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(p. 41). Nonetheless, in the very last entry of the diary on October 2,
1932, Ferenczi concludes:

An attempt to continue analyzing unilaterally. Emotionality disappeared;
analysisinsipid. Relationship — distant. Once mutuality has been attempted,
one-sided analysis then is no longer possible—not productive. Now the
question: must every case be mutual? —and to what extent? [p. 213].

This hardly sounds to us like the writings of someone who has “aban-
doned” the technique. Rather, it seems that Ferenczi was struggling with
the parameters of its usefulness and may well have considered seriously
the possibility that every case had to be analyzed with some degree of
mutuality. While making the important discovery that (when permitted
or encouraged) patients can make valuable contributions to the analysis
of their analysts, Ferenczi may have confused the liberating possibilities
of mutuality with the disastrous consequences of symmetry. This critique
is developed at greater length elsewhere by Aron (1992b).

Criticism of Ferenczi’s Technique

For so many decades Ferenczi has been criticized and maligned that
today, as his contributions are being rediscovered and his writings
reexamined, there is a tendency to glamorize and idealize his work. It is
important to remember when evaluating Ferenczi, however, that he was
his own most persistent and determined critic. Consider the following
Diary entry:

In my case infantile aggressiveness and a refusal of love toward my mother
became displaced onto the patients. But as with my mother, I managed
with a tremendous effort to develop a compulsive, purely intellectual
superkindness, which even enabled me to shed real tears (tears that I myself
believed to be genuine). (Could it be that my entire relaxation therapy and
the superkindness that I demand from myself toward patients are really
only an exaggerated display of compassionate feelings that basically are
totally lacking?) Instead of feeling with the heart, I feel with my head.
Head and thought replace heart and libido [Ferenczi, 1932, p. 86].

Who among Ferenczi’s critics would take him to task more critically than
he?

It does seem that Ferenczi became overly identified with his trauma-
tized patients and that in his state of identification he sought to provide
them with the love and reparative experience that he wished for himself.
Ferenczi described his mother as “harsh” and as unable to supply him
with the nurturance he needed (Ferenczi to Freud, 13 October 1912,
Grubich-Simitis, 1986). That Ferenczi had felt deprived of love as a child
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and longed for love and approval from those around him was particu-
larly evident in his relationship with Freud, whose displeasure he could
barely imagine incurring. There are entries in the Clinical Diary indi-
cating that Ferenczi himself may have been the victim of sexual abuse
(see, for example, Ferenczi, 1932, p. 61); in his brief “analysis” with
Freud Ferenczi could hardly have been expected to resolve the concom-
itant problems. With Ferenczi blurring the boundaries between his own
traumatization and that of his patients, it is not surprising that he would
develop a technique of mutual analysis in which the very functions of
patient and analyst would become blurred. In the reversal of roles in
which Ferenczi became the patient and the patient became the analyst,
Ferenczi may have masochistically submitted to the patient’s sadistic
reenactment of his or her own childhood abuse (see Frankel, this volume,
and Mitchell, in press). It has been repeatedly pointed out (most recently
by Gabbard, 1992) that Ferenczi’s extraordinary efforts to repair his
patients through love were not only an effort to provide the love that he
himself wished for, but an attempt, through reaction formation, to
disguise his hatred for not having received enough love.

It is clear that Ferenczi had a number of characterological difficulties
that led him to his technical experiments. He was known for his extreme
enthusiasm, particularly his therapeutic enthusiasm, the furor sanandi,
that swept him away in one passion after another. He was often
described as childlike in his wild enthusiasms and his capacity to let
himself go. Clearly this trait led him temporarily to go to extremes and
neglect the balanced view one would expect from a more mature thinker.
Nevertheless, Ferenczi’s enthusiasm served him well; in pushing things to
their extremes he discovered the underlying assumptions and limitations
of any idea. Highly critical of each phase of his experiments, he looked
back at each step and examined where he had gone wrong—but only
after he threw himself passionately and fully into his work would he step
out of it and regain his self-critical distance.

It is not surprising that an analyst of Ferenczi’s character, with his
tendency to move back and forth between extreme enthusiasms, would
be one of the first analysts to take an affirmative approach to acting out
(an approach later developed by others; see Limentani, 1966). Ferenczi
viewed acting out as being useful prior to converting the activity into
memory. It was natural that Ferenczi should have seen acting out as
useful and creative because his temperament was to “act out,” to let
himself go before returning to a more cautious and balanced position.
For example, by first advocating the active technique, Ferenczi took it to
its extreme. Only later, after some years of experimentation, did he
recognize the technique’s limitations, and consequently he set out to
modify his approach. If, from the beginning, Ferenczi had been overly
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cautious, trying to maintain throughout his work a balanced and
self-critical approach, then he would not likely have made the discoveries
that he made.

It is a major testament to Ferenczi’s continued self-analysis and
personal growth that toward the end of his life he began to express
himself with increasing independence. Ferenczi’s ability to express his
own independent views culminated in his decision to turn down the
presidency of the International Psychoanalytical Association. He wrote
to Freud:

After long and tortured hesitation I have decided to decline the presidential
candidacy. . . . I have reached a definitely critical and self-critical juncture
in the course of efforts to structure my analyses more profoundly and
effectively and to a certain extent this seems to make it necessary not only
to supplement but also correct our practical and in part our theoretical
views. I have the feeling that such an intellectual standpoint in no way suits
the dignity of the presidency, whose main task is to preserve and strengthen
what has been established and my inner sense tells me that it would not
even be honest to occupy this position [Ferenczi to Freud, 21 August 1932,
Molnar, 1992, p. 129].

Ferenczi (1932) came to believe that this independence cost him his life.
“In my case the blood-crisis arose when I realized that not only can I not
rely on the protection of a higher-power but on the contrary 1 shall be
trampled under foot by this indifferent power as soon as I go my way and
not his” (p. 212).

Ferenczi’s need for love and approval contributed to all phases of his
experimentation with technique. His active technique emphasizing frus-
tration may have been his way of defending against his wish to gratify,
while his relaxation technique directly expressed his wish to indulge his
patients. But, here again, what at first may seem like a characterological
drawback or limitation also needs to be seen as the very quality that
allowed him to make his discoveries. It was probably because of his own
needs for love and acceptance that he could identify this need in his
patients and experiment with how to utilize it in the service of the
treatment. Freud, with less of a need for love from his patients, but
perhaps with a greater need to be seen as the authority, may not have
recognized the extent of compliance by his patients for the purpose of
obtaining his love. The need for love from his patients may have enabled
Ferenczi to persist with very difficult and disturbed patients long before
psychoanalysis had a theoretical basis to support this mode of treatment.

Ferenczi, the deprived and needy child, may have gone too far at
times. In his playfulness and his immature enthusiasms, he may have at
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moments appeared extreme and immoderate, but generally, upon some
reflection and distance, enriched by the experiments themselves, he
regained his balance. It was not his temperament to be a theoretician like
Freud; he would not wait to figure out innovations in theory in order to
modify his technique. He attempted to contribute to psychoanalysis in
just the reverse fashion. He experimented with technique in the hope that
the technical investigations would lead to theoretical revision. We believe
that Ferenczi’s spirit of empirical experimentation must remain alive.
Psychoanalysis is no closer now than it was in Ferenczi’s day to a
definitive or final technique. We need to acknowledge, as Ferenczi (1931)
did more than 60 years ago, that “analytical technique has never been,
nor is it now, something finally settled” (p. 235). From this discussion of
Ferenczi’s theory of technique, we can trace the elaboration of ideas and
themes in his theory of psychopathology and of development as well as
in his model of mind.

PSYCHOPATHOLOGY

The relationship between Freud and Ferenczi cooled toward the end of
the 1920s and the beginning of the 1930s as Ferenczi increasingly stressed
the importance of early environmental trauma on the development of
psychopathology: As early as 1908, however, just a few years after
Freud’s abandonment of the seduction theory, and in his first published
psychoanalytic paper, Ferenczi (1908) wrote the following passage that
may be seen as foreshadowing his final contributions: “[I]t is not rare for
them [children] to fall victim to masked sexual acts on the part of
grown-up relatives, and not only —as might have been supposed —in the
slums, but also among classes of society where the greatest possible care
is lavished on children” (pp. 26-27). Compare that earlier passage with
the following from his final major contribution: “Even children of very
respectable, sincerely puritanical families, fall victim to real violence or
rape much more often than one had dared to suppose” (Ferenczi, 1933,
p. 161). Ferenczi (1929) wrote that he had increasingly become convinced
of the role of external trauma: “Having given due consideration to
fantasy as a pathogenic factor, I have of late been forced more and more
to deal with the pathogenic trauma itself” (p. 120).

What we see by comparing the quotes is that from his first to his last
psychoanalytic paper, Ferenczi was acutely aware of the importance of
trauma, particularly sexual trauma. His interest in childhood sexual
abuse, which he simply and correctly termed “rape,” probably began in
his extensive prepsychoanalytic psychiatric and social work with prosti-
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tutes and perverts and also may be traced back to his own childhood
sexual molestations.

As we noted earlier, Freud believed that Ferenczi had simply returned
to his (Freud’s) earlier seduction theory, in which pathogenesis was
ascribed to external trauma. This, however, was not Ferenczi’s point.
Ferenczi’s rediscovery of the importance of “seduction” was actually a
major advance over Freud’s original theory. Freud had shifted from the
seduction theory to the oedipal theory, thereby moving from an emphasis
on external etiology (trauma) to an emphasis on internal etiology
(fantasy). Freud became convinced that the memories of his hysterical
patients were lies or distortions created by the press of instinctual drive.

Ferenczi introduced a critical third possibility. These hysterical
patients were neither lying nor remembering accurate historical
occurrences; rather, they were remembering events that were symboli-
cally or metaphorically true. The patients’ “lies” may not correspond
with historical reality, but they do “correspond to traumatic psycholog-
ical reality” (Dupont, 1988, p. 253). This idea was developed in great
detail by Levenson (1972), who asked, regarding Freud’s analysis of
Dora, “Why did he [Freud] not decide that the seduction fantasies
reflect a covert seduction on the part of the conspiring adult?” (p. 97).
Of course, Ferenczi did believe and take literally many of the reports of
childhood sexual abuse that he encountered, and he emphasized the
therapeutic need to recover the memories of the abuse and to facilitate
therapeutic regression to the time before the trauma. He wrote that
patients are right in demanding “real conviction, whenever possible a
memory of the reality of the reconstruction” (Ferenczi, 1932, p. 129).
Even when the abuse was not actual, however, Ferenczi emphasized the
psychological “truth” of the patient’s report. Furthermore, the traumatic
event did not have to be some dramatic occurrence, but may, rather,
have consisted of ongoing experiences in which caretakers were cruel or
unempathic.

There are two essential aspects of the traumatic situation. The first is
that the child has been subjected to some overwhelming experience. The
second is that this event is denied or disavowed by the parents, so that the
child is not supported emotionally and reality is denied. In this descrip-
tion of trauma, Ferenczi anticipated such ideas as “cumulative trauma”
(Khan, 1973) and “strain trauma” (Kris, 1956). Furthermore, in empha-
sizing the denial of the trauma by the parents, Ferenczi anticipated
current formulations of the importance of “mystification” in the family.
Clearly, in retrospect, this was not simply a reassertion of Freud’s
seduction theory but a highly sophisticated elaboration of the trauma
theory that is quite compatible with our most contemporary theories.
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The False Self, the Teratoma, and the Wise Baby

Ferenczi anticipated the current revival of interest in dissociative phe-
nomena, particularly among patients who were sexually abused as
children. He discussed amnesia as a “psychotic splitting off of a part of
the personality . . . under the influence of shock” (Ferenczi, 1929, p.
121). He describes certain patients in whom (he believes possibly as a
result of profound infantile trauma)

the greater part of the personality becomes as it were, a feratoma, the task
of adaptation to reality being shouldered by the fragment of personality
which has been spared. Such persons have actually remained almost
entirely at the child-level, and for them the usual methods of analytical
therapy are not enough. What such neurotics need is really to be adopted
and to partake for the first time in their lives of the advantages of a normal
nursery [p. 124].

Ferenczi (1931) elsewhere describes how these patients, who were trau-
matized as children, went on to develop splits in their personalities in
which one part of the self adopts the role of parent to the rest of the
personality. There is “a splitting of the self into a suffering, brutally
destroyed part and a part which, as it were, knows everything but feels
nothing” (p. 135). Ferenczi, using the image of the “wise baby,” is
enunciating the genesis, due to trauma, of the narcissistic split in the self
in which one part, identified with the person’s head and with intellect,
takes on the self-observing function in an effort to adapt and protect the
rest of the self.

In the continuing development of his thesis of the wise baby, Ferenczi
adds that these children develop precociously, both emotionally and
intellectually, and adapt to the dangers of trauma by identifying
completely with those around them. Ferenczi’s (1932) notion of “identi-
fication with the aggressor” (p. 190) as a basic defense in relation to
trauma was a central idea in his 1933 paper as well as in the Clinical
Diary. Later this became a fundamental concept in psychoanalytic
theory. Ferenczi anticipated not only Anna Freud’s description of
identification with the aggressor as a basic defense mechanism, but, more
generally, the entire thesis anticipated Winnicott’s descriptions of the
development of the false self as a protector self designed to cope with
parental impingement through compliance.

Ferenczi (1933) noted that if the traumatic shocks continue
throughout childhood, the splits in the personality continue to the point
where we need to speak not only of splitting but of “fragmentation” and
“atomization” (p. 165). Here, Ferenczi anticipated the later work of Klein
and Bion, as well as much of the current research on childhood sexual
trauma and multiple personality disorder.
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DEVELOPMENT

Ferenczi (1913a) introduced the idea of lines of development, a theme
later taken up and elaborated by Anna Freud. He explicitly developed the
concept of arrests in development and, as we have seen, he made
extensive use of the notion of regression along developmental lines.
Thus, it is clear that Ferenczi’s theory of pathology reflects and emerged
out of developmental considerations. Ferenczi used Freud’s description
of the developmental line of psychosexual development as a model to
begin an exploration of ego development. An important example is
Ferenczi’s attempts to trace the development of symbolic representation
and language from their origins in bodily experience.

Although they are not an explicit theoretical focus, Ferenczi was, in
fact, drawing on some interesting ideas about language, symbolic
representation, and developmental level. The whole idea of finding the
child in the adult patient and speaking to that child in a spontaneous
fashion invokes a number of interesting speculations. Ferenczi seemed to
see different developmental levels as potentially manifest within the adult
personality and manifest as complex self-states, each with distinct
modalities of expression and representation. His ideas about spontaneity
in analytic discourse assume a complex model of levels of symbolic
representation. Psycholinguists working on children’s language describe
the style of mothers’ speech to children as a distinct speech register —
“motherese.” Ferenczi’s insight seems to be that the analyst needs to find
the right register to meet the developmental level and experience of the
patient and that both may shift at moments within the analytic setting.

Another example of Ferenczi’s theorizing about ego development was
his interest in the development of thought from omnipotence to attune-
ment to reality. We have previously discussed how Ferenczi anticipated
Winnicott’s notion of the false self, and that, building on Freud, Ferenczi
(1913a) explicitly described those “transitional states in which both
principles of mental functioning coexist (phantasy, art, sexual life)” (p.
214), thus anticipating in outline what Winnicott was later to refer to as
transitional phenomena.

Ferenczi (1909) described “introjection” to explain the accretion of
identity and mental structure, as well as to explain the psychology of
transference. Ferenczi used the term to refer “to all of the processes
whereby the ego forms a relationship with the object, thereby including
that object within the ego” (Sandler and Perlow, 1987). Later, Freud
adopted the term to refer to all the processes involved in setting up the
parents in the child’s mind; he also referred to these processes as
“identification” (see Laplanche and Pontalis, 1973, pp. 229-231). The
concept of introjection was an early precursor to object relational
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considerations regarding the establishment of an internal world and
internal objects. Ferenczi made the interesting observation that introjec-
tion is a powerful aspect of neurotic functioning and contrasted it with
the paranoid aspects of projection and psychotic foreclosures. It is an
idea that may have been the spur for the development of concepts of
projective and introjective identification in Kleinian and object relational
thought. As we have seen in examining Ferenczi’s contributions to
technique, he was interested in changing “character,” and so in his theory
of development he was particularly interested in the development of
character structure. He used his notion of introjection to help explain the
development of character structure.

The concept of introjection was introduced in an effort to trace the
subtleties of ego development. Ferenczi’s examination of developmental
processes shifted analytic attention not only from fantasy to reality, from
drive-generated conflict to external trauma, but also from the oedipal to
the preoedipal. We observe his interest in the effect of the preoedipal on
the oedipal in his notion of “sphincter morality.” Ferenczi (1925a)
introduced the idea that the child’s early imitations and identifications
with parents are pre-oedipal precursors to later, higher level (oedipal)
psychic structures, such as the superego. In Ferenczi’s (1913) early
interest and attention to the development of the sense of reality, he
anticipated the development of ego psychology and adaptation to reality.
Later, in regard to trauma, he wrote:

The question arises whether the primal trauma is not always to be sought
in the primal relationship with the mother, and whether the traumata of a
somewhat later epoch, already complicated by the appearance of the father,
could have had such an effect without the existence of such a pre-primal-
trauma [ururtraumatischen] mother-child scar [Ferenczi, 1932, p. 83].

Ferenczi shifted the theory of psychoanalysis from one that focused
on the unfolding of libidinal drives, with objects as the most accidental
factor, to a relational theory in which the character of the parents and the
actual interpersonal functioning of the family system were most central
for the development of the child’s character structure. Ferenczi became
increasingly interested in the quality of the child-parent matrix and in the
quality of parenting. He became increasingly interested in the interper-
sonal realities of the family functioning, including both gross abuse and
more subtle or chronic abuses, denials, and “confusions.” It was these
interpersonal factors that he thought were important for development,
psychopathology, and treatment.

Ferenczi (1927) pointed out that although we are generally aware of
the necessity for the child to adapt to the family, we too often neglect the
necessity for the family to adapt to the child. In exploring the education
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of children, he began with the need for the parents to adapt to their
individual child, but he asserted that the first step in this process is that
parents gain an understanding of themselves. “Lack of understanding of
their own childhood proves to be the greatest hindrance to parents
grasping the essential questions of education” (p. 62). It is easy to see that
Ferenczi had in mind here not just the parent-child relationship but the
patient-analyst one as well. Ferenczi insisted on the second fundamental
rule of analysis, the training analysis, so that analysts would have access
to their own childhood experiences. He saw that it was not the patient
who had to adapt to the analytic setting, but, rather, the analyst, who
with empathy, had to adapt to the unique individual patient; and that
this accommodation could be accomplished only through the analyst’s
self-awareness.

THEORY OF MIND

In his 1950 review of changing aims and techniques in psychoanalysis,
Balint argued that because of Freud’s “physiological or biological bias,”
he had unnecessarily limited his theory by formulating the basic concepts
and aims of psychoanalysis in terms of the individual mind. Balint (1950)
quoted Rickman, who wrote, “The whole region of psychology may be
divided into areas of research according to the number of persons
concerned. Thus we may speak of One-Body Psychology, Two-Body
Psychology, Three-Body Psychology, Four-Body Psychology and Multi-
Body Psychology” (p. 123). Balint made use of Rickman’s terms to make
the point that the clinical psychoanalytic situation is a two-body experi-
ence and that it cannot be adequately conceptualized in terms of classical
theory. A two-body, or object relations, theory was needed to describe
events that occurred between people (see Aron, 1990). It is interesting
historically to recognize that Balint was Ferenczi’s leading disciple and
analysand and that Rickman was also an analysand of Ferenczi’s. It is
our contention that it was Ferenczi who made the first and most
important shift in psychoanalytic theory from an exclusively one-person
model toward conceiving of mind, development, pathology, and treat-
ment in terms of a two-person, or relational, psychology.

It became increasingly clear to Ferenczi in his last years that nothing
could be studied in his patients outside of the context of his relationship
to them. He recognized himself to be a participant with them in the
cocreation of all clinical phenomena. Transference arose in the context of
countertransference; resistance arose in response to the analyst’s empathic
failures; dreams and acting out were seen not as expressions of the in-
trapsychic workings of the patient’s mind in a vacuum, but primarily
as attempts at communication (Ferenczi, 1913b). Similarly, character
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arose through the introjection of important objects. Development and
pathology occurred in relation to the child-parent-family matrix, and even
the child-parent matrix needed to be studied with an emphasis on the
communications and miscommunications (“confusions of tongues™) be-
tween parent and child. In Ferenczi’s model, mind itself is relational and
must be studied in the context of the interpersonal field of which it is a
part. In no way, however, did Ferenczi abandon Freud’s discoveries. It is
not that he dismissed the importance of the Oedipus complex or of
infantile sexuality, of impulses or defenses, or of the contributions of the
structural theory; rather, Ferenczi transformed his version of psycho-
analysis into a fully two-person psychology. For Ferenczi, the intrapsychic
was not replaced by the interpersonal but, rather, was interpersonal (For
a discussion of the intrapsychic as interpersonal in a different context, see
Ghent, in press). Ferenczi did not offer a systematically comprehensive
theoretical revision, nor did he ever complete his technical experiments
and endorse a final technical approach. Having just begun to separate
himself intellectually from Freud, Ferenczi did not live to complete his
work, and yet, having “made all analysts into his pupils,” Ferenczi was
indeed the “mother” of a relational, two-person, intersubjective psycho-
analysis.
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Constructing and
Reconstructing the
Historical Record

The papers in this section cannot encompass a full
account of the historical meaning and experience of
Ferenczi, either of his own development and social
formation or of the development of the institution of
psychoanalysis. But these papers sample distinct and
intriguing aspects of Ferenczi within his historical situ-
ation. These chapters contribute to understanding
Ferenczi and his place in psychoanalysis within a social
and historical milieu and an institutional and ideolog-
ical context.

The modern historiographic strategy in work on
figures in science can draw on a number of distinct
theoretical notions. From Thomas Kuhn (1962) we
become alert to considering change in the projects and
theoretical apparatus of a science as a complex and
revolutionary process of paradigm shift, From social
theorists like Foucault (1972) we learn to address the
nexus of power and interests in knowledge and theory
and thus to appreciate the stakes in some of the quarrels
and struggles within the institution of psychoanalysis.

In working against simplified notions of a “great
man” approach to historical analysis—or merely to
examine institutional change as an internally generated
and managed phenomenon — we will need to understand
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Ferenczi as an individual, as a member of a complex familial and oedipal
structure within the first generation of analysts, and dialectically within
his social and historical framework. The papers in this section of the
book stretch us in all these directions, providing a provocative and deeply
detailed account of different aspects and slices of Ferenczi’s life.

Judit Mészéros sets the stage by embedding Ferenczi in the social and
ideological milieu of his early professional life and educational forma-
tion. She has chosen to illuminate the world of art, culture, ideas, and
medicine in the period prior to Ferenczi’s involvement in psychoanalysis.
His politics, his humanitarian interests, and his involvement in the social
and political issues of his period stand out. Perhaps the most intriguing
phenomenon Mészaros touches on (and which is evoked briefly in
Haynal’s paper and more explicitly in Hidas’s on clinical issues) is
Ferenczi’s fascination with spiritism. One sees in this interest the
precursors to interests in techniques for regression, in altered states of
consciousness, and in the status both of unconscious phenomena and
unconscious communication. It is also quite clear that in this fascination
Ferenczi was no isolated oddball or eccentric but a man caught up in a set
of preoccupations that interested many serious theoreticians and thinkers
in the late 19th century, including Freud.

André Haynal, a leading psychoanalytic researcher and practitioner,
constructs a wonderfully acute historical narrative of the Freud-Ferenczi
relationship through their correspondence. This piece of historical
excavation and construction should go far in erasing the polarized or
simple reductionist views on this relationship that have been proliferat-
ing. This chapter strikes us as having almost an ideal tone and balanced
perspective on the relation of Ferenczi and Freud within psychoanalysis.
Haynal’s work with the letters creates a picture of a subtle, wonderful,
mutually confusing, and mutually enhancing relation. From this perspec-
tive we can see the relationship crammed with the mixture of love and
hate that one would fully expect from such a distinguished and tortured
analytic dyad.

We offer here as well Axel Hoffer’s commentary on Haynal’s paper.
Hoffer draws out a compelling problem manifest in the conflict and
discussions between Freud and Ferenczi, namely, the polarity of gratifi-
cation-abstinence. Another way to construe this problem is to counter-
pose the demands on the analyst to be simultaneously responsive to the
demands of analytic technique and to the needs of the patient. Using
clinical vignettes and a contemporary analyst’s rumination on the
technical problems of personal reaction to a patient’s need, Hoffer
works out a resolution that is absolutely true to Ferenczi’s own ideals of
analytic work. Hoffer argues for a wide range of analytic responses,
deepening reactions and an awareness in the analyst coupled with
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judicious choices in action. Ferenczi, of course, did act within treatments
and permitted enactments, but never in the absence of intense demanding
self-reflection. Hoffer makes a case for the spirit of Ferenczi’s technical
innovations, the power of deepening and opening the analyst’s own
instrument.

Arnold Rachman focuses on the preanalytic influences on, and the
development in, Ferenczi of complex attitudes toward sexuality, attitudes
informed by politics, by medical training, and by psychoanalysis. By
setting Ferenczi’s papers and clinical ideas about sexuality, sexual
trauma, and sexual abuse in a historical narrative that begins with
Ferenczi’s treatment of a female transvestite, Rachman shows us the
abiding depth and sophistication of Ferenczi’s ideas.

Christopher Fortune’s chapter adds a surprising and melancholy note
to our developing understanding of Ferenczi’s final technical modifica-
tions, in particular the work of mutual analysis. Fortune has written a
biographical narrative of the other star in this psychoanalytic drama,
namely, Ferenczi’s patient who demanded/requested/needed to be able
to analyze Ferenczi’s countertransference. The picture that emerges both
clarifies and adds complexity to our appreciation of mutual analysis with
this patient, giving us a sketch of the woman RN, Elizabeth Severn, as
deeply troubled, exhausting and demanding, but also heroic and deter-
mined. Reading this chapter will, we hope, force the reader to suspend
judgment and imagine the strengths and weaknesses of Ferenczi’s
method, just as Severn and he apparently always did. Fortune’s work
expands our sensitivity to the issue of Ferenczi’s health. What role did the
struggle within the institutions of psychoanalysis, and, paramountly,
with Freud, play in Ferenczi’s final physical collapse? Jones (1957),
apparently in concert with Freud, read the final development of mutual
analysis as a lapse in judgment related to collapsing physical and mental
health. But did Ferenczi’s health compromise a method of treatment that
held out hope and innovation? Was the decline and death of her analyst
too frightening and demoralizing for this patient?

In the spirit of discussion and dialogue, Kathleen Bacon and John
Gedo consider with complexity and ambivalence both the experience of
Ferenczi and his impact on psychoanalysis. Gedo has worked actively on
Ferenczi’s theoretical and clinical contributions and from that vantage
point counters the more recent enthusiasms for Ferenczi with what we
might see as judicious and tempered respect.

The refusal in this collection to come to a committed or final
conclusion in regard to Ferenczi is deliberate. There is mystery and
difficulty and courageous creativity throughout Ferenczi’s life and work.
Little is to be gained by perpetuating a myth of villains and heroes. We
need to enter the depressive position where Ferenczi is concerned. We can
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admire him, worry about him, and question him while seeing him firmly
as a crucial figure in our past and a provocative voice in our evolving
theory and practice. It is our hope that these papers create more
questions than answers and will be seen as elements in a developing
dialogue.
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