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ABOUT THE AUTHOR


Donald Meltzer (1923–2004) was born in New York and studied medicine at Yale. After practising as a psychiatrist specialising in children and families, he moved to England to have analysis with Melanie Klein in the 1950s, and for some years was a training analyst with the British Society. He worked with both adults and children, and was innovative in the treatment of autistic children; in the treatment of children he worked closely with Esther Bick and Martha Harris whom he later married. He taught child psychiatry and psychoanalytic history at the Tavistock Clinic. He also took a special scholarly interest in art and aesthetics, based on a lifelong love of art. Meltzer taught widely and regularly in many countries, in Europe, Scandinavia, and North and South America, and his books have been published in many languages and continue to be increasingly influential in the teaching of psychoanalysis.


His first book, The Psychoanalytical Process, was published by Heinemann in 1967 and was received with some suspicion (like all his books) by the psychoanalytic establishment. Subsequent books were published by Clunie Press for the Roland Harris Educational Trust which he set up together with Martha Harris (now the Harris Meltzer Trust). The Process was followed by Sexual States of Mind in 1973, Explorations in Autism in 1975 (with contributions from John Bremner, Shirley Hoxter, Doreen Weddell and Isca Wittenberg); The Kleinian Development in 1978 (his lectures on Freud, Klein and Bion given to students at the Tavistock); Dream Life in 1984; The Apprehension of Beauty in 1988 (with Meg Harris Williams); and The Claustrum in 1992. The Educational Role of the Family: A Psychoanalytical Model (commissioned for the OECD with Martha Harris) and first published in French in 1976; a new English edition was published in 2013. As a result of his worldwide teaching several compilations exist of his supervision seminars, including Meltzer in Barcelona (2002), Meltzer in Venice (2016), Meltzer in Sao Paulo (2017), and Meltzer in Paris (2017). Other accounts by some who use his work in their own teaching practice are in Teaching Meltzer (2015). An introductory selection from his writings may be found in A Meltzer Reader (2012) and sample papers on the HMT website www.harris-meltzer-trust.org.uk.











FOREWORD


Donald Meltzer frequently prefaces his accounts of Melanie Klein's role in the advancement of psychoanalysis by pointing out that she was not interested in being a theoretician but in following her insights as a clinician; although she was fiercely protective of her ideas when she knew what she could see.


In this light, Richard Week-by-Week represents a unique and innovative approach to teaching the insights and techniques of Kleinian psychoanalysis, with Mrs Klein herself as teacher and learner at the same time (Meltzer was fond of quoting Sylvester's dictum ‘that teaching others, I myself may learn’ – see his introduction). The Narrative of a Child Analysis offers a unique opportunity to watch Mrs Klein at work in the whitehot environment of the play-consulting room, pushing the boundaries of her conceptual tools whilst remaining acutely sensitive to the needs and sensibilities of the child and the transference emotions which are always at the forefront of her attention.


Richard's analysis, when aged ten, was time-limited to four months and took place in Scotland during wartime, which gave it a particular concentration as, like the idea of death, both partners worked under the shadow of an irrevocable termination – one of Richard's realistic anxieties being his awareness that Mrs Klein would be returning to the London of the Blitz. In addition to the pressurised context of the Narrative, there is a special intensity in Meltzer's critique that derives from the counterpoint of identifications. It constitutes an intimate dialogue with Mrs Klein, his own analyst, some fifteen years after his analysis had ended (at the time of her death), just as Mrs Klein in the book is reviewing her experience some fifteen years after the work with Richard had taken place. It is her testimony to the truth of the analytic experience and, like all autobiographical narratives, builds on the tension of ‘I then, I now’ (as Virginia Woolf put it). Meltzer, in his detailed critique and in analogous autobiographical vein, balancing his own child–mother relationship with Klein against his own personal experience of analysing children, points out to the reader the key moments of tension, revelation, and countertransference stress, and their significance in terms of both personality development and of psychoanalytic method. Through these ‘aftersights’ he clarifies for us the brilliance of Mrs Klein's technique and her capacity to encourage her patient's capacity for love whilst trying to judge the degree of intimacy that would be helpful and not counterproductive given the constrained circumstances. Long before the view of psychoanalysis as a communication between two minds became accepted currency, Mrs Klein demonstrates her willingness to modify her interpretations in the light of further observations and to work with the child, allowing him to make his own modifications and become a genuine co-operator in the analytic process, rather than ‘working through’ in the earlier sense of insisting on the patient's acceptance of an interpretation. But it is done without sentimentality and without succumbing to his (pathological) seductiveness, despite the countertransference temptation to make things easier for him owing to the imminence of separation.


During this personal journey alongside Mrs Klein and Richard, Meltzer highlights the genesis of her key contributions to psychoanalysis and their roots in (and deviance from) Freud: such as, her focus on emotionality rather than on impulse life, as it later came to be formalised in Envy and Gratitude; her knowledge (unavailable to Freud) of the mother-as-the-world of the young child and hence her different (more optimistic) view of natural curiosity despite its perversion by internal intrusive forces; the questions thereby raised about the multiple interactions of parts of the self with parts of objects, inside and outside, in the ‘Russian doll’ model; the necessary reinstatement in psychology of value systems in the new form of paranoid-schizoid and depressive positions. Above all perhaps, what is most fascinating is the evolution of her idea of the ‘combined object’, which crescendoes toward the end of her work with Richard, growing out of the Black Island dream (with its Wolf Man echoes), in the form of playing with her umbrella: ‘The world which was turning round was the whole world he had taken into himself when he took the breast – or rather Mummy mixed with Daddy, and her children, and all she contained…That was also why he now treated Mrs K's umbrella more carefully than he had formerly treated Mummy's’ – which Meltzer concludes is ‘a gorgeous interpretation’. By the end of his brief but intense analysis Richard, says Meltzer, has found containment for his infantile fear of being dropped and can enter into his new status as ‘a young man who knows that he needs analysis if he is going to develop properly and does not want to be a dunce.’


Meltzer's own love and admiration for Mrs Klein shines throughout his critique of the Richard story, making this probably his most personal and passionate book, a tribute to both his own analyst and to the analytic process.


Meg Harris Williams


(editor)













INTRODUCTION


Any systematic attempt to teach Melanie Klein's work runs almost immediately into difficulties that are the exact opposite of the problems facing one in teaching Freud. Where the theoretical tail wags the clinical dog with him, hardly any theoretical tail exists to be wagged with her. This is not immediately apparent because all her earlier work (until the paper on manic-depressive states, but really only taking a clear-cut line of departure with the 1946 paper on schizoid mechanisms) is couched in the theoretical language of Freud and Abraham, shifting from the terms of libido and topographic theory to the new structural one.


One can hardly ascribe naiveté to such an astute woman; one must assume that the philosophy of science did not really interest her. The laws of evidence; the distinction between description, model, theory and notational system; the different classes of definitory statements – none of this concerned her. This was partly a matter of modesty, for she clearly considered her work to be merely a filling-out and clarification of Freud, and never recognized the huge leap she had made in method or model of the mind. She tended to be hurt and astonished by the hostility directed at her and thought of it only as antagonism to the ideas, much as Freud felt in his early isolation. But surely a great deal of this unfriendliness stemmed from very poor communication, linguistic snarles, further provoked by the dogmatic demeanour of her (and her colleagues’) writing. These are the preconditions for political struggle over the ‘mantle’ – Freud's, Abraham's, later Mrs Klein's. Although it now becomes a bad pun to speak of dismantling the Kleinian myth, that is certainly one of the main functions of these lectures.


In order to do this I chose to re-enforce Mrs Klein's own courageous attempt, embodied in that unique and fairly unread masterpiece (Henry Reed said it stood beside War and Peace on his shelf), Narrative of a Child Analysis. On the whole the adventure has been successful in its lecture-seminar form. Whether this can be carried over into printed form is uncertain for two reasons; one is that the lectures are meant to be virtually unintelligible unless the actual text of the book has been studied carefully, or at least very recently read. The second reason is more complex. The lectures were impromptu (though carefully prepared), recorded and the text edited. The result is very unsatisfactory from the literary standpoint but has been retained because of the personal flavour of my relation to Mrs Klein (internally). It is hoped that in this way it would be possible to maintain a critical attitude side by side with admiration and respect without generating an atmosphere either of reverence or iconoclasm. My discussion of the clinical work has a background in an exhaustive study of the book made by a group (Esther Bick, Martha Harris, Doreen Weddell, Claude and Elinor Wedeles) in 1962–64 for which Dr Wedeles kept notes. But the criticisms and praise of Mrs Klein's work are totally my own responsibility.


So the first purpose of these lectures was to help people to read, preferably to study, this important book. The second was to use the clinical work and Mrs Klein's notes as basis for a semi-systematic review of her method and ideas. This stocktaking, since it is partly determined in its sequence by problems which arise in the clinical material, is not orderly either in an historic (or chronological) sense nor in a systematic one. Nonetheless many of Mrs Klein's important ideas are reviewed and brought into juxtaposition to Freud's, with some resultant clarification on both sides, I think.


Reading – works by Melanie Klein


(1930). The importance of symbol formation in the development of the ego. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 11: 24–39.


(1932). The Psychoanalysis of Children. London: Hogarth.


(1935). A contribution to the psychogenesis of manic-depressive states. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 16: 145–174.


(1937). Love, Hate and Reparation (with Joan Riviere). London: Hogarth.


(1940). Mourning and its relation to manic-depressive states. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 21: 125–152.


(1945). The Oedipus complex in the light of early anxieties. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 26: 11–33.


(1946). Notes on some schizoid mechanisms. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 27: 99–110.


(1957). Envy and Gratitude and Other Works. London: Hogarth.


(1961). Narrative of a Child Analysis. London: Hogarth.


(1963). On the sense of loneliness. In: Our Adult World and Other Essays. London: Heinemann.













CHAPTER ONE


First week: sessions 1–6


Establishing the analytic situation; evolution of the concepts paranoid-schizoid and depressive positions


Narrative of a Child Analysis seems to have been written between 1958 and 1960, after Envy and Gratitude, which appeared in 1957. The clinical work, done in 1941, was first written up in ‘The Oedipus complex in the light of early anxieties’ (1945) and then in 1946 came the paper which changed everything: ‘Notes on some schizoid mechanisms’.


The first week of the analysis opens like a Chekhov play – immediately all the characters are introduced and all the themes and subplots are hinted at. An unlikely first week in the analysis of a ten-year-old. It is partly because Mrs Klein had already formulated some ideas in her mind, probably having taken a bit too much history from the mother. Consequently due to being in a hurry she makes mistakes which force things, mistakes in technique and interpretation which she has to make up for later. Her technique as she describes it in The Psychoanalysis of Children, was developed particularly with young children; and the technique with latency, pubertal and adolescent children was really an adaptation from this source. The basis of the technique aimed to establish the analytical situation, which meant getting some sort of transference going. Her way of getting it going was to perform some service to the child's unconscious by diminishing or modifying its deepest anxieties through interpretation.


Now Richard chronologically is a latency child, and you can see that when he comes to her, his manifest anxieties are at a minimum; whereas with small children her experience had always been that, in leaving the mother and coming to the playroom, the child would almost always experience severe persecutory anxieties which could be investigated with even minimal material. But with Richard it is quite different: there is very little manifest anxiety – she is not a doctor, she is not a man; he is quite used to charming and seducing women, and obviously has looked forward to seeing her. What can be seen happening in the first week is that, whether intentionally or not, Mrs Klein has set about mobilising anxieties, rather than diminishing them. And the technique she employs for mobilising Richard's anxieties is really no different from one for diminishing them: that is, to go right into the depths.


In the very first session she has done this in quite a masterful way, with the material about the fear of his mother being attacked by a tramp. Immediately the stage is filled with characters: the primal scene is introduced and the cast builds up through the next three sessions – there is mummy, daddy, brother Paul, Richard; there is Bobby the dog; somewhere there is ‘Cook’, Johnny Wilson, his analytical rival; and somewhere there is Mr Klein, who is not dead despite Richard knowing very well that he was, and there is Mrs Klein's son. And in the background of the stage set is the war situation with accomodating maps on the wall and all the other paraphernalia of the Girl Guides’ room. In that sense it was a very unusual setting in which to practice analysis; indeed there seems to have been enough material scattered round the walls for one to deal with it almost like a Rorschach. Anything Richard might select could be taken as having associative significance for him because it was taken from such a tremendous array of pictures and postcards on the walls.


In the very first session one sees Mrs Klein forcing the situation: forcing it, for instance, in a way which she would generally have considered a technical error; that is, by using her knowledge of the history to seek a specific piece of material, namely whether he was worried about his mother. The material about the tramp immediately came out. She is nevertheless very gentle with Richard regarding aspects of his character which are in evidence, such as duplicity, trickiness and treachery – a theme which appears very early on. She never really confronts him with bad aspects of his feelings and impulses without immediately balancing it with a recognition of the other side – of his desire to preserve and protect.


In this first week, in addition to the creating or evoking of the whole setting of the child's life, Mrs Klein also unfolds for Richard a considerable panorama of her own theoretical equipment: the splitting of objects between good and bad, the conflict between love and hate, between persecutory and depressive feelings. She hints at mental mechanisms like the denial of psychic reality, the difference between wishing, thinking, doing; she suggests such things as splitting on to the dog parts of himself; she speaks about splitting within himself and delegating, for instance, a bad part of himself to the monkey; about the primal scene and phantasies of involving himself in it (the material about the two dogs with the little puppy between them). She unfolds theories concerning the oral, anal, and genital erogenous zones in relation to the dog Bobby eating coal and Richard wanting to play with his ‘big job’; and finally she introduces him to the concept of omnipotence.


Now it seems to me that in many ways she introduces these concepts to him in a hurry, in ways that are a bit in advance of the material. This is most clearly seen with the introduction of the concept of omnipotence a propos the monkey and the concept of tragedy, and whether the tragedy was really that Richard caught cold or that he realized that his destructive impulses were too strong to control. But I think that in general one sees her operating in a way which she never describes yet which is quite important to recognize: she sets about (not just by giving him the name of sexual intercourse) building up and establishing a vocabulary and system of communication with him which was in many ways specific to the analysis, and in that way, private to the analysis. It was different from any way he had ever been talked to before. This aspect of her technique establishes a certain sequestration of the analytic situation. By mobilizing his anxieties and showing that there are means of communicating about them, that she has equipment for dealing with these anxieties and pains (even though he says he does not want to hear about such horrid things,) Mrs Klein very quickly and deftly constructs the situation. Within a week it can be seen that an analysis – and a very intense analysis – is going on. By the end of the week (when his mother has to bring him) he has a severe aggravation of his fear of children in anticipation of the weekend breaks, (quite unusual, for children do not usually anticipate the impact of the first weekend.) She has already afforded him a brief period of relief, indicated in the sixth session when Richard reported being able to play on the beach with a child and had lost his trowel. One of his main difficulties was his near total inability to socialize with other children.


So this is a very dynamic first week, with the analysis set going very rapidly, first, by specific mobilization of his anxieties through evoking his fears at night (the story of the tramp); second, by interpreting in a way which establishes the means of communication, for instance, about sexual intercourse (which no one had actually discussed with him before as an actual event between his parents, although his mother had given him ‘information’ about the ‘facts of life’ on several occasions); third, Mrs Klein then proceeds very quickly to investigate the phantasies and their implications and to draw them into the transference. She has set the situation going in spite of his consequent suspiciousness towards her (his fear of being trapped like the fleet in the Mediterranean, his fear of being abandoned like the soldiers in Crete); in spite of all these anxieties being mobilized and flooding him, she has afforded him a temporary relief which he could experience in an actual external situation. She has also achieved the arousal of curiosity and interest in her in the transference (shown by the questions about Mr Klein, his suspicions about her being Austrian, what countries she has visited). His playing with the clock and going into her bag, with the associations thrown up, are clear indications of infantile transference in this rather poised child.


All this is extremely impressive; and is in a way different from the notes she has given for the different sessions, which partly describe and partly apologize for the technique which she has used (for instance, in giving him so much information about herself, which she said she later regretted). Perhaps by implication she is also apologizing for being in a hurry with him. The only serious mistake which I think that she made is of the same order as the first one, about his worries for his mother, namely, bringing the material about his circumcision. This had really the opposite effect, coming later in the week, when the transference was already set going. The first question opened up the whole area of his fears at night and worries about his mother and protectiveness toward her, leading to Mrs Klein's being able to interpret that he felt he could protect her, thus denying his father's existence and the parents’ sexual intercourse. It seems to me that when she made that mistake again, it had the opposite effect, of letting him off from a situation in which he was beginning to feel that she was getting a line on him about his duplicity, the violence in his nature, the biting, the anal preoccupations, the identification with the Hitler-daddy, the wish to get involved in the intercourse and make it into something bad. He was feeling that she was beginning to see that he was not a trustworthy ally for her or for anyone else; and somehow by raising this issue about the circumcision (for she was, it seems to me, interested in getting a little closer to castration anxiety) she lets him off. He begins to show her the scars of his operation and the tension goes out of the session. The preparation for the weekend goes adrift. Feelings of depression and anxiety that had been mobilized and led to his difficulty coming to the session, seem to melt away. These extremely dynamic and relieving five and a half sessions peter out at this point. It ends on a friendly note but in a rather low key.


In order to follow this massive clinical data of work done almost seventeen years before its publication, one must keep in mind where Mrs Klein was in the development of her thought and experience at the time of doing the clinical work, as opposed to writing the book. In the seventeen years between the two, there appeared such landmarks as ‘Notes on some schizoid mechanisms’, the paper on ‘Loneliness’, and the major work Envy and Gratitude. During this time her conception somehow mellowed and altered as a result of her forming a clearer idea about splitting processes – splitting of the self (for it was really only after 1946 that she began speaking consistently of the ‘self’ rather than the ‘ego’, as being the structure that was split.) Although she never did clearly formulate the difference between the concepts of ‘self’ and of ‘ego’, it is fairly clear that she meant it as a structure and not as ‘self-representation’ in the manner, say, of Jacobson.


I want to clarify the development of Mrs Klein's concepts of the paranoid-schizoid and depressive positions up to 1941 and subsequently. Her earliest writings were all focussed on the development of children with a very strong emphasis on the persecutory anxieties (which she also called paranoid anxieties). She repeatedly demonstrated that it was in the first two years of life, in pregenital development, that the fixation points for manic-depressive and schizophrenic illnesses existed. She asserted that children in the normal process of development went through phases of anxieties and phantasies characteristic of these mental illnesses. Later, she changed her mind in many ways about that, but her attitude in 1941 was that the phantasies and anxieties were identical, and that these illnesses were simply efflorescences and elaborations of the normal developmental experiences of children. This implied that the fixations were not, as Freud said, fixations of the libido, but fixations of the whole personality, including ego functions, superego constellations, and libidinal or id fixations. But at that time, she did not see that these illnesses had a special structure of their own; she saw them as developmental stages. It was on this ground that she was strongly attacked, for saying that babies were psychotic: and although she said she did not mean this, she did in fact say that babies were psychotic in ways essentially identical to schizophrenic and manic-depressive psychosis.


She was studying the functions that had begun during the earliest feeding period as she reconstructed it from psychoanalytical evidence with young children. She first placed the crucial development from part-object to whole-object relation ships (following Abraham) at about six months, later moving it back to three months, marking the onset of the depressive position. Her idea was that processes of introjection and projection commenced at the very beginning of life, as soon as there was sufficient differentiation between self and object for an inner world to be built up. This is in many ways her least spoken about and perhaps greatest contribution to psychoanalysis – this development of a very concrete conception of the inner world. It has become that aspect of her work which most differentiates her followers from others in psychoanalysis. Her idea was, that from the very beginning, the experience of satisfaction, deprivation or disappointment resulted in the splitting of the object into good and bad, both of which were introjected. In 1946 she added that it was also the self that was split into good and bad; that the bad part of the self and the bad part of the objects became immediately fused into the major persecutor of the personality, which then had to be separated off and kept at a distance from the good or idealized parts of the self and objects, which in their turn also came together to form the core of the personality.


Thus her earliest work was preoccupied with the description of the severe persecutory or paranoid anxieties and the phantasies in which they were embodied, and the kinds of defences that were used by the infant and small child in relation to them. It was only in 1935 in the paper ‘A contribution to the psychogenesis of manic-depressive states’, that she began to talk about ‘positions’, a term which Fairbairn had already used, and I think she borrowed it from him. He had spoken of the ‘schizoid position’ and she spoke of the ‘paranoid position’; later she fused the two into the ‘paranoid-schizoid position’. While she felt that there was similarity with Fairbairn's views, there was also a difference. At the time when she first began to speak about positions, she did not only speak of ‘paranoid position’ but also of ‘obsessive position’ ‘depressive position’, and ‘manic position’; and it is fairly clear that ‘positions’ first of all meant consortia of anxieties and defences. Thus her first idea of ‘position’ did not imply developmental significance, but pathological significance; it was not in any way a developmental phase, nor was it in itself a mental illness; it was a consortium or constellation of anxieties and defences and the impulses to which they related. She spoke of at least four positions to begin with. But by the time she wrote the paper on ‘Mourning and its relation to manic-depressive states’ (1938), she had reduced these to ‘paranoid-schizoid position’ and ‘depressive position’, not thinking of them as much as constellations of defences and anxieties, as manifestations of crucial attitudes towards the objects. This change from paranoid-schizoid attitudes to depressive attitudes toward the object was felt to be bound up very specifically with the transition from part-object to whole-object relations – that is, the beginning of seeing the object as whole, unique, irreplaceable, and no longer exchangeable for other part-objects. It was from this whole-object experience that concern, and what she called at this time ‘pining’ for the object, was felt to develop; and she felt that it manifested itself toward the end of the first year of life, specifically in relation to the comings and goings of, firstly, the breast and then the mother, as the breast-mother. Therefore at this point, she was talking of paranoid-schizoid position and depressive position as developmental phases and the fixation points for schizophrenia and manic-depressive psychosis respectively. But she had some difficulty in relating them to the developmental phases of the libido and the progression of the erogenous zones. She therefore speaks not of ‘entry’ into the depressive position but of ‘overcoming’ the depressive position. I take it that by ‘overcoming’ the depressive position she meant learning to tolerate the depressive anxieties about the destruction of the good object, and being able to bear separation from an external good object, on the basis of developing greater confidence in the security of the internal object. At this point the emphasis was very much on this as a developmental accomplishment, although she says many times that it is never complete and the struggle to establish it has to go on over and over again throughout life. This nodal accomplishment enables the child to establish internal security on the basis of which intellectual functions, symbol formation, socialization, the ability to relate to people other than the mother, the development of the Oedipus complex and relation to the father, both positive and negative, taking an interest in the other children in the family – were all dependent; and sublimations (of which she still speaks) also required this ‘overcoming’ of the depressive position. So at this time, what she seems to mean by ‘overcoming’ the depressive position is really this crescendo of pining anxiety: every time the child or baby was separated from its primary maternal object in the outside world, it was still vulnerable to attack from its persecutors because its internal object was not securely established. That seems to me to be the second stage in the development of the concept.


As the concept developed later (beyond the work with Richard) it was very different: Mrs Klein no longer spoke usually of ‘overcoming’ the depressive position, but rather of ‘attaining’ it, ‘achieving’ it, ‘penetrating’ it. She began to view it less as something to be accomplished than as something to be struggled toward with increasing mastery. It became something more like an area of life; so that the world of paranoid-schizoid object relations and the world of depressive relations were two different worlds which had a certain relation to internal and external but could be switched around: she speaks quite early of ‘flight to internal objects’ when external objects become persecutory, or ‘flight to external objects’ in manic denial of psychic reality when the internal objects are persecutory. So, as they later develop, ‘paranoid-schizoid’ and ‘depressive positions’ become areas of object relationships in which different value systems prevail, having neither any particular significance as developmental phases nor as psychopathological constellations. Their significance is rather that of economic principles – though she never came to any clear statement of it – which in a way transcended Freud's description of the pleasure principle modified by the reality principle. From the theoretical point of view, this is the main thing to keep in mind a propos the work with Richard: that Melanie Klein did this analytical work while thinking of the depressive position as something that had to be overcome, and whose main characteristic was separation anxiety – the pining for the good object. The elements in depressive anxiety connected with guilt, remorse and loneliness were satellites to the central position of pining in separation, consequent to omnipotent (masturbatory, usually) attacks on the internal object.
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