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The Repression of Psychoanalysis

crossed paths with theFenichel group. However, in their eager
ness to modernize psychoanalysis, they surrendered its critical
spirit, its dimensions of the unconscious and sexuality. Here
they parted from the Fenichel people.

Fenichel realized that hisown position on the neo-Freudians
required a finely tuned theoretical ear and a pragmatic tactical
touch. The mixture was rare. Against the flat culturalism of the
neo-Freudians, Fenichel stressed the instinctual and sexual
depths. As a political Freudian, he also denounced biological
reductionism and the social blindness of mainstream psycho
analysis. For this reason he warmly greeted the neo-Freudians
as allies—only to criticize sharply their revisions. On this score
he sided with the psychoanalytic conservatives with whom he
shared little

While Fenichel's position was theoretically coherent, even
stringent, in the midst of psychoanalytic squabbles it pleased
very few. As the neo-Freudians gathered support, the lines
hardened. The conservatives glued themselves to Freud's texts
anddenounced a social or political psychoanalysis that builton
these texts. The neo-Freudians rejected by the conservatives
discarded more and more dimensions of psychoanalysis finally
embracing a very lax sociologism. Fenichel who saw the truth
in each position was welcomed by neither faction.

Abram Kardiner, for instance, wrote to Fenichel soliciting
a sympathetic review of his Individual and His Society.8 With
bitterness, Kardiner complained that the New York analytic
establishment unanimously derided his attention to an an
thropological psychoanalysis, judging that his work subverted
canonical psychoanalysis. Since Fenichel was "looked upon as
achampion of conservatism," a friendly review might turn the
tide (LX/n August 1939/9)-

Fenichel bridled at Kardiner's label: "I don't think that my
point of view in psychoanalytic questions can be summarized
by the slogan of conservatism " He agreed that the "applica-
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tion of psychoanalysis to sociology is the main task" and the
"first applications of this kind a la Reik or Roheim have been
basically wrong." However, he wrote to Kardiner, "the oppo
site danger does also exist today . . . one might neglect or
underestimate the specificdiscoveries of Freud and the uncon
scious" (LX/11 August 1939/9).

As was his habit, Fenichel reviewed the book at length and
sent the review with a letter to Kardiner. He sympathized with
the book's social orientation but not with its rejection of in
stinct theory. He told Kardiner, "the libido theory has never
denied that the personal structures are formed by the frustrat
ing and limiting influences of the outer world" (LXVIlI/July
1940/6). Kardinerexpressed "deep chagrin" at Fenichel's criti
cism and failure "to grasp what I was driving at" (LXX/10
August 1940/7). Kardiner subsequently joinedSandor Rado in
breaking away from the New York Institute to establish a
separate clinic associated with Columbia University.

The same theoretical and tactical jockeying marked Fe
nichel's relations with Karen Horney, Margaret Mead, and,
above all, Erich Fromm. Fenichel saluted Horney's attack on
"extreme biologism," which, he noted, remained a constitu
tional failing of current psychoanalysis. Yet Fenichel an
ticipated that Horney's receptivity to the "social moment"
would entail a "turning away from Freud and a surrendering
of specific analytic knowledge" (?XXXIX/n September

1937/7)-
Horney's Neurotic Personality of Our Time fully confirmed

Fenichel's fears. While it hinted of socialism, her book com

pletely neglected sexuality; ultimately, Fenichel concluded in
a review, it can explainneither the social nor psychicstructures
(XL/23 October 1937/11). He sent the review to Horney who
judged it "very fair," but reiterated that they fundamentally
differed on instinct theory: "I see it as something which must
be overcome" (XLII/7 January 1938/9).

10J
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The Repression of Psychoanalysis

With Fromm, Fenichel maintained the broadest discus
sions. In Germany they had moved in the same left-wing ana
lytic circles. Forseveral years Fromm belonged to the Institute
of Social Research (or, the Frankfurt School), which included
Max Horkheimer, T. W. Adorno, and Herbert Marcuse In the
Frankfurt School's journal, Fromm published an article on the
social bases of psychoanalytic therapy which prompted Fe
nichel to reestablish the contact with Fromm that exile had
severed. Fromm's essay attacked Freud's therapeutic posture—
noninvolvement—as a liberalism camouflaging a cold au
thoritarianism; Fromm praised Ferenczi as the more radical
analyst who dared to encourage love and warmth in therapy.
Freud remained a nineteenth-century aristocratic liberal, ac
cording to Fromm, correct in his therapeutic behavior, but
fundamentally unable to affirm the happiness of his patients.9

Fenichel commented intheRundbriefe thatonmany points
Fromm's critique recalled Reich's, although Fromm did not
cite Reich Fenichel wrote to Fromm, suggesting they resume
their"interrupted connection": those devoted to a "social psy
choanalysis" should work together. Yet he rejected much of
Fromm's essay. Fromm's point that Freud was a child of his
time was undoubtedly correct. "How could it be otherwise?"
To polemicize against Freud as a repressive bourgeois missed
the mark. It reminded Fenichel of Reich "who always re
proached Freudfornot beinga Communist" (XXIII/3 March
1936/12).

Fenichel also did not accept Fromm's critique of Freud's
therapeutic practice, a recurring objection lodged against
Freudbythe neo-Freudians. Manyneo-Freudians championed
Ferenczi; by encouraging affection and love in therapy, he
broke with Freud's asceticism. Fenichel defended Freud's or
thodoxy as more radical than Ferenczi's reform. Theneutrality
prescribed by orthodox psychoanalysis, he wrote to Fromm,
does not deny the patient's claim to happiness. Nor did he
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agree that Ferenczi's teachings on love radically transcended
the social taboos that beset Freud. In fact, in his last years a
reactionary flavor permeated Ferenczi's ideas. Alluding to Fe
renczi's final illness and mental deterioration, which his follow
ers have alwayscontested, Fenichel wrote that he did not know
why Fromm celebrated "the great Ferenczi in this period of
his decline." To be sure he retained his "genial flashes of
insight"; but this did not suffice to elevate him to a "revolu
tionary analyst who overcame liberalism" (XXIII/3 March
1936/12).

Fromm responded in detail to Fenichel's comments. Fe
renczi was no revolutionary, yet his relationship with patients
struck a different note from Freud's. Fromm alsoexplained his
dearth of references to Reich "on personal as well as factual"
grounds. Personally he found intolerable Reich's "pathological
self-love and arrogance." Moreover, despite appearances, he
and Reich tap antagonistic traditions. "Philosophically Reich
in no way represents historical materialism; rather he repre
sents a mechanical materialism. ... In reality he has never
understood Marxism." While unyielding about Ferenczi, Fe
nichel completely accepted Fromm's evaluation of Reich.
Reich's "impossible behavior," he noted, compelled his own
move from "secure Oslo to insecure Prague." In general, Fe
nichel believed, Reich has rendered more difficult the project
of a social psychoanalysis (XXV/23 April 1936/10)

Even as Fenichel endeavored to reestablish relations,
Fromm was moving in a neo-Freudian direction. After Fromm
published several essays clearly influenced by Horneyand other
neo-Freudians, Fenichel asked, "What became of Fromm's
Marxism?" (90/10 July 1942/14) When Fromm's Escape
from Freedom appeared, a transition work marking his depar
ture from classical psychoanalysis, Fenichel published a long
critical review. "For the purpose of avoiding and correcting
mistakes which psychoanalysis admittedly has made," he

wg
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The Repression of Psychoanalysis

charged that Fromm, Kardiner, Horney, and others "abandon
psychoanalysis altogether instead of applying it in a better
way "10 Fromm embraced a vague social idealism which he
falsely imagined was more "real" and "concrete" than Freud's
antiquated concepts.

Privately, however, Fenichel sounded another note: the the
oretical issues could not be cleaved from the plight of their
circle.To the version of the Fromm review he circulated in the
Rundbriefe Fenichel added that it was "regretable" that "we"
do not write better books than the neo-Freudians. "Perhaps it
could be made possible that such better books be written by
the reestablishment of our old and forgotten habit of discussing
important issues of Marxist psychoanalysis among ourselves"
(86/3 March 1942/1). He increasingly accompanied his criti
cisms of the neo-Freudians with the same lament. "We," the
more political and radical analysts, have surrendered to the
neo-Freudians

In 1937 he sharply criticized Margaret Mead's Sex and
Temperament for its "unsurpassable naivete, bourgeois preju
dice, and sociological ignorance" (XXXIII/i February
1937/9). Eight years later when he evaluated another book by
Mead, And Keep Your Powder Dry, regret mollified his cri
tique. Fenichel, troubled by his group's minimal productivity
and visibility, concluded that Mead's book was idealistic and
inadequate, yet"its task is ourtask," the concrete investigation
of social and character structures. In one of his final letters, he
noted that fifteen years ago this was "our" program; but we
have watched as non-psychoanalytic thinkers assumed thelead.
"When will we have the opportunity to sit down together?

. . We all have ideas which go far beyond what Margaret
Mead says." Today, hecommented, the analysts know neither
anthropology nor history; and if a few anthropologists com
mand psychoanalysis they are deficient inhistory and sociology
(114/2 January 1945/13).

UO

Freudians Against Freudians

The isolation of the Fenichel group was defined, perhaps
caused, by their distance from both the neo-Freudians and the
psychoanalytic conservatives Even as Fenichel fired away at
the neo-Freudians, he reiterated that the opposite extreme, a
psychological reductionism which explained everything by the
Oedipus complex, still flourished. Ernest Jones's "Evolution
and Revolution"11 reminded Fenichel of the vigor of this
psychologism. "It is enlightening to see how the 'leaders' of
'orthodox' psychoanalysis have learned nothing in the last
years" (87/22 March 1942/9)- That the conservatives con
tinued to prosper was brought home to Fenichel by acritical
review of Kardiner by Roheim and a review of Fromm by
Menninger; these reviews he considered "obviously unjust"
(83/27 November 1941/9)- Fenichel often reminded the oth
ers that "we" must not cease to distinguish ourselves from the
reactionary critiques of the neo-Freudians.

This delicate theoretical posture suffered when translated
into the protean world of organizational politics. When Hor
ney and her followers broke with the New York Society, the
Fenichel circle faced unpleasant choices: they could not sup
port the revisionists, even though they applauded their general
orientation; and they also harbored serious differences with the
conservatives who maintained the organization. This "paradox
ical situation" pained Fenichel. The Horney group challenged
the official organization partly because it failed properly to
assess social factors; but Fenichel entertained "no doubt" that
we must be against the Horney group since they renounced the
essence of psychoanalysis (80/3 September 1941/1).

In the middle of World War II the symmetry between the
military and psychoanalytic battle seemed obvious to Fenichel.
The alliance ofthe reactionary Western forces and revolution
ary Soviet forces mirrored the configuration within psychoanal
ysis. An ironic coalition of conservatives and revolutionaries
composed the Allies. There is

ill

 

 Pr
o

pr
ie

ty
 o

f 
th

e 
Er

ic
h 

Fr
o

m
m

 D
o

cu
m

en
t 

C
en

te
r.

 F
o

r 
pe

rs
o

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.

 C
ita

tio
n 

o
r 

pu
bl

ic
at

io
n 

o
f 

m
at

er
ia

l p
ro

hi
bi

te
d 

w
ith

o
ut

 e
xp

re
ss

 w
ri

tt
en

 p
er

m
iss

io
n 

o
f 

th
e 

co
py

ri
gh

t 
ho

ld
er

. 
 Ei

ge
nt

um
 d

es
 E

ri
ch

 F
ro

m
m

 D
o

ku
m

en
ta

tio
ns

ze
nt

ru
m

s.
 N

ut
zu

ng
 n

ur
 f

ür
 p

er
sö

nl
ic

he
 Z

w
ec

ke
. 

V
er

ö
ff

en
tli

ch
un

ge
n 

– 
au

ch
 v

o
n 

T
ei

le
n 

– 
be

dü
rf

en
 d

er
 s

ch
ri

ft
lic

he
n 

Er
la

ub
ni

s 
de

s 
R

ec
ht

ei
nh

ab
er

s.
 

 

Jacoby, R., 1983: The Repression of Psychoanalysis: Otto Fenichel and The Political Freudians, New York (Basic Books, Inc) 1983, 216 p.; esp. pp. 107-111.



Index

Fellow-Travellers, The (Caute), 71
Fenichel, Clare, 164
Fenichel, Otto, x-xi, xi'ii, 6-9, 11-

13, 19, 21-22, 24-36, 45, 151,
152, 160, 164, 1701143, 1711147,
1721155, 1751120, 1761126, 1127,
1801111, 1811130, 1821138, 18311
13, 1127, 1851115, 1871130,
American medical degree of,
130-32; and Americanized psy
choanalysis, 125-34, 145; arrival
in United States, 118-20; availa
bility of writings of, 9, back
ground of, 80-81, at Berlin Insti
tute, 62, 63, 66-69; break with
Reich, 83-86, 112, in Children's
Seminar, 66-67, 80, 81, and
Communist party, 69-70, death
of, 29, 36, 64, 132-34; on death
instinct, 112-13, emigration to
United States, 115-17. at end of
World War I, 25-26, escape
from Nazis, 27; FBI file on, 150,
female analysts associated with,
12, 148, formation of secret cir
cle by, 78-80, 84, 85, on Frank
furt School, 123-24; at Freud's
eightieth birthday celebration,
98-99,on lay analysis, 127-30, in
Los Angeles, 122, 127; on Marx
ist psychoanalysis, 71-74, and
neo-Freudians, 23, 105-11, 153,
154, 157, obituary of, 14, Oppen-
heimer and, 124-25, in Oslo, 77,
81, 82; personal history of, 31-
36, poetry by, 118-19, 122, in
Prague, 77, 81, 82, 88, 98, 112-
17; reductionism opposed by,
102-3, Reich defended by, 89-
93, and Reich's mental instabil
ity, 81-84, relations with Vien
nese analysts, 92-97, and

1Q2

revamped Berlin Institute, 99-
100, and Rundbriefe, 24-25, 28-
30, 86-90, 94, 101-6, 110-12,
126, 131-32, 134. '52- 161-63,
1661133, Simmel and, 64, social
issues in psychoanalytic writings
of, 74-75, in Soviet Union, 70-
71, on uses of anthropology, 103;
in youth movement, 26, 38, 49-
56, 58-61

Ferenczi, Sandor, 4, 10, 28, 65-66,
94, 95, 108-9, 113, 119

Fermi, Laura, 149
Fifty-Minute Hour, The (Lindner),

.56
Fhess, Robert, 1811120
Flugel, ) C , 163
Folklore of Capitalism (Arnold),

89
Frankfurt Psychoanalytic Institute,

135
Frankfurt School, 64, 71, 108, 114,

122-23, 135, 139, 15!—53. '6o,
173068

Free German Youth, 50
Freedom of Information Act, 18711

25

Freud, Anna, 4, 146, 161, 163, 176
1128

Freud, Biologist of the Mind (Sullo-
way), 137

Freud,Sigmund, xi, 3, 6, 14,30, 31,
34, 35, 74, 94-95, ' 24, >3§, >69"
27, 178032, 1801111, 1821138,
and academic psychoanalytic
theorizing, 139, and American
ized psychoanalysis, 126, 127,
143, 145, antagonism toward
American culture, 119, back
ground of, 25; on Berlin Institute,
63; on Bernfeld, 51; Bernfeld's
studies of, 50, 68; biologism of,

103, and conservatism of Vien
nese analysts, 63, 78-79, 91; cul
tural and political commitments
of, 9, 10, death of, 36, death in
stinct theory, 112-13, eightieth
birthday celebration, 98-99, emi
gration to London, 3-4, English
translations of works of, 139-40;
and expulsion of Reich from In
ternationalPsychoanalytic Associ
ation, 78, 83, 84, Fenichel's re
views of works of, 88, Frankfurt
School and, 135, Glover and, 114;
on lay analysis, 17, 127, 129, 145-
46, links to Social Democrats, 20-
21; 165018, 1661121, 1122; Nazi
banon works of,77, 115; and neo-
Freudians, 106-10, 112, 1918
Budapest lectureby,65-66, Otto
Gross and, 40-45; pessimism of,
104; Reich and, 79, 80, 93; secret
group around, 28, Simmel and,
64-65, Sulloway on, 137-38, the
oryof female sexuality, 12,on the
uncanny, 11, writing style of, 16,
165013; youth movement and,
38

Freud and the Americans (Hale),
'7

Fnedla'nder, Kate, 25, 134, 163,
176-77028, 177030,at Berlin In
stitute, 69; in Children'sSeminar,
67, and Communist party, 69;es
cape from Nazis, 27, in exile,
77

Friedman, Lawrence J, 164
Friedrich, Otto, 27
Fromm, Erich, 4, 15, 30, 45,63,71,

111, 112, 114, 122, 123, 153, 154,

158, 187030; in Children's Semi
nar, 67, Fenichel and, 29; Fe
nichel's critique of, 107-10

Index

Function of the Orgasm, The
(Reich), 72

Future of an Illusion, The (Freud),
xi, 16

Futurism, 37

Garbo, Greta, 27
Gay, Peter, 167034
Germany character structure in,

102; defeat of revolution in, 60,
61; Hitler's rise to power in, 4,
Marxism and socialism in, 19,
workers councils in, 26; youth
movement in, 26, 48-50, 54

Gcro, George, 25, 26, 67, 134, 164,
176027, 177029; at Berlin Insti
tute, 69, in Copenhagen, 77, es
cape from Nazis, 27, on national
character, 102

Gerth, Hans, 160
Gestapo, 149
Gide, Andre, 70, 71
Gifford, Sanford, 180011
Gillis, John R , 169032
Gitelson, Maxwell, 141-42
Glaser, Ernst, 165018
Glover, Edward, 112, 114, 162, 163
Goethe Prize, 16
Goodman, Paul, 154, 187030
Goring, Herman, 76
Greenson, Ralph R, 32, 35
Groddeck, Georg, 40
Gross, Hans, 40-42
Gross, Otto, xi'ii, 40-45, 68
Grot]ahn, Alfred, 20
Grotjahn, Martin, 12, 20, 27, 35,

119, 142, 163, 164, 166032
Grubrich-Simitis, Use, 170039
Cyomroi, Edith Ludowyk, 25, 26,

J93

 

 Pr
o

pr
ie

ty
 o

f 
th

e 
Er

ic
h 

Fr
o

m
m

 D
o

cu
m

en
t 

C
en

te
r.

 F
o

r 
pe

rs
o

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.

 C
ita

tio
n 

o
r 

pu
bl

ic
at

io
n 

o
f 

m
at

er
ia

l p
ro

hi
bi

te
d 

w
ith

o
ut

 e
xp

re
ss

 w
ri

tt
en

 p
er

m
iss

io
n 

o
f 

th
e 

co
py

ri
gh

t 
ho

ld
er

. 
 Ei

ge
nt

um
 d

es
 E

ri
ch

 F
ro

m
m

 D
o

ku
m

en
ta

tio
ns

ze
nt

ru
m

s.
 N

ut
zu

ng
 n

ur
 f

ür
 p

er
sö

nl
ic

he
 Z

w
ec

ke
. 

V
er

ö
ff

en
tli

ch
un

ge
n 

– 
au

ch
 v

o
n 

T
ei

le
n 

– 
be

dü
rf

en
 d

er
 s

ch
ri

ft
lic

he
n 

Er
la

ub
ni

s 
de

s 
R

ec
ht

ei
nh

ab
er

s.
 

 

Jacoby, R., 1983: The Repression of Psychoanalysis: Otto Fenichel and The Political Freudians, New York (Basic Books, Inc) 1983, 216 p.; esp. pp. 107-111.




