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Foreword

by Brett Kahr

To the very best of our knowledge, no human being has ever worked harder than Sigmund Freud.

The father of psychoanalysis would awaken not long after 7.00 a.m. each morning and would then toil continuously throughout the day, treating patient after patient, writing book after book, and tending to his extensive international correspondence until the small hours of the morning. He devoted so much time to the advancement of the psychological profession that if he had lived today in the twenty-first century, he would undoubtedly have developed either repetitive strain injury in his wrists or forward head posture syndrome from having chained himself to his home computer for too many hours, replying to untold numbers of text messages and e-mails!

In view of Freud’s extraordinary productivity, we have no shortage of amazing monographs, essays, and letters—literally thousands upon thousands of documents—produced by this incredible genius, all of which contributed to the creation of an unparalleled paradigm shift in the understanding and treatment of the human mind.

But studying the prolific—indeed seemingly never-ending—oeuvre of Sigmund Freud properly does require a tremendous investment of time and energy; and, alas, most people today—including many fellow psychoanalytical practitioners—have neglected to engage with the breadth and detail of Freud’s unique library of contributions.

Thankfully, Professor Barry Silverstein, a psychologist and Freud scholar of long standing, has generously crafted a concise and readable and accurate text which truly explains and embraces many of the great achievements of Sigmund Freud in a most engaging and inspiring style. In this very digestible book, Silverstein has treated us to what he has described, quite correctly, as a “guided tour.”

Not only has Silverstein escorted us on a guided tour but he has dared to tackle some of the most challenging and theoretically complex areas of Freud’s theories, which require great intellectual rigor, not least when immersing oneself in a detailed examination of Freud’s observations about the seemingly unsolvable “mind–body” dilemma as well as his engagement with the etiology of the neuroses and other psychological states, including the causal role of sexuality.

In my estimation, Silverstein’s book, The Evolution of Freud: His Theoretical Development of the Mind–Body Relationship and the Role of Sexuality, may well be one of the very best means of encountering Freud and engaging with his life and work. Moreover, this text will be of value not only to new students but, also, to old friends as well, as each of us still has so very much to learn about the progenitor of modern global mental health.

I congratulate Professor Silverstein on this outstanding and, indeed, loving achievement, and I recommend this book most warmly to us all.

Professor Brett Kahr

Senior Fellow, Tavistock Institute of Medical Psychology, London

Honorary Director of Research, Freud Museum, London




Preface

The narrative and text presented in this book will place the development of some of Sigmund Freud’s work in historical context. As Freud himself stated:

Psycho-Analysis may be said to have been born with the twentieth century … . But, as may well be supposed, it did not drop from the skies ready-made. It had its starting-point in older ideas, which it developed further; it sprang from earlier suggestions, which it elaborated. Any history of it must therefore begin with an account of the influences which determined its origin, and should not overlook the times and circumstances that preceded its creation.

(Freud, 1924f, p. 191)

This book has two main focal points: the development of Freud’s thinking concerning the relationship between mind and body, and his ideas concerning the role of sexuality in human development, behavior, and the creation of neurotic disturbances. We will follow the inner movement of Freud’s thinking, its meaning and coherence, as well as his conceptual logic and personal directions. I have attempted to locate the development of Freud’s thinking within the context of the intellectual, medical, scientific, and cultural currents swirling around him. A concern is how the changing circumstances of his personal life, particularly his sexual life, and his personalized professional rivalries, stimulated his thinking about the role of sexuality in human motivation, development, and the creation of adult neuroses.

To follow Freud’s path as he developed his theories, I have let him speak for himself by utilizing his own words on how he formulated the crucial points that became the building blocks of his system—a guided tour of his original foundational writing, published and unpublished.

Part I provides a detailed study of Freud’s mind–body views. It traces his development of a pragmatic dualist-interactionist approach that maintained a critical distinction between the material body and the mental subjective world. He focused on what went on within the mind in relation to the necessity to reduce tensions (feelings) subjectively experienced within the lived-in body, caused by physiological changes in the material body. He concentrated on a particular link between mental processes and the organic substrate: sexual physiology.

Part II focuses on Freud’s evolving views on the role of sexuality in the causation of neuroses and his differentiation of particular neuroses based upon varying specific underlying sexual causes. We will follow his changing attempts to develop therapeutic tactics to bring cures to his patients, as well as the trajectory of his changing views on the role of deferred action of childhood experiences as prerequisites for adult neuroses, the development of childhood sexuality (as rooted in evolutionary biology), and the role of different childhood experiences that produce adult character types connected to differentiated adult psychoneurotic symptoms.




Part I

Freud on mind and body


Introduction

Part I explores Freud’s confrontation with the mind–body relationship. His early clinical work presented him with a number of puzzling questions: Using hypnosis, how can spoken words (ideas) cause physical changes in a patient’s body (see Silverstein & Silverstein, 1990), and how can hysterical patients’ self-generated ideas concerning their bodies, particularly thoughts rooted in sexuality, produce physical symptoms (see Silverstein, 1985, 2003)? In facing these conundrums, Freud did not function as a detached philosopher, he created explanatory theories that made sense to him based upon his own experiences with the clinical material he had at hand.

We will review how certain significant mentors and role models in his education and early clinical experience moved Freud to believe that not only should mind (thoughts, ideas) be distinguished from the physical body (brain) within a dualistic-interactionist conceptual paradigm, but also that psychical processes have some independent power and efficacy to produce effects in the physical body. We will follow Freud’s construction and sequential reconstructions of his metapsychology—conceptions of the nature, dynamics, and principles of unconscious mental functioning and changing concepts of the nature and purpose of dreams. In addition, we will examine his motivational concepts of inherent human conflicts rooted in instinctual drives (a mind–body connection) and how conflicts with sexuality lead to ego defenses that determine healthy versus neurotic development and behavior.




Chapter 1

Mind and body

In considering what distinguished mind from body, Freud had been greatly influenced early on by his philosophy professor, Franz Brentano who taught that it was necessary to distinguish between psychical or mental processes and physical-physiological processes. Mental phenomena represented a distinct phenomenal realm, subjective reality, with distinctive properties not found in the material world. Brentano (1874) defined mental phenomena as “those phenomena which contain an object intentionally within themselves … No physical phenomenon exhibits anything like it” (p. 89). Motivational factors—subjective intentionality—were extremely important in determining the flow of thought. What was mental had to be understood in terms appropriate to the quality of subjective reality; the mental world could not be equated with, or reduced to, a physiological substrate (see Brentano, 1874, pp. 63–64).

Brentano (1874) argued that

the relationship between mental phenomena and concomitant physiological phenomena is actually very different from that which exists between the inorganic phenomena with which the chemist deals and the organisms with which the physiologist deals … the difference between physiological processes and chemical and physical processes really seems to be only that physiological processes are more complex … the more comprehensive concept of chemical phenomena has been shown to apply uniformly to inorganic changes and to life in the physiological sense. We can hardly say the same thing … when we apply it to the physiological and psychological realms … if we turn our attention from the external world to the inner, we find ourselves, as it were, in a new realm. The phenomena are absolutely heterogeneous … It was for that very reason that we separated the psychological and physical sciences as the main branches of empirical science … (pp. 50–51)

Further,

Not only the surrender of psychological investigation to physiological research, but also the mixing of the latter with the former seems by and large ill-advised in important areas. At the moment there are only a very few established physiological facts of the sort which could shed light upon mental phenomena. (p. 64)

Brentano taught Freud that an empirical scientist should not limit himself to a one-sided materialism in thinking about mind and body. One could be both scientific and empirical while taking a two-sided approach, one which avoided a strictly physicalistic and reductionistic stance. (See Silverstein, 1985; McGrath, 1986; Cohen, 2002; Whitebook, 2017; Bergo, 2018.)

The influence was so strong that, when he was still a student of Brentano in 1875, Freud characterized himself as “a former swashbuckling stubborn materialist,” even though he felt uncomfortable abandoning previously held faith in what was generally held to be correct, and he was trying to keep an open mind (in Boehlich, 1990, p. 109). Between 1874 and 1876, Freud took five courses with Brentano (Merlan, 1949). These were the only nonscience courses Freud took at the University of Vienna Medical School, and not one of these was a course which Freud was required to take (Jones, 1953, p. 37).

For six years, between 1876 and 1882, Freud worked in Ernst Brücke’s physiological laboratory carrying out histological research, microscopic studies on the structure of the cells of the nervous system (see Solms, 2002). Freud greatly admired Brücke as a teacher and mentor. Brücke and Emil Du Bois-Reymond were pioneers in the development of an understanding of the mechanisms of physical forces in physiological processes. They also were longtime associates. They both believed that physiological processes had to be understood as the lawful expression of physical and chemical forces at work in the body. In 1842, Du Bois-Reymond had written to a friend:

Brücke and I pledged a solemn oath to put in power this truth: No other forces than the common physical chemical ones are active within the organism. In those cases which cannot at the time be explained by these forces one has either to find the specific way or form of their action by means of the physical mathematical method, or to assume new forces equal in dignity to the chemical physical forces inherent in matter, reducible to the force of attraction and repulsion. (Quoted in Bernfeld, 1944, p. 348)

Although the quote is accurate, Cranefield (1970, pp. 47–48) corrects an error in Bernfeld’s citation. This often-quoted youthful oath was a rebellion against the then-current belief in a unique vital force found only in living organisms. However, Brücke’s and Du Bois-Reymond’s oath applied to the explanation of physiological phenomena. It was not addressed to an understanding of mental phenomena or the relationship between mind and matter. From the work of Brücke and Du Bois-Reymond Freud was influenced to expect lawful, deterministic, energic forces to operate in mental phenomena as they did in physical phenomena, but neither Brücke nor Du Bois-Reymond advocated the reduction of higher-level mental processes to the exact physical and chemical forces at work in the body (see Cranefield, 1966a, 1966b, and Gregory, 1977, pp. 145–163).

Freud greatly admired the eminent physiologist Du Bois-Reymond. In January 1875, Freud told a friend that if he could have financed the project, he had hoped to spend the 1875–76 winter semester in Berlin, in part, to attend the lectures of Du Bois-Reymond (in Boehlich, 1990, p. 84). In a March 1875 letter, Freud made reference to his familiarity with Du Bois-Reymond’s famous 1872 lecture entitled, On the Limits of our Understanding of Nature, when he made reference to “the dubois-Reymond limits of cognition” (in Boehlich, 1990, p. 107). Thirty years after his youthful 1842 oath with Brücke, even though he rigorously defended the truth of a mechanistic account of the world, Du Bois-Reymond argued that there were certain limits beyond which scientific understanding could not go. Faced with the questions how are nerve processes related to conscious experience and what is the relationship between nerve processes and the qualities to which they give rise, Du Bois-Reymond (1872) stated that he would have to say, “ignorabimus,” we will not be able to know; we will ignore it (p. 464). Further, Du Bois-Reymond (1872) stated:

The more unconditionally the natural science researcher recognizes and accepts the limits set for him, and the more humbly he resigns himself to his ignorance, the more strongly he feels it is his right to come to his own opinion about the relationship between mind and matter, by way of his own induction, unmoved along the way by myths, dogmas and proud old philosophers. (Original German text Du Bois-Reymond, 1872, pp. 460–461, as translated in Silverstein (2002, p. 439))

Mindful of Brentano’s views and Du Bois-Reymond’s warning that there might be limits to human understanding, Freud adopted and maintained a skepticism toward any uniting of the mental and the physical into an all-embracing materialistic monism. He was fond of quoting the poet Heine’s derisive comment on metaphysical philosophers who cling to the illusion of being able to present a coherent picture of the universe without any gaps: “With his nightcaps and the tatters of his dressing-gown, he patches up the gaps in the structure of the universe” (see Freud, 1933a, pp. 160–161).

Consistent with Du Bois-Reymond’s “ignorabimus” stance concerning the relationship between neurophysiological processes and the existence of consciousness, Freud accepted that consciousness was an enigma whose existence could not be explained by reference to neuroanatomy or neurophysiology. Early in his career in an article entitled “The Brain” (Gehirn) prepared for Villaret’s 1888 encyclopedic Handbook of Medicine, Freud stated that although there was a lawful connection between changes in the material brain and changes in the conscious mind, he could not understand the nature of the connection between brain and mind. Freud (1888) stated:

Although the mechanical process is not understood, it is the actual presence of this coupling of material changes of conditions in the brain with changes in the state of the conscious mind which makes the brain a center of psychic activity. Although the essence of this coupling is incomprehensible to us, it is not haphazard, and on the basis of combinations of experiences of the outer senses on the one hand and inner-perception on the other we can determine something about the laws which govern this coupling. (Original German text 1888, p. 691, as translated in Silverstein, 1985, p. 209)

A full translation of Gehirn (1888) may be found in Solms and Saling (1990, pp. 39–86). At the end of his career, in An Outline of Psycho-Analysis, Freud (1940a) essentially repeated his 1888 statement:

We note two kinds of things about what we call our psyche (or mental life); firstly it’s bodily organ and scene of action, the brain (or nervous system) and, on the other hand, our acts of consciousness, which are immediate data and cannot be further explained by any sort of description. Everything that lies between is unknown to us, and the data do not include any direct relation between these two terminal points of our knowledge. (p. 144)

Concerning what lay between the material brain and conscious experience, in 1888 at the start of his career when he was trying to understand symptom formation in his hysterical patients, Freud conceptualized the existence of unobservable mental processes that were not part of ordinary consciousness, but that, nevertheless, could affect the functions of the material body. Freud (1888b) argued that

the psychical changes which must be postulated as being the foundation of the hysterical status take place wholly in the sphere of unconscious, automatic, cerebral activity. It may, perhaps, further be emphasized that in hysteria the influence of psychical processes on physical processes in the organism (as in all neuroses) is increased … (p. 49)

Following Charcot, with whom he studied in Paris from late 1885 to early 1886 (Freud, 1893f), Freud believed that it was ideas (patients’ thoughts) concerning parts of their body outside ordinary conscious awareness or control that had the power to realize themselves objectively in shaping the nature of physical representations in hysteria. He was not viewing unconscious psychical processes as identical with concomitant physical brain processes; they were qualitatively different variables that interacted in ways that Freud believed were lawful, in spite of the fact that their mode of coupling remained incomprehensible to him.

In arguing for the role of mind–body interaction in the causation of hysteria, Freud (1888b) stated that an

extremely important characteristic of hysterical disorders is that they do not in any way present a copy of the anatomical conditions of the nervous system. It may be said that hysteria is as ignorant of the science of the structure of the nervous system as we ourselves before we have learnt it. (pp. 48–49)

Continuing with this theme later, Freud (1893c) explicitly argued for the role of ideas in causing hysterical paralyses. He pointed out that hysterical paralyses conformed to the patient’s images of anatomy, not to anatomical facts: “the lesion in hysterical paralyses must be completely independent of the anatomy of the nervous system, since in its paralyses and other manifestations hysteria behaves as though anatomy did not exist or as though it had no knowledge of it” (p. 169, Freud’s italics).

By the time Freud wrote his 1891 neurological monograph, On Aphasia, it is clear that he also had been influenced by the British neurologist, John Hughlings Jackson (see Freud 1891b, pp. 54–66). Hughlings Jackson had insisted that it was a pragmatic methodological necessity for neurologists to treat the mental and the physical as distinctly different phenomena. They were knowable by different methods, and required distinct, separate mentalistic and physicalistic modes of description and explanation. “It is impossible to study cases of diseases of the brain methodically if we confuse psychical states with nervous states” (Hughlings Jackson, 1881, p. 9). “There is no physiology of the mind any more than there is psychology of the nervous system,” he insisted (Hughlings Jackson, 1890, p. 417). Similarly, Freud (1891b) questioned: “Is it justified to immerse a nerve fiber, which over the whole length of its course has been only a physiological structure subject to physiological modifications, with its end in the psyche, and to furnish this end with an idea or a memory?” (p. 55).

Hughlings Jackson assumed a parallelism, or concomitance, between mental states and conditions of the nervous system. However, his parallelism was not strictly an ontological position that was a definition of the mind–brain relationship. Rather, he saw psychophysical parallelism as a pragmatic position from which to advance the study of the brain. Hughlings Jackson wished to avoid getting caught up in unanswerable metaphysical questions raised by a mind–body interactionist position, and he wished to avoid attributing mental properties to neurological states. In 1875 he stated: “We cannot understand how any conceivable arrangement of any sort of matter can give us mental states of any kind … I do not trouble myself about the mode of connection between mind and matter. It is enough to assume a parallelism” (p. 52). Further, he argued, “I then ask that the doctrine of concomitance be provisionally accepted as an artifice, in order that we may study the most complex diseases of the nervous system more easily” (1887, p. 85). While Freud might use the two-sided artifice of psychophysical parallelism when considering certain conditions caused by neurological damage, such as aphasia, his observations of the effects of hypnotic suggestion on the body and his psychogenic approach to hysteria required Freud to go beyond the artifice of psychophysical parallelism: When it came to hysteria, he had to assume that some sort of interaction between the mental and physical realms occurred in this affliction. (See Silverstein, 1985; Meissner, 2003; Bergo, 2018.)

Hughlings Jackson believed that neurologists had to turn to psychology in order to understand the rules, or organizing principles, of the ideational and linguistic accompaniments of complex nervous activities. He proposed an evolutionary, hierarchical model of the nervous system and of mental functioning with lower-level mental functioning dominated by a prelinguistic mode of cognition, which followed rules of association different from those found in higher-level, linguistically organized mental processes. Freud incorporated Hughlings Jackson’s ideas in his evolving conceptions of the dynamics of neuroses, and in his evolving topographical theory of mental functioning, to be discussed below, which he first published in The Interpretation of Dreams (1900a). For some commentaries on Hughlings Jackson’s influence on Freud, see Forrester (1980, pp. 1–62); Fullinwider (1983); Solms and Saling (1986); Harrington (1987, pp. 235–247); Goldstein (1995); Sacks (1998).

In the early 1880s, Theodor Meynert, Freud’s professor of nervous diseases in Vienna, had offered Freud a place in his laboratory to conduct neuroanatomical research. Freud was conducting brain anatomy research in Meynert’s laboratory in 1885 when Meynert published his textbook, Psychiatry (see Solms, 2002). Meynert (1885, pp. 246–248) argued that consciousness was a function of the level of nervous excitation associated with residual cortical images; those images which acquired the prerequisite high level of nervous excitation automatically rose above the threshold of consciousness. However, by the start of the 1890s, influenced by Hughlings Jackson, contrary to Meynert, Freud adopted the idea that a translation, or recategorization, from lower-level prelinguistic modes of thinking in images into linguistic modes of representation was necessary for mentation below the threshold of consciousness to become and remain fully conscious. Freud would go on to describe the emergence of consciousness as a progressive process of differentiation: “It is probable that thinking was originally unconscious insofar as it went beyond mere ideational presentations and was directed to the relations between impressions of objects, and that it did not acquire further qualities, perceptible to consciousness, until it became connected with verbal residues” (Freud, 1911b, p. 221). The possibility of a failure to translate unconscious images into the linguistic categories required for consciousness became a fundamental premise behind Freud’s concept of primal repression, and the distinctions between primary and secondary process mental functions as discussed below.

Freud focused on sexuality as a two-sided phenomenon which linked the subjectively knowable mental world and the empirically knowable physical world. He saw apparent connections between sexuality in the mental realm—sexual thoughts and intentions, and sexuality in the physical realm—changes in physiology and internal excitation of the nervous system. Basing his reasoning upon such considerations, Freud adopted a pragmatic-dualistic-interactionist position on the mind–body relationship: the mental world had to be observed through inner perception and described in motivational-intentional language, while the physical world was observed empirically, and described in terms from physics and chemistry. Nevertheless, he believed that the mental and the physical interacted in that ideas could produce effects in the body, while changes in physiology could affect motivation and thought. In 1890, Freud specifically argued for the existence of mind–body interaction when he declared:
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