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Writing a cornhinc c' re, 1,·11 .,f l.11:1 ,\l'p1gn,rnc>1 :rnd John lor r e vte rs Fn~ud's 
wo men and Janel S:1wr,· '\lot he ring p syc hua n a lj s i s , l\\" bcHlt-.s which ,ce:'1 
a ppr opr i a t clv united h, :1 com mun fH()JCCt. IL,, turned uu! 1" be a t:.i,k o: a 
demanding am! sonwwhat d1srnnccrting kind.\\ h.u 1, di>e·oncnung about tlm task 
'1cm, from the fact that .lc spuc their co rnmo r: grnund - and the prnmi,c ot an 
interesting comparison thi-, bring, - even on a fir'1 reading the t\\O w,,rks turn out 
to be of such different lnc·b and qualities that on,- 1, left w11n,lcr:ng whc thc r thn 
arc. i n fact. ,·,qnp:1r:,blc at :ill. h \lothering p svchna n alv s i s p ut ;i, :1 u:;t:,1r 
di,advanlagc from th,· ,1.,11 h, l1erng com1>:1red 1111h :1 ,1,1rk ,,t the -hecr -iz c. let 
alone - t a t u rc . 11! Freud', wo m e n " -\tt,·r .r ll. d<>:rhk rnrc'"' arc iu c v i t a hl, 
u1rnpetitiH' irt -orne ,,·11,,· :111<1 rt i, ,,nil in t:11°, ,:,,:"-, .h.u ll:!\ 1d st:1mb :1m th111_~ 
like a real chance aga111s11 ioliath. 

But. having said all ihi-, I -ull think the t1,,1 brn,b c.in JL1stl1. he curnpar cd. lir st:v. 
against the p(),s;hk c·h:,r~·c tl1;1t Mothcrrng ps~choanalysis I intended to he:, 
short, popular. P"lcrnic·al work which mus: he _1udgl'll a, such. 1t must be said at 
once tint my ohJecti"n, t" it are not on am ()f thc',e .~roun,k There :ire ,ornc ver. 
good short, popular hllllk, llll pwchoan:d1,i, am! "'111,· t1f thc,c (Jane: \lalcolm·, 
Psychoanal~sis: The irnpmsihll' proression fr,r ,·x:1mpk) contront tupk, ncarh :1, 
trickv and contrmn,1:,l :,, S:11cr,·, c1>I1JJJI1L't10:1 "t P'\c'h«an:,l\,i, and te1111111,: 
quc,tiom. 

What make, \lothering ps~choanalJsis a d1,app()111t1ni,' book i, rn the end quilt' 
independent of its heint' Cllmpared with Freud's women. The problem d()(::, n11t lie 
with its cho,en aim, hut with the fact that it docs not ,ecm to have what it takes tll 
tackle thc,c airm then1>el,cs - th:,t ta,k retlcctcd 111 th,· title. which indicate, that 1t 
i, a hook which CllI1ccr11, the nature 11f :1 ch:il1)-'L' 111 flltu, and direction 1n 
psvchoa11alv,1,. Sa\L·r, (:'I'll_<) h,-1,cit dc,,rd,,·, her !L'.\t ;i, :1:111i:1)-' t" tel! th,· 
'\ton "f th1, rnolut1<111 ,:':, nwthcr111~ lll p ll·h,,:,11:ih,1 ) thr«11_,:!1 the h1llpaphie 
of !Jr,t 1,0111,·n :ird11:c,1,· '" I d«uht ti1,1t IT,· \\ould d1,:1~rcc "Ith th1 
cliar:1ctcr11at1"11 "! h,·r t:1 , 



As these wo r d-, indicate. the work falls broadly into the catq:orv of a history of 
ideas and the rne thr.d Janet Sayers adopt, is biographical. Surely what is needed to 
write a book which sets itself these goals is a knowledge of the field both past and 
present (in order to trace the change). and the kind of biographical skills necessary 
10 do so via an account of the life and work of those women architects? Alas 
nenhe r of these skills are on ,how in l\lothering psychoanalysis. Sayers doc, not 
emerge as either an engaging or co1J\'inci11g biographer :111d. 111 thi, hook at least, 
,he dr,"' appear t<> k no«: enout:h about p,yclwanail,i, or it, history, to make a 
gnod 10b ot tr:1ci11g the evolution ,hl' cl;;ii1h to he forn,ing u1HH1. 

.vnd. to focu, on the second n t t ri hu t c, I think most people would agree that 
biographer, need to <hare with nove list-, the cap:1citv to make the person they arc 
writing about into a character, to he seriously eng:1gnl with them in some visible 
way. l r i-, not c1H1u,•h to simp11 apprmc "r di-approve of the person you are wr itin]; 
about. The bi,,[!raphcr needs to think and reel :i rang,· ,,f modulated things about 
her sc1(1Jc·ch, !1Jr which S:1yn,·, lihcr:11 :qipru,:ti and dis:1pprn,·:tl arc poor 
-ubstuute-. 

While she oh,w:!,l1 :1pprmc, ,,f he, 'm.n he r-." am! as oll\iousil disapproves of 
Freud. she ,ho," vc rv little sense r,f being r e allv f:1,ci11:1ted with any of her 
subjects. In fact, when it come, tll Freud, the emou..n she conveys is far more like 
sclf-righteou, spite than anything c l-«: The over all result is an unexpected one. 
However h:ml it mrght seem tr, be to make a c,,mbinatio11 of psychoanalytic and 
feminist material boring, this i, just "hat Sa1ers due·,. Except for her chapter 011 
-vnna Freud, for whom she sl','111' t" tc e l ,omc rc•:tl inll'rcst and something like 
war mth much of the hor,k is simpl\ uriintne,t111g. 

In comp:1r1",n I fr,u:1d tilt: ,,11 (a, ''l'l''"ed t" \lothering psychoanalysis' 1'-0) 
page,"' Freud', women vtr tuallv 1mpos,1hlc to pu: dowri. Some of this problem is 
due to Janet Savers·, stvle, which 1, clunw,, ofte n c,r1 the edge of being plainly 
ungrammatical, whereas Lisa :\ppign:inesi and John Forrester write superbly. 

One's reaction tr, S:l\er< presentation of Freud's and other case histories is a good 
example of this stylistic problem. In my opiniori it is the rich detail, the sense of 
continuity in a case history that must he conveyed to the reader. Janet Sayers docs 
not seem to understand this. She treats case histories a, if they were something one 
could reel off - at w()rst an item in a lr,t, at best anecdotes - and she sometimes 
merelv string, together, begirining with the same phrase such as "and then there 
was the one in which . 

What is more 1t is not as if Sayers did not have enough space to give some real 
sense of an author's life or work or, for that matter. as ifwe could not compare this 
sense with that provided hv .-\ppignanesi arid Forrester. There are only four 
section, in \fothering psychoanalysis which arc devoted to Helene Deutsch, 
Karen Horney, Anna Freud and Melanie Klein respectively, and both Anna Freud 
and Helene Deutsch are written about in Freud's women. One can, therefore, 
compare these h·cs themsel\Cs and the quality of the writing in each case directlv. 
And in my opinion Freud's women v.ins each time. 

However, more important than their respective styles, is the nature and quality of 
the feminist ma'CrtJI whrch links the l\,o hnok,. For Janet Sayers, psychoanalys1s, 
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:11 k:1,t ol the orig111al I r c udi .m v.u i c tv. ":, ,i/111, c clcl:«, 111 11!11,h Fr c ud. 
rnanif,,ld ,ir1' arc p.ir ad c d. 1-<,1 I or r e vtc r :111d ,\ppig11:111c,1. by C<lntrast. thc 
question of women 111 p,, ch":111:1 ii ,1, re 111a111> e·, .ntr. ,, cr":il. unr c-ol. cd terrain. 
For. despite the fact that ,1,111c "f lr cu d» ,1e·11·, 111 rc111:11b on women are 
undouhtr dlv hard for :1monc ,,, t:ik,· !ling dm,n. 111 the· clll! 11 1, cle:u that cr ie-, of 
chauvinivrn around lrvud :ire ,11111,ll not e·11011gh 

To tackle the task which the author-. of both tnh ,e·t the·rn,e·hc, ,i:nph bv wa:, of 
taking up ,1 standard PC view i, to uudc rc stim.u« the diffic11lt1 of presenting the 
i-sue inte llipc ntl». Whethcr cl:i\\ical Freudian J''H'ho:m:11\,i, 1, d1au1·1111>1ic or not 
is :1. serious q u c qi() n, hut th c r c 1, m or c to :1 t t c in ,'tin 1' 1" :1 n, ,1 er it t h., 11 
dcrnon,tratin).'. with glee. ih.u Freud the man 11:1, :1 duu1i11i,t. 

Tlw problem with \1othering p,~choanal~sis i, no: "111\ that 111i,·11 11 ,ornc:, tu 
Freud l1im,clf Janet Sa,,·r, i, 1111douht,·dh hia,e·d - ,he i, 111 "'111c <c nvc entitled tll 
hi_~ B11L IL"-;" lc~:i1i1n~11c!~. 111 ('()nfu_,in~. /h:cho~1:i:1'.:"i"·, 1.·!L1li\ini"1:1 ,~11!: lrc ud<, 
she ,n·ms unable t11 think ih« diffne11cc bet1-c·en the 111". 

!. Mothering ps~rhoanal~,i, 1, f"undnl ,Hi tltc ,t;1te·111,·11t t ha t p,h·lwanal"1, 
which ,,a, once patriar,h:1I a1HI ph.rllocc nuic ,, 111>\\ :11!111"1 cnur cl, rnorhc: 
ce ntrcd" (p~). The choice· of ,uch f:1,hillnahil P<'J<lr:niH· tn111, :1, 1,:itri:1rch:il" a!ld 
"phalloccru ric". which ,ke11· h"th th,· coruc nt :ind t h,: [line· ,,f thc ":,cning ,ect1un, 
make the pr!lh!,_·nh I ha,c \L1tli thl· h"ok :1, :r IL!wk ,·i,·.1: :1,n1, q;,r; B,1t. pcrh:q1, 
hecau\c thi, point i, ..,,) e,plicit :ind nb,i(lll', 1t \\J1L:l'-j !l(1I b~· \4-ti:-th pi>liltirit! tti it i! 
\~·ere not connected lu the nHi:,: intcrl·~tin~ quc,:1(1:~ (1: S:1:-cr:--', !lll'~!h)d 

While till' v.lwk of th,· lou111i 11:irt ,ii Freud·, ll!IIIH'll ,·1111tkd The· que'ill>Il uf 
temini11ity" dc:tl, ,,1th p,,chu:1nal,,i, and \\!ltnl'I,. S:,,e·r, trie, t,, read the kc, 
i"un dirl'ctlv ofl the lin> of hn q1hjcc1s. I rn1,1 a11d the \lumen anal1sh. 
themselves. 

Savers her,clf makes hm, ,Ill' ,ec, this relat1on,h1p bet1Lel'n lite :111d work ljUitc 
clear earlv on in her Int. Sh,· \\TJtcs. for example 'l·rcud·, ,c.,1,rn :1, rnuch a, h1, 
sex ,h:1pcd the· patriarch:il :1ml phallocentric h1a, 1lt h1, thcon and 1herap1., ·01 
only did his ,n. indeed his '1:1tu, with t1111c as g1and ()Id man ot psvchoanalv,1,. 
elicit his patients' mcrnorie of their lather,. In :r ,en,l', and unlike subSCljUCnt 
male analvsts. JCreml also crn1rtnl ,uch rerrnni,cen,c, through lus patri:irchal 
,tance in therapv Certa1nil h,· w:111ted authorm o,cr h1, pat:enh. Indeed one of 
the reasons he abandoned 1hc use of hvprw,i, in treatment 11:is because Im 
patients resisted hi, authori1, it1 trying to hvpnr)t11c them. Lwn after he ga1r up 
hypnmis for tre,· :1,,,,c1:1t1,1n. he \till :1lkn,rn kt!c:cd w h1, :rnail,:rnd Ahram 
Kardit1rr, that he· 11:i, t11" I111id1 the f:1thn ,1ith hr, p:1t1e·111>. ·1 d,, tl•>t like to he the 
mother in the 1ran,kr,·11,·l' h,· t<1ld a11r1thn 1,:i11,·11t. :ill' ,,rnhol1,t poet !ID. ·11 
alway, q11pr1,c, Illl' :ir1d ,ii,,,·~, Jill' ;1 l111k. I kc!"' 1e·n 111,1,c·ul111c ·· 1p:,;1 

Thi, dclihcratcil lr1IJ)-' q1111·:i:11111 1li11,tr:1tl·, 111 ,k,:,1: :, l""1till11 11h1d1 the hook 
never \Ccn1"' tu TL':1i!\ tp.1L·,11u11 ur 1nn,c hL'\(i/ld the ~1,-..u111plH)J1 that there i ~1 

direct relation,h1p between c i,111 :111d "''· hl't11l'er1 ,orne·o11e\ m111 ,ex and what 
they think about gc11dn 1"uc, Th,· ill1plie·:1t111n 1' th:11 the m:1in rca,on Freud gaw 
up hvpt10,1, h:ul 1" dn 111th :, ;1,·1"1:1:il ,1, k 111 i':ccl:,,·,·t:1111 :ind there 1, no ,erhc ot 



the theoretical i"ue, at -tuke. Freud is indeed rcputcd tu have .idnuucd that he 
gave up hypnosis because he was not very good at it, and Sigmu:1d Freud may not 
have liked having his authority resisted. But to suggest that this is the main reason 
he ga\e up using h)llllllsis in psychoanalysis is simply fatuuus. In psychoanalytic 
terms there i, much more at stake in rno\'ing from hypnosis to free association than 
Freud's own prcfcrc ncc-; or abilities. There is, for cx.unpic. the question of who i1 
is that actually remembers in hypno .i-; "f the circulation of s\mptums :rnd of the 
kind of t r anfc r c ncc-, hvpnosis c lic it-. The' move aw:,y Ir or» hypnosis to free 
association is k1rdl:, 1:1,,1iv:1tcd h1 a"""\ uld man'. dislike "f l>ei:1g ,kfied . 

.-\nd •his i, Ill)! the i:iq ol it. Saver- quotes t" 1111,u,e. The rc:il interest of Freud's 
conkssion to his .u.ulv-.md sur clv lie·, in the [act that <oruco nc, c-pcciully someone 
who felt ,o masculi11e. C(Hiid he the m.u l.c r i n the· transference, .md Freud 1s 
cle arlv heing <elf critical when he writes "f Ills sur pr i-«: :rnd shock al this fact. But 
in her desire to suggest that Freud is cclehratrnt' his m,1: rnasculinuv and snme how 
,knigratir1g the 11mthn, m traIJslcrc11, ,·, t•r the· 111otilc·1, S:1ycr-. ignore, the 1c:il 
point once more 

<)nc cannot help fl·l·!inr that -,,in1e(>llL' Jlli_lfl' "-L'ri< Li\ about P"yc!io:1nalysi::-i ihl~!t 
would kn<m t!1at \d1;,: :, rc:illy in\\,l\·cd hcr e 1s much inure important than l-r eu.I's 
supposediy phall,,,cr1tr1c therapy. But Savers docs Ill)! seem to have thi, sor t "' 
interest in her material. Another eve n rnor c vi\1d example of her method q/ 
moving directly from life to work to make a jibe occurs when she writes of some of 
Freud's women that· "All three (Mathilde, Sophie a11d Anna) enioycd srnart 
clothe,. handicraft :ind knitting - pastimes Freud latt'r di,mi>Sed as motivated h\ 
women\ de,ire ·tn :11::ke concealmc111 of their ),'.Cllit::i deficiency· Whatner hi;, 
attitude, ,.\nna struggkd tll gain .1 pl;1ce in her 1rn,thn\ knitting CJrc:e' tpl-P) 

It difficult to keep a lll()re or less ohicctiv<.: 1,,nc <H1,·,elf "hen reading a pa"agc :1, 
snide as th1, one. Apart from the fact th11t the questi,,n ,11 the nature and origms ol 
a wom;rn\ ,ensc of deficiency is a complex on .. ', and kr11tting 1s hardly the central 
issue, there h the question uf the origins of the· , 1cv.s and actiom represented. 
\Vriting of thh kmd makes Anna and Freud look extremely foolish: Freud because 
a theoretical point appears to have its origin, 1IJ some unfortunate personal 
reaction to hi, daughter's intere>t, and Anna for making a such a fuss about a 
knitting circle. 

But Sayers does not confine he'rself to personal dig, of this kind. and is also not 
ahove suhtly misrepresenting Freud\ idea, when she can do so to score a point. 
"Ironically Jeanne de Groot (analyzed hy l·reud in 1922) used Anna's beating 
fantasy paper to illustrate her thesis (based on de Groot's patients' experience ol 
her as mother) that the girl's first love i, the mother. n,1t the father, as Freud and 
Anna then claimed." /pl49) 

While is true that the phrase "then claimed" might cover Sayers from the charge of 
actual untruth, she nevertheless gives the seriously misleading impression that this 
view of the father as the girl child's main ohject is characteristic of Freud. What 
Sayers wants to ,uggest is that nothing \,hich emphasises women originates with 
Freud ;rnd that all the changes made in that direction v.ere made by women alone. 
This h, ,urelv. e pecialh uniust v.hen 11 rnmes 1,1 the question of fem1mty - of 



Iernalc Oedipus - i11 particular 111 fact ce ntr a] to I r cuds \ic''- "f km;1ie scxualit». 
the topic of one of his bes: and best known paper, I Female scxualitv, 1931) is the 
length and strength of girl child's attachment to the mother .md the central role 
this plays in the dcvelopernent of her sexualitv. 

If the emphasis I have placed on passages like tho-e quotnl ;1hme suggcsts tha: all 
the problems in Mothering p svchnanalysi s have d" with prejudice again,! Freud 
(in particular). then it must be said at once that thi, is 110! the mre nnon. The 
problem goes deeper t lia n th". It is 110! only with regar d to Freud that Sayers'« 
confuses life and wor k, people and their Jttitudes to e;,ich other with inte llectu.rt 
differences. In the cnntext of ;1 p;1,s;1ge which talb ;11>,,ut the rivalr, between . .\rrn.1 
and her sister Sophie a11d wii h I le le ne Deur-ch. Sav,·r, 11ri1c, th.u " . .\nn:1 rnul1: 
never stomach Klein'< appr,,p11;1tio11 of hn fathn, wur], "q,_:'h: ). ;111d a little l.n«: 
goes on to talk of Klein'< own 11·ish to he· love d h1 hcr L1th,·r sug1.:nt1n~ th;1t ,h,· 
conflicted with :\1111;1 for -imil.n l. < kdipal rca,,,11, Unl·e ;1g;1111 S:1\·cr, ;,dopt, the·. 
in my op inion, ve rv p:1tror11rn;1• 1x11 ih.u ,\1111;1 ;111J \k!:1:,i,· Kk11, "1111 hold. <H 
change, intellectual posit1nrh f<lr pcr"H1;il rc:1,,,11, 

The problem with thi • st;111Lc is t h a t wu hin it ncntin11g he,·,,m,·, a quc'11on ()! 
"personalities" in the pc_1or;t1i1l' sens,: Saver, seldom g11l·, thl' 1mpre,,1"n th;11 th,· 
most important conflict between r\nna l'reud anti \1t:b111,· Kk1n wa, the 
intellectual or theoretical one. or to be fair. 11hnc th1, i, ,u~~c''1l'll (:1ftcr all the 
title of Sayers's bo,lk implies an orientation t" 1de:1,1 1t 1, 11ncr ljliite right -1 lie 
real conflict between Anna trn1d and Klc111 do,·, not turn <lll rl,c':r re,pccti,,· 
emphasis on maternal care bu: upon the relat11·e 1mp<1rt;1:1·<c "t ( k,;ip1;, ;rntl l.r,,, 
on the one hand anti pre-< lcd1pus and Tha11at1,, ori tl.c ,,thn 

In other words l\lothering psychoanalysis d11c, 1wt 10,·11, «11 the fact th:1! the 
conflict between with Anna 1-reutl and \klan1e Klein i, of lld k" importance than 
that of two of the maim route, out of l'rcud and tl11, e\lrcmc·I, 1mpurtant juncture· 
has little or nothing to do 111th question, of gender he· the, that of the 1110 
thinkers themselves or as suhJCCl mal!er. Surclv what rc:Jill' c,lunt, at this prnm ;.ire 
differences which ari,e from an empha,is on \Cr\ c·:1rll iik :md the ,urreptitious 
constitutional theorv or "hiolo~1sni" of Klein 011 the one h:1ml and the 111crea,1ngll 
"social" theorv of Anna 011 the other. From the• ,rne. \11th 11' emphas1' on 
ontogcnesis charactersi tic ot hcud\ 1rntldk period II ii I come: e_J.'.o psvcholog\. 
while from the other with 1t<, focus rn1 the phvlogc'll\ and fanta,, associated with 
the later Freud comes much that we now associate \11th ohiect relation,. In the enu 
ego psychology leaves psvchoanalvsis without 11, most Jisti11cti1e proJCC!, 1,hik 
Klein's "innate superego" rohs psvchoanah,1, of its most important social 
dimension. Surely it is tlllllf!' of this kind that rnunt 111 a co11tl1ct between the tw" 
thinkers, Anna rrcud a1HI \lelanic Klein. anti not their nrd1narilv patch\ 
relationship, to sisters and L1thers. 

It may not he acc1dcntal th:1! much llf lllljHlrtance 111 I' -.ch«:111;11\,1, :1! the ume 11:1, 
done hv women about \\llllll'll, hut lll1' was tllllll' Ill llll'll t<>ll ;1ml 111tl! nothing to 
do with questions of gcndn It ,c,·m, 111 the cntl :1, ii J;lllc·t S.11cr, d<>cs not think 11 
ncre,sarv to ptllfll 11, the dif!l'il'lh'l' l1ct11el'11 c :1mpk, \\hn,· thl' pnslln writ1n~ 
(or written about) happen, t" hl' km:1k. 1\hne rhe l"l'lc· l'.e11crall1 1s women :int! 
women\ experiencc. rn \\hl'lc 11 1, tl1l' 1"t1,· t>I 111<,rh,·11:1~· 11s,·lt 111su:dh ;"'"ci;,tctl 
with \V111nirntt) which 1s tl11l'cil1 ;11 ,1;1~,· 



In fact o n c» ovc r a ll impression of l\lothcring psychoanalysis is of a project 
founded on slips. confusions and prejudices so that right up to the end one is left 
with a sense of blur. All in all not I think a thoughtful hook. 

2. If Mothering psychoanalysis is disappointing the question of the origins of this 
disappointment is far from uninteresting. It goes without saying that the history of 
ideas could not proceed without intellectual biography. Watching the task go 
wrong as I have suggested it docs in l\lothering psychoanalysts is rewarding 
because it tells us something about the task and it.s stres« points. 

Freud's women a1HJ Mothering psychoanalysis arc· interesting to compare because 
both are by mc n and women. about men and women theorising about men and 
women which bring, an added edge to the issue of writing intellectual biography 
and to the central question of the re lationship between life and work. What, one 
immediately asks, arc the diffcr e nt effect, of putting the two - the lives and the 
the orv vepar atcly as in Freud's women and combining them a, in Mothering 
psychoanalysis. 

The be lief that idea, and lives (the nature of one\ th,lughts and experience of 
their originators) arc interrelated is a long one. hH:cault's "What i, an author" mav 
be more circumspect than Bar the ,' "Death of the author", hut both articulate the 
potentially problematic relation in ;, way that only literary theory seems to have 
embraced. Some schools of literary theory and criticism rnav have argued that the 
life of the author is no place to turn in an attempt to explain, or interpret a work, 
but m1>'1 other "Titer, (especially intellectual biographers) simplv proceed on the 
apparently commonve nvica: assumption that "orb and lives hl'long together. 

In fact manv poxt-mode r n social theorists often µo further and it i, now common to 
use the pe rsona: fallibility of the scie nus: :" the hasi, of an attack. Mothering 
psychoanalysis. it seems has embraced JUSt this view and 1r1 its most naive form. 
Implicit in Linet Save rs'< hook (and this in rm opinion is responsible for some of 
its least successful aspects) 1s the apparently conuuonseusical, hut finally crude. 
view that an authors gender /for better if you are a woman, tor worse if you are 
man) is directlv and problematically expressed in their work. 

Freud's women differs from Mothering psychoanalysis not just 111 its relative even­ 
handedness hut in its clear grasp of the both the similaritic, and differences 
between the lives and the projects of Freud's women. And, despite making it quite 
plain that life and work will, must, intersect in some important ways, the structure 
of the hook itself indicates that the lives and the theory should he separated at key 
points in order to do justice to both. 

A more detailed look at how Freud's women i, constructed might help to make this 
clear. The book ha, tour main section, which follow in roughly chronologic«! 
order. The first section entitled 'The 1-reud family romance" concerns Freud'< 
early life and hi, famous courtship of Martha. Part 2 entitled "l nvc nt inp 
psychoanalysis" deals with the first patients and contains a wonderful section on 
Dora which is described as an "exe mpl a rv failure". (Given the amount ot 
controversy the ca-,e ha, <tirrcd up 1t <hould he read a, an example of Appignancsi 
and Forrester's wav of keeping their head, when many around have lmt their, ) 

47 



Part., e ntu lcd ",', W()llld11\ prnlc>Siun' take, the form ot sh"rt biographies ot 
Sahina Spie lr e in ;11lll Ioe Kann, Lou Andreas-Salome, Anna Freud, Helene 
Deutsch, Marie Bnn.rpartc. Joan Riv icre and Alix Struchcv 

The fourth and la,t ,,·cti"n called 'The qu.:sti11n of fe nuninitv" (which 1s made up 
of three sectiom "Frcu.l-: Icminirv: Theoretical irll'.:'1igation,". "The dispute over 
woman", and "Fe mini-m ;111d psvch11analvsis" / contam-, some of the he,t discussion, 
on the topic of psvcho:1n:ti1·sis :111d 1,omen I k111m. If h.:ing abl« to wr uc well - he 11 
theory or hiograplw - .nvolvc« the perfect cornhinauon of co"! pa,sion and 
fascination with the i"11e,. John Forrc-tcr and I iva Appig11a11c,i have these too. 

But if this account of the separ.uion of the orv and biograph, suggest, that the t"" 
never intersect i11 Freud"« women. this i, not inte ndc d. Forrester and .-\ppignancsi 
have the. in mv 1ie>.1·. r.rr« ahilitl' to cuuvidcr the r ci.n iouvhip hctwr c n Iii.:, am! 
tho111J1t 111 the ligln df f"1choa11;1i1,1, itself. and in ;1 11;11 11l11ch d"c·, 1H1t p11ori11,c 
either. 

The chapt.-r ,·ntitkd "T1111 an;ilvt1c tr1;111gks'. 11!11ch 1' ;.l1"ut S:1h111;1 Sp1clr,·111 and 
Ju11g. lou Kahn ;111d I rnvt Jone, 1, ;1 goJld c·\;1mpil' The ,u,,e" 11! the chapter lie, 
not 01111 i11 u , -tvl«. it, r,,,1clistic <kill, a1hl :h,· dct;1i:Cd ,ci1<ilar,hq1 1t d1,p!;l\, but 11, 
the wav it use, th,· ,·1111,qit of ( kd1pus :1, a k1nJ of l,·i1111011( running through the 
r e al life m atc r ia l In thl· prncn, the chapter col1\c1,. wi t ho u t mor a lisrn 1Jr 
ideali,ation. the sense o! Fre11d\ loyalt1 tn people who were rn th.: 1cr1 compln 
posit1nn Ilf being ;1n;,i1 ,:11~cls. colleague, and fric1,d, ,i111u'1;111c1>u,h "\\·c ai,,, 
obscn·c ho" adept lr,·1;cl 1,a, ;11 ncgo11;1tlllg an:il1ti,· tn:lllgk, - a, ii ,u,·h :rn:.il1uc· 
111,·m1,1;e a /mis t'\pnl1tcd the ;1ppc;11 ancc a11d rc,olut1on 1,t th;it more theore!i,:ii 
and u111vnsal rri;rnglc. 1h;it of ( >cd1pu,." (.-\pp1gn;111.:,1 ,\: hlrrc,t,·r. !'l'C:22t1J 

And with similar s11rcn,·,s of wuch wh,·n lk,cr1bmg heud\ rcL!tJonship with hi, 
\'Cry first lo\'C Gisela l'luss and her mother. Forrester anJ Appiganc;;i write· 
"Disco\'crer of the Oedipus complex that he wa, to he. at ,ixt.:en the rnung Freud 
was already aware of thi, generational tluidit1 in th.: fantasie, of lo\'e. whereb1 he 
mi!,:ht lo\'e both rnothn :lilt! daughter. After all. the slippage between gencratiom 
in his own familv meant that he was ne1er sure tk1t Phillip.: or Jak,ih was the man 
who held the kev t1> the 111;11ern:il "'cr.:ts" I p24) 

But. and this 1, pcrh;1p, th,· 1110'1 P">llt 1111;,munt ot all. when 11 come, to the 
th.:oretical ch;1ptcr, App>[.:nancs> ;llld h1rrc·,tcr d,·1111111,trate th:11 thn have a clear 
grasp of ''Freud·, knlln n1t1 and 11hat ,, at ,wke 111 it. both within and outside 
psychoanalv,is. In thi, rhn a\'oid all the rnrnnwn rnisconstruals Sayers i, heir too. 

As examples. and 111 rn;,rkcd contrast to tl1<i,e 1n !\lothrrin~ psyrhoanal~sis, let u, 
look at some of the 11a1, 111 "l11ch Appign:1i1csi ;tnd Forrntcr handle is,un 
involwd in tht' disp111,· iil'lwn·n I rr11d a11d hi, follower, 01n kmirrnntv · an is,uc 
madt' 1to ca,1,·r 111 Ii;" Jill' ,·or1,cqut'11cc, 11ut,1,k the t.:clrnic;il p;1per, Jll 
pwcl10analvt1, thc1111 t l11e 1>1 th,· 111,1 thi11)-'., 1h;11 ,trik,·, /\Ile 1, tht' t'mph;1si, 
hirre'1cr and .-\pp1~1Llill·,1 pl.,u· 0;1 wh,11 1, ,1rgu;1hh l·re11,1', 1110'1 important 
prt'mi,r - the hi,t' 11;il,11 tl1t',i, ;111d till' ,·011sc·qt1c11n·, this i11 111m has fur an 
utHler .... tandin~ ()! the \\I!\ 1:1 \'>hi,_.l1 the..· 1rl\1-'r,c..·1..·11,111 hl·t\,L'l'II ni!turl· ~11H.l n~1ture 1..., 

thought in 1-rcud 



One of the: m.»: uupor tan: con-c qucncc-, of lrcuds hisn11ality thc-,i-, is, '.h the) 
put it, that p,vclw:1i1alvsis docs not try to de scr ihe what a w omc n i,, but ho« a 
woman Ct)llle, 111t<> hei11g or develops out of a child with a bisexual disposition. 11, 
other word-, ii tll<' ,tarting point i, h1,cxu:il1t1 lrcud's task is thus one which .,ed., 
to exami nc h,)11 children "become ps:,chically man or woman, and not t11 
determine the· prnperta:s £'ssc111i11/ to h,·1111; man or woman." (p]~S) And what 1L1, 
implies 1a11tl ,urch what is most novcl a hout lr cud. position) that any stable 
erotic or ic nt a t ion. even that which "taken tll he nor m.i] (t hu-, heterosexual a, 
much :1s h,,r11,,sc·,:1aiJ has to he c x pl a i nc d. I rru d thus ab.mdon-, the tr:tditiu;1:1I 
n.uur ali-tic mmkl of human sexual1t:,. "detach111g it from the hiologistic view which 
grountls snu:tl1t1 111 reproduction" (p-111()). 

What is internt1ng about this view for a disrus,ion of female sexuality in particular 
is the fact th:,t. f,)r Freud. it is imperative to explain subsequent sexual difference, 
in social or cultur a: terms. If in 1ts earlic'1 forms the sexuality of boys and girls is 
closely aligned ,;; a common hi-cxua] idcrunv then it i, later difference, which 
must he explained and this Freud does bv means of Oedipus and especially, a, 
Forrester and :\ppignanesi point out. the drama of castration. Starting from thi­ 
uncharacicri-uc and certainly not chauvinixnc point. the: authors of Freud's women 
show that the unfolding of view, or theories o! Icm.rlc scxualitv (as much in the 
hands of the "mothe r-,' as in th.n of "rat he r-,") d<H:, not :t!ways · and certainly not 
depending >)11 gender- move tm,,mls tinarnhiguou,lv more enlightened views about 
female -exualitv. 

In other wor d • lor r c s te r and Apptgnane,1\ sophisticated account uf the 
diffcr e ncc-, betwce n Freud and h1, tollowcr-. .,hows that these divergences do not 
necevsarilv lc:td to more prugresvivc or te rnirnvt views of female sexuality. In fact in 
some respects their views could he described a, regressive. Karen Horney'< 
re interpretuuon of Freud. for example, moves hack towards the kind of hiologism 
which argues f"r the importance of a natural attraction between sexes. Of Horney, 
approach. Appignanesi and Forrester write: "This fresh start to the problem of 
sexual difference wa, to have an influential future: it forms the basis of object­ 
relations the orv of sexual difference. Instead of forming the identification with the 
parent as a re-ul: of the catastrophe of the castration complex, the identification 
precedes 1t, 1.s 1n some sense given (h1olog1cally. usually) and is certainly normative 
111 a soc1ologi,al sen,e." (p43S) 

What they seem to suggest in tlm 1s that there is a pnce to be paid for moving 
away from Freud in thi, way - one which sees the socially accepted position as 
natural. In iact, even more qrongly. when discussing Deutsch's position 
Appignane,1 :cnJ Forrester write that her reinterpretation of Freud ushers in a 
view which became \,idely perceived as the Freudian orthodoxy after the Second 
World War. This view, as they pornt out. saw the sexual life of the woman as 
d(rn1inated bv the ma,ochi,tic trio of castration. rape (coitus) and parturition, each 
linked in the rr.o:her-daughter cvck. And this characteristic empha,i, on the 
subordination of femininity to the rigours of reproduction is, they argue. a 
distinctive frature of Deutsch's work. (cfpp4-l0--l-ll) 



But. one must hasten !1J ;1dd, 1111, hru:1dh h1olo_._:i,·;il ,1,·\\ · which I ;,m suggc-,ring 
could well be ,Lgardcd a, rcgr,·,s1\c - i, not ot l',iur,c l'unfined t<> those who arc 
"mothers" rhc m-clvc-. hnr,·,t,·r and .·\ppi~J1:,11e,i rrak e a -i mif ar point about 
Ernest Junes'< pmi11,rn. In l'"imin~ nut th:,t 111 JonL<, account. 'the subject i, 
alrcadv sexed: she gi,·es up her vex 1,1 enter 1111<> pe1m ems: \d1ne:.i, in Freud, the 
girl only becomes sexed when penis c nvv 1, t r anvfnr mc d i n t o something 
clse"(p444). thev make 1t clear th:1t Jones :.ibo move-, hi, cxplan.uorv account hack 
towards a position in which nu t ur a l lv grounded gender diffe r c ncc-, precede the 
cultural intervention represented bv peni, e nvv ;ind castration. 

The importance of this bricf excursion into the, 1c1ssitudcs of psH'ho:rnalyuc view, 
of female sexuulitv has tu dn with th,· c,rn1p;iri,on bctwe cn the t\\o text, it make, 
possible. Apart from u- rcl.uivc lv unsopl11,til':1tnl gra,p ,,t content. and the 
simpli.stic connertion bctwccn lite .ind w ork w hicl: 11 :1ssumc,. w ha: inter c-t-, me 
here is the widc r question of the implications of Janet Savers\ uncr.tical vie« of 
the "mothering of psyclwanalvsis". Unhke Freud's women. which alwavs does 
justice to the co mp lcvi tv of the ideas and ma te r i a l it p r e vc nt s. Mo t her ing 
psychoanalysis parades ii\ ,upposnllv PC cr cdc nual-, ;,: nt.T\ turn It doe, not at 
any point ask whether movinj; to the mother, (and a lw av . h11mpl1c·:1t1on ;rna1 from 
Freud), is in fact progr,·,,1,v. !king a wom.u: writer :1ml pLil'1n~ an e mpha-i-, on 
worncns experience are ,1111pil :1ssu111nl to he "g,H1d' thirn> 

It seems to rnc. hownn. that ,rnc of the '-L'r1,n1, problem, :1'-SOCtatcd with 
feminism of this uncriticil ,;1rict1 1, th n:1in· :llld fi11:ill1 1rri111, 'r,-gendcrtng" of 
thought. 

There is no doubt that human being, (who, ,quail\ undouhtedll, are tnOuenced b1 
their own by h1storica! ,l'tt1111:s, genders and cla"t:,) make kmmkdge,. There i 
also no doubt that where :husc knowledgn are about what 1s most complex, 
intimate and varied about human beings they art: especially vulnerable to charges 
of prejudice. But there is equally no reason to believe that ont:\ sex. particularly if 
it is male, is some especiallv polluting pherwmennn which calls for this anxiou,. 
obsessive vigilance. Knm,lnlgc i, not, after all. commonsense nor 1s it helpless!\ 
subject to the vagaries of e pnicnce. All knm,kdges. t<> count a, knowlc:dges at 
all, come equipped with ll'cl1111que,, instruments. ,tand:1rds and l'onccpt, bv mean, 
of which to judge thcmscile,. a11d the obl1gatton to qualit\ the beliefs and 
knowledge claim, thev makl' I rcud1:1n ps1choanal1,1, 1, no e.xccpt1r1n. 
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