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. A Brief Introduction to the Principles of Psychoanalysis

Since we are possibly about to go to war, I thought I
would start with the prophet of total war, General William
Tecumseh Sherman. Sherman hated politicians, war profi-
teers and sentimentalists, but above all he hated journalists.
He thought they were pests, worse than spies, and had the
impudence of the devil. He was theonly generalin the Union
Army who took an 1867 military order seriously. This order
made a reporter subject to the death penalty if he reported
something thata court martial board determined would give
advantage to the enemy. On at least three occasions he
threatened to hang journalists; he actually court-martialled
one, and he banished numerous journalists from his army.

He ultimately despaired of ever winning this battle. He
became convinced, as he said, that even if he could kill all
reporters, there would still be news from hell before break-
fast the next day.

In our business we would say that General Sherman had
a negative transference to journalists. It is a great compli-
ment to journalists that they managed to maintain their
technical neutrality even in the face of the General’s negative
transference and kept reporting daily events from the under-
world. There are parallels here with the tasks of psychoana-
lytic clinicians. We also attempt to stay in a position of
technical neutrality and report daily on the events of the
underworld, meaning the unconscious.

Let us start with a definition of psychoanalysis: A
psychological theory of human development and behavior,a method
of research, and a system of psychotherapy originated by Sigmund
Freud, in which emotions and behavior are traced to the influence
of repressed instinctual drives and defences against them in the
unconscious. Psychoanalytic treatment seeks to eliminate or
diminish the undesirable effects of unconscious conflicts by making
the patient aware of their existence, origin, and inappropriate
expression in current emotions and behavior.

Psychoanalysis can also be called a theory of uncon-
scious mental life; a theory of human development; and an
explanation for the way the mind is structured and functions.
Let us move to the psychoanalytic process. The analyst asks
the patient to suspend his usual method of communicating,
to report his thoughts and feelings as they occur to him,
without the usual organizing and editing. The only criteria
for relevance is that the person thought it, felt it, and put it
into words for the analyst or therapist.

What does the analyst or therapist do? Basically four
things:

1. Consistent adherence to a position of technical neutrality.

2. Consistent use of clarification, confrontation, and interpre-
tation as the tools of the therapist.

3. Facilitation of the development of a full-fledged transference.

4. Resolution of the transference solely by interpretation.
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Technical Neutrality

Technical neutrality is a position of equidistance frof
theemotional forcesin conflictin the patient. Neutrality dog
not signify indifference. It expresses a concerned, objectisg
evenhanded interest without a personal investment in any
one aspect of the individual’s behavior or interactions.

How this translates into practice is thatif a patient comg
to you and says he is having trouble communicating withhi
wife, you do not offer him couples therapy. If he asksfo
advice, you do not give it. For example, I had a patient wi
was shoplifting. I did not behave like the law or his super'e"’ d
and say, don’t do that. I stay essentially involved but m
actually enmeshed in the conflict. I try to understand why he
shoplifted, what purpose it serves in his life. Asit turnedo |'i
this was an attempt to get me angry and to make me pun_:
him. It seems to me that an understanding of the positiont
technical neutrality would be helpful to journalists.

I believe that the issue of technical neutrality is basicz h’.
the issue that Janet Malcolm wrote about in a book thatwas
very controversial among journalists.! For those not fami 1’1
with it, she examined the Joe McGinniss-Jeff McDonald tral
McGinniss wrote the book Fatal Vision about Jeffre
McDonald, the Green Beret physician who was convictedd
murdering his pregnant wife and two children. McDonall
hired McGinniss to write his story. McGinniss claimed thal
he initially believed in McDonald’s innocence, but veq
quickly became convinced of McDonald’s guilt. In spited
this change of heart he continued to work with McDo ald
saying that he was on his side and believed in his innoceng
right up until the publication of the book. After publicatigs
of the book, McDonald sued McGinniss. A very interestig
trial ensued that centered around the issue of the purporta
right of journalists to lie to their subjects. The trial saw
testimony of such writers as William Buckley and }ose
Wambaugh in support of McGinniss.

The real issue was not McGinniss lying to McDonald
The real issue was that McGinniss had lost his positio
technical neutrality. Part of his contract with McDoi
allowed his involvement with the defense team before
He sat in on pre-trial conferences, he lived in McDonalds
apartment, and he was present during privileged lawyer
client conversations; in short, he gotinvolved in the conflic
He lost his position of technical neutrality, and thatis howl
got into a situation where the only thing that could ."::'
him was to lie.

In studying this, Janet Malcolm came to these con
sions:

Every journalist who is not too stupid or too
full of himself to notice what is going on knows
that what he does is morally indefensible. He is
a kind of confidence man, preying on people’s
vanity, ignorance, or loneliness, gaining their
trust and betraying them without remorse.The
journalist must do his work in a kind of deliber-
ately induced state of moral anarchy. (p.3)
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Now, I think that’s a little harsh, but it does describe the
difficult position that a journalist is in vis-a-vis his subject,
Here again the concept of technical neutrality is one that can
come to the aid and rescue of the journalist, because it is a
moral position that a journalist can occupy and continue to
do his work.

Discussion of Technical Neutrality

Bob Cullen: To be effective as a journalist, you have to try to
get your subject to feel an alliance with you, whether cyni-
cally or not. The problem you then run into is that you are
constantly violating your underlying guarantees, which are
thesafety and the confidentiality of what the personis telling
you.Inorder to do your job well, you have to force people to
tellyou things they normally would not want to tell you,and
then you publicize them. I found in my own career, after
twenty years in journalism, that I do not want to do that
anymore. It has changed the way I write because now I tend
tofind situations where I am picking out people and issues
that I know I support. I interview them and keep the
compact. [ frequently bring them to my home, give them
dinner and drinks, sit them down on the couch and then start
to interview them. I find that they tend to unburden them-
selves to me, but I can’t allow them to do that unless I know
that Iam going to be fairly sympathetic to them in the piece
Iam going to write. It may be that I am not as good a
journalist as I was when I was more prepared to manipulate
people.

Hal Saunders: How does the analyst respond to this di-
lemma?

Blema Steinberg: In a sense the analyst always betrays the
patient. In the beginning stages of therapy, we listen to the
patient’s stories and say very little ourselves. We try to
understand the information he is giving us, butat some point
we are driven to not accept his version of how terrible the
externalenvironment hasbeen to himin his pastlife. Atsome
point we ask ourselves, what is the patient’s contribution to
the life he has? Now, once we start asking these questions,
and making the patient see inconsistencies and ambiva-
lences, then we no longer fit into his conception of someone
who really understands him. Timing is crucial; if we start the
delicate task too soon we risk appearing like just another
aggressor to the patient. On the other hand, if we do not do
itatall, we are not helping the patient to change his environ-
ment.

Now, to journalists: what happens when you have an
interview with someone whose cause you are genuinely
sympathetic to, but in the interview you uncover factsabout
the person that change your view, or make you realize that
the issues are more complicated.

Bob Cullen: I don’t have to write a story from every inter-
view. When I find someone has lied, I just drop their story.
Hal Saunders: Two questions have been raised. The first is,
whenyou haveintruded into somebody’s life and uncovered
certain things, should you go ahead and use itevenifit might
hurt the person? What is the moral approach to this situ-

ation?

The second question asks at what point the therapist
becomestheintervenor,or,in the journalistic world, at which
point the journalist becomes an actor on the scene.

Betty Booker: I do not think that journalists betray their
subjects. If the journalist makes it clear that this is a public
exchange, that even though it is a one-on-one conversation,
the results are going to be broadcast or written about, the
subject realizes he is telling the world. I think it probably fits
in to the subject’s psychological need to broadcast or tell his
story. Soin fact we arenotbetraying. Thereal betrayal comes
when an interviewee discloses more information than he
intended, because trust has been established.

Alfred Balk: Ithink we should talk about the McGinniss case
alittlemore, becauseitis very controversial in the journalistic
community. If we do not put itin context we can very easily
go astray in analogies and generalizations. It isimportant to
realize that there is a third step in journalism that has no
analogue in psychoanalysis, and that is the dissemination of
what we collect. There are diverse motives and approaches
to collecting and disseminating information—everything
from gossip to TV soundbites. The question of who your
audience is becomes very important here.

In reference to the McGinniss case, the majority in the
journalistic community was concerned that it was not clear
that this wasa very small corner of what we practice. For one
thing, this was book publishing, which involves a long
relationship with the author, including a contract, and a
commitment which in this case was perhaps misunderstood.
Most journalists do not make that kind of commitment. You
do not betray your sources if you just go in and say that you
are there to gather information. You of course try to ingrati-
ate yourself by indicating that you are going to try to be fair,
that you have a reputation, that you work for a reputable
news organization. Butif you do not present yourself as an
advocate, as I think McGinniss did, thenitisa very different
situation.

Andy Thomson: So you are saying that as long as the
journalist stays within a position of technical neutrality, and
makes it clear what his intent is in the beginning, there is no
moral dilemma.

Wilfred Abse: I wonder about this concept of technical
neutrality, both as psychoanalytic jargon and as applied to
journalism, because one’s motive is not always the same in
approaching one’s subject. There are journalists who report
upon injustices that are otherwise concealed, and people
who call on them to help them.

Billy Winn: It is almost impossible to be a journalist and be
technically neutral. I encounter people on a daily basis who
are out to refute me, or who are concealing anything from
lynchings to rapes to systematic evil. That is the sort of
resistance I encounter every day. It is not the sort of situation
where I am likely to be able to set up a therapeutic alliance.
Andy Thomson: | would contend that you can, in that
situation, be technically neutral. It would be a loss of techni-
cal neutrality if you became personally involved in the
outcome, or became involved with the defense team or the
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judge.

Billy Winn: I don’treally agree with you. 1do not think that
you would be an effective psychiatrist if you stayed techni-
cally neutral. I think you have to give part of yourself
somehow. I have to invest that part of myself in my stories.
Andy Thomson: That is not a loss of technical neutrality. A
loss occurs only when you get involved in the action of a
conflict.

Billy Winn: You were talking about interpretation. I think
that may be the strongest link between psychoanalysis and
journalism. If you do not know more abouta subject than the
person you are interviewing, you have no chance of getting
the right answers.

Blema Steinberg: Technical neutrality in analysis is the
following: the analyst may be impassive, but that does not
mean he is cold or indifferent. The analyst may be aware that
the patient has suffered tremendous deprivations as a child,
but is not allowed to become an actor in the patient’s fanta-
sies. In the grossest example, the analyst does not have
sexual relations with the patient because he feels that this
kind of closeness with an important person in her life is
missing. That would be equivalent to a journalist going in
and tampering withajury or trying to get special information
from the court. That does not mean that you cannot have
correctvalues, or that you will notabhor the bad things about
the people you are interviewing.

Pam Sorensen: I think the question here is when and how
journalists have opportunities for reparative acts. Analysts
have lots of opportunities for reparative acts.

Bob Cullen: Reparative workis the last thing on your mind.
You are trying to nail people! I keep thinking about an
interview I had with the President of Azerbaijan, who was
involved in what I concluded was a deliberate decision to
allow a pogrom which killed hundreds of Armenians and
expelled thousands from Baku, because it suited the needs of
the local Communist Party. When I finally got a chance to
interview him, technical neutrality would not have worked.
This guy had a line to push, and a purpose in seeing me,
which was to try to repair Azerbaijan’s image in the world.
The only way to deal with a person like that is to make him
think youareon hisside, to createa false alliance. You do that
in various ways; you let him talk about his program and the
great things he says he is doing, you pretend you are inter-
ested inthat. Afterhethinkshehas gottenalotof good points
across, you start to raise your own agenda, which is what he
did during the pogrom. This guy was telling jokesabouthow
the KGB had become part of the Ministry of Culture. I was
laughing and laughing like I thought that was really funny
butIwasreally thinking, boy, are you going to look stupid in
the New Yorker when this appears.

Pam Sorensen: I meant reparative acts not in terms of indi-
vidual interviewees, but in a much larger sense, in terms of
what is motivating you in your work, your concern about
understanding the world.

Blema Steinberg: The kick of it all is for you to take someone
who is lying to everyone around him and expose him.

Bob Cullen: Most of the time you can’t do that. People are
simply too experienced. This just happened to bea Commu-
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nist official who had never before been interviewed by a
reporter who was not completely under his control. But
that’s an unusual experience.

Fred Hunter: The kick is that you are dancing on the pulse
of history. You are running 25 hours a day, interpreting the
world for other people. Journalism tends to be a young
person’s profession, particularly whenyou are chasing break-
ing news stories. When you get older you realize there are
other dimensions to the profession besides chasing stories
and datelines. I detect some transferences here by the ana-
lysts about the way journalists work. A tremendous range of
journalism exists out there and also in this room. The type of
journalism I usually did was to go around to people trying to
getbackground information. Inever wasina kind of godlike
position, like the doctor who can direct everything. Hope-
fully the journalist feels healthy enough about himself to feel
equal to the person he is dealing with, not a supplicant or
inferior. There are times when you go in and the staging is
such that you are invited to feel submissive or grateful. I
think the idea that the person you are interviewing is a
supplicant who feels pain is without foundation most of the
time. These are not people who are feeling pain. Thisisa
relationship of mutual advantage. We are not betraying
people most of the time. What we are really talking about in
terms of technical neutrality, or objectivity, is that the jour-
nalist should do a responsible job in what he brings to the
interview, what he takes out of it, and what he writes. How
can you be objective? You are not a tabula rasa. The Monitor
trusted my judgment about Africa. I knew a great deal about
the sub-Saharan continent. The best thing journalists can do
isto go in there as healthy people. 1 do think itis possible for
healthy journalists to establish trust, and to seek truth. The
guy who is talking to you had better understand that if heis
telling you a lie, you have a responsibility to make that
known.

Hal Saunders: Lies are easy to ferret out, but because we are
both human beings, we may see the world through slightly
different lenses. I am not telling a lie when I say that I see
things in my way. The journalist is not being unfaithful to his
or her notion of truth if he or she writes the story froma
different perspective. I am not evil and reporters are not ill-
intentioned. I still may not like the story that a reporter may
write, and that creates a subtle tension. I think this is a much
more common problem than the question of whether some-
one did or not lie.

Andy Thomson: The message of psychoanalysis is a sober
one, that one cannot escape one’s past, one’s unconscious.
You have to be aware that you want to nail your competitor,
or your younger brother, and your sober awareness of that
helps your objectivity.

To get back to technical neutrality and Bob Cullen talk-
ing to the President of Azerbaijan. I would contend that you
were not abrogating your position of technical neutrality
unless, in order to get him to talk to you, you went out and
shot an Armenian, so that you could gain his trust. But you
did not lose your basic position, which was to be a reporter.
There is a parallel here with forensic psychiatry. Iknow the
personlamtalking toisguilty ashell, butIgoin to try to make



them talk. They may tell a disgusting joke and I may smile.
Someone may tell me that they found pleasure in raping
somebody. I find that terrible to listen to, but I will not tell
these people that they are disgusting human beings. I will
treat them with courtesy and ask them what happened next.
IfIstood up in the middle of the interview and said: “you are
a disgusting human being,” and shot the guy, then I would
have lost my technical neutrality. I would be involved in the
conflict. But as long as you are doing your job, reporting,
being calm and courteous, and not acting with your subject,
you have not lost technical neutrality.

Wilfred Abse: Two points: in the history of psychopathol-
ogy, the notion of neutrality, or distance from the id, super-
ego and ego, has been unfortunate really—it has resulted in
abuse. People have maintained too much reserve, and have
not been helpful to the patient who needs more activity. So
there is some problem with the term neutrality. We are
participant observers. And thereisa lot of journalism that is
arescue operation. You are motivated, you do have strong
feelings, and you are trying to do something that has to do
with your benevolent concern for humanity. You bring alot
ofcountertransference to your work, butitisa useful counter-
transference. I think that much of journalism s very socially
important, and the people who doitare trying to tell the truth
about society, and in that sense I do not think it is ncutral at
all.

Transference and Countertransference
Andy Thomson

Transference

Transference is one of the central discoveries of psychoa-
nalysis. It is the process of actualization of unconscious
wishes. Transference is the experiencing of emotions, per-
ceptions, attitudes, and fantasies originating in the
individual’s childhood relationships with important figures,
but unconsciously displaced into the present.

Itisa very radical idea that, atany one given moment, in
any one relationship, there are aspects of the past. To give
you an example, part of my motivation for being here this
morning is wanting approval from father figures, old men-
tors, like Dr. Volkan and Dr. Abse. Thatunconscious piece of
my past plays a role in my behavior and my current relation-
ships. I would contend that it is also present in the relation-
ship between a journalist and his subject, whether it is a
person, institution, policy or issue. Frederic Hunter said last
night that a fundamental difference between psychothera-
pists and journalists is that patients go to analysts because
they are suffering, while this is not true of journalists’ sub-
jects. I disagree. The subject may or may not be in pain or
looking for healing, but he or she always comes to the
journalist with a transference. This transference is often one
of childhood trust or impetuosity. The subject may expect
the journalist to be an accepting mother, forgiving every-

thing; or he may have an exhibitionistic transference, want-
ing to display himself, looking for approval, indulging
masochism. There are many kinds of transferences from the
subject to the journalist, and these can be used for good orill.
To give another example, Oriana Fallaci is a well-known
Italian woman journalist who conducts interviews that |
think are successful in part because she provokes erotic
transferences. Her most successful interviews have been
with people like Lech Walesa and Henry Kissinger. The
Kissinger interview was famous, or infamous, because she
got Kissinger to display all the infantile arrogance associated
with his vanity. He saw himself as a lone cowboy riding in to
tame a western town. You could see Kissinger trying to
seduce Fallaci. That is a crucial part of the relationship
between journalist and subject.

The primary tools of psychoanalysis are:

Clarification: The first step in the interpretative process,
clarification refers to the exploration of all the elements in the
information provided by the patient that are vague, unclear,
puzzling, contradictory, or incomplete.

Confrontation: The second step in the interpretive proc-
ess, confrontation presents the patient with those areas of
information that seem contradictory, incongruent, or dis-
crepant with other ideas, attitudes, or actions of the individ-
ual. Confrontation does not imply anger.

Interpretation per se: the final step. Interpretation inte-
grates and utilizes the information gathered from clarifica-
tion and confrontation, linking the material with inferred
unconscious motivations. Its aimis to resolve the conflictual
nature of the material by assuming unconscious functions,
that, when understood, make previous apparent contradic-
tionslogical. Interpretation adds a hypothesized dimension
of causality and depth to the material.

Countertransference

Countertransference includes all of the emotional reac-
tions, conscious or unconscious, that the therapist has to the
patient.

I'want to focus on the narrower sense of countertransfer-
ence, which is the unconscious aspect that the therapist
brings to the therapy.

For example, I had a patient whose therapy was not
progressing well. In reviewing the work with someone else,
it became apparent that [ was avoiding a certain subject. The
patient would repeatedly bring this topic up and I would
avoid it every time. I could not understand why. Further
work revealed that it reminded me of something painful in
my own childhood that I did not want to be aware of. I had
blocked out certain aspects of this patient’s story. Once I
understood this, the therapy opened up and was furthered
immensely.

The implications of countertransference for journalists
are that thereis no such thing as putting one’s feelings aside.
To deny one’s feelings, or one’s past, risks losing objectivity.
There is no such thing as an open mind. One’s mind is full of
things; the idea of a blank screen is impossible.

Understanding your countertransference enhances your
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position of technical neutrality. For example, Joe McGinniss
had abandoned his wife and kids—I believe that on an
unconscious level he had killed them, and that he identified,
on an unconscious level, with McDonald, who had actually
killed his wife and kids. I believe that led McGinniss to lose
his position of technical neutrality, and get too involved in
the case.

Let me give you some further examples. In the 1930s,
Walter Lippman was acutely aware that Hitler was up to no
good. He supported the French army as the only force
protecting Europe. He wrote that no territorial concessions
should be made to Hitler, and, in most ways, had an objective
view of the situation. In May of 1933, however, he published
a piece in which he characterized a speech by Hitler as “a
genuinely statesmanlike address” that offered:

...evidence of good faith. We have heard

once more, through the fog and the din, the

hysteria and animal passions of a great revolu-

tion, the authentic voice of a genuinely civilized

people...to deny today that Germany can speak

as a civilized power because uncivilized things

arebeing donein Germany isinitself adeep form

of intolerance.
He asks if it would be fair to judge the French by the Terror,
“the Jews by their parvenus?” He also wrote that repression
of the Jews, “by satisfying the lust of the Nazis who feel they
must conquer somebody, and the cupidity of those Nazis
who want jobs, is a kind of lightning rod that protects
Europe.”?

These remarks are even more painful when you realize
that Walter Lippman was Jewish. Where might this have
come from? I contend that this is a piece of Lippman’s past,
his transference to Adolph Hitler clouding his realistic judg-
ment.

Lippman was born in 1889. He was the only child of a
wealthy German Jewish couple in New York City. His
maternal grandfather had fled Berlin and had become a
successful businessman in New York. His father Jacob was
ineffectual, weak and dominated by his wife Daisy, her
mother and her family’s money. According to Lippmann’s
biographers, he never forgave his father for his weakness. He
longed for a strong father. At an early age he had a bust of
Napoleon. As a youth he was introduced to Admiral Dewey
not long after his victory at Manila Bay, and to Teddy
Roosevelt. He developed a lifelong adulation for Roosevelt
and for other strong leaders. I would contend that a piece of
this derailed his sound judgment of Hitler. It wasa wish that
Hitler was not what he was, that he was a civilized leader.
Lippman’s anti-semitism is more complicated, but is also
related to his childhood. His parents were members of a
reformed congregation. Lippman came to see his Jewishness
asa deformity that could be assimilated if he ignored it. The
Eastern European Jews flocking into New York at that time
drew attention to Jewishness, and were seen as embarrass-
ments by many German Jews. Lippman was very critical of
Jews and their differences throughout his life.

This aspect of Lippman’s childhood, which 1 have obvi-
ously oversimplified, came through in this article on Hitler.
It cost him his friendship with Felix Frankfurter. Another
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interesting thing about Lippman is that he was greatly influ-
enced by Freud. His book Preface to Politics® contains many
Freudian ideas. It was shown to Freud, and the two of them
met when Lippman went to Europe. Lippman showed no
interest in psychoanalysis for himself at that time.

Walter Durante, a New York Times correspondent in
Moscow, was an Englishman from a relatively prosperous
family. Something went terribly wrong in his childhood, for
throughout hislifehe claimed thathe wasan orphan and that
his whole family was dead, even though his mother and
sister continued to live until he was much older. Sometime
during childhood his father briefly abandoned the family
and laterreturned. Durante was very influential as a journal-
ist, and was in on Roosevelt’s decision to return American
diplomats to Russia. He won a Pulitzer Prize in the 1930s for
his interviews with Stalin, and he maintained an admiration
for Stalin that lasted well beyond any reasonable point. He
accepted the verdicts of the show trials and executions,
claiming that you had to break a few eggs to make an
omelette. When evidence was mounting about the faminesin
the Ukraine he said it was a lot of bunk. He ultimately came
to be known as Stalin’s apologist. 1 contend that this other-
wise intelligent man had a blindness to Stalin that was
related to his relationship with his father in childhood.

Discussion of Transference and Countertransference

Pam Sorensen: Countertransference also includes the feel-
ings that the patient projects into the analyst. The analystnot
only has to scan hisown internal world to determine whathe
is bringing to the interview from his own past, he also hasto
determine which of the feelings he is experiencing are being
projected into him by the patient. 1am sure that this isalso
present between journalist and subject.

Self-awareness becomes a crucial element of monitoring
any long-term interaction between analyst and patient.
Blema Steinberg: In addition to the subject trying to make
the interviewer feel the same feelings that they may want to
disavow, it may also be that the subject is trying to indicate
how they themselves have been made to feel by important
persons in their life. In other words, if you are feeling stupid,
it may be an unconscious effort on the part of the subject to
express how he or she has been made to feel by other people.
The subject is turning the passive experience into an active
experience by making you feel what he or she has felt so
often. By experiencing those kinds of feelings, journalistscan
getaninsight into what kind of psychological backgrounda
particular subject may have had.

Pam Sorensen: When one is technically neutral, one doesnot

have a vested interest inin the outcome. One is interestedin

exploring everything about the case in as open a manneras
possible. Oneis not judgmental about what one prefers tosee
as the outcome. This is quite different from countertransfer-
ence, which says that we can have feelings about how we
perceive people as a result of our own past experiences. Itis
important for us to acknowledge themand try to understand
where they come from. This leads us to approach the subject,
as journalists or psychoanalysts, in an open way so that we



can solicit and elicit all the information in order to engage in
clarification, confrontation, and ultimately interpretation in
the fullest fashion possible.

Vamik Volkan: If the therapist is unaware of a counter-
transference, it can act as an impediment. If he is aware of it,
it may enrich his empathy and understanding. Counter-
transference is therefore not something good or bad. It can be
both. In the international arena, someone who has experi-
enced losses may have a deeper understanding of the issues
of war and peace.

Andy Thomson: The main point is that not being aware of
counter-transference impedes the process. Being aware helps
the process.

Hal Saunders: Could you define another word that certainly
applies to journalists: objectivity? Everything I have heard
here leads me to conclude that there is no such thing as
objectivity.

Andy Thomson: That is the essence of my argument. There
is no such thing as absolute objectivity. It is something that
one strives for, but it is an ideal that is never reached. I am
trying to counter the notion that somehow one can put one’s
feelings aside and be perfectly objective, that one can ap-
proacha subject withanopen mind and get just the facts. This
is simply not possible.

Rob Nelson: Is there some kind of objectivity that involves
the journalist knowing exactly what it is he or she brings to
this encounter with the interviewee?

Bob Cullen: That is what one strives for—to understand
oneself and one’s interests.Thatleaves you in a position most
open to the story that you are trying to report.

Maurice Apprey: Psychoanalytic research approaches this
in a slightly different manner: We take the utterances of the
patient—called a naive description, naive in the sense that it
isnot contaminated by your thoughts, and then we take each
of the different strands of thoughts, each of these units, and
we explicate them separately. Then, at the end, we collapse
them all and try to get a shared meaning of what the utter-
ances are trying to convey. I think the shared meaning gets
closest to the objectivity you are talking about.

Bob Cullen: In 95% of the cases that I deal with as an
interviewer, the analogy between whata therapist does with
his patient and what the journalist does with his subject has
asevere limitation. The difference is that your patients come
toyou and they want to come to you. They want to unburden
themselves. They seek your help. The journalist hasto badger
someone for fifteen minutes of their time. That personisina
much different position than that of the psychiatric patient.
A lot of the emotional transactions that occur between a
therapist and a patient do not occur very often between a
journalist and his interviewee.

Andy Thomson: I do not think that you are wrong, but the
gap is not as wide as you believe. Let me illustrate. Even
though the patient comes to us, once engaged there are
tremendous resistances. We must badger against these resis-
tances to get through. When you go to a subject, he may avoid
you. But once he starts talking with you, the fact that you are
a journalist will evoke a transference. The wish to reveal
something, the wish to have you understand it, the wish for

you to ease his pain, for you to hear his story and to be
forgiving and non-judgmental, and to share it with other
people, exists in the journalist-subject relationship. I would
contend that even though there are some differences, the gap
is not that large.

Hal Saunders: Asan interviewee, I think that you are saying
something quite significant, but what about the simple limi-
tation of time and the fact that journalists do not have
repeated exposure to their interviewees? If you could take
another run at that question—what if you just have fifteen
minutes and you cannot build that relationship?

Blema Steinberg: This is a crucial question. Let me give you
anexample. Lastnight, when we all retired to our rooms after
meeting one another for the first time, I suspect that we all
went through some kind of process of rating the people that
we met, of registering our firstimpressions. If hard-pressed,
we would be able to identify the people we would most like
to talk to. We all tend to develop almost instantaneous
judgments. We may not like ourselves for doing it, but deep
in our guts, we all have very quick reactions to new situ-
ations. We instinctively like certain people. Thisis something
that everyone brings to every transaction. It is up to that
journalist, in a very short space of time, to try and discern
what kind of impact they are having on the subject. You will
know which kinds of people seem more resistant. Is there
something about the way you have phrased your first ques-
tions or how you are presenting yourself that creates a
resistance? Can you alter this or restructure your approach?
If you are pursuing a track that seems to be getting the
person’s back up—do you have a way of changing the thrust
of your questions? How do you engage the person? How do
you master their potential negative transference towards
you? This is the problem that journalists run into most
frequently.lagree thatinterviewees generally do not want to
unburden themselves to you. If anything, they want to give
the journalist as little information and as much propaganda
as possible in order to sustain the policies of their govern-
ment.

Andy Thomson: Even if the subject is trying to manipulate
the interviewer, there will still be a transference. The subject
will still want to get his case across. I would contend that, at
bottom, there is a childhood transference. The subject wants
to be validated as a bright little boy or girl. I do a lot of
forensic psychiatry, interviewing criminal defendants. I
don’t know if that is the closest parallel to journalists inter-
viewing politicians or not. There you have people whose
instant transference to me at some level is the hope that I will,
in some way, tell their story in a way to forgive them or
exonerate them. I often utilize that transference to get the
information that may convict them.

Bob Cullen: Speaking from my own experience with you,
Hal [Saunders], it seems to me that the likelihood of any kind
of emotional transaction between journalists and yourself is
blocked completely by your sense that you have to pick your
words extraordinarily carefully and reveal only those facts
that will serve your purposes if they are printed. It is like a
Kabuki play in that it is so stylized that almost no emotional
transaction occurs between the journalists and yourself. Am
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I wrong?

Hal Saunders: First, there is a difference between a discus-
sion on the record and one on background. I tried to sit
around a table like this with a group of journalists on back-
ground. I deliberately did that because then I could talk
about the nature of the problem and reveal more of my
thoughts. The only problem for the journalist was that he or
she could not then go out and file a story based on that
interview. In these situations, it was possible to create a
common interest in exploring the subject together. This does
not necessarily mean that [ was trying to get the journalists to
see things my way. Instead, we were all trying to figure out
what was going on. I was trying to share. There was some
kind of interaction with those journalists which resonated to
my analytical way of exploring the subject, if they were
analytically curious. There were other people who just wanted
a quote and these backgrounders were of no use at all to
them. A lot of what you say is true regarding interviews for
the record. I often tried to put things in an analytical frame-
work so that anything I said would be analytically accurate
and not offensive to any interested parties who read it. That
is different from taking a position on a policy question.
Blema Steinberg: Were you ever aware of an interviewer
who either managed to elicit more information or different
kindsof comments than you would have liked to have given?
Or perhaps where interviewers managed to get your back up
by the way in which they phrased their questions, so that you
were even less likely to be as forthcoming as you might
normally be?

Hal Saunders: We are all vulnerable to this. I have said some
things to journalists thatIam not very proud of because of my
reactions to them. For instance, a journalist calls up in the
middle of the Gulf Crisis when you have forty other calls out
there and asks: “Well, what do you think?” That means that
you have to figure out a little lecture to give in three min-
utes—you have to ‘think’ something for this person. Now if
the person comes up and says: “I see it this way. [ am very
interested in this subject,” or “I have read your three chapters
in Warren Christopher’s book and [ would like to ask you
about this question,” you will respond to that person because
he or she is serious and has done some homework. The other
person wants a primer education and you would justas soon
hang up.

Andy Thomson: I would contend that those are transfer-
ences. You said that you like somebody who thinks like you.
Hal Saunders: I am sure that is true. The word transference
sounds to me like I have justbeen charged with transference,
or I have a very serious transference virus and I better get to
the hospital. What you are describing is a very human
reaction. :

Andy Thomson: That is precisely what I am saying. One of
Freud’s greatest discoveries is that part of being a human
being is carrying the unconscious childhood past always, at
every moment, into the present.

Wilfred Abse: It is also important to note that the transfer-
ence that is constructed might distort perceptions. There are
certain elementary processesinvolved in the development of
perception.
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Pam Sorensen: There is another element of transference that
we have not mentioned. It is not just a question of transfer-
ence between people in these situations. Another factor is the
relationship that we all have towards the nature of truth.
Both psychoanalysis and journalism are efforts to seek truth.
Who are we when we are truth-seekers? One factor that
determines a subject’s reaction to a journalist and how open
he is willing to be, is the way he unconsciously senses what
the relationship is between the journalist and his truth-
seeking activity. For example, are you a muckraker? What
does that mean? Are you a champion—some kind of narcis-
sistic prophet who is going to carry truth to the world? What
is the nature of your work in the service of truth? What is the
motivation for your work? This is sensed both by patients
and by subjects and greatly influences their responses.
Fred Hunter: Could I make just one clarification? Talking as
a dramatist, what I hear you describing is the dramatic
subtext of the interview. You are talking about what I would
calla play. Oriana Fallaci interviews Henry Kissinger and we
geta play about Henry reacting to Oriana as a woman, notas
a journalist. On the objective level, journalists are trying, |
think, to not be in the play. Their desire for facts or interpre-
tations is not on that emotional or dramatic level. We are
talking about two different levels. What I am hearing from
the psychoanalystsis that they are moreinterested in the play
than in the objectivity. The journalists may view this differ-
ently.

Blema Steinberg: You may be interested in objective truth,
but what we are saying as analysts is that unless you are
aware of the drama, you may not be as successful in discern-
ing that objective truth.

Bob Cullen: I would like the analyst’s reaction to Hal's
comment. What 1 consider to be the technically neutral
approach to an interview, which is “What do you think,"
elicited a negative reaction from you, Hal, whereas the
person who built up some kind of spiel, who pretended he
was your colleague or your ally was more successful. Would
you give the same positive reaction to someone who gavea
long preface indicating that he was familiar with your point
of view but that he disagreed fundamentally with you, or
with your policies? It scems to me that the technique of
technical neutrality would have worked poorly with Hal.
Hal Saunders: No—technical neutrality means you do not
have an investment in the outcome. If a journalist calls up
and obviously is an advocate, I am going to be put off, butif
thejournalist calls upand hasobviously done his homework,
I react differently. Perhaps we do react in terms of our
childhood, but I also feel I am entitled to react to someone
who calls me up witha stupid question when I have a million
other things to do—to say darn it, this person is lazy and
stupid and why do I have to talk to this person right now? |
do not know that thatis a transference from childhood. Iam
just mad at that person.

Andy Thomson: I would contend that there is an aspect of
that reaction that is a transference. You don't like stupid
people. Itis a powerful part of your past. Someone calls up
and it reminds you of something in your past that angered
you, and it gets in the way of your being a little more patient
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with that person, even though you know on another level
that that journalist could help you in some way.

Hal Saunders: Okay—all you are saying is that I have a
personality, that that personality was shaped by my past,
and that I use my personality when I respond to journalists.
. Wilfred Abse: The present is active as well as the past.

Joe Montville: There is not a lot of analytical significance in
Hal's behavior if he gets irritated when someone stupid calls
him when he is tired and under a lot of pressure and asks Hal
to do his work for him.

Andy Thomson: There is some, because when Hal is tired
and under a lot of pressure is when pieces of his pastare most
apt to affect his behavior.

Vamik Volkan: Let me point out something that is happen-
ing here in this room in regard to transference and counter-
transference toward analysts. Since we are analysts, it seems
that we must be talking about pathology. We are not. Joe
says, do not overpsychologize, and Hal says, “Do not charge
me with transference.” These reactions to what we as ana-
lysts say are themselves examples of transference. Transfer-
ence is not anything good or bad—it is just the relationship
between people. It is human, it exists. It happens every
minute. But if you have a transference toward analysts and
you think analysts are going to read your mind, then you will
feel like you are being accused of something. We are merely
describing a human phenomenon which psychoanalysts
have studied in depth. It is not good or bad, it can be both.
There are times when it becomes contaminated with some
hot issue and can become interference. We are telling you
how in our work we use this knowledge asan analytical tool
to increase our understanding. We can share this informa-
tion with you.

Robert C. Nelson . ..
On “Community Journalism”

This may seem like a swerve in our purpose; it is not. It
ismoving from the individual experience of the journalist to
the collective responsibilities and opportunities of journal-
ists. It amounts to questions that I think journalism as a
profession needs to be asking itself. I'm not absolutely sure
what all these questions are, but many of them have come up
in these discussions, for example, when Alfred Balk talked
about the need for foundations to pay attention to the needs
of the profession, and Hal Saunders asked why there is not
more attention paid by journalists to process in international
affairs.

The Christian Science Monitor has a rather extraordinary
mission: “To injure no man but to bless all mankind.” From
the beginning the paper has had a global sense of human
need that has manifested itselfin terms of really excellentand
responsible journalism. This mission has also created an
access for Monitor journalists thatis invaluable. AsI grew up
with the paper I tried to figure out how this related, beyond
my own experience as a reporter and editor, to the collective
experience of the profession.

When can journalists take advantage of their knowledge
and experience to help a situation? There are two recent
events in Boston that illustrate this kind of opportunity: the
Stuart case a year ago, and a recent wilding incident that is
beyond belief. I've been watching the Boston Globe quite
carefully; they probably have ten, fifteen, maybe twenty
people who in one way or another are covering this more
recent story. They have every facet of the story; they have
things that probably the mayor or governor or police chief
doesn’t have, and they’re parceling it out, in columns, edito-
rials, and other kinds of stories.

But after the Stuart case, in the months between it and
this recent wilding case, where was the continuity of atten-
tion? Who was paying attention day after day, week after
week, keeping a light on the situation? Who was analyzing
the message of the facts they were finding out? I doubt that
the editors ever got their reporters together and said, “let’s
talk about this, compare our notes, and examine the portents
that are being revealed here.”

These two recent cases made me wonder if the journalis-
tic community cannot do something more than just sit back
and be smarter than everyone else. Can journalists go
beyond simply trying to ask the best questions, and be part
of the search for the best answers?

I know the perils of trying to bring this up with journal-
ists, having just been part of a group that was put down by
other journalists, who said “forget it—just go out and get the
story. If the city wants to go to pieces, that's the city’s
problem.” Given the mandate that [ have been under in my
professional career, ] am very uncomfortable with that sort of
distancing from responsibility.

Discussion of "Community Journalism"

Betty Booker: There’s nothing like sitting in a “page one”
conference at the end of the day, when you decide what will
go on the front page, and hearing editors groan about the
ongoing investigative work of a reporter or group of report-
ers. When I was doing a long investigation about the history
of sterilization in this country and the world, and I was just
beginning to get into the remnants of eugenics thinking that
is still prevalent in hospital delivery rooms and in some of
our foreign policy about birth control, the editors would just
say, “Oh no, not this again.” That’s why you see reporters
writing books of in-depth reporting. It comes down to the
individual reporter’s own drive to do something about it.
You have to have an internal commitment to it independent
of your profession. You have torise above the naysayers who
don’t have that vision and that commitment. The media are
businesspeople; they’re pandering to people’s interests. But
nonetheless it is very common in the news business to have
people who are interested and who are committed.

Andy Thomson: There’s a parallel with therapists. As
therapists, we will probe something that the individual does
not want on his or her psychological front page, despite the
individual’s wish to repress it or deny it. I would argue that
just as my only task as a therapist is to bring out the conflict,
not to jump in and get involved, the reporter’s responsibility
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is to report the story and try to continue to get the story out,
but that’s as far as his job goes. His job is not to get in and
sponsor seminars, or to become a social worker, and jeopard-
ize his position of technical neutrality. Itis the community’s
responsibility to take in the story and the painful knowledge
thataccompaniesit,and work withit, justasitis the patient’s
responsibility.

Vamik Volkan: There is an attraction in all of us to drama.
We enjoy a little murder and sex—this is how the human
mind works. If you’re going to getinto a processabout these
headline subjects—sex, murder, money, gossip—you will
find that you are identifying with some of these stories. But
you do not want to own these things. You want to be able to
hit and run. So for journalists to treat an issue or a story as
a process rather than a piece of one-time news is a kind of
soul-searching—and most of us don’t really enjoy soul-
searching.

Bob Cullen: I don’t want to take the position that some of
our colleagues have taken with you, Rob, of just do the story
and let the chips fall. I agree that journalists need to look into
unpleasant subjects and force people to confront things that
normally they would rather not think about. ButI think we
havetobeextraordinarily careful about gettinginvolved, for
the psychological reasons that have been outlined by Andy.
We are not reliable judges of the things that we cover. We
can’t be. Andy and I spoke at lunch about the Elizabeth
Morgan case, and it came out that we felt that same way
about her. It occurred to me, and Andy agreed, that maybe
one of the reasons we felt the way we did was because we
both have daughters. We are afraid that we could find
ourselves doing the same things to our daughters that her
husband is being accused of. Therefore our immediate
reaction to that case is to deny that he could be guilty, and
assume the woman is manipulating thesituation. And that's
the classic unreliability of the journalist.

And you, Joe [Montville], a couple of nights ago, talked
about the situation in the Baltic States, and how it should be
covered. Yousuggested that the Baltic nationalists should be
portrayed as being in the throes of a victim psychology, and
how it wasclear to you thatif nationalism wasallowed to run
rampant in the Soviet Union, needless deaths would occur,
and that journalism should do its part to prevent that from
happening. I can’t make that judgment. I am not prepared
to go to Lithuania and say, “I'm sorry, I know better. You
cannot plunge headlong into independence because in the
long run that kind of activity is going to lead to needless
deaths. SoI'm going to write the story in such a way that the
people who read it will not support you.” I won’tdo that. I
tend to think you might be right in that particular case, but
I'm not going to put myself into the position to judge. I think
you have to stop short of taking sides and making judg-
ments.

Maurice Apprey: I think you can raise questions in a way
that will make people think, without necessarily taking
sides, and without necessarily taking on a responsibility to
answer them. Ithink that’s whatcommentatorsare good for,
and I think that there’s a place in journalism for that.

Alfred Balk: I'd like to say a word for technical neutrality as
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the morally desirable approach. Look at society as a set of
institutions that each have their own duties. One of the
press’s duties is to report and check on all the others; that's
why we have the First Amendment. We also have the First
Amendmenttolet peopleread about gossipand murderand
sex if they want to. Nobody’s going to tell them what they
can or can’t read about. The theory is that out of all this
comes some kind of wisdom and responsibility, and escap-
ism that if nothing else may keep people from doing worse
things. In any event, it seems to me that we have to be
interesting and relevant, and fulfill our First Amendment
duties as well as other moral imperatives. ButIdon’t think
interesting and relevant are mutually exclusive. We need to
make the interesting relevant.

Rob Nelson:I'mnotinterested in the journalists of the world
moving to assert their insights or their judgments; I'm inter-
ested in a very modest extra step. It’sa difficultand a subtle
one, but one I think that is appropriate on the basis of the
information available to these people. The folks who know
as much as anyone about the facets of certain situations—
such as the racial situation in Boston in the aftermath of the
Stuart case, for example—happen to be the journalists. And
whatIam suggesting is not for the Boston Globe to move in
and say “by golly, thisis what you ought to do,” but to actas
a catalyst, a mobilizing factor, and say, “if nobody else will
pull the community together to talk about thisand exploreit,
we will. On the basis of what we know about where the
trouble lies, and where the flashpoints are, and who is
involved, we will pull together people to talk about it.
Harvard and M.1.T. aren’tdoing it, the city governmentisn’t
doing it, the business community isn’t doing it, so we will.”
Bob Cullen: Why isn’t the job of the press just to reporton
the fact that nobody else is doing it?

Alfred Balk: Iagree. That’s the story right there, you've
outlined it, and that’s what the reporter should report on.
Rob Nelson: I am trying to move from the readership as
spectator to the readership as participant. I am searching for
that step in the journalistic profession beyond just being
well-informed on an issue—and the issue in this instance is
a community’s well-being. Is there some way we can helpto
mobilize the community, as acrossroadsof information,and
draw together those whose expertise is most helpful, either
for exposure, or even for healing? Is this something we can
do without jeopardizing the First Amendment, or without
being put down as do-gooders? Beyond the journalist's
professional responsibility, is there a collective responsibil-
ity to the community which may in some ways transcend the
professional responsibility?
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