


THE FREUD FILES

How did psychoanalysis attain its prominent cultural position? How did it

eclipse rival psychologies and psychotherapies, such that it became natural

to bracket Freud with Copernicus and Darwin? Why did Freud ‘triumph’ to

such a degree that we hardly remember his rivals? This book reconstructs the

early controversies around psychoanalysis, and shows that rather than dem-

onstrating its superiority, Freud and his followers rescripted history. This

legend-making was not an incidental addition to psychoanalytic theory but

formed its core. Letting the primary material speak for itself, this history

demonstrates the extraordinary apparatus by which this would-be science of

psychoanalysis installed itself in contemporary societies. Beyond psycho-

analysis, it opens up the history of the constitution of the modern psycho-

logical sciences and psychotherapies, how they furnished the ideas which we

have of ourselves, and how these became solidified into indisputable ‘facts’.
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Introduction: the past of an illusion

The history of the World, I said already, was the Biography of Great

Men.

Carlyle (1959 [1841]), 251

Vienna, 1916. Freud decided to canonise himself. In front of the

audience which had come to hear the eighteenth of his Introductory

Lectures on Psychoanalysis, given at the University of Vienna, the

founder of psychoanalysis undertook to indicate his place in the

history of humanity.

Sigmund Freud: But in thus emphasizing the unconscious in mental

life we have conjured up the most evil spirits of criticism against

psycho-analysis. Do not be surprised at this, and do not suppose that

the resistance to us rests only on the understandable difficulty of the

unconscious or the relative inaccessibility of the experiences which

provide evidence of it. Its source, I think, lies deeper. In the course of

centuries the naive self-love of men has had to submit to two major

blows at the hands of science. The first was when they learnt that our

earth was not the center of the universe but only a tiny fragment of a

cosmic system of scarcely imaginable vastness. This is associated in our

minds with the name of Copernicus, though something similar had

already been asserted by Alexandrian science. The second blow fell

when biological research destroyed man’s supposedly privileged place
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in creation and proved his descent from the animal kingdom and his

ineradicable animal nature. This revaluation has been accomplished

in our days by Darwin, Wallace and their predecessors, though not

without the most violent contemporary opposition. But human mega-

lomania will have suffered its third and most wounding blow from the

psychological research of the present time which seeks to prove to the

ego that it is not even master in its own house, but must be content

itself with scanty information of what is going on unconsciously in its

mind. We psycho-analysts were not the first and not the only ones to

utter this call to introspection; but it seems to be our fate to give it its

most forcible expression and to support it with empirical material

which affects every individual. Hence arises the general revolt against

our science, the disregard of all considerations of academic civility

and the releasing of the opposition from every restraint of impartial

logic.1

Copernicus, Darwin, Freud: this genealogy of the de-centred man

of modernity is by now so familiar to us that we no longer note its

profoundly arbitrary character. This is not because one should

necessarily be offended by the evident immodesty of the historical

tableau presented by Freud. After all, Kant was not especially

humble when he spoke of effecting a ‘Copernican revolution’ in

philosophy,2 and Darwin did not hesitate to predict that his theory

would provoke a ‘considerable revolution’3 in natural history. As

Bernard I. Cohen and Roy Porter4 have shown, the motif of the

‘revolutions’ effected by Copernicus, Galileo and Newton is a

commonplace in the history of science since Fontenelle and the

encyclopédistes, and Freud was certainly not the first, nor will he be

the last, to recycle it to his advantage. However, he was by no

means the only figure in psychology to do this, which immediately

relativises his version of the evolution of the sciences. At the end

of the nineteenth century, there was a veritable plethora of candi-

dates vying for the title of the Darwin, Galileo or Newton of

psychology. But how did Freud’s audience, and indeed so many

others, come to believe in Freud’s entitlement, rather than that of

one of his rivals?
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Waiting for Darwin

According to Freud, the originality of psychoanalysis lay in the fact

that it had accomplished in psychology the same type of scientific

revolution which Copernicus and Darwin had effected in cosmology

and biology. However, this ambition was one shared by many psy-

chologists at the end of the nineteenth century, from Wundt to

Brentano, from Ebbinghaus to William James.

Franz Brentano: We must strive to achieve here what mathematics,

physics, chemistry and physiology have already accomplished . . . a

nucleus of generally recognized truth to which, through the combined

efforts of many forces, new crystals will adhere on all sides. In place of

psychologies we must seek to create a psychology.5

From all sides, it was maintained that psychology had to separate itself

from theology, philosophy, literature and other disciplines to take its

rightful place in the orchestra of the sciences. Armchair speculation

would give way to the rigours of the laboratory. When the Swiss

psychologist Théodore Flournoy obtained his chair in psychology, he

insisted that it be placed in the faculty of sciences.

Théodore Flournoy: In placing this chair in the faculty of sciences,

rather than in that of letters where all the courses of philosophy are

found, the Genevan government has implicitly recognized (perhaps

without knowing it) the existence of psychology as a particular sci-

ence, independent of all philosophical systems, with the same claims as

physics, botany, astronomy . . . As for knowing up to what point

contemporary psychology does justice to this declaration of the major-

ity, and has truly succeeded in freeing itself from all metaphysical

tutelage of any colour, that is another question. For here not less

than elsewhere the idea should not be confounded with reality.6

Taken together, Brentano’s imperative and Flournoy’s reservations

depict the ‘will to science’ (Isabelle Stengers)7 which historically

presided over the setting up of the new discipline. ‘Scientific’ psy-

chology didn’t emerge as the fruit of a lucky discovery, a fortuitous
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invention, or by some ill-defined process of natural development.

It was desired by its various promoters, and imagined on the model

of the natural sciences. It was envisaged that psychology would

complete the scientific revolution through applying the scientific

method to all aspects of human life. Until then, knowledge of Man

had been scattered between the stories of myth and religion, the

speculations of philosophy, the maxims of morality, and the intu-

itions of art and literature. Psychology would replace these incom-

plete and partial knowledges by a true science of Man, with laws as

universal as physics and methods as certain as those of chemistry.

Freud: The intellect and mind are objects for scientific research in

exactly the same way as any non-human things. Psycho-analysis has a

special right to speak for the scientificWeltanschauung at this point . . .

Its special contribution to science lies precisely in having extended

research to the mental field. And, incidentally, without such a psy-

chology science would be very incomplete.8

From the very beginning, the ‘new psychology’ presented itself as an

‘imitation’ of the natural sciences (a sort of scientific version of the

‘imitation of the Ancients’). The philosopher Alasdair McIntyre

remarked, ‘pre-Newtonian physicists had . . . the advantage over

contemporary experimental psychologists that they did not know

that they were waiting for Newton’.9 By contrast, the new self-styled

psychologists inevitably simulated the science to come. The most

perspicacious asked whether psychology would ever obtain the

heights of its models.

William James to James Sully, 8 July 1890: It seems to me that

psychology is like physics before Galileo’s time – not a single elemen-

tary law yet caught glimpse of. A great chance for some future psycho-

logue to make a name greater than Newton’s; but who then will read

the books of this generation? Not many I trow.10

James, 1890:When, then, we talk of ‘psychology as a natural science’

we must not assume that means a sort of psychology that stands at

last on a solid ground . . . it is indeed strange to hear people talk
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triumphantly of ‘the New Psychology’ and write ‘Histories of

Psychology’, when into the real elements and forces which the word

covers not the first glimpse of clear insight exists . . . This is no science,

it is only the hope of science . . . But at present psychology is in the

condition of physics before Galileo and the laws of motion, of chem-

istry before Lavoisier and the notion that mass is preserved in all

reactions. The Galileo and the Lavoisier of psychology will be famous

men indeed when they come, as come they some day surely will.11

For James, psychology was only the ‘hope of a science’, the preparatory

work for its Galileo and Newton, who were yet to come. The Berlin

psychologist William Stern was of a similar view. In 1900, in an

article to salute the new century, he drew up a largely negative

balance sheet of the new discipline. One was far from the unity sought

by figures such as Brentano. Aside from an empirical tendency and

the use of experimental methods, he saw little in the way of common

features. There were many laboratories with researchers working on

special problems, together with many textbooks, but they were all

characterised by a pervasive particularism. The psychological map of

the day, Stern wrote, was as colourful and chequered as that of

Germany in the epoch of small states.

William Stern: [Psychologists] often speak different languages, and the

portraits that they draw up of the psyche are painted with so many

different colours and with so many differently accented special strokes

that it often becomes difficult to recognize the identity of the repre-

sented object . . . In short: there are many new psychologies, but not

yet the new psychology.12

Already by the turn of the century, there was little consensus in

psychology. Thus, for psychologists, the task became one not only

of distinguishing the new psychology from what had gone before,

but of forwarding their own claims to form the one scientific psychol-

ogy, over that of their colleagues. Rhetorical analogies to scientific

heroes readily lent themselves to such a situation. A number of figures

suggested candidates for the role of the new Galileo or Newton of
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psychology. Théodore Flournoy placed the laurel on Frederic Myers,

one of the founders of psychical research.

Flournoy: Nothing permits one to foresee the end that the future

reserves to the spiritist doctrine of Myers. If future discoveries will

come to confirm his thesis of the empirically verified intervention of

the discarnate in the physical or psychological frame of our phenom-

enal world, then his name will be inscribed in the golden book of the

great initiators, and join those of Copernicus and Darwin; he will

complete the triad of geniuses having most profoundly revolutionized

scientific thought in the cosmological, biological, psychological order.13

For Flournoy, who had by then read and reviewed Freud’s

Interpretation of Dreams, the founding genius of psychology wasn’t

Freud, but Myers. Likewise, Stanley Hall stated in 1909 that ‘the

present psychological situation calls out for a new Darwin of the

mind’.14 In 1912, Arnold Gesell proclaimed it was Hall himself

who was the ‘Darwin of psychology’.15 Hall later recalled that this

‘gave me more inner satisfaction than any compliment ever paid me

by the most perfervid friend’.16 Others nominated Freud.

C.G. Jung: Freud could be refuted only by one who has made repeated

use of the psychoanalytic method and who really investigates as Freud

does . . . He who does not or cannot do this should not pronounce

judgment on Freud, else he acts like those notorious men of science

who disdained to look through Galileo’s telescope.17

Eugen Bleuler to Freud, 19October 1910:One compares [your work]

with that of Darwin, Copernicus and Semmelweis. I believe too that

for psychology your discoveries are equally fundamental as the theories

of those men are for other branches of science, no matter whether or

not one evaluates the advancements in psychology as highly as those

in other sciences.18

David Eder: The work of Freud in psychology has been compared by

one of his disciples to that of Darwin in psychology.19

The disciple in question was Ernest Jones, who flattered himself with

having been the first to have accorded Freud the title of ‘Darwin of
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the mind’ in his Papers on Psycho-Analysis of 1913.20 In 1918, in the

course of a debate with the psychologists William Rivers and Maurice

Nicoll, the latter representing Jung, Jones expanded upon this analogy.

Ernest Jones: The contrast between this [Jung’s] view and Freud’s is

just the same as that between the positions adopted by Drummond and

Wallace, on the one hand, and Darwin and Huxley on the other,

regarding the origin of the mind and soul – a matter which in the

scientific world was decided half a century ago.21

Frank J. Sulloway: Jones saw himself in relation to Freud as T.H.

Huxley – ‘Darwin’s bulldog’ – had stood to the embattled Darwin a half

century earlier.22

Thus one sees that the question of who posterity would view as being

the founding genius of psychology was hotly debated at precisely the

same time when Freud nominated himself. This self-canonisation,

which has been taken as self-evident, immediately loses its authority,

and appears for what it was: a peremptory attempt by Freud and his

followers to act as if posterity had already unilaterally settled the

debates between psychoanalysis and other psychologies in their

favour, and discarded any other claimants to this position. Some

figures vigorously protested.

William McDougall: The only authority we have for accepting this

[the theory of the social bond presented by Freud in his Group

Psychology] as the necessary and sole permissible line of speculation,

for regarding our explanation of social phenomena as necessarily con-

fined within the limits of the sexual libido, is the authority of Professor

Freud and his devoted disciples. I, for one, shall continue to try to

avoid the spell of the primal horde-father and to use what intellect I

have, untrammelled by arbitrary limitations.23

Alfred Hoche: To top it all, the [Freudians’] dogmatic arrogance leads

them to compare Freud’s role with the historical position of Kepler,

Copernicus and Semmelweis, and are compelled, according to a com-

ical reasoning, to find the proof in the fact that they all had to battle

the resistance of their contemporaries.24
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Wilhelm Weygandt: Freud’s teaching has been compared with the

puerperal fever theory of Semmelweiss, which was initially ridiculed

and then brilliantly recognised. If we certainly also revolt against this,

it would still be cruel to compare Freud with Hahnemann, the founder

of homeopathy. It is perhaps closer to think of Franz Joseph Gall,

whose theories, despite some striking points of view and findings, fell

into rejection immediately due to their uncritical exaggeration and

utilisation, including good and bad components.25

Freud: I was either compared to Columbus, Darwin and Kepler, or

abused as a general paralytic.26

AdolfWohlgemuth: Freud–Darwin! You may as well couple the name

of Mr. Potts, of the Eatonswill Gazette, with that of Shakespeare or

Goethe . . . Both Copernicus’ and Darwin’s work was violently

attacked and herein may be some resemblance to Freud’s, but yet

what a sea of difference! Who were the attackers of Copernicus and

Darwin? The Church, whose vested interests were endangered.

Astronomers, as far as they dared in those dark days and were not

Church dignitaries, or teachers at clerical universities, received the

work of Copernicus and his successors with admiration. Biologists and

geologists were almost unanimously enthusiastic about Darwin’s work.

The chief objectors . . . to Freud’s theories, I say, are psychologists vom

Fach [professional psychologists], that is exactly those people who

stand to Freud’s work in the same relation as the astronomers to

Copernicus, and the biologists and geologists to Darwin’s work, and

who hailed it with joy and admiration.27

So why should we have faith in Freud, rather than in his rivals?

Because Freud ‘triumphed’ to such a degree that we hardly remember

names such as Stern, Flournoy, Hall, Myers or McDougall? Because

the ‘scientific revolution’ effected by this new Copernicus banished

them to the realms of pseudo-science? This would be to invoke

precisely what one is attempting to explain. This would amount to

begging the question, conceding everything to the ‘victor’, whereas

we would like to know precisely how he won and why.Was it because

Freud’s competitors were finally forced to concede defeat? Because

a consensus emerged around his theories, despite the ‘violent
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oppositions’ and the ‘resistance to psychoanalysis’ that he alleged? Or

was it, quite simply, because he managed to make everyone forget the

controversy itself, and even the existence of many of his rivals?

Freud: Neither speculative philosophy, nor descriptive psychology,

nor what is called experimental psychology . . . as they are taught in our

Universities, is in a position to tell you anything serviceable of the

relation between the body and the mind or to provide you with the key

to an understanding of possible disturbances of the mental functions.28

Freud: The theory of psychic life could not be developed, because it

was inhibited by a single essential misunderstanding. What does it

comprise to-day, as it is taught at college? Apart from those valuable

discoveries in the physiology of the senses, a number of classifications

and definitions of our mental processes which, thanks to linguistic

usage, have become the common property of every educated person.

That is clearly not enough to give a view of our psychic life.29

‘Make the past into a tabula rasa’, chanted the French revolutionaries.

It is in the nature of revolutions to do away with opponents,

whether it be with the swipe of the guillotine or with epistemic

breaks, and to rewrite history from the moment of ‘year 1’ of the

new scientific or political order. Freud’s parable of the ‘three blows’

provides a marvellous illustration of this purging of history, right

down to its transcription. Indeed, this edifying story has its own

interesting genealogy, which is passed over in silence by Freud. As

Paul-Laurent Assoun has shown in his Introduction to Freudian

Epistemology,30 before being taken up by psychologists, the compar-

ison of humiliations produced by the Copernican and Darwinian

revolutions comes from the well-known Darwinian propagandist

Ernst Haeckel, who popularised it in several of his works.

Ernst Haeckel: The two great fundamental errors are asserted in [the

Mosaic hypothesis of creation], namely, first, the geocentric error that

the earth is the fixed central point of the whole universe, round which

the sun, moon, and stars move; and secondly the anthropocentric error,

that man is the premeditated aim of the creation of the earth, for whose
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service alone the rest of nature is said to have been created. The former

of these errors was demolished by Copernicus’ System of the Universe

in the beginning of the 16th century, the latter by Lamarck’s Doctrine

of Descent in the beginning of the 19th century.31

Haeckel: Just as the geocentric conception of the universe – namely, the

false opinion that the earth was the centre of the universe, and that all

its other portions revolved around the earth – was overthrown by the

system of the universe established by Copernicus and his followers, so

the anthropocentric conception of the universe – the vain delusion that

Man is the centre of terrestrial nature, and that its whole aim is merely

to serve him – is overthrown by the application (attempted long since

by Lamarck) of the theory of descent to Man.32

Haeckel: In the same way that Copernicus (1543) gave the mortal blow

to the geocentric dogma founded on the Bible, Darwin (1859) did the

same to the anthropocentric dogma intimately connected to the first.33

This ‘genealogical schema’ (Assoun) appears to have circulated freely

in scientific circles, to the point where it was taken up without

attribution by Thomas Huxley,34 and by the physiologist Emil

Du Bois-Reymond in a talk given in 1883 under the title ‘Darwin

and Copernicus’. This talk caused a sensation, and immediately made

Du Bois-Reymond one of the favourite targets of the anti-Darwinians.

Emil Du Bois-Reymond: Hardly had I been presented by Haeckel as

an adversary of Darwin, I suddenly passed in the eyes of the reactionary

organs and the clerics as the most distinguished defender in Germany

of the Darwinian doctrine and they formed a circle aroundme to throw

at me rantings full of furious hatred.35

Haeckel did not appreciate his position being usurped in such a

manner.

Haeckel: Fifteen years ago I myself developed the comparison of

Darwin and Copernicus, and showed the merit of these two heroes

who had destroyed anthropocentricism and geocentrism, in my lec-

ture, Über die Entstehung und den Stammbaum des Menschengeschlechts

[On the development and family tree of the human race].36
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Haeckel:Darwin became the Copernicus of the organic world, just as I

had already expressed in 1868, and as E. Du Bois-Reymond did fifteen

years later, repeating my statement.37

Seeing Haeckel’s sensitivity to questions of intellectual priority, it is

not difficult to imagine what would have been his response to Freud’s

lecture. The latter did not content himself, like Huxley or Du Bois-

Reymond, with comparing Darwin to Copernicus. He took over the

reasoning and even the terms of Haeckel, simply adding a third stage,

which Flournoy had already done before him: after the critique of

geocentrism, of anthropocentrism, that of egocentrism – with no

mention of Haeckel or Flournoy, both of whom he read. Even within

psychoanalysis, some were struck by the audacity of Freud’s claims.

Karl Abraham to Freud, 18March 1917: The other paper, which you

sent me in proof [‘A difficulty in the path of psycho-analysis’ in which

Freud took up the theme of the three blows] gave me special pleasure,

not only because of its train of thought but particularly as a personal

document . . . Judging from the most recent paper, you might after all

be tempted to come to this furthest north-eastern corner of Germany,

if I tell you that your colleague Copernicus lived in Allenstein for

many years.38

Freud to Abraham, 25March 1917: You are right to point out that the

enumeration in my last paper is bound to create the impression that I

claim my place alongside Copernicus and Darwin. However, I did not

want to relinquish an interesting idea just because of that semblance,

and therefore at any rate put Schopenhauer in the foreground.39

Here we see a commonplace presented as an ‘interesting idea’ which

had simply occurred to Freud, who elides the history of this analogy.

The manner in which these debates have been forgotten, leaving

Freud as the sole claimant to the prize, is emblematic of the effects of

the Freudian legend.

The Lancet, 11 June 1938: His [Freud’s] teachings have in their time

aroused controversy more acute and antagonism more bitter than

any since the days of Darwin. Now, in his old age, there are few
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psychologists of any school who do not admit their debt to him.

Some of the conceptions he formulated clearly for the first time have

crept into current philosophy against the stream of wilful incredulity

which he himself recognised as man’s natural reaction to unbearable

truth.40

Stephen Jay Gould: [A]s Freud observed, our relationship with

science must be paradoxical because we are forced to pay an almost

intolerable price for each major gain in knowledge and power – the

psychological cost of progressive dethronement from the center of

things, and increasing marginality in an uncaring universe. Thus

physics and astronomy relegated our world to a corner of the cosmos,

and biology shifted our status from a simulacrum of God to a naked,

upright ape.41

‘The powerful, ineradicable Freud legend’
42

The fable of the three blows provides a good example of what

the historians Henri Ellenberger and Frank Sulloway have called

‘the Freudian legend’. One sees here nearly all of the key elements

of the master narrative woven by Freud and his followers: the per-

emptory declaration of the revolutionary and epochal character of

psychoanalysis, the description of the ferocious hostility and irra-

tional ‘resistances’ which it gave rise to, the insistence on the ‘moral

courage’43 which was required to overcome them, the obliteration

of rival theories, relegated to a prehistory of the psychoanalytic

science, and a lack of acknowledgement of debts and borrowings.

Legenda is a story meant to be repeated mechanically, almost

unknowingly, like the lives of the saints that were daily recited at

matins in the convents of the Middle Ages. Just as the removal of

these legendae from history facilitated their vast transcultural diffu-

sion, so the legendary de-historicisation of psychoanalysis has allowed

it to adapt to all sorts of contexts which on the face of it ought to have

been inhospitable to it, and to constantly reinvent itself in a brand-

new guise.
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Each has his own version of the legend – positivist, existentialist,

hermeneutic, Freudo-Marxist, narrativist, cognitivist, structuralist,

deconstructivist and now even neuroscientific. These versions are as

different as can be, but they have this in common: they all celebrate

the exceptionalism of psychoanalysis, removed from context, history

and verification. The longevity of psychoanalysis is not incidentally

bound up with the manner in which the Freud legend continues to

expand and adapt itself to changing intellectual and cultural milieux.

In this sense, it is not simply a question of reducing the Freud legend

to a fixed narrative, which would simply require a point-by-point

refutation, as Sulloway attempted.44 Rather, the legend has an open

structure, capable at any moment of integrating new elements and

discarding others whilst maintaining its underlying form, which

remains recognisable. The elements can change, particular theories

or conceptions of Freud can be abandoned or remodelled to the

point where they become completely unrecognisable, but the legend

survives.

James Strachey: Though it may flatter our vanity to declare that Freud

was a human being of a kind like our own, that satisfaction can easily

be carried too far. There must have been something very extraordinary

in the man who was the first able to recognize a whole field of mental

facts which had hitherto been excluded from normal consciousness,

the man who first interpreted dreams, who first accepted the facts

of infantile sexuality, who first made the distinction between the

primary and secondary processes of thinking – the man who first

made the unconscious mind real to us.45

Strachey: [Freud’s self-analysis,] like Galileo’s telescope, opened the

way to a new chapter in human knowledge.46

Jones: Future generations of psychologists will assuredly wish to know

what manner of man it was who, after two thousand of years of vain

endeavour had gone by, succeeded in fulfilling the Delphic injunction:

know thyself . . . Few, if any, have been able to go as far as he did on the

path of self-knowledge and self-mastery – even with the aid of the

pioneer torch he provided with his methods and previous exploration,
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and even with the invaluable assistance of years of daily personal work

with expert mentors. How one man alone could have broken all this

new ground, and overcome all difficulties unaided, must ever remain a

cause for wonder. It was the nearest to a miracle that humanmeans can

compass, one that surely surpasses even the loftiest intellectual

achievements in mathematics and pure science. Copernicus and

Darwin dared much in facing the unwelcome truths of outer reality,

but to face those of inner reality costs something that only the rarest of

mortals would unaided be able to give . . . It would not be a great

exaggeration if we summed up in one phrase Freud’s contribution to

knowledge: he discovered the Unconscious.47

Joseph Schwartz: [The development of the analytic hour by Breuer

and Freud was] analogous to Galileo’s use of the telescope to explore

previously unknown structures in the night sky. Freud and Breuer were

the first to permit the human subject to speak for him/herself . . . For

the first time, a space had been created where the meanings of sub-

jective experience could be purposefully sought until they were

found.48

Ilse Grubrich-Simitis: It can be asserted with some justification that

the book [Breuer and Freud’s Studies on Hysteria] so to speak ushered in

the century of psychotherapy.49

Jacques Lacan: I have come here [in Vienna] – not unfittingly, I

think – to evoke the fact that this chosen city will remain, this time

forever more, associated with a revolution in knowledge of Copernican

proportions. I am referring to the fact that Vienna is the eternal site of

Freud’s discovery and that, owing to this discovery, the veritable center

of human beings is no longer at the place ascribed to it by an entire

humanist tradition.50

Lacan: Indeed, Freud himself compared his discovery to the so-called

Copernican revolution, emphasizing that what was at stake was once

again the place man assigns himself at the center of a universe. Is the

place that I occupy as subject of the signifier concentric or eccentric in

relation to the place I occupy as subject of the signified? That is the

question.51

Paul Ricoeur: In an essay written in 1917 Freud speaks of psycho-

analysis as a wound and humiliation to narcissism analogous to the
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discoveries of Copernicus and Darwin when in their own way they

decentered the world and life with respect to the claims of conscious-

ness. Psychoanalysis decenters in the same way the constitution of the

world of fantasy with respect to consciousness.52

Thomas S. Kuhn: In the nineteenth century, Darwin’s theory of

evolution raised similar extrascientific questions. In our own century,

Einstein’s relativity theories and Freud’s psychoanalytic theories pro-

vide centers for controversies from which may emerge further radical

reorientations of western thought. Freud himself emphasised the par-

allel effects of Copernicus’ discovery that the earth was merely a planet

and his own discovery that the unconscious controlled much of human

behaviour . . . we are the intellectual heirs of men like Copernicus and

Darwin. Our fundamental thought processes have been reshaped by

them, just as the thought of our children will have been reshaped by

the work of Einstein and Freud.53

That even a philosopher of science of the caliber of Kuhn repeats the

Freud–Copernicus comparison illustrates the extraordinary cultural

success of the Freudian legend – in other words, of psychoanalysis

itself. Psychoanalysis attempted to impose itself in the twentieth

century as the only psychological theory worthy of the name and

the only psychotherapy capable of theorising its own practice. In

many circles, calling into question the existence of the uncons-

cious, the Oedipus complex or infantile sexuality could provoke the

same response as to creationists or members of the Flat Earth Society.

In such locations, psychoanalysis became indisputable and incontro-

vertible. It was ‘blackboxed’, to use the language of sociologists of

science, that is to say, it was accepted as a given that it would be simply

futile to question.54 The Freud legend and its acceptance are the

expression of this successful blackboxing, of this supposed victory

of psychoanalysis over rival theories. Better still, they are this

blackboxing itself, which protects the contents of the black box

from inquiry. Indeed, why would one want to reopen it? Why

would one want, for example, to stir up the old controversies that

accompanied the elaboration of Freudian theory, when everyone
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knows it triumphed once and for all over the ‘resistances to

psychoanalysis’, just as Copernicus and Darwin won out over the

irrational prejudices that prevented man from seeing the truth?

Harold P. Blum and Bernard L. Pacella: At this time, Freud’s initial

propositions, first findings and landmark case reports are no longer

vital for the validation of psychoanalytic formulation . . . Freud is part

of our culture, our way of comprehending personality development

and disorder. All rational psychotherapy is based upon psychoanalytic

principles. Psychoanalysis provides a fundamental mode of exploring

and understanding art and literature, biography and history, etc.

Concepts of repression, regression, denial, projection, and ‘Freudian

slip’ have become part of our language.55

Opening the black box

The success of the theory is explained by its truth, and its truth in turn

is legitimated by its success. What we have here is an example of what

the sociologist of science David Bloor56 calls an ‘asymmetrical’

explanation, that is, one that argues from the victory in a scientific

controversy to beat the vanquished hollow and refuses to listen to

their arguments. Who would give a ‘symmetric’ attention to points of

view which have already been condemned by the tribunal of history?

It is precisely this which historians, critics and scholars of psycho-

analysis have been attempting for several decades now. They have

been reopening the black box of psychoanalysis, and have attempted

to understand how psychoanalysis triumphed over its adversaries, how

for many it succeeded in establishing itself as the science of the

psyche, without awarding the title in advance. Despite decades of

relativising and contextual studies, the history of science today still

continues to be dominated by the study of the prestigious hard

sciences, which have comparatively secure societal positions. The

contestations of psychoanalysis provide a unique window onto

how certain ideas about the mind and human relations came to be
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regarded as established knowledge, and formed the received ideas of

several generations.

Good historical practice is characterised by close attention to

contexts, the eschewal of hindsight and all forms of presentism. In

this regard, contemporary historians are necessarily in conflict with

‘Whig history’, that is to say, history written from the perspective of

the victor. This is particularly critical in the history of science, where

there is always a strong temptation to read the past from the perspec-

tive of the current state of scientific research, conceived as the

progressive unveiling of an essentially atemporal truth of nature. For

quite a while, the history of science was written by scientists, with all

the partiality which this supposes, or by philosophers attempting to

award retrospectively the title of scientificity to the victors. Thus it is

essential that historians resist this epistemocentrism to be able finally

to speak historically of the sciences, at the risk of colliding with the

certitudes of scientists themselves, or rather, with scientism. From this

perspective, Bloor’s ‘principle of symmetry’ is nothing but the appli-

cation to the sciences of a methodological principle which is common

in good historical practice.57

One finds the same problem and the same evolution in the history

of psychoanalysis. This was started by Freud himself in 1914, in the

heat of the dissensions and controversies which threatened to ship-

wreck the movement, and with obvious polemical intent. It was

subsequently taken up by followers and fellow travellers such as

Fritz Wittels, Siegfried Bernfeld, Ernest Jones, Marthe Robert, Max

Schur, Ola Anderson and, closer to us, figures such as Peter Gay,

Élisabeth Roudinesco and Joseph Schwartz. Whatever the respective

merits and the sometimes considerable erudition of their works, it is

not unfair to remark that their historiography remains profoundly

Freudian, and does not put into question the general schema of the

narrative proposed by the founder, even when their research forces

them to abandon or revise this or that element of the legend. Even

though these revisions have accumulated over the course of the years,
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they have too often been treated as simple retouchings of detail which

do not modify the basic legend, and not as invitations to reconsider

Freudian theory. On the contrary, the validity of the latter continues

to be presupposed, even when it is contradicted by history. Thus one

had to wait for historians who were independent of psychoanalytic

institutions for Freudian theory to be envisaged for the first time as

a problematic construction, in need of explication, rather than an

intangible a priori.

Admittedly, the Freudian legend had been criticised before,

sometimes ferociously. Freud’s adversaries at the time did not fail

to stress the inaccuracy and tendentiousness of his historical self-

presentations,58 and there were a number of alternative histories of

psychology and psychotherapy, such as Pierre Janet’s admirable three-

volume Psychological Medications.59 But such rival versions by psy-

chologists in their turn defended particular theoretical positions, and,

at the end of the day, were no less partisan and asymmetric than

Freud’s.60 Only historians not party to a particular psychological

school could attempt to give non-partisan accounts of these contro-

versies, without prejudging the results and the respective validity of

the theories in question.

The first who set out to correct this situation was the historian of

dynamic psychiatry Henri Ellenberger.

Henri Ellenberger: In Switzerland I knew two pioneers of psycho-

analysis: the clergyman Oskar Pfister, a long-time friend of Freud, and

Alphonse Maeder, who had been closely linked to the history of

psychoanalysis. Both of these men told me of many events that they

had either fathered or witnessed. Later, when Ernest Jones published

his official biography of Freud, I was struck by the disparity with the

two pioneers’ accounts . . . In the second volume of his biography,

there is a famous chapter enumerating the so-called persecutions that

befell certain psychoanalysts. I drew up a list of the incidents, and

checked each one of them with primary sources. Among the cases on

which I was able to gather dependable information, I found 80 percent

of Jones’ facts to be either completely false or greatly exaggerated.61
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Instructed by this episode, Ellenberger realised that Jones’ biography

was not an isolated occurrence, and that it illustrated, in a muchmore

general fashion, the striking absence of a history of psychiatry worthy of

the name. Written by the protagonists themselves, the history of psy-

chiatry was often only a string of personal anecdotes and partisan

rumours designed to promote this school or that theory. (Ellenberger

gave the example of the legend constructed around Pinel by his disciples

and elevated to the rank of the founding narrative of psychiatry.62)

To remedy this situation, Ellenberger followed several simple

methodological rules which he enumerated at the beginning of his

monumental work of 1970, The Discovery of the Unconscious. The

History and Evolution of Dynamic Psychiatry. On the one hand, never

take anything as given; verify everything (even if Rorschach’s sister

swears that his eyes are blue, ask for his passport). Always use original

documents and, whenever possible, first-hand witnesses; read texts in

their original language; identify the patients in this observation or

that case history; establish the facts through mercilessly separating

them from interpretations, rumours and legends; on the other hand,

resist the theoreticism and spontaneous iatrocentrism of psychiatrists

by replacing their theories in their multiple biographical, profession-

al, intellectual, economic, social and political contexts, and by

taking account of the role played in their elaboration by the patients

themselves.63

From this perspective, demythologising critique, which is the aspect

which onemost often recalls of Ellenberger’s work, cannot be separated

from the symmetrical gesture of contextualisation, insofar as it is the

nature of psychiatric legends to efface historical contexts. In his un-

published notes on the problem of psychiatric legends, Ellenberger

repeatedly stressed the link between these two aspects of his work.

Ellenberger: The legend becomes the property of a closed group, of a

school, a family (Nietzsche), of a corporation and a family (Pinel). A

closed school (cf. the Epicurians). Continual selection of documents:

destruction, guarding, diffusion. Role of publishers, editors, readers.
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Later, relative deformations, through the change of perspective,

through the disappearance of the context, which render the works of

the author unintelligible.64

Ellenberger noted that the Freudian legend, which is clearly the

major target of The Discovery of the Unconscious, essentially turns

around two themes: that of the solitary hero surmounting the

obstacles placed across his route by malicious adversaries and that of

the absolute originality of the founder – two ways of negating the

friendships, the networks, influences, legacies, readings and intellec-

tual debts – in short, everything which would link Freud to his

historical epoch. Ellenberger’s book, with its 932 pages and 2,611

footnotes, is by itself a striking demonstration of the absurdity of this

presentation of psychoanalysis. Ellenberger unearthed a century and a

half of researches conducted by hundreds of magnetisers, hypnotisers,

philosophers, novelists, psychologists and psychiatrists, without

which psychoanalysis would have been unthinkable. And for good

measure, he flanked his chapter on Freud by three others dedicated to

his great rivals, Janet (placed first), Jung and Adler, so as to stress that

this history of dynamic psychiatry neither commenced nor termi-

nated with psychoanalysis, contrary to what the contemporaneous

teleologically inclined histories of Gregory Zilboorg, Dieter Wyss or

Ilza Veith contended.65

Ellenberger: The current legend . . . attributes to Freud much of what

belongs, notably, to Herbart, Fechner, Nietzsche, Meynert, Benedikt,

and Janet, and overlooks the work of previous explorers of the uncon-

scious, dreams, and sexual pathology. Much of what is credited to

Freud was diffuse current lore, and his role was to crystallize these

ideas and give them an original shape.66

It is clear from the unpublished notebooks left by him after his death

that in the course of his research Ellenberger became extremely

critical with regard to psychoanalysis – more so than one would

suspect from his published writings.
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Ellenberger: Psychoanalysis, is it a science? It does not meet the

criteria (unified science, defined domain and methodology). It corre-

sponds to the traits of a philosophical sect (closed organisation, highly

personal initiation, a doctrine which is changeable but defined by its

official adoption, cult and legend of the founder).67

One finds this same project of contextualising psychoanalysis in

the work of Frank Sulloway, the second historian after Ellenberger

to have radically changed the manner in which we perceive psycho-

analysis. Freud claimed to be a new Darwin, a ‘Darwin of the mind’.

Sulloway proposed to take this slogan as literally as possible. In

his book with an Ellenbergian subtitle, Freud, Biologist of the Mind.

Beyond the Psychoanalytic Legend,68 he showed in a very convincing

manner how the principal ‘discoveries’ were actually deeply rooted in

the biological hypotheses and speculations of his Darwinian era.

Behind libido, infantile sexuality, polymorphous perversity, erotoge-

nous zones, bisexuality, regression, primary repression, the murder of

the primary father, originary fantasies and the death drive, Sulloway

unearthed the forgotten ‘sexual theories’ of Krafft-Ebing, Albert Moll

and Havelock Ellis, Haeckel’s vast biogenetic frescoes, Wilhelm

Fliess and Darwin’s speculations on biorhythms, or again the theory

of the transmission of acquired characteristics of Lamarck. In so

doing, Sulloway intellectually rehabilitated Freud’s friend, confidant

and collaborator Wilhelm Fliess, generally presented in Freud biog-

raphies as a dangerous paranoiac and crank with grandiose and

extravagant theories. Not only were Fliess’ theories perfectly plau-

sible in the context of the biogenetic speculations then in vogue,

but they were favourably received by a not inconsiderable number

of his contemporaries (beginning with Breuer). Thus there is no

need, as some have proposed, to imagine an irrational transference

on the part of Freud towards his friend to explain how he could

have chosen him as a privileged interlocuter for so many years: they

simply shared the same colleagues, the same ideas and the same

readings.
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Sulloway: I am not saying that Fliess was a great scientist, I’m just

saying that what he was doing was reasonably plausible and radical

at the same time, and therefore appealed to Freud’s own radical

sensibilities. Obviously, Freud and Fliess intellectually stimulated

each other a great deal and to discover that this relationship could

be placed in a nineteenth century context in which it all made sense

and took on respectability was a very fun thing to do in terms of the

research involved.69

Just as with Ellenberger, Sulloway’s historical contextualisation

clashes head on with the Freudian legend and notably with the idea

that psychoanalysis was born when Freud abandoned the neuro-

physiological and biological theories of his time to the benefit of a

purely psychological science, founded on clinical observation and

the self-analysis of its founder.

Sulloway:How is it possible, in a self analysis, not to be conditioned by

all the scientific knowledge, reading and diverse evidence that you

have gathered from half a dozen other disciplines? How could you

prevent those relevant sources of information from steering your self

analysis in a certain direction? If you begin to read in the literature that

the infant is much more sexually spontaneous than you had ever

thought, how could you not probe that issue in your own self analysis?

So it shouldn’t come as a big surprise if you then uncover a memory of

having seen your mother naked at age two. If every book you are

reading is telling you that and you then discover it in your own life,

well, big news! It is obvious, not even profound.

The self analysis has been made into a causal agent of Freud’s

originality in traditional Freud scholarship, but that simply is not

true. It is like an uncontrolled experiment: things that are going on

in self analysis get credited for all of Freud’s intellectual changes, but

those things themselves are coming in from somewhere else. The self

analysis is one of the great legendary stories in the history of science

and although Freud himself really didn’t spawn that aspect of the myth,

he did nothing to prevent it from spreading.70

For Sulloway, the ‘legend of the hero’ (following Joseph Campbell)71

elaborated by Freud and his disciples essentially served two purposes.

22 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



On the one hand, through presenting the image of an isolated Freud,

it allowed one to assert the radicality of the new science of the

mind whilst clandestinely recuperating the contributions of Darwin,

Haeckel, Fliess, Krafft-Ebing, the sexologists, and other figures. On the

other hand, and more profoundly, it effectively protected psychoanalysis

against the vicissitudes of scientific research. Once transmuted into

psychological discoveries, the evolutionary hypotheses which underlay

psychoanalytic theory could be maintained in spite of everything, even

when they were refuted in their original fields. Deracinated, psycho-

analysis became a discipline apart, cordoned off and protected from the

refutation of some of its founding presuppositions.

Freud: My position, no doubt, is made more difficult by the present

attitude of biological science, which refuses to hear of the inheritance

of acquired characteristics by succeeding generations. I must, however,

in all modesty confess that nevertheless I cannot do without this factor

in biological evolution.72

Following Sulloway, the Freudian legend is not an anecdotal or

propagandist supplement to psychoanalytic theory (which it remains

to some extent for Ellenberger). On the contrary, it is the theory itself.

Questioning the Freudian legend leads to questioning the status of

psychoanalysis itself. Ellenberger, with Swiss prudence, characterised

psychoanalysis as a half-science (‘demi-science’).73 Sulloway, on the

other hand, does not hesitate to describe psychoanalysis as a pseudo-

science immunised against criticism by a very efficient propaganda

machine and by historical disinformation.

Sulloway: Since I wrote this book on Freud, I have come to see

psychoanalysis as something of a tragedy, as a discipline that evol-

ved from a very promising science into a very disappointing pseudo-

science . . . When I began the book, I approached Freud as most people

do, as one of the great minds of the twentieth century, somebody on a

par with Copernicus and Darwin, as he himself indicated. But the more

I looked into the development of psychoanalysis, the more I discovered

that it was based on outmoded 19th century assumptions that were
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clearly refuted by the rediscovery of Mendel’s laws in genetics, by the

refutation of Lamarckian theory in evolutionary biology and by the

discarding of the various sort of Helmholtzian physiological assump-

tions that were crucial to Freud’s thinking about hysteria. So when I

got to the end of this book, I found myself somewhat reluctantly

having to admit that Freud was not the great discoverer I – and others –

had thought. I became in spite of myself a critic not only of psycho-

analytic theory, but also of what I increasingly saw as the act of

construction of a historical legend to prevent this view of Freud from

being widely understood.74

Freud wars

The appearance of works by Ellenberger and Sulloway was followed

by a veritable avalanche of ‘revisionist’ works,75 each more critical

than the last of the Freudian legend.Whilst, in the main, the works of

Ellenberger and Sulloway were focused on intellectual history,

Paul Roazen launched a social history of the psychoanalytic move-

ment, through conducting oral histories, not unlike the anthropolo-

gists of science, who have attempted to study and distinguish what

scientists actually do in contrast to their public statements about their

work. Roazen’s interviewees presented recollections of Freud which

were radically discrepant from the image of Freud prepared by his

biographer-disciple, Ernest Jones. Likewise, Peter Swales embarked

upon a vast and meticulous archival investigation, only partially

published, which reconstructed Freud’s social and intellectual world

in turn of the century Vienna, and presented a comprehensive

account of the origins of psychoanalysis which was completely at

variance with the Freudian legend. The philosopher Frank Cioffi

showed how the key episode of the ‘seduction theory’, proposed in

public and then abandoned in private by Freud between 1896 and

1897, did not unfold according to Freud’s subsequent accounts,

effectively deconstructing the official version of the discovery of the

Oedipus complex and unconscious infantile sexual fantasies.76
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Such studies have shown to what extent Freud’s ‘observations’ and

case histories were at times selective, tendentious and even dishonest.

Freud, one learns, did not hesitate to modify or to conceal this or

that biographical element to fit his theory,77 to take liberties with

chronology78 and translation,79 to present self-analytical accounts as

objective cases supposedly interpreted through brilliant detective

work,80 or to present imaginary therapeutic results whilst proclaim-

ing the therapeutic superiority of psychoanalysis to other forms of

psychotherapy. For example, there is no evidence that ‘Anna O.’

was ever cured by Breuer,81 any more than ‘Emmy von N.’,82 ‘Cäcilie

M.’,83 ‘Elisabeth von R.’84 or the ‘Wolf Man’85 were by Freud. Other

patients, passed over in silence or mentioned anonymously, were

hardly better off after their analyses, such as Emma Eckstein,86 Elise

Gomperz,87 Elfriede Hirschfeld,88 Anna Freud,89 ‘A. B.’90 or the

unfortunate Horace Frink.91 Conversely, some scholars have conjec-

tured that ‘Katharina’ and ‘Dora’ may never have been ill in the first

place.92

The most immediate effect of this new Freud scholarship has been

to reopen the controversy around psychoanalysis, which the domi-

nation of the Freudian legend in certain quarters had frozen for more

than half a century. The unconscious, infantile sexuality, the Oedipus

complex, repression, transference, all these notions which had been

taken for granted became hot topics which were bitterly disputed.

The ‘Freud wars’ raged. Journal covers were titled ‘Is Freud dead?’93

Works were published with titles such as Why Freud Was Wrong,94

The Freud Case. The Birth of Psychoanalysis from the Lie,95 Despatches

from the Freud Wars96 or again The Black Book of Psychoanalysis,97 and

articles on Freud in magazines regularly sparked off an avalanche of

indignant letters of protestation from the adversarial camp, followed

by responses.98

Freudians resorted to dusting off the old arguments which had

once worked so well (the pathologisation of adversaries, the imputa-

tion of ‘resistance to psychoanalysis’, of puritanism, of antisemitism)
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and they invented new ones, which were better adapted to the new

situation: claims to the so-called ‘progress’ of psychoanalysis since

Freud to render all criticism out of date, critiques of the supposed

‘scientism’ and ‘positivistic credulity’ of Freud historians, without

forgetting the unanswerable retort: ‘The never-ending backlash

against Freud confirms the potency of his theories.’99

Janet Malcolm: Roazen’s book [Brother Animal] is trivial and slight. Its

scholarship, like that of many other works of pop history, does not hold

up under any sort of close scrutiny.100

Kurt Eissler:When Roazen writes . . . then I find myself forced to refer

the reader to Freud’s comments on Daniel Paul Schreber’s self-

revelations.101

René Major (concerning Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen): If he sticks to the

archive and believes that it has no exteriority which permits it to be

read or stops it from being ‘anarchived’ itself, he is prey to spasmodic

convulsions worthy of GrandMal. The GrandMal of the archive. This

illness is also of a sexual nature.102

Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi: The offensives against psychoanalysis have

become confounded with attacks against the personal integrity

of Freud which have attained a degree of defamation without

precedent.103

As for the new historians, they denounced Freudian dominance of

the media, the press campaigns waged against dissidents, and the

restriction of Freudian archives. How did it come about that so

many documents deposited in public institutions such as the Library

of Congress in Washington were officially inaccessible to researchers,

and some documents until 2113 (or now indefinitely)? And why were

these access restrictions, implacably applied when it came to inde-

pendent researchers, suddenly lifted when it came to insiders of the

psychoanalytic movement?

In 1994, a large international exhibition under the auspices of the

Freud Archives and the Library of Congress in Washington was

announced. None of the new Freud scholars figured in the organising
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committee. In protest, forty-two of them (including the authors of

this book) sent an open letter to the Library of Congress to express

their wish that the exhibition reflect ‘the present state of Freud

research’ and requested that someone representing their views be

added to the organising committee.104 The request was not consid-

ered. Then, for apparently completely independent reasons, the

Library of Congress announced that the exhibition would be post-

poned to enable the organisers to raise the necessary funds. This

inflamed the controversy. The letter, which would otherwise have

sunk without a trace, was taken to be responsible for the postpone-

ment. The organisers attributed the Library of Congress’ decision to

the petitioners’ political and media pressure and protested, claiming

that they were defending ‘freedom of expression’. The news was

immediately reported in the international press: once more, Freud

was the butt of censure! A counter-petition was organised in France

by Élisabeth Roudinesco and Philippe Garnier. This gathered

together more than 180 signatures, some of them prestigious, to

denounce the ‘blackmail to fear’, the ‘puritan manifestations’, the

‘witch hunt’ and the ‘dictatorship of several intellectuals turned into

inquisitors’. The so-called inquisitors retorted by a press release, read

by practically no one, in which they protested against the manipu-

lation of the media by their adversaries.105 At that point, the Library

of Congress announced that the organisers had found the necessary

funds to mount the exhibition and that it could take place as initially

intended. In the meantime, the latest Freud war had taken place.106

Once more, historians and critics had been misrepresented and slan-

dered, and the media manipulated to present a heroic image of an

embattled revolutionary science of psychoanalysis.107

This book is about the Freud wars, old and new. It reopens the

controversies which surrounded the inception of psychoanalysis and

shows what we may learn from them about the fate of a once

fashionable would-be science. It is striking to see the extent to

which contemporary polemics around psychoanalysis repeat, in a
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quasi-somnambular manner, those which took place at the begin-

ning of the century. It is well known that, from 1906, Freud’s

theories were the subject of a fierce international controversy, in

which the leading contemporary figures of psychiatry and psychol-

ogy participated: Pierre Janet, Emil Kraepelin,William Stern, Eugen

Bleuler, Gustav Aschaffenburg, Alfred Hoche, Morton Prince and

many others. What is less known is the fact that this controversy

came to a close with the defeat of psychoanalysis at the congress of

the German psychiatric association, held in Breslau in 1913, where

speaker after speaker rose up to denounce psychoanalysis in an

unequivocal manner. The reason for this ‘induced amnesia’ is the

fact that Freud and his followers acted as if the controversy ended in

their favour. The apologue of the three blows with which we began

perfectly illustrates this: what is widely known about Freud’s adver-

saries is that they were motivated by irrational resistances as well as

sexual repression and that they were definitively relegated to the

scrapheap of the prehistory of science, just like the adversaries of

Darwin and Copernicus. Consequently, we know little of the objec-

tions which they addressed to psychoanalysis nor do we know how

Freud surmounted them. As we shall see, this was for a good reason,

as one may question whether they were ever surmounted.When one

places Freud’s ‘victory’ over his adversaries in its historical context,

one sees that it was imaginary, and that it rests on a negative

hallucination concerning the critiques of psychoanalysis.

We propose, therefore, to reopen the files of these critiques and old

controversies, consigned for too long in the ‘prepsychoanalytic’ attic,

and restage the debates. Once the dust has been shaken off them,

these files prove to be strikingly at variance with received opinion,

which explains why some of them were so carefully censured, or

classed as ‘top secret’ by the guardians of the Freud archives. Given

how hard to retrieve much of this material is, we have deliberately

chosen to cite excerpts in extenso, letting the historical actors speak in

their own voices and creating a polyphonic text, rather than filter
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through paraphrases. Taken together, they show a history which has

very little in common with that which one finds in the works of Freud

and his biographers, and which was taken at face value for so long.

This history, as we shall see, demonstrates the extraordinary apparatus

by which this would-be science of psychoanalysis installed itself in

contemporary societies. Beyond psychoanalysis, it opens up the his-

tory of the constitution of the modern psychological sciences and

psychotherapies, and how they furnished the ideas which we have of

ourselves, and how these became solidified into incontrovertible

‘facts’.
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1

Privatising science

I find that one of the greatest bonds between us is our feeling for

science and for what science really means. I hardly think that Freud

always had a completely clear grasp of that.

Ernest Jones to Marie Bonaparte, 2 July 19541

Why do the current controversies revolve around the history of

psychoanalysis and the manner in which it has been written? Why

such vehemence on both sides, why a ‘war’? After all, the philosoph-

ical, epistemological and political critiques of psychoanalysis never

aroused such passion. Psychoanalysis was reproached by Karl Jaspers

for mixing up hermeneutic understanding (Verstehen) and the

explanation (Erklären) of the natural sciences, by Jean-Paul Sartre

for confounding repression and ‘bad faith’, by Ludwig Wittgenstein

for confusing causes and reasons, by Karl Popper for avoiding all

scientific falsification, by Adolf Grünbaum for proposing an episte-

mically inconsistent clinical validation and by Michel Foucault for

producing sexuality under the cover of unmasking it. None of this

affected psychoanalysts. Even the provocations and magnificent rhetor-

ical violence of Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari’sAnti-Oedipus did not

lead them to lose their composure. On the contrary, it is as if advocates

of psychoanalysis were not perturbed by these debates because they
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legitimate their discipline, letting the adherents invariably escape

unharmed, entrenched in the private sphere of the psychoanalytic clinic.

The more Freud is debated, it is often said, the more it confirms his

significance.

Why then such sudden susceptibility concerning historical details,

some of which on first sight appear to be quite trivial? Why is it so

important for psychoanalysts to maintain the version of events given

by Freud and his authorised biographers? Is it simply a question of a

dispute between experts, a controversy between historians such as we

often see? Not in this case, because the dispute here is not simply one

between factions of historians, or of ways of interpreting the historical

record. More deeply, it pits historians against a radically dehistori-

cised version of psychoanalysis, disguised as a ‘history of psychoanaly-

sis’. From this perspective, similarities abound between the ‘Freud

wars’ and the ‘science wars’, which rage elsewhere between historians,

sociologists and anthropologists of science on the one side and sci-

entistic ideologues on the other. In both cases, what is at stake is

the historicisation, and correspondingly the relativisation, of ‘facts’,

‘discoveries’ and ‘truths’ ordinarily presented as atemporal and uni-

versal and shielded from the variations and contingencies of history

(it is of little importance here whether psychoanalysis styles itself as

a science or not, as it still nevertheless presents itself as a universal

theory, a general ontology valid for all). These debates are not

external to the science or the theory, because they bear on this

demarcation itself: can one or should one separate the science or

the theory from its history? To take up the famous Mertonian

distinction, can one separate what is ‘internal’ from what is ‘ex-

ternal’?2 Can one, as Reichenbach would have it, trace a limit

between the context of discovery (the anecdotal account of the

emergence of concepts) and the context of justification (the prop-

erly scientific work of proof)? It is the refusal of these demarcations

by the new historians of science and of psychoanalysis which

has generated such scandal, because it puts into question the

Privatising science * 31



pretensions of this or that discipline to scientificity and to theoret-

ical hegemony.

However, the comparison between the ‘Freud wars’ and the

‘science wars’ stops right here. Even if some scientists feel attacked

in their most intimate convictions by the historicisation of science

practised by ‘science studies’, those who are really threatened by this

are rare. On the contrary, many scientists don’t mind opening their

notebooks and laboratories to historians and anthropologists when

asked, and some do not hesitate to recognise how they are portrayed,

even if they draw different conclusions from those of their observers.3

This is a sign that they feel themselves sufficiently strong to bear

the test of historical and anthropological inquiry. The same is not

the case for psychoanalysis, where intrusions of historians into the

Freudian ‘laboratory’ are generally perceived as unacceptable trans-

gressions which should be denounced. For a discipline concerned

with the past, psychoanalysis is strangely allergic to its own history,

and for good reason: for it is precisely here that it is vulnerable.

Isabelle Stengers: [Psychoanalytic circles] have tried – with great

success up to now – to occupy the domain of the present indefinitely

and stop historians from having access to documents and archives.

Everything takes place as if what happened to Freud one hundred years

ago is still so confidential and private that it justifies sequestering

archives, censoring correspondences and obstructing the pursuits of

historians doing their work. It is to be believed that the secrets of

psychoanalysis are weightier than those of diplomacy or international

history. One knows today that Churchill decided to let Coventry

be bombed rather than reveal to the Germans that the British had

deciphered their code. But one can still not have access to this or

that correspondence with Freud which could inform us about this

or that detail of his private life! It seems that there is something

there that is too explosive for one to dream of divulging. This is

perfectly absurd. In terms of what concerns me, I see here the sign

that psychoanalysis has failed to adopt the normal regime of scientific

production. In contrast to the sciences, psychoanalysis is vulnerable

to its past.4
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‘Psychoanalysis is my creation’

The exact sense of this vulnerability remains to be understood. Is it

simply a question of ‘all too human’ secrets of the founder’s biography,

which would simply be factors external to the theory? Freud, as his

biographers invariably note, did not like biographers and did every-

thing to make their task more difficult.5 At least on two instances, in

1885 and in 1907, he destroyed most of his notes, intimate diaries and

personal papers, veritable holocausts in which correspondences as

precious for the comprehension of the origins of psychoanalysis as

those with Bernheim, Breuer, Fliess, August Forel, Havelock Ellis

and Leopold Löwenfeld probably perished. The same thing happened

in 1938
6 and again in 1939,7 and one knows that he would have

destroyed his letters to Wilhelm Fliess were it not for the refusal of

Marie Bonaparte, who had acquired this correspondence on the

express condition that he could not regain possession of them.

Freud to Marie Bonaparte, 3 January 1937: The matter of the

correspondence with Fliess has affected me deeply . . . Our cor-

respondence was the most intimate you can imagine. It would

have been highly embarrassing to have it fall into the hands of

strangers . . . I do not want any of them to become known to the

so-called posterity.8

Diary of Marie Bonaparte, entry of 24 November 1937: But when

later, at the end of February or the beginning of March 1937, I saw

[Freud] in Vienna and he told me he wanted the letters to be burned,

I refused . . . One day he told me: ‘I hope to convince you to destroy

them.’9

Freud to Martha Bernays, 28 April 1885: One intention as a matter

of fact I have almost finished carrying out, an intention which a

number of as yet unborn and unfortunate people will one day resent.

Since you won’t guess what kind of people I am referring to, I will tell

you at once: they are my biographers. I have destroyed all my notes of

the past fourteen years, as well as letters, scientific excerpts, and the

manuscripts of my papers . . .As for the biographers, let them worry, we
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have no desire to make it too easy for them. Each of them will be right

in his opinion of ‘The Development of the Hero’, and I am already

looking forward to seeing them go astray.10

Freud to his ‘unsolicited biographer’11 Fritz Wittels, 18 December

1923: Needless to say, I would never have desired or promoted such a

book [Wittels (1924)]. It seems to me that the world has no claim on

my person and that it will learn nothing fromme so long as my case (for

manifold reasons) cannot be made fully transparent.12

Fair enough, one could say. No one likes anyone rummaging around

in their private life. Who would criticise Freud for wanting to resist

the indiscrete curiosity of biographers and historians? With Freud,

however, this reserve (this censure) was combined with a very active

and highly public autobiographical writing, which, moreover, he

merged with the presentation of the psychoanalytic theory itself.

From this perspective, one cannot reduce Freud’s manipulation of his

biography to a simple private affair, without consequence for psycho-

analysis. The presentation of the theory was intimately bound to the

the founder’s self-presentation, and what affects one inevitably affects

the other.

Freud:History. –The best way of understanding psycho-analysis is still

by tracing its origin and development.13

It was very early, from his first synoptic presentation of psychoanal-

ysis, the ‘Five lectures on psychoanalysis’ presented at the Clark

conference in 1909, that Freud started to present his doctrine in the

form of an autobiographical narrative. Even if the first sentence

attributed the paternity of psychoanalysis to Josef Breuer, the rest of

the text retraced Freud’s own evolution, from the abandonment

of cathartic hypnosis up to the application of psychoanalysis to the

problem of artistic creation, passing by the successive discoveries of

repression, the meaning of dreams and infantile sexuality. This

mode of autobiographical exposition was only accentuated in his

‘History of the psychoanalytic movement’ and the ‘Short account of
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psychoanalysis’, and culminated in his ‘Autobiographical study’,

which had been requested by L. R. Grote for the fourth volume of

his Die Medizin der Gegenwart in Selbstdarstellungen [Contemporary

Medicine in Autobiography].

Freud: I have already more than once published papers upon the same

line as the present one, papers which, from the nature of the subject,

have dealtmorewith personal considerations than is usual or thanwould

otherwise have been necessary . . . Since I must not contradict myself

and since I have no wish to repeat myself exactly, I must endeavour to

construct a narrative in which subjective and objective attitudes, bio-

graphical and historical interests, are combined in a new proportion.14

But why, we may ask, does ‘the nature of the subject’ require such an

emphasis on ‘personal considerations’? We have become so used to

this autobiographical presentation of psychoanalysis that we no lon-

ger notice the oddness of this statement. After all, why should there

be any intrinsic link between psychoanalysis and Freud’s person?

It is not so much the autobiographical form as such which is a

problem, for Freud was not the first pioneer of psychology and of

psychotherapy to have adopted it – one thinks of the memoirs of

Wundt, Stanley Hall, August Forel, Emil Kraepelin, Albert Moll,

Havelock Ellis and later Jung.15 There was also, from the 1930s, a

systematic collection of autobiographical accounts from the principal

figures in psychology, such as Pierre Janet,WilliamMcDougall, James

Mark Baldwin, J. B.Watson,William Stern, Edouard Claparède, Jean

Piaget and Kurt Goldstein. One need only peruse the volumes of this

monumental History of Psychology in Autobiography,16 initially pub-

lished under the editorship of Carl Murchison, to see that a number of

the autobiographies of Freud’s contemporaries were no less ‘subjec-

tive’, tendentious and lacunary than his.17 That of Watson in partic-

ular cedes nothing to Freud in terms of aggressive invective.

John Broadus Watson: The War played havoc with my work . . . I

returned to Washington and was transferred to the Aviation Medical
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Corps to work under Colonel Crabtree on oxygen deprivation. Did

some work of an unsatisfactory nature, got into trouble because my

own Corps asked me to write them, directly and not through military

channels, what I thought of the famous ‘Rotation Test.’ I was nearly

court-martialed for doing so. I was returned by Colonel Crabtree to

Aviation with the notation ‘that he be not allowed to serve his country

in his scientific capacity, but he be sent to the line’; in other words, the

wish was implied that I be killed speedily . . . The whole army experi-

ence was a nightmare to me. Never have I seen such incompetence,

such extravagance, such a group of overbearing, inferior men. Talk of

putting a Negro in uniform!18

However, none of Freud’s contemporaries appear to have linked their

theories to their own person, and for a good reason: that would have

meant putting into doubt the objectivity of the theory, in making it

an expression of the theorist’s subjectivity.19 By contrast, Freud never

ceased to affirm the objective and subjective, universal and local

character of psychoanalytic theory.

Freud: No one need be surprised at the subjective character of the

contribution I propose to make here to the history of the psycho-

analytic movement, nor need anyone wonder at the part I play in it.

For psycho-analysis is my creation . . . I consider myself justified in

maintaining that even to-day no one can know better than I do what

psycho-analysis is, how it differs from other ways of investigating the

life of the mind, and precisely what should be called psycho-analysis

and what would better be described by some other name.20

Freud, regarding Jung and the Zurich school: They are unwilling to

give up their connection with psycho-analysis, as whose representa-

tives they became known to the world, and prefer to give it out that

psycho-analysis has changed. At the Munich Congress I found it

necessary to clear up this confusion, and I did so by declaring that I

did not recognize the innovations of the Swiss as legitimate continu-

ations and further developments of the psycho-analysis that originated

with me.21

Here, Freud inscribes psychoanalysis within a patrilineal descent:

what is not of his lineage, what does not descend directly from him,
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the father of psychoanalysis, should not bear the name of psycho-

analysis. But if psychoanalysis is Freudian, this should by no means be

understood in the manner in which one speaks of ‘Newtonian’

physics or ‘Pasteurian’ medicine. Whatever the historical role of

Newton or Pasteur in the theories which bear their name, their

subjectivity and personality do not play a role in the theories them-

selves or the debates and controversies to which they gave rise. That

it was Sir Isaac Newton or another who formulated the laws set forth

in Principia is not important to the physicist who proposes to test,

extend or contest them. The movement of the modern sciences, in as

much as they have put forward theories or general ontologies capable

of creating a universal consensus, is linked to what Merton called

scientific ‘communism’, i.e., the rejection of the idea of private

property in matters of knowledge. The critique of the argument

from authority, understood either in the rationalist perspective of

Descartes or in the empiricist perspective of Boyle, amounts to the

same thing: in each instance it is a matter of appealing to a ‘clear and

distinct idea’ or to a ‘matter of fact’ whose evidence is binding on

everyone and can be repeated by anyone, independently of the

personage of the scholar. For moderns, knowledge is only legitimate

when it is impersonal enough for everyone to agree about it, in other

words: when it belongs to no one in particular. As Steven Shapin has

noted, extending the works of Niklas Luhmann and Anthony

Giddens,22 one of the most critical features of the ‘scientific revolu-

tion’ under way in the seventeenth century was the progressive

abandonment of the trust placed in the individual testimony of

persons judged to be of integrity and virtue in favour of neutral and

anonymous institutions, founded on mechanisms of transindividual

verification and self-regulation.

Steven Shapin: Modernity guarantees knowledge not by reference to

virtue but to expertise. When we give our trust to – ‘have faith in’ –

modern systems of technology and knowledge, our faith is now widely

said not to be in the moral character of the individuals concerned but
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in the genuine expertise attributed to the institutions. The expertise of

individuals is itself considered to be vouched for by the institutions

from which they speak and which are the ultimate sources of that

expertise.23

By contrast, Freud seems to return to a premodern position when he

insists on the moral qualities which enabled him alone to reveal that

which had remained hidden until then to all other mortals. Indeed, if

the psychoanalytic ‘nature of the subject’ and Freud are so insepa-

rable, then it is because it wasn’t sufficient to stumble on the uncon-

scious to ‘discover’ it. Courage and a staunch heart were necessary to

be able to confront the somber truth of sexuality and the innumerable

resistances which it aroused. Only a man without fear and above

reproach could face such a daunting task, namely Freud.

Freud to Marie Bonaparte, 16 December 1927: If you had known

Breuer, he was a great mind, a mind quite superior to me. I had only

one thing: courage to stand up against the majority, faith in myself.24

Freud: I treated my discoveries as ordinary contributions to science

and hoped they would be received in the same spirit. But . . . I under-

stood that from now onwards I was one of those who have ‘disturbed

the sleep of the world,’ as Hebbel says, and that I could not reckon

upon objectivity and tolerance. Since, however, my conviction of the

general accuracy of my observations and conclusions grew even stron-

ger, and since neither my confidence in my own judgment nor my

moral courage were precisely small, the outcome of the situation could

not be in doubt.25

But this isn’t all. Freud still had to surmount the internal resistances

to the truth, otherwise he would never have been able to confront

the external obstacles which he met with along the way. This is a

central element in the story that Freud tells us, which explains why it

was he alone who ‘discovered’ the unconscious. No one was capable

of confronting the truth of unconscious without the aid of analysis.

Consequently, the primal analyst had to have been a self-analyst.

Freud, we are told, was the first in the history of humanity who
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analysed himself and it was thus that he could lift the repressions

which prevented his predecessors and contemporaries, indeed all of

humanity, from seeing the truth. In his ‘History of the psychoanalytic

movement’, Freud claimed that it was thanks to the analysis of the

dreams of his patients and his own that he found the courage to

proceed despite the opprobrium which he was subject to.

Freud: It was only my success in this direction that enabled me to

persevere . . . Moreover, I soon saw the necessity of carrying out a self-

analysis, and this I did with the help of a series of my own dreams which

led me back through all the events of my childhood; and I am still of

the opinion to-day that this kind of analysis may suffice for anyone who

is a good dreamer and not too abnormal.26

The theory impeccably wraps around itself, explaining its own dis-

covery. The indissoluble linkage which Freud established between his

object and his own person now becomes clear: he himself was the

‘royal road’ to the unconscious. Henceforth, there would be no

other route to it. In place of the ideal of a replication of an objective

experience, independent of the experimenters, was substituted the

mimetic emulation of the master, of the primal analyst who alone

knew what others didn’t. Psychoanalysis was indeed Freud’s science.

The politics of self-analysis

Sándor Ferenczi to Freud, 17March 1911: There has certainly never

been any intellectual movement in which the personality of the discov-

erer has played such a great and indispensable role as yours has done in

psychoanalysis.27

Harry K. Wells: Psychoanalysis proper is essentially the product of

Freud’s self-analysis.28

Ernst Kris: The first and perhaps most significant result of Freud’s self-

analysis was the step from seduction theory to full insight into the

significance of infantile sexuality . . . In the summer and autumn of

1897 his self-analysis revealed the essential features of the Oedipus
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complex and enabled him to understand the nature of Hamlet’s inhib-

ition. Insight into the role of the erotogenic zones in the development

of the libido followed.29

Ernest Jones: In the summer of 1897 . . . Freud undertook hismost heroic

feat – a psychoanalysis of his own unconscious . . . Yet the uniqueness of

the feat remains. Once done it is done forever. For no one ever again

can be the first to explore those depths . . . What indomitable courage,

both intellectual and moral, must have been needed!30

Eissler: Here we return to the enigma of Freud’s personality . . . His

findings had to be wrested in the face of his own extreme resistances –

the self-analysis being comparable, in terms of the danger involved,

to Benjamin Franklin’s flying a kite in a thunderstorm in 1752, in order

to investigate the laws of electricity. The next two persons who tried to

repeat his experiments were both killed.31

The self-analysis, always described by Freud’s biographers as heroic,

unprecedented and superhuman, is at the core of the Freudian legend.

It is therefore instructive to trace how and why it acquired this central-

ity. At the outset, there was nothing unique or original in practising

self-analysis, conceived as introspective self-observation. Freud’s self-

analysis was only slowly and gradually elevated to the presently quasi-

mythic place at the heart of the psychoanalytic movement.

Thomas Hobbes: Whosoever looketh into himself, and considereth

what he doth, and when he does think, opine, reason, hope, feare, &c,

and upon what grounds; he shall thereby read and know, what are the

thoughts, and Passions of all men, upon like occasions.32

Immanuel Kant: The wish to play the spy upon one’s self . . . is

to reverse the natural order of cognitive powers . . .The desire for

self-investigation is either already a disease of the mind (hypochondria)

or will lead to such a disease and ultimately to the madhouse.33

Auguste Comte: The thinker cannot divide himself into two, of

whom one reasons whilst the other observes him reason. The organ

observed and the organ observing being, in this case, identical, how

could observation take place? This pretended psychological method is

then radically null and void.34
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William James: Like most psychologists . . . he makes of his personal

peculiarities a rule.35

Placed back in the wide frame of psychology at the end of the

nineteenth century and at the beginning of the twentieth, Freud’s

self-analysis is only a chapter in the history of introspection. It is

important to recall that throughout the nineteenth century, despite

the strictures against it expressed by figures such as Kant and Auguste

Comte, introspection continued to be the main method of philo-

sophical psychology. Initially, this hardly changed with the advent

of the new ‘scientific’ psychology. Franz Brentano maintained that

psychology, like any other natural science, had to be based on per-

ception and experience, straightforwardly including self-perception

in this.

Brentano: Above all, however, its source is to be found in the inner

perception of our own mental phenomena.36

For the new psychology, inner experience appeared as the prize

domain for exploration. Thus it was natural that psychologists

would practise self-observation and self-experimentation (which

was still used in medicine at this time). The identically titled works

of Alfred Maury and Joseph Delbœuf, Sleep and Dreams,37 are good

examples of this introspective genre. At the same time, which

seems strange to us today, the first ‘subjects’ of the new experimental

psychology were the experimenters themselves – Fechner, Hering,

Helmholtz and Ebbinghaus.38 Even inWundt’s laboratory, where the

experimenters also acted as subjects, the experimental procedures

were essentially intended to render introspection more reliable and

replicable, and in no respect to eliminate it. It was only later, with the

famous debate on ‘imageless thought’, that introspection was gradu-

ally abandoned as a method in psychology, notably in favour of the

third-person experimentation promoted by behaviourism, with its

methodological rejection of all private mental states. From this
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perspective, Freud’s decision at the end of the summer of 1897 to take

himself as his investigative object was not exceptional in the context

of the time. On the contrary, it was perfectly routine and predictable.

Freud to Wilhelm Fliess, 14 August 1897: The chief patient I am

preoccupied with is myself. My little hysteria, though greatly accen-

tuated by my work, has resolved itself a little further . . . The analysis is

more difficult than any other. It is, in fact, what paralyzes my psychic

strength for describing and communicating what I have won so far.

Still, I believe it must be done and is a necessary intermediary stage in

my work.39

Taken in the narrow sense of systematic therapeutic analysis, centred

on the recollection of childhood memories, the self-analysis appears

to have been extremely brief, and, in Freud’s own view, disappointing

(a point rarely mentioned by his biographers). Actively pursued from

the beginning of October 1897 (two weeks after the abandonment of

the seduction theory),40 it was finished six weeks later in a lucid

assessment of failure.

Freud to Fliess, 14 November 1897: My self-analysis remains inter-

rupted. I have realized why I can analyze myself only with the knowl-

edge obtained objectively (like an outsider). True self-analysis is

impossible; otherwise there would be no [neurotic] illness. Since I am

still contending with some kind of puzzle in my patients, this is bound

to hold me up in my self-analysis as well.41

Freud to Fliess, 9 February 1898:As for the rest, everything is still in a

state of latency. My self-analysis is at rest in favor of the dream book.42

Taken in the larger sense of self-observation, however, the self-

analysis began much earlier, with Freud’s interpretation of his dreams

which he routinely noted on waking,43 and continued with his

analysis of his childhood memories (the so-called screen memories),

as well as forgettings, lapses and failed acts. It is in this sense that

Freud mentions in The Psychopathology of Everyday Life that, at the

age of 43, he began to be interested in ‘what was left of my memory
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of my own childhood’.44 This coupling of an analysis of one’s

dreams and childhood memories was not without precedent, as

one already finds it in Delbœuf ’s Sleep and Dreams, where one of

the major themes is the capacity of dreams to recall forgotten

memories. In this regard, Delbœuf ’s analysis of the ‘dream of lizards

and of the asplenium ruta muraria’45 seems to have served as the

model of the analysis of the ‘dream of Irma’s injection in The

Interpretation of Dreams’.46 Further, as Andreas Mayer has justly

noted,47 this self-observation should also be situated in the contin-

uation of the ‘introspective hypnotism’ practised at that time by

figures such as August Forel, Eugen Bleuler48 and Oskar Vogt, who

had all published first-person accounts of the hypnotic state.49 The

idea of the introspective study of subliminal or unconscious psychic

states was definitely in the air.

August Forel: The object of psychology is the study of so-called

psychic functions of our brain by direct introspection . . . Those cere-

bral functions which do not fall into the ordinary field of attention of

our consciousness in a waking state or its memories escape direct

introspective psychology. But modern studies have made us increas-

ingly aware that a large part of the cerebral functions called uncon-

scious possess an introspective shimmering which we can surprise in

certain circumstances and one designates this fact by the term ‘subcon-

scious,’ a term which for good reason is being increasingly adopted.50

Freud: I have noticed in my psycho-analytical work that the whole

frame of mind of a man who is reflecting is totally different from that of

a man who is observing his own psychical processes . . . In both cases

attention must be concentrated, but the man who is reflecting is also

exercising his critical faculty . . . The self-observer on the other hand

need only take the trouble to suppress his critical faculty. If he succeeds

in doing that, innumerable ideas come into his consciousness of which

he could otherwise never have got hold . . . What is in question,

evidently, is the establishment of a psychical state which, in its dis-

tribution of psychical energy (that is, of mobile attention), bears

some analogy to the state before falling asleep – and no doubt also to

hypnosis.51
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Freud himself did not seem to have accorded a special status to his

self-analysis, at least at the beginning. In the first edition of The

Interpretation of Dreams, as Peter Gay has noted, the term ‘self-

analysis’ hardly signifies more than ‘self-observation’.52 Freud spoke

of ‘self-analyses’ (in the plural) regarding his interpretation of his

dreams, and he utilised the term to designate the ensemble of his work

of self-inspection in The Interpretation of Dreams, which demonstrates

that he did not understand it in the strict sense of analytic work upon

oneself.

Freud: Thus it comes about that I am led to my own dreams, which

offer a copious and convenient material . . . No doubt I shall be met by

doubts of the trustworthiness of ‘self-analyses’ of this kind . . . In my

judgment the situation is in fact more favourable in the case of self-

observation than in that of other people; at all events we may make the

experiment and see how far self-analysis takes us with the interpreta-

tion of dreams.53

Freud: [In] the dream about the strange task set me by old Brücke of

making a dissection of my own pelvis . . . the dissection meant the self-

analysis which I was carrying out, as it were, in the publication of this

present book about dreams.54

Freud’s self-analysis only gradually acquired the more technical – that

is to say, properly Freudian – meaning that it now has in psycho-

analytic vocabulary. Indeed, it was only in the preface of the second

edition ofThe Interpretation of Dreams that Freud made the first public

allusion to his psychoanalysis of himself.

Freud: For this book has a further subjective significance for me

personally – a significance which I only grasped after I had completed

it. It was, I found, a portion of my own self-analysis, my reaction to my

father’s death – that is to say, to the most important event, the most

poignant loss, of a man’s life.55

Suddenly, the public learned that the book on dreams was only a

fragment of a self-analysis, the full content of which was simultane-

ously withheld. This clearly completely resignified the work, as well as

44 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



that on the psychopathology of everyday life. Behind the published,

public science, there was now the private, secret ‘science’ of Freud.

Behind the manifest content of the books on dreams and on the

psychopathology of everyday life, there was also their latent, ‘Oedipal’

content. Psychoanalysis itself became a riddle, with only Freud pos-

sessing its key. Furthermore, the self-analysis not only furnished

the esoteric meaning of psychoanalysis, it now emerged as something

very different from other introspective practices, insofar as self-

observation was merged with self-therapy. To observe oneself was

no longer sufficient: one had to cure oneself of the blindness with

regard to the unconscious, as Freud had done. The upshot of this was

that not anyone could practise psychoanalysis – contrary to the case

with hypnosis, suggestion, and other medical and psychological thera-

peutic techniques. To be a psychoanalyst, one had to cure oneself, or

in other words, psychoanalyse oneself. In 1909, to the question of how

one became a psychoanalyst, Freud replied: ‘by studying one’s own

dreams’.56The following year, he noted that would-be psychoanalysts

had to devote themselves to a self-analysis in order to overcome their

resistances.

Freud: Now that a considerable number of people are practising

psycho-analysis and exchanging their observations with one another,

we have noticed that no psycho-analyst goes further than his own

complexes and internal resistances permit; and we consequently

require that he shall begin his activity with a self-analysis57 and con-

tinually carry it deeper while he is making his observations on his

patients. Anyone who fails to produce results in a self-analysis of this

kind may at once give up any idea of being able to treat patients by

analysis.58

On the surface, nothing could be more democratic: anyone could –

and should – repeat Freud’s self-analysis. The problem was that this

directive wasn’t accompanied with any instructions, as no one except

Freud himself knew what this self-analysis consisted in (one should

bear in mind that his letters to Fliess were only published decades
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later). Consequently, what could be more natural than to turn to

the expert on self-analysis to ask his advice? A number of figures duly

did. Ernest Jones and Sándor Ferenczi, for example, sent detailed

accounts of their self-analyses to Freud, who responded with inter-

pretations, suggestions and directives. These mimetic ‘self ’-analyses

could with much justice be regarded simply as analyses by correspond-

ence. Furthermore, they were hardly examples of open-ended inquiry,

as what was to be found was already known in advance, and scripted

by psychoanalytic theory.

In other cases, however, the practice of self-analysis dangerously

slipped out of Freud’s control. Each analyst could appeal to the

findings of their own self-analysis, thus resulting in a cacophony of

divergent interpretations. There where Freud found Oedipus, others

found Electra. Where he insisted on the paternal complex, others

insisted on the maternal complex. Where he ‘discovered’ infantile

sexuality, others discovered ‘organ inferiority’. Where he saw the

workings of the ‘libido’, others saw the ‘aggressive drive’. It is not a

coincidence that the epoch when Freud placed his trust in the

practice of self-analysis was also that of the monumental disputes

between Freud, Adler, Stekel and Jung. Insofar as the ultimate

criterion for the validity of psychoanalytic interpretations was self-

analysis, each could invoke his own to delegitimate the interpreta-

tions and theories of others and accuse them of projecting their own

unanalysed complexes into their theories or of having succumbed to

neurotic resistances. Nothing enabled one to settle the symmetric

conflicts of interpretations which were tearing apart the psycho-

analytic community.

Freud to Ernest Jones, 9 August 1911: As for the internal dissension

with Adler, it was likely to come and I have ripened the crisis. It is the

revolt of an abnormal individual driven mad by ambition, his influence

upon others depending on his strong terrorism and sadismus.59

Alfred Adler: Freud had a bad time with my verbal remarks . . . my

gentle rejection: ‘Standing in his shadow is no fun’ – that is, being
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blamed for all the inconsistencies of Freudianism simply because of

cooperating in the psychology of neurosis. Without delay, he inter-

preted it as a confession of my rebellious vanity, so that he could

deliver it up to the unsuspecting readers.60

Wilhelm Stekel: In one session that took place after Adler had

seceded, [Freud] claimed that Adler suffered from paranoia. That was

one of Freud’s favorite diagnoses; he had applied it to another impor-

tant friend of his from whom he had separated.61 Immediately in his

slavish choir, voices resounded which enthusiastically confirmed this

ridiculous diagnosis.62

It was precisely to remedy this situation, which threatened to shatter

the psychoanalytic movement, that Jung proposed in 1912 that every

prospective analyst had to be analysed by another analyst – i.e., had to

submit to a training analysis. This was quickly seconded by Freud in

the same year.

Jung: There are analysts who believe that they can get along with a

self-analysis. This is Münchhausen63 psychology, and they will cer-

tainly remain stuck. They forget that one of the most important

therapeutically effective factors is subjecting yourself to the objective

judgment of another. As regards ourselves we remain blind, despite

everything and everybody.64

Freud: It is not enough . . . that [the physician] himself should be an

approximately normal person. It may be insisted, rather, that he should

have undergone a psycho-analytic purification and have become aware

of those complexes of his own which would be apt to interfere with his

grasp of what the patient tells him . . . I count it as one of the many

merits of the Zurich school of analysis that they have laid increased

emphasis on this requirement, and have embodied it in the demand

that everyone who wishes to carry out analyses on other people shall

first himself undergo an analysis by someone with expert knowledge . . .

But anyone who has scorned to take the precaution of being analysed

himself . . . will easily fall into the temptation of projecting outwards

some of the peculiarities of his own personality, which he has dimly

perceived, into the field of science, as a theory having universal

validity; he will bring the psycho-analytic method into discredit, and

lead the inexperienced astray.65
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It is important to realise that training analysis was a striking departure

from current practices in medicine and psychiatry. Whilst self-

experimentation was still common, it would have been unthinkable

to require that a would-be practitioner of hypnosis undergo hypnosis,

or a would-be surgeon undergo surgery. After attending the psycho-

analytic congress in Weimar in 1911, James Jackson Putnam com-

mented on this in a talk.

James Jackson Putnam: Then I learned, to my surprise and interest,

that a large part of these investigators had subjected themselves, more

or less systematically, to the same sort of searching character-analysis to

which their patients were being subjected at their hands. It is fast

getting to be felt that an initiation of this sort is an indispensable

condition of good work.66

In theory at least, training analysis was supposed to guarantee that

the theories and interpretations of analysts were not deformed by

their ‘neurosis’. As we have seen, this had also been the aim of the

self-analyses which had previously been undertaken. In practice,

it guaranteed that everyone interpreted in a manner authorised by

Freud or those of his disciples whom he had analysed. Henceforth,

analysts would no longer be free to decide the meanings of their

dreams by themselves. Better still, they were no longer free to decide

whether they were neurotic or not, or even if they had been fully

analysed. All of this would be determined by their analyst, in an

infinite regress going back to Freud himself. Thus the ‘psychoanalytic

purification’ coincided with an institutional purging and a herme-

neutical standardisation. Gone was the anarchy of uncontrolled and

uncontrollable self-analyses, and the infernal cycle of diagnoses and

counter-diagnoses. The recapturing of the psychoanalytic movement

had begun. From now on, Freud and his lieutenants would have the

final word.

The decisive role of training analysis in the institutionalisation and

propagation of the psychoanalytic movement has often been noted,

as well as the rigidly hierarchical and centralised power relations
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between analysts which it set up.67 It is less often noted that it was

instituted as a response to an inescapable difficulty of psychoanalytic

theory. Indeed, who could adjudicate the validity of psychoanalytic

interpretations since the unconscious, by definition, gives no

response to this question (being only accessible through being ‘trans-

lated’68 – that is to say interpreted)? And how could one arrive at a

consensus in a case of disagreement? If a patient rejected an analyst’s

interpretations, the latter could always claim that he knew more

because he had submitted to a personal analysis. But what if it was

another analyst who objected to his interpretation? What if the

patient refused the asymmetry of the analytic situation and set out

to analyse the analyst? Whatever way one looks at the question,

nothing authorises the analyst to declare that his interpretation is

necessarily superior to that of his colleague or of his patient except the

institutional arrangement which underwrote his interpretation. The

vehicle of training analysis which Jung proposed was an institutional

response to an aporia which could not be resolved on a theoretical

level.

However, this ‘solution’ immediately raised another difficulty:

what of Freud? If every analyst derived their authority from their

training analysis, from where did Freud derive his? As long as psycho-

analysts trained themselves through self-analysis, Freud’s self-analysis

did not pose any problems (on the contrary, it was regarded as the

prototype). But now the rules of the game had changed, and the

status of Freud’s self-analysis was exposed. Who could guarantee that

Freud’s analysis had been complete? On the one hand, Jung’s propo-

sition enabled the closure of the controversy with Adler and Stekel,

and on the other, it opened a new one, this time between Freud and

himself. For how could Freud impose his interpretations on Jung if he

had, by his own terms, not been analysed?

Jung to Jones, 15 November 1912: Freud is convinced that I am

thinking under the domination of a father complex against him and

then all is complex-nonsense . . . Against this insinuation I am
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completely helpless . . . If Freud understands each attempt to think in a

new way about the problems of psychoanalysis as a personal resistance,

things become impossible.69

Jung to Freud, 3 December 1912: May I draw your attention to the

fact that you open The Interpretation of Dreams with the mournful

admission of your own neurosis – the dream of Irma’s injection –

identification with the neurotic in need of treatment. Very significant.

Our analysis, you may remember, came to a stop with your remark that

you ‘could not submit to analysis without losing your authority.’ These

words are engraved on my memory as a symbol of everything to

come.70

Jones to Freud, 5 December 1912: I enclose a curious letter from

Jung . . . Did Brill tell you that he maintains that you have a severe

neurosis? Another beautiful projection.71

Jung to Freud, c. 11–14 December 1912: Even Adler’s cronies do not

regard me as one of yours [Ihrigen, instead of ihrigen, ‘theirs’].72

Freud to Jung, 16 December 1912: But are you ‘objective’ enough to

consider the following slip without anger? ‘Even Adler’s cronies do not

regard me as one of yours.’73

Jung to Freud, 18 December 1912: You go around sniffing out all the

symptomatic actions in your vicinity, thus reducing everyone to the

level of sons and daughters who blushingly admit the existence of their

faults. Meanwhile you remain on top as the father, sitting pretty. For

sheer obsequiousness nobody dares to pluck the prophet by the beard

and inquire for once what you would say to a patient with a tendency

to analyse the analyst instead of himself. You would certainly ask him:

‘Who’s got the neurosis?’ . . .I am namely not in the least neurotic –

touch wood! I have namely lege artis et tout humblement let myself be

analysed, which has been very good for me. You know, of course, how

far a patient gets with self-analysis: not out of his neurosis – just like

you.74

Freud to Ferenczi, 23December 1912: The embarrassing sensation of

the moment is the enclosed letter from Jung, which Rank and Sachs

also know about . . . I must say he is really impudent . . . With

deference to my neurosis, I hope I will master it all right. But he is

behaving like a florid fool and the brutal fellow that he is. The master
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who analyzed him could only have been Fräulein Moltzer, and he is so

foolish to be proud of this work of a woman with whom he is having

an affair.75

Freud to Jones, 26December 1912:As regards Jung he seems all out of

his wits, he is behaving quite crazy . . . I directed his attention to a

certainVerschreiben [slip of the pen] in his letter . . . It was after this that

he broke loose furiously, proclaiming that he was not neurotic, having

passed through aCa treatment (with the Moltzer? I suppose, you may

imagine what the treatment was), that I was the neurotic, I had spoiled

Adler and Stekel, etc. . . . It is the same mechanism and the identical

reactions as in the Adler case.76

Ferenczi to Freud, 26 December 1912: Jung’s behavior is uncom-

monly impudent. He forgets that it was he who demanded the ‘analytic

community’ of students and treating students like patients . . . Mutual

analysis is nonsense, also an impossibility.77 Everyone must be able to

tolerate an authority over himself from whom he accepts analytic

correction. You are probably the only one who can permit himself to

do without an analyst . . . despite all the deficiencies of self-analysis

(which is certainly lengthier and more difficult than being analyzed),

we have to expect of you the ability to keep your symptoms in check. If

you had the strength to overcome in yourself, without a leader (for the

first time in the history of mankind), the resistances which all humanity

brings to bear on the results of analysis, then we must expect of you the

strength to dispense with your lesser symptoms. – The facts speak

decidedly in favor of this.

But what is valid for you is not valid for the rest of us. Jung has not

achieved the same self-mastery as you. He got the results ready-made

and accepted them lock, stock and barrel, without testing them out on

himself. (I don’t consider being analyzed by Fräulein Moltzer to be a

fully adequate analysis.)78

Ferenczi, more lucidly than Freud, saw well that to reproach Jung in

the manner in which he had reproached Freud would not serve

anything. Since mutual analysis would not resolve the problem of

conflicts of interpretation, Ferenczi proposed to re-establish the asym-

metry (i.e., the principle of authority) through affirming the excep-

tional character of Freud’s self-analysis. Instead of letting himself be
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drawn by Jung into a conflict of equals from which no one could

escape unharmed, it was necessary to refuse the very terms of the

debate and regain the ‘meta’ level. And what better way to do this

than substituting a theory of the great man, of the singular and

inimitable genius, for ordinary scientific and scholarly debate?

Just as the inauguration of training analysis was a means of institu-

tionally resolving the hermeneutic conflicts inherent in psychoanaly-

sis, the elevation of Freud’s self-analysis to an exceptional status

enabled him to escape from the problem of the symmetry introduced

by training analysis – and from Freud’s having to submit to analysis,

and to the authority of someone else. For the institution of training

analysis to work, there had to be one ultimate authority, who in turn

could not be analysed. Thus Freud’s self-analysis became the central

pillar of psychoanalytic theory. Without it, psychoanalysis would

collapse into a chaos of rival interpretations, with no means to

adjudicate between them.

Lacan: Now, it is quite certain, as everyone knows, that no psycho-

analyst can claim to represent, in however slight a way, an absolute

knowledge. That is why, in a sense, it can be said that if there is

someone to whom one can apply there can be only one such person.

This one was Freud, while he was still alive. The fact that Freud, on the

subject of the unconscious, was legitimately the subject that one could

presume to know, sets anything that had to do with the analytic

relation, when it was initiated, by his patients, with him.79

Freud appears to have adopted Ferenczi’s solution implicitly, even if a

degree of modesty stopped him from presenting himself as brazenly as

his disciple did. Hence his remark in ‘On the history of the psycho-

analytic movement’, which is clearly a rejoinder to Jung:

Freud: I am still of the opinion to-day that this kind of analysis may

suffice for anyone who is a good dreamer and not too abnormal.80

The ‘anyone’ in question was himself. After the hiatus of the war,

training analysis rapidly became the rule within the psychoanalytic
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movement. In 1919, Karl Abraham published an article in which he

described self-analysis as a particular form of the resistance to

psychoanalysis.

Abraham: One element in such a ‘self-analysis’ is a narcissistic enjoy-

ment of oneself; another is a revolt against the father. The unrestrained

occupation with his own ego and the feeling of superiority already

described offers the person’s narcissism a rich store of pleasure. The

necessity of being alone during the process brings it extraordinarily

near to onanism and its equivalent, neurotic day-dreaming, both of

which were earlier present to a marked degree in all the patients under

consideration.81

At the Berlin Psychoanalytic Society, founded in 1920, Abraham,

Hanns Sachs and Max Eitingon developed a standardised method of

production of analysts through the triad of training analysis, super-

vision and seminars. This was soon emulated by all other psychoana-

lytic societies and also by other rival schools of psychotherapy. In 1925,

at the psychoanalytic congress in Bad Homburg, a resolution was

passed which formalised the necessity of a training analysis for all

psychoanalytic candidates. Henceforth, to recall the previous epoch

of self-analyses became bad taste. To Paul Schilder (who had not been

analysed), Freud wrote in 1935 that those of the first psychoanalysts

who had not been analysed ‘were never proud of it’. As for himself, he

added, ‘onemight perhaps assert the right to an exceptional position’.82

Thus we see that what was initially a short period of self-

observation, which could in principle be replicated by anyone,

became, through a series of disputes and crises, a literally extra-

ordinary and unprecedented event, reserved for Freud alone. From

now on, one could attribute anything to this exceptional event, as

psychoanalysis itself was supposed to have arisen from it. It wasn’t

only the abandonment of the seduction theory or the discovery of the

Oedipus complex and infantile sexuality that were attributed to it. At

the end of his large volume on Freud’s self-analysis, Didier Anzieu

enumerated no less than 116 psychoanalytic notions or concepts
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which were elaborated by Freud in the course of his self-analysis,

which he dated between 1895 and 1901.83 Implicit in this is the

notion that Freud’s discoveries could only have been arrived at

through the creation of a revolutionary new method of analysis

which Freud was the first to use. Freud’s self-analysis thus becomes

the mythical origin of psychoanalysis, the historical event which

places it outside history. Others, like Schur,84 did not hesitate to

identify psychoanalysis with Freud’s interminable self-analysis (1895–

1939). It followed that there couldn’t be progress in psychoanalysis

which was not a post-mortem deepening of the self-analysis of the

founder (1895–). Every new development in psychoanalysis had to be

backdated to the inaugural event itself. The mythification and the

dehistoricisation of psychoanalysis were now complete.

The politics of replication

The heroic self-analysis never took place – or at least, it never took

place in the manner in which it has been recounted. What transpired

was a retrospective construction, aimed at immunising psychoanalysis

from conflicts within it. It was a legend, but one with a very precise

function: to silence opponents, to end themutual diagnoses and to re-

establish the asymmetry of interpretations in Freud’s favour. To any-

one who objected to the arbitrariness of his interpretations, he could

now oppose his privileged, solitary and incomparable experience of

the unconscious. Ultimately, the legend of Freud’s self-analysis was a

means to justify the argument from authority.

It is important to note that this legend was elaborated precisely

when psychoanalysis left the domain of academic discussion to

become a Freudian school of psychotherapy, and where disagreements

were resolved simply by the exclusion of dissidents (after Adler,

Stekel and Jung, there were Rank, Ferenczi and many others). The

legend of the self-analysis corresponded to the privatisation of psy-

choanalytic science, which would henceforth be Freud’s cause.
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Freud often described the foundation of the International

Psychoanalytic Association (IPA) as a necessary recourse, given the

unanimous rejection of his theories by psychiatry and university

psychology. However, the history of Freud’s relations with his peers

was actually much more complex. Far from psychoanalysis simply

being excluded from institutions and academic exchanges, it deliber-

ately withdrew from them, rather than attempting to create a con-

sensus around its theories in an open manner. From this perspective,

the ostracism of psychoanalysis is no less legendary than Freud’s self-

analysis. In fact, as we will see, the gradual privatisation of psycho-

analysis was the mark of a failure to adapt to the normal regimes of

scientific and scholarly discussion.

Initially, Freud did attempt to get his theories recognised by his

peers. At the turn of the century, he had already gained a certain

notoriety, but his theories were far from being at the centre of

discussions between German-language psychiatrists (one of the

reasons being that he was viewed as a neurologist without much

psychiatric experience). As a Privatdozent, he was entitled to give

lectures at the University of Vienna, but his audience was so small

that he sometimes had trouble getting the minimum requirement

of three attendees.85 Those interested in psychoanalysis were

generally either colleagues who became patients (such as Wilhelm

Stekel) or patients who became colleagues (such as Emma

Eckstein). Freud was clearly not faring well at promoting his theo-

ries. The situation changed somewhat in 1902. At the instigation of

Stekel, he gathered together a group of doctors for weekly meetings.

The other initial members were Alfred Adler, Max Kahane and

Rudolf Reitler, soon followed by others. The proceedings were not

harmonious.

Freud: There were only two inauspicious circumstances which at last

estranged me inwardly from the group. I could not succeed in establish-

ing among its members the friendly relations that ought to obtain

between men who are all engaged upon the same difficult work; nor
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was I able to stifle the disputes about priority for which there were so

many opportunities under these conditions of work in common.86

The structure of these discussions did not follow that of other psycho-

logical and psychiatric associations, as Fritz Wittels subsequently

recalled.

Fritz Wittels: Freud’s design in the promotion of these gatherings was

to have his own thoughts passed through the filter of other trained

intelligences. It did not matter if the intelligences were mediocre.

Indeed, he had little desire that these associates should be persons of

strong individuality, that they should be critical and ambitious collab-

orators. The realm of psychoanalysis was his idea and his will, and he

welcomed anyone who accepted his views. What he wanted was to

look into a kaleidoscope lined with mirrors that would multiply the

images he introduced into it.87

All this changed in 1904, when Eugen Bleuler, the director of the

famous Burghölzli psychiatric hospital in Zurich, came into Freud’s

view.88 That year, Bleuler reviewed Löwenfeld’s Psychical Obsessional

Phenomena,89 which contained a chapter on Freud’s and Janet’s

theories, and singled out Freud for praise.

Bleuler: In his studies on hysteria and dreams, Freud has shown a part

of a new world, and that is not all. Our consciousness sees only the

puppets in its theatre; in the Freudian world, many of the strings which

move the characters are shown.90

Freud to Fliess: An absolutely stunning recognition of my point of

view . . . by an official psychiatrist, Bleuler, in Zurich. Just imagine, a

full professor of psychiatry and my ††† studies of hysteria and the

dream, which so far have been labelled disgusting!91

This was not the first time that Bleuler had recommended Freud to

the attention of his colleagues. In 1892, Bleuler had reviewed Freud’s

edition of Bernheim’s New Studies on Hypnosis, Suggestion and

Psychotherapy and praised Freud’s translation.92 In 1895, he wrote a

positive review of Breuer and Freud’s Studies on Hysteria, in which he

nevertheless asked if their results weren’t due to suggestion.93

56 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



Bleuler’s interest in Freud’s work was thus clearly linked to his interest

in hypnosis and suggestive psychotherapy. This was no accident, for

Bleuler had been a pupil of August Forel,94 one of the great figures of

European neurology and psychiatry and the promoter of a psycho-

therapy of Bernheimian inspiration.

Forel, another important figure in this story, was also interested in

Freud’s work. In 1889, Freud started a correspondence with him, and

wrote a very positive review of his book on hypnotism.95 Forel recom-

mended Freud to Bernheim when he went to Nancy, and invited him

to the editorial committee of the Zeitschrift für Hypnotismus, a journal

which he had founded in 1892 to draw together the Bernheimian

movement.96 He cited Freud in the second edition of his book on

hypnotism among doctors who had taken up the issue of therapeutic

suggestion following the work of the Nancy school.97A little later, he

followed the works of Breuer and Freud with interest, going as far

as introducing them to his American colleagues in a lecture he gave

in 1899 at the celebration of the tenth anniversary of the founding

of Clark University.98 In 1903, he again cited favourably Freud’s

method of treatment, apparently not realising that the latter had

given up cathartic hypnosis in the interim.99

Forel: With hysterical people especially, regular mental disturbances

can arise through suggestion and autosuggestion, and be cured only in

the same way. Dr. Freud in Vienna has built up a whole doctrine and

method of treatment based on the fact of such autosuggestions and

the way they arouse the emotions. He calls a subconsciously preserved

emotional affect . . . strangulated emotion and with patients in whom it

is present he tries by hypnotic suggestion to get back the memory of

the original situation which produced the trouble in the first place,

for often the patients themselves have forgotten it. Then by quieting

suggestions he sets it aside. This undoubtedly succeeds in certain cases,

but the mechanism is not always so simple. Every case is different,

and we must individualise extraordinarily if we wish to get behind

all the psychological conditions involved in such a trouble. But it is

certain that if you gradually win the full confidence of such patients
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you finally get back to the true cause of their disturbances and find

out that the trouble really rests on suggestive effects of strong past

emotions, particularly unpleasant emotions, which have established

themselves chronically in the brain and continually disturb all its

activities more or less.100

In 1898, Bleuler had succeeded Forel as director of the Burghölzli.

The clinic proved to be the ideal terrain for psychoanalysis. Indeed, it

is important to note that prior to the introduction of psychoanalysis at

the Burghölzli, the practice of psychotherapy was already well estab-

lished, together with the in-depth investigation of patients’ histories,

including the topic of sexuality. Forel had introduced there the use of

hypnosis and suggestion and used them as techniques of experimen-

tation, therapeutics and social control. However, in line with other

hypnotic practitioners such as Bernheim, they had come to the view

that whilst there were some benefits of the use of hypnosis and sugges-

tion with psychotics, they had limited therapeutic value in this area. It

is possible that one reason why Bleuler introduced psychoanalysis into

the Burghölzli was to experiment with its potential therapeutic value

with psychotics. The practice of psychoanalysis, in this sense, would

simply have been seen as adding a few further variations to the existing

repertoire of suggestive and hypnotic techniques. The institutional set-

up at the Burghölzli permitted such an experimental utilisation.

In 1905, Bleuler and Freud commenced a correspondence, which

lasted until 1914. Bleuler’s letters to Freud are on open access at the

Library of Congress, but aside from a few excerpts which have been

cited, Freud’s letters are not accessible.101On 9October 1905, Bleuler

wrote to Freud that he was convinced of the correctness of Freud’sThe

Interpretation of Dreams as soon as he read it. However, he had trouble

analysing his dreams, and so he wanted to send some to the master.

Would Freud like to help him? Bleuler’s self-analytical experiment

directly followed from his self-investigation of hypnosis under Forel,

and it was in keeping, more generally, with the use of introspection

in psychology. It also followed the symmetric and dyadic practices
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prevalent at the Burghölzli. In The Interpretation of Dreams, Freud

had asserted that the way to become a psychoanalyst was by interpreting

one’s dreams. Bleuler’s request logically followed this recommendation:

to master psychoanalysis, he would turn to Freud to learn how to

analyse his dreams. Bleuler simply tried to replicate Freud’s self-analysis.

Freudwasmore than happy – because this enabled him to consider his

eminent colleague as a patient, introducing a dissymetry in their relation

which had been absent in the symmetric rotations between subject and

experimenter which Bleuler had been used to at the Burghölzli. When

Bleuler’s introspective judgments did not chime with Freudian theory,

they were disqualified as resistances. Unsurprisingly, Bleuler vigorously

protested.

Bleuler to Freud: I am not aware of a struggle in your sense against the

theory. I can also find no grounds for such a struggle in me.102

On 28 November 1905, Bleuler narrated to Freud how he had had

diarrhoea at night from time to time, since puberty. He had long had a

presentiment that this was connected to sexuality, but did not know

how. The prospect for Freud was tantalising. Through Bleuler’s inter-

est, psychoanalysis had found a crucial beachhead from which to

launch itself on the German-language psychiatric world. All he had

to do was to get Bleuler to assent to his interpretations (and hope for

some alleviation in his bowel movements).

Freud to Bleuler, 30 January 1906: I am confident that we will soon

conquer psychiatry.103

Unfortunately, Bleuler’s intestines remained resistant to Freud’s

interpretations.

Ernst Falzeder: One major factor for Bleuler’s eventual decision not

to fully endorse psychoanalytic theory, and to leave the psychoanalytic

movement, was that . . . this experimentum crucis failed . . . Freud largely

fostered this kind of negative reaction himself (that he soon came to

regard as an offspring of resistance) by making exaggerated claims as to

the simplicity and self-evidence of his healing-cum-researchmethod.104
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In themeantime, other experiments were taking place at the Burghölzli

in the field of experimental psychopathology on associations. These

were inscribed in a more general tendency to utilise the methods of

the new scientific psychology in psychiatry. The psychiatrist Gustav

Aschaffenburg, a student of Wundt, had applied the latter’s work on

verbal associations to psychopathological research. This drew the

interest of the Burghölzli psychiatrists, notably Jung and Franz Riklin.

It was hoped that the association experiment could provide a quick and

reliablemeans of differential diagnosis. Despite grand promissory claims

in print by Bleuler, this project was an abject failure. Experimenters

failed to differentiate sexes, let alone make fine diagnostic discrimina-

tions. Jung and Riklin salvaged the operation by linking failures to

respond and failed reaction times to Freud’s account of repression. The

stimulus words, they claimed, could be regarded as indicators of affec-

tively stressed complexes.

The linkage was fateful. Jung claimed that psychoanalysis was a

difficult art, and that what was lacking was a basic framework. This

could be provided by the association experiment, which could facil-

itate and shorten psychoanalysis.105 However, what was described

as psychoanalysis strictly along Freud’s lines included hypnosis and

the recollection of traumatic sexual memories, from the time of the

Studies on Hysteria and the defunct seduction theory. Visibly, news of

changes in Freud’s theories were slow to reach the Burghölzli. Jung,

together with Forel and most contemporaries, did not realise that

Freud’s method had radically changed – and for good reason, since

Freud had not clearly indicated his rupture with Breuer and his

abandonment of the seduction theory.106

Jung:At last in one of the latest sessions, came the narration of an event

which in every respect had the significance of Freud’s youth trauma.107

In paper after paper, the Burghölzli researches replicated Freud’s

abandoned theories. Association experiments, followed by abreac-

tion, were throwing up a series of childhood sexual traumas. In other
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words, the Burghölzli psychiatrists were replicating and providing

proof for theories which Freud had already abandoned. The situation

was paradoxical. Freud had finally found an echo in mainstream

psychiatry, but it was for theories which he had given up. Scientific

replication, which was supposedly the source of reliable consensus,

had led to the uncontrollable proliferation of simulacras. Freud, as

one sees in his first exchanges with Jung and Abraham, had a delicate

damage limitation exercise on his hands.

At any rate, Bleuler and Jung’s advocacy of Freud (and before

them, that of Forel) brought psychoanalysis far greater visibility in

German-language psychiatry. The Burghölzli became the hotbed of

psychoanalysis, and foreign visitors, such as Ernest Jones, Sándor

Ferenczi and Abraham Brill, streamed to it, as it was the only ins-

titution where one could learn how to practise psychoanalysis.

Psychoanalysis was treated not as a separate discipline, requiring spe-

cific training or authorisation to practise, but as an auxiliary technique

in medicine and psychiatry. Visitors to the Burghölzli were able to hear

lectures on the subject, attend staff meetings where patients were

subjected to analytical questioning, and have some sessions of analysis

with figures such as Jung, Riklin and Maeder. The Burghölzli utilised

an open model of instruction, similar to the one that Bernheim had

established at Nancy for the teaching of hypnosis.

Furthermore, Jung and Riklin’s reformulation of the association

experiment into a tool for clinical experimentation appeared to

present psychoanalysis in a contemporary experimental manner. It

was publicly demonstrable, complete with statistics, measurements

down to the millisecond and sophisticated laboratory equipment such

as the pneumograph. The association experiment had thus all the

paraphernalia and trappings that were being increasingly taken as

the hallmarks of science in psychology. Compared with this, Freud’s

sole apparatus of the couch seemed a relic of the hypnotic era. If

one wanted to find out about psychoanalysis, the first destination of

choice was therefore not Vienna, but Zurich. This brought several
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problems with it, at least from Freud’s point of view. Indeed, it

fostered a situation in which a growing number of psychiatrists started

getting interested in psychoanalysis without being in direct contact

with him. In addition, and more worryingly, if psychoanalysis could

easily be practised and tested, it could also as easily be disproven.

When a theory achieves greater visibility, it inevitably attracts

discussion and contradiction. From 1906 onward, a series of debates

about psychoanalysis took place in psychiatric congresses, which

lasted until 1913. It is striking that, despite invitations, Freud himself

did not take part. Aloof disengagement and deputised representation

were to be Freud’s style. He delegated the task of defending his

theories to his followers and, withdrawing behind a haughty silence,

which his contemporaries viewed as a refusal of debate.

Jung, 29August 1953:He never risked himself in a congress and never

defended his cause in public! . . . This always made him afraid!

America was the first and only time! . . . He was too touchy!108

May 1906, Baden-Baden: a congress of the South West German

Neurologists and Psychiatrists. Gustav Aschaffenburg, Professor of

Psychiatry at Cologne and former student ofWilhelmWundt, presented

a paper on the ‘Relations of sexual life to the development of nervous

and mental illnesses’. After considering the work of Leopold Löwenfeld

and Willy Hellpach, Aschaffenburg turned his attention to Freud.

Löwenfeld had noted that at the present time, since Freud alone was

the master of the psychoanalytic method, there was no way to test his

results. Aschaffenburg maintained, on the contrary, that this could be

done through the association experiment. Referring to Jung’s recent

work, he argued that psychoanalysis was not fundamentally different

from the association experiment, and a consideration of the latter dem-

onstrated that Freud interpolated a sexual meaning into harmless pro-

cesses. Against this explanation Aschaffenburg acknowledged that one

had to consider the objection that patients confirmed Freud’s interpre-

tations. Daily experience showed that patients often expressed foolish
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explanations for events and accepted them from others. The power of

influence – particularly when Freud himself was convinced of the corre-

ctness of his conceptions and that his patients were hysterics – was

enough to explain why this happened.

Gustav Aschaffenburg: Freud lets the person whom he examines

associate freely and this continues until, from time to time, he thinks

that he has discovered a precise index, and then he draws his

patient’s attention to this and gets him to associate further starting

from this new point of departure. But most patients who go to see

Freud already know in advance where he wants to go and this

thought immediately evokes complexes of representations con-

nected to the sexual life . . . But if the sexual trauma always appears

with him as the final result of his psychoanalyses, there is in my view

only one possible explanation: that Freud as much as his patients is

a victim of an auto-suggestion.109

Thus an objective evalution of the analytic procedure was quite

possible. Aschaffenburg’s evaluation was resoundingly negative.

Aschaffenburg: Freud’s method is incorrect for most cases, dubious for

many, and unnecessary for all.110

Freud did not reply toAschaffenburg’s critique. Instead, it was answered

in print by Jung. Jung began by writing that he was replying to

Aschaffenburg’s ‘very moderate and careful criticism’ so as not to

throw out the baby with the bath water. His line of defence was quite

simple. First, he modified Freud’s ‘principles’ ‘with the understanding

of the author’ to the statement that an indefinitely large number of

cases of hysteria stem from sexual roots.111 Secondly, he argued that

the only way to disprove this was to use Freud’s method. If he wanted

to substantiate his criticisms of arbitrary interpretation and auto-

suggestion, this was all Aschaffenburg had to do.

Jung: As soon as Aschaffenburg meets these requirements, that is to

say, publishes psychanalyses with totally different results, we will have

faith in his criticism, and then the discussion of Freud’s theory can be

opened.112
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Jung’s reply appeared in the Müncher medizinische Wochenschrift in

October. The following month, there was a meeting of the South

West German Psychiatrists in Tübingen. Two Swiss psychiatrists

and former students of Forel, Ludwig Frank and Dumeng Bezzola,

spoke on the analysis of psychotraumatic symptoms. Their interest

in Breuer and Freud’s cathartic method had been encouraged by Forel

and his close collaborator Oskar Vogt.113 Frank continued to develop

it. Encouraged in this by Forel and Vogt, they both shared an interest

in Breuer and Freud’s cathartic method, which Frank had continued

to develop under the name psychanalysis (Psychanalyse). Frank’s

presentation was induced by Aschaffenburg’s critique at the congress

in Baden-Baden, to which he objected, just like Jung, that only those

who had practised psychanalysis were entitled to pass judgment on it.

Based on his own experience, Frank presented a series of cases which,

he claimed, demonstrated the effectiveness of the original Breuer–

Freud method.

The support which Bezzola and Frank could provide Freud and the

Burghölzli team was sizeable, since they could call on Forel and had

numerous emulators in Forel’s school (Karl Graeter, R. Loÿ, Charles

deMontet, Philipp Stein,W.Warda,114 etc.). Here were psychiatrists

from across Europe who were replicating psychoanalysis and produc-

ing independent confirmations of it – exactly what was needed, in

principle, to create a consensus around Freud’s theories. However, the

problem was that the psychanalysis of which Frank spoke was no less

dissimilar to Freud’s method than Jung and Riklin’s first association

experiments.

Above all, it was a psychoanalysis without the ‘o’. Freud’s first use

of the word psychoanalysis was in a paper published in French in the

Revue neurologique.115 His French neologism, psychoanalyse, appears

to have been directly modelled on the word psychotherapy.

Freud: I owe my results to a new method of psychoanalysis [d’une

nouvelle méthode de psychoanalyse], Josef Breuer’s exploratory

procedure . . . By means of that procedure – this is not the place to
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describe it – hysterical symptoms are traced back to their origin, which

is always found in some event of the subject’s sexual life appropriate

for the production of a distressing emotion.116

Curiously, Freud provided no definition, justification or extended

description of the term, but simply retroactively applied it to what he

had been content to describe in the previous year as a method of

psychotherapy. Pierre Janet was later to complain that Freud had simply

appropriated his work and that his psychoanalysis was nothing but a

copycat name for his own psychological analysis (analyse psychologique).

Pierre Janet: They [Breuer and Freud] spoke of psychoanalysis where

I had spoken of psychological analysis. They invented the name com-

plex, whereas I had used the term psychological system . . . They spoke

of catharsis where I had spoken of the dissociation of fixed ideas or of

moral disinfection. The names differed, but the essential ideas I had

put forward . . . were accepted without modification.117

Thus, for Janet, psychoanalysis was nothing but a copycat name for his

own psychological analysis. Forel and his students, on the other hand,

noted that Freud’s term was a barbarism which indicated an ignorance

concerning the correct formation of words from Greek roots.118

Dumeng Bezzola to Jung, 1 May 1907: One speaks of psychoanalysis,

as if the apostrophising was not as appropriate as with other com-

pounds. Who says psychoiatry, psychoasthenia, etc.?119

Forel: I write ‘psychanalysis’ like Bezzola, Frank and Bleuler, and not

‘psychoanalysis’ as Freud does, according to the rational and euphonic

derivation of the word. On this subject, Bezzola remarks for good

reason that one writes ‘psychiatry’ and not ‘psychoiatry’.120

In addition, this psychanalysis relieved of its ‘o’ was a Breuerian

psychanalysis. Frank and Bezzola reproached Freud for having aban-

doned the essential element of the cathartic method – hypnosis –

without a convincing explanation. Hence, Frank recommended a

type of hypnoanalysis combining interpretation and the induction
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of a hypnoid state. (Thus, before Lacan’s return to Freud, there had

already been a return to Breuer in the history of psychoanalysis.)

Ludwig Frank: The original Breuer–Freud method which Freud later

abandoned was analysis under hypnosis. I use this method most often

and have studied it in the course of the years and it appears to me to be

valuable.121

Bezzola likewise proposed a ‘modification of the Breuer–Freud proce-

dure’, which he called ‘psychosynthesis’. He placed the patient in a

relaxed position with closed eyes and, instead of Freudian associa-

tions, collected direct sensory impressions. In this regard, he found

Jung’s association complexes of great heuristic value. Introductory

hypnosis as well as Freud’s procedure of interpretation was unneces-

sary, since the self-observation of neurotic sensations could by itself

bring about the experience corresponding to the hypnoid state.

Bezzola to Jung, 1 May 1907: Like psychoanalysis, it is another

modification of the Breuerian method. The principle of healing (dis-

covered by Breuer) remains the same.122

Finally, just like Breuer, Frank and Bezzola refused to follow Freud in

his unilateral insistence on sexuality, however enlarged.

Frank: Freud has abandoned this method [the cathartic method] since

many years. It is very much to be regretted that he has not given the

grounds for this. His new method of treatment through interpretation

and the limitless enlargement of his concept of sexuality have pro-

voked in the discussion such a violent opposition to everything pro-

moted and accomplished by Freud that there is a danger that also

Breuer’s method of treatment and valuable developments by Freud

[an allusion to the pressure method described by Freud in the Studies

on Hysteria] will become forgotten and overlooked . . . It seems to me

that Freud no longer takes account in his method of interpretation, at

least in a great number of cases, of the important role of the hypnoid

state in their genesis, to which he himself had drawn attention.123

Frank also noted that he had found that he couldn’t lead all cases

back to a sexual cause, and he also thought that it wasn’t necessary to

66 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



look for one if the treatment was successful. Clearly, the psychanalysis

and psychosynthesis that Frank and Bezzola advocated against

Aschaffenburg were rivals to Freud’s psychoanalysis. These new allies

were in fact competitors.

In the discussion following Frank and Bezzola’s presentations, the

psychiatrist Alfred Hoche expressed his profound scepticism regard-

ing Freud’s new method.

Hoche: Certainly there is much that is new and good in Freud’s

teaching of the psychoanalysis of hysteria; unfortunately the good is

not new and the new is not good. That only good can come from

medico-therapeutic effect of a deepened analysis of psychic phenom-

ena and an intensive entering into the particular individuality of a

single case, that for the patient to become clear about latent oppressing

things and thus come to an expression where understanding is avail-

able, can be a relief, and even a solution. All this is not new. But the

frequency with which the specifically sexual factor should play the

main role according to Freud and others is not good. What have we

then heard today? That doctors who have applied psychotherapy with

interest and energy have succeeded in eliminating in a suggestive

manner a series of subjectively tormenting conditions. That this is

possible, we have known for a long time, but it does not need the label

of a special method, which comes with the pretension of indicating

something completely new. He who reads the Freudian ‘Fragment of a

hysteria-analysis’ without prejudice will only put it down shaking his

head. For my part, I must confess that it is for me wholly incompre-

hensible how anyone can take the train of thought produced there

seriously. Still less do I understand it, if we – those present – are

reproached that we are not at all in a position to be spoken with as

long as we have not likewise utilized this ‘method’. Such a reproach

misfires, since we take the whole presupposition to be invalid. It

therefore borders on comic relief when the opposition to Freudian

ideas is set in parallel with the resistance of contemporaries to

Copernican views, as happened in private discussions.124

In response, Jung, who was also present, reiterated Frank’s (and his

own) view that one could not assert that Freud was wrong without

having employed psychanalysis. To this, the psychiatrist Max Isserlin
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replied that he had attempted to replicate Jung’s experiments, and

whilst he had confirmed Jung’s thesis that emotionally stressed com-

plexes led to lengthened reaction times, he had found no data which

established a standardisation of these complexes in the sense of

Freudian theory, i.e., sexual traumata. Finally, Robert Gaupp cau-

tioned against Hoche’s views as being too harsh. Whilst he was

opposed to the exaggerations of the Freudian teaching, Bleuler and

his school had the right to the unprejudiced verification of their

experimentally established positions.

In the published version of his paper, Bezzola added an appendix in

which he protested Hoche’s complete identification of his views with

Freud’s theory of neurosis. He had not stressed his differences in his

paper, he wrote, out of respect for the stimulation he had received

from Breuer and Freud’s Studies on Hysteria.

Bezzola: Freud analyses symbolism and interprets it according to the

causative experience. He constructs and suggests this. I let it be put

together by the patient himself through primary sensations and move-

ment impulses. I let it be directly experienced. With Freud the doctor

works under the control of the patient, with me the patient works

under the control of the doctor. With me the danger of false interpre-

tation is excluded, because I avoid every suggestion, except those for

relaxation.125

Bezzola couldn’t have been clearer: Freud’s psychoanalysis – with its

false interpretations and suggestions – had been superceded by his

own psychosynthesis. It is worth noting here that Freud was not the

only figure at this time who claimed that he was not imposing on the

patient: Bezzola was using against him precisely the same argument

that he was using to distinguish his method from other psycho-

therapeutic techniques. Freud viewed the situation differently. At

this stage, he found no need to differentiate psychoanalysis from

psychosynthesis.

Freud to Jung, 7 April 1907: Bezzola’s work does not give me the

impression of honesty . . . The appended remarks spring from a very
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hopeful personal cowardice. To deny that psychosynthesis is the same

as psychoanalysis seems downright deceitful.126

Jung’s relations with Bezzola soured. On 24May, he described him to

Freud as a ‘small and common soul’.127 Freud replied: ‘I have no reason

to regard Bezzola and Frank as belonging to us.’128

Frank and Bezzola’s project, to dissociate themselves from Freud

and to propose a non-Freudian psychanalysis or psychosynthesis,

had the complete support of Forel. From the moment when he

realised how far Freud had departed from his original method,

Forel became very critical of him. Just like Aschaffenburg and

Hoche, he was disturbed by the arbitrariness of Freud’s interpreta-

tions, as well as by his increasing influence in Forel’s former institu-

tion, the Burghölzli. As his correspondence between 1907 and 1910

shows, he urged his disciples to take strong positions against the

Freudian deviation, so as to be able to separate the ‘the true wheat

from the chaff ’.129

Forel to Frank, 15November 1907: This Freud cult disgusts me, just

as it disgusts Bezzola. I leave open the question if the famous discov-

ery of Freud is really his and doesn’t rather belong to Breuer, but it is

certain that in Vienna, where people aren’t prudish, Freud has a very

bad reputation which is not unfounded . . . It appears to me as if

Bleuler is no longer the director of the Burghölzli, but Jung, and I am

sorry.130

Forel to Bezzola, 22November 1907: For that reason you do not need

to join any Freud club, by any means. For me, Freud himself is highly

unsympathetic, but I think you will achieve more in your position if

you confront Frank peacefully and frankly and if you sometime fight a

battle with the Freud fools, than if you make way for them.131

Forel to Bezzola, 21 September 1908: I have now a case in treatment

(through hypnosis) that had been completely shattered through psy-

choanalysis of Freud & his school. The person became half crazy from

outspoken ‘sexual’ interpretations of the most harmless things. I think

there is a type of psychoanalysis that produces more complexes than it

eliminates!132
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Bezzola to Forel, 22 August 1909: I hope to put the last touches to a

more important publication sometime this January. The essential aim

is to defend the sovereignty of the psychic against the foreign inter-

pretations of its means of expression and to anticipate the objections of

the Freudian school that I do not go the bottom of ‘complexes’.133

Forel to Bezzola, 17May 1910: It worries me that you haven’t written

your book about your experiences. This is an urgent necessity. The

whole question is completely corrupted and discredited by Freud and

his clique. It is high time that the reasonable and scientific psychana-

lysts intervene with a serious and important work.134

Not content with anti-Freudian agitation in the background, Forel

wrote to Breuer, whom he had known since his student days in

Vienna, to ask him to indicate precisely ‘which part of psychanalysis

went back to him, what role he had in psychoanalysis’.135 Breuer

obliged. He himself was responsible for ‘everything which directly

followed from the case of Anna O.’ – the theory of hypnoid states and

non-abreacted affective representations, the notion of retention hys-

teria and analytic therapy (Breuer first wrote ‘psychanalytic’). Freud

was responsible for the notions of conversion, defence neuroses, and

the accent placed on defence to the detriment of hypnoid states

(hardly ‘to the benefit of his theory’, Breuer added). To both of them

belonged the emphasis on ‘the prominent place assumed by sexual-

ity’.136 Thus Breuer did not hesitate to claim his part in the discovery

of the role of sexuality in hysteria. At the same time, just as he had

done in Studies on Hysteria, he stressed the asexual character of

Anna O.

Breuer to Forel, 21November 1907: The case of Anna O., which was

the germinal cell of the whole of psychoanalysis, proves that a fairly

severe case of hysteria can develop, flourish and be resolved without

having a sexual basis.137

Forel immediately forwarded his letter to Bezzola, recommending

him to ‘read between the lines’:138 Breuer had stated that the analytic

therapy directly derived from the case of AnnaO.One could draw the
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conclusion that since this case lacked a ‘sexual basis’, true psych-

analysis had nothing to do with the Freudians’ sexuality and ‘fabrica-

tion of complexes’.139

Forel, 1908: On the other hand, the psychanalytic method discovered

by Breuer and Freud is very important, thanks to which one can

eliminate the pathogenic effect of emotional traumas and the possi-

bility that they continue to exercise devastating supplementary effects

in the subconscious cerebral life through enabling them to be relived.

However, on this point Freud has also made a unilateral construction

and simply abandoned the foundation of suggestion and hypnosis,

whereas in reality all these phenomena should be studied and under-

stood in their harmonious interdependence. When one proceeds dif-

ferently, as when one bores into the research of so-called complexes,

one risks, in the numerous cases where these continually come to the

surface, arriving at a noxious training of the brain, a fabrication of

complexes which can be particularly disastrous in the case of sexual

complexes.140

Discussions concerning psychoanalysis continued at the International

Congress for Psychiatry, Neurology and Psychology in Amsterdam in

September 1907. The controversy was becoming internationalised.

Freud had initially been invited, along with Janet.

Freud to Jung, 14April 1907:When I was invited, Aschaffenburg was

not to be the other speaker; two were mentioned, Janet and a native.

Apparently a duel was planned between Janet and myself, but I detest

gladiatorial fights in front of the noble rabble and cannot easily bring

myself to put my findings to the vote of an indifferent crowd.141

If a Freud–Janet duel was not to be, owing to Freud’s no-show, there

was still another duel on offer.

Monatschrift für Psychiatrie und Neurologie: The Jung–Aschaffenburg

duel was looked forward to with great anticipation by many German-

speaking participants.142

The fifth session was on hysteria, and featured presentations by Janet,

Aschaffenburg, Jung and Gerbrandus Jelgersma. Janet opened the
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session by presenting a résumé of his work on hysteria. Aschaffenburg

followed, limiting himself to a discussion of Freud’s method of free

association and Jung’s association experiments: why did Freud and his

followers find sexual complexes so frequently? To answer this ques-

tion, Aschaffenburg narrated a case of obsessional neurosis which he

had treated to test the Freudian method. This was clearly a response

to Jung’s previous paper, and Aschaffenburg claimed that this case

demonstrated how thoughts could be led in a certain direction.

Aschaffenburg: The Freudian and Jungian method results in sexual

representations, because it promotes the emergence of sexual repre-

sentations through directing and often really forcing attention to the

sexual sphere.143

Freud and Jung thus suggested the associations they claimed only to

observe. His own researches had convinced Aschaffenburg that such

an investigation was embarrassing and potentially harmful for the

patient and that the success of the treatment did not surpass that of

other harmless methods.

Aschaffenburg was followed by Jung, who opened by stressing that

if he restricted himself to Freud, it was not out of disregard for the

outstanding work of Charcot, Moebius, Strumpell, Janet, Sollier,

Vogt, Binswanger, Krehl and Dubois (interestingly enough, this state-

ment was cut when Jung republished the paper later the same year).

The best way to understand Freud’s work, Jung claimed, was through

a historical overview.

Jung: The theoretical presuppositions for the mental work of Freudian

research lie above all else in the knowledge of Janetian experiments.

Breuer and Freud’s first formulation of the problem of hysteria starts

from the facts of psychic dissociation and of unconscious psychic

automatisms. A further presupposition so emphatically stressed by

Binswanger among others is the aetiological significance of affects.

Both these presuppositions together with the experiences drawn from

the theory of suggestion result in the currently generally recognised

view of hysteria as a psychogenic neurosis. Freud’s research is directed
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to finding by which means and in what manner the mechanism of the

production of hysterical symptoms works.144

Jung proceeded to give an account of Freud’s theoretical develop-

ment. Jung referred throughout to psychanalysis, sans ‘o’. Jung noted,

admittedly, that the present psychanalytic method was much more

complicated than the original cathartic method, and took two years

of extensive practice to be able to use with any security.145 But he also

added that this brought it close to other contemporary methods.

Jung: In this respect the new Freudian method has a great similarity

with Dubois’ method of education . . . Bezzola’s method of psychosyn-

thesis on the other hand is a direct, very interesting further develop-

ment of the Breuer–Freud cathartic method of abreaction. The

theoretical basis of Freudian psychanalytic method, which has grown

entirely through practical empiricism, is still covered in a deep dark-

ness. Through my association research I think that I have at least made

a few points accessible to experimental investigation, though all theo-

retical difficulties have still not yet been overcome.146

One can only presume that, on reading this, Freud may well have had

second thoughts about deciding not to attend this congress. In Jung’s

history the basic presuppositions of his own research lay principally in

Janet’s work on dissociation and automatisms, coupled with the work

of Otto Binswanger, suggestion theory (i.e., Bernheim and Forel) and

the generally recognised notion of hysteria as a psychogenic neurosis.

In addition, Freud’s new method was linked with Dubois and placed

alongside Bezzola’s. Jung was clearly attempting to recruit allies and

was casting his net as widely as possible. However, this had the effect

of completely diluting the specificity of psychoanalysis as Freud

understood it. What is worse, Jung suggested that the deep darkness

which lay over the theoretical basis of Freud’s method was being

clarified through the light shed by Jung’s own association experi-

ments. Freud could not have failed to notice the similarities with

Frank and Bezzola. Freud was in danger of becoming a bystander, a

footnote in the history of the psychanalytic movement.
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Jung’s paper ran over time and was cut short.

Ernest Jones: Unfortunately [Jung] made the mistake of not timing

his paper and also of refusing to obey the chairman’s repeated signal

to finish. Ultimately he was compelled to, whereupon with a flushed

angry face he strode out of the room. I remember the unfortunate

impression his behaviour made on the impatient and already prejudiced

audience, so there can be no doubt about the issue of the debate.147

In the discussion, the issue of the possibility of replication of Freud’s

results was raised once again. Otto Gross noted that the whole debate

centred around the question of whether the Freudian method could

be verified without a knowledge of the special Freudian technique.

Frank repeated his and Jung’s claim that those who had not practised

the method themselves could not judge it. To this, Heilbronner

replied that in his clinic in Utrecht his assistant Schnitzler had

made experiments concerning the existence of affectively stressed

complexes, and the results had been negative. The discussion was

concluded by Pierre Janet, whose prior references to Freud in his

works had so far been respectful. This was not to be the case this time.

Janet: The first work of Breuer and Freud on hysteria is to my mind an

interesting contribution to the work of French doctors, who for fifteen

years have analysed the mental states of hysterics by means of hypno-

tism or automatic writing. The French authors have shown certain

interesting cases in which the fixed subconscious ideas played a great

role. Breuer and Freud have shown similar cases, but they have imme-

diately generalised and have declared that all hysteria is constituted

by subconscious fixed ideas of this kind. In a second study they have

noted problems of the genital sense in certain hysterics. This is per-

fectly exact: one notes fixed ideas of an erotic order with some hys-

terics, insufficiency of the sexual sense, or more or less light perversions

of the genital instincts. This is incontestable and this has been

described many times with a great depth of pathological analysis. But

why generalise these true observations in a completely excessive man-

ner, why declare that all hysteria consists in this genital perturbation

of several patients?148
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In other words, what was good in psychoanalysis was not new, and

stemmed from Janet’s own work. What was new was not good, and

could safely be left to Freud.

Freud Inc.149

Psychoanalysis was not faring well in open debate at psychiatric

congresses. If Bleuler and Jung’s advocacy had put psychoanalysis

on the map, there was the very real danger that it would now be

publicly tested, disproven and discarded by leading psychiatrists. So a

new plan of action took shape. On 30November 1907, Jung informed

Freud that a new arrival, Dr Jones from London, together with Jung’s

friends from Budapest150 had suggested a congress of Freudian fol-

lowers. On 30 January 1908, Jung informed Karl Abraham that he

was not going to invite Bezzola, and asked Abraham to find more

participants, ‘provided that they are people with pro-Freudian inter-

ests. Please would you stress in each case the private nature of the

project.’151 The ‘First Congress for Freudian Psychology’, which took

place at the end of April in Salzburg, was to be a secret admittance by

invitation only event, with no criticism allowed. This private meet-

ing, which set the tone for future psychoanalytic congresses across

the world, represented a return to Freud’s weekly meetings with his

disciples in Vienna. Once again, Freud could see his ideas replicated

by the kaleidoscope which Wittels referred to.

However, what Bleuler would later call the politics of the closed

door did not entirely solve the situation; far from it. In accordance

with a pattern which would be constantly repeated, the controversies

which the Freudians attempted to evade externally soon resurfaced

internally. Ultimately, there was little difference between the exter-

nal debates and the internal dissensions.

Already at the first meeting at Salzburg, a conflict arose between

Jung and Abraham, who had previously worked under Jung and

Bleuler at the Burghölzli. Both presented papers on dementia praecox
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(which would soon be termed ‘schizophrenia’ by Bleuler), and whilst

Abraham attempted to apply Freud’s libido theory to its elucidation,

Jung presented his view that the loss of reality in dementia praecox

could not be explained on the basis of the libido theory, and

indeed, that the condition could not be explained purely psycho-

genically, and invoked an unknown toxin as a possible aetiological

factor. Whilst Abraham did not mention his former superiors at

the Burghölzli, aside from a few gestures of praise, Jung’s paper was

basically independent of Freud’s work. Freud interpreted this doc-

trinal dispute betwen Jung and himself as a priority dispute between

Abraham and Jung.

Ernst Falzeder: The controversy between Abraham and Jung

amounted to a ‘war by proxies’. Both spoke not only for themselves,

but also for Freud and Bleuler respectively and let us repeat that

Abraham had himself been a member of the Burghölzli team . . .

Freud had actively encouraged Abraham to present his paper and

even assured him that it would not bring him into conflict with

Jung . . . Thus it seems that Freud had brought about the very conflict

he then deplored. He then tried to obfuscate that fact and to put the

blame on Abraham and Jung. In the aftermath of the Congress, Freud

reinterpreted the conflict as a priority dispute between Abraham and Jung;

a conflict over the priority of being the first to solve the riddle of

schizophrenia with the help of psychoanalysis. Simultaneously, how-

ever, Freud made it perfectly clear that the actual priority was with

himself.152

This set the tone for how Freud would attempt to settle disputes

within his movement, through arranging his followers in a hierarch-

ical manner and asserting his authority. In reframing his horizontal

conflict with Jung into one between his disciples, Freud was arrogat-

ing the right to intervene in the debate vertically, from a position of

uncontested authority. This strategy furnished the model which

Freud would follow in subsequent internal conflicts: each time one

of his collaborators attempted to have an open discussion with him

as between equals, as his psychiatric colleagues had attempted to do
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from the exterior, he reduced him to the status of a pupil, leaving him

no choice but to toe the line or quit the movement and join the

growing crowd of his critics. Hence, the boundary between the interior

and the exterior of the movement was extremely fluid and was con-

stantly being redrawn as a result of expulsions. The closed door began

to resemble a revolving door.

At the same juncture, there were significant moves on the outside.

In 1908, Forel published an article proposing the idea of a general

association of psychotherapy.153 Assessing the current state of the

discipline, he noted the undesirable presence of all sorts of pseudo-

therapists: ‘Charlatans, magnetic healers, the New York Institute of

Science, Lourdes miracle workers, Spas, Naturepaths and co.’.154

By contrast, there were the anti-suggestive therapies of Lévy and

Dubois, advocating persuasion and the will based on a confused

dualist psychology. Then there was the psychanalytic method of

Breuer and Freud, which represented a very important development.

Unfortunately, Freud had developed his earlier studies in a unilateral

manner, abitrarily discarding hypnosis and suggestion, instead of

studying phenomena in their interdependence. Faced with this

regrettable situation, Forel proposed to create a truly scientific inter-

national society of psychotherapy. He added that the aim of such a

society was essentially to organise annual congresses which would

draw together psychotherapists of all tendencies, without exclusions.

In August 1909, Forel sent a circular letter to themain representatives

of European psychotherapy, including Freud and Jung, to invite

them to join the International Society of Medical Psychology and

Psychotherapy, which he proposed to establish with Oskar Vogt and

Ludwig Frank. Forel felt that the lack of coordination between

the different orientations of psychotherapy was a critical problem.

He wanted to create order in this ‘tower of Babel’155 by facilitating

scientific exchanges and through establishing ‘a clear international

terminology, capable of being accepted in a general manner by differ-

ent people’.156
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Forel, circular of August 1909: On the one hand, psychotherapy is

completely neglected by the faculties of medicine; on the other hand,

it consists in individual attempts which are entirely dispersed, without

links between them. In the congresses, one has rarely had the time to

discuss the important questions which are brought in: hypnotism,

suggestion, psychanalysis, in the measure insofar as these meetings

are occupied with other subjects.157

Forel, first Congress of the International Society of Medical

Psychology and Psychotherapy (7–8 August 1910):158 Hypnotic

suggestion (there is little difference if it is employed in the waking or

sleeping state) and psychanalysis are psycho-therapeutic agents of

the first order and have proved reliable. Yet today one is supremely

unaware of them in the medical faculties, just as one ignores the true

scientific psychology.159

Forel, official announcement of the foundation of the International

Society of Medical Psychology and Psychotherapy: [Psychotherapy]

thus comprises, above all, therapeutic suggestion, psychanalysis and

analogous methods, based directly on a well-understood psychology . . .

But scorned and neglected in general by the faculties of medicine,

psychology and psychiatry have been studied above all by autodidacts

who have formed special or local schools, such as at Paris, Nancy,

Vienna, etc., schools which have each developed according to their

special ideas, without contact with the others, without in-depth sci-

entific discussions, without agreement on terms.

As a result of this situation, it seems to me that many things are

highly necessary.

1 Obtain an international agreement to help the scientific discus-

sions in the domain which occupies us – agreement on the facts

and on the terms.

2 Unify neurological science and make it known in all its branches

by the faculties of medicine.160

Freud and Jung had already left to attend the Clark Conference and

to conquer America. They found Forel’s circular on their return at the

beginning of October. By that time, the Society had already been

founded.161 The formation of this society placed them in an unex-

pectedly awkward position. Forel proposed to draw together the
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diverse psychotherapies, without according a special status to psycho-

analysis. Forel and Frank were taking the reins, under the banner of a

true scientific psychology, and were offering Freud and Jung a back

seat in the new organisation. After a long hesitation, Freud and Jung

nevertheless decided to accept Forel’s invitation inmid November, so

as not to leave the field to their rivals.162 The same month, at a

professional meeting of Swiss psychiatrists, Forel and Jung made an

alliance to isolate Constantin von Monakow, co-founder with Paul

Dubois of a third association of psychotherapists, the Society of

Neurologists.163 In December, Forel sent Freud a dedicated copy of

the eleventh edition of his book Brain and Soul.164 More surprising

yet, Freud briefly envisaged infiltrating the International Order

for Ethics and Culture of Pastor Kneipp, an organisation in which

Forel actively participated, before abandoning the idea on Jung’s

advice.165

Jung to Freud, 11 February 1910: PsA makes me ‘proud and discon-

tent’, I dont want to attach it to Forel, that hair-shirted John of the

Locust, but would like to attach it with everything that was ever

dynamic and alive . . . I shall submit this crucial question for PsA to

the Nuremberg Congress.166

In the meantime, the idea of an International Association of

Psychoanalysis had germinated, formally grouping together adherents

to Freud’s doctrine. The timing was clearly not accidental.

Freud to Ferenczi, 1 January 1910: Incidentally, what do you think of a

tighter organisation with formal rules and a small fee? Do you consider

this advantageous? I also wrote Jung a couple of words about this.167

Ferenczi to Freud, 2 January 1910: I find your suggestion (tighter

organization) extremely useful. The acceptance of members, however,

would be just as strictly managed as it is in the Vienna Society; that

would be a way of keeping out undesirable elements.168

Meanwhile, discussions continued to rage concerning psychoanalysis.

On 29 March, there was a heated debate on psychoanalysis at the
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Medical Society in Hamburg, following a talk by Jan van Embden on

the psychoneuroses. Embden launched an attack on psychoanalysis.

He argued that the significant role which Freud attributed to sexuality

had not been proven, and that the success of Freud’s theory, like that

of Dubois, rested on suggestion and education. He warned against

referring patients to asylums where psychoanalysis was practised (in

all likelihood, his main target was the Burghölzli). In the discussion,

Trömner argued that the basic elements of Freud’s theory of hysteria

were fine (i.e., the conversion of non-abreacted affects), but that

Freud had erected monstrous theories from Breuer’s correct starting

point. As for Freud’s interpretations of dreams, he notes that they

were nearly identical to those which had been proposed long ago by

Scherner. Max Nonne noted that, following Emil Kraepelin and

Theodore Ziehen, most German psychiatrists were critical of psycho-

analysis. He argued that sexual traumas were actually common in child-

hood, but that they were not the causes of traumas in the Freudian

sense. Like Embden, he stated that he would not let a patient in a

sanatorium be treated in a Freudian manner.169

Shortly after the Hamburg discussion, the Freudians regrouped,

and the creation of the International Psychoanalytic Association

was formally announced at the Nuremberg Congress (30–31 March

1910). At Nuremberg, Ferenczi presented a rationale for the new

organisation. Presenting a heroic account of Freud’s struggle against

opposition, he maintained that from the beginning psychoanalysts

had been met with empty invective, and that hence ‘we were thus,

very much against our will, involved in a war’.170

Ferenczi: New workers streamed into the new scientific field discovered

by Freud just as they had streamed in the wake of Amerigo to the new

continent discovered byColumbus, and they too had to, and still have to,

conduct guerrilla warfare, just as the pioneers in the New World did.171

If Freud was Columbus, it followed that other psychologists and

psychiatrists had to take the role of the American Indians. Ferenczi,
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waxing strategic, noted that this warfare waged by the psychoanalysts

had not been successful thus far, because of the lack of central direction

and the self-serving conduct of some psychoanalysts. The time had

come to rectify this by forming a centralised organisation. This would

have the advantage of segregating others who took an independent

interest in psychoanalysis. Such ‘friends’, he claimed, were more

dangerous than enemies. As an example he cited psycho-synthesis,

without even mentioning Bezzola by name. Thus, for Ferenczi, the

formation of the IPA was justified as much by the neccesity to defend

against undesirable allies as by the need to rally the troups against the

enemies. Later that same year, Freud echoed Ferenczi’s reasoning.

Freud:Neither I myself nor my friends and co-workers find it agreeable

to claim a monopoly in this way in the use of a medical technique. But

in face of the dangers to patients and to the cause of psycho-analysis

which are inherent in the practice that is to be foreseen of a wild

psycho-analysis, we have had no other choice. In the spring of 1910we

founded an International Psycho-Analytical Association, to which its

members declare their adherence by the publication of their names, in

order to be able to repudiate responsibility for what is done by those

who do not belong to us and yet call their medical procedure psycho-

analysis. For as a matter of fact wild analysts of this kind do more harm

to the cause of psycho-analysis than to individual patients.172

By wild psychoanalysts, Freud evidently had figures such as Bezzola

and Frank in mind.

In his ‘History of the psychoanalytic movement’, Freud justified the

creation of the IPA by the necessity of drawing the ranks together,

‘since official science had pronounced its solemn ban upon psycho-

analysis’.173 However, it is clear that the IPA was first and foremost

a means of resisting psychoanalysis being swallowed up by the com-

petition represented by Forel and his friends. As Freud explained to

Bleuler in October of the same year, one of the ‘reasons for organizing

a society’ was ‘the need to present to the public genuine psycho-

analysis and protect it from imitations (counterfeits) which would
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soon arise’.174We have become so used to considering psychoanalysis

as Freudian that we do not even consider that there could have been

non-Freudian psychanalysts. But this is a retrospective (asymmetric)

illusion, which grants victory to the IPA over rival organisations. At

the time, the strict identification of psychoanalysis with Freud was

by no means self-evident. As we have seen, there was widespread

debate concerning who could rightfully claim possession of Breuer’s

heritage. In this respect, the creation of the IPA was an attempt to

gain the upper hand in the (symmetric) mimetic rivalry between the

Freudians and the Forelians. Which one was to conquer the new

continent of psychotherapy: psychanalysis according to Breuer, Forel

and Frank, or psychoanalysis according to Freud and his followers?

Without much exaggeration, one could say that before splitting into

rival schools, the IPA itself was the product of a schism within the

psych(o)analytic movement.

Around the same time, Frank published a book titled Psychanalysis,175

in which he openly advocated return of psychanalysis to Breuer,

critiquing the Freudian deviation. Unsurprisingly, Freud did not

appreciate this.

Freud to Jung, 22 April 1910: On the other hand it was with pure

distaste that I read Frank’s cowardly and abject book on psycho-

analysis, in which he naturally accuses me of exaggerating the impor-

tance of sexuality and then proceeds to go me one better.176

Initially, however, the relations between the Forelians and the Freudians

were not completely openly hostile. We have already seen signs of

this fact.

Frank attended the Nuremberg Psychoanalytic Congress177 (one

can imagine what he would have made of Ferenczi’s harangue) and

Ernest Jones went to the first congress of Forel’s society in Brussels

in August 1910178 (Freud himself had declined Vogt’s invitation, as

usual).179 The appearance was that the Freudians were continuing

to play the game of scientific exchanges. However, one incident at
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the time of the inauguration of the International Psychoanalytic

Association revealed that this was not a scholarly society like others.

The psychiatrist Max Isserlin, who had written a critical review of

Jung’s The Psychology of Dementia Praecox,180 requested permission to

attend the Nuremberg conference.

Jung to Freud, 2 March 1910: I beg you to let me know by return

whether we should allow such vermin to come to N. [Nuremberg].

Myself, I’d rather not have the bastard around, he might spoil one’s

appetite. But our splendid isolation must come to an end one day.181

Freud to Jung, 6 March 1910: I too believe that our isolation must

come to an end some day, and then we shall not have to hold separate

congresses. But I think that day is still far off and that we can do with

other guests than Isserlin.182

Isserlin was barred from attending. The incident shocked many, since

such exclusive practices were unheard of in medicine and psychiatry

at this time. Emil Kraepelin was furious.183 It was in this context that

Hoche, two months later, gave a paper to the congress of neurologists

and psychiatrists of south-west Germany in Baden entitled ‘A psychic

epidemic among doctors’. His accusation was clear: the Freudians

were behaving like a cult.

Hoche, 28 May 1910: In a surprising manner, a great number of

disciples, some clearly fanatical, have presented themselves to Freud

and follow where he leads them. To speak of this as a Freudian school is

in reality completely misplaced, as it is a question not of facts which

are scientifically provable or demonstrable, but of articles of faith; in

truth, if I leave aside a few more considered heads, it is a community of

believers, a sort of sect, with all the characteristerics which go along

with this . . . To become a member of the sect isn’t at all easy. This

demands a long novitiate which is ideally terminated by the master

himself. At the same time, not anyone can become a disciple, but only

those who have faith. He who does not believe has no success, and with

few exceptions, cannot speak. What is common with all the members

of the sect is the high degree of veneration for the Master, which only

perhaps finds its analogue in the personality cult of the circle of
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Bayreuth [i.e., around Wagner] . . . The Freudian movement is in fact a

return, under a modern form, of a medicina magica, a secret doctrine

which can only be practised by qualified interpreters of signs.184

As for Bleuler, he was so taken aback by the Isserlin incident that he

was reluctant to join the new association. Not content with having

barred Isserlin from attending the congress, the Freudians had decided

to restrict membership of the IPA to the faithful. Bleuler considered

that such exclusionary tactics had no place in a scientific society, and

he wrote a long letter to Freud on 13October 1910 to try to persuade

him to reverse this decision.185 Diplomatic initiatives were launched

to get Bleuler on board. Even dream analysis was enlisted in the cause.

Jung wrote to Freud on why Bleuler hadn’t joined:

Jung to Freud, 13 November 1910: The dream tells what the real

reason [for Bleuler’s resistance] is. It is not as he says, that Stekel is in

the society; I am the one who is holding him back. He throws Isserlin

in my face, obviously as a screen for his homosexual resistance.186

At the beginning of 1911, Bleuler finally relented. However, as we

will see, this was not to last long. The revolving door started to turn.

Indeed, whilst these external conflicts were raging, they were com-

pounded by internal conflicts at the very centre of the movement,

between Freud andAlfred Adler, his most talented follower in Vienna.

In the years following the Salzburg conference, rivalry and conflict

between Freud’s Viennese and Swiss followers had intensified, as Freud

attempted to shift the seat of power to Zurich to forge an international

movement. In 1910, Adler and Wilhelm Stekel became the editors of

a newly formed journal, the Zentralblatt für Psychoanalyse, formed in

part as a rival to the Swiss-dominated Jahrbuch. When the Vienna

Psychoanalytic Society began to formalise itself, Adler was appointed

its first president in 1910. Adler’s own views increasingly diverged from

Freud. In essence, they were as little of Freudian inspiration as Jung’s

ideas on dementia praecox or Bezzola’s psychosynthetic procedures.

Freud’s response? Diagnosis.
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Freud to Jung, 25 November 1910: My spirits are dampened by the

irritation with Adler and Stekel, with whom it is very hard to

get along. You know Stekel, he is having a manic period . . . Adler is

a very decent and intelligent man, but he is paranoid; in the

Zentralblatt he puts so much stress on his almost unintelligible theories

that the readers must be utterly confused . . . He is always claiming

priority, putting new names on everything, complaining that he is

disappearing under my shadow, and forcing me into the unwelcome

role of the aging despot who prevents young men from getting

ahead.187

Freud to Jung, 3 December 1910: It is getting really bad with Adler.

You see a resemblance to Bleuler; in me he awakens the memory of

Fliess; but an octave lower. The same paranoia.188

With this simple step, his theories could be dismissed. For Freud,

Adler’s recent presentation ‘suffers from paranoid vagueness’.189

Freud to Ferenczi, 16 December 1910: I have now overcome Fliess,

which you were so curious about. Adler is a little Fliess redivivus, just as

paranoid. Stekel, his appendage, is at least called Wilhelm.190

Freud to Jones, 26 February 1911: But [Adler] is of a morbid sensi-

bility . . . Adler’s views were clever, but wrong and dangerous to the

spreading of PsA, his motives and his behaviour are all throughout of

neurotic nature.191

Ferenczi to Freud, 17March 1911: You are not only the discoverer of

new psychological facts but also the physician who treats us physicians.

As such you have to bear the burdens of transference and resistance. It

is, of course, unpleasant when you have to deal with incurable or not

easily accessible physicians (e.g., an infantile perverse Stekel and a

paranoid Adler).192

This pathologisation of dissent not only enabled the delegitimation of

Adler’s theoretical innovations, it also mitigated a predictable rejoin-

der by Freud’s critics: ‘even your own psycho-analysts don’t agree with

you!’ Indeed, if Adler remained a psychoanalyst – and one with a

prominent institutional position and in a powerful position with

regard to psychoanalytic literature – Freud’s defences against his
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critics would simply backfire. The simple rejoinder that the views of

critics were nullified because they hadn’t practised psychoanalysis

now posed a serious problem when someone such as Adler, one of

the founding members of Freud’s Wednesday psychological society

from 1902, presented views which in critical respects coincided with

those of Freud’s critics.

Freud to Jung, 3December 1910: The crux of the matter – and that is

what really alarms me – is that he [Adler] minimizes the sexual drive

and our opponents will soon be able to speak of an experienced

psychoanalyst whose conclusions are radically different from ours.193

Adler’s innovations opened the possibility of a proliferation of con-

current psychoanalyses, which was precisely what the founding of

the IPA had attempted to stop. Thus simple theoretical disagreement

would have been insufficient – it was necessary that Adler lose all

credibility.

In January and February 1911, a series of four meetings was con-

vened in Vienna to discuss the theoretical differences between Freud

and Adler.

Stekel: One Freudian after another got up and denounced, in well-

prepared speeches, the new concepts of Adler. Even Freud himself read

a paper against his pupil.194

Minutes of the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society, 1 February, 1911:

Personally, he [Freud] resented the fact that the author talked about

the same things as he did, but without designating them by the same

terms they already had, and without making any efforts to establish any

relationship between his terms and the old ones . . .Adler’s writings are

not a continuation upward, nor are they a foundation underneath;

they are something else entirely. This is not psychoanalysis . . . In thus

denying the reality of the libido, Adler behaves exactly as the neurotic

ego does.195

Stekel: At the next meeting, Freud defended his behaviour toward

Adler. He said, ‘Adler isnt a normal man. His jealousy and ambition

are morbid.’196
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The pathologisation of opponents was now publicly meted out to

Freud’s own pupils. After these meetings, Adler and other associates

resigned and formed a Society for Free Psychoanalytic Research, a

pointed rejoinder to Freud’s authoritarian tactics. Freud himself

promptly took over the chairmanship of the Vienna society and

denounced Adler’s departure as a heresy.197 In October of the same

year, the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society forbade membership of both

societies.

Adler, 1912: The impulse for the founding of the ‘Society for Free

Psychoanalytic Research’ came in June, 1911, from several members of

the ‘Vienna Psychoanalytic Society’, that was under the direction of

Professor Sigmund Freud. These members had occasions to point out

that it was being undertaken to commit the members of the original

Society scientifically to the entire range of Freud’s assumptions and

theories. For these members, such a development not only seemed

difficult to reconcile with the fundamental principles of scientific

research, but particularly dangerous with a science as young as psycho-

analysis. In their opinion, it would further place in question the value

of the results that had already been achieved if members of the Society

were prematurely bound to certain formulas and thereby obliged to

give up the possibility of undertaking research directed toward new

solutions.198

It wasn’t enough only to expel dissidents: others had to be barred from

entering. One year after the Isserlin episode, Hans Maier, who had

succeeded Jung at the Burghölzli, was excluded from attending the

Zurich Psychoanalytic Society. Freud had previously asked Bleuler

to break off his relations with the psychiatrists Alfred Hoche and

Theodore Ziehen under the rationale that they were critical of

psychoanalysis. After the Maier episode, Bleuler decided that he

had had enough and left the IPA.199

Hans Maier to Alphonse Maeder, 25 October 1911: What I had

against the Association from the beginning was its organisation and

its composition, from which I thought I foresaw that it would lead to a

clique formation which I absolutely detest in the scientific field. I must
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say that the events of the years which have passed since then have

surpassed my fear by far, and I had never thought that an alteration of

individual personalities and their whole attitude in scientific and

professional matters could show itself in a short time in such a manner

and in such strength, as had occurred.200

Bleuler to Freud, 27 November 1911: To my great regret I must yet

again leave the psychanalytic association. In a polite but very definite

way my secondary doctor, whom I had occasionally invited to the

scientific meetings, was asked to come no more. To give the exact

form: he was told he must either join or waive his appearance, after

which he explained he could not join due to definite reasons.201

Freud to Jung, 30 November 1911: Maier in any case must go.202

Bleuler to Freud, 4 December 1911: The ‘who is not for us, is against

us’, the ‘all or nothing’, is in my opinion necessary for religious

communities and useful for political parties. For this reason I can

understand the principle as such, but I consider it harmful for

science . . . I recognize in science neither an open nor a closed door,

but no door, no doorstep at all. For me, Maier’s position is as valid or

invalid as of anyone. You say he wanted only the advantages [of being a

member], but wanted to make no sacrifice. I cannot understand what

kind of sacrifice he should have made, except to sacrifice one part of his

views. You would not demand this of anyone . . . I do not believe that

the interest of the Association demands such exclusionary behaviour

in any way whatsoever; I definitely believe the opposite. This is not a

‘Weltanschauung’.203

Bleuler to Freud, 1 January 1912: If it were a scientific association in

the same sense as other ones, nobody could have objected, and it

would simply have been useful. But it is the type of association that is

harmful. Rather than to strive to have many points of contact with

the rest of science and other scientists, the Association isolated itself

with barbed wires from the external world, which hurts both foe and

friend . . . The psychoanalysts themselves have validated the mali-

cious words of Hoche about sectarianism, which at that time was

unjustified.204

It was now Forel’s turn to weigh in.With the sixth edition of his book

Hypnotism, he added a lengthy chapter on psychanalysis. The first
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paragraph rectified Freud’s neologism. The second attributed the

discovery to Breuer. After recalling that the roots of psychanalysis

were to be found in Liébeault’s theory of suggestion, he enumerated

the authors who had developed the psychanalytic method: Freud,

Vogt, Graeter, Frank, Bezzola, DuMontet, Loÿ, etc. One can imagine

Freud’s reaction to see himself cited as one continuer amongst others

of Breuer’s work. The rest of the chapter was a detailed critique of

Freud and Jung’s theories, accusing them of insisting in a unilateral

manner on sexuality and for having abandoned the valuable resources

of the cathartic method, hypnosis and auto-suggestion for an arbitrary

and dogmatic system of interpretation.

Forel: The discoverer of the psychanalytic method from the point of

view of its psychological as well as therapeutic significance was Dr.

Joseph [sic] Breuer of Vienna . . . We close this chapter by thanking

Breuer above all, but also Freud, K. Graeter and Frank, as well as the

other authors whom we have cited, for their fecund ideas. This thanks

does not extend to the dangerous hypotheses and dogmas of the

Freudian school, properly speaking.205

Freud to Ferenczi, 21May 1911: Forel has presented me with the 6th

edition of hisHypnotism; but what is in there aboutCA is, regrettably,

dim-witted and represents the decidedly not dim-witted biases of Frank

and O. Vogt, whose services – I do not know what they are – he can’t

praise highly enough – they are puny Johnny-come-latelys, nothing

more. His arguments, e.g., against sexuality, are really depressing for a

man who has written a fat book about the sexual question.206 It really

put me out for once.207

Eight months later, the dispute between the two psych(o)analytic

factions broke out in a series of exchanges in the Neue Zürcher

Zeitung, the main Zurich newspaper. This important controversy,

which was first reconstructed by Ellenberger,208 has been passed

over by Freudian historiography. It forms the first example of the

numerous polemical Freud wars played out in newspapers and popular

periodicals. The spark which gave rise to it was a highly critical talk

on psychoanalysis by Dr Max Kesserling, a specialist in nervous
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disorders at the Kepler-Bund in Zurich. This was an anti-Haeckelian

organisation dedicated to denouncing the use of science for atheist

propaganda. It seems that the Kepler-Bund decided to discuss psycho-

analysis after a review of Frank’s book in the Neue Zürcher Zeitung

which drew a materialist lesson from it. On 2 January, the Neue

Zürcher Zeitung published a review which denounced Kesserling’s

talk and the Kepler-Bund. This led to an avalanche of letters by

adepts and adversaries of psychoanalysis. The most acerbic attacks

against psychoanalysis came from Franz Marti, who made fun of the

sexual obsessions of the psychoanalysts with comical examples. Jung

intervened to defend the honour of psychoanalysis. He critiqued

Kesserling for having a debate on matters of medical research in

front of a general public.209 He accused Marti of not having a

medical qualification and of behaving in an anti-scientific fashion

through taking up the controversy in the newspapers. He also

claimed that the psychoanalytic concept of sexuality was much

more extended than the ‘vulgar’210 concept which its critics held.

To this, Marti retorted that, in practice, psychoanalytic interpreta-

tions always went back to the so-called vulgar meaning.

Jung to Freud, 23 January 1912: We have been victims of ‘black-

mail’211 by the newspapers and were reviled although no names were

named. I have even consulted a good lawyer with a possible view to

bringing libel action. But there is little prospect of success because the

attack was indirect. I have therefore confined myself to a public protest

by the International PsA Association, Zürich branch; it will appear

shortly in the press.212

On 25 January, it was Forel’s turn to enter the debate, defending

psychanalysis. He accused Kesserling and Marti of confounding the

true psychanalysis of Breuer and Frank with the psychoanalytic devi-

ation of Freud and Jung.

Forel: It is deeply to be regretted that such a fruitful and thoroughly

correct theory such as Breuer’s cathartic theory should come into
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miscredit through the onesidedly sexual and endless digression of the

Freudian school. From the side of the Freudian school, much too much

exegesis, interpretation of dreams, and belleletristic studies of literary

antiquity have been brought in, and thus the scientific method has

been abandoned. In public the matter has then become dilettantish

playing around.213

Kesserling and Marti replied by implicitly assimilating Forel to the

Freudians. On 1 February, Forel replied that whilst they had good

reason to critique the Freudian school, this should not lead one to

condemn psychanalysis as such –whichwasn’t Freudian, but Breuerian.

Forel: I must consequently clearly state that serious researchers

entirely share with Mr. F[ranz] M[arti] his condemnation of the uni-

lateral character of the Freudian school: its sexual church outside

of which there is no salvation, infantile sexuality, its Talmudic-

theological interpretations and so on . . . What Mr. F. M. does not

say is that next to the sectarian, sexual and further derailments of the

international psychoanalytic movement, there is another psychanaly-

sis without o, which applies itself honestly, parallel to the study of

the theory of suggestion (hypnotism) and psychotherapy, to separate

the true scientific kernel from the researches of Breuer and Freud, to

deepen them thanks to a quiet and serious study, and to make them

useful for the therapy of nervous disorders.214

The letter was followed by a short response fromMarti thanking Forel

for his clarification, and declaring that the discussion was closed, to

everyone’s satisfaction. Thanks to Forel’s move, Jung was isolated on

the sidelines, and he himself was taking hold of a psychanalysis purged

of its Freudian excesses.

Ludwig Binswanger to Freud, 5 March 1912: In the Zurich press

campaign, it was Forel who annoyed me most with his underhand

conduct.215

Stuck between Freud and his colleagues (between the inside and the

outside), Jung’s position became more and more untenable. As we

have seen, it was in the same year that conflict between Freud and
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Jung broke out into the open.216 This was potentially disastrous.

Freud was not only on the point of losing his most precious ally,

who had led the war of which Ferenczi spoke (and taken the blows in

his place), but also the whole Zurich school, and with it the hope of

internationalising the psychoanalytic movement and colonising

psychiatry. Psychoanalysis was in danger of returning to becoming a

local, Viennese affair. Furthermore, after Adler, Jung was the second

psychoanalyst who was putting forward positions which increasingly

resembled those of Freud’s critics.

Freud to James Jackson Putnam, 20August 1912:After the disgrace-

ful defection of Adler, a gifted thinker but a malicious paranoiac, I am

now in trouble with our friend, Jung, who apparently has not outgrown

his own neurosis.217

Freud to Putnam, 1 January 1913: For me it seems like a déjà vu

experience. Everything I encounter in the objections of these half-

analysts I had already met in the objections of the non-analysts.218

These matters came to a head at the psychiatric congress in Breslau

in 1913, which can be seen to have been the last great battle of the

first Freud wars.219 The organisers had arranged a session on the

importance of psychoanalysis, with Bleuler and Hoche due to speak.

It was clear from the outset that Freud’s adversaries were deter-

mined to launch a final assault on his psychoanalysis. Before the

congress Hoche had sent round a circular letter to colleagues seek-

ing information concerning unsuccessful treatments by psycho-

analysis. In an attempt at pre-emptive damage control, the

Freudians published Hoche’s circular in the Internationale

Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse.

Freud to Jung, 3 March 1913: Hoche’s circular letter has come into

our hands. Maeder is going to send it to you for publication in the

Internat. Zeit.220

Internationale Zeitschrift für ärztliche Psychoanalyse, 1913:

An Opponent of Psychoanalysis
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We believe we are fulfilling a duty, if in this position we hang below

this circular from Prof. Hoche in Freiburg.

Freiburg I. B., 1 February 1913. Dear esteemed colleague! I have

taken on with Bleuler the report On the value of psychoanalysis for the

annual meeting of the German Association for Psychiatry (in May

in Breslau). It would be of great value to me and to others to gain a

reliable judgement of the manner and extent of the damages caused by

psychoanalytic procedures to patients. I ask you for the courtesy, if you

have such factual material at your disposal, to communicate it to me in

a form suitable for yourself. (I do not have in mind precise figures

nor detailed individual case histories.) The use I intend will be without

indication of names and will occur in such a way that it will in no

way anticipate possible comments or discussion on your part. I know

from my own experience how disagreeable such a survey will feel,

but to my regret I see no other way of obtaining this important

material. With the expression of my friendly thanks, I am, yours

truly, Hoche.221

Hoche, presentation at Breslau, 1913: The editors of this journal have

apparently already become so foreign to the medical manner that they

do not know that it is very frequently sought to measure the danger-

ousness of particular therapeutic interventions, for example, narcosis

and so on, through statistical methods.222

On the surface, it appeared as if Bleuler was going to defend psycho-

analysis, in the by now well-established tradition of congress duels.

However, to judge by a letter from Sweasey Powers to Smith Ely

Jelliffe, written immediately after the congress, the truth was some-

what different. Lurking behind the scenes was none other than Emil

Kraepelin. As he expressed it, the object of the congress was to give

Bleuler an opportunity of renouncing Freud.

Sweasey Powers to Smith Ely Jelliffe, 25May 1913: [Kraepelin] asked

me if I did not realize that all of the members and that is to say all of the

prominent psychiatricians in Germany were against it. I then said that

I hoped to hear some scientific facts brought against it. He then said

that was not the purpose of bringing up the discussion. The purpose

was to give Bleuler the opportunity to publicly back-slide from the

Freud-school as his name was considered to have had a great influence
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in keeping the Freud theories alive. The purpose was also to place

the German psychiatricians on record as being against the Freud

theories.223

Bleuler began his ‘Critique of Freudian theory’ by articulating his

subjective standpoint.

Bleuler:My critique is in this respect a subjective one: I judge Freud’s

theories in the first instance through my own experience.224

Bleuler could not have been clearer: far from being external, his

critique was based on the results of his self-analysis, but also of his

course of analysis by correspondence with Freud. Bleuler noted that

his 1911 paper on psychanalysis had stressed the positive side;225 this

one would represent the negative, with the advantage of further

experience. Bleuler’s tactic was to identify and single out each aspect

of Freud’s theories, and those of some of his followers, and to indicate

what he accepted and what he rejected, in a meticulous and detailed

fashion. Such an itemised view was precisely what Freud was militat-

ing against. Bleuler’s paper represented the most detailed examina-

tion of psychoanalytic concepts which had yet been undertaken.

Hoche began his paper by stating that he had studied the psycho-

analytic literature and that he too had analysed his own dreams

according to the Freudian interpretations (according to Freud’s state-

ment at the Clark conference in 1909, this would be sufficient to

make him a psychoanalyst). Considered from a theoretical perspec-

tive, Freud’s theory was one of the many possible philosophies of

the unconscious, and as such, made assertions which superceded any

possible experience.

Hoche: On the dark stage of the unconscious, the theory can let

whatever it wants happen.226

Being unverifiable, psychoanalytic interpretations were thus com-

pletely arbitrary. In this respect, the study of the literary products of

the sect enabled a specific methodology to be identified.

94 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



Hoche: One of the most important means with which the results

are reached and secured is the confusion of the possibility of thinking

of a connection with the proof of one, the confusion of the finding

of the analogy between different processes with the proof of their

identity, the confusion of the emergence of an idea with established

knowledge.227

As Hoche saw it, this was advanced through apodictic and dogmatic

assertions, rash assertions and the abdication of generally convincing

proofs. Given the sect-character of the movement, these had a sugges-

tive effect on the believers.

Hoche:What occurs to one person today will on the next day already

become a proven fact and be used as the basis for further inferences.228

This peculiar social psychology of the movement was augmented

by Freud’s studious avoidance of general congresses and the hold-

ing of private congresses. Referring to Wilhelm Stekel’s greetings

for the Weimar psychoanalytic congress, Hoche noted sarcasti-

cally that his characterisation of the movement as a sect three

years ago had in a certain sense been accepted by the Freudians

themselves.

Stekel, 1911: We all have the need to feel that we do not stand alone,

and that we belong to a large school, whose disciples are spread over

the whole Earth. Each single one of us stands against a world of

opponents, and must assert himself against the scorn and mockery of

the opponent . . . We know that the future is ours. One cannot work and

create alone without the acknowledging resonance of fellow men. One

must build up one’s faith from the faith of others. This is the deep

meaning of the psychoanalytic congresses, which have become for us

a matter of heart . . . On this day of celebration we feel that we are

brothers of an Order which requires a sacrifice from each individual in

service of the generality.229

The sect-character of the movement was reflected in the schisms, and

Hoche took it as a fortunate sign that the best minds were leaving the

movement.
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By reproaching psychoanalysis with having returned to a private

form of knowledge, Hoche did not know how correct he was. In 1912,

Ernest Jones had already proposed the formation of a secret commit-

tee to Freud, charged with defending the purity of Freudian doctrine

against heretical deviations.

Jones to Freud, 30 July 1912: [A] small group of men could be

thoroughly analysed by you, so that they could represent the pure

theory unadulterated by personal complexes, and thus build an unoffi-

cial inner circle in the Verein and serve as centres where others

(beginners) could come and learn the work.230

Freud to Jones, 1 August 1912: What took hold of my imagination

almost immediately is your idea of a secret council composed of the

best and most trustworthy among our men to take care of the further

development of Ca.231

Jones to Freud, 7 August 1912: The idea of a united small body,

designed, like the Paladins of Charlemagne, to guard the kingdom and

policy of their master, was a product of my own romanticism.232

Jones, 1955: There would be only one definite obligation undertaken

among us: namely, that if anyone wished to depart from any of the

fundamental tenets of psychoanalytical theory, e.g., the conception of

repression, of the unconscious, of infantile sexuality, etc., he would

promise not to do so publicly before first discussing his views with

the rest.233

To each of his Paladins, Freud gave a golden ring.

Hoche’s main attention was directed to psychoanalytic therapy. He

viewed it as ‘essentially an old suggestive technique in a new pseudo-

scientific guise’. It was not surprising that hysterics were receptive

to it, as this was the case with all new methods which surrounded

themselves with mysteries. The believing doctor and patient were

both under the suggestive effect of the same circle of ideas. Another

category of patients was those in conditions where spontaneous

remissions were common, such as neurasthenia and depression. But

above all, Hoche contested that psychoanalytic therapy was without
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dangers. Basing himself on the results of his survey, he presented a

series of cases where psychoanalysis has purportedly done more harm

than good. He concluded that Freudians trumpeted their successes

whilst passing over their failures in silence.

Hoche: In very many cases, psychoanalytic therapy is a direct damage

to the patient.234

The only remaining interest of psychoanalysis lay in the cultural and

historical field. In the discussion, one after the other, the leading

lights of German psychiatry – Kraepelin, Stransky, Weygandt,

Liepmann, Forster, Kohnstamm – and of psychology, in the figure

of William Stern, got up to condemn Freud and his pretensions to

originality.

Kraepelin:Munich rejects Freud’s psychoanalysis . . . The good in it is

not new, and essentially stems from Janet. Kr. stresses how much harm

has already been caused by this method and energetically warns against

its use.235

WilhelmWeygandt: For historical correctness, it should be noted that

it is above all Breuer, who, following French authors such as Janet, laid

the basis of the most solid elements of psychoanalysis, whilst Freud

now reaps the rewards.236

O. Kohnstamm: Honesty requires one to note that this method of

psychanalysis had already been practised by P. Janet. Then Breuer–

Freud and Oskar Vogt followed around the same time, and last but not

least L. Frank.237

William Stern: Psychoanalysts, who regularly reproach their adversa-

ries on their professional ignorance, also work in this domain [the

psychology of childhood] as complete dilettantes; scientific research on

infants either does not exist for them or is submitted to all sorts of

interpretive modifications until it can be connected to their concep-

tual system.238

Erwin Stransky: The systematic ignorance of the works of other

researchers and the systematic refusal of opening themselves to

the criticisms is one of the distinctive traits of psychoanalytic
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obedience . . . The most fatal error [of Freudian theory] resides in the

interpretive mania without restraint and in the confusion between

interpretation and proof.239

Only Stegmann stood up to defend the Freudian cause. In con-

clusion, Bleuler indicated that there was much which was correct

in what Hoche had said, to which he could subscribe. He main-

tained that there was much that was good and much that was false

in psychoanalysis. The difference between them was that he

wanted to maintain and purify what was good in it. None the

less Hoche directly held Bleuler, whom he described as the figure-

head of the sect, with his scientific reputation, directly responsible

for the spread of psychoanalysis. He expressed his sympathy for

Bleuler for being excluded from the movement. According to

Eitingon, Hoche requested that Bleuler give up his protectorate

of the psychoanalytic movement. Breslau was an overwhelming

defeat for the movment. Freud’s dream of conquering psychiatry

lay in ruins, and psychoanalysis was almost unanimously rejected by

the profession.

Freud to Abraham, 23 May 1913: Breslau was bad. According to

Eitingon, who was there, Bleuler behaved most unpleasantly . . .

Only Stegmann was present from our side . . . Hoche did get the

laughter on his side.240

Following the conference, Bleuler’s paper was critiqued by Ferenczi,

who attempted to pathologise Bleuler.

Ferenczi: There is nothing left but to assume that the founder of

the concept of ambivalence is himself ambivalent with regard to

psychoanalysis.241

However, this could not hide the gravity of the situation. The public

defeat at Breslau only intensified the conflict with Zurich. The whole

psychoanalytic movement was in danger of escaping from Freud’s

control, as Jung was the head of the IPA. After having been rejected
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outside, Freud now risked being rejected inside. The corresponden-

ces between Freud, Jones, Abraham and Ferenczi, only published in

their entirety over the last few years, show that Freud was fully aware

of this danger and sought to take evasive action. Should he dissolve

the IPA and form a new organisation? Or should he resign before

being ejected by Jung? None of these solutions appeared to be viable.

There were not enough numbers to impose the dissolution of the

IPA on the Zurich contingent. As for leaving the IPA, one could

imagine the pleasure that it would give to Forel, Bleuler, Kraepelin,

Hoche, Frank, Bezzola and their colleagues to see Freud leave his

own organisation.

Jones to Freud, 25April 1913: I am deeply impressed by the success

of Jung’s campaign, for he appeals to formidable prejudices. It is, in

my opinion, the most critical period that Ca will ever have to go

through, and we formed the [Secret] committee not at all too

early.242

Freud to Ferenczi, 8 May 1913: According to reports from Jones we

have bad things to expect from Jung and should brace ourselves for the

collapse of the organization at the Congress. Of course, everything that

strives to get away from our truths has public approval in its favor. It is

quite possible that they will really bury us this time, after they have so

often sung a dirge for us in vain.243

Jones to Freud, 4 November 1913: Vereinigung. I am in favour of

dissolving, as you all are, but I do not understand the urgency of acting

at once until we can correspond with one another . . . Ferenczi says that

a dissolution is better than our being forced to resign.244

Ferenczi to Freud, 8 November 1913: After Jones’ and Abraham’s

explanations, I don’t think we can bring about the dissolution of

the International Association. Nothing remains but a collective

resignation of those members of all groups who are with you. An

International Psychoanalytic Association from which you, Abraham,

Jones, all Viennese and Budapesters, Brill (perhaps Putnam) have

resigned – with Jung at the head – won’t count for much. You

must immediately set in motion the founding of the new

Association.245
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Freud to Jones, 22 November 1913: We know J.’s position is a very

strong one, our only hope is still he will ruin it himself.246

In response to this situation, Freud decided to stake his all. Abraham,

Jones, Ferenczi and Eitington were directed to publish conjoint

attacks against Jung, in a carefully orchestrated campaign. Freud

himself turned to writing his ‘bomb’, the ‘History of the psychoana-

lytic movement’. From the opening lines, it was quite clear that one

was no longer dealing with even a pretence of open scientific dis-

cussion. As we have seen, Freud peremptorily declared that he alone

was authorised to decide what was psychoanalysis, his creation. This

argument from authority was clearly a response to the proliferation

of Breuerian, Forelian, Adlerian and Jungian deviations. The vehe-

mence with which Freud denounced Breuer, Jung, Adler and official

science indicated his failure to resolve the question on the theoretical

level, to persuade his colleagues of his definition of psychoanalysis.

The extraordinary polemical tone of Freud’s ‘History’ reflects this

defeat. Giving up all pretension at objectivity, Freud accused his

adversaries of shameful motives, duplicity, incompetence, mental

pathology, and in the case of Jung, racism.

Freud to Ferenczi, 24 April 1914: Jung’s surprising resignation has

made our task much easier . . . Perhaps he has succumbed to the salvo

in the Zeitschrift, and the bomb in the Jahrbuch is coming too late.247

Freud to Abraham, 25 June 1914: So the bombshell has now burst, we

shall soon discover with what effect. I think we shall have to allow the

victims 2 to 3 weeks’ time to collect themselves and react.248

Confronted by this, the Zurich group decided to leave Freud with his

psychoanalysis, and resigned enmasse –which is precisely what Freud

wanted to achieve. Just as Adler had done before them, they justified

their decision through referring to the incompatibility between

Freud’s attitude and the freedom of scientific research.

Minutes of the Zurich Psychoanalytic Society, 10 July 1914: Freud’s

demonstration published in the Yearbook of Ca (‘On the history of
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theCamovement’) is in an unequivocal manner bound to the author-

ity of the theory of one individual. The Zurich branch considers this

standpoint to be incompatible with the principle of free research.249

In terms of posterity, Freud’s strategy was amasterstroke. In the absence

of prominent alternative accounts by Adler and Jung, Freud’s so-called

‘History’ became a founding document of the psychoanalytic move-

ment and the basis of its official history, subsequently elaborated in

numerous articles, books and biographies. Freud had managed to

snatch victory out of defeat, passing in silence over embarrassing

episodes (Forel, the Breslau congress), and transforming disagreements

concerning psychoanalysis into irrational resistances. It is no exagger-

ation to say that without this tendentious rescripting of history, psy-

choanalysis would not have been able to propagate itself and attain

the prominence which it had in the twentieth century.

It is important to note that this victory was the reverse of its failure

to attain widespread assent through open discussion and debate,

and came at the cost of the complete privatisation of the science of

psychoanalysis under the sole possession of Freud, and of its separa-

tion from the prevailing norms of the academic world. Between 1905

and 1914, Freud had sought to internationalise the psychoanalytic

movement through seeking allies, initially through Bleuler and Jung.

Henceforth, psychoanalysis came to be propagated from the interior,

through producingmore psychoanalysts in the form of patients turned

into disciples. In this regard, the success which psychoanalysis came

to have was due not to its capacity to convince its opponents (who

remained sceptical), but to the unique form of transmission which it

inaugurated.

It was not without reason that Hoche compared this mode of

transmission to a sectarian proselytising. However, it was combined

with a remarkable modernism, perfectly adapted to the market econ-

omy in the burgeoning area of private-practice psychotherapy. One

had to pay significant amounts to have access to Freud’s secret art (in

contrast to the open form of transmission practised by Bernheimian
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hypnotic and suggestive psychotherapy). But it was also possible in

turn to recoup this expenditure, as the practice gave one an inde-

pendent livelihood. Separated from the university and the school of

medicine (Freud formally stopped teaching in 1917), psychoanalysis

became a private enterprise, recruiting clients (and hence potential

followers) in an unregulated market, independent of all university

or governmental authority. Psychoanalysis effectively became Freud’s

firm, organised like an international company based on franchises.

All sorts of subsidiaries could be formed across the world, on the

condition that they faithfully reproduced the proprietary mode for

forming analysts.

Thomas Szasz: To Freud, psychoanalysis was like an invention,

which the inventor could patent, thus restricting the rights of others

in its use. Thus, Freud insisted that psychoanalysis was to be dis-

pensed only in accordance with his specifications. But he went even

further: he declared that only he, and no one else, could change or

modify the original formula . . . Here is his explanation, in his own

words, of his objection to Adler: ‘I wish merely to show that these

theories controvert the fundamental principles of analysis (and on

what points they controvert them) and for that reason they should

not be known by the name of analysis.’250 So the issue was not

whether Adler was right or wrong, but what should be called psycho-

analysis. It was as if Freud had patented Coca Cola. He did not really

care whether Pepsi Cola or Royal Cola or Crown Cola were better. He

merely wanted to make sure that only his products carried the original

label.251

From this perspective, it was no longer the content of a theory which

was important, but the fact it was sanctioned by Freud and his official

representatives. The unity of the psychoanalytic movement was not

really maintained by a joint allegiance to a body of doctrine (we

have seen that it never really consistently had one) or to a research

methodology, but solely by reference to the Freud label, maintained

by a feudal structure of authority. Freud did not hesitate, after the

first Freud wars, to appropriate silently many of the theoretical
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innovations which he had so violently denounced when they were

initially proposed. After Adler’s departure, Freud incorporated aspects

of his theories under the banner of psychoanalysis, and the same thing

happened with others. As Ellenberger notes, Freud took over Adler’s

conceptions of an autonomous aggressive drive, of the confluence

and displacement of the drives and the internalisation of external

demands.

Ellenberger: The shift of psychoanalysis to ego psychology was to a

great extent an adaptation of former Adlerian concepts.252

Stekel: Everything I discovered was considered common property

or was attributed to Freud. I could give countless examples of

that.253

Stekel: Freud later adopted some of my discoveries without

mentioning my name. Even the fact that in my first edition I

had defined anxiety as the reaction of the life instinct against the

upsurge of the death instinct was not mentioned in his later books,

and many people believe that the death instinct is Freud’s

discovery.254

Jung, 1957: [Freud] later started to work on concepts that were

no longer Freudian in the original sense . . . He found himself

constrained to take my line, but this he could not admit to

himself.255

Freud to Ferenczi, 8 February 1910: I have a decidedly obliging

intellect and am very much inclined toward plagiarism.256

This tacit recuperation of the theories of dissidents or of external

critics became one of the most striking traits of the psychoanalytic

movement, and it demonstrates that what was at stake in the formi-

dable disputes between Freud and his adversaries was not the intrinsic

value of particular ideas, but of who could lay claim to them. A

particular conception was not psychoanalysis when it was put

forward by Adler, Stekel or Jung, but it could become one when it

was advanced by Freud. As Szasz noted, psychoanalysis had become a

trademark.
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The immaculate conception

The privatisation of analytic theory is particularly marked in the

‘History of the psychoanalytic movement’. Freud justified the sub-

jective character of his narrative through the necessity of reaffirming

his monopoly over psychoanalysis – his science – against the claims of

his rivals.

Freud: No one need be surprised at the subjective character of the

contribution I propose to make here to the history of the psycho-

analytic movement, nor need anyone wonder at the part I play in it.

For psycho-analysis is my creation . . . I consider myself justified in

maintaining that even to-day no one can know better than I do what

psycho-analysis is, how it differs from other ways of investigating the

life of the mind, and precisely what should be called psycho-analysis

and what would better be described by some other name. In thus

repudiating what seems to me a cool act of usurpation, I am indirectly

informing the readers of this Jahrbuch of the events that have led to

the changes in its editorship and format.257

Consequently, the first section of the work was dedicated to establish-

ing Freud’s claim over his invention in a quasi-obsessional manner.

Going back over what he had said five years earlier at the Clark

conference, Freud now denied Breuer any role in the conception of

psychoanalysis, properly speaking. He recounted, publicly for the first

time, how Breuer had reacted when faced with the ‘untoward event’

of Anna O.’s sexuality.

Freud: It will be remembered that Breuer said of his famous first patient

that the element of sexuality was astonishingly undeveloped in her and

had contributed nothing to the very rich clinical picture of the case . . .

Now I have strong reasons for suspecting that after all her symptoms

had been relieved Breuer must have discovered from further indica-

tions the sexual motivation of this transference, but that the universal

nature of this unexpected phenomenon escaped him, with the result

that, as though confronted by an untoward event, he broke off all

further investigation. He never said this to me in so many words, but
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he told me enough at different times to justify this conjecture of what

happened.258

Translation: Through cowardice, Breuer had recoiled where Freud

had the courage to continue. In the same spirit, Freud recounted how

Breuer, Jean-Martin Charcot and Rudolf Chrobak had made cryptic

remarks in passing concerning the role of sexuality in the neuroses.

Freud: These three men had all communicated to me a piece of

knowledge which, strictly speaking, they themselves did not possess.

Two of them later denied having done so when I reminded them of the

fact; the third (the great Charcot) would probably have done the same

if it had been granted me to see him again.259

Translation: No one before Freud had established an explicit link

between sexuality and the neuroses. Better still, when he presented

his views on the sexual aetiology of the neuroses, his colleagues

(notably Krafft-Ebing, but also Breuer) unanimously rejected them.

Freud: But the silence which my communications met with, the void

which formed itself about me, the hints that were conveyed to me,

gradually made me realize that assertions on the part played by sex-

uality in the aetiology of the neuroses cannot count upon meeting with

the same kind of treatment as other communications . . . Meanwhile,

like Robinson Crusoe, I settled down as comfortably as possible on my

desert island. When I look back to those lonely years, away from the

pressures and confusions of to-day, it seems like a glorious heroic age.

My splendid isolation was not without its advantages and charms. I did

not have to read any publications, nor listen to any ill-informed

opponents; I was not subject to influence from any quarter; there

was nothing to hustle me . . . Meanwhile my writings were not

reviewed in the medical journals, or, if as an exception they were

reviewed, they were dismissed with expressions of scornful or pitying

superiority.260

Freud: For more than ten years after my separation from Breuer I had

no followers. I was completely isolated. In Vienna I was shunned;

abroad no notice was taken of me. My Interpretation of Dreams, pub-

lished in 1900, was scarcely reviewed in the technical journals.261
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Isolated, rejected, misunderstood, Freud owed nothing to anyone.

Besides, he didn’t even read what others wrote.

Freud: The theory of repression quite certainly came to me independ-

ently of any other source; I know of no outside impression which might

have suggested it to me, and for a long time I imagined it to be entirely

original, until Otto Rank showed us a passage in Schopenhauer’sWorld

as Will and Idea in which the philosopher seeks to give an explanation

of insanity. What he says there . . . coincides with my concept of

repression so completely that once again I owe the chance of making

a discovery to my not being well-read . . . In later years I have denied

myself the very great pleasure of reading the works of Nietzsche, with

the deliberate object of not being hampered in working out the

impressions received in psycho-analysis by any sort of anticipatory

ideas.262

Freud: I read Schopenhauer very late in my life. Nietzsche, another

philosopher whose guesses and intuitions often agree in the most aston-

ishing way with the laborious findings of psycho-analysis, was for a long

time avoided by me on that very account; I was less concerned with the

question of priority than with keeping my mind unembarrassed.263

Freud: I do not know of any outside influence which drew my interest

to them or inspired me with any helpful expectations . . . I have held

fast to the habit of always studying things themselves before looking for

information about them in books, and therefore I was able to establish

the symbolism of dreams for myself before I was led to it by Scherner’s

work on the subject . . .

264 Later on I found again the essential char-

acteristic and most important part of my dream theory – the derivation

of dream-distortion from an internal conflict, a kind of inner dishon-

esty – in . . . the famous engineer J. Popper, who published his

Phantasien eines Realisten [Fantasies of a Realist]265 under the name of

Lynkeus.266

This enumeration of the claims to theoretical virginity could simply

appear to be vain or pretentious, but it actually served a precise goal:

to affirm Freud’s exclusive rights over his creation. If Freud started

from zero, if he submitted to no outside influence, if he made his

discoveries in complete isolation and even despite his colleagues,
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psychoanalysis belonged to him alone, like a patented invention.

Thus he could do what he liked with it, decide who could utilise it,

denounce unauthorised copies and piracy. The aim of Freud’s history

was to establish this autocratic political authority through affirming

the absolute originality of the theory.

The problem is that this history is a fable, a scientific fairytale. As

numerous Freud scholars have shown, there is hardly a single element

of this narrative that holds up under careful scrutiny. The ‘splendid

isolation’, for example? Freud was never as isolated as he subsequently

claimed in the years following the publication of Studies on Hysteria.

On the contrary, this work gave him a certain local and international

notoriety, and the Breuer–Freud method was frequently discussed

and practised by those interested in psychotherapeutics, as we

have seen.

Janet, 1894: We are happy that Breuer and Freud have recently

verified our already ancient interpretation of fixed ideas in hysterics.267

William James, 1902: In the wonderful explorations by Binet, Janet,

Breuer, Freud, Mason, Prince, and others, of the subliminal conscious-

ness of patients with hysteria, we have revealed to us whole systems

of underground life, in the shape of memories of a painful sort which

lead a parasitic experience, buried outside of the primary fields of

consciousness.268

Havelock Ellis, 1898: I agree with Breuer and Freud, the distinguished

Viennese investigators of hysteria, who seem to me to have thrown

more light on its psychic characters than any other recent investiga-

tors, that the sexual needs of the hysterical are just as individual and

various as those of normal women, but that they suffer from them

more largely through a moral struggle with their own instincts and the

attempt to put them into the background of consciousness.269

Ellis, 1898: Charcot had established the psychic character of [hys-

teria] . . . The nature and mechanism of this psychic process he had

left wholly unexplained. This step was left to others, in part to

Charcot’s successor, Janet, and in a very large measure, I am inclined

to think, to the Viennese investigators, Breuer and Freud, and by
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taking it they have, I venture to say, not only made the first really

important contribution to our knowledge of hysteria since Charcot’s

investigations, but have opened the way to the only field in which the

study of hysteria can now perhaps be fruitful . . . The investigations of

Breuer and Freud . . . have further served to show that hysteria may be

definitely regarded as, in very many cases at least, a manifestation of

the sexual emotions and their lesions, in other words, as a trans-

formation of auto-erotism.270

Bleuler, 1896 (regarding Studies on Hysteria): In any event, the fact

that this book gives a completely new way of tackling the manner in

which the psychism functions is one of the most important additions of

these last years to the field of normal or pathological psychology.271

Moreover, Freud was respected and professionally supported by impor-

tant figures such as Kraft-Ebbing and Hermann Nothnagel, who

backed up his candidacy for the post of professor extraordinarius (after

he hadmade public his claims on the sexual aetiology of the neuroses).

He had a close intellectual collaboration with Wilhelm Fliess, to the

point where Freud proposed that the latter co-sign the work which

became The Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality,272 and he corre-

sponded with eminent figures such as Havelock Ellis and Leopold

Löwenfeld.273 He rapidly gained disciples (even if they ultimately

didn’t remain so) – Felix Gattel and the future winner of the Nobel

prize for medicine, Robert Bárány, in 1897–8, Hermann Swoboda

in 1900, Stekel in 1901, Adler, Kahane and Reitler in 1902.274 The

initial reviews of his books were neither as rare nor as negative as he

later claimed.275

Freud was by no means the first to interest himself in sexuality and

its relations with the neuroses. The connection between neurasthenia

and masturbation, which formed an essential part of his theory of

the actual neuroses, directly followed from George Beard’s Sexual

Neurasthenia,276 and one finds it in many figures in medicine at that

time, such as Krafft-Ebing, Löwenfeld, Erb, Strümpel, Peyer or

Breuer.277 Furthermore, whilst Charcot, following Briquet, had
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rejected the ancient uterine theory of hysteria,278 hysteria continued

to be associated with female sexuality by many practitioners, includ-

ing Breuer.279

H.B. Donkin: Among the activities artificially repressed in girls,

it must be recognized that the sexual play an important part

and, indeed, the frequent evidence given of dammed up sexual

emotions . . . have led many to regard unsatisfied sexual desire as

one of the leading causes of hysteria . . . forced abstinence from the

gratification of any of the inherent and primitive desires must have

untoward results.280

F.A. King: [Hysteria] occurs most often in single women, or rather in

those, whether single or married, whose sexual wants remain ungrati-

fied. ‘It is sometimes cured by marriage’ (‘Watson’s Practice,’

p. 455) . . . ‘Carter on Hysteria’ (pp. 35, 36) observes: ‘The sexual

passion is more concerned than any other single emotion, and perhaps

as much as all others put together, in the production of the hysteric

paroxysm.’281

J. Michell Clarke (concerning Studies on Hysteria): It is interesting

to note a return, in part at least, to the old theory of the origin of

hysteria in sexual disorders, especially as the tendency of late years has

been to attach very much less importance to them.282

Alfred Binet and Théodore Simon: [Freud and Breuer] have been led

to take up again the old idea that hysteria merits its name, when one

takes the uterus as a starting point; it is one of the most singular

backward moves that one knows of. 283

Konrad Alt: Many hysterics had suffered severely from the prejudice

of their relatives that hysteria can only arise on a sexual foundation.

This widely spread prejudice we German neurologists have taken

endless trouble to destroy. Now if the Freudian opinion concerning

the genesis of hysteria should gain ground the poor hysterics will

again be condemned as before. This retrograde step would do the

greatest harm.284

Breuer: I do not think I am exaggerating when I assert that the great

majority of severe neuroses in women have their origin in the marriage

bed . . . It is perhaps worth while insisting again and again that the
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sexual factor is by far the most important and the most productive of

pathological results. The unsophisticated observations of our prede-

cessors, the residue of which is preserved in the term hysteria, came

nearer the truth than the more recent view which puts sexuality almost

last, in order to save the patients from moral reproaches.285

Breuer to Fliess, 16 October 1895:As regards the sexual basis of the

disease, my examination of Selma B. has been serious and thorough.

She says that she sometimes masturbated as a child of about 10 or 12

years of age, and presumably thereafter. She can say nothing about

duration or intensity, but since at the age of 16 or 17 she exp-

erienced a severe neurasthenic condition it may be assumed that

both were considerable. Though she may quite easily have

been one of those people for whom a little harm produces serious

consequences.286

Breuer: A third objection [to Freud’s theories] concerns the over-

valuation of sexuality. One can perhaps say in this connection that,

to be sure, not every symptom of hysteria is sexual, but that the original

root of the same probably is. Neurasthenia is certainly an illness that is

sexual in root.287

Contrary to what Freud claimed, Breuer’s disagreement with his

young colleague after the publication of Studies on Hysteria was not

to do with the role of sexuality in the neuroses, but only with what

seemed to him to be an excessively exclusive claim concerning the

role of sexuality in hysteria and neurasthenia.288 The ideas of the

libido, infantile sexuality, erogenous zones and bisexuality to which

Freud turned after his abandonment of his seduction theory were all

part of the Darwinian heritage which he shared with his sexological

colleagues, and notably with Fliess (whom Freud systematically omit-

ted from his historical accounts).289

Sanford Bell: The emotion of sex-love . . . does not make its app-

earance for the first time at the period of adolescence, as has been

thought . . .The unprejudiced mind in observing these manifestations

in hundreds of couples of children cannot escape referring them to sex

origin.290

110 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



In short, if one resituates Freud’s theories on sexuality in their con-

text, one sees that they were neither as revolutionary nor as scandal-

ous as he claimed.

Likewise, it is difficult to imagine that Freud’s interest in dreams

owed nothing to the voluminous psychological literature on the subject

by figures such as Scherner, Hervey de Saint-Denys, Maury, Strümpell,

Wundt, Volkelt, Hildebrandt or Delbœuf (selectively cited by him in

the first chapter of The Interpretation of Dreams) or by Charcot, Janet

and Krafft-Ebing (strangely passed over in silence).291 To claim as

Freud did in his autobiographical study that the science of his time

had pronounced an ‘excommunication’292 on the subject of dreams

is simply false. In this respect, one may well ask why he insisted so

much on the fact that he arrived at the theory of dream symbolism293

(which was absent from the first edition of The Interpretation of

Dreams) independently of Scherner, when the latter anticipated

other more important parts of his theory, such as dreams being the

disguised fulfilment of sexual wishes. As Irving Massey and Stephen

Kern have both noted, Freud, in his historical review of the literature

on dreams, seems systematically to have avoided citing the passages

in the works of his predecessors which came closest to his own

theories.

Karl Albert Scherner: Sexual impulses that arise during sleep, and

their representation in dreams, are totally indifferent to morality; the

fantasy simply takes as its motif the sexual vitality that is given in the

physical organism and presents it symbolically; the chastest virgin and

the respectable matron, the priest who has renounced earthly things,

and the philosopher, who grants to the sexual drive only the measure

and purpose decreed by morality, are equally, willy-nilly, dreamers of

sexual arousal.294

F.W. Hildebrandt: The dream provides us with such fine aperçus of

self-knowledge, such instructive allusions to our weaknesses, such

clarifying revelations of half unconscious dispositions of feelings and

powers, that on awaking we are entitled to be astonished at the demon

who with true hawk eyes has looked into the cards. But if it is so, what
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rational grounds could keep us from individual questions of self

inquiry, and especially with the one great main question: who is the

real master in our house?295 The hints of dream life should certainly be

heeded!296

Similarly, whether Freud had actually read Schopenhauer – and

there are many reasons for thinking that this was the case297 – he

most certainly would have been aware that the term and concept

of repression played an important role in the work of his teacher

Meynert, who had taken it from Herbart,298 and that in his initial

formulations, the psychic mechanism which this designated was very

close to the dissociation of Charcot, Binet and Janet. As for his claims

to have avoided reading Nietzsche, William McGrath established

that it would have been nearly impossible for him not to have read

him when he was a young student, and a member of the Leseverein

der deutschen Studenten Wiens, a pan-Germanic reading group which

avidly studied the works of Schopenhauer, Wagner and Nietzsche.299

Besides, one learns from a letter to Fliess that Freud had ‘acquired

Nietzsche’ (most probably the Naumann edition of Nietzsche’s works

which were being published then).300

Freud to Fliess, 1 February 1900: I have just acquired Nietzsche, in

whom I hope to find words for much that remains mute in me, but have

not opened him yet. Too lazy for the time being.301

Far from being born through the presuppositionless chance encounter

of Freud and the unconscious, psychoanalysis was the product of the

intersection of multiple readings, debates and discussions. Even the

bibliographies of his early works show that Freud was a voracious

multilingual reader of the scientific and philosophical literature of his

time, constantly on the look out for what was new in fields as diverse

as evolutionary biology (Darwin, Haeckel), sexology (Krafft-Ebing,

Moll, Ellis, Iwan Bloch, Magnus Hirschfeld), German neurology

and cerebral anatomy (Wernicke, Meynert), British psychophysiol-

ogy (Maudsley, Bain), French abnormal psychology (Taine, Ribot,
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Binet, Janet), experimental and therapeutic hypnotism (Charcot,

Bernheim, Delbœuf, Forel), the philosophy of the unconscious

(von Hartmann), aesthetics (Lipps, Fischer), etc. Like many leading

researchers, Freud keenly followed developments in related fields,

mindful of priority vis-à-vis his colleagues and rivals, in the quest to

establish the one true scientific psychology. In this regard, Jones’

claim that Freud ‘was never interested in questions of priority,

which he found merely boring’,302 is clearly false. The renowned

sociologist of science Robert K. Merton counted no less than 150

priority disputes in Freud’s works, which on average comes out to over

three per year – and this was before the major exchanges of corre-

spondence had been published.303

Freud to Fliess, 29 November 1895: Wernicke’s pupils, Sachs and

C. S. Freund, have produced a piece of nonsense on hysteria (on

psychic paralyses),304 which by the way is almost a plagiarism of my

‘Considerations, etc.’ in the Archives de neurologie.305 Sachs’s postula-

tion of the constancy of psychic energy is more painful.306

Freud to Fliess, 14November 1897: I was able once before to tell you

that it was a question of the abandonment of former sexual zones, and I

was able to add that I had been pleased at coming across a similar idea

in Moll. (Privately I concede priority in the idea to no one.)307

Minutes of the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society, 11 November 1908:

Strange as it may sound, infantile sexuality was really discovered by

him – Freud; before that, no hint of it existed in the literature . . .

Moll gleaned the importance of infantile sexuality from the Three

Essays, and then proceeded to write his book. For that reason,

Moll’s whole book is permeated by the desire to deny Freud’s

influence.308

Freud to Fliess, 10March 1898: I opened a recently published book by

Janet,Hystérie et idées fixes [Hysteria and Fixed Ideas]309 with a pound-

ing heart and put it aside again with my pulse calmed. He has no

inkling of the key.310

Freud to Fliess, 31 August 1898: I found the substance of my insight

stated quite clearly in Lipps, perhaps rather more so than I would like.
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‘The seeker often finds more than he wished to find!’ . . . The cor-

respondence [of our ideas] is close in details as well; perhaps the

bifurcation from which my own new ideas can branch off will come

later.311

Fliess to Freud, 20 July 1904: I have come across a book by

Weininger, in the first biological part of which I find, to my conster-

nation, a description of my ideas on bisexuality and the nature of

sexual attraction consequent upon it – feminine men attract masculine

women and vice versa. From a quotation in it I see that Weininger

knew Swoboda – your pupil – (before the publication of his book), and

I learned that the twomen were intimi. I have no doubt thatWeininger

obtained knowledge of my ideas via you and misused someone else’s

property.312

Freud to Fliess, 27 July 1904: For me personally you have always

(since 1901) been the author of the idea of bisexuality; I fear that in

looking through the literature, you will find that many came at least

close to you. The names I mentioned to you are in my manuscript [the

Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality];313 I did not take books along

with me, so I cannot give you more precise documentation. You will

certainly find it in Psychopathia sexualis by Krafft-Ebing . . . I can with-

out feeling diminished admit that I have learned this or that from

others. But I have never appropriated something belonging to others as

my own . . . So now, with regard to bisexuality, I also do not want to be

in such a position vis-à-vis you . . . On the other hand, there is so little

of bisexuality or of other things I have borrowed from you in what I say,

that I can do justice to your share in a few remarks . . . P.S. Möbius has

devoted a pamphlet, ‘Sex and Immorality,’ toWeininger’s book . . . He

claims various ideas of Weininger as his own. It will certainly be of

interest to you to look up which ones.314

To affirm the embeddedness of the genesis of Freud’s work within the

multiple intellectual networks and debates of his time is by no means

to assert that he was a plagiarist or that there was nothing novel in his

work – far from it. There is no denying the fact that Freud elaborated

an original synthesis from the theories from which he drew, and it

is precisely this which makes his work interesting. What Freud

historians have contested is that psychoanalysis, unlike any other
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psychological theory, was born through a process of ‘immaculate

conception’ (Peter Swales).315 Far from emerging ready-made from

what Freud called its prehistory,316 it was embedded within historical

and theoretical contexts, without which its emergence would be

inexplicable and simply miraculous.
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2

The interprefaction of dreams

Text for Psycho-analysts: ‘Seek and ye shall find.’ B Matt. vii. 7; Luke

xi. 9.

Wohlgemuth (1923), 223

The ‘history of psychoanalysis’ which Freud and his followers

recounted is by no means a history as generally understood. Rather

it is an edifying fable, a scientific ‘family romance’, designed to negate

the humble historical origins of psychoanalysis. How else can one

understand why Freud devised such a mythic account, which could so

easily be factually contradicted? Moreover, it is obvious that Freud

would have been aware that many of his contemporaries would

not have taken seriously his pretensions of originality. This was

precisely what critics such as Hoche, Aschaffenburg, Forel and others

stressed.

Hoche: How is such a [psychoanalytic] movement possible? Without

doubt a negative presupposition is the lack of a historical sense and

philosophical training on the part of the followers able to be fanatical

for the theory.1

Aschaffenburg: When Freud strongly overestimates himself and the

significance of his theory, and with sharp words presents the psychia-

trists from whom he has much to learn, even concerning elementary
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knowledge, as incapable, then one must regard him as having been

spoilt by the blind admiration of his disciples.2

Forel: It does not occur to me to deny the great service of Freud and his

particular school. Yet I must make two objections to him; first, that he

ignores the works of his predecessors in a methodical manner, and

second, that he presents all sorts of hypothetical things as facts . . .

According to Hitschmann’s book, [Freud’s Theory of Neuroses3] one

would believe that Freud discovered the unconscious! We need only

refer to the numerous works of modern psychology, as well as to

Dessoir’s more strictly defined concept of the ‘underconscious’

[Unterbewussten] . . . to show how incorrect such a view is . . . Freud

would like to revolutionise the entire domain of psychology and

psychopathology. As we have seen, he ignores his predecessors and

those who do not agree with him with a sovereign silence.4

Vogt, International Congress of Medical Psychology and

Psychotherapy, 7–8 August 1910: I object that a man like myself

who has collected his own dreams since the age of sixteen and has

investigated the problems under discussion here since 1894, that is,

almost as long as Freud has done and longer than any of his disciples,

should be refused the right to discuss these questions by any Freudian!5

Morton Prince: But in the pursuit of these [psychoanalytic] researches

there has been too great a disregard of large numbers of facts, of

psychopathological data which have been accumulated by the patient

investigations of other observers. It is much as if a bacteriologist had

confined his studies to the investigation of a single bacillus and had

neglected the great storehouse of knowledge acquired in the whole

bacteriological field.6

Victor Haberman: Now why should Kraepelin, Ziehen, Hoche,

Isserlin, Aschaffenburg, etc., men trained in psychology and psychia-

try, men whose studies in association-psychology and in psychopathol-

ogy (to say nothing of their neurological work) are familiar to every

student in these fields, some of whose studies have become ‘classical’

and the fundamentals for subsequent work – why should these pains-

taking investigators be ‘ignorant of ’ and ‘have no feel for the subject’?

Why should they be ‘incompetent and unable to judge’?Why should it

be that ‘they have not mastered the theory,’ these real masters of

psychology and psychopathology! That they should not be able to
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comprehend and apprehend what these remarkable members of the

Psychoanalytic Society have mastered with ease – some of them writ-

ing ex cathedra on the subject directly they were weaned to it – these

wondrous wielders of the Deep Psychology, with their vast experience

(whence derived?) and their profound learning in soul-analysis

(whence acquired – all from the reading of Freudian literature?).7

Wohlgemuth: Almost complete ignorance is manifested everywhere

[in Freud] of the literature and the results of modern psychology, of

experimental method and of logic.8

In addition, most of the protagonists of Freud’s accounts were still

living (notably Breuer and Bertha Pappenheim), and hence there was

the risk that they might publicly contradict him. How are we to

understand, then, this rescripting of history?

To invoke Freud’s ‘megalomania’ or ‘desire for grandeur’ (openly

avowed in The Interpretation of Dreams) or his ‘paranoia’ (the myth of

the hostile irrationality of his colleagues, the invocation of ‘resistan-

ces to psychoanalysis’, the pathologising of adversaries, etc.) is insuf-

ficient and comes down to utilising the same sort of reductive

psychopathological interpretations which Freud liberally applied to

others. What such explanations leave out of account is that Freud’s

histories were primarily directed towards a particular public: from

‘The history of the psychoanalytic movement’, Freud was principally

preaching to the converted and was no longer preoccupied with the

objections of his peers. The congresses leading up to Breslau had

indicated that psychoanalysis was not going to get very far in open

academic debate in psychiatric circles. Through the formation of the

International Psychoanalytic Association, directed behind the scenes

by the paladins of the Secret Committee, Freud now had the ideal

vehicle to propagate his ideas. With its own societies, journals and

publication house, the movement could spread with scant regard for

the views of the medical, psychiatric and psychological professions.

Henceforth, anyone who questioned Freud’s version of events could

simply be expelled from the movement. Protected from the world by
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his disciples, Freud could recreate his own reality and his own history,

without fear of being contradicted. From this perspective, the legend

of the isolated and persecuted scientist is less the expression of Freud’s

megalomania or mythomania, than the reflection of the institutional

isolation of psychoanalysis. Conversely, the legend maintained the

identity of the movement, portraying its mythic independence from

and superiority over all other psychological and psychiatric theories.

To view the legend simply as a means to satisfy Freud’s ambition and

narcissism or simply as a means to promote psychoanalysis in the

competing psychological marketplace misses the intimate connec-

tions between the legend and psychoanalysis itself.

The immaculate induction

It is critical to grasp the significance of the Freudian rewriting of

history and the de-historicisation to which it led. The Freudian

legend wasn’t simply a separate means of propagation or self-

promotion added onto the theory. It was an integral part of it.

Without the legend, the claim of psychoanalysis to scientific status

would never have achieved the credibility that it did. We have

already seen how the myth of Freud’s self-analysis served to protect

psychoanalysis from the conflict of interpretations which threatened

it from within. Likewise, the legend of the immaculate conception of

psychoanalysis played the role of epistemological immunisation

against internal as well as external critiques. If Freud dedicated so

many pages to establishing his originality and his presuppositionless

theoretical virginity, it wasn’t only because he was obsessed by ques-

tions of priority and intellectual propriety. It was pre-eminently

because he wished to defend himself from the claim that he had

imposed preconceived ideas onto clinical material, rather than hav-

ing let himself be led by it. Themyth of the immaculate conception of

psychoanalysis enabled him to claim that he was free of all influence

and that his observations were completely unprejudiced, free of any
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‘anticipatory ideas’ which could contaminate the material. As we

have seen, this was the main criticism which was constantly addressed

to him by his critics. They claimed that psychoanalysis was an a priori

system and that it applied a completely arbitrary interpretive frame-

work on the material. To use the positive language which Freud

shared with his detractors, it was a ‘speculation’ without an experi-

ential basis.

Breuer: If Freud’s theories at first give the impression of being ingenious

psychological theorems, linked to the facts, but essentially aprioristically

constructed, then the speaker [Breuer] can insist that it is actually a

matter of facts and interpretations that have grown out of observations.9

Freud to Fliess, 7August 1901: You take sides against me and tell me

that the reader of thoughts merely reads his own thoughts into other

people, which renders all my efforts valueless.10

Albert Moll: The impression produced in my mind is that the theory

of Freud . . . suffices to account for the clinical histories, not that the

clinical histories suffice to prove the truth of the theory. Freud endeav-

ours to establish his theory by the aid of psycho-analysis.11

William James to Flournoy, 28 September 1909: [Freud and his

pupils] can’t fail to throw light on human nature, but I confess that

he made on me personally the impression of a man obsessed with fixed

ideas. I can make nothing in my own case of his dream theories, and

obviously ‘symbolism’ is a most dangerous method.12

Alfred Binet and Théodore Simon: Here is what the method of

psychoanalysis consists in. It is hardly anything other than a provoked

confession, with the advantages and risks which are well known, if the

authors did not accept as an article of faith that thanks to such an

analysis, old and forgotten states could be authentically restored . . . This

is Freud’s main hypothesis. It is a bold and very interesting hypothesis

and is very amusing from a literary perspective. But as for us, we find it

dangerous and useless. Dangerous, because none of this has been proved,

and one risks taking a veritable fancy for an authentic restoration.’13

Arthur Kronfeld: [Freud] uses something as a means of proof which has

already presupposed the correctness of what is to be proven . . . But the
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results of the psychoanalytic method are only correct according to

the presupposition of the correctness and the validity of Freudian

theory.14

Janet: What characterises this method [psychoanalysis] is symbolism.

When it is useful to the theory, a mental event can always be consid-

ered as the symbol of another. The transformation of facts, thanks to all

the methods of condensation, displacement, secondary elaboration

and dramatisation can be enormous, and it results in the situation

where a fact can signify whatever one wants . . . It is a consequence of

the confidence of the authors in a general principle posed at the outset

as undiscussable that it is not a question of proving it by facts but of

applying it to facts.15

Haberman: We have then in Freud’s unconscious, to recapitulate, a

metapsychological or mythopsychological subconscious, a conception

remarkably interesting, but a vague hypothesis nevertheless, nowhere

accepted by psychologists, built upon as yet undemonstrated funda-

mentals – and far removed from the path of factual science.16

Forel: What I reproach the Freudian school with is a systematic, rash

generalisation and dogmatisation of certain observations which are

correct in themselves, bound up with an interpretative projection of

their fantasies onto the latter . . . On the other hand, without excep-

tion one finds a tendency to turn the products of a fertile imagination

into risky hypotheses, to dogmatise these fantasies and then to want to

prop them through an almost talmudic exegesis, through constructions

of all sorts of extreme hair-splitting (sometimes taken to absurdity), so

that one becomes gradually led from the field of science into the field of

sectarian theology.17

Kraepelin: Here we meet everywhere the characteristic fundamental

features of the Freudian trend of investigation, the representation of

arbitrary assumptions and conjectures as assured facts, which are used

without hesitation for the building up of always new castles in the air

ever towering higher, and the tendency to generalization beyond

measure from single observations.18

Adolf Meyer:My attitude towards Freudianism is that of seeing in it a

cult – an obsession by a formula useful and expressive of some facts

commonly neglected, but still unheedful of the appeal to a frank
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acceptance of critical common-sense at its best in preference to a one-

sided schema.19

Wohlgemuth: Nowhere in the whole of Freud’s writings is there a

shred of proof, only assertions, assertions of having proved something

before, but which was never done, and mysterious reference to inac-

cessible and unpublished results of psycho-analyses.20

H.L. Hollingworth: In other words, the ‘psychoanalogy’ [term given

by Hollingworth to psychoanalysis] is all in the explanation, in the

theory of the analyst, not in the material of the case. This indeed is

quite opposed to the assumptions and quite explicable without them.21

Joseph Jastrow: The time has come to make clear that the principles

of psychoanalysis are not any such order of realities, but are conjec-

tures, schemes, constructions of Freud’s fertile imagination . . . While

following Freud’s course in developing such concepts as complexes,

libido, the unconscious, conversion, regression, identification, trans-

ference, sublimation, and a score of similar postulates, we must have

constantly in mind that they are not ‘discoveries’ in the sense that

Freud came upon them, with all the features and garbs which he

describes, in the jungles of the land of the psyche, or that had Freud

not entered upon his Columbian voyage, they would have been

similarly reported by any other qualified observer entering the same

terrain and underbrush of an unexplored mental continent. The ‘dis-

coveries’ are hypotheses – and they are nothing more.22

These critiques of the speculative arbitrariness of psychoanalytic meth-

odology were regularly accompanied by warnings against its suggestive

aspects, in the sense of Bernheim and the Nancy school. Freud,

according to his peers, was not content to see his own theories in the

minds of his patients, he also involuntarily suggested the responses he

needed to support them. Hence, contrary to his claims, his ‘observa-

tions’ had no objective validity and the testimony of patients could not

be invoked as the support of his theories. Moreover, from being

impartial witnesses of therapeutic efficacy, the psychoanalytic method

often transformed such patients into disciples, hence into active pro-

tagonists on one side of the controversy.
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JohnMichell Clarke, concerning Studies onHysteria:The necessity of

bearing in mind, in studying hysterical patients, the great readiness with

which they respond to suggestions, may be reiterated, as the weak point

in the method of investigation may perhaps be found here. The danger

being that in such confessions the patients would be liable to make

statements in accordance with the slightest suggestion given to them, it

might be quite unconsciously given to them, by the investigator.23

Robert Gaupp:Anyone who can give his questions a suggestive twist,

whether done consciously or unconsciously, can obtain from suscep-

tible patients any answer which fits into his system. That may be the

reason why Freud’s psychoanalyses abound in material which other

researchers seek in vain.24

Forel: I claim that Freud greatly exaggerates this cause of nervous

troubles [traumatic reminiscence] and above all in generalising it to

cases where the patient remembers nothing, often suggesting to his

patients all sorts of things which are more detrimental than useful,

above all in the sexual domain.25

James Jackson Putnam:When the physician is fully imbued with the

belief in the sexual origins of the patient’s illness he must, by virtue of

the closeness of this relationship, be in a position to impress his views,

unconsciously, upon his patients and might easily draw from them an

acquiescence and endorsement which would not in reality be as

spontaneous as it seemed.26

Arthur Muthmann: With this process [abreaction] suggestive influ-

ences by the physician play a prominent part. A powerful suggestion

which then acts auto-suggestively is especially the explanation respect-

ing the method. The patient is informed that his illness is due to some

forgotten experience. If this experience could be discovered, then his

complaints would be cured. With a proper course of procedure the

patient seizes at once the connection of resuscitating reminiscences

with his illness, and, from its very inception, there is attached to this

idea the suggestion that the respective symptoms will disappear.27

Hoche: The confirmation that the followers of the theory give for the

‘discoveries’ of complexes which have become unconscious are not

surprising. The believing doctor and patient (or rather the female

patient) are equally under the suggestive effect of an identical circle
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of ideas. The patients already certainly fully know what is expected of

them . . . Above all one sees that the eventual therapeutic effect finds

its explanation without having to profess to the principles of Freudian

theory; essentially . . . it is the old suggestive technique in a new

pseudoscientific guise.28

Moll: Moreover, I believe that the cures effected by Freud (as to the

permanence of which, in view of the insufficiency of the published

materials, no decisive opinion can as yet be given) are explicable in

another way. A large proportion of the good results are certainly fully

explicable as the results of suggestion. The patient’s confidence in his

physician, and the fact that the treatment requires much time and

patience, are two such powerful factors of suggestion, that provision-

ally it is necessary to regard it as possible that suggestion explains the

whole matter.29

Bernard Hart: The preconceptions of the analyst, the particular

moments at which he sees fit to intervene in the patient’s narrative,

the emphasis which he directs to certain features of the narrative, the

point at which he deems the flow of associations to have reached the

significant element, all these are abundantly able to produce decided

alterations in the subsequent functioning of the patient’s mind.30

One sees that for many of Freud’s critics, it was one and the same

thing to criticise the arbitrariness of his theoretical hypotheses and to

denounce the suggestive character of his technique. This was not

accidental. By the 1890s, psychiatrists and psychologists were acutely

aware of the demise of Charcot’s theories through the criticism of the

Nancy school, and of the ease with which one could take one’s

theories to be real through suggesting them to patients or to subjects

of psychological experimentation. Despite (or rather because of) their

positivism, they didn’t trust many of the clinical ‘confirmations’

which Freud invoked in support of his theories. In the 1920s, the

young Karl Popper recalled this whilst elaborating his famous critique

of the non-falsifiable nature of psychoanalytic theory.

Karl Popper: Those ‘clinical observations’ which analysts naïvely

believe confirm their theory cannot do this any more than the daily
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confirmations which astrologers find in their practice . . . what kind of

clinical responses would refute to the satisfaction of the analyst not

merely a particular analytic diagnosis but psychoanalysis itself? . . .

Moreover, how much headway has been made in investigating the

question of the extent to which the (conscious or unconscious)

expectations and theories held by the analyst influence the ‘clinical

responses’ of the patient? (To say nothing about the conscious

attempts to influence the patient by proposing interpretations to

him, etc.) Years ago I introduced the term ‘Oedipus effect’ to describe

the influence of a theory or expectation or prediction upon the event

which it predicts or describes: it will be remembered that the causal

chain leading to Oedipus’ parricide was started by the oracle’s predic-

tion of this event. This is a characteristic and recurrent theme of such

myths, but one which seems to have failed to attract the interest of the

analysts, perhaps not accidentally.31

In psychology and psychiatry, heuristic hypotheses (‘speculations’)

have a much more problematic status than in other fields, because of

the role of human influence, that is, of whatWilliamCarpenter called

‘expectant attention’ or what Bernheim called ‘suggestion’. In

physics, chemistry and molecular biology, there is the possibility

that an erroneous conjecture will eventually be corrected through

experiment or calculation, even if this is far from being necessarily

and automatically the case.32 In these disciplines, as Andrew

Pickering33 cogently explains, the ‘material agency’ resists the

hypotheses made about it, thus obliging the investigator to rectify

them accordingly (this is what Pickering calls the ‘dialectic of accom-

modation and resistance’). It is not the same in social psychology and

psychopathology, where heuristic hypotheses are tested on ‘human

agencies’ that are inevitably interested in the theories of which they

are the object. In such cases, one can no longer count on the

resistance of the experimental object, as human agency tends to

accommodate itself to the experimental or therapeutic context. It

was precisely this looping effect that Bernheim and Delbœuf recog-

nised in hypnosis experiments under the heading of suggestion.

Subjects accommodated experimenters, mirroring their explicit and
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implicit suggestions as well as their theoretical expectations.

Meanwhile, experimenters were likewise affected by their subjects,

and both were caught up in a field of reciprocal suggestions from

which no external vantage point could be found.

Joseph Delbœuf: Finally I give the explanation of the phenomena

exhibited at the Salpêtrière: they are due to training and suggestion.

The operator will have regarded the characteristics presented by his

first subject to be essential for all individuals, rather than purely

accidental. Unconsciously using suggestion he will have transformed

them into habitual signs. He will be attached, without knowing it, to

obtaining them with other subjects who will have produced them by

imitation, and thus the master and his pupils, reciprocally influencing

each other, will not cease to feed their error.34

Hippolyte Bernheim: When one has seen how suggestible hysterics

are, even during their fit, how much they easily realise the phenomena

which one expects or that they have seen produced in others, one

cannot stop oneself from thinking that imitation, working by auto-

suggestion, plays a great role in the genesis of these manifestations . . . I

thus believe that the grand hysteria which the Salpêtrière presents as

classical, unfolding in clear and distinct phases like a chain hysteria, is

cultivated hysteria.35

Bernheim and Delbœuf spoke of hysterical and hypnotic phenom-

ena, but the implication of their analyses went far beyond the

limited frame of therapeutic and experimental hypnotism, partic-

ularly as they reduced these to one effect among others of sugges-

tion. The production of psychological artefacts which they

highlighted in the hypnotic and psychotherapeutic relation was

precisely what the hypnotic specialist Martin Orne rediscovered

seventy years later at the centre of experimental psychology labo-

ratories under the name of ‘demand characteristics of the experi-

ment’.36 Orne showed how experimentation in psychology was

inevitably affected by the reaction of its subjects. Far from being

purely passive objects, the subjects are perfectly aware of being

observed, they wonder what the experimenter wants to prove and
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do their best to validate what they take to be his hypotheses. This

simple observation, which extends and generalises what Bernheim

and Delbœuf had remarked concerning hypnotised subjects, hasn’t

ceased to haunt experimental social psychology. A multiplicity of

procedures has been designed to allay this problem, without much

success. Indeed, it is not simply a question of what had been called

the ‘personal equation’ of the investigator,37 nor even the inevitable

distortion introduced by his or her subjectivity (the ‘principle of

indetermination’ which characterises the human and social sciences,

according to Georges Devereux).38 More fundamentally, what is in

play here is the degree to which psychological experimentation

provokes real modifications in the behaviour and self-awareness of

its subjects, insofar as they adapt to the theories and hypotheses

applied to them, not unlike the manner in which the rat of the

behaviourists or the drosophila of the geneticists adapts to laboratory

conditions.39 One could well say that the theory produces its ‘object’,

not only in the Kantian sense of organising it conceptually, but

much more literally, in the sense in which the subject of experimen-

tation transforms itself to adapt to the theory. It is the ‘Oedipus

effect’ which Popper described: the hypotheses of the psychologist

provoke what they claim to describe or predict, transforming reality

instead of merely reflecting it.

Wohlgemuth: The Psycho-analyst in looking for ‘complexes’ is like an

agent provocateur. He stirs up trouble where there was none before, and

then says he discovered a plot.40

It was this subtle production (or rather, co-production) of psycho-

logical artefacts which Freud’s peers saw when they spoke of ‘sugges-

tion’ and ‘auto-suggestion’, rather than, as Freud claimed, direct

suggestions of command, such as ‘You will now sleep’ or ‘Your symp-

toms will disappear tomorrow.’ Freud frequently protested that

analysis was a non-directive method which had nothing to do with

the crude hypnotic suggestion of its beginnings.
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Freud: It is not only in the saving of labour that the method of free

association has an advantage over the earlier method. It exposes the

patient to the least possible amount of compulsion . . . It guarantees to

a great extent that no factor in the structure of the neurosis will be

overlooked and that nothing will be introduced into it by the expectations of

the analyst.41

Freud to Jung, 7 October 1906: For reasons of principle, but also

because of his personal unpleasantness, I shall not answer

Aschaffenburg’s attack . . . He is still taking up arms against the

hypnotic method that was abandoned ten years ago.42

But Freud’s peers, thanks to their familiarity with the work of the

Nancy school, saw clearly that the replacement of direct hypnotic

suggestion with the method of so-called free association by no

means settled the problem of suggestion understood as creation of

artefacts.

Forel: Since the introduction of the doctrine of suggestion one reads at

the end of the praises of a large number of vaunted new remedies,

‘Suggestion is excluded.’ It is in just such cases that a purely suggestive

action is most probable.43

Prince: I would point out, however, that the method employed by

Freud in fact makes use of the principles of hypnosis; for the state of

abstraction, in which the so-called free associations of the subject are

obtained, is in principle hypnosis . . . I say so-called free associations,

because when the attention is concentrated on a particular theme the

associations are determined by this fact. There is no such thing as free

associations under these conditions.44

One could very well suggest without hypnosis, and it was for this

reason that, in his psychotherapeutic practice, Bernheim dispensed

with trance induction and turned towards suggestion in a waking

state. Consequently nothing guaranteed the fact that Freud’s method

of free association would be any less suggestive than other psycho-

therapeutic methods, or that his theories would be more objective

than his master Charcot’s.
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Benjamin Logre: From the school of the Salpêtrière, so brilliant in so

many respects, Freudianism retained, enriched and systematised, what

was least fortunate: the culture of hysteria.45

Hart:A lengthy investigation of a patient’s mind means that one is no

longer examining at the end of the investigation the object one set out

to observe, but an object which has progressively altered during the

course of the investigation, and altered in a way which may have been

largely determined by the investigation itself. This was the circum-

stance which vitiated absolutely and completely the painstaking con-

clusions drawn by Charcot and his school of the Salpêtrière. A perusal

of the literature of double personality suggests strongly the existence of

a similar vitiating factor . . . It is not easy to avoid the conclusion that

the method of psychoanalysis contains potential sources of distortion

at least as great as those in the instances just mentioned.46

R. S. Woodworth: Psychological experimenters (as Messer and

Koffka) have frequently observed that it is very difficult to secure a

really free association . . . It is rather strange that the Freudians . . .

should assume that the subject is really passive in the process of the

analysis, and should omit to inquire what sort of tendency or control

may be exerted on the movement of thought. If we ask ourselves this

question, we notice that the psychoanalyst instructs his subject to be

passive and uncritical, and to give expression to every thought that

comes up, no matter how trivial or embarrassing it may be. The

subject is warned time and time again that he must keep back nothing

if he wishes the treatment to succeed. It is easy to see that such

instructions tend to arouse a definite set of mind towards that

which is private and embarrassing; and this easily suggests the sexual.

Certainly one cannot be in the hands of a Freudian for long without

becoming aware that sexual matters are of special interest and con-

cern, and thus, if at all responsive, getting a strong mental set in that

direction.47

Jastrow: The so-called ‘free association’ is not free, not completely,

not convincingly so. It is altogether too prone to be guided by the

analyst’s attitude, questions, known views, personal relations to the

analysee. The opportunities for suggestion are abundant; they intrude

subtly, however much one is on one’s guard. I do not refer to the cruder

forms of suggestion in the same physician–patient relation which
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deceived so astute a psychiatrist as Charcot in the ‘discovery’ of three

distinct hypnotic states . . . I do imply that the probing may readily

have a suggestive effect, if there is . . . an anticipatory theory behind it

and a knowledge on the part of the patients of what is expected of

them.48

Even the so-called ‘resistances’ of patients prove nothing, as how

could one exclude the possibility of ‘resistance’ as obliging (by ‘trans-

ference love’), or as a form of trained behaviour, to conform to

theories of the analyst? From the 1880s onwards, it was quite common

to suggest to hypnotised patients not to remember something, or not

to respond to suggestions. Delbœuf, however, pointed out that the

hypnotic amnesia demonstrated by Bernheim was simply trained

behaviour. On what grounds, then, could one establish that the

situation was radically different in analysis?

Freud: In every analytic treatment there arises, without the physician’s

agency, an intense emotional relationship between the patient and the

analyst which is not to be accounted for by the actual situation. It can

be of a positive or of a negative character and can vary between the

extremes of a passionate, completely sensual love and the unbridled

expression of an embittered defiance and hatred . . . We can easily

recognize it as the same dynamic factor which the hypnotists have

named ‘suggestibility,’ which is the agent of hypnotic rapport and

whose incalculable behaviour led to difficulties with the cathartic

method as well.49

As Aschaffenburg and Hoche argued, patients knew in advance what

was expected of them. Hence it would be no surprise if patients

exhibited all the manifestations of resistance or negative transference

as portrayed in psychoanalytic theory. For Freud, such manifestations

attested to the existence of an objective, non-dissimulating uncon-

scious, as it resisted his suggestions and theoretical hypotheses.50 But

in the eyes of his colleagues, this resistance to the theory could itself

be suggested by the theory. For such experienced hypnotic researchers

such as Forel, Moll and Janet, the contrast which Freud established
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between the long and difficult ‘working-through’ of analysis and the

deceptive facility of hypno-suggestive therapies was simply falla-

cious.51 Paradoxically, the insistence that psychoanalytic therapy

did not operate by suggestion heightened its suggestive effects.

Jerome Frank: Viewed solely as methods of persuasion, evocative

therapies may paradoxically heighten the therapist’s incentive and

ability to influence the patient through their stress on his neutrality

and objectivity. This tempts him to induce the patient to express

material that confirms his theories, because he can regard it as inde-

pendent evidence for them; and the patient is induced to accept the

therapist’s formulations because he believes them to be his own.52

Freud: It is perfectly true that psycho-analysis, like other psychother-

apeutic methods, employs the instrument of suggestion (or transfer-

ence). But the difference is this: that in analysis it is not allowed to play

the decisive part in determining the therapeutic results. It is used

instead to induce the patient to perform a piece of psychical work –

the overcoming of his transference resistances – which involves a

permanent alteration in his mental economy.53

Freud: Besides all this I have another reproach to make against this

method [the ‘hypnotic procedure by suggestion’], namely, that it con-

ceals from us all insight into the play of mental forces; it does not permit

us, for example, to recognize the resistance with which the patient clings

to his disease and thus even fights against his own recovery.54

Freud: In these hypnotic treatments the process of remembering took

a very simple form. The patient put himself back into an earlier

situation, which he seemed never to confuse with the present one . . .

Under the new technique very little, and often nothing, is left of this

delightfully smooth course of events . . . This working-through of the

resistances may in practice turn out to be an arduous task for the

subject of the analysis and a trial of patience for the analyst.

Nevertheless it is a part of the work which effects the greatest changes

in the patient and which distinguishes analytic treatment from any

kind of suggestive influence.55

Freud: But you will now tell me that, no matter whether we call the

motive force of our analysis transference or suggestion, there is a risk
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that the influencing of our patient may make the objective certainty of

our findings doubtful. What is advantageous to our therapy is damag-

ing to our researches. This is the objection that is most often raised

against psycho-analysis, and it must be admitted that, though it is

groundless, it cannot be rejected as unreasonable. If it were justified,

psycho-analysis would be nothing more than a particularly well-

disguised and particularly effective form of suggestive treatment and

we should have to attach little weight to all that it tells us about what

influences our lives, the dynamics of the mind or the unconscious.

That is what our opponents believe; and in especial they think that we

have ‘talked’ the patients into everything relating to the importance of

sexual experiences – or even into those experiences themselves – after

such notions have grown up in our own depraved imagination. These

accusations are contradicted more easily by an appeal to experience

than by the help of theory. Anyone who has himself carried out

psycho-analyses will have been able to convince himself on countless

occasions that it is impossible to make suggestions to a patient in that

way . . . After all, [the patient’s] conflicts will only be successfully

solved and his resistances overcome if the anticipatory ideas he is

given tally with what is real in him. Whatever in the doctor’s con-

jectures is inaccurate drops out in the course of the analysis; it has to be

withdrawn and replaced by something more correct.56

This last argument, which Adolf Grünbaum has proposed to call the

‘tally argument’,57 consists in postulating that ‘psychic reality’ resists

the theory exactly like ‘material reality’. Psychic reality, in other

words, was objective, indifferent to the wishes, expectations and

suppositions of psychologists or psychoanalysts. The patient could

only be truly cured if the theory corresponded to reality, hence the

cure provided a criterion to judge the validity of the analyst’s inter-

pretations and constructions.

Freud never accepted the idea that his theories could create or

modify the phenomena which he described, as his peers objected. In

his view, his theories were quite independent of the reality which

they described. From an epistemological perspective, Freud was a

classical positivist, for whom the fundamental basis of knowledge

was observation – the perception and description of phenomena.

132 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



Like all good positivists, such as Ernst Mach, who seems to have been

his principal reference in epistemological matters,58 he firmly distin-

guished between observation and theory. In general, positivists were

wary of theories, whichbroughtwith them the risk ofmistaking the idea

for the thing and tipping over into fruitless metaphysical speculation.

Thus they attempted to delimit the sphere of theory, clearly demarcat-

ing it fromobservation. For themost part, they knew that sciencewasn’t

only a matter of inductive generalisation from observations, and that

one could not avoid heuristic hypotheses. But they insisted that such

hypotheses be perceived as such, i.e., as nothing other than theories. In

a paradoxical and yet logical manner, the accent which positivists

placed on observation often led to conventionalism or ludic theories:

one could speculate, imagine and play with ideas, as long as it was clear

that these were only ideas which could ultimately be corrected by

experience. For positivists, concepts were disposable. As Mach

explained, they were ‘provisional fictions’ which were necessary as

one had to begin somewhere, but one shouldn’t hesitate to dispense

with them when one came up with better ones. For Freud, the ‘basic

concepts’59 of his metapsychology were only ‘fictions’,60 ‘mythical

entities’,61 ‘speculative superstructure[s]’,62 ‘scientific constructions’63

or ‘working hypothes[es]’64 destined to be replaced if they came into

conflict with observation.

Ernst Mach: It lies in the nature of hypotheses to be changed in the

course of enquiry, becoming adapted to new experiences or even

dropped and replaced by a new one or simply by complete knowledge

of the facts. Enquirers who keep this in mind will not be too timid in

framing hypotheses: on the contrary, a measure of daring is quite

beneficial. Huygens’ wave hypothesis was not a perfect fit and its

justification left much to be desired, causing not a little trouble even

to much later followers; but had he dropped it, much of the ground

would have been unprepared for Young and Fresnel who would prob-

ably have had to confine themselves to the preliminary run-up. The

hypothesis of the emission was adapted little by little to the new
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experiences . . . Hence experience worked continually to transform

and complete our representations, enabling a better fit with our

hypotheses.65

Freud:We can only say: ‘We must call the Witch to our help after all’

[Goethe, Faust, I, 6] – the Witch Metapsychology. Without metapsy-

chological speculation and theorizing – I had almost said ‘phantasis-

ing’ – we shall not get another step forward. Unfortunately, here as

elsewhere, what our Witch reveals is neither very clear nor very

detailed.66

Freud: It is perfectly legitimate to reject remorselessly theories which

are contradicted by the very first steps in the analysis of observed facts,

while yet being aware at the same time that the validity of one’s own

theory is only a provisional one. We need not feel greatly disturbed in

judging our speculation upon the life and death instincts by the fact

that so many bewildering and obscure processes occur in it – such as

one instinct being driven out by another or an instinct turning from

the ego to an object, and so on. This is merely due to our being obliged

to operate with the scientific terms, that is to say with the figurative

language, peculiar to psychology (or, more precisely, to depth psychol-

ogy). We could not otherwise describe the processes in question at all,

and indeed we could not have become aware of them.67

Mach: By elimination of what it is senseless to explore, what the

special sciences can really explore emerges all the more clearly: the

complex interdependence of the elements. While groups of such

elements may be called things or bodies, it turns out that there are

strictly speaking no isolated objects: they are only fictions for a pre-

liminary enquiry, in which we consider strong and obvious links but

neglect weaker and less noticeable ones. The same distinction of

degree gives rise also to the opposition of world to ego: an isolated

ego exists no more than an isolated object: both are provisional fictions

of the same kind.68

Freud: The true beginning of scientific activity consists rather in

describing phenomena and then in proceeding to group, classify and

correlate them. Even at the stage of description it is not possible to

avoid applying certain abstract ideas to the material in hand, ideas

derived from somewhere or other but certainly not from the new
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observations alone. Such ideas which will later become the basic

concepts of the science are still more indispensable as the material is

further worked over. They must at first necessarily possess some degree

of indefiniteness; there can be no question of any clear delimitation of

their content. So long as they remain in this condition, we come to an

understanding about their meaning by making repeated references to

the material of observation from which they appear to have been

derived, but upon which, in fact, they have been imposed. Thus,

strictly speaking, they are in the nature of conventions – although

everything depends on their not being arbitrarily chosen but deter-

mined by their having significant relations to the empirical material,

relations that we seem to sense before we can clearly recognize and

demonstrate them.69

Mach: However, for the scientist it is quite a secondary matter whether

his ideas fit into some given philosophic system or not, so long as he can

use themwith profit as a starting point for research. For the scientist is not

so fortunate as to possess unshakeable principles, he has been accustomed

to regarding even his safest and best-founded views and principles as

provisional and liable to modification through experience.70

Freud: Psycho-analysis an Empirical Science. – Psycho-analysis is not,

like philosophies, a system starting out from a few sharply defined basic

concepts, seeking to grasp the whole universe with the help of these

and, once it is completed, having no room for fresh discoveries or

better understanding. On the contrary, it keeps close to the facts in its

field of study, seeks to solve the immediate problems of observation,

gropes its way forward by the help of experience, is always incomplete

and always ready to correct or modify its theories. There is no incon-

gruity (any more than in the case of physics or chemistry) if its most

general concepts lack clarity and if its postulates are provisional; it

leaves their more precise definition to the results of future work.71

Freud: I am of opinion that that is just the difference between a

speculative theory and a science erected on empirical interpretation.

The latter will not envy speculation its privilege of having a smooth,

logically unassailable foundation, but will gladly content itself with

nebulous, scarcely imaginable basic concepts, which it hopes to appre-

hend more clearly in the course of its development, or which it is even

prepared to replace by others. For these ideas are not the foundation of
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science, upon which everything rests: that foundation is observation

alone. They are not the bottom but the top of the whole structure, and

they can be replaced and discarded without damaging it.72

The Freudian theme of theoretical fiction, which has often been seen

as an oppositional counterpoint to ‘positivism and to the substanti-

alisation of metaphysical andmetapsychological instances’, is in fact a

typically positivist trait.73 Far from leading, as the philosopher

Rodolphe Gasché (1997) claims, to ‘a dislocation of the exclusive

and fundamental value of observation, of the status of objective fact

and of the logic proper to theoretical discursivity’, speculative fiction

was tolerated and encouraged by Freud because it didn’t at any

moment affect the bare non-theoretical observation of phenomena.

The latter continued to furnish the ultimate foundation of science,

thanks to its capacity to resist speculations and erroneous hypotheses.

Facts are hard, stubborn and intractable and only the theories which

can adapt to them survive. Mach, as a good evolutionist, called this

the ‘adaptation of thoughts to facts’.

Mach: Adaptation of thoughts to facts, as we should put it more accu-

rately, we call observation; and mutual adaptation of thoughts, theory.74

However, such an outlook quickly runs aground in psychology and

psychopathology, where the ‘facts’ are the behaviours and actions of

pliable human subjects and patients, acutely aware of what is

expected of them, and able to adapt themselves to ‘thoughts’. By no

means can one count upon their resistance to correct the vagaries of

metapsychological speculation. This was the constant objection of

Freud’s peers: by itself, observation in psychology does not prove

anything, because it does not provide any ‘indication of reality’75

which allows one to distinguish it from theoretical fictions. Not only

is it always theory-laden (which Freud, following Mach, would have

been ready to accept, within certain limits),76 but one cannot sepa-

rate it from the theory.
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John T. MacCurdy: Everyone knows that preconceptions determine

observations very largely in all scientific work. We see what we are on

the look-out for, and are blind to the unexpected. In psychoanalysis,

however, this danger is augmented by the plasticity of the material

which is largely produced in accordance with the theory of the

analyst.77

Jastrow: Psychoanalysis belongs to the equally typical group of thera-

pies in which practice is entirely a derivative of theory . . . Here the

pertinent psychological principle reads: Create a belief in the theory,

and the facts will create themselves.78

Here, observation is the realisation of the theory. Consequently, one

cannot differentiate between objective confirmation and circular self-

confirmation, resistance and conformity, fact and speculation, ‘truth

and fiction that has been cathected with affect’.79 Hence there is

nothing to guarantee that psychoanalysis is not an a priori system, a

celibate theoretical machine which produces its own evidence – a

positivist’s nightmare.

Freud never responded to such objections, always referring to the

‘psychic reality’ and the ‘objective certitude’ of the unconscious in a

circular manner, rather providing the evidence for this which was

requested of him.

Freud, concerning the abandonment of the ‘seduction theory’:

When, however, I was at last obliged to recognize that these scenes

of seduction had never taken place, and that they were only phantasies

which my patients had made up or which I myself had perhaps forced

on them, I was for some time completely at a loss . . .When I had pulled

myself together, I was able to draw the right conclusions from my

discovery: namely, that the neurotic symptoms were not related

directly to actual events but to wishful phantasies, and that as far as

the neurosis was concerned psychical reality was of more importance

than material reality. I do not believe even now that I forced the

seduction-phantasies on my patients, that I ‘suggested’ them.80

In his polemic with Popper on the subject of the falsifiablity of

psychoanalysis, Adolf Grünbaum reproached Popper with ignoring

The interprefaction of dreams * 137



that Freud had in fact attempted to reply to the objection of sugges-

tion with his ‘tally argument’ which ‘make[s] him a sophisticated

scientific methodologist, far superior than is allowed by the appraisals

of [his] critics’.81 It is hard to see what justifies this, for what is striking

is Freud’s refusal to address this issue, as the ‘tally argument’ presup-

poses the non-suggestibility rather than proving it.

Woodworth: Nor can the success of the treatment – regarding which I

do not pretend to judge – be used as weighty evidence in favor of the

theory. The ‘pragmatic argument’ will not work in this case. We have a

number of other treatments, all more or less successful in treating neu-

rotic cases, and each one purporting to be based on a different theory.82

Hart:This argument has little weight. In the history of medicine many

structures have been built upon the fallacy of post hoc propter hoc . . . It is

of course true that satisfactory results are achieved by psychoanalysis,

but it is equally true that satisfactory results are achieved by many,

indeed by all, other methods of psychotherapy, and by a multitude of

methods which lie altogether outside the walls of medicine . . . We

must hence conclude that the argument from therapeutic results can-

not provide the independent confirmation of psychoanalytic validity

of which we are in search.83

Wohlgemuth: I will now proceed to examine more closely the claim of

the psycho-analysts that the numerous cures which have been effected

by means of psycho-analysis constitute an undeniable proof of the

correctness of their doctrine . . . If a cystitis is due to a calculus, no

internal antiseptic or lavages will end the cystitis; the calculus itself

must be removed first, and only the removal of the ‘complex,’ and

nothing else, can end neurotic symptoms. But neurotic symptoms have

been cured before Freud was ever thought of, and are still being cured

by other means. Hence it follows that Freud’s theory as to the cause of

the hysteric symptoms is wrong . . . Thus it appears rational to assume

that a common factor is active in the various methods of procedure,

psychoanalytic or otherwise. And this common factor I hold to be

SUGGESTION, pure and simple, and nothing else.84

Aldous Huxley: Psycho-analysts defend their theory by pointing to its

practical therapeutic successes. People are cured by psycho-analysis,
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they say; therefore psycho-analysis must be correct as a theory. This

argument would be more convincing than it is, if it could be shown:

first, that people have been cured by psycho-analysis after all methods

had failed; and secondly, that they have really been cured by psycho-

analysis and not by suggestion somewhat circuitously applied through

psycho-analytic ritual.85

Hollingworth: Among other things, Freud fails to show why other

methods of therapy than his own also succeed. If his own theories are

demonstrated by his own therapy, what shall we say of the reported

success of the [suggestive] therapy of Babinski, Hurst and Rosanoff?86

Confronted by the objection of suggestion, Freud could have

responded by trying to elaborate procedures aimed at eliminating

artefacts of the psychological equation (control groups, double

blind experiments, etc.), as have been widely employed. He could

have multiplied his observations, trusted in statistical studies in ‘the

American manner’,87 or attempted to quantify the results obtained by

psychoanalysis and compare them to other psychotherapies, as is

done in contemporary outcome studies. He could have encouraged

follow-up studies, permitting independent researchers to interview

his patients and have access to his analytic notes. Such attempts at

statistical and experimental verification were by no means unknown

at that time, and figures such as Gattel and Jung attempted to apply

them.88At the same time, such attempts would not have resolved the

fundamental problems posed by the inevitable interaction between

the observer and the subject, which continues to haunt the most

rigorously controlled studies.89 But Freud would have at least been

true to the positivistic spirit, in trying to test his theories and to

separate fact from artefact in the most rigorous manner. By contrast,

he refused to take such objections seriously, and continually appealed

to the ‘observations’ and ‘facts’ produced by his method, when the

reliability of the latter was at issue.

Freud to Saul Rosenzweig, 28 February 1934: I have examined your

experimental studies for the verification of psychoanalytic propositions
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with interest. I cannot put much value on such confirmation because

the abundance of reliable observations on which these propositions

rest makes them independent of experimental verification.90

Freud, 1933: Only quite a short while ago the medical faculty in an

American University refused to allow psychoanalysis the status of a

science, on the ground that it did not admit of any experimental proof.

They might have raised the same objection to astronomy; indeed,

experimentation with the heavenly bodies is particularly difficult.

There one has to fall back on observation.91

In this regard Freud’s adversaries, who for the most part shared his

positivistic convictions, were justified in reproaching him for betray-

ing his own principles.

Wohlgemuth: Experimental psychologists have been trained to walk

warily; they know that in their science the pitfalls are far more numer-

ous than in any other of the natural sciences; every experiment has to

be carefully scrutinized and the conditions closely watched. The great-

est and most insidious enemy is ‘suggestion,’ and to eliminate this is

never easy . . . ‘Suggestion’ is to the psychologist what bacteria are to

the surgeon. The psychologist aims, as it were, at an aseptic treatment,

whilst the psychoanalyst indulges in deliberate infection. After having

waded through the psycho-analysis of little Hans, which is reeking and

teeming with suggestion, to read Freud’s remarks upon it and upon its

critics simply takes one’s breath away.92

Hart: [The] constant testing by an appeal to objective facts is a sine

qua non in the development of any scientific theory, and we have seen

that it is just this test which is lacking in the growth of psycho-

analytical theory, because objective facts will not serve its purpose,

but only those facts after they have been prepared by the method of

psychoanalysis.93

It is exactly here that the legend of the immaculate conception of

psychoanalysis came in. Since Freud was not willing to allow the

method, which enabled him to obtain the ‘facts’which he invoked, to

be tested, he had to find another means of dealing with the objection

that he had been influenced by his hypotheses or speculations. Hence
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the claim that he had been completely free of any theoretical pre-

conception whatsoever.

Freud: Apart from emotional resistances . . . it seemed to me that the

main obstacle to agreement lay in the fact that my opponents regarded

psycho-analysis as a product of my speculative imagination and were

unwilling to believe in the long, patient and unbiased work which had

gone into its making.94

Metapsychological speculation, in other words, was quite apart from

pure observation. It is this absence of presupposition to which the

legend gave credence. If Freud had to fight against the prejudices of

his teachers and colleagues, if they supposedly refused to grant the

least importance to the role of sexuality in the neuroses, if he had to

overcome his own resistances, one could hardly accuse him of seeing

sexuality everywhere under the influence of a preconceived sexual

theory.

Freud: The singling out of the sexual factor in the aetiology of hysteria

springs at least from no preconceived opinion of my part. The two

investigators as whose pupil I began my studies of hysteria, Charcot

and Breuer, were far from having any such presupposition; in fact they

had a personal disinclination to it which I originally shared.95

Freud: I now learned frommy rapidly increasing experience that it was

not any kind of emotional excitation that was in action behind the

phenomena of neurosis but habitually one of a sexual nature . . . I was

not prepared for this conclusion and my expectations played no part in

it, for I had begunmy investigation of neurotics quite unsuspectingly.96

Similarly, if Freud worked in total isolation, if he never read what

Schopenhauer or Nietzsche had written about active forgetting or the

significance of drives, one could not accuse him of having projected

preconceptions onto the clinical material. Peter Gay cites a letter

from Freud to Lothar Bickel in which he once again insists on his ‘lack

of talent’ for philosophy, affirming that he had ‘made a virtue out of
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necessity’ through presenting ‘the facts which revealed themselves’ to

him in an ‘undisguised’ form, ‘without bias and without preparation’.

Freud to Lothar Bickel, 28 June 1938: Hence I have rejected the

study of Nietzsche although – no, because – it was plain to me that I

would find insights in him very similar to psychoanalytic ones.97

Freud: I should not like to create an impression that during this last

period of my work I have turned my back upon patient observation and

have abandoned myself entirely to speculation. I have on the contrary

always remained in the closest touch with the analytic material and

have never ceased working at detailed points of clinical or technical

importance. Even when I have moved away from observation, I have

carefully avoided any contact with philosophy proper.98

Freud: If anyone sought to place the theory of repression and resist-

ance among the presuppositions instead of the findings of psycho-

analysis, I should oppose him most emphatically. Such premises of a

general psychological and biological nature do exist, and it would be

useful to consider them on some other occasion; but the theory of

repression is a product of psycho-analytic work, a theoretical inference

legitimately drawn from innumerable experiences.99

The same goes for what Sulloway calls Freud’s ‘crypto-biology’: if

Freud so frequently denied having been influenced by the biology of

his time, this wasn’t, as Sulloway claims, an attempt artificially to

disguise psychoanalysis as a ‘pure’ psychology (which would make

little sense of his attempts to point to convergences between his

theories and biology’100). Rather, this enabled him to deny that his

theories on the drives, infantile sexuality or bisexuality preceded and

hence shaped the impartial observation of the clinical material.

According to Freud, such ideas belonged to the ‘clinical postulates of

psycho-analysis’,101 rather than to the biogenetic speculations of his

ex-collaborator, Wilhelm Fliess.

Freud to Karl Abraham, 6 April 1914: The subjection of ourCa to a

Fliessian sexual biology would be no less a disaster than its subjection

to any system of ethics, metaphysics, or anything of the sort.102
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Freud: I must, however, emphasize that the present work [The Three

Essays on the Theory of Sexuality] is characterized not only by being

completely based upon psycho-analytic research, but also by being

deliberately independent of the findings of biology. I have carefully

avoided introducing my scientific expectations, whether derived from

general sexual biology or from that of particular animal species, into

this study – a study which is concerned with the sexual functions of

human beings and which is made possible through the technique of

psycho-analysis. Indeed, my aim has rather been to discover how far

psychological investigation can throw light upon the biology of the

sexual life of man.103

Freud: We have found it necessary to hold aloof from biological

considerations during our psycho-analytic work and to refrain from

using them for heuristic purposes, so that we may not be misled in our

impartial judgement of the psycho-analytic facts before us.104

Infantile sexuality, repression, the unconscious and the theory of

dreams were thus presented as authentic ‘discoveries’, products of

‘observation’ and ‘experiences’ which arose independently of any

heuristic hypotheses, anticipatory interpretations, theoretical con-

taminations or involuntary suggestions on the part of their discoverer.

The myth of the immaculate conception of psychoanalysis corre-

sponds rigorously to what one could call the myth of the immaculate

induction of Freudian theory: Freud was not influenced by anyone,

hence he couldn’t have contaminated the clinical material. The

rewriting of history had the effect of transforming Freud’s hypotheses

and speculations into hard, positive and incontrovertible facts. It

legitimated them epistemologically, simply short-circuiting the

objection of suggestion.

Whilst difficult to explain in psychological terms, the function of

the myth of the immaculate conception becomes clarified when one

resituates it within the context of Freud’s positivistic rhetoric and the

controversies in which he was engaged. To those who criticised

the arbitrariness of his hypotheses, Freud opposed the image of the

patient collector of empirical facts. To those who suspected him of
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projecting theories drawn from elsewhere onto clinical material, he

replied that he was much too uncultivated to be capable of doing so.

To those who accused him of imposing his ideas onto patients, he

retorted that he only listened to what they had told him. The

Freudian legend was a very effective means of returning critiques to

their sender and of inverting the order of research. Hence what was

subjective suddenly became objective. What was contingent and

historical became atemporal. Interpretation became ‘psychic reality’.

Constructions became ‘historical truth’ which emerged from a black

box to which only the analyst had the key.

Wohlgemuth: [Freud] makes an assertion, defends it on the grounds of

its plausibility, and then on the next page he refers to the assertion as a

‘fact,’ or, ‘as I have shown or demonstrated, etc.’.105

Huxley: All the other great ‘facts’ of psycho-analysis are found on

examination to be mere assumptions . . . No proofs of any of these

assumptions are adduced. But they are all treated as facts.106

Jastrow: One . . . fallacy permeates pages and volumes of psycho-

analysis: the fallacy of attributism. It consists in accepting as a reality

an abstract concept devised by the thinker for the convenience of his

thinking . . . The fallacy of attributism subtly, insidiously, comprehen-

sively invades every phase and phrase of the psychoanalyst’s technique.

He has forgotten the realities and put in their place a mythology of

forces – Ucs., Id, Ego, Super-ego, Oedipus, libido in many guises, and

other animated concepts – which he then uses to account for the

clinical data which suggested them. As a consequence the sense of

hypothesis is lost, and the assurance of reality substituted; that is the

essence of delusion.107

We propose to call this process of the transmutation of inter-

pretations and constructions into positive facts interprefaction.

Interprefaction forms the basic element of Freud’s scientistic rhet-

oric and the diverse historical legends which he wove around his

so-called ‘discoveries’. It makes things and events from words, it

fabricates facts from suppositions, conjectures and hypotheses.
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Interprefaction represents what Freud was actually doing whilst

denying he was doing so.

One can legitimately critique this unwarranted reification in draw-

ing attention to the rhetorical, suggested character of so-called ana-

lytic ‘facts’. As we have seen, this is precisely what most of Freud’s

critics did, and still do today: ‘Your facts aren’t facts, they are artefacts

which you have fabricated.’ However, in many respects, such cri-

tiques remain close to Freud’s positivistic outlook, in suggesting

that one can clearly separate out fact from artefact in the domain of

psychology. Thus many of Freud’s initial critics, such as

Aschaffenburg, Kraepelin, Hoche, Janet and Morton Prince were by

no means free of such reification when they proposed their own rival

theories: the divide between what was considered fact and artefact

was simply drawn up differently.

But one can also reproach Freud, not so much for having created

new facts, but for having denied that this was what he was doing.

Rather than view analytic interprefaction as having given rise to false

facts, one can see it as having led to true artefacts presented as facts.

Rather than viewing the Freudian legend as a pure and simple fiction,

one can see it as a fabrication which denies that it is a fabrication.

What is at issue here then is the dissimulation of the construction of

analytic facts, rather than their construction per se.

The interprefaction of psychoanalysis can thus be read in these two

senses. Either one underscores its fictive and illusory character, or one

highlights its productive aspects. In the first, one denounces the

voluntary or involuntary manipulation of facts by the analyst. In

the second, one denounces the veiling of this manipulation. One

either considers Freud to have been insufficiently positivist, or to

have been too much so. These two critiques diverge profoundly as

to their respective implications. At bottom, the issue comes down to

how one considers the psychological enterprise, and the status of its

constructs. However, before attempting to evaluate this, one needs to

follow Freud’s procedures more closely.
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The manufacture of fantasy

First, let’s consider Freud’s seduction theory and its abandonment,

which was so decisive for the history of psychoanalysis. In his histor-

ical recapitulations, Freud repeatedly recounted how he had initially

believed the striking accounts of sexual abuse and incestuous perver-

sions which his patients reported to him, before realising that these

accounts were really fantasies which expressed infantile ‘oedipal’

unconscious desires. For a long time, this reversal came to be seen

as the inaugural gesture of the Freudian ‘break’: first, hysterical deceit,

then the magisterial reversal which with one stroke revealed the truth

of the lie, the reality of fiction and the logic of the fantasy.

Jean Laplanche and Jean-Bertrand Pontalis: It is traditional to look

upon Freud’s dropping of the seduction theory in 1897 as a decisive

step in the foundation of psycho-analytic theory, and in the bringing to

the fore of such conceptions as unconscious phantasy, psychical real-

ity, spontaneous infantile sexuality and so on.108

Freud: Influenced by Charcot’s view of the traumatic origin of hys-

teria, one was readily inclined to accept as true and aetiologically

significant the reports made by patients in which they ascribed their

symptoms to passive sexual experiences in the first years of childhood –

to put it bluntly, to seduction. When this aetiology broke down

under the weight of its own improbability and contradiction in defi-

nitely ascertainable circumstances, the result at first was helpless

bewilderment . . . If hysterical subjects trace back their symptoms to

traumas that are fictitious, then the new fact which emerges is precisely

that they create such scenes in phantasy, and this psychical reality

requires to be taken into account alongside practical reality. This

reflection was soon followed by the discovery that these phantasies

were intended to cover up the auto-erotic activity of the first years of

childhood . . . And now, from behind the phantasies, the whole range

of a child’s sexual life came to light.109

Freud:Under the influence of the technical procedure which I used at

that time, the majority of my patients reproduced from their childhood

scenes in which they were sexually seduced by some grown-up person.
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With female patients the part of seducer was almost always assigned to

their father. I believed these communications, and consequently sup-

posed that I had discovered the roots of the subsequent neurosis in

these experiences of sexual seduction in childhood . . . When I had

pulled myself together, I was able to draw the right conclusions from

my discovery: namely, that the neurotic symptoms were not related

directly to actual events but to wishful phantasies . . . I had in fact

stumbled for the first time upon the Oedipus complex, which was later

to assume such an overwhelming importance, but which I did not

recognize as yet in its disguise of phantasy.110

Freud: In the period in which the main interest was directed to

discovering infantile sexual traumas, almost all my women patients

told me that they had been seduced by their father. I was driven to

recognize in the end that these communications were untrue and so

came to understand that hysterical symptoms are derived from phan-

tasies and not from real occurrences.111

The impression given by such passages is that it was Freud’s patients

(or their incestuous unconscious desires) who were responsible for

Freud’s initial error. However, one need only look at Freud’s 1896

articles where he presented his theory to see that his retrospective

account does not accord with what he wrote at the time, and is in fact

quite tendentious. This was noted in 1966 by the psychiatrist Paul

Chodoff,112 soon followed by the philosopher Frank Cioffi.113 In

these articles, in stark contrast to his subsequent accounts, Freud

insisted on the extraordinary difficulty which he had in enabling

these ‘scenes of seduction’ to emerge. According to what he wrote,

far from his patients having spontaneously confided that they had

been the victims of sexual abuse, they were indignant when Freud

proposed this as a hypothesis. He had to fight against their resistances

inch by inch and extract the memory of the sexual scene piece by

piece.

Freud: the fact is that these patients never repeat these stories sponta-

neously, nor do they ever in the course of a treatment suddenly present

the physician with the complete recollection of a scene of this kind.
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One only succeeds in awakening the psychical trace of a precocious

sexual event under the most energetic pressure of the analytic proce-

dure, and against an enormous resistance. Moreover, the memory must

be extracted from them piece by piece, and while it is being awakened

in their consciousness they become the prey to an emotion which it

would be hard to counterfeit.114

Freud: Before they come for analysis the patients know nothing

about these scenes. They are indignant as a rule if we warn them

that such scenes are going to emerge. Only the strongest compulsion

of the treatment can induce them to embark on a reproduction of

them.115

Freud’s letters to Fliess at this time confirm this point. For example,

there is the description of the case of ‘Miss G. de B.’, a cousin of

Fliess whom Freud tried to persuade that the eczema around her

mouth and her trouble speaking stemmed from the fact that she had

been forced as a child to suck her father’s penis. Apparently, she

wasn’t convinced.

Freud to Fliess, 3 January 1897:When I thrust the explanation at her,

she was at first won over; then she committed the folly of questioning

the old man himself, who at the very first intimation exclaimed

indignantly, ‘Are you implying that I was the one?’ and swore a holy

oath to his innocence. She is now in the throes of the most vehement

resistance, claims to believe him, but attests to her identification with

him by having become dishonest and swearing false oaths. I have

threatened to send her away and in the process convinced myself

that she has already gained a good deal of certainty which she is

reluctant to acknowledge.116

Such procedures seem to be far away from the spontaneous volunteer-

ing of traumatic recollections. The available evidence indicates that

Freud’s patients did not have such ‘memories’ before they had been

reconstructed (or constructed) on the basis of indices, conjectures

and interpretations, and they were often not convinced of the reality

of such events. As Freud had to recognise later, he had communicated
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to them the content of the traumatic scene (in other words, his

hypothesis and construction).

Freud: It is true that in the earliest days of analytic technique we took

an intellectualist view of the situation. We set a high value on the

patient’s knowledge of what he had forgotten, and in this we made

hardly any distinction between our knowledge of it and his. We thought it a

special piece of good luck if we were able to obtain information about

the forgotten childhood trauma from other sources – for instance, from

parents or nurses or the seducer himself – as in some cases it was

possible to do; and we hastened to convey the information and the

proofs of its correctness to the patient, in the certain expectation of

thus bringing the neurosis and the treatment to a rapid end. It was a

severe disappointment when the expected success was not

forthcoming . . . Indeed, telling and describing his repressed trauma

to him did not even result in any recollection of it coming into his

mind.117

Even when some patients came to visualise or to ‘reproduce’ frag-

ments of such scenes under Freud’s pressure, they refused to regard

them as true memories. Freud’s colleague Leopold Löwenfeld saw this

sentiment of irreality as the proof that these were false memories,

suggested by Freud himself. As was well known, the Nancy school had

experimented widely with the implantation of false memories under

hypnosis.

Freud: While they are recalling these infantile experiences to con-

sciousness, they suffer under the most violent sensations, of which they

are ashamed and which they try to conceal; and, even after they have

gone through them once more in such a convincing manner, they still

attempt to withhold belief from them, by emphasizing the fact that,

unlike what happens in the case of other forgotten material, they have

no feeling of remembering the scenes.118

Leopold Löwenfeld: These remarks [by Freud] show two things: 1.

The patients were subjected to a suggestive influence coming from the

person who analyzed them, by which the rise of the mentioned scenes

was brought quite close to their imagination. 2. These fantasy pictures
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that had arisen under the influence of the analysis were definitively

denied recognition as memories of real events. I also have a direct

experience to support this second conclusion. By chance, one of the

patients on whom Freud used the analytic method came under my

observation. The patient told me with certainty that the infantile

sexual scene which analysis had apparently uncovered was pure fantasy

and had never really happened to him.119

Why did Freud feel the need to rewrite history so as to imply that

his patients had spontaneously volunteered their memories?

Paradoxically, the fact that they didn’t recall the events in question

would have fitted in better with his subsequent theory of repression.

But not to have done so would have laid himself completely open to

the charge of suggestion. To concede this here would be to raise the

question whether the same was not true of his later theories of neuro-

sis, obtained through the same ‘analytic’ method? Hence it was

critical for Freud to conceal the fact that it was he who had specu-

lated, imagined these scenes of sodomy,120 sadism, fetishism,121 ana-

lingus122 and fellatio, and taken them to be real, under the influence

of his theoretical presuppositions of the moment.

Freud to Fliess, 3 January 1897: The agreement [of my material] with

the perversions described by Krafft[-Ebing]123 is a new, valuable proof

of reality.124

At the same time, through transforming his own hypotheses and

conjectures into the ‘communications’ of his patients, Freud was

able to wash his hands of this whole affair, as the onus of responsibility

lay with his patients. His error had simply been one of having trusted

their bona fides too much and hence having allowed himself to have

been led astray by them. It also enabled him to give body and reality

to his speculations, despite their erroneous character. With the

seduction theory, Freud had put his scientific reputation on the

line, and had failed. However, by converting his mistaken theories

into communications received from his patients, he was able to use
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his new interpretive strategies upon what he now claimed that they

had said to him. Rather than being explained as a technical failure

due to the unwitting suggestive implantation of false memories,

psychoanalytic theory could explain what had really occurred, and

what lay behind his patients’ alleged communications. Better yet,

Freud could now claim having observed something rather than noth-

ing, even if it was only with hindsight that he realised its true

significance. In effect, Freud had hypostatised and substantivised his

own interpretations.

Freud: By means of analysis, as you know, starting from the symptoms,

we arrive at a knowledge of the infantile experiences to which the

libido is fixated and out of which the symptoms are made. Well, the

surprise lies in the fact that these scenes from infancy are not always

true. Indeed, they are not true in the majority of cases, and in a few of

them they are the direct opposite of the historical truth. As you will

see, this discovery is calculated more than any other to discredit either

analysis, which has led to this result, or the patients, on whose state-

ments the analysis and our whole understanding of the neuroses are

founded . . . We are tempted to feel offended at the patient’s having

taken up our time with invented stories . . . It remains a fact that the

patient has created these phantasies for himself, and this fact is of

scarcely less importance for his neurosis than if he had really experi-

enced what the phantasies contain. The phantasies possess psychical as

contrasted with material reality, and we gradually learn to understand

that in the world of the neuroses it is psychical reality which is the decisive

kind.125

Freud:Whence comes the need for these phantasies and the material

for them? There can be no doubt that their sources lie in the instincts;

but it has still to be explained why the same phantasies with the same

content are created on every occasion . . . I believe these primal phan-

tasies, as I should like to call them, and no doubt a few others as well,

are a phylogenetic endowment . . . It seems to me quite possible that all

the things that are told to us to-day in analysis as phantasy – the

seduction of children, the inflaming of sexual excitement by observing

parental intercourse, the threat of castration (or rather castration

itself) – were once real occurrences in the primaeval times of the
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human family, and that children in their phantasies are simply filling

in the gaps in individual truth with prehistoric truth.126

One sees here how Freud’s rewriting of history subtly objectivised what

at the outset was only a set of highly speculative hypotheses, which in

his own view were ultimately false. What he called his hunches ‘in

neuroticis’127 became ‘scenes’ reported by his patients, then fantasies

expressing their unconscious desires, and finally, through efficient

recyling, products of phylogenetic inheritance and prehistoric reality.

What this sequence neatly passes over is the status of the unconscious

fantasies which Freud claimed to be behind the scenes of seduction

which his patients confided in him. If such spontaneous recollections

appear not to have taken place, what then of the unconscious fanta-

sies they supposedly expressed? Do they not have a similarly ques-

tionable status? What fantasies did his patients actually have? Were

the forced recollections which he subsequently claimed had been

their unconscious fantasies simply responses to his investigative tech-

nique and conjectures? Without further historical records, such ques-

tions are difficult to resolve. However, what Freud’s narrative

strategies achieved is clear: the supposition of spontaneous narration

of events presented as memories which then came to be seen as

fantasies lent credence to the notion of the existence of unconscious

fantasies fuelled by infantile wishes. Far from having been based on

the observation of facts which were correctly interpreted after a

period of erring, the psychoanalytic theory of fantasy is an interpre-

tation of interpretations, resting on Freud’s suppositions. The fact

that it has taken so long for this to be seen is testament to the

rhetorical effectiveness of Freud’s rescripting of history.

Should we then reduce the Freudian interprefaction of fantasies to

a deception, to an effect of pure rhetoric? This is the perspective of a

number of ‘revisionist’ scholars, such as Frank Cioffi, Han Israëls,

Allen Esterson and Frederick Crews, for whom the account of the

discovery of unconscious fantasies is a historical mystification which
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rests on nothing. From this perspective, the Freudian legend took

hold because of our belief128 in the unconscious, which itself was a

ruse of the great sophist. Hence the task of the historian should be one

of unmasking the vacuity of Freud’s accounts, and with this of psycho-

analysis itself. However, such a perspective, whilst unmasking Freud’s

theories, still partakes of a similar positivism.

Indeed, in many respects, historical demystification has been

unable to undo the effects of legendary interprefaction. In recent

years, we have seen that despite an increasing number of works of

historical criticism, in psychoanalysis it is often ‘business as usual’.

Individuals continue to confess their fantasies, to rescript their lives

in terms of Oedipal conflicts, or to recover repressed memories of

infantile sexual abuse, and practitioners continue to conduct their

trade in good faith. Is this simply due to human, all too human

credulity (‘mundus vultus decepit’)? Or because psychoanalysts have

maintained a still powerful authoritative position in the media,

health services and human sciences? Such a perspective would be

too simple, and would also fail to account for the success of other

psychological theories and other psychotherapeutic systems which

have also flourished. In our view, it is important to grasp the produc-

tive nature of interprefaction, and the manner in which it has fash-

ioned new forms of self-experience while giving rise to new realities or

optional ontologies.

G.K. Chesterton: Psychoanalysis can no longer be dismissed as a fad;

it has risen to the dignity of a fashion, and possesses all that moral

authority and intellectual finality which we associate with a particular

pattern of hats or whiskers . . . But in any case, a theory is only a

thought, while a fashion is a fact. If certain things have really taken

hold of the centres of civilization, they play quite as much a part in

history whether their ultimate origin is a misapprehension or not.129

This returns us to the two ways of comprehending interprefaction.

Revisionist historians have had good grounds for stressing the fabri-

cated character of the so-called psychoanalytic ‘evidence’, but some
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have too quickly ended here, as if it were simply a question of denounc-

ing an illusion. What is critical to grasp is that interprefaction does

something to people. Individuals respond to the interpretations of their

analysts and suggestive effects of cultural milieux, and many have

rescripted their lives on this basis. As a result, new realities have been

fashioned. In other words, there is a becoming-fact of fiction or legend

becoming a fact, which escapes the simple opposition of true or false, of

the given or constructed, of the real and illusory.

To return to the scenes of seduction, it is evident from Freud’s own

accounts that his patients did not initially have any recollections.

However, this does not exclude the fact that they may have accepted

the possibility of entertaining them and followed Freud in his hypoth-

eses. It is otherwise hard to grasp why they would have continued

treatment with him (some among them, like Emma Eckstein, Elise

Gomperz and Oscar Fellner,130 had been long-term patients, and had

valiantly followed Freud through a number of theoretical turns).

From this perspective, one need not evoke transference or suggesti-

bility or the credulity of patients towards Freud for having taken up

the constructs he proposed. They played the therapeutic game which

he proposed, just as experimental psychology subjects or participants

of seances have done in their respective settings. It is likely that the

more they joined in the game, the more it became serious, and the

more it took on shape and reality. Suddenly, the past was no longer

the same; innocent memories of childhood were transformed into

‘screen-memories’ for more embarrassing or sinister events. Dreams

could become confirmations of new realities, and symptoms could

take on new significations. Patients themselves could take on the task

of reinterpreting their lives through a previously unremembered

traumatic event which seemed to offer the hope of explanation and

liberation. Hence it is not surprising that scenes of seduction would

emerge, just as Freud predicted.

In 1925, in his ‘autobiographical study’, Freud wrote that ‘under

the influence of the technical procedure which I used at that time, the
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majority of my patients reproduced from their childhood scenes in

which they were sexually seduced by some grown-up person’.131

There is no reason to doubt this, though it is important to emphasise

that these recollections do not appear to have been spontaneous

recollections, but rather small psychodramas which mimed Freud’s

intentions. As Jean Schimek has noted,132 the technical procedure

which Freud used at that time (the ‘pressure method’, consisting in

pressing the forehead of patients and asking them to evoke an image

or idea) was not greatly different from the hypno-cathartic method

described in Studies on Hysteria, in that the objective continued to

be one of provoking the re-emergence or an intense visualisation

(a hallucination) of the traumatic event. Since Freud recounts that

he had to retrieve the memory ‘piece by piece’, it is clear that such

reproductions were fragmentary, or at least were so initially. But

judging from his letters to Fliess, it also seems that some patients

ended by offering Freud almost complete scenes, exactly conforming

to his expectant attention.

Freud to Fliess, 24 January 1897: Thus I was able to trace back, with

certainty, a hysteria that developed in the context of a periodic mild

depression to a seduction, which occurred for the first time at 11

months and [I could] hear again the words that were exchanged

between two adults at that time! It is as though it comes from a

phonograph.133

Freud to Fliess, 22 December 1897: The intrinsic authenticity of

infantile trauma134 is borne out by the following little incident

which the patient claims to have observed as a three-year-old child.

She goes into a dark room where her mother is carrying on and

eavesdrops. She has good reasons for identifying herself with this

mother. The father belongs to the category of men who stab women,

for whom bloody injuries are an erotic need . . . The mother now stands

in the room and shouts: ‘Rotten criminal, what do you want fromme? I

will have no part of that. Just whom do you think you have in front of

you?’ Then she tears the clothes from her body with one hand, while

with the other hand she presses them against it, which creates a very

The interprefaction of dreams * 155



peculiar impression. Then she stares at a certain point in the room, her

face contorted by rage, covers her genitals with one hand and pushes

something away with the other. Then she raises both hands, claws at

the air and bites it. Shouting and cursing, she bends over far backward,

again covers her genitals with her hand, whereupon she falls over

forward, so that her head almost touches the floor; finally, she

quietly falls over backward onto the floor. Afterwards she wrings her

hands, sits down in a corner, and with her features distorted with pain

she weeps.135

One may ask whether the patients themselves believed in the scenes

which they reproduced so impressively? From the moment when

patients no longer considered their memories as real, it is possible

that they may have viewed them as simulations or role plays: ‘as

if ’ enactments to test Freud’s hypotheses. This would not have stop-

ped them from having simulated these scenes with conviction, and

consequently they would have been convincing enough for Freud to

take them as confirming his hypotheses. Freud would have been

presented with the scenes which he predicted unfolding before him

with a hallucinatory exactitude, presenting what appeared to be total

confirmation of his theories. It is not surprising that there would have

been a temptation for him to continue to press his point and induce

his patients to produce more proof.

In the end, it is undeniable that Freud truly ‘observed’ something,

and that his patients sometimes presented scenes of seduction.136 In

this regard, it is impossible to reduce his later accounts to a lie, as some

have argued: he did indeed sometimes hear from his patients what he

claimed to have heard. The problem is that we are not informed as to

when he heard such statements. It rather appears that they retro-

spectively confirmed his theoretical hypotheses, only after after he

had suggested the latter by insistent questions, encouragements,

admonishments and the reframing of reality.137 In presenting the

scenes enacted by his patients as spontaneous confessions, the legen-

dary narrative short-circuits the time which was necessary to obtain
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them. It makes one forget how they became real, the process of their

production. These scenes were not waiting to be uncovered by Freud:

they were produced, co-produced through a negotiation between the

doctor and his patients, between the theory and those who were

supposed to ratify it, to make it real. The Freudian legend obliterates

this consensual fabrication of reality in favour of indisputable ‘facts’,

‘givens’ and ‘observations’. By contrast, it appears that what were in

play here were realities which were negotiated and subject to revision

at each moment.

One sees here how a technical reading of the process of interpre-

faction, attentive to the procedures through which psychic reality was

produced, is quite distinct from a purely critical reading, attempting

to arrange everything under the columns of true or false, fact or

artefact. Whilst it appears that the scenes and the phantasms invoked

by the Freudian legend were initially fictions, they became real for the

patients once they accepted them. The patients reproduced traumatic

‘reminiscences’ between 1889 and 1895, then scenes of infantile

sexual abuse between 1896 and 1897, and then they stopped, once

Freud asked them instead to produce Oedipal fantasies or memories of

‘primal scenes’. Each time, a new reality was produced, with its own

rules and characteristics. Had other hypotheses and theoretical

demands been given, other psychological realities and therapeutic

worlds may have resulted – which was exactly what took place at the

turn of the century in the myriad other schools. Like many other

psychotherapies and psychologies, psychoanalysis was an ontology-

making practice, which recreated the world in its image.

Delbœuf: The existence of several schools of hypnotism thus is only

natural and can be easily explained. They owe their birth to the

reciprocal action of the hypnotised on their hypnotisers. Only their

rivalry has no reason for being: they are all in the right.138

Wohlgemuth: If a dream of mine were analysed by Freud he would

doubtless unearth some sexual complex, whilst Jung, with the same

dream, would discover some ‘prospective and teleological function,’
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and Adler would find the ‘will to power, the masculine protest.’ This I

think is sufficient proof that the result is due to the psychoanalyst and

that the dream-interpretation is the via regia to the analyst’s

unconscious.139

Hart: It may be noted in this connexion that, while the pupils of Freud

confirm by their clinical observations the findings of their master, the

pupils of Jung, working with weapons forged of much the samematerial

and in similar pattern, have no difficulty in finding ample clinical

confirmation for the quite disparate tenets of Jung.140

Judd Marmor: Depending upon the point of view of the analyst, the

patients of each school seem to bring up precisely the kind of phenom-

enological data which confirm the theories and interpretations of their

analysts! Thus each theory tends to be self-validating. Freudians elicit

material about the Oedipus Complex and castration anxiety, Jungians

about archetypes, Rankian about separation anxiety, Adlerians about

masculine strivings and feelings of inferiority, Horneyites about ideal-

ized images, Sullivanians about disturbed relationships, etc.141

Ellenberger: Patients under Freudian analysis dream Freudian dreams,

discover their Oedipus complex, their castration anxieties, and estab-

lish strong transferences with their analysts. Patients under Jungian

analysis dream Jungian dreams, discover their projections and their

animas, and realize their individuations. And so on for every dynamic

school and subschool. It is as if Descartes’ famous ‘evil genius’ really

existed and self-confirmed all the theories of dynamic psychiatry.142

But after all, why speak of an evil genius, as if it deceives us? It is not

because the scientific legend elaborated by Freud dissimulated the

artefactuality and the historicity of analytical phenomena that we are

forced to conclude that they are illusory. Does one say that a legal

contract is a fiction, simply because the reality which it creates did not

pre-exist the contract being signed? Or that a cricket match isn’t real

because the rules are purely conventional? As the participants agree

to play the game and respect the rules and the contract, they make it

real. At a structural level, the same holds true for psychoanalysis and

other forms of psychotherapy. These consensual practices do not
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reflect the world, they recreate a segment of it. There is nothing

wrong with that as long as protagonists do not seek to impose their

world on those who never signed up for it and who don’t accept it.143

After all, as Delbœuf noted, ‘they are all in the right’. From a Freudian

perspective, everyone who has ever lived and will ever live has

an unconscious and an Oedipal complex. There is no possibility of

regarding these as optional and opting out of them in favour of other

forms of self-narration. Faced with a self-validating system of this

type, the significant question is not one of knowing whether it is

true or false, real or invented, historical or legendary, but rather of

comprehending how it functions, how it produces effects which

‘interprefact’ inner worlds.

Jastrow: Yet in all the Freudian flood of communications, as copious as

unsavoury, recounting the adventures of the Freudian ‘Oedipus,’ I find

no definite statement of how the incest theory arose. Onemay read and

re-read that it was ‘discovered’ in the analysis. This, stripped to its

factual content, means that the theory was found acceptable by some

neurotic sufferers submitting to analysis; that incidents and relations in

their childhood, including fantasies, could be described in such terms

by the usual procedures of the Freudian confession in which fact,

fantasy, suggestion and prepossession are intricately interactive. And

once started, it was accepted eagerly by the disciples as a shibboleth of

their faith.144

Wohlgemuth: If I want to cure a man of some hysteric stigma, I must get

him to accept the suggestion. If it cannot be done by telling him, whether

in hypnosis or otherwise, that the stigma will disappear, or, à la Coué, by

his incessant repetition that he is getting better, I may, perhaps, be more

successful in making him believe that he is suffering from some ‘com-

plex,’ and then ‘discover’ it by the psychoanalytic method. I must get

him to accept the suggestion, and this is the sine qua non.145

Airbrushing Breuer

However, one may raise the question of what happens if people

subjected to analysis do not accept the interpretation (the suggestion)
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which is proposed to them? Would interprefaction be legitimate in

this case? The examples which we have considered so far concern

cases where both parties have taken on board the constructions and

interpretations of the analyst, and have remade the world and rewrit-

ten personal history on this basis. But what of cases in which one of

the parties rejects the interpretations and even refuses to join in the

further game of ‘transference resistance’? What of apostate disciples

who propose rival interpretations which are incompatible with those

of the master? Or the sceptical colleagues who demand proofs before

taking psychoanalytic theory on board? In such cases, there is clearly

no consensus, and one cannot count on the assent of those to whom

theories are proposed to make them true and turn them into facts. On

the contrary, one is back in the situation of contestation, where

hypotheses and interpretations are hotly debated and the facts in

question are not taken as established and hence universally accepted.

Freud’s response to such individuals, which he was constantly

confronted by, is quite clear. He applied the same treatment in the

form of interpretations that he gave to his clients. This appears to

have begun with his attribution in private of repressed homosexuality

and paranoia to Fliess after his embarrassing dispute with him con-

cerning priority and plagiarism.146

Freud to Jung, 1 February 1907: My inclination is to treat those

colleagues who offer resistance exactly as we treat patients in the

same situation.147

If colleagues did not accept his theories, it was because they repressed

sexuality (Breuer, and German psychiatry as a whole), because they

were perverse (Stekel), neurotic (Rank),148 paranoiac (Fliess, Adler,

Ferenczi),149 on the edge of psychosis (Jung)150 or in a psychiatric

condition (Rank again).151 Through attributing the ‘resistances’

which his adversaries opposed to his theories to resistances which

they supposedly had to their own unconscious, Freud killed two birds

with one stone. On the one hand, he very effectively delegitimated

160 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



those who opposed him, through turning them into marionettes

moved by forces outside of their control. On the other hand, he

short-circuited all discussion on the subject of his theories and inter-

pretations, since he presupposed what was being debated: the exis-

tence of the Freudian unconscious and the exclusive prerogative of

the psychoanalyst to decipher its manifestations. We see here the

familiar mechanisms of psychoanalytic interprefaction: from being a

hypothesis to be confirmed, the Freudian unconscious became an

established incontrovertible fact, as if Freud had already won the

debate. Hence there wasn’t even much need to obtain the assent of

his adversaries or take their objections into account. As the psychol-

ogist Adolf Wohlgemuth put it, ‘Heads I win, tails you lose.’152

Freud:Thus the strongest resistances to psycho-analysis were not of an

intellectual kind but arose from emotional sources. This explained

their passionate character as well as their poverty in logic. The sit-

uation obeyed a simple formula: men in the mass behaved to psycho-

analysis in precisely the same way as individual neurotics under

treatment for their disorders . . . The position was at once alarming

and consoling: alarming because it was no small thing to have the

whole human race as one’s patient, and consoling because after all

everything was taking place as the hypotheses of psycho-analysis

declared that it was bound to.153

This confounds two very different types of relations: that of the con-

sensual contract between the therapist and his patients, and that of

scientific and scholarly debate where there is the necessity of attempt-

ing to convince one’s colleagues and rivals. It was one thing to lead

patients to accept interpretations in a contractual therapeutic relation

which they could terminate at any point. It was another thing to

assume that such interpretations were equally applicable to peers, and

indeed, to all others, despite their protestations. In deliberately blurring

the boundaries between these domains, Freud unjustifiably raised the

optional ontology of the psychoanalytic relation, where participants

agree between themselves to define a world according to their taste for
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the sake of therapeutic benefit, into a general ontology, a universal

science which would be applicable to all.

It is clear that Freud would never have been satisfied to regard his

theories as interprefactions, or his evidence as realities fabricated and

negotiated in concert with his patients. This would have reduced

psychoanalysis to simply a technique of psychological manipulation,

to one form of ‘psychic treatment’ among others. Freud’s aim was to

establish psychoanalysis as the only scientific psychotherapy, based

on a universally valid psychology. Consequently, ‘hard’ facts were

necessary. It was this will to science which Freud’s legendary inter-

prefaction presented as already fulfilled, a ‘fait accompli’, hence short-

circuiting the slow work of proof and argumentation.

Jung: A very famous professor, whose assertions I had ventured to

criticize, came out with the magisterial dictum: ‘It must be right

because I have thought it.’154

Jung, interview with Kurt Eissler, 29 August 1953: For example, I

once had a discussion with him [Freud] about some theoretical topic.

And I said to him: ‘In my view that is not at all the case!’He said to me:

‘But it must be so!’ I asked: ‘Why then?’ ‘Because I have thought it!’

You know, when he had thought something, he himself was so con-

vinced and therefore it had to be correct!155

Jung to Ernst Hanhart, 18 February 1957: The subjective overvalu-

ation of [Freud’s] thinking is illustrated by his dictum: ‘This must be

correct because I have thought it.’156

Jung, interview with Hugo Charteris, 21 January 1960: Imagine! He

[Freud] once said to me: ‘I thought it – so it must be true.’157

From the perspective of contemporaneous scholarly and scientific

debate, this form of interprefaction which magically closed contro-

versies before they could properly begin was quite illegitimate, as it no

longer required the agreement of those to whom it was proposed. On

the contrary, it did violence to them, as it transformed the negotiable

performative statements of a therapist into a scientific constative, an
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irrefutable dictat. Statements which might be acceptable in a con-

senting psychotherapeutic relation through being taken up by those

to whom they were proposed functioned quite differently outside of

this context, when they were imposed on individuals against their

will. In this way, interprefaction turned into a fallacious rescripting of

history.

Ernest Jones: Two of the members [of the Secret Committee], Rank

and Ferenczi, were not able to hold out to the end. Rank in a dramatic

fashion . . . and Ferenczi more gradually toward the end of his life,

developed psychotic manifestations that revealed themselves in,

among other ways, a turning away from Freud and his doctrines.158

Peter Gay: In 1923, Rank went through some distressing episodes that

hinted at welling-up conflicts; in August, for one, at dinner with the

Committee in San Cristoforo, Anna Freud witnessed an outburst that

she later described as ‘hysterical hilariousness.’ Just as ominously, Rank

began to espouse techniques and theoretical positions that would

move him far from the ideas he had been steeped in for two decades

and had done so much to propagate.159

Such statements are examples of the character assassination which was

practised to deligitimate the technical and theoretical innovations of

two of Freud’s hitherto most loyal followers. For a less obvious example,

we may consider the manner in which Freud managed the controversy

between himself and his old friend and collaborator Josef Breuer.

In 1909 in his lectures at Clark University, Freud had not hesitated

to attribute the paternity of psychoanalysis to Breuer.

Freud: Ladies and Gentlemen, – It is with novel and bewildering

feelings that I find myself in the New World, lecturing before an

audience of expectant enquirers . . . If it is a merit to have brought

psycho-analysis into being that merit is not mine. I had no share in its

earliest beginnings. I was a student and working for my final examina-

tions at the time when another Viennese physician, Dr. Josef Breuer,

first (in 1880–2) made use of this procedure on a girl who was suffering

from hysteria.160
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Freud followed this with a long description of the famous ‘talking

cure’ of Anna O., presented as a total therapeutic success and a

presentation of the cathartic method developed by Breuer and

Freud. However, five years later in his ‘History of the psychoanalytic

movement’, the tone had completely changed.

Freud:Certain opponents of psycho-analysis have a habit of occasion-

ally recollecting that after all the art of psycho-analysis was not

invented by me, but by Breuer . . . I have never heard that Breuer’s

great share in psycho-analysis has earned him a proportionate measure

of criticism and abuse. As I have long recognized that to stir up

contradiction and arouse bitterness is the inevitable fate of psycho-

analysis, I have come to the conclusion that I must be the true

originator of all that is particularly characteristic in it.161

Freud now not only insisted on the disagreements between himself and

Breuer on the subject of the ‘psychical mechanisms’ of hysteria

(‘defence’ versus ‘hypnoid state’), but also described his former mentor

as a timorous investigator, frightened by sexuality, whom he had to

convince to publish the case of Anna O., almost against his will, and

who had broken with Freud shortly after the publication of Studies on

Hysteria. Furthermore, Freud insinuated publicly for the first time that

the end of the treatment of Anna had been much more ambiguous

than he and Breuer had given it to be understood up till now.

Freud: I am quite sure, however, that this opposition between our

views [on the psychical mechanisms of hysteria] had nothing to do

with the breach in our relations which followed shortly after. This had

deeper causes, but it came about in such a way that at first I did not

understand it; it was only later that I learnt frommany clear indications

how to interpret it. It will be remembered that Breuer said of his famous

first patient that the element of sexuality was astonishingly undevel-

oped in her and had contributed nothing to the very rich clinical

picture of the case162 . . . In his treatment of her case, Breuer was able to

make use of a very intense suggestive rapport with the patient,163

which may serve us as a complete prototype of what we call ‘trans-

ference’ to-day. Now I have strong reasons for suspecting that after all
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her symptoms had been relieved Breuer must have discovered from

further indications her sexual motivation of this transference, but that

the universal nature of this unexpected phenomenon escaped him,

with the result that, as though confronted by an ‘untoward event,’ he

broke off all further investigation. He never said this to me in so many

words, but he gave me enough clues at different times to justify this

conjecture of what happened.164

What had transpired between 1909 and 1914 to justify such a striking

rewriting of the founding episode of psychoanalysis? And why this

volte-face on Breuer’s role in the matter? Some explanation may be

found in the different contexts and moments of Freud’s accounts. In

1909, Freud was speaking in front of a very distinguished audience of

American neurologists, psychiatrists and psychologists, amongst

others,165 who for the most part only knew him as the co-author of

the Studies on Hysteria and the promoter of a new psychotherapeutic

method, the ‘Breuer–Freud method’, which was often confounded

with other forms of hypno-suggestive therapies derived from Janet’s

‘psychological analysis’.166 As Eugene Taylor has emphasised, for

many, Freud was thought to be the junior author of the two.167 Ten

years earlier, at his presentation at the tenth anniversary of Clark

University, Forel had presented the work of Breuer and Freud as a

variation of the hypnotic psychotherapy of which he himself was one

of the great proponents in Europe.

Forel: In an obscure but very frequent manner, on the other hand,

certain single impulses may leave behind lasting inhibitions, or stimuli,

and perhaps disorders of function which may take a pathological

character, and seriously tantalize the victim. Such points were used,

a few years ago, by Breuer and Freud in Vienna, for the foundation of

their doctrine of arrested emotions, which, unfortunately, was devel-

oped into a one-sided system, although it started from correct facts.

Thus especially violent affects are apt to leave behind all sorts of

nervous disorders (convulsions, paralysis, pains, dyspepsia, menstrual

disorders). Breuer and Freud tried to lead the patients in a hypnotic

condition to the causative, frequently forgotten, and frequently sexual
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moment of the trouble, to make them dream over that moment and to

give them, once and forever, a counter suggestion, curing the disorder.

In many cases this works; but by no means always.168

Freud was quite aware of the American context, which Jones had

been keeping him abreast of.169 Thus it was not surprising, speaking

from the same podium as Forel ten years earlier, that Freud would

have begun his presentation of psychoanalysis with a recapitulation of

the treatment of AnnaO., passing over his rupture with Breuer on the

subject of the exclusive sexual aetiology of hysteria. By contrast, in

1914, as we have seen, he was writing in the context of the heated

controversies around psychoanalysis, in which Breuer’s name was

regularly evoked against him (notably by Forel). Thus it makes

sense that Freud emphatically stressed his distance from the

Breuerian heritage. It was impossible to continue to present Breuer

as the absent father of Freudian psychoanalysis, as he was being

frequently cited against Freud. Against the model of continuity and

progress, he substituted that of theoretical rupture. In other words, it

became necessary to show that the cathartic method had been a dead

end, contrary to what Forel, Frank, Bezzola and others were claiming,

and that only psychoanalysis (the sexual hermeneutic) could explain

why and surmount the shortcomings of the cathartic method.

Proving the first point did not, in itself, present any difficulties,

since Freud always knew that the treatment of Bertha Pappenheim

(the actual ‘Anna O.’) had not been an unmitigated success, contrary

to what he and Breuer had claimed in Studies on Hysteria.170 At the

end of treatment, far from being ‘free from the innumerable distur-

bances which she had previously exhibited’,171 she was committed by

Breuer to a private clinic in Kreuzlingen, Switzerland, suffering from

facial neuralgia (trigeminal neuralgia), severe convulsions, morphine

addiction and a ‘slight hysterical insanity’.

Report sent by Breuer to Robert Binswanger, Director of the

Bellevue Clinic, mid-June 1882: Today, the patient is suffering from
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slight hysterical insanity, confessing at the moment to all kinds of

deceptions, genuine or not, occasionally still seeing bits of nonsense

such as people spying on her, and the like, and exhibiting perfectly odd

behavior on visits. She is receiving daily 0.08–0.1 morphine by

injection.172

Breuer hadn’t mentioned his patient’s very painful neuralgia in his

1895 case history, nor the morphine addiction that had resulted from

his efforts to calm her convulsions. Nevertheless, the neuralgias

figured prominently among the symptoms that he and Freud, in

their ‘Preliminary communication’, claimed to have been able to

trace back to traumas.173 It would have been interesting for their

colleagues in neurology and psychiatry to learn that the cathartic cure

of Breuer’s paradigm patient had not eliminated this symptom.

Furthermore, once at Bellevue, Bertha Pappenheim had developed

the habit each evening of losing the ability to speak her native

language.

Albrecht Hirschmüller: Mention of this last symptom in the

Kreuzlingen report is particularly surprising since Breuer states in

1895 that this symptom had been removed at one stroke – and once

and for all – with the narration of that first crucial experience.174

Bertha Pappenheim subsequently had three other stays at a clinic,

each under a diagnosis of hysteria. It was only near the end of the

1880s, six or seven years after the conclusion of her treatment with

Breuer, that she began to recover – this recovery having nothing to do

with the famous talking cure.175

Hirschmüller:What is certain is that the impression [Breuer] gives in

Studies on Hysteria that the patient was completely cured does not

square with the facts.176

Freud could therefore have revealed these secrets and thereby under-

mined the origins of the Forelian’s psychanalysis. Indeed, he didn’t

waste any opportunities to tell the insiders of the psychoanalytic
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movement, as we know from their various and subsequent ‘leaks’, or

else from recently exhumed archival documents.

Poul Bjerre (1916): I can add that the patient [Anna O.] was to

undergo a severe crisis in addition to what was given out in the

description of the case.177

Jung (1925): There is then a certain untrustworthiness about all these

earlier cases [of Freud]. Thus again, the famous first case that he had

with Breuer, which has been so much spoken about as an example of a

brilliant therapeutic success, was in reality nothing of the kind. Freud

told me that he was called in to see the woman the same night that

Breuer had seen her for the last time,178 and that she was in a bad

hysterical attack, due to the breaking off of the transference.179

Jung citing Freud (1953): At the end [of Breuer’s case history] it is

said: She was cured – through the chimney sweeping – it is said that she

was cured. But she wasn’t cured at all! When she came under my hands

[Freud’s hands] she had a great hysterical attack, as when Breuer let her

go.180

Ferenczi, Clinical Diary, 1 May 1932: [Freud] must have been first

shaken and then disenchanted, however, by certain experiences,

rather like Breuer when his patient had a relapse.181

Freud to Sir Arthur Tansley, 20 November 1932: In Breuer’s case-

history, you will find a short sentence: – ‘but it was a considerable time

before she regained her mental balance entirely’ (Studien über Hysterie,

p. 32). Behind this is concealed the fact that, after Breuer’s flight, she

once again fell back into psychosis, and for a longish time – I think it

was 3

4
of a year – had to be put in an institution some way from

Vienna.182

The problem was that Freud couldn’t use this argument publicly

without calling into question the historical foundation of the talking

cure (cathartic and analytic) and revealing that he had been com-

plicit in Breuer’s dubious declarations of therapeutic success in Studies

on Hysteria. For that matter, nowhere in Freud’s publishedworks do we

find the miraculous ‘healing’ of Anna O. drawn into question.183 On
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the contrary, what we do find, beginning in 1914 with the ‘History of

the psychoanalytic movement’, is the assertion that this otherwise

spectacular healing was incomplete: Anna O. was to have developed a

‘transferential love’ for Breuer, who had failed to recognise and

analyse the sexual nature of the ‘rapport’ that he had used to make

the symptoms disappear (this is a summary of the published versions).

Freud, however, took great care to present this belated revelation as

a reconstruction – made sometime afterwards – of what had really

occurred. In the ‘History’, he spoke of ‘conjecture’ and ‘interpreta-

tion’ and of ‘suspicions’ based on ‘indications’ or ‘clues’ provided by

Breuer, who ‘never said this to me in so many words’.184 In his

autobiographical study and Breuer’s obituary, he declared that it

was a matter of ‘reconstruction’ and ‘suppositions’:

Freud: I found reason later to suppose that a purely emotional factor,

too, had given him an aversion to further work on the elucidation of

the neuroses. He had come up against something that is never absent –

his patient’s transference onto her physician, and he had not grasped

the impersonal nature of the process.185

Freud: The patient had recovered and had remained well and, in fact,

had become capable of doing serious work. But over the final stage of

this hypnotic treatment there rested a veil of obscurity, which Breuer

never raised for me; and I could not understand why he had so long kept

secret what seemed to me an invaluable discovery instead of making

science the richer by it . . . It was easy to see that he too shrank from

recognizing the sexual aetiology of the neuroses. He might have crushed

me or at least disconcerted me by pointing to his own first patient, in

whose case sexual factors had ostensibly played no part whatever. But he

never did so,186 and I could not understand why this was, until I came

to interpret the case correctly and to reconstruct, from some remarks

which he had made, the conclusion of his treatment of it. After the

work of catharsis had seemed to be completed, the girl had suddenly

developed a condition of ‘transference love’; he had not connected this

with her illness, and had therefore retired in dismay.187

In a letter from Freud to his fiancée dating from this period, though,

we find a different story.
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Freud to Martha Bernays, 31 October 1883: Breuer too has a very

high opinion of her and has given up her care because his happy

marriage threatened to come unstuck on account of it. The poor wife

could not bear it that he devoted himself so exclusively to a woman,

about whom he obviously spoke with much interest, and was certainly

jealous of nothing else but the engrossment of her husband by a

stranger. Not in the ugly, tormenting way, but in the quietly resigned

manner. She fell ill, lost her spirits, until it dawned on him and he

learned the reason for it, which of course was a command for him to

withdraw completely from his activity as physician of B.P. Can you be

silent, Marthchen? It is nothing dishonorable, but rather something

very intimate and that one keeps to oneself and one’s beloved. I know it

of course from him personally.188

Here, Freud makes a point of mentioning Breuer’s ‘esteem’ for and

‘interest’ in Bertha Pappenheim (what he termed in his obituary of

Breuer ‘a large amount . . . if the phrase can be allowed, of medical

libido’).189 In his published ‘reconstructions’, however, he speaks of a

transferential love of Bertha Pappenheim for Breuer. Nothing in the

letter to Martha or in any other document, supports this version,

which is contradicted by all sorts of information.190This appears to be

an interprefaction of Freud; while in accordance with psychoanalytic

theory, it doesn’t tally with what is known about the life of Bertha

Pappenheim. All the accounts agree on this subject and they corrob-

orate Breuer’s version: Bertha Pappenheim was asexual and remained

that way for the rest of her life. But this too, of course, is precisely what

the psychoanalytic rewriting of the history was intended to deny, over

the objections of Breuer and the Forelians.

As John Forrester and Laura Cameron have rightly emphasised, the

case of Anna O. had become for Freud ‘a potential experimentum

crucis’ on which the ‘correctness of psychoanalytic theory’

depended.191 It was necessary for him to establish that Anna O.’s

asexuality, far from ‘falsifying’ his theory, was only superficial. The

legendary interprefaction of the end of Anna O.’s treatment satisfied

this exigency: in attributing to Anna O./Bertha Pappenheim a
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‘transferential love’ which Breuer ignored, Freud made her fate as a

spinster appear to be a residual symptom of her unanalysed trans-

ference. As he was to write to Sir Arthur Tansley, the talking cure had

been ‘a cure with a defect’. In short, Breuer had botched the treat-

ment, and those who took his side exposed themselves to the same

disappointment.

Freud to Tansley, 10 November 1932: Subsequently [to Anna O.’s

institutionalisation] the disease had run its course, but it was a cure

with a defect. Today she is over 70, has never married, and, as Breuer

said, which I remember well, has not had any sexual relations. On the

condition of the renunciation of the entire sexual function she was

able to remain healthy. Breuer’s treatment, so to speak, helped her over

her mourning. It is of interest that, as long as she was active, she

devoted herself to her principal concern, the struggle against white

slavery.192

Freud: Breuer’s first hysterical patient was . . . fixated to the period

when she was nursing her father in a serious illness. In spite of her

recovery, in a certain respect she remained cut off from life; she

remained healthy and efficient but avoided the normal course of a

woman’s life.193

It is noteworthy that this entire construction is based on an interpre-

faction, and one which was forged without the acknowledgement of

the principal parties, who undoubtedly would have vigorously pro-

tested had they been consulted (Breuer seems to have done precisely

that).194 Forel, wanting to clarify for himself the episode of Anna O.,

had at least made the effort to collect Breuer’s actual testimony and

evidence. As for Freud, he refrained from doing so, just as he refrained

from contacting Bertha Pappenheim (which would have been very

easy for him to do, since his wife knew her personally). Instead, he

had them testify in absentia in support of his theory, without asking

their opinion any more than he asked Leonardo, Shakespeare or

Michelangelo for theirs. In these conditions, how would the jurors

(readers, colleagues) have been able to question these accounts, since
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they were presented not as ad hoc interpretations, but asmatters of fact,

‘historical’ events that actually took place?

In his published versions, Freud insisted that Breuer hadn’t told him

everything about what had happened between him and Anna O. In

private, though, he claimed that he had received the story from Breuer

himself, or else that the latter had at least confirmed his suspicions.

Princess Marie Bonaparte, Diary of 17 October 1925: Breuer and

Fräulein Anna O. Confession ten years later.195

Bonaparte, Diary of 16 December 1927: Freud told me the Breuer

story . . . Breuer’s daughter questioned her father about it. He confessed

everything that Freud had written in the Selbstdarstellung. Br[euer] to

Freud: ‘What have you got me into!’196

Freud to Stefan Zweig, 2 June 1932: What really happened with

Breuer’s patient I was able to guess later on, long after the break in our

relations, when I suddenly remembered something Breuer had once told

me in another context before we had begun to collaborate and which

he never repeated . . . I was so convinced of this reconstruction of mine

that I published it somewhere. Breuer’s youngest daughter (born

shortly after the above-mentioned treatment, not without significance

for the deeper connections!)197 read my account and asked her father

about it (shortly before his death). He confirmed my version, and she

informed me about it later.198

Freud to Tansley, 20 November 1932: My guesses about what hap-

pened afterwards with Breuer’s first patient are certainly correct. He

confirmed [them] in full to his daughter, who, on reading my

Autobiographical Study, had questioned him about them.199

The problem, though, is that the account Breuer is supposed to have

‘confirmed’ or ‘confessed’ is found nowhere in the Autobiographical

Study, nor in any other text published by Freud.200 To Jung, to Marie

Bonaparte, to Stefan Zweig and, it seems, to many other colleagues,

Freud appears to have related an even more fabulous and explosive

story than that of Anna O.’s supposed ‘transferential love’ for Breuer.
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Otto Rank, 1st American Lecture (1924): Psychoanalysis was born in

the year 1881. Its father was the late physician, Dr. Josef Breuer, who

for nearly ten years kept secret the birth of this illegitimate child.201

Dr. Breuer then abandoned the child because it might appear a bastard

of scientific medicine, of which he himself was a representative, and of

psychotherapy, which is still under suspicion at the present time . . .

The story is this. As Breuer one day revisited his patient [Anna O.], at

that time almost recovered, he found her again in bed, in a state of

excitement accompanied by violent convulsions whose meaning he

had not long to look for. His patient cried out to him that she was now

bringing forth the child begotten by him. This was enough to horrify

any respectable doctor. Consequently he, so to speak, forgot his cue,

took the matter personally, declared the patient insane, and arranged

for her to be put into a mental hospital . . . There, after some time, this

acute condition died away of its own accord.202

Abraham Arden Brill, Course of psychiatric psychoanalysis, 1924,

the Pathological Institute, Ward’s Island: There was another and

perhaps even more conclusive reason for Breuer’s ultimate retreat.

[After her recovery] Anna O. kept coming to see him for advice and

assistance with her problems; and Breuer, following his custom, used to

hypnotize her. One day the young woman came to him in a hysterical

state, and while he was going through the hypnotizing formulas she

suddenly grabbed him, kissed him, and announced that she had

become pregnant by him. Of course the old man was shocked. He

decided that the girl must be crazy, or, at all events, that the treatment

had its dangers. The experience was too much for Breuer. He had not

been able to brave the world of prudery to begin with, and this final

incident was the climax. There and then he decided to separate from

Freud.203

Bonaparte, Diary of 16 December 1927: Freud told me the Breuer

story. His wife tried to kill herself towards the end of Anna–Bertha’s

treatment. The rest is well known: Anna’s relapse, her fantasy of

pregnancy, Breuer’s flight.204

Freud to Stefan Zweig, 2 June 1932:On the evening of the day when

all her symptoms had been disposed of, he was summoned to the

patient again, found her confused and writhing in abdominal cramps.
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Asked what was wrong with her, she replied: ‘Now Dr. B.’s child is

coming!’At this moment he held in his hand the key that would have

opened the ‘doors to the Mothers,’ but he let it drop.205 With all his

intellectual gifts there was nothing Faustian in his nature. Seized by

conventional horror he took flight and abandoned the patient to a

colleague. For months afterwards she struggled to regain her health in a

sanatorium.206

Jung, citing Freud (1953): When [Anna O.] came into my care she

had, she had the same as when Breuer left her as cured, she had a great

hysterical attack, and cried, Now Breuer’s child is coming! We need

the child, no? But that doesn’t feature in the case history! . . . he said,

that makes a bad impression, and so on.207

We know that on 20 June 1925, on the occasion of Breuer’s death,

Freud sent a letter of condolence to his son Robert Breuer, who in

response mentioned the esteem in which his father had held Freud’s

recent works. This, Freud wrote back, ‘was like balm on a painful

wound which had never healed’.208 In the polite exchange of letters

which followed between Freud and the Breuer family,209 there is no

trace of a ‘confirmation’ by Breuer of Freud’s allegations in the

Autobiographical Study; and we reflect that it is improbable that

Dora Breuer would have confided such sensitive information to some-

one her father had been estranged from for almost thirty years and

who had a very poor reputation in the family circle.210 Whatever the

case, and even if we were to suppose that Breuer had indeed con-

firmed what Freud had written in his autobiography, such a confir-

mation at most could only have applied to the emotional imbroglio in

which Bertha Pappenheim’s treatment was carried out, and not to the

story of the hysterical childbirth Freud was spreading in private.

Presenting this history as a corroborated fact seems to be the drama-

tisation of a tendentious and improbable interpretation, intended to

discredit Breuer and his followers.

The first to reformulate Bertha Pappenheim’s treatment in terms of

the libido theory in public was not Freud, however, but Max Eitingon.
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Eitingon had begun corresponding with Freud in 1906, while he was at

the Burghölzli hospital, and in 1907 he went to visit him in Vienna.211

In December 1910, at the moment when the Freudians were begin-

ning to get nervous about Forel’s initiatives, Eitingon gave a talk on

Anna O. (Breuer) considered from the psychoanalytic point of

view,212 at a conference organised by Freud in Vienna on the

theme ‘Theory of the Neuroses and Psychotherapy’. In this text,

discovered by Albrecht Hirschmüller in the Archives of Erich

Gumbel (director of the Max Eitingon Institute of Jerusalem213),

Eitingon provided a critical revision of Breuer’s case history in

which he emphasised its pre-psychoanalytic character, that is to say

its incompleteness. Breuer had insisted on the ‘asexual’ character of

Anna O.’s symptomology; Eitingon, though, retranslating Breuer’s

report in the ‘language of psychoanalysis’, had no difficulty recognis-

ing the sexuality within it: Anna O., at the bedside of her ailing

father, had nourished incestuous fantasies, as well as a fantasy of

pregnancy which she subsequently repressed and transferred onto

Breuer, who was transformed into a substitute for her dead father.

Max Eitingon, 1909: Anna got into a state of faintness, anemia and

disgust at eating, and this became so bad that in her great pain she

wanted to distance herself from the care of the sick person. So she fled,

and at the same time due to her condition became bedridden herself.

Thus she also got into bed, although into another one, and the above

symptom complex looks not only similar to the expression of a preg-

nancy fantasy.214

Eitingon, after criticising Breuer’s blindness to the transference of

which he was the object, wondered in fine about the true reasons for

Anna O.’s healing, concluding that the cathartic method used by the

Forelians was unsophisticated and outdated (this, of course, was the

point of his whole talk).

Eitingon: For a long time the cathartic method . . . despite the fact that

it still has proponents, can no longer be seen as a rational psychothera-

peutic method.215
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It is unclear to what extent Eitingon was simply echoing conversa-

tions he had had with Freud, or if he was proposing an original

interpretation of his own. Whatever the case, it is clear enough that

this rereading of Breuer’s case history was essentially intended retro-

actively to make it fall in line with the subsequent developments of

psychoanalytic theory. The fantastic tale of Anna O.’s hysterical

childbirth lent colour to this theoretical interpretation. Even Kurt

Eissler, at the end of a life dedicated to defending Freud’s probity and

moral rectitude against his detractors, was forced to recognise this

fact, speaking in this regard of a ‘hardly believable derailment’ by his

hero.216

Kurt Eissler: Freud’s version is false throughout, as is reliably

documented . . . Freud was a fairly reliable reporter of events, some-

times amazingly accurate . . . But here is an incident in which he

became the victim of an extensive paramnesia . . . Freud’s documented

ambivalence to Breuer, the extreme improbability of the actions he

attributed to Breuer, and the several fatal contradictions of his own

account by documentary evidence leave no doubt that Freud was a

victim of his own personal imagery in his letter to Zweig. Breuer’s

alleged remark, whatever it may have been, must have been submitted

in Freud’s unconscious to elaboration until the reconstruction sud-

denly appeared, decades later, with its convincing impression of

reality . . . [Freud] must have expected that his correction of Zweig’s

portrait of Breuer would find its way into print. Why this urge to

denigrate Breuer after so many decades? It was not only an act of

ingratitude but also an act of indiscretion. He divulged intimate

matters which, so he claimed, he had obtained at a time of Breuer’s

trusting friendship. Freud acted here in a way that is in contrast to his

usual fidelity of character: he was ungrateful, indiscreet, and

slanderous.217

Eissler, of course, tries to psychologise the whole affair, viewing it as

the symptom of Freud’s unconscious ambivalence towards his old

friend – which once again gives psychoanalysis the last word.

However, the episode cannot be reduced to the ‘personal’, for it
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clearly had a strategic role. The rewriting of Anna O.’s history, as well

as the origins of psychoanalysis, came at exactly the right time to

settle a scientific controversy and to get rid of a bothersome fact,

which carried with it the risk of ‘falsifying’ Freudian theory and giving

ammunition to its adversaries. Asexualised, Anna O. refuted

Freudian psychoanalysis. On the other hand, rolling about on the

ground, holding her lower abdomen, she refuted Forelian psych-

analysis and made Breuer look like a fool. Freud’s narrative victory

over Breuer was total, as the conflict of interpretations that divided

them no longer even appeared as such. Readers were presented with a

historical event that put an end to the discussion – a matter of fact

that no one could henceforth draw into question.

But it was an interprefaction. For those upon whom it is foisted, an

interprefaction (without uptake) is at best a forgery, at worst a cal-

umny. In 1953, Ernest Jones brought out the first volume of his

biography of Freud, in which he revealed the true identity of Anna

O. and, for the first time, enlightened the public at large on the

history of her ‘hysterical childbirth (pseudocyesis), the logical termi-

nation of a phantom pregnancy’.218 Jones claimed to have received

this account directly from Freud; but in a note, he added that his

source, insofar as the biography of Bertha Pappenheim was con-

cerned, had been one of her cousins, Mrs Ena Lewisohn. On 20

June 1954, Aufbau, the newspaper of German-speaking immigrants

in New York City, printed a letter from Paul Homburger, the executor

of Bertha Pappenheim’s will.

Paul Homburger: I am one of the rare members of Bertha

Pappenheim’s close family circle who is still living and I have the

duty as her executor to speak in the name of the family and to establish

that the family is not capable of an inexcusable lack of piety to

authorise the lifting of a medical secret which Bertha had guarded

during her life. But much worse than the revelation of her name as

such is the fact that Dr. Jones on p. 225 adds on his own account a

completely superficial and misleading version of Bertha’s life after the
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conclusion of Dr. Breuer’s treatment. Instead of informing us how

Bertha was finally cured and how, completely mentally reestablished,

she led a new life of active social work, he gives the impression that she

was never cured and that her social activity and even her piety were

another phase of the development of her illness . . . Anyone who has

known Bertha Pappenheim during the decades which followed will

regard this attempt at interpretation on the part of a man who never

knew her personally as defamation.219

It may be objected that what is at issue here is nothing other than

‘human, all too human’ failings of Freud, which were hardly particular

to him. However, our aim here is not to stand in judgement concern-

ing Freud’s conduct, nor to evaluate it morally. Rather it is to show

the significant strategic functions of Freud’s interprefactions in estab-

lishing how psychoanalysis became, for so many, a reality.
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3

Case histories

Freud to Fliess on the ‘Dora’ case, 25 January 1901: ‘It is the subtlest

thing I have written so far.’

Freud (1985), 433

Freud’s account [of the Rat Man case] remains exemplary as an expo-

sition of a classic obsessional neurosis. It brilliantly serves to buttress

Freud’s theories, notably those postulating the childhood roots of

neurosis, the inner logic of the most flamboyant and most inexplicable

symptoms, and the powerful, often hidden, pressures of ambivalent

feelings.

Peter Gay (1988), 267

The case history known as that of the ‘Wolfman’ is assuredly the best

[of Freud’s case histories]. Freud was then at the very height of his

powers.

Jones (1955), 274

The legend of Anna O.’s hysterical childbirth is a typical example of

the psychoanalytic rewriting of history. Here, as elsewhere, Freud

applied to the history of psychoanalysis (and later to history itself, if

we consider Totem and Taboo, Moses and Monotheism and Woodrow

Wilson) the same method of interpretation that he used in the privacy

of his office to ‘reconstruct’ his patients’ forgotten and repressed
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memories. From this point of view, there is little difference between

the ‘case’ of Anna O. and the Breuer ‘case’, the Schreber ‘case’, the

Fliess ‘case’, the ‘case’ of the Wolf Man and the ‘cases’ of Jung, Rank

or Ferenczi. Everyone – colleague or patient, sane or raving mad, dead

or alive – was subjected to the same deciphering from the same

hermeneutics of unconscious desire. In this sense, we can well say

that Freud’s ‘case histories’ (Krankengeschichten) are no less mythical

than the fabulous ‘history of the psychoanalytic movement’ narrated

in his autobiographical writings or the history of humanity described

in his phylogenetic and anthropological fictions. No matter where we

look, we find the same rewriting of history, the same narrativising of

arbitrary interpretations, the same transformation of hypotheses into

facts.

One may object that there is, nevertheless, a difference between

Freud’s polemical fictions and his case histories, a difference that we

emphasised several times in the previous chapter: the vicious analyses

of opponents, which completely disregard the protests of those con-

cerned, are merely interprefactions; while the case histories and

clinical observations record the results of an analytic deciphering to

which the patients have, if not actively participated in, at least given

their consent. As today’s psychoanalysts freely admit, in the end what

matters in analysis is not so much the ‘historical truth’ of the con-

struction proposed by the analyst, but its ‘narrative truth’;1 that is, the

fact that patients make use of it to rewrite their histories in a way that

‘makes sense’ for them. In other words, it matters little that this

construction is a fiction; it only matters that the patients accept and

understand this fiction as their history and their truth.

Jacques Lacan: Let’s be categorical: in psychoanalytic anamnesis,

what is at stake is not reality, but truth, because the effect of full speech

is to reorder past contingences by conferring on them the sense of

necessities to come.2

Lacan: History is not the past . . . the fact that the subject relives,

comes to remember, in the intuitive sense of the word, the formative
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events of his existence, is not in itself so very important. What matters

is what he reconstructs of it . . . What is essential is reconstruction, the

term he [Freud] employs right up until the end . . . I would say – when

all is said and done, it is less a matter of remembering than of rewriting

history.3

Jürgen Habermas: [The analyst] makes interpretive suggestions for a

story that the patient cannot tell. Yet they can be verified in fact only if

the patient adopts them and tells his own story with their aid.4

Roy Schafer: The analyst establishes new, though often contested or

resisted, questions that amount to regulated narrative possibilities. The

end product of this interweaving of texts is a radically new, jointly

authored work or way of working.5

We could say a lot about these reformulated versions (‘structuralist’,

‘hermeneutical’, ‘narrativist’) of psychoanalysis – and especially about

the fact that they continue to present themselves as being psycho-

analysis, even as they seem to disregard Freud’s pretensions of reveal-

ing the objective truth of the psyche. If the final criterion for the

fiction proposed by the therapist is that the patient accept (veri-fy) it,

why insist on perpetrating Freudian fictions in accordance with

psychoanalytic theory as opposed to any others? Why the inevitable

interpretation of the patient’s biography in terms of desire, repression,

resistance or transference – and not, let’s say, in terms of class struggle,

astrological constellations, the evil eye, diet or psychopharmacology?

And in what way is the psychoanalytic account superior to others,

especially if its truth value comes not from what it recounts, but only

from its assimilation by the one to whom it is recounted?

Schafer: People going through psychoanalysis – analysands – tell the

analyst about themselves and others in the past and present. In making

interpretations, the analyst retells these stories . . . This retelling is done

along psychoanalytic lines.6

The truth is that, despite appeals for collaboration with the patients

(designated as ‘analysands’, to better emphasise their active participa-

tion), psychoanalytic theory always provides the framework for the
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stories to be recounted on the couch, and later in the case history.

There is nothing inherently wrong with this (after all, the therapist has

to start from somewhere), but we at least need to recognise that little

has fundamentally changed since Freud’s more authoritarian and ‘sug-

gestive’ psychoanalysis, in which the patient was indoctrinated.

Raymond de Saussure: Freud was not an excellent psychoanalytic

technician . . . First of all, he had practised suggestion for too long not

to have retained certain reflexes. When he was persuaded of a truth, he

wasted little time in awakening it in his patient’s mind; he wanted to

quickly convince him, and because of this, he talked too much.

Secondly, one rapidly sensed the theoretical question with which he

was preoccupied, because he often developed at length new points of

view that he was in the process of clarifying in his own mind. It was

beneficial for the mind, but not always to the treatment.7

Paul Roazen, citing Helene Deutsch: Freud may have been a holy

figure to Helene, but she had her reservations about him as a therapist;

he thought to teach more than to cure.8

JoanRiviere, on her analysis with Freud:Hewasmuchmore interested

in the work in general, than in me, as a person. He was interested in the

translations [for the Collected Papers]. He was interested in the Verlag

[blotted out] and he would as soon as one came in be quite prepared to

showme a German letter and discuss it with me, you see, and argue, and

that sort of thing. Well, from my point of view now it is completely

impossible to see it as an analysis! . . . I was also frustrated and deprived

because he practically devoted the whole session to business.9

Freud, analysis notes for the Rat Man, 8 October 1907: He [the

patient] is sure of having never thought that he could wish the death of

his father. –After hearing these words pronouncedwith growing vigour, I

believe it necessary to provide himwith a piece of the theory. The theory

asserts that because all anxiety and anguish corresponds to an earlier,

repressed wish, we must assume exactly the contrary. It is likewise certain

that the unconscious is the contrary of the conscious. – He is extremely

disturbed, extremely incredulous . . . [Four pages later:] But it is now time

to abandon the theory and return to the self-observation and memories.

Seventh Session [Wednesday 9 October] He takes up the same subject. He

can’t believe that he has ever had this wish against his father.10
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Whether the patient chooses to collaborate with the analyst or, on

the contrary, resist his interpretations, the fact remains that every-

thing originates from the theory informing these interpretations – no

matter if it be the ‘ready-made’ theory inherited by Freud’s successors

or else, as in the case of the founder himself, hypotheses and spec-

ulations tried out on patients. We thus have the right to wonder, as

Albert Moll was already doing in 1909,11 if the case histories are

actually at the core of the theory or if it isn’t rather the inverse. In the

end, what do these case histories tell us? What the patient says or

does? Or rather what the analyst reconstructs of what transpired,

filling gaps and discontinuities with interpretive connections – that

is, what the analyst interprefacts?

‘The famous padded door . . .’
12

Freud, for his part, surely would have protested vigorously. According

to him, case histories and clinical vignettes are limited to ‘observa-

tions’ and ‘experiments’, into which no speculation, presupposition or

theoretical anticipation is allowed to enter. The Freudian legend, as

we have seen, exists to bolster and give credibility to this constantly

reaffirmed, positivistic thesis: the theory (the meta-psychology)

comes after the observation or, at the least, it never interferes with

it. The psychoanalyst observes what patients say (or don’t say) to him,

how they behave in relation to him and how their symptoms evolve –

all of this being done in an absolutely neutral and objective manner,

without ever interfering with the clinical ‘data’.

Freud: It is not a good thing to work on a case scientifically while

treatment is still proceeding – to piece together its structure, to try to

foretell its further progress, and to get a picture from time to time of the

current state of affairs, as scientific interest would demand. Cases

which are devoted from the first to scientific purposes and are treated

accordingly suffer in their outcome; while the most successful cases are

those in which one proceeds, as it were, without any purpose in view,

Case histories * 183



allows oneself to be taken by surprise by any new turn in them, and

always meets them with an open mind, free from any presuppositions.

The correct behaviour for an analyst lies in swinging over according to

need from the one mental attitude to the other, in avoiding specula-

tion or brooding over cases while they are in analysis, and in submit-

ting the material obtained to a synthetic process of thought only after

the analysis is concluded.13

It is this impartial observation, the fundamental cornerstone of psy-

choanalysis, that case histories are supposed to represent for those not

present at the analysis, just like, say, the Royal Society’s seventeenth-

century Philosophical Transactions or the modern reports we make of

experiments today. These documents take the place of what happened

in the analyst’s office; they report to the public the psychical ‘events’

brought to light during analysis – and the theory subsequently

attempts, somehow or other, to make sense of these events. We

immediately see the enormous role these case histories play in the

official epistemology of Freudianism, inasmuch as they are equated

with the analytical experience itself. They are, as Kurt Eissler proudly

declared, ‘the pillars on which psychoanalysis as an empirical science

rests’.14To take this declaration seriously, though, is to admit that the

entire metapsychological edifice rests on a handful of cases that were

observed and described by Freud himself: Dora, the Rat Man, the

Wolf Man, the Homosexual (we hesitate to add Little Hans to this

extremely short list, because, with the exception of one session with

Freud, his analysis was conducted entirely by his father).15 This is

rather extraordinary,16 a fact acknowledged by Freud himself in his

foreword to the Dora case.

Freud: It is, on the contrary, obvious that a single case history, even if

it were complete and open to no doubt, cannot provide an answer to

all the questions arising out of the problem of hysteria . . . It is not fair

to expect from a single case more than it can offer. And anyone who

has hitherto been unwilling to believe that a psychosexual aetiology

holds good generally and without exception for hysteria is scarcely
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likely to be convinced of the fact by taking stock of a single case

history.17

Michael Sherwood: This situation is almost unique: in perhaps no

other field has so great a body of theory been built upon such a small

public record of raw data.18

The problem, though, is not that Freud published so few of these

‘observations’, since one observation, if it is well executed, can

revolutionise an entire discipline. (Ian Hacking,19 quite rightly,

points out that Michelson and Morley’s famous experiments on the

Earth’s motion relative to ether – in which we see an anticipation of

the theory of relativity – were comprised of Michelson’s observations

made in the space of a few hours on the days of 8, 9, 11 and 12 July

1887.)What is problematic about Freud’s observations is the fact that

he was the only one who had access to them, contrary to the demands

of publicity which have characterised science since the seventeenth

century. As Steven Shapin has shown,20 this demand is an entirely

integral aspect of the ‘Scientific Revolution’, not to mention the

modern sciences among which psychoanalysis is supposedly situated.

For Boyle and his colleagues at the Royal Society, only an experiment

visually certified by multiple competent and credible witnesses was

sufficient to establish a fact: amatter of fact, around which a consensus

could be made. The experiments of Boyle, Hooke and Oldenburg, for

this reason, were carried out in a public location (a laboratory in the

halls of the Royal Society), and they were open to their peers, who

were called upon to sign the official report. As for colleagues who

lived far away, they were furnished with detailed experimental pro-

tocols so that they could reproduce the experiment themselves, and

thus, in their turn, be witnesses to the matter of fact.

This ideal of direct observability and possible replication –whether

ultimately realised or not – is one of the traits that most efficiently

distinguishes modern science from the initiatory and secretive prac-

tices that preceded it, and it continues to define the scientific ethos,

whatever the field. Thus, even during Freud’s time, any doctor or
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researcher could attend Charcot’s patient demonstrations or

Bernheim’s hypnosis sessions, both to verify the authenticity of the

phenomena they described, and to train in their techniques. It was

after a visit to the Salpêtrière, for example, that Delbœuf became

convinced of the artefactual nature of Charcot’s grande hystérie and

grand hypnotisme.21 Likewise, it was after their return from a visit to

Bernheim’s clinic in Nancy that Forel, Freud and several others began

practising ‘suggestive psychotherapy’ in their clinics or private offices.

Bernheim: The many French and foreign colleagues who have done

me the honor of visiting my clinic have been able to appreciate that my

greatest concern has been not to go beyond the limits of the most

scrupulous observation, and not to cross beyond the frontiers of

demonstrable truths. Those of my colleagues who retain some doubts,

either because they have not seen my cases or because they know about

them incompletely, display a wise and scientific skepticism. But if they

are willing to visit my clinic they will find here the continuing dem-

onstration of the facts I report.22

At the beginning of the twentieth century, this ease of access to

clinical materials and training techniques (which is to say, of repro-

ducibility) naturally continued to characterise the majority of

European clinics in which psychotherapy was practised. This is espe-

cially true at the Burghölzli clinic, where psychoanalysis, as we have

seen, was taught just like any other medical technique. Researchers

who came there for an internship could have on-the-job training in

the new techniques by witnessing analytic interviews with patients,

by undergoing analysis with Jung, Riklin or Maeder, or again by

collectively analysing their dreams and slips of the tongue during

the meals they took together.

Bleuler, 1910: The doctors of the Burghölzli have not only interpreted

one another’s dreams, they have paid attention for years to those

complex indicators which have been offered: mistakes, slips of the

pen, a word written over the line, symbolic actions, the humming of

unconscious melodies, acts of forgetting, and so on. In this manner we
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have got to know one another, and have mutually obtained an inte-

grated portrait of our character and our conscious and unconscious

strivings.23

Again: in 1909 the title of Jung’s lectures for the summer semester was

‘Course in Psychotherapy with Demonstrations’,24 making clear the

open nature of the teaching being done in Zurich.

In Vienna, however, things were done much differently. Owing to

the confidentiality that Freud’s private clientele demanded, no one was

allowed to come into his office to verify de visu the exactitude of his

observations or to learn the finer points of his technique. To be honest,

though, this obstacle wasn’t insurmountable. Freud quite easily could

have asked his patients for their permission to have a colleague witness

the sessions and, undoubtedly, it would have been obtained on the

condition that this colleague also respectmedical confidentiality (which

went without saying: the observations doctors published at this time

never revealed the names of the patients, even when aliases were used).

It was in this way, for example, that Breuer had asked Krafft-Ebing to

observe his patient Bertha Pappenheim;25 and there was nothing

extraordinary about this. Even the first analysts found it completely

natural to allow their colleagues to attend analysis sessions.

Ernest Jones, on Otto Gross:He was my first instructor in the practice

of psychoanalysis and I used to be present during his treatment of

a case.26

Ferenczi, 5 February 1910: I believe I have found a recruit of some

importance for our cause in the person of a young student. His name

is . . . Vajda . . . Currently, I am undertaking an experiment with him. I

have chosen . . . an exemplary case of anxiety hysteria, and I am

analyzing the patient in Vajda’s presence, three times a week. He

acts as my ‘secretary.’And the arrangement works! This is not without

interest for the teaching of psychoanalysis.27

Angelo Hesnard: We remember our astonishment when, during our

first research studies in collaboration with some of Freud’s disciples, we

attended several . . . interviews between the analyst and analyzed,
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during which the former was practically silent for hours at a time, while

the second, orienting his reverie little by little in a personal direction,

naturally, and sometimes without any intervention by the doctor,

yielded confidences of perfect transparency.28

Freud, however, strongly insisted that the delicate nature of his

patients’ confidences meant that such ‘scientific uses’ of ‘their admis-

sions’ were entirely out of the question.

Freud: The presentation of my case histories remains a problem which

is hard for me to solve . . . If it is true that the causes of hysterical

disorders are to be found in the intimacies of the patients’ psycho-

sexual life, and that hysterical symptoms are the expression of their

most secret and repressed wishes, then the complete elucidation of a

case of hysteria is bound to involve the revelation of those intimacies

and the betrayal of those secrets. It is certain that the patients would

never have spoken if it had occurred to them that their admissions

might possibly be put to scientific uses; and it is equally certain that to

ask them themselves for leave to publish their case would be quite

unavailing . . .

29 I am aware that – in this city, at least – there are many

physicians who (revolting though it may seem) choose to read a case

history of this kind not as a contribution to the psychopathology of the

neuroses, but as a roman à clef designed for their private delectation. I

can assure readers of this species that every case history which I may

have occasion to publish in the future will be secured against their

perspicacity by similar guarantees of secrecy, even though this resolu-

tion is bound to put quite extraordinary restrictions upon my choice of

material.30

It will be remarked that here Freud speaks of the necessity of hiding

his patients’ identities from the public, which is an entirely legitimate

concern. But why expand this embargo to include those colleagues

bound by professional secrecy? It’s one thing to protect a patient’s

privacy from the public; it’s something else to shield their analyses

from any peer evaluation or ‘case presentation’. No one, in fact,

would push the principle of medical confidentiality to such an

extreme, and apply it in such a rigid manner, as Freud and his
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successors did.31 Psychoanalysis is a strange, confidential science, in

the sense that the direct and public presentation of thematter of fact is

quite literally forbidden, tabooed and scandalised. From this point of

view, Freud’s private office was indeed closer to the laboratory of the

ancient alchemists, where a “secret art” was practised, than to the

open and transparent space of the modern laboratory. No one pene-

trated his lair; no one saw the ‘transmutations of psychological values’

achieved by the scientist; and thus no one would know how to

reproduce them independently. Freud is the sole witness to what

transpired behind the padded doors of 19 Berggasse, and of his cases

we know only what he wanted to tell us in his case histories. For the

rest of us, all we know about his method of working comes from the

sparse technical writings that he left us.

Freud: I have as a rule not reproduced the process of interpretation to

which the patient’s associations and communications had to be sub-

jected, but only the results of that process. Apart from the dreams,

therefore, the technique of the analytic work has been revealed in only a

very few places . . . Before the technical rules, most of which have been

arrived at empirically, could be properly laid down, it would be necessary

to collect material from the histories of a large number of treatments.32

Strachey:An examination of the list of Freud’s technical writings . . .will

show that after [the publication of the Studies on Hysteria in 1895], apart

from two very sketchy accounts dating from 1903 and 1904, he published

no general description of his technique for more than fifteen years . . .The

relative paucity of Freud’s writings on technique, as well as his hesitations

and delays over their production, suggests that there was some feeling of

reluctance on his part to publish this kind of material. And this, indeed,

seems to have been the case, for a variety of reasons . . . Behind all his

discussions of technique, however, Freud never ceased to insist that a

proper mastery of the subject could only be acquired from clinical expe-

rience and not from books. Clinical experience with patients, no doubt,

but, above all, clinical experience from the analyst’s own analysis.33

One of the most immediate consequences of this ‘secretist’ practice

was the elevation of Freud’s case histories to the status of paradigms
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for analytic practice (the term Paradigma is often used by Freud

himself).34 Insofar as third-person observation of an analysis was out

of the question, those who wanted to be trained in analysis were

forced to fall back on Freud’s case histories and/or put themselves on

the master’s couch (as the observed, not as observers). Even today,

analysts in training learn psychoanalysis not by observing a senior

practitioner’s analyses, but by studying Freud’s case studies, and by

making a didactic analysis with an analyst who learned the same way.

As a result, climbing back up the chain we always find ourselves with

Freud and his canonical case histories – endlessly copied and ‘con-

firmed’ by successive generations of analysands/analysts. In this

respect, it is not exactly accurate to say, as Sulloway has,35 that the

non-scientific character of the new technique Freud developed is

marked by the fact that his peers couldn’t replicate it. On the con-

trary, there are undoubtedly few domains where the replication has

been so well cultivated and with so much success. In other sciences,

practitioners rarely take the time to repeat experiments that have

already been conducted, and when they do attempt to do so the

replication is almost never perfect, owing to the inadequate trans-

mission of the ‘implicit knowledge’ necessary to make the equipment

work.36 What is replicated in psychoanalysis, however, is not the

experiment itself, but Freud’s report of it – which is obviously quite

different. Those who accept this report as the thing itself certainly

have little difficulty finding the phenomena it describes wherever

they look: it’s simply a matter of reciting it, and having it recited to

them. But for the more sceptical, if they want to verify the accuracy of

the report, they will have about as much luck catching their own

shadow. In several cases, when Freud’s colleagues tried to apply the

psychoanalytic method to see for themselves, they ended up with

much different observations and reports.

Adolf Friedländer: In my ‘Brief Remarks on Freud’s Doctrine relative to

the Sexual Etiology of the Neuroses,’ and in an address before a medical
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society in Frankfurt, I have reported that in order to be impartial I have

decided to apply Freud’s psychoanalytic method in several cases. The

results were not of a nature to change my [critical] views.37

Janet: If the psychoanalytical method means, at any cost, and with aid

of the most improbable and most ridiculous interpretations, the discov-

ery of sexual fixed ideas, it is clear that the authors I have quoted, and I

myself, have not practised psychoanalysis. Are we to blame for that? The

very thing we are discussing is the justification for pushing this method

of sexual interpretation to an extreme . . . Who is entitled to insist upon

us using a method which is discredited by our own observations?38

Forel: I now intend to briefly provide three examples of psychoanalyses,

two of them practiced by myself, and one by Frank. The question of

knowing if, in the first case, sexual anaesthesia is a purely individual and

innate trait or if it is caused by a Freudian ‘repression’ wasn’t resolved by

the analysis; the woman remained as frigid as before. For the Freudian

School, every case of this type concerns repression. But such a supposi-

tion is completely arbitrary and I contest its validity.39

Here we touch upon another consequence of Freudian secrecy: the

necessity of taking Freud at his word. As the philosopher Frank Cioffi

aptly remarks, psychoanalysis is a testimonial science,40 based on the

veracity of its founder. With Freud as the sole witness to the phenom-

ena invoked by the theory, it is extraordinarily important that his case

reports and clinical observations be absolutely reliable. If they aren’t –

if, for example, it turns out that Freud let himself be influenced by

preconceived ideas, personal considerations or the desire to contra-

dict an adversary – then the entire edifice would be threatened. We

would no longer have clinical ‘data’, only biases. This is why, from

very early on, the Freudian legend doubled as a personality cult.

Freud, Jones thus tells us, was a man of ‘absolute honesty’ and ‘flawless

integrity’;41 a man who was ready to sacrifice friendships and theories

upon the altar of Science. (Jones, with some difficulty, concedes that

themurky Swoboda–Weininger scandal, in which Fliess caught Freud

red-handed in a lie, was the exception which proved the rule: ‘It was

perhaps the only occasion in Freud’s life when he was for a moment
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not completely straightforward.’42) This personality cult may seem a

harmless accessory, but it corresponds to a profound epistemological

necessity. If it wasn’t possible for Freud to lie, it’s simply because, in

the absence of the thing itself, we have only the witness’s good faith to

rely upon.43As Lacanmight have said: the Freudian field is structured

by a symbolic pact with the founding Father, whose Word, which his

sons constantly return to, is the sole guarantor of their practice. This

is what explains, for example, why the question of knowing whether

Freud cheated on his wife with his sister-in-law is so significant for

psychoanalysts. In any other scientific discipline, such a preoccupa-

tion with the vulgar details of the founder’s biography would seem

trivial and inappropriate; but not in psychoanalysis, where such

questions stir up a tide of polemics and erudite commentaries.44

They go directly to the reliability of the Witness of the

Unconscious: how could we believe someone whose soul and desire

weren’t pure? Here again, it’s Lacan who sums it up.

Lacan:What is it that makes us say at once that . . . alchemy, when all

is said and done, is not a science? Something, in my view, is decisive,

namely, that the purity of soul of the operator was, as such, and in a

specific way, an essential element in the matter. This remark is not

beside the point, as you may realize, since we may be about to raise

something similar concerning the presence of the analyst in the ana-

lytic Great Work, and to maintain that it is perhaps what our training

analysis seeks. I may even seem to have been saying the same thing

myself in my teaching recently, when I point straight out, all veils torn

aside, and in a quite overt way, towards that central point that I put in

question, namely – what is the analyst’s desire?45

Narrating the unconscious

Was the founding analyst’s desire pure? Let’s suppose for a minute that

it was. Let’s suppose, in other words, that we could respond negatively

to Frank Cioffi’s famous question: ‘Was Freud a liar?’46Would his case

histories, because of this, be any more reliable? By no means. It is
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essential to understand that a written report is not a simple ‘observa-

tion’ of reality. All narration, as sincere as it may be, implies a

selection, a montage, a ‘configuration’47 and a ‘retrodiction’48 of

events from the narrator’s point of view (this is what we could call,

in honour of Kurosawa’s beautiful film, the Rashomon effect). This is

the reason why Boyle and his colleagues at the Royal Society were so

insistent that experiments and observations be made in public. In

their eyes, only a convergence of multiple testimonies was capable of

correcting the errors of individual witnesses.

Robert Boyle: For, though the testimony of a single witness shall not

suffice to prove the accused party guilty of murder; yet the testimony of

two witnesses, though but of equal credit . . . shall ordinarily suffice to

prove a man guilty; because it is thought reasonable to suppose, that,

though each testimony single be but probable, yet a concurrence of

such probabilities (which ought in reason to be attributed to the truth

of what they jointly tend to prove) may well amount to a moral

certainty, i.e. such a certainty as may warrant the judge to proceed to

the sentence of death against the indicted party.49

As judges and historians know quite well, the narrated event is a

(re)construction, fabrication and interpretation of an event, whose

meaning is determined by the plot or storyline in which it is embed-

ded – it is not a naked event that could satisfy us by simply being

recorded. From the outset, then, psychoanalysis’s official epistemology

runs into all the well-known problems that prevent us fromdreaming of

any objectivity in history or criminal law. This is all the more true in

that Freud’s case studies are long, complex and, above all, well written.

While the ‘observations’ of a Bernheim or even a Janet limit them-

selves to transmitting events in a quasi-telegraphic style, Freud tells us

actual stories, using all the narrative resources available to the fiction

writer (some of which we will take a look at later on).

Freud: It still strikes me myself as strange that the case histories I write

should read like short stories and that, as one might say, they lack the

serious stamp of science . . . A detailed description of mental processes
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such as we are accustomed to find in the works of imaginative writers

enables me, with the use of a few psychological formulas, to obtain at

least some kind of insight into the course of that affection. Case

histories of this kind are intended to be judged like psychiatric ones;

they have, however, one advantage over the latter, namely an intimate

connection between the story of the patient’s sufferings and the symp-

toms of his illness – a connection for which we still search in vain in

the biographies of other psychoses.50

But is this truly an advantage? After all, how can we be sure that the

Freudian novelist hasn’t discarded a certain element and unduly

insisted upon another? Or established arbitrary links to better form

his rough material into a coherent storyline, with ‘a beginning, a

middle and an end’?51 In short, what proof do we have that he didn’t

sacrifice ‘observation’ – always untidy and disorganised – to the

impeccable narrative demonstration of his theories? Nothing, once

again, but the assurances of Freud himself.

Freud: The case history itself was only committed to writing from

memory after the treatment was at an end, but while my recollection

of the case was still fresh and was heightened by my interest in its

publication. Thus the record is not absolutely – phonographically –

exact, but it can claim to possess a high degree of trustworthiness. Nothing

of any importance has been altered in it except in some places the

order in which the explanations are given; and this has been done for

the sake of presenting the case in a more connected form.52

Freud: Taking notes during the session with the patient might be

justified by an intention of publishing a scientific study of the case.

On general grounds this can scarcely be denied. Nevertheless it must

be borne in mind that exact reports of analytic case histories are of less

value than might be expected. Strictly speaking, they only possess the

ostensible exactness of which ‘modern’ psychiatry affords us some

striking examples. They are, as a rule, fatiguing to the reader and yet

do not succeed in being a substitute for his actual presence at an

analysis. Experience invariably shows that if readers are willing to believe

an analyst they will have confidence in any slight revision to which he

has submitted his material.53
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In a moment we shall consider what to think of this ‘slight revision’,

and if readers are indeed justified in placing their faith in the narrative

accuracy of analysis’s Arch-Witness. For the moment, let’s read, as a

forewarning, the more sober assessments of James Strachey –

esteemed expert on Freud’s writings, if ever there was one.

Strachey to Jones, date unknown: Freud was quite extraordinarily

inaccurate about details. He seems to have had a delusion that he

possessed a ‘photographic memory’.54 Actually . . . he constantly con-

tradicts himself over details of fact. When we did the case histories [for

theCollected Papers] we sent him a long list of these –most of which he

then put right in the Ges.[ammelte] Schriften and later editions.55

Strachey to Jones, 9 November 1955: I enclose two extracts from the

original report of the ‘dritte Fall’56 . . . It also shows how utterly inca-

pable of accuracy over details the Professor was. He’d actually got the

correct facts in front of him, and simply couldn’t copy them out.57

But there is something more serious than this carelessness of Freud,

the sole eyewitness. Beyond the inevitable distortions introduced by

the narrative presentation of observed clinical data, we need to

understand that Freud’s reports don’t merely describe, with more or

less precision, what has taken place in his office. They also relate

‘events’ (real or fantastical: it matters little here) that he himself

reconstructed: Elisabeth von R.’s love for her brother-in-law, Dora’s

love for Mr K., theWolf Man’s ‘primal scene’. These psychical events

share the distinction of having never been observed in the analyst’s

office. They are, Freud tells us, unconscious, repressed beyond his

patients’ consciousness. Patients have no memory of these events –

they never even mentioned them – although they may find these

memories as a result of accepting the analyst’s construction (which,

we should remark in passing, was not the case with Elizabeth von R.,

Dora or the Wolf Man). In reality, it’s the analyst who puts these

psychical events in their mouth (or in their unconscious); he’s the

one who, in their place, says to themwhat they can’t say themselves. In

this sense, Freud’s case histories are anything but an objective report
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of clinical data that the analyst merely records through the method of

passive listening and attentiveness known as ‘free-floating attention’.

Freud: [The analyst] must turn his own unconscious like a receptive

organ towards the transmitting unconscious of the patient. He must

adjust himself to the patient as a telephone receiver is adjusted to the

transmitting microphone.58

Contrary to what Freud’s positivistic rhetoric would have us think,

there is not, nor can there be, any ‘observation’ of the unconscious,

since, by its very definition, the unconscious never appears or presents

itself as such to consciousness (this, clearly, is why Freud, in the

passage cited above, appeals to the analyst’s unconscious, without

telling us how this unconscious gets to his consciousness). As his

1915 article on ‘The unconscious’ succinctly explains, the uncon-

scious only becomes phenomenal in becoming conscious, thus dis-

appearing in the same moment as it appears.

Freud:How are we to arrive at a knowledge of the unconscious? It is of

course only as something conscious that we know it, after it has

undergone transformation or translation into something conscious.59

How, then, does this ‘transformation or translation into something

conscious’ operate; this process by which the ‘thing-in-itself ’ of the

unconscious is transformed into observable phenomenon? How do

we know, for example, that the sensation of pressure Dora felt on her

chest represents the pressure of Mr K.’s erect member against her

clitoris, or that the Wolf Man’s anxiety, experienced during his

famous dream, expresses in an inverted form his desire to be sexually

satisfied by his father? Better yet, how do we know that Dora and the

Wolf Man even have an unconscious? How do we know that there

actually is a Freudian unconscious? The key reason is that the

analyst’s interpretations tell us so: making use of the grammatical

rules of transformation called displacement, condensation, projec-

tion, identification, reversal into the opposite, symbolism, etc., he
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translates his patients’ symptoms and dreams into ‘unconscious

thoughts’ unknown to them. The following passage, again from

‘The unconscious’, explains all of this very clearly.

Freud: Psycho-analytic work shows us every day that translation of this

kind is possible. In order that this should come about, the person under

analysis must overcome certain resistances – the same resistances as

those which, earlier, made the material concerned into something

repressed by rejecting it from the conscious.60

The unconscious thus appears in the interpretations of the analyst

who says that there is something to be translated – the concerned

parties know nothing about it, and consequently some are quite

sceptical. Here we arrive at a difficulty or ambiguity which is abso-

lutely essential for psychoanalysis, and which Freud’s positivistic

epistemology (his legendary epistemology) functioned to dissimulate:

ultimately, this theory has no facts, no observations to get one’s teeth

into. It is a theory supported by itself: a celibate speculative machine

producing, with its hypotheses and ‘constructions’, its own reality.

Whatever he might claim, Freud never ‘observed’ the unconscious or

repression anymore than he ‘discovered’ the Oedipus complex, infan-

tile sexuality or the meaning of dreams. He only wagered that they

existed, acting ‘as if ’ these conjectures were real and then asking his

patients to confirm them.

Binswanger, report of his visit to Vienna, 15–26 January 1910: On

one occasion I referred to the statement he [Freud] had made during a

Wednesday meeting that ‘the . . . unconscious is metaphysic, we simply

posit it as real,’meaning, of course, that we acted as if the unconscious

were something real, like the conscious. Being a true scientist, Freud

said nothing about the nature of the unconscious, precisely because we

know nothing certain about it; rather, we merely deduce it from the

conscious. He thought that just as Kant postulated the thing in itself

behind the phenomenal world, so he himself postulated the uncon-

scious behind the conscious that is accessible to our experience, but

that can never be directly experienced.61
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The ambiguity of this ‘as if ’ confided to Binswanger is rather remark-

able. On the one hand, Freud seemed anxious to maintain the hypo-

thetical character of his theoretical ‘simulations’, insisting on the

impossibility of revealing the Thing Itself of the unconscious. But

on the other hand, and in the same motion, he asks us to act ‘as if the

unconscious were something real’, while transgressing the limit he

had just demarcated between speculation and possible experience,

hypothesis and observation, theory and empiricism. Instead of pre-

senting his interpretations as interpretations (and nothing else), he

immediately transforms them into psychical events attributed to his

patients. Instead of presenting us with his ‘constructions’ as construc-

tions (and nothing else), he makes of them reconstructions, recon-

stitutions of the past. Suddenly, we no longer have an ‘as-if

unconscious’, but the unconscious pure and simple – without the

precautionary quotation marks – whose topography and vicissitudes

are described to us with the utmost seriousness and gravity.

Freud: [The] work of construction, or, if it is preferred, of reconstruc-

tion, resembles to a great extent an archaeologist’s excavation of some

dwelling-place that has been destroyed and buried or of some ancient

edifice. The two processes are in fact identical, except that the analyst

works under better conditions and has more material at his command

to assist him, since what he is dealing with is not something destroyed

but something that is still alive . . . All of the essentials are preserved;

even things that seem completely forgotten are present somehow and

somewhere, and have merely been buried and made inaccessible to the

subject. Indeed, it may, as we know, be doubted whether any psychical

structure can really be the victim of total destruction. It depends only

upon analytic technique whether we shall succeed in bringing what is

concealed completely to light.62

It is this second action, that of reifying interprefaction, which defines

psychoanalysis, while ultimately providing the material (the legen-

dary material) of clinical observations and Freudian case histories.

Despite appearances, these case histories don’t recount what
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happened or was said in the analyst’s office. Instead, they provide a

narrative presentation of that which the patient is not in any way

aware of having experienced, thus systematically obfuscating the

borders between the material supplied by the patient and the highly

speculative conjectures the analyst injects into this material.Without

this narrative interference – which places the data observed on the

same plane as the interpretation of this data – psychoanalysis would

never have been able to present itself as an empirical discipline, or

establish its theories as indisputable facts. It is, therefore, worthwhile

to study in greater detail this work of narrative interprefaction, to

which we owe so many astonishing ‘discoveries’.

The mind reader

Let’s first take some examples in which the narrative transformation

of hypotheses into positive facts is particularly evident.

Example 1: Ida Bauer (‘Dora’, in Freud’s case history) bitterly

complains of her father encouraging Mr K.’s advances towards her

to better pursue his own liaison with Mrs K. Over the years, however,

she had done everything to encourage this very same liaison.

Freud: The same inference was to be drawn . . . namely, that she had

all these years been in love with Herr K. When I informed her of this

conclusion she did not assent to it.63

Some nineteen pages later, we are informed that Ida Bauer had been

very close to Mrs K. and that Mrs K. had taken her as an ally and

confidant in her conjugal difficulties with her husband. How, then, do

we reconcile this with the love of the young woman for Mr K.?

Freud: How Dora managed to fall in love with the man about whom her

beloved friend had so many bad things to say is an interesting psycho-

logical problem. We shall not be far from solving it when we realize

that thoughts in the unconscious live very comfortably side by side,
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and even contraries get on together without disputes – a state of things

which persists often enough even in the conscious.64

All of a sudden, the ‘inference’ from nineteen pages before has

become a reality, eliciting all sorts of contradictions and problems.

However, who ever said that Ida loved Mr K.? Only Freud. It is

obvious that Freud’s interesting ‘psychological problem’ would

instantly vanish if he consented to abandon his hypothesis instead

of projecting it onto Ida’s unconscious – in spite of her protests. (This

reveals, incidentally, that the indifference to the contradictions he

attributes to the unconscious could be said to be Freud’s own.)

Example 2:65 Ida had developed asthma (dyspnoea) at the age of

eight, after a hike in the mountains. Freud, who at this period (1899–

1900) has a complete theory of hysteria – which he attributes to the

repression of infantile masturbation accompanied by incestuous fan-

tasies66 – seeks to learn more about her condition.

Freud:Now the only light she was able to throw upon this first attack was

that at the time of its occurrence Daddy (Papa) was away from home for

the first time since his health had improved. In this small recollection

theremust be a trace of an allusion to the aetiology of the dyspnoea.Dora’s

symptomatic acts and certain other signs gaveme good reasons for supposing that

the child, whose bedroom had been next door to her parents’, had over-

heard her father in his wife’s room at night and had heard him (for he was

always short of breath) breathing hard while they had intercourse.67

To this point, the interpretation is only a ‘supposition’ based on ‘signs’

about which Freud tells us very little. But just a few lines later, this

supposition has already become a certainty providing the foundation

for a long case history.

Freud: A little while later, when her father was away and the child,

devotedly in love with him, was wishing him back, she must have repro-

duced in the form of an attack of asthma the impression she had received.

She had preserved in hermemory the event which had occasioned the first

onset of the symptom, andwe can conjecture from it the nature of the train

of thought, charged with anxiety, which had accompanied the attack. The
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first attack had come on after she had over-exerted herself on an expedition

in themountains, so that she had probably been really a little out of breath.

To this was added the thought that her father was forbidden to climb

mountains and was not allowed to over-exert himself, because he suffered

from shortness of breath; then came the recollection of how much he had

exerted himself with Mummy (Mama) that night, and the question whether

it might not have done him harm; next came concern whether she might

not have over-exerted herself in masturbating – an act which, like the

other, led to a sexual orgasm accompanied by slight dyspnoea – and finally

came a return of the dyspnoea in an intensified form as a symptom. Part of

this material I was able to obtain directly from the analysis, but the rest

required supplementing.68

It is important to note the great pains taken by Freud not to specify

the extent to which he has ‘supplemented’ the material provided by

Ida – and for good reason: not only is the ‘primal scene’ his own

supposition, but furthermore Ida ‘denied flatly’69 having the slightest

memory of masturbating before the age of eight, or having been in

love with her father.70 Even if we keep her memories of the mountain

excursion in mind, we are nonetheless led to the conclusion that Ida’s

contribution to Freud’s case history was quite minimal. The rest is

pure speculation on Freud’s part; however, he narrates all of this as if

the events had actually occurred in Ida’s mind. So how, under these

conditions, is the reader to know the difference?

Example 3: Sergius Pankejeff (a.k.a. the ‘Wolf Man’) had a night-

mare at the age of four, in which he saw white wolves seated on the

branches of a tree. After a long and acrobatic deciphering, involving

all sorts of tentative hypotheses, Freud is about to reveal its secret.

Freud: I have now reached the point at which I must abandon the

support I have hitherto had from the course of the analysis. I am afraid

it will also be the point at which the reader’s belief will abandon me.71

What follows is an exposition of the famous ‘primal scene’: the infant,

at the age of one and a half, observes with interest his parents engaged

in coitus a tergo; it is repeated three times and he greets the event with
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a jubilatory defecation. Having arrived at this point, Freud recognises

that he is asking a lot of the reader; but he doesn’t let this hinder him.

On the contrary, he asks the reader to suspend his critical faculties,

just as one would do with a book of fiction.72

Freud: I can assure the reader that I am no less critically inclined than

he towards an acceptance of this observation of the child’s, and I will

only ask him to join me in adopting a provisional belief in the reality of

the scene.73

Fortified by the indulgence he has extorted from his reader, Freud

then proceeds as if the reality of this ‘constructed primal scene’74

(constructed by him) had been definitively established, blackboxed:

‘the postures which he saw his parents adopt’;75 ‘the picture of sexual

satisfaction afforded through his father’s agency, just as he had seen it

in the primal scene’;76 ‘the patient was longing for some one who

should give him the last pieces of information that were still missing

upon the riddle of sexual intercourse, just as his father had given him

the first in the primal scene long before’,77 etc. In two places, the

reader is even asked to believe that the primal scene is an authentic

memory of Pankejeff himself.

Freud:When the patient entered more deeply into the situation of the

primal scene, he brought to light the following pieces of self-

perception. He assumed to begin with, he said, that the event of

which he was a witness was an act of violence, but the expression of

enjoyment which he saw on his mother’s face did not fit in with this; he

was obliged to recognize that the experience was one of gratification.78

Freud:Then suddenly, in connectionwith a dream, the analysis plunged

back into the prehistoric period, and led him to assert that during the

copulation in the primal scene he had observed the penis disappear, that

he had felt compassion for his father on that account, and had rejoiced at

the reappearance of what he thought had been lost.79

One chapter later, the reality of the primal scene is so well established

that it is used to explain another scene the analyst has constructed –

this time with the maid Grusha.80
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Freud:When he saw the girl on the floor engaged in scrubbing it, and

kneeling down, with her buttocks projecting and her back horizontal,

he was faced once again with the posture which his mother had

assumed in the copulation scene.81

Accepting that Freud’s constructionwas hypothetical at first, one could

argue that what is critical is that the patient eventually corroborated it:

even if we assume that the patient’s assent was the product of trans-

ference and/or suggestion and that his ‘self-perceptions’ and ‘assertions’

were retrospective illusions, Freud did not invent everything. On the

contrary, he seems to have taken great care not to put anything forward

that hadn’t first been confirmed by the patient himself.

Freud: Many details, however, seemed to me myself to be so extra-

ordinary and incredible that I felt some hesitation in asking other

people to believe them. I requested the patient to make the strictest

criticism of his recollections, but he found nothing improbable in his

statements and adhered closely to them. Readers may at all events rest

assured that I myself am only reporting what I came upon as an

independent experience, uninfluenced by my expectation.82

It’s certainly plausible that many of Freud’s patients didn’t raise any

objections to his interpretations – even his most daring and racy ones –

and indeed, we have many examples attesting to this. Pankejeff ’s case,

however, is quite a different matter. As it happens, we have his own

testimony which plainly contradicts Freud’s version of events. Sixty

years later, he confided to the Austrian journalist Karin Obholzer that

he had never been able to recall the scene imagined by Freud, in spite

of the latter’s assurances that thememory would reappear after a certain

period of time. How, then, do we reconcile this with the ‘self-

perceptions’ of the scene, the ‘memories’ and the ‘statements’ and the

‘assertions’ that Freud so freely attributed to him?

Sergius Pankejeff: That scene in the dream where the windows open

and so on and the wolves are sitting there, and his interpretation, I

don’t know, those things are miles apart. It’s terribly farfetched . . . But

that primal scene is no more than a construct . . . The whole thing is
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improbable because in Russia, children sleep in the nanny’s bedroom,

not in the parents’. It’s possible, of course, that there was an exception,

how do I know? But I have never been able to remember anything of

that sort . . . He [Freud] maintains that I saw it, but who will guarantee

that it is so? That it is not a fantasy of his? . . . Well, I also have to look

at psychoanalysis critically, I cannot believe everything Freud said,

after all. I have always thought that the memory would come. But it

never did.

Karin Obholzer: One might say that your resistance up to the present

day is so strong that you didn’t want to remember.

Pankejeff:Well, that would also be a supposition, wouldn’t it? But it is

no proof.83

Free indirect style

The examples we have cited to this point all have one thing in

common: they systematically confuse the limits between the analyst’s

heuristic hypotheses and the ‘psychical reality’ of the person on the

couch. What was initially an idea of Freud’s is, in the end, presented

as the patient’s unconscious or latent thought, in such a manner that

we no longer know who thinks what. Everything, in fact, proceeds as

if Freud were reading into the thoughts of others; or, more precisely, as

if he were reading them for us. This last trait is what brings his case

histories closer to fictional narration, and further distances them from

the ‘psychiatric observations’ they claim to be. Indeed, as Käte

Hamburger points out,84 only in fictional narrative can the intimate

thoughts and feelings of someone other than the one who speaks be

described as if they were said out loud. Neither non-fictional narrative

nor non-narrative fiction allows for such a transgression of the ‘bar-

riers that rise between each single ego and the others’,85 and undoubt-

edly this is what makes this literary genre so charming – and, let us

add, psychoanalysis so seductive.

In his case histories, Freud acts exactly like the omniscient narrator

of novels and short stories who enters into theminds of his characters at
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will and reveals their most intimate thoughts to us. Just like Balzac or

Stendhal, he knows the hidden motives behind their actions, and he

even has access to thoughts and feelings that they themselves are

hardly aware of, or else refuse to acknowledge. But while the omnis-

cient narrator of classic novels takes centre stage, often intervening

with conspicuous commentary or irony, Freud constantly tries to efface

himself as narrator in order better to create the illusion of having

immediate access to the thoughts of his ‘characters’ (which, literarily

speaking, actually places him in the company of such realist novelists as

Flaubert, Zola and Henry James). Thus, instead of writing: ‘Our hero,

entangled in his contradictions, didn’t yet dare to admit that he had

been a witness to the coupling of his parents’, he writes more plainly:

‘the expression of enjoyment which he saw on his mother’s face . . .’.

Instead of writing: ‘Shaken, Dora said nothing, but inside she was ready

to give her belief to the interpretation of her cough that the doctor

had proposed’, he writes: ‘this tacitly accepted explanation’,86 etc.

Certainly there is a narrator, no less omniscient than before, but he

makes himself increasingly discreet and transparent as he penetrates

deeper into his characters’ intimate thoughts, thus creating a marked

‘reality effect’. The reader, who is asked to suspend his disbelief, now

has the impression of directly witnessing the patient’s inner life.

The problem, of course, is that Freud’s case histories are not fic-

tional stories. His patients are people in flesh and bone, not imaginary

creatures whose minds he could enter into at will. Reading sentences

of this type: ‘[in Grusha] he was faced once again with the posture

which his mother had assumed in the copulation scene’, we are

therefore made to think that Freud is narrating thoughts reported to

him by the patient, while, in reality, he is doing nothing of the sort (as

we have seen, Freud narrates his own thoughts). There is, therefore, a

particularly subtle abuse of narrative confidence here, for by granting

himself licence to enter into other people’s minds while claiming not

to be doing so, Freud hedges his bets, simultaneously working in two

genres at once: fictional narrative and non-fictional narrative.
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Most of the time, Freud carefully avoids stating explicitly that he

cites statements made by the patient. More prudently, he prefers to

remain in the ambiguous zone of ‘free indirect style’ so dear to realist

novelists, which has the precise effect of confounding quotation and

narration, direct discourse and indirect discourse.87 Instead of writing

in the mode of oratio recta: [Dora said:] ‘I remember how much Papa

had exerted himself that night with mother’, or else in the mode of

oratio obliqua: ‘Dora remembered that her father had exerted himself a

great deal that night with her mother’, he writes, like a novelist

narrating the inner thoughts of a character: ‘Then came the recol-

lection of how much he had exerted himself with Mummy that night.’

Obviously the advantage of this last formulation is that we don’t

know who is speaking. Is it the analyst-narrator, reporting in the third

person how the memory came to Ida Bauer? Or is it Ida, who uses the

deictic ‘Mummy’, which is characteristic of first-person direct discourse?

As noted by all people who have studied it, free indirect style (also called

erlebte Rede88 or narrated monologue89) is fundamentally equivocal in

that it merges the voice of the narrator and that of the character.

Gérard Genette: We see here the key difference between first-person

monologue and free indirect style, which are sometimes mistaken for

each other, or inappropriately equated: in free indirect discourse, the

narrator assumes the character’s speech, or, if we prefer, the character

speaks through the narrator’s voice, and thus the two voices are

confounded; in immediate discourse, the narrator effaces himself and

the character takes his place.90

Dorrit Cohn: The narrated monologue holds a mid-position between

quoted monologue (restitution of the person’s thought in the mode of

direct discourse) and psycho-narration (restitution in the mode of

indirect discourse) . . . Imitating the language a character uses when

he talks to himself, it casts that language in the grammar a narrator uses

in talking about him, thus superimposing two voices that are kept

distinct in the other two forms.91

It is of course this ambiguity which makes free indirect style so

attractive to the novelist, as it allows the narrator surreptitiously to
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slide into the characters’ skins and to reconstruct their intimate or

subliminal thoughts as though they had expressed them themselves.

This is the same for Freud, since this form allows him to ventriloquise

his patients, and to suggest that the thoughts he attributes to them are

in fact their own, without quoting in direct discourse (which would

have been impossible). The last point is very important: all this

continues to be narrated in the third person and the narrator, as

Genette aptly remarks, doesn’t entirely disappear into the character,

even if he does all he can to create the illusion of doing so. It is thus

difficult to catch Freud making things up, since he rarely declares

explicitly that he reproduces words spoken by his patients. To those,

like Max Scharnberg92 or Allen Esterson,93 who would accuse him of

deceitfully presenting his interpretations as if they were the actual

accounts given by his patients, he could always reply that he did

nothing of the sort: these critics were adopting an extremely literal

and legalistic reading of what is, in fact, only literary licence.

Flaubert’s trial, it has been said,94 would never have taken place if

the authorities had had enough literary sense to understand that

Madame Bovary’s immorality was that of his character Emma’s

thoughts, narrated in free indirect style, and not those of the author-

narrator Flaubert. Likewise and conversely, Freud would be right

to argue, from a strictly grammatical point of view, that he never

explicitly attributed his own thoughts to his patients.

All the same, this is inevitably the reader’s impression; and, gram-

matical defence aside, it is obviously the reason Freud makes use of

this very special form. By virtue of its indeterminacy, free indirect

style allows him simultaneously to concretise his theoretical hypoth-

eses, by creating the illusion that he is reproducing his patients’

thoughts, and to protect himself in case he was to be accused of

fabricating ‘observations’ when there was nothing to be observed: is

it his fault if his readers take at face value what he, the conscientious

scientist, was merely suggesting? The argument is clearly specious, but

it is enough to counter accusations of fabrication. It does not,
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however, immunise such a scientist from the inevitable conclusion to

be drawn from it: if everything we read in Freud’s case histories can be

reduced to a simple suggestion, then the famous ‘experience’ on

which psychoanalysis rests turns out to be a pure stylistic effect.

Who speaks?

In the examples we have considered up to this point, narrative

interprefaction left traces in the Freudian text, even if the effect it

produced on readers was to make them forget these traces. With a

little investigation we were still able to see the narrator’s projection

into his character, and to follow the path leading from the analyst’s

interpretations to the thoughts he attributed to his patients. But is

this always how it works? Let’s suppose for a moment that Freud had

succeeded in completely erasing these traces. In this hypothesis, there

would be nothing besides the indeterminacy of the free indirect style.

Severed from its source, the statement would, so to speak, float in the

air, without anyone knowing exactly who is speaking in the text – the

patient, or the analyst? Confronted with such an ambiguous passage,

we would be justified in asking ourselves if it isn’t Freud who gives us

his own interpretations, while passing them off as associations or

declarations made by the patient herself. But since we weren’t present

in his office and are reluctant to grant ourselves the same omniscience

he grants to himself, we would only be making unverifiable hypoth-

eses. If Freud did efface the traces of the work of interprefaction from

his text, we can’t, by definition, know anything about it.

At least most of the time. It just so happens that we have, by a

fortuitous coincidence, notes taken by Freud during the first four

months of the Rat Man’s analysis.95 Admittedly, these notes, com-

posed frommemory in the evening after each session, don’t constitute

a verbatim account of his analysis,96 and we do have every reason to

believe that Freud included only those points specifically concerned

with the story he was in the process of constructing. Indeed, the notes
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from the first seven sessions seem to have been written with an eye

towards a presentation to be made three weeks later at the

Psychoanalytic Society of Vienna on the ‘Beginning of a patient

history’.97 In no way, then, can we consider these notes to be a pure

and unmediated record of how the analysis unfolded akin to a legal

transcript, and we may be justified in having doubts about their

reliability. Nevertheless, as they are, they represent a less developed

and less refined version than the one that was published, and con-

sequently, they provide us with a more precise understanding of the

narrative reworking employed by Freud in this case history – and

presumably in others.

Ernest Jones: It was Freud’s custom to destroy both his manuscript and

the notes on which it was based, of any paper he published. By some

odd chance, however, the day-to-day notes of this case, written every

evening, were preserved, at least those for the best part of the first four

months of the treatment . . . This material is invaluable as affording a

unique opportunity for watching Freud at his daily work so to speak: his

timing of interpretations, his characteristic use of analogies to illustrate

a point he was making, the preliminary guesses he would make pri-

vately which might subsequently be either confirmed or disproved, and

altogether the tentative manner in which such piecemeal work

proceeded.98

Let’s take a look at this process, then.

Example 4: The patient Ernst Lanzer (a.k.a. the ‘Rat Man’) is deeply

in love with his cousin Gisela (the ‘woman’ or ‘friend’ of Freud’s

published case history), but, as the notes from the session of 8

October 1907 inform us, ‘it wasn’t possible to consider a union between

them due to material difficulties’99 – apparently his cousin wasn’t

wealthy enough. On 8 December, Lanzer mentions in passing how

his mother, six years earlier, had planned to have him married to a

rich distant relative. Here, first of all, are the notes taken by Freud.100

Freud, analysis notes of 8 December 1907: By all sorts of detours,

under the cure’s transference, story of a temptation whose significance
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seems to escape him . . . It was related to his mother’s old plan,

according to which he was supposed to marry one of the Saborskys’

daughters, a charming girl now 17 years old. He doesn’t suspect that to

avoid this conflict [between his mother’s plan and his love for Gisela],

he took refuge in the illness, the path towards which had been paved

by the childhood choice between an elder sister and a younger one, as

well as by the return to the story of the father’s marriage. The father

was in the habit of humorously describing himself as a young suitor; the

mother sometimes mocked him by saying that he had once courted a

butcher’s daughter. He found the idea [implied: suggested by Freud]

intolerable that his father was willing to abandon his love to protect his

material interests by the alliance with the Saborskys. He becomes very

irritated with me; this manifests itself through insults that are only

expressed with great difficulty . . . He visibly resists the temptation to

fantasize about marrying my daughter instead of his cousin, and about

insulting my wife and my daughter. A transference crudely expressed

[implied: can be translated] as follows: Mrs. F[reud] can lick his ass

(revolt against the more respected family). Another time he sees

[implied: fantasises] my daughter who, in place of her eyes, has two

patches of dung, which means that he has fallen in love not with her

eyes, but her money.101

On this evening, Freud is already sketching out a narrative form for

the material provided by his patient, but in his notes his patient’s

reactions are allowed to spill over into his own interpretations. In

particular, it is clear that Lanzer had rejected the idea advanced by

Freud that his father had married his mother for her money. Likewise,

he didn’t ‘suspect’ that he had fallen ill in order to avoid having to

choose between the poor girl and the rich girl, and it had completely

‘escaped’ him that his irritation with the analyst’s unpleasant inter-

pretation actually expressed a transferential ‘temptation’ to marry the

rich girl, following his father’s example. Let us note, too, that all of

this sums up one session of analysis. Let’s now look at the published

version.

Freud, case history of the Rat Man: One day the patient mentioned

quite casually an event which I could not fail to recognize as the
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precipitating cause of his illness, or at least as the immediate occasion

of the attack which had begun some six years previously and had

persisted to that day. He himself had no notion that he had brought

forward anything of importance . . . His mother was brought up in a

wealthy family with which she was distantly connected. This family

carried on a large industrial concern. His father, at the time of his

marriage, had been taken into the business, and had thus by his

marriage made himself a fairly comfortable position. The patient had

learnt from some chaff exchanged between his parents (whose mar-

riage was an extremely happy one) that his father, some time before

making his mother’s acquaintance, had made advances to a pretty but

penniless girl of humble birth . . . After his father’s death the patient’s

mother told him one day that she had been discussing his future with

her rich relations, and that one of her cousins had declared himself

ready to let him marry one of his daughters when his education was

completed . . . This family plan stirred up in him a conflict as to

whether he should remain faithful to the lady he loved in spite of her

poverty, or whether he should follow in his father’s footsteps and marry

the lovely, rich, and well-connected girl who had been assigned to

him. And he resolved this conflict, which was in fact one between his

love and the persisting influence of his father’s wishes, by falling ill; or,

to put it more correctly, by falling ill he avoided the task of resolving it

in real life.

. . . As was to be expected, the patient did not, to begin with, accept

my elucidation of the matter. He could not imagine, he said, that the

plan of marriage could have had any such effects: it had not made the

slightest impression on him at the time. But in the further course of

treatment he was forcibly brought to believe in the truth of my

suspicion, and in a most singular manner. With the help of a trans-

ference phantasy, he experienced, as though it were new and belonged

to the present, the very episode from the past which he had forgotten,

or which had only passed though his mind unconsciously. There came

an obscure and difficult period in the treatment; eventually it turned

out that he had once met a young girl on the stairs in my house and had

on the spot promoted her into being my daughter. She had pleased

him, and he pictured to himself that the only reason I was so kind and

incredibly patient with him was that I wanted to have him for a son-in-

law . . . After we had gone through a series of the severest resistances

and bitterest vituperations on his part, he could no longer remain blind
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to the overwhelming effect of the perfect analogy between the trans-

ference phantasy and the actual state of affairs in the past. I will repeat

one of the dreams which he had at this period, so as to give an example

of his manner of treating the subject. He dreamt that he saw my

daughter in front of him; she had two patches of dung instead of eyes. No

one who understands the language of dreams will find much difficulty

in translating this one: it declared that he was marrying my daughter not

for her ‘beaux yeux’ but for her money.102

Let’s not dwell on the young girl encountered in the stairway, some-

thing which is not to be found in the analysis notes. Let’s disregard the

fantasy, equally absent from the analysis notes, of becoming the

analyst’s son-in-law. What is most striking is the casualness with

which Freud juggles the treatment’s chronology. In the notes,

Lanzer rejected the idea that his father had married his mother out

of self-interest; furthermore, he was visibly irritated – a fact that Freud

(during or after the session, it’s not clear) had interpreted as the

transferential enactment of the conflict he attributed to his patient.

In the case history, however, the Rat Man accepts Freud’s interpreta-

tion after a long and ‘obscure’ period of resistance.103 Furthermore, one

of the aggressive fantasies revealed during the session (or rather,

constructed by the analyst after the fact) becomes, in the case history,

a dream of confirmation that Lanzer had later on, which, incidentally,

enables Freud to justify and explain the arbitrary elements of his

interpretation by appealing to an alleged ‘language of dreams’.104

The result is that Lanzer’s resistance is, so to speak, temporally

diluted, until the moment where it evaporates, transforming itself

into a confirmation of the analyst’s hypotheses. We would be hard-

pressed to find a better illustration of Lacan’s thesis, according to

which ‘psychoanalysis is a dialectical experience’ in which ‘truth is

transmuted for the subject’105 – except that here the ‘dialectical

reversal’106which transforms the ‘no’ of the subject into the liberating

‘yes’ appears to be entirely imaginary. But the reader, of course, is not

informed of this. On the contrary, he is made to believe that this
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interpretive projection by the analyst is a dialectical self-reflection of

the patient himself.107

The pretty postal worker and the unscrupulous gambler

With this last example, we come close to what could taken to be the

falsification of observations. Previously, we had seen Freud in acts of

interpretive projection, such as when he attributed his own thoughts

to his patients, or else when he transformed his own constructions

into memories reported by patients on his couch. In the preceding

example, though, he appears surreptitiously to modify his own

analysis notes better to construct his story, just like an unscrupulous

historian who alters a document to make it correspond to his version

of events. Now we leave the ambiguous domain of poetic licence and

narrative projection and enter into a domain where reports, and even

the patients’ words, are simply rewritten.

Example 5: On 3 October 1907, during his second session with

Freud, Lanzer recounts with a great deal of repugnance how the ‘rat

idea’, to which he owes his alias, came to him. He had become

obsessed with the idea in August while in Galicia, where he was

participating in military manoeuvres as a reserve officer. During a

march, a captain Nemeczek told him of reading about an oriental

torture method, in which a bowl filled with rats was attached to the

posterior of the condemned man, so that the rats would gnaw a path

through his anus. This evocation had elicited an obsessional fear in

Lanzer that the same torture might be inflicted upon Gisela; a fear

which he fended off, in no less an obsessional manner, with the help

of an apotropaic formula or ‘sanction’ intended to ensure that such a

thing never happened.

In this same session, Lanzer also related how Captain Nemeczek,

on the following evening, had told him to reimburse Lieutenant

David a certain sum that the latter had paid for a postal package

containing a pince-nez sent to Lanzer. A second ‘sanction’ had then
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formed in his mind: not to repay the money, because, if he did, his

beloved would be submitted to the rat torture. This was immediately

supplanted by an equally solemn counter-‘sanction’: to return the

money to Lieutenant David, as Captain Nemeczek had suggested. But

when he tried to settle his debt with Lieutenant David, he learned

that Nemeczek was mistaken – it wasn’t, in fact, David who had lent

him the money.

Freud, analysis notes of 3 October 1907: ‘I went to find my account-

ant, a noncommissioned officer, and gave him the order to bring the 3

crowns 80 to Lieutenant David . . . He came back and told me that the

aforementioned David was at an advanced post . . . An officer who was

going to go into the small town offered to go to the post office and pay

for me; but I was opposed to this, because I was sticking to the letter of

the oath [you will give the money to David].’ (David’s relationship to

the post office is not clear.) ‘I ended up meeting David and I offered

him the 3 crowns 80 he had paid for me. He declined the offer: “I didn’t

pay for anything for you.”At this moment, I was struck by this thought:

there are going to be consequences, everyone will be doomed to suffer

this penalty’ (because he couldn’t keep his oath). ‘Everyone’ especially

means his deceased father and this woman.108

On 4 October 1907, during the third analysis session, Freud had

Lanzer again explain to him the episode of the non-reimbursement

of the postal package, as he had had difficulty comprehending it

during the previous session. Was the money to be given to

Lieutenant David, as Captain Nemeczek had said, or else to the

post office, as had been suggested to him by the officer who had

gone to the ‘small town’ (Spas), which was near to where the military

manoeuvres were taking place?

Freud, analysis notes of 4 October 1907: I asked him if in fact he

really hadn’t believed that the money should be handed over, not to

the post office, but to David; he responded that he had had some

doubts, but that in the interest of his oath, he had believed in the last

hypothesis. Here there is an obscurity and uncertainty to the memory,

as if he had sorted something out after the fact. Basically, at the
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beginning of the story – which he adds later – there was another

captain, to whom he had previously been introduced, who told him

that he had been asked at the post office if he knew a certain second

lieutenant Lanzer, for whom there was a package to be paid for on

delivery. This captain had said ‘no,’ and thus he hadn’t taken the

package. Then comes the episode with Captain Nemeczek. In addi-

tion, he explains in more detail the meeting with David, who tells him

that he wasn’t the one responsible for the mail, but lieutenant Engel.

Here, an oversight on my part: during the afternoon nap, he had

reasoned out, so to speak, in his dream, how to sort everything out

and he stated the following: he would go to the post office with the two

officers, David and Engel; there, David would give the 3.80 to the

young woman (Postfraülein) working there, the young woman would

hand it to Engel, and he himself [Lanzer], in accordance with the oath,

would pay 3.80 to David.109

To make things clear, let’s emphasise some salient points. The anon-

ymous Captain didn’t pick the package up at the post office, and he

wasn’t the one who paid for Lanzer. Furthermore, it wasn’t Lieutenant

David, contrary to what Captain Nemeczek had mistakenly told him,

nor the person behind the counter (which would be absurd). As the

context clearly indicates, it’s Lieutenant Engel, ‘who was responsible

for the mail’ bound for soldiers on manoeuvres, who paid for the

package – which explains why, in the quasi-delirious circuit of resti-

tution worked out in Lanzer’s half-dream, Engel, and not ‘the young

woman at the post office’, is the final recipient of the 3.80 crowns. As

for this young woman at the post office, it’s not the anonymous

Captain who mentions her (he only speaks of the ‘post office’), but

Lanzer (even though he hadn’t been to the post office and thus had no

way of knowing if the person behind the counter was a man or

woman). In reality, this ‘young woman’ only appears in the fantasy

of restitution which Lanzer, during his restless nap, had ‘reasoned out,

so to speak, in his dream’.

Lanzer’s story continues. After hesitating a long time to ask

Lieutenant David to take part in his incredible fantasy of restitution,
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he takes the train and returns to Vienna in a state of great agitation.

There, calmed by his friend Galatzer, he finally succeeds in overcoming

his inhibition to pay the debt, and he sends themoney ‘to the post office

in Galicia’.110 This last point, we should note, in no way contradicts

the fact that the sum was owed to Lieutenant Engel. In fact, he should

address the money order to the post office in Spas, because this is

where Engel came to pick up mail for the soldiers on manoeuvres.

If we now turn to the published case history, we notice that Freud

ignores this fact to argue, in a completely unexpected manner, that

the sum was, in reality, owed ‘to no one but the official at the post office’.

Freud, case history of the Rat Man: It was this last statement which

provided me with a starting-point from which I could begin straighten-

ing out the various distortions involved in his story. After his friend had

brought him to his senses he had dispatched the small sum of money in

question neither to Lieutenant A. [David] nor to Lieutenant B. [Engel],

but direct to the post office. Hemust therefore have known that he owed

the amount of the charges due upon the packet to no one but the official

[in the masculine: dem Postbeamten] at the post office, and he must have

known this before he started on his journey. It turned out that in fact he

had known it before the captain [Nemeczek]made his request and before

he himself made his vow; for he now remembered that a few hours before

meeting the cruel captain he had had occasion to introduce himself to

another captain, who had told him how matters actually stood. This

officer, on hearing his name, had told him that he had been at the post

office a short time before, and that the young lady there (Postfräulein) had

asked him whether he knew a Lieutenant L. (the patient, that is), for

whom a packet had arrived, to be paid for on delivery. The officer had

replied that he did not, but the young lady (das Fräulein) had been of the

opinion that she could trust the unknown lieutenant and had said that

in the meantime she would pay the charges herself. It had been in this

way that the patient had come into possession of the pince-nez he had

ordered. The cruel captain had made a mistake when, as he handed him

over the packet, he had asked him to pay back the 3.80 kronen to A.

[David], and the patient must have known it was a mistake. In spite of

this he had made a vow founded upon this mistake, a vow that was

bound to be a torment to him.111
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We cannot help but be struck by the liberties Freud takes with his

patient’s story, as well as by the improbability of the narrative he sub-

stitutes for it. The youngwoman at the post officewhomLanzer fantasised

in his half-sleep becomes a definitive actor, whose words are reported to

us. Better yet, this bureaucrat of the Austro-Hungarian Empire decides to

pay the postage fee for this unknown soldier in transit. And Freud now

claims – contradicting his ownnotes – that it was the anonymousCaptain

who had explained all this to Lanzer, and that the latter had known all

along that the money was neither owed to David nor to Engel. (But to

whom had the generous post office worker given the package, and how

did it finally end up in Captain Nemeczek’s hands? It remains a mystery.)

Why did Freud engage in this retelling? And why did he so force-

fully maintain that Lanzer owed the money to the imaginary young

woman at the post office, rather than to Lieutenant Engel? We

needn’t look very far to find the answer. In the section titled ‘The

paternal complex and the solution to the rat idea’, Freud explains that

the story of the anonymous Captain had revived in Lanzer’s uncon-

scious his identification with his father.

Freud, case history of the Rat Man: But the information that the

young lady at the post office at Z [Spas] had herself paid the charges due

upon the packet, with a complimentary remark about himself, had

intensified his identification with his father in quite another direction.

At this stage in the analysis he brought out some new information, to

the effect that the landlord of the inn at the little place where the post

office was had had a pretty daughter. She had been decidedly encour-

aging to the smart young officer, so that he had thought of returning

there after the manoeuvres were over and of trying his luck with her.

Now, however, she had a rival in the shape of the young lady at the

post office. Like his father in the tale of his marriage, he could afford

now to hesitate upon which of the two he should bestow his favours

when he had finished his military service.112

We now understand why Freud seems to have been impelled to insert

the generous postal worker in the narrative: to establish a counterpart
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for the pretty innkeeper’s daughter, and thus create an otherwise

nonexistent symmetry with the (no less constructed – see example 4)

story of Lanzer’s father, who had supposedly hesitated between a poor

girl and a rich girl.113 Freud appears to have made up this episode to

make his patient’s narrative coincide with his Oedipal hypothesis.

One might ask whether this doesn’t apply also to what is said about

the innkeeper’s daughter, who is mentioned nowhere in the hand-

written notes. Regardless, whether there was no girl or only one girl,

the fact remains that there is no evidence for a competition between

two girls, nor, consequently, any symmetry between the father’s and

son’s stories. This symmetry, which is integral to the ingenious ‘sol-

ution to the rat idea’ proposed by Freud, appears not to exist.

Example 6: On 30 November 1907, Lanzer recounts various anec-

dotes from the period when his father was a soldier.

Freud, analysis notes of 30 November 1907: On one occasion, his

father had ten florins of regimental money in his hands to meet certain

expenses. He lost some of it in a game of cards with some other men, let

himself be tempted to go on playing and lost the whole of it. He

lamented to one of his companions that he would have to shoot

himself. ‘By all means shoot yourself,’ said the other, ‘a man who

does a thing like this ought to shoot himself,’ but then lent him the

money. After ending his military service, his father tried to find the

man, but failed. (Did he ever pay him back?)114

We should note that the patient says only that his father had tried in

vain to find this man after leaving the army, not that the goal of his

search had been to reimburse him (there is nothing in the text to

dissuade us from thinking that he had already settled his debt before

that). It appears to be Freud who, composing his notes that same

night, wonders in parentheses if the father had ever repaid his debt,

and who, on subsequently reviewing these notes, underlines in pencil

this passage that catches his attention.115 It’s easy to understand why

he asks this question: the symptom that had led Lanzer to consult him

was a compulsive inhibition preventing him from reimbursing a sum
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that had been advanced during military manoeuvres. Freud, reflecting

on that day’s session, is therefore struck by the analogy between the

two situations;116 he wonders if the father repaid his debt before

leaving the army or if, on the other hand, he sought in vain to do it

later – in which case the symmetry between father and son would be

perfectly clear. But there are no signs that he asked Lanzer: the

following session, which takes place after the space of a week, takes

off in a completely different direction, and the question never reap-

pears elsewhere in his notes.

Four months later, Freud plunges back into his notes in preparation

for a four-hour lecture on the Lanzer case, which he is to give on 27

April 1908 at the ‘Meeting of Freudian psychologists’ of Salzburg.117

Meanwhile, Jung had been asking him repeatedly to present one of

his cases, rather than a ‘declaration of principle’,118 as he originally

intended.

Jung to Freud, 11 March 1908: I ask you for a casuistic presentation.

We can all follow this. To my taste I would still prefer this to your

suggestion to speak about psychanalysis.119

Jung, clearly, was hoping that Freud would finally provide the detailed

description of a completed analysis that everyone had been waiting

for. Freud, who, surprisingly, seems to have been short on completed

analyses (in 1908!), decided at the last moment to give a lecture on

Lanzer, despite the fact that this latest analysis wasn’t ‘finished’.

Freud to Jung, 13March 1908:Now about my lecture – I give in . . . A

report on a case I am now engaged in might at a pinch be compressed

into an hour, but the case is not finished, the decisive phase and

outcome are still lacking, one mustn’t count one’s chickens, etc. If it

should turn out badly, I want to be free to substitute something else;

who knows what may happen in six weeks?120

This case also provided Freud with a felicitous opportunity to present

a ‘defence and illustration’ of his theory of obsessional neurosis, which

Janet had criticised in his monumental work Obsessions and
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Psychasthenia.121 Thus, given the stakes, it was urgent that Freud

‘finish’ Lanzer’s analysis. On 8 April, during a meeting of the

Psychoanalytic Society of Vienna, Freud announced that he had

discovered the solution to the ‘rat idea’ (a ‘solution’, let us note,

which is only a preliminary draft of what he will put forward in the

published case history).

Minutes of the Psychoanalytic Society of Vienna, meeting of 8April

1908: Prof. Freud reports on the solution of the rat idea in the obses-

sional neurotic; it means . . . the identification with his father, who also

was in the army and contracted a gambling debt there; a friend loaned

his father money to settle his debt; his father probably never paid this

debt since he was a ‘Spielratte’ (‘gambling rat’).122

Evidently, Freud still hadn’t made the effort to question his patient on

this rather crucial point. In his notes, Lanzer asserted that his father

had never located his friend, which left only two possibilities open:

either his father had repaid the debt before the end of his military

service, or else he had never repaid him. Nevertheless, Freud says here

that he had probably never paid him back, which makes it rather clear

that he didn’t know anything more about this point than before.123

The only reason Freud provides to make us believe that the father had

‘probably’ never settled his debt is that he was a Spielratte – certainly a

very striking association, but one which is absent from his hand-

written notes. Are we to suppose, therefore, that this association

came to Lanzer during a session after 20 January? Let’s continue

following the evolution of the case history.

Freud, case history of the Rat Man: As always happened with the

patient in connection with military matters, he had been in a state of

unconscious identification with his father, who had seen many years’

service and had been full of stories of his soldiering days . . . His father,

in his capacity as non-commissioned officer, had control over a small

sum of money and had on one occasion lost it at cards. (Thus he had

been a ‘Spielratte’.) He would have found himself in a serious position

if one of his comrades had not advanced him the amount. After he had
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left the army and become well-off, he had tried to find this friend in

need so as to pay him back the money, but had not managed to trace

him. The patient was uncertain whether he had ever succeeded in

returning the money. The recollection of this sin of his father’s youth

was painful to him . . . The captain’s words, ‘You must pay back the

3.80 kronen to Lieutenant A.,’ had sounded to his ears like an allusion

to this unpaid debt of his father’s.124

Freud, case history of the Rat Man: In this way rats came to have

the meaning of ‘money’ . . . All his ideas connected with that subject

were, by way of the verbal bridge ‘Raten – Ratten’ [‘instalments’ – ‘rats’],

carried over into his obsessional life and brought under the dominion

of the unconscious. Moreover, the captain’s request to him to pay back

the charges due upon the packet served to strengthen the money

significance of rats, by way of another verbal bridge ‘Spielratte,’ which

led back to his father’s gambling fault (Spielverfehlung).125

This last passage tends to reinforce our suspicion about the Spielratte

association, as the context in which it appears clearly indicates that it

functions as a ‘verbal bridge’, of which the patient was not aware –

and thus was ‘constructed’ by the analyst for the demands of his line of

reasoning. It appears to be Freud rather than Lanzer who characterises

the father as a Spielratte in order to increase the ‘probability’ that he

had never settled his debt. All the same, Freud now treats this

probability as a certainty: the case history speaks of the father’s ‘unpaid

debt’, of his ‘sin’ and of his ‘gambling fault’. We are even told that he

had tried, in vain, to locate his friend ‘so as to pay him back the money’ –

something that there are no indications that the son had said to Freud

(if he had, why would Freud, in his notes, wonder if the father had

ever repaid his debt?).

Freud regretfully adds: ‘The patient was uncertain whether he had

ever succeeded in returning themoney’, thus attributing an uncertainty

to Lanzer that was in fact his own at the moment he was composing his

notes. Had Freud in the meantime questioned Lanzer on the matter,

and had the latter informed Freud that he didn’t know if his father had

settled his debt? But this question only increases our confusion, because
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if Lanzer wasn’t sure whether his father ever ‘succeeded’ in locating his

friend to return the sum he owed him, how does Freud know that he had

not found him – if it’s not from his notes, the version of which he

maintains on this point without realising that he unwittingly contradicts

himself? And above all, what authorises Freud to proceed by attributing

his patient’s uncertainty to the fact that ‘the recollection of this sin of his

father’s youth was painful to him’, if the patient himself didn’t know

whether or not his father had repaid his debt – in short, if he had sinned

or not? In reality, the patient’s testimony is only invoked in order for

Freud immediately to disqualify it in favour of the hypothesis he prefers.

In the process, Freud will have nevertheless created the illusion that there

was such an account provided by Lanzer, and that his insistence that the

father’s debt was never repaid comes from Lanzer himself. But there is no

evidence in the analysis notes to support this perception, while the

contradictions in the published version suggest that Freud hadn’t any

confirmation of his hypothesis from the patient. The father’s unpaid

debt, this key element of the ‘solution to the rat idea’ – and of so many

other post-Freudian reinterpretations of this case – appears to have only

ever existed in Freud’s mind. And yet, we are all prevailed upon to

believe that it was, in fact, a memory reported by the famous ‘Rat Man’.

Lacan: It is by recognising the forced subjectivisation of the obsessive

debt – in the scenario of futile attempts at restitution, a scenario that too

perfectly expresses its imaginary terms for the subject to even try to enact

it, the pressure to repay the debt being exploited by the subject to the

point of delusion – that Freud achieves his goal. This is the goal of

bringing the subject to rediscover – in the story of his father’s lack of

delicacy, his marriage to the subject’s mother, the ‘pretty but penniless

girl,’ his wounded love-life, and his ungrateful forgetting of his beneficent

friend – to rediscover in this story, along with the fateful constellation

that presided over the subject’s very birth, the unfillable gap constituted

by the symbolic debt of which his neurosis is the act of protest.126

Lacan: [The Rat Man’s ‘deeper truth’] is situated solely in what Freud

refers to here as the ‘word chain’ – which, making itself heard both in

the neurosis and in the subject’s destiny, extends well beyond him as an
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individual – and consists in the fact that a . . . lack of good faith

presided over his father’s marriage and that this ambiguity itself cov-

ered over a breach of trust in money matters which, in causing his

father to be discharged from the army, determined the latter’s decision

whom to marry.127 Now this chain, which is not made up of pure

events (all of which had, in any case, occurred prior to the subject’s

birth), but rather of a failure (which was perhaps the most serious

because it was the most subtle) to live up to the truth of speech and of

an infamy more sullying to his honor – the debt engendered by the

failure seeming to have cast its shadow over the whole of his parents’

marriage, and the debt engendered by the infamy never having been

paid – this chain provides the meaning by which we can understand

the simulacrum of redemption that the subject foments to the point of

delusion in the course of the great obsessive trance that leads him to

ask Freud for help.128

The return of the Wolf Man

Let’s now consider a final example. Up until now, we have used

Freud’s analysis notes to reveal, by simple comparison, the rewriting

of observational data in his case histories. This is not, however, the

only means available to the historian to unearth the interprefactive

work hidden behind the narrative façade of Freud’s ‘patient histories’.

If one is ready to assume the role of detective, one can also defy the

medical secret invoked by Freud and attempt to find the patients

themselves – or their friends and relatives – to ask them their version

of the story. It’s a long-drawn-out task, full of uncertainty (some have

spent their research careers doing so), but in the absence of the

analysis notes it’s often the only means available to find an external

point of reference for Freud’s case histories. Over the years, the

identifications of ‘Anna O.’,129 ‘Emmy von N.’,130 ‘Elisabeth von

R.’,131 ‘Cäcilie M.’,132 ‘Katharina’,133 ‘Mr E’,134 ‘Dora’,135 etc. have

allowed historians to reopen the black boxes of these famous ‘cases’,

revealing the often considerable discrepancies between Freud’s
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histories and the testimony of the patients themselves, or else that of

their close friends and family.

Example 7: The most brilliant ‘coup’ in this regard is undoubtedly

the discovery of the Wolf Man’s actual identity in 1973 by the

Austrian journalist Karin Obholzer. The previous year, the philan-

thropist/psychoanalyst Muriel Gardiner had published the anony-

mous ‘Memoirs’ of the Wolf Man, a moving document honouring

psychoanalysis. This piece was sandwiched between a preface by

Anna Freud and two articles by Ruth Mack Brunswick and

Gardiner herself devoted to Freud’s exemplary patient – the single

one, among all his peers, to be ‘willing to cooperate actively in the

reconstruction and follow-up of his own case’.136 The Wolf Man, we

learned in this book, led a peaceful life retired in Vienna, where he

had spent his career in an insurance company after the loss of his

fortune in Russia. His identity, as it happens, didn’t seem to be a secret

for the series of psychoanalysts who had come to visit and question

him about his analysis with Freud. Intrigued, Karin Obholzer decided

to find him in order to write an article about him.

Karin Obholzer: It was relatively easy. Freud, in his case history, gives

the Wolfman’s name as Sergei P. and I knew from Muriel Gardiner’s

book that he was still living in Vienna. So I started by looking up under

‘P’ in the telephone book. He wasn’t listed, but then he might just not

have the telephone (which he didn’t, as I found out later). I therefore

looked him up in the so-called ‘address-book.’ I don’t think this

address-book exists anymore, but at that time, anybody who rented

an apartment in Vienna in any given year would be listed in it. I was

looking for a Russian name and since the second letter of the

Wolfman’s true name is ‘A,’ I didn’t have to look for too long:

Pankejeff, Sergius. It had to be him!137

Sergius Constantinovitch Pankejeff, who received money from the

Sigmund Freud Archives,138 and around whom Kurt Eissler and

Muriel Gardiner had established a tight sanitary cordon,139 seems to

have been rather excited to be discovered by someone outside the
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International Psychoanalytic Association. Having gained his confi-

dence, Obholzer succeeded in convincing him to agree to a series of

interviews, despite pressure exerted on him by Eissler and Gardiner to

deny her request.140 Pankejeff, however, made the condition that

these interviews were not be published until after his death. Reading

them, we quickly understand why: near the end of a life spent

obediently conforming to the role of the ‘Wolf Man’, Pankejeff

turned against his benefactors and invalidated, with a touch of

vindictiveness, much that Freud, Mack Brunswick and Gardiner

had written about him. Essentially, these three claimed that his

different periods of analysis with Freud (1910–14, 1919–20) and

Mack Brunswick (1926–7, 1929–?, 1938) had allowed him to lead a

normal and productive life.

Freud, 1923: I parted from him [in 1914], regarding him as cured . . .

Since then [the Wolf Man’s reanalysis in 1919–20] the patient has felt

normal and has behaved unexceptionably.141

Freud, 1937: His good state of health has been interrupted by attacks

of illness which can only be construed as offshoots of his perennial

neurosis. Thanks to the skill of one of my pupils, Dr. Ruth Mack

Brunswick, a short course of treatment has on each occasion brought

these conditions to an end.142

Ruth Mack Brunswick: The therapeutic results [of Pankejeff ’s analy-

sis with Mack Brunswick] were excellent and remained so, according

to my last information in 1940, despite major personal crises.143

Muriel Gardiner: There can be no doubt that Freud’s analysis saved

theWolfman from a crippled existence, and Dr. Brunswick’s reanalysis

overcame a serious acute crisis, both enabling the Wolfman to lead a

long and tolerably healthy life.144

Not so, Pankejeff retorted. Sixty years after his first analysis with

Freud, he was still suffering from obsessional ruminations and bouts

of deep depression,145 despite the subsequent and almost constant

analytic treatment he had received since then (after the war, he had

been in successive analyses with Alfred von Winterstein,146 an
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unidentified female analyst (Eva Laible?) andWilhelm Solms; to this

ought to be added a stay at a psychoanalytic counselling clinic in

1955,147 as well as daily ‘analytically directed conversations’148 with

Kurt Eissler when the latter returned to Vienna during the summer).

Pankejeff: In reality the whole thing looks like a catastrophe. I am in

the same state as when I first came to Freud, and Freud is no more.149

Pankejeff: Instead of doing me some good, psychoanalysts did me

harm . . . That was the theory, that Freud had cured me 100 percent . . .

And that’s why [Gardiner] recommended that I write memoirs. To show

the world how Freud had cured a seriously ill person . . . It’s all false.150

What then about Freud’s interpretation of his childhood nightmare,

the ‘primal scene’, his parents’ coitus a tergo thrice repeated? Pankejeff

had never believed it, and he had never remembered it, contrary to

what Freud led his readers to believe in the case history (see our

example 3 above).

Pankejeff That scene in the dream where the windows open and so on

and the wolves are sitting there, and his interpretation, I

don’t know, those things are miles apart. It’s terribly

farfetched.151

Obholzer He [Pankejeff] would come back to this subject very often,

and he always insisted that he had never remembered the

scene postulated by Freud. Freud told him that the memory

would come back eventually, but it never did.152

What about the scene with the maid Grusha, crouched on all fours,

which had supposedly reminded him of his mother’s position during

the primal scene, and to which Freud attributed his compulsive

attractions to women of a lower social status? Once again, Pankejeff

had no memory of it.

Pankejeff: I cannot remember. I cannot even remember this Grusha.

She was a maid, I believe. But I cannot remember details.153
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And his exclusive taste for coitus a tergo, in which Freud also saw an

echo of the primal scene? Pankejeff categorically denied having had a

particular preference for this sexual position.

Obholzer To get back to sexuality: Freud says somewhere that you

preferred a certain position during intercourse, the one from

behind . . .

Pankejeff Well, that was no absolute, you know . . .

Obholzer . . . that you enjoyed it less in other positions.

Pankejeff But that also depends on the woman, how she is built. There

are women where it is only possible from the front. That’s

happened to me . . . It depends on whether the vagina is more

toward the front or toward the rear.

Obholzer I see. In any event, Freud writes, ‘He was walking through

the village which formed part of their estate, when he saw a

peasant girl kneeling by the pond and employed in washing

clothes in it . . .’
154 He thought that you involuntarily fall in

love when you come across something like that. And ‘even

his final choice of object, which played such an important

part in his life, is shown by its details (though they cannot be

adduced here) to have been dependent upon the same

condition . . .’
155

Pankejeff That’s incorrect.

Obholzer How so?

Pankejeff No, it’s incorrect.

Obholzer Then why does Freud write it?

Pankejeff With Therese, if you insist on details, the first coitus was that

she sat on top of me.

Obholzer That would be the exact opposite . . .

156

Likewise, Freud reduced Pankejeff ’s intestinal problems and persis-

tent constipation to his desire to be penetrated by his father, as his

mother had been during the primal scene, and to the castration

anxiety that this feminine fantasy had elicited in him. As for

Pankejeff, he had a much more prosaic explanation, which he

couldn’t have neglected to share with Freud at the time.
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Pankejeff I once [before the analysis] had diarrhea, and Dr. Drosnes

came to the estate . . . He takes a little bottle wrapped in

paper from his pocket and says, ‘This is calomel.’ He pours

some into a cup and says, ‘Take it.’ The result was that it got

worse . . . The next time, I tell him that it didn’t help, it just

got worse. And he says, ‘I didn’t give you enough’ . . . Later, a

general practitioner told me that it [calomel] is only given to

horses, not humans. I am telling you that what happened

was that I couldn’t eat anything all winter long . . .. It was

terrible. All the mucous membranes were torn. And what

happened as a consequence?. . .

Obholzer Constipation, I imagine?

Pankejeff Yes, a constipation that nothing could be done with . . . And

that has stayed with me to the present day: My intestines

don’t work by themselves. I have to take something twice a

week. At times, I take it only twice a week, but then I have

pains. It’s terrible what this man did.

Obholzer You had no intestinal difficulties before that?

Pankejeff Before that, everything functioned perfectly.157

Freud, however, claimed to have definitively succeeded in eliminat-

ing this symptom during Pankejeff’s second analysis. Indeed, in a note

appended to his case history in 1923, he wrote that Pankejeff had

come back to see him in Vienna to work through a remainder of the

transference that hadn’t been resolved.

Freud: He then came to Vienna and reported that immediately after

the end of the treatment he had been seized with a longing to tear

himself free frommy influence. After a fewmonths’work, a piece of the

transference which had not hitherto been overcome was successfully

dealt with.158

Freud doesn’t say anything else about this ‘piece of transference’,

but Ruth Mack Brunswick tells us in her ‘Supplement to Freud’s

“History of infantile neurosis”’ that this referred to his constipation,

which Freud seems to have considered a transferential identification

with his own chronic constipation.159
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Mack Brunswick: He [Pankejeff] returned to Freud for a few months

of analysis, with the purpose, successfully accomplished, of clearing up

his hysterical constipation.160

Here again, protests from Pankejeff. Not only had his constipation

never been cured, but it wasn’t even the reason he went to see Freud.

It was actually Freud who had insisted that he undergo a second

period of analysis, despite his desire to return to Odessa to save his

fortune which was threatened by the Bolshevik Revolution.161

Pankejeff:When I visited Professor Freud in the spring of 1919, on my

way to Freiburg, I was so thoroughly satisfied with my mental and

emotional condition that I never thought of the possibility of needing

more psychoanalytic treatment.162

Pankejeff to Gardiner, 14 September 1970: My reanalysis in 1919

took place not at my request, but at the wish of Professor Freud

himself.163

Obholzer [Pankejeff] often told me that his first four years of analysis

with Freud had helped him . . . The mistake he did was to go

and see Freud again in 1919.

M. B-J Why do you say the second analysis was a mistake?

Obholzer Because he agreed to resume the analysis in spite of the fact that

he didn’t want to. He had paid a visit to Freud on his way to

Freiburg, where his wife Theresa was staying with her dying

daughter, and Freud persuaded him to come back [from

Freiburg] to Vienna for a reanalysis. This was the ‘catastrophe.’

The Wolfman always reproached Freud for this.164

Pankejeff That intestinal thing was really the reason I stayed with

Freud at that time. He said, ‘That’s something we still have

to deal with’ . . .

Obholzer And what became of your intestinal disorders?

Pankejeff I somehow got it to come by itself, a few times. And he

wrote, ‘We’ve been successful!’ No such thing! . . . And I

said to him [Freud], ‘I would like to go because of my

financial affairs.’ And he answered, ‘No, stay here. There is

this and that still to be resolved.’And so I stayed. And that’s

why it became too late.165
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In the end, what remains of Freud’s psychoanalytic construction? Not

much. Without corroboration from the patient, the primal scene

remains a foundationless hypothesis, as does the castration anxiety to

which it supposedly gave rise – and just about everything else that

followed in Freud’s analysis. Without the scene with Grusha, there is

no way to explain the specifics of Pankejeff ’s love life. Without the

exclusive preference for coitus from behind, there is no reason to

believe that these sexual practices re-enacted the primal scene.

Without a cure for the constipation, there is no reason to give credence

to Freud’s psychogenetic explanation of it. And without the ‘piece of

transference’ to overcome, what, in the end, are we talking about?

Freud’s case history holds together solely because he invented, at

every narrative intersection, what was necessary for him to make

Pankejeff ’s life coincide with the theoretical fable he was in the

process of spinning. The history of the Wolf Man is not that of

Sergius Pankejeff, no more than the histories of the Rat Man and

Dora are those of Ernst Lanzer and Ida Bauer. It’s a ‘psycho-analytic

novel’166 that gives form to hypotheses, animates theoretical charac-

ters and cloaks the analyst’s conjectures in the bright colours of

reality. That Pankejeff spent much of his life playing the role of the

Wolf Man doesn’t change anything: quite simply, he confounded

himself with the character written for him in Freud’s novel – until the

moment he decided to get out of the story and speak in his own name.

Freud the novelist?

In an academy filled with scepticism concerning the scientificity of

psychology, and populated with semiotic, hermeneutic, post-

structural and deconstructive literary theories, one can imagine the

following retort: ‘So, you’ve picked apart some of the narrative

strategies Freud uses in his case histories to support his positivistic

rhetoric and create the illusion of an empirical science. But we’ve

known for ages that Freud wasn’t a scientist, but a phenomenal man
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of letters, one of these writers who change the world by giving us a

new language to describe it . . . Of course his case histories were

novels! If not, how could he have worked out the incredible complex-

ity of our deepest thoughts, their overdetermination, their signifying

absurdity? We don’t go to the laboratory to provide an account of the

ambiguity and ambivalence of desire – the desire that turns against

itself or loses itself in the other – we do so with the pen of the great

writer. Do we reproach Stendhal, Dostoevsky or Proust for not being

scientists? Freud shouldn’t be measured against Copernicus or

Darwin; rather, he should be measured against Dante, Shakespeare,

and all these great narrators of the human soul. Come to speak of it,

didn’t Freud receive the Goethe Prize?’

This hermeneutical-narrativistic defence of Freud and psychoanal-

ysis has become commonplace today, but it does come up against a

stubborn fact: nothing irritated Freud so much as to be compared to a

novelist.

Freud:A recent book byHavelock Ellis . . . includes an essay on ‘Psycho-

Analysis in relation to sex.’ The aim of this essay is to show that the

writings of the creator of analysis should be judged not as a piece of

scientific work but as an artistic production. We cannot but regard this

view as a fresh turn taken by resistance and as a repudiation of analysis,

even though it is disguised in a friendly, indeed in too flattering amanner.

We are inclined to meet it with a most decided contradiction.167

This rejection of literariness is in no way anecdotal, since it is directly

related to the ‘will to science’ (Isabelle Stengers’ formulation) which has

historically defined psychoanalysis. A refusal to take this seriously is a

refusal to take seriously the project of psychoanalysis as such, banishing it

to complete insignificance. As with so many other attempts at the end of

the nineteenth century to found a scientific psychology, psychoanalysis

claimed to supplant all previous forms of knowledge. Literature, in this

respect, presented a unique problem for psychoanalysis. Indeed, what

subject could be found that hadn’t already been treated by novelists, poets

and dramatists? What recess of the human soul could psychoanalysis
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illuminate that they hadn’t already explored in great depth? How could

one hope to rival – and submit to universal laws – the inexhaustible

knowledge of humanity deposited in world literature? In literature, psy-

choanalysis ran into a mirror: a strange and unnerving double.

Freud to Arthur Schnitzler, 14 May 1922: I have tormented myself

with the question why in all these years I have never attempted to

make your acquaintance and to have a talk with you . . . I think I have

avoided you from a kind of reluctance to meet my double . . .

Whenever I get deeply absorbed in your beautiful creations I invariably

seem to find beneath their poetic surface the very presuppositions,

interests, and conclusions which I know to be my own. Your determin-

ism as well as your skepticism – what people call pessimism – your

preoccupations with the truths of the unconscious and of the instinc-

tual drives in man, your dissection of the cultural conventions of our

society, the dwelling of your thoughts on the polarity of love and

death; all this moves me with an uncanny feeling of familiarity.168

In what way, then, were psychoanalysis’ stories and characters so

different from those of literature? In what way were they more

‘true’? What could justify the psychoanalyst’s claim to know more

about human nature than the writers? Only by dogmatically asserting

an ‘epistemic rupture’ between psychoanalysis and literature, thereby

re-establishing an asymmetry between Freud and his doubles, could

psychoanalysis settle this question to its satisfaction.

Freud, on the occasion of his seventieth birthday: The poets and

philosophers before me discovered the unconscious.What I discovered

was the scientific method by which the unconscious can be studied.169

Freud: Now in this dispute as to the estimation in which dreams

should be held, imaginative writers seem to be on the same side

as . . . the author of The Interpretation of Dreams. . . creative writers

are valuable allies and their evidence is to be prized highly, for they are

apt to know a whole host of things between heaven and earth of which

our philosophy has not yet let us dream . . . If only this support given by

writers in favour of dreams having a meaning were less ambiguous! A

strictly critical eye might object that writers take their stand neither for
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nor against particular dreams having a psychical meaning; they are

content to show how the sleeping mind twitches under the excitations

which have remained active in it as off-shoots of waking life.170

In 1909, there was a discussion within the Psychoanalytical Society of

Vienna on the subject of Richard Strauss’Elektra, which had just been

performed at the Vienna Opera. The libretto was written by Hugo

von Hofmannstahl, who was fairly knowledgeable about psycho-

analysis. Freud, however, hadn’t liked it a bit.

Freud, Minutes of the Psychoanalytic Society of Vienna of 31March

1909:We have the right to analyze a poet’s work, but it is not right for

the poet to make poetry out of our analyses. Yet, this seems to be a sign

of our times. The poets dabble in all possible sorts of sciences, and then

proceed to a poetic working up of the knowledge they have acquired.

The public is fully justified in rejecting such products.171

The will to assert an asymmetry between psychoanalysis and literature

is especially self-evident here: Freud proceeds by diktat, denying the

poet the right to use psychoanalysis as a source of inspiration, while

granting himself the right to put the poet on his couch.

Psychoanalysis affirmed its hegemony over literature by unilaterally

subjecting it to its interprefactions. A century of ‘psychoanalytic

literary criticism’ followed. It was essential for Freud to make his

readers believe in the scientific nature of his interpretations and

constructions – this was the only way to establish psychoanalysis’

supremacy over its hermeneutical rivals, and thus to represent psy-

choanalysis as the only possible way for people to comprehend their

own life, and those of others.172 Without these scientific pretensions,

psychoanalysis is nothing more than one interpretation among many

others in the large market of psychological, philosophical, religious

and literary hermeneutics. The question, therefore, is not to know if

Freud’s writings allow us to shed some light on the human condition,

as indeed any talented writer can. It is, instead, to know why we

should attribute a special and incomparable status to his writings, and
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why so many people did just this during the twentieth century. We

might add: if we are to evaluate psychoanalysis on purely hermeneut-

ical or aesthetic criteria, there are grounds for finding it wanting.

Simulating science may not be the best way to write great literature.

Jean Cocteau:Wemust not confuse the darkness I am speaking of and

that into which Freud asks his patients to descend. Freud burglarized

some shabby apartments. He removed some mediocre pieces of furni-

ture and erotic photographs. He never sanctified the abnormal as

transcendence. He never paid tribute to the great disorders. He pro-

vided a confessional for the unfortunate . . . Freud’s key to dreams is

incredibly naïve. Here, the simple christens itself as the complex. His

sexual obsession was destined to seduce an idle society for which sex is

its axis . . . Sexuality is not, we infer, without some role in it. Da Vinci

andMichaelangelo proved it, but their secrets have nothing to do with

Freud’s removals . . . Freud’s mistake was to have made our darkness

into a storage unit that brings it into disrepute, and for having opened

it when it is fathomless and can’t even be opened part way.173
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4

Policing the past

I have a wide experience in what people report as having discussed

with my father, or heard him say, and it is always untrue.

Anna Freud to Kurt Eissler, 27 January 19511

At the outset of this book, we posed the question as to why psycho-

analysis – a discipline apparently dealing with the past – is so allergic

to history. The reason has now become clear: historical inquiry, by

its very nature, poses a threat to the foundations of psychoanalysis, to

its very identity. This is not only because historians have separated

Freud’s theory from the plethora of legends which surrounded it, as if it

was a question of freeing the rational and empirical kernel of psycho-

analysis from its mythical, political and speculative coverings. Through

making evident the discrepancies between Freud’s accounts and the

material of which he spoke, through demonstrating the process of

construction which his legendary narratives were deployed to conceal,

through showing the fabrication of psychoanalytic facts prior to their

crystallisation into objects of cultural consensus, the work of Freud

historians has made it apparent that there never was a kernel.

This is not to suggest that historians have finally unveiled the truth

of Freud’s accounts or of his patients. That Sergius Pankejeff or Ernst

Lanzer, for example, may have rejected this or that interpretation of
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Freud tells us nothing about the validity or utility of the latter. Freud’s

patients are not necessarily any more trustworthy than Freud2 and

their disagreements with him were part and parcel of the game of

analysis, of the conflict of interpretations. However, through bringing

to light the arbitrariness behind Freud’s narrative interprefactions,

historical study relativises and delegitimates the theory of psycho-

analysis much more effectively than any epistemological critique.

Instead of attempting to demonstrate that Freud could not prove

(verify, test, validate) what he proposed – which has never stopped

people from being convinced of the persuasive force of his accounts –

historical critique calls into question the hermeneutic pact between

Freud and his readers through revealing the unreliability of his texts

and rendering them suspect. How is one supposed to continue to

believe everything he says, when faced with the accumulation of

half-lies, misleading assertions, stylistic equivocations and significant

omissions? Why should one continue to attribute him a privileged

access to the ‘unconscious’, once it has become clear how he con-

tinually evokes this to silence those who were not in agreement with

him? And why should we continue to have faith in his self-portrayals,

rather than the contrary statements of some of his patients and

former colleagues and adversaries, once it has transpired that at

times he manipulated the clinical givens to make them say what he

wanted them to? In sum, Freud can no longer be regarded as an always

reliable witness. Or rather, he is one witness amongst others, and one

with particular stakes and interests.

Given this, it is not surprising that Freud’s successors did all they

could to impede the work of historians, through censuring docu-

ments, blocking access to the archives of the psychoanalytic move-

ment and launching campaigns of denunciation against scholars.

It was essential to protect Freud’s narrative monopoly against the

alternative accounts proposed by some of his patients, his rivals and

historians. Without this, psychoanalysis would have soon returned

to being one therapeutic narrative amongst others in the competing
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and burgeoning private-sector marketplace for psychological well-

being. Psychoanalysis would have dissolved into a plethora of diver-

gent contested accounts rather than laying claim to being the sole

science of the mind and the pre-eminent form of psychotherapy. Thus

the proliferation of narratives had be stopped to maintain the sole

unquestionable and non-negotiable account. This was not because

Freud’s successors necessarily believed all his accounts – but they had

to be maintained to continue to sustain and protect psychoanalysis

and to make it true. How else to make it true than to declare it to be

such – and to play the game of truth, the game of science? The official

history of psychoanalysis has been a constant defence of the Freudian

legend. As such, it has played an important theoretical and institu-

tional role, protecting the ‘facts’ and ‘observations’ upon which psy-

choanalysis is supposed to reside. In such a situation, it is evident that

historians would be seen as trouble makers who had to be silenced.

Kürzungsarbeit

After Freud’s death on 23 September 1939, his heirs had to con-

front the question of how to deal with his literary remains. In

keeping with his style, Freud had requested that all his papers be

burnt after his death, but his widow could not bring herself to do

this.3 What should one do with all these documents – leave them in

an attic, place them in an archive or publish them? This question

had already arisen when Freud’s letters to Fliess re-emerged and were

purchased by Marie Bonaparte. As we have seen,4 she had acquired

them on the express condition that they would not enter Freud’s

possession and she had kept this promise, resisting Freud’s pressure

to have them burnt.

Marie Bonaparte’s Diary, entry of 24 November 1937: Freud, when

I wrote to him from Paris that Ida Fliess had sold his letters and that

I acquired them from Reinhold Stahl, was very moved. He judged this

act to be highly inimical on the part of Fliess’s widow. He was happy
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to know that at least the letters were in my hands, and not sent off to

someplace in America where they would no doubt have been pub-

lished immediately . . . Ida Fliess was determined that the letters not

reach the hands of Freud.5

Whilst the letters did not fall into Freud’s hands, his family got hold

of them and could decide what to do with them. As Freud had

destroyed Fliess’ letters,6 there was no need for negotiations between

two literary estates, as later happened with the Freud–Jung letters.

Marie Bonaparte thought that ‘this material, so important for the

history of psychoanalysis’,7 should be published in its entirety. At the

beginning of May 1946, she sent the letters to Anna Freud. The latter

hesitated to disregard the expressed desire of her father, but she agreed

that the ‘the material is indescribably interesting’, as she described

them to Ernst Kris.8 It was finally decided to have Kris prepare an

edition under the joint supervision of Anna Freud and Marie

Bonaparte. Kris seemed well placed for this task, as a historian of art

and a psychoanalyst trained by Anna Freud. Furthermore, he was

married to the child analyst Marianne Rie, who had also been

analysed by Anna Freud, and was the daughter of Freud’s old friend

Oscar Rie and Melanie Bondy, the sister of Ida Fliess. Kris was clearly

‘one of the family’.

Kris commenced work in the summer of 1946.9 A critical problem

which confronted him was the addressee of the letters. Wilhelm Fliess

was not a nobody. He was an ambitious theoretician and the author

of works which had once been quite well known. An oto-

rhino-laryngologist by training, Fliess had discovered that through

applying cocaine to the nasal mucous membrane he could suppress

symptoms such as migraines, diverse neuralgias, and digestive, cardiac

and respiratory difficulties. He concluded by affirming the existence

of a ‘nasal reflex neurosis’, a clinical syndrome which he attributed to

the sequellae of infectious diseases having affected the nasal pathways

and to vaso-motor difficulties of the genital zone. Having observed a

regular increase of nasal mucous during menstruation, and, inversely,
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the disappearance of dysmenorrhoea following the application of

cocaine to the nasal mucous membrane, Fliess postulated a particular

reflex relation between the nose and the female genital organ. In the

measure in which he had managed to suppress neurasthenic symp-

toms in certain of his male patients through applying cocaine to the

‘genital points’ of the nasal mucous membrane, he deduced that the

same reflex relation between the nose and the genital zone existed

in men and that neurasthenia had a sexual aetiology (masturbation).

In a work published in 1897,10 he expanded these observations into

a vast theory on the role of biorythms in human life. Alongside the

female menstrual cycle of twenty-eight days, he posited another group

of masculine periodic phenomena which reproduced themselves

every twenty-three days. Both these cycles existed in everyone, cor-

responding to what Fliess called our ‘bisexual disposition’,11 and their

combination, which gave rise to all sorts of complicated calculations,

was supposed to determine the events of our biological existence,

from the day of our birth (hence infantile sexuality existed) up to the

day of our death.

By the time Kris came to edit the letters, Fliess’ theories (aside from

an interest in biorhythms in alternative circles) had long been

rejected, and no one believed in the nasal reflex neurosis or a twenty-

three-day masculine cycle. However, when Freud and Fliess were

writing to each other, these hypothesis were far from absurd.

Sulloway: Let’s just take . . . for instance the notion that life is regu-

lated by rhythms, biorhythms and so on.Well, you can go right back to

Charles Darwin’s The Descent of Man and find an elaborate discussion

about why the gestation cycles of all higher vertebrates follow periods

of either weeks or a month and always multiples of seven, fourteen and

twenty eight days. Darwin argued that this is simply an evolutionary

consequence of our having evolved from some kind of invertebrate

progenitor which lived in tidal zones, for in tidal zones the food cycles

and therefore the reproductive cycles are dependent on the phases of

the tides and therefore of the moon. Now, if Charles Darwin is taking

this stuff seriously, why shouldn’t all of Fliess’s contemporaries?12
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For his part, Freud took Fliess’ ideas completely seriously. As the letters

demonstrate, the most minor and major events in Freud’s family life,

from Martha’s menstruations to the decrease in Freud’s libido13 and

the death of Jakob Freud14 were interpreted in the light of Fliessian

cycles and offered to Fliess as confirmations of his theories. Freud did

not hesitate to diagnose nasal reflex neuroses in his patients and to

apply the treatment advocated by Fliess (cocainum, dosim repetatur),

and sometimes sent patients to Berlin to be treated directly by Fliess.

Moreover, he had Fliess operate on his nose several times and directly

applied cocaine there for a period of at least three and a half years15

to treat migraines, cardiac problems and functional difficulties (anxi-

ety, depression, breathlessness) which his friend attributed to a nasal

origin.

Freud to Fliess, 24 January 1895: Last time I wrote you, after a good

period which immediately succeeded the reaction, that a few viciously

bad days had followed during which a cocainization of the left nostril

had helped me to an amazing extent. I now continue my report. The

next day I kept the nose under cocaine, which one should not really

do; that is, I repeatedly painted it to prevent the renewed occurrence

of swelling; during this time I discharged what in my experience is a

copious amount of thick pus; and since then I have felt wonderful, as

though there never had been anything wrong at all . . . I am postponing

the full expression of my gratitude and the discussion of what share

the operation had in this unprecedented improvement until we see

what happens next.16

More generally, it is evident that Freud and Fliess were engaged in an

intense intellectual collaboration, considering their ideas as comple-

mentary and joint (in a 1893 letter, Freud spoke of ‘our aetiological

formula’ for neurasthenia). Freud was visibly impressed by Fliess’

theories, to the point of designating him as the ‘Kepler of biology’.17

In 1901, he proposed a co-signed work entitled Human Bisexuality18

(which ultimately became theThree Essays on the Theory of Sexuality).

In 1904, he invited Fliess to join him in setting up ‘a scientific journal
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that will be devoted to the “biological and psychological exploration

of sexuality”’.19 However, there is little mention of Fliess in Freud’s

publications after 1905. Apart from a few references to the theory of

periodicity and some notes where he acknowledged the Fliessian

origins of the concept of bisexuality,20 Fliess was an absentee in

Freud’s references, and most notably in Freud’s account of his ‘splen-

did isolation’ during the formation of the theory of psychoanalysis.

For his part, Fliess had publicly implicated Freud in his priority

dispute with Otto Weininger and Hermann Swoboda, through pub-

lishing the embarrassing letters in which Freud protested that he

hadn’t used the concept of bisexuality in his Three Essays and

defended himself for having indiscretely communicated Fliess’ ideas

to his patient Swoboda, and through him to Weininger, who utilised

them in his book Sex and Character.21 In private, Freud fended off

Fliess’ detailed accusations through attributing them to a paranoia

brought about by repressed homosexuality (the origin, Freud added,

of his ideas on paranoid psychosis).22

Ernst Kris was confronted with the problem of how to square the

content of Freud’s letters to Fliess with the legend of the immaculate

conception proposed by Freud in his public works. The simplest

manner was to employ Freud’s private strategy of pathologising

Fliess, and hence portraying his theories as the expression of his

paranoia. How could Freud have possibly been influenced by such

manifestly delirious speculations? In his ‘introduction’, Kris cited

several authors critical of Fliess, claiming that the latter’s scientific

pretensions belonged to the ‘realm of the psychopathological’,23 that

he suffered from ‘paranoid “overvaluation of an idea”’,24 that his

clinical works had a ‘mystical tendency’,25 that his doctrines moved

further away from observation and ‘had grown more and more remote

from fact and observation’.26Kris even did some family research to try

to get an authorised corroboration of his diagnoses from Fliess’ son

Robert, who was his wife’s cousin. This did not prove to be difficult.

Robert Fliess had turned against his father, notably after a ‘long
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conversation’27 with Freud in 1929. He had been trained by Karl

Abraham, and was now installed as a psychoanalyst in New York.

Ernst Kris to Anna Freud, 18 October 1946 (with a copy to Robert

Fliess): I thank the conversation with Dr. Fliess for information only

on a small number of concrete questions. The most important of this

information is the fact that Wilhelm Fliess’s mother was living at the

time of the correspondence, that she suffered a great deal and already

then, or later, became ill with paranoia . . . Dr. Fliess’s report on his

own experience with nasal therapy was extremely interesting . . .

Dr. Fliess added your father recalled the illness of his grandmother

and spoke to him about it in a conversation in Tegel.28

Kris to Anna Freud, 18 October 1946 (without a copy to Robert

Fliess): Robert Fliess described precisely the nature of the paranoia of

his father, and portrayed in details his views on where reality testing

functioned and where it didn’t, as well as describing the later attitude

of his father towards Freud entirely in the same sense as Marianne . . .

In his view Wilhelm Fliess lied pathologically. He asserted that your

father had informed him about this in Tegel.29

Anna Freud to Kris, 29 October 1946: I find the position of Robert

Fliess to be thoroughly understandable and also see no reason why he

should not read the letters, before he decides to collaborate on the

commentary. The more he knows about the illness of his father, the

more cautious he must naturally be in his conduct, since it would not

do well in any respect if he is just placed as the son of the father.30

Once transformed into someone mentally ill, Fliess could be neutral-

ised and nullified, and his collaboration with Freud presented in an

asymmetrical manner. As Kris maintained to John Rodker of Imago

Publishing, who hadwanted to publish the letters under the title Letters

to Fliess, Fliess played no role in the elaboration of psychoanalysis.

Kris to John Rodker, 26 May 1953: First, I remain absolutely and

unconditionally opposed to ‘Letters to Fliess’ as title of the publication.

There are serious and not only sentimental reasons against this. Fliess

was an accident. The friendship was a required outlet . . . Alternately

to ‘Dawn of Psychoanalysis’, it seems to me that ‘The Origins of

242 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



Psychoanalysis’would be an apt title, but at any rate, the name of Fliess

in the main title has to be avoided.31

However, these manoeuvres were hardly sufficient. It was necessary

to eliminate the most evident traces of Freud’s interest in the ‘delirious’

theories of his friend. In other words, to censor the letters. It is not clear

when this decision was taken, but in October 1946 the first abridged

manuscript was ready32 and this ‘shortening work’ (Kürzungsarbeit), as

Kris called it,33 continued until the end of 1947, with some further

revisions. It was only in 1985 when the complete letters were pub-

lished that the scale of the censorship became fully apparent: of the

284 letters which Kris had at his disposal, only 168 escaped being

totally eliminated, and of these only twenty-nine were published

intact. The others (including some of the accompanying manuscripts,

such as ‘Manuscript C’) were shortened in differing proportions, often

without indication. Nearly two thirds of the letters were discarded.

As James Strachey later confided to Max Schur with British under-

statement, ‘the censorship of Freud’s letters in the Anfänge was rather

extreme’.34

Editor’s note to the abridged edition of the letters to Fliess: The

selection was made on the principle of making public everything relat-

ing to the writer’s scientific work and scientific interests and everything

bearing on the social and political conditions in which psycho-analysis

originated; and of omitting or abbreviating everything publication of

which would be inconsistent with professional or personal confidence.35

Ernest Jones: The letters and the passages omitted in publication,

which the present writer has also read, refer to uninteresting details

about arranging meetings, news about the health of various relatives

and patients, some details of the efforts Freud made to follow Fliess’s

‘law of periods,’ and a number of remarks about Breuer which show

that Freud harbored more vigorously critical opinions about him than

has generally been supposed.36

However, when one looks at the censored passages, it is clear that

a large share of them, far from being solely concerned with Freud’s

Policing the past * 243



private life, relate directly to the theoretical interests which he shared

with Fliess. Thus one finds no mention in the first edition of his use

of cocaine for therapeutic ends, to eliminate either his patients

symptoms or his own. There is no mention of Emma Eckstein, one

of Freud’s favourite patients who became a psychoanalyst, and who

nearly died after a disastrous operation on her nose by Fliess carried

out at Freud’s request.37

Anna Freud to Kris, 11 February 1947: One more: From the begin-

ning I had the greatest pleasure in omitting the Eckstein case history.

I do not believe that it will be missed by the reader and it seems to me

that there is a long series of considerations against it.38

The same goes for Freud’s and Fliess’ exchange in 1904 on the

Swoboda–Weininger episode. In the censored version, the correspond-

ence ended with an innocent postcard sent by Freud to Fliess in 1902

from Paestum, giving the reader no inkling of the priority dispute

which led Fliess to break relations with Freud.

Anna Freud to Suzanne Bernfeld, 15 December 1951: With the

edition of the Fliess letters, Ernst Kris and I have naturally considered

where the theme of the Weininger conflict should be drawn out, but

then we have decided, and I think correctly, against it. This continu-

ation of the Fliess history is very instructive for the character trans-

formation of Fliess, but it brings very little for the other side.39

More seriously, the cuts in the letters between 1892 and 1896 and

Kris’ notes obliterated the connections between Fliess’ theory on the

nasal-sexual aetiology of neurasthenia and Freud’s growing interest

during these crucial years in the role of sexual ‘noxae’ in the actual

neuroses (neurasthenia and anxiety neurosis), and then in hysteria,

obsessional neurosis and paranoia.

Freud to Fliess, 6 December 1896: Finally, I cannot suppress the

conjecture that the distinction between neurasthenia and anxiety

neurosis, which I detected clinically, is connected with the existence

of the two 23-day and 28-day substances.
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Kris’ note: An assumption from which Freud soon freed himself.

It represented the climax of his efforts to connect Fliess’ views with

his own.40

It was the initially speculative and biologising character of Freud’s

theories on the role of sexuality in the neuroses that was erased, in

favour of a selection more in keeping with the official myth of the

unexpected discovery in the clinical material.

Freud (1910): Even workers who are ready to follow my psychological

studies are inclined to think that I over-estimate the part played by

sexual factors . . . Far from this position having been postulated by me

theoretically, at the time of the joint publication of the Studies with

Dr. Breuer in 1895 I had not yet adopted it; and I was only converted to

it when my experiences became more numerous and penetrated into

the subject more deeply.41

At the same time, apart from an important letter of 14 November

1897, one finds hardly any trace in Kris’ edition of the ‘scatology’

(Dreckologie) which preoccupied Freud in the months following the

abandonment of the seduction theory, and which concerned the

derivation of normal repression from the passage of the human species

to the upright posture and to the correlative disgust for the anal and

oral ‘erogenous zones’ which were abandoned then.

Anna Freud to Kris, 11 February (list of passages to cut): Letter 154.

Omit: dreckology. Letter 155: ditto.42

Here again, the result of this omission obscured the connections

between these scatological hypotheses on the ontogenic recapitulation

by the individual of the erotogenic zones abandoned in the course of

phylogenesis and the theory of infantile sexuality put forward in the

Three Essays in 1905. Confronted with concepts such as those of the

‘erotogenic zones’, of ‘polymorphous perversity’, of ‘reaction forma-

tion’, of ‘the latency period’, of ‘regression’ to the anal and oral stages,

a reader would be unlikely to grasp that these notions were not derived
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from infant observation, but directly stemmed from the biogenic spec-

ulations which Freud shared with Fliess.43

Freud to Fliess, 11 February 1897: I had been meaning to ask you, in

connection with the eating of excrement [by] [illegible words] animals,

when disgust first appears in small children and whether there exists a

period in earliest infancy when these feelings are absent. Why do I not

go into the nursery and experiment [omitted text: with Annerl (Anna

Freud)]? Because with twelve-and-a-half hours’ work I have no time,

and because the womanfolk do not back me in my investigations.44

Freud to Fliess, 22 December 1897: Have you ever seen a foreign

newspaper which passed Russian censorship at the frontier? Words,

whole clauses and sentences are blacked out and the rest becomes

unintelligible.45

However it wasn’t only the most overtly speculative passages of the

correspondence which succumbed to the censor, but also clinical

vignettes. To Fliess, Freud described what transpired in his office in a

raw manner. This makes the correspondence indispensable for recon-

structing Freud’s practice at this time, notably during the period of

the ‘seduction theory’. One can see how he threw ideas in the air and

then ‘tested’ them on his patients,46 through insisting upon them

until he had obtained the desired confirmation, and how he treated

the slightest refusal as a ‘resistance’ to be conquered by all means

possible.47 One also sees how his ‘pressure technique’ provoked

spectacular states of trance in some of his patients, during which

they ‘relived’ with intensity the scenes of seduction which he made

them remember.48

Freud to Fliess, 6 December 1896: In association, she recovered from

her unconscious the memory of a scene in which (at the age of 4) she

watched her papa, in the throes of sexual excitement, licking the feet

of a wet nurse.49

Freud to Fliess, 17 December 1896: Will you believe that the reluc-

tance to drink beer and to shave was elucidated by a scene in which a
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nurse sits down podice nudo [with bare buttocks] in a shallow shaving

bowl filled with beer in order to let herself be licked, and so on?50

Freud to Fliess, 3 January 1897: She is suffering from eczema around

her mouth and from lesions that do not heal in the corners of her

mouth . . . (Once before I traced back entirely analogous observations

to sucking on the penis.) In childhood (12 years) her speech inhibition

appeared for the first time when, with a fullmouth, she was fleeing from

a woman teacher. Her father has a similarly explosive speech, as

though his mouth were full. Habemus papam!51

Freud to Fliess, 12 January 1897: Would you please try to search for a

case of childhood convulsions that you can trace back (in the future or

in your memory) to sexual abuse, specifically to lictus [licking] (or

finger) in the anus . . . For my newest finding is that I am able to trace

back with certainty a patient’s attack that merely resembled epilepsy to

such treatment by the tongue on the part of his nurse. Age 2 years.52

Freud to Fliess, 11 February 1897: Hysterical headache with sensation

of pressure on the top of the head, temples, and so forth, is characteristic

of the scenes where the head is held still for the purpose of actions in the

mouth . . . Unfortunately my own father was one of these perverts and is

responsible for the hysteria of my brother (all of whose symptoms are

identifications) and those of several young sisters.53

It was evidently not seen fit to publish such details, which, aside from

the insight into Freud’s actual practice, serve to demonstrate how

Freud extensively rewrote his seduction theory and the events leading

to its abandonment in his subsequent historical recapitulations.

Anna Freud to Kris, 11 February 1947: I am sending you notes which

Martin [Freud] had given me, after he had read the unabridged corre-

spondence. Naturally, the cuts were noted and it was only with a few

points that he was not sure how far the cuts went . . . He is in favour of

striking out the case histories which are not used in later works and

have a purely perverse character, and as far as I can see it, the other

sister endorses him . . . We were already in agreement not to leave

everything from the period in which perverse fantasies appear as the

precursor to infantile sexuality. But we have still left much.

List of passages to eliminate:
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Letter 112 [6 December 1896] Paragraph “Hyst . . .” Omit! In the

same letter: pages 10 and 11. Strike out the history of

perversions!

Letter following letter 113, dated in pencil 17.12.96. Page 2, second

paragraph, the perversions with the governess ‘will you believe’

etc., strike out!

Letter 119, page 249. ‘Unfortunately my father is’ absolutely strike out!

Letter 141. The father as perverse, the words ‘not excluding my own

father’, strike out.

(one of the most beautiful letters!)54

Kris to Anna Freud, 29 April 1947: It was my intention to leave out

everything which could give an impression of excessive intimacy,

everything which the details and the extent of the nose and heart

complaints draws out before the death of his father . . . Further, I have

left out what gives the impression of wildness in the case histories . . .

and what here and there is too intimate in connection with these

abridgements . . . I also think that the abridgement must go further . . .

I have no bad conscience with the abridgements which I now recom-

mend to you. On the contrary, perhaps we will decide to be still more

radical.55

Thus passages where Freud appeared to credit the possibility of a

satanic sexual cult were omitted. Freud had been intrigued by the

resemblance of the ‘scenes’ of perversion which he provoked in his

patients and the accounts of diabolic debauchery extorted under

torture by the judges in the Inquisition. Rather than being more

circumspect concerning the ‘scenes’ of his patients, he ended by

believing the veracity of the accounts of the poor ‘witches’, effectively

taking sides with their torturers. Furthermore, he floated the hypoth-

esis that the perverse acts which his patients had allegedly submitted

to were part of a ritual practised by a secret satanic sect still active.

Fliess was sceptical.56As for Kris andAnna Freud, it was clear that the

striking similarity between Freud’s therapy and the Inquisition would

not go down well before the public. The passages reproduced here in

italics corresponds to those which were eliminated.
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Freud to Fliess, 17 January 1897: But why did the devil who took

possession of the poor things invariably abuse them sexually and in a

loathsome manner? Why are their confessions under torture so like the

communications made by my patients in psychic treatment? . . . Eckstein

has a scene where the diabolus sticks needles into her fingers and then places a

candy on each drop of blood. As far as blood is concerned, you are completely

without blame!57

Freud to Fliess, 24 January 1897: I am beginning to grasp an idea: it is

as though in the perversions, of which hysteria is the negative, we

have before us a remnant of a primeval sexual cult, which once was –

perhaps still is – a religion in the Semitic East (Moloch, Astarte).

Imagine, I obtained a scene about the circumcision of a girl. The cutting

off of a piece of the labium minor (which is even shorter today), sucking up

the blood, after which the child was given a piece of the skin to eat. This

child, at age 13, once claimed that she could swallow a part of an earth-

worm and proceeded to do it. An operation you once performed was

affected by a hemophilia that originated in this way . . . I dream, therefore,

of a primeval devil religion with rites that continue to be carried on

secretly, and understand the harsh therapy of the witches’ judges.

Connecting links abound.58

However, despite all the efforts of the censors, Freud’s letters to Fliess

remained explosive. One could not conceal the fact that Freud had

had an extremely intense friendship with Fliess. Furthermore, this

relation appears more strange if one simultaneously depicts Fliess as

a dangerous paranoiac: the further one tried to separate Freud from

Fliess, the more pathological their intimacy appeared.Members of the

Freudian family were concerned about this.

Anna Freud to Kris, 29 October 1946: The Hoffers have both read

the abridged version and seem to be impressed very positively, if also

hesitating about the effect on the outer work in many points, almost

identically as we did at that time. Ernst [Freud] is just now reading the

unabridged version . . . But he seems to be more dismayed than

impressed and thought that the manner of the friendly admiration

for a man who in the end did not turn out to be a great man somehow

gives a compromising impression.59
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Heinz Hartmann to Anna Freud, 17 March 1947: The story of the

creation of psychoanalysis is at the same time the story of the creator’s

crisis. This certainly does not surprise us; it would surprise us if this

were not the case. But to the public these things are little known and

somewhat incredible.60

Siegfried Bernfeld to Anna Freud, 18 January 1950: I hope the book

comes out soon. In my opinion it is great and important. On the other

hand one may safely predict that the book will be followed by any

number of publications explaining that Freud was a very sick man and

that psychoanalysis fits only his own case.61

Strachey to Jones, 24October 1951: It’s really a complete instance of

folie à deux, with Freud in the unexpected role of hysterical partner to a

paranoia.62

Jones to Strachey, 11 January 1954 (concerning the essay on

Leonardo da Vinci): I don’t quite agree with what you say about

Freud gradually reconciling himself to bisexuality. I think myself he

was over-reconciled to it, if you see what I mean. He never really

emancipated himself from Fliess and was avowedly struggling with that

question in 1910 in Sicily. A lot of it then got passed on to Adler,

Stekel, Jung and most of all to Ferenczi.63

One had to have a therapy for this pathology. The solution had

already been indicated by Freud, who had explained to some of his

disciples that he had ‘succeeded’ where Fliess had sunk into delirium.

Freud to Ferenczi, 6 October 1910: I no longer have need for that full

opening of my personality . . . This need has been extinguished in me

since Fliess’s case . . . A piece of homosexual investment has been

withdrawn and utilized for the enlargement of my own ego. I have

succeeded where the paranoiac fails.64

In other words, Freud cured himself of his affection for Fliess. The

‘therapy’ that Kris was in search of had already been found, as it was

nothing other than Freud’s self-analysis. This had enabled Freud

to free himself from Fliess’ influence and to find his own original

thoughts and psychic health at the same time. Consequently, the
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texts had to be presented in a manner to support this thesis. As one

has seen, Freud’s self-analysis did not have a critical place in his letters

to Fliess (six weeks of self-interpretation followed by an avowal of

failure).65 Through Kris’ interpretation and censorship, it was ele-

vated into the centre of the correspondence and featured as the fons

et origo of psychoanalysis. This conformed with its progressive myth-

ification in the psychoanalytic movement. In 1947, Kris had already

claimed for psychoanalysis that ‘no other large body of hypotheses

in recent science reveals to a similar extent the influence of one

investigator’.66 In his introduction to the Fliess letters, he explained

that it was due to the self-analysis begun in the summer of 1897 that

Freud was able to gain ‘insight into the structure of the Oedipus

complex, and thus into the central problem of psycho-analysis’;67 it

enabled ‘the step from the seduction theory to full insight into the

significance of infantile sexuality’68 (summer and autumn 1897), and

then led to ‘insight into the role of erotogenic roles in the develop-

ment of the libido’,69 to the interpretation of dreams (spring 1898), to

the solution of the problem of forgotten acts (summer 1898) and

finally to the comprehension of the relation between the theoretical

investigation of dreams and the therapy of the neuroses (beginning of

1899). In this elegant chronology, it was necessary artificially to start

the self-analysis in August rather than October 1897 (that is to say,

after the first doubts concerning the seduction theory), to ignore

that the erotogenic zones had already emerged in December 1896,

to prolong the self-analysis until 1899, and to censor all the passages

which showed that Freud continued to flirt with the hypothesis of

‘paternal aetiology’ until April 1898,70well after the official abandon-

ment of the seduction theory and the actual end of the self-analysis

(November 1897). Above all, it was critical to attribute all these

developments to Freud himself,71 to detach his theories from anything

which connected them to those of Fliess, and more generally, from

their historical and intellectual contexts. By making the self-analysis

the mono-source of Freud’s theories, Kris promoted the myth of the
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self-engenderment of psychoanalysis as an ‘independent science’72

in a very effective manner. The so-called Freudian ‘epistemological

break’,73 was, quite literally, the product of the censors’ scissors.

There was a further advantage of Kris’ operation: it furnished an

impeccably psychoanalytic explication of the origins of psychoanalysis,

through making Freudian theory the product of a successful self-

analysis. Thus therapy and science converged: Freud cured himself

through unveiling the truth, and he saw the truth because he was

cured. Thus the madness and folly of the letters were redeemed, as

they were simply detours on theway to the cure that was truth, obstacles

which Freud had to surmount in a heroic manner. In private, Kris

thought that Freud had voluntarily made himself ill so as to be able to

resolve the problem of the neuroses.

Kris to Anna Freud, 7 December 1947: I think that Freud’s trans-

formation after his self-analysis was so splendid because his neurosis

became for him an instrument of research. I often think to myself that

he allowed it so as to be able to solve the riddle. But I know very well

that one can’t say such a thing and consider it as my private version of

the hero cult I otherwise avoided.74

In his introduction, Kris underlined the painful and uneven course

of the self-analysis, the alternation of progress and resistance,75 and

Freud’s mood swings during this period. But this simply underscored

the fact that it was analytic work which enabled him to separate

progressively from Fliess, through overcoming the unconscious con-

flicts which were the origin of his pathological attraction for his

friend’s theories. (Ironically, it was actually Fliess who detached

himself from Freud.) Kris’ explication was highly efficacious, and

was immediately taken up by most of the Freudian family, who saw

it as a riposte to the potential critiques that the publication of the

letters could occasion. Bernfeld, to whom Kris showed his introduc-

tion in July 1949, proposed to accompany the publication of the

letters with an article on Freud’s self-analysis, to drive this point home.
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Bernfeld to Anna Freud, 18 January 1950: That’s why I think of a

paper on ‘Freud’s self-analysis’ showing how very small and irrelevant

the neurotic symptoms are and clarifying the relationship between the

self-analysis – which in my opinion is a great deed in itself – and the

whole body of psychoanalytic method and content.76

This consensus had been the effect of a compromise. In actual fact, in

the first version of his introduction, Kris had gone much further in his

description of the symptoms which Freud’s self-analysis was supposed

to have cured. This had considerably alarmed Anna Freud and Marie

Bonaparte, who feared that Freud would appear as ‘a serious and

uncured neurotic’.77 To judge by a long letter addressed by Kris to

Marie Bonaparte in November 1947, one of the contentious points78

between him and his two co-editors was his reference to the homo-

sexual nature of the friendship between Freud and Fliess.

Kris to Marie Bonaparte, 6 November 1947 (with a copy to Anna

Freud): Your second concrete comment refers to a passage that reads

(pp. 77/78): ‘Freud mentions repeatedly that his relationship with

Fliess played a part in his self-analysis (see Letter 66, for instance).

Several passages permit one to assume that Freud realized that his

relationship with Fliess was connected with the chief problem of the

first phase of his self-analysis, his relations with his father (Letter 134),

and the progress of the self-analysis seems to have facilitated his

estrangement from Fliess.’ Your comments to this passage read:

‘People would conclude that Freud was homosexual. We know what

you mean, others not.’ To this I should like to reply: Everybody who

reads the letters – and I am referring only to the selection we publish –

has got the impression of an unusually intimate friendship and of an

attachment which, seen from the outside, suggests the proximity of

sublimated homosexual tendencies. I am purposely here not referring

to the unabridged text in which the reference to the nasal therapy

tends to reinforce this impression. Freud himself repeatedly mentioned

that the relation to Fliess played a role in Freud’s self-analysis (see for

example Letter 66). From a few passages one is permitted to suspect

that Freud came to the insight that his relation to Fliess was connected

to the main problem of the first phase of his self-analysis, that is, the

relation to the father and the feminine inclination (Letter 134). And it
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seems that the progress of the self-analysis made the separation from

Fliess easier.79

The second contentious point was the nature of the numerous ail-

ments which plagued Freud in the 1890s: migraines, nasal symptoms,

gastro-intestinal symptoms, rapid mood swings and above all cardiac

arrhythmia accompanied by dyspepsia and anginal pains. Concerning

the cardiac symptoms which worried Freud, Breuer had been of the

opinion that they were due to a ‘chronic myocardia’. As for Fliess, he

considered them due to nicotine intoxication, and then diagnosed

them with a nasal aetiology for which he prescribed his habitual cure:

cocainisation of the nasal mucous membrane and turbinate opera-

tions. Others, such as Elisabeth Thornton,80 have suggested that they

were due to effects of cocaine, which Freud, following Fliess’ advice,

had taken initially to calm his migraines.81 From this perspective,

Fliess’ cocaine therapy was an illness which it pretended to cure, as

Karl Krauss once famously characterised psychoanalysis.82 Even to

suggest such connections would have been unacceptable, given the

level of concern over any mention of nasal therapy in the letters.

Having previously accepted Max Schur’s (who was subsequently

Freud’s personal physician) diagnosis of coronary thrombosis, Kris

came to the conclusion that the cardiac and other symptoms were

of a neurotic nature, which he explained in the first version of his

introduction.

Kris, extract from the unpublished version of his introduction to the

letters to Fliess: Freud did not indicate the immediate cause which

induced him to his self-analysis. At the end of the half year which

followed the death of his father, in spring 1897, he mentioned neurotic

disturbances, in which Fliess ‘was drawn in’ (Letters 65ff). This is not

the first occasion in which Freud touches on the theme of his own

neurotic difficulties. Already in the year 1894 – thus at the time of the

tense and conflictual collaboration with Breuer and often since that

time – Freud reported fluctuations of health and moods. The heart

complaints which Freud suffered from in these years and which Fliess
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tended to think led back to nicotine abuse were never certainly

diagnosed.83 Freud’s own conception fluctuated; but the letters

strengthen the impression that Freud was correct in his supposition

of a psychic cause or a psychic contribution. This impression is

strengthened by the success of the self-analysis. Already in the year

1898 Freud felt ‘much more normal’ and ‘healthier’.84

Anna Freud and Marie Bonaparte were strongly against any mention

of a ‘neurosis’ of the founder, which risked giving weapons to the

adversaries of psychoanalysis. So the official diagnosis remained one

of organic cardiac symptoms. Anna Freud reprimanded her former

analysand.

Anna Freud to Kris, 4 June 1947: But in all the sentences which refer

to the self-analysis, one notices that you are still in an inner conflict, and

with this there is too much explanation and apology and this arouses in

the reader the impression, which you do not want to arouse: namely that

with his thirst for knowledge, he found himself in forbidden territory.

I think that we must solve the question of conscience before you give

this paragraph its definitive form. We decided that it is not correct to

convey certain points, since one must omit them.We decided in favour

of the opposite, since there is no ground for the apology and the reader

will find it more natural that he came to know these things.85

Anna Freud proposed to askMaxSchur towrite a note on the diagnosis

of thrombosis, explicitly citing the letter mentioning the myocardia

postulated by Breuer (she added that this letter should not be cut).86

This would have undercut Kris’ construction, as it removed one of the

reasons for the self-analysis. Shaken by this rebuff, Kris wrote several

letter to plead his case and invoked other members of the Freudian

family. He noted that Heinz Hartmann agreed with him that Freud

suffered from a ‘cardiac neurosis’ and Felix Deutsch, who had been

Freud’s doctor in the early 1920s, was also inclined to exclude a prior

coronary incident. Even Schur had changed his opinion, as, after

reading the letters, he ‘suddenly felt that he never really believed

in the thrombosis of the 1890s’.87 Anna Freud was not disposed to

give way.
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Anna Freud to Kris, 12November 1947: After the many fluctuations

from one to another view, I feel that Schur’s opinion loses its value for

the decision. Hartmann, who has no physical evidence, can know no

more of it than any other reader of the letters. And Felix Deutsch is, as

you know, not impartial on this point.88

There was nothing to do but to give in. The censor was now censored,

and Kris removed references to Freud’s ‘feminine tendency’ and his

various ‘neurotic’ symptoms, and only left a vague reference to his mood

swings and the alternation of progress and resistance. Consequently,

the reader remains in the dark as to precisely what Freud was cured of.

The self-analysis, which Kris had brought to centre stage to provide a

therapy for the errancy of the letters, now became a cure without an

illness nor much in the way of discernable symptoms. Themystification

of the origins of psychoanalysis was complete. It was only in 1966 that

Max Schur discretely revealed some fragments from the unpublished

parts of the correspondence89 and only in 1985 that the letters

appeared intact, apart from anonymising the names of patients.90

However, the myth of the immaculate self-analysis had already

taken root and become embedded and enshrined in the literature of

psychoanalysis and spread to other disciplines, including in figures

as sophisticated as Derrida and Ricoeur. The censors had won. To

this day, how many people bother to read the complete edition of

the letters to Fliess?

A biography in search of an author

The Origins of Psychoanalysis appeared in German in 1950 and in

English in 1954. However, this was only the first step in establishing

the official history of psychoanalysis. In the same letter in which he

sent Anna Freud his final correction, Kris announced the next task.

Kris to Anna Freud, 7 December 1947: The two ‘biographies,’ of

which I have not read Ludwig’s, will hopefully have satiated the greedy

interest so fully and have satisfied the hostility so fully, that the
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appearance of our volume will pass without sensation. Then Bernfeld

will have the time to write a correct biography and we will have time to

publish a selection of further letters or write the biography of psycho-

analysis instead of Freud.91

Bernfeld to Kris, 11 July 1949: I received today the first installment

[of Aus den Anfänge der Psychoanalyse], and have read through it in a

hurry. My impression is that you have done a great job with the

introduction. The biography of Freud starts to take shape.92

As we have seen,93 Freud had been profoundly allergic to any intru-

sion in his private life and his heirs shared this attitude, systematically

refusing all cooperation with projects such as the fictional biography

of Irving Stone,94 a Hollywood film planned by Anatole Litvak or the

historical researches of Dr von Hattingberg of Baden-Baden.

Anna Freud to Eissler, 26 February 1952: I know about the plan

of Hattingberg’s and have been asked to help him a year ago already.

But I refused outright. I do not see how a complete stranger like

Hattingberg has the right to write a biography, how he can have the

knowledge to do so. It seems to me that he had much better be left to

his own devices, and perhaps he will [illegible] so little that he will drop

his plan.95

However, this rigorously obstructionist attitude became untenable

when unauthorised biographies and memoirs began to appear. These

threatened to diminish Freud’s public image. In 1946 and 1947, two

critical biographies of Freud appeared, from Emil Ludwig96 and Helen

Puner,97 soon followed by other incursions into Freud’s private life.

Anna Freud was outraged by these. She described Ludwig’s work as

‘labour of hate’,98 while that of Puner was ‘horrible’;99 Erik Erikson’s

article on the Irma dream inThe Interpretation of Dreams ‘literally turn

[ed] [her] stomach’;100 Leslie Adams, a New York psychiatrist who

had done researches on Freud’s youth,101 was a ‘full-time crank’;102

Joseph Wortis deserved being taken to court for having published

his memoirs of his analysis with Freud,103 and so on. Thus it was
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imperative to produce a ‘true biography’, as Kris described it, to form a

bulwark against the proliferation of unauthorised accounts.

Heinz Hartmann to Anna Freud, 17 March 1947: There will be

biographies of Freud. The question is only whether among these

biographies there will be a work which one can accept.104

Jones, preface to vol. 1 of his Freud biography: Freud’s family under-

standingly respected his wish for privacy, and indeed shared it. They

often sheltered him from a merely inquisitive public. What changed

their attitude later was the news of the many false stories invented by

people who had never known him, stories which were gradually

accumulating into a mendacious legend.105

But who should write the true life of Freud? On October 1946, Jones

was contacted by Leon Shimkin, the director of Simon & Schuster,

who wanted to know if he was interested in writing a biography of

Freud.106 Jones immediately contacted Anna Freud, who was ambiv-

alent about this prospect. Jones had recently taken sides against her in

the conflict with Melanie Klein.107 He had never truly been part of

the ‘family’ and she was not sure how much she could trust him. So

she suggested that Jones collaborated with Siegfried Bernfeld, an old

friend of her youth in Vienna,108 thinking that Bernfeld could direct

the project or at least control his collaborator. Moreover, Bernfeld

was particularly qualified for this task, as, following his emigration to

the United States, he had begun to undertake very detailed inves-

tigations with his wife Suzanne of Freud’s youth and the intellectual

context of his early work.109

Anna Freud to Kris, 13 March 1947: Jones is not averse to seeking

collaborators, as he is not at all suited to do this work alone on account

of his state of health. He himself had thought of Bernfeld, which is no

bad idea, if the task can be divided . . . Somehow I do not believe in the

reality of this project. I don’t consider Jones to be healthy enough. But

if in this way his material could be preserved for us, it is probably worth

the trouble to be interested in this matter. In any case I do not want to
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appear negative towards it . . . since I do not want to lose all influence

on this affair.110

Anna Freud to Bernfeld, 4 March 1947: [Shimkin] is very interested

in publishing a biography of my father and has been in connection here

with Ernest Jones who is not unwilling to use the material (letters,

personal memories, etc.) in his possession to write at least part of one if

he can find somebody to co-operate with him. The idea was that you

might be interested in the proposition of being that person and that

you might like to write about the development of analytic thought in

the manner in which you did it in your articles which have already

been published.111

Bernfeld was more suspicious than Anna Freud of Jones. Furthermore,

it is clear that he conceived of his historical articles as drafts of chapters

of his own Freud biography,112 so a collaboration with Jones would

come into conflict with his project. Nevertheless, he was willing to

work with Jones.

Bernfeld to Anna Freud, 19 March 1947: Confidentially: I am con-

cerned about Jones’ contribution. In England – back in 1937 – Jones

made some remarks on Freud’s personality and life which shocked me,

not only because they were made in a hostile and careless way at the

dinner table but mainly because they reveal that Jones, at that time,

lacked the kind of sympathy and reverence for Freud which is essential

for an objective historian. I know that he doesn’t like me a bit and

I doubt therefore whether he would be able to cooperate with me.

I don’t like him either but I have sufficient appreciation of his con-

tributions to psychoanalysis to be willing to try.113

Anna Freud to Bernfeld, 26March 1947: Jones’ negative attitude, as

it revealed itself to you, is no secret and only too well known to me. But

I believe it was mainly the result of jealousy and a feeling that he was

not appreciated enough and it has probably greatly diminished since

my father’s death . . . I do not know whether he will really have the

strength and length of life to finish anything of the kind, but I feel sure

that his material is very valuable and that he should at least collect it

and thereby prepare the way for further work on it. But that is, of

course, not the way in which one could present the task to him.114
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Several months later, however, Jones wrote a preface for Freud’s study

The Question of Lay Analysis which did not please Anna Freud. The

issue was one where Jones had disagreed with Freud, and he referred

to Freud’s anti-medical prejudices. On 16 May, she asked Kris to

inform Shimkin that she was considering withdrawing her agreement

to Jones as Freud’s biographer.115 In reply, Shimkin proposed entrust-

ing Bernfeld with the role, aided by Anna Freud herself.116As she did

not want to participate directly in it, she proposed instead a collab-

oration between Bernfeld and Kris, with Jones reduced to being an

informer.117 Finally, in September, the publisher decided to offer

Jones a contract for a volume of 300,000 words.118 The project

appears to have lain fallow for two and a half years, until Jones

wrote to Bernfeld on 23 March 1950 to ask for his collaboration, in

line with the original project.119 Jones wondered how he could

integrate the work in Bernfeld’s already published articles into his

biography. Bernfeld, faithful to the promise which he had made to

Anna Freud, reassured him on this point and offered to place his

published and unpublished researches at Jones’ disposal.

Bernfeld to Jones, 24 April 1950: I do not see how my studies could

possibly interfere with your work and I do not see why you could not

or should not use my publications exactly in the way they fit into

your plan. If you wish to quote paragraphs or pages of my publication

this can be arranged with the bearer of the copyright . . . I shall be

glad to cooperate when you wish to receive unpublished information

from me.120

As their correspondence between 1950 and 1953 reveals, their collab-

oration was very close, and much greater than one would have been

led to imagine by Jones’ acknowledgement in the first volume.121

Peter J. Swales: volume one of the Jones Biography was very largely a

rewrite of Bernfeld, who was the very first to do genuine historical

research on Freud . . . Bernfeld was the true illuminator . . . Chunks of

Jones’s book are just an out and out plagiarism of Bernfeld.122
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Jones questioned Bernfeld on all sorts of questions, such as Freud’s

date of birth, his disguised autobiographical essay on ‘Screen memo-

ries’,123 and his relations with Brentano and Meynert. Bernfeld gave

detailed answers or undertook researches to help Jones. He corrected

the drafts of chapters which Jones sent him, as did James Strachey,

who was another concealed collaborator on the biography. In return,

Bernfeld asked Jones about matters which he could perhaps answer

with the documents to which he had access: what was the distance

between Freud’s birthplace, 117 Schlossergasse, and the market?

Were there police records about Freud’s nanny who was reported

for theft by his half-brother? What was known of the criminal activ-

ities of his uncle, Josef Freud? When did Freud go to Wandsbeck to

visit his fiancée during his researches on cocaine? (Jones’ reply:

Freud’s train arrived at Hamburg station on 2 September 1884 at

5.45 in the morning.)

However it is clear that the main direction of the information flow

was from Bernfeld to Jones, who knew little about Freud’s infancy and

youth. The situation started to change when Jones gained the con-

fidence of the family, after showing his first chapters to Anna Freud.

Jones to Strachey, 27 October 1951: It is amazing how converted to

enthusiasm the whole Freud family have become for the Biography.

They keep pouring in information.124

In April 1952, the family agreed to show Jones the Betrothal Letters –

nearly 2,000 letter between Freud and Martha Bernays during their

four-year engagement, and then their ‘secret journal’, which was a

supreme mark of confidence. Bernfeld was impatient to know what

they contained, and asked Jones to send him a microfiche of the

Betrothal Letters and offered to transcribe them. However, Jones could

not oblige, as he said that they had been sent to him ‘only after

heartbreaking discussions and after exacting all kinds of pledges . . .

not another living soul . . . etc.’.125 The truth was that, as Jones’ stock

with Anna Freud rose, Bernfeld’s fell. For reasons that are not entirely
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clear but appear to have been connected to her relations with Suzanne

Bernfeld, Anna Freud thought that his wife exercised a bad influence

on him and led his researches towards what was sensational. Already

in 1947, Anna Freud was disturbed that Kris had promised to show

the Fliess letters to Bernfeld, arguing that one couldn’t count on

the discretion of his wife.126 Two years later, when Bernfeld had

announced his intention to publish an article with his wife on

Freud’s self-analysis, Anna Freud wrote to Kris to ask him to ask

Bernfeld not to cite the letters to Fliess without authorisation and

to send them a draft ‘for criticism’.127 But the final straw was that

Bernfeld had mentioned that he was researching on Freud’s uncle

Josef, of whom Freud had written in The Interpretation of Dreams that

he had run-ins with the law, to Kurt Eissler, which the latter indis-

cretely passed to Anna Freud (at that time, neither Bernfeld nor Jones

knew that he had been found guilty in a counterfeit money scandal,

in which Freud’s elder brothers were also suspected).

Bernfeld to Eissler, 4 January 1951:What criminal acts didUncle Josef,

the brother of Jakob Freud, commit? When? What was his sentence?128

This was too much. Anna Freud was ‘appalled’129 by this intrusion

into the secret of the Freud family, and she decided no longer to reply

to Bernfeld’s requests for information.130 As Bernfeld was writing an

article on Freud’s experiences with cocaine, the embargo of the

Betrothal Letters which covered this period was highly irritating. Just

as he had told Jones, who was surprised to learn this, the young Freud

published an article in July 1884 in which he championed the use

of cocaine, which had recently been introduced on the market, for

diverse ailments, such as gastric disorders, seasickness, neurasthenia,

facial neuralgias, asthma and exhaustion. Freud also wrote that he had

succeeded in completely detoxing a patient with morphinomania

through orally administering cocaine, and he repeated this in a talk

given in March 1885 and published the following month. Here,

he also recommended administering cocaine with subcutaneous
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injections, adding that ‘no addiction to cocaine developed; on the

contrary, a growing antipathy was evident’.131 Albrecht Erlenmeyer,

a specialist in morphinomania, tested this on some of his patients. In

May 1886, he published an article which was extremely critical of

Freud. He argued that administering cocaine did not lead to a with-

drawal from morphine, and, furthermore, that it resulted in an addic-

tion to cocaine. He concluded that Freud had unleashed a ‘third

blight’132 on humanity, after alcohol and morphine. In a rejoinder

to Erlenmeyer, Freud attributed Erlenmeyer’s results to the fact that

the latter had administered cocaine subcutaneously rather than

orally, as Freud had recommended. This was clearly misleading, as

Freud had indeed recommended the first method in his article of

April 1885. Apart from some veiled allusions in The Interpretation of

Dreams, where he evoked the figure of a ‘very dear friend’ who had

become intoxicated by cocaine through administering injections

contrary to his advice,133 Freud never mentioned this embarrassing

episode in his writings, preferring to recount how he just failed to be

the first to discover the anaesthetic properties of cocaine, which his

friend Carl Koller did through following up some of Freud’s indica-

tions, whilst Freud went to visit his fiancée.134

Bernfeld, obviously basing his work on the passage in The

Interpretation of Dreams, succeeded in identifying the anonymous

morphinomanic whom Freud claimed to have cured. It was Ernst

von Fleischl-Marxow, a colleague and a friend of Freud who had

used morphine to combat the extreme pain following the amputation

of a finger. Exactly as Erlenmeyer had found in his own patients,

Fleischl-Marxow developed a cocaine addiction thanks to Freud’s

treatment. He died six years later, addicted to both morphine and

cocaine.135 Bernfeld asked Jones if the Betrothal Letters shed further

light on this episode. Jones confirmed that the letters contained

‘valuable and unexpected’ information136 on this subject, and

added that he would plead Bernfeld’s case with Anna Freud, to enable

him to consult at least this part of the correspondence.
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Jones to Bernfeld, 28 April 1952: What a company they were.

Meynert drank. Fleischl was a bad morphinomanic and I am afraid

that Freud took more cocaine than he should though I am not men-

tioning that.137

Jones to Strachey, 27May 1952: The way Freud thrust the cocaine on

everybody must have made him quite a menace; even Martha had to

take it to bring some bloom into her cheeks! . . . He was only interested

in the magical internal effects of the drug, of which he took too much

himself. Even years later he and Fliess were always cocainising each

other’s nose.138

Jones to Anna Freud, 3May 1952: I daresay you know that Bernfeld is

writing up the cocaine episode. Should you agree to my sending him

the extracts from the Br.Br. [Braut Briefe] on the subject? There would

be nothing personal in them, but there is a full account of his experi-

ences with it.139

Anna Freud gave her permission, presumably because she hadn’t

considered the implications. The letters revealed several ‘unexpected’

matters:140

1 Fleischl’s treatment had been a failure: ten days after the demor-

phinisation cure prescribed by Freud, cocaine had not sup-

pressed the suffering nor the symptoms of lack. The physician

Theodore Billroth tried a new operation on the amputated

stump, prescribing morphine to Fleischl.141 Freud’s claims in

his article which appeared the following month that he had

cured his patient of his morphine addiction were baseless.

2 Fleischl continued to take cocaine ‘regularly’142 in the summer,

progressively increasing the dose during the winter and autumn

of 1884–5. Thus, contrary to Freud’s affirmation in his talk in

March 1885, it was simply not the case that Fleischl had not

developed any addiction to cocaine.

3 Contrary to what he later claimed in his rejoinder to Erlenmeyer

and in the passage of The Interpretation of Dreams concerning
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his ‘unhappy friend’, Freud did indeed administer injections of

cocaine to Fleischl in January 1885 to try to calm his persistent

pain, after which Fleischl started to inject himself with excessive

doses of cocaine.

Bernfeld dealt with these issues with an exemplary tact in his article,

which appeared posthumously in 1953.143 The first point was purely

and simply passed over in silence and the second was hardly touched

on. He simply noted, without drawing the obvious conclusion, that

the passages of Ernest Jones’ forthcoming biography led him to ‘think

that it was probable’144 that Fleischl’s addition to cocaine began to

be noted in the winter of 1884–5. As for the third point, Bernfeld

underlined the contradiction between Freud’s response to Erlenmeyer

and his defence of subcutaneous injections in his article of 1885, as

well as the fact that Freud never subsequently referred to this article.

But these points were used to concentrate on this omission and to

see it as ‘an unconscious dishonesty – a forgotten act’145 due to his

feeling of guilt of having realised his unconscious desire to kill

Fleischl (Bernfeld invoked the dream of ‘Brücke’s laboratory’ in The

Interpretation of Dreams). This effectively diverted attention from

what Freud had said about the use of the syringe. Bernfeld concluded

his article by affirming that Freud had abandoned all his research on

cocaine from 1887, whilst still citing a passage from Freud’s The

Interpretation of Dreams on the topic of his practice of nasal cocain-

isation in 1895, conceding that Freud had for some time maintained a

‘limited and skeptical’ interest in the question for some time.146

Despite these evasions, the article provoked a veritable ‘fizz’147

with Anna Freud.

Anna Freud to Jones, 19 September 1952: I did not like it at all,

except the facts which are very interesting. But the interpretations,

with which the facts are intermingled (hers, I am sure), are loose,

wrong and sometimes ludicrous. Please do not let him publish it in this

form. After all, you know now how all these things really happened

Policing the past * 265



and it should be your role to silence the other biographers, who have to

invent half of their facts.148

Jones to Strachey, 22 September 1952: How did you know Anna’s

reaction to Bernfeld’s cocaine? By the same post I get a letter from her

begging me to stop him.149

To prevent a similar explosion regarding the chapter he was preparing

on the same episode, Jones quickly dissociated himself from Bernfeld.

Jones to Anna Freud, 22 September 1952: The more I know of the

history the less do I think of Bernfeld’s work. The evil genius is

certainly that pest Suzanne . . . I have written a chapter on cocaine

(not finished) which I hope you will like better than theirs.150

Jones to Anna Freud, 31October 1952: I hope youwill likemy cocaine

chapter better than Suzanne’s melodramatic and badly informed effort . . .

There has been a good deal of speculation about the mystery people have

sensed in the cocaine story, so I am sure the best way to dispel it is to give a

straightforward account that will make it quite intelligible.151

In reality, Jones’ chapter reproduced Bernfeld’s article, sometimes

nearly word for word, adding further information gleaned from

the Brautbriefe. Jones gave a more detailed and vivid description of

Fleischl and his disastrous demorphinisation cure. In a rash manner,

he made explicit some points which Bernfeld had been careful to

avoid. ‘For a short time’, he claimed, Fleischl’s demorphinisation

had been ‘very successful’152 and ‘the cocaine had for some time

helped’ to control153 some of his symptoms. These were vague and

misleading statements, aimed at explaining how Freud could have

made false claims for success in his 1884 and 1885 articles. Jones

underlined that Freud had affirmed in his April 1885 article that his

patient had not developed any addiction to cocaine, but added in a

fallacious manner that ‘(this was before Fleischl had suffered from

cocaine intoxication)’.154 As for Freud’s denials of the use of the

syringe, Jones simply reiterated Bernfeld’s psychoanalytic exculpa-

tion, through appealing to an ‘unconscious repression’155 and to
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‘unconsciously determined’ behaviour (but he omitted references to

Freud’s death wishes towards Fleischl).156

Fortunately for Jones, this was enough to soften Anna Freud, who

gave his chapter her imprimatur.

Jones to Bernfeld, 22 December 1952: Yes, A. F. has, rather to my

surprise, passed all my chapters. For what it is worth I may tell you that

she hopes you will not publish your cocaine one, so I don’t know what

to advise you about it. She asked me to influence you not to.157

Bernfeld didn’t understand why Anna Freud had objected to his article

and not to Jones’ chapter, which, he noted, went much further than his.

Bernfeld to Jones, 31 December 1952: Don’t try further to influence

me not to publish it. I have written to Miss Freud and asked for her

comments.158

This was Bernfeld’s last letter to Jones. In December 1951, he had

survived a coronary thrombosis. He died in April 1953. Ironically, it

was Jones, whom Anna Freud had considered too frail for the task,

who survived Bernfeld, and who profited from Bernfeld’s research in

writing the Freud biography.159

The Jones biography: the definitive form of the legend

The episode of the collaboration between Bernfeld and Jones illus-

trates the manner in which the Freud biography was a communal

enterprise of Freudian insiders, and how the historical information on

which it was based was centralised, filtered and controlled by Anna

Freud. From her house in Hampstead (now the location of the Freud

Museum), she decided in a sovereign manner who could have access

to what, which documents could be published or cited, and which

events of her father’s life could be mentioned or rather should be

omitted. Thus Jones was able to read complete correspondences and

documents which were restricted for other researchers, in part or
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completely, for decades, and in some cases remain so: the complete

letters to Fliess (published in 1985), the Betrothal Letters, the Secret

Chronicle (accessible to researchers since 2000), the correspondences

with Minna Bernays, Karl Abraham, Oskar Pfister, Sándor Ferenczi,

C.G. Jung, Max Eitingon and Abraham Brill, as well as the journals

of Marie Bonaparte. Just like Kris with the Fliess letters, Jones sub-

mitted the chapters of his biography to Anna Freud for her approval

and critique. Her censure sometimes concerned trivial as well as

significant points. For example, Jones was instructed not to mention

Freud’s chronic constipation.160 This was one of the rare points on

which he disobeyed. He was interdicted from mentioning that

Martha’s brother, Eli Bernays, had illegitimate children (his legiti-

mate son, the famous publicist Eli Bernays, threatened a law suit).161

In other letters, Anna Freud demanded that Jones should remove or

modify passages on Abraham,162 and Pfister,163 and complained that

Ferenczi ‘comes off badly’.164 However, in the main, she didn’t have

to censor much, as Jones had already done the bulk of this. Much

smarter in this regard than Bernfeld, he knew how to anticipate her

desires and to avoid contentious issues or at least present them from

the most favourable angle.

Jones to Anna Freud, 28November 1951: Your father used to call me

the diplomat of the [International Psychoanalytic] Association, but

sinking myself in his thoughts in this work makes me absorb something

of his ruthless integrity and aversion to compromise. In the matter of

his neurosis, for example, I naturally lay the chief stress on the mighty

achievement of overcoming it single-handed, for I really think his self

analysis was his greatest feat. But I don’t want critics to say, ‘Naturally

Jones, being a blind admirer, gives a one-sided picture and omits this,

that and the other.’165

Jones’ biography was a brilliant dramatisation of the Freudian legend.

As we have seen with his treatment of Bernfeld’s article on cocaine,

Jones was past master in the art of utilising documents and accounts to

which he alone had access to flesh out and confirm Freud’s accounts
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whilst eliding the contradictions. When Kris abridged the letters to

Fliess, he deliberately cut their anecdotal aspects, rendering them

‘more arid’ and ‘austere’ than they actually were.166 By contrast, Jones

did not hesitate to be a raconteur, embroidering the anecdotes nar-

rated by Freud and adding more striking details. These embellish-

ments never contradicted the master-narrative proposed by Freud

and the troika of Ernst Kris, Anna Freud and Marie Bonaparte.

Indeed, they fleshed it out and made it more vivid. Consequently

Anna Freud, who had been irritated by the ‘sensationalism’ of the

unauthorised biographies, was not troubled by them.

This method of dramatisation is particularly evident in the treat-

ment Jones reserved for what he called the ‘Fliess period’. Relying on

the unpublished portions of the correspondence, he did not hesitate

to divulge all sorts of details about the famous ‘neurosis’ that Anna

Freud had suggested Kris keep quiet or at least downplay. Freud, he

revealed, had for almost ten years suffered from a ‘very considerable

psychoneurosis’167 – characterised by a ‘passionate relationship of

dependence’168 with Fliess – from bouts of severe depression,169

from fears of death and travelling,170 from an inhibition about

going to Rome,171 as well as from cardiac problems that were psycho-

somatic in origin172 (Jones thus repeated the diagnosis Kris had made

in private). Freud, quite literally, had suffered as a martyr.

Jones:His sufferings were at times very intense, and for those ten years

there could have been only occasional intervals when life seemed

much worth living. He paid very heavily for the gifts he bestowed on

the world, and the world was not very generous in its rewards.173

Jones even went so far as to mention that Freud had taken cocaine

prescribed to him by Fliess to treat a nasal infection. The two men, he

said in jest, evinced ‘an inordinate amount of interest . . . in the state

of each other’s nose’.174 But everywhere else, Jones systematically

minimised Freud’s enthusiasm for nasal therapy and Fliess’ theories.

These ideas belonged to the ‘realm of psychopathology’175 and Fliess,
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in fact, had developed ‘persecutory ideas’176 about Freud at the time

of their falling out. The emphasis Fliess placed on the somatic pro-

cesses at work in sexuality ‘must have been a drag on Freud’s painful

progress from physiology to psychology’,177 while their discussions

were ‘duologues rather than dialogues’.178 Freud’s strange infatuation

with Fliess’ wild imaginings is explained by his ‘unconscious identi-

fication’179 of his friend with his father – and this had faded away

when Freud undertook an analysis of his ‘deeply buried hostility’180

towards his father after the latter’s death, discovering in quick suc-

cession the Oedipus complex, the meaning of dreams and the role of

infantile sexuality that, until then, had been concealed by the (neu-

rotic) theory of paternal seduction. In thus making self-analysis the

key to Freud’s strictly psychological discoveries, Jones faithfully con-

formed to the version of events sketched out by Freud and consoli-

dated by Kris,181 while giving them an even more pronounced

psychoanalytic turn. History was put at the service of the scientific

myth, embellished with the trappings of archives and documents.

Jones: In 1897 [Freud] embarked, all alone, on what was undoubtedly

the greatest feat of his life. His determination, courage and honesty

made him the first human being not merely to get glimpses of his own

unconscious mind – earlier pioneers had often got as far as that – but

actually to penetrate into and explore its deepest depths. This imper-

ishable feat was to give him a unique position in history.182

We find the same method in the chapter dedicated to the ‘Breuer

period’. In his edition of the letters to Fliess, Kris had systematically

eliminated all the passages in which Freud rather viciously maligned

Breuer, despite all the professional and financial assistance that his

ex-friend had given him over the years. Jones, on the other hand,

didn’t hesitate to point out the ingratitude and ‘bitterness’183 of

Freud’s comments – something he found difficult to explain. Better

yet, he scrupulously quoted all the passages in which Breuer insisted

on the role of sexuality in the neuroses, thereby contradicting what
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Freud had written about the resistance of his collaborator. But Jones

also cited the less than flattering descriptions of Breuer in Freud’s

letters: that of a ‘weak’ and indecisive man whose ‘pettifogging kind of

censoriousness’184 prevented him from him from fully assenting to

the revolutionary theories of his young colleague. And above all,

the major ‘leak’: Jones made public the fable of Anna O.’s hysterical

childbirth which Freud, as we have seen, had been spreading in

private to discredit Breuer and counter his objections to the exclu-

sively sexual aetiology of the neuroses. Jones even gave the real name

of Breuer’s patient, which he had discovered in the Betrothal Letters,

and he claimed that one of these letters ‘contain[ed] substantially

the same story’185 that Freud had told him – which was false.186 For

good measure, he added his own embellishments, claiming that

Breuer, after fleeing the hysterical childbirth ‘in a cold sweat’, had

departed the next day with his wife for Venice where they conceived

a daughter who, ‘born in these curious circumstances’,187 was fated to

commit suicide sixty years later in New York City (absolutely nothing

in this sensational story is true).

Just as with Bernfeld, Jones regularly sent drafts of his chapters

to James Strachey, who was working on the volumes of the Standard

Edition (this project, begun immediately after Freud’s death, can be

considered the third pillar of psychoanalysis’ official history, after The

Origins of Psychoanalysis and Jones’ biography). In response to receiv-

ing the three chapters to be included in the first volume, Strachey

sent Jones ten pages of very detailed commentary onmany points, one

of which was the story of Anna O.’s hysterical childbirth.

Strachey to Jones, 24 October 1951: Breuer’s adventure. Freud told

me the same story with a good deal of dramatic business. I remember

very well his saying: ‘So he took up his hat and rushed from the house.’ –

But I’ve always been in some doubt of whether this was a story that

Breuer told Freud or whether it was what he inferred – a ‘construction’

in fact. My doubts were confirmed by a sentence in the Selbstdarstellung

(G.W. 14, 45): ‘Aber über demAusgang der hypnotischen Behandlung
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lastete ein Dunkel, das Breuer mir niemals aufhellte . . .’ [But over the

final stage of this hypnotic treatment there rested a veil of obscurity,

which Breuer never raised for me] And again (ibid, 51): ‘Er hätte mich

durch den Hinweis auf seine eigene erste Patientin schlagen oder irre

machen können, bei der sexuelle Momente angeblich keine Rolle

gespielt hatten. Er tat es aber nie; ich verstand es lange nicht, bis ich

gelernt, mir diesen Fall richtig zu deuten und . . . zu rekonstruiren.’

[He might have crushed me or at least disconcerted me by pointing to

his own first patient, in whose case sexual factors had ostensibly

played no part whatever. But he never did so, and I could not under-

stand why this was, until I came to interpret the case correctly and to

reconstruct . . . it.] But you seem on p. 20 to have further evidence on

the subject. Were Freud’s published remarks put in that form for

reasons of discretion?188

Strachey, quite perceptively, puts his finger on the oddities that we

have already encountered:189 if Freud heard the story directly from

Breuer, why would he have needed to ‘reconstruct’ it? Obviously,

Strachey suspected Freud of having improperly presented, under the

guise of historical fact, what was merely an interpretation. Jones, who

knew perfectly well that this was the case – since he was able to use

the letter to Martha as a means of comparison – nevertheless decided

to stay the course.

Jones to Strachey, 27 October 1951: Freud gave me two versions

of the Breuer story. The theatrical one about his grabbing his hat, and

then the true one that Breuer hypnotized Anna and calmed her before

leaving. I have left out the hat; ‘rushed from the house’ seems to me

legitimate, since it conveys the spirit of the situation.190

The nasty rumour started by Freud now became the official public

version. Strachey, in a note appended to his translation of the Anna

O. case, aligned himself with Jones, an example of the synchronisa-

tion between the biography and the ‘standard’ edition.

Strachey: On this point (said Freud one day to the present translator,

with his finger on an open copy of the book), there is a hiatus in the

text. What he was thinking of and proceeded to describe was the
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episode that had marked the end of Anna O.’s treatment. The story is

told by Ernest Jones in his biography of Freud and it will suffice here to

say that once the treatment had seemingly been crowned a success, the

patient suddenly exhibited to Breuer the presence of a strong, positive,

and unanalyzed transference that was indubitably sexual in nature.191

In the same way, Jones also took up the theme of Freud’s ‘splendid

isolation’ and the ‘boycotting’192 of his work by his colleagues, sys-

tematically blowing out of proportion the negative reviews of his

works, while treating the several positive reviews that he cited as

courageous ‘exceptions’: Studies on Hysteria hadn’t been well received

by the medical community,193 The Interpretation of Dreams had

been greeted with ‘a most stupid and contemptuous review’194 by

Burckhardt, who had halted outright its sales in Vienna, and the

Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality along with the case history of

‘Dora’ had caused their author to be ostracised from his profession.

Jones: The Interpretation of Dreams had been hailed as fantastic and

ridiculous, but the Three Essays were shockingly wicked. Freud was a

man with an evil and obscene mind . . . At about the same time Freud

filled his cup of turpitude in the eyes of the medical profession by . . .

deciding to publish a case history which is generally referred to as the

‘Dora analysis’ . . . But his colleagues could not forgive the publication

of such intimate details of a patient without her permission, and still

more the imputing to a young girl tendencies towards revolting sexual

perversions.195

Quite strangely, this rehashing of the puritanism which supposedly

confronted the nascent psychoanalysis went hand in hand with

Jones’ launching of a new myth, that of Freud’s puritanism. Freud, if

we are to believe his biography, was an ‘unusually chaste person – the

word “puritanical” would not be out of place’:196 he was a father and

family man with Victorian morals and he was an ‘uxorious’197 and

‘quite peculiarly monogamous’ husband,198 who had very early on

renounced all sexual activity,199 while personally condemning the

familiarities that his writings seemed to justify. Consideration of

Policing the past * 273



Freud’s correspondences is sufficient to repudiate this legend200–what

is worth noting is that it corresponded with a dramatisation of the

positivistic legend Freud had forged.

Jones: To his own great surprise, and against his personal puritanical

predilections, Freud was finding himself more and more compelled by

the results of his investigations to attach importance to the sexual

factors in aetiology . . . It was no sudden discovery, and – in spite of

what his opponents have suggested – it was quite unconnected with

any preconceptions.201

The creation of psychoanalysis had thus been literally immaculate

and asexualised. As Bruno Bettelheim noted in regard to the first

two volumes of the biography, Jones paradoxically ended up shielding

Freud from all psychoanalysis.

Bruno Bettelheim: How unpsychoanalytic Jones, as biographer, can

be is further illustrated by the way he disposes of what may have been

one of Freud’s most intimate relations. Speaking of Freud’s sister-in-

law, who, for forty-two years, was part of his household circle, Jones

simply says, ‘There was no sexual attraction on either side.’ One

must wonder about the man Freud who traveled for long periods

alone with this mature woman, roomed in hotels with her, but

did not find her sexually attractive; one wonders even more how it

was possible for this woman not to become sexually attractive to

Freud.202

Faithful lieutenant of the first Freud wars, Jones also revived the

strategy of pathologisation mobilised by Freud against his adversaries

with renewed vigour. Any person who had ever had the misfortune of

being opposed to Freud at one point or another was systematically

presented as a ‘case’, or else as having a personality deficiency: Fliess

was a ‘paranoiac’, Meynert was ‘highly neurotic’,203 Breuer had a

‘weakness in his personality’,204 Stekel suffered from ‘moral insan-

ity’205 and a ‘troublesome neurotic complaint, the nature of which

I need not mention’,206 Jung had a ‘confusedmind’,207Morton Prince

was ‘rather stupid’,208 Ferenczi was ‘haunted by a quite inordinate
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and insatiable longing for his father’s love’,209 Adler was a ‘cantan-

kerous person . . . constantly quarreling . . . over points of priority in

his ideas’,210 Rank had ‘unmistakable neurotic tendencies’,211

Aschaffenburg and Vogt were subject to revealing Freudian slips,212

Moll’s ‘vehemence’ almost justified a ‘libel action’,213 Joseph Collins

was ‘notorious for his proclivity to indecent jokes’,214 Oppenheim

was affected by a ‘severe anxiety condition’ and his wife was a ‘bad

case of hysteria’,215 Friedländer was ‘a doubtful personality with a

shady past’216 and Hoche was ‘both a secret admirer and bitter enemy’

of Freud’s.217 Even Dora was a ‘disagreeable creature who consistently

put revenge before love’.218 All sorts of anecdotes were mobilised to

ridicule opponents and trivialise their arguments, preventing them

from being heard with their own voices. ThusWilhelmWeygandt, at

a psychiatry conference held in 1910 supposedly shouted, while

hitting his fist against the table, that psychoanalysis ought to be

tried in a courtroom; in 1908 and in 1909, two lectures given by

Abraham had successively provoked a ‘furious outburst’ by

Oppenheim and another ‘angry outburst by Ziehen against these

monstrous ideas’;219 Friedländer had threatened Freud with a law-

suit;220 Raimann had criticised The Interpretation of Dreams without

having even read the book;221Collins had protested to the American

Neurological Association for allowing James Putnam to give a pre-

sentation full of ‘pornographic stories about pure virgins’.222

Jones: Freud lived in a period of time when the odium theologicum had

been replaced by the odium sexicum . . . In those days Freud and his

followers were regarded not only as sexual perverts but as either obses-

sional or paranoiac psychopaths, and the combination was felt to be a

real danger to the community . . . No less than civilization was at stake.

As happens in such circumstances, the panic aroused led in itself to the

loss of that very restraint the opponents believed they were defending.

All ideas of good manners, of tolerance and even a sense of decency –

let alone any thought of objective discussion or investigation – simply

went by the board.223
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Jones received the assistance of Lilla Veszy-Wagner – an analyst in

training being analysed by Balint224 – who compiled and catalogued

the contemporary literature of the period on psychoanalysis. It is clear,

to judge from the abstracts which she had prepared for him,225 that

he systematically discarded all the nuanced assessments of Freudian

theory (Warda, Gaupp, Möbius, Binswanger, Näcke, Stern), while

holding onto only the most negative formulations –which were made

even more so by detaching them from any context: Spielmeyer

described psychoanalysis as ‘mental masturbation’,226 Hoche claimed

that it was ‘an evil method born of mystical tendencies’,227 Rieger

saw a ‘simply gruesome old-wives’ psychiatry’,228 etc. Thus reduced

to an exchange of epithets, the intense scientific controversy that

had taken place around psychoanalysis was trivialised to the point of

sinking into total insignificance.

With most of the protagonists in the Freudian wars no longer

around to defend themselves, Jones clearly had an easy go of it.

Still, it was necessary to verify that all these people were definitely

in cemeteries. In January 1955, just as the second volume of the

biography was going to print, one of the lawyers for Hogarth Press,

J. E. C. Macfarlane, sent Jones a list of around sixty ‘defamatory

passages’229 that he insisted be removed or modified in order to

protect the publishing house against future lawsuits. Since British

libel law did not protect the dead, Jones could keep these passages as

they were if he succeeded in establishing that the persons concerned

were deceased. Adler, Rank, Ferenczi were no longer alive, but what

about Oppenheim, Ziehen, Collins, Vogt, etc.? Jones had already

asked Lilla Veszy-Wagner to research Freud’s former adversaries.

Lilla Veszy-Wagner: When writing Freud’s biography, Jones carefully

checked whether (and how many) of these bugbears were still alive.

I had expressed doubts about the death of one individual, and in a letter

to me dated December 13, 1954, Jones could scarcely conceal his pique

when he wrote: ‘I don’t care when he died so long as I can be sure he is

thoroughly dead now, since I am libeling him severely.’230
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To Jones’ delight, most of the slandered parties turned out to be dead

and buried. Those who remained were spoilsports. With regret, Jones

was forced to remove a note on Gezá Roheim, which was ‘capable’,

said the lawyer, ‘of an extremely uncomplimentary interpretation’.231

It was also necessary to tone down certain passages on Helen Puner

and Adler’s biographer, Phyllis Bottome. Then there was Jung, about

whom Jones had a long series of discussions with Peter Calvocoressi,

one of the Hogarth Press directors.

Peter Calvocoressi to Jones, 17 February 1955: We now come to the

much more tricky subject of Jung. Broadly speaking, there are two

serious allegations against Jung which cannot stand: that he was anti-

Semitic and that when he and Freud parted company there was not

merely a parting of the ways but also an element of disloyalty or

turpitude in Jung’s action . . . I have been through a great number of

questionable references to Jung and must raise a dozen of these with

you. If we can settle these principal items, then I think we can let the

others go.232

Several of the passages that Calvocoressi advised removing con-

cerned Jung’s ‘racial prejudice’, his ‘antagonistic attitude’ towards

Freud and finally his putative mental derangement.

Calvocoressi to Jones, 17 February 1955: The expression: ‘Jung is

crazy’ must come out. As I have already explained, the fact that this is

Freud’s remark does not make it less defamatory or make us less liable

to an action.233

Jones, though, wasn’t ready to sacrifice these passages which he held

particularly dear, and he thus negotiated tooth and nail. And if ‘Jung

is cracked’ was used in place of ‘Jung is crazy’, would this be more

acceptable? ‘National prejudice’, instead of ‘racial prejudice’?

‘Disagreeable look’, instead of ‘sour look’? Finally, Jones offered to

accept all financial responsibility for the costs of a future lawsuit.

Jones to Calvocoressi, 17 February 1955: I am so completely con-

vinced from all I know of Jung’s personality and career that he would
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be the last person to expose himself to the ridicule of a libel action that

I feel like guaranteeing to pay the expense myself in such an extra-

ordinarily unlikely eventuality.234

In the end, Hogarth Press accepted this proposal, which allowed

Jones to keep certain contentious passages. As Jones had predicted,

Jung did not pursue any legal action, and thus the claims about him

entered the public domain without the slightest protest.

Jung to Jones, 19 December 1953: Of course you have permission to

read Freud’s letters copies of which are in the Freud Archives . . . it

would have been advisable to consult me for certain facts. For example,

you got the story of Freud’s fainting attack quite wrong. It also was by

no means the first one; he had such an attack before in 1909 previous

to our departure for America in Bremen, and very much under the

same psychological circumstances.235

E.A. Bennet, 15 September 1959: C.G. [Jung] spoke of Ernest Jones

and some of the inaccuracies in his biography of Freud . . . When

Jones was writing his book on Freud, he never asked him (C. G.)

anything about the early years when he and Freud were working

together. As Freud and Ferenczi were dead C. G. was the only person

who could have given him accurate information, and he could easily

have done so. Jones was not there, and there were a number of errors

in his book.236

Jung was still alive, but this was not the case for Rank and Ferenczi,

who could be easily assassinated post-mortem. Rank and Ferenczi,

Jones recalled in the last volume of his biography, were both members

of the famous Secret Committee created to defend psychoanalysis

against doctrinal deviations (it was Ferenczi who had had the idea,

even if Jones happily credited himself with its founding).

Jones: Adherence to what psychoanalysis had revealed signifies the

same as retaining one’s insight into the workings of the unconscious,

and the ability to do so presupposes a high degree of mental stability.

My hope when founding the Committee naturally was that the six of us

were suitably endowed for that purpose. It turned out, alas, that only

278 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



four of us were. Two of the members, Rank and Ferenczi, were not able

to hold out to the end. Rank in a dramatic fashion presently to be

described, and Ferenczi more gradually toward the end of his life,

developed psychotic manifestations that revealed themselves in,

among other ways, a turning away from Freud and his doctrines. The

seed of a destructive psychosis, invisible for so long, at last

germinated.237

On what basis did Jones make this impressive diagnosis? Had Rank

and Ferenczi sunken into delirium? Had they been committed? Had

they been hearing voices? Not at all: Ferenczi had died in 1933 of

pernicious anaemia, while he was testing a new psychoanalytic tech-

nique (‘neo-catharsis’), and Rank, after his break with Freud, had

become a prolific author, while also developing a form of short

therapy (‘will therapy’). In reality, Jones once again made himself

the mouthpiece for Freud’s polemical diagnoses, which he noncha-

lantly presented as if they were proven facts.

It seems that Rank, who was extremely energetic, was also subject

to bouts of despondency, this being the reason that Freud, in 1920,

described him to Ferenczi as a ‘periodical’238 (that is, a person afflicted

by manic-depression). It was this diagnosis, completely innocent to

begin with, that Freud several years later seized upon during his

dispute with Rank over the latter’s arguments in The Trauma of

Birth. Shortly after Rank temporarily renounced his heresies and

confessed his Oedipal sins,239 Freud wrote to Ferenczi that their

colleague had emerged from a serious ‘psychiatric state’240 – and he

stood by this diagnosis of manic-depressive psychosis once Rank

definitively broke with him.

Freud to Eitingon, 13April 1926: The demon in him has now carried

him along a slow tranquil path to the goal he tried to reach at first in a

pathological attack . . . I confess I was very deceived in my prognosis of

the case – a repetition of fate.241

Freud quoted by Joseph Wortis: I can say one thing, because it is

generally known: since leaving me, Rank has been having periodic
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bits of depression, and in between, sort of manic phases – periods in

which he does a great deal of work, and others in which he cannot do

any at all.242

This is the ad hoc diagnosis that Jones revisited, which he thus

transformed into the key for Rank’s entire biography: if his personality

had changed after the war, ‘it must have been a hypomanic reaction

to the three severe attacks of melancholia he had suffered while in

Krakow’;243 if he had become authoritative and domineering in his

relations with Jones, it was because a ‘manic phase of his cyclothymia

was gradually intensifying’;244 the ‘hyperbolic’ style of The Trauma of

Birth ‘accorded with the hypomanic phase through which Rank was

then passing’;245 as for Freud, he had been mistaken in thinking that

Rank’s repudiation of his errors was definitive, because his ‘present

melancholic phase was again replaced by another manic one only six

months later, with the usual oscillation in later years’.246 Jones con-

cluded his long chapter on Rank by insisting, ‘we are not concerned

here with Rank’s further career’247 – which was extremely opportun-

istic, since an attentive examination of this career would have made

it abundantly clear that the ‘mental trouble that wrecked Rank’ and

prevented him from leading a ‘fruitful and productive life’248 was a

complete fabrication.

We can say much the same thing about the ‘psychosis’ Ferenczi

supposedly suffered from at the end of his life. Here again, Freud was

at the origin of this mean-spirited fiction. Irritated by Ferenczi’s ‘neo-

cathartic’ innovations, he had begun to suggest, during the autumn of

1932, that the latter’s physical deterioration was also accompanied by

a ‘psychical and intellectual’ deterioration.249 In April of the follow-

ing year, while Ferenczi struggled against death, Freud wrote to Max

Eitingon that their friend had had a ‘grave delusional outbreak’.250

Five days after Ferenczi’s death, he put the final nail in the coffin: the

pernicious anaemia that had taken away his disciple was the ‘organic

expression’ of delusions of persecution.
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Freud to Jones, 29May 1933: It is now easier to comprehend the slow

process of destruction to which he fell victim. During the last two years

it expressed itself organically in pernicious anemia, which soon led to

severe motor disturbances . . . Simultaneously a mental degeneration

in the form of paranoia developed with uncanny logical consistency.

Central to this was the conviction that I did not love him enough, did

not want to acknowledge his work, and also that I had analyzed him

badly. His technical innovations were connected with this . . . These

were indeed regressions to his childhood complexes.251

It was well known that, near the end of his life, Ferenczi had bitterly

complained about Freud, and some of his students, like Izette de

Forest and Clara Thompson, had noted Freud’s hostile behaviour

towards his ex-friend. In the biography, Jones assured his readers

that there was absolutely nothing to this idle gossiping, though, he

added, it was ‘highly probable that Ferenczi himself in his final delu-

sional state believed in and propagated elements of it’.252

Jones: [Ferenczi’s] mental disturbance had been making rapid progress

in the last few months . . . Then there were the delusions about Freud’s

supposed hostility. Toward the end came violent paranoiac and even

homicidal outbursts, which were followed by a sudden death on May

24 . . .The lurking demons within, against whom Ferenczi had for years

struggled with great distress and much success, conquered him at the

end, and we learned from this painful experience once more how

terrible their power can be.253

Outraged by this description of Ferenczi’s last moments, the executor

of his estate, Michael Balint, vigorously protested to Jones.

Michael Balint to Jones, 28 November 1957: I think what you say

about him [Ferenczi] is in many ways out of true and misleading. This

is especially so about what you say of his mental condition during

his last period. I saw Ferenczi during the last months of his life on many

occasions, once or twice every week, and I never found him deluded,

paranoid or homicidal. On the contrary, though he was physically

incapacitated by his ataxia, mentally most of the time he was quite

fresh and often discussed with me the various details of his controversy
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with Freud and his plan to revise some of his ideas published in his last

papers . . . I saw him on the Sunday before his death and though he was

very weak, his mind even then was completely clear.254

Balint to Jones, 12 December 1957: As mentioned, I have received

several letters from all over the world urging me to do something; the

last being from Elma and Magda, Ferenczi’s step-daughters, who are,

as you know, the legal owners of the Freud–Ferenczi correspondence,

asking me to get either a rectification by you or to withdraw the

permission to use his correspondence.255

In his defence, Jones responded that he had received his information

from an ‘eyewitness’ whom he did not wish to name. Balint, though,

refused to accept this explanation.

Balint to Jones, 30 December 1957: Several people, among them

Clara Thompson, Alice Lowell, Izette de Forest, and so on, have

already written to me strongly criticising your description. If you now

state that your description is based on the evidence of an eye witness,

I am afraid all of them will come forward with their testimony, perhaps

even challenging the trustworthiness of your witness . . . By the way,

just to satisfy my curiosity, I would like very much to know who your

eye witness was. I thought I knew practically all the people who had

any contact with Ferenczi during his last weeks and I can’t imagine

which amongst them could get in touch with you and describe

Ferenczi’s state.256

Forced into a corner, Jones sent an evasive response; but his letter

leaves little doubt as to the identity of this mysterious ‘eyewitness’.

Jones to Balint, 16 December 1957: Freud himself was in no doubt at

all that the changes of views [in Ferenczi] as well as his inexplicable

estrangement were due to personal mental changes. It is true that I

have come to accept this opinion also, but it did not come from me.257

Freud had thought so, therefore it was true. The Biography, as we see,

was history as seen through the eyes of Freud, the ‘eyewitness’ of the

unconscious: on the one hand, there were the colleagues, disciples

and patients, literally blinded by their ‘demons’ and their resistances;
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on the other, the serene self-analyst, capable of seeing what they

themselves could not. Perfectly asymmetrical and partisan, Jones’

biography described, quasi-cinematically, the unconscious of adversa-

ries and turncoats as if one were there. History, in turn, became inter-

prefaction. Under the guise of a historical account, the Biography

provided Jones the occasion to take up his early battles on behalf

of the Freudian cause, and settle scores with his (preferably dead)

opponents.

Eric Fromm to Izette de Forest, 31October 1957: [This is a] typically

Stalinist type of re-writing history, whereby Stalinists assassinate

the character of opponents by calling them spies and traitors. The

Freudians do it by calling them ‘insane’.258

Frank Knopfelmacher: It is all there: the miraculous purity of the

Founding Personage, the preordained diabolism of Judas (Jung), daz-

zling vistas of humanity redeemed with apocalyptic visions of perdition

and death . . . The steadfast centre (Jones) fighting against the left

deviationists (Glover), the right deviationists (Horney, Fromm), and

against the unspeakable renegades whose deviations have led them on

and on along the slippery path of treachery, until they ended up in the

camp of the enemy (Adler, Jung). Yet somehow, nobody gets killed in

all this – only character-assassinated. The psychoanalytic game seems

to be a sort of unpolitical bolshevism without teeth.259

And then there is everything we do not find in the Biography’s three

thick volumes. We vainly search for the episode of Emma Eckstein’s

catastrophic ‘nasal therapy’ (there is only a mention, in passing, that

she was one of the women with whom Freud maintained an intellec-

tual relationship260). No mention of the unbelievable erotic-analytic

triangle of Ferenczi, Gizella Pálos and her daughter Elma, to which

Freud had played the role of family therapist.261 Nothing about the

analysis of Anna Freud by her own father.262 Nothing about the

suicides of Viktor Tausk and Herbert Silberer, which the analytic

rumour attributed to their relationships with Freud.263Nothing about

the murder of Hermine von Hug-Hellmuth, the pioneer of child
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psychoanalysis, by her nephew-patient; and nothing either about the

fact that the so-calledA Young Girl’s Diary, which she had edited and

Freud had glowingly prefaced, was in reality a complete fabrication.

Strachey to Jones, 3 March 1956: By the way, can you give me any

low down on the Halbwüchsige Mädchen [allusion to the German

title of the Diary: Tagebuch eines halbwüchsigen Mädchens]? It always

from the first seemed to me it must be a swindle. Was it, as I suppose,

another example of Freud’s simpleminded gullibility? (His letter to

H.-H. [Hug-Hellmuth], which was used as the preface to the book, will

come into Vol. XIV [of the Standard Edition], the metapsychol. [ogical]

volume.)264

Jones to Strachey, 5 March 1956: There was a lot of talk about the

Halbwüchsige Mädchen after the war when Rank and Storfer made

desperate efforts to check its authenticity.265 Unfortunately H.H. was

murdered just then and carried to the grave the secret of who the

author was, which was never found out. My own impression is that the

diary started by being genuine, but got touched up by either the author

or H.H. Cyril Burt and others, I think William Stern in Germany,

pointed out some chronological contradictions.266

Let’s compare with the single mention of Hug-Hellmuth’s Journal in

the Biography.

Jones:The anti-German prejudice was of course only part of the general

opposition to psychoanalysis, and the years 1921–22 . . . were partic-

ularly difficult ones for us in London . . . Sir Stanley Unwin narrowly

escaped a police prosecution for publishing the translation of a book

issued by the [Internationaler Psychoanalytischer] Verlag, A Young Girl’s

Diary, which I had luckily refused to incorporate in our Library Series.267

The first volume of the Biography appeared in early autumn of 1953.

Jones had worked feverishly to make sure it came out before the

English translation of the letters to Fliess.

Jones to Bernfeld, 4 February 1952: The Anfänge [Origins] trans-

lation will appear in both London and New York this autumn268 and

I am anxious to counteract in time any bad impression it may produce,
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especially among the critics. I am therefore racing against time to get

my Vol. I out first.269

The effect was immediate, exceeding all expectations. In New York

City alone, 15,000 copies were sold in the first two weeks.270

Everywhere, Jones’ work was acclaimed, and the glory of Sigmund

Freud immediately spread throughout the world: from London to

Sydney, passing through Paris and Frankfurt. The Freudian legend

had finally penetrated the masses.

Sunday Times, 20 September 1953: Changes in the fundamental

categories in terms of which we interpret the world and each other,

in the very framework of our thought and language, are rare in history;

and more rarely still can we attribute such a change to one man. Not to

Newton certainly – for mechanism is mature in Galileo and Descartes;

to Darwin and perhaps to Marx. But about Sigmund Freud, the

inventor of psychoanalysis, there can be no doubt; the word ‘inventor’

can be used without any of the qualifications so common in the history

of ideas.

Scotsman, 8 October 1953: It is difficult to think of any scientific

discoverer who so completely revolutionized the field in which he

worked as Freud.

Manchester Guardian, 9 October 1953: Dr. Ernest Jones has drawn

the portrait of a man who deserves to be acclaimed, by general consent,

among the greatest of any age, a man whose luminous mind shed light

on the dark corners of human experience and whose extraordinary

personal integrity . . . led him to a path of exploration from which the

boldest had previously shrunk. He discovered a new continent of the

mind and became its first cartographer.

World of Books, November 1953: Sigmund Freud has certainly had

more influence on our culture than any other mind of our own time –

so much influence that it is quite incalculable.

Griffin, December 1953: This is undoubtedly what gives Freud his

place among the greatest thinkers of mankind, that he re-iterated,
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after Lucretius and Rabelais and Swift and Nietzsche, that thought is

conditioned; and that he was able to point to conditions we knew

nothing of – for the good reason that we knew them too well and had

them under masks.

It was much the same story after the publication of the second

volume.

New York Post, 18 September 1955: Sigmund Freud had no Newton

before him. If the theory of relativity is said to be the greatest feat the

human intellect achieved, it is difficult to find words for the attainment

of Freud: because Freud also had no Max Planck, no Nernst, no Niels

Bohr around him – nobody close to his own level of comprehension

except the students whom he later taught.

Bournemouth Daily Echo, 21 October 1955: Sigmund Freud must be

bracketed with Karl Marx and Charles Darwin as one of the three most

influential thinkers of modern time.

Standard, January–February 1955: Today it is a commonplace that

Freud’s was one of the seminal minds of all times. As with Darwin and

the theory of evolution, it is less significant that he was right or wrong

about this or that detail or emphasis, than that he pointed the way. For

the way he pointed is one which no conscientious student of human

behavior will ever be able to ignore.

‘Top secret’271

One of the very few individuals to adopt a more critical stance was

Bruno Bettelheim. Bettelheim, a Viennese immigrant who was not

part of the Freudian inner circle, pointed out multiple ‘errors and

omissions’ in the biography of Jones – ‘a man’, he said, ‘who is now old

and whose personal participation and obvious partisanship have

dimmed objectivity’.

Bettelheim: Despite the deficiencies which must have been obvious to

all sophisticated readers, the reviewers have outdone themselves in

praise of this biography . . . This is not the definitive biography of Freud,
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but it is definitely an official biography, presenting that picture of him

which members of the Freud family and official psychoanalysis have

accepted as definitive. What a splendid history of this great man could

now be written if official psychoanalysis had not sealed the Freud

archives with twenty-five hundred of his letters for fifty years!272

Bettelheim appears to have been the first to put his finger on what

should have immediately been apparent to the specialised critics:

Jones, in his biography, relied on correspondences and documents

that were not only unedited, but also prohibited to the public and other

researchers. Indeed, no one could verify the accuracy of the facts he

reported because the documents he had used were locked away in the

‘Sigmund Freud Archives’ at the Library of Congress in Washington,

DC, for a period going well beyond the fifty years indicated by

Bettelheim. Jones’ advantage over the other historians was a result

of this overwhelming fact: how could his version of events be drawn

into question when he alone had had access to the archives of

Freudianism? Thanks to the policy of retention practised by Anna

Freud and the administrators of the Freud Archives, the Holy

Scripture was, very literally, incontestable and irrefutable.

Anna Freud to Jones, 23 September 1952: Only [the] appearance [of

your book] will silence the self-appointed biographers since the differ-

ence in available material will become apparent. I shall certainly do

what I can to discourage others, actually I do it all the time.273

Anna Freud to Jones, 25November 1952: I look forward to your book

stopping all the impossible attempts at biography of my father which

are in the air (and on paper) now.274

The idea of an archive that brought together all the documents of

the Freudian family seems to have taken shape in July 1950, in close

connection with the abridged edition of the letters to Fliess and the

preparations for the ‘true biography’. Bernfeld, who had just obtained

archival documents on Freud’s studies in Vienna, wrote to Anna
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Freud, suggesting that they join their respective archives in a ‘center

of biographical documentation’.

Bernfeld to Anna Freud, 24 July 1950: I would be curious to know if

you intend to create a sort of center of biographical documentation. In

other words, if you wish to add to the voluminous collections of letters,

etc., that you already possess, the information that is currently in other

hands.275

The idea rapidly took hold, because, in November of the same year,

Kurt Eissler, in the name of Anna Freud, contacted Luther Evans, the

Librarian of Congress, to inquire about the possibility of depositing

the Freudian Archives at the American Library of Congress. One

month later, Eissler informed Anna Freud that the articles of incorpo-

ration for the ‘Sigmund Freud Archives’, signed by Heinz Hartmann,

Bertram Lewin, Ernst Kris, Herman Nunberg and himself, had been

registered in the state of New York.

Eissler to Anna Freud, 23December 1950: I want to inform you of the

progress of our efforts to create the Sigmund Freud Archives. We have

submitted the statutes in preparation for setting up the Archives as a

registered company in the state of New York, and a contract is going to

be signed with the Library of Congress that will allow the Archives to

deposit all the assembled documents in the Library’s vaults. The board

of directors will have the right to determine who can access the docu-

ments and at what date. Consequently, any possibility of indiscretion

has been ruled out . . . The person that you designate could then be

Vice-President and become an important liaison between you and

the Archives, while making the rest of us carry out all of your wishes

concerning the Archives.276

At the same time, Eissler had written to Bernfeld to ask him for advice

on the founding of such an archival centre. Bernfeld, in his response,

drew up a list of various collections that he believed should be part of

the archives: I. Freud’s published works in every language (books,

articles, interviews, witticisms and opinions expressed in public); II.

Correspondences, manuscripts, personal journals, handwritten notes,
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annotated texts, personal papers; III. Photographs, portraits, films,

family trees of the Freud, Nathanson and Bernays families, interviews

with people who had known Freud; IV. Works of those (teachers,

friends or associates) who had influenced Freud; V. Reviews of his

works, as well as books, articles and pictures that had been approached

psychoanalytically. Bernfeld also sketched out two types of possible

operations, which he called ‘type A’ and ‘type B’. According to ‘type

A’, the Archives would limit themselves to colligating the documents

and the testimonials in order to send them directly to the Library of

Congress, where they would be ‘accessible to certain people under

certain conditions’.277 According to ‘type B’, the Archives would be

a genuine research centre managed by a curator, ‘where the docu-

ments – under certain conditions – would be made accessible to

certain people’, with the exception of those that had been donated

sealed, which would be deposited at the Library of Congress. As

Bernfeld noted, ‘type A’ would cost practically nothing, since the

administrative and archival expenses would be entirely covered by

the American taxpayers, while ‘type B’ would require a substantial

budget. Nevertheless, Bernfeld made it clear that he preferred ‘type

B’, adding that he would be willing to serve as curator, despite the

financial sacrifice it would mean for him. Then, in a postscript to

which we have already alluded, he suggested the type of research that

such a curator would engage in.

Bernfeld to Eissler, 4 January 1951: There are dozens of things, such

as: ‘Did Freud personally meet Richard Avenarius?’,278 or ‘What

crimes were committed by his uncle Joseph, the brother of Jakob

Freud? When was this? What was he sentenced to? What did he do

afterwards?’ Etc., etc.279

In his response, Eissler indicated that the decision had already been

made to opt for a centre of ‘type A’ and that the documents assembled

by the Archives would be sent directly to the Library of Congress,

without any examination. Bernfeld, disappointed that his proposition
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had not been accepted, warned against the dangers of not processing

the documents before depositing them at the Library of Congress.

Bernfeld to Eissler, 19 January 1951: The plan you describe in your

letter of 13 January naturally has my approval, since it conforms to

one of the alternatives I suggested . . . I don’t like the idea of assem-

bling letters and sending them unprocessed to the Library of Congress.

I understand the advantages of this procedure. But I think that it

should only be used as a last resort and it would be better not to make

things easy for donors wishing to lock them up and bury them in

Washington. I know enough about Freud as a letter writer to under-

stand that many of his correspondents would prefer to keep secret

some of his blunt remarks regarding them and their colleagues. It’s

mostly excessive sensitivity, but at times there is, in fact, food for

devastating gossip . . . If the Archives come to fruition, they are

probably going to suck up all these documents and keep them sealed

for an undetermined duration. And this is a point, in my opinion, that

deserves serious reflection by the Directors of the Archives; they

shouldn’t begin to assemble the documents before deciding on a

policy that reduces this danger.280

Involved as he was in his historical research, Bernfeld doesn’t seem to

have understood that what he perceived as a ‘danger’ was precisely

the objective Anna Freud had conceived for the Archives. In this

affair, Eissler, a young analyst trained byAugust Aichhorn, was simply

an executor of Miss Freud’s wishes – he had sent her a copy of

Bernfeld’s first letter and was awaiting her instructions.

Eissler to Anna Freud, 13 January 1951: I hope that I am not

committing an indiscretion in including a copy of the letter that

Dr. Bernfeld wrote to me, insofar as I am sending it without having

asked his permission . . . It’s clear in reading this letter that he would

like to be the curator of the letters. I think that this is absolutely

impossible since the Archives operate according to the principle of

not favoring any publication and of handling everything personal with

the greatest discretion. Of course, I could imagine that there may be

among the letters certain ones that aren’t of a personal nature and that

essentially deal with Freud’s scientific work, and undoubtedly the
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question will eventually be to know the extent to which you and the

future proprietors of the letters would be favorably disposed to a study

of such letters by a reliable biographer. For that reason, it would be very

important for me to know if you would prefer to have a contemporary

analyst writing a biography of Freud or if the Archives should, from the

start, adopt a policy of not making any documents available to anyone,

not even those that contain no personal references.281

Anna Freud to Eissler, 27 January 1951: Frankly, I was appalled by

his suggestions [those of Bernfeld]. They are extremely far from what

I was envisaging for ‘the Archives’ and I think that it goes without

saying for you as well. I find it difficult to imagine something more

contrary to the life of my father, to his habits, to his conceptions and

attitudes than this sort of detailed study of his biography . . . I believe it

necessary to very clearly distinguish between ‘the Archives’ as a safe

place and archives conceived as a way of assembling materials for a

biography. The letters that I and, I suppose, the Princess [Marie

Bonaparte] intended to deposit there would have gone there in order

to not be used at this time by a biographer.282

Things couldn’t be any clearer. Eissler, while also sending a copy of

Bernfeld’s second letter, thus assured Miss Freud that the Archives

would be a tomb.

Eissler to Anna Freud, 4 February 1951: Following up on my indis-

cretion, I am sending you a copy of another letter from Bernfeld . . . I

am sure that the majority of the letters will be given [to the Freud

Archives] on the sole condition that no contemporary will be able to

read them and you can be sure that I will not grant Bernfeld’s demand

‘not to make things easy for donors wishing to lock them up and bury

them in Washington’ . . . Of course, the personal letters will only have

been read by the donor and will be sent sealed to the representative

of the Archives, which will not have the right to open the letter and

which will send it sealed to the Library of Congress, where it will remain

sealed for as long as the donor or the board of directors stipulate. Broadly

speaking, the board of directors will stipulate a longer duration than the donor

has intended, in order to prevent any possibility of an embarrassing

situation in the future.283
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Henceforth, Bernfeld’s fate within the movement’s inner circle was

sealed. On 28March, Eissler, somewhat ashamed, toldAnna Freud that

he had met Bernfeld in New York and that the latter had expressed his

surprise that Anna, as she had formerly done, no longer responded to

his letters and requests for information.284 Bernfeld had clearly fallen

into disfavour; now, his rival Jones was going to have access to the

treasures of House of Freud.

On 16 February, Eissler announced to Anna Freud the formation of

the Sigmund Freud Archives, Inc.’s board of directors, which included,

among others, Bertram Lewin (President), Ernest Jones, Heinz

Hartmann, Willi Hoffer, Princess Marie Bonaparte (Vice-Presidents),

Ernst Kris, Herman Nunberg and Siegfried Bernfeld (members). Albert

Einstein, Thomas Mann and Anna Freud were honorary members.

Eissler himself settled for the more modest position of ‘Secretary’.

Anna Freud was delighted.

Anna Freud to Eissler, 27 February 1951: This wonderful list con-

tains so many of our old friends that this alone should guarantee that

all goes well as far as our future plans are concerned.285

The goal of the FreudArchives had never been tomake the documents

of Freudianism available to the public, as Luther Evans, the Librarian

of Congress, undoubtedly believed when Eissler approached him. In

reality, the Library of Congress and the American people had been

duped. What Anna Freud and the Freudian Family sought, quite

simply, was a safety deposit box where they could lock up the archives,

their archives, and protect them from the curiosity of outsiders. If their

choice was the Library of Congress, it was because the American

government and its legendary bureaucracy presented, in this respect,

extremely solid guarantees of reliability and security. Not to mention

the fact that the costs of archiving and safekeeping the materials were

entirely thrust upon the American taxpayers: as Bernfeld had said, a

‘type A’ Archives wouldn’t cost a dime. Better yet, donations to the

Library of Congress were tax-deductible, making for an excellent
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business, insofar as the ‘expert’ designated to appraise their value for

the American Internal Revenue Service was none other than . . . Kurt

Eissler.286

Paul Roazen: Eissler went around and suggested to all the people

concerned that they could get tax deductions on what

they donated to the Freud archives. A good deal for

everybody, right? It was a wholly crooked set-up. The gifts

were made to the Freud Archives, then Eissler, as head of

Freud Archives, gave them to the Library of Congress. The

archives was a conduit. The documents are housed at the

Library of Congress at taxpayers’ expense, but the Library of

Congress has to turn to the Freud Archives before they can

release anything.287

M. B-J: So it is a situation in which the Freud Archives use

taxpayers’ money to pursue its own goals, without being

accountable to anybody?

Roazen: Yes. Thanks to this setup, everything went through Eissler’s

hands and is now under the Freud Archives’ control. For

instance, Eissler went around and conducted interviews

with anyone who would see him, only to lock up these

tapes at the Library of Congress. At the same time, there

have always been exceptions to this policy of secrecy. For

instance, Eissler would send some of the material to Jones –

which is how I was able to read it in the Jones files, before

those were restricted in their turn.288

But it wasn’t simply the American taxpayers who were taken advant-

age of, but also, in many cases, the donors themselves. Even though

certain donors were obviously in on the secret, many others undoubt-

edly believed that they were making a gift of their archives to a public

entity, the Library of Congress, considering that the Library’s current

‘Freud Collection’ was initially called ‘The Sigmund Freud Archives’.

As article 2 of the contract signed on 5 July 1951 between the

Sigmund Freud Archives, Inc. and the Library of Congress, the latter

promised to ‘protect [the] identity [of the donations] by marking the

name “The Sigmund Freud Archives” on all the publications and on
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the cartons containing other documents, and [to] administer these

donations under the title “The Sigmund Freud Archives”’.289 It must

have been difficult, therefore, for the donors to distinguish between

the ‘Sigmund Freud Archives’ of the Library of Congress and the

‘Sigmund Freud Archives, Inc.’ – all the more so since the paper in

front of them proudly stated: ‘Conservator of the Archives: the Library

of Congress’ (later changed to ‘Guardian and Proprietor of the Sigmund

Freud Collection: the Library of Congress’).

In reality, the donations were being made to the Sigmund Freud

Archives, Inc., a private organisation which then became their legal

owner and could thus impose any restrictions on access that it wished

from the moment they were deposited at the Library of Congress

(in the catalogues, we still read: ‘Donor: Sigmund Freud Archives’ or

‘Donor: Kurt Eissler’). In regard to this, Peter Swales speaks of ‘donor

impostership’,290 insofar as Eissler was to have deliberately main-

tained the ambiguity surrounding the donations’ actual destination.

It is hard to prove such an intention to mislead; nevertheless, the

ambiguity Swales is concerned with is quite real, and we can find

many examples of it. To the British psychiatrist E.A. Bennet, who in

1972 asked if the Freud Archives would be interested in two letters

that Freud had addressed to him, Eissler nonchalantly responded that

it depended on the Library of Congress.

Eissler: Of course, we take in all the documents . . . The original or a

photostat is deposited in the Library of Congress. The Archives are not

independent, everything goes to the Library of Congress inWashington.291

To the donors, then, the Archives passed themselves off as represen-

tatives of the Library of Congress and of the American people, in

order, as Bernfeld said, to ‘suck up’ the documents and testimonials.

To the Library of Congress, on the other hand, they passed them-

selves off as the representatives of donors and medical confidentiality,

imposing restrictions on access, as well as arbitrary declassification

dates, which the donors themselves had not often demanded.

294 * Freud Files: An Inquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis



Marvin W. Kranz, Supervisor of the Freud Collection at the Library

of Congress: In certain cases, we know that the [original] donor

imposed restrictions on access . . . As a general rule, the documents

were given to Eissler [and] he imposed restrictions. Presumably, he

would say to the person: ‘We are going to classify that for a period

of twenty-five, fifty years, okay?’ and the person would say yes. We

don’t know how exactly it worked, but in my opinion, it was Eissler

who suggested the restrictions.292

Eissler, Notes on His First Interview with Sergius Pankejeff in

Vienna, 1952: He always has the idea that his Memoirs could be

published and is rather disappointed, that this material will first be

read by others in 200 years.293

Eissler to the Pastor Oskar Pfister, 20 December 1951: When your

report is opened in 150 years, I believe that it will no longer be able to

cause even the slightest indiscretion.294

Eissler, Interview with Carl Gustav Jung, 29 August 1953: I believe

that the historical development of depth psychology will at one time

have a great interest, and your relation to Freud, your observations of

Freud whom you knew in such an important phase, in such an impor-

tant epoch, will very much interest historians, if there are still histor-

ians in 200 years /laughs/.295

Eissler to Bonaparte, 1 April 1960: At The Library of Congress you

would only see a row of boxes which concern The Sigmund Freud

Archives. The boxes are filled with sealed envelopes and, since we

have an agreement with The Library of Congress that the envelopes

may be opened only after many years they would not be permitted to

show you anything of their contents . . . if you plan to visit The Library

of Congress solely out of your desire to see The Sigmund Freud

Archives, I would strongly advise against it because, as I have said

before, there is nothing to see other than a row of boxes.296

Yes, the Freud Archives were very much a tomb, a crypt, where, as

Bernfeld said, the radioactive waste of psychoanalysis’ history could

be ‘buried’. Therefore, as we see with the X (formerly Z) series of the

Sigmund Freud Collection, the slow process of declassification (we

are almost tempted to say: of decontamination) only began in 1995,
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with the correspondence between Freud and Max Eitingon, and

will continue for the most part until 2057, when Eissler’s inteviews

with Elsa Foges, Harry Freud, Oliver Freud, Judith Bernays Heller,297

Clarence Oberndorf, Edoardo Weiss and the mysterious ‘Interviewee

B’ are due to be released. In the 1990s one letter to Freud from an

unidentified correspondent was restricted till 2113 (and not 2102,

as the 1985 catalogue anticipated298). Now, many such items do not

even have a stipulated derestriction date, and are listed simply as

‘closed’.

Sulloway: Just think of the secrecy associatedwith the documents of the

Freud Archives at the Library of Congress and the oddity of their dates

of release. Some documents are sealed away until 2013, others until

2032, others until 2102, 2103, etc., and you wonder how they came up

with these strange dates. If you look up the birth and death dates of

the persons concerned, you are almost tempted to apply Fliessian perio-

dicities of 23 and 28 to see what these numbers mean, because it is not

100 or 150 years from anybody’s death, it’s not 150 or 200 years from

anybody’s birth – it’s just some weird number that someone thought up!

It is totally arbitrary, but that is how censorship has always worked.299

In certain cases, the restrictions on access have been imposed despite

the wishes expressed by the donors. As Peter Swales has noted,

Eissler’s interview with Freud’s granddaughter, Sophie Freud, will

not be available until the year 2017, even though she has declared

herself, on several occasions, in favour of a complete and immediate

opening of the Archives. Paul Roazen, likewise, relates how Eissler

refused to let the psychoanalyst Helene Deutsch take a look at her own

donation when she had wished to show it to Roazen.

Roazen: I wrote a letter to the Freud Archives, which Helene co-

signed, in which I requested to have access to this material. The letter

that I got back was not signed by Eissler himself, but by Edward

Kronold, who was technically head of the Freud Archives at the

time. He didn’t actually deny our request, he just said that they

would postpone their decision till the next meeting of their board of
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directors . . . This was totally absurd, of course, for what we were asking

for was perfectly obvious and straightforward.300

Roazen: During my own research on Freud and his circle, I met

numerous donors who were not only completely unaware that their

donation was now locked away, but who also clearly disapproved of the

secrecy Eissler was determined to maintain around Freud in order to

protect him from the curiosity of independent historians.301

Eissler to Borch-Jacobsen, 13 November 1996: Doctor P[ankejeff]

wanted the recordings of our conversations to be published while he

was alive. I refused.302

The Freud Archives, obviously, do not represent the wishes of their

donors, contrary to what they made the Library of Congress and the

public believe. In reality, they only represent themselves, which is

to say, the interests of the Freudian Family and Cause. And these

interests have never coincided with those of the public interest, of

the res publica. The function of the Archives has never been one of

openness and publication, but rather one of selection and censorship:

controlling access to the documents, filtering information, monitor-

ing interpretation and debate, and, above all, stopping material pass-

ing unrestricted into the public domain. Nothing could be further

from the democratic ideal of ‘free and open access to knowledge and

information’303 that guides the Library of Congress. Kurt Eissler spent

his life amassing archives and testimonials, not in order to share

them and reveal their contents, not even to preserve them for future

generations, but with the single goal of being able to determine who

would have access to what – all this in the interests of a private

society: the true Freudians.

There was, in the end, a method in this madness. If Eissler censored

anything and everything, it wasn’t because there was something to

hide – some skeletons in the closet or compromising photos. It was

because the Archives, despite the portions open to the public, had

never been intended for the public. Anna Freud perhaps said it best:

these documents are going to be deposited at the Library of Congress
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‘in order to not be used by a biographer’. Meaning: by a non-accredited,

non-authorised biographer, since, for the historians in the Freudian

family, it was never a question of hiding anything from them. At the

same time that Anna Freud was locking up the Archives and refusing

Bernfeld access to it because he was judged to be too independent,

Jones was allowed wide access, aiding him with his work on the

Biography. He certainly wasn’t going to be the one to contradict the

version of events Freud had put down in his writings, whether in

his case histories or his historical-autobiographical presentations of

psychoanalysis.

Above all, what mattered was preserving psychoanalysis’ narrative

monopoly, preventing any other accounts from entering into com-

petition with Freud’s, and dissuading all rival interpretations. In this

sense, the censorship of the Archives must be understood in relation

to the concurrent promotion of the Freudian legend. If it was neces-

sary to establish a sanitary cordon around the ‘Wolf Man’, seal the

testimony of the children of ‘Cäcilie M.’ or ‘Elisabeth von R.’, and

censor the patients’ names, it wasn’t necessarily because all these

people had explosive secrets to reveal, but because their accounts

ran the risk, first, of differing from Freud’s and, second, of making

them less certain, and more open to disputation. Subjected to com-

parison and debate, Freud’s interprefactions would no longer be able

to present themselves as the transparent and indisputable narration of

‘facts’, ‘discoveries’ and ‘observations’.

From this point of view, the censorship of the Freud Archives is by

no means an arbitrary absurdity with no wider import. Explaining

it away bymeans ofAnna Freud’s excessive filial piety or Eissler’s lovable

eccentricity304 is decidedly too simple. Eissler executed the orders of

Anna Freud, and Anna Freud continued a policy of dehistoricisation

and narrative decontextualisation which had been her father’s – as,

for example, when he burned his correspondences or destroyed his

analysis notes. The important thing was to keep everyone else’s hands

off the Freudian narrative and to rid it of all the parasitic ‘noises’ liable
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to cloud its message, in order to immunise Freud’s testimony – which

is to say psychoanalytic theory – against all doubts and questions.

Without this excessive dehistoricisation, psychoanalysis would never

have succeeded in establishing itself as the Holy Scripture of psycho-

therapy, nor Freud as the Solitary Hero of the unconscious. The

Archives’ censorship, so absurd at first glance, is absolutely essential

to the system it and psychoanalysis’ legendary epistemology together

constitute. It’s not surprising that the Freudians have considered the

work of historians of their discipline among their most serious adver-

saries: psychoanalysis is vulnerable to its history.
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Coda: what was psychoanalysis?

The fashion this winter is psychoanalysis.

André Breton (1990 [1924]), 94

Freudian psychology had flooded the field like a full rising tide and the

rest of us were left submerged like clams buried in the sands at low

water.

Morton Prince (1929), ix

I know of no other example of a system of unjustified beliefs which has

propagated itself so successfully as Freudian theory. How was it done?

Alasdair MacIntyre (1976), 35

The censorship of Freud’s correspondences, the sequestering of docu-

ments and reminiscences in sealed boxes in the Freud Archives, the

compilation of the official Freud biography and the preparation of the

Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud

was a systematic and concerted enterprise, intended to consolidate

and disseminate the Freudian legend. The legend was now every-

where, massive and virtually unassailable. Texts available to research-

ers and the general public had been carefully filtered and reformatted

to present the image of Freud and psychoanalysis that the Freudian

establishment wanted to promote. Thus it is no surprise that the

300



apotheosis of psychoanalysis took place in the 1950s, and that it was

from America and Britain, the new centres of the psychoanalytic

family, that the Freudian wave spread through the world.

For half a century, this artificial construction has formed the basis

of our knowledge of Freud and the origins of psychoanalysis. It is

striking to see how widely it was accepted, even by those who other-

wise had a critical and sceptical view of psychoanalysis. Even when

Freud’s works were reread and reinterpreted in heterodox ways, it was

always on the basis of the sanitised and dehistoricised version propa-

gated by Anna Freud, Ernst Kris, Ernest Jones, James Strachey and

Kurt Eissler. Lacan’s famous ‘return to Freud’ was simply a return to

the version of Freud that they had canonised. The same goes for all

the more recent hermeneutic, structuralist, narrativist, deconstructi-

vist, feminist and post-modern reformulations of psychoanalysis.

Despite their sophistication and their refusal of Freud’s positivism,

the Freud which they interpreted/deconstructed/narritivised/fiction-

alised was always the same legendary Freud, dressed up in the new

garments of the latest intellectual fashion.

The success of this propaganda mission rested on its invisibility, on

the dissimulation of the ‘Kürzungsarbeit’: cuts in letters weren’t indi-

cated, inconvenient facts were omitted, skeletons were hidden in

closets, critics were silenced, the names of patients were disguised,

recollections were sequestered, tendentious interpretations were pre-

sented as real events, calumnies and rumours were taken as facts. The

mythification of the history of psychoanalysis gave it a simplicity

which rendered it suitable for mass dissemination. At the same

time, the formidable obstacles which confronted historians rendered

a wholesale challenge of the legend impossible.

The consequences of this state of affairs went far beyond the

confines of the history of psychoanalysis and had profound effects

on the way the enterprise of modern psychology as a whole was

perceived. The legend effectively delegitimated the psychotherapies

which psychoanalysis competed with in the mental health market
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place. At the same time it led to the rescripting of the history of ideas

in the twentieth century, giving psychoanalysis a prominence that it

never properly had. To the extent to which psychoanalysis was placed

at the centre and the origin of the critical developments in depth

psychology, dynamic psychiatry and psychotherapy, psychoanalysis

became everything – and at the same time nothing. All clothing

suited it, because it all bore the label ‘Freud’. Already in 1920, Ernest

Jones noted that the public only had the vaguest ideas of what

psychoanalysis really was, and what distinguished it from other

approaches.

Jones to the Secret Committee, 26October 1920: From various recent

reports I have had from America and from reading their recent liter-

ature I am sorry to say that I get a very bad impression of [the] situation

there. Everything possible passes under the name of �a, not only

Adlerism and Jungism, but any kind of popular or intuitive psychology.

I doubt if there are six men in America who could tell the essential

difference between Vienna and Zurich, at least at all clearly.1

Ninety years later, the situation has hardly changed: ‘any kind of

popular or intuitive psychology’ is precisely what passes for psycho-

analysis, whether it be in university seminars, specialist journals and

magazines, or on television or the radio. However, it is precisely this

confusion and the manner in which Freudians successfully exploited

it to promote ‘psychoanalysis’ that significantly contributed to the

success of the brand. If it appears to be everywhere, it is because so

much has been arbitrarily Freudianised, franchised by psychoanalysis:

slips, dreams, sex, mental illness, neurosis, psychotherapy, memory,

biography, history, language, pedagogy and teaching, marital rela-

tions, politics.

John Burnham: In the United States Freud became the agent not so

much of psychoanalysis as of other ideas current at the time.

Psychoanalysis was understood as environmentalism, as sexology, as a

theory of psychogenic etiology of the neuroses. Likewise when Freud’s

teachings gained attention and even adherents, his followers often
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believed not so much in his work as in evolution, in psychotherapy,

and in the modern world.2

But if psychoanalysis is everything and nothing at the same time,

what are we ultimately speaking about?Nothing – or nearly nothing: it

is precisely because it has always been vague and floating, perfectly

inconsistent, that psychoanalysis could propagate as it did and embed

itself in a variety of ‘ecological niches’, to use Ian Hacking’s expres-

sion, in the most diverse array of environments.3 Being nothing in

particular, psychoanalysis has functioned like Lévi-Strauss’ famous

‘floating signifier’:4 it is a ‘machine’, a ‘whatsit’, a ‘thingumajig’ which

can serve to designate anything, an empty theory in which one can

cram whatever one likes. To take an example, Freud’s unilateral

insistence on the pre-eminence of sexuality was objected to from all

sides. No matter, he then developed his theory of narcissism and the

analysis of the ego, silently borrowing from some of his critics, Adler

and Jung. The traumatic neuroses of the First WorldWar appeared to

have conclusively demonstrated that one could suffer from hysterical

symptoms for non-sexual reasons. Freud then came up with the

theories of the repetition compulsion and the death drive from the

ever ready unconscious. Such radical theoretical shifts have often

been cited in praise of Freud’s conscientious empiricism, but this is to

confound falsificationist rigour with damage limitation. No ‘fact’ was

likely to refute Freud’s theories, as he could adapt them to objections

made to him, according to the exigencies of the moment, in continual

shadow-boxing with his critics.

D.H. Lawrence, 1923: Psychoanalysis has sprung many surprises on

us, performed more than one volte-face before our indignant eyes. No

sooner had we got used to the psychiatric quack who vehemently

demonstrated the serpent of sex coiled round the root of all our actions,

no sooner had we begun to feel honestly uneasy about our lurking

complexes, than lo and behold the psychoanalytic gentlemen reap-

peared on the stage with a theory of pure psychology. The medical

faculty, which was on hot bricks over the therapeutic innovations,
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heaved a sigh of relief as it watched the ground warming under the feet

of the professional psychologists.5

Frank Cioffi: Sometime about 1912 Freud felt that Adler was attempt-

ing to disarm criticism of his ‘masculine protest’ by representing it

as a corollary of Freud’s own apparently well-established castration

complex. How did Freud deal with this embarrassment? This is how:

‘I find it impossible to base the genesis of neuroses on so narrow a

foundation as the castration complex. . . I know of cases of neurosis in

which the castration complex plays no pathogenic part or does not

appear at all’ (1914, SE 14, pp. 974–93). And yet once Adler had been

seen off the castration complex was reinstated to its position

of centrality and Freud became amnesic for the fact that he had treated

patients in which the ‘castration complex play[ed] no pathogenic part.’

In an essay of 1928 he assures readers with respect to the influence of

the castration complex: ‘Psychoanalytic experience has put these

matters in particular beyond the reach of doubt and has taught us to

recognize in them the key to every neuroses’ (1928, SE 21, p. 184).6

Jones’ statement cited earlier suggests that he believed that there was

something radically distinctive about psychoanalysis that enabled it

to be rigorously distinguished from Jung’s or Adler’s work and all

other forms of ‘popular psychology’. But what held psychoanalysis

together – both theoretically and institutionally –was a legend, and it

was this that constituted its very identity. In reality, as we have seen,

psychoanalysis was riven from its inception by contradictory inter-

pretations as to what psychological analysis/psychoanalysis/psych-

analysis/psychosynthesis/free psychoanalysis/individual psychology/

analytical psychology were, and to wherein they differed. This sit-

uation has not ceased. Fundamentally, it has not been possible to

demonstrate the properly ‘Freudian unconscious’ in a manner con-

vincing to all. After the ruptures with Fliess, Forel, Bleuler, Adler,

Stekel and Jung, there were those with Rank, Ferenczi and many

others. Within the movement itself, divergent tendencies and

schools multiplied, while views initially championed by dissidents

and critiques of psychoanalysis were silently recuperated and
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presented as ‘developments’ of psychoanalysis, as progress.7 Under

such conditions, how can one continue to speak of ‘psychoanalysis’,

as if it were a matter of a coherent doctrine, organised around a series

of clearly articulated theses, principles or methods? Psychoanalysis

in the singular never existed. What is there in common between

Freud’s theories and those of Rank, Ferenczi, Reich, Klein, Horney,

Winnicott, Bion, Bowlby, Kohut, Kernberg, Lacan, Laplanche, Zizek

or Kristeva? Even psychoanalysts have recognised that psychoanalysis

has become an umbrella term covering the most diverse and mutually

contradictory perspectives. In 1988, Robert Wallerstein, then presi-

dent of the International Psychoanalytic Association, asked with dis-

quiet whether there was still one psychoanalysis, after the multitude of

post-Freudian developments and the failure of several initiatives to

create a consensus within American psychoanalysis in the 1950s.

Robert Wallerstein: We live in a world of increasing psychoanalytic

diversity, of many (and differing) psychoanalyses, which then – with

their boundaries then drawable in conceptually differing ways – of

course makes more difficult any clear overall distinction of psycho-

analysis from psychotherapy.8

Whilst conceding that the theories of psychoanalytic metapsychology

were finally nothing other than ‘articles of psychoanalytic faith’,

Wallerstein nevertheless claimed that the Freudian field continued

to present a unity at the level of clinical theory and the givens of the

consulting room.9 However, his definition of the psychoanalytic

clinic was so expansive and vague that it could be applied to many

other forms of dynamic psychotherapy.

To highlight this diversity is not to evaluate or criticise the ple-

thora of diverse practices and conceptions which have been associ-

ated with the label ‘psychoanalysis’, nor is it to cast doubt on the fact

that many have found something in these which have facilitated their

lives (the same goes for other forms of psychotherapy). A recognition

of the heterogeneity of the field signals that each form of psychoanalysis
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or psychodynamic therapy needs to be adequately characterised and

separately evaluated. Similarly, critiquing the positivistic scientific

pretensions of psychoanalysis does not invalidate it (to take this view

would simply be to partake of the same positivism from the opposite

side) but indicates that different forms of evaluation – philosophical,

ethical, political and aesthetic – come into play. But such an under-

taking is not our present brief, and would require a wider comparative

historical study of the wider field of the psychotherapies and dynamic

psychologies.

The truth is that the unity of psychoanalysis was provided by the

institutional allegiance to the Freudian legend, that is to say to the

notion that Freud’s creation of psychoanalysis was an unprecedented

event that revolutionised human understanding. Psychoanalysis

maintained itself to the extent to which this legend held. Without

the legend, its disciplinary identity and radical difference from other

forms of psychotherapy collapse. This is precisely what we witness

today: the legend is losing its hold, fraying from all sides. Despite

delaying tactics, primary materials have been entering the public

sphere: correspondences have been re-edited without censorship,

archival collections have been declassified (even if on a drip feed),

historians have identified patients, documents and recollections have

resurfaced. Little by little, the puzzle is being reconstituted, forming

portraits quite different from that fashioned by the censors and

hagiographers. This is not to say that there is a consensus among

historians – it is simply to note that the cumulative effect of their

work has been to dismantle the monomyth. Today defenders of the

legend have vigorously protested this, at times resorting to the old

tactics which once served so well in the first Freudian wars (the

pathologisation of adversaries, ad hominem attacks, etc.), but without

the same success. Readers approaching Freud simply have a wealth of

documentation and critical historical studies which simply wasn’t

available in the 1970s and 1980s, together with an increasing number

of studies which have demonstrated that Freud’s professional rivals,
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adversaries and former colleagues weren’t all the fools they were

painted to be.

Thus there is little point in searching to ‘kill’ Freud, as some have

done, or starting another ‘Freud war’, which in all likelihood would

add little to its antecedents.10 Ironically, this would only serve to

continue to give life and identity to psychoanalysis, whereas one

could say that psychoanalysis, in a certain sense, no longer exists –

or rather, never did.11The Freudian legend is being effaced before our

eyes, and with it, psychoanalysis, to make way for other cultural

fashions, other modes of therapeutic interaction, continuing and

renewing the ancient ritual of patient–doctor encounter. We should

hurry to study Psychoanalysis whilst we can,12 for we will soon no

longer be able to discern its features – and for good reason: because it

never was.
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