


HEAD OF A WOMAN FROM A RELIEF

Greek, Classical Period, early 4th century B.c.
Pentelic marble, h. 4 ¥4 in. (12 cm)
4520

This marble head has been broken from a large piece of
sculpture worked in high relief. The angle of the relief is
such thar the head would have appeared in three-quar-
ter view to the right. The face of this young woman is
beautifully designed and realized: the contours of the
cheeks and forehead run smoothly one into the other;
the chin is firm and rounded, the nose long and finely
cut, the eyes set at a perfect angle. The smooth, pol-
ished surface of the skin is emphasized by its juxtaposi-
tion with the rough and wavy hair, which is parted in
the center of the forehead, drawn back, and tied in a
knot on the neck.

This head is extremely Classical in style. The marble
is Pentelic, like the marble of the Parthenon, and the
head itself is very likely to have come from an Athenian
grave relief. Such reliefs generally show either two or
three figures: the dead person and one or more relatives.
The figures are shown in attitudes of great stillness and
silent, dignified grief. As with scenes on white-ground
lekythot, it is frequently impossible to decide who is the
mourner and who the person mourned. It is cerrainly
impossible to decide to which category this head
belongs, for her downcast gaze would suit either.

Many would consider this piece the single most aes-
thetically pleasing and valuable article in Freud's collec-
tion. It is certainly the most truly Classical.

—LB

For a descriprion of grave reliefs of this type, see M. Robertson,
A History of Greek Art (Cambridge, 1975), pp. 365-72, pls.
121-24.
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EROS

Greek, Hellenistic Period,
probably from Tanagra, ¢. 300-250 B.c.
Terracotta, h. 3 ¥ in. (8.5 em)
3897

This Eros was made to appear suspended in flight, as is
suggested by the pierced projection between his wings,
and by his pose. His left leg is forward, wings raised, his
right arm brought across his chest; his missing left arm
was perhaps outstretched. Around his head is a narrow
band, and draped across his lower body is a scanty man-
tle. A band, perhaps for amulets, crosses his chest from
his right shoulder. On his feet are boots.

—LB

For this type, see F. Winter, Die Antiken Terrakotten (Berlin,
1903), IlI, part ii, pp. 320-22.
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EROS

Greek, Hellenistic Period, 3rd=2nd century B.C.
Terracotta, h. 4 in. (10 cm)
3912

This childlike figure of Eros is shown with his righr leg
slightly forward. His wreathed head is set to one side,
and both his arms are muffled in his mantle, which is
drawn up to expose his genitals.

The clay of this figurine is red; it was originally coated
in white slip. Traces of gold are visible at the top of the
wings and on the wreath, blue on the mantle, and red
on the hair.

Aspects of this figure, particularly the coy pose, the
affected set of the head, and the sweet smile, cast doubr
on its authenticity. If genuine, both the color and rex-
ture of the clay and the style of the figurine suggest it
was made in Boeotia.

— LB

For a similar piece, see S. Mollard-Besques, Musée du Louure.

Catalogue raisonné des figurines et reliefs en terre-cuite grecs,
étrusques et romains (Paris, 1963), 11, pl. 62¢, MYR 7.
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EROS

Greek, Hellenistic Period, from Myrina, ¢. 150-100 8.C.
Terracotta, h. 15 in. (38 cm)

This spectacular rerracotta Eros is shown flying for-
ward., his left leg in front of the right, his head turned ro
the right but both arms bent to the left. He appears to
have been carrying something, for not only are his
hands unfinished, but their artitude demands an object,
possibly a lyre or other musical instrument, a common
attribute of figures of this type. His whole posture is, in
fact, remarkably contorted and complex.

The clay varies in color from pale orange on the body
to deep pinkish red on the wings. Both wings carry a
coroplast’s monogram in the shape of a large kappa. The
figurine was originally coated in white slip, now partly
worn off. Traces of blue appear on the lower feathers of
both wings, and traces of gold on the upper edge of the
right wing only; traces of red may be seen on the hair
and wreath.

—LB

Freud identified the basic life instinct as Eros, as
opposed to Thanatos, and he described the evolution of
civilization as “the struggle between Eros and Death,
between the instinct of life and the instinct of destruc-
tion, as it works itself out in the human species” (SE,
21, p. 122). In defining Eros as the life instincr or the
libido, Freud referred to the classical concept of love:

We are of the opinion, then, that language has car-
ried out an entirely justified piece of unification in

3880
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creating the word “love” with its numerous uses,
and we cannot do better than take it as the basis of
our scientific discussions and expositions as well. By
coming to this decision, psychoanalysis has let
loose a storm of indignation, as though it had been
guilty of an act of outrageous innovation. Yet it has
done nothing original in taking love in this wider
sense. Initsorigin, function, and relations to sexual
love, the “Eros” of the philosopher Plato coincides
exactly with the love force, the libido of psycho-
analysis. (SE, 18, p. 91)

Freud's collection includes at least six statues of the
god of love. Although this Eros held a musical instru-
ment, others depicted in contemporary Hellenistic wall
paintings carry bows —a reminder that Eros, in a fusion
of the forces of aggression with the libido, causes his vic-
tims to fall in love by attacking them.

—FM

The body and legs of this Eros are almost certainly from the same
mold as a figurine in the Louvre, MYR 60, see S. Mollard-
Besques, Musée du Louure. Catalogue raisonné des figurines et
veliefs en terre-cuite grecs, étrusques et romains {Paris, 1963}, 11, pL.
42b: the head and wreath resemble a similar figure, also in the
Louvre (MYR 56, in Mollard-Besques, loc. cit., pl. 42e). Far
other similar figures, see F. Winter, Die Antiken Terrakotten
(Berlin, 1903), I11, part ii, pls. 342 and 344.







ARTEMIS

Greek, Hellenistic Period, from Myrina, 2nd century B.C.
Terracotta, h. 9 /s in. (25 cm)
3273

The goddess Artemis, huntress and patroness of wild
creatures, is recognizable by her hunting dress of short
tunic, mantle, and boots with rurned-down flaps. She is
shown in rapid movement to the right, her right arm
flung out ahead, while her left, wrapped in the mantle,
hangs at her side. On her head she wears a diadem. Her
tunic is pressed back against her thighs as though blown
by a violent wind, and it is fastened with a broad girdle at
her waist; her mantle cascades over her arm. Her hair is
drawn back and arranged in a bun, and the fearures of
her face are very crudely rendered.

The clay of this figurine is bright red and very coarse.
The decoration consists of white slip, with rose-madder
on the mantle and near the hem of the tunic. The figu-
rine was made in two molds, front and back, with the
join visible at the side; the back is fully modeled, with a
large, round venr.

In its style and also in the type of clay, this piece
strongly resembles a figurine of unknown provenance in
the British Museum, again representing Artemis, this
time seared on an alrar with her arm around a deer. The
British Museum piece has been attributed to Myrina.
—LB

Images of androgynous, childless women intrigued
Freud. Artemis, like Athena, is chaste and mas-
culinized. Both are virgin goddesses of aggression:
Artemis is goddess of the hunt, armed with arrows;
Acthena is goddess of war and holds a spear. It is interest-
ing to note that whereas Freud interpreted the action in
the Oresteia of Aeschylus as a turning from matriarchy
to patriarchy (SE, 23, p. 114), the plot is set in motion
by the rage of Artemis, and the play is brought to an end
by the proclamation of Athena. So the brutal battles
between the sexes and generations that are fought out
among the human characters in this drama are, in fact,
controlled by phallicized women who possess enormous
power and who live, as it were, outside of human rime.
—FM

For the British Museum example, GR 1884.11-10.1 (D 158), see
H. B. Walters, A Catalogue of Terracottas in the Department of
Grreek and Roman Antiquities at the British Museum (London,
1903), pl. xxxvii,



WARRIOR

Italic, Umbrian, c. 500-450 p.c.
Bronze, h. 8 Y4 in, (20.8 cm)

Warrior figures of this type are commonly found as dedi-
cations in Umbrian and Etruscan sancruaries, placed
there presumably either in thanks for or in hope of vic-
tory. This slender, stylized figure of a warrior strides for-
ward with left leg advanced and right hand raised to
hold or throw a spear (now lost). He wears a helmert with
a long crest, itsdetails finely incised, and with upturned
cheekpieces that reveal his rather crude features— large
nose and eyes, small mouth, firm chin. His short cuirass

3135
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is incised with decorative patterns; below is the skirt of
his tunic, too short to cover his genitals.
=L}

Compare this figure with others such as British Museum Cata-
logue of Bronzes, no. 444, and Boston, MEA 52,186, from the
Todi Group, illustrared and discussed by M. Comstock and C.
Vermeule, in Greek, Etruscan and Roman Bronzes in the Musetwm
of Fine Arts, Boston (Boston, 1971), pp. 166-67, no. 191, For
these warriors as a class, see E. Richardson, Etruscan Votive

Bronzes (Mainz, 1983), pp. 1921F.



ENGRAVED MIRROR

Etruscan, late 4th—early 3rd century B.C.
Bronze, 95 ¥ 6 Y2in. (24.5 % 16.6 cm)

3082

Thousands of Etruscan mirrors survive today, many
engraved, like this one, with a scene from mythology
or daily life. Many of the subjects are at least mildly
erotic; favorites are scenes of female adornment,
showing a mirror in use, and scenes of the goddess
of love. The undecorated, slightly convex backs of
hronze mirrors were highly polished to reflect well the
images of their owners, who, evidence suggests, were
principally women.

Mirrors seem to have been an essential possession for
any Etruscan woman of status. Scenes on the mirrors
suggest that, for women, personal adornment, love, and
fertility were closely associated with the idea of immor-
rality of the soul. It is perhaps for this reason thar so
many mirrors accompanied their owners to the grave;
most Etruscan mirrors have been found in tombs.
Essential for a woman’s adornment in life, they were
equally crucial for the survival of her soul after death.

The scene on this mirror consists of four figures,
standing apparently on rocks. In the center is an armed
warrior with his arm around the woman at his side. The
warrior wears a helmet and a corselet, and a mantle

hangs loosely around his arms. The woman is naked
apart from a mantle falling around her hips, a necklace,
and a headdress. Framing the scene on the left is
another warrior, leaning on his spear, with his shield
beside him on the ground. On the right is the goddess
Athena, armed with helmet, spear, and shield.

The identity of the three characters to the left of
Athena is not altogether clear. Two might represent the
Dioscuri, the divine twins Castor and Pollux, and the
third either their sister, Helen of Troy, or Venus. How-
ever, the proprietary gesture of the man beside the
woman makes it perhaps more likely that the scene
shows either the abduction of Helen by Theseus,
accompanied by Peirithous, or the recovery of Helen
after the sack of Troy by her husband, Menelaus, with
another warrior. All these subjects are represented on
Etruscan mirrors.

—LB

Eor an excellent survey of Etruscan mirrors, their origins, devel-
opment, subject matter, function, and significance, see N.
Th(lﬂl]*:'sﬂl'l de Grummond, A Guide to Erruscan Mirrors {T}]“ﬂ*
hassee, 1981).
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BALSAMARIUM

Erruscan, 3rd century B.C.
Bronze, h. 3 %sin. (9.4 cm)
3029

This container for perfumed oil, incense, or ointments,
hollow cast in several parts, is in the form of two joining
heads set back to back. The heads are those of a satyr
and a maenad, male and female followers of Dionysos,
god of wine. Satyrs are mischievous and amorous crea-
tures, part-man, part-beast; maenads are rheir female
counterparts, who symbolize impulse and abandon.
Both heads are carefully modeled and finished. The
maenad wears a twisted fillet around her hair, a band
across her forehead, and a torque around her neck. Her
features are plain but strongly marked —a straight nose,
prominent eyes, large mouth, and full chin. The satyr’s
face is characteristically ugly, with sharply slanting eye-
brows, deeply lined forehead, large ears, snub nose and
curly hair, moustache, and beard. He also wears a
twisted filler around his head, and a bunch of grapes
hangs in the center of his forehead. At the side where
the two heads join is a cluster of grapes on a vine leaf.
Bronze vases such as this are fairly commonly found
in Etruscan tombs of the third century B.C. Some may
have been used to perfume the air, for many of them
have chains, or, like Freud’s, pierced lugs for the attach-
ment of chains, by which they must have been sus-
pended. Others may simply have held cosmetics. Some
of these vases are shaped in the form of just one head,
usually female, but very often they have the double-
head arrangement seen here, and the most popular
combination is of satyr and maenad heads. The artrac-
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tion of this arrangement lay perhaps in its juxtaposition
of opposites— beautiful and ugly, female and male.
—LB

Freud, the profound dualist, owned several two-faced
figures. As early as 1899 he possessed a stone Janus
head, and he kept this double-headed balsamarium on
his desk in his later years. Dualism runs throughout
Freud’s thinking, appearing in such fundamentral
dichotomies as the pleasure principle versus the reality
principle, Eros versus Thanatos, and libido versus
aggression, and in Freud's notion of the dream mecha-
nism of reversal —the representation of an idea by
its opposite.

Likewise, central to this object is the notion of the
basic bisexuality of all human beings, which Freud dis-
cussed in his fundamental work, “Three Essays on the
Theory of Sexuality,” of 1905 (SE, 7, pp. 135-243).
—FM

On these objects in general, with numerous excellent illustra-
tions, see 5. Haynes and H. Menzel, “Etruskische
Bronzekopfgefisse,” Jahrbuch des romisch-germanischen
Zentralmusewms Maing 6 (1959), pp- 110-27. For parallels, see
British Musewm Catalogue of Bronzes, nos. 756-38: and D. G.
Mitten and S. Doeringer, Master Bronzes from the Classical World
(Mainz, 1968), no. 225. A very similar piece was recently sold on
the New York market; see Sotheby's Antiguities and Islamic Arr,
New York, May 29, 1987, lor 90.







ATHENA

Roman, 1st or 2nd century A.D,,
after a Greek original of the 5th century B.c.
Bronze, h. 4 Vs in. (10.4 ¢m)
3007

This solid-cast figurine of Athena presents the goddess
of wisdom and war in a frontal pose, with her left hand
raised to hold a spear, now lost. In her lowered hand she
carries a patera (libation bowl) decorated with a petal
design. Her head is bent and turned a little to the right;
her left leg is straight, the right bent at the knee in the
classical contrapposto stance. She wears a helmet of
Corinthian type set back on her head; the crest is long
and reaches well below her shoulders. Her peplos is
belted over the overfall and open down the right side;
above it she wears her usual attribute, a rectangular
aegis (breastplate) with featherlike scales and a crudely
featured gorgoneion, a representation of the gorgon
Medusa’s head, here lacking its usual fringe of snakes.
The back of the figure is as carefully worked as the front,
with the drapery falling in irregular columnar folds.
The overall style of this piece, combined with spe-
cific fearures such as the simplified form of the aegis and
the decoration of the patera, suggests it is a Roman
work, probably provincial, of the first or second century
A.D.; the pose, however, very probably derives from a
Greek original of the fifth century B.C.
—LB

Freud displayed his attachment to this bronze Athena,
goddess of war and patron of the arts, by placing her in
the center of his desk and by selecting her as the sole
piece to be smuggled out of Austria in 1938, when the
loss of his entire antiquities collection was threatened.
In a short manuscript dated 1922 (SE, 18, p. 273f),
Freud discussed the sexual symbolism of the decapi-
rated, serpent-rressed head of Medusa, which Athena
customarily wears on her breastplate. According to
Freud, decapitation represents castration, and the hor-
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rifying decapitated head of Medusa symbolizes the
female genitals, which lack a phallus. He also noted
that the horror of this image of castration is mirigated by
the ring of snakes surrounding Medusa's head because
the snakes symbolically replace the penis. Freud
described the head of Medusa:

This symbol of horror is worn upon her dress by the
virgin goddess Athena. And rightly so, for thus she
becomes a woman who is unapproachable and
repels all sexual desires—since she displays the ter-
rifying genitals of the Mother. Since the Greeks
were in the main strongly homosexual, it was inevi-
table that we should find among them a representa-
tion of woman as a being who frightens and repels [a
male] because she is castrated. (p. 274)

This statuette and Freud’s manifest attachment to it
illustrare his commitment to a construction of female
sexuality in terms of its relation to a male norm. Athena
is a masculinized female whose lacks are manifest: her
spear is missing, the Medusa on her breastplare displays
no snakes, she has no phallus. In the last half century,
Freud’s construction of the female gender in terms of the
lack of a phallus has been much debated and revised (see
below, Spitz, pp. 160-61, n. 46).

—FM

For an Athena of the same period and in the same pose, but of a
slightly more sophisticated style, see P. C. Bol and T. Weber,
Frankfurt Liebighaus. Bildwerke aus Bronze und Bein aus minoischer
bis byzantinischer Zeit (Melsungen, 1985), pp. 125-29, no. 62,
with a full discussion and bibliography of the type. For two simi-
lar bur cruder Arhena figurines of uncertain date in Sparta, see
Lexicon Iconagraphicum Mythologiae Classicae (Zurich and
Munich, 1981-), II, Athena 185, pl. 726.







Roman, from France or the Rhineland, 1st or Znd century A.D.
Bronze, h. 5 in. (12.5 cm)

Venus was the goddess of love and beauty in the classi-
cal world. Here, she stands in a relaxed position, her left
foot just behind her right. Her head is turned slightly to
her left; in her right hand she holds out a strand of her
hair, while in her left hand she holds a mirror into
which she stares. There is a diadem around her head,
and her legs are covered by a garment draped below her
hips and tied in a knot at the front. The goddess has nar-
row shoulders, a long torso, and small breasts. The con-
tours of her body are simply but smoothly rendered.
Such statuertes are found in considerable numbers
throughout the territory of the Roman Empire. This
piece was probably made in a Roman province.
—LB

This Venus, holding a mirror, recalls Freud’s notion that
women are characterized by narcissism. The woman's
cathexis of her whole body and her desire for it to be

3471

beautiful, he believed, was an attempt to compensare
for the lack of a phallus. This Venus admiring herself in
a mirror may have held special interest for Freud in his
theorizing about women. In his essay “On Narcissism,”
Freud states:

Women, especially if they grow up with good looks,
develop a certain self-contentment which compen-
sates them for the social restrictions that are
imposed upon them in their choice of object [of
affection]. Strictly speaking, it is only themselves
that such women love with an intensity comparable
to that of the man's love for them. (SE, 14, pp.
88-89)

=T

For one of many similar figures, see R. Fleischer, Die rimischen
Bronzen aus Osterreich (Mainz, 1967), pls. 42-43, no. 74.




FRAGMENT OF A WALL-PAINTING

Roman, 1st century B.C.—1st century A.D.
Plaster, h. 7 ¥s in. (19.5 cm)

This fragment shows a sphinx seated against deep
pinkish orange background. At the bottom isa border of
running scrolls berween horizontal lines, all exec ured in
dark brownish black. The sphinx sits upright, her long
tail curling up behind her. Her raised left paw holds a
spray of ivy leaves tied with a white ribbon. Her body is
outlined in dark brown and filled in with white, now
worn so that the pink background shows through. Areas
of dark shading suggest the shadowy underside of her
body and legs. Her hair is brown, as are her eyebrows,
eves, and mouth. Her hair is drawn away from her face
and tied loosely at the back of her neck.

This fragment undoubtedly belongs to a larger com-
position; it seems highly likely that a second sphinx or
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other animal sat facing this one, perhaps holding the
other end of the ivy chain. The context is hard to recon-
struct; the figure could have belonged either ina myrtho-
logical landscape painting or in an archirectural scene.
It is probably impossible to determine the original loca-
tion of the fragment, bur the style and coloring recall
the paintings of the cities and villas of Campania of the
first centuries B.C. and A.D.

—LB

For an introduction to Roman painting, see J. Liversidge, “Wall
Painting and Stucco,” chap. 4, in M. Henig, ed., A Handbook of
Roman Art (Oxford, 1983).




FRAGMENT FROM THE LID OF

A SARCOPHAGUS

Roman, A.D. 160-210
Marble, 10 x 37 in. (25.4 = 94 cm)

This fragment comes from the right-hand end of the
parapet that ran along the front of the gabled lid of a
sarcophagus. The relief frieze represents the mourning
Trojans carrying the ransomed body of their leader Hec-
tor. The story of the slaying of Hector by Achilles, in
revenge for the death of his friend Patroclus ar Hecror's
hand, is part of the legend of Troy and is recounted in
Homer's lliad. (Freud also owned the left-hand fragment
of this frieze.)

Afrer Patroclus’ funeral, the distraught Achilles
dragged the body of Hector around Patroclus’ tomb at
dawn for eleven days, refusing to yield rhe corpse o
Hector's grief-stricken father, Priam, king of Troy. This
refusal constituted not only an unusually cruel revenge
but was also a gesture that affronted the gods and
custom, as a proper burial was essential to the hero's
entry into the afterlife. Eventually the gods resolved
that Achilles should be made to relinquish Hecror’s

4381

body to his family. Priam, accompanied by a single her-
ald, drove through the night to the Greek camp with a
cart full of treasure and made his way unobserved to
Achilles’ tent. There he knelt before Achilles and asked
him to think of his own father. Achilles, softened by his
appeal, accepted the ransom and surrendered the body.
So Hector was returned to Troy, where he was buried
with due ceremony and mourning.

In this relief, the body of Hector originally would
have occupied the central position. His body is of heroic
proportion, about a third again as large as the other fig-
ures. It is carried by two Trojans, identified by their rypi-
cal Phrygian caps. One Trojan stoops beneath the
weight of Hector’s legs, and the other strains to support
his trunk. Two Trojans walk in front, one carrying two
vessels, and both looking back toward the body; on the
far side walks a third Trojan. Behind the corpse comes
an animated group of four figures: rwo women, a young




hoy, and an older man. The disheveled women are
<shown in attitudes of extreme grief and despair, while
the older man, more restrained, looks down at the
young boy as if to comfort him. The scene on the sar-
cophagus fragment recalls Homer's account of the
arrival of the body of Hector in Troy (Iliad, 24.706ff).
It is tempring to identify the figures to the right of the
corpse on the sarcophagus fragment as Hecror's parents,
his wife, and their young son. However, three other
known fragments —one possibly part of this sarcophagus
lid (now lost), two others of the same subject—seem to
indicate that when complete, the relief panel may have
shown Priam on the left, kneeling before Achilles, with
the body of Hector carried from the right toward the
pair by a party of mourning Trojans. The vessels carried
by the Trojan on the far left of the extant fragment could
perhaps be seen as part of the ransom brought by Priam
to Achilles. Such an arrangement confuses the logical
sequence of events, for Priam had first to gain Achilles’
consent to his demand before the body could be deliv-
ered to Hector's kinsmen, who in any case would have
had no place in the Greek camp. One might argue fur-
ther that the body should have been carried away from
Achilles rather than toward him. However, for the artist
to have neglected the strict demands of narrative in
favor of juxtaposing the two most striking episodes in

the story is hardly surprising.

The type of sarcophagus to which this fragment
belongs and the style and subject of the relief suggest its
date and thar it was made in Rome. The Emperor
Hadrian (A.D. 117-138) initiated a revival of Roman
enthusiasm for all things Greek, and during the reigns of

his successors, the Antonine emperors, the fashion for
burial rather than cremation (which had previously
been the custom) promoted the production of large
numbers of expensively made sarcophagi, many of them
decorated with scenes from Greek mythology. By com-
missioning such a coffin, some wealthy Roman, a sena-
tor perhaps, would demonstrate his familiarity with
Greek religion, culture, and literarure. Unlike many of
the Greek myths represented on Roman sarcophagi, the
ransoming of Hector is a highly appropriate subject for
the decoration of a funeral monument: after a heroic life
and dearh, the body is restored to its kin for the neces-
sary rituals of mourning and burial.

—LB

The route by which this relief, which is in two fragments, came
into Freud's collection has been reconstructed by Dr. Alfred
Bernhard-Walcher of the Vienna Kunsthistorisches Museum.
See the letter from Dr. Bernhard-Walcher, working from notes
of the late Fritz Eichler, former director of the Kunsthistorisches
Museum, Vienna, to S. Neufeld, February 6, 1987, in the Freud
Museum, London. Both fragments surfaced on the Rome antig-
uities market and, through several dealers’ hands, were brought
to Vienna in the 1920s. The right-hand fragment was bought in
1930 by an unidentified woman, who must have given or sold it
to Freud. The left-hand fragment was sold directly to Freud in
1930. On the lefr-hand fragment see C. Robert, Die Antiken
Sarkophag-Reliefs (Berlin, 1890-1919), 111, pt. 3, p. 551, no. 58
(i). On the third fragment (currently lost), see G. Koch, "Ver-
schollene mythologische Sarkophage,” Archdologischer Anzeiger,
1976, p. 103, nos. 7, 8, and especially 6. For a discussion of the
type of scene and references for the other extant fragments, see
G. Koch and H. Sichtermann, Romische Sarkophage (Munich,
1982), p. 130 and n. 46.




UNGUENTARIUM

Roman, ¢. A.p. 150-250
Glass, h. 6 Ysin. (15.5 cm)
3594

This free-blown glass perfume bottle varies in color
from white to gray, with patches of iridescent blue and
green. Its wide, flattened rim and slightly swelling
mouth are set above a long, narrow neck, which flares
out sharply into the wide, low body. The body is grace-
fully profiled; its underside is slightly concave.

This unguentarium was made in the eastern Mediter-
ranean, possibly Cyprus.
— LB

For this type of bottle, see C. Isings, Roman Glass from Dated
Finds (Griiningen, 1957), p. 98, form B2 A for similar examples,
see |. Hayes, Roman and Pre-Roman Glass in the Roval Ontario
Musewm (Toronto, 1975), nos. 518ft.
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GRAPE FLASK

Roman, 3rd century A.D.
Glass, h. 5 ¥4 in. (14.7 cm)
3550

This glass flask, which would have been used for per-
fume or oil, was made in a two-part mold with verrical
seams. It is grayish green in color, with touches of bright
iridescent green. It has a wide, flattened rim above a
long neck, which rises from a collar ser above the avoid
body; the underside of the flask is slightly concave. The
surface of the body is decorated with an overall pattern
of stylized “grapes,” with a vine leaf set in the center top
of each side. This flask was probably made in Syria or
Palestine.

—LB

For similar examples, see |. Hayes, Roman and Pre-Roman Glass in
the Royal Ontario Museum (Toronto, 1975), no. 91, or S. B.
Matheson, Ancient Glass in the Yale University Art Gallery (New
Haven, 1980), no. 279.




JAR

Roman, ¢. a.p. 50-150
Glass, h. 7 ¥sin. (19.5 cm)
43094

This beautifully shaped, round-bodied jar has a rim that
is flattened on top and folded downward and outward.
Of free-blown glass, green in color with brownish areas,
it contains cremated human bones.

Jars of this shape are generally found in the western
provinces of the Roman Empire, and it seems likely that
they were manufactured in Iraly, southern France, and
Spain. They may have been used as storage jars in the
house, but most of those found have contained
cremations.

—LB

For the chronology, date, and find-places of similar jars, see C.
Isings, Roman Glass from Dated Finds (Groningen, 1957), pp.
8687, form 67; for a similar example, see J. Hayes, Roman and
Pre-Roman Glass m the Roval Ontario Museum (Toronto, 1975),
no. 618, pl. 39 (from Vaison-la-Romaine, southern France).










BOTTLE

Roman, ¢. A.D. 100-150
Glass, h. 10 ¥4 in. (26.2 cm)
3262

The body of this large bottle forms a straight-sided cyl-
inder. It has a flat shoulder and slightly concave base.
The neck is straight and vertical, and the rim was prob-
ably wide and flat. It is chiefly remarkable for its brilliant
iridescent sheen; the underlying color is basically green-
ish gray, but it is streaked and swirled with mother-of-
pearl, peacock blue and green, mauve, orange, pale
blue, rurquoise, gold, and red, all manifesting them-
selves in turn and in different combinations as the vessel
is looked ar under differing light.

This bottle was made in the eastern Mediterranean,
possibly Cyprus.
—LB

The beauty of this bottle’s shape and color, and that of
many other pieces in his collection, refutes Freud's
demurral that he could not appreciate the formal
qualities of art, but only its subject matter:

| may say at once that I am no connoisseur in art,
but simply a layman. | have often observed that the
subject-matter of works of art has a stronger attrac-
tion for me than their formal and technical
qualities, though to the artist their value lies first
and foremost in these larter. 1 am unable rightly to
appreciate many of the methods used and the effects
obtained in art. (SE, 13, p. 211)

—FM

For this shape, see J. Hayes, Roman and Pre-Roman Glass in the
Royal Ontario Museum (Toronto, 1973), no. 209,



OIL LAMP

Roman, c. A.n. 40-80
Terracotta, s X 4 Vs X 3Ysin. (2.2 % 10.3 X 7.9¢cm)
4238

Erotic scenes, both heterosexual and homosexual, are
commonly found on lamps in the Roman period. On
the discus of this lamp is a relief of a pair of lovers on a
couch. The man lies on his back with his head on a
cushion, while the woman sits on top of him facing right
with her hand on her hip. Both are naked, except for
the crumpled drapery covering the man's right leg.

The clay is light brown, with a darker, unevenly
applied brown slip. The lamp was made in two molds
and joined ar the shoulder. The nozzle, decorated with
volutes, is rounded at the tip. The rounded shoulder is
separated from the discus by three incised lines.

—LB

A lamp in the British Museum (Q 934) comes from a parallel
mold; see D. M. Bailey, A Catalogue of Roman Lamps in the British
Museum, vol. 2 (London, 1980), pl. 18.



SILVER RING WITH

BLUE GLA

SS

INTAGLIO

Roman, Ist century B.C.—1st century A.D.,

setting: 20th century
Glass, 3/8 % ¥4 in. (1 X 1.8 cm)

5046

This intaglio is probably ancient and bears a pastoral

scene of a shepherd with two goats lying in the shade of
a tree, one on a pile of rocks. Such pastoral scenes are
common on the engraved gems that most well-to-do
Romans carried and used as seals; the subject probably
appealed both to those who actually lived and worked in
the country, and to those city-dwellers who liked to
romanticize the joys of country life, the “caves and liv-
ing lakes, sweer sleep below the tree” idealized by such
poems as Virgil's Georgics.

—1B

Freud's practice of giving intaglio stones, which were set
in rings, to his closest colleagues began in 1912, with
the formation of the “Committee,” a group that
included Freud, Karl Abraham, Si

Ernest Jones, Otto Rank, and Hanns Sachs; in 1919

ndor Ferenczi,

Max Eitingon was added. The group rallied to support
Freud and the fundamental tenets of psychoanalysis in
the face of defections by early followers, such as Adler
and Jung, and criticism from outside the field. The idea
of the support group, with the intriguing overtones of a
secret society, was presented to Freud in a letter written
by Ernest Jones. Freud responded:

What rook hold of my imagination immediarely is
your idea of a secret council composed of the best
and most rrustworthy among our men to take care

of the further developments of psychoanalysis and
defend the cause against personalities and accidents
when | am no more. ... | know there is a boyish and
perhaps romantic element too in this conception,
but perhaps it could be adapted to meet the neces-
sities of reality. (Freud to Jones, August 1, 1912)

The first meeting of the Committee occurred on May
25, 1913, and Freud celebrated the event by presenting
each member with an ancient intaglio. Freud himself
wore an intaglio ring engraved with a head of Jupirer.

In later years, after the original Committee had dis-
solved, Freud continued the spirit of this first presenta-
tion by giving intaglios to other supporters, including
Marie Bonaparte, Anna Freud, Lou Andreas-Salomé,
Ernst Simmel, and Arnold Zweig. The ring shown here
was given to the German psychoanalyst Simmel in
1928. In a letter accompanying the gift Freud wrote:

Once upon a time these rings were a privilege and a
mark distinguishing a group of men who were
united in their devotion to psychoanalysis.... |
renew the old custom with you. ... Forms may pass
away, but their meaning can survive them and seek
to express themselves in other forms. So please
don’t be disturbed by the fact that this ring signifies
a regression to something that no longer exists, and
wear it for many years as a memory of your cordially
devoted Freud. (Freud to Simmel, November 11,
1928)
—FM

For an account of Roman engraved gems, their subjects, tech-
niques, and usage, see G. M. A. Richter, The Engraved Gems of
the Greeks, Etruscans and the Romans (London, 1971), pt. 2; for
the Roman attitude toward the country, see K. D. White, Coun-
try Life in Classical Times (London, 1977). On the formation of
the Commirtes, see Ernest Jones, The Life and Work of Sigmund
Freud (New York, 1955), 11, chap. 6, pp. 152-67.




HEAD OF A BODHISATTVA

Chinese, Ming Dynasty, 15th—17th century
Cast iron, 9 5/s X 6% % 5% in. (24.5 x 16.8 x 14.5 cm)
3151

This head probably comes from a standing figure of a
Buddhist attendant, possibly a bodhisattva, a saintly
and benevolent being who artends Buddha and, out of
compassion, has chosen to forego nirvana until all oth-
ers have artained it. The figure would have been placed
in a Buddhist temple or monastery, possibly with
another identical figure, the pair flanking a Buddha.

A serene expression adorns the bodhisattva’s relaxed
face, with its downcast eyes and high nose. Typical of
Buddhist figures, the head has long ears draped with rib-
bons or scarves. The hair is parted in the middle and
falls in waves around the forehead, while ar the back of
the head, it is combed straight up. The bodhisattva
wears a typical har that resembles the shape of an Indian
stupa, a shrine containing a fragment of Buddhist scrip-
ture or a holy relic. (The profile of the Chinese pagoda
resembles the stupa because it developed from this
Indian shrine.) Four rectangular holes around the base
of the hat may be attachment points for an elaborate
crown of pendants.

This head was cast hollow; the casting seams can be
seen down the back of the head and at the sides under
the ears.

For two similar cast-iron artendant figures, see Chinese, Korean,
and Japanese Sculprure: The Avery Brundage Collection (San Fran-
cisco, 1974), p. 306.







HEAD OF A GUARDIAN FIGURE

Chinese, Ming Dynasty, 15th—17th century
Bronze, 634 X 5% X 6'sin. (17 % 15 % 15.5cm)

This guardian figure stares out at us with piercing eyes
from beneath a knit and muscular brow. His teeth are
bared; his face is framed with flamelike hair. Depicted
in the style of the earlier Tang period, he has a single
topknot and a three-pointed helmer ornament on his
forehead. Evil spirits approaching the entrance to a
sacred tomb or temple would be frightened away by this
terrifying guardian.

This figure is possibly a dvarapala, a kind of Buddhist
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guardian always found in pairs protecting entrances.
These Buddhist guardians are typically represented in a
dramaric fashion, with fierce expressions, contorted
limbs, and exaggerated musculature, in contrast to the
calm, serene portrayals of Buddhas and bodhisattvas.
=P

See Sotheby’s New York aucrion catalogue, March 16, 1984, lot
112, for a comparable example.



CAMEL

Chinese, early Tang style, 20th century forgery
Terracotta, 13% X 9 X 3 Yz2in. (35 % 23 x 9cm)
4392

During the late seventh to early eighth century A.D.,
unglazed figures (minggi) were placed in Chinese tombs
to indicate the status and wealth of the deceased. Larger
figures were formed in two-part molds, fired, and then
covered in a whitish slip and overpainted with unfired
polychrome colors. Bright and colorful figures of ser-
vants, officials, dancing girls, musicians, animals,
grooms, and foreigners combined to present a picture of
the cosmopolitan lifestyle of Sian, the Tang capital, at
the time one of the most civilized and sophisticated
cities in the world. Camels and horses were considered
auspicious signs of material comfort, since they repre-
sented a connection with the Silk Route and all the lux-
uries and exotic goods that it implied.

Although this imposing terracotta figurine of a
Bactrian two-humped camel is in the early Tang style of
the early eighth century, and can be compared with an
excavared piece dated A.D. 711 from the tomb of Yang

B

b |

Futing, it is in fact a modern forgery. During the 1920s
and 1930s, many Tang tomb figures were dug up from
the areas of the ancient Tang capitals of Sian and
Loyang. They became very popular with Western resi-
dents in China and consequently were manufactured to
meet an increasing demand. The chaotic political situa-
rion in the decades following the Chinese revolution of
1912 made it difficult to enforce checks on authenticity
or export. Large numbers of these figures were produced
and exported, to be bought by nonspecialist Western
collectors such as Freud. An expert can tell this is a
forgery by the applied paint, which flakes off easily and
is an unconvincing imitation of the unfired colors of
Tang figures.

—F

On the piece excavated from the tomb of Yang Furing, see Kaogu,
1964, p. 6, pl. 1X, no. 3.






TABLE SCREEN

Chinese, Qing Dynasty, 19th century
Wood and jade; screen (withour stand): 7% % 5 % lin.
(19.5 x 12.6 x 2.5cm)
3001

This screen and its stand are carved from a reddish wood
in an openwork decoration of leaf scrolls. The figure of a
scholar carved in white jade is inset into the center of
the screen.

Intended to create an atmosphere conducive to con-
templation, such table screens found their place on the
desk of a scholar, along with brush holders, ink stones,
water droppers, brush rests, and other decorarive
objects associated with writing. Screens were carved
with designs of trees, vines, and hillsides, encouraging
the scholar to escape, in his thoughts, to an imaginary
vista. Landscape screens had a connection with Daoism
and the idea of transcending the realm of official duries
for the simplicity of the natural world. The scholar’s
desk was often placed by a window looking over a tradi-
tional Chinese garden, which like the screens, repro-
duced the narural world in miniature form.

—p

For examples of comparable rable screens, see Sotheby's London
auction catalogue, July 24, 1987, lots 240-49.




BUDDHIST LION PAPERWEIGHT

Chinese, Qing Dynasty, 18cth—19th century
Jade, 2%s X 15 X 1 Yqin. (6 X 4 X 3.2¢cm)

Jade has been carved in China from the Neolithic
Period (fifth millennium to eighteenth century B.C.),
and the Chinese have traditionally treasured jade even
more than Westerners have valued gold. The carving of
jade is a slow and difficult process requiring even harder
;Ih]’::lﬁi\'ﬁm SIECh das {]l]ﬂrfz ﬁi'lnd oar Cl’l]:&hﬁ.’.d gﬂrnet. Orl:ﬂ'—
nally reserved for rirual objects, jade came to be used for
decorative irems, especially those thar adorned a
scholar’s desk, such as this green jade lion paperweight.

In Chinese depictions of lions, the male usually plays
with a ball and the female fondles a lion cub. This
paperweight is unusual in thar the lion combines both
male and female characteristics; the semirecumbent
lion has a ball with tassels in its mouth and plays with
four cubs, which climb over it.

Lions are not native to China but came from India as
part of the iconographic vocabulary introduced with
Buddhism in the third century A.n. Early Chinese

4001
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representations depict lions realistically as terrifying
beasts. From the fifth century A.D. onward, fearsome
guardian lions are found flanking the Buddha in carv-
ings in cave temple complexes, such as Yungang in
northern China.

In the Ming and Qing Dynasties (1368-1911), Bud-
dhist lions had assumed a domesticated form, the so-
called dogs of fo (fo = Buddhism). They are presented as
frolicsome creatures wearing collars and bells, more pers
than guardians, which may be why these lions came to
be referred to as dogs; indeed, the Chinese especially
bred the Pekingese dog to resemble these dogs of fo.
Throughout the Ming and Qing Dynasties, large carved
stone statues of these playful lions appeared in pairs out-
side houses, temples, and even outside the Forbidden
City, the walled area in central Beijing containing the
imperial palaces of the Chinese empire.




NETSUKE IN THE FORM OF A SHISHI

Japanese, Edo Period, 18th—19th century
Ivory, 2 % 1% % 1in. (5 x 3.5 ¥ L5cm)
4028

Japanese men in the Edo period wore a loose-firting gar-
ment tied with a sash at the waist, and carried a variety
of items hanging from the sash by a cord—tobacco
pouches, pipes in cases, ind (seal cases), yatate (a writ-
ing brush and inkwell combination). The toggle at the
end of the cord, which kept it from slipping, was called a
netsuke. At first these toggles were probably simple
objects such as a piece of wood (netsuke means root-
fix), but gradually complicated carvings in ivory, wood,
and lacquer were made.

This netsuke is in the shape of a shishi, the Japanese
version of a Buddhist lion-dog and a favorite subject

because of its association with the Chinese scholar. In
this ivory shishi, the details of a raised bushy tail and a
long curly mane down its back are brought out by stain-
ing. The ball in the shishi's mouth indicates that thisisa
male lion-dog and is a sign of the Edo craftsman’s vir-
tuosity: this loose piece of ivory was carved within the
completed netsuke.

— 1L

For further reading, see Richard Barker and Lawrence Smith,
Netsuke, The Miniature Sculpture of Japan (London, 1976).
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A MIGHTY METAPHOR: THE
ANALOGY OF ARCHAEOLOGY
AND PSYCHOANALYSIS

DONALD KUSPIT

The archaeological metaphor, as it has been called, is pervasive in Freud's vision
of psychoanalysis. The metaphor makes a prominent appearance in two major
essays, the “Fragment of an Analysis of a Case of Hysteria” (1905 [1901]), other-
wise known as the Dora case, and “Constructions in Analysis” (1937), an impor-
tant statement of psychoanalytic method. It thus effectively informs, and perhaps
dominates. Freud's sense of psychoanalysis from the earliest days of its develop-
ment to the end of his life. To understand the archaeological metaphor is o
understand the thrust, if not the detail, of psychoanalytic thinking, its general
orientation, if not its particular procedures and concepts. It is not simply a dra-
matic device to enliven and adorn the discourse of psychoanalysis—a way of dis-
seminating and even popularizing its approach to the psyche —bur the major
instrument of its self-understanding.

In fact, the archaeological metaphor sustains its momentum in Freud's thought
hecause of its contradictory connotations. Freud seems to have seriously thoughr
of psychoanalysis as a kind of archaeology, in goal as well as method, althe wigh, as
Philip Rieff has pointed out, their goals only partly coincide and in fact ditferin a
crucial way.! At the least, Freud used archacological language to structure his
conception of the psyche, especially in the case of the topographical model. At
the same time. his allusion to archaeology was probably a way of broadening the
appeal of psychoanalysis, making it accessible to the nonmedical, if educared,
public. The analogy of psychoanalysis to archaeology can even be understood as a
theatrical pitch to the public at large — the unintellecrual crowd. The analogy
associated an unpopular, suspect enterprise with a popular, respectable one, for
Heinrich Schliemann’s discovery of Troy— his demonstration of the reality of its
heroes. the facts that informed the legend —gave archaeology a special celebrity,
an honored social place: it was an adventure that produced concrete results, a
means of showing the truthfulness of literary fantasy. As Peter Gay has said,
Freud “probably envied [Schliemann] more than any other” man, not only, I sus-
pect, “because in discovering ‘Priam’s treasure’ he had found rrue happiness” but
because of Schliemann's social success. “There is happiness™ not “only as fultill-
ment of a child’s wish” but of an adult’s ambition.

Freud's appeal to archaeology can be regarded as an effort to ingratiare psycho-

analvsis with society —to win its ;upprm'ﬂl and trust, to gain an influential place in
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it—and even to have some of the heroic quality associated with archacology rub
off on psychoanalysis. In Freud's eyes, psychoanalysis, like archaeology, was a
heroic investigation of legendary reality. Both uncover lost reality, ancienr worlds
that have become legendary with time. There were Atlantises sunken in the psy-
che as well as in the ocean. Freud directly compared the discoveries of psycho-
analysis with those of archaeology: the primitive aspects of the psyche, at least in
their gross features, resembled primitive worlds, and vice versa. Their dialectical
reciprocity was greater than expected: just as archaeology reminded us of the con-
tinuing influence in our civilization of past modes of social organization and out-
look (most noteworthily for Freud in religion), so psychoanalysis reminds us of
the continuing influence on our intimare lives of primitive psychic forms of expe-
rience and points of view. Both deal with the unexpected presence and power of
the past. Both are means of remembering it. Both tend ro absolutize the archaic.
For Freud, archaeology and psychoanalysis announce the same fundamental par-
adox: each is a way of engaging and articulating whar remains alive — in effect
immortal —and continues to determine our humanness, yet seems dead and bur-
ied and lost forever, permanently forgotten. The past even seems forgertable,
because antiquated or obsolete, maladaptive in the real world of the present, and
thus trivial.

Freud probably shared Europe’s imperialist belief in its civilization’s relative
superiority. In a sense, archaeology served this belief by presenting examples of
“inferior” earlier civilizations. Of course, the content of this superiority and
inferiority were not crystal clear; but what did seem unquestionable to Freud was
that “inferiority” was attached to the infantile, while “superiority” meant being
adulr. Primitive, earlier civilizarions were more childlike than adult, and as such
only nominally describable as civilized.? For Freud, the ultimate sense of adult-
hood was conveyed by science,* which meant having the ego strength to sustain
the reality principle: to not flinch in the face of reality, and to observe and ana-
lyze ir rigorously, working at it conscientiously rather than fantasizing abour —
spontaneously overestimating — it, which is a way of loving it blindly. Freud, of
course, came to doubt the “civilized" character of Europe, as well as the stabiliry
of adulthood, 3 but he apparently never gave up the notion of the childlikeness of
early civilizations.

His thinking on this was essentially Comrean. Much as there was a cognitive
development from religion through metaphysics to positivistic science, so there
was a correlative psychosocial development from the prehistoric through the
ancient (partially historical) to the modern world. Just as in the one there was a
clarification of the principles of thinking, so in the other there was an expansion
of consciousness (and finally a growth of self-consciousness), inseparable from
the willingness—which increased the ability — to remember. The progressive
development of civilization also involves whart in The Interpretation of Dreams
Freud called, in discussing “the changed treatment of the same [oedipal] mate-
rial” in Shakespeare's Hamlet and Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex, “the secular advance
of repression in the emortional life of mankind” (SE, 4, p. 164).
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Part of childlikeness is the reluctance to face reality directly, an inability to
sustain orientation to reality, to develop a scientific approach to it. The more
ancient the civilization, the more it was inclined to mask and embroider facrs
with collective fantasy— to mythologize them. Sophocles did not (and probably
could not) tell the story of a child’s tangled relationship with its mother and
father straightforwardly (it is unlikely that he even thought of studying the rela-
rionship in careful detail), but had to symbolize and bury it in a dramaric fable,
giving its rough edges and obscure aspects narrative smoothness and clarity. He
gave a generalization about life artistic substance rather than breaking it down to
emotional and behavioral particulars.

Insofar as it is a social strategy, Freud's appeal to archaeology is no doubt a logi-
cal fallacy on the order of the appeal to authority, an attempt to prejudice people
in psychoanalysis’s favor by associating it with the special authority and appeal of
archaeology, which seemed capable of extraordinary revelation. Bur the appeal
ro archaeological authority also suggestively communicates authoritative core dis-
tincrions in psychoanalysis: that between surface and depth, manifest and latent,
adult and infantile, civilized and uncivilized, historic and prehistoric (or rather,
the historic obscured by the partial amnesia of the legendary, the half-forgetful-
ness of the mythopoeric), fact and fantasy. These distinctions seem at once ver-
tically (hierarchically) and horizontally structured. One term subordinates the
other, but they are inextricably in conflict. Perhaps they are comparable to
Hegel's master and slave. The one is superior to the other, yet neither exists with-
out the other: but they achieve mutuality through essential conflict. Transcen-
dence of conflict changes both, but Freud studies such positive transcendence
in contrast to the “negative transcendence” of repression — less than Hegel does.
Thus, the terms of Freud's distinctions are value-tinged as well as descriptive.
Freud studies the rerms in their psychological necessity, but he sometimes seems
to approve of whar the higher one signifies, although he never forgets the ironical
character of the relationship between “higher” and “lower.” Freud explicated
some distinctions more than others and sometimes seems to subsume all in one —
the manifest/latent distinction is primary, and informs the sense of dream anal-

ysis as an archaeological enterprise® —but he uses all of them to structure his dis-
course. Much of it is casually encoded in archaeological language.

In any case, the archaeological metaphor is as demystifying as it is mystifying:
as much a way of suggesting psychoanalysis's power to reveal the plain truth hid-
den in the mysterious fiction as to idealize the facts so that they seem fabulous.
For Freud, archaeology was as much a mode of enchantment, a romanticizing of
inquiry and understanding, as a symbol of the patient, steady analytic work of
uncovering and reconstructing the unremembered past. Archaeology wasat once
the model for early psychoanalysis and a way of mythologizing its import, not
unrelared to Plaro’s use, in the last book of the Republic, of the myth of the under-
world to communicate in a narrative, intuitive way a treacherous psycho-logic
that is otherwise difficult to comprehend and accept. 7 One might better speak of
the archaeological myth than of metaphor to convey both the comprehensiveness
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of the archaeological idea in Freud's psychoanalytic thinking and its various roles
as intellectual buttress, protective fortification, and cosmeric camouflage for
psychoanalytic theory.® Freud was taken with archaeology nor only because of
the unusual findings it promised, which psychoanalysis also promised, bur
because the psyche itself seemed archaeological in character, that is, a realm of
relics and ruins.

As | have suggested, Freud never eliminated the archaeological metaphor. While
it has been said that he never completely gave up any idea he had once accepted,
but continued to use it suggestively as the occasion warranted, his arrachment to
the archaeological metaphor was especially intense, for it embodied the working
assumprtions of psychoanalysis, or more precisely, its basic attitude ro the life-
world: its scepticism. This becomes clear when we compare the early allusion to
archaeology in the Dora case history, where Freud uncritically compares himself
to an archaeologist—not simply correlating psychoanalysis and archacology, bur
in effect declaring psychoanalysis to be a kind of archacology —with the larer
allusion in “Constructions in Analysis” (SE, 23), where he sharply differenti-
ates the two. Even as he worked his way rhmugh the ana |ug1,', T‘r:::?il'm ]."'..'i\_u-'l.:hl)‘
analysis from its dependence on archacology, he continued to use it to propel
himself into psychoanalytic conceprual space, and in a sense as the vindica-
tion of psychoanalysis.

Freud’s fixation on the archaeological metaphor and its practical persistence as
a springboard, however much it came to be theoretically questionable, was not
simply a bad conceptual habit of thinking, or worse yer, a linguistic tic or atavistic
image, a sort of involuntary regression inhibiting the progressive clarification of
psychoanalytic concepts, detrimental to the health of psychoanalysis, the way
Freud's habit of smoking cigars was detrimental to his health. The archacological
metaphor was not Freud's fantasy formulation of psychoanalysis, his hallucina-
tion of the field, the crutch of its youthful self-consciousness, hur was in fact
emblemaric of the psychoanalytic approach as such, indeed, an assertion of what
seems most critical in it. For Freud, the archaeological orientation of psycho-
analysis was inseparable from its deflarionary power: its role as “a disturber of
man’s narcissism, ™ of his “naive self-love” and “megalomania” (SE, 16, pp. 284—
85). Archaeology symbolizes psychoanalysis at its most debunking and revolu-
tionary. For psychoanalysis, the life given in the clinical situation is not to be
taken at face value but as a site of past life to be dug up in order to discover its rrue
constitution. Psychoanalysis’s consistent refusal to accepr the present as given
leads straight to its sense of archaeological purpose. Moreover, the process of psy-
cho-archaeological investigation is the beginning of the process of psychic
change. For archaeological probing is in effect a preliminary act of intervention,
affording preliminary insight. It is a kind of partial interpretation, or pre-inter-
pretation, or propaedeutic broadly hinting at the need for change. It is the
uncomfortable awakening necessary for sharp-eyed full consciousness. The acr of
uncovering the past necessarily brings the psychic present into question, promis-
ing rransformarion.

[36



If nothing else, the archaeological meraphor signals psychoanalysis's ironical
artitude to everyday appearances. Psychoanalysis is a mode of doubt to the extent
that ir refuses to accept the face— the self-estimate —that people put on them-
selves. In refusing to let the world save face, as it were, psychoanalysis in effect
undermines acceptance of the conventional surface of society or at least encour-
ages reservations about everyday appearance. The shift from the naive to the
psychoanalytic attitude —from nonarchaeological (surface) awareness to archae-
ological (depth) awareness— it proposes is not unlike Husserl’s shift from the
“patural” to the phenomenological attitude. The psychoanalytic and phe-
nomenological attitudes are different versions of the same crirical consciousness.
Both are deliberate and fundamental changes of orientation —revolutionary
reorientations—opening up the possibility of an unconventional, alternarte vision
of the lifeworld. Both position one to find new meanings in the lifeworld, to dis-
cover the unexpected ways one has invested meaning in it. Indeed, they teach
one to expect it to have unexpected meaning, “opening one's eves” to the novelty
of its reality.

In general, psychoanalysis's postulation of archaeologically indirect meanings
and its rendency to take everyday life as a psycho-archaeological text—its use of
both “metaphor hermeneutics™ and “text-world hermeneutics,” as Don lhde
calls them'©—makes it threatening and unsertling. Psychoanalysis is inseparable
from the “hermeneutics of suspicion,” which is an archaeological hermeneurics,
for it denies the seemingly self-evident and insists upon alternative meanings
fraughr with uncanny necessity. Archaeology is the perfect symbol of disruptive
psychoanalytic suspicion, for all archaeological findings exist in a hermeneutic
condition of uncertain meaning — no doubt encouraging speculative attribution
of meaning, affording food for imaginative thought—which they never quite
escape. The archaeological metaphor conveys psychoanalysis’s uncompromising
curiosity and its interpretive propensity, which is why Freud never disclaimed ir.
It encapsulates the insistent questioning and questing consciousness inseparable
from psychoanalytic understanding.

In the “Prefatory Remarks” to the Dora case Freud wrote:

In the face of the incompleteness of my analytic results, 1 had no choice but
to follow the example of those discoverers whose good fortune it is to bring
to the light of day after their long burial the priceless though mutilared relics
of antiquity. | have restored what is missing, raking the best models known
to me from other analyses; but, like a conscientious archaeologist, | have
not omitted to mention in each case where the authentic parts end and my
constructions begin. (SE, 7, p. 12)
In “Constructions in Analysis,” after noting that “what we are in search of is a
picture of the patient’s forgotten years that shall be alike trustworthy and in all
essential respects complete” (SE, 23, p. 258), Freud states that this picture is, in
effect:
[a product of the analyric] work of construction, or, if it is preferred, of
reconstruction, [which] resembles to a great extent an archaeologist’s
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excavation of some dwelling-place that has been destroyed and buried or of
some ancient edifice. The two processes are in facr idenrical, except that
the analyst works under better conditions and has more material ar his com-
mand to assist him, since what he is dealing with is not something destroyed

but something that is still alive—and perhaps for another reason as well.
Bur just as the archaeologist builds up the walls of a building from the foun-
dations that have remained standing, determines the number and position
of the columns from depressions in the floor, and reconstructs the mural
decorations and paintings from the remains found in the debris, so does the
analyst proceed when he draws his inferences from fragments of memories,
from the associations and from the behaviour of the subject of the analysis.
Borth of them have an undisputed right to reconstruct by means of supple-
menting and combining the surviving remains. Both of them, moreover,
are subject to many of the same difficulties and sources of error. One of the
most ticklish problems that confronts the archaeologist is notoriously the
determination of the relative age of his finds; and if an object makes its
appearance in some particular level, it often remains to be decided whether
it belongs to that level or whether it was carried down to thar level owing to
some subsequent disturbance. It is easy to imagine the corresponding
doubts that arise in the case of analytic constructions.

The analyst, as we have said, works under more favourable conditions
than the archaeologist since he has at his disposal material which can have
no counterpart in excavations, such as the repetitions of reactions dating
from infancy and all that is indicated by the transference in connection
with these repetitions. Bur in addition to this, it must be borne in mind that
the excavator is dealing with destroyed objects of which large and important
portions have quite certainly been lost, by mechanical violence, by fire and
by plundering. No amount of effort can result in their discovery and lead to
their being united with the surviving remains. The one and only course
open is that of reconstruction, which for this reason can often reach only a
certain degree of probability. Bur it is different with the psychical object
whose early history the analyst is seeking to recover. Here we are regularly
met by a situation which with the archaeological object occurs only in such
rare circumstances as those of Pompeii or of the tomb of Tutankhamun. All
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of the essentials are preserved; even things that seem completely forgotten
are present somehow and somewhere, and have merely been buried and
made inaccessible to the subject. Indeed, it may, as we know, be doubted
whether any psychical structure can really be the vicrim of total destruc-
tion. It depends only upon analytic technique whether we shall succeed in
bringing what is concealed completely to light. There are only two other
facts that weigh against the extraordinary advantage which is thus enjoyed
by the work of analysis: namely, that psychical objects are incomparably
more complicated than the excavator's material ones and that we have
insufficient knowledge of what we may expect to find, since their finer
structure contains so much that is still mysterious. But our comparison
herween the two forms of work can go no further than this; for the main
difference between them lies in the fact that for the archaeologist the recon-
struction is the aim and end of his endeavours while for analysis the con-
struction is only a preliminary labour. (SE, 13, pp. 259-60)

There is a crucial difference between these statements. In the one from the
Dora case, the archaeologist and psychoanalyst are matter-of-factly equated. In
the one from “Constructions in Analysis,” the psychoanalyst is given an impor-
rant advantage over the archaeologist: the psychic structures the psychoanalyst
uncovers are intact, none the worse for wear, while the physical structures the
archaeologist uncovers are usually in irreparably poor condition. They can never
be entirely reconstructed, while in a sense the psychoanalyst has nothing to con-
ctruct or reconstruct: he has only to discover. The archaeologist is in a more
impossible, or at least less secure, position than the psychoanalyst, who can, as it
were, have the object of his psychological inquiry and analytically eat it too.
There is something smugly triumphant in Freud's assertion of psychoanalysis's
advantage over archacology, as though at last he had reached a long sought-for
goal — his science finally besting the science with which ir was most competitive
(at least as much as with medicine). Burt is it true that psychical structures, while
no doubrt “incomparably more complicated” than the archaeologist's material
ones, are unequivocally preserved in all their essentials? Can they be separated
from their fantasy coating? Are they not in some way as mutilated and eroded—
destroved by, lost to—fantasy as the archaeologist’s material structures are lost to
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mechanical violence, fire, and plundering? Is fantasy not a kind of violence done
to the psychical structure, a plundering of it? Can psychic fantasy ever really be
fully separated from psychic fact?

In any case, for Freud the psychoanalyst’s uncertainry comes from the subtlety
of the psychic structure itself, while the archacologist's uncertainty comes from
the conditions under which he or she necessarily works. Archaeologists must
learn to live with it— learn to live with ignorance, learn like Tantalus to live with
the object of their intellecrual desire permanently out of reach—but psycho-
analysts can sooner or later see their objects whole and clear, and hold them fast.
Freud privileges psychoanalysis with rrue knowledge: this is when it leaves
archaeology behind.

Nonetheless, Freud repeatedly locates his psychoanalyric inquiry in an archae-
ological context; it seems indispensable. It finally seems to come apart, but only
after it leads psychoanalysis, in the person of Freud, to self-understanding, self-
clarification. Is this overestimating the importance and persuasive power of the
archaeological context for Freud? Is it unreasonable to extend the archaeols wgical
metaphor to speak of the archaeological context of psychoanalysis? Do I dare dis-
pute Freud'’s own sense of his use of analogy, as in his assertion that “analogies . ..
are only intended to assist us in our attempt to make the complications of mental
functioning intelligible by dissecting the function and assigning its different con-
stituents to different component parts of the apparatus” (SE, 5, p. 536)? Is it the
case that Freud prosaically realized, through clinical labor, that no psychical
structure could be completely destroyed, thar it survived intact through historical
time, and then poetically stated this fact through the archaeological meraphor in
order to persuade us of it? If it were only that simple. The question of what can or
cannot survive burial, what is or is not recoverable, and in what state it is
recovered, cannot be asked without archacological awareness. It grows out of this
awareness spontaneously; it is inseparable from archaeo-logic. Every formulation
of early psychoanalysis, whether technical or theoretical, implies archacological
awareness, because psychoanalysis at its inception was more or less an inquiry
iNto Memory.

On December 6, 1896, Freud wrote to Fliess:

[[ am] working on the assumption that our psychical mechanism has come
into being by a process of stratification: the material present in the form of
memory-traces being subjected from time to time to a re-arrangement in
accordance with fresh circumstances—to a re-transcription. Thus whar is
essentially new about my theory is the thesis that memory is present not
once bur several times over, that it is laid down in various species of indica-
tions. ... I should like to emphasize the fact that the successive registrations
represent the psychical achievement of successive epochs of life.!!

Commenting on this statement, Ole Andkjaer Olsen and Simo Koppe remark:

Freud thus believed that the psychic apparatus was composed of separate
memory systems whose spatial relationship corresponded to their temporal
deposits, similar to the way archaeological findings and geological deposits
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were older the deeper one dug. Freud did not determine how many systems
existed, but in time only two genuine memory systems remained: the
unconscious and the preconscious. The unconscious was the older of the
two systems, !

The archaeological metaphor is inseparable from Freud's sense of the importance
of memory in psychic disturbances and in the creation of psychic structures in
general. The house of psyche is not simply builton a foundation of memories, but
it is 2 mansion composed of many rooms of memory, each builr ar a different time
and often on the ruins of other memory-rooms, exactly the way Rome has been
built and rebuilt many times, with some of the past visibly surviving in the present
but most of it lost, as Freud tells us in another (and lovingly, almost extravagantly,
extended) archaeological metaphor in Civilization and Its Discontents (SE, 21, pp.
69-70). As Freud and Breuer emphasized in a famous statement in the Studies on
Hysteria: “Hysterics suffer mainly from reminiscences” (SE, 2,.p- 7).

The archaeological metaphor, then, is inseparable from Freud’s idea of the
stratified character of psychic structure, especially if far from exclusively evident
in The Interpretation of Dreams. Not only memories but the meanings of dreams
are stratified:

Dreams frequently seem to have more than one meaning. Not only, as our
examples have shown, may they include several wish-fulfillments one
alongside the other; but a succession of meanings or wish-fulfillments may
be superimposed on one another, the bottom one being the fulfillment of a
wish dating from earliest childhood. (SE, 4, p. 219)

In a footnote added in 1914, Freud not only notes “the fact that the meanings of
dreams are arranged in superimposed layers” but calls attention to Orto Rank's
study of “the fairly regular stratification of symbols in dreams provoked by pres-
sure of the bladder” (SE, 4, p. 219). Superimposition or stratification of dream
meanings and dream symbols follows the model of the process of stratification of
memories. Indeed, for Freud every dream meaning and dream symbol hasa mem-
ory-trace at its core. Freud’s conception of a process of stratification is basic to his
conception of development as well as the dream, which is archaeological in
import: “Every dream was linked in its manifest content with recent experiences
and in its latent content with the most ancient experiences” (SE, 4, p. 218).
Freud uses the terms “ancient” and “prehistoric” more or less interchangeably,
as in his allusion to his “prehistoric old nurse” reincarnared as a maid-servant in
one of his dreams (SE, 4, p. 248). Commenting on Gottfried Keller's use, in Der
Griine Heinrich, of the Nausicaa story from Homer’s Odyssey, Freud writes:

The deepest and eternal nature of man, upon whose evocation in his
hearers the poet is accustomed to rely, lies in those impulses of the mind
which have their roots in a childhood that has since become prehistoric.
Suppressed and forbidden wishes from childhood break through in the
dream. (SE, 4, p. 247)

Thus, psycho-archaeological excavation uncovers the ancient or prehistoric
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memories of childhood, memories constituted by wishes—wishes in disguise. At
its most fundamental, the psyche is constituted by ancient wishes: its foundarion
is a compacted structure of stratified wishes. Indeed, one can say that the col-
umns of consciousness in the psyche stand in the foundational depressions made
by the memory-traces of wishes. For Freud, the dream is an obvious archaeologi-
calsite, a natural place to begin digging for wishes and the memory of wishes. It is
akind of tumulus— tumor?— of consciousness, a strange bulge announcing some-
thing hidden, buried within it. Dream analysis involves digging for and dissecting
its tissue of memory-traces. For Freud, the dream was especially ripe for excava-
tion —a site of consciousness begging for excavation — but as we know he regarded
other, if less obvious, phenomena, such as parapraxes, as psycho-archaeological
sites.

At one point Freud, describing the relationship of the component “agencies”
or "systems” of “the mental apparatus” to one another, writes:

These systems may perhaps stand in a regular spatial relation to one
another, in the same way in which the various systems of lenses in a tele-
scope are arranged behind one another. Strictly speaking, there is no need
for the hypothesis thar the psychical systems are actually arranged in a spa-
tial order. It would be sufficient if a fixed order were established by the fact
that in a given psychical process the excitation passes through the system in
a particular temporal sequence. (SE, 5, p. 537)

The archaeological metaphor, embodiment of the process of stratification, artic-
ulartes spatial and temporal stratificarion simultanec wsly. It permits Freud to ralk
of the psyche in spatial and temporal terms, that is, as a structure and a process at
once. Archaeologically speaking, they are in principle one and the same.

Apart from the primary usage of the archaeological metaphor to signal what is
most fundamental in psychoanalyric thinking, from its dev elopmental concep-
tion of the psyche to its understanding of dreams, Freud makes numerous refer-
ences to archaeological matters. Perhaps the most important one is his mention
of Johann Winckelmann, the founder of classical archaeology (SE, 5, p. 196).
Winckelmann’s decision to visit Rome changed his life; Freud alludes to him in
the course of his analysis of a number of dreams expressing his own wish o visit
Rome. Rome, of course, is a living archaeological site, a space of major strarifica-
tion in which many ancient memories are materially preserved in fragments.
Freud’s comparison of the psyche to Rome in Civilization and Its Discontents.
illustrative of the “general problem of preservation in the mind.” has already
been noted. Gay links the analogy to Freud’s obsessive collecting of antiquities,
part of his general “addictive pariality for the prehistoric ... second in intensiry
only to his nicotine addiction.”13 For Freud they literally were preserved pieces of
the mind, petrified parts of the psyche. Surrounding himself with them, he sym-
bolically immersed himself in the psyche.

In describing a dream of his mother being carried, as though dead, by “people
with birds’ beaks,” Freud remarks, “The strangely draped and unnaturally rall
figures with birds' beaks were derived from the illustrations to Philippson’s Bible.
I fancy that they must have been gods with falcons’ heads from an ancient Egyp-
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tian funerary relief” (SE, 5, p. 583). The birds’ beaks, of course, remind us of the
dream which Freud made so much of in his study of Leonardo da Vinci. Another
archaeological occurrence in a dream, the appearance of *“an Etruscan cinerary
urn,” our of which his wife was giving him a drink of water (SE, 4, p. 124), also
suggests the evocative power of the archaeological metaphor, especially its
implicarion of death, more precisely, its connection with the dead, or rather, the
ghosts of unconscious wishes. Archaeology is, afterall, a search for the remains of
the dead and a demonstration of how uncannily alive they still are. Indeed, death
is the primary meaning associated with archaeology, as the Italian Futurist
painter Umberto Boccioni indicates when, in desperate pursuir of new stylistic
life —a new future for art— he shouts, in contempt of tradirional artists obsessed
with old narratives and old modes of representation, “Out with you, archaeolo-
gists infected with chronic necrophilia!”'4 Was Freud a chronic necrophiliac?
Certainly the psyche is, retentive as it is of dead but emotionally immortal
objects. It sometimes seems like nothing but a cemetery in which it is not clear
how many bodies are buried, nor how many of them have been truly laid to rest.

Archaeological associations and associations to antiquity, which are insepar-
able for Freud, are generally connected with parental figures—imagos—by him.
In explaining his funerary dream, Freud remarks that “the introduction of the
cinerary urn was probably yet another wish-fulfillment. I was sorry that the vase
was no longer in my possession.” (He had given it away. ) In fact, the telling detail
is that the water “tasted so salty (evidently because of the ashes in the urn).” Did
the dream recall a childhood memory of his mother giving him a drink of water
when he awoke in the middle of the night? Did the salt water represent the tears
he shed ar not being able to sleep with her! Did he wish her dead ro distance
himself from her—to deny the wish to sleep with her? Were these the rears of his
unhappiness? Or was it water of life made undrinkable by the presence of death in
it? Did the simple salt water encapsulate the struggle between the life and death
forces? No doubt this is all too speculative, but so is a dream. Even the most
innocuous-looking dream has uncanny permutations. As Freud himself noted, its
implications spread endlessly; it leads us down unexpected paths, paths we didn’t
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even know existed in the psyche. We hold to the thread of psycho-archaeology to
find our way through this labyrinth of meaning.

Perhaps the most relling of Freud's archaeological associations are those which
directly evoke classical antiquity in support of his ideas. Indeed, analogy for him
is a security prop, and the association of psychoanalysis with classical antiquity
was an especially secure staff for it to lean on. Sometimes one thinks of Freud. for
all his fluency, as a stuttering Moses — his style in fact has the quirkiness of parole
rather than the solemnity of langue — who had to rely on classical ant iquity as an
Aaron who would give him a silvery tongue, who would honeycoat his aggressive
scientific intentions. Thus, he compares indestructible unconscious wishes to
“the ghosts in the underworld of the Odyssey —ghosts which awoke to new life as
soon as they tasted blood" (SE, 5, p. 553). They form the “store of infantile mem-
ories™ that are “a sine qua non of repression” (SE, 5, p. 604). The famous line (SE,
5 p. 608) from Virgil's Aeneid (VI1.312) — “Flectere si nequeo superos,
Acheronta movebo” (If I cannot bend the Higher Powers, [ will move the Infer-
nal Regions) — wittily summarizes the archaeological intentionality of Freud's
psychoanalysis. Just as Freud's eldest son, when he was eight years old, was
excited by “the legends of Greece™ (SE, 4, p. 129), so Freud was excited by them,
throughout his whole life.

Jung testified to the importance of the archaeological metaphor in Freud’s think-
ing when he appropriated it to begin his own Psychology of the Unconscious. There
he compares the universal “Incest Fantasy ... the essential root of that powerful
ancient dramatic material, the Oedipus legend,” which “Freud calls to mind"” as
the basis of “individual psychologic conflict,” with

the impression made by ... that wholly peculiar feeling which arises in us if,
for example, in the noise and twmult of a modern street we should come
across an ancient relic— the Corinthian capital of a walled-in column, or a
fragment of inscription. Just a moment ago we were given over to the noisy
ephemeral life of the present, when something very far away and strange
appears to us, which turns our attention to things of another order: a
glimpse away from the incoherent multiplicity of the present to a higher
coherence in history. !5

The archaeological metaphor also has great explanatory power for Jung. It points
the way to an understanding of the psyche. He yearns for it to be true:

[t would be significant enough if only the far-reaching analogy between the
psychologic structure of the historical relics and the structure of the recent
individual psychologic products alone were demonstrated. (p. 6)

As with Freud, for Jung psychoanalysis involves a necessary excavation of the
archaic strata of the psyche, which are as much collecrive as individual for him, as
they ultimately are for Freud. Archaeology signifies the convergence of collective
and individual psychology, and of the phylogenetic and ontogeneric in the
psyche:
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Through buried strara of the individual soul we come indirectly into posses-
sion of the living mind of the ancient culture, and, just precisely through
thar, do we win that stable point of view outside our own culture, from
which, for the first time, an objective understanding of their mechanisms

would be possible. (p. 3)

For Jung analogy is an intimation, even anticipation, of a rruth. Analogical
thinking is a kind of “dream or phantasy thinking” (p. 22), which he believes, in
agreement with Freud, is pervasive among “ancient people™ (p. 25). It is at the
root of myth formation, which sharply differentiates it from “directed thinking”
(p. 30) —scientific thinking. There is little ro separate Jung and Freud, at least ar
this stage in their thinking (1914), in their attitude to archaeology and antiguity.
While Jung tends to reify the archaic as primary meaning, Freud tends to qualify
it as primary wish. Neither denies that it is primary memory. Neither denies its
universality and primordiality, nor their fascination with it and the antiquity that
represents it.

It is in the name of genuine scientific thinking thar Donald P. Spence attacks the
archaeological metaphor. It derives, he claims, from Freud’s sense of “the ambi-
guity of everyday life, the fact that things are almost never whar rhey seem, that
surface is always deceprive, and thar true understanding must always go beneath
the surface.’'® That is, the archaeological metaphor is a sign of the hermeneutics
of suspicion. Spence says:

We may be overly impressed by the metaphor of going below the surface. To
the extent thar the unconscious is “deeper” and to the extent that a
dynamic explanation invokes “depth” psychology, we may fool ourselves
into thinking that we have made contact with more fundamental issues and
have come closer to the “true” explanation. (p. 31)

In other words, the archaeological metaphor leads down a primrose path of false
explanation (and expectation) to a dead end. For Spence the archaeological met-
aphor is inseparable from the notion of depth; to eliminate one is to undermine
the other. Like other postmodernist psychoanalytic thinkers eager to make
psychoanalysis operational in linguistic terms, Spence vigorously applies
Oceam’s razor to Freud's preconceprion of depth. Spence’s basic point seems to be
that an analogy is not an explanation, and that depth is a hypothesis not justified
by surface appearances. The archaeological metaphor is likely to be self-decep-
rive: it creates the illusion that one can understand visible, concrete phenomena
by regarding them as indicators of an abstract, invisible — numinous—depth,
where the truth really exists. The archaeological metaphor is more speculative
than analytic in import.

Noting “the enormous appeal of the archaeological metaphor in all branches of
psychoanalytic work™ (p. 76), Spence accepts the view of it as “one of Freud’s
master plots” (Brooks), “one of [Freud's] more convincing story lines” (Schafer)
(p. 78). He categorically states “that there are no clinical specimens which con-
vincingly support the archacological metaphor” (pp. 78-79):
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Clinical vignertes which seem to support the archaeological metaphor . ..
are not true data for ar least two reasons: With only a few exceptions—and
the exceptions are usually the more trivial observations — the so-called dara
are significantly incomplete —anecdotal rather than archival; even if rea-
sonably complete, they tend to be either theory-laden or context-laden.
What is more, we have no grammar of early development, no clearly
defined system by which early experience is transformed into later behavior.

Finally, Spence remarks:

The belief in an archaeology of the mind or of the session carries with it the
idea that the pieces of the past remain intact and can be recovered
unchanged. [As Freud asserted in the citation from “Constructions in
Analysis”—D.K.] The metaphor encourages us to look for tracings of the
past, variously disguised but somehow recoverable, which could be used o
validate the theary—both within the patient and within the session. But
such a belief entails a kind of positivism which simply does not apply to the
clinical material. The search for historical truth fails once we realize that
the observer is always parr of what is observed. The search for data within
the session to confirm this or that interpretation also rests on the assump-
tions that the clinical material exists independently of the observer, and
that whar was compelling or transparent for him will necessarily be the
same for an outside judge. (pp. 111-12)

In fact, it is not archaeology but Freudian psychoanalysis that claims to be able to
recover historical truch, as Freud himself acknowledged. Archaeology is much
more tentative; also, it is much more hermeneutically sophisticated: it recognizes
that withour their meaning, the historical objects it recovers are incomplete. The
objects exist relative to their meanings, not in themselves—not in their simple
materiality. To put it another way, the historical truth is not simply a matrer of
memories, but the meanings these memories have for those who have them, and
the meaning the remembered experiences had when they occurred.

Moreover, archaeology recognizes that the recovery of meaning is fraught with
problems: it is possible to know the letter of the meaning, bur not its spirit; the
recovered meanings are rarely straightforward, especially the socially more com-
plex ones; and we can never know what it was like to live these meanings, for they
are no longer ours. Freud refuses the partial ignorance and epistemological prob-
lems that archaeology accepts as its lot. In his enthusiasm and self-belief, his trust
in his own powers of mastery, he sees inarticulateness, uncertainty, and uncon-
sciousness at the beginning of the psychoanalytic process, and articulareness,
certainty, and consciousness at its end. For him archaeology signals not only the
will to make what is unconscious conscious, and thus bring it under control, but
the success of the effort, whatever its difficulty. For him, the psycho-archae-
ologically discovered truth frees one of superstition about the unconscious past.
A believer in enlightenment, Freud never quite realized its equivocal characrer.
Like a good Cartesian, he thinks he can be uncompromisingly clear and distincr.
Finally, in Spence’s words, he believes he can be a detached “outside judge” and
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participant-observer at once, disentangling the roles of theorist and technician.
From Spence’s point of view, this is no doubt exceptional grandiosity.

What Spence finally seems to want to do is to collapse the surface/depth, pres-
ent/past, manifest/latent distinctions implicit in the archaeological metaphor.
They predetermine the reading of the psychological data, in effect absolutizing
one reading. This reifies and dogmatizes psychoanalysis. Spence wants to recre-
ate it as an open discourse rather than as a statement of absolute phenomena. He
also wants it to be much more than a reconstruction and reliving of the past:

In arguing for an accumulation of commentaries rather than the excavation
of a session (or a person’s mind), we are saying goodbye to the archaeologi-
cal metaphor and substituting something much closer to an open conversa-
tion. We are suggesting that wisdom does not emerge by searching for
historical truth, continually frustrated... by a lack of clear specimens and
context-free data; rather, wisdom emerges from the gradual accumularion of
differing readings of the same situation and the accumulating overlay of new
contexts. Notice how the metaphor has changed. No meaning attaches to
any one piece which is buried in the past, in the unconscious, or in the
clinician’s incomplete records; no excavation is necessary. Instead, the
meanings are constantly in flux, seen each time against a different context
which provides a change of emphasis; figure and ground are constantly in
motion. (p. 180)

What Spence should say is thar the meanings are constantly in flux because they
exist in the present, and imply a future, whatever their relarion ro the past. Inany
case, Spence’s “new brand of tough-minded hermeneutics,” which “assumes that
nort everything has a pattern, or more specifically, it assumes that no pattern
exists until it is discovered,” a “null position” which he equates with the “null
hypothesis in statistics” (pp. 210-11), is commensurate with archaeological
thinking, which, as | have suggested, accepts tentativeness and readiness to re-
contextualize— reconceive — its data. Spence, | believe, is arracking archaeolog-
ism, which knows in advance the patterns it will find, or at least is on the lookout
for certain patterns, which it rends to find everywhere and overgeneralize.
Should we, then, with Spence, say goodbye to the archaeological meraphor!?
Certainly he convinces us that we must say goodbye to the archaeologistic mera-
phor. Bur the archaeological metaphor can continue to have value, provided it is
reconceived. | began to do so when I compared the psychoanalyric attitude with
the phenomenological attitude, arguing that the archaeological attitude had the
same critical import as they did. If the psychoanalytic attitude is an epoche!?—
reduction — positioning us to conceive phenomena as intelligible and meaningful
in psychological terms, then the archaeological attitude is a reduction within the
psychoanalytic reduction: an epoche positioning us to conceive psvchological
dara as intelligible and meaningful specifically in terms of the past. (To convert
phenomena ro data means to qualify them in terms of some cognitive task. ) That
is, the archaeological reduction posits that the dara reference the past; more spe-
cifically, it interprets or makes the data intelligible as signifiers of past meanings
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(not literal past experiences). To put this another way, where the psychoanalytic
attitude reduces phenomena ro psychological intelligibiliry and meaningfulness,
the archaeological attitude reduces the psychoanalytically available dara to
mnemonic intelligibility and meaningfulness. Thar the archaec logized dara will
eventually be discovered to consrirure a circular system of signifiers called “the
past” is secondary to the archaeological reduction itself, which can be conceived
as a necessary epistemological ficrion. 15

Thus archaeology is not simply a means to end amnesia, but an assertion that
there is none: the past lives all around us, it is sedimented in the present, we are
surrounded by it, but in the symbolic form of memory; more precisely, we unwit-
tingly live memories. The larger point of the archaeological attitude is that we
must decode the present to reveal it as the memorable, lived past. The past exists
in suspended form in the present; archacology precipitates it out of the solution of
presentness and shows why certain things are experienced as having more pres-
ence than others. Archaeology suggests that the present is specious, tilting us
toward the past from which it emerges.

Within the archacological attitude, progressive and regressive tendencies must
be sharply differentiated. In a sense, Spence does this for us when he dis-
tinguishes between psychoanalysis as a “hermeneutic adventure” and as “a staid.
pseudoscientific account” (p. 151). He advocates the former and opposes the lat-
ter. The adventure, with its implicarion that “the context of disc wery will very
likely have the appearance of a disconnected series of insights, strung together by
time” (p. 153), is progressive in import. The account, with its preconception of
the psychoanalytic goal to be reached— the discovery of “the hidden message, "
as Spence says—and the method of reaching it—recovery of the historical past
(usually conceived in an all too unsubtle, one-dimensional way) —is regressive.
For Spence, the crucial difference between the adventure and the account is that
the latter does not take into consideration the psychoanalyst's self-awareness.
Spence means something more than awareness of countertransference. He
quotes with approval Gray's idea “that perhaps the most important element in the
study of rechnique ‘lies in idenrifying, in more than wsual detail, the manner or
choice of the analyst’s forms of attention during the conduct of the analysis' " (the
first italics are Spence’s; p. 151) and Gray's call for knowledge “of those funcrions
of the ego that potentially enable it to observe itself” (p. 152).

The progressive psychoanalyst would be the self-observant one, aware of his or
her archaeological attitude and its effect on interpretation — the character of the
insight offered. The regressive psychoanalyst is not aware of his or her archae-
ological artirude, or rather, takes it for granted as the natural psychoanalytic atti-
tude, not realizing that it is simply one form of psychoanalytic attention. To be
aware of one's form of attention is to be potentially able to change it, as the need
arises. There is no reason why psychoanalysis should not be an archaeology of the

present and the future, able to move freely between past, present, and future as
intersecting objects of inquiry, converging in the patient’s life. The psychoana-
lyst should be prepared to archaeologically dig into the patient’s life as it is tem-
porally presented and uncover the meanings implicit in the presentation.




(Presentation is always temporally grounded, which is another implication of the
archaeological metaphor.) Temporal presentation may be as much in terms of
worry about the furure as about disturbance by the past (or present). Patients may
suffer from anticipations as well as reminiscences. They may experience a loss of
possibility as well as be overwhelmed by actuality. Perhaps psychoanalysis’s most
important task is to defend against meaninglessness and lack of intelligibility, by
discovering the meanings of the patient’s past, present, and furure, thus making
them intelligible. The archaeological attitude implies the general meaningful-
ness and intelligibility of temporal events, however uncertain we may be abourt
particular meanings and however equivocal intelligibility always is. What is ar
stake in the archaeological metaphor is not historical truth, as Spence thinks,
and as Freud did, but the intelligibility and meaningfulness of history.

Spence implies that the form of atrenrion, and the psychoanalyst’s attention to
his or her forms of attention, seriously condition the field of discovery. The
archaeological reduction is a form of attention that gives discovered data the form
of the past, that is, conceives it as a disguised or surrogate past. If the psychoana-
lyst is unaware of operating with an archaeological form of attention, he or she is
likely to foreclose on the field of discovery, that is, not find any further implica-
tions or meanings in the discovered dara. Spence is arguing in effect that there is
more than one way of making the field of discovery intelligible. Indeed, 1 would
argue that no way has priority over any other, except in terms of a specific
therapeuric task. However, | would also argue thar archaeological attention to
the past—which, as | have suggested, is not the only form of archaeological
attention—is one possible way of making the field of discovery intelligible and the
discovered dara meaningful. Intelligibility and meaningfulness are achieved by
regarding the field of discovery as the scene of memory. One therapeutic task is to
remember; perhaps not the first task, as Freud seemed to think, but cerrainly one
possible if not absolutely necessary task, and one rarely carried out completely.
Indeed, it is probably impossible to do so.

“Toy remember.” Merleau-Ponty writes, “is not to bring into the focus of con-
<ciousness a self-subsistent picture of the past; it is to thrust deeply into the hori-
-on of the past and take apart step by step the interlocking perspectives until the
experiences which it epitomizes are as if relived in their temporal setting”1? Freud
certainly seemed to advocate this reliving, but perhaps his error was to think it
possible to create a self-subsistent picture of the past. That is, his error was to have
a foundarionalist sense of the past thar was not necessary to his edifying therapeu-
tic — reeducative— purpose. 20 However, he is probably correct in thinking that
some sense of the past is necessary for any and every therapeuric task to be suc-
cessful, since such a task invariably implies a reevaluation of the present and the
projection of a new future: the existential realization of a new sense of possibility
and choice in life.

Indeed, Freud was right in thinking that past meanings—past forms of intel-
ligibility — spontaneously emerge in the course of the psychoanalytic process:
recognition of the past is inseparable from it. This is why it can be called a
psycho-archaeological process. In a sense, in the very act of showing us that the
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past is still alive, archaeology makes clear that it is unmistakably past: pastness is
not presentness, and the influence of the past on the furure can be restricted.
Perhaps the true import of the archaeological metaphor is not the theory of the
process of stratification of memories, but Freud's assertion thar when the past is
spontaneously relived, the psychoanalyst must grab it fast and discover whar kind
of life it is. Failure to do so means that the psychoanalyst is not properly reflective,
and thus not propetly responsible to the patient, who must be made reflective in
order to change his or her life. As Merleau-Ponty writes, “Reflection is truly
reflection only if it is not carried outside itself, only if it knows itself as reflection-
on-an-unreflective-experience, and consequently as a change in the structure of
our existence.”?! The psychoanalyst must participare in the patient’s past with his
or her reflections on (interpretations of) it, in order to generate the patient’s
reflection. The psychoanalyst must become a truly participant observer; must
catalyze the patient’s own psycho-archaeological awareness. If the psychoanalyst
does not relive the past with the patient and does not offer reflection on it—
reflecting as if inside the patient rather than as an “outside judge,” to recall
Spence’s term—"it would be just as though, after summoning up a spirit from the
underworld by cunning spells, one were to send him down again without having
asked him a single question” (SE, 12, p. 164).

Freud used his antiquities to summon up the spirits of his own underworld and
to reflect on them, to question them about himself. They were, in effect, inside
him: instruments of self-analysis. They were transference objects, in which he
could read his own prehistory. They also reminded him of the inescapability and
pull of the collective past, that is, of the fact that we all exist, phe-
nomenologically speaking, in already sedimented life.
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PSYCHOANALYSIS AND THE
LEGACIES OF ANTIQUITY

ELLEN HANDLER SPITZ

But what if both of us have strayed on to a wrong path ... What if we
have shared the fate of so many interpreters who have thought they saw
quite clearly things which the artist did not intend either consciously or
unconsciously?

— Sigmund Freud, 1914

The scrims through which each era stages and views its past inevitably wear and
fade. They must be patched, repainted, and rehung. Taking Freud’s collection of
antiquities as emblematic of a first staging of what may be viewed as an ongoing
drama between the ancient world and psychoanalysis, this interpretive essay has
rwo aims. First it actempts to show that, symbolically, Freud’s choice of ancient
Egyprian, Greek, and Roman cultures constituted, for him, a conflicted legacy in
which feelings about his Judaic birth and heritage were deeply implicated. Sec-
ond, it seeks to demonstrate that antiquity, as represented by this group of
objects, continues to count as a major and underexplored legacy for contemporary
psychoanalysis and the other mental health professions. Recent contributions to
classical scholarship have suggested interpretive possibilities that supplement
those of Freud and reopen the rich treasure trove of antiquity for fascinating new
borrowings by present-day explorers of the psyche.

Unlike symptoms, which, it is hoped, succumb to the power of good inter-
pretation, great myths thrive on rereadings and thereby gain an added signifi-
cance and longevity.! Moreover, to critique old ties or urge the forging of new
bonds berween psychoanalysis and antiquity is but to fol low a deep and turbulent
current in Freud’s ever-changing thought. To reinterpret the cultures of antiquity
and rethink their relevance for modern clinical practice is to support Freud's
belief, as attested by his classical collection, that antiquity provides an inexhaust-
ible well of understanding vis-a-vis the human condition.

Freud’s cherished antiquities reflect his profound indebtedness to a past thar
inspired him to make dazzling theoretical and interpretive leaps. Gazing at the
assembled objects, we are moved to reflect on the curious fact thar this Viennese
neurologist, man of medicine and science, so clearly w ished to be thus indebred

and to elect his antecedents in the realms of mythology, art, and lirerature. We




may interpret this desired legacy as symbolizing for him perhaps a permanence,
an authority, an acceptability, a wreath of ancient glory and legitimization in the
face of an initial and ongoing spurning of his intellectual enterprises.? Such spec-
ulation is irresistible to wanderers in the maze of Freud’s voluminous writings and
encircling scholarship. Both his oeuvre and the collection of antiquities betray
the rangled skeins of signification and emation by means of which life and work
are, as he himself taught, inextricably knotted.

Each part of this essay takes a specific object in the collection as a starting
point. First, with the statue of Amon-Re from Freud's desktop in mind, | shall
address some of the complexities and ambiguities latent in Freud's desire for an
ancient legacy. Second, turning to a small terracotta piece that might easily
escape norice, a head of Demeter, | shall argue that certain ancient myths and
practices, passed over by Freud, might nevertheless serve as fertile ground for the
expansion of metaphor and meaning in present-day analytic work. [ shall probe
one such myth, illustrated by this piece, in some depth, but clearly the scope of
such an endeavor must be partial and fragmentary. Its modest aim is to provide a
background for contemplating the collection and an impetus to further study.

Central to the theme of the collection is the powerful awareness forced on its
viewers that Freud, ever seeking clues to the riddles of psychic life, chose to peer
into the murky reservoirs of ancient mythology and art. In so doing, he marked
out a direction and a territory that mental health professionals today, intently
gazing into the sterilized test tubes of the laboratory or examining orderly tabula-
tions of statistical data, have rended increasingly ro ignore. To these modern
explorers of the mind, preoccupied with information systems, data processing,
quantification, and so-called hard facts, Freud's forays, his retrospection and bor-
rowings from past cultures, may seem merely quaint. Yet, as we gaze at his antique
objects and conjure the cluttered study that housed them, we cannot fail to
acknowledge the indelible impact upon us of his fascination with all this—at the
impact of his deeply mythical cast of mind and his relentless pursuit of fantasy,
dream, and desire.

Despite an interest in antiquity that originated in his childhood, Freud began
actively collecting antiquities only after his father's deach and during the period of
his self-analysis; from that point, however, he continued to do so avidly through-
out his lifetime. ? Intimately present in his visual field on a daily basis and physi-
cally proximate, close enough to rouch, these objects —statuettes, busts, vases,
reliefs, tablets, receptacles—ever growing in number, formed, in the company of
books and pictures, a thickly textured stage-set against which his patients’ narra-
tives and his interpretations of them were played our. Seared in his consulting
room, listening hour by hour, penning the theories rhat were to transform our
self-understanding, Freud shared physical space and visual field with these
carved, limned, and modeled objects; he worked, as it were, under their gaze. 4
A naive project, therefore, might be to plot manifest relations between them
and the Freudian texts—direct references to myths illustrated by specific anrig-
uities. No overall pattern emerges, however, since many pieces cannot be directly
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tied to written allusions. Yet, despite a dearth of superficial one-to-one corres-
pondence, it is clear that deep currents bind the artifacts to the written texts.
Adapting J. W. N. Sullivan’s sensitive account of the genius of Beethoven, we
can regard Freud's passion for antiquity as a theme with a life of its own that com-
bhined with other elements to form ever more complex synthetic wholes in the
unfolding of his life’s work. 3 Or, if this seems excessi vely poeric, we might invoke
a highly original insight of Didier Anzieu and apply it to the collection.®

In a discussion of Freud’s so-called Rome dreams (reported in chapter 5, The
Interpretation of Dreams, SE, 4, pp. 193-98),7 Anzieu begins with the supposition
that Freud began to collect antiquities the summer before having these particular
dreams. He suggests an interpretation of Freud's method of working that, 1 pro-
pose, sheds light on the way he “worked” with his collection, or, more precisely,
on the way his collection may have “worked on” him.*

On the basis of the vivid imagery in the Rome dreams, Anzieu speculates that
Freud’s genius was capable of moving directly from vision to writing. Freud’s
creativity, he claims, was predicated on a hypercathexis of sight and writing; thus,
Freud was able to transliterate directly whar he saw or intuitively grasped without
the intermediary of the spoken word, “to leap without transition from the body to
the code.™ This formulation is highly suggestive as we imagine Freud surrounded
by visual art and attempr to grasp its impact on him as he listened and wrore.

We also gain insight into the depth of feeling associared with these objects
when we learn that Freud had the habit of occasionally bringing a newly acquired
purchase, such as a statuette, to the dinner table and placing it in front of him as
he ate, then returning it later to his desk. ! Our intuitive understanding of the
phenomenon is further advanced by perceiving links between the antiquities and
Freud's ineffable feelings about his Jewishness and his own characterization of
them as enigmatic, mysterious, and unanalyzable. 1 In tracing the subtle ties here
between art and allusion, | have found that the subject of Freud's Jewishness
returns: the thickets of reference and association, never simple or straightfor-
ward. lead, as he himself has shown, in surprising and unforeseeable directions. !2

The bronze figurine of Amon-Re that adorned Freud's desk serves as our point
of departure. 1* This image ties directly with the first essay of Moses and Monaothe-
ism (SE, 23, pp. 1-137), where Amun figures in the opening pages asa displaced
god. Here Freud, in his late seventies, argues, ina highly problematical rext, that
Moses was an Egyptian nobleman who transmitted to the Jewish people a stern
monotheism based on the cult of Aten (which Pharaoh Amenhatep 1V,
Akhenaten, inaugurated, thereby temporarily suppressing the time-honored
worship of Amun, god of Thebes), and that the Jews murdered Moses. Standing
as a major document in the evidence for Freud's complex relations with Judaism, 14
this manuscript caused considerable turmoil both for its author (he spoke of it as
tormenting him like an unlaid ghost, SE, 23, p. 103) and for others. It was con-
siderably, even agonizingly, worked over and its publication delayed. 15 The anrig-
uities are connected here as well, in thar suggestions have been made that, in
some richly overdetermined way, Freud's very passion for them can be traced to
his ambivalent awareness of an ancestry that originated in the lands of the Orient
and the Mediterranean. '®
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Amon-Re, Egyptian, 716-332 p.C., bronze.
(Photo: Freud Museum)

This supposition is bolstered by the fact that Freud's initial collecting of antig-

uities immediately postdated the death of his facher, J'.u_'nlx"_ who, although in
practice a liberal and nonobservant Jew, represented for Freud a major link with
his Jewishness. '8 We are rtold that Jacob “was fond of reading the Torah”1® and
that he introduced Freud at age seven to the family’s illustrated Philippson
Bible.2® A further link in the chain thar binds Freud, Egypt, Moses, Jacob, and
Judaism is the biblical figure of Joseph, favorite son of Jacob, interpreter of dreams
and viceroy in Egypt, with whom Freud identified in complex ways.?!

The most dramartic (and painful) association of Jacob Freud with Judaism is
poignantly conveyed through the impact made on his son by an incident he
relates in The Interpretation of Dyeams. Freud was told as a child by Jacob that the
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Map of ancient Rome, a sixteenth-century
erching owned by Freud. (Photo: Freud Museum)

larrer was insulted and humiliated in the street merely because he was recognized
as being a Jew. Freud's youthful reaction on hearing this anecdote was to fantasize
a scene from Roman history in which he, in the role of the child Hannibal, swore
to avenge his father by marching against Rome (SE, 4, p. 197). This memory
arose out of his associations to the fourth Rome dream, which, as noted above,
dares from the period just following Jacob's death and the time of Freud's initial
forays into collecring (SE, 4, pp. 196-98).22
Thus, Rome, like Egypt the origin of a sizable number of Freud's antiquities, is
linked both with his father and with Judaism. In a penetrating analysis of each of
the four Rome dreams, Anzieu sorts out the threads in their tangled web of link-
ages. 23 He makes a point that bears directly on Freud's collection, even though he
does not say so straight out. Remarking that Rome (i.e., the Greco-Roman
heritage) is a culture that Freud chose, as opposed to the Judaic one into which he
was born, Anzieu comes just short of interpreting that, in giving the former pri-
ority over the latter, Freud was symbolically denying his father and claiming a
different origin. He was, as it were, enacting his own version of a “family
romance” (SE, 9, p. 237).24
Linked with Egypt and scion of Greece, it is Rome, mingled with the others,
that becomes another element in the heritage of Freud’s conflicted choice. Bol-
stering this interpretation, Anzieu draws a parallel between the two heroes Moses
and Aeneas, pairing them as conquerors of unknown lands and founders of new
laws. 25 In seeing them thus, however, we cannot neglect the agonistic underside
of the equation: Rome (which Freud longed to visit for years before actually mak-
ing the trip) figures for him not only as desired goal but as opponent and
oppressor. Anzieu, following the content and timing of the dreams, reads Freud’s
upsurge of ambivalent longings for “Roma” (which, spelled backwards as in the
Jdream mechanism of reversal into its opposite, becomes “Amor”'2¢) as symboliz-
ing in part an infantile yearning for the body?? of the oedipal mother rekindled in
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fantasy now by the death of the father. It is apropos that Freud thr ughout his

lifetime acknowledged and theorized only the positive side of what he saw as the
privileged primary relationship between a mother and son. This partial view on
his part cannor be independent of the fact that this aspect of his longing for Rome
remained unaddressed. The point is underscored by his seeming obliviousness. in
quoting Virgil’s lines, “Flectere si nequeo superos, Acheronta movebo (If heaven
[ cannot bend, then hell I'll stir),” as his epigraph for The Interpretation of Dreams,
that these words are uttered not by the hero Aeneas but rather by the enraged and
scheming goddess Juno. 28

In emphasizing that Freud elected for himself an intellectual heritage different
from thar of his ancestors, it seems hardly necessary to point out that Jewish rit-
uals and observance were anathema to him.2° Thus, to return to Amun and the
treatise Moses and Monotheism, written in the last years of his life, when travel had
become impossible and the collected antiuities were his only rangible link with
their sites of origin, we may speculate on a subliminal agenda for the entire proj-
ect. In redefining Moses as Egyptian (and, implicitly, as not Jewish), was Freud

not also unconsciously redefining the relations between himself and the legacy
represented by this very collection of antiquities 730 Was he not compelling these
objects, as it were, to assume a more intimate relation with him? Was he not, in
essence, coercing them into a heritage of birth rather than of mere choice? By
acknowledging in the opening sentence of the text of Moses and Monotheism the
implicit aggression against his fellow Jews, was he not betraying and masking a
deeper and more personal level of aggression?3 If so, his early mention of the
dethroning of Amun (and the commanding presence of this statue on his desk)
assumes, as | have suggested, a paradigmaric significance.

My point—if Moses could be considered Egyptian, then so, in tantasy, might
Freud —is supported by Freud’s lifelong fascination with the figure of Moses. 32 In
his 1914 essay “The Moses of Michelangelo,” for example, he speaks of the
patriarch in this representation as making a profound impression on him. Split-
ting the identifications, he fanrasizes here that he is a member of the mob upon
whom Moses gazes and glares (SE, 13, p. 213). But who is this “mob?” Bearing in
mind Freud's association of his father with Judaism and recognizing this fantasied
mob to whom Freud feels momentarily attached as none other than the “children
of Israel," we cannot avoid emphasizing what it is they have just done: they have
at thar very moment been caught in an act of arrant rebellion, a breach of trust, a
rejection of God, above all, a reversion to idolatry (SE, 13, p. 213).% Mapping
Freud’s ambivalences onto this image while picturing his growing collection of
statues, we can glimpse what is at stake here in the doubling of identifications and
the screening function of the “inscrutability” (SE, 13, p. 213) he attributed to
the statue.

Relevant here also are the disparaging comments Freud permitted himself
about his father in his essay “A Disturbance of Memory on the Acropolis” (SE,
22, p. 2391f). Here, to explain a sudden dysphoria he suffered on realizing his
childhood dream of reaching Athens—another cherished site of antiquiry —
Freud remarks on his father's inferior education and lack of interest in the classics:
he points out the disparity between his own feelings ar this important moment
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and those his father might have been expected to have had under similar circum-
stances. He interprets his own love of antiquity as an advance over his benighted
farher and attributes the momentary dysphoria to conflicts aroused by the enjoy-
ment of thar which his father could not possibly have appreciated. One feels the
confluence of shame, guilt, and triumph: the shame of the small son whose inad-
equate father did not retaliate when insulted and who was likewise roo unedu-
cated to admire pagan antiquity; the guilt of the grown son who perceives himself
suddenly as having surpassed, triumphed over, that father.

All of this has taken us far from the bronze statuette of Amun. But perhaps this
is only an illusion, for, circling round him all the while, we have raken him as a
figure for other displaced gods and overthrown idols. Our discussion points to the
complexity of Freud’s investment in his antiquities and to the multiple agendas
met by his collecting as well as by the interpretive choices he made with respect to
antiquity in his theoretical usage of it. 3 Birrerly disdainful of Jewish self-hatred in
others. his own unresolved conflicts in this area seem to have created something
of a scotoma in his self-understanding.** o conjure him surrounded in his study
by miniature figures of gods and goddesses (Aphrodite, Athena, Dionysos,
Artemis. Amun, Hathor, Osiris, and others) is to recall the second command-
ment of the Torah (Exodus 20), which expressly prohibits sculprured images on
account of their association with polytheism and idolatry.

If we invoke the dream mechanism of representation by reversal into its
opposite, this image of Freud in his study produces a striking inversion of a
well-known midrash or rabbinic commentary.*® Here, in order ro explain why
Abraham was chosen to be the father of the Jewish people, the story is told that
Abraham, the son of an idol maker named Terah, one day in his father’s absence
went into the workplace and smashed the idols there. Freud, in the absence of
his own father, Jacob, surrounded himself with idols which. assuredly, he did
not worship but which afforded him, apparently, an extraordinary and not
unambiguous pleasure.

If such issues matter in Freud’s passion for antiquity, we may conclude that the
myths and artifacts of ancient Egypt, Greece, and Rome functioned for him not
only, as others have intimated, to connect him with a past but also to separate
him from a past. If so, his passionate “add iction” to collecting may also have
served unconscious repetitive efforts at mastery and integration as well as the
enactment of an ongoing family romance. As with other aspects of his oeuvre
when viewed from the perspective of his life, this one may be seen as a heroic
attempt to create (and coerce) an elusive harmony between culture, family, and
individual.

Beyond the figure of Amun, other pieces in the collection relare more overtly to
Freud's psychoanalytic oeuvre. | wish to pointout only a few. Two vases depicting
Oedipus and the Sphinx as well as addirional sphinx images may be taken as sym-
bolizing Freud's fascination with its riddle and his idealized self-image as a solver
of riddles.

Moving accounts describe Freud's well-known pallor and agitation on receiv-
ing, at age fifty, the famous medallion inscribed with the line from the end of

159




Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex:37 “Who knew the famous riddle and was a man most
mighty.” His reaction was caused by the sudden revival of his youthful fantasy that
one day his own bust inscribed with these very words would adorn the court yard
of the University of Vienna (an unlikely honor for a Jew, but one that eventually
came to him sixteen years after his death). This episode reveals nor only the
intensity but the longevity of Freud’s idenrification with Oedipus, an identifica-
tion that substantially preceded his discovery of the Oedipus complex and the
creation of psychoanalysis —a point that underscores the circularities inherent in
his interpretive strategies vis-a-vis antiquiry. *

On this topic, namely, Freud's deep identification with Oedipus and his use of
this particular myth as a cornerstone of theory, it is worthwhile noting points of
convergence in the stories of Moses and Oedipus and the fact that the structure of
Freud’s own family mirrored that of Oedipus.? In all three cases, there are dis-
tancings of the boy child from his father of birth as well as scenes that place ques-
tions of origins at the forefront; in the Oedipus myth and in the structure of
Freud’s own family, an overlapping of generations produced conflations and con-
fusions — riddles—over issues of origin and destiny (a powerful motive for the
continuing investment in a family romance).

Both yoked to and disjoined from his personal past, antique references were
used by Freud in ways that occasionally verged on the preemptive (as, for exam-
ple, his passing allusion to the Oresteia as a support for equating intellectuality
with father and sensuality with mother; SE, 23, p. 114).4 Rather than confront
the ancient world as “other, as an eccentric locus from which to behold contem-
porary practices, his approach was appropriative and idealizing—an artrirude,
however, by no means discordant in fin-de-sidcle Vienna, where classicism con-
tinued to be revered in the midst of a welter of countercultures. ! Freud saw antiqg-
uity as embodying universal human themes and as a felicitous anticipation and
confirmation of his own theoretical formulations.+2 Thus, characterized by pro-
cesses of circular infusion and reinfusion, his borrowings have occasionally
attracted the criticism of contemporary classicists, who express dismay at whar
they consider his Procrustean tendencies. 43

Bur like Freud we, too, inhabit an inexorable afterlife of antiquity, particularly
with regard to the Greeks, whose myths and metaphors have played a major role
in molding our (psychoanalytic) culture. To reinterpret these within the frame-
work of our own time, with its stringencies and ideologies, is inescapably to
become prey, with him, in the nets of hermeneuric entanglement.

Shifring scenes now, | should like to turn to a small terracotta head, identified as
Demeter,* and consider an area where Freud's work, especially since his death,
has come under some criticism both by scholars and by clinicians, namely, his
construction of gender. Despite his bold intellecrual iconoclasm, Freud's con-
struction of gender was markedly conservative. Dominated by the symbol of the
phallus and the polarity between having and lacking the biological organ for
which it stands, his theory offered only this metaphor, present or absent, for sex-
ual difference. 43 Female reproductive organs, female development, and feminine
psychology were repeatedly interpreted as a variant on, complementary to,
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Head of Demeter, Greek, 6th century B.C.,
terracotta. (Photo: Freud Museum)

opposite of, or inferior to the male model as norm. It is important to state, how-

ever, that Freud was never fully satisfied with his formulations of female sexuality
and development and continued to revise them throughout his lifetime. Further-
more, his basic position has been considerably modified in the clinical literature,
especially during the last twenty-five years, as it was even during his lifetime. 40
Although the implicit misogyny of the original formulations is traceable directly
to antiquity (as Freud knew), the extant corpus of ancient myth, art, and social
practice lends itself to supplementary readings that may yet have much to offer
modern psychoanalysis in this area of contemporary concern.

Powerful persuasive readings backed by precedent, such as Freud’s of Oedipus,
tend to preempt the stage and occlude plausible alternatives. However, as Sopho-
cles’ drama teaches, interpretation itself can create permanent blind spots.47
Thus Freud, in colonizing antiquity for his purposes, closed as well as opened the
territory. My aim is to suggest perspectives that might supplement his usage and
stimulate an expanded dialogue between psychoanalysis and antiquity.

I have chosen this head of Demeter because of the fascinating myth to which it
refers. Freud, having read Ovid, clearly knew the story of Demeter and Per-
sephone, at least in this version. Yer, although in all its forms it addresses the
theme of mother-daughter relations, which Freud eventually came to recognize
as central to female development, he never chose to interrogate this exemplary
myth in terms of his own important question: “What does the little girl require of
her mother?” (SE, 21, p. 235). His scattered references to it curiously bypass its
central motif. He refers to Demeter only with regard to an incident that occurs in
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her daughter’s absence (SE, 14, p- 338) and to Persephone as a chthonic figure
with no mention of her relationship to her mother (SE, 12, p- 299). These omis-
sions suggest that Freud may have addressed himself with less depth and sen-
sitivity to the range and complexities of feminine psychology than to comparable
masculine issues. Taking this small figure of Demeter as a point of departure, |
wish to urge her story as a source of rich material for psychoanalysts confronring
these issues anew.

Giving priority to the role of the mother, the myth can be summarized as fol-
lows: 48 Demeter, goddess of fertil ity and the harvest, has a beauriful daughter Per-
sephone (Kore) who, while gathering flowers with other young girls one day in an
idyllic serting, plucks a fateful narcissus.+ This flower was placed before her as a
lure by her father, Zeus, on behalf of his brother Hades, god of the underworld,
who had seen the girl and developed a passion for her. As Persephone plucks the
flower, a rift opens in the earth, and Hades suddenly appears in a horse-drawn
chariot; he surprises, terrifies, and abducts her. Zeus, meanwhile, remains
throughout the myth a distant, shadowy figure who, by staging his daughrer’s vio-
lation, enacts by proxy his incestuous wishes toward her. He is never portrayed as
having any direct contact with her, and her entire filiation is bound up with her
mother, 50

Demeter's response to the loss of Persephone is, by turns, sorrowful, depressed,
and then bitterly indignant. Wandering the earth in an effort to discover what
has become of her beloved child and to regain her, she enacts a sequence that
seems uncannily to prefigure the stages of melancholia as outlined by Freud in
1917 (SE, 14).5 Turning aggression inward against herself, she tears the covering
on her hair, refuses food and drink, ceases to bathe. Upon learning that Zeus
abetted the rape, her grief reaches fever pitch. Cutting herself off from all com-
pany of the gods, disfiguring herself, she assumes the appearance of an aged
woman whose childbearing years are over.

Shortly after this, in the course of her subsequent wanderings, Demerer
“adopts,” as it were, another woman'’s child; she “becomes” a mother again as a
means of undoing her loss and of symbolically recovering Persephone. Yer the
child, in this case, is a boy, and the incident has disturbing overtones: Demeter
seeks, by breathing on him, clasping him to her bosom, and placing him each
night in a fire in order to turn him into a god, to utterly possess him— thus sepa-
rating him irrevocably from his own mother. In this way, under the guise of
beneficence, she turns passive into active; she relives her trauma by inflicring it
on another through identification with the aggressor. 52 By displacement, this
incident reveals multiple levels of Demeter’s unacknowledged ambivalence
toward Persephone — jealousy toward her as the (incestuously) preferred object of
the father and envy for her burgeoning fertility, symbolically represented by the
boy child taken in fantasy as Persephone’s furure child, a child who also repre-
sents the dangerous and unfaithful male world which has betrayed her. 3

The intensity of Demeter's mingled sexuality and aggression toward this “new
child" is spied out by the boy’s real mother, and a confrontation between the two
women ensues. At this point in the myth Demeter reveals herself in all her glory
as a mighty goddess and, rejecting the substitute child, throws off her melancholy
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disguise. Vehemently now, she turns her aggression outward. Withholding her
own fertility, she punishes Zeus, and by causing a cruel famine to spread across
the land, she coerces him into returning Persephone to her. Persephone, in the
underworld, pining for her mother, is elated when Hermes, at the bidding of
Zeus, comes to rescue her. Hades, however, slips a pomegranate seed into her
mouth (symbolic of heterosexual union with its many seeds and blood-red juice);
thus, secretly, he binds her to him and secures her return.

This myth ends with a compromise solution tha leaves the modern mind per-
haps slightly less easy than the ancient. Persephone is partially restored to Deme-
ter. By tasting the pomegranate in the underworld, however, she is bound forever
to her husband, with whom her mother can, henceforth, only share her. Accord-
ing to different versions of the myth, she spends one-third or one-half of the year
with him and the other half or two-thirds with Demeter. When mother and
daughter are united, they are portrayed as radiantly happy, and the earth is ferrile;
when Persephone returns to Hades, however, she is melancholy and dejected.
Interestingly, in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, the final reconciliation
between daughter, mother, and Olympian Zeus comes about through the agency
of Rhea, a goddess who represents the fertility of the previous generation, she
being the grandmother of Persephone and mother of Demeter. >

As with all great myths, alternate versions present fascinating derails thar call
for lengthy trearment, and psychologically valid readings may logically contradict
one another. What follows is a modest opening of the question: how might this
material illuminate Freud's own query as to what a little girl requires of her
mother (and vice versa)? Does the myth represent normal or disturbed relarions
between a mother and daughter, or some layering and combination of these! In
celebrating the enduring power of the mother-daughter bond at the expense of
joyful heterosexuality, does the myth endorse its own solurion or express wishes
and fears — fears of wishes and denial of fears? And precisely what wishes and fears
are at stake here? What developmental levels of fantasy are addressed —the infan-
tile, the adult, or some combination? Does the myth correspond to male or female
fantasies, or to both? (The aggressive bridegroom, for example, appears clinically
in adult fantasies of both genders. 3%) Superficially dyadic in form, the myth mar-
sinalizes its male characters, but in my telling here, 1 have tried to reintroduce
eriadic determinants into the narrative. Its cyclical content and solution bril-
liantly evoke the female reproductive system as well as the seasons of the year and
convey that, because a girl shares her mother’s biology, their object relations are
deeply structured by this sameness. And the questions posed by the myth may
likewise seem to flow in circles.

Dramatizing in its initial episode an abrupt and bewildering moment of schism
that occurs in mother-daughter relations shortly after puberty, the myth returns
us to a time when, in ancient Greece, girls who still played with dolls and toys
were abruptly taken from their childhood homes and married to men consider-
ably older than themselves. 36 Under altered social conditions today, puberty and
marriage are separated by a decade or two, and menarche often triggers not only a
resurgence of early ambivalence in the morther-daughter dyad but a special
renewal of closeness. However, when separation does become a dominant theme,
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mutual adoration can turn overnight into antagonism, caring be suddenly con-
strued as criticism, and closeness widen out into a chasm. 37

The Demeter-Persephone myth portrays such rupture in dyadic rerms as a
warding-off of anticipated loss by its precipitation, a turning (on both sides) of
passive into active. Thus, distance (psychological/spatial) functions to defend
the mother-daughter pair against their unspoken knowledge that the daughter’s
flowering beauty, her newly acquired reproductive capacity, can result in a het-
erosexual relationship that threatens to disrupr and supersede the ties thar bind
them to one another. On this reading, the myth enacts both a fantasy (of violent
male intrusion) that precipitates unbearable emotional distance (in the female
dyad) and a fantasied rapprochement between the members of this dyad (exclu-
sive of the male). What the myth strikingly avoids, in so doing, is any direct repre-
senration of aggression berween mother and daughter. This primary dyad remains
intact throughout, and aggression is projected outward on to the male(s). 58

Dreading her loss (of self? of object?), a mother goes in search of a daughter she
needs to keep. Whar does it mean for Demeter to regain Persephone, to “save”
her? At whar price is Persephone rescued from Hades and returned to earth? One
possible reading casts Demeter as the omnipotent pre-oedipal mother, more
powerful than all males. A relared interpretation casts her as the narcissistic
mother who, under the pretext of salvarion, sacrifices her child in order to pre-
serve herself— Persephone representing to her an indispensable element of her
own body, self, ferrility.5® Thus, Persephone, reverting to her mother to grarify
the latter's need, is forever barred from achieving loving heterosexual relations.
In this reading, Demeter only superficially rescues a cherished and victimized
child; on the contrary, she herself plays the role of victimizer, using her daughrer
for her own ends.®® To say this, however, is to interpret against the grain both of
the manifest content and of the overall tone of the myth. Not only does it bracket
the fact that Persephone’s initiation into heterosexuality comes via weakly dis-
guised incest and rape, bur it denies the mood and language of the myth, which
clearly exalts and idealizes the mother-daughter dyad — its symmetry, mutuality,
and renderness. Yet this very idealization could be interpreted as a defense against
underlying and disavowed pathology: the unconflicted love serving as a rational-
ization for a tragic inability of both mother and daughrer to separate.

Taking another tack, that of historicizing the myth, classicist Marilyn Arthur
has suggested that under extreme forms of parriarchy women need ongoing con-
tact with one another in order to achieve and sustain self-definition —hence, the
desperation of Demeter's search and the idealization (at the beginning and end of
the myth) of the mother-daughrer pair and of exclusively female bonding. ! How-
ever, even under present social conditions of increased political and economic
freedom and arriculate presence for (some) women, deeply felt needs for main-
taining the ties rendered in this myrh have nor been significantly mirigated.
Clinical evidence reveals that despite external changes, women require not only
stable maternal introjects but ongoing contact with one another and with pri-
mary maternal objects,®? especially at moments associated with fertility — men-
arche, marriage, pregnancy, birth, and the nurturance of children. The myth,
which rells its story (manifestly) from the morher’s side, stresses Demeter’s desire
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to be available as an ongoing presence in Persephone’s life, to play an active role
and foster identifications between her daughter and herself. Women who lose
mothers before childbirth mourn them ar this time, and both mothers and daugh-
rers who reestablish relations after the painful disharmonies of adolescence derive
mutual benefits from their reunion and discover more fully their own unique
capacities for nurturance, a point underscored in the myth by the presence, in the
end, of the figure of the grandmother.

While associating youthful innocence in an enclosed female space with play-
fulness and freedom from care, the myth, by contrast, equates marriage, in the
form of Hades, with brurality and death. For Persephone, the joys of marriage and
heterosexual love are absent.©* In spite of being restored to her mother (or per-
haps because of it), her sacrifice continues. She neither establishes a satisfying
marriage nor is it clear that she ever becomes a mother herself.

This dark parallelism (nuptials and death) evokes the recent work of classicist
Nicole Loraux on congruities between marriage, death, and virgin sacrifice in
Greek tragedy.® Antigone, led to her death, is expected to “marry somebody in
Hades,"” and Euripides’ Agamemnon, referring to his doomed daughter
Iphigenia, laments that Hades will marry her before long.¢* The status of virgin,
however protected and pleasurable to a young girl while it lasted, was untenable
after childhood in Greek culture. In one way or another, it, and she, had to be
sacrificed. Clearly, shards of such notions of necessary sacrifice persist in fantasies
that continue to deform the feminine psyche. Fed by pervasive visual and literary
tropes,® they need to be more widely addressed by contemporary clinical writ-
ings on female (genital) anxieties and conflicts.o7

Reading Loraux against the backeround of Arthur, we see Demeter’s loss of
Persephone replayed in Hecuba's tragic loss of Polyxena, and in Clytemnestra’s
loss of Iphigenia. The latter case is of interest because it marks a contrast berween
Clytemnestra's two daughters. One, Iphigenia, is, like Persephone, taken away by
males to be sacrificed, an act that precipitates maternal melancholy, rage,
revenge (and, finally, in the case of Demeter, reparation). The other, Electra, is
(in Aeschylus’ version) not separated from the mother, and thus a different tragic
outcome is plotted for her: she grows resentful, hostile, and precipitates an act of
violence against her mother (inciting her brother Orestes to murder). 3

In rhe first case, male aggression from without splits the female dyad with the
ultimate result of reuniting it, at least in fantasy;*? in the second case, however,
the female dvad, not disrupted by a male from withourt, imports male aggression
and uses it to rend the relationship asunder. Both are tragic paths. With Clytem-
nestra and Electra, we have no initial image of closeness, as is intimated in the
Demeter-Persephone myth. Thus, Electra’s rage, like Orestes, can be interpreted
in part as a response to maternal deprivation, as dyadic envy as well as triadic
jealousy.

Freud evinced scant interest in these complexities. Despire the multifaceted
nature of his collection of antiquities, his theorerical attention remained riveted
on the towering figure of Oedipus, whose tale, he seemed to believe, could stand
alone as a paradigm to which all others, even when the protagonists were female,
could be referred, if not reduced.®




In tracing the specific regions of a woman’s body that figure in her sacrifice in
Greek tragedy, Loraux focuses on the throar, the scene also of major symptoms
both in Freud's “Studies on Hysteria” (SE, 2) and in the Dora case (SE, 7). This
derail raises the question as to whether antiquity actually offers metaphors for the
temale body other than its lacking or “being” a phallus. 7' The image of Demeter,
mythical mother, symbol of harvest, wandering the earth in search of her daugh-
ter, suggests a possible answer.

Metaphors of the female body in ancient Greek culture have recently been
traced by classicist Page duBois, who proposes allegories of representation thar
may supplement constructions of gender based ent irely on models of deficiency. 72
A full, closed surface, the fertile earth gives rise spontaneously to plants, fruits,
and wildflowers. This first metaphor, cited by duBois, is derived from Hesiod,
where Gaea, Earth, gives birth parthenogenetically to Uranus, her husband. 73
Earth, analogous with the female body, is thus experienced in the dawn of Greek
culture as an unsown meadow, spontaneously generative.

Later, this fertility, appropriated for agriculture, becomes linked in myth and
metaphor with sexual reproduction. As man ploughs the earth and sows seeds in
the furrows he has made, the female body comes to be compared also with empty
ovens that can cook up babies when filled with grain, with earthenware vessels
into which wine and grain can be poured, and with stone tablets? upon which
man can write with his stylus/phallus. 7 In duBois's construction of this trajec-
tory, the male is seen as colonizing the female body and as gradually appropriaring
her generarive powers while, incrementally, nature is transformed into an ever
more complex culture. 76 Rather than woman as parthenogenic source of life (as
in Hesiod), woman becomes the nurse, the nurturer of male seed (as in
Aeschylus’ Eumenides). 7 Yer, fundamentally for the Greeks, earth is mother.
Demeter is female, and, even unploughed, uncultivated, she produces food. The
plough increases but does not cause her fertility. 7 Utterly dependent on the earth
for their sustenance, the ancients must have experienced an overwhelming
ambivalence toward her, an ambivalence extended as well to the human mother
who has, like the earth, rhe capacity to withhold nourishment from children,
and, in addition, the power ro withhold children from men (as, for example, in
Euripides’ Medea).

Pondering the myth of Demeter-Persephone against this background is to grasp
its significance, longevity, and power, qualities attested to, among others, by clas-
sicist Walter Burkert, who refers to it as the “crystallization of Greek mythol-
ogy."7 In bypassing it, Freud lost an opportunity, perhaps, for theoretical
elaboration of feminine psychology. Here, for example, we see how a mother may
try in desperation to keep a daughter from a father by threatening him (not the
daughter) and by withholding her own fertility —a pattern not equivalent to
(threatened) castration of the boy child by the father as a means of preventing
access to the mother. Yet much remains uncanny and elusive. When Burkert
speaks of the myth as encompassing a circularity, a self-containedness thar
excludes man, he means mankind as opposed to the gods—but the meaning of
gender works as well. Being doubles, mother and maiden, Demeter and Per-
sephone each contains the other within herself. Descending and retrearing, the
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rale moves within a closed system, like the generative earth, with man ploughing
and playing in it a crucial but marginal role. Neglected by Freud, it stands enig-
matically as a testament to the rich legacy of antiquity that remains to be explored
by contemporary psychoanalysis.
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SCIENCE AND ART IN
FREUD’'S LIFE AND WORK

MARTIN S. BERGMANN

Freud taught us that every love is complex and multidetermined. His love for
the classical past and archaeology is no exception. The aim of this essay is to
illuminate the nature of this love and its relationship to Freud's lifework:
psychoanalysis.

On Freud's thirty-fifth birthday, his father returned to him a German illus-
crated Bible. known as the Philippson Bible. Jacob Freud had added a Hebrew
dedication (incidentally, a dedication that his son could not have deciphered).!
The handwriting and the style are those of a man well versed in the Hebrew lan-
guage, but not of a religious Jew. The language of this dedication marks Jacob
Freud as a member of the Hebrew movement of enlightenment, a movement that
sought to infuse secular knowledge into the Jewish ghettos of eastern Europe.?
We know from Freud's Interpretation of Dreams that this Bible played a role in a
number of his dreams (SE, 5, p. 583). From this dedication we learn that, unlike
many Jews of his generation, Sigmund Freud did not have to wage war against the
tyranny of Jewish orthodoxy.

The Philippson Bible, at first glance, seems to follow the pattern of many Jew-
ish Bibles that contain Hebrew rext, translation, and commentary. However,
instead of the traditional commentary compiled by Jewish sages, Philippson gives
a lesson in comparative mythology. The verses of Deuteronomy 4: 19 read:

And lest thou lift up thine eyes unto heaven, and when thou seest the sun,
and the moon, and the stars, even all the host of heaven, shouldest be
driven to worship them, and serve them, which the Lord thy God hath
divided unto all nations under the whole heaven. (p. 870)

This verse gives Philippson the opportunity to launch an illustrated lecture com-
bining astronomy with Egyptian and Greek mythologies. The influence of Max
Miiller's comparative mythology is evident.?

We also know that as a young man Freud was ambivalent about his Jewish
heritage, and only relatively late in life did he find in Moses an object of identifi-
cation (SE, 13; see also SE, 23). In 1867, when Freud was eleven years old, the
Jews of Austria received full civil rights, and for a time hopes ran high that this
nation’s century-old anti-Semitism finally belonged to the past. Indeed, Freud
thoughr of launching a political career. However, the rise of a new racial anti-
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Semitism soon curtailed his hopes. Twice in his life Freud felt German patriotic
emotions: once in 1870 when Bismarck unified Germany, and again during
World War I when he was for a time swept up in the patriotic tide, as his corres-
pondence with Karl Abraham indicates.+ Apart from these short lapses, Freud
was a humanist and a citizen of the world. Freud knew Victor Adler well, the
future leader of Austrian social democracy.5 However, socialism. which ar thar
time appeared as a solution to the diseases of nationalism and anti-Semitism.
never held an appeal for him.

In a letrer written in July 1882 to his then-fiancée and future wife Martha Ber-
nays, he said, “As for us, this is what I believe: even if the form wherein the old
Jews were happy no longer offers us any shelter, something of the core, of the
essence of this meaningful and life-affirming Judaism, will not be absent from our
home."¢ A powerful feeling of belonging to the Jewish group never left Freud, but
it was a sense of belonging empty of cultural content. Alienated from the Jewish
past, constantly made aware of discrimination, Freud found refuge and a safe har-
bor in the classical past. The great men he admired, Goethe, Schiller, and
Heine, were also smitten by the same love for Greece.

In a sensitive book entitled The Tyranny of Greece over Germany, E. M. Butler
showed how Johann Winckelmann's (1717-68) discovery, or perhaps one should
say creation, of a Greece consisting of “noble simplicity and serene greatness” was
an essential ingredient in the development of German poetry in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries.? From Goethe to Holderlin, Heine, and Nietzsche,
these Germans looked to Greece for spiritual renewal. In Butler's view, it was
Heine, the German-Jewish poet (1797-1856), who delivered the coup de grice
to the idealized image of Greece.

Butler did not include Freud among those smitten by the Greek ideal, but
Freud's relationship to the classical past deserves examination. Freud loved Italy
but developed a prohibition against visiting Rome (SE, 4, pp. 193-98). Inciden-
tally, he overcame this inhibition through his own self-analysis and mastered it in
1901.8 After this mastery, Freud commented, “It only needs a lirtle courage to
fulfill wishes which rill then have been regarded as unartainable” (SE, 4, p.
194n). In one of his dreams he transferred the Slaughter of the Innocents from
Bethlehem to Rome. Rome had become to Freud the Promised Land which, like
Moses, he felr he would never be permitted to enter. In 1901, Freud had come
within fifty miles of Rome and was planning to bypass it again on a trip to Naples.
Struggling with what he came to call his Rome inhibition, Freud was engaged in
analyzing a dream when the following sentence came unbidden to his mind:
“Which of the two, it may be debated, walked up and down his study with the
greater imparience after he had formed his plan of going to Rome
Winckelmann, the Vice Principal, or Hannibal, the Commander-in-Chief 7
(SE, 4, p. 196). To understand this enigmatic statement, we have to keep in mind
that Hannibal, the Semitic general of Carthage who nearly conquered Rome,
was one of Freud's childhood heroes. We might call Hannibal an emergency hero,
called up to bolster Freud's sense of Jewish pride. Winckelmann, a convert to
Catholicism, was in this case equated with Rome. The unbidden sentence can
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therefore be translated: “Should I actively conquer Rome, that is, my Rome inhi-
bition, or should I bow to it ?”

In 1907 Freud was asked by a publisher to name ten good books. Among oth-
ers, he named Gomperz's Greek Thinkers,” which became a sourcebook for many
of Ereud’s ideas. There he became acquainted with Empedocles, the pre-Socratic
Greek philosopher whose writings foreshadowed Freud's dual instinct theory.
Freud also was deeply influenced by Plato. 1° By all accounts, the most productive
encounter between Freud and the Greek past took place when he read Sophocles’
Oedipus Rex. Not many encounters in the realm of ideas have been so fruitful; this
one made possible Freud’s discovery of the Oedipus complex.

By a fortunate coincidence, we know that Freud read Oedipus Rex when he was
seventeen vears old and shortly after he first fell in love with Gisela Fluss, the
subject of Freud's Screen Memories, published in 1899. One cannot claim that it
was a propitious time for Freud, the young lover, to read this tragedy, but it lefra
profound impression on him. Freud discovered the Oedipus complex when, “a
dim presentiment following,"” he exchanged hypnosis for free association. His
theory was the product of his self-analysis and is dramatically told in his corres-
pondence with Fliess.!! To Sophocles, the fate of Oedipus was the fate of one
man. To Freud, it became the fate of Everyman.

In place of the prophecy of the oracle, Freud put the unconscious wish. Before
an oracle all are helpless, but before the unconscious we need not be helpless if we
are willing to undertake psychoanalysis and make these unconscious wishes con-
scious. In many ways Freud misread Oedipus Rex, and a very productive misread-
ing it turned out to be. Freud ignored the fact that Oedipus was mutilated and
exposed to death by his father; therefore, Freud’s Oedipus complex never had a
chance to develop out of the inner psychological needs of an Oedipus. Even more
telling, when Freud introduced the argument that Oedipus accepted the punish-
ment even though his crime was committed unintentionally, Freud did so
because he felt guilty over his oedipal wishes. Freud introduced the biblical con-
cept of guilt into the Greek matrix. To the Greeks, Oedipus had polluted Thebes,
and pollution was punishable whether it was committed knowingly or not. The
discovery of the Oedipus complex Freud owed to the classical past, but the inter-
pretation of guilt he gave it he had inherited from his Jewish past.

The same problem that created the Rome inhibition reappeared, although in a
different form, when Freud visited the Acropolis in Athens in 1904, accom-
panied by his brother. It is difficult for modern travelers who have been to Greece
a number of times to appreciate that this journey in Freud's time was still far from
usual. Freud reported on it in an open letter that he published in honor of the
French novelist Romain Rolland in 1936 (SE, 22). In that letter he stated that the
experience surpassed anything he had ever seen or could have imagined. Nev-
ertheless, he remembered how reluctant he was to go to Athens, and how he had
to be persuaded to go there rarher than to nearby Corfu. While on the Acropolis,
Freud had an experience of derealization; he had to ask his brother if it were true
that they were really there. In the essay written thirty-two years later Freud
reported: “In my unconscious I had not believed in [the Acropolis], and . .. | was

A ninereenth-century engraving of Arhens,
by H. Nestel, in Freuds print collection.
{Phoro: Freud Museum)




BERGMANN

Freud's plaster reproduction of the classical relief
Gradiva (right), and the cover of Jensen's novella.
(Photos: Freud Museum; The Brivish Library)

only now acquiring a conviction that ‘reached down to the unconscious' (SE,

22, p. 241). Further analysis showed that Freud had really doubted he would ever

be so fortunate as to see the Acropolis. Going a step deeper in his self-analysis,
Freud found that Athens could nor have meant much to his father, for whom the
Greek past was a closed book. To be on the Acropolis meant, to him, to have
surpassed the father. This “oedipal victory” was denied in the derealization.

While Freud confessed a Egreat deal in the letter to RU“EIT‘L-.J—}'MT%]‘.IP:-'» more
than other men would do—he did not tell everything. He did not explain why an
event that took place in 1904 was still so alive that it required self-analysis in
1936. | offer an interpretation that Freud did not make: the visits to Rome and
Arhens, which would not have meant much to his father, were also symbols of
disloyalry to his Jewish past, since both Greece and Rome were enemies of Israel
at a certain period in history.

In 1907 Freud published an analysis of the novella Gradiva by Wilhelm Jensen. 12
Today this work of Freud (SE, 9) is seldom read and no longer quoted in the psy-
choanalytic literarure. Bur there was a time when it ranked high in the estimation
U‘f PS‘_}"CI'[U':II-HIIYSTS; it h‘L.’L‘“:II!'I.L1 {.‘llST['ll'l]il.r\.' o H.L].L‘rl'l ll“.‘ EL}H.‘GLJIFZIHL\IT room u.'il'h da
copy of the Vatican relief on which the story of Gradiva had been woven. The
novella deals with the life of a young archaeologist who losrt all his sexual wishes
and concentrated entirely on his work. Ir so happened thar he fell in love with a
relief in the Vatican museum which showed a woman with her gown slightly
raised and her ankle exposed. The archaeologist spins a whole fantasy around this
woman and believes that she perished in Pompeii in the eruption of Vesuvius.
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Drawn to Pompeii and there imagining that he meets Gradiva, he encounters a
childhood sweetheart whose gait reminds him of the gait of the Roman woman.
He gradually recovers from the delusion through the skillful therapy of his child-
hood beloved.

One can imagine how this novella appeared ro Freud, for in it his theories were
described. Iralso included dreams that Freud deciphered with a great deal of skill.
In retrospect, however, this analysis represents a unique event in which Freud
himself succumbed to the charm of the artist. He forgot that the childhood
sweetheart was only a substitute for the mother with whom the adult cannot fall
in love without evoking the dread of incest. The substitution of the childhood
sweetheart enabled the artist to give his reader the fulfillment of a wishful fantasy
withour evoking the dread of an incestuous relationship. In addition, Freud
thought that his archaeologist was cured, when in fact he only exchanged his
previously repressed sexuality for a fetishistic fixation on the ankle.

Freud used the archaeological metaphor to illustrate the unconscious fre-
quently and powerfully. He emphasized their similarities as well as their dif-
ferences. In archaeology and in psychoanalysis, burial acts as preservation, but in
archaeology every new layer is built on ruins. In the unconscious, it is as if all the
many layers of Rome could coexist intact and simultaneously in the same space
(SE, 21, p. 70). The central technical term that Freud introduced into psycho-
analysis from archaeology was the concept of reconstruction (SE, 23, p. 259). For
him, although not necessarily for all psychoanalysts, it was a central concept. Itis
relared to the question whether psychoanalysis is primarily a science or an art.

[ will now venture to state my interpretation of Freud's love for archaeology.
Freud's derealization on the Acropolis was an attempt to deny that he was really in
Athens, and on a deeper level that he was the oedipal victor over his father. He
could easily analyze the same conflict in 1936 because by that time he was already
old, unable to travel, and no longer compelled to experience himself as the oedi-
pal victor. If we add the Athens experience to the equation archaeology =
unconscious and assume that Freud, like every analysand at times under the pres-
sure of resistances, lost his belief in the reality of the unconscious and in his own
discovery of the Oedipus complex, his collection of archaeological starues would
have a special value: their presence in his consulting room testified that the bur-
ied unconscious can indeed be resurrected and brought back to life. In the
uncharted voyage into the unconscious, archaeology acted as a reassurance that
he was not alone and was on the right path.

What was the impact of Freud's archaeological collection on his analysands?
The Wolf Man described the effect on him:

Here were all kinds of statuettes and other unusual objects, which even the
layman recognized as archaeological finds from ancient Egypt. Here and
there on the walls were stone plaques representing various scenes of long-
vanished epochs. A few ported plants added life to the rooms, and the warm
carpet and curtains gave them a homelike note. Everything here contrib-
ured to one’s feeling of leaving the haste of modern life behind, of being
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sheltered from one’s daily cares. Freud himself explained his love for archae-
ology in thar the psychoanalyst, like the archaeologist in his excavations,
must uncover layer after layer of the patient’s psyche, before coming to the
deepest, most valuable treasures, 13

The poet H.D. (Hilda Doolittle) left us a less stereotyped account. Between
1933 and 1934, ar age forty-seven, she was a patient of Freud, then seventy-seven
years old. Clinically she suffered from a disturbance more severe than neurosis. In
such cases, psychoanalysts often employed methods different from the standard
psychoanalytic procedure. Her case may not be typical of Freud's analytic work,
but it is certainly interesting. Whatever the reason, Freud took H.D. to his pri-
vate working room:

I did not always know if the Professor’s excursions with me into the other
room were by way of distraction, actual social occasions, or part of his plan.
Did he want to find out how | would react to certain ideas embodied in these
little statues, or how deeply [ felr the dynamic idea still implicit in spite of the
fact that ages or acons of rime had flown over many of them? Or did he mean
simply to imply that he wanted to share his treasures with me, those rangible
shapes before us that yet suggested the intangible and vastly more fascinat-
ing treasures of his own mind? Whatever his idea, | wanted then, as at other
times, to meet him half-way; I wanted to return, in as unobtrusive a way as
possible, the courtesy that was so subtly offered me. If it was a game, a sort of
roundabout way of finding out something that perhaps my unconscious
guard or censor was anxious to keep from him, well, I will do my best to play
this game, this guessing game — or whatever it was.

H.D. reacted as many analysands would in her place —as if she had been given
a psychoanalytic examination, a kind of Rorschach test. Freud speaks:

“This is my favorite,” he said. He held the object toward me. I took it in my
hand. It was a little bronze statue, helmeted, clothed to the foot in carved
robe with the upper incised chiton or peplum. One hand was extended as if
holding a staff or rod. “She is perfect,” he said, “only she has lost her spear.” 1
did not say anything. He knew I loved Greece. 14

“She is perfect only she has lost her spear.” Pallas Athena is a goddess who owes
nothing to her mother; she sprang full-grown from her father’s head. She there-
fore symbolizes a woman who denies her femininity. She also lends herself to the
fantasy thar H. D. herself is reborn out of Freud’s head. What Freud was doing was
called by Ekstein “interpreting within the metaphor.” 15 In a symbolic language, a
language rthar his patients may be able to accept, Freud is telling her that in his
eyes she is perfect, even though she does not have a phallus. Stared in this way,
the interpretation is left up to the patient to accept or reject. It avoids a confron-
tation that could bring about a transference crisis and might be a source of danger
to the patient. It is, however, less effective than the straight interpretation,
namely, that H.D. had never overcome the fact that she did not have a penis.
Indeed, in a state of positive transference, not free from masochism however,
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Ereud's study, Vienna, 1938,
{Photo: © Edmund Engelman)

H.D. identifies herself with Alcestis (in Euripides’ play), the Greek woman who

volunteered to die instead of her husband. H.D. was thirty years younger than

Freud: she would have liked to donate to him some of the vears left to her.
However, even the interpretation within the metaphor can evoke, and in this

case did evoke, a negative transference:

“She is perfect,” he said and he meant that the image was of the accepted
classic period, Periclean or just pre-Periclean; he meant that there was no
seratch or flaw, no dent in the surface or stain on the metal, no fold in the
peplum worn down or eroded away. He was speaking asan ardent lover of art
and as an art collector. He was speaking in a double sense, it is true, but he
was speaking of value, the actual intrinsic value of the piece; like a Jew, he
was assessing its worth; the blood of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob ran in his
veins. He knew his material pound, his pound of flesh, if you will, but this
pound of flesh was a pound of spirit between us, something rangible, to be
weighed and measured, to be weighed in the balance and—pray God —not
to be found wanting!1®

Anti-Semitic ideas surface, but they are immediarely transformed: a Jew knows
how to assess value in monetary terms. He demands his pound of flesh. Abra-
ham, Isaac, and Jacob are named, but Shylock is only implied. His pound of flesh
symbolizes the imaginary phallus he is asking her to give up. All too quickly for
her own therapeutic goals, H.D. transformed the hostility of the pound of flesh
into the covenant of a pound of spirit.

In his introductory lectures to psychoanalysis (SE, 16, p. 285), Freud enumerared
three major blows that science inflicted on the self-esteem of man. The first one
came from Copernicus, when he showed that the earth was not at the center of
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the universe. The second came from Darwin, when he proved that man
descended from the animal kingdom. The third blow Freud assigned to himself,
for he showed that man is not a master in his own house because he does not know
his unconscious. In a state of health, the ego feels secure in its worthiness. in the
trustworthiness of the reports it receives from the unconscious, and in its percep-
tions of the outside world. However, in neurosis, the ego feels uneasy. It comes up
against the limits of its power, becoming confused and sometimes unable to even
trust its own perceprions. It was in the company of Copernicus and Darwin thar
Freud wished to be remembered. History has not yet rendered its verdict: it is
possible that he will be remembered in a different context, in a line that extends
from Plato to Schopenhauer and Nietzsche.

Orro Fenichel, one of Freud’s leading disciples, saw Freud’s contribution to sci-
ence to be that he taught us to look on mental life with the same objectivity with
which physics, chemistry, and biology have viewed the phenomena of the exter-
nal world. 7 Before Freud, the nineteenth century accepted a compromise: sci-
ence could through medicine be applied to the body, but the mind had to remain
an area reserved for philosophy and religion. Freud's contribution was to subju-
gate the mind to the laws of science, or, as Fenichel put it, “The object of psycho-
analysis is the irrational, but irs methods are rational ”

In an encyclopedia article written in 1923 (SE, 18, p. 235), Freud defined psy-
choanalysis as first, a procedure for the investigation of mental processes; second,
a method of treatment of neurotic diseases; and third, a collection of scientific
information accumulating into a new scientific discipline. I have shown else-
where that this tripartite division of psychoanalysis made comparisons with other
sciences difficult; it tended to isolate psychoanalysis. 18

In his open letter to Romain Rolland, Freud described his lifework somewhat
differently:

You know that the aim of my scientific work was to throw light upon
unusual, abnormal, or pathological manifestations of the mind — thar is to
say, to trace them back ro the psychical forces operating behind them and
to indicate the mechanisms at work. I began by attempting this upon
myself, and then went on to apply it to other people and finally, by a bold
extension, to the human race as a whole. (SE, 22, p. 239)

This very wide scope of psychoanalysis raised the question as to who should
practice it. In 1926 Theodore Reik, a prominent but nonmedical member of the
Vienna Psychoanalytic Society who had made significant contributions to the
psychoanalyric understanding of religion, was sued for the Austrian equivalent of
malpractice. In his defense, and in the defense of other nonmedical psycho-
analysts, Freud wrote the essay “On The Question of Lay Analysis." There he
stated:

In the mental life of children to-day we can still detect the same archaic
factors which were once dominant generally in the primeval days of human
civilization. In his mental development the child would be repeating the
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history of his race in an abbreviated form, just as embryology long since rec-
ognized was the case with somatic development. (SE, 20, p. 212)

Freud goes on to describe that because the incestuous wishes are powerful in
human heritage, they have never been fully overcome. Man therefore grants such
wishes to his mythological gods. They can enjoy what mankind had ro renounce.
The connection between psychoanalysis and the history of civilization led Freud
to believe that to confine psychoanalysis to medical education would deprive it of
a source of vitality and new ideas:

For we do not consider it ar all desirable for psychoanalysis to be swallowed
up by medicine and to find its last resting place in a textbook of psychiatry
under the heading “Methods of Treatment,” alongside of procedures such as
hypnotic suggestion, autosuggestion, and persuasion.... Asa “depth psy-
chology,” a theory of the mental unconscious, it can become indispensable
to all the sciences which are concerned with the evolution of human
civilization and its major institutions such as art, religion and the social
order. ... The use of analysis for the trearment of the neuroses is only one of
its applications; the future will perhaps show that it is not the most impor-
tant one. In any case it would be wrong to sacrifice all the other applicarions
to this single one, just because it touches on the circle of medical interests.

(SE, 20, p. 248)

Such observations lead directly to the question whether psychoanalysis is a sci-
entific discipline to be practiced by people who are trained along professional
lines, in the manner of lawyers or dentists, or whether it is a calling to be prac-
ticed by persons with a special empathetic capacity to understand other human
beings. Strange as it may seem, psychoanalysis is a domain of both art and
science.

When a psychoanalyst works with a patient, he works our of an internalized
model of treatment, a model he has learned in his training. This model helps him
to understand and organize his analysand’s free associations, which, had he not
possessed such a model, would otherwise remain inchoate. However, the model
has its disadvantages, for the analyst might not hear whar is beyond his model.
Since Freud’s death, other models have been developed by other psychoanalysts.

Freud's own model, probably under the influence of archacology, consisted of
three phases (SE, 18, p. 152). In the first, psychoanalysis procures from the
patient the necessary information; the analyst listens and asks questions. During
this phase, the psychoanalyst waits until the analysand’s history coalesces into a
gestalt in the analyst’s mind. The general premises are the same for all parients,
but every analysand carries within a unique variation on the general human
theme. The variation includes the rraumatic events in every patient’s life, such as
illnesses, premature separations, and the idiosyncrasies of the parents. It also
includes the defense mechanisms each individual built up as a result of his or her
past. These defenses, useful as they may have been during infancy, persist even
though they no longer fulfill an essential function.
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When the psychoanalyst has grasped these interconnections, the second
phase of analysis begins. He offers to the analysand his own reconstruction, that
is, his understanding of how the person became the kind of person he or she is. [t
is during this phase that the analyst is particularly acrive. The reconstruction
evokes reactions: pressure, anger, and occasionally gratitude for the understand-
ing that the analysand has received. The period of reconstruction is followed by
the third period of “working through,” when analyst and analysand go over the
reconstruction to make it more accurare. In this last phase, analyst and analysand
work as a team. The first two phases psychoanalysis shares with archaeology, but
the third is unique to psychoanalysis.

The same can be said about psychoanalytic interpretations given by the analyst
to his patients. No two psychoanalysts make the same interpretation. The data
patients present as their histories, the dreams they report, the slips of the tongue
they make, and the transference relationships they develc p, are seldom, if ever,
open to only one interpretation. Even after an exhaustive period of free associa-
tion, room remains for many interpretations. Many of the analyst's interpreta-
tions come directly from the storehouse of accumulared psychoanalyric ideas, but
the most important interpretations occur to the analyst through a cooperation he
receives from his own unconscious. Every psychoanalysis is, to a lesser or greater
extent, a voyage of discovery. It is here that no amount of training can rake the
place of psychoanalytic ralent.

In a famous letter thar Freud wrote on October 9, 1928, to Oskar Pfister, who
was both a Protestant clergyman and a psychoanalyst, Freud asked: “Why have
the religiously devour not discovered psychoanalysis? Why did one have to wait
for a rotally Godless Jew?"1? The remark raises the question whether Freud dis-
covered psychoanalysis or created it. Today the distinction between discovery and
creation is less sharp than it was in Freud's day. In his generation, it was believed
that the scientist discovered a secret of nature that hitherto was like a letrer writ-
ten in an ancient and undecipherable script. The idea is still prevalent that what
one scientist overlooks or omits, even if he were misled by the data, a later scien-
tist will complete. Itis not so with artists. If Shakespeare had not written his plays
and sonnets, or if Michelangelo had not painted the ceiling of the Sistine Chapel,
no one for all time would have written those plays or painted that ceiling.

It Freud had not lived, would someone else have discovered psychoanalysis?
The answer is difficult for psychoanalysis, as we have seen, and consists of many
parts. It is conceivable that someone would have discovered infantile sexuality,
and that someone else would have discovered transference, and perhaps another
person would have hit on the idea that dreams can be used for therapeutic pur-
poses. But it is not plausible that one man would have made all these discoveries
in the exact sequence and order with which Freud made them. In other words,
Freud’s discoveries, like the work of the very great artist, would never have been
duplicared. There was nothing inevitable in the discovery of psychoanalysis. The
decision whether to rank Freud among the great scientists or the grear artists must

be left open.
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NOTES
1. I had the privilege of reading the inscription at the opening of the Freud Museum in London and
have commented on it in M. Bergmann, “Moses and the Evolution of Freud's Jewish Identity”
(1971); reprinted in Judaism and Psychoanalysis, ed. M. Ostow (New York: Krav Publishing House,
1982), pp. 115-42. It reads, in part:
My dear Son,
It was in the seventh year of your age that the spirit of God began to move you to learning. 1
would say the spirit of God speaketh to you: “Read in My book; there will be opened to thee
sources of knowledge and of the intellect. . . Since then I have preserved the same Bible.
Now, on your thirty-fifth birthday I have brought it out from its retirement and | send it o
you as a token of love from your old father.
2. The so-called Hebrew Enlightenment began in France after Napoleon, in the period after the 18
Brumaire coup d'état, offered the Jews of France a choice between returning to Israel or full citizen-
ship in France. The “Sanhedrin” (the cultural/religious body that guided the affairs of Jewish life in
France) vored for citizenship. The aim of the movement was to introduce the culturally and
religiously isolated Jews into the mainstream of European life. See S. W. Baron, A Social and
Religios History of the Jews, 2d ed., 18 vols. (New York: Columbia University Press, 1952-69).
3. Max Miiller, the renowned German philologist and Orientalist, lived in Oxford much of his life.
He developed the theory that myths originated from metaphors describing natural phenomena.
4. See A Psychoanalytic Dialogue: The Letters of Sigmund Freud and Karl Abraham, ed. H. Abraham
and Ernst Freud (New York: Basic Books, 1965).
5. On Victor Adler and the Social Democratic movement in Austria, see William M. Johnson, The
Austrian Mind: An Intellecrual and Social History, 1848-1938 (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1972).
6. Ernst Freud, ed., The Letters of Sigmund Freud, trans. Tania and James Stern (New York: Basic
Books, 1960), p. 12.
7. E. M. Butler, The Tyranny of Greece over Germany (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1935).
8. See Bergmann, “Moses and the Evolution,” p. 123.
9. T. Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, 4 vols. (London: John Murray, 1901).
10. M. Bergmann, Anatomy of Loving: Man's Quest to Know Whar Love I5 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1987).
11. See The Complete Letters of Sigmund Freud to Wilhelm Fliess 1887-1904, ed. and trans. Jeffrey
M. Masson (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1987).
12. Wilhelm Jensen, Gradiva: ein pompejanisches Phantasiestitck (Gradiva: A Pompeian fantasy)
(Dresden: C. Reissner, 1903).
13. Muriel Gardiner, ed., The Wolf-Man (New York: Basic Books, 1971), p. 139.
14. Passages are from H.D. (Hilda Doolitele), Tribute to Freud (New York: Pantheon Books, 1956),
pp- 102-104.
15. See R. Ekstein, Choices of Interpretation in the Treatment of Borderline and Psychotic Children and
Interpretation within the Metaphor (New York: Appleton-Century-Croft, 1966), especially chaps. 7
and 8.
16. H.D., Tribute to Freud, p. 106.
17. Otto Fenichel, “Some Remarks on Freud's Place in the History of Science,” Psychoanalytic
Quarterly 15 (1946).
18. M. Bergmann, "What is Psychoanalysis?,” The Evolution of Psychoanalytic Technique, ed. M.
Bergmann and F. Hartmann (New York: Basic Books, 1976), pp. 2-18.
19. Freud originated this remark; see Perer Gay, A Godless Jew (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1987).
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FREUD'S LIBRARY AND
AN APPENDIX OF TEXTS
RELATED TO ANTIQUITIES

WENDY BOTTING
J. KEITH DAVIES

“I have sacrificed a great deal for my collection of Greek, Roman and Egyprian
antiquities, and actually have read more archaeology than psychology .. ” (letter
to Stefan Zweig, February 7, 1931).1 In this emphatic statement, the founder of
psychoanalysis hoped to correct Zweig's unflattering opinion of his personality,
but in doing so, Freud undoubtedly overstated the emphasis of his reading. As
Peter Gay has commented (above, p. 16), this “very exaggeration testifies to the
privileged place his antiquities held in Freud’s mental economy.” That Freud’s fas-
cination with antiquity extended to his reading is amply borne out by the con-
tents of his library. His intellectual interest and grasp of the antique world had a
depth and breadth complementary to his passion for collecting.

Europeans for centuries had been fascinated by the remains and monuments of
classical antiquity which testified to the existence of past and seemingly superior
societies. During the cultural upsurge of the Renaissance, the heritage of antig-
uity was taken as an ideal and a model.

The works of Johann Winkelmann (1717-68), who is considered to be the
founder of classical archaeology, did much to spread and popularize a notion of an
idealized classical culture, particularly in Germany, and had a great influence on
Goethe. Winkelmann's declaration that “the only way for us to become grear . . .
is to imirare the Greeks” became a manifesto for Germanic culture, and this
objective came to dominate the educarional systems of Germany and Austria.
Greek and Latin were taught, and classical history, literature, law, and mythol-
ogy came to provide a common frame of reference for the educated classes
throughout Europe.

During the early decades of the nineteenth century, as a result of Napoleon's
Egyprian campaign and the building of the Suez Canal, all things Egyptian
became fashionable and antiquities flooded into Europe. A systematic and disci-
plined study of the ancient Egyptians was made possible by the eventual decipher-
ment of hieroglyphic script by J.-F. Champollion in 1822. The study of the
Egyptian language opened up to examination the entire culture of this vanished
civilization — its customs, law, social practices, and, perhaps most important, its
religion. Many scholars were also motivared to investigare historical and archae-
ological evidence for confirmation of biblical scripture.



B (83,
L= AMIF =

THE
Ul SANKY

This was the intellecrual environment in which Freud grew up and which
reflected his own predisposition: “1 am reading Burckhardt's History of G reek Civi-
lization, which is providing me with unexpected parallels. My predilection for the
prehistoric in all its human forms remains the same” (letter ro W. Fliess, January
30, 1899).2 Freud's researches were directed not only to the early childhood
experiences of the individual but also to the origins of civilization and culture.

At the basis of Freud’s library are detailed technical reports of numerous
archaeological excavations. Archaeology had developed from mere antiquari-
anism or outright treasure hunting and looting into a methodical and disciplined
study, and during Freud’s lifetime it entered what might be seen as a golden age of
exploration and discovery. The accounts of all the most famous practitioners
found their place on Freud's shelves: Heinrich Schliemann’s Ilios, Mykenae, and
Tiryns; Wilhelm Dorpfeld’s Troja und llion; Sir Arthur Evans’saccount of his work
at Knossos, The Palace of Minos; and the world-famous discovery by Howard
Carter, The Tomb of Tiut-Ankh-Amen. The presence of more ohscure reports, spe-
cialist periodicals, technical handbooks, and topographies testify to Freud’s close
interest in current developments in the field.

Other volumes deal with the whole range of artifacts being discovered in the
course of excavation, examples of which Freud had in his own collection or which
were to be found in the much larger collections of narional museums. Freud's
interest was eclectic, and this is reflected in his library. Topics include sculpture
and figurines, ceramics, painting and frescoes, amulets, vases, glass, and jewelry,
as well as the large-scale monuments and architecture of antiquity.

At an interpretive level, the library contains reconstructions of the past in the
form of narrative histories, cultural histories, and speculative anthropologies.
Freud cites the work of Darwin, Sir James Frazer’s Golden Bough and Totemism and
Exogamy, and William Robertson Smith’s Lectures on the Religion of the Semites as
sources on which he drew. Also represented are the works of Andrew Lang, James
Breasted, Sir Ernest Wallis Budge, and Sir Gaston Maspéro.

Freud's copy of Howard Carter’s The Tomb of
Tit-Ankh-Amen. (Photo: Freud Museum)
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The title page of Freud's volume of Heinrich
Schliemann’s llios. (Photo: Freud Museum)

As Freud's interests changed and developed, so did his library. It appears that
he disposed of volumes as they became damaged or no longer held his interest. He
was also in the habit of giving away books to relarives, friends, and colleagues.
The library underwent a more radical sorting when it was divided and packed
while Freud waited to flee from Vienna in 1938. His biographer Ernest Jones
describes the act laconically: “There were many ways of killing the weary time of
waiting. Freud went through his books, selected those he wished to rake to
London and disposed of the ones he no longer wanred "3

Estimates of the number of books in the collection in Vienna and the number
moved to London are necessarily approximate, but the contents of the Berggasse
19 library are thought to have numbered some 2,500 volumes in 1938, That
Freud elected to move his archaeology books is an indication of their importance
to him in the final period of his life. In the end, about two thousand books,
almost the entire library, were moved o London, where they are now housed ar
20 Maresfield Gardens, Freud's London address and today the Freud Museum. 5

Other smaller collections of the books that remained from the Berggasse 19
library lie scattered today in several locations in Europe and the United States. A
number of essays have been writren on the status of the books thar Freud did not
move to London, studies generally concerned with authenticating them as once
having been part of his library, but further investigation into these collections is
necessary.©

Those books not kept by Freud were passed to a Viennese dealer, Paul
Sonnenfeld, who then sold most of them to antiquarian bookseller Heinrich
Hinterberger. (Sonnenfeld kept approximately seventy ritles, which are now in
the Special Collections Division of the Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.)7
Hinterberger advertised the collection (along with hundreds of other books
not belonging to Freud) as that of “‘a famous Viennese scientific explorer.”
Dr. Jacob Schatzky, librarian of the New York State Psychiatric Institute, recog-
nized this as a description of Freud, and he acquired the collection for the
Institute in 1939. These books are now in the Special Collections Division of the
Health Sciences Library at Columbia University in New York City.®

There is also a small group of books from Freud's personal library, gathered
from various sources, ar the Sigmund Freud Haus at Berggasse 19, Vienna, now a
museurn. ”

An additional five titles, derived from a private collection, are lodged in the
Library of Congress, ! and Anna Freud is known to have given a small number of
books to a family friend. !
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1. Briefe 1873-1939, ed. Ernst and Lucie Freud (Frankfurt am Main: 5. Fischer, 1960;
2d enlarged ed., 1968) pp. 420-21.

2. The Complete Letters of Sigmund Freud to Wilhebn Fliess 1887-1904, ed. and trans. Jeffrey M.
Masson (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985), p. 342.

3. Ernest Jones, The Life and Work of Sigmund Freud, vol. 3 (New York: Basic Books, 1957), p. 224.
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Library and His Private Reading, " in Edward Timms and Naomi Segal, eds., Freud in Exile: Psycho-
analysis and Its Vicissitudes (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988), p. 66, where the author
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5. The current holdings in the museum consist of approximately 1,600 titles (over 2,000) volumes.
Also held there is Freud's collection of his own works in various languages and editions, Freud’s
collection of offprints of his articles in various journals, complimentary copies of offprints of articles
by other authors, and series of various psychoanalytic journals.

Further complicating the problem of arriving at a total is Freud's propensity for lending books,
and his daughter and coworker Anna's in-house borrowing. Between 1968 and 1982 an
unpublished card catalogue of the London library was compiled by Gertrude Dann (former librarian
of the Hampstead Child Therapy clinic, now the Anna Freud Centre), with the help of Sophie
Dann. Comparison with this listing reveals that over one hundred volumes now appear to be
ITUSSINE,

To dare, the only article on the history of the collection at the Freud Museum is an unpublished

manuscript by Dotothea Hecken and Steve Neufield, “Reassembling Freud's Library— A Report
and Recommendations,” Freud Museum, London, April 1986. The Freud Museum is currently pre-
paring a catalogue of the library for publication.
6. See David Bakan, “The Authenticity of the Freud Memorial Collection,” Journal of the Meeting
of the Behavioral Sciences 11:4 (Oct. 1975), 365-67; K. R. Eissler, “Berichr tber die sich in den
Vereinigten Staaten befindenden Bucher aus 5. Freuds Bibliothek," Jahrbuch der Psychoanalyse 11
{1975), 10-50; Nolan Lewis and Carney Landis, "Freud’s Library,” The Psychoanalytic Review 44
(1957), 327-54; Hans Lobner, “Some Additional Remarks on Freud’s Library,” Sigmund Freud
Haus Bulletin 1:1 (1975), 18-29.

7. See Eissler, “Freuds Bibliothek.”

8. The proportion of this collection that can be definitively authenticated as having belonged ro
Freud has been much dispured. See Bakan, “The Authenricity of the Freud Memaorial Collection™;
Lewis and Landis, “Freud’s Library"; and Eissler, “Freuds Bibliothek.”

9. See Hans Lobner, “Some Additional Remarks on Freud's Library,” Sigmund Freud Haus Bullenn
1:1 (1975), 18-29.

10.Eissler, “Freuds Bibliothek."

11. Personal communication to Freud Museum.
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The Book of the Dead, edited and translated by
Sir Ernest Wallis Budge. {Photo: Freud Museum)
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Following is a list of books on archaeology and related areas that
are preserved in Freud's last study and consultation room in the
Freud Museum, London. This inventory includes specific topics
in the arts and crafts of ancient societies, histories of antigquity,
including ancient languages and religions, descriptive works uﬁ
various archaeological sites, and classical art history. Freud
owned and read many books concerning anthropology, history,
or religion in general, but such titles have not been included in
this appendix.

Ahrem, Maximilian. Das Weib in der antiken Kunst {(Woman in
the art of antiquity). Illus. Jena: E. Diederichs, 1914,

Alrmann, Walrer. Die rimischen Grahaliive der Kuiserzeit (Funer-
ary altars of imperial Rome). Illus. Berlin: Weidmann, 1905,

Angkor. Paris: Tel, n.d.
Portfolio of 42 plates of the archaeological sire.

Die Antike: Zeitschrift fir Kunst und Kultur des klassischen Alter-
tums (Antiquity: journal for the art and culrure of classical
antiquity). Ed. Werner Jaeger. Vols. 5-14. Berlin: W.
de Gruyter, 1925,

Bachhofer, Ludwig. Chinesische Kunst (Chinese art). Ilus.
Breslau: E Hirt, 1923,

Bigor, Paul Marie. Notice sur le relief de Rome impériale (Notes on
the reliefs of imperial Rome). Illus. Rome: Romana, 1911.
Booklet; plans and view maps in envelope.

Boetticher, Adolf. Die Akropolis vom Athen: nach den Berichten
der Alten und den neusten Erforschungen (The Acropolis of
Arhens, according to reports from the ancients and from the
maost recent research). Illus. Berlin: J. Springer, 1888.

. Olympia, das Fest und seine Stdtte: nach den Berichten
der Alien und den Ergebnissen der deutschen Ausgrabungen
(Olympia, the festival and its sites, according to reports from
the ancients and rhe results of the German excavations).
2d ed. lllus. Berlin: ]. Springer, 1886.

Borsari, Luigi. The Roman Forum in the Light of Recent Discoveries.
2d ed. Rome: Officina poligrafica romana, 1901.

Bossert, Helmuth. Alt Kreta: Kunst und Kunstgewerbe im
dgdtischen Kulturkreise (Ancient Crete: art and handicrafts in
Aegean culture). [llus. Berlin: E. Wasmuch, 1921,

Bourguet, Emile. Les Ruines de Delphes (The ruins of Delphi).
[Hus. Paris: Fontemoing, 1914,

Brauchitsch, Georg von. Die panathendischen Preisamphoren
{ Trophy amphora of cthe Panathenaeic games). Illus. Berlin:
B. G, Teubner, 1910,

Breasted, James H. A History of Egypt from the Earliest Times to
the Pevsian Conguest. 1llus. London: Hodder and Srtoughron,
1906,

Several marginal markings and underlinings.

British Museum. Coins of Syracuse, Set 24. London: British
Museum, n.d.
Fifteen pictorial postcards in envelope.

—. A Guide to the Babylonian and Assyrian Antiguities.
llus. London: British Museum, 1900.

—. A Guide to the First and Second Egyptian Rooms. 2d ed.

llus. London: British Museum, 1904.

= A Guide to the Third and Fowrth Egyptian Rooms. Illus.
London: British Museum, 1904,

Brugsch, Heinrich. Die Agyptologie: Abriss der Entzifferungen und
Forschungen auf dem Gebiete der dgvptischen Schrift; Sprache und
Alterthumskunde (Egyprology: a short survey on the decipher-
ing and research concerning Egyptian wriring, language, and
archaeology). Leipzig: A. Heitz, 1897.

Several marginal markings and underlinings.

Buberl, Paul. Die griechisch-dgyptischen Mumienbildnisse
der Sammlung Th. Graf (The Greco-Egyptian mummy-
portraits from the collection of Th. Graf). Illus. Vienna:
Kyrstall, 1922,

Budge, Sir Ernest Wallis. Easy Lessons in Egyptian Hieroglyphics,
With Sign List. London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1902.

—. Egyptian ldeas of the Future Life. 2d ed. lllus. London:

Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1900.

. Egyprian Magic. lllus. London: Kegan Paul, Trench,
Trubner, 1901,

—. An Egyptian Reading Book for Beginners. London:
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1896.
Bookplate; several underlinings; translations section uncur.

. First Steps in Egyptian: A Book for Begimners. London:
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1895.
Bookplate.

—. A History of Egypt from the End of the Neolithic Period to
the Death of Cleopatra VII, B.c. 30. 8 vols. lllus. London:
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1901.

. Osiris and the Egyptian Resurrection. 2 vols. Illus.

London: B L. Warner, 1911.

—, ed. and trans. The Book of the Dead: An English Trans-
lation of the Chapters; Hymns of the Theban Recension. 3 vols.
Hlus. London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1901.

Burckhardt, Jakob. Die Cicerone: eine Anleitung zum Genuss der
Kunstwerke lialiens (The Cicerone: a guide to the appreciation
of ltalian art). 2 vols. 6th ed. Leipzig: E. A. Seemann, 1893,
Some marginal annotations.

. Griechische Kulturgeschichte (The history of Greek

civilization). 4 vols. Berlin: W. Spemann, n.d.

Some marginal markings, vol. 3 only.
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Burrows, Ronald, The Discoveries in Crete and Their Bearing on the
History of Ancient Civilisation. 2d ed., Illus. London:
J. Murray, 1908,
Some markings.

Buttles, Janet R. The Queens of Egypt. lllus. London:
A. Constable, 1908.

Capart, Jean. Abydos: le temple de Séti 17, étude géndrale ( Abydos:
the temple of Seti I, a general study). lllus. Brussels: Rossignol
and Van den Brl, 1912.

. L' Art égyptien: choix de documents accompagnés d'indi-

catioms bibliographiques (Egyptian art: selected documents wirh

bibliographic annotations). Illus. Brussels: Vroumant, 1909.

———— Les Débuts de l'art en Egypte (Primitive art in Egypr).
Illus. Brussels: Vroumant, 1904.

Carter, Howard, and Arthur Mace. The Tomb of Tut-Ankh-
Amen: Discovered by the Late Earl of Carnarvon and Howard
Carter. 3 vols. Illus. London: Cassell, 1923-1933.

Cesnola, Louis Palma di. Cypern: seine alten Stidte, Griber und
Tempel— Bericht iiber zehnjéthrige Forschungen und Ausgrabungen
auf der Insel (Cyprus: its ancient cities, tombs, and temples—
report on a decade of research and excavations on the island).
Trans. Ludwig Stern. Illus. Jena: H. Costenoble, 1879.

Collignon, Maxime. Handbuch der griechischen Archaologie (A
manual of Greek archaeology). Illus. Leipzig: P. Friesenhahn,
n.d.

Conze, Alexander. Die Kleinfunde aus Pergamon (The small
rreasures of Pergamum). [lus. Berlin: Konigliche Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 1903.

Cybulski, Stephan. Die Kultur der Griechen und Rimer: dargestellt
an der Hand ihrer Gebrauchgegenstinde und Bauten (The culture
of the Greeks and Romans, seen in their utensils and build-
ings). Illus. Leipzig: K. F. Khler, 1905.

Diez, Ernst. Die Kunst der islamischen Viilker (The art of the
Islamic peoples). Illus. Berlin: Athenaion, 1915.

Disrpfeld, Wilhelm. Troja und Ilion: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen
in den vorhistorischen wnd historischen Schichten von Ilion 1870-
1894 (Troy and llium: results of excavations on the prehistoric
and historic strata of lium 1870-1894). 2 vols. Illus. Athens:
Beck and Barth, 1902.

Dussaud, René. Les Civilisations préhélleniques dans le bassin de la
mer E'ge’.: {Prehellenic civilizations in the Aegean basin).
2d ed. llus. Paris: P. Geuthner, 1914.

Signed: Freud, December 8, 1914.

Erman, Adolf. Agyptisches Glossar: die haufigeren Worte der
dgyptischen Sprache (Egyprian glossary: the more frequent
words in the Egyptian language). Berlin: Reuther and
Reichard, 1904.
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. Die Hieroglyphen (Hieroglyphs). Illus. Berlin: G. J.
Gaschen, 1912,
Marginal marking, p- 21.

Erman, Adolf, and Fritz Krebs. Aus den Papyrus der Kimiglichen
Museen zu Berlin (Selections from the papyri of the Royal
Museums in Berlin). Illus. Berlin: Y. Spemann, 1899.

Evans, Sir Arthur John. The Palace of Minos: A Comparative
Account of the Successive Stages of the Early Cretan Civilization as
Ilustrated by the Discoveries at Knossos. 4 vols. in 7. Ilus.
London: Macmillan, 1921-36.

Fechheimer, Hedwig. Klemplastik der Agypter (Small sculprure of
the Egyptians). Illus. Berlin: B. Cassirer, 1921.

. Die Plastik der Agypter (Egyprian sculpture). llus.
Berlin: B. Cassirer, 1923.

Friedrich, Johannes. Ras Schamra: ein iiberblick iiber Funde und
Forschungen (Ras Schamra: a survey of the finds and research).
Illus. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1933.

Furtwiingler, Adolf, and H. L. Urlichs. Denkmailer griechischer
und rimischer Skulptur (Monuments of Greek and Roman
sculprure). 2d ed. Illus. Munich: E. Bruckmann, 1904.

Gesellschaft fiir antike Kulner: Bericht (Society for the culture of
antiquity: reports). Berlin: Gesellschaft fiir antike Kultur,
1924-18.

Grosse, Ernst. Die Anfiinge der Kunst (The beginnings of art).
lllus. Freiberg: ]. C. B. Mohr, 1894.
Many marginal markings and underlinings.

Halbhett, E . and B Orsi. Antichit dell’antro di Zeus ideo in Creta
(Antiquities from the cave of the ldean Zeus in Crete). [llus.
Florence: E. Loescher, 1888.

Handcock, Percy. Mesopotamian Archaeology: An Introduction to
the Archaeology of Babslonia and Assyria. lllus. London:
Macmillan, 1912,

Haugwitz, Eberhard. Der Palatin: seine Geschichte und seine
Ruinen (The Palatine: its history and ruins). [llus, Rome:
Loescher, 1901.

Hausenstein, Wilhelm. Die Bildnerei der Etrusker (Erruscan
sculpture). Illus. Munich: R. Piper, 1922.

Hirn, Yrjo. Der Ursprung der Kunst: eine Untersuchung ihver
psychischen und sozialen Ursachen (The origins of art: a psycho-
logical and sociological inquiry). Trans. M. Barth. Leipzig:
J. A. Barth, 1904,

Hoeber, Fritz. Griechische Viasen (Greek vases). [llus. Munich:
R. Piper, 1909.

Hoernes, Moritz. Urgeschichte der bildenden Kunst in Evropa von
den Anfiingen bis um 500 vor Chr. (The prehistory of visual art

in Europe from the beginnings to 500 B.c.). lllus. Vienna:
A. Holzhausen, 1898.




BOTTING AND DAVIES

Holtzinger, Heinrich, and Walther Amelung. Die Ruinen Roms,
und, Die Antiken-Sammlung (The ruins of Rome, and, The
collection of antiquities). Stuttgare: Union Deutscher
Verlagsgesellschaft, n.d.

Huelsen, Christian. Das Forum romanum: seine Geschichte und
seine Denkmiiler (The Roman forum: its history and its monu-
ments). lllus. Rome: E. Loescher, 1904; 2d ed. 1905.
Signed: Dr. Freud, September 18, 1907.

I pite vecenti scavi nel foro romano (The most recent
excavations in the Roman Forum). Illus. Rome: E. Loescher,

1910.

Imhoof-Blumer, Friedrich. Portritkipfe auf antiken Miinzen
hellenischer und hellenisierter Vilker: mit Zeittafeln der Dynastien
des Altertums nach ihven Miinzen (Portrait heads on ancient
coins of Hellenic and Hellenicized peoples: including chron-
ologies of the dynasties of antiquiry, based on their coins).
lus. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1885.

— Poriiitkéipfe auf rimischen Miinzen der Republik und der
Kaiserzeit (Portrair heads on Roman coins of the republic and
imperial Rome). 1llus. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1879.

Jones, Sir Henry Stuart. Classical Rome. Illus. London: G.
Richards, n.d.

—— Companion to Roman History. Hlus. Oxford: Claren-
don, 1911.

Jung, Julivs. Grundriss der Geographie von Italien und den Orbis
romanus (A geographic compendium of Italy and the Roman
world). 2d ed. Munich: C. H. Beck, 1897.

Kaemmel, Otto. Rom und die Campagna (Rome and the
Campagna region). Illus. Bielefeld: Velhagen and Klasing,
1902.

Kaufmann, Carl Maria. Handbuch der christlichen Archiologie
(Handbook of Christian archaeology). lllus. Paderborn:
E Schéningh, 1905,

Kaulen, Franz Philipp. Assyrien und Babylonien nach den nevesten
Entdeckungen (Assyria and Babylonia according to the latest
discoveries). Sth ed. 1llus. Freiburg: Herder, 1899,

King, Leonard William. Assyrian Language: Easy Lessons in the
Cuneiform Inscriptions. London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner,
1901.

Some marginal markings; signed: Dr. Freud, January 12,
1902.

Kisa, Anton Carel. Das Glas im Altertume (Glass in antiquity).

3 vols. Hlus. Leipzig: K. W. Hiersemann, 1908.

Koldewey, Robert. Das wieder evstehende Babylon: die bisherigen
Ergebnisse der deutschen Ausgrabungen (Babylon resurrecred:
the results of the German excavations to date). 3d ed. Illus.

Leipzig: . C. Hinrichs, 1914.
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Lanciani, Rodolfo. The Destruction of Ancient Rome: A Sketch of
the History of the Monuments. [1lus. London: Macmillan, 1901,

Lange, Ludwig. Rimische Alterthiimer (Roman antiquities).
3 vals. Berlin: Weidmann, 1856-71.

Layard, Sir Henry Austen. Discoveries in the Ruins of Nineveh and
Babylon, with Travels in Armenia, Kurdistan and the Desert:
Being the Result of a Second Expedition Undertaken for the British
Museum. 2 vols. [llus. London: J. Murray, 1853,

» Nineveh and Its Remains. 6th ed. 2 vols. Hlus. London:
J. Murray, 1854,

Some marginal markings.
Leoni, Umberto. The Palatine. [llus. Rome: Frank, n.d.

Leoni, Umberto, and Giovanni Staderini. On the Appian Way:
A Walk from Rome to Albano. 1llus. Rome: R. Bemporad, 1907.

Lawy, Emanuel. Der Beginn der votfigurigen Vasenmalerei (The
origin of red-figure vase painting). lllus. Vienna: Holder,
Pichler, Tempsky, 1938,

— Die griechische Plastik (Greek sculpture). 2d ed. 2 vols.
Mus. Leipzig: Klinkhardt and Biermann, 1916,

. Lysipp wund seine Stellung in der griechischen Plastik
(Lysippus and his place in Greek sculpture). [llus. Hamburg:
Verlaganstalt and Druckerei, 1891,

Signed: Dr. Freud, n.d.; dedicated by author, n.d.

. Die Nawrwiedergabe in der dlteren griechischen Kunst
(The rendering of nature in early Greek art). Illus. Rome:
E. Loescher, 1900,
Dedicated by author, n.d.

- Neuartische Kunst (Neo-attic art). llus. Leipzig: E. A.
Seemann, 1922,
Dedicated by author, n.d.

. Polygnot: ein Buch von griechischer Malerei (Poly-
gonotus: a book of Greek painting). 2 vols. Illus. Vienna: A.
Schroll, 1929.

Dedicared by author, n.d.

. Stein und Ery in der statuarischen Kunst (Stone and
bronze in statues). lllus. Innsbruck: Wagner, 1915.

Dedicated by author, n.d.

— Unrspriinge der bildenden Kunst (Origins of fine art).
Vienna: Holder, Pichler, Tempsky, 1930.
Dedicated by author, n.d.

Luckenbach, Hermann. Die Akrapolis von Athen (The Acropolis

of Athens). 2d ed. lllus. Munich: R. Oldenbourg, 1903,
Signed: Dr. Freud, Ocrober 24, 1905,

Martha, Jules. L' Art éovusque (Etruscan art). [llus. Paris: Firmin-
Didor, 1889,

Marucchi, Orazio. Gli obelischi egiziani di Roma (The Egyptian
obelisks in Rome). Illus, Rome: E. Loescher, 1898.



Maspéro, Sir Gaston. Egypte (Egypt). lllus. Paris: Hachetre,
1912.

. Ruines et paysages d'Egypte (Ruins and landscapes of
Egypt). Paris: E. Guilmoro, c. 1910.

Mau, August. Pompeji in Leben und Kunst (Pompeii in life and
art). Illus. Leipzig: W. Engelmann, 1900.

Meissner, Bruno. Grundziige der babylonisch-assyrischen Plastik
(Fundamentals of Babylonian-Assyrian sculpture). llus.
Leipzig: . C. Hinrichs, 1915.

Mever, Eduard. Agypten zur Zeit der Pyramidenerbauer (Egypt
during the era of the pyramid-builders). lllus. Leipzig: . C.
Hinrichs, 1908.

Michaelis, Adolf. Die archiologischen Entdeckungen des
neunzehnten Juhrhunderts (The archaeological discoveries of
the 19th century). Leipzig: E. A. Seemann, 1906.

Mommsen, Theodor. Romische Geschichte (Bd. 5, achtes Buch):
die Provinzen von Caesar bis Diocletion (History of Rome [vol. 5,
book 8]: the provinces, from Caesar to Diocletian). 1llus.
Berlin: Weidmann, 1885.

Moortgat, Anton. Frithe Bildkunst m Sumer (Early Sumerian pic-
torial art). [lus. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1935,

Morer, Alexandre. Le Nil et la civilisation égyptienne (The Nile
and Egyptian civilization). Paris: A. Michel, 1937,

Miiller, Iwan Phillip Eduard von, ed. Handbuch der klassischen
Altertums-Wissenschaft: Atlas zur Archéologie der Kunst (Hand-
book of the history of classical antiquity: atlas of the archaeol-
ogy of art). [llus. Munich: C. H. Beck, 1897.

Miiller, Valentin Kurt. Frithe Plastik in Griechenland und
Vorderasien: ihre Typenbildung von der neolithischen bis in die
griechischarchaische Zeit (rund 3000 bis 600 v. Chr.) (Early
sculpture in Greece and Asia Minor: typological development
from neolithic times up to the archaic Greek era [c. 3000-600
B.C.]). [llus. Augsburg: B. Filser, 1929.

Miiller, Walter August. Nacktheit und Entblassung in der
altorientalischen und dlteven griechischen Kunst (Nudity and dis-
robement in ancient Orienral and older Greek art). [llus.
Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1906.

Myer, Isaac. Scarabs: The History, Manufacture, and Religious
Symbolism of the Scarabaeus in Ancient Egypt, Phoenicia,
Sardinia, Etruria, etc. London: D. Nutt, 1894,

National Museum, Naples. Handbuch des National Museums zu
Neapel und hauptsiichliche illustrierten Monumente (Handbook
of the national museum in Naples and its major illustrated
monuments). [llus. Naples: National Museum, n.d.

Neugebauer, Karl Anton. Antike Bronzestatuerten (Classical
bronze statuettes). lllus. Berlin: Schoetz and Parrhysius, 1921.
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Noack, Ferdinand. Homerische Paldste: eine Studie zu den
Denkmélern und ziem Epos (Homeric palaces: a study on monu-
ments and on epic poetry). lllus. Leipzig: B. G, Teubner, 1903.

Ohnefalsch-Richter, Max. Kypros, Die Bibel und Homer: Beitrdige
zie Cultur-, Kunst- und Religionsgeschichte des Orients im
Alterthume (Cyprus, the Bible and Homer: oriental civiliza-
tion, art, and religion in ancient times). 2 vols. [lus. Berlin:
A, Asher, 1593.

Overbeck, Johannes. Pompeji in seinen Gebduden, Alterthiimern
und Kunstwerken dargestellt (Pompeii, as seen in its buildings,
antiquities, and art). 4th ed. Illus. Leipzig: W. Engelmann,
1884.

Perrot, Georges, and Charles Chipiez. Histoire de I'art dans
I'antiquité (History of art in antiquity). 10 vols. Illus. Paris:
Hachette, 1882-1914.

Some marginal markings.

Petersen, Eugen Adolf Hermann. Ara pacis Augustae (The Ara
pacis of Augustus). lllus. George Niemann, 2 vols. Vienna:
A, Holder, 1902.

. Vom alten Rom {Ancient Rome). llus. Leipzig: E. A.
Seemann, 1898,

Petrie, Sir William Flinders. Amuldets: ustrated by the Egyptian
Collection in the University College, London. lllus. London:
Constable, 1914,

. Les Arts et métiers de 'ancienne Egypte (Arts and crafts
of ancient Egypt). Trans. Jean Capart. Illus. Brussels:
Vioumane, 1912,

, ed. A History of Egypt: From the Earliest Times to the
XVith Dynasty. 4th ed. 6 vols. lllus. London: Merhuen, 1899
1905.

Pfuhl, Ernst. Malerei und Zeichnung der Griechen ( Greek painting
and drawing). 3 vols. Illus. Munich: E Bruckmann, 1923.

Picard, Charles, and P De la Coste-Messelidre. Sculptures
grecques de Delphes (Greek sculprure ar Delphi). Hlus. Paris: E.
de Boccard, 1927,

Reinisch, Simon Leo. Die dgyptischen Denkmadler in Miramar
(The Egyprian monuments in Miramar). Illus. Vienna:
W. Braumdller, 1865.

Marginal markings, p. 5.

Richrer, Otro Ludwig. Topographie der Stadt Rom (Topography of

the city of Rome). 2d ed. Hllus. Munich: C. H. Beck, 1901.

Ripostelli, Giuseppe. The Roman Forum. lllus. Rome:
C. Serena, n.d.

Rodenwaldr, Gerharde. Die Kunst der Antike (Hellas und Rom)
(The art of anriquity [Greece and Rome]). 2d. ed. [llus.
Berlin: Propylien, 1927.




BOTTING AND DAVIES

Riicklin, Rudolf. Das Schmuckbuch (The book of ornaments).
2 vols, [llus. Leipzig: E. A. Seemann, 1901.

Saller, Alfred. Miinzen und Medaillen {Coins and medallions).
us. Berlin: W. Spemann, 1898,
Signed: Dr. Freud, February 4, 1899,

Saloman, Geskel. Erklirungen antiker Kunstwerke (Interprera-
tions of classical art). [llus. Stockholm: n.p., 1902.

Schifer, Heinrich. Amarna in Religion und Kunst (Amarna in
religion and art). Illus. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1931,
Some marginal markings.

- Von agypischer Kunst: eine Grundlage (Egyptian art: a
foundation). 3d ed. Illus. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1930.

Schiifer, Heinrich, and Walter Andrae. Die Kunst des alten

Orients (Art of the ancient Orient). Illus. Berlin: Propylien,
1925.

Schliemann, Heinrich. llios, Stadt und Land der Trojaner: For-
suchungen und Entdeckungen in der Troas und besonders auf der
Baustelle won Troja (Ilios, the city and country of the Trojans:
the results of researches and discoveries on the site of Troy and
in the Troad). [lus. Leipzig: E A. Brockhaus, 1881,

—. Mykenae: Bericht iiber meine Forschungen und
Entdeckungen in Mykenae und Tiryns (Mycenae: a narrative of
researches and discoveries at Mycenae and Tiryns). 1lus.
Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus, 1878.

Signed: Dr. Freud, Seprember 13, [7; bookplare.

—— Tiryns: der prihistorische Palast der Kimige von Tiryns,
Ergebnisse der neuesten Ausgrabungen (Tiryns: the prehistoric
palace of the kings of Tiryns, the results of the larest excava-
tions). lllus. Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus, 1886.

Schmidt, Robert Rudolf. Die Kunst der Eiszeit (Art of the lce
Age). Augsburg: B. Filser, n.d.
Thirty-two mounted plates in folder.

Schotrmiiller, Frida. Bronze-Stawuetten und Geniite (Bronze star-
uertes and implements). lllus. Berlin: R. C. Schmidr, 1918.

Schrader, Hans. Phidias. 1llus. Frankfurr am Main: Frankfurter
Verlags-Anstalt, 1924.

Schubart, Wilhelm. Das Buch bei den Griechen und Riimem: eine
Studie aus der Berliner Papyrussammbung (A study of the book in

Greece and Rome: from the Berlin papyrus collection). [lus.

Berlin: G. Reimer, 1907.
Sellin, Ernst. Tell Ta'annek. Tllus. Vienna: C. Gerold, 1904,
Sitel, Karl. Archdologie der Kunst (The archaeology of art). Hlus.

Munich: C. H. Beck, 1895,
Marginal markings, pp. 303 and 310,

Spiegelberg, Wilhelm. Geschichte der dgyptischen Kunst bis zum
Hellenismus (History of Egyptian art uncil Hellenic times).
Ilus. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1903.

Steindorff, Georg. Die Bliitezeit des Pharaonenreichs {The golden
age of the pharachs). [llus. Bielefeld: Velhagen and Klasing,
1900.

. Die Kumst der Agypter: Bauten, Plastik, Kunstgewerbe
(The art of the Egyptians: building, sculpture, arts, and
crafts). llus. Leipzig: Insel, 1928,

Sydow, Eckart von, Primitive Kunst und Psychoanalyse: eine Studie
tiber die sexuelle Grundlage der bildenden Kiinste der Nanervilker
(Primirive art and psychoanalysis: a study on the sexual basis
for visual arts of primitive peoples). llus. Leipzig: Interna-
tionaler Psychoanalytischer Verlag, 1927.

Thomsen, Peter. Paldstina und seine Kultur in fiinf Jahrtawsenden:
nach den neusten Ausgrabungen und Forschungen dargestellt
(Palestine and its culture through five thousand vears: accord-
ing to the most recent excavations and research). 3d ed. Illus.
Leipzig: ]. C. Hinrichs, 1931.

Urlichs, Ludwig von. Einleitende und Hilfs-Diziplinen (Incroduc-
tory and complementary disciplines). Munich: C. H. Beck,
1892,

Wol. 1 of a series on archaeological pracrice.

Warzinger, Carl. Denkmiler Paldstinas: eine Eimfiihrung in die
Archéologie des Heiligen Landes (Palestine’s monuments: an
introduction to the archaeology of the Holy Land). 2 vols.
Ilus. Leipzig: ). C. Hinrichs, 1933-35,

Vol. 2 cur top. 89 anly.

Weber, Otto. Altorientalische Siegelbilder (Ancient oriental
seals). 2 vols. lllus. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1920.

Weichardr, Carl Friedrich Wilhelm. Pompeji vor der Zerstiirung:
Reconstructionen der Tempel und ihrer Umgebung (Pompeii
before its destruction: reconstruction of its remples and their
surroundings). Pocket ed. [llus. Leipzig: K. E Koehler, n.d.
Stamped on title page: E. Prass. Neapel, 59-60 Piazza dei
Martiri.

Woolley, Sir Charles Leonard. The Royal Cemetery: A Report on
the Predynastic and Sargonid Graves Excavated between 1926 and
1931. 1 vol. in 2. llus. London: British Museum and Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania, 1934,

. Vor 5000 Jahren: die Ausgrabungen von Ur und die
Geschichte der Sumerer (Five thousand years ago: the excava-
tions of Ur and the history of the Sumerians). Trans. Heribert
Hassler. 4th ed. lllus. Stuttgart: Franckh, n.d.









