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      Preface

      
      I hope the title of this book will make it clear that it is not an attempt to paraphrase or condense the material, either
         of Dalbiez’ deservedly famous exposition and critique of psychoanalytical method and doctrine; or of the classical and definitive
         biography of Sigmund Freud by Ernest Jones. Indeed, it makes no attempt at biography whatsoever, and in so far as it explains
         and discusses its subject matter, the explanations and discussion are the sole and final responsibility of the author.
     

      
      It is written for undergraduates and students of every and any kind who may be interested enough to read it. Other readers
         are of course welcome; but I would ask them to remember that when an author writes for the intelligent and enquiring young,
         he hopes always that the effect will be to stimulate and lure them to further thought and reading: never to stifle or lull
         them into abandoning their matchless quest.
     

D. S-C.

      
      
      




      
      SIGMUND FREUD

      
      
      Born in Freiburg (now in Czechoslovakia), 1856

      
      Went to Paris, 1885

      
      Published Studies on Hysteria: Preliminary Communication
(with Breuer), 1886
     

      
      Lived in Vienna, 1860-1938.

      
      Died in England, 1939.

      




      
      
      Prelude

      
      Merlyn, the magician and prophet of hindsight and foresight, speaks:

      
      “‘Psychoanalyse her,’ he said eventually, beginning to spin.

      
      ‘But, Merlyn, wait! How are we to do this thing?’

      
      ‘The usual method.’

      
      ‘But what is it?’ they cried in despair.

He disappeared completely, his voice remaining in the air.

      
      ‘Just find out what her dreams are, and so on. Explain the facts of life. But not too much of Freud.’”

      
      T. H. White

      
      The Once and Future Icing

      
      Freud speaks:

      
      “Let us imagine, for instance, that in your leisure hours you take up a German, English or American novel. … After a few pages
         you come upon a first comment on psychoanalysis, and soon afterwards upon others, even though the context does not seem to
         call for them. You must not imagine that it is a question of applying depth-psychology to a better understanding of the characters
         in the book or of their actions—though, incidentally, there are other and more serious works in which an attempt of that kind
         is in fact made. No, these are for the most part facetious remarks intended by the author to display his wide reading and intellectual superiority. Nor will you always form an impression that he really knows
         what he is talking about. …”
     

      
      New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis?. 1932–1936
     

      
      S.E. Vol. XXII, p. 136

      
      and earlier still, in private correspondence—

      
      “Why was it that none of the pious ever discovered Psychoanalysis? Why did it have to wait for a completely Godless Jew?”

      
      Sigmund Freud. 1928
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      Fugue

       
      The three items set out as a prelude to this short book consist in effect of a statement by an author, followed by a protest,
         and then by a cry of anguish, from someone who had good reason to feel threatened by that statement. This is an historical
         situation; but what makes it an appropriate beginning to this book is that, in every essential point, history has been reversed
         by the presentation of these items. Such actual history as will find its place here will show that characteristically, throughout
         the whole of Sigmund Freud’s life and work, it was his destiny to make statements based on work which he had done, which aroused both protests and cries of anguish from other people;
         usually from people who wanted nothing of the help which Freud gave and was prepared to teach others to give, but believed
         that they and their society had much to lose from an acknowledgement of the truth which Freud sought to proclaim.
     

      
      
      The reversal of history is also chronological. Not only do the items selected put an otherwise unchallenged author in the
         position of the one uttering the statement, and Freud in the position of the recipient uttering the protest: but also, reference
         to the dates will show that in fact the cry of anguish came first, the protest later, and the particular example of the provocation
         by which both these can be seen to be justified, some 25 years later still. Re-reading those three items in this context,
         we are reminded of the Red Queen in Alice Through the Looking Glass who screamed before she hurt herself, knowing that the hurt would come and that a scream would be drawn from her.
     

      
      When Freud uttered the statements quoted from his New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis and from his earlier letter, he had already good reason to know that the greater part of his work would never find universal
         understanding, still less acceptance, during his lifetime. He was a wide and enthusiastic reader. He might have taken comfort
         from some well-known lines by Rudyard Kipling, which indeed could have seemed to have been written precisely to describe his
         own experience:
     

      
      
         “If you can bear to hear the truth you’ve spoken, Twisted by knaves, to make a trap for fools …”1

    
 
      For, even after over fifty years have passed since the first of his major communications was made, this distortion of one
         of the most significant pieces of human thought and discovery in the history of ideas still continues. The author of The Once and Future King is only one of innumerable educated people who have led less educated people to believe that, whatever the merits or demerits
         of psychoanalysis, it can be separated from what Freud really said, and might indeed be more acceptable if it were. Conversely, it is still possible for people to gain the impression
         that they know what Freud really said without ever having read a word that he himself wrote.
     

      
      It is the limited purpose of this short communication to redress the balance of distortion and misunderstanding for people
         whose minds remain sufficiently open, and whose interest is sufficiently unbiased, to want to know what kind of contribution
         a single man made to human understanding. This was a man whose name will always rank with those of Darwin, Copernicus, Newton,
         Marx and Einstein; someone who really made a difference to the way the rest of us can begin to think about the meaning of
         human life and society. The thoughts of such men, the way that their minds worked, and the ways in which they sought to convey
         the outcome of this work in what they said and wrote, are part of the heritage of the human race. Their statements do not
         have to be accepted as dogma, above or beyond critical reflection or consideration. But we owe it to ourselves, no less than
         to them, to pay attention to what they really said.
     

      
      Psychoanalysis was and will always be Freud’s original creation. Its discovery, exploration, investigation, and constant revision
         formed his life’s work. It is manifest injustice, as well as wantonly insulting, to commend psychoanalysis, still less to
         invoke it “… without too much of Freud”. And yet the author of The Once and Future King is only one of many who have committed this light-hearted outrage without even so much as recognizing the nature of their
         act. No one person in fact is to be blamed for it. Freud himself recognized this, in these words:
     

      

      “You may raise the question of why these people—both the ones who write books and the conversationalists—behave so badly;
         and you may incline to the view that the responsibility for this lies not only on them but also on psychoanalysis. I think
         so too. What you come upon as prejudice in literature and society is an after-effect of an earlier judgment—the judgment,
         namely, that was formed upon the young psychoanalysis by the representatives of official science. I once complained of this
         in an historical account I wrote, and I shall not do so again—perhaps that once was too often—but it is a fact that there
         was no violation of logic, and no violation of propriety and good taste, to which the scientific opponents of psychoanalysis
         did not give way at that time.* The situation recalled what was actually put in practice in the Middle Ages when an evil-doer, or even a mere political opponent, was put in the pillory and given over to maltreatment by the mob. You may not realize clearly,
         perhaps, how far upwards in our society mob-characteristics extend, and what misconduct people will be guilty of when they
         feel themselves part of a crowd and relieved of personal responsibility. At the beginning of that time I was more or less
         alone and I soon saw that there was no future in polemics, but that it was equally senseless to lament and to invoke the help
         of kindlier spirits, for there were not courts to which such appeals could be made. So I took another road. I made a first
         application of psychoanalysis by explaining to myself that this behaviour of the crowd was a manifestation of the same resistance which I had to struggle against
         in individual patients. I refrained from polemics myself and influenced my adherents, when little by little they appeared,
         in the same direction. This procedure was the right one. The interdict which lay upon psychoanalysis in those days has been
         lifted since then. But, just as an abandoned faith survives as a superstition, just as a theory which has been given up by
         science continues to exist as a popular belief, so the original outlawing of psychoanalysis by scientific circles persists
         to-day in the facetious contempt of the laymen who write books or make conversation. So this will no longer surprise you.”4

     
      New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis. 1932.
     

     

      It had long ceased to surprise Freud. Nevertheless he continued, up to the time of his death, to expound his work to the uninitiated
         although otherwise educated lay public, as well as to the professional audiences who had reason to know something of the revolution
         in thought for which he had been responsible. Indeed, what he conveyed without rebuke or indignation displayed not simply
         his indomitable faith in the value of human communication but also his deep conviction that whatever of truth underlay his
         ideas would always ultimately find its reflection in the experience of his readers.
     

      
      The foundation of this conviction was that, while what he had to say was new, the material upon which his observations were
         made and his theories were built was as old and as universal as the inmost experience of the human race. Freud was a genius:
         but the confusing and often seemingly contradictory tangle of human experience which confronted him was no different from
         that which confronted and still confronts every practising doctor and, indeed, every student of man. It was his destiny to
         seek the truth from within this tangle, with patient humility, and to proclaim his findings with tenacious courage.
     

      
      Before we examine these in detail, it will be helpful to have the outline of his work before us, in the general order in which
         he himself discovered and collected it. The essential starting point began with Freud’s confrontation, as a practising physician,
         with the timeless, tremendous, and perplexing challenge of hysteria, both in the form of hysterical symptoms and in that disorder of character which has come to be called the hysterical personality; phenomena which
         have always lain like a drawn sword across the path of medical progress.
     

      
      For centuries this challenge had been answered by dismissing it as unreal, so that sufferers from hysterical symptoms were
         simply excluded from the arena of medical care; or by expelling or displacing this challenge to other areas of human concern.
         In the Middle Ages, the preoccupation of various sects of Christendom with demonology and the persecution of heretics had
         enabled patients with hysterical symptoms or personalities to be included among those charged with witchcraft, and thereby
         excluded from the concern of medicine, to be tortured or burnt to death instead. The close of this era had left the problem
         of hysteria unsolved, to stumble falteringly back upon the clinical scene, where it remained as unwelcome as it had always
         been.
     

      
      With remarkable vision, Freud perceived that hysteria is in fact “a real sickness”; that hysterical symptoms are genuinely
         experienced by patients. Hysterical pain hurts as much, hysterical anaesthesia numbs as much, hysterical amnesia forgets as
         much, as any other way in which pain, numbness, or forgetfulness can be experienced by human beings. Once he had recognized
         this, Freud had to find room in his own understanding for the commonplace but baffling paradox that these suffering, numbed,
         or amnesic patients had no structural basis in their nervous system for the disabilities which afflicted them.
     

      
      Freud went to Paris to learn more from one of the greatest contemporary neurologists, Professor Charcot. Charcot was at that
         time demonstrating that hysterical symptoms could be reproduced in their entirety in patients who had been hypnotised, and under hypnosis had been told, with
         the authority of the hypnotist, that such symptoms existed in their minds and bodies and could not be denied. Such patients
         were indistinguishable from others suffering from hysteria, in that they too felt pain or lost sensation entirely, shook and
         trembled or became completely paralysed, lost their memory or later performed actions for which they could not account, but
         which were in fact the result of commands given them during the hypnotic state.
     

      
      For Charcot, these phenomena were interesting experimentally but did not have any particular therapeutic significance. Moreover,
         he believed that the capacity to undergo hypnosis, together with the capacity to develop hysterical symptoms, were evidence
         of degeneration, probably due to some structural inadequacy of the nervous system, and therefore conveniently removed those
         so equipped or afflicted from the responsibility of further medical care. They were subjects for demonstration; but to Charcot
         all that they ultimately demonstrated was that the symptoms underlying their unconscious mental activity were a sign of irreversible
         disability, a disorder capable of clinical demonstration but not of lasting relief.
     

      
      It is one of the signs of genius that its possessor asks questions which have simply never occurred to other people in the
         face of the same situation. Freud asked himself whether these powerful unconscious mental mechanisms, which alone could explain
         the phenomena of hysteria and hypnosis, might well exist in all human beings, and play an important role in their lives, of
         which they themselves could not normally be fully aware. This was the beginning of his discovery of psychoanalysis, but even this tentative theory was received with the utmost hostility by
         Freud’s neurological colleagues in Vienna, when he returned there from Paris. Nevertheless, one man had used hypnosis to allay
         hysteria, and with this man Freud set up a collaboration to which he was always most generously to acknowledge a profound
         indebtedness.
     

      
      The colleague was Breuer, a physician practising in fashionable Vienna, and the first publication heralding the development
         of psychoanalysis was a joint work produced by Breuer and Freud, and entitled Studies on Hysteria.
     

      
      Perhaps the most important single discovery recorded in this work is that the precipitant factor in hysteria can as readily
         be psychological as physical. Yet, when it was psychological, it was characteristically never remembered by the patient, or
         even available to the patient’s memory by introspection. Freud saw that the banishment of such significant and emotionally
         charged memories from consciousness required an active mechanism operating at an unconscious level, as well as the relegation
         of such emotionally charged material to what would have to be an unconscious area of mental life. This led him to the concept
         of repression: the dynamic, compulsive, but completely unconscious forgetting of unbearable, threatening or disturbing experiences.
         He had yet to recognize that the existence of this repression in everybody, including himself, was to provoke not only unconscious
         resistance to ultimate recovery in patients suffering from hysteria, but also a comparable resistance, on the part of practically
         everyone, to the very nature of the discoveries which he and Breuer were making through their work with such patients. New ideas tend always to excite resistance, but these excited violent hostility and irrational denial; moreover,
         not only they, but their originators, became socially unacceptable.
     

      
      Even when Freud had begun to recognize this, and to accept it as part of the inevitable price to be paid for publishing the
         results of his work, he had still to discover in himself the nature of his own unconsciously repressed emotions and experiences,
         and their impact upon his own life and judgment.
     

      
      Why should there be this resistance? Reviewing his own and Breuer’s shared clinical experience, Freud was able to discover
         a consistent theme underlying each one of their cases. This theme was a sexual one. Repressed sexuality, the unconscious denial
         of a forbidden and now forgotten sexual wish or experience, seemed to him to be a fundamental cause of the great majority
         of neuroses which he had encountered.
     

      
      Resistance to this possibility took its first toll in Breuer’s ultimate and anguished repudiation of the implications of his
         work with Freud. Breuer had suffered the embarrassment of discovering that one of his women patients had developed an overwhelming
         sexual attachment to him. He had felt able to respond only by breaking off that patient’s treatment. Ultimately, such attachment
         proved in fact to be the emergence of precisely that repressed sexual feeling which Breuer and Freud’s own discoveries had
         already implied must be expected to complicate treatment of this kind. Breuer reacted to this critical discovery by rejecting
         the unbearable implications of the knowledge on which it was based; even though this knowledge was derived from his own and
         Freud’s shard experience. He was in fact endorsing by his feelings exactly that theory which he was then ready to deny. Finally he felt
         compelled to deny even the knowledge itself. Freud had to go on alone.
     

      
      In his further and now single-handed exploration of this material, Freud began to discover buried sexual memories in all his
         patients. These memories frequently took the form of recollections of sexual seduction in infancy by the parent of the opposite
         sex. At first Freud accepted these memories as historically accurate, even though they pointed to the possibility of large-scale
         seduction of infant daughters by their fathers. It was some time before he discovered that in the majority of cases these
         memories were what he came to call “screen memories”: memories which corresponded not to events which had actually taken place
         but to phantasies of what in fact had never happened. They represented what the patient had feared or wished might happen,
         which had been at first consciously denied, and then unconsciously repressed to emerge in the course of analysis with a vividness
         and apparent reality indistinguishable in the patient’s mind from other childhood memories which were capable of historical
         verification.
     

      
      These infantile sexual phantasies fulfilled wishes or recalled fears which were also bound up with what Freud’s patients had
         come to believe he sought to discover from them, and which therefore, once discovered in this way, would relieve them of their
         present symptoms.
     

      
      This remarkable recognition of the existence of screen memories going back to infantile phantasies led to a further brilliant
         revelation on the part of Freud himself. This was the concept of infantile sexuality—the innocent, unformed, but excruciating
         passion of the child for the parent. Once again, this theory was greeted by an outburst of derision and protest. As Freud himself said, whatever might
         be the reception accorded to this theory, it was based on observation of infantile behaviour which any attentive mother or
         nursemaid had always been able to see for herself, but which every adult later felt bound in conspiracy to reject or deny.
     

      
      When these earliest views were first published, Freud found himself involved in such hostility, dissension and calumny that
         this opposition temporarily threatened his work to the point where, for a time, he was tempted to abandon it.
     

      
      But the existence of an active, dynamic, unconscious area of mental life, one of whose vital mechanisms was the process of
         compulsive involuntary forgetting of overwhelmingly disturbing and emotionally charged wishes or memories, against whose re-emergence
         tremendous resistance could be discovered in every human being—all these phenomena were by now too evident to Freud to be
         disregarded, and moreover far too important in the understanding and treatment of nervous disorders for him to be able to
         turn his back on them. In retrospect, the road he had travelled could be seen to be an inescapable one for a physician determined
         to penetrate to the root of hysterical symptoms, and possessed of the courage, intelligence and tenacity to do so.
     

      
      Hypnosis, which had previously been used simply to reinforce denial of symptoms and their origin by suppressing them, had
         led him first with the help of Breuer to catharsis, whereby hitherto unknown memories and their emotions flooded consciousness
         and thereafter reversed the pattern of the symptoms, to recovery. But no sooner had this pattern seemed to have so profound and fundamental an element of sexual emotion, than Breuer had denied it. Writing
         of this, Freud said:
     

      
      
         “When I later began more and more resolutely to put forward the significance of sexuality in the aetiology of neuroses, he
            [Breuer] was the first to show the reaction of distaste and repudiation which was later to become so familiar to me, but which
            at that time I had not yet learnt to recognize as my inevitable fate.”5

    

      Because of the element of suggestion always inseparable from it, and mindful particularly of the effect of that element in
         possibly forcing screen memories upon susceptible patients, Freud soon found reasons for abandoning hypnosis altogether. At
         different times he selected different reasons as having been crucial. But some time after he had ceased to attempt to hypnotise
         his patients he finally abandoned even any kind of physical contact with them, preferring to sit out of their range of vision
         behind them, simply demanding of them that they say out loud, and without conscious reservation or criticism of any kind,
         everything that came into their minds, as one association followed another. This process, to which Freud gave the name “free
         association”, was the final step in the foundation of a technique of analysis between doctor and patient. It provided the
         means whereby everything which he was subsequently to discover could emerge. What follows will be an account, necessarily
         concise, of the fruits of that knowledge, of the theories which Freud developed from it, of their impact upon his own further
         thought, and of the final structure of psychoanalytic knowledge, theory and technique, both for research and treatment, which
         he gave to medicine, and indeed to mankind.
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