipliodr
threat. Phenomena like eye spots and evil eye use signals from this biclogical heritage.
Gaze is experienced as a tool of both introjection and projection. Philosophical svorél a
express the enduring ways in which the gaze of the other is alienating, amghédat
paranoia-inducing. In addition, the eye may also be experienced as a punishiagsagent.

The previous chapters have demonstrated the libidinal and aggressive assdoidtiens

eyes and gaze, through both their symbolic and actual aspects. The eyeseard gamate
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releasers of human fear and attachment/desire. To the extent that the@yeeicted to
sexuality and development, it has the potential to be activated in the transféretinee.
regressive field of the analytic session, the symbolic, unconscious #ss@cad the eye with
the breast and genitals and the evil eye, or of the gaze with the threatemngugtarego, sexual
foreplay and orgastic release, perversions, sadomasochism, projection, @adtiotr
(mediated by past personal experience) may become activated. Thatessall of which are
affectively charged and represent danger and/or desire, are likelyxpdyeeaced as
threatening, and stimulate defensive activity to avoid their activation.

The creation of metaphoric equivalents of the eyes has its roots in the infapéagty
to create perceptual metaphors through amodal perception. Our bodies are useohs se
templates (Modell) and the eyes and gaze are used as equivalents with othepnoestaks.
Gaze is the route to the erotic, in part due to its interchangeability with touchha@ndetsory
modalities. By shutting down the eyes, other libidinal zones are also manadede a&y/es are
the conduits to the rest of the body. In the clinical situation, the body’s equivalertbizgye’s
with skin, with the mouth, with the sex organs, have the potential to become activateged he e
are the route to the whole body so that looking becomes akin to touching, eyes incorporate and
project like the mouth, and penetrate and engulf like the genitals. Nursimgnatattachment,
and sexuality are conflated, though they are separate biological systeausebetan
unconscious metaphoric process (Modell, 2003), and mutual gaze is prominent in all of these
dyadic contexts. The analytic situation could perhaps be added to this list ofentima
relationships in as much as it stimulates sensations and affects from gaefedahtersubjective
contexts. The occlusion of the eyes may assist in managing this stimulatiorextetitethat it

is unwanted.
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Scopophilic Derivatives in the Analytic Process

Allen (1970) states that voyeuristic and exhibitionistic factors or whaaltgelgoking
and showing factors constantly exert an influence on the analytic processfgratient and
analyst: “Every correct interpretation indicates to the patient that Heeleasperceived
accurately and that the analyst is able to observe and exhibit his findingsti nalled that
looking/showing elements are active in the transference throughout treaumémit the
voyeuristic-exhibitionistic transaction may be the critical piectéhe reversal of the regression:

The critical turning point or reversal...occurs...at the specific point of balance

the scopophilic-exhibitionistic regression when the patient knows he has revealed

himself to his analyst as fully, as completely as he consciously tha.patient

has a feeling of having exhibited himself — all his badness and his goodness. That

all of the exhibiting has been tolerated, even approved, is demonstrated by the

analyst’s finding it all useful...In all this time of the analysis the patiast
experienced no attack as a result of his exhibiting and looking, has not been
rejected for it. He sees himself more realistically and he seasdiligst as a real

and reliable person. (pp. 100-101)

Part of the turning point for reversal of the regression occurs when “the scopophilia
which has been charged with unconscious fear and guilt arising out of such thingsatisrcas
fantasies, primal scene fantasies, and oedipal conflict has become meyatie; the ego has
reworked conflicts surround the scopophilia and synthesized it into the ego function of
curiosity.”

The recasting of the therapeutic process in metaphoric exhibitionistichisty@terms in
the way that Allen has might imply that excluding actual, visual looking and showing ma
untherapeutically intensify the object relational field between patientraaiygsa though Allen

himself does not address the issue of face to face treatment or the use of the cautieanhi

or extensive case discussions.
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Lifeworlds of Shame

If shame is an affect experienced when a perceived defect is exposed tethéahers
(Wurmser, 1981) or when one is caught between the desire to be recognized ancfitaefagr
seen (Kilborne, 2002) shame may be a fundamental aspect of most if not &l elintounters.
Shame as defined as the failure to “initiate, maintain, or extend a desiredreahetigagement
with a caretaker” (Broucek, 1997, p. 44) or, more generally, as any disruption ttettyaf
flow of interactions, gives further clarity to shame’s presence in tezdtfar the patient. Allen
guotes Waelder (1956) who says that analysis is “the unilateral exposure payi¢ing, of the
most intimate aspects of his life — putting him in the position of the child that is nude in t
presence of adults” (p. 367).

The patient and analyst both bring “lifeworlds of shame” to the analytic encoooted
Orange (2008). Countertransferential shame arises from the sense of noieeiunlg and
memories stimulated by patients’ shame feelings. Relational or sglfeigeds for “admiration,
respect, gratitude, or sexual responsiveness” are also sources of shdmaafadyst. All of
these trigger the shame of falling short of one’s professional ideals atsd go

The analytic situation as fraught with shame for several reasons. Foatiistathe risk
of humiliating professional failure and risk of exposure of painful vulnerabilre personal
shortcomings in a clinical encounter is shaming. Citing L. Jacobs (1996), Qielhgates the
following sources of shame for patient and analyst:

1) The patient usually needs the analyst more than the analgstthegoatient. 2)

Approaching an analyst means something is wrong with the patient right off. 3)

For therapists, there is the risk of humiliating failure at a profession deatsn

everything to us. 4) Both analyst and patient risk exposure of painful

vulnerabilities and personal shortcomings that may be felt as the shaerefel s

of being bad, disgusting, or a complete failure as a human being. 5) Emotional

life itself, with its painful, wounding fears and hopes, if often a context of shame,
although this depends on the cultures of family and larger contexts. 6) Worst of
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all, traditional therapies, including psychoanalysis, having made the

analyst/therapist into the expert authority. The claim to know the patient better

than the patient knows himself creates a culture of shame. (p.90)

Steiner (2006) found that the analytic situation is infused with aspects that can beggsham

patient: “Ordinary aspects of the analytic setting, such as lying down oaubk, starting and

stopping the session at a stated time, or being seen by other patients, cammfakégainfully
exposed and observed. Sometimes, even the process of being listened to and understood by the
analyst, so essential to the analytic process, can give rise to sageliagé.”

For the patient, if shame is inherent in the process of engaging in treatotegrigaging
the analyst visually may offset the shame as opposed to exacerbatindy ttacing the analyst.
For the analyst, the potential that shame can be generated in an encounter or nvithlarpa
patient is a reason for the use of the couch and his/her position outside of the visual purview of
the patient.

The Analyst’'s Scopophobia as Defense Against Scopophilia

The early genetic roots, particularly as they lie in the preverbal, irfgariod, of
possible visual inhibition or hypertrophy were examined in previous chapters. $fereulate
about their application to the metapsychology of the analyst, including deep nootyaind
childhood drive derivatives. It has also been proposed that the analyst is drivemdlyspéene-
derived wishes and that the analytic encounter is a primal scene varianurisioyeven it be
of the metaphorical kind, specifically marks the analytic profession. Tdigtiarprofession has
substituted actual looking with looking of the symbolic kind.

Writing on the analyst’s “blind spots” and “projections,” Fenichel (1938) remarked:

But it cannot be denied that there still remain enough possibilities of direct

unconscious instinct satisfactions which might be hidden in “analytic” activity
scopophilia (watching the patient might unconsciously mean a perpetuation of
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primal scenes...), exhibitionism (“analyzing” might mean showing to the patient

one’s own potency...). (p. 28)

Brenner (1975) pointed out that childhood drive derivatives persist throughout life as do
the conflicts which gave rise to them, never disappearing, and find form in @mimspr
formations. The choice of profession as an analyst, as with other vocations, is ancs@pr
formation which consists of conflictual drive derivatives that cause cqrdhgious and
depressive affect, and defense. One of the drive derivatives gratified byaheanglyst is that
of sexual curiosity — “To know what one’s parents do in bed, to learn all about it, tygadetin
the primal scene, at least as onlookers, are childhood wishes that ardyegatdied by
working as an analyst.” Another drive derivative is a sadistic one, but whamatdves
scopophilic pleasure in looking - “the wish to see another suffer...as analyspene our days
watching them suffer.” These wishes of early childhood are present in tgstamaublimated
modified form and are also defended against with reaction formation in partrcolaer to
avoid the unpleasure of anxiety and depressive affect.

Aron®* (1991) made a strong assertion for the presence of scopophilic conflicts in the
analyst:

| believe that people who are drawn to analysis as a profession have pérticular

strong conflicts regarding their desire to be known by another, that is, conflict

concerning intimacy. In more traditional terms these are narcissistiticts

over voyeurism and exhibitionism. Why else would people choose a profession

in which they spend their lives listening and looking into the lives of others while

they themselves remain relatively silent and hidden? The recognition that
analysts, even those who attempt to be anonymous, are never invisible, and

% The relational theoretical tradition of psychoams#yhas rallied against classical psychoanalytions of the
analyst’'s anonymity, neutrality, and invisibilitpé emphasized instead the analyst’s subjectivity\asibility in
the analytic relationship. However, while theréhis emphasis on metaphorical visibility, this Inas translated to
actual visibility and a clear endorsement of facéte treatment over couch treatment. Anecdefadnts support
that relational analysts utilize the couch withslesgularity than analysts of other theoreticalitrans; however, to
my knowledge, this has not yet been reflected énlitbrature.
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furthermore, the insight that patients seek to “know” their analysts raissupbf

anxieties for analysts who are struggling with their own longings to be known and

defensive temptations to hide. (pp. 43-44)

Defensive voyeurism in the analyst was addressed by Poland (1986) who took woyeuris
as an example of the analyst’'s deep motivations, each of which can be “examined on a
continuum ranging from infantile drive to sublimated aim inhibition.” Applying
exhibitionism/voyeurism to the analyst’s speaking activity, Poland notesn&ysés original
wish to see arose in defense against conflicts over pleasure in being seen, rig stiote
analyst’s working curiosity persists as a defensive substitution footisifien exhibitionistic
impulses, the analyst may be inappropriately silent out of a reluctancavidshself. This
specific conflict can account for much of the difficulty in an analystiggsfie over activity and
passivity, over much he speaks.” The analyst’s voyeurism in this case is\defayanst
wishes to exhibit.

Due to our polymorphously perverse infancy and the fact that looking and being looked
at are important in the creation and maintenance of interpersonal relgigmnsgaiare all
voyeurs, said Sabbadini (2000): “We psychoanalysts...make ourselves particulaehabldrio
being labeled as voyeurs (though of the auditory rather than the visual kind), issofar a
profession also implies a curiosity about, or even probing into, our analysandialimterlds,
including their darkest fantasies and secret passion.” However, to the extémn¢ithas
asymmetrical viewing of the other in the analytic setting with the useeafaiich, the analyst is
set up as visual voyeur as well. Sabbadini distinguished between covert voyeurisichitie
object does not willingly participate, and collusive voyeurism, which is conakmsodeled on
the earliest exchanges in the nursing situation, and present in all norméaitgeXinee classical

analytic setup appears to allow for the avoidance of this kind of collusive vayeuris
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Nersessian (2000; Nersessian & Silvan, 2007) addressed himself to the sddiomate
of the analyst’'s voyeurism, as curiosity. Nersessian sees the aalysbsity as having a
crucial role in the therapeutic process and one with which the analyst ideowdiesme,
leading to a posture of inquiry regarding his/her thoughts, defenses, fgretisieBhe analyst’s
curiosity works best when it is “freed from its conflictual offspring of voigmr’ The
vicissitudes of curiosity depend in part on it being a direct expression of v&jeimpulses.
Gitelson (1952) also notes “a thin boundary between [curiosity about the feelings and behavior
of other people and about himself] and unconscious scopophilia as an instinctual aim” (p. 3) and
reminds us that “the analytic situation is a microcosm in which the analysebtsdio live a
significant part of his life” (p. 4).

The apparent scopophobia or displeasure in looking as represented in the use of the couch
may be defensive against such scopophilic drives on the part of the analyst andestgesird
disclaiming scopophilia and pleasure in voyeurism.

Arlow (1987) remarked, “The psychoanalytic situation is perhaps the graatestost
original of Freud’s contributions to the study of human psychology” (p. 382), and below |
undertake a contextual analysis of one particular dimension of the psychaasitigiion, the
lack of visual engagement through the application of the couch. Having addressed the
inherently scopophilic aspect of the analytic situation and profession, | turruéb petception
and its role in therapeutic action.

The Perceptual and Experiential Dimensions of the Analytic OfficeSpace to See

What is the perceptual field in psychoanalytic treatment? The patienbbks)g at the

ceiling, wall, window, or the objects in the room. The analytic office is avelpérceptual

vacuum, ascetic and asensual, save for the occasional sound of the analyst’s voice and the
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analyst’s space and the objects it contains. Danze (2005) took a look at the artahgifrem
an architectural point of view and remarked that there was no architectumlikpabe
analyst’s office with the specific demands as the site of interpersatamegye and personal
transformation. She examined the architectural meanings and consequeheeath, the
relative positions of patient and analyst, the role of objects, windows, views, nafiot,ghhd

the sequence of entering the analytic space. She raises one’s awardmedymdmics of space
and the senses within the analytic room. Objects in the room are stimulators antecoofai
imagination:

Objects of art, as well as ambiguous props are invitations to dream and imagine.

The objects are representations of imagination: first, the imagination ofafter,m

and then the imagination of us, the viewers, these representations or object

become conveyors of imagination and expression for both...They hold great

potential for provocation, but at the same time might be seen as emptied and

mute- a void waiting to be filled. (p. 113)

Regarding physical space, Danze noted that in a face to face situation, théoeised,
defined, condensed space” which is limited, but the experience of space diffetisenise of
the couch:

When the analysand is looking up, out, or over, and looking not at any particular

focal point, there is made to exist a spatial openness, and implied spatial potential

for infinity...Space, and hengelational opportunityis expanded, enhanced,

limitless, and open-ended. The relationship is not bound by the physical space

between them, each is a free-floating object, surrounded by a bubble of space,

gazing independently. The two exist in the room together yet are able to roam
imaginatively and psychically, freely apart. (p. 112, original italics)

Yet the analyst’s position of looking down on the patient also creates a spatatiinyer
and puts the analyst in the position of surveyor, voyeur, or judge who assesses and hooits wit

being seen and reinforces an asymmetrical relationship. Danze noted that¢hieetp@en the

two is akin to the space between perception and reality: “The analyst provokesndyrand
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ultimately the reorganization between perception and reality and does shv&woery specific
spatial location” (p. 112).

Thus, the physical domain of the analytic office and the sensuousness of the space
contribute to the pre/unconscious experiences of action and change. The relabve se
constancy of the office provides the background for the treatment.

The Internal Focus

Perception versus sensationThe visual tends to dominate over other modalities and
can interfere with perception through other channkighe analytic treatment room, where an
internal focus is desired, perceptual input must be impoverished. The disengageyaeet of
allows for this inward turn to be facilitated, and the lack of external percejitbavs dor
internal sensation. The exclusion of gaze may allow for the protection of innervelpiat
includes inner object, affects, and self-representations, and the privilegirigrofll sensing
over external perceiving. Consciousness directed toward the interior of theshoey
counterpart of perception (Modell, 2003). Sensory innervations are the signalsbaaffeo
creating the space for them may allow for the identification of affestates which can then be
verbalized. This space for them also allows for a role of the kinds of data that havedives
in the earliest sensorimotor phase of development. Freedman and Lavender (1€9,7)T$tat
demonstration that these early beginnings continue to have an impact in a stfiteeyeal
fashion in the communicative encounters of adults is one of the major contributions of
psychoanalytic thought” (p. 84).

Empirical research has demonstrated that in unstructured settings, boddtices

become prominent and “impose themselves as frames of reference upon the pdreeptua
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(Fisher, 1970, p. 191, cf. Meissner, 1998). This would facilitate the rise of bodily metaphors
which are considered to be at the core of analytic communication (Freedmand; G3Z6).

Perception versus imagination.Gaze mediates internal-external; fantasy-reality; and
subject-object. Gaze grounds to reality and the here and now of the analytiorsitMéith lack
of mutual gaze, the patient is less perceptually bound less reality bound, and taus mor
symbolically oriented toward memory and imagination. The more the patientn@lydtashift
attention to look (and to listen), the less her capacity to attend to internal preazessas
memory and imagination and tendency to be nonreflective. Minimization of extemmalesion
through the gaze facilitates a movement away from the concrete and present-boomdcehd t
the processes of memory, fantasy, and imagina8ares (1960) defines imagination as “the
capacity to form a mental representation of an absent object, an affect, faradayn, or an
instinctual drive. | am here defining a process whose products are imapds|s, fantasies,
dreams, ideas, thoughts and concepts” The lack of external perception mayatosv f
hierarchy of mental representations to be realized, which per Bereyatgofsimage, fantasy,
thought, and concept.”

The analyst’s regressive imagery: What the analyst see3he analyst is engaged in
his/her own countertransferential internal perception, and imagery has beeulgrrt
emphasized. Examining some of Isakower’s unpublished works, Balter, Lothane, &Spen
(1980) wrote, “Because of the regression within the analyst’s subsystem,i¢m&' patords are
more likely to evoke visual, auditory, and bodily images in the analyst. Finally, and mos
important in Isakower’s discussion, there is a tendency for involuntary imageeitgeswithin
the analyst and ‘come up to meet’ the patient’s productions, ideas @rigamate with the

analyst (i.e., his or h@wnassociations)...” (p. 491, original italics). According to Lewin
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(1972), the patient and analyst are joined together in pursuit of the pagpietdisal past which
they are attempting to “see” together. Arlow (1969) wrote:

Each analyst has a different capacity for visual imagery or fantpsgsentation.

But following Lewin, | think it is correct to say that some form of visual thinking
occurs in the analyst’s mind as he thinks along with his patient’s free atssogi

The joint search by patient and analyst for the picture of the patient’s past is a
reciprocal process. In a sense we dream along with our patients, suppfiisig a
data from our own store of images in order to objectify the patient’'s memory into
some sort of picture. We then furnish this picture to the analysand who responds
with further memories, associations, and fantasies; this is how we stirnmtete
respond with a picture of his own. In this way the analyst’s reconstruction comes
to be composed more and more out of the materials presented by the patient until
we finally get a picture that is trustworthy and in all essentials campl(p. 49)

Ross (1999) noted that the couch not only frees up the analysand’s imagination
and desire, it facilitates the analyst’s imagery:

Freed from the gaze that prohibits introspective scrutiny because it demands an
immediate and satisfying response, and because it elicits tact and defensive
disavowal, clinicians are under less pressure to constrain their avsaagmes
communication...Summoning up their free-floating attention, looking inside with
what is received from outside, analysts are free to indulge, shift, and critique a
number of projective, introjective, and trial identifications. In their own “splendid
isolation” behind the couch, they can arrive at a new level of empathy for the
individual who has surrendered his or her consciousness to their scrtirdp)

Bucci (2001) found an integral place for the analyst’'s imagery in her désergitthe
referential process in the analytic context:

The patient’s words and multiple parallel channels of subsymbolic expressions
together directly activate sensory and somatic experience in the anaybie T
extent that the connections within the analyst’s own emotion schemas ate intac
and operative, she will generate imagery, reflect on this, and eventuakytocom
some emotional understanding of the state that has been activated in her. The
analyst infers and understanding of the patient’s state — as yet opaque to the
patient — on the basis of these inner transformations of her own experience.
The analyst’s goal may now be stated specifically: to intervene in such a
way as taactivate the imagery that is missing for the patiémenable the
referential process to proceed. Imagery is the pivot of the referemitzg,
symbolizing the subsymbolic contents and enabling connections to words. If the
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words are effective, they will evoke imagery for the patient that connects to hi

own somatic and sensory experience. ...At the same time...the analyst will also

be continually expressing her own experience in subsymbolic format in the

session, as the patient does and as we all do, in all interactions — in tone of voice,

pausing, gesture, body movement, and in her varying degrees of attentiveness and

attunement. (pp. 62-63)

Moreover, imagining a visual scene activates regions that are involved ictubé a
perception of that scene (Gallese, 2007, p. 522, c.f. Diamond, 2008) and this gives weight to the
importance of the analyst’s imagery, as an additional conduit to empathy.

Recapitulative Processes

Much as mutual gaze stimulates important experiences of connection, lack of gaze
facilitates separation. The analytic process appears to recapitubai¢ant aspects of
development, perhaps facilitated by thek of gaze between analyst and patient.

A fundamental metaphor for the psychoanalytic process is the mother-intditnship
(Mayes & Spence; Slochower, 1996; Van Buren, 1991) and this metaphor has been gaining
increasing ascendance. The analytic space is increasingly seagessaive space in which the
patient is encouraged to relive mantile, preverbal life in the transference rather than merely
linguistically-encoded, post-infancy, Oedipal-age memories. Jjust ashbel is the maternal
body for the child, in which all learning is ultimately about what is inside msthedy,
according to Klein, the analytic office is the internal maternal body.

Bollas (1979) referred to the “analytic ecology,” which is constituted of thgsinal
his/her interpretations, the couch, and rest. In creating the analytggcBleud “enacted” his

unconscious awareness of the importance of the mother-infant relationship whiotheavise

repressed by him and left out of his theory, according to Bollas (due to Freud’s olictsonf
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regarding his mother.)The analyst functions as “an evocative mnemonicdféice mother and
a “maternal ambience” is created in the analytic space in part througtetbéths couch.

Winnicott’s overall theoretical contributions speak to both the importance of gaze (a
presented itChapter 2 in development, and its absence in the analytic process, and are explored
below. Though Winnicott explicitly likened the analyst-patient relationshipeartother-infant
relationshig® (seeChapter Fiv@ and termed the analytic setting an “infantile” one that
“reproduces the early and earliest mothering techniques,” (1955, p. 21) heamade
recommendations with regard to the use of the couch and implicitly at least sdgfouse. In
an earlier paper, Winnicott (1949) spoke about being able to “take for granted” (p. 71)y/2) ear
environmental essentials in the patient’s life (assumedly holding, includiteymal mirroring)
which allows analytic work to proceed through verbal interpretations: “He [tigsfreashes in
on the success of those who did the dirty work when the patient was an infant” (p. 71). He went
on the say that with “those whose very early experiences have been so defidistaurtad that
they analyst has to be the first in the patient’s life to supply certain envinbame

essentials...analytic technique becomes vitally important” (p. 72). He noted gfblision

% Having speculated about Freud’s motives with regatus treatment of the visual, the following dansaid
about Winnicott's early biography. Winnicott’s hiag grown up in a female-dominated world with “nijlk
mothers” in which his mother was depressed andaktiier absent has been speculated as giving risis to
preoccupation with the maternal mind and face asgiofessional need to assist with the sadnesthefs (Kahr).
Below is a poemThe Treethat Winnicott wrote at the age of 63 and givestext and meaning to his Mirroring
paper regarding the significance of the mothercefa

Mother below is weeping

weeping

weeping

Thus | knew her

Once, stretched out on her lap

as now on dead tree

| learned to make her smile

to stem her tears

to undo her guilt

to cure her inward death

To enliven her was my living
(Kahr, as cited in Buckley, 1999, p. 1400)
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and maintenance of an ordinary environment can be in itself a vitally importagiritthe
analyst of a psychotic...at times, even more important that the verbal iraéipret but then
goes on to talk about the psychotic’s experience of the couch. So for Winnicott, the couch
appears to have been a constant, regardless of the degree of disturbance ehthengaitiis

not clear how he supplied the “certain environmental essentials” that waiagfiis

In his 1967 mirroring paper (examinedGmapter Threg he wrote, “Psychotherapy is
not making clever and apt interpretations; by and large it is a longgtenng the patient back
what the patient brings. It is a complex derivative of the face that refibetisis there to be
seen." Perhaps because this was one of his last works, his thoughts about the facedidd gaz
not become incorporated into his ideas about analytic technique and meeting the rfeeds of t
patient through the setting. Below, the ways in which the couch is in correspondencéevith ot
ideas of Winnicott, if not his ideas about gaze, are addressed.

Holding, transitional space, and the couchHere, | address the couch, the integral prop
in themise-en-scenef the analytic encounter. The couch may be said to be the physical
manifestation of the transitional space that is the analytic encounter dedhafiding provided
by the totality of the analytic environment. The couch demarcates transipacal &nd is
between here-there, inner-outer, and reality-fantasy.

The transitional space is described by Winnicott (1953) as “an intermediatef area

experiencingto which inner reality and external life both contribute” (p. 90, original ijalersd

% He came back to this topic again, noting that &iaupsychoanalytic theory was built upon data fautult
patients who had received good-enough care in daely personal history, Winnicott noted that whlse patients
with whom such experiences could not be taken fantgd, whose egos were not intact “the settingimes more
important than interpretation” (1955-6/1975, p. R9Ke noted that the behavior of the analystisesented by the
setting and the goal is to provide sensitive anobgenough adaptation to the patient’s need, gradigalding to the
point where “the false self hands over to the astdlyThe patient then begins to “recall the ordifailures” of
his/her early environment. But again, Winnicott dbt elaborate on the provision of this settirg ttaters to the
patient’s needs and by which good-enough adaptéiprovided by the analyst through the modificasiof the
setting.
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a “resting placdor the individual engaged in the perpetual human task of keeping inner and
outer reality separated yet inter-related” (Winnicott, p. 90, italicsdjdde

The task of reality acceptance is never completed...no human being is free from

the strain of relating inner and outer reality, and that relief from this sérai

provided by an intermediate area of experience, which is not challenged...The

transitional phenomena are allowable to the infant because of the parents’

intuitive recognition of the strain inherent in objective perception. (p. 96)

The transitional object is “the first possession” in the “intermediate ate@d&e the
subjective and that which is objectively perceived” (p. 90) or between “primaaiwitye and
objective perception.” It “stands for the breast, or the object of the fiestorethip” (p. 93).
Winnicott further says that the transitional object is “a neutral aregpefiexce which will not
be challenged,” in an agreement between mother and infant.

The transitional object is unchallenged by the mother, much like the analyst does not
guestion what the analysand derives from his/her use of the couch, and which tends to remains
unanalyzed. The couch may be thought of as a transitional object in the transpareabf the
analytic office — a literal resting place. The couch seems to be allowttbetpa exist in the
liminal state, suspended as s/he is in air, between presence and absence, beimgand not.

Holding and containment in crossmodal forms.In the holding phase of maternal care,
structured ego integration takes place, psychosomatic existence is attaeneahacity for
object relationships is developed, and several important processes aralifriiatevhich
secondary processes and symbolic functioning arise, which form a basisdaridg and for
living relationships” (Winnicott, p. 45). Holding allows object relationships to Imsfitamed
from a relationship with a subjectively conceived object to a relationship with astioble

perceived object, which Winnicott stated is connected to change from being metlyetbttier

to being separate from her and relating to her as not-me.
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Winnicott (1960/1965c) made clear that holding referred to more than the physical
holding of the infant by the mother and extended to the total environment. Thus it may be said
that while holding in the analytic encounter is not offered through the gaze ofallystait is
offered through the analyst’s verbal interventions and his voice. In turn, the coudle reaig
to function to physically hold the patient.

Crossmodal matching characterizes the infant’s sensuous experiencenothiee, and
“the infant is compelled, within the context of maternal boding, to discover equivadaming
across different sensory portals” (Modell, p. 72).

The infant perceives the mother’s feelings by seeing, especially themsdace

and eyes, hearing her voice, feeling her touch, and kinesthetic sensations,

including posture and muscular tension. The infant feels pleasure or discomfort

in the interior of its body, and this is communicated to the mother through these

multiple sensory and motoric channels. The mother, in turn, responds to the

infant’'s communication by modifying her tone of voice, facial expression, and

bodily musculature. Sensory experiences of mother and infant are conjoined

through cross-modal matching. (p. 72)

Charles (2001) has described how holding, containment, and touch occur in nonverbal
and nonphysical modes — “our capacity to receive and transmit informatiomuaodsdly
creates an interpenetration of meanings between self and other in theeaddssstoal physical
contact.” She groups all nonverbal intercommunicative processes under the rubric of
“nonphysical touch” by which sensory and affective experiences are ttgetsimom one person
to another. Amodal perception, which has its roots in infancy andleszsibed by Stern (1985),
was covered ilChapter Two In amodal perception, information is displaced from one sensory
modality to another, while preserving “the underlying form, pattern, and affect.”

Amodal perception can be used to describe how gaze, tone, and empathic resonance

create the experience of being held in the analytic process. Therefoxpéherece of being
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held in another’s gaze may be had through the quality of the analyst’s tone driempat
attunement, creating an experience of nonvisual gaze. The goals of the vistiadmiag
achieved through other perceptual means.

Absence, aloneness, loss, and symbolizatiorin all that has been reviewed thus far, it
is apparent that if the eyes and their gaze denote any one thing, theypiesetee If that is
accepted as a heuristic, then in the analytic situation, with the lack of lgazeishbsence It
may be argued then that the use of the couch and the lack of interpersonal gaze aexvicehe
of absent object, and that this represents what may be conjectured to be the funhdaskeofta
psychoanalytic treatment — the grappling with the loss of the object. The pegtyi@ setup
recreates conditions of object loss and forces the patient to engage with tlopmevdal task.
And in the object loss, the patient’s capacity to be alone is confroAtexited gaze prepares for
absence, loss, separation, end of the hour, weekends, holidays, and termination.

It may be no coincidence that “eye” and “I” are homonymically the samas taken to
reside in the eye, when there is no eye, there is opportunity for perhaps a nd&wdadlig may
be equated with selfhood and subjectivity, and to be on the psychoanalytic couch maydge the
a call to “grow a self” (Eigen, 1996), facilitated by the lack of looking.

If mutual gaze is indication of presence of an other, lack of mutual gaze is@absenc
aloneness. In absence, the experience of loss is provoked. The experience afifioss in t
activates internal representation, i.e., memory. And memory, infused with fantagynation
then is the grist of the analytic mill. The lack of external visual imaggeifs access to internal
amalgams.

If psychoanalytic treatment induces the experience of object loss for thet pihibee

may be an antithetical relationship between gaze and the fostering eptwty for
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symbolization in the analytic situation. The elimination of gaze allows foragpanf subject
and object, and the intimation of physical distance facilitates psychic cistémthe chasm
created, fall the shame, danger, and pleasure associated with gaze, and is tigusTheei
analytic situation must foster the sense of object loss for the patientjthighis sense that the
space for the creation of symbols is developed (Segal; Bion). The spacesbdkerspace in
which symbols are created, as with mother and infant (Wright, 2000). It is as titemofees
from the “exclusively tactile closely knit at one-ment with mother” (Van But®91, p. 249)
that the infant comes to learn to symbolize. Separation from the mother, or loss, and the
attendant longing or desire thus gives rise to the symbol and the birth of languagdsdinee
of the visual gives rise to the verbal.

Infant gaze research has demonstrated that mother and infant engage mt tmrista
avert cycles. The infant constantly loses and regains the image of the sfaiber’ The
infant’s first protosymbol is the image of her mother’s face. Repeated tdge@nd the gap
between wish for mother and realization of the wish gives rise to the image. yEheasalytic
setup recreates this — the patient loses and regains the analyst'saiacndgagain as she steps
across the threshold of the room, lays on the couch, gets up, and leaves the officanseeatg
seeing the analyst. Beres notes that “Only with the development of the ithagpracess, the
capacity to create a mental representation of the absent object, does the ctelsksgrog the
syncretic sensori-motor affective immediate response to the delbs®da, conceptualized
response that is characteristically human.”

Winnicott’s notion of aloneness in the presence of the other, transitional phenomena, and
non-communicating are pertinent here. The couch setup recreates being dler@@seénce of

another, which is necessary to achieve a “sophisticated aloneness,” a sigariby nrat
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emotional development. For the infant and child, it is the ability to be alone in the presenc
the mother. Itis achieved when the “ego supportive” mother is introjected and the good
internalized object is created, which may be said to keep comgay alone. Winnicott (1958)
states that when alone in the presence of another, the infant is able to discover personal
life through sensations and impulses which “will feel real and be truly a peesqeience.”
This wards against the development of a false existence created by tyetxexiernal stimuli,
and ensures mature ego relatedness. Eventually the child learns to do withotutahgrasence
of mother, due to the establishment of an internal environment. “The relationship of the
individual to his or her internal object, along with confidence in regard to internabnslaips,
provides of itself a sufficiency of living, so that temporarily he or she is abéstaontented
even in the absence of external objects and stimuli” (Winnicott, 1958, p. 32).

The unseen analyst’s body is perhaps less prone to be experienced as tied batgr
with which the patient may experience associations related to primiteamsl dependency,
projection and introjection, and further fostering separation and loss. Howevercdttinni
clarifies that “Even so, theoretically, there is always someone presemtone who is equated
ultimately and unconsciously with the mother” (p. 42). The analyst perhaps has tit@aptute
be that someone who is equated with the mother beyond dependency and infancy, when gaze is
eliminated and the patient is alone in the presence of the analyst.

Silence and isolation Non-mutual gaze is the bodily analogue of silence. This corporeal
equivalent of silence in lack of mutual gaze may be experienced varyintig Ipatient as loss
and reunion or communion with the analyst. In Nacht's (1963) description there is both

separation and communion in silence and silence has integrative functions.
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The stillness and muteness may be experienced as protection of isolation.oWinnic
(1963/1965a) speaks of the “isolation of the individual” which is the hiding of the true or central
self and remains protected by maternal care which wards off impingetog¢héscontinuity of
being and the development of a personal existence. Impingements includéualstinc
satisfactions and object relationships with which the ego is not equipped to manage. When
continuity of being is disturbed, the personality is constructed out of reactions tmenm@nts
from the environment (1960/1965c; 1963; 1963/1965a). Continuity in going-on-being with
relative freedom from impingements allows for the infant to become an itgdgnait, with an
inside and an outside and to have “a self with a past, present, and future” (1963/1965b, p. 86).
“Now the infant’s growth takes the form of a continuous interchange between ntheuter
reality,” says Winnicott. “The child is now not only a potential creator of thé&dwiout also the
child becomes able to populate the world with samples of his or her own inner life...Percept
is almost synonymous with creation” (p. 91). The child is then able to face the wgerthd
there more and more of what is already present in his or her own setfdy Ibe said that the
patient’s necessary isolation, protection from impingements, ability to f@ontanuous sense
of self, and to creatively perceive is provided by the lack of visual engagemtienihe analyst
and the use of the couch.

The couch appears to foster dependence towards independence. Winnicott (1963) likens
dependence in the analytic transference to dependence in infancy and childhood, amdrmore
that “there is nothing that we do that is unrelated to child-care or to infaritfpaB0). It
seems as if the analytic patient on the couch may be rendered sightlessrteefpstsion to the
stage of dependence - in infancy, this is dependence on the holding environmenlysla,ana

this is dependence on the analyst to see for him/her and to show the way. Independence is
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arrived at through the eventual establishment of “an internal environment” giotind takes
place from absolute to relative dependence and then towards independence.

The isolation of the individual is also connected to “the right not to communicate”
(Winnicott, 1963/1965a, p. 179) because of the (unpleasant) fantasy of being found. The
individual's “non-communicating self, or the personal core of the self that is solage” is to
be protected. “Each individual is an isolate, permanently non-communicating, petimane
unknown, and in fact unfound” (p. 187), said Winnicott. “At the center of each person is an
incommunicado element, and this is sacred and most worthy of preservation.”

Buchholz and colleagues (Buchholz & Helbraun, 1999; Buchholz & Chinlund, 1994)
emphasize aloneness as a psychobiological need on par with attachment apdotieséor
relatedness as well as being alone. This need begins in utero and continues thrafieghdhe |
finding expression in infancy in the infants’ gaze avoidance and disengagement. Asonene
serves the purpose of the development and functioning of self-regulation. In alonendskl the c
“develops the forms and symbols that integrate inner and outer realities” (1994, p. 365).

This also connects to the analyst’s needs for privacy in order to give hielflomey to
reverie as described by Ogden (1999), in the previous chapter. The analyst’s nselfls for
holding (Slochower, 1996) and management of loneliness (Buechler, 1998) are alseeddudress
eliminating the need to engage in mutual gaze with the patient.

Winnicott perhaps assumed that metaphorical gaze, experienced crossmodiakhg suf
when actual gaze has been received in a good-enough manner in the patient’sgalso It
possible that he is speaking of two different developmental points in the childisnsthép with

the caregiving object; while mirroring addresses the symbiotic needsiafdahg being alone in
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the presence of the other creates space for the separation needs of tHeldldeseparation
from the maternal body and mind.

The developmental trajectory from vision to audition. Developmentally the process
of separation-individuation appears to follow a trajectory of reliance on thmugaensory
modalities to remain connected with the caregiving object. Fraiberg (1971) obecna/ision,
by its nature, is continuous; visual tracking confers temporal order to events, @ad arbr
closure of the visual record is read as the sign of ‘gone.” Sound is discontinuous.h&iade t
no stability or predictability in events that are experienced through intentngound, the
breaking of closure of a sound sequence need not connote "separation” or "loss" or
"absence." Vision and audition therefore offer differential experiengaesénce and absence.
Shopper (1978) demonstrated how the history of psychoanalytic technique has ededpitul
ontogeny with the analyst moving from being a tactile to visual to auditory peesénthe
development of analytic technique, “Freud recapitulated the sequence of hiatarchic
development of the sensory modality of the individual, tactile — visual — auditoryri néhe
moved from initially applying physical pressure to the forehead of the padierduce hypnosis,
to face to face interaction with the patient, to finally having the patiefadiag away from him
on the couch.

In development, audition replaces vision and tactile connecting through the process of
separation-individuation. Mother and child both increasingly come to rely on hearthg
modality of sustained contact as the child learns locomotion and increasingiggblyy
separates from mother. Shopper notes that only audition allows for contact in tbeaased
distance, darkness, and a turned back. The mother’s “auditory presenceorebalichild

tactile and visual closeness. ‘It is the capacity to progress from visual torgudintact that
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further enhances the child’s tolerance for repeated and prolonged visual (&&d tac
separations,” says Shopper (p. 291). In part the replacement of the visual with they &idit
recapitulated in each session as the patient and analyst see one anoth¢hbdéfay assume
their respective positions with respect to the couch.

The implication of this for treatment is having awareness of which modalitsea gi
patient relies on for contact. Shopper stated: “As a result of our implicteimsesthat our
patients have the tolerance and the ego ability to relate to the analysasadelyauditory
presence for the entire length of the session, | think that many patients whasghewve the
ego abilities and assets to undertake an analysis are sometimes judgaddufos
psychoanalytic treatment.” She went on to say, “It is emphasized that soréspétiereasons
of development, constitution, and/or significant stress (separation), cannot work vatratyst
as an ‘auditory presence,” as required by the use of the couch. “The mord tefiadite
concept of ‘presence’ as it relates to the predominant perceptual modatitiye; t@sual,
auditory — is felt to be a useful conceptualization for both development and clinical
understanding.”

Referring to the variable of internal structure, Mayes and Spence offiéeremk
perspective on the role of the sensory modalities in development and implicatic@aforent.
Noting the importance of the establishment of contingency expectations in develioihrag
state that auditory input in not sufficient and that “most social referencingibehaeem
primarily visually based...The balance of cue and response, contingency armtapikty, is
influenced by tactile as well as visual or auditory contact.” These provide thesagce
elements for the development of internal structure. They address “less dihgatients who

have insufficient internal structures of contingent responsivity and solgegmeing. “These
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patients are simply unable to overcome the drastic shift from visual to audidsy; from
normal, spontaneous conversation to the more ritualized analytic variant, frto{face
contact to various kinds of visual and social deprivation.”

Mirror Neurons, Involuntary Mimesis, and the Titration of Empathy

All human communication is said to involve an unconscious process of self- and mutual-
regulation. The analytic encounter is not only a two-person, but a two-body encowritézh
self and other regulation is influenced by visually perceived bodily movementibbpa@sd
gesture. The couch setup may be a serendipitous way of titrating the actaradi effects of the
mirror neuron system in the analytic process. The analyst behind the couestiiggca clearer
field for his affective responses, by minimizing the influence of the patiafféctive behaviors,
and by reducing the countertransferential and transferential field, thredgcing the
spontaneous matching of emotional states between patient and analyst.

The analyst and analysand’s participation is inherently bodily, noted Meissner.(1998)
“Even empathy is dependent on affective attunements that are themselvesbddite
conjoined with other bodily mediated observational data” (p. 277). Most live human
communication is also an intercorporeal enterprise, which Pally (2001) calls, ttobddy,
biology to biology.” Aspects of self experienced as sensations arddaask and forth
between patient and analyst (Charles).

The discovery of the mirror neuron system in the prefrontal cortex of both priamates
humans has illuminated the field of social cognition and revitalized the coméeptgpathy and
unconscious communication, including identification (Olds, 2006) and projective iderdificati
(Greatrex, 2002; Olds). Mirror neurons are activated in the motor contexheithdre

observation of movement in an other and give rise to the corresponding affect. iVaisoaodf
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mirror neurons is understood as being the neural mechanism in empathy. While it leeenow
shown that both visual observation of movement and auditory observation of associated sounds
of movements can induce empathic affects, no study has yet studied the diretbacifva

mirror neurons in relation to affective prosody or affect carried in speech.

The visual perception of the action of an other and auditory perception of associated
sounds causes similar motor neurons in the mirror neuron system to fire, or @neaibesl
representation of the action in the observer. This yoking of perception and regiresesitsaid
to underlie the development of empathy. Mirror neurons create an internal @mafadction
and affect. The same neural structures become active when we act inligneaparience
sensations and emotions and when we observe others’ intentional actions, sensations, and
emotions. Embodied simulation is the precursor to empathy and identification, baked on t
mirror neuron system. We unconsciously mirror perceived facial affect in oufamial
expression in our physiology. Ekman and Zajonc’s (e.g., 1989a, 1989b, 2005) research has
shown that the replication of a perceived facial expression induces theateadiect in the
observer. Citing Davidson and Fox, Beebe (2000; Beebe & Lachmann, 1998) hasTiwted, “
mere perception of emotion in the partner creates a resonant emotiomainsthé perceivér(p.
93, original italics)

The mirror neuron system activates in the realms of action, heard or seen, including
affective action. Its activation with the processing of emotional content ofdgags less clear,
though it has been demonstrated with the reading of happy or sad angry sentatiess. G
(2009), a leading mirror neuron theorist, notes, “The patient’s productions can be rémotis a
in need to be deciphered and interpreted in order to be truly understood. It is an open questions

to which extent such ‘text’ is permeable to the influence exerted by the esdizachulation
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mechanisms here discussed” (p. 532). To my knowledge, embodied simulation with affective
prosody or affective content auditorily perceived has yet to be demonstraiaidis, the mirror
neuron system may activate with read emotional content but perhaps not with heavdamot
content.

While listening, the analyst vicariously participates in the patient’s ey that is
created by “a parallel affective and imagistic scenario that resonéih the patient’s while
sustaining a thin, permeable boundary between that evoked scenario and the intrusion of highly
personal interferences” (Freedman & Lavender, 1997, p. 82). During the actmmhbsthe
therapist preconsciously engages in bodily acts, which are the bodily mamfestdtlistening,
that serve as a bridge between expression and regulation and reflect tbe state
countertransference. These “kinesic enactments” are rhythmic &ytharic movements such
as head nods, foot kicks, posture shifts, midline self-stimulation with fingers or leings a
upon one another. They are important regulators that help sustain the listeningisfiae f
analyst. The therapist’s bodily movements shift in patterns with the ebb and fleamsietence
and countertransference, in a face to face setting. Symbolization and desgtiavbin the
patient evokes bodily action in the therapist. In other words, the therapists’ bedtes! res
they received and respond to patients’ communications. The authors found that therapists
“colluded with patients’ desymbolizing activity, not only verbally but also on a nbalkvel.”
This kind of reciprocal behavior would impede the therapeutic process and appeadls to le
support for not choosing face to face treatment. Beebe and Lachmann (1998) havedlgwenot
self-regulating behaviors of the analyst and patient both. These furtherutertstit behavioral

actions of the both members of the dyad that may or may not be intentional or conscious.
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Humans automatically and unconsciously match the nonverbal cues of others (Pally,
2001). It has also been shown that in the face to face therapeutic encounter, patiedystnd ana
at various points of the clinical process, may mirror each other’s bodily gestud positions,
demonstrating the concrete way in which mirroring, introjection, and idetivinctake place in
therapeutic encounters. “Affect perceived on the face, through bodily position uegest
integrated far more rapidly than conscious, verbal awareness” (Pally, 2000yerbal
behaviors of the listener in a conversation have considerable influence on the spelakiangi
what s/he retains and remembers and becomes conscious of. Viewing tiseaafflegéstures of
others involuntarily and automatically induces visceral responses in us ancimatic
situation this would mean interference in countertransferential reactioed, Pally.

Nevertheless, face to face treatment is the preferred mode for Pally.

Olds, on the other hand addressed the use of the couch and says, “We have seen there is a
tremendous pull to involuntarily respond to the actions and affect states of the otheralty ac
havethem, and to some extent,diecomehe other. This is similar to the phenomenon, noted
above, of mirroring postures in face to face therapy. Control or (p. 39) influerfee @ther by
one’s own expressions is powerful and goes both ways in the dyad. The intuition of Freud, who
did not like being observed all day by his patients, turns out to have been prescientpbe was
really using the couch just for his own convenience. Interactive and mutual controhthroug
nonverbal expression may indeed interfere with free association and therilpwktine
transference.” (p. 39-40)

Reis (2004) summed up the continuous operation of nonverbal ways of knowing through
the lifespan and in analytic treatment, and the involitional matching of atfestates that occurs

between patient and analyst:
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Forms of knowing that do not require self-reflective awareness begin atrrth a
continue through adulthood, becoming layered with representational and symbolic
levels of complexity as development proceeds. Thus analyst and analysand must
necessarily participate in nonverbal, bodily-based conversations ocoumrang
moment-by-moment level and largely hidden from conscious scrutiny.

Knowledge of this intimate rapport must change our notion of what has to this

point been discussed in the clinical literature as the volitional ability temnarr

not mirror one’s patients’ affective states. (p. 363)

The functioning of the mirror neuron system provides a new rationale for the bse of t
couch. The couch allows for the prevention of affective “interference” through invglunta
mimetic behaviors and breaks the entrainment of gaze and facial expressionsramgp#éation
one’s affective status. This would allow for the experience of empathy vehiat wholly
involuntary. Facial communication is to a large extent, nonsymbolic, implicit, anddprate

and operates out of awareness and reducing or removing such communication may aow spa

for the greater interplay of the explicit, verbal, and symbolized.
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Conclusion

In the sequestered, cloistered ambience of the psychoanalytic setting, gadi@nalyst
alike give themselves up to the currents of feeling, sensing, knowing, and bbmgndlyst as
“sentient other” (Carrere, 2008, p. 400) in the room who receives the patient’stiaumudic
explicit, conscious and unconscious, verbal and nonverbal communications looks for an entry-
point to the process of sense-making. S/he searches for those idioms of comanuthaatuill
reach this patient toward making the unknown knowable and kndtis.study was an attempt
to look at those idioms as situated in the perceptual field of psychoanalytictinterac

With the couch, analysts do their work of understanding, knowing affect, and
empathizing in an unusual field of relating and being mutative — without the usual dltserva
cues ordinarily available in human relating. The analytic enterprigéegas metaphorical
looking — insight, introspection, reflection over actual looking. Decisions about the thee of
couch are traditionally largely determined by analyst-related faetthrsir theoretical
orientation and/or their preferences about how to engage interpersonally (and thaytw
overlap). This study supports the idea that the decision may necessitatnadessessment of
the visuofacial needs of the patient, in addition to the analyst’'s needs and bdlisfstudly has
indicated the long-term resonance of evolutionary predispositions and earlieegpgof
gazing that predispose each individual differentially with regard to pesdeptd therefore
interactive proclivities and needs. Proclivities and needs to look, be looked at, or not, are
fundamental and highly idiosyncratic and to neglect them may be a scotomizatiornatib®t
visuofacial functioning and needs in development and constitution must be determined per

patient, to understand for example, the preponderance of visual experiential elartiesits i
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psychic structure and interaction structures. Whether the “watchful eyleg ahalyst is
experienced in patient’s unconscious as something benign, holding, and healing, or,shaming
intrusive, and persecutory requires understanding.

Both face to face and couch can serve the needs of both parties and therefore the
therapeutic process. Disturbed presymbolic and nonverbal ways of relatingsam jpred may
dominate for a particular patient, in which case accessing and akéfiecgve and
intersubjective wiring through mirroring facial interaction and supplymglament missing
from the early gazing relationship may be indicated, especially in th@tksewn early
attachment disruptions and body-related disturbances. On the other hand, when thiegledient
at the analyst and is being looked at the analyst, processes are set in mbhay tha
counterproductive to the purposes of treatment. The face is healing on the one handadsid re
too much on the other, in the form of unconscious expressions. One can postulate a need to
protect emotional state from exposure to facial expressions due to mirror neuddasial
feedback mechanism by which unwanted emotional reactions are aroused vialneurona
participation. In most interpersonal contexts eye behavior is used to regadie d
conversations and the exclusion of gaze may be critical in the creation of the “unique
conversation” (Shapiro, 2002) that is the psychoanalytic dialogue. Not seeingakay
possible the ongoing dialectic and movement between levels of consciousness grahickal
modes of being and communicating (even if the visual communicating is in a highlyedtte
form). The couch position may also allow ease in shifting gaze (as @tdeintim self and other
and in taking self and other as both subject and object.

Both of these ways of knowing and being are powerful and there are gains and losses

with each. It would seem that while the ears attune to the more conscious, ncamnifeist of
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the interaction, the eyes would more so apprehend the latent, affective conterfttlesen i
apprehension takes place through unconscious processes. Ultimately, to be ablewlllea
eyes” and “see with the ears” in a bilingual, synesthetic experience aswhieh empathically
obtained and observationally obtained knowing are synergistic may be awgiba &nalytic
practitioner.

This study has examined gaze in the both the natural world and in the treatment room. |
have attempted to follow trajectories from low to high on the evolutionary scate priehistoric
to the postmodern, and from classical to contemporary psychoanalytic literbharee
borrowed from different registers and paradigms of behavioral study, thoeggndo not map
with correspondence on one another and these are likely to have created scotorowif my
The lack of correspondence amongst the various fields that examine human egpbdehc
have sampled is a limitation of the study.

Another limitation is the lack of fuller consideration of the differential cbatron of
gazel/face, face/voice to affect expression and perception. A major sodata besides the
eyes and the face is vocal prosody and rhythm. As noted, facial expressidastdfafe been
found difficult to suppress and to exercise voluntarily control over, particularly its
microexpressions. Nevertheless, a comparison with prosody and rhythm as ahkeansng
the affect of the other, would be useful to understand specifically the kind of infonntiadit is

lost in the absence of visual access to the face.
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Figure 1. The Egyptian Eye of Horus, a pervasive symbol through Egyptian mythology and
history, with various parts of the stylized eye representing each of teersrry modalities.
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Figure 2. Eye spots on a local moth, mimicking the eyes of an owl, Fort Tryon Park, NY, NY.
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Figure 3 Affiliative behaviors via visuofacial interaction between a mother-infamtgs rhesus
monkeys. From Ferrari et al. (2009): “Still Frames lllustrating MeteBehaviors

Toward Infants...

(A) Mother pulls infant’s head and stares at him. Infant is ~10 days old.

(B) Mother lipsmacks at infant’s orbital area.

(C) Mother licks at infant’s orbital area.” (p. 1769)
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Figure 4. From Emery (2000): “AMutual Gaze is where the attention of individuals A and B
is directed to one another. Averted gaze is where individual A is looking at B, buttiseofoc
their attention is elsewhere. Baze Followingis where individual A detects that B's gaze is not
directed towards them, and follows the line of sight of B onto a point in spadeinC.

Attention is the same as Gaze Following except that there is a focus of attentivagsarc
object), so individuals A and B are looking at the same objecEhBred Attentionis a
combination of Mutual Attention and Joint Attention, where the focus of individual A and B's
attention is on the object of joint focus and each other (i.e. | know you're lookingrad }o@a
know that I'm looking at X). BEMental State Attribution or Theory of Mind , probably uses a
combination of the previous A-D attentional processes, and higher-order cognitiegietrat
(including experience and empathy) to determine that an individual is atteéadingarticular
stimulus because they intend to do something with the object, or believe somethingp@bout t
object” (p. 590).
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Figure 5. Biological Mirroring: “Mother's 'greeting
response’ to the visual contact with the neonate as
observed in the corneal reflection, (a) and (b) matnal
face out of the neonate's sight; (c) a visual conta
between mother and neonate; (d) mother’s ‘greeting
response’ following the achievement of visual cont#’
(Papousek & Papousek, 1979, p. 468-469).
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Figure 6. Eye-breast symbolisni.e Viol,Rene Magritte, (1934).
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APPENDIX A

CONSENT FORM

To See or Not to See: Gaze, Mutual Gaze, and the Psychoanalytic Couch

You are invited to participate in a research study regarding gaze and mutual
gaze in psychoanalytic treatment, and analytic beliefs and practices around
the use of the couch. You were selected as a possible participant because
you were identified as an expert in the psychoanalytic field by the
interviewer and her dissertation committee. We ask that you read this form
and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study.

This study is being conducted by Komal Choksi, MPhil, Clinical Psychology
Program, City University of New York; Jeffery Rosen, PhD, Clinical
Psychology, City University of New York.

Background Information

The purpose of this study is to understand the avoidance of looking in the
analytic situation. This study is undertaken in part through interviewing
psychoanalysts regarding their adoption of the couch, as predicated through
not only their theory but also their personal predilections regarding looking.

Procedures
If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following:

Engage in a two-hour interview that will be audio recorded and take place
over one or two sessions.

Voluntary Nature of the Study

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to
participate will not affect your current or future relations with the City
University of New York. If you decide to participate, you are free to not
answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those
relationships.
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Risks and Benefits of being in the Study

There is minimal risk involved in participating in this study. Risk is limited to
possible discomfort in answering specific interview questions. However you
are not obligated to answer every question and you may refuse to answer
one or more questions with no penalty. You may also discontinue
participation at any point during the course of this interview with no penalty.

There are no direct benefits from participating in this study. However,
potential indirect personal benefits include those that stem from the
interview representing an opportunity to reflect upon your clinical beliefs and
practices. Potential benefits to the field extend from a careful examination
of the costs and benefits of a particular practice from a broad conceptual
view.

Remuneration/Compensation
There is no financial compensation for participation in this study.
Confidentiality

The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might
publish, we will not include any information that will make it possible to
identify a participant. Research records will be stored securely and only
researchers will have access to the records. The audio digital recording of
this interview will be saved on the interviewer’s personal computer and on a
CD.

Confidentiality will be preserved with regard to your interview, in part,
through not attaching your name to the recorded interview or the transcript
and by restricting access to the recording and all pertinent documents,
including this one. However, there is a risk of breach of confidentiality
as you may have been recommended for this interview by a member of the
interviewer’s dissertation committee, in which case they may be aware of
your participation in the study. Your identity will otherwise be protected as
described above.

You will be allowed to review the audio recordings and request that it not be
used if you feel uncomfortable. Once the study has been completed, the
audio digital recording of this interview will be saved by the interviewer
indefinitely for possible future research. Only the interviewer will have
access to the material.
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Contacts and Questions

The researchers conducting this study are: Komal Choksi and Jeff Rosen.
You may ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you
are encouraged to contact them at xxx xxx xxxx or komalc@hotmail.com;
or XXX XXX XxxX or jjrl@aol.com (to reach Jeff Rosen). If you are interested
in receiving the results of this study, the interviewer can mail you a copy of
the completed study.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a participant
and would like to talk to someone other than the researcher(s), you are
encouraged to contact Lissy Wassaff, IRB Administrator, at Xxxx Xxx xXXxXx.
You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep for your
records.

Statement of Consent

I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have
received answers. I consent to participate in the study.

Signature of Participant:

Date:

Signature of Investigator:

Date:
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APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Thank you for agreeing to meet with me. As you know, I am interested in
how analysts experience the lack of gaze and mutual gaze in psychoanalytic
treatment. More specifically, I am keen to understand your subjective,
phenomenological experience with looking, being looked at, not looking, and
not being looked at in your clinical work. I am also curious about your
preferences regarding the visual both in the analytic hour and outside of it.
Today I'd like to understand your various motivations for the use of the
couch in your practice as well as the role of exogenous and endogenous
visual imagery in your work.

1. How do you identify theoretically as a psychoanalyst? Are you a
training analyst? Tell me in brief about your training and background.

2. What is your current clinical practice: psychoanalysis/ psychotherapy,
adult/child? Has this been different in the past? Is it composed exclusively

of psychoanalysis? Do you have a mix of analytic and therapy cases? How

frequently do you see your analytic cases?

3. Can you tell me about the use of the couch in your practice? Do you
use the couch exclusively with psychoanalytic cases or do you see some
analytic cases face to face? Are some mixed with some sessions on the
couch and some face to face (alternating, phases, etc.)? So are you behind
the couch all day? In a day, are some patients seen on the couch and some
face to face? That is, in a day are you moving from couch to chair?

4. Where do you position yourself with regard to the couch? How much
and what of the patient are you able to see from your chair? What are they
able to see of you?

5. Where is your gaze most of the time? What do you do with your eyes?
What is the majority of your time spent looking at? Are they ever closed?
What is the visual input for you?

6. What is the patient’s view from the couch? What is yours? How did
you choose what is on your walls/in your office?
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7. In a particular moment, what informs your sense of the experience of
the patient? What are your sources of information about a patient who is
lying on the couch? In what modality do you know what you do?

8. How much do you make use of visual imagery in your own associative
reverie with patients? And what about auditory forms of imagination? Can
you tell me about a case in which your work was informed by your sense of
the importance of seeing and not seeing and the use of imagery in your
effort to understand the patient? What was your felt experience?

9. Do you ever find yourself mirroring your patient’s physical behaviors -
not consciously?

10. How do you think about the role of the couch in your practice?

11. In your experience, are there relative costs and benefits of having a
patient on the couch versus being face to face? Is there any information lost
by not having access to the patient’s face?

12. How do you experience the therapeutic process differently when a
patient is facing you versus on the couch?

13. Can you tell me about a patient who was reluctant to use the couch
and how you handled it? When do you ask a patient to sit up if ever?

14. Can you recall a patient for whom it was important to look and be
looked at in the session? How did you approach it in understanding and in
practice? Did it further your understanding of the patient?

15. When might you turn to look at the patient? When do you turn away?
How does it feel when patients turn around to see you? Is it an intrusion?
How do you handle it?

16. Is regression a goal of the process? Is it necessary for the aims of
analysis? Is regression possible without the use of the couch?

17. In cases where the patient is on the couch, what are moments before
and after the couch like, if there tends to be anything typical of those
moments for you? Both with regard to the interaction, your subjective
experience, and your behavior (looking, scanning - for affective information,
physicality)? Can you describe atypical moments with reference to a case?
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18. If practice not exclusively psychoanalysis — what is it like for you to go
from sessions where you are behind the couch to face to face? Is there any
jarring?

19. How do you personally experience not looking at the patient? What
does it offer you?

20. Experientially, what is it like for you to not be seen? Is the use of the
couch defensive for the analyst? For you, is there any truth to the idea that
the analyst hides behind the couch or that it is a protective shield?

21. Freud claimed a “personal motive” in using the couch - that he could
not stand to be stared at for eight hours a day. Are you aware of any
personal motives on your part?

22. Might any early experiences of your own have predisposed you to
function effectively in and prefer this sort of interpersonal setup, to find
comfort in it?

23. What has been the role of the visual instinct in its passive and active
forms in your life and how do you feel that has influenced your choice of
profession? (the idea of sublimated voyeurism)

24. With experience, do you feel you have “grown” into denying the visual
aspect in your clinical life? Have you compensated for this in other aspects
of your life? That is, do you see yourself as personally impacted by “putting
up with not being seen for up to eight hours or more” - to turn Freud’s
admission?
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