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ABSTRACT 

A l t h o u g h t h e o r e t i c a l p r o p o s i t i o n s i n t h e f i e l d 
o f p s y c h o a n a l y s i s u l t i m a t e l y r e s t o n t h e e m p i r i c a l 
base o f c l a i m s b y i n d i v i d u a l p s y c h o a n a l y s t s abou t 
t h e i r i n t u i t i v e u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e u t t e r a n c e s o f 
i n d i v i d u a l a n a l y s a n d s , t h e r e i s a s y e t n o s i g n i f i -
c a n t s c i e n t i f i c t h e o r y t h a t accoun t s e i t h e r f o r the 
a n a l y s t ' s a b i l i t y t o u n d e r s t a n d o r f o r how h e does 
s o . Our c l a i m i s t h a t t h e s e i n t u i t i o n s can b e r e p ­
r e s e n t e d by a t w o - s t a g e model whose f i r s t s t e p con-
s i s t s o f c l a s s i f i c a t o r y p rocesses and whose second 
s t e p i s e s s e n t i a l l y t h a t o f i n d u c t i v e i n f e r e n c e s . 
We s h a l l p r e s e n t o u r case by d i s c u s s i n g t h r e e l e v ­
e l s o f s t r u c t u r e t o b e f ound i n t h e d i s c o u r s e o f a 
p a t i e n t i n p s y c h o a n a l y s i s : t he s u r f a c e TEXT, t he 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f t h i s t e x t i n L i n g u i s t i c MAPS and 
P e r s o n a l Even t FRAMES d e r i v e d f rom the maps. 

A l t h o u g h t h e o r e t i c a l p r o p o s i t i o n s i n t he f i e l d 
o f p s y c h o a n a l y s i s u l t i m a t e l y r e s t o n t h e e m p i r i c a l 
base o f c l a i m s b y i n d i v i d u a l p s y c h o a n a l y s t s about 
t h e i r i n t u i t i v e u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e u t t e r a n c e s o f 
i n d i v i d u a l a n a l y s a n d s , t h e r e i s a s y e t n o s i g n i f i ­
c a n t s c i e n t i f i c t h e o r y t h a t a c c o u n t s e i t h e r f o r t h e 
a n a l y s t ' s a b i l i t y t o u n d e r s t a n d o r f o r how h e does 
s o . Tha t h e can r e c o g n i z e complex s t r u c t u r e d p a t ­
t e r n s i n wha t a p a t i e n t says i s w i d e l y assumed, and 
i t i s t h o u g h t t o b e a s k i l l t h a t imp roves w i t h e x ­
p e r i e n c e . A r l o w (1979 ) d e s c r i b e d t h e c l i n i c i a n ' s 
v i e w o f how these c o g n i t i v e p rocesses w o r k : 

. . . t h e a n a l y s t o r g a n i z e s t h e m y r i a d b i t s o f 
d a t a t r a n s m i t t e d b y t h e p a t i e n t i n t o m e a n i n g f u l 
c o n f i g u r a t i o n s b y the p r o c e s s o f i n t u i t i o n , t h a t 
i s , h e c o n c e p t u a l i z e s t h e d a t a o u t s i d e o f t h e 
r e a l m o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s . He becomes aware o f h i s 
c o n c l u s i o n s ' t h r o u g h the p r o c e s s o f i n t r o s p e c t i o n , 
t h r o u g h w h i c h h e d i s c e r n s t h e end p r o d u c t o f h i s 
i n t u i t i o n ( p . 8 1 , i t a l i c s a d d e d ) . 

Our c l a i m i n t h i s paper i s r e p r e s e n t e d i n F i g u r e 
1 , i n w h i c h t h r e e l e v e l s o f s t r u c t u r e t o b e f ound 

i n t h e d i s c o u r s e o f a p a t i e n t i n p s y c h o a n a l y s i s a r e 
r e l a t e d b y a t w o - s t a g e c o g n i t i v e model whose f i r s t 
s t e p c o n s i s t s o f c l a s s i f i c a t o r y p rocesses and whose 
second s t e p i s e s s e n t i a l l y t h a t o f i n d u c t i v e i n f e r ­
e n c e s . The t h r e e l e v e l s o f s t r u c t u r e a r e : ( 1 ) TEXT 
- t h e s u r f a c e s t r u c t u r e o f t he d i s c o u r s e w i t h a l l 
i t s d i s f l u e n c i e s a s r e v e a l e d i n t r a n s c r i p t s ; ( 2 ) 
MAPS - t he s t r u c t u r e o f t he t e x t a f t e r i t s e l emen ts 
have been c l a s s i f i e d i n L i n g u i s t i c Maps, w h i c h a re 
a p r e l i m i n a r y s e t o f c a t e g o r i e s o f t he c o n t e n t a n d / 
o r o t h e r f e a t u r e s o f t h e t e x t ; and ( 3 ) FRAMES - t he 
s t r u c t u r e o f a b s t r a c t e v e n t sequences c a l l e d Per-
s o n a l Even t Frames (PE F r a m e s ) , w h i c h a re d e r i v e d 
f r om t h e l i n g u i s t i c maps. 

TEXT 

Our d a t a a r e t a k e n f r om v e r b a t i m t r a n s c r i p t s o f 
t a p e - r e c o r d e d p s y c h o a n a l y t i c s e s s i o n s . These have 
been e x h a u s t i v e l y p r o o f l i s t e n e d and p u n c t u a t e d so 
t h a t , s o r t o f a phonemic r e n d e r i n g , t h e i r r e a d i n g 
i s a s c l o s e t o a t r a n s l a t i o n o f t he a u d i t o r y r e c o r d 
as we a r e c a p a b l e o f . In t he passages t h a t we 
s h a l l use a s examples i t i s o u r judgment t h a t t he 
i n t o n a t i o n s and o t h e r speech c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s wou ld 
n o t s i g n i f i c a n t l y a l t e r any o f o u r o b s e r v a t i o n s o r 
c o n c l u s i o n s . As p s y c h o t h e r a p y r e s e a r c h e r s who have 
examined t r a n s c r i p t s know, t h e spon taneous speech 
o f a pe rson i n p s y c h o t h e r a p y i s f u l l o f d i s f l u e n ­
c i e s u n u s u a l even f o r spoken d i s c o u r s e . I t i s r i d ­
d l e d w i t h s e n t e n c e f r a g m e n t s and f a l s e s t a r t s , w i t h 
s y n t a c t i c and s e m a n t i c a n o m a l i e s and w i t h i d i o s y n -
c r a c i e s and a m b i g u i t y . The t e x t we s h a l l examine 
i s a t h r e e - p a r a g r a p h e x c e r p t f r om the f i f t h hou r o f 
t he p s y c h o a n a l y s i s o f a young s c h o o l t e a c h e r : 

f 18. Because I, I (chuckle) was just thinking I 
probably do the same thing with David. Last night 
in particular, I was talking with him about — I 
don't know, I just seemed to be in a funny mood by 
the time he got home. He got home sort of late, 
and it wasn't that he was late, beoause I knew he 
would he. But I guess he didn't immediately re­

spond to me in the way I wanted him to or — 
I don't know what it was, because I imagine 
that somehow I was already in some kind of a 
mood. And (sniff) at one point I was talk­
ing to him, and I know I was talking to him 
wanting either confirmation that I'd done 
the right thing or a suggestion on what 
would be a right thing beoause I wasn't 
sure. I was upset about something I'd done 
and I didn't want him just to listen to me 
say i t . I wanted him to actually react to 
i t , and either suggest another course of 
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a c t i o n o r , o r approval t ha t w e l l , I gueee t ha t in 
the circumstances t ha t wasn' t t ha t bad a th ing to 
do. And, anti he j u s t d i d n ' t eay any th ing , except 
s o r t of mut ter under h ie b rea th . And eo I go t fu-
r i ous at him and ( e n i f f ) I imagine in a way i t ' s 
the same k i n d of t h ing t ha t my f a t h e r always is 
doing. (Pause, stomach rumble.) 

I 19. Because the t h i ng I d i d t ha t — i t wasn ' t 
t ha t important a t h i ng I d i d tha t I was upset 
about, but i t was i n d i c a t i v e o f something I 'm doing 
a l l the time — was, uhm, the p a r t i c u l a r i n c i den t 
was, I have two boys in school who are cons tan t ly 
together . They were f r i e n d s be fore . And i t ' s d i s -
r u p t i v e to the c lass now because they ' r e , whenever 
we' re doing some k i n d of a group a c t i v i t y , t hey ' r e 
so busy moving around i ns ide the group, s tay ing t o ­
gether and then changing places in the — i f we're 
s i t t i n g on the f— f l o o r up in the f r o n t t h e y ' l l be 
changing places where t hey ' r e s i t t i n g — and so 
they s o r t of tunne l through the whole group and 
t hey ' r e t a l k i n g together and every th ing . And i t 
r e a l l y i s n ' t good f o r them anyway, j u s t i n t h e i r 
c u t t i n g out o ther people so tha t they are only t o ­
gether w i t h i n themselves. And I 'm t r y i n g to en­
courage them to separate themselves from each o ther 
as much as poss ib le . And once in a wh i le i f I 'm 
r e a l l y t i r e d and worn-out and there they are d i s ­
r u p t i n g the groupd aga in , I get a l i t t l e annoyed at 
them on — aga in , though I know I shou ldn ' t . 

I 20. And yesterday — I had been t h i nk i ng about 
c a l l i n g the parents — and yesterday — j u s t to l e t 
them know t h a t , i f the c h i l d r e n wexse k ind of upset 
at what I was do ing , the reason f o r i t would be 
t h i s , and tha t they, i f they wanted t o support i t , 
they cou ld by exp la in ing tha t there were l o t s of 
boys to be f r i e n d s w i t h at the school and tha t type 
of t h i n g . And — but I hadn ' t c a l l e d them — and I 
saw one of the mothers at the d ismissa l when she 
came to p i ck up her boy. And I never l i k e t a l k i n g 
to parents then because i t was j u s t too confus ing. 
But of course I j u s t sa id something to her t ha t 
was, you know, cha t t y . And then, and then I sud­
denly found myse l f s t a r t i n g to t a l k about t h i s 
problem, which I hadn ' t in tended to a t a l l . And I , 
I was k ind of su rp r i sed at mysel f when I was t a l k ­
ing and, then I j u s t c o u l d n ' t keep qu ie t (chuck le) . 
I c o u l d n ' t stop i t , or say w e l l , we b e t t e r t a l k 
about t h i s another time or any th ing . And I j u s t 
seemed to get in deeper and deeper and I 'm always 
doing t h i s . 

LINGUISTIC NAPS 

The technique of producing l i n g u i s t i c maps arose 
out of a need to understand some puzz l ing features 
o f t h i s t e x t ; the s o l u t i o n lay in f i n d i n g a spec ia l 
way to c l a s s i f y the in fo rmat ion and represent i t . 
Categories o f in fo rmat ion in the sequent ia l tex t 
are mapped i n t o a s t ruc tu re designed to enhance the 
c l a r i t y of the content and to f a c i l i t a t e the recog­
n i t i o n of the "meaningful con f i gu ra t i ons " sought by 
the c l i n i c i a n . The procedure fo r cons t ruc t ing a 
map is s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d . Sequential elements of the 
tex t are placed i n t o columns in such a fashion tha t 
each column cons t i t u tes a p a r t i c u l a r category of 
i n f o rma t i on , e . g . a c o n t i n u i t y of manifest theme, a 
set o f p a r t i c u l a r syn tac t i c or semantic f ea tu res , 
pa ren the t i ca l comments of the same type, e t c . 

There are no r e s t r i c t i o n s except that the nature of 
the elements in a s ing le column be descr ibab le . 
When an element of tex t does not f i t in an e x i s t i n g 
column a new column is added to the map. Thus 
there is a one-to-one mapping of the t ex tua l e l e ­
ments i n t o a s t r u c t u r a l form w i t h the sequent ia l 
in fo rmat ion re ta i ned . 

The adequacy of the mapping can be assessed ac­
cording to the two general p r i n c i p l e s tha t Rosch 
(1978) has proposed f o r the format ion of categor ies 
of any type: 

The f i r s t has to do w i th the f unc t i on of ca te ­
gory systems and asserts tha t the task of ca te ­
gory systems is to provide maximum in fo rmat ion 
w i t h the leas t cogn i t i ve e f f o r t ; the second has 
to do w i t h the s t ruc tu re of the in fo rmat ion so 
provided and asserts tha t the perceived wor ld 
comes as s t ruc tu red in fo rmat ion ra ther than as 
a r b i t r a r y o r unpredic table a t t r i b u t e s ( p . 28, 
i t a l i c s added). 

Figure 2 (which requires except ional eyesight or 
a magnifying g lass) shows the l i n g u i s t i c map we 
constructed f o r paragraphs 18, 19 and 20. A pa t ­
te rn emerges from t h i s map tha t was not r ead i l y de­
tec tab le in the o r i g i n a l t e x t . Reading down the 
columns, we see tha t the pa t ien t is b a s i c a l l y r e ­
l a t i n g an inc iden t at schoo l , but she i n t e r r u p t s 
the na r ra t i ve to mention other aspects of the s i t u ­
a t i o n as w e l l . The " s t r u c t u r a l " hypothesis fo rmal ­
ized in t h i s l i n g u i s t i c map is tha t the pa t ien t is 
not t a l k i n g about one subject but n ine d i f f e r e n t 
sub jec ts . The predominant feature of the map, how­
ever , is the p a t i e n t ' s hes i t an t manner of repor t i ng 
what happened at school . A mere glance at Column 3 
makes i t immediately and v i s u a l l y c lear tha t the 
pa t i en t delayed in t e l l i n g the ana lys t what a c t u a l ­
ly occurred. Indeed the f i r s t element in Column 3 
(168,3) is a deleted reference to the event! And 
t h i s is fo l lowed by ten more unresolved or p a r t i a l ­
ly resolved forward references before she f i n a l l y 
(202,3) t e l l s something of what she d id tha t she 
was upset about (183 ,4) . So a c lear puzzle emerges: 
Why d i d the pa t i en t delay t e l l i n g the analyst? 

We s h a l l r e t u rn to t h i s quest ion l a t e r w i th a 
hypo the t i ca l answer that emerges out of our l i n ­
g u i s t i c map and frames we der ive from i t . But now 
we need to examine Figure 2 more c a r e f u l l y and de­
scr ibe some of i t s p rope r t i es . F i r s t of a l l , aa we 
have already seen, t h i s map is a dramatic way to 
represent a puzzle v i s u a l l y as we l l as l i n g u i s t i c ­
a l l y . Second, the map permits us ( f o r example, by 
reading down a column) to see the "s t ruc tu red i n ­
fo rmat ion" in the connections among prev ious ly d i s ­
continuous elements. 

T h i r d , in the process of cons t ruc t ing the map we 
are fo rced , because they stand as clues to the i n ­
d i c a t i o n of a new category, to focus on c e r t a i n 
l i n g u i s t i c features that might otherwise be over­
looked. For example, elements (185,3) and (185,5) 
read in p a r t , " . . . the p a r t i c u l a r i nc iden t was, I 
have two boys in school who are . . . ". Here the 
i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y of the tenses leads us to i n f e r 
that the in fo rmat ion about the two boys is back­
ground f o r the i nc iden t at school . 

A fou r th proper ty of the map is r e f l e c t e d in the 
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c h o i c e o f t i t l e s f o r t h e c o l u m n s , w h i c h , w i t h two 
e x c e p t i o n s , a r e p h r a s e s f r o m t h e c o n t e n t o r c l o s e 
p a r a p h r a s e s . We now b e l i e v e t h e s e t i t l e s a c c o r d 
w i t h Roach's g e n e r a l p r i n c i p l e t h a t c e r t a i n t y p e s 
o f " c a t e g o r i e s t e n d t o become d e f i n e d i n te rms o f 
p r o t o t y p e s o r p r o t o t y p i c a l i n s t a n c e s t h a t c o n t a i n 
t he a t t r i b u t e s most r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f i t e m s i n s i d e 
and l e a s t r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f i t e m s o u t s i d e t h e c a t e -
g o r y " ( p . 3 0 ) . 

A f i f t h c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f t h e map i s t h a t i t i s 
a n a t t e m p t t o c u t a t t h e j o i n t s , t o d i s s e c t a l o n g 
n a t u r a l t i s s u e b o u n d a r i e s , t o u n c o v e r some o f t h e 
i n h e r e n t m a n i f e s t s t r u c t u r e embedded i n t h e o r i g -

i n a l t e x t . One s t r e n g t h o f 
maps i s t h a t t h e y t e n d t o 
r e v e a l t h e o r e t i c a l b i a s e s 
r a t h e r t h a n mask o u r p r e ­
c o n c e p t i o n s so t h a t we might 
t ake them i n t o e x p l i c i t 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n . B y p r o v i d ­
i n g "maximum i n f o r m a t i o n 
w i t h l e a s t c o g n i t i v e e f -
f o r t " maps have made p o s ­
s i b l e t he i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
o f P e r s o n a l Even t Frames. 

FRAMES 

We have t a k e n p a r t o f 
o u r t i t l e a s w e l l a s t h e 
c o n c e p t o f f rames f r o m 
M insky (1975 ) who p roposed 
them as a means of r e p r e ­
s e n t i n g i n computer p r o ­
grams knowledge o f s t e r e o ­
t y p e d s i t u a t i o n s i n t h e 
r e a l w o r l d . I n h i s f a v o r ­
i t e example o f a c h i l d ' s 
b i r t h d a y p a r t y , m a t t e r s 
such as d r e s s , f ood and 
p r e s e n t s a r e t e r m i n a l s w i t h 
d e f a u l t ass ignmen ts based 
o n t h e s t e r e o t y p e d expec ta ­
t i o n s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h such 
p a r t i e s . Thus t h e d e f a u l t 
f o r d r e s s i s , f o r a l i t t l e 
g i r l , h e r Sunday b e s t and 
t h e d e f a u l t f o r f o o d i s ice 
cream and c a k e , e t c . 

A c c o r d i n g t o M i n s k y : 

Much o f t h e phenomen-
o l o g i c a l power o f t h e 
t h e o r y h i n g e s on the 
i n c l u s i o n o f e x p e c t a ­
t i o n s and o t h e r k i n d s 
o f p r e s u m p t i o n s . A 
f r a m e ' s t e r m i n a l s a r e 
n o r m a l l y a l r e a d y f i l l e d 
w i t h " d e f a u l t " a s s i g n ­
m e n t s . T h u s , a f rame 
may c o n t a i n a g r e a t 
many d e t a i l s whose s u p ­
p o s i t i o n i s n o t s p e c i f ­
i c a l l y w a r r a n t e d b y t he 
s i t u a t i o n . These have 
many uses i n r e p r e s e n t ­
i n g g e n e r a l i n f o r m a t i o n , 
m o s t - l i k e l y c a s e s , t ech ­

n i q u e s f o r b y p a s s i n g " l o g i c , " and ways t o make 
u s e f u l g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s . 

The d e f a u l t a s s i g n m e n t s a r e a t t a c h e d l o o s e l y 
t o t h e i r t e r m i n a l s , s o t h a t t hey can b e e a s i l y 
d i s p l a c e d b y new i t e m s t h a t b e t t e r f i t t h e c u r ­
r e n t s i t u a t i o n . They t h u s can s e r v e a l s o a s 
" v a r i a b l e s " o r a s s p e c i a l cases f o r " r e a s o n i n g 
b y e x a m p l e , " o r a s " t e x t b o o k c a s e s . " and o f t e n 
make t h e use o f l o g i c a l q u a n t i f i e r s unnecessa ry 
( p p . 2 1 2 - 2 1 3 ) . 

We became i n t e r e s t e d in f rames because we r e c o g ­
n i z e d a n ana logous p r o b l e m i n r e p r e s e n t i n g s t e r e o ­
t y p e d , r e p e t i t i v e sequences o f e v e n t s i n t h e behav-
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i o r of i n d i v i d u a l people. It seemed to us that the 
features of Minsky's system were adaptable to rep­
resent ing the ana l ys t ' s knowledge about these r e ­
p e t i t i v e event sequences that are so c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
a par t of every analysand's repor t of the events in 
h i s personal l i f e . The cast may change, the s i t u ­
a t ions may va ry , but the p lo ts endure w i t h s t r uc ­
t u r a l t enac i t y . 

Our dec is ion to t r y to adapt frame theory to our 
needs is a very recent one, r e s u l t i n g from a recog­
n i t i o n that we had no systematic way to represent 
the r e p e t i t i o n of event sequences. The te rm ino l ­
ogy we have adapted from Minsky is as f o l l ows : 

PERSONAL EVENT FRAME - representat ion of a r e p e t i ­
t i v e event sequence. 

EVENTS - elements in a personal event frame that 
must be f i l l e d by s p e c i f i c instances or data. 

PROTOTYPE - the f i r s t i d e n t i f i e d PE frame w i t h 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n from the data fo r each event. 

INSTANTIATION - any subsequent occurrence of a PE 
frame w i th evidence fo r each event from the data. 

EXPECTED VALUE - the value of an event given in 
the prototype frame. 

DEFAULT ASSIGNMENT - the expected value of an 
event that is used when a given i n s t a n t i a t i o n 
does not provide a va lue. 

VARIABLES - a l l of the events in a frame that can 
assume d i f f e r e n t va lues. 

FRAME SYSTEM - a set of frames w i th shared events. 

Figure 3 schemat ical ly represents two PE Frames, 
one e n t i t l e d DELAY and the other SUPPORT. Each PE 
frame consis ts of a ser ies of EVENTS jo ined by a r ­
rows i n d i c a t i n g a f i xed sequence of occurrence. 
EVENTS inc lude w ish ing , b e l i e v i n g , pe rce iv ing , 
f e e l i n g , t h i n k i n g , a c t i n g , e tc . The phrase in each 
EVENT box p a r t i a l l y describes the DEFAULT ASSIGN­
MENT, which is der ived from the EXPECTED VALUE of 
the corresponding EVENT in the PROTOTYPE frame. 
Repet i t ions of a frame, whether w i t h the same of 
d i f f e r e n t ob jec t s , are ca l led INSTANTIATIONS. 

Taken together , these two frames comprise the 
simplest case of a FRAME SYSTEM because they have 
over lapping events. These are ind ica ted by the 
dotted l i nes between corresponding events in the 
two frames. Having C o n f l i c t s overlaps the set of 
Having a Problem; and Wanting [ t o ask f o r ] Support 

i s a s u b s e t o f T h i n k i n g o f T a l k i n g . 

The p r o t o t y p e s f o r Frame A ( F i g u r e 4) and Frame 
B ( F i g u r e 5 ) were d e r i v e d f r o m t h e m a n i f e s t c o n t e n t 
o f two r e p o r t s b y t h e p a t i e n t o f b e h a v i o r t h a t she 
h e r s e l f r e g a r d s a s s e l f - t y p i c a l b e h a v i o r . A l l o f 
t he c o n t e n t f o r t h e Frame A p r o t o t y p e f o l l o w s l i n e 
183 on t h e map and is b r a c k e t e d by t h e s t a t e m e n t s , 
" . . . i t was i n d i c a t i v e o f s o m e t h i n g I ' m d o i n g a l l 
t h e t i m e " ( 1 8 3 , 4 ) and " I ' m a lways d o i n g t h i s " 
( 2 0 9 , 4 ) . The c o r r e s p o n d i n g c o n t e n t f o r t h e Frame B 
p r o t o t y p e p recedes l i n e 183 and b e g i n s and ends w i t h 
t he comments, " I p r o b a b l y d o t h e same t h i n g ( 1 6 7 , 1 ) 
. . . t h a t m y f a t h e r a lways i s d o i n g " ( 1 8 0 , 1 ) . 

The DELAY f rame p r o t o t y p e in F i g u r e 4 i l l u s t r a t e s 
t he e s s e n t i a l s o f t h e me thod . F i r s t , t h e f i v e 
e v e n t s a r e a b s t r a c t e d f o r m t h e n a r r a t i v e ; i n t h i s 
case t h e p a t i e n t ' s d e s c r i p t i o n o f h e r b e h a v i o r w i t h 
t he boys and t h e i r p a r e n t s i s a b s t r a c t e d i n t o t h e 
f i v e - e v e n t sequence. The n e x t s t e p i s t o p r o v i d e 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r t h e e x i s t e n c e o f each e v e n t i n the 
fo rm o f d o c u m e n t a t i o n f r o m t h e m a n i f e s t d a t a i n the 
map. I n c r e a t i n g t h e p r o t o t y p e f rame we r e q u i r e 
t h a t j u s t i f i c a t i o n o f some t y p e b e g i v e n f o r each 
e v e n t . When a v a i l a b l e , s t a t e m e n t s t h a t i m p l y a war -
r e n t f o r mak ing a n i n d u c t i v e g e n e r a l i z a t i o n a re a l s o 
i n c l u d e d ; t hese a re examples o f t h e k i n d o f a d d i -
t i o n a l i n f o r m a t i o n t h a t can b e a t t a c h e d t o a f r a m e . 

Two i n s t a n t i a t i o n s each a r e g i v e n f o r Frame A and 
f o r Frame B . I n t hese c a s e s , i n s t e a d o f i n c l u d i n g 
d a t a t o j u s t i f y t he e x i s t e n c e o f t h e e v e n t s , e v i ­
dence t o s u p p o r t a r e p e t i t i o n o f t he e v e n t s i n t h e 
f rame i s s p e c i f i e d . The r e q u i r e m e n t s h e r e a re more 
r e l a x e d t h a n f o r the p r o t o t y p e , and we have p e r m i t ­
t e d what we c a l l i n d i r e c t e v i d e n c e f r om w h i c h we 
can ( w i t h some p r o b a b i l i t y ) make an i n f e r e n c e as 
e v i d e n t i a l s u p p o r t . When no e v i d e n c e can be found 
the D e f a u l t Ass ignment i s assumed (see F i g . 4 , I n ­
s t a n t i a t i o n 1 , Even t 5 ) . 

A m a j o r s t r e n g t h o f ou r p r o p o s a l l i e s i n t he 
n a t u r e o f t he p r e d i c t i o n s t h a t can be made f r o m t h e 
p r o t o t y p e f r ames . The p r o t o t y p e , i n e f f e c t , c o n s t i ­
t u t e s a h y p o t h e s i s t h a t , t o g e t h e r w i t h a w a r r a n t f o r 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , e n t a i l s a p r e d i c t i o n t h a t t h e same 
sequence o f e v e n t s w i l l o c c u r a g a i n . T h u s , i n s t a n ­
t i a t i o n s , t o t h e degree they can be documented , con­
f i r m t h e p r e d i c t i o n and may be t h o u g h t o f as p r o v i d ­
i n g c o r r o b o r a t i v e ev i dence f o r t he p r o t o t y p e f r a m e . 
I n a d d i t i o n t he f rame concep t c o n s t r a i n s what w i l l 
b e c o n s i d e r e d e v i d e n c e o f i n s t a n t i a t i o n i n two i m ­
p o r t a n t ways . F i r s t , t h e p a r t i c u l a r e v e n t s i n a n 
i n s t a n t i a t i o n must b e s i m i l a r t o t h e c o r r e s p o n d i n g 
e v e n t s i n the p r o t o t y p e , e . g . t he p a t i e n t may r e p o r t 
c h a t t i n g i n s t e a d o f t a l k i n g . Second, t h e e v e n t s 
must oc c u r i n t h e sequence g i v e n i n the p r o t o t y p e . 
Each s u c c e s s i v e e v e n t i n a f r a m e , i n o t h e r w o r d s , i s 
c o n d i t i o n a l upon i t s p r e d e c e s s o r s . 

W i t h t h i s p o i n t i n m i n d , l e t u s r e t u r n t o t he 
q u e s t i o n posed e a r l i e r — Why d i d t h e p a t i e n t d e l a y 
i n t e l l i n g the a n a l y s t abou t t h e i n c i d e n t a t school? 
Th ree r e l e v a n t c o n t e x t u a l f a c t s were p r e s u m p t i v e l y 
known t o b o t h t he p a t i e n t and t h e a n a l y s t a t t h i s 
t i m e : f i r s t , t he a n a l y s t had t o l d t h e p a t i e n t d u r ­
i n g t he f i r s t a n a l y t i c s e s s i o n t o " say wha teve r 
y o u ' r e t h i n k i n g o u t l o u d ; " s e c o n d , i n t h i s s e s s i o n 
t h e a n a l y s t had s a i d n o t h i n g p r i o r t o t h i s t e x t and 
had s a i d v e r y l i t t l e d u r i n g t h e f i r s t f o u r h o u r s ; 
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FRAME A. 
PROTOTYPE: Boys/Parents 

1. JUSTIFICATION FOR PROBLEM 
(185.5) I have two hoys in school who are con-

s t a n t l y together . . . and i t ' s d i s r u p t i v e t o t h e 
c lass . 

(191,6; 192,5) And i t r e a l l y i s n ' t good f o r then 
anyway . . . they are only together w i t h i n themselves, 

(196.6) I ge t a l i t t l e annoyed at them . . . 
though I know I shou ldn ' t , 

(204,3) I suddenly found mysel f s t a r t i n g to ta l k 
about t h i s problem. 

2. JUSTIFICATION FOR THINKING OF TALKING 
(197 ,7 ) ; 198,8; 199,9) I had been t h i n k i n g about 

c a l l i n g the parents — j u s t to l e t them know . . . 
t ha t there were l o t s o f boys to be f r i e n d s w i t h a t 
the school and t h a t type of t h i n g . 

3. JUSTIFICATION FOR DELAY 
(201, 7) . . . but I hadn ' t c a l l e d them. 
(204,3) I suddenly found mysel f s t a r t i n g to t a l k 

about t h i s problem, which I hadn ' t in tended to at 
a l l . 

4. JUSTIFICATION FOR STARTING TO TALK 
(204,3) I j u s t s a i d something to her tha t was, 

you know, cha t t y . 
(204,3a) And then, and then I suddenly found my­

s e l f s t a r t i n g t o t a l k about t h i s problem. 

5. JUSTIFICATION FOR INABILITY TO STOP 
(204.3) And I , I was k i nd of su rp r i sed at mysel f 

when I was t a l k i n g . 
(204,3a) And then I j u s t c o u l d n ' t keep qu ie t 

(chuck le) . I c o u l d n ' t stop i t or say, w e l l , we 
b e t t e r t a l k about t h i s another time or any th ing . 

WARRANT FOR INDUCTIVE GENERALIZATION 
(183.4) I t wasn' t tha t important a t h i ng I d i d 

tha t I was upset about, but i t was i n d i c a t i v e of 
some t i l i ng I 'm doing a l l the t ime. 

(209,4) And I j u s t seemed to get in deeper and 
deeper and I 'm always doing t h i s . 

+ * * 

INSTANTIATION 1: Ta lk ing to Husband 

1. EVIDENCE FOR PROBLEM 
A l l of the elements in JUSTIFICATION FOR PROB­

LEM in FRAME A, PROTOTYPE, STEP 1 (above). 

2. EVIDENCE FOR THINKING OF TALKING 
INDIRECT: 
(168,2) I j u s t seemed to be in a funny mood by 

the time he got home. 
(168,2a) It wasn ' t tha t he was l a t e , because I 

knew he would be. 
(168,2b) I imagine tha t somehow I was a l ready in 

some k ind of a mood. 

Figure 

and t h i r d , the i nc iden t at school happened before 
the analytic session on the previous day, i . e . , the 
pa t i en t had had the oppor tun i ty to mention i t dur­
ing the fou r th session but had not done so. Now 
consider I n s t a n t i a t i o n 2 of the Support frame ( F i g ­
ure 5 ) . This i n s t a n t i a t i o n d i f f e r s from the others 
i n that i t i s an hypothesized i n s t a n t i a t i o n , and i t 
contains a feature we have not used u n t i l now, name­
ly p red ic t ions o f events to come. I t i s p rec ise ly 
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DELAY 

(176,2-3) I was upset about something I ' d done. 
INFERENCE: P was th ink ing of t a l k i n g about the 

problem at school w i t h her husband whi le wa i t i ng 
fo r him to come home. 

3. EVIDENCE FOR DELAY 
Delay imposed by husband, who "got home so r t of 

l a t e . " 

4. EVIDENCE FOR STARTING TO TALK 
(174,2-3) And ( s n i f f ) at one po in t I was t a l k i n g 

to him, and I know I was t a l k i n g to him wanting 
e i t h e r con f i rmat ion tha t I ' d done the r i g h t t h ing 
or a suggestion on what would be a r i g h t t h i ng be­
cause I wasn' t sure. 

5. EVIDENCE FOR INABILITY TO STOP 
NONE 

• * • 

INSTANTIATION 2: Ta lk ing to Analyst 

1. EVIDENCE FOR PROBLEM 
A. Problem w i th two boys at school . 
B. C o n f l i c t over so lu t i on of problem at school . 
C. Problem w i th mother at d i sm issa l . 
D. D i s s a t i s f a c t i o n over t a l k w i t h husband. 

2. EVIDENCE FOR THINKING OF TALKING 
(168,2) I was t a l k i n g w i t h him about — 
INDIRECT: 
P has been t o l d to "say whatever you ' re t h i nk ing 

out l o u d . " 

3. EVIDENCE FOR DELAY 
A. P re fe rs to the inc iden t 11 times before r e ­

l a t i n g i t t o the ana lys t . 
INDIRECT: 
B. Although the inc iden t occurred before the 

session the day be fo re , P d id not mention i t in 
the previous session. 

4. EVIDENCE FOR STARTING TO TALK 
(183.2) Because the th ing I d i d t ha t — 
(185,5) The p a r t i c u l a r i n c i den t was, . . . 
(197.3) And yesterday — 
(197,3a) And yesterday — 
(201,3) And — 

5. EVIDENCE FOR INABILITY TO STOP 
(202,3) And I saw one of the mothers at the d is -

missal when she came to p i ck up her boy. 
(204,3) But of course I j u s t sa id something . . . 

chat ty . . . and then I suddenly found mysel f s t a r t ­
ing to t a l k . . . And I , I was k ind o f su rp r i sed a t 
mysel f . . . and then I j u s t c o u l d n ' t keep qu ie t . . . 

(209,3) And I j u s t seemed to get in deeper and 
deeper and I 'm always doing t h i s . 
4. 

one of these p red ic t i ons that forms the basis f o r 
our exp lanat ion of the o r i g i n a l puzzle. 

According to the p ro to type , any un fo ld ing of the 
Support frame must cons is t o f , f i r s t , the pa t i en t 
being in a s ta te of c o n f l i c t and second, wanting 
support in deal ing w i t h the c o n f l i c t . We have good 
evidence fo r c o n f l i c t (Event 1) and reach the i n ­
duct ive conclusion that she wants support f o r her 
act ions from the analyst (Event 2) but here the 



FRAME B 
PROTOTYPE: Talk ing to Husband 

1. JUSTIFICATION FOR CONFLICT (Statements about 
" the th ing I d i d " ) 

(174,2-3) . . . confirmation that I ' d done the 
r ight thing or a suggestion on what would be a 
r ight thing because I wasn't sure. 

(176,2-3) I was upset about something I ' d done, 
(178.3) . . . that wasn't that bad a thing to do. 
(183.4) It wasn't that important a thing I d id 

that I was upset about, but it was indicat ive of 
come thing I'm doing a l l the time. 

2. JUSTIFICATION FOR WANTING SUPPORT 
(174,2-3) I was talking to him wanting either 

confirmation that I 'd done the right thing or a 
suggestion on what would be a r ight thing. 

(176,2) I d idn ' t want him just to l is ten to me 
say i t . I wanted him to actually react to i t . 

(176,2; 178,3) I wanted him to . . . either sug-
gest another course of action or, or approval that, 
wel l , I guess that in the circumstances that wasn't 
that bad a thing to do. 

(PRESUPPOSITION: Approval is one kind of sup­
p o r t . ) 

3. JUSTIFICATION FOR NOT GETTING SUPPORT 
(176,2) I d idn ' t want him just to l is ten to me 

say i t . I wanted him to actually react to i t . 
(179,2) And, and he jus t d idn ' t say anything, 

except sort of mutter under his breath. 

4. JUSTIFICATION FOR HOSTILITY 
(179,2) And so I got furious at him. 

WARRANT FOR INDUCTIVE GENERALIZATION 
(167.1) I probably do the same thing with David. 
(168.2) hast night in part icular, I was talking 

with him. 
(180,1) And I imagine in a way i t ' s the same 

kind of thing my father always is doing. 
* * * 

INSTANTIATION 1: Boys/Parents 

1. EVIDENCE FOR CONFLICT 
A l l of the elements in JUSTIFICATION FOR PROBLEM 

in FRAME A, PROTOTYPE, Step 1 (above). 
(198,8) If the children were kind of upset at 

what I was doing, the reason for it would be th is . 
(PRESUPPOSITION: Ambiguity in pronoun reference 

r e f l e c t s a c o n f l i c t . ) 

2. EVIDENCE FOR WANTING SUPPORT 
(197,7; 198,8; 199,9) I had been thinking about 

ca l l ing the parents, just to le t them know that . . . 
if they wanted to support it [what I was doing'], 
they could by explaining . . . 

Figure 

tex t ends. Nonetheless, the expected value fo r 
Event 3 suppl ies the de fau l t value as a p red i c t i on : 

PREDICTION: The pa t ien t expects to not get 
support from the ana lys t . 

And t he re fo re , we hypothesize, she adopted a com-
promise s o l u t i o n : the delay d ramat ica l l y apparent 
in Column 3, coupled w i th the elaborate background 
and j u s t i f i c a t i o n s in Columns 5 through 9. Simply 
pu t , her delay can be stated as a symptomatic com-

SUPPORT 

3. EVIDENCE FOR NOT GETTING SUPPORT 
(197,7) I had been thinking about ca l l ing the 

parents . .. 
(201,7) but I hadn't cal led them. 

4. EVIDENCE FOR HOSTILITY 
NO EVIDENCE FOR OVERT HOSTILITY. EVIDENCE FOR 

COVERT HOSTILITY: 
(202,3) I saw one of the mothers at the dismis­

sa l . 
(203,7) I never l ike talk ing to parents then be­

cause it was jus t too confusing. 
(204,3) But of course I j us t said something to 

her that was . . . chatty. 
(204,3a) And then I suddenly started to talk 

about this problem, which I hadn't intended to at 
a l l . 

(204,3b) And then I couldn't keep quiet (chuck­
le ) . I couldn't stop it or say, we l l , we better 
talk about this another time or anything. 

INFERENCE: B l u r t i n g out the problem to the mo­
ther a t the d i s m i s s a l , presumably in f r o n t o f c h i l ­
dren and other parents , and being unable to s top , 
even though she f e l t i t was an inappropr ia te t ime , 
is a cover t act of h o s t i l i t y toward the mother. 

* * • 

HYPOTHESIZED INSTANTIATION 2: Ta lk ing to Analyst 

1. EVIDENCE FOR CONFLICT 
A l l of the elements in FRAME B, PROTOTYPE and 

INSTANTIATION 1, Step 1 (above). 

2. EVIDENCE FOR WANTING SUPPORT 
A. P has expressed a wish fo r husband's approval 

( i . e . suppor t ) . 
B. WARRANT FOR GENERALIZATION (FRAME B, PROTO­

TYPE) suggests t h i s is s e l f - t y p i c a l behavior. 
C. P has expressed a wish f o r support from the 

boys' parents. 
D. People in general want support when they are 

i n c o n f l i c t , i . e . t h i s i s " g r o u p - t y p i c a l " behavior. 
INDUCTION: P WANTS SUPPORT FROM THE ANALYST. 

(end of p 20) 
3. EXPECTED VALUE: NOT GETTING SUPPORT = DEFAULT 
ASSIGNMENT. 

PREDICTION: P expects to not get support from 
the ana lys t . 

CONTEXTUAL EVIDENCE: The analyst has not said 
anything up to t h i s po in t in the session. 

4. EXPECTED VALUE: HOSTILITY = DEFAULT ASSIGNMENT. 
PREDICTION: P w i l l express h o s t i l i t y , e i t h e r 

over t or cover t toward the ana l ys t . 

5. 

promise between her des i re fo r the ana l ys t ' s ap­
proval and her expectat ion of not rece iv ing i t . 

I n e v i t a b l y t h i s proposed explanat ion has the 
formal form of what psychoanalysts c a l l a " t r a n s ­
ference" i n t e r p r e t a t i o n since the p a t i e n t ' s delay 
is explained as an ac t ion d i rec ted toward the ana­
l y s t . Our method has provided two reasonably pre­
c ise transference p red ic t ions about events to come, 
namely, statements by the pa t ien t at some l a t e r 
time — perhaps in the same sess ion, perhaps no t . 
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The second o f t hese i s c o n d i t i o n a l upon the f i r s t : 
I f P f e e l s she has n o t g o t t e n s u p p o r t f r om the a n -
a l y s t , t h e n s h e w i l l e x p r e s s some f o r m o f h o s t i l i ­
t y t oward h i m . And we can examine o u r t r a n s c r i p t s 
(and t h e i r maps) f o r s t a t e m e n t s b e a r i n g o n these 
two p r e d i c t i o n s . ( I n t h i s i n s t a n c e , b o t h p r e d i c ­
t i o n s were c o n f i r m e d . ) 

CONCLUSION 

We have gone i n t o a l o t o f d e t a i l i n o r d e r t o 
i l l u s t r a t e t h e method o f c o n s t r u c t i n g maps and 
f rames and t o d e m o n s t r a t e the f u n c t i o n o f each i n 
r e p r e s e n t i n g t h e s e two k i n d s o f knowledge t h a t wo 
have p o s t u l a t e d t o u n d e r l i e a n a n a l y s t ' s i n t u i ­
t i o n s . W e f i n d i t q u i t e a s t o n i s h i n g t o d i s c o v e r 
s o much d e t a i l e d and d e f i n a b l e s t r u c t u r e i n j u s t 
t h r e e s h o r t p a r a g r a p h s c o m p r i s i n g l e s s t h a n 
1 / 1 0 , 0 0 0 t h o f t he t o t a l a n a l y s i s . But t h e t r u e 
p o t e n t i a l o f t h i s approach l i e s i n the d e v e l o p ­
ments o f f rame systems w i t h o v e r l a p p i n g e v e n t s . 
Even in t he na r row domain we have examined t h e r e 
i s a t l e a s t one a d d i t i o n a l f rame o n the theme o f 
TOGETHERNESS, and i t c l e a r l y sha res t he C o n f l i c t 
e v e n t w i t h t h e S u p p o r t f r a m e . I f w e e n l a r g e ou r 
domain t o i n c l u d e t h e e n t i r e s e s s i o n and o t h e r 
s e s s i o n s , i t i s easy t o f i n d v a r i a t i o n s o n the 
theme o f De lay b y s u b s t i t u t i n g f o r t he a c t i o n o f 
t a l k i n g a c t i o n s such a s t o u c h i n g , t e l e p h o n i n g , 
s h o p p i n g and s e x u a l a c t i v i t y . Moreover we a l s o 
f i n d v a r i a n t s i n w h i c h a n o t h e r p e r s o n ( e . g . f a t h e r , 
m o t h e r ) r e p l a c e s t h e p a t i e n t as s u b j e c t as w e l l as 
i n s t a n c e s i n w h i c h t h e o b j e c t s o f t h e a c t i o n a r e 
v a r i a b l e s ( e . g . h u s b a n d , a n a l y s t , e t c . ) . Taken t o ­
g e t h e r t hese v a r i a n t s wou ld c o n s t i t u t e a f rame s y s ­
tem on the theme; and t a k e n w i t h o t h e r themes w i t h 
o v e r l a p p i n g e v e n t s we wou ld have a more complex 
and i n t e r e s t i n g f rame sys tem t h a t m i g h t b e g i n t o 
approach the c o m p l e x i t y ( o r s i m p l i c i t y ) o f a n ana ­
l y s t ' s a c t u a l r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f such p a t t e r n s . 

wou ld g i v e u s c l u e s t o t he o r i g i n s o f t h e d e f a u l t 
a s s i g n m e n t s . M i n s k y ' s d e s c r i p t i o n o f t he c o n s e ­
quences o f e a r l y c h i l d h o o d c o n f l i c t s can h a r d l y b e 
improved upon : 

. . . d e f a u l t ass i gnmen ts wou ld have s u b t l e , i d i o ­
s y n c r a t i c i n f l u e n c e s o n the pa ths a n i n d i v i d u a l 
w o u l d tend t o f o l l o w i n mak ing a n a l o g i e s , g e n e r ­
a l i z a t i o n s , and j u d g m e n t s , e s p e c i a l l y when the 
e x t e r i o r i n f l u e n c e s o n such c h o i c e s a re weak. 
P r o p e r l y c h o s e n , such s t e r e o t y p e s c o u l d s e r v e as 
v a l u a b l e h e u r i s t i c p l a n - s k e l e t o n s ; b a d l y s e l e c t ­
e d , t hey c o u l d fo rm p a r a l y z i n g c o l l e c t i o n s o f i r ­
r a t i o n a l b i a s e s . Because o f them one m i g h t e x ­
p e c t , a s r e p o r t e d b y F r e u d , t o d e t e c t e v i d e n c e s 
o f e a r l y c o g n i t i v e s t r u c t u r e s i n " f r e e a s s o c i a ­
t i o n " t h i n k i n g ( p p . 2 2 8 - 2 2 9 ) . 

We have p o s t u l a t e d t h a t t he ma in f u n c t i o n o f t h e 
mapping s t a g e i s t h a t o f c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , a s o r t i n g 
o u t o f the i n t e r l o c k i n g n a r r a t i v e s and the u n d o i n g 
o f t he s u r f a c e d i s f l u e n c i e s and d i s c o n t i n u i t i e s t o 
e s t a b l i s h t h e connec tedness o f t he s e e m i n g l y d i s ­
c o n n e c t e d e l e m e n t s . We have f u r t h e r p roposed t h a t 
t h i s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n f a c i l i t a t e s t h e second s t e p o f 
the c o g n i t i v e p r o c e s s , w h i c h i s t o i d e n t i f y t h e 
r e l a t i v e l y i n v a r i a n t s t r u c t u r e d sequences o f e v e n t s 
t h a t a re r e p e a t d o v e r and o v e r w i t h s y m b o l i c a l l y 
e q u i v a l e n t e x p r e s s i o n s o f t he e v e n t s , r e p e a t e d w i t h 
s u b j e c t s and o b j e c t s o f t he a c t i o n a s v a r i a b l e s . 
Our b a s i c c l a i m is t h a t t hese PE f rames s t a n d as 
the b a s i s f o r i n d u c t i v e i n f e r e n c e s , f o r t he p r e d i c ­
t i o n s e n t a i l e d i n them and f o r t he o r g a n i z i n g o f 
t he d a t a f o r t h e i r c o n f i r m a t i o n o r d i s c o n f i r m a t i o n . 
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What a n a l y s t s r e f e r t o a s u n c o n s c i o u s f a n t a s i e s 
c o u l d r e a d i l y be r e p r e s e n t e d as a f rame sys tem in 
w h i c h t h e p a t i e n t i s unaware o f the c o n n e c t i o n s 
among e v e n t s i n e v e n t sequences o r o f t h e r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p s among d i f f e r e n t i n s t a n t i a t i o n s o r d i f ­
f e r e n t f rames in t h e s y s t e m . We w o u l d want to 
examine the t e x t f o r c h i l d h o o d i n s t a n t i a t i o n s t h a t 
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