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ABSTRACT

The general aim of this study is to arrive at a critical assessment of the
cultural-historical significance of Freud’s major case histories, through a close
examination of three of the most famous: the cases of “Dora”, “Schreber” and the
“Wolf Man”.

My investigation of the case histories themselves is prefaced, in Chapter One,
by a selective review of some major strands in the recent critical tradition. These
include “stylistic” readings of Freud’s text, which aim at a psycho-biographical

.investigation of the author himself, along with related readings within what has
popularly become known as “French Freud”. My major concern, however, is
with those examinations of Freud's writing that contribute to what has been
defined as "Literary Freud" - the critical initiative, that is, within which Freud's

genius is acclaimed as "poetic" rather than “scientific”.

The thesis tests the notion that it is the underlying allegiance in all these
responses to a conception of science as a form of “neutral language” which has
resulted in their tendency either to elide the place of language in Freud’s work, or
to convert it (if at times unwittingly) into evidence of his implausibility as a
scientist. In questioning the conception of science as a neutral meta-language,
and the view of Freud as "unscientific” when measured against that conception,
my argument does not in any way take an "anti-science" position. What it is
above all concerned with is not re-stating the alleged priority of the "literary”
over the "scientific" in Freud, but displacing that very division. How the
"scientific" and "literary" relate in Freud's text — and in these three exemplary

case histories - is what the project is centrally about.



The first case history examined in detail, in Chapter Two, is that of “Dora” -
the case, that is, which has most interested Freud’s feminist critics. Historians of
psychoanalysis have described the vilification of Freud by feminists as one of
two principal themes in the overall critique of psychoanalysis through the
twentieth century (the other being its status as a source of scientific authority).
The examination of the Dora case thus necessarily entails a dialogue with this
important strand of the critical tradition, dealing with the history of Freud’s
relation to feminism since the 1970’s, and bringing a new dimension to the
discussion by invoking the work of Quentin Skinner (doyen of the Cambridge
History of Ideas school). Drawing on Skinner’s work, my reading of the Dora
case attempts to restore a sense I believe to have been lost, of its unique,
foundational status in the history not only of psychoanalysis but also of
“hysteria” itself, as a twentieth (and twenty-first) century pathology.

In Chapter Three, which investigates Freud’s analysis of the memoirs of
Judge Daniel Paul Schreber, we see Freud as much in the guise of literary critic
as psychoanalyst. (Freud never met Schreber himself, and his case history is
based exclusively on his reading of Schreber’s written memoirs.) The second
principal theme in the critique of psychoanalysis comes into play here — namely,
its status as a source of scientific authority. Using a brief and unassuming, but to
my mind deeply insightful essay by Carl Pletsch as a pivot, my reading of the
Schreber case (and the critical tradition which supports it) is an attempt to move
the debate beyond the question of the scientific accuracy or otherwise of Freud’s
conclusions in the case. Instead, the discussion tries to take cognizance of the
case’s significance as a contribution to a mode of knowledge which may well
have no use at all for traditional conceptions of scientificity, and which needs to
be recognized on its own terms. Providing a sense of what these terms might be,

then, will be one of the objectives of this chapter.

Chapter Four examines the case of the “Wolf Man”. This is the last of the
great published case histories and, from a narrative point of view at least, the
most complex by far. Since the 1970’s, this case history has become what a

major historian describes as a “test case for the truth of psychoanalysis”, often



with negative results. There is a burgeoning tradition, in other words, which uses
the case to attack both the institution of psychoanalysis and the integrity of Freud
as its founder. The case thus affords an opportunity to confront another
significant strand in the Freudian critical tradition - that typified in the recent
remarks of critics such as Frank Cioffi and Frederick Crews, whose critical
commentary has increasingly taken the form of an ad hominem attack on Freud
himself, whom they are intent on establishing as an irredeemable charlatan and a
liar. Taking an influential essay by literary critic Stanley Fish as representative,
my return to the Wolf Man case constitutes a response to this new generation of

“Freud bashers”.

Freud's critics have often suggested that his work would have been more
successful had it embodied their notions of scientific discourse. But there is
evidence to suggest that the enabling dynamic of Freud's thought was the result
of a constant transgression of the boundaries of these notions as instituted by the
scientific community during his lifetime. The thesis concludes with the assertion
that Freud’s commitment, finally, was a commitment to scepticism - a scepticism
which, in refusing the usual boundaries of science, made it possible to transcend

them and explore a new continent of knowledge.
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INTRODUCTION

After all, it was patients, rather than theorists,
who inspired many of Freud’s major principles ...
and what Freud failed to get from his analysands

he usually picked up from literature.

Maud Ellmann !

What do Freud’s case histories mean to us today? The appearance, in the last
decade, of at least three full length academic studies, each devoted exclusively to
a single case, is testimony, at the very least, to their enduring significance in
contemporary intellectual life. 2 Yet where exactly does this significance lie?
Even Freud’s followers would not deny what his critics never tire of telling us -
that most of the case histories were therapeutic failures. As for the critics
themselves, on this point they are unequivocal: as Seymour Fisher and Roger
Greenberg remark in their 1977 study, “It is curious and striking that Freud chose
to demonstrate the utility of psychoanalysis through descriptions of largely
unsuccessful cases” (1977: 285). And as Frank Sulloway observes, in his own
recent “reassessment” of the case histories, some of them présent “such dubious
evidence in favour of psychoanalytic theory that one may seriously wonder why
Freud even bothered to publish them” (1991: 251). So why did he publish them?
And why do intelligent men and women the world over continue not only to read
them, but to devote considerable portions of their intellectual lives to them?

Why, in the words of even the most strident of Freud’s present-day critics,



namely Frederick Crews, are the case histories still so “inherently fascinating™?
(1998: xi)

The general aim of this study will be to arrive at an answer to these questions
—to arrive, that is, at a critical assessment of the cultural-historical significance
of Freud’s major case histories. How many case histories did Freud actually
write, and when were they published? After the Studlies on Hysteria, written in
collaboration with Josef Breuer and published between 1893 and 1895 (SE II),
Freud wrote only six detailed case histories. Two of these dealt with women, and
were essentially incomplete. The first (published in 1905) concerned an eighteen-

year-old girl called 1da Bauer, later named “Dora” in Freud’s case history. 3
Treatment lasted only three months, after which the patient left of her own
accord. Though Freud described the case history as a “fragment of an analysis”
in the title, it was soon to become a classic in the psychoanalytic literature, and

has since also been widely read outside psychoanalytic circles, generating a huge
. critical response, particularly from feminists. Freud’s much later case of a female
homosexual (published in 1920) also terminated after a short time. 4 Unlike the
Dora case, however, it has not been particularly widely read and is seldom

discussed at any length in the critical literature.

After Dora, the next case to be published dealt with the five-year-old “Little
Hans”, who was not actually treated by Freud. He saw the boy only once, and the
analysis was in fact carried out by Little Hans’s father, himself a devout
Freudian. The case was, however, both supervised, and later written up by Freud,
to be published for the first time in 1909, > Then came the case of the “Rat Man”,
also published in 1909 afier its initial presentation at the Salzburg Congress in
1908. In a letter of 19" April 1908, Freud had complained to Carl Jung that he
had no case that was “complete” and could be “viewed as a whole” to present at
the Congress, which was to be held the following week. ® He had considered
presenting details of the case of Little Hans, whose treatment he was supervising
at the time, but ended by discussing the Rat Man instead, emphasizing what he

considered to be the therapeutic success of the treatment. The case history thus



became Freud’s first public communication of a psychoanalytic cure (Sulloway,

1991: 255). 7

The next case history to appear in print was that of Daniel Paul Schreber, a

psychotic German magistrate whom Freud never met, but “analysed” from
Schreber’s own published memoirs. ® Schreber’s memoirs appeared in 1903, and
included a detailed narrative of the series of mental breakdowns he had suffered
towards the end of the previous century. Freud’s case history was finally
published in 1911. The last major case history (published in 1918) involved a
young Russian (the “Wolf Man”) whose analysis, as it turned out, was to be
continued intermittently, with a number of different analysts, for some fifty years

after his initial treatment with Freud. 9 Freud himself treated the Wolf Man for

four years (from 1910 to 1914), while also conducting a brief second analysis
five years later, to remove a remnant of “transference” that had remained
unresolved during the first treatment. In subsequent years the Wolf Man was re-

analyzed twice by Ruth Mack Brunswick, and by several others after World War

II, in a process which continued until his death in 1978. 10

Ideally, this study would have dealt with all six case histories, and included an
examination of the early Studies on Hysteria. This was the initial plan,
abandoned eventually, for practical reasons. Since my intention was to examine
the case histories in close dialogue with the different critical traditions generated
by each, and since the literature associated with each of these traditions turned
out to be so vast, it seemed more sensible to limit the discussion to a maximum
of three cases, where hopefully the issues raised would be applicable across the
full canon of six. Having made the decision to restrict the project in this way, 1

had no difficulty with my selection of the cases, for the following reasons.

To have left out the Dora case would have been unthinkable. This is Freud’s
first great case history, and his longest of a woman patient, recently described by
Hélene Cixous as an ‘urtext in the history of woman’ (cited in Appignanesi,

1992: 146). For obvious reasons then, it is the case which has most interested



Freud’s feminist critics, and as such, its examination necessarily entails a
dialogue with this enormously important strand of the critical tradition. The
vilification of Freud by feminists, John Forrester suggests, has provided a stable
cultural framework over the last thirty years for much discussion of
psychoanalysis, and is one of two principal themes in the overall critique of
psychoanalysis through the twentieth century (the other being its status as a
source of scientific authority and therapeutic promise) (1997: 3). As such, any
project taking a position on the value and significance of Freud’s work must
necessarily deal with the history of his relation to feminism since the 1970°s at
least. This I do in my reading of the Dora case, hopefully bringing a new
dimension to the discussion by invoking the work of Quentin Skinner (doyen of
the Cambridge History of Ideas school), and bringing it to bear on the canon of
feminist voices in Columbia University Press’s In Dora’s Case: Freud, Hysteria,
Feminism (1985). Drawing on Skinner’s work (along with the Foucauldian
perspective described in Chapter One), I have attempted, in my reading of the
Dora case, to restore a sense I believe to have been lost, of its unique,
foundational status in the history not only of psychoanalysis but also of
“hysteria” itself, as a twentieth (and twenty-first) century pathology.

It would have been equally unthinkable, in a project of this nature, to have left
out the case of the Wolf Man. This is the last of the great published case histories
and, from a narrative point of view at least, the most complex by far. Whereas for
writers such as Peter Brooks, the early case of Dora reads like a “flawed
Victorian novel”, the case of the Wolf Man represents one of Freud’s “most
heroic gestures as a writer”, and places him on the same level with such masters
of the modern novel as Joyce, Kafka, Proust and Mann amongst others. In
Brooks’ words, the case history is an intricately “layered text” - a “palimpsest”
so innovative in its narrative pattern that it ends by “displacing the whole
question of origins, to suggest another kind of referentiality” (1985: 277). With
the textuality of Freud’s writing as one of my major concerns (as I will later

explain), the case of the Wolf Man was an obvious choice for this study.



Also, probably because the Wolf Man himself died relatively recently, and
was thus able to comment at length for himself on the long-term consequences of
his psychoanalysis, this, along with the Dora case, is one of the most
controversial of the histories, eliciting much vitriolic comment from
psychoanalysis’ detractors, who have scoured the Wolf Man’s commentary in
search of any contradictions between his view and Freud’s. "'t thus affords an
opportunity to confront another significant strand in the Freudian critical
tradition - that typified in the recent remarks of critics such as Frank Cioffi and
Frederick Crews, whose critical commentary has increasingly taken the form of
an ad hominem attack on Freud himself, whom they are intent on establishing as

an irredeemable charlatan and a liar. *> As I will later point out, since the 1970,

the Wolf Man case history has become what Forrester calls “a test case for the
truth of psychoanalysis” (1997: 209), often with negative results. There is a
burgeoning tradition, in other words, which uses the case to attack both the
institution of psychoanalysis and the integrity of Freud as its founder. Taking an
influential essay by Stanley Fish (“Withholding the Missing Portion: Power,
Meaning and Persuasion in Freud’s ‘The wolf-man’”, 1986) as representative,
my return to the Wolf Man case will constitute a response to this new generation

of “Freud bashers”.

Finally, in deliberating for my third choice between the cases of Schreber,
Little Hans and the Rat Man, all of which fall between the early treatment of
Dora and the climactic analysis of the Wolf Man, 1 settled in the end on
Schreber, not least because here we see Freud as much in the guise of literary
critic as of psychoanalyst. Freud never met Schreber himself, and his case history
is based exclusively on his reading of Schreber’s written memoirs. Most of the
critical voices whose work has a bearing on my project write at the interface
between psychoanalysis and literary studies, and many of them are in fact literary
critics rather than analysts, so it seemed important to include a representation of

Freud himself writing at this intersection.

As for the critical tradition in relation to Schreber, so vast is the literature in

response to Freud’s case study that scholars now refer quite unself-consciously to



the field of “Schreber Studies”, almost as if it constituted a new academic
discipline. Schreber’s text is of course at the centre of this, but so displaced by
Freud’s case study as to have been recently described as the “most-quoted unread
book of the twentieth century” (Geller, 1994: 180). This in itself seemed a
curious enough phenomenon to be worth investigation. Interestingly enough,
however, on first perusing this voluminous critical response, its focus (bar a few
notable exceptions 13), turned out to be surprisingly narrow, and indeed rather
tedious, resting squarely (and unrelentingly) on whether Freud was “right” or
“wrong” in the case of Schreber, on the confirmation or otherwise of his

theoretical conclusions in the case - on the case’s “truth” value, in other words,

as a “scientific” document.

The second of Forrester’s two principal themes in the critique of
psychoanalysis thus comes into play here — namely, its status as a source of
scientific authority. Using a brief and unassuming, but to my mind deeply
insightful essay by Carl Pletsch as a pivot, my own reading of the Schreber case
(and the critical tradition which supports it) is an attempt to move the debate
beyond the question of the scientific accuracy or otherwise of Freud’s

conclusions in the case. ' Instead, the discussion tries to take cognizance of the

case’s significance as a contribution to a mode of knowledge which may well
have no use at all for traditional conceptions of scientificity, and which needs to
be recognized on its own terms. Providing a sense of what these terms might be,

then, will be one of the objectives of this chapter.

Psychoanalysis: Science or Literature?

The ongoing controversy over the status of psychoanalysis as a source of
scientific authority will thus be central to my response, not only to the Schreber
case history, but to those of Dora and the Wolf Man as well. This controversy is
as old as psychoanalysis itself. It is, as Forrester recently suggested, the “constant
companion of psychoanalysis, as much a part of its history as its infiltration and
co-option by the movie industry” (1997: 3). It has been the subject of debate for a
full century, as it was in Adolf Griilnbaum’s lengthy “philosophical critique” in



The Foundations of Psychoanalysis (1984), in which he puts to the test Freud’s
view that psychoanalysis is a natural science like any other. Leaving to one side
questions of what exactly Freud himself meant by “natural science,” this was a
position he defended hotly throughout his career. Thus in one of his later papers,
while “looking back over the patchwork of [his] life’s labours,” Freud makes his
position plain: “While [psychoanalysis] was originally the name of a particular
therapeutic method,” he writes, “it has now become the name of a science — the

science of unconscious mental processes” (SE XX: 70).

This position has not fared well over the years. In one of the more extreme
recent responses, Frangois Roustang argues that the “science” of psychoanalysis
is a myth from its very beginnings, employed to disguise and play down the less
reputable aspects of certain psychoanalytic practices - those connected with
hypnosis, suggestion, thought-transference, telepathy and the like. In invoking
this myth, he argues — a myth that “domesticates what cannot be integrated into a
scientific, technological, rational world” - psychoanalysis simply extends the
limits of science to cover the irrational, a domain from which science had
hitherto been excluded. In renouncing this myth, analysis falls back into
“occultism and magic ... into the unsayable and the ineffable,” condemned never

to rise above the level of “faith-healing and witch-craft” (1983: 120).

Even psychoanalysts themselves have been hard put to defend Freud’s point
of view. Jacques Lacan, for one, was categorically opposed to the idea of
psychoanalysis as a science. Indeed, as perhaps the most resolute critic of
Freud’s neo-positivist claims for the scientificity of psychoanalysis, Lacan’s
position on this question was unequivocal. In Andrew Ross’s words, “Lacanian
theory set out to put to the sword any distinctions between the scientific and non-
scientific; distinctions which can themselves be seen to draw upon the rationalist
categories of truth and error and are thus part and parcel of the ideology of
science itself” (1990: 120-121).

Today, according to the historians, most psychoanalysts are not particularly

bothered with questions of scientificity. When they are forced to address the



issue, they have a number of responses, the most common of which, John
Forrester suggests, is to “beat a humble retreat, not wishing to become embroiled
in semantic debates, whose heat does not derive from a passionate interest in
discovering new and difficult things.” He cites Robert Stoller’s view, writing in
1985:

Residing in a university and surrounded by colleagues who are scientists,
I know not to inflate my work with allegations that it constitutes
experiment (for example, “every psychoanalysis is an experiment”) or
science (“our science”). Research is not a synonym for search and should
not appear in a psychoanalyst’s sentence if it is there for propaganda. At
our best, we analysts are naturalistic observers of behavior with
techniques — unstable but powerful — that no one else has. That’s a good
start. I shall settle for words such as work and studies (cited in Forrester,
1997 238).

Forrester himself is deeply interesting on the long history of psychoanalysis’
relation to this debate, in a way that moves definitively beyond the tradition
established by logical positivism, within which much of the discussion to date
has been conducted (namely, that there is one model of how scientific
explanations work, and that there is one ahistorical thing called science). But I
will come back to Forrester later. Before doing so, however, I want to re-open
the question of psychoanalysis’ scientific status for a moment, by dwelling
briefly on a landmark essay by Roland Barthes, with the symptomatic title,
“Science vs. Literature” (1967).

What constitutes science and what constitutes literature, and the terms on
which they are separated out within the division of intellectual labour, remains an
ongoing and controversial question. One way into this is through Barthes’ essay,
in which he suggests that if their common constitution in language is one of the
features which unites science and literature, it is also the one which divides them

more surely than any of their differences. The reason for this, he argues, is that



science and literature do not assume, or if one prefers, profess the language

which constitutes them in the same way. As far as science is concerned,

language is simply an instrument, which it profits it to make as
transparent as possible; it is subordinate to the matter of science
(workings, hypotheses, results) which, so it is said, exists outside
language and precedes it. On the one hand and first there is the content of
the scientific message, which is everything. On the other and next, the

verbal form responsible for expressing that content, which is nothing.

In the case of literature, however - or at any rate, that literature which has

"freed itself” from classicism and humanism,

language can no longer be the convenient instrument or the superfluous
backcloth of a social, emotional or poetic "reality” which pre-exists it,
and which it is language's subsidiary responsibility to express, by means
of submitting itself to a number of stylistic rules. Language is literature's
Being, its very world; the whole of literature is contained in the act of

" on

writing, and no longer those of "thinking", "portraying”, "telling" or
"feeling" (Barthes, 1967: 897).

By professing the language which constitutes them in these two conflicting
ways, science and literature stand essentially in opposition to one another. Of the
two, it is science which assumes a privileged position in relation to literature. In
assigning itself a purely instrumental status, in which language is simply the
transparent medium through which the "truth” of its content is conveyed,
scientific discourse believes itself to be a superior code, a mere "instrument of
thought", a form of "neutral" language from which a certain number of
specialised languages (the literary or poetic languages for example) have derived,
as so many "deviants" or "embellishments." This neutral language is then held to
be the referential code for all the "ex-centric" languages, which themselves are
merely its sub-codes. By identifying itself with this referential code, as the basis

of all normality, scientific discourse arrogates to itself a right grounded



essentially in a misconception of the nature of language, which it is the role of

literature - or "writing" - precisely to contest.

My reading of the case histories will be centrally concerned with what I see as
their refusal (consistent within Freud's writing as a whole) to uphold the
boundaries described above between the discourses of science and literature.
Symptomatic of this refusal is the fact that though Freud saw himself as
essentially a scientist - founder and father of the new science of psychoanalysis -
and though, in his writings, he regularly and conscientiously defended the
scientific status of his discoveries, the only public recognition he received from
Germany in his lifetime was the Goethe prize for literature. Some years after this
award, Einstein is reported to have told Freud that he particularly admired his
work not from a scientific but from a literary point of view: "I do not know any
contemporary who has presented his subject in the German language in such a
masterly fashion,” Einstein wrote in a letter to Freud in 1939. Later, in Stuttgart
in 1968, a book-length study, focused exclusively on Freud's achievement not as

a scientist but as a literary artist, appeared, 13 and for several decades since then,

Freud's name has become commonplace in literary studies throughout the West.

Yet Freud's transcendence of the traditional boundaries between the
discourses of science and literature has seldom been positively acclaimed by his
critics, who have tended either to elide the distinctive place of language in his
work, or to use it against him as evidence of his implausibility as a scientist. In
his earlier mentioned review of the case histories, for example, Sulloway goes to
some lengths to demonstrate how Freud’s rhetorical style (his “literary
technology” in Sulloway’s terms) was simply a form of “cover up” for the
failures of his “material technology” — his attempt, that is, to make
psychoanalysis into a practical form of knowledge. To quote Sulloway: “After
1897 Freud’s literary technology — or rhetorical style — became an increasingly
important legitimating device for explaining why his material technology had
been demoted from its usually prominent place in science. In the literary sphere
Freud was, of course, a master, It was for his literary abilities, not his scientific
ones, that he received the Goethe prize in 1930” (1991: 265). Thus we see from

10



this example just how easily Freud’s “literary genius” can be (and has been)
turned against him. We see how easily it becomes a weapon in the assault on his

integrity as a scientist.

During the course of this study, 1 will discuss the "textual ambiguity” which
marks Freud's writing as a whole (and is, I want to suggest, particularly apparent
in the case histories), in its relation to sceptical receptions of Freud's work by the
scientific establishment and others, and to the diverse response to Freud's writing
in recent exchanges between psychoanalytic theory, literary theory and the
practices of textual analysis. Precisely because of this textual ambiguity, I will
suggest, a number of critics and commentators have sought to re-construe
psychoanalysis as the proper object not of a scientific but of an essentially
literary study, based in the stylistic sophistication, or the “genius” of Freud’s
writing. Though I myself write from the perspective not of science but of literary
criticism, my own reading of the three case histories concerned will be opposed
to this re-construal. Instead, I will argue that the singular contribution Freud’s
work has made to the history of what should now simply be called “writing” has
less to do with his literary genius than with a conceptual advance based in a
capacity to franscend the traditional demand that texts belong either to aesthetic
forms on the one hand, or scientific ones on the other. It is precisely the capacity
to transcend rather than awkwardly straddle this division, I will suggest, which
accounts for Freud’s unique contribution, his practical critique of that very

borderline.

My investigation of the case histories will thus be prefaced (in Chapter One)
by a selective review of some major strands of the critical tradition, including
"stylistic" readings which aim at a psycho-biographical investigation of the
author himself, along with related readings within what has popularly become
known as "French Freud", the latter being a useful starting-point for addressing
the whole question of subjectivity and language. I will, however, be most
concerned with those examinations of Freud's writing contributing to what has

been defined as "Literary Freud" - the critical initiative, that is, within which
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Freud's genius is acclaimed as "poetic" rather than “scientific,” and his major

texts - the case histories in particular - compared to great works of fiction.

I will test the notion that it is the underlying allegiance of all these responses
to a conception of science as a form of “neutral language” which has resulted in
their tendency (as I suggested earlier) either to elide the place of language in
Freud’s work, or to convert it (if at times unwittingly) into evidence of his
implausibility as a scientist. In questioning the conception of science as a neutral
meta-language, and the view of Freud as "unscientific" when measured against
that conception, I will not in any way be taking an "anti-science” position. What 1
am above all concerned with is not re-stating the alleged priority of the "literary"
over the "scientific” in Freud, but displacing that very division. How the
"scientific" and "literary" relate in Freud's text is what the project is centrally
about.
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Notes:

10.

11.

. The quotation is from the Introduction to Psychoanalytic Literary

Criticism (Ellmann, 1994: 11). To illustrate the point, Ellmann suggests
that it was the patient known as Little Hans who invented the castration
complex, and the hysteric Anna O. who identified the ‘talking cure’.
What literature confirms for Freud, Ellmann goes on to say, is not so
much his “doctrines” as his “insights into the unconscious, which
persistently eludes his efforts to reduce it to an orthodoxy” (11).

See Davis, 1995, Lakoff and Coyne, 1993, and Santner, 1996.

Sigmund Freud. “Fragment of an Analysis of a Case of Hysteria”
(1905), in Standard Edition, Vol 7, pp. 3-122.

Sigmund Freud. “The Psychogenesis of a Case of Homosexuality in a
Woman” (1920), in Standard Edition, Vol. 18, pp. 146-172.

Sigmund Freud. “Analysis of a Phobia in a Five-Year-Old Boy”
(1909), in Standard Edition, Vol. 10, pp. 3-147.

See Sigmund Freud and Carl Gustav Jung. The Freud Jung Letters: The
correspondence between Sigmund Freud and C.G. Jung. ed. William
McGuire, trans. Ralph Manheim and R.F.C. Hull (Bollingen Series, 94)
(Princeton University Press, 1974), p. 141,

Sigmund Freud. “Notes upon a Case of Obsessional Neurosis” (1909),
in Standard Edition, Vol. 10, pp. 153-318.

Sigmund Freud. “Psycho-analytic Notes on an Autobiographical
Account of a Case of Paranoia (Dementia Paranoides)” (1911), in
Standard Edition, Vol. 12, pp. 3-79; and Daniel Paul Schreber,
Denkwiirdigkeiten eines Nervenkranken (Leipzig: Oswald Mutze,
1903), trans. as Memoirs of My Nervous Illness, trans. and ed. Ida
Macalpine and Richard A. Hunter (London: W. Dawson, 1955;
Cambridge, Mass. London: Harvard University Press, 1988).

Sigmund Freud. “From the History of an Infantile Neurosis” (1918), in
Standard Edition, Vol. 17, pp. 3-122.

See Ruth Mack Brunswick, “A Supplement to Freud’s ‘History of an
Infantile Neurosis,” Int. J. Psycho-Anal., 1928. 9: 439-476; and Frank
Sulloway, “Reassessing Freud’s Case Histories”, ISIS, 1991. 82: 258.

The major source for the Wolf Man’s own story of his experiences with
psychoanalysis is Karen Obholzer’s The Wolf Man Sixty Years Later:
Conversations with Freud’s Controversial Patient, trans. Michael Shaw
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1982). These conversations have
been eagerly seized upon by Freud’s critics, in search of any
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contradictions which might support the possibility that Freud had
misrepresented the facts of the case in writing it up. Thus Frank
Sulloway writes that, at last, owing to the “indefatigable efforts™ of the
Austrian journalist, Karin Obholzer, who located the Wolf Man in
Vienna in the early 1970’s, we now have access to the Wolf Man’s own
impressions of his analysis with Freud. According to Sulloway, from
Obholzer’s conversations we learn that “the Wolf Man himself
considered Freud’s interpretation of his famous dream to be ‘terribly
farfetched’ and that he also felt betrayed by Freud, who had promised
him that he would one day actually remember the traumatic event that
had made him ill. ‘The whole thing is improbable,” the Wolf Man
pointed out, ‘because in Russia, children sleep in their nanny’s
bedroom, not in their parents.” The Wolf Man has also reported that
the ‘wolves’ in his famous dream were not wolves at all, but rather a
special breed of wolf-like dogs — a curious and unexplained
discrepancy” (Sulloway, 1991: 259). These are only a few of the
examples Sulloway draws from Obholzer to support his contention that
Freud was fundamentally dishonest in his reporting of this, and all his
case histories.

Peter Brooks, on the other hand, finds Obholzer’s judgements to be
“unreliable” since, as he points out, “she apparently wants to discredit
psychoanalysis, or at least score points against Freud’s claims that his
patient was ‘cured’.” While it is evident, Brooks writes, that the Wolf
Man remained a “compulsive personality who was never entirely free
from obsessions and delusions, whose erotic life remained marked by
his “sister complex’... and who never completely resolved the
transference relation to Freud, it also seems clear that he managed to
negotiate a reasonably normal existence” (1994: 352 n. 2). John
Forrester is equally sceptical with regard to the purity of Obholzer’s
motivations (See, for example the discussion in Forrester 1997, pp.
208-217).

Providing a good sense of the tone of this particular strand of criticism
is the recent unashamedly partisan collection of essays put together by
Crews in Unauthorized Freud (1998). Eighteen different authors are
represented, with the intention, writes Crews, of using them to restore
the “mythified ‘discoverer of the unconscious’ to human size,” in a
book which claims to show psychoanalysis as “a mistake which grew
into an imposture” (ix). The essays themselves are edited and abridged
by Crews to suit his emphasis — re-tailored, in other words, to “take the
full measure of Freud’s well-documented conceptual errors, relentless
apriorism, disregard for counterexamples, bullying investigative
manner, shortcuts of reasoning, rhetorical dodges, and all-round
chronic untruthfulness...” (ix-x) Contributing to the biased tone of the
collection as a whole is the set of new, deliberately “irreverent” titles
Crews dreams up for the essays he includes (Frank Sulloway’s 1991
“Reassessing Freud’s Case Histories: The Social Construction of
Psychoanalysis”, for example, is re-named “Exemplary Botches”, while
Rosemarie Sand’s “On a Contribution to a Future Scientific Study of
Dream Interpretation” (Sand: 1993) is now called “Manifestly
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13.

14.

15.

Fallacious™). The collection also includes Frank Cioffi’s
“Psychoanalysis and the Idea of a Pseudo-Science (Cioffi, 1970, here
re-titled “Claims Without Commitments”), and his later influential
article “Was Freud a Liar?” (Cioffi, 1974), predictably one of only two
essays in the collection allowed to retain their original titles. Cioffi’s
first essay suggests that psychoanalytic interpretation is made up of
arbitrary acts of conjecture that fashion a kind of coherence instead of
discovering it within the person or text being studied. These ideas have
recently been developed into a full-length study entitled Freud and the
Question of Pseudoscience (Cioffi, 1998). As for the second article,
originally a talk broadcast on BBC Radio 3 in 1973, and then printed in
The Listener (February, 1974), this piece triggered an intense debate
which continues to this day. Cioffi’s talk deals with the transition
between Freud’s “seduction theory” of 1896-97 (his claim that people
who became hysterical in adulthood must have been sexually molested
as children) and his founding of psychoanalysis proper, with its central
focus on “repressed fantasy”.

These will be discussed in the first part of Chapter Three.
See Pletsch, 1982.
This was Walter Schonau’s doctoral thesis, Sigmund Freuds Prosa:

Literarische Elemente seines Stils (Stuttgart: J B. Metzlersche Verlag,
1968.) (cited in Mahony, 1987: 10).
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CHAPTER ONE

VERSIONS OF FREUD

Much of the commentary on Freud’s literary style and technique has come
from specialists working at the interface between psychoanalysis and literary
studies, and especially from psychoanalytic literary critics. The field of
psychoanalytic literary criticism is by now enormous, and the work carried out
within it quite bewildering in its cliversity.1 I will say only a few words about it
before going on to investigate how the literary-critical approach Freud initiated
has since been turned on its creator, and put to work in the interpretation of the

founding texts of psychoanalysis itself.

Looking back on the ongoing dialogue between psychoanalysis and literary
studies, most critics would probably agree on the emergence from within it of at
least two schools of thought: the American and the French. In a review of a
number of important collections of essays dealing with the relations between
psychoanalysis and literature during the 1970s, John Forrester distinguishes the

two schools as follows:

From the former [evoked most easily by the name Harold Bloom] we
have a theory of the practice of writing that inserts the Freudian
mechanisms of defence and distortion at the heart of the "poetic process".
From the latter [associated most immediately with the name Jacques
Lacan] we have a wholesale revision of, and return to, the fundamentals
of Freudian theory - a revision whose effects on the theory of literature,

the theory of writing and the theory of language stem from a new
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conception of the relation between speech and language, between sign

and referent and between signifier and signified (1981: 170).

In its classic form, psychoanalytic literary criticism is what Maud Ellmann
has described as “person-centred” (1994: 3). It displaces the object of analysis
from the text to some person, be it the author, the reader, or the characters, all of
whom are viewed as independent personalities rather than as functions of the text
itself. Within this tradition, as Ellmann points out, arguably the most famous
psychoanalytic study of a literary character is Ernest Jones” Hamlet and Oedipus
(1949), in which Jones takes up Freud’s suggestion in The Interpretation of
Dreams (1900) that Hamlet is unable to avenge his father’s death because he
secretly identifies himself with the murderer. Jones shifts the emphasis, however,
interpreting Hamlet’s hesitation as a symptom of his wish to kill his mother,
which gets in the way of his attempts to kill his uncle. “When a man who has
been betrayed is emotionally moved to murder, whom should he kill, the rival
lover or the lady? It is a nice question,” writes Jones (1976[1949]: 92). This
question informs his reading of the play as a matricidal tragedy, closer to
Oresteia than to Oedipus. But as Ellmann goes on to suggest, the problem with
this, and all similar readings of literary character is their essentially (and

unavoidably) speculative nature:

Jones’s reading, though inspired, makes the fundamental error of treating
Hamlet as a real person, vexed by unconscious impulses unfathomable
even to the text itself. Jones defends this error by protesting that the
anguished prince has more vitality than the moribund majority of living
people. True — but Hamlet has the disadvantage that he cannot contradict
his psychoanalyst. Unlike a real analysand, he cannot lie down on the
couch and free associate about his dreams or recapitulate the traumas of
his infancy. Amusing as it is to speculate about his early history, Hamlet
never had a childhood. Jones ignores the difference between a human
being made of flesh and a character composed of words, and thereby
overlooks the verbal specificities of Shakespeare’s text to focus on its

universal archetypes (1994: 4).
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When the object of classic psychoanalytic criticism is not the literary
character (as in Jones’s reading of Shakespeare’s play), it is more often than not
the author. Freud himself was fascinated by the idea of an artistic consciousness.
Though he once admitted that the mysteries of artistic creation lay beyond his
explanatory powers (“Before the problem of the creative artist analysis must,
alas, lay down its arms” (“Dostoevsky and Parricide”, SE XXI: 177)), this did
not prevent him from speculating on the workings of a wide range of celebrated
artistic minds. Along with his insights on Sophocles and Shakespeare, Freud
wrote psychobiographical accounts of Dostoevsky and Leonardo da Vinci, and a
study of Michaelangelo’s Moses. He also wrote a sustained analysis of Jensen’s
Gradiva (1907: SE IX: 1-97), and an influential essay on Hoffmann’s short story,

‘The Sandman”, which has inspired several new readings of the story in recent

2
years.

In the past few decades, psychoanalytic literary criticism has turned its gaze
on the writings of its progenitor, Freud himself, setting out to “analyse” Freud,
both as reader and interpreter, and as writer. Where Freud as reader and
interpreter is concerned, for some he is the “great synthesizer”, his strength lying
primarily in his ability to make sense out of nonsense, to comprehend the
significance of that which appears to be purely random or marginal, and to link
together seemingly unrelated events. For others, such as Lis Moller (7The
Freudian Reading, 1991), Freud’s power as a reader shows itself not so much in
his capacity for persuasive synthesis as in his will to press his inquiry to the point
where he encounters the unreadable - that which he cannof explain; that which
does not fit in with his explanatory system; or that which he can only explain at

the risk of overthrowing previous conclusions:

Such moments of crisis, which one encounters everywhere in Freud’s
writings, are highly significant points of rupture: problems he believed he
had solved suddenly presented themselves in a new and disturbing light,
causing him to swerve from his original train of thought, or even to call in
question the theoretical foundation of his interpretation. Coherence,

comprehensiveness and closure may be what the analyst aims at; it is
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however rarely what we get - and this may be the reason why we keep
coming back to Freud’s text, not just to consult it but also, and most

importantly, to read it” (Moller, 1991: ix-x). >

As for Freud the writer, here too the diversity of interpretations is noteworthy,
and it is to a selection of these that I would now like to turn, as exemplary
instances of some of the major trends in this recent critical initiative. Starting
with a stylistic study which takes its inspiration from the psychobiographical
tradition alluded to above (Patrick Mahony’s Freud as a Writer), 1 will begin my
investigation by attempting to draw a distinction between this and those readings
of Freud’s texts associated with what has popularly come to be known as
“French Freud” (in particular Derrida’s reading of the second chapter of Beyond
the Pleasure Principle). While the underlying objective of both these readings
might be said to be the constitution of Freud’s scientific project as itself an

example of figurative writing, the outcome of each is crucially different.

From here I will move to a discussion of the critical tradition for whom
Freud’s genius was “poetic” rather than scientific; his ideas more valuable as
“metaphors” than as literal truths. Following this discussion, I will put forward
an alternative approach, exemplified in Arnold Davidson’s reading of Freud’s
Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, which presents a version of Freud’s
genius as neither an imaginative nor a rhetorical one so much as a conceptual
one. The next section develops on my remarks on Davidson’s reading by
examining a number of recent reflections on the epistemology of psychoanalysis,
which together suggest the essential heterogeneity of the scientific endeavour for
Freud. This leads into my examination of the case histories themselves in the

chapters which follow.
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I
PSYCHOBIOGRAPHY

Representative (in some respects at least) of the American school Forrester
invokes above is Patrick Mahony's Freud as a Writer, first published in 1982,
and popular enough to have been reissued in an expanded edition by Yale
University Press five years later. Here, for the first time, Freud's literary
achievement is used as a starting point for an analysis of his "identity as a
writer." In his capacity both as practicing psychoanalyst and as professor of
English literature at the University of Montreal, Mahony sets out to delimit this

"identity" through a proposed "stylistic" exploration of some of his major texts.

Mahony's project, in other words, stands at the intersection described above

" between the two fields of psychoanalysis and literature — the area to which the
editors of Critical Inquiry devoted their winter 1987 issue. In her introduction to
this issue, Frangoise Meltzer suggests that traditionally, when psychoanalysis and
literature are brought together, psychoanalysis is assigned an active interpreting
position, while literature plays the role of "slave to psychoanalysis' master”, the
object to be interpreted. Traditionally, "it is psychoanalysis which ‘knows’ and
will tell literature what it is ‘really’ about. From psychoanalysis literature is
supposed to learn what it itself ‘means’” (1987: 219). In the usual exchange,
suggests Meltzer, literature exists for the purpose of manifesting, almost in spite

of itself, a psychoanalytic truth:

Since fiction is made possible by the constitution of the subject, and since
it is the role of psychoanalysis to demonstrate how that constitution
occurs, then it follows, psychoanalysis would have it, that fiction
becomes truth and thus useful only when decoded by psychoanalysis.
Otherwise, it remains merely fable. Literature is then ‘recognized’ by
psychoanalysis only as the producer of Stoff for interpretation and
consumption - precisely the position of the slave in the Hegelian model.

In this position, literature cannot afford to recognize itself. Even if
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literature is mystified, as it often is in Freud or Lacan, it is so because it
appears to have an arbitrary conception, which psychoanalysis will
unravel as the ineluctable and incessant unfolding of the unconscious -
nothing accidental, finally, at all. Except that literature does not know
this. Its coherence, further, will be destroyed by the psychoanalytic
reading; but it is only a surface coherence - the deeper one, the one of
which literature itself is ignorant, will be revealed by psychoanalysis
(1987: 218).

Furthermore, not only literature is "partitive" in this way in the perspective of
psychoanalysis, maintains Meltzer. The same would apply to all other
disciplines: "Linguistics, philosophy, anthropology, history, feminism,
“humanism’ could all be said to remain incomplete and ultimately less than
meaningful without the overarching vision offered by psychoanalysis" (1987:
219). It is precisely in their implicit opposition to this notion of psychoanalysis'
"overarching vision" that the essays in the collection introduced by Meltzer find
their common ground - by turning psychoanalysis, in other words, from the
interpreter into that which is to be interpreted; by making of it not the "all-

consuming master subject” of inquiry, but, for once, its object.

Potentially at least, Mahony's promised "stylistic" project belongs in the same
group as the above, for here too it is apparently not the established notions of
psychoanalysis that Mahony proposes to bring to the practice of reading, but the
texts of psychoanalysis themselves which are to be "put on trial", as it were. But
in the end, the project barely fulfills its potential: first, because of the author's
failure to ground his exploration of Freud's style in any linguistic tradition which
might conceivably lend his version of "stylistics" a less than purely arbitrary
status; * and second, because of the project's consequent inevitable degeneration,
as the work proceeds, from the promised investigation of Freud's writing itself
into a series of crude and speculative remarks more concerned with the

assignment of psychical motivations to the author than what he had to say.
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Evidently, Mahony is of the school which subscribes to the notion that
creativity is some sort of disease which (as Meltzer puts it) "once the author is
cured, disappears" - the same school which, at a seminar for analysts at a
psychoanalytic institute in a major American city, came up with a reading of
Baudelaire's Fleurs du mal which argued that he wrote it because he struggled
with a "negative maternal introject.” When it was suggested to the analyst
concerned that to see a great work of art purely as a psychoanalytic symptom
might be to adopt an impoverished view of the creative act, he responded to his
critic (who happened to be a woman) that she too was in need of the cure: "From
your reaction to my paper,” he is reported to have said, "I am afraid that I must
inform you that you too seem to have an unresolved conflict with your mother.
Since you are a woman, this conflict has blocked your normal Oedipal
development, and thus makes your relation to your father problematic. As I am
the paternal figure here - male, older - I must conclude that you are resisting my

interpretation of Baudelaire because you are personally defensive with me and

5
what I represent.”

My own resistance in reading Mahony is to the multitude of such symptoms
which he manages to uncover, in the course of his study, in Freud's creative
output: Can there be any scholarly significance, for instance, in the revelation (a
product of Mahony's scratchings through Freud's personal correspondence) that
Freud's habit of addressing his lectures to a single member of the audience - very
often to his great friend Lou Andreas-Salome, as he tells her in one of his letters -
was, in Mahony's view, a manifestation of his "anxiety" about "exteriorizing his
ultimately undefinable unconscious," a symptom of Freud's "personal insecurity"
which "sought containment in a projected psychic space bounded and defined by
good object relations"? (1987: 58) How does it help us to know that Freud's
"creativity was at its highest when he was in a bad mood," or that he found a
"symbolic paternal value in writing"? Or how are we to respond to the fatuous
remark that writing was for Freud above all else a sort of masturbatory impulse -
in Mahony's words, "a sublimating satisfaction for his drives," an attempt to

"master them," or to give them "external realization"?
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In his preface to Psychoanalysis and the Question of the Text, Geoffrey
Hartman remarks that ideally,

psychoanalysis should provide a closer mode of close reading. Instead, it
often blinds the "scientific" interpreter to the use of language, his own as
well as that of the text at hand. The reductionist types of reading that
result add nothing to theme, symbol, and archetype hunting. What does it
matter that the drift of an interpretation is descendental rather than
ascendental, that sex rather than a lofty ideal proves to be the key? Such
concepts as sublimation or regression in the service of the ego or
defensive mastery do not compensate for the crudeness and tactlessness
of these ventures. That the patient - in this case the text - survives is

something of a miracle (1978: xv).

Mahony's study is an almost parodic embodiment of the kind of "reductionist
moves" identified both by Meltzer and Hartman, and which Hartman associates
particularly with certain "older" kinds of psychoanalytic interpretations (Freud's
excepted) which we read "only to know the worst... to get them over with..." or,
as he puts it, "to admire the artist for the odds he overcame, or ourselves for

staying relatively sane though born inter faeces et urinas" (1978: xv).

Hartman generously excludes Freud’s own interpretive efforts from the
reductionist forms of psychobiographical study he is attacking here. Yet it was of
course Freud himself who, in a now notorious remark, effectively endorsed late
nineteenth-century attempts to relate genius to madness, the artist to the neurotic:
“An artist is once more in rudiments an introvert, not far removed from neurosis.
He is oppressed by excessively powerful instinctual needs. He desires to win
honour, power, love, wealth, fame and the love of women, but he lacks the
means of achieving these satisfactions” (“Introductory Lectures on
Psychoanalysis”, SE XVI: 376). ® And in an earlier essay (“The Interest of
Psycho-Analysis from the Point of View of Aesthetics”, 1913), the object of the
whole artistic enterprise is reduced by Freud to the fulfillment of an infantile

wish: “In the exercising of an art it [psychoanalysis] sees once again an activity
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intended to allay ungratified wishes — in the first place in the creative artist

himself and subsequently in his audience or spectators” (SE XIII: 187).

As Elizabeth Wright points out, however, psychobiography has its roots not in
Freud but in what had come to be called ‘pathography’ by the end of the
nineteenth century: the study of the artist not for the sake of the work or even the
man, but for the purpose of classifying a particular pathology. Studies of this
type appeared in a periodical called /mago (published in Vienna, Leipzig and
Zurich), from 1912 to 1937 the chief organ for the publication of writings dealing
with the relation of psychoanalysis and the arts and all aspects of culture. Freud
himself was ambivalent in his responses to pathographical studies. Though he
designated his Leonardo essay as such (SE XI: 130), he was critical of others
working in this area, wishing to shift the emphasis from the validation of a
particular pathology to the psychoanalytic process as such. It is this shift of
concern, Wright suggests, which is reflected in the now more commonly used

term ‘psychobiography.’ 7

II
THE FRENCH CONNECTION

However we situate the form, and however we determine Freud’s relation to
it, it is crucial that Mahony’s psychobiographical investigation (representative as
it is of what Jacques Derrida might have called a form of "empirico-biographical
explanation" whose function, ultimately, is to reduce the text to an excuse for the
performance of an episode in the life of the author) be distinguished from that
form of criticism concerned primarily with the relation between objectivity and
subjectivity in discourse, one of whose functions is to foreground the place of the
subject in his or her own work; to foreground, in other words, the fact that "every
utterance implies its own subject” (Barthes, 1967: 898). Only the latter form of

psychobiographical enterprise, in its capacity to demonstrate the necessity of the
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subject's constitution within discourse, is in a position to participate in the
Barthesian project to "de-throne" scientific discourse from the privileged position
in which it is held by society as a meta-language... Only the latter form is

appropriately positioned to demonstrate that, as Barthes writes,

...the relationship between subjectivity and objectivity or, if one prefers,
the place of the subject in his own work, can no longer be thought of as in
the halcyon days of positivist science. Objectivity and rigour, those
attributes of the scientist which are still used as a stick to beat us with, are
essentially preparatory qualities, necessary at the time of starting out on
the work, and as such there is no cause to suspect or abandon them. But
they are not qualities that can be transferred to the discourse itself, except
by a sort of sleight-of-hand, a purely metonymical procedure which
confuses precaution with its end product in discourse. Every utterance
implies its own subject, whether this subject be expressed in an
apparently direct fashion, by the use of "I", or indirectly, by being
referred to as "he", or avoided altogether by means of impersonal
constructions (1967: 898).

What is excluded in the utterance is always only the "person", psychological,
emotional, or biographical, certainly not the subject - a point amply demonstrated
by many of those readings of Freud's texts associated with what has popularly
come to be known as "French Freud". ® One of the objectives of this recent

French initiative is to constitute Freud's scientific project as itself an example of
figurative writing, by focusing most insistently on the fextuality of his work.

These deconstructive readings of Freud set out to throw into relief the tension in
the writing, to invoke and elicit the contradictions through which Freud disturbs

fixed logical categorizations. In Jonathan Culler’s words,

Freud begins with a series of hierarchical oppositions:
normal/pathological, sanity/insanity, real/imaginary, experience/dream,
conscious/unconscious, life/death. In each case the first term has been

conceived as prior, a plenitude of which the second is a negation or

25



complication. Situated on the margin of the first term, the second term
designates an undesirable, dispensable deviation. Freud’s investigations
deconstruct these oppositions by identifying what is at stake in our desire
to repress the second term and showing that in fact each first term can be
seen as a special case of the fundamentals designated by the second term,
which in this process is transformed. Understanding of the marginal
deviant term becomes a condition of understanding the supposed prior
term (1983: 160-1).

Pushing this initiative to its extreme, in his own numerous readings of Freud,
Jacques Derrida not only deconstructs Freud’s texts, but uses them to reflect
upon the very activity of deconstruction itself. As Wright puts it, “For Derrida,
Freud becomes a Derridean avant la lettre, paradoxically, by showing this very
idiom to be a mere figure of speech/writing. There is no ‘before the letter’: the
subject is the subject of writing, both its product (as already written) and its
- producer (as rewriting the written)” (1998: 121-22). Derrida's reading of the
second chapter of Beyond the Pleasure Principle, in which he analyses Freud's
account of the episode of the grandchild's game with the wooden reel, the fort/da
episode, exemplifies this initiative in a way which can be usefully compared with

Mahony. ’

The game is played by Freud's grandchild who, at the age of one and a
half, is observed by his grandfather playing with a wooden reel with a piece of
string tied around it. "It never occurred to [the child] to pull it along the floor
behind him, for instance, and play at its being a carriage," writes Freud. "What he
did was to hold the reel by the string and very skilfully throw it over the edge of
his little curtained bed, so that it disappeared into it, at the same time uttering his
meaningful ‘0-0-0-0" [signifying ‘gone’]. He then pulled the reel out of the bed
again by the string and hailed its reappearance with a joyful ‘da’ [signifying
‘there’]. This, then, was the complete game - disappearance and return. As a rule
one witnessed only its first act, which was repeated untiringly as a game in itself,
though there is no doubt that the greater pleasure was attached to the second act"
(SE XVIIIL: 15).
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Derrida's reading is based on the hypothesis that the process of repetition
identified in the fort/da game is "re-enacted" in the account itself in a way which

can be shown to "re-inscribe" the writer (Freud) in his own text:

If we consider the argumentative framework of the chapter, we notice that
something repeats itself, and this process of repetition must be identified
not only in the content (the examples, the materials described and
analyzed) but also in Freud's very writing, in the "steps" taken by his text,
in what it does as well as in what it says, in its "acts" as much as in its
"objects." What obviously repeats itself in this chapter is the movement
of the speculator to reject, set aside, make disappear (fort), defer

everything that seems to call the PP into question. 19 He notes that it is

not enough, that he must postpone the question. Then he summons back
the hypothesis of something beyond the pleasure principle only to dismiss
it again. The hypothesis returns only like something that has not really
returned but has merely passed into the ghost of its presence (1978:
114/115).

According to Derrida, the description of Ernst's game - of the "earnest game
of Ernst, the elder grandson of the grandfather of psychoanalysis" - should no
longer be read only as a theoretical argument, "a strictly theoretical speculation
that tends to conclude that what we have here is the repetition compulsion or the
death drive or simply an inner limit to the PP", but rather that the description of
Emst's game can also be read as an "autobiography" of Freud - "not merely an
autobiography entrusting his life to his own more or less testamentary writing but
a more or less living description of his own writing, of his way of writing Beyond
the Pleasure Principle (1978: 119).

[J]ust as Ernst, in recalling the object (mother, plaything, or whatever),
comes also to recall himself in an immediately supplementary operation,
in the same way the speculating grandfather, describing or recalling this

or that, recalls himself, and produces what is called his text, making a
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contract with himself so as to be left holding all the strings of his line,

descendants and ascendants, in an incontestable ascendancy (1978: 134).

By proffering both a multiple subject for the text (Freud as writer, father,
grandfather, "father" of a discipline) and a multiple object (the fort/da game; the
relation of the pleasure principle to a "beyond"; filiation; dissemination, or the
projection of psychoanalysis into the future while at the same time attempting to
master that future by repetition) Derrida's reading demonstrates how Freud's text
both accounts for and at the same time "acts out" the psychoanalytic processes -
such as those of the dream-work - that Freud examined. 1 At the same time, he
demonstrates how the subject is constituted within his own discourse. But what
survives in the Derridean reading, even as it sets out to "re-inscribe" the writer
(Freud) in his text, is a comment not on the man, nor on his life, but on the nature
and texture of writing itself, on the fact that the "institutional character of the
science of psychoanalysis stands in relation to the institutional character of
writing itself" (Hartman 1978: xii), and on the fact of the impossibility, at
significant moments, of the writer's achieving any discursive distance from or

perspective on what is written:

This text is auto-biographical, but in a completely different way from
what was believed before... "Beyond the Pleasure Principle" is ... not an
example of what we believe we already know under the name of auto-
biography. It writes the autobiographical, and, from the fact that an
"author" recounts something of his life in it, we can no longer conclude
that the document is without truth value, without value as science or
philosophy. A "domain" opens up in which the "inscription" of a subject
in his text is also the necessary condition for the pertinence and
performance of a text, for its "worth" beyond what is called empirical
subjectivity (if, indeed, there is such a thing, since subjectivity speaks,

writes, and substitutes one object for another) (1978: 135).

Tronically, Mahony's psychobiographical project can only be described as

"pre-Freudian" by comparison. In its commitment precisely to delimiting Freud's
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"identity as a writer", to identifying a single unitary self which would be the
source and locus of Freud's entire oeuvre, Mahony implicitly rejects the very
Freudian scenario which would have revealed to him the impossibility of his
project - a scenario in which the notion of a unitary identity which waits to be
revealed to all who take the trouble to uncover it is replaced by that of a subject
inevitably partial and divided, consisting not in a single self but instead in a
number of "quasi selves" (see Rorty, 1986: 7) which lurk beneath the threshold

of consciousness, irrecoverable in toto even to the mind they inhabit.

If Mahony's project displays any sensitivity at all to the notion of an
unconscious, it is to the reductive notion of the unconscious as a "seething mass
of inarticulate instinctual energies” - a "reservoir of libido" - which, as Rorty has
pointed out, is just another name for "the passions", the lower part of the soul, the
"bad, false self" (1986: 7). To view the conscious/ unconscious distinction in this
way is to see it essentially in terms of the Platonic reason-passion distinction; but
had this indeed been the only sense Freud gave to the term his work would have
left our self-image largely unchanged: "What is novel in Freud's view of the
unconscious is his claim that our unconscious selves are not dumb, sullen,
lurching brutes, but rather the intellectual peers of our conscious selves, possible
conversational partners for those selves" (Rorty, 1986: 7). In the new, Freudian
picture, complex and sophisticated sets of transactions between two or more
"intellects" in a single body take the place of the older, traditional picture -
apparently endorsed by Mahony - of one "intellect" (which is constituted in
consciousness) struggling with a mob of "irrational" brutes (constituted in the
unconscious). Mahony's psychobiographical investigation - representative as it is
of at least one major interpretive tradition which has arisen at the intersection
between psychoanalytic and literary theory - reveals a model of the unconscious

which, ironically, denies to Freud's theory both its novelty and its complexity.
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11
LITERARY FREUD

As part of his psycho-biographical investigation of Freud’s writing, Mahony
includes a gushing tribute to Freud’s “literary genius.” This places Mahony’s
reading amongst many recent essays in which Freud has been acclaimed as
proto-novelist - in which his texts (in particular the case histories) have been
compared to great works of fiction. Representative is Steven Marcus’ influential
reading of Freud’s Fragment of an Analysis of a Case of Hysteria, better known

as the case of “Dora”.

In his analysis, Marcus compares the narrative course of Freud's history of
Dora's illness and treatment to the general form of the modern experimental
novel. Like a modernist writer, he suggests, Freud begins the case history with an
elaborate introduction concerning the problematical status of his undertaking and
the dubious character of his final achievement. In addition, like the familiar
"unreliable narrator" of modernist fiction, Freud pauses at regular intervals to
remind the reader that his insight into the complex of events composing the case
history has remained "fragmentary", that his understanding of it remains in some
essential sense permanently occluded (1985: 66). The set of "Prefatory Remarks"
to the history are regarded by Marcus as a kind of "novelistic framing action", in
which Freud "rehearses his motives, reasons, and intentions and begins at the

same time to work his insidious devices upon the reader":

First, exactly like a novelist, he remarks that what he is about to let us in
on is positively scandalous, for "the complete elucidation of a case of
hysteria is bound to involve the revelation of intimacies and the betrayal
of ... secrets.” Second, again like a writer of fiction, he has deliberately
chosen persons, places and circumstances that will remain obscure; the
scene is laid not in metropolitan Vienna but "in a remote provincial
town." He has from the beginning kept the circumstances that Dora was

his patient such a close secret that only one other physician - "in whose
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discretion I have complete confidence" - knows about it. He has
"postponed publication” of this essay for "four whole years," also in the
cause of discretion ... Finally he has buried the case even deeper by
publishing it "in a purely scientific and technical periodical" in order to
secure yet another "guarantee against unauthorized readers." He has, in
short, made his own mystery within a mystery, and one of the effects of
such obscure preliminary goings-on is to create a kind of Nabokovian
frame - what we have here is a history framed by an explanation which is
itself slightly out of focus (1985: 68).

During the course of his essay, Marcus compares the content of Freud's text to
a play by Ibsen (1985: 64); its "forbidding" and "disconcerting” quality, in which
the writer "succumbs to no impulse to make it easy for the reader" is said to be
reminiscent of both Borges and Nabokov (1985: 69-70); and the elaborate
"interweaving" of the various strands of time in the account or, as Marcus puts it,
Freud’s “geological fusing of the various time strata — strata that are themselves
at the same time fluid and shifting” are described as virtually "Proustian" in their
complexity (1985:73). Finally, as Marcus reminds us, the actual events of the
case (quite apart from Freud's narration of them) are themselves "full of such
literary and novelistic devices or conventions as thematic analogies, double plots,
reversals, inversions, variations, and betrayals - full of what the ‘sharp-sighted’
Dora as well as the sharp-sighted Freud thought of as ‘hidden connections’”
(1985: 79-80). The work of the reading as a whole is thus to seek out the traces

of modernist fiction in Freud's prose.

Similar comparisons are drawn between Freud and the great masters of
modernist fiction in Peter Brooks’ widely read essay on another of Freud’s best-
known case histories, that of the “Wolf Man” (“Fictions of the Wolf Man”,
1984). Even before he comes to Freud in 1910, the Wolf Man is cast, in Brooks’
reading, as a literary character: Emblematic of one aspect of European high
bourgeois culture in its finest flowering - “the morbid narcissism of its most
sensitive and artistic souls” - the Wolf Man reminds us, suggests Brooks, of the

“decadent” des Esseintes, hero of Huysmans’s 4 Rebours, indeed of “a whole
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line of valetudinarian heroes reaching back to Villiers de I'Isle-Adam’s Axel...”
(267). Like the novels of Mann and Proust, Brooks continues, the Wolf Man’s
story seems to “draw up the balance sheet of European high bourgeois culture at
the moment of its apparent triumph as it blindly prepares its self-immolation. By
the time of his return to Freud, the social order that produced the Wolf Man, and
his story, had been shattered, the ‘proud power’ of European civilization lay in

fragments, its advanced culture stunned by reversal” (267, 268).

As for Freud the writer, in this account Brooks sees him as in a position
analogous to that of a “Proustian narrator in relation to his own buried past or,
better, to those Faulknerian narrators who must unearth, order, make sense of the
past stories of others in order to make sense of history and their own
understandings of life” (271). Furthermore, in as much as the investigative
procedures of the psychoanalyst can be said to resemble those of the detective,
and thus the narrative of the case history to invoke that of the detective story,

' Freud is said to move definitively beyond the “Holmes canon” in the case of the
Wolf Man, almost inadvertently discovering “detection” and its narrative to be
extraordinarily more “complex” and “problematic” than the creator of Sherlock
Holmes could have imagined — “like the plots of modernist fiction, and indeed

inextricably bound up with the fictional”:

In Freud’s early case histories, those of Studies on Hysteria, finding the
chain of events leading from the initial trauma, usually infantile, to its
sexualized repetition, usually during adolescence, on to the present
symptoms provided a seamless narrative that was thought to be cathartic
and therefore in itself curative. The detective story in the case of the Wolf
Man is evidently far more complex than anything in the Holmes canon; it
resembles more the tenuous solutions to uncertain problems presented by
Heart of Darkness or a number of tales by Jorge Luis Borges. Not only
does Freud question whether one can, or need, claim that “in the
beginning was the deed” — since the imagined can have the full originary
force of the deed — he also proposes a radical revision of conventional

notions of narrative causality (280).
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Thus while the case of Dora reads to Brooks like a “flawed Victorian novel”,
one with a “ramifying cast of characters and relations that never can be brought
into satisfactory form”, with the case of the Wolf Man, Freud has, he suggests,
progressed and advanced to a “more sophisticated presentation of complex
narrative plots and a more subtle understanding of what the ‘healthy’ narrative of
life may be” (282). And Brooks has little difficulty invoking all the masters of
modernist prose he finds reflected in diverse elements of the Wolf Man’s story as
narrated by Freud - including Conrad, Joyce, Mann, Faulkner, Yeats, Eliot, Gide,
Kafka, Borges, Giradoux and many others. “A nonfictional genre concerning a
real person,” Brooks concludes, “the case history of the Wolf Man is radically
allied to the fictional since its causes and connections depend on probabilistic
constructions rather than authoritative facts, and on imaginary scenarios of lack
and desire, and since the very language that it must work with, as object and
medium of its explanations, takes its form from histories of desire consubstantial

with what cannot be” (284, my emphasis).

One of the effects of readings such as Marcus’ and Brooks’, and of the
initiative they represent, is to contribute to the popular perception of Freud as a
"literary genius", simultaneously, and in the process, underwriting, even if only
tacitly, representations of Freud as "unscientific”. Yet despite Freud’s own well
documented enthusiasm for the novelist’s art, it is not certain he would have
cared much for either Marcus’ or Brooks’ efforts, nor even the embedded tribute
to his literary skill. Indeed, historically, the public’s recognition of his success as
an artist had, more often than not, been synonymous with a refusal to
acknowledge his validity as a scientist - a bitter reminder to Freud of the public’s

scepticism with regard to the theoretical value in his writing.

Such was the case on the occasion of the publication of the Studies on
Hysteria (1895) for which the most substantial recognition came not from the
scientific community but from the poet, literary historian, and dramatic critic,
Alfred von Bergner, then professor of the History of Literature in the university

and director of the imperial theatre in Vienna: "We dimly conceive the idea that
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it may one day become possible to approach the innermost secret of human
personality . . . " wrote von Bergner. "The theory itself is in fact nothing but the
kind of psychology used by poets" (Jones, 1961: 224). In medical circles
however, and in the scientific community as a whole, the book was not well
received (Jones, 1961: 223 ff).

Five years later, The Interpretation of Dreams (1900) was given a similar
reception. Some eighteen months after publication, no scientific periodical, and
only a few others, had so much as mentioned the book. According to Jones, it
was simply ignored. Although the book was not entirely neglected by the
psychological periodicals, its reviews here were almost as destructive as
complete silence would have been: one proclaiming the danger that "uncritical
minds would be delighted to join in this play with ideas and would end up in
complete mysticism and chaotic arbitrariness"; another settling for the conclusion
that "the imaginative thoughts of an artist had triumphed over the scientific
investigator" (Jones, 1961: 307).

In the case of Marcus, his response to the Dora case pivots on the allegation
that the "central moment" of the "central scene" of Dora's life (and Freud's text) -
a scene which Freud orchestrates with "inimitable richness", according to
Marcus, and with the "tact" and "sense of form" that one associates with a
classical composer of music, or with Proust, Mann or Joyce - this central
moment, which becomes thereafter the central "reality” of the case, is a

"reconstruction” that Freud has "formed in his own mind":

This pivotal construction becomes henceforth the principal “reality” of
the case, and we must also observe that this reality remains Freud’s more
than Dora’s, since he was never quite able to convince her of the
plausibility of the construction, or, to regard it from the other pole of the
dyad, she was never quite able to accept this version of reality, of what

“really” happened (1985: 79). 12
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Marcus is eager to proclaim the "unquestionable genius" of this "pivotal
construction", but it is clearly a "literary" rather than a "scientific" genius he has
in mind. By suggesting that the "central character" in the action in this history is
not Dora but Freud himself, that it is "his story that is being written and not hers
that is being re-told," Marcus simultaneously repeats the claim, which is also his
central thesis, that the history of Dora's case, as constructed in Freud's text, is
essentially a fictional one. He emphasizes that the "reality” Freud insists upon is
very different from the "reality" that Dora is claiming and clinging to. And he
goes on to suggest that not only does Freud overlook for the most part this
critical difference, he also adopts no measures for dealing with it: "The demon of
interpretation has taken hold of him, and it is this power that presides over the
case of Dora" (1985: 85).

In this way, what begins as a tribute to Freud's power as an artist ends as an
attack, if only implicitly, on his integrity as a scientist - an attack in which the
"demon of interpretation" is the principal target. What begins, in other words, as
a potentially liberating gesture, promising in its inter-disciplinary nature to go
beyond the opposition between science and literature, ends by surreptitiously
reinforcing it. Like other masterpieces of literature or the arts, Marcus claims,
Freud's case histories seem to possess certain "trans-historical qualities" - which
if they are by no means easy to specify, are nevertheless clearly discernible. The
implacable "march of science", he writes, has not - or has not yet - consigned
them to "mere history": "Their singular and mysterious complexity, density and
richness have thus far prevented such a transformation and demotion" (1985: 56).
In effect, this is to place art and science on either side of an unbridgeable divide -
one in which science is ephemeral, subject to the relentless passage of history,
while art is "timeless" and lives forever; it is simultaneously to suggest, in effect,
that if Freud's case histories are still in circulation, it is to their "trans-historical
qualities", that is, to their "complexity, density and richness" as works of art not

science that they owe their life.

In a more recent confrontation between literary criticism and another of

Freud's best-known case histories - that of the "Wolf Man" - Stanley Fish makes
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a parallel while singularly more direct attack on Freud's scientific integrity. I will
respond to Fish’s essay in detail in Chapter Four of this study. For now, note
simply that the force of Fish's attack is invested primarily in the by now familiar
allegation that the greater part of the final interpretation of the dream which is the
centre-piece of the Wolf-man's analysis, is the product of "persuasion and force"
on the part of Freud, the analyst, rather than the result of independent work on

the part of the patient.

Fish's arguments against the "independence" of the Wolf-man's analysis,
along with Marcus' claim that in the Dora case history, "it is Freud's story that is
being written and not Dora's that is being re-told", are situated at the edge of a
much broader (and continuing) tradition of criticism which attacks Freudian
psychoanalysis on the grounds that it "acts by suggestion" - or, in Fish's terms,
"that what the analyst claims to uncover (in the archaeological sense of which
Freud was so fond) he actually creates by verbal and rhetorical means." Within
this tradition, the principal objection to psychoanalysis follows Wittgenstein's
observation that Freud is constantly claiming to be scientific, but what he gives is
speculation - "something prior even to the formulation of a hypothesis." B
Wittgenstein's view, the only reason these "speculations" have gained a certain
popularity in the mind of the public is through their "appeal" or their "charm” as
explanations: "the picture of people having unconscious thoughts has a charm.
The idea of an underworld, a secret cellar. Something hidden, uncanny... A lot
of things one is ready to believe because they are uncanny" (Cited in Cioffi,

1969: 186). ™

The same fundamental objection is embedded in Sebastian Timpanaro's
reference in The Freudian Slip (1976) to the "captious and sophistical method,
resistant to any verification, quick to force interpretations to secure pre-ordained
proofs, employed by Freud and Freudians in their explanations of slips, dreams
and neurotic symptoms" (1976: 14). Timpanaro's aim in this study, which
concentrates on The Psychopathology of Everyday Life, is to “demystify a mode
of reasoning which is also to be found in other of Freud's works — in particular

The Interpretation of Dreams and in general, all those writings which are
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dominated by the work of ‘interpretation’, which belongs to the ‘anti-scientific’
aspect of psychoanalysis. Timpanaro uses the word "anti-scientific” because he
regards it as the most appropriate to designate the ensemble of diverse objections
which can be made against psychoanalysis - objections which, as he points out,
are interrelated if not identical. It is apparent that in both Fish's and Timpanaro's

view, a method of investigation which admits the practice of interpretation

cannot by nature be scientific. 15

Traditionally, and prior to the work of the French women's liberation group
Psychanalyse et politique, feminists have rooted their objections in similar
ground. Historically, for many feminists, Freud has been, and indeed still is a
prime target as a “male chauvinist” whose so-called “scientific” propaganda has
been responsible for damning a generation of emancipated women to the
passivity of the second sex (cited in Mitchell, 1974: 303). In her survey of
traditional feminist attacks on the Freudian notion of femininity (Psychoanalysis
and Feminism, 1974), Juliet Mitchell elicits the common claim on which their
diverse arguments rest - namely, that Freud's theories are not based on what may
justifiably be called scientific evidence. ¢ Particularly pertinent here is the work
of Shulamith Firestone who, taking her cue from Havelock Ellis’s remark, in
1917, that Freud was a great artist but not a scientist, finds “poetic” rather than

“scientific” genius in Freud’s work:

But was there any value in [Freud's] ideas? Let us re-examine some of
them once again, this time from a radical feminist view. I believe Freud
was talking about something real, though perhaps his ideas, taken
literally, lead to absurdity. In this regard, consider that Freud's genius was
poetic rather than scientific; his ideas more valuable as metaphors rather
than literal truths (cited in Mitchell, 1974: 346).

In the same way, Marcus attributes the fascination of the Dora case history (as
well as its ultimate failure) to Freud's genius as a story-teller, while for Fish, the
appeal of Freudian propositions in general {(and in the Wolf-man case history

specifically) is directly attributable to the peculiar "discursive power" of which
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and by which they have been constructed. The true content of Freudian
explanations, according to Fish, is the story of their making, the story of
"persuasion ... practised on a massive scale", in which the reader only believes

what he is told because he has "fallen totally under the control of the teller."

Underlying all these readings is the implicit requirement that (in Barthesian
terms), even if literature knows that language is never naive, never "transparent”
—that is, that it can never convey any “truth” which is extraneous to writing,
which is not a truth having to do with the art of writing itself - the language of
science, on the other hand, must remain "innocent": a neutral utensil, an
instrument merely, to convey a "meaning" or a "truth” or a "fact" which is
beyond it, foreign to it. All these readings, in other words, end by endorsing the
privileged position assumed by scientific discourse as the referential code for all

the "ex-centric" languages, which themselves are merely its sub-codes.

IV
BEYOND PSYCHOANALYSIS
- AND/OR SCIENCE

It has been said that in the history of psychoanalysis, two competing myths
about Freud have gradually developed. In a recently published reading of Freud's
Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, framed as a challenge to both, Arnold

Davidson characterizes these myths as follows:

The first myth, that of official psychoanalysis, depicts Freud as a lonely
genius, isolated and ostracized by his colleagues, fashioning
psychoanalysis single-handedly and in perpetual struggle with the world
at large. The history of psychoanalysis under the sway of this myth has
become the story of Freud as triumphant revolutionary. The second,

opposing myth pictures Freud as getting all of his ideas from someone
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else - usually Wilhelm Fliess, although the names of Jean Martin Charcot,
Havelock Ellis, and Albert Moll, among many others, are also mentioned
frequently - and taking credit for what were in fact no more than minor
modifications in previously developed theories. This is the myth of the
career discontents, and the history of psychoanalysis dominated by it has

become the story of Freud as demagogue, usurper, and megalomaniac

(1987: 256).

To these two myths we might now add a third, in which Freud emerges most
strongly as a literary genius, whose imaginative and rhetorical powers
occasionally enabled him to seduce his audience into mistakenly identifying his
theoretical double-talk with scientific fact. This is the Wittgensteinian story of
psychoanalysis as essentially duplicitous and dangerous, likely to do more harm
than good: “Because although one may discover in the course of it various things
about oneself, one must have a very strong and keen and persistent criticism in
order to recognise and see through the mythology that is offered or imposed on
one. There is an inducement to say, ‘Yes, of course, it must be like that...””
(1972: 52). Under the sway of this representation, the history of psychoanalysis
is itself the history of a "powerful mythology", the story of Freud as at worst

hypocrite and dissembler, at best master illusionist. 18

To the extent that the perpetrators of this myth both recognize and focus upon
what many of Freud's critics ignore (namely, the place of language in his work),
my own investigation would go along with them. I would, however, want to give
this recognition a new emphasis away from the allegiance it so often appears to
entail to the notion of science as a form of neutral language, an instrument of
thought - which, if it has a certain need of language, is nevertheless not, like
literature, in language. It is this allegiance, both implicit and explicit, that
contributes inevitably to the perception that the so-called literary qualities of

Freud's writing must necessarily disqualify it as science.

Consequently, and paradoxically, the very focus of these commentaries on the

textuality of Freud's writing, far from encouraging the "mutation” in the
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consciousness of scientific discourse called for by Barthes, ends rather by
confirming its present notion of itself as a superior referential code in relation to
which all others are mere embellishments. The question of how to avoid
remaining trapped within the binary system of science and literature will be
crucial in the readings of the case histories which follow. What would it mean, in
other words, to read Freud so as neither to elide the place of language in his work
nor to acknowledge it - whether intentionally or otherwise - only as a threat to its

credibility as science?

It is in the response it offers to this question that Davidson’s reading of the
Three Essays seems to me particularly significant. In it, Davidson suggests that
previous commentaries on these texts have been marked by an under-estimation
of their historical, rhetorical and conceptual density - an under-estimation
stemming from what he defines as historiographical assumptions which quickly
misdirect us away from the fundamental issues at stake in Freud's work. What
distinguishes his own reading is an attachment, as he puts it, to a different
epistemological and methodological orientation from that at work in previous
material — a “different and particular way of doing the history of
psychoanalysis.” Central to this new epistemological and methodological
orientation is the archaeological perspective of Michel Foucault, a perspective he
both "adopts" and "adapts" in his attempt to write a history of nineteenth-century

psychiatric theories of sexuality (1987: 254-55). 1

Davidson's reading sets out first !0 determine whether the structure of
concepts associated with Freud's writings continues, extends, diverges from, or

undermines the conceptual space of nineteenth-century psychiatry:

What we need ... is a history of the concepts used in psychoanalysis, an
account of their historical origins and transformations, their rules of
combination, and their employment in a mode of reasoning. This task
presumes, first, that we can isolate the distinctive concepts of nineteenth-
century psychiatry, articulate their rules of combination, and thereby

discern their limits of the possible. We must then undertake the very same
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enterprise for Freud’s work, which, with sufficient detail, should enable
us to see more clearly whether Freud’s conceptual space continues or

breaks with that of his predecessors (1987: 257).

His emphasis in this undertaking thus lies on the conceptual and historical
dimensions of language - the conceptual as contingent on the historical - and it is
this shift from the rhetorical to the historical and conceptual which distinguishes
Davidson's Freud from the tradition of textual analysis exemplified in the earlier
mentioned essays by Marcus and Fish. What then emerges in Davidson is a
version of Freud's "genius" as neither an imaginative nor a rhetorical one so
much as a conceptual one, grounded less in his manipulatory powers when
dealing with the language of nineteenth-century psychiatry than in his ability, at
the level of conceptual articulation above all, fundamentally to alter it: “Many
writers before Freud possessed bits and pieces of his terminology and exhibited
an inchoate, unself-possessed grappling with the problems brought to light by the
Three Essays,” writes Davidson. “But it was Freud who ascended to the level of
concepts, who systematically and lucidly thought what had previously remained
in a kind of precognitive blockage...” (1987: 275). The true source of Freud's
"genius" thus emerges not so much in his ability to work with language as in his

power to proceed in spite of it.

The particular concept on which Davidson focuses his attention in this essay
is that of "sexual perversion". His analysis thus concentrates primarily on the first
of Freud's Three Essays, "Sexual Aberrations”. He begins with the observation
that in order even to approximate to a comprehensive reading of this essay, it will
be necessary to begin before Freud, with the prevailing concept of sexual
aberration (or perversion) in the literature of nineteenth-century psychiatry - to
"demarcate the conceptual space of which perversion was an element that
dominated European psychiatry at the time Freud was writing the Three Essays."
And he goes on to point out that the best way to begin to understand the
nineteenth-century conceptual space encircling perversion will be to examine the
notion of the "sexual instinct": "for the conception of perversion underlying

clinical thought was that of a functional disease of this instinct. That is to say, the
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class of diseases that affected the sexual instinct was precisely the sexual
perversions" (1987: 258).

To be able to determine what phenomena are functional disturbances or
diseases of the sexual instinct, Davidson proceeds, one must also specify in what
the normal, or natural, function of this instinct consists: "Without knowing the
normal function of the instinct, everything and nothing could count as a
functional disturbance" (1987: 260). Indeed, by the time Freud inherits the
concept of the sexual instinct, as Davidson goes on to demonstrate, there is
virtually unargued unanimity not only on the fact that this instinct does have a
natural function, but also on what that function is. The view of Krafft-Ebing (in

his Textbook of Insanity) is offered as representative:

During the time of the maturation of physiological processes in the
reproductive glands, desires arise in the consciousness of the individual,
which have for their purpose the perpetuation of the species (sexual
instinct) ... With opportunity for the natural satisfaction of the sexual
instinct, every expression of it that does not correspond with the purpose

of nature - i.e., propagation - must be regarded as perverse (1987: 260).

The natural function of the sexual instinct then, is propagation, and the
corresponding natural, psychological satisfaction of this instinct must then
consist in the satisfaction derived from heterosexual, genital intercourse. Sadism,
masochism, fetishism, and homosexuality must all then be classified together as
perversions since, as Davidson points out, "all exhibit the same kind of perverse
expression of the sexual instinct, the same basic kind of functional deviation,
which manifests itself in the fact that psychological satisfaction is obtained
primarily through activities disconnected from the natural function of the
instinct" (1987: 262).

This then is the prevailing conception of the sexual instinct and its perversions

which Freud inherits and with which he is obliged to work in his 7hree Essays.

To this popular conception of the sexual instinct Freud introduces two new
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technical terms: The sexual object is "the person from whom sexual attraction
proceeds," while the sexual aim is "the act towards which the instinct tends"
(1987: 263). As far as the "perversions" are concerned, these may now be
classified in terms of (1) deviations with respect to the sexual object which, in
relation to the prevalent conception of the natural function of the sexual instinct,
must necessarily consist in deviations from the natural attraction exercised by
one sex upon the other; and (2) deviations with respect to sexual aim, which must
now necessarily consist in deviations from the natural goal of sexual union.
These, as Davidson points out, are precisely the two conceptually basic kinds of
deviations we should expect of those writers who subscribed to the popular

conception of the sexual instinct (1987: 263).

It is important to recognize at this point that at the time Freud inherits it,
shared opinion regarding this definition of the concept of the sexual instinct is
unquestioned. in the nineteenth-century psychiatric theories that preceded Freud,
both a specific object and a specific aim formed part and parcel of the instinct
itself. The very nature of the sexual instinct manifested itself, according to these
theories, in an attraction to members of the opposite sex and in a desire for

genital intercourse with them.

In his discussion of those "perversions” which manifest themselves as
deviations in respect of the sexual object, Freud gives his fullest attention to
inversion (homosexuality) - the deviation to which most nineteenth-century
psychiatrists had themselves devoted the most attention. And it is in the
following passage, with which Freud concludes his discussion on deviations in
respect of the sexual object, that, as Davidson will demonstrate, he deals his first
"conceptually devastating blow to the entire structure of nineteenth-century
theories of sexual psychopathology" (1987: 265). The passage is worth quoting
in full:

It has been brought to our notice that we have been in the habit of

regarding the connection between the sexual instinct and the sexual object

as more intimate than it in fact is. Experience of the cases that are
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considered abnormal has shown us that in them the sexual instinct and the
sexual object are merely soldered together - a fact which we have been in
danger of overlooking in consequence of the uniformity of the normal
picture, where the object appears to form part and parcel of the instinct.
We are thus warned to loosen the bond that exists in our thought between
instinct and object. It seems probable that the sexual instinct is in the first
instance independent of its object; nor is its origin likely to be due to its
object's attractions (SE VII: 147-48).

In order to show that inversion was a real functional deviation and not merely

a statistical abnormality without genuine pathological significance, Davidson

reasons, one had to conceive of the "normal"” object of the instinct as part of the

very content of the instinct itself: "If the object is not internal to the instinct, then

there can be no intrinsic clinico-pathological meaning to the fact that the instinct

can become attached to an inverted object" (1987: 265). It is through claiming, in

| effect, in the above passage, that there is no natural object of the sexual instinct,

that the sexual object and the sexual instinct are merely "soldered together", that

Freud proves himself worthy of the name of genius, in Davidson's eyes. Freud's

conclusion, he writes,

is explicitly and directly opposed to any conclusion that could be drawn
by using the [prevailing] concept of the sexual instinct. The relationship
between the concepts of sexual instinct and sexual object found in
nineteenth-century texts, a rule of combination partially constitutive of
the concept of the sexual instinct, was completely undermined by Freud,
and as a consequehce of this cutting away of old foundations, inversion
could not be thought of as an unnatural functional deviation of the sexual
instinct (1987: 265-266).

In much the same way, as Davidson demonstrates, Freud's argument, his

"structure of concepts," leads to the parallel conclusion that the "normal" aim of

the sexual instinct, genital intercourse, is not part of the content of the instinct;

or, in other words, in the terms of Freud's earlier conclusions about the sexual
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object, the sexual instinct and sexual aim are merely "soldered together.” If the
resulting overall structure of Freud's argument is to show that neither a specific
aim nor a specific object has any constitutive bond with the sexual instinct, and if
the previously shared concept of the sexual instinct is thus effectively
dismantled, then, remarks Davidson, it is difficult to see how any conceptual
foothold could remain for the concept of unnatural functional deviations of this

instinct:

In the case of both sexual aim and sexual object, it is only the apparent
uniformity of normal behaviour that directs us to think otherwise. But this
apparently well-entrenched uniformity actually masks the operations of
the sexual instinct, operations which, when conceptualized by Freud,
show us that the idea of the natural function of the instinct has no basis
whatsoever. We ought to conclude from what Freud says here that there
are no true perversions. The conceptual space within which the concept of
perversion functions and has a stable role has been thoroughly displaced -
and displaced in a way that requires a new set of concepts for
understanding sexuality and a new mode of reasoning about it (1987:
270-71).

Crucial to the difference, then, between Davidson's reading and the tradition
of literary analysis exemplified by Marcus and Fish et al, and in Mahony’s
project as a whole, is Davidson's recognition, not only of the rhetorical, but
especially of the historical and conceptual density of Freud's texts. By
concentrating almost exclusively on the "literary" aspect of Freud's work, while
defining it primarily as a function of its rhetorical power, the earlier-mentioned
critics are led to under-estimate both its historical and conceptual dimensions. In
Davidson’s reading of the Three Essays, Freud’s name itself — along with those
of his predecessors, such as Bloch, Moll and others — are treated as “placeholders
for certain sets of concepts and the way these concepts fit together to constitute a
conceptual space.” Davidson is appropriately placed to determine the way in
which Freud's Three Essays provided the resources to "overturn" the conceptual

space which made it possible for psychiatrists to make the statements about
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perversion that so dominated the period - by fundamentally altering the rules of
combination for concepts such as "sexual instinct", "sexual object", and "sexual
aim", with the consequence that these shared objects, among others, were

destroyed.

Davidson's innovatory approach has further important implications, I would
suggest, in relation to the initiative in which Freud's texts, and particularly the
case histories, are read as exemplary instances of modernist, or even post-modern
narratives. Freud himself was not always able to grasp the import of his own
work: thus, in the first of the Three Essays, he continued to use the idea of
“perversion” as if his own conceptual innovations were not wholly accessible to
him, while he often re-introduced - "behind his own back" as it were - in the
Three Essays and elsewhere, identifications that he had shown to be untenable.
The fact that Freud's "genius" was not always conscious of itself as such, is
explained in Davidson's text by what he calls the "divergent temporality of the

emergence of new concepts and the formation of new mentalities":

Automatisms of attitude have a durability, a slow temporality, which does
not match the sometimes rapid change of conceptual mutation. Mental
habits have a tendency towards inertia, and these habits resist change that,

in retrospect seems conceptually required (1987: 276).

Once this point is taken into account, the hesitations and ambiguities of
Freud’s texts appear less as the result of some "deconstructive indeterminacy or
undecidability of the text", but are rather the consequence of the "dynamics of
fundamental change": of the fact that "mentality" and "concept" are two different
aspects of systems of thought, which we should not expect to be coherently
connected all at once, "as if forms of experience could be dissolved and re-

constituted overnight.”
In my view, this approach has significant consequences for a re-assessment of

major aspects of the critical response to Freud's case histories to date. Once

substantial recognition is given to the conceptual and historical aspects of
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language, to its constraining as well as enabling powers in the formulation of
new discursive practices, an important and, to my mind, fruitful dimension is
added to current perceptions of the rhetorical force of Freud's narratives, both

within the case histories and elsewhere.

v
EXTENDING THE LIMITS
OF SCIENTIFICITY

Beyond the terms of a purely historical inquiry, focused on how Freud shifts
knowledge-paradigms by way of theory-driven concept-mutations, the question
remains as to the nature of the knowledge produced by these mutations. What, so
to speak, is the status of the cognitive product, and above all how does it relate to
the overarching question of "science” versus "literature"? This is the point at
which the phenomenon of the case history proves decisive. The case history is
not simply a kind of laboratory for testing a theory (the failure or only partial
success of the "experiment" then adduced as the proof of Freud's non-
scientificity). As Carl Pletsch, amongst others, has argued, psychoanalysis
delivers a quite distinctive kind of knowledge, intimately bound up with the
transference, dialogue, story-telling, and recognition. Indeed, in recognising an
intimate connection between the story of the patient's suffering and the nature of
the pathology, Freud in effect re-introduces literary "style" as a tool of
investigation in psychology. 20 The case histories thus need to be examined as
repositories and vehicles of this knowledge, as the site of evolution of the
character and epistemological status of psychoanalytic knowledge. It may be
worth pausing for a moment at this point, to consider some recent reflections on

the nature of this new epistemological practice, or discourse about knowledge.
In an essay called "Psychoanalysis: Telepathy, Gossip and/or Science?" John

Forrester both reflects on the epistemology of psychoanalysis, and debates the

effects of its existence on the ensemble of other discursive practices. Most
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particularly, he considers the possible connections between the specific forms of
knowledge (or non-knowledge) represented by psychoanalysis, telepathy and
gossip. Invoking Derrida's article "Télépathie” as part of his own attempt to
define the phenomenon, Forrester implies that the kind of intellectual shift
Derrida calls for in the formulation of epistemological questions around telepathy

is necessary for psychoanalysis as well:

There’s no knowing [Derrida writes, but in a voice clearly meant to be
that of Freud himself...]J(and on this point I’m in a strong position because
here there’s no question of ‘knowledge’. Everything in our conception of
knowledge is so constructed that telepathy is impossible, unthinkable,
unknowable. If there is such a thing, our relation to Telepathy won’t
belong to the family of ‘knowledge’ or of ‘non-knowledge’ but to another
genre) (1991: 170).

If, for Derrida, the question of telepathy leads to an epistemological impasse,
s0 too does the question of gossip. And so, by implication, does that of
psychoanalysis. Crucial to this is the model Forrester draws up for the
psychoanalytic dialogue, one based on a definition of psychoanalytic practice as
a specific form of discourse between two people governed by specific sets of
rules. The fundamental rule dictates that the patient agree to tell the analyst
everything that comes to mind, while the analyst abstains from such free
discourse, instead offering interpretations of what the patient has said. Further
rules govern the relation of this "discursive dyad" to the outside world. The
analyst gives an assurance that anything said during the course of an analytic
session will be treated as confidential; the patient is not required to offer such an
assurance, but is encouraged not to discuss the analysis with people “outside.” As
a consequence of these rules, what Forrester refers to as a "semi-permeable

membrane" is placed around the two people talking.
In Forrester's view, the very existence of the membrane gives psychoanalysis

and gossip something in common: that is, they are both conversations taking

place in the “absence of the real.” Gossip always takes place in the absence of the
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parties being gossiped about (although naming them is crucial to the activity).
Similarly, the rules of analysis require that all participating parties be absent,
including those addressed in the second person. Even the analyst, that is, is
absent when addressed in the transferential mode of the second person, the
“you.” Using the technique of transference interpretation, the analyst treats
sentences containing "you" as if they were passing him by, as if he were passing
them on. In Lacan and Derrida's formulation, he acts as a postman, relaying or
redirecting all the messages that come to him. He tries to act like the lost and
found department of the Post Office, ascertaining to whom these
communications are addressed. In this way, a declaration of love or the heaping

of abuse can be interpreted as being about someone who is not there.

If this semi-permeable membrane (which in Forrester's terms constitutes
analysis) allows one to draw analogies between analysis and gossip, what
happens when the membrane is broken, and the contents leak out? It is clear that
either the analyst or the patient can do the leaking. In the case of the analyst,
there are two possible forms for this: first, the so-called "scientific
communication” - the case history of the patient. Second, the analyst may gossip
about the patient. If we consider the patient as the source, a further two
categories of leakage emerge: first, in the form of those analytic communications
that have been displaced from within the analysis, which should have been
spoken to the analyst, not to someone outside: what analysts call "acting out."
Second, there is the category of gossip in the ordinary sense of the word - gossip
about the analysis, gossip about the analyst, the sort of self-revealing chat that

analysands sharing an analytic culture would indulge in.

How does all this bear on questions of science and the literary - of language,
truth and knowledge? Traditional distinctions between knowledge and non-
knowledge, the scientific and the non-scientific, truth and fiction, start to crumble
here, in more senses than one: First, within the analytic dyad, psychoanalytic
knowledge, usually identified with the "penetrating observation”, the
interpretation that uncovers the secret hiding-place of the repressed, is shown to

have something in common with gossip (and, as everyone knows, knowledge had
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by gossip barely maintains its claim on the word). Second, from either side of the
membrane, a number of questions emerge (and with them a further blurring of
the divisions between knowledge and non-knowledge, truth and error, science
and...): Under what conditions does talk about an analysis qualify as a scientific
communication, rather than as gossip? What do we make of the apparently
uncanny kinship between the analysands' self-revealing gossip outside of |
analysis, and analysis itself? To the purist analyst, all communication about the
analysis to a third party is taken to be misplaced communication to the analyst.
To the outsider, however, to anyone other than the gossip’s analyst, gossip about
the analysis simply is gossip. And then a further question arises: what are the
consequences of retaining the symmetry of assimilation, so that where the analyst
assimilates gossip to acting out, the theorist of gossip assimilates acting out to
gossip? In this way, Forrester’s new emphasis ends in an implicit displacement

of a whole range of standard epistemological oppositions.

In another recent essay, Cornelius Castoriadis brings these epistemological
reflections back to the question of pedagogy, of what exactly it is that
psychoanalysis can teach us. In the end, his understanding of the pedagogical
value of the psychoanalytic dialogue - as what he will call a "practical/poetical
activity” involving both participants as agents - lies in the challenge it poses to
traditional views on the supremacy of the Lacanian "symbolic" as the instrument,

or bearer, of all knowledge.

Castoriadis' argument begins with an extended consideration of the relation
between what Freud once called the three "impossible" professions:
psychoanalysis, pedagogy and politics. How accurate, he asks, are the
historically often pessimistic and reactionary conclusions regarding the political
implications of psychoanalysis? Is the (psychoanalytic) work directed towards
the knowledge of the unconscious and the transformation of the human subject
wholly unrelated to the question of freedom? Can the knowledge of the
unconscious teach us nothing as regards the socialization of the individual, and,

as a consequence, the institutions of society? Why should the practical

50



perspective adopted by psychoanalysis in the sphere of the individual

automatically become void when passing over to the collective sphere?

His response to these questions entails re-interpreting, and in the end
effectively re-writing Freud's famous maxim "Wo Es war, soll Ich werden"
(translated, SE XXII, p. 80, as "Where id was, there ego shall be".) Contrary to
what Freud seems to imply here, Castoriadis suggests, the object of analysis is
not to eliminate one psychical "agency" or "instance" (the id) to the benefit of
another (the ego), it is rather to alter the relation between them in the following

way.

If, as Freud's formulation unfortunately seems to imply when considered
within the sequence of his text, we take the sentence to mean that the
That, the Id, Es, has to be eliminated, conquered by the Ich, the Ego, the
I, dried up and reclaimed like the Zuider Zee, then we propose to
ourselves both an impossible and a monstrous objective. Impossible of
course, since there can be no human being whose unconscious is
conquered by the conscious, whose drives are fully permeated and
controlled by rational considerations, who has stopped fantasizing and
dreaming. Monstrous because reaching such a state would entail killing
what makes us human. This is not rationality, but the uncontrolled and
uncontrollable continuous surge of creative radical imagination in and
through the flux of representations, affects and desires. Indeed one of the
objects of analysis is to free this flux from the repression to which it is
usually subjected by an Ego which is a rigid and essentially social
construct. This is why I propose that Freud's sentence be completed with:
"Wo Ich bin, soll auch Es aftauchen" - "Where I (Ego) am (is), That (1d)
should/ought also to emerge" (1994: 4).

The object of analysis, then, is to work towards altering the relation between
ego and id, essentially by transforming one of them: the I, the Ego or the
conscious. The Ego is transformed by taking in the contents of the unconscious,

by reflecting on them and by becoming able to choose lucidly the impulses and
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ideas it will attempt to enact. In other words, the Ego has to become a "self-
reflexive subjectivity, capable of deliberation and will". The altered relation
between ego and id can thus be described as repression replaced by recognition
of unconscious contents and reflection on them: inhibition, impulsive avoidance
or acting out give way to lucid deliberation. The importance of this does not lie
in the elimination of psychical conflict ("nobody ever assured us that we are
entitled to a conflictless inner life," Castoriadis remarks). It lies in "the
instauration of a self-reflecting and deliberating subjectivity which has not
become a pseudo-rational and socially "adapted” machine, but on the contrary
has recognized and freed the radical imagination at the core of the psyche"
(1994: 4/5).

Castoriadis insists on translating Freud's werden by "become" and not "be",
because the subjectivity he is attempting to describe is essentially a process, not a
state reached once and for all. This is why, he suggests, we can "elucidate" the
aim of analysis, but cannot strictly define it. What he calls the "project of
autonomy on the level of the singular human being" is the transformation of the
subject so that he or she can enter this process; this, in his view, is consubstantial
with the aim of psychoanalysis. Most importantly, this aim cannot be reached,
nor even approached, without the self-activity of the patient: remembering,
repeating, working through. The patient is the main agent of the psychoanalytical

process.

The process itself, Castoriadis continues, is analytical in so far as it is always
both means and ends. Free associations, for example, are not just a means; as
they unfold they express and realize the patient's developing capacity to free his
flux of representations and thereby also to recognize his affects and desires. The
flux of associations, punctuated by the analyst's interpretations, brings into action
the reflexive activity of the patient: "he reflects himself and reflects upon
himself, he returns to the material and takes it up again." In Castoriadis’'
characterisation, psychoanalysis is transformed from technique into activity - a

form of "practical/poetical activity", with the patient as principal agent:
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Thus psychoanalysis is not a technique, nor is it correct even to speak of
psychoanalytic technique. Psychoanalysis is rather a practical/poetical
activity where both participants are agents and where the patient is the
main agent of the development of his own self-activity. I call it poetical
because it is creative: its outcome is, or ought to be, the self-alteration of
the analysand, that is, strictly speaking, the appearance of another being. 1
call it practical, because I call praxis that lucid activity whose object is
human autonomy, an activity which can only be reached by means of this

same autonomy (1994: 5, my emphasis).

In Julia Kristeva’s discussion on “Psychoanalysts in times of distress” in the

1L

same collection of essays, Castoriadis' “practical/poetical activity” is re-
described as a form of challenge to the structuralist supremacy of language - or
the "symbolic" in Lacanian psychoanalytical discourse; a means of restoring
access to prelinguistic "semiotic" levels of experience. In this essay, Kristeva
attempts to demonstrate, through reference to two concrete cases from her own
psychoanalytic practice, the psychoanalytic access to a signifying process, prior
to linguistic meaning, pertaining to the psychological drives. The sense of this
process, she suggests, may be recovered in the highly individualized analytic
transference situation through psychoanalytic work that is attentive to the indices
or traces which the drives may leave - for instance, in physical gestures, or in the
inflection of the voice of the analysand. Situating psychoanalysis specifically
within its current confrontations with both the neurological sciences and a
general cultural indifference towards psychological life, Kristeva defines the
analytic dialogue as an interpretative work of art, a poiesis which is shown to

apply to the vast areas of suffering not reachable by psycho-pharmacology. The

psychic, Kristeva writes,

may be the place where the somatic symptom as well as the delirious
projection are elaborated and hence clear themselves up: the psychic is
our protection, on the condition that one does not remain enclosed within

it, but that one shifts it through an act of language into sublimation, into
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an act of thought, of interpretation, of relational transformation (1994:
15).

For Kristeva, Freudian practice has revealed that the web of signifying
relations which characterizes the symptom, the transference, the subject itself,
while being a theoretical construction, remains at the same time, the one and only
reality in which the psychic life realizes itself, as well as the only reality from
which the analyst can act in order to modify it. From this, the question arises
whether the destiny of the "speaking being" is then reducible to speech and
language, or whether other systems of representation should be taken into
consideration in order to think this being's logical particularities and/or to reach

the psychic level on which sense reveals itself to the subject.

It is in Kristeva's answer to this question that she points to the significance of
psychoanalysis in the battle against "linguistic imperialism": Since the 1960's,
Kristeva writes, the development of semiology has led to the conception of
different signifying systems (iconic code, musical code, etc.) that are irreducible
to language (the latter being envisaged as a structure or grammar, a language or a
discourse, a statement or an utterance). Concurrently, a return to Freud, and in
particular to the Freudian concept of representation, takes into account a plurality
of psychic representatives: thing-presentation, word-presentation, representation
of drive, representation of affect. The ensuing result is a "laminated model" of
the psychic signifying process with heterogeneous traces and signs. The analyst
has to take this polyphony into consideration in order to hear the discourse
addressed to her at these different linguistic and translinguistic levels (voice,
gesture, etc.) and also to tune in to the one among them which makes sense in the

transference, here and now.

The ethics of psychoanalysis, Kristeva goes on, thus rests on two exigencies

proper to the western rationality to which it pertains:

On the one hand, the maintenance of one sense, of one truth, valid and

demonstrable in a given situation: this is the "normative" side of
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psychoanalysis, the "norm" being dictated by the state of analytic theory
and the place which the actual analyst takes in it. On the other hand, the
maintenance of a respect (in the guise of freedom) for the desire and for
the jouissance of the patient, which makes it appropriate or not to
welcome our interpretation... a respect which at the same time implicates
the validity of this very interpretation and also unveils the jouissance of
the analyst under the cover of the "truth" of her constructive
interpretation. No other discourse in the history of western rationality
reaches this aspiration to balance truth and jouissance, authorized and

implicated by jouissance... (1994: 19).

In its attention both to linguistic and "translinguistic" expression of psychic

determinants; in its attention both to the "truth" and the "dramaturgy of the

drives" (the discourse of knowledge and the discourse of desire), psychoanalysis

thus suggests new paradigms for the study of language and meaning. Even the

very absence of words is accessible to this new "translinguistic" linguistics, thus

adding itself to the "meaning of speech™:

After its linguistic phase and while being attentive, by way of its Freudian
heritage, to the drive (and more attentive than before due to the pressure
from the neurosciences), today's psychoanalysis and no doubt that of
tomorrow will decipher the dramaturgy of the drives beyond it, the
meaning of language where the sense of the drive disguises itself.
Indications of this sense of the drive may be translinguistic: the voice, for
instance, its intensities and its rhythms often carry the secret eroticism of
the depressed who has cut his linguistic ties with the other, but who has
nevertheless buried the affect in the obscure code of his vocalization

where the analyst will seek a desire not quite as dead as that... (1994: 17)

Equally challenging to the limits of a structuralist linguistics is William

Richardson's essay, "The Word of Silence", which explores the issue of silence

as a fundamental element in analysis. By attending extensively to actual case

material, Richardson elucidates different forms of silence and their varying
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function in the analytic situation. In his reading, analysis is simply not a mutually
shared exchange between two equal partners in an open wide-ranging search for
truth. An appropriate analogue for the analyst, he suggests, might be Holderlin,
the poet - "where he waits through the night for the coming of dawn, so that
through his attentive response he may help the significant word come to
articulation". For Richardson, the function of the analyst's celebrated neutrality

consists precisely in leaving the word to the Other of Language. In Lacan's terms,

It is to this Other beyond the other that the analyst leaves room by the
neutrality through which he makes himself ne-ufer, neither one nor the
other of the two [subjects] who are there, and if he remains silent, it is to
leave the word to [this] Other (1994: 180).

This is why, in the analytic dialogue "silence... is not something simply
negative, but has a value beyond speech. Certain moments of silence in the
transference represent in the sharpest form the apprehension of the presence of
the Other as such." It is to Heidegger's account of the ability to be silent as one
of the conditions for authentic human speech that Richardson then turns to throw
further light on the Lacanian model. Silence or stillness becomes the very
foundation of the spoken word and hence of the world according to Heidegger.
"Language speaks as the ringing of stillness," writes Heidegger. And for
Richardson, this "ringing stillness" testifies to an otherness which is similar to
what Lacan sought to explore under the sign of the unconscious in the analytic
situation. Such silence, indeed, is in the mode of speech itself - in Heidegger's

terms, in the mode of "the highest form of thoughtful saying":

The highest form of thoughtful saying consists in this: not simply to be
reticent in saying what is properly to be said, but to say it in such a way
that it is uttered in not being said: the saying of thought is a keeping
silent. This [kind of] saying corresponds to the deepest essence of

language, which has its origin in silence (1994: 179).
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Standard epistemological oppositions - between truth and error, fact and
fiction, knowledge and non-knowledge, and even between speech and silence -
are thus thrown into question by the theory of psychoanalysis, in a way which
must also potentially subvert traditional conceptions of the interpretive or reading
process. In its emphasis on self-reflection and the development of critical
consciousness, in its potential to liberate what Castoriadis calls the “radical
imagination”, psychoanalysis has obvious political implications as well. And
finally, in its attention both to linguistic and what Kristeva describes as
“translinguistic” expression of psychic determinants, in its attention both to the
“discourse of knowledge” and the “discourse of desire”, psychoanalysis suggests

new paradigms for the study of language and meaning themselves.

V1
CONCLUSION

I have already outlined one way of looking at Freud's relation to the scientific
endeavour - as an historically grounded activity altering paradigms of thought
through the mutation of concepts. Recent reflections on the epistemology of
psychoanalysis have clearly shown, however, that this is not the only kind of
scientific pursuit we find in Freud. On the one hand, Freud is a producer of
concepts and theories; but it is arguable that the kind of inquiry illustrated by
psychoanalysis as a whole — and the case histories in particular - belongs in
another, and older, tradition of scientific inquiry: the "case-book" tradition,
which, by virtue of its story-telling properties, is related to what is called the
"literary” in Freud. However, the very convergence of these different modes of
scientific inquiry in Freud tells us that those critics who have identified the
"literary"” as the site and demonstration of the "unscientific" in Freud have missed
the point: they have overlooked the heterogeneity of the scientific endeavour,
both historically and conceptually, and have accordingly measured the case

histories by a yard stick that presupposes that there is only one kind of science.
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What is called for, then, is a new emphasis which would end essentially by
extending the idea of what it means to be scientific; and crucially, of what it
meant to Freud to be scientific. Against the usual interpretations of the famous
confusions and hesitations in Freud as to whether, in the case histories, he was
indeed engaging in a "literary"” activity, or a "scientific" one, I would thus want
to argue that what is at stake here has to do less with the "indeterminacies" of the
modernist literary endeavour than with the multiple senses for Freud of what it
meant to engage in scientific inquiry. At least one of these takes us back to the
"literary”, but in a way that displaces rather than confirms the standard

opposition between science and literature.

The readings of Freud's case histories which follow thus rest neither within
the limits of a positivist history of science, nor within conventional definitions of
the "literary" as essentially outside the bounds of science. I shall read the case
histories not as equivalent to great works of fiction, but rather as representative
of a particular moment in the development of discursive and narrative traditions
which embody the relation between subjectivity and language, and the particular
kinds of knowledge associated with it. It is not least in their articulation of this
relation, I shall argue, and most importantly, in its implicit extension of
traditional conceptions as to where and how the limits of scientificity are located,

that the enduring historical significance of the case histories lies.
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Notes:

1.

For two excellent introductory studies see Ellmann, 1994, and Wright,
1998. Maud Ellmann’s Psychoanalytic Literary Criticism is a
collection of essays by a variety of different critics, the aim of which is
introduce students of literary theory to Freudian methods of
interpretation, and to show how these methods have been transformed
by recent developments in French psychoanalysis, particularly by the
influence of Jacques Lacan. In her new edition of Psychoanalytic
Criticism, Elizabeth Wright discusses all the major developments in
psychoanalytic criticism since its beginnings. Adopting a critical
perspective, Wright focuses on major figures and texts in
psychoanalysis and in literary and art criticism, including classical
psychoanalysis, Jungian analytic psychology, object-relations theory,
French psychoanalysis and feminist psychoanalytic criticism.

These include Samuel Weber, “The Sideshow or: Remarks on a Canny
Moment”, Modern Language Notes, 88 (1973): 1102-33; Héléne
Cixous, “Fiction and its Phantoms: A Reading of Freud’s Das
Unheimliche, New Literary History, 7 (1976): 525-48; Neil Hertz,
“Freud and the Sandman”, in J. Harrari (ed.), Textual Strategies:
Perspectives in Post-Structuralist Criticism (London: Methuen, 1979),
pp. 296-321; rpt in Neil Hertz, The End of the Line: Essays in
Psychoanalysis and the Sublime (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1985), pp. 97-121; Bernard Rubin, “Freud and Hoffmann: ‘The
Sandman’,” in Introducing Psychoanalytic Theory, ed. Sander L.
Gilman (New York: Brunnel/Mazel, 1982), pp. 205-17; Francoise
Melzer, “The Uncanny Rendered Canny: Freud’s Blind Spot in
Reading Hoffmann’s ‘Sandman’,” in Gilman (ed.), Introducing
Psychoanalytic Theory, pp. 218-39. (cited in Ellmann, 1994: 4, fn. 13.)
See also John Noyes, “The Voice of History: Sigmund Freud/E.T.A.
Hoffmann/G.H. Schubert”, Journal of Literary Studies, 6: 1/2 (1990).

. Moller’s study is based on a wide range of Freud’s writings, but

concentrates on four central texts: Delusions and Dreams in Jensen's
Gradiva, From the History of an Infantile Neurosis, “The Uncanny”,
and “Constructions in Analysis”. Her readings of these texts constitute
an analysis of Freud’s interpretive practice, with special reference to his
interpretations of literary texts, with the aim of persuading the reader to
reconsider the traditional conception of a “Freudian reading”.

For reference to a number of schools of thought in modern linguistics
that have yielded significant results for the study of literary texts, see
JM. Coetzee: "Linguistics and literature", in Ryan, R. and Van Zyl, S.
(eds.). An Introduction to Contemporary Literary Theory
(Johannesburg: Ad. Donker, 1982). In this essay, Coetzee concentrates
on two schools: that of generative-transformational grammar associated
with the name of Noam Chomsky, and that of structuralism,
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particularly the kind of structuralism defined in the writings of Roman
Jakobson.

. For the full account, see Meltzer, 1987.

See Wright, 1998: 34. Here, she points out that the study of an artist’s
life to explain his works, or the study of his works to explain his mind,
was already an established mode in the latter half of the nineteenth
Century, when pre-Freudian psychology made various attempts to
relate genius to madness. Césare Lambroso, an Italian professor of
legal medicine, argued that creative genius was a by-product of
psychosis, in that the advance of this condition can turn someone with
an average mind into a genius (Lambroso, 1891). This provoked a
controversy as to who was sick, the creative genius (whose state of
health does not in any case reflect on his work) or the society which
chose to assign this status to decadents such as Wagner, Nietzsche and
Baudelaire. The artistic products of the accused were investigated and
brought in as proof of their decadence and as evidence of their lack of
genius. Thus, Max Nordau writes, in his influential Degeneration
(1895), “Degenerates are not always criminals, prostitutes, anarchists,
and pronounced lunatics, they are often authors and artists.” What was
at stake was not just the status of the artist, but what the criteria for
morality were to be: “Books and works of art exercise a powerful
suggestion on the masses,” wrote Nordau (1895: vii).

. The classic example of psychobiography, according to Wright (1998:
35), is Marie Bonaparte’s full-length study of Edgar Allan Poe
(Bonaparte, 1949[1933]). Freud’s preface to it shows not only his
approval, but also his awareness of the delicate ground “investigations
of this kind” were treading on: “In this volume my friend and pupil,
Marie Bonaparte, has directed the light of psycho-analysis upon the life
and work of a great writer of a pathological type. Thanks to her
interpretative efforts, we can now understand how much of the
characteristics of his work were determined by their author’s special
nature; but we also learn that this was itself the precipitate of powerful
emotional ties and painful experiences in his early youth. Investigations
of this kind are not intended to explain an author’s genius, but they
show what motive forces aroused it and what material was offered to
him by destiny. There is a particular fascination in studying the laws of
the human mind as exemplified in outstanding individuals” (SE XXII:
254).

. Exemplary of one application of so-called “French Freud” which I shall
not discuss here, and in which Lacan is the seminal figure, are the
essays introduced by Jeffrey Mehlman in French Freud: Structural
Studies in Psychoanalysis (Yale French Studies, 48. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1972). In his editorial introductory essay, Mehlman
notes that "to the extent that the truth of Freud's theory is the fact of
repression, the very resistance to that truth, the structure of its escape,
constitutes an essential dimension of the discovery itself. So that
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

psychoanalytic theory after Freud, in this view, should not be
(primarily) a "rectification" of Freud's theory on the basis of new data.
Nor should it be an effort to purge Freud's writings of the elements (eg.
the "death instinct") with no apparent empirical basis. Analytic theory,
on the contrary, should be above all the theory of the contradictions in
Freud's texts, of what we have referred to (all too succinctly) as the
repression of the discovery of repression” (1972: 6).

Although Derrida’s relation to psychoanalysis is often imagined to be
quite simply one of anatagonism, his dialogue with psychoanalysis
clearly goes deeper than a purely antagonistic relation with it would
allow. For some further illustrations of this dialogue, see Derrida,
1978b and ¢, 1987a and b, 1996 and 1998.

"PP" is the initial for the French expression for "pleasure principle" - a
concept developed early in Beyond the Pleasure Principle and in
Derrida's text. At the same time, the French pronunciation of these
initials sounds like the equivalent of "granddaddy" (pépé). This
homonymy links the authority of the pleasure principle and that of the
grandfather or grandfathers evoked in the text.

For a lucid summary of this aspect of Derrida's reading - of the way in
which he not only "overdetermines the scene of writing" but actually
"inserts the writer into it", see Hartman, 1978: xiii.

Marcus is here referring to the scene between Dora and Herr K. that
took place when she was fourteen years old, and acted, Freud said, as a
"sexual trauma". The scene is represented by Marcus as follows: "The
reader will recall that on this occasion Herr K. contrived to get Dora
alone 'at his place of business' in the town of B and then without
warning or preparation 'suddenly clasped the girl to him and pressed a
kiss upon her lips.' Freud then asserts that 'this was surely just the
situation to call up a distinct feeling of sexual excitement in a girl of
Jfourteen who had never before been approached. But Dora had at that
moment a violent feeling of disgust, tore herself free from the man, and
hurried past him to the staircase and from there to the street door." (All
italics are Marcus's.)

Cyril Barrett (ed.). Wittgenstein: Lectures and Conversations
(University of California Press, 1972, p. 44). For further references to
the "huge literature focusing on the issue of evidence and testability"
see Fish's list in The Linguistics of Writing: Arguments between
Language and Literature, fn. 5, pp. 171-172.

In the course of the essay referred to here (“Wittgenstein’s Freud”,
1969), Cioffi repeatedly reveals his own scepticism towards Freudian
propositions. This he does in a number of ways — for example, by
likening the notion of the unconsc