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Editors’ Note and Acknowledgements

Herman Westerink & Jenny Willner

This volume uses the different versions of Freud’s Beyond the Pleasure Principle as a starting point for a series of contributions that seek to re-actualise the classic text. It was Ilse Grubrich-Simitis who in her study Zurück zu Freuds Texten from 1993 drew attention to the pre-publication versions of the text in the Sigmund Freud Archives of the Library of Congress and presented some of their features. A further milestone followed 20 years later, when the German critical edition of all existing variants of the text was transcribed, edited and commented by Ulrike May and Michael Schröter and published in the journal Luzifer-Amor: Zeitschrift zur Geschichte der Psychoanalyse (2013, Volume 51). The achievement of May and Schröter was to include and present all six stages of revision of Freud’s text, spanning from the first version from 1919 to Freud’s last revisions for the edition in Gesammelte Schriften in 1925.

Our volume includes the English translation of this critical edition of Beyond the Pleasure Principle, which was generously made available to us for re-publication. The edition presented here was prepared by Matt ffytche, John Forrester and Michael Molnar and originally published in the journal Psychoanalysis and History (2015, Volume 17(2)), where a more detailed presentation of the English critical edition and editorial remarks can be found. Ffytche, Forrester and Molnar worked with the translation of Beyond the Pleasure Principle as found in the Revised Standard Edition, prepared by Mark Solms on behalf of the Institute of Psychoanalysis, London. The most important change in comparison to James Strachey’s translation in the Standard Edition (Volume 18) concerns the translation of Trieb as ‘drive’ and not as ‘instinct’. In all editorial matters we follow the edition in Psychoanalysis and History. This above all concerns the colour codings in the Freud text as introduced by Ffytche, Forrester and Molnar, allowing for an easy identification of the first version of the text from 1919 and the later added text parts and modifications in the various editions: 1920, 1921, 1923, 1925.



	A: handwritten first version of the manuscript, 1919.


	B: typed version of A with handwritten corrections and insertions, 1920.


	C: first edition, 1920, published at Internationaler Psychoanalytischer Verlag, Leipzig, Vienna & Zurich.


	D: second edition, 1921, same publisher.


	E: third edition, 1923, same publisher.


	F: edition in Gesammelte Schriften Bd. 6, 1925.




This means that the first version from 1919 (A), despite never being published during Freud’s lifetime, is treated as a default version, making all insertions authorised by Freud easily recognisable as stemming from a later phase in the writing process. The footnotes without brackets are Freud’s own notes, colour coded according to the version in which they first appeared. In all other footnotes the source is identified by the following abbreviations:


	SE:
 	notes inserted by James Strachey in the Standard Edition.

	RSE:
 	notes inserted by Mark Solms in the Revised Standard Edition.

	LA:
 	notes inserted by Ulrike May and Michel Schröter in the Luzifer-Amor edition of Jenseits des Lustprinzips.

	PH:
 	notes inserted by Matt ffytche, John Forrester and Michael Molnar in the Psychoanalysis and History edition of Beyond the Pleasure Principle.



The editors of the present volume are deeply indebted to both Luzifer-Amor and Psychoanalysis and History and all the above-mentioned editors and commentators. We are also thankful for the permission to re-publish Ulrike May’s essay ‘The Third Step in Drive Theory: On the Genesis of Beyond the Pleasure Principle’, which is a detailed commentary of the findings of the critical edition and must be considered a major event in the scholarly reception of Beyond the Pleasure Principle.

Since it is customary to quote from the English edition as published in the Standard Edition, the editors of Psychoanalysis and History and of this volume decided to include the page numbers in Freud’s text. They are the numbers between square brackets. References to contemporary secondary literature in the footnotes are listed in the bibliography to Ulrike May’s essay.



The concept of this anthology, combining the critical edition, May’s essay and a set of new commentaries, was designed by Philippe Van Haute and Herman Westerink already in 2020, with Ulrike Kistner, Jenny Willner and Jakob Staberg as further contributors. In November 2022, Van Haute sadly passed away. Later, Willner joined Westerink as a co-editor. This means that the anthology, drafted and assembled by Van Haute and Westerink, was finished and retrospectively framed by Westerink and Willner. The publication of this volume honours the memory of Philippe Van Haute.



All three editors and the contributors – including Ulrike May – have over the years engaged in the Freud Research Group (FRG), which was founded by Philippe Van Haute in 2009. The research group brings together Freud scholars from several different countries and languages with diverging disciplinary backgrounds in psychoanalysis, philosophy, history of science, cultural and literary studies and religious studies. The present volume is one of several books and collected volumes that have come out of the cooperation in this lively forum. We are deeply thankful to all participants for the ongoing close readings and discussions.

We are also grateful for many fruitful comments from and discussions with colleagues on various occasions where we were able to present (parts of) our readings of Beyond the Pleasure Principle, notably the international conferences of the International Society of Psychoanalysis and Philosophy, the International Symposium in Phenomenology (Perugia), and the conferences organised at the Center for Contemporary European Philosophy (Nijmegen).

Different processes of translation have been crucial not only for the complex editorial history of Beyond the Pleasure Principle as drafted above, but also for specific contributions. Ulrike May’s essay was translated into English for Psychoanalysis and History by Michael Molnar. For the current volume, we would like to thank Joey Kok, who translated parts of Van Haute’s and Westerink’s contribution from Dutch to English, Michael J. Taylor, who translated a previous version of Willner’s contribution from German to English, and David Payne for the English-language editing of Staberg’s contribution. Last but not least we thank Rebecca Bryan for meticulously proofreading the entire manuscript.

As regards institutional support, we want to thank the Faculty of Philosophy, Theology and Religious Studies, Radboud University Nijmegen for financial funding and Leuven University Press for supporting us all the way through this process, specifically for enabling us to present the colour codings of the variants of Beyond the Pleasure Principle. A special thank you goes to our peer-reviewers for their helpful and generous comments of the first version of this manuscript.





Dimensions of ‘Beyond’: An Introduction

Herman Westerink & Jenny Willner

Beyond the Pleasure Principle is likely the most commented of Freud’s texts in philosophical literature. Notably the puzzling and intriguing concept of the death drive – even though Freud here only uses the plural: death drives – has been at the centre of reflections. This is no surprise. After all, this text has ever since its publication in 1920 been recognised as the zenith of Freud’s metapsychology. Here, Freud dares to think beyond the limits of his own clinical practice, and beyond the theoretical ‘shibboleths’ of psychoanalysis.

In the title of the present volume, Towards the Limits of Freudian Thinking, the notion of limits stands in relation to the ‘beyond’ of the pleasure principle. It was the compulsion to repeat unpleasurable experiences, as observed most obviously in the recurring nightmares of shell-shocked soldiers, that forced Freud to engage with the limits of his theory of wish fulfilment. More than twenty years earlier, after the Studies on Hysteria (1895), published with Josef Breuer, Freud had proceeded from a theory of sexual trauma to a sexual aetiology of the neuroses focusing on infantile fantasy. While The Interpretation of Dreams (1900) was already a result of this shift, Freud undertook further inquiries into the question of sexual constitution, introducing the concepts of sexual drives and self-preservative drives in Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality (1905). In the face of the First World War, the assumption that all neuroses were related to sexuality was challenged. Freud was confronted with the limits not only of his founding theoretical principles, but also of clinical practice: could severely traumatised patients ever be successfully treated?

In Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Freud approaches the limits of psychoanalysis in yet another sense. While reconsidering the notions of drive, repetition, trauma and pleasure, he registers, not without concern, that through these speculations, by approaching the last questions of life and of death, he has unwittingly steered his course “into the harbor of Schopenhauer’s philosophy”.1 In fact he steered into the harbour of a whole history of Western metaphysics.2 And yet – despite some references to Kant, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche – he is far from seeking to systematically clarify the relation between psychoanalysis and philosophy. In terms of steering into different harbours, the striking feature of Beyond the Pleasure Principle is not the use of philosophical terms and concepts, but rather the many references to (evolutionary) biology and physiology (as physics).When Freud speaks of “far-fetched speculations”3 pertaining to the origin of organic life, he seems to be announcing that he is about to abandon the realm of his own discipline, towards an inquiry into the – mechanical, chemical, somatic – sources of the drives, beyond the scope of psychoanalysis, as it were.

Is biology and physics the ‘beyond’ of psychoanalysis? Or are the natural sciences rather to be thought of as the basis of a theoretical superstructure? Frank J. Sulloway famously claimed that Freud, by engaging a set of outdated scientific theories, sought to provide his own theoretical edifice with a solid ground.4 It is, however, highly questionable whether the biological references in Beyond the Pleasure Principle point towards any coherent set of theories. They can scarcely be said to form anything even resembling a solid basis for Freud’s metapsychological speculations. Throughout the versions of his text, Freud refers to diverging and sometimes mutually opposing biological theories. Against this background, Freud’s own statement that “biology truly is a land of unlimited possibilities” refers less to the status of his own biological references, and rather to a biology of the future, which may “blow away the whole of our artificial structure of hypothesis”.5

An even more substantial question regarding the status of natural scientific concepts arises when Freud traces back the obscurity of his own speculation to the fact of “our being obliged to operate with the scientific terms, that is to say with figurative language, peculiar to psychology”, only to add that this also holds true for “physiological or chemical” terms: “It is true that they too are only part of figurative language; but it is one with which we have long been familiar”.6 It may be argued that Freud’s reading method does its best to defamiliarise the natural scientific concepts of his time.


In Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Freud dwells in the grey zones of his theory. Hence, the dimensions of ‘beyond’ are perhaps to be sought for less outside, and rather at the centre of the psychoanalytic edifice. If the drive is to be understood as a concept “on the frontier of the mental and the somatic”,7 the same applies to psychoanalysis itself, exploring the principles that structure the psychic life of embodied creatures and their symptoms. By engaging with resolutely material issues, Freud on the one hand speculates beyond the discourse founded by himself. On the other hand, he extends his own theory to encompass the entire natural world: he speculatively applies psychoanalytic libido theory to the fundamental reality of all organic life.

The relation between life and death occupies a central position in this text. Despite the religious connotations of the term of ‘beyond’, Freud does not connect this subject matter with theology, but rather with natural scientific debates. What is at stake in this interdisciplinary field is the unstable relation between biology and what no longer belongs to the realm of bios: inorganic matter, lifeless structures and the machine-like laws of physicalism.8 Where does biology begin? Where does it end? Even today, the disciplinary limits of biology, linked to the precise moment at which organic life emerges from lifeless chemical structures of protein, remain undefined within the natural sciences and engender conflicting definitions. Freud’s engagement with these issues touches upon the conflict between natural philosophic vitalism and mechanistic physicalism, two opposing paradigms with which he was more than familiar from working in the laboratories of both Carl Claus and Ernst Brücke. While the former had cooperated with Ernst Haeckel, the latter stood firmly within a mechanistic tradition of the Helmholtz school, which demarcated itself from the heritage of natural philosophy and from any kind of vitalism.9 Freud’s speculation on the primitive cell suggests that deadened matter structures organic life from within, that an inorganic element is necessary to life itself.

Freud’s relation to the medical and natural sciences of his time has been subject to conflicting interpretations within both the psychoanalytic and the philosophical reception of his theory. His references to biology and physics were for a long time deemed highly problematic, as obstructing the reflection on the text’s fundamental conceptuality. Jürgen Habermas famously referred to Freud’s engagement with biology in terms of a “scientistic self-misunderstanding”.10

It goes without saying that Jacques Lacan has had a significant impact on several philosophical readings of Freud’s work, currently most prominently in the writings of Mladen Dolar, Alenka Zupančič and Slavoj Žižek. The conclusion drawn by Lacan from the problem of the drives in relation to the somatic differs from the one presented by Freud. According to Lacan, the functioning of the unconscious can in no way be explained by referring to biological data.11 Sexual psychogenesis is not to be understood from organic drive activity acting on the psychic apparatus, but from a ‘lack’ of the subject in relation to a limiting law. The subject is essentially characterised by a desire for the elimination of this ‘lack’.12 From the perspective of the theoretical tradition founded by Lacan, Freud’s references to biology have caused significant unease: Lacan was particularly influential on the long-dominant view that Freud’s interest in biology meant a regression in his theoretical development.13 The most benevolent accounts of Freud’s interest in phylogenesis from this perspective still suggest that Freud turned to evolutionary speculations because he lacked the Lacanian notion of a signifier.14

Jean Laplanche has most forcefully promoted a negative reading of Freud’s references to biology. He viewed them as an error, the result of Freud succumbing to the temptation of biology, which led him astray from his own foundational insights.15 According to Laplanche, sexuality is not a constitutional fact, but arises in early childhood when the drive becomes sexual in autoeroticism and at the same time becomes phantasmatic in relation to the sexual object.16 In his theory of primal seduction, Laplanche argues that psychoanalysis should limit itself to a psychological theory of sexual trauma without reference to biology.

Over the last years, several different lines of reception have sought a possible other retour à Freud, one less negligent regarding the body and the organic. This can on the one hand be seen as part of a more general move away from the linguistic turn in contemporary continental philosophy. On the other hand, similar tendencies are already inherent in so-called poststructuralism, where Lacan’s impact can be traced even in the work of his critics, such as Deleuze and Guattari in L’Anti-Oedipe (1972), Foucault in Histoire de la sexualité (1976–1984) and Butler in Gender Trouble (1990) and Bodies that Matter (1993). Foucault’s ‘counterattack’ on the primacy of law and desire from an experience of “bodies and pleasures” seems to be able to find support in Freud’s non-oedipal theory of infantile sexuality.17 And when Deleuze and Guattari speak of human beings as “desiring-machines”, that is, as organic and psychic apparatuses, as forms, functions, relations and expressions of a productive force acting from within, they seem at first glance to be in line with Freud’s view of the life drives as an energy which sets both the body and the psychic apparatus in motion from within and produces ever new forms.18

Within the much younger paradigm of new materialism, it has been Elizabeth Wilson in particular who has put forward the thesis that Freud becomes relevant for contemporary critical theory precisely where he refers to biology and physiology. Wilson disputes what she views as a common tendency of language-oriented, social-constructivist theory: the prioritisation of symbolic formations over biological conditions, of cultural anatomy over physiology. According to Wilson, neglecting biological data even comes close to an unacknowledged overestimation of biology, “as if such data reign over interpretative analysis or as if they enforce the final, factual limits of what can be imagined, elucidated, or craved.”19 Wilson argues that the psychoanalytic engagement with biology is relevant for understanding how the domains of the biogenetic and the psycho-cultural are “materially intertwined” and how biology can deliver a contribution to a feminist theory of “embodiment”.20

Regarding the status of biology in psychoanalysis, a particularly fruitful line of enquiry has emerged from Jacques Derrida’s readings of Beyond the Pleasure Principle in his posthumously published lecture series La vie la mort.21 Introducing the term ‘biodeconstruction’, Francesco Vitale has demonstrated how closely Derrida’s interest in the natural sciences is linked to his engagement with Freud: Derrida activates Freud’s theory of the death drives in terms of a radical thinking of mortality and of biological life as constitutively inscribed by death, linking evolutionary theory to cybernetics in view of organic life as a kind of text.22 Similarly, Robert Trumbull demonstrates how Derrida fleshes out a deconstructivist approach to resolutely material issues from Freud’s engagement with biology.23

How can the present volume be located in relation to these lines of reception? We begin by redirecting the focus from conclusions drawn by later theorists to Freud’s texts themselves, thoroughly re-reading them with both current philosophical debates and with the versions as presented in the critical edition in mind. We believe that Freud’s references to biology can neither be replaced by symbolic structures, nor do they obstruct philosophical reflection: they enforce it. Regarding biology in Beyond the Pleasure Principle, we argue that questions pertaining to fundamental conceptualities lie at the core of the subject matter at stake – of the specific notions of organic and inorganic matter and of the principles and dynamics that structure life.

For philologically inclined readers, this raises a set of pragmatic questions regarding the genealogy of the biological speculation in Beyond the Pleasure Principle in view of Freud’s earlier writings on both physics and biology, for instance in ‘Project for a Scientific Psychology’ (1895) and ‘Instincts and Their Vicissitudes’ (1915). How and why does a clinical practice focused on the narratives and verbal associations of patients engender a theory that seems to culminate in reflections on the nature of organic life and the status of the inanimate? In other words, where and why did the itinerary that made Freud steer into the harbour of metaphysics start?

One could argue that it began when Freud in the late 1890s questioned the exclusive role of accidental factors in the aetiology of the psychoneuroses. Questioning the determining role of individual traumatic experiences, he saw himself forced to – again – deal with the question of constitutional and hereditary factors.24 He had previously distanced himself from the hereditary aetiology of neuroses, which remained the most common interpretative scheme available at the time.25 Michel Foucault, despite his critique of Freud, praised the break with the prevalent neuropsychiatry of heredity and degeneration as the “political credit” of psychoanalysis.26 With Freud’s theory of the drive, it becomes obvious, however, that this is not a clean break. The status of constitution and heredity remains an open problem to which Freud never ceases to return from different angles, handling it in ambivalent ways: partly as an alien body, beyond the scope of psychoanalytic theory, but also suggesting its founding status within a post-Darwinian anthropology. Freud does not seem to be willing to leave the question of heredity to the prevailing neuropsychiatric discourses of degeneration. By means of his biological speculations he continues to foray into this territory.

As Freud himself noted, his own view of the hereditary and constitutional factors was radically different from that of his contemporaries. This holds true in particular regarding notions of normality and pathology.27 While Freud does seek “the essential nature of sexuality” in “somatic processes”, one crucial difference lies in his insistence that these processes are to be understood as constitutively polymorphous.28 Another difference becomes obvious when he reconceptualises the “sexual constitution” as a “general neuropathic disposition”.29 This was the leading hypothesis of his inquiry into the general human sexual constitution and the sexual drives, and their aetiological role and significance – resulting in Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, where he contends that sexuality is an innate force already present and active in infantile life. The building blocks for his theory of infantile sexuality can already be traced in earlier writings, such as ‘Project’: the physiological and chemical processes, the mechanical excitations and muscular activities, the partial drives and their somatic sources, stimulus-receiving organs, autoerotic experience of pleasure at one’s own body, organ pleasure, and organic repression.30

From Three Essays onwards Freud took his next steps. Sometimes inspired by and sometimes in opposition to his closest followers, he engaged with both academically accepted and abandoned, both with dominant and eccentric theories of evolution (embryology, palaeontology, zoology), as well as with the physicalist paradigm of his time. Regarding the status of phylogenetic inheritance, it is worth noting that Freud’s application of models from one discourse to another goes in both directions. Not only does Freud apply (his version of) phylogenetics to case studies and works of cultural criticism, often enough his reformulation of biological heredity also proceeds in the other direction: from clinical case material via psychoanalytic concepts into the discourse of phylogenetics. In Totem and Taboo, obsessional neurosis is the model at stake for reinterpreting the process of civilisation, which, in turn, is infused into a theory of repressed, displaced and phylogenetically inherited guilt.

According to Freud, constitutional and hereditary factors should be seen as the result of a long series of physiological and psychological modifications and adaptations under the influence of external and internal forces. In Totem and Taboo, in the case of the Wolf Man and notably also in ‘A Phylogenetic Phantasy: Overview of the Transference Neuroses’, Freud argues that the human constitution is the result of evolutionary and cultural-historical developments in which traumatic experiences and impressions in the primordial past have left indelible somatic and psychological traces. According to Sander L. Gilman, there is a specific historical reason why Freud located the trauma in such a speculative phylogenetic past: Freud’s universalisation of the trauma served as a way of circumventing prevailing neurological theories according to which neurosis and hysteria were specific degenerative conditions typical for Eastern European Jews, who were assumed to be irreversibly marked by the hereditary consequences of diaspora and ghettoisation.31

Beginning with Totem and Taboo, concepts of phylogenetics and heredity became intertwined with cultural criticism in Freud’s thought, famously culminating in Moses and Monotheism. We suggest that Beyond the Pleasure Principle can be situated firmly within this very development. Here, the history of the human species is incorporated into a theory of the fundamental forces and principles that characterise all organic life. The variety of species and innumerable individual variations is understood by Freud as the result of shocking and tension-inducing influences of external and internal forces and, as reactions to them, the acquired characteristics of species. The structure of the drive constitution is understood as the result of a series of traumatic events that have shaped the history of all organisms. The drives are conceived of as forces that illuminate both the phenomena faced in clinical practice and the basic characteristics of everything that lives.

In this way, trauma and drive become key concepts in Freud’s metapsychology and tragic view of human life. In Beyond the Pleasure Principle, he explores and speculates on the relationship between the two. Are the drives aimed at change and development, perhaps even at ‘perfection’? A first answer is that, on the contrary, the drives aim to restore a past state that was abandoned due to disturbing forces (traumas). The death drive is characterised by a manifest compulsion to repeat, aiming to restore, at any cost, a previous inanimate state, to return to the inorganic. With the introduction of the life drives (Eros), Freud further radicalises this perspective: he insists that the life drives too are fundamentally regressive. They are spontaneously aimed at forming larger units, bringing back not inorganic states, but “earlier states of living substance”.32 Freud seems to suggest that development occurs even though the life drives strictly speaking do not aim for progress: a double setup of regressive aims paradoxically generates more differentiated and increasingly complex life forms. Development appears as a secondary effect, that is, as the result of life drives seeking to unite parts and the death drives aiming at dissolving units. While the death drives aim to restore the state before the union of parts and seek to return to the inanimate, the life drives aim to ‘reunite’ what has been fragmented and thus end up repeatedly re-producing the same detour, the developmental process from germ-cell to complex multicellular organism.

From here, we can bring Freud’s clinical and metapsychological speculations into dialogue with a long tradition of philosophical reflection on the drives as causal and vital forces. This tradition starts with Aristotle and runs through Spinoza, Leibniz, Schopenhauer, Nietzsche and Bergson, among others, to Foucault, Deleuze and Guattari, and the new materialism of Elisabeth Grosz, Elisabeth Wilson and also Catherine Malabou. Freud’s tragic vision of man, centred around trauma, drive, repetition and conflict, can be brought into critical dialogue with this tradition.



The present volume takes its starting point in what is known about the writing process and composition of Beyond the Pleasure Principle: Freud wrote a first version of the text in April 1919, decided not to publish it, started working on the text again in May 1920 and completed the manuscript for publication three months later. In reprints from the following years, short but often important changes and passages were added. Taking this into account is of crucial importance for philosophical readings since it is only in the version of 1920 that Freud introduces the new conceptuality of the death drives and life drives.

This very fact raises questions. Why did Freud leave the first version unpublished only to complete it a year later with a chapter introducing a new conceptuality? Could it perhaps be that the trains of thought he had developed in the first version led him towards conclusions that he could not accept or that he needed to fundamentally reconsider? And which, then, were the problems and questions that led Freud to new conclusions? By naming and thematising the various editions of different texts, the additions and omissions, as much as possible, we get a better view of Freudian psychoanalysis as a field of interrelated problematics that also gives food for new theoretical thought. Only from such a perspective – and thus averse to any attempt to encapsulate Freudian thought once and for all in a set of dogmatic positions – can the Freudian corpus be fruitfully confronted with philosophical and psychoanalytic reflections on the drives, repetition, trauma, man’s relationship to death, or the somatic traces of the history of the species.

Taking the critical edition into account, the role of biology in Beyond the Pleasure Principle gains even more relevance. Ulrike May argues that Sándor Ferenczi’s input on biology was of vital importance during the months between the first (1919) and the second (1920) versions of the text.33 Freud’s cooperation with the Hungarian analyst indeed forms a decisive context for his phylogenetic speculation in general. This applies specifically to their unfinished work on what they alternatingly termed ‘metabiology’, ‘deep biology’, the ‘Lamarck project’ and ‘bioanalysis’.34 The relevance of this project for re-reading Beyond the Pleasure Principle is evident. Ferenczi defined bioanalysis as a speculative science which would “carry over into the field of the natural sciences in a systematic manner the knowledge gained and the technique used by psychoanalysis”.35 Biology is not the model at stake here; rather, it is remodelled from the point of view of psychoanalysis: Freud himself wrote in the preface to the third edition of Three Essays (1915) that Haeckel’s recapitulation theory, expressing the idea that ontogeny repeats phylogeny, also made possible the study of phylogeny from ontogeny, i.e. from clinical and anthropological insights gained from psychoanalytic practice. The aim in Three Essays was then to “discover how far psychological investigation can throw light upon the biology of the sexual life of man”.36

The interpretational sovereignty over biology was at stake: Freud and Ferenczi experimented with the idea of conquering biology from a psychoanalytic stance. This unfinished endeavour can be traced in a series of both canonical and less known writings, beginning with Ferenczi’s ‘Stages in the Development of the Sense of Reality’ (1913) and Freud’s ‘A Phylogenetic Phantasy: Overview of the Transference Neuroses’ (1915), via Ferenczi’s Thalassa: A Theory of Genitality – drafted in 1914–1915, finalised and published in 1924 – and well into the biological speculation in Beyond the Pleasure Principle itself.

The plan, which never materialised, was to write a book about the French naturalist Jean-Baptiste Lamarck, whose theories had been refuted by August Weismann’s germ-plasm theory. One reason for Freud and Ferenczi’s untimely interest in Lamarck is connected to the concept of an inheritance of acquired characteristics: it shifts the focus from genetics to external forces, from the germ line to the (psycho)soma of the individual, exposed and susceptible to sensations from the external world.37 At the same time, both Ferenczi and Freud undermine decisive features of Lamarckism, above all the idea of an innate progressive striving towards higher forms. According to Lamarck’s vitalist concept, organs develop because fluids flow into the activated body part when stimulated and used. This curbs development, strengthening and growth. In Lamarck, the satisfaction of needs, efforts and intentions results in abilities and achievements which are passed on to future generations. In complete contrast, in the eccentric ‘Lamarckism’ developed by Ferenczi and Freud, the descendants are thought of as encumbered with burdens. Here, the object of transgenerational transference consists of displaced reaction formations in the face of forgotten, unknowable shocks that elude empirical knowledge.38

Focusing on Freud and Ferenczi’s unfinished endeavour of a bioanalysis allows us to reframe the relation between natural sciences and psychoanalysis – beyond the deadlock of either ignoring the realm of the organic or declaring approaches oriented towards language, law and symbolic order obsolete. In Thalassa Ferenczi declares:


It seems that we must familiarize ourselves with the idea of the over-determination of one and the same process, as psychoanalysis teaches us in the case of psychical processes, as well as in its explanation of physiological processes.39



Biology demands a theory of meaning and representation. In ‘Freud’s Influence on Medicine’ (1933), drawing a methodological conclusion from the abandoned project of a bioanalysis, Ferenczi thematises the human as a psychosomatic being. He argues that the Freudian method avoids both a Cartesian dualism of body and soul and the methodological error of materialist-monism, which Ferenczi refers to as an overhasty unification of the psychic and the physical. Such a “unification is not possible at present, nor in the near future, and perhaps cannot be ever achieved completely.”40 Ferenczi, in other words, demarcates psychoanalytic thought from the concept of the human mind as an unbroken extension of the biological, and insists on what may be termed a methodological or perhaps even “strategic dualism”41 as opposed to any ontological claim. The consequence is the primacy of language within the methodological approach, acknowledging a gap, a remainder within any form of scientific representation. The idea that there is no neutral language of natural science, no transparent language in which to represent the organic, is inherent to Beyond the Pleasure Principle too.42



The contributions in this volume in no way attempt to reconstruct a systematic, coherent and consistent theory of the drives or to definitively settle the relation between the discourses at work in Beyond the Pleasure Principle. The starting point is actually quite the opposite. Edward Said once characterised Freud’s ‘late style’ in Moses and Monotheism as “episodic, fragmentary, unfinished (i.e. unpolished)”, while producing a range of new ideas and exploring various trajectories.43 The same can be said of several of Freud’s texts that only reached their officially approved final form in the 1920s and 1930s.44 They are compositions of different versions and later additions attempting to solve the unanswered questions and unresolved problems of the earlier versions. Having said this, the final versions authorised by Freud do not present coherent ‘systems of thought’, let alone Weltanschauungen. Quite the opposite, the published version of Beyond the Pleasure Principle is in several respects contradictory and inconsistent. Although Freud did make attempts to veil the sometimes radical changes in perspective, he never made the effort to reconsider – and hence to rewrite – the earlier written text parts from the perspective of the new drive theory introduced in the second (and published) version of the text.




For the reader’s convenience, this volume includes the critical edition of Freud’s Beyond the Pleasure Principle as it was published in the journal Psychoanalysis and History (2015, Volume 17(2)). This edition is based on the critical edition of the German text Jenseits des Lustprinzips prepared by Ulrike May and Michael Schröter and published in Luzifer-Amor (2013, Volume 51) together with a detailed commentary by May, which is also included in the present volume. In this historical exegesis, May discusses the context in which Freud’s text was written, the contemporary debates he was engaged in and the insights into the development of his thought that can be gained from a close reading of the two main manuscript versions: the handwritten manuscript from 1919 and the published version from 1920. She highlights that Freud, when introducing his new drive theory in 1920, in fact abandoned his ideas on the conservative character of the sexual and self-preservative drives as articulated in the first version of the text. Together with the text edition, this commentary paves the way for the contributions of Philippe Van Haute and Herman Westerink, Ulrike Kistner, Jenny Willner, and Jakob Staberg in which various aspects of the two main versions of Beyond the Pleasure Principle are elaborated.

In their contribution ‘From Repetition and Drive Monism to Binding and Conflict: Re-reading Freud’s Beyond the Pleasure Principle’, Philippe Van Haute and Herman Westerink argue that the text parts written in 1920, in which Freud introduces the concepts of life drives and death drives, can be seen as an attempt to find a way out of a deadlock Freud was confronted with after finishing the first version of the text. The second version of the text can be read as his own reply to the monistic consequences that followed from his line of reasoning in the first version. In this first version, Freud from his discussion of the compulsion to repeat argues that all drives are conservative, characterised by the principle of inertia, and ultimately aim at a return to an inanimate state. This ultimately implied that the aim of drives coincided with the pleasure principle, and consequently led to a monistic theory that Freud had always contested in favour of a drive conflict model. In the second version of the text, he associates the death drives with the pleasure principle as a principle of reduction of tension and excitation, while introducing the concept of life drives as drives aiming at coalescence of particles, cells, organs, bodies and individuals in the process of which there is increase of tension and excitation. It is these life drives that are eventually ‘beyond’ the pleasure principle. Taking the diverging trains of thought between the two main versions seriously allows for a better understanding of the inconsistencies and contradictions in the published version.


Ulrike Kistner, in her contribution ‘Traumatic Neuroses and Psychoneuroses in (and) Beyond the Pleasure Principle’, closely considers the ‘war neuroses’ in Freud’s text. She shows that these ‘war neuroses’, mostly equated with ‘traumatic neuroses’, challenge the sexual aetiology of neuroses that Freud had articulated and defended since the second half of the 1890s. Ulrike Kistner argues that the urgent and relevant problem of the ‘war neuroses’ after the First World War confronted Freud with fundamental questions concerning pleasure and sexuality. In his clinical and theoretical writings on the psychoneuroses, Freud had to a large extent been able to dismiss these questions. They concern not only the apparent opposition between external blows and shocks triggering traumatic neuroses, and internal excitations producing transference neuroses. Instead, Freud also on the one hand seems to aim at the integration of the traumatic neuroses into a theory of the psychoneuroses, while on the other hand reasons that all psychoneuroses, seen from an evolutionary perspective, can be traced back to traumatic neurosis. Kistner also shows that the compulsion to repeat an unpleasurable experience, observed by Freud in clinical practice, which gave rise to the supposition of the conservative character of all drives, is no longer central in Freud’s argumentations in the second version of the text. In the new drive dualism, the polarity of love and hate in relation to the object replaces the compulsion to repeat as the clinical phenomenon that manifests the character of the drives. It is this turn to the problem of aggression that has come to overshadow not only the first version of Freud’s text, but also many of its readings.

In her contribution ‘Neurotic Evolution: Bioanalysis against Biologism in Beyond the Pleasure Principle’, Jenny Willner reads Freud’s text in light of the uncompleted project of a ‘bioanalysis’ which he envisioned together with Sándor Ferenczi. In Beyond the Pleasure Principle Freud uses psychoanalytic notions as models (Vorbilder) for reframing the biological narrative of origin. His speculation about the “living organism in its most simplified possible form” uses the psychoanalytic concept of neurosis as a model for a counter-narrative of the origin and development of organic life. As Willner argues, Freud’s speculation on the primitive cell demarcates itself from the ideologically freighted popular Darwinisms of his time, from the biologistic fantasies of progress, completion and purity, whose deadly effects would only become fully apparent in the decades following the essay’s publication. The bioanalytic realm of Beyond the Pleasure Principle can be read both as a playful experiment with the relation between the theory of trauma and of the wish, and as a challenge to the biologistic worldview (Weltanschauung) which was formative for the generation that went to war in 1914. Against this background, Freud’s references to Fechner, Haeckel and Lamarck are viewed not in terms of influence, but with the differences in mind which Freud’s mode of reception inserts into the concepts coined by these thinkers. A major intervention lies in the inscription of death into the framework of his source material. As if following the final line of his ‘Thoughts of the Time on War and Death’ (“If you want to endure life, prepare yourself for death”), Freud’s Beyond the Pleasure Principle inscribes the thanatos into the core of the bios. What is at stake is not only the ongoing tension between physicalism and evolutionism in natural sciences but also the status of what is living and what is dead.

In the last contribution, ‘Ferenczi Thinking Beyond the Pleasure Principle’, Jakob Staberg discusses the death drive as matrix for a theory of modernity structured around the notion of catastrophe. Reading Beyond the Pleasure Principle with Walter Benjamin and Roberto Calasso, Staberg discusses how nature and death are given a new meaning within the field of culture. By highlighting the repetition compulsion at work both in the wish to obtain order from the laws of nature and in the phobic relation to non-human origins, Freud approaches the symptoms of Western history: civilisation itself appears as a merely temporarily postponed death. Against this background, Staberg discusses the impact of Freud’s notion of the death drive in Sándor Ferenczi’s work. Towards the end of his life, Ferenczi collected disparate traces and entities that did not fit into Freud’s speculative essay, although they belong to its main subject. Ferenczi’s most famous paper, ‘The Confusion of Tongues between the Adults and the Child’, is the result of a much broader, unfinished project which Staberg explores in the fragments of Ferenczi’s posthumously published Clinical Diary. According to Ferenczi, death appears as an ambivalent and unsettling notion constantly present in the psychoanalytic situation itself. A notion of something beyond the pleasure principle emanates from transference and countertransference, which Ferenczi elaborates in terms of an early analysis of authority and a dismantling of the father figure. Beyond Freud’s ideal of a supposedly neutral analyst, and also beyond Ferenczi’s own notion of a reciprocal analysis, Ferenczi here accounts for processes in which Freud’s world of thought is at once challenged and taken to its extreme. Another dimension of Ferenczi’s ‘thinking beyond the pleasure principle’ amounts to a radical re-reading of the bioanalytical speculations based on the question of survival, derived from an interpretation of organs as charged with meaning. According to Staberg, Ferenczi’s unfinished metapsychology of splitting and psychic fragments paves the way for a psychoanalytical understanding of an archaic mother: life-giving and yet inseparable both from the threatening return of nature and from what Freud calls the death drive.
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Beyond the Pleasure Principle

Sigmund Freud Edited by M. ffytche, J. Forrester and M. Molnar on the basis of the German critical edition by U. May and M. Schröter


I

[7] In the theory of psychoanalysis we have no hesitation in assuming that the course taken by mental events is automatically regulated by the pleasure principle. We believe, that is to say, that the course of those events is invariably set in motion by an unpleasurable tension, and that it takes a direction such that its final outcome coincides with a lowering or supension1 of that tension – that is, with an avoidance of unpleasure or a production of pleasure. In taking that course into account in our consideration of the mental processes which are the subject of our study, we are introducing an economic2 point of view into our work; and if, in describing those processes, we try to estimate this economic factor in addition to the topographical and dynamic ones, we shall, I think, be giving the most complete description of them of which we can at present conceive, and one which deserves to be distinguished by the term metapsychological.

It is of no concern to us in this connection to inquire how far, with this hypothesis of the pleasure principle, we have approached or adopted any particular, historically established, philosophical system.3 We have arrived at these speculative assumptions in an attempt to describe and to account for the facts of daily observation in our field of study. Priority and originality are not among the aims that psychoanalytic work sets itself; and the impressions that underlie the hypothesis of the pleasure principle are so obvious that they can scarcely be overlooked. On the other hand, we would readily express our gratitude to any philosophical or psychological theory which was able to inform us of the conditions4 of the feelings of pleasure and unpleasure which act so imperatively upon us. But on this point we are, alas, offered nothing to our purpose. This is the most obscure and inaccessible region of the mind and, since we cannot avoid contact with it, the least rigid hypothesis, it seems to me, will be the best. We have decided to relate [8] pleasure and unpleasure to the quantity of excitation that is present in the mind but is not in any way ‘bound’; and to relate them in such a manner that unpleasure corresponds to an increase5 in the quantity of excitation and pleasure to a diminution. What we are implying by this is not a simple relation between the strength of the feelings of pleasure and unpleasure and the corresponding modifications in the quantity of excitation; least of all – in view of all we have been taught by psycho-physiology – are we suggesting any directly proportional ratio: the factor that determines the feeling is probably the amount of increase or diminution in the quantity of excitation in a given period of time. Experiment might possibly play a part here; but it is not advisable6 for us analysts to go into the problem further so long as our way is not pointed by quite definite observations.

[B: ms. 1920 starts here]We cannot, however, remain indifferent to the discovery that an investigator of such penetration as G. T. Fechner held a view on the subject of pleasure and unpleasure which coincides in all essentials with the one that has been forced upon us by psychoanalytic work. Fechner’s statement is to be found contained in a small work, Einige Ideen zur Schöpfungs- und Entwicklungsgeschichte der Organismen, 1873 (Part XI, Supplement, 94), and reads as follows:7 ‘In so far as conscious impulses always have some relation to pleasure or unpleasure, pleasure and unpleasure too can be regarded as having a psycho-physical relation to conditions of stability and instability. This provides a basis for a hypothesis into which I propose to enter in greater detail elsewhere. According to this hypothesis, every psycho-physical motion rising above the threshold of consciousness is attended by pleasure in proportion as, beyond a certain limit, it approximates to complete stability, and is attended by unpleasure in proportion as, beyond a certain limit, it deviates from complete stability; while between the two limits, which may be described as qualitative thresholds of pleasure and [9] unpleasure, there is a certain margin of aesthetic indifference….’[B: ms. 1920 ends here]



The facts which have caused us to believe in the dominance of the pleasure principle in mental life also find expression in the hypothesis that the mental apparatus endeavours to keep the quantity of excitation present in it as low as possible or at least to keep it constant. This latter hypothesis is only another way of stating the pleasure principle.8[B: ms. 1920 starts here]If the work of the mental apparatus is directed towards keeping the quantity of excitation low, then anything that is calculated to increase that quantity is bound to be felt as adverse to the functioning of the apparatus, that is as unpleasurable. The pleasure principle follows from the principle of constancy: actually the latter principle was inferred from the facts which forced us to adopt the pleasure principle. Moreover, a more detailed discussion will show that the tendency which we thus attribute to the mental apparatus is subsumed as a special case under Fechner’s principle of the tendency towards stability,9 to which he has brought the feelings of pleasure and unpleasure into relation.[B: ms. 1920 ends here]

It must be pointed out, however, that strictly speaking it is incorrect to talk of the dominance of the pleasure principle over the course of mental processes. If such a dominance existed, the immense majority of our mental processes would have to be accompanied by pleasure or10 to lead to pleasure, whereas universal experience completely contradicts any such conclusion. The most that can be said, therefore, is that there exists in the mind a strong tendency11 towards the pleasure principle, but that that tendency is opposed by certain other forces or circumstances, so that the final outcome cannot always be in harmony [10] with the tendency towards pleasure. [B: ms. 1920 starts here]We may compare what Fechner (1873, 90) remarks on a similar point: ‘Since however a tendency towards an aim does not imply that the aim is attained, and since in general the aim is attainable only by approximations’…. [B: ms. 1920 ends here]

If we turn now to the question of what circumstances are able to prevent the pleasure principle from being carried into effect, we find ourselves once more on secure and well-trodden ground and, in framing our answer, we have at our disposal a rich fund of analytic experience.

The first example of the pleasure principle being inhibited in this way is a familiar one which occurs with regularity. We know that the pleasure principle is proper to a primary12 method of working on the part of the mental apparatus, but that, from the point of view of the self-assertion13 of the organism among the difficulties of the external world, it is from the very outset inefficient and even highly dangerous. Under the influence of the ego’s self-preservative drives the pleasure principle is replaced by the reality principle. This latter principle does not abandon the intention of ultimately obtaining pleasure, but it nevertheless demands and carries into effect the postponement of satisfaction, the abandonment of a number of possibilities of gaining satisfaction and the temporary toleration of unpleasure as a step on the long indirect road to pleasure. The pleasure principle long persists, however, as the method of working employed by the sexual drives, which are so hard to ‘educate’, and, starting from those drives, or in the ego itself, it often succeeds in overcoming the reality principle, to the detriment of the organism as a whole.

There can be no doubt, however, that the replacement of the pleasure principle by14 the reality principle can only be made responsible for a small number, and by no means the most intense, of unpleasurable experiences. Another occasion of the release of unpleasure, which occurs with no less regularity, is to be found in the conflicts and dissensions that take place in the mental apparatus while the ego is passing through its development into more highly composite organizations. Almost all the energy with which the apparatus is filled arises from its innate drive impulses. But these are not all allowed to reach [11] the same phases of development. In the course of things it happens again and again that individual drives or parts of drives turn out to be incompatible in their aims or demands with the remaining ones, which are able to combine into the inclusive unity of the ego. The former are then split off from this unity by the process of repression held back at lower levels of psychical development and cut off, to begin with, from the possibility of satisfaction. If they succeed subsequently, as can so easily happen with repressed sexual drives, in struggling through, by roundabout paths, to a direct or to a substitutive satisfaction, that event, which would in other cases have been an opportunity for pleasure, is felt by the ego as unpleasure. As a consequence of the old conflict which ended in repression, a new breach has occurred in the pleasure principle at the very time when certain drives were endeavouring, in accordance with the principle, to obtain fresh pleasure. The details of the process by which repression turns a possibility of pleasure into a source of unpleasure are not yet clearly understood or cannot be clearly represented; but there is no doubt that all neurotic unpleasure is of that kind – pleasure that cannot be felt as such.15



The two sources of unpleasure which I have just indicated are very far from covering the majority of our unpleasurable experiences. But as regards the remainder it can be asserted with some show of justification that their presence does not contradict the dominance of the pleasure principle. Most of the unpleasure that we experience is perceptual16 unpleasure. It may be perception of pressure by unsatisfied drives; or it may be external perception which is either distressing in itself or which excites unpleasurable expectations in the mental apparatus – that is, which is recognized by it as a ‘danger’. The reaction to these drive demands and threats of danger, a reaction which constitutes the proper activity of the mental apparatus, can then be directed in a correct manner by the pleasure principle or the reality principle by which the former is modified. This does not seem to necessitate any far-reaching limitation of the pleasure principle. Nevertheless the investigation of the mental reaction to external danger is precisely in a position to produce new material and raise fresh questions bearing upon our present problem.


II

[12] A condition has long been known and described which occurs after severe mechanical concussions, railway disasters and other accidents involving a risk to life; it has been given the name of ‘traumatic neurosis’. The terrible war which has just ended gave rise to a great number of illnesses of this kind, but it at least put an end to the temptation to attribute the cause of the disorder to organic lesions of the nervous system brought about by mechanical force.17 The symptomatic picture presented by traumatic neurosis approaches that of hysteria in the wealth of its similar motor symptoms, but surpasses it as a rule in its strongly marked signs of subjective ailment (in which it resembles hypochondria or melancholia) as well as in the evidence it gives of a far more comprehensive general enfeeblement and disturbance of the mental capacity.18 No [D: ed. 2, 1921 starts here]complete[D: ed. 2, 1921 ends here] explanation has yet been reached either of war neuroses or of the traumatic neuroses of peace. In the case of the war neuroses, the fact that the same symptoms could sometimes come about19 without the intervention of any gross mechanical force seemed at once enlightening and bewildering. In the case of the ordinary traumatic neuroses two characteristics emerge prominently: first, that the chief weight in their causation seems to rest upon the factor of surprise, of fright; and secondly, that a wound or injury inflicted simultaneously works as a rule against20 the development of a neurosis.21

‘Fright’, ‘fear’ and ‘anxiety’ are improperly used as synonymous expressions; they are in fact capable of clear distinction in their relation to danger. ‘Anxiety’ describes a particular state of22 expecting the danger or preparing for it, even though it may be an unknown one. ‘Fear’ requires a definite object of which to be afraid. ‘Fright’, however, is the name we give to the state a person gets into when he has run into danger without being prepared for it; it emphasizes the factor of surprise. I do not believe anxiety can produce a traumatic neuro-[13] sis. There is something about anxiety that protects its subject against fright and so against fright-neuroses. We shall return to this point later.

The study of dreams may be considered the most trustworthy method of investigating deep mental processes. Now dreams occurring in traumatic neuroses have the characteristic of repeatedly bringing the patient back into the situation of his accident, a situation from which he wakes up in another fright. This astonishes people far too little. They think the fact that the traumatic experience is constantly forcing itself upon the patient even in his sleep is a proof of the strength of that experience: the patient is, as one might say, fixated to his trauma. Fixations to the experience which started the illness have long been familiar to us in hysteria. Breuer and Freud declared in 1893 that ‘hysterics suffer mainly from reminiscences’. In the war neuroses, too, observers like Ferenczi and Simmel have been able to explain certain motor symptoms by fixation to the moment at which the trauma occurred.

I am not aware, however, that patients suffering from traumatic neurosis are much occupied in their waking lives with memories of their accident. Perhaps they are more concerned with not23 thinking of it. Anyone who accepts it as something self-evident that their dreams should put them back at night into the situation that caused them to fall ill has misunderstood the nature of dreams. It would be more in harmony with their nature if they showed the patient pictures from his healthy past or of the cure for which he hopes. If we are not to be shaken in our belief in the wish-fulfilling tenor of dreams by the dreams of traumatic neurotics, we still have one resource open to us: we may argue that the function of dreaming, like so much else, is upset in this condition and diverted from its purposes, [D: ed. 2, 1921 starts here]or we[D: ed. 2, 1921 ends here] [14] [D: ed. 2, 1921 starts here]may be driven to reflect on the mysterious masochistic trends of the ego.24[D: ed. 2, 1921 ends here]

At this point I propose25 to leave the dark and dismal subject of traumatic neurosis and pass on to examine the method of working employed by the mental apparatus in one of its earliest26 normal27 activities – I mean in children’s play.

The different theories of children’s play have only recently been summarized and discussed from the psychoanalytic point of view by Pfeiffer28 in ‘Imago’ [B: ms. 1920 starts here](Vol. V/4),29[B: ms. 1920 ends here] to whose paper I would refer my readers. These theories attempt to discover the motives which lead children to play, but they fail to bring into the foreground the economic point of view,30 the consideration of the yield of pleasure involved. Without wishing to include the whole field covered by these phenomena, I have been able, through a chance opportunity which presented itself, to throw some light upon the first game played by a little boy of one and a half and invented by himself. It was more than a mere fleeting observation, for I lived under the same roof as the child and his parents for some weeks, and it was some time before I discovered the meaning of the puzzling activity which he constantly repeated.

The child was not at all precocious in his intellectual development. At the age of one and a half he could say only a few comprehensible words; he could also make use of a number of sounds which expressed a meaning intelligible to those around him. He was, however, on good terms with his parents and their one servant girl, and tributes were paid to his being a ‘good boy’. He did not disturb his parents at night, he conscientiously obeyed orders not to touch certain things or go into certain rooms, and above all he never cried when his mother left him for a few hours. At the same time, he was greatly attached to his mother, who had not only fed him herself but had also looked after him without any outside help. This good little boy, however, had an occasional disturbing habit of taking any small objects he could get hold of and throwing them away from him into a corner, under the bed, and so on, so that hunting for his toys and picking them up was often quite a business. As he did this he gave vent to a loud, long-drawn-out oooo,31 accompanied by an expression of interest and satisfaction. His mother [15] and the writer of the present account were agreed in thinking that this was not a mere interjection but32 represented the German word fort33 [‘gone’]. I eventually realized that it was a game and that the only use he made of any of his toys was to play ‘gone’ with them.34

One day I made the35 observation which confirmed my view. The child had a wooden reel with a piece of string tied round it. It never occurred to him to pull it along the floor behind him, for instance, and play at its being a carriage. What he did was to hold the reel by the string and very skilfully throw it over the edge of his curtained cot, so that it disappeared into it, at the same time uttering his expressive oooo.36 He then pulled the reel out of the cot again by the string and hailed its reappearance with a joyful da [‘there’]. This, then, was the complete game – disappearance and return. As a rule one only witnessed 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.37

The interpretation of the game then became obvious. It was related to the child’s great cultural achievement – the renunciation of a drive (that is, the renunciation of drive satisfaction) which he had made in allowing his mother to go away without protesting. He compensated himself for this, as it were, by himself staging the disappearance and return of the objects within his reach. It is of course a matter of indifference from the point of view of judging the affective38 nature of the game whether the child invented it himself or took it over on some outside suggestion. Our interest is directed to another point. The child cannot possibly have felt his mother’s departure as something agreeable or even indifferent. How then does his repetition of this distressing experience as a game fit in with the pleasure principle? It may perhaps be said in reply that her departure had to be enacted as a necessary preliminary to her joyful return, and that it was in the latter that lay the true purpose [16] of the game. But against this must be counted the observed fact that the first act, that of departure, was staged as a game in itself and far more frequently than the episode in its entirety, with its pleasurable ending.
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