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FOREWORD


Neil Maizels


In many ways, this book does not need any welcoming soul at the doorway to outline what lies within. The book itself is introductory—and each of its chapters are welcoming enough to give the reader a good signpost as to what lies within. So, the deftest introduction to the book, as a whole, would be to stand back from the rich detail of the canvas, in order to note a few striking features of the tone of Nicky Glover's stance, which lies subtly embedded within the dense constellation of content.


Although the author's own theoretical favourites can be inferred, like a fair-minded mother she gives each a considered, clear, but unsimplified platform for the reader to consider both the charms and limitations of each particular slant on the aesthetic sensibility of the growing child-mind. Throughout this book, each planet of thinking, with its particular spin, gravity, and atmospheric conditions, is not just gazed at from a distant, high-powered telescope; Glover actually takes us down on to the planet's ground, and then offers a perspective of the other planets, from that place. Thereby, each view presented in the book can itself be a “filter” through which to look at the other views. It is this issue of perspective that shines through the whole book, chapter by chapter.




The theories become diaphanous through Glover's knack for finding the crucial elements, and then illuminating their fine filaments to produce the perfect “mood lighting” for rich, but relaxed, fireside contemplation.


The quiet, meditative tone of the book invokes far more than the intellectual sum of its theoretical parts. Even in these “postmodern” days, the “territorial imperative” almost totally precludes the possibility of any adherent to a Kleinian, Winnicottian, Bionic, or Freudian “creed” ever writing such a book. And if they could, it is unlikely that they could include an Ehrenzweig, a Stokes, or a Wollheim to weigh in on equal terms with the usual stalwarts (Freud, Klein, Segal, Meltzer, Winnicott, and Bion) of the psychoanalytic bibliographies. Glover deftly finds the words for more than just a compare-and-contrast schoolroom fly-by of the views of each of the theorists presented. Through simplicity, and with a poetic method of economy and distillation, she enables the reader to hold similar-but-different perspectives at once. So, rather than championing any one writer–theorist, she sets out to cast more light on the phenomenon itself—of creativity, and therefore the life of the mind.


In doing so, Glover builds a new scaffolding, to reveal enormous complexity, cross-angulation and cross-fertilization among British theory-building about how the mind builds upon itself.


This theory-building is always—must be—a shared human enterprise, in order to grasp and understand our own condition. Yet, there are beacons, shiny stars from the sceptred isle, that sparkle and grab at Glover's receptive imagination. Here, for example, on Milner, Glover writes:


This heightened awareness could be reached only through an “inner gesture” of letting go of the “narrow” focus (that is, everyday discursive thinking) and a deeper order would be revealed to her that sometimes had a very frightening quality, almost like a death itself, but when she submitted herself to it, it felt more like a liberation. This “deeper order” (cf. Ehrenzweig's “hidden order”) was characterized by a sense of more fluid boundaries between self and the world—even to the point of subject–object union. This is a theme that was to play an important part in her writings, as in Winnicott's thinking, especially with regard to understanding aesthetic experience and the way in which creative perception is fostered by a negotiation of the “gap” between self and other, involving the active surrendering of conscious ego control.


Later, spurred by the freedom enlarged by Glover, by the aforementioned fireside, the reader might ponder a co-mingling of Milner's “inner gesture” with Bion's “catastrophic change” in relation to “O”.


Just as Freud shocked the establishment with news of unconscious infantile sexuality, and Klein shocked the Freudians with news of infantile unconscious sadism, depression, and reparation, Meltzer and Harris Williams shocked the Kleinians—even the Bionians—with news of a crucial aesthetic sensibility and conflict in the mental life of the infant, arching back into pre-natal curiosity, and ready to bolt out of the gate at the caesura of birth. Glover pans back from this chain of psychoanalytic development to give it a much wider context and history, sometimes within the realms of aesthetic theory, sometimes through art criticism, and sometimes back through the work of some lesser-known psychoanalytic contributors, such as Rank. Although much is underpinned by Klein's astonishing and brave conception of the depressive position, Glover does not see Klein as having the first or the final word. Rather, Klein's momentous work is yet another—albeit major—twist in the kaleidoscope.


Glover's comprehensive perspective modulates these twists for the reader, chapter by chapter, so that by the conclusion, we do not just have an erudite, well-written, for-the-record textbook, with an assemblage of prominent British aesthetic theories. We have, as well, a new aesthetic object in its own write (to slightly misquote John Lennon) capable of continuing its thought-provoking re-combinations long after it finds its home on the bookshelves at the junction of psychoanalysis and aesthetics—with their combined mutual preoccupation with the child and its vision of Beauty in the inner and outer worlds. For it is this unique emphasis on the aesthetic struggle within the infant mind that places these British psychoanalytic thinkers in a class of their own, where the theoretical cannot develop meaningfully unless it is anchored in the “sagacity of the body”—the partnership of body and mind, when “the head and the heart are working together”--whose crucible is the new mother, with her new child, developing and being developed by each other through interplay.


It may be that Glover, originally from the UK and now living in Australia, with one cultural foot outside of the British tradition, may be well placed to observe and muse about this quietly-tilled, but growing field.











Introduction


Although it will be argued that the theoreticians examined in this study are united by a number of important and fundamental assumptions and values (ostensibly those of the “British School” of psychoanalysis), their approach to art is by no means homogenous. For, as we shall see, each theorist construes the nature of, and the relationship between, aesthetic value, aesthetic experience, and creativity somewhat differently. Thus, although this study is concerned with identifying a specifically “British School” aesthetic, it should be remembered that the theorists discussed here are, first and foremost, individuals. Each of the protagonists examined here approaches art from the perspective of his or her own clinical and theoretical background, together with their own particular projects, preoccupations, and life experiences, and I shall endeavour to give due acknowledgement to these in this study. (For my understanding of the historical and theoretical context of the “British School” of Psychoanalysis, I have been influenced by the work of Rayner [1990], Kohon [1986], and Hughes [1990].)


However, before we examine the respective approaches of these thinkers, it would be helpful to consider how to define the “terms of the dialogue” between aesthetics and psychoanalysis, and to demarcate what are the main areas of concern to the aesthetician and the analyst looking at the visual arts .We should ask what kind of dialogue is possible, and how does psychoanalysis add value to this dialogue? (I am indebted to E. H. Spitz for her insightful mapping of the “terms of the dialogue” [1985, pp. 1–24] between psychoanalysis and aesthetics.)


Broadly speaking, the discipline of aesthetics is concerned with exploring three overlapping aspects: the nature of the creative process and the experience of the artist; the interpretation of art; and also the nature of the aesthetic encounter. The theorists considered here approach these three areas in interestingly different ways, in terms of how they construe the links between them, or in perhaps emphasizing one of the aspects over another. But what they all clearly demonstrate is that these areas are not entirely separate, but are mutually interdependent modes. For instance, we can appreciate that the artist is both the creator and also the spectator of his own work—a point that is central to Wollheim's account of art (1987). In this role he must therefore continually step back to assess it critically: he engages in a dialogue with the medium, so to speak. Regarding the role of the critic, not only does he draw upon his general knowledge and experience, but also upon the rich reservoir of his own unconscious phantasy life (Klein). The sensitive critic and the audience enter into the “potential space” between the art object and the private world of fantasy (Winnicott) and engage in aesthetic reciprocity with the object—thinking “with” the object rather than merely “about” it (Meltzer & Williams, 1988). And, as far as the audience is concerned, they, in turn, imaginatively re-create aspects of the work encountered; they employ the same kind of creative perception as that which produced the work (Ehrenzweig, 1967).


Before examining the general scope of the British Psychoanalytic contribution, let us briefly explore some of the ways in which this dialogue between art and psychoanalysis has evolved: how psychoanalytic ideas have been taken up by a number of eminent theorists, such as Gombrich, Kris, Ehrenzweig, and Wollheim. Their contributions are an index of some of the issues and challenges arising from the interchange between art and psychoanalysis.


Ever since Freud gave an account of the dynamic unconscious and the psychic mechanisms which ground mental life (1900a), the study of art and the nature of creativity has been of great interest to psychoanalysts. The practice of dream interpretation was regarded as a potentially rich source of understanding when applied to the domain of art. The early attempts at psychoanalytic criticism meant that the artwork was subjected to a piecemeal analysis of individual symbols, involving the accumulation of a considerable amount of biographical material and analysis along the lines of detective work on the part of the interpreter. Indeed, Freud made significant attempts at this method of artistic interpretation (1907a, 1910c , 1914b). Yet, as Freud himself recognized, this kind of “pathographic” approach was ill-equipped to analyse the formal qualities of the art object and the nature of aesthetic value, and this limitation was recognized by thinkers in both fields. Thus, the art historian Herbert Read (1951) was highly sceptical of the capacity of psychoanalysis to address the questions of aesthetic value and the formal nature of the artwork. He argued that the aesthetician's concern is essentially with products, and the psychologist's with the processes of mental activity, of which art is seen as perhaps “merely” one expression. Read claimed that the psychologist “analyses the product only to arrive at the process” and is generally “indifferent to literary values” (ibid., p. 73). This is view was echoed by others, such as the American psychoanalyst Lawrence Friedman (1958), who also distinguished sharply between the concerns of the philosopher–aesthetician and the psychologist–psychoanalyst. In his view, the former is concerned with structure, while the latter is concerned with the origins of aesthetic response. And, despite significant developments in psychoanalytic theory, this scepticism regarding the fitness of psychoanalysis to address the formal aspects of art and the nature of aesthetic value has continued. (For further reading on the background to Freud's aesthetics, see Spector [1972], Kofman [1988], Adams [1994], Sayers [2007].) For example, in her survey of psychoanalytic approaches to critical theory and practice, Elizabeth Wright, in her post-structuralist critique, maintains that although psychoanalysis “contributes to an understanding of the creative process”, like most other approaches “it has not been able to provide a satisfactory account of aesthetic value” (1984, p. 5). Even though Wright devotes a section to “Object relations” aesthetics, it would seem that she has perhaps not engaged fully with the rich possibilities of British School thinking regarding the arts. As we shall see in Chapter Two, the Kleinian approach to art is very much concerned with the formal, aesthetic qualities of the artwork, and there have also been aestheticians very interested in analysing the phenomenology of the processes in art and the origins of aesthetic feeling: for example, Langer (1953) and Dewey (1934).


First, however, there are certain aspects of Freudian theory that, according to the art historian Ernst Gombrich, may be considered highly illuminating for the study of art. One of the ways he develops the dialogue between art theory and psychoanalysis is to give a psychoanalytic perspective on connoisseurship in the visual arts. In “Psychoanalysis and the history of art” (1954), he examines the stages of psychosexual development formulated by Freud (1905d) and Karl Abraham (1927), arguing that oral gratification can be viewed as a genetic model for aesthetic pleasure. For instance, he draws an analogy between our response to easily readable, too immediately obvious or gratifying art, and the stage of passive, oral instinctual development. He speculates that a repugnance to such art may serve as a defence against its regressive pull. By linking the “idea of the soft and yielding with passivity, of the hard and crunchy with activity” (1954, p. 196), Gombrich accounts for the preference of sophisticated critics for art that is “difficult”, that demands action on their part, that offers an opportunity to act on what is presented, to experience a challenge in the process of recreation. Thus, the critic's preference for demanding art may correspond to the second, aggressive, stage of oral development. However, Gombrich warns us about the dangers of pursuing this analogy too far. Although he has ingeniously applied an aspect of psychoanalytic theory of erotogenic zones to aesthetic enjoyment and preference, he counters this by saying that there are many ways of appreciating the “soft” and the “crunchy” aspects of aesthetic experience. These differing responses, he argues, are dependent on “the social context of the aesthetic attitude”. For example, he argues that after Impressionism, literary allusions no longer constituted a “crunchy” challenge for the critic (ibid., p. 198). Gombrich thus wisely cautions the psychoanalytic critic that, at least as far as the visual arts are concerned, tradition and convention far outweigh personal elements. Even if we could disclose the unconscious meanings of an artwork, this would not be relevant unless the most important aspect of a work of art were, in fact, its quality of being a “shared dream”—an idea that he doubts. Further, he shows that if we take seriously the fact that art has a history (unlike perceptions and dreams), and recognize that this history is built through a “constant extension and modification of symbols” (ibid., p. 187), we must acknowledge that all art is derivative, and that without recourse to the development of style, modes of representation, and so forth, we cannot play Pygmalion to any Galatea. Without a thorough knowledge of the history of art, we are unable to re-create any work of art in terms of its personal meaning. Without the social factors (the attitudes of the audience, the style, or the trend), the private needs could not be transmuted into art. In this transmutation “the private meaning is all but swallowed up” (ibid., p. 200).


One of the most comprehensive statements of the potentialities inherent in the dialogue between psychoanalysis and aesthetics has been offered by Ernst Kris (1952). He argued that most attempts to apply psychoanalytic theory to aesthetics suffered from a tendency to equate psychoanalysis with one or two isolated remarks from Freud's early work, that is, to equate art with neurosis. Kris believes that it is Freud's structural account of the joke which has the most scope for understanding the relationship between psychic mechanisms, economy of mental energy, and the formal, aesthetic qualities of art. The art teacher and theorist Anton Ehrenzweig agreed with Kris that Freud's account of art had much to offer the analysis of artistic structure and aesthetic experience (Ehrenzweig, 1962, 1967). However, as we shall see in Chapter One, the trajectory of their respective views differs in some important respects. Where Kris drove a wedge between “higher” and “lower” levels of the mind (between primary and secondary process functioning) and took artistic activity to be an adaptive function of the ego, autonomous from instinctual conflict, Ehrenzweig stressed that the id (primary process) was only “chaotic” and “primitive” from the perspective of the conscious, rational mind. As we shall explore in Chapter Five, Ehrenzweig's theory of “undifferentiated image-making” stresses the vital, constructive role played by the primary processes in art, and their partnership with the secondary processes.


It is important to note that Ehrenzweig's aesthetic theory was partly developed from a critique of Gestalt psychology. This branch of psychology was pioneered in the 1920s by Michael Wertheimer, Wolfgang Köhler, & Kurt Koffka out of a dissatisfaction with atomistic explanations in science, social science, and art. As a theory of perception, it seeks to investigate the principles that govern the selection and formation of one particular figure in preference to others. From a number of possible constellations into which the visual stimuli can be grouped, Gestalt psychologists suggest that we will tend to select the most compact, simple and coherent pattern which is said to have the characteristics of a ‘good’ gestalt. The Gestalt principle not only governs that selection of the best pattern from within the visual field, it will also improve on it by smoothing away little gaps and imperfections. These insights were applied particularly rigorously by the psychologist Rudolph Arnheim in his studies of artistic expression and style in the visual arts (1943, 1949, 1954). Generally speaking however, this Gestalt approach to art has perhaps not been as productive as was hoped. For example, although Gombrich found Arnheim's (1954) account of child art and perceptual development very “instructive”, he felt that “for the historian and his problems of style…the book yields less” (Gombrich, 1960, p. 22). Kris also was sceptical of attempts to use Gestalt psychology to explain problems in aesthetics, arguing that the search (by those such as Arnheim) for a “good” Gestalt that was valid under all historical circumstances has not been successful. Nor has it led to new insight into the psychology of style or expression (Kris, 1952, pp. 21–22).


A thorough critique of the Gestalt view was delivered by Ehrenzweig (1953, 1967). He was specifically concerned with elucidating the nature of perception, and a major aspect of his work concerns the issue of how objects come to be selected for perception in the first place. He argued that this account of perception does not do justice to the facts of art and actual artistic practice. He regards it as crucial for the artist, and for the creative individual in general, to be able to return to a state of child-like “syncretistic” vision or “undifferentiated” perception. The Gestalt account is criticized for its postulation of a firm and stable structure in perception—such a structure has to be learnt first, says Ehrenzweig, for, at the start of life, perception is uncertain in its ranging over a wide field of view. However reliable our mature perception might be, early sensing is fluid and unstable: vestiges of it are accessible in dreams, mental imagery, and in the hypnagogic visions that occur between sleep and waking (1971 (1967], p. 87). He maintains that Gestalt psychology makes too ready an assumption that simple organization, the so-called “good gestalts”, are inevitably selected from the beginning, and, by a fortunate coincidence, just happen to correspond to the external objects of perception. Moreover, the so-called “goodness” of a gestalt depends upon the aesthetic preferences at a particular historical moment, which implies that the Gestalt approach itself depends upon an implicit aesthetic view, and this is surely not a very firm ground for any theory seeking to address the nature of art. Ehrenzweig's main point is that the objects selected by perception are by no means immune from libidinal interest (ibid., p. 18). To substantiate his view, he deploys both by Freud's theories of libidinal development and the Kleinian account of unconscious phantasy. His theory of “undifferentiated image-making”, emphasizes that what is selected for perception is closely geared to the needs of the developing id; as these become more precisely aimed, so do those of the ego. As he argues, the “ego's perception is at the disposal of unconscious symbolic needs” and “unconscious phantasy life during our whole lifetime is supplied with new imagery which feeds into the matrix of image-making” (ibid., p. 263). Ehrenzweig's account of artistic form and creative perception is discussed more fully in Chapter Five.


Major contributions to the interdisciplinary study of psychoanalysis and art have also been made by the philosopher and aesthetician Richard Wollheim. Like Kris, he too laments the tendency to reduce the significance of Freud's contribution to aesthetics. Wollheim argues that, contrary to the general view, Freud's account of the artwork is by no means a simple equation with joke, dream, or neurotic symptom, with a “sudden vehicle of buried desires” that requires a lapse of consciousness and attention (1987, p. 218). He sees Freud as recognizing the work of art as being “a piece of work”—that is, essentially “constructive” rather than purely expressive. According to Wollehim, Freud believed that a work of art affects us through a sense of confusion or ambiguity (ibid., p. 217). Freud shows us that an engaging work of art necessarily involves us in complex mental activities, which include sophisticated as well as regressive aspects. Wollheim credits Freud's aesthetics with an awareness of mental functions that have subsequently been identified as synthetic, integrative, and adaptive. Wollheim thinks it is unfortunate that Freud never developed this “constructive” side of his aesthetic in theoretical terms, a side that Wollheim believes is shown as early as Freud's Moses study (1914b). Wollehim suggests that this omission can be explained by observing that during the early years, when the first studies on art were being written, Freud had sufficient leisure to pursue non-clinical interests. By the time he had become interested in ego-functioning, he was no longer free to pursue his enquiries into the aesthetic and develop them in accordance with his later theory (ibid., p. 219).


It would seem that both Kris and Wollheim are on the right track in their emphasis that Freud's aesthetic gains considerable enrichment by developing the implications of his account of the joke-mechanism (a theme explored further in Chapter One). But Wollheim's remark about Freud's “lack of time” to pursue art surely needs qualification. It must be acknowledged that, after his structural revisions of 1923, Freud did go on to write such non-clinical works as The Future of An Illusion (1927c), “Dostoevsky and parricide” (1928b), and Civilization and its Discontents (1930a). It would seem reasonable to assume (as Wollheim does) that if Freud had had any desire to review his previous, pathographical account of art to bring it more into line with his later, structural theory of the joke and with developments in ego psychology, he would have done so. Perhaps it would be better to gain a clearer understanding of what he did say (as Kris and Ehrenzweig have attempted to) rather than apologize for what he did not say. However, as we shall see in Chapter Seven, Wollheim did not only elucidate the aesthetic theory implicit in Freudian thinking, but was also very much influenced by Kleinian theory, particularly through the writings of the art historian, poet, painter, and critic, Adrian Stokes.


Taking the above pathways into account, it becomes clear that a number of general issues arise concerning the applicability of psychoanalysis to the arts. First, as Gombrich makes clear, precisely how psychoanalysis (or indeed any psychological approach) tackles the problem of “art history” needs exploration. In other words, how far can intrapsychic experience provide a model for what is essentially intersubjective and public? The art historian is no doubt right to emphasize that psychoanalytic approaches to art tend to ignore the fact that art is not like a “shared dream” but has its own unique tradition and public frame of reference: it has a history and a social context. On this subject Kris writes:


Historical and social forces…shape the function of art in general and more specifically that of any given medium in any given historical setting, determining the frame of reference in which creation is enacted. We have long come to realize that art is not produced in an empty space, that no artist is independent of predecessors and models, that he no less than the scientist and the philosopher is part of a specific tradition and works in a structured area of problems. [1952, p. 21]


It is somewhat of a problem that classical criticism focused on the artwork as a “carrier” for buried desires, conflicts, and anxieties; that it concentrated on specific symbols and imagery and ignored the far more interesting and important question of why a painting itself is precious to us. For, as art historian Michael Podro suggests, “the skills and traditions of painting must have been acquired. And not only acquired but acquired in such a way that enables us to make them into an art” (1990, p. 401, my italics).


However, particularly with the developments in the British School pioneered by clinicians such as Klein, Winnicott, Bion, Milner, and Meltzer on the one hand, and writers on art such as Wollheim, Peter Fuller, Meg Harris Williams, and Margot Waddell on the other, psychoanalysis has evolved a set of conceptual tools which can look beyond the pattern of the art symbol and to analyse (as it were) the very fabric upon which it is printed, and, most significantly, using these tools they can explore what the meaning of creating that fabric itself means both to the artist and engaged viewer: the symbolic importance of the actual physical encounter with the medium and our corporeal response to the art work (a theme explored in Chapter Seven). Podro emphasizes that it was the work of those in the British School such as Marion Milner who


questioned within the language of psychoanalysis the relation between representing the perceived world and the feeling with which painting could be imbued and with which it must be imbued in order to be an art at all. [Podro, 1990, p. 401]


As we shall see in Chapter Six, Milner is one of the first analysts to raise this question of what it is that gives painting its vitality—what distinguishes it from being just the deployment of mechanical skills, or merely the rendering of a mundane copy of the world. In the non-clinical domain, Wollheim (1987) also explores under what conditions painting becomes an “art”, and he draws heavily on Kleinian theory to do so.


What I hope will become increasingly apparent here is the extent to which a British School aesthetic is grounded in a corporeal account of art and aesthetic experience; that it offers a corporeal theory of meaning. This point about “meaning” may be clarified further by the British psychoanalyst, Charles Rycroft:


The statement that psychoanalysis is a theory of meaning is incomplete and misleading unless one qualifies it by saying that it is a biological theory of meaning. By this I mean that psychoanalysis interprets human behaviour in terms of the self that experiences it and not in terms of entities external to it, such as other-worldly deities or political parties and leaders, and that it regards the self as a psychobiological entity which is always striving for self-realization and self-fulfilment. [1966 p. 20]


Indeed, I shall argue that it is this broadly humanistic view that is one of the distinguishing hallmarks of the British School approach to both human behaviour and artistic activity. What Rycroft is saying is that psychoanalysis is not merely interested in physical causes but, more importantly, the meaning of those causes to individuals who have their own projects and desires, their own psycho-history. Rycroft's qualification is thus of great significance, for it indicates how far removed such an approach is from the linguistically orientated model of European post-structuralist thinking championed by Althusser, Derrida, and Lacan. Their account is radically sceptical of humanism, and questions the very concept of a unified self as a locus of “meaning” and “value” (see Sarup [1988] for an expansion on this theme.)


In the light of the above, we may ask what psychoanalysis can offer the study of aesthetics. To respond, we can say that, broadly speaking, psychoanalysis offers both a highly refined map of the mind and a method for investigating its functioning—thus, it offers both a metapsychological as well as a clinical theory. The model it provides has a number of aspects: dynamic, economic, structural, adaptive, and developmental. Its method involves an approach that is highly sensitive to the way in which meanings are metaphorized through the play of language, as well as via the actual materials of the visual arts. It addresses the artwork with an evenly suspended, “free-floating attention”, based on the model of “free-association”. Psychoanalysis is thus a rich, many-faceted conglomerate that, when applied to the three areas of aesthetic functioning identified earlier, has the capacity to yield insights unobtainable in any other way. And as this study intends to show, it is British psychoanalysis which seems to yield the most possibilities in tackling both the intra-psychic processes involved in creativity and the way these are implicated in the formal structure of art. Because British psychoanalysis is primarily concerned with the relationships between human beings and their objects, it would seem particularly well suited to addressing the visual arts, for these are concerned (among other things) with the impact of outward objects upon inner experience—the artist's physical engagement with his medium, and the spectator's response to the art object qua object.


Of course, as well as the British School, a number of other psychoanalytic Schools have developed since psychoanalysis was first discovered by Freud at the turn of the century. Before looking at the general contribution of the British School to aesthetics, I shall give a brief overview of the main trajectories taken by psychoanalytic theory since Freud, so we can see more precisely where the British School is located on the map.


The evolution of psychoanalysis may be considered to fall into three main stages, beginning with Freud and Breuer's Studies in Hysteria (1895d) and Freud's Interpretation of Dreams (1900a). Here was set out his discovery of the dynamic unconscious, the account of repression, and the nature of the primary and secondary processes—the opposing set of dynamic mechanisms that ground our psychic life. In this first stage (referred to as “orthodox” or “classical” psychoanalysis) artistic form is regarded as essentially a neurotic and wish-fulfilling activity for both artist and viewer, and it shares the same structure as that of dreams, symptoms, and parapraxes. The perspective changed with the development of ego psychology pioneered by Anna Freud, Hans Hartmann, and Ernst Kris, a tradition that has largely flourished in America. The production of art and its enjoyment is deemed to represent the relatively autonomous functioning of the ego: i.e., artistic form can develop more or less independently of drives and instinctual energy. Kris (1952) has been the leading exponent of this view.


However, psychoanalysis in Europe, particularly France, has evolved with a distinctive stance of its own, one that has a particularly strong link to French intellectual life; for example, the influence of intellectuals such as Roland Barthes, Jacques Derrida, and Michel Foucault has been very significant. This interchange is perhaps also to be seen as an index of the privileged role philosophy plays in French intellectual life, where it is integral to the school curriculum. French psychoanalysis, by comparison with either the ego psychologists or the British School, does not represent a unified and homogenous body of thought, although it has loosely grouped itself around the teachings of the psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan. In contrast, there is only one Institute of Psychoanalysis in London, which provides a professional and ordered training, but this has had not quite the same impact on cultural life as its French counterpart. The British Society is also much more clinically orientated, discussing concepts mainly in a therapeutic context. Indeed, the contrast between French and British psychoanalysis is made clear by Benvenuto and Kennedy, who remark that, in France, “the organisation of analytic practice seems as ordered as a heated conversation in a French café'!” (1986, p. 14). The main distinction between the French psychoanalysts and their British and American counterparts lies in the former's emphasis on the role of language and, more specifically, the play of desire through language (Kristeva, 1980) and how the human subject is constructed through the linguistic register (Lacan). Compared to the British School, this takes a radically anti-humanistic stance, in which the human subject is regarded as being fundamentally fragmented, thus calling into question the whole notion of the unitary self as a locus of “meaning” and “value”.


As this study of aesthetics primarily concerns itself with exploring the contributions of the British School of Psychoanalysis, it lies outside of the scope of this study to do justice to the relevance of Jung's ideas to this domain. (For an exploration of Carl Jung's own thoughts on aesthetics, see Jung [1971]. More recently, there have been a number of fruitful studies exploring Jungian aesthetics, for example: Philipson [1994]; Adams and Duncan [2003]; Bishop [2007].) However, it should be noted that there have been some important connections made between Kleinian, post-Kleinian, and Jungian ideas, by Wilfred Bion himself and by a number of Jungians. When asked whether his notion of a “primorial mind” was related to Jung's archetypes, Bion replied “I think he [Jung] was probably talking about the same thing. There exists some fundamental mind, something that seems to remain unaltered in us all” (Bion, 1978, p. 4). (For an exploration of resonances between Jungian and Psychoanalytic concepts, see Fordham [1998]; Plaut [1974]; Astor [2002].)


It is to the British School of psychoanalysis, the main focus of this book, that we now turn. As we shall see, this School construes the nature of the human subject very differently. The focus is on the importance of the pre-verbal realm of experience and the interchange (reverie) between mother and baby and its role in subsequent psychic development. Analyst Adam Phillips remarks that “in British Psychoanalysis…there was not so much a return to Freud, as there had been in France with the work of Lacan, as a return to Mother” (1988, p. 10, my italic). (For an account of the development of French psychoanalysis and its vicissitudes, see Turkle [1986].) However, it would be simplistic and inaccurate to say that “British School” refers to only one approach. It is, rather, a broad tradition which combines a variety of different approaches that stand on common ground and enjoy shared values. According to analyst Eric Rayner, it is “a humanistic, decent-minded, democratic, kindly philosophy, and it is strong enough to inspire a way of life” (1990, p. 10). Like the French School, the British Psychoanalytic Society has encountered the storms of great upheaval and dissent, but has weathered them more successfully. In 1926, Anna Freud and Melanie Klein came into conflict, one that resurfaced as the bitter “Controversial Discussions” of 1941–1945; and then in 1951 Winnicott and Klein came to blows, resulting in a parting of the ways. However, it was the “Controversial Discussions” which most powerfully threatened to fragment the British Society. Yet, despite the huge theoretical gulf between the rival groups, the Society managed to contain its differences, and a “gentlemen's agreement” was forged between the rival factions (much of this was due to the tact and diplomacy of Winnicott). Out of this, two separate groups emerged specifically for training purposes: the “A Group” (led by Klein), and the “B Group” (led by Anna Freud). A third group also emerged (although more informally) and this became known as the “Independent” or “Middle Group”, comprising those who had no desire to align themselves with either side, such as Ronald Fairbairn, John Rickman, Marion Milner, Winnicott, Charles Rycroft, and, more recently, Christopher Bollas, Eric Rayner, and Adam Phillips. (For an account of the history of the British School, see Hughes [1990]. For an account of the “Controversial Discussions”, see King and Steiner [1992]. The history of “Independent” tradition and its main theoretical approaches have been explored by both Kohon [1986], and by Rayner [1990].)


Those clinicians who identify as working within the British School emphasize the relationship between individuals, the reciprocity between self and other—hence the term “object-relations”, a term also used to describe the orientation of these clinicians. Because their theory is concerned with the structural dynamics (not just the content) of psychic experience, it is well equipped to tackle the structural, formal nature of artwork and the way that specific psychic mechanisms are implicated. Their theories can help us to make sense of the aesthetic encounter and the artist's interchange with his medium. For both the artist and the spectator are concerned with the negotiation between the private inner world and that of the outer, and since this school of psychoanalysis is very much concerned with the specific ways in which the structure of inner experience shapes the perception of reality, then it would seem well able to help us explore the dynamics of aesthetic experience. It is important to emphasize that, for the purposes of this study, my understanding of the “British School” encompasses the Kleinians together with a number of clinicians who identify as working within the “Independent” territory.


An outline of how this book is structured


Although we are not concerned specifically with an analysis of Freud's aesthetics, his account of art will be the starting point from which to evaluate subsequent developments in psychoanalytic aesthetics pioneered by the British School.


Part One, “The Legacy of Freud”: Chapter One examines two distinctive approaches to art discernible in Freud's writings. The first section explores Freud's “neurotic model” and the nature of “pathography”. The second section looks at Freud's theory of the joke, which a number of theorists have developed into a possible model for understanding the formal qualities of art, aspects that the first model left unaddressed. However, although this approach has yielded new insights (Kris, 1952; Ehrenzweig, 1967), I concur with John Spector's view that “Freud's choice of subjects had less to do with central aesthetic questions than with his own personal needs and obsessions” (1972, p. 34).


Part Two explores the work of Melanie Klein and her contribution to developments of the British School and its aesthetics. Chapter Two explores how Klein's account of (for example) infantile development, unconscious phantasy, and symbol formation significantly developed the Freudian paradigm and created new possibilities in psychoanalytic aesthetics. However, because Klein did not herself develop a systematic account of art, Chapter Three explores how Klein's ideas were taken up by Hanna Segal (Klein's main standard bearer), and also through the work of the art critic and historian, Adrian Stokes (an analysand of Klein). I examine how their work lays the foundation of what can be identified as a “traditional” Kleinian aesthetic.


Since Klein and Segal's contributions, however, there have been significant developments in British School thinking that have had consequence for aesthetics. Part Three of this study: “Developments in the British School”, will explore how Kleinian ideas have progressed since Klein's death in 1960, primarily through the clinical contributions of “post-Kleinians” such as Bion, Meltzer, Milner, and Winnicott. (In this study, the term “post-Kleinian” is sometimes used, and a distinction must be made between its clinical, theoretical reference and my own use of the term, which is largely historical. Clinically speaking, the term “post-Kleinian” refers to a group of analysts who have taken up Bion's ideas and who believe that he has essentially moved beyond Klein and pioneered a new paradigm or School of his own. My use is somewhat different. I include with Bion and Meltzer the “Independent” analysts, Milner and Winnicott. For they [like Bion] were pupils of Klein and also went on to develop new insights after her death, and in this historical sense they deserve to be called “post-Kleinian”. However, most clinicians would take issue with my inclusion of Milner and Winnicott in the “post-Kleinian” tradition, because the two analysts disagreed with the fundamental Kleinian view that the child is born with an innate sense of an ego boundary and that unconscious phantasy operates from the very start of life. But it is for ease of reference and grouping that I have included them with Bion in the category “post-Kleinian”. Indeed, I would disagree with those who see a stark division between the ideas of (say) Bion and Winnicott, for even Winnicott himself saw a number of resonances between his thinking and that of Bion [(see Winnicott, 1987)]. Milner (1987b) also noted resonances between her work and that of Bion, especially his regarding later ideas concerning reverie, aesthetic experience, and mystical states.)


Chapter Four explores Wilfred Bion's insights concerning thinking, creativity, and his re-mapping of the Kleinian account of mental space. Although his work does not deal specifically with the visual arts, it will become clear that he has played an essential role in the development of Kleinian aesthetics. For, as we will see, his insights have considerably enlarged the Kleinian paradigm with wider literary and philosophical dimensions. Indeed, his writings increasingly stress the importance of the veridicality of aesthetic experience and its necessity for our meaningful apprehension of the world. In many ways this represents a return to the traditional (Neo-Platonic) view that art concerns “the True, the Good and the Beautiful”—the belief that it is through art that we apprehend the order and harmony of the world, and our place within it. However, there is a debate as to how far Bion has established a new, “post-Kleinian” paradigm of his own, or whether he is part and parcel of a more general development of Kleinian thought that includes Segal's development of the Kleinian theory of symbolism and aesthetic experience and the work of others such as Bick and Rosenfeld on the schizoid personality and narcissistic disorders. Hinshelwood (1989) is inclined to view Bion in the latter category, while my own view (following Meltzer) is that Bion represents the coming-of-age of psychoanalysis, and has transformed the Kleinian model by aligning psychoanalytic insight with literature and philosophy. Milton, Shakespeare, Keats, Coleridge, the Old Testament, and the Bhagavad Gita are among the classical texts that inspired Bion's thinking and helped provide models for his psychoanalytic theories.




The implications of Bion's thinking for psychoanalytic aesthetics and criticism have been developed mainly through the work of analysts and writers such as Donald Meltzer, Meg Harris Williams, and Margot Waddell. The fourth section of Chapter Four (“The re-mapping of mental space”) explores the contribution of these authors to what can be identified as a “Bionian” approach to literary and aesthetic criticism, which is combined with a deep appreciation of Stokes's critical writings. The fifth section (“Donald Meltzer and ‘aesthetic conflict’” looks specifically at the “dialogue” between Meltzer and Stokes concerning the social basis of art, for it is an interesting example of the fruitful interchange possible between the clinical and non-clinical spheres directed specifically towards the understanding of art. The final section (“Psychoanalysis as an art”) gives an overview of the trajectory and scope of Bion's thinking, and emphasizes the way in which post-Kleinian psychoanalysis seems to be increasingly identified as an art form, rather than a “mirror” of scientific objectivity as emphasized in classical psychoanalysis.


Turning to the non-clinical domain, in Chapter Five, I explore the work of art teacher and theorist, Anton Ehrenzweig. His concern is primarily with the unconscious, “hidden order of art” and the undifferentiated nature of creative perception. However, he can be regarded as somewhat of a “Flying Dutchman” figure here, for (as his Appendix to The Hidden Order of Art makes clear) he deploys psychoanalytic theory a little idiosyncratically, “mixing and matching” various concepts, combining insights from Freud, Kris, Klein, Bion, Milner, and Winnicott to suit his purposes—there is even a strong Jungian resonance in his account of “poemagogic imagery”. Broadly speaking, his view that the essence of art is not reparative concurs with that of Milner and Winnicott. He regards the paradoxical, “in-between” phase of undifferentiation between inner and outer, the “manic–oceanic womb of rebirth”, as the matrix of all artistic creativity and aesthetic perception.


Chapter Six turns once again to the clinical domain, exploring the respective contributions of Winnicott and Milner, two “Independent” analysts who have focused less on the formal structure of art and its reparative elements than on the nature of the interchange between viewer and object, the reciprocity between artist and medium, the “potential space” of illusion believed to characterize “authentic” artistic experience.




Chapter Seven returns to the non-clinical domain, examining the aesthetics and criticism of Fuller and Wollheim, and the overriding theme is the corporeal basis of painting and aesthetic appreciation: “painting as the body”. As discussed above, this is a major element underlying the British School account of art, and thus I have chosen to look specifically at its development within the context of actual critical practice. However, where Fuller believes the “post-Kleinian” ideas of Bion, Milner, and Winnicott are the most fruitful, Wollheim's loyalty is primarily to the insights of Klein and Stokes. Yet, as I argue, the combined contributions of Fuller and Wollheim not only show how successfully a range of British School concepts have been deployed in the criticism of art, they reveal that the fundamental link between the thinkers in the British School is the emphasis on the body, the corporeal basis of what Stokes called the “image in form”, that structure of art which is “container for the sum of meanings” (see Stokes [1978], III, p. 334). The work of Fuller and Wollheim reveals how British School theory can account for the material, corporeal basis of aesthetic appreciation, and can also address the question of why it is that the activity of painting is itself meaningful—a theme which most “ideological” and structural–linguistic theories of art seem unable to explain (Fuller, 1980, p. 183).


My Conclusion gives an overview of the main elements that comprise a British psychoanalytic aesthetic and some of the broader, philosophical ideas implicated in these. I also examine how British School theory invites us to rethink the classical account of the relation between art and madness, creativity and psychoneurosis, and the distinction between the primary and secondary processes.


The overriding goal of this study is to demonstrate that the work of the British School presents a significant contribution to psychoanalytic aesthetics and criticism. Given the various different approaches within this School (Kleinian, Bionian, Winnicottian, for example) it will become clear that there are a number of fundamental, shared assumptions that characterize what is an essentially a humanistic and material (corporeal) aesthetic. In this account, aesthetic and cultural experience are regarded as being central to both our psychic health and the continuation of our “going-on-being” (Winnicott). Through an exploration of the respective contributions of both the practitioners and the non-practitioners who have furthered the debate between aesthetics and psychoanalysis, my intention is to identify and argue for the existence of a uniquely British psychoanalytic aesthetic.













PART I


THE LEGACY OF FREUD













CHAPTER ONE


Freud's theory of art and creativity


This chapter explores the general direction of Freud's writings on art and its relationship to his metapsychology. I hope to show that Freud's contribution to aesthetics, although criticized for being ambivalent and incomplete, is significant largely because it made subsequent developments possible within the British School of Psychoanalysis.


First, I explore Freud's interest in “pathography”—the viewing of art as a privileged form of neurosis where the analyst–critic explores the artwork in order to understand and unearth the creator's psychological motivations. We will see the limitations of focusing solely on the content of the artwork and the inner world of the artist. This view is enriched and expanded, however, by Freud's later (1905c) theory of the joke mechanism and its relationship to his account of the primary and secondary processes. Although Freud did not fully pursue his investigation into the relationship between the joke mechanism and aesthetic experience, we will see that this aspect of Freud's theory seems better equipped than the pathographic approach to address the formal structure of art and the nature of aesthetic experience. Rather than just an object to be investigated on the analytic dissecting table, the artwork can be viewed as the outcome of a process.


Pathography and the neurotic model


Freud first introduces the term “pathography” in his essay on Leonardo (1910c) where it is described negatively, focusing on what it does not (yet) do. Pathography, according to Freud, does not aim, for instance, at making Leonardo's achievements intelligible; and surely (he argues) no one should be blamed for not carrying out something he has never promised to do. With this disclaimer in mind, Freud continues by comparing the practice of biography with that of pathography. The essential difference is that “biographers are fixated upon their heroes” and it is implied that the pathographer (in this case, Freud) has outgrown the omnipotent, infantile wish to idealize his subject and can get on with the real business of unearthing the truth. Freud's approach centres on the experience of the individual artist, and, like a detective, reconstructs his subject's past, discovering possible complexes, repressions, and neuroses. The artist is treated as a patient and his products are analysed in terms of these psychological considerations. The artwork is seen as a means of giving expression to, and/or dealing with, various psychic pressures. The pathographer manifests the same qualities as the so-called “objective” analyst who is able to look at the artist and his work as if he were conducting an analysis, but with the significant absence of a patient who can speak for himself. It is assumed that the artwork will shed light on the artist's inner conflicts and repressed anxieties, usually of an infantile nature.


However, one of the main problems with this approach is that little or no account of the origin of the creative impulse is given, nor does Freud give an explanation of the value of specific art works; i.e., why we may value one work more than another. What is crucial for the pathographical model is the way in which the analyst–critic is able to use biographical data to reveal psychological insights about the creator and the meaning of his creations. This is a two-way process: the artwork can help explain the artist's psyche in the same way that the artist's own experiences can illuminate his oeuvre. However, just as Freud neglected the significance and value of the countertransference (the analyst's emotional response to his patient) in his own clinical work and even saw it as a hindrance to analytic work (see the “Dora” case history [1905e] as an example), he also tended to de-emphasize the role of his own emotional reactions as significant critical tools in his analysis of art. But, despite a supposedly detached critical stance, Freud was undoubtedly drawn to certain artists and artworks that resonated with his own concerns, and, thus, Freud's identification with his subjects, however well disguised, significantly shapes his interpretations.


The Moses of Michelangelo (1914b) is especially notable for its disclaimers vis-à-vis Freud's own artistic preferences and critical abilities. He tells us somewhat modestly that he is “no connoisseur in art but simply a layman”, and that the “subject-matter of works of art” attract him more than their formal and technical qualities. Because of this, he says he is “unable rightly to appreciate many of the methods used and the effects obtained in art”. Yet Freud's interpretation is very much based on his own identification with the sculptor and with the subject, Moses. Freud first identifies himself with Michelangelo to see what his particular motivation might have been, and then assumes that the sculptor, in order to arrive at the form of his artwork, also identified himself with his subject, Moses. This subjective interpretation is based not on formal qualities of the work of art, but on an identification of the critic with its subject matter. We might ask why Freud should have felt such an attraction to this particular subject and we can find an answer in Freud's last work, Moses and Monotheism (1939a). “It was one man”, Freud wrote in that book, “the man Moses, who created the Jews. To him the people owes its tenacity in supporting life; to him, however, also much of the hostility which it has met and is meeting still”. As a Jew himself, Freud was forcibly aware of the psychological significance of the historical Moses and the statue exerted an extreme fascination for the psychoanalyst. He describes


…how often have I mounted the steep steps from the unlovely Corso Cavour to the lonely piazza where the deserted church stands, and have essayed to support the angry scorn of the hero's glance! Sometimes I have crept cautiously out of the half-gloom of the interior as though I myself belonged to the mob upon whom his eye is turned—the mob which can hold fast no conviction, which has neither faith nor patience and which rejoices when it has regained its illusory idols. [1939a, p. 130]


It could be argued that Freud's interpretation of the statue is more closely linked with his own feelings of kinship with Moses than he would like to admit. Just as Moses struggled to retain authority over his people, so Freud, as the founding father of psychoanalysis, also had to struggle with his “disloyal” followers to retain what he believed was his rightful position of authority within his psychoanalytic circle. For two contrasting readings of Freud's identification with Moses, see Fuller (1980) and Wollheim (1974).


Pathography can also be approached within the terms of the critical tradition of Romanticism. (For an understanding of this tradition, see Abrams [1971].) What is at stake for both Romantic and pathographic models is how, and to what extent, a particular work yields insights into the psyche of its creator, and whether his work is genuine, spontaneous, and sincere. The external world, as depicted in visual art, or described in poetry, is seen first as a projection of the artist's state of mind—an assumption that the artwork is essentially an externalization of the artist's inner state. The relevant question asked by the pathographer is, what underlying feelings, psychic states, conflicts, or desires (possibly disguised) are being expressed? The Romantic critic assumes (but does not explain exactly why and how) the artist's inner life of feeling finds concrete expression in his work. This approach was one that informed the general climate that received both Freud's clinical writings and his aesthetic theories.


We must bear in mind that this Romantic view not only shaped Freud's ideas (particularly the case histories, which are works of literature in their own right as much as clinical texts), but also aided their favourable reception. Within the Romantic approach to artistic practice there is a focus on a certain kind of conception of the artistic personality—that the artist is fragile, particularly sensitive, even “possessed”—reviving the Platonic belief in the artist's (dangerous) madness. It is not unusual, even today, to encounter the view that artists are persons with particularly intense and deep conflicts—and this is further connoted by the term “pathography”. Those who adopt this model assume that the psychoanalytically motivated enquirer will be able to uncover repressions, complexes, and anxieties through studying the artist's oeuvre, and that interpretations of such works can be made in the light of biographical knowledge. But this is a rather limited model because it assumes that works of art are by nature the outcome of conflict. It has little contribution to make to the notion of aesthetic value or the origin of the creative impulse itself, and it does not give a full account of the nature of aesthetic experience, either. Its significance mainly lies in what it may tell us about the psycho-history of the artist and its reflection in his work. As a model for an aesthetic theory, however, it is inadequate.


Freud was ambivalent about the capacity of psychoanalysis to illuminate artistic and aesthetic experience and its capacity to address the value of art. (For further analysis of this aspect of Freud, see Storr [1972], Chapter One.) On the one hand Freud is optimistic that psychoanalysis could


take inter-relations between the impressions of the artist's life, his chance experiences, and his works and from them construct his [mental] constitution and the instinctual impulses at work in it—that is to say, that part of him he shared with all men. [1925d, p. 65]


Indeed, his Leonardo study was certainly done with this in mind, based on a single childhood memory. On the other hand, Freud admits only a few lines later that psychoanalytic study can do nothing towards elucidating the “two problems which probably interest…[the layman] most”: the “nature of the artistic gift…and the means by which the artist works—artistic technique”. This ambivalence towards a psychoanalytic understanding of art was not new, and it recurs throughout his scattered writings on the subject. Although he regarded the connections between the impressions of the artist's childhood and his life history on the one hand, and his works as reactions to these impressions on the other, as “one of the most attractive subjects of analytic examination”, he remarks that the “problems of artistic creation and appreciation await further study”. Still, he remains confident that psychoanalysis will be equipped to address them eventually. Until then, precisely “whence it is that the artist derives his creative capacity is not a question for psychology” (as he had written some twelve years before “Leonardo”) (1913j, p. 187).




We might object that it is this very capacity that allows the artist to create and not become ill, and thus is vitally important. But what Freud and those who followed his approach were predominantly concerned with was the eliciting of unconscious conflicts and phantasies embodied in a work of art (for example, Jones, 1916; Rank, 1932; Sachs, 1940, 1942). Some of his papers aim at psychobiography of the artist, using the works of art as revealing of his inner conflicts and psychological history. Thus, in “Leonardo”, he uses scant biographical data—a screen memory and two of his paintings, The Mona Lisa and St Anne, St Mary and Jesus—to attempt a reconstruction of the artist's psycho-sexual development, relating Leonardo's childhood experiences to his later conflicts between his scientific and artistic creativity. In his essay “Dostoevsky and parricide” (1928b), through an analysis of The Brothers Karamazov in the light of Dostoevsky's early experience, Freud attempts to analyse the writer's personality, trying to account for his epilepsy, gambling, and morality.


Although this psychobiographical approach has been criticized on many counts (for an inclusive summary example see Spitz, 1985, pp. 50–53), its value lies not in the restructuring of the artist's inner life, but in the uncovering of the phantasies expressed by the artwork itself. His study of Leonardo, for instance, introduced for the first time the clinical description of a certain form of narcissism and narcissistic object-choice, and illustrates many other aspects of infantile psycho-sexuality. In the essay on Dostoevsky, Freud illustrates the clinical insights he had already gained into the universal theme of the Oedipus complex, yet is also able to derive new insights from his analysis of this writer. For example, he describes the splitting of the personality into many characters in the book, maybe more clearly than he does in his more clinically orientated writings.


The paper most frequently cited as a general statement of the Freudian view of art and creativity is “Creative writers and daydreaming” (1908e). Here, Freud gives an account of creativity that casts the artist as a neurotic day-dreamer who allows us to enjoy our own dreams without shame. He is portrayed as an egotist, whose creations are only valuable to the extent that they provide a kind of narcotic effect, offering both the artist and audience a substitute for, and an escape from, reality. The day-dreamer ignores reality in his dream and gives full rein to the pleasure principle in evolving wishful phantasies. Similarly, the artist creates a world of phantasy in which he can fulfil his unconscious wishes. But he differs from the dreamer in one significant respect: he is able to find a way back to reality in his creation, and in that way his achievement resembles children's play, where the external world is moulded to certain desires. Freud, however, contrasts play with what is real, a view that has been challenged by the British school. Later, we shall see that for Klein and Winnicott play is inextricably linked to the development of a reality sense and is viewed as an activity that is essential to our psychological well-being as well as our creative development.


In “Formulations regarding the two principles in mental functioning”, Freud writes that art


brings about a reconciliation of the two principles [pleasure and reality] in a peculiar way. An artist is originally a man who turns away from reality because he cannot come to terms with the renunciation of instinctual satisfaction which it at first demands, and who allows his erotic and ambitious wishes full play in the life of phantasy. He finds the way back to reality, however, from this world of phantasy by making use of his special gifts to mould his phantasies into truths of a new kind, which are valued by men as precious reflections of reality. Thus in a certain fashion he actually becomes the hero, the king, the creator, or the favourite he desired to be, without following the long, roundabout path of making real alterations in the external world. But he can only achieve this because other men feel the same dissatisfaction as he does with the renunciation demanded by reality, and because that dissatisfaction, which results from the replacement of the pleasure-principle by the reality principle, is itself part of reality. [1911b, p. 224]


This is virtually the same formulation that Freud was to make in his Introductory Lectures of 1915–1917. Once again, it concerns the dynamics of the creative process in the artist, and we are given little clue as to the problem of the formal aspects of art and aesthetic value. But, in drawing a contrast between the authentic artist and “those who are not artists”, Freud suggests that the “true artist” is exceptional in that he can find his way back to reality again, knowing how to elaborate his day-dreams
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