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  Melanie Klein was born in Vienna in 1882, the youngest of four children. At fourteen, she decided to study medicine and with her brother’s help learnt enough Greek and Latin to pass into the Gymnasium. But her early engagement and subsequent marriage in 1903 brought a halt to her plans. Years later, discovering a booklet on dreams by Freud, she turned her attention to psychoanalysis. She was living in Budapest at the time and began her own analysis with Ferenczi, who encouraged her interest in the analysis of children. In 1921 she moved to Berlin to continue her work with children, supported by Dr Karl Abraham, and in 1926 she moved to London where she worked and lived until her death in 1960.
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  NEW INTRODUCTION


  Melanie Klein first discovered psychoanalysis at the age of thirty-two when she was in Budapest in 1914. She read Freud’s booklet on dreams, ‘Über den Traum’. This was the beginning of what became the dominant interest of her life – psychoanalysis. About that time she started her own analysis with Ferenczi. It seems that she took this step partly for therapeutic reasons, but also from the beginning psychoanalysis captured her imagination. It satisfied her enormous intellectual curiosity, the interest in people which was always characteristic of her, and her wish to work for and with people. (She had originally planned to study medicine.) She read her first paper to the Hungarian Psychoanalytical Society in 1919 and it was the beginning of a creative output which continued till her death in 1960 and which was to revolutionise psychoanalytical theory and practice.


  Her papers are collected in Volumes I and IV of The Writings of Melanie Klein. She also wrote two books, The Psycho-analysis of Children and Narrative of a Child Analysis, Volumes II and III of the Writings.


  This volume, which contains her papers from 1921 to 1946, shows the development of her work and her thought from the beginning, leading up to the formulation of her major theoretical concept, that of the depressive position (1935–1940).


  Melanie Klein started her psychoanalytical work with children. She was a pioneer in child analysis. She developed methods for analysing children, even the very young, without departing from the basic principles of psychoanalytic technique. Since children’s natural mode of expression is play, she provided them with little toys and considered their play as a symbolic expression of their inner life, comparable to the free associations of adults. She interpreted their play and their behaviour as well as their verbal communication. In contrast to other workers at that time she adopted from the start a strict psychoanalytic attitude, avoiding any educational or other interference with the psychoanalytic process. And from the start she would interpret whatever the child presented, whether his or her feelings were positive or negative. It was thought at the time that children could not develop a transference to the analyst in the way that adults did because they were still attached to their original objects, their parents. Klein found that children readily formed a transference, both positive and negative. She found that, provided the psychoanalytic setting and attitude were preserved, children’s transference relationships were not very different from those of adults. She contended and demonstrated that the basis of the transference was the projection onto the analyst of the child’s internal world and its internal imagos, and not a linear transference to the analyst of the feelings about the actual parents. Her approach was characterised by a great conviction of the validity of Freud’s psychoanalytic method and by a trust that in every child, as in the adult, despite all resistance and defences, there is a longing for and an appreciation of truth. And indeed, children responded to her simple and direct approach.


  It is difficult today to realise how bold and revolutionary was such an approach to children in those days. Her work produced shock and passionate controversy. She describes the technique and the rationale for it, as well as some of the discoveries she made, in the papers ‘Early Analysis’ (1923), ‘The Psychological Principles of Early Analysis’ (1926), and ‘Symposium on Child-Analysis’ (1927). Those papers also deal with the main points of the controversy of those times. The bulk of the psychoanalytical material on which she based her conclusions is contained in the book she wrote in the same years, The Psycho-analysis of Children.


  New tools and techniques lead to new discoveries. Except for the analysis of Little Hans, carried out by his own father under Freud’s supervision, Freud’s theory of child development was based predominantly on his analysis of adults. Klein’s work confirmed Freud’s discoveries about infantile sexuality and aggression, the role of the super-ego and the Oedipus Complex. But her direct work with children brought new discoveries and filled in, in some detail, the early pre-genital stages of development outlined only more generally by Freud. These discoveries eventually brought out certain differences from his views. She was struck from the beginning by the children’s rich phantasy life and their rich internal world, containing figures both very good and very terrifying; she also saw that they suffered anxieties due to the existence of bad figures, anxieties that were psychotic in nature. Such an internal world was the outcome of some previous history. A child as young as two-and-a-half had already a complex history revealed in the transference which she could map out. Freud discovered the child still dynamic in the adult. Klein discovered the infant in the child and the adult. She came to the conclusion that from the beginning of his or her life the infant forms intense object relationships both in reality and in phantasy. She did not see the infant as passive, acted on by the environment and only reacting to it. She saw him/her as full of desires and phantasies, in constant interaction with the external reality. Those early relationships coloured by the infant’s phantasies, are internalised and form the basis of the personality. She viewed the super-ego and the Oedipus Complex as described by Freud as the final outcome of earlier development and as the later stage of earlier and more primitive structures.


  She describes the child’s relationship first of all with part objects, primarily the mother’s breast, split to begin with into a very good and loved one and a very bad and hated one. This relationship gradually extends to the mother’s whole body. She describes the intense relationship the child forms in phantasy to the mother’s body, a relationship marked by curiosity and ambivalence. The child phantasies the mother’s body as the source of all riches, stirring both love and hatred and powerful curiosity.fn1 She considers the wish to explore the mother’s body as the beginning of the epistemophilic instinct. But since these epistemophilic urges are associated with libidinal and aggressive wishes, the anxiety produced by them may lead to their inhibition.


  She sees anxiety as both a promoter and potential inhibitor of development. It is the anxiety stirred by the epistemophilic urges towards the mother’s body that makes the child displace his/her urges to the world outside and endow it with symbolic meaning. But if the anxiety is too intense, it may on the contrary lead to inhibition. A particularly seminal work in this area is her paper, ‘The Importance of Symbol-Formation in the Development of the Ego’ (1930). It is the report of the first psychoanalytic treatment of an autistic child in which she describes a nearly complete arrest of symbolic function, and with it, of all interest in the world. Her work in that area threw a completely new light on cognitive and intellectual development and its inhibitions.


  Melanie Klein originally tried to express her findings strictly in Freud’s terms. But some differences from his views started to appear almost from the start. She observed that the Oedipus Complex and the super-ego exist much earlier than Freud had assumed and she always emphasised how much the Oedipus Complex is conditioned by earlier developments. Also, her views on female sexuality differ from Freud’s. She found that little girls and little boys were aware of the female sexual organs and their potential. And she viewed the phallic stage described by Freud as mainly a defensive structure. She emphasised much more the role of aggression in children than was currently assumed at the time. For instance, in her first paper on symbolism, ‘The Rôle of the School in the Libidinal Development of the Child’ (1923), she sees symbolism and its inhibition as being primarily libidinal, though in the material she describes she pays due attention to aggression. In her 1930 paper it is the role of aggression and the anxieties associated with it that are in the forefront. Her views on aggression are in keeping with Freud’s work after 1920, his concept of the death instinct and his view that the basic conflict is between the libidinal and destructive forces. This basic conflict between love and hate acquires an increasingly important role in Klein’s work.


  Her discovery of the ubiquity and importance of phantasy life led her to extend Freud’s concept of unconscious phantasy. Unconscious phantasy is inextricably linked with symbolism since it is in symbolic ways that phantasy is expressed. Her views on symbolism depart somewhat from Freud and Jones. In her 1930 paper, as the title itself makes clear, she holds the view that symbols are not given, as assumed by Freud, but formed dynamically under the spur of anxiety and therefore can be subject to malformation and inhibition.


  In time it became increasingly clear that her discoveries could not be completely encompassed in Freud’s theory and that she needed some new central concepts. In two papers, ‘A Contribution to the Psychogenesis of Manic-Depressive States’ (1935) and ‘Mourning and its Relation to Manic-Depressive States’ (1940) she introduces an entirely new concept, that of the depressive position.


  In her clinical work Klein always followed the thread of anxiety. She thought that the child was subject to both persecutory anxieties, arising out of the existence of bad internal figures, and anxieties due to guilt and fear of loss. But it was not until 1935 that she started making a very clear distinction between those two types of anxiety, persecutory and depressive. She had always emphasised the importance of the first year of life for later development. She came eventually to the conclusion that the two basic anxieties, persecutory and depressive, are rooted developmentally in the two phases in the first year of life. In the first phase the infant is dominated by persecutory anxiety and that phase is the point of fixation of later paranoid illness (as suggested by Abraham). The second phase, which marks a crucial step in development, occurs when the infant recognises the mother as a whole person. He/she relates then not to parts of mother as in the earliest phase, but to the whole person and recognises also that the bad figure and the good figure are one and the same person, mother. This makes the infant aware of its own ambivalence to such a figure. And with that realisation come feelings of guilt about aggression against the loved person and a fear of losing her through destructive attacks. In phantasy the loved and hated mother is felt to be destroyed and lost, provoking feelings of guilt, pining and loss. These feelings gradually replace the earlier feelings of persecution and give rise to loving and reparative tendencies.


  Klein speaks of positions rather than phases because the term refers to a whole organisation, the state of the ego, the nature of the object relationships, phantasies and defences. The implications of the changes occurring in the depressive position are immense. It brings a new outlook on life, a new stance. It marks the beginning of an awareness of psychic realities and is a demarcation mark between psychotic and non-psychotic functioning. Much of Klein’s later work is concerned with those implications. The introduction of the concept of positions marks the second phase of Klein’s development, introducing a new metapsychological framework.


  Melanie Klein’s work started with children and it opened new vistas. Since neurosis and psychosis are rooted in childhood, all discoveries about childhood are of course relevant to the understanding of the psychology of adults. And increasingly in her papers Klein refers to material from her adult patients. Her discoveries of the primitive layers of the mind and psychotic anxieties and defences which dominate them opened the way to a new understanding of severe mental illness. The concept of the depressive position and the reparative urges associated with it also threw new light on and enriched our understanding of normal development, sublimation and creativity.


  Hanna Segal, London, 1987


  fn1 In her later work she puts more emphasis on mother as a whole person rather than on the perception of a whole body.


  PREFACE


  MELANIE Klein’s works were produced over a period of about forty years, some as books, some in books with contributions from other authors, and some as papers which have not previously been collected in book form. Moreover, as would be inevitable in any creative effort spread over so long a time, her ideas were subject to a constant process of extension, amendment and clarification. It is therefore not easy for the student, confronted with this fairly large mass of literature, to discover what were Melanie Klein’s most mature ideas or how she had arrived at them. For this reason, in bringing out a new edition of her complete works, a major aim was to indicate the position of the main themes in each work in relation to her earlier and later thought on the same topic by means of explanatory notes. These notes are collected at the end of each volume except Volume IV, Narrative of a Child Analysis, which already has Melanie Klein’s own notes.


  Although this was the chief aim of the new edition, once it was decided to bring it out, an opportunity arose to make certain improvements: the translation of one book, The Psycho-Analysis of Children, originally published in German, has been largely revised; all references to earlier editions of Freud’s works have been amended to refer to the Standard Edition; and as far as possible this is also true of references to other works of which there are now more recent editions. Moreover, new indices have been prepared for Volumes I, II and III, bringing them into harmony with one another for ease of cross-reference.


  The work required to implement these aims has been carried out by different groups of people.


  The preliminary negotiations with the publishers were undertaken by Professor Elliott Jaques, who was generously met, and assisted, by Mr Masud Khan as Editor of the International Psycho-Analytical Library. Professor Jaques has also written a Preface to Volume IV, Narrative of a Child Analysis.


  The Explanatory Notes have been prepared by Mrs Edna O’Shaughnessy in consultation with Dr Hanna Segal, Miss Betty Joseph and myself, who thus share with her the responsibility but not the real work. Meanwhile, Dr Hans Thorner, assisted by his daughter-in-law, Mrs Prudence M. Thorner, and in the initial stages also by Dr Stephen Smith, had undertaken to revise the translation of The Psycho-Analysis of Children; and he, in turn, submitted the draft of each chapter to Mrs Strachey who had made the original translation. One paper, ‘Inhibitions and Difficulties at Puberty’, which has not previously appeared in English, was translated by Dr Claud Wedeles. The difficult task of checking and standardizing all references was undertaken by Miss Ann Hutchinson, and that of preparing, rewriting and amending the indices by Mrs Barbara Forryan.


  It remains for me to express my gratitude to these friends and helpers for the sustained and devoted effort which they have put into the production of The Writings of Melanie Klein. On behalf of the trustees of the Melanie Klein Trust, which has sponsored this work, I also wish to thank The Institute of Psycho-Analysis which, in collaboration with The Hogarth Press, has already published many of Melanie Klein’s works, for now publishing the complete collection of them in four volumes.


  R. E. MONEY-KYRLE


  INTRODUCTION1


  MELANIE Klein, née Reizes, was born in Vienna in 1882, the fourth and youngest child of parents who were of Jewish origin but no longer strict in religion, in which they seem to have been tolerant agnostics. There is evidence of a good deal of heritable ability on both sides; and certainly the setting for the children’s growing up was a highly intellectual one. What is more important, in Melanie Klein’s own recollection, was that her family was very united, held together by strong ties of love. It did not, however, escape periods of acute sadness when, first, her favourite sister died and, later, the older brother whom she had enormously admired—a tragedy which in after years was repeated when one of her own grown sons was killed in a climbing accident.


  To come now to the beginning of Melanie Klein’s professional life, she was about fourteen when she conceived a strong desire to study medicine, and with her brother’s help quickly learnt enough Latin and Greek to pass into the Gymnasium. Her prospects of a medical career, however, came to an end when she got engaged at the early age of seventeen. Four years later, in 1903, she was married and became in due course the mother of three children.


  It was not until the first world war that she was able to return, in a new form, to her interrupted career. She had come across a book by Freud and felt that she recognized in it something she had always vaguely been looking for. She was then in Budapest and able to start analysis with Ferenczi, who encouraged her to specialize in the analysis of children; and, indeed, she had already begun to do so in Budapest before the end of the war. At that time the analysis of young children, apart from Freud’s ‘Little Hans’ and some preliminary work by Dr Hug-Hellmuth, was an unknown field, soon also to be entered from a somewhat different direction by Anna Freud. After the war, in 1921, Melanie Klein went to Berlin, at the invitation of Dr Karl Abraham, to continue her work with children, and soon introduced significant and new concepts into analysis. Her innovations were encouraged and supported by Abraham, with whom she also had further analysis from the beginning of 1924 until it was terminated by his early death in 1925. It was while she was in Berlin and her husband in Sweden that their marriage, not a wholely happy one, came to a final end. In 1926 she came to London, at the invitation of Ernest Jones, who also gave her much support, and she remained there, gradually increasing the proportion of adult patients, particularly training cases, in her practice, until her death in 1960. It is worth noting that, like Freud himself and many others, she practised self-analysis, so the works she published were almost certainly the result of analytic observations made both on her patients and on herself, cross-checked against each other.


  In her clinical work, which aroused a good deal of controversy, she assumed from the outset that a child analysis was to be conducted in exactly the same way as an adult one—except that the analysis of verbal association was to be supplemented by the analysis of play. She assumed that a transference was possible, observed that a super-ego, though a more rudimentary one, was present, and believed that no moral or educational pressure was to be exerted by the analyst. In other words, she adopted Freud’s transference analysis both for adults and children; and if she later introduced any changes at all these were in the direction of purer transference analysis, her rôle becoming more and more confined to interpretation. A characteristic which was perhaps the most specific for her technique was that, from the beginning, she always gave preference to the interpretation of unconscious anxiety based on unconscious phantasy wherever she could see it—even when the first results of this appeared to be an increase of anxiety.


  It was this technique which brought up and enabled her to record many hitherto unseen patterns in the psyche, so that her theory of the mind and what could go wrong with it, originally taken from Freud, underwent a continuous development. It would be unnecessary and redundant to summarize this here, since Melanie Klein’s own writings, especially if read in conjunction with the Explanatory Notes, should speak for themselves. One point, however, deserves stressing. In introducing the concepts of the paranoid-schizoid and depressive positions, Melanie Klein also clarified the distinction between two vitally different types of morality which innately tend to develop successively in human beings. The child’s earliest super-ego, containing his own projected destructiveness turned against himself, is a paranoid-schizoid construction which, as Freud discovered, operates as an archaic internal god with an archaic morality of an eye-for-an-eye kind. This is not ego-syntonic, and a major aim of analysis is to weaken it. But around four months old the appearance of the depressive position ushers in the possibility of a different and far more ego-syntonic morality based no longer on a specific form of a paranoid delusion, but on depressive guilt at the injuries inflicted both in reality and phantasy on loved objects outside and inside the self in the earlier paranoid-schizoid position. In so far as these damaged loved objects are mourned, they are felt to come alive inside as internal mentors who help and sustain the ego in its struggle against remaining bad objects inside and real external enemies. It is certainly not true that Melanie Klein used any kind of moral pressure to foster this kind of morality in her patients; but it is true that in so far as she was able to lay bare the delusions behind the archaic morality and also behind various forms of manic defence against both persecutory and depressive guilt, the second type of morality did tend of its own accord progressively to predominate in them. This change was considered by her as one of the factors indicating a change towards integration and maturity.


  Although the theory which Melanie Klein eventually developed—and in particular the distinction between the paranoid-schizoid and depressive position—seems capable of explaining at least the main facts of both normal and abnormal mental life, it would be a mistake to regard her theory as a closed one. She herself added to it almost to the end of her life. And no one knows what future modification or addition may be required. As in physics, so in psychology ultimate truth is perhaps of infinite complexity, to be approached only by an infinite series of approximations.


  R. E. MONEY-KYRLE


  1 For longer biographical accounts see H. Rosenfeld, International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, and John A. Lindon, ‘Melanie Klein’s Theory and Technique: Her Life and Work’, in Tactics and Techniques in Psychoanalytic Therapy, ed. Peter L. Giovacchini (New York: Science House; London: Hogarth Press, 1972).
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  THE DEVELOPMENT OF A CHILD


  (1921)


  I


  THE INFLUENCE OF SEXUAL ENLIGHTENMENT AND RELAXATION OF AUTHORITY ON THE INTELLECTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF CHILDREN


  Introduction


  THE idea of enlightening children in sexual matters is steadily gaining ground. The instruction introduced in many places by the schools aims at protecting children during the age of puberty from the increasing dangers of ignorance, and it is from this point of view that the idea has won most sympathy and support. The knowledge obtained by psycho-analysis, however, indicates the necessity, if not of ‘enlightening’, at least of bringing up children from the tenderest years in such a fashion as will render any special enlightenment unnecessary, since it points to the completest, most natural enlightenment compatible with the rate of development of the child. The irrefutable conclusions to be drawn from psycho-analytic experience demand that children shall, whenever possible, be protected from any over-strong repression, and thus from illness or a disadvantageous development of character. Alongside the certainly wise intention of countering actual and visible dangers with information, therefore, analysis aims at avoiding dangers that are equally actual, even if not visible (because not recognized as such), but which are much commoner, deeper, and therefore call much more urgently for observation. The results of psycho-analysis, which always in every individual case leads back to repressions of childish sexuality as the causes of subsequent illness, or of the more or less operative morbific elements or inhibitions present even in every normal mentality, indicate clearly the path to be followed. We can spare the child unnecessary repression by freeing—and first and foremost in ourselves—the whole wide sphere of sexuality from the dense veils of secrecy, falsehood and danger spun by a hypocritical civilization upon an affective and uninformed foundation. We shall let the child acquire as much sexual information as the growth of its desire for knowledge requires, thus depriving sexuality at once of its mystery and of a great part of its danger. This ensures that wishes, thoughts and feelings shall not—as happened to us—be partly repressed and partly, in so far as repression fails, endured under a burden of false shame and nervous suffering. In averting this repression, this burden of superfluous suffering, moreover, we are laying the foundations for health, mental balance and the favourable development of character. This incalculably valuable result, however, is not the only advantage we can expect for the individual and for the evolution of humanity from an upbringing founded upon unqualified frankness. It has another and not less significant consequence—a decisive influence upon the development of the intellectual powers.


  The truth of this conclusion drawn from the experiences and teachings of psycho-analysis has been clearly and irrefutably borne out by the development of a child with whom I have occasion to be much occupied.


  Previous History


  The child in question is a boy, little Fritz, the son of relations who live in my immediate neighbourhood. This gave me the opportunity to be often in the child’s company without any restraint. Further, as his mother follows all my recommendations I am able to exercise a far-reaching influence on the child’s upbringing. The boy, who is now five years of age, is a strong healthy child of normal but slow mental development. He only began to speak at two years of age and was more than three and a half before he could express himself consecutively. Even then especially remarkable sayings, such as one hears at a very early age sometimes from gifted children, were not observed. In spite of this he gave the impression both in looks and behaviour of an alert and intelligent child. He mastered a few individual ideas very slowly. He was already more than four years old before he learnt to distinguish colours, and almost four and a half before he became familiar with the conceptions of yesterday, today and tomorrow. In practical things he was distinctly behind other children of his age. Although he was often taken shopping, it seemed (from his questions) rather incomprehensible to him that one should not get things as a present from people who had a number of them, and it was very difficult to make him understand that things had to be paid for, and at various rates according to their value.


  On the other hand, his memory was remarkable. He remembered and remembers comparatively remote things in every detail and he is completely master of ideas or facts that he has once understood. Speaking generally, he has asked few questions. When he was about four and a half years old a more rapid mental development and also a more powerful impulse to ask questions set in. A this time too the feeling of omnipotence (what Freud has called the ‘belief in the omnipotence of thought’) became very marked. Anything that was being spoken of—any skill or handicraft—Fritz was sure that he could do perfectly, even when the contrary was proved to him. In other instances, when in reply to questions he was told that papa and mamma too were ignorant of much, it did not seem to shake his belief in his own omnipotence and in that of his environment. When he could defend himself in no other fashion, even under the pressure of proof to the contrary, he would assert, ‘If I am shown how just once, I can do it quite well!’ So in spite of all proof to the contrary he was convinced he could cook, read, write and speak French perfectly.


  Onset of the birth-question period


  At the age of four and three quarters, questions concerning birth set in. The conclusion was forced upon one that hand-in-hand with this there went a striking increase in his need to ask questions in general.


  Here I would remark that the questions put by the little fellow (with which he mostly came to his mother or me) were always answered absolutely truthfully and, when necessary, on a scientific basis suited to his understanding, but as briefly as possible. Questions once answered were never referred to again, neither was a new subject introduced unless he either repeated one or spontaneously started a new question.


  After he had once put the question,fn1 ‘Where was I before I was born?’ it cropped up again in the form of ‘How is a person made?’ and recurred almost daily in this stereotyped fashion. It was clear that the constant recurrence of this question was not due to lack of intelligence, because he evidently fully understood the explanations that were given him about growth in the maternal body (the part played by the father was not referred to as he had not at that time asked directly about it). That a certain ‘pain’, an unwillingness to accept (against which his desire for truth was struggling) was the determining factor in his frequent repetition of the question was shown by his conduct—his absent-minded, somewhat embarrassed behaviour when the conversation had hardly started and his visible endeavour to be quit of the subject he himself had begun. For a short time he stopped putting this question to his mother and me and addressed himself with it to his nurse (who shortly afterwards left) and his elder brother. Their replies, that the stork brought the babies and God made people, contented him however only for a few days, and when he later came back to his mother again with the question, ‘How is a person made?’ he seemed at last more inclined to accept her reply as the real truth.fn2


  To the question, ‘How is a person made?’ his mother once more repeated the explanation given him often before. This time he became more talkative and told her that the governess had told him (he seems to have heard this previously too from someone) that the stork brought babies. ‘That is only a story,’ said his mother. ‘The L. children told me that the Easter hare did not come at Easter but that it was the governess who hid the things in the garden.’fn3 ‘They were quite right,’ she replied.—‘There isn’t such a thing as an Easter hare, is there? That is only a story?’—‘Of course.’—‘And is there no Father Christmas either?’—‘No, there is none either.’—‘And who brings and arranges the tree?’—‘The parents.’—‘And there are no angels either, that is only a story too?’—‘No, there are no angels, that too is only a story.’


  This knowledge was evidently not easily assimilated, for at the conclusion of this conversation he asked, after a short pause, ‘But there are locksmiths, aren’t there? They are real? For else who would make boxes?’ Two days later he tried the experiment of a change of parents, announcing that he was taking Mrs L. for his mamma, and her children for his brothers and sisters, and he kept up this arrangement for a whole afternoon. He came home repentant in the evening.fn4 His question next day to his mother immediately after his morning kiss, ‘Mamma, please, how did you come into the world?’ showed that there was a causal connection between his deliberate change of parents and the preceding enlightenment that had been so difficult to assimilate.


  After this he also showed much more pleasure in really coming to grips with this subject, to which he repeatedly returned. He enquired how it happened in dogs. Then he told me that recently he had ‘peeped into a broken egg’ but had failed to see a chicken in it. When I explained the difference between a chick and a human child and that the latter remains in the warmth of the maternal body till it is strong enough to thrive outside of it, he was manifestly pleased. ‘But then who is inside the mother to feed the child?’ he asked.


  The next day he asked me, ‘How do people grow?’ When I took a little child of his acquaintance as an example, and as further examples for different stages of growth, himself, his brother and his papa, he said ‘I know all that, but how does one grow at all?’


  In the evening he had been reprimanded for disobedience. He was perturbed about it, and endeavoured to make it up with his mother. He said, ‘I shall be obedient to-morrow and the next day and the day after …’ suddenly pulling up, he thought for a moment and asked, ‘Please, mamma, how long does the day after go on coming?’ and when she asked exactly what he meant, he repeated, ‘For how long does a new day still come?’ and immediately after, ‘Mamma, doesn’t the night always belong to the day before and early in the morning is a new day again?’fn5 His mother went to fetch something and when she came back into the room he was singing to himself. On her entering the room he stopped singing, looked at her closely and said, ‘If you said now that I wasn’t to sing I should have to stop singing?’ When she explained that she would never say anything like that, because he could always do as he wished except when it could not be allowed for some reason and gave him examples, he seemed satisfied.


  Conversation about the existence of God


  On the following day it rained. Fritz regretted this because he wanted to play in the garden, and asked his mother, ‘Does God know for certain how long he will let it rain?’ She replied that God did not make the rain but that rain came from the clouds and explained the matter to him. Next morning he received her again with a question that had been given up for a long time, ‘How is a person made?’ His mother tried to discover what exactly he had not understood in her previous explanations and the child said, ‘About the growing.’ When she tried once more to explain how the little head and limbs, etc. grew, he said, ‘Please, mamma, but how—where do the little head and the little tummy and all the rest come from?’ On her reply that they are already present quite tiny inside the little egg, like the little flower in the bud, he asked no more. A little later he enquired, ‘How is a chair made?’fn6 In the meantime his mother had dressed him. Quite spontaneously he then asked, ‘It isn’t God who makes it rain? Toni’ (the maid) ‘said that God made the rain!’ After her reply he asked, ‘Is it only a story that God makes the rain?’ On her replying in the affirmative, he continued, ‘But there really is God?’ His mother replied a little evasively that she had never seen him. ‘One doesn’t see him but he is really up in the sky?’—‘In the sky there are only air and clouds.’—‘But there is really God,’ he asked again. There was no escape; so she came to a decision and said, ‘No, child, he is not real.’—‘But, mamma, if a real grown-up person says that God is real and lives in the sky—isn’t it true even then?’ Her reply was that many grown-up people did not know rightly about things and could not tell about them correctly. He had now finished his breakfast and stood at the door leading into the garden and looked out. He was thoughtful. Suddenly he said, ‘Mamma, I see what is, and what I see really is there, isn’t it? I see the sun and the garden—but I can’t see Aunt Marie’s house and yet it is there too, isn’t it?’ She explained to him why he could not see his Aunt Marie’s house and he asked, ‘Mamma, can’t you see her house either?’ and showed his satisfaction at her denial. Immediately afterwards however he enquired further, ‘Mamma, how did the sun get right up there?’ and when she said a little pensively, ‘You know, it has been like that for a very, very long time already …’—‘Yes, but how much longer before, how did it get up there?’


  I must here explain his mother’s somewhat uncertain behaviour towards the child over the question of the existence of God. The mother is an atheist. Nevertheless, in the upbringing of the older children her convictions had not been put into practice. The children were, it is true, brought up quite independently of the confessional, and were also told very little about God, but the God which their environment (school, etc.) presented to them ready-made was never repudiated by her; so that even if he were little spoken of he was implicitly present for the children and occupied a place among the fundamental conceptions of their minds. The husband, who himself held a pantheistic conception of the deity, quite approved of the introduction of the idea of God into the children’s education, but nothing definite had been decided on in this matter between the parents. By accident it happened that on that day she had no opportunity to discuss the situation with her husband, so that when in the evening the youngster suddenly asked his father, ‘Papa, is there really a God?’ he simply answered ‘Yes.’ Fritz retorted, ‘But mamma said there was really no God.’ Just at this moment his mother entered the room and he asked her at once, ‘Mamma, please, papa says there really is a God. Does God really exist?’ She was naturally rather taken aback and answered, ‘I have never seen him and do not believe either that God exists.’ At this juncture her husband came to her assistance and saved the situation by saying, ‘Look here, Fritz, no one has ever seen God and some people believe that God exists and others believe that he doesn’t. I believe that he does but your mamma believes that he doesn’t.’ Fritz, who throughout had looked from one to the other with great anxiety, now became quite cheerful and explained, ‘I think too that there is no God.’ After an interval however he apparently had doubts all the same and he asked, ‘Please mamma, if God does exist does he live in the sky?’ She repeated that there were only air and clouds in the sky, whereupon he repeated quite cheerfully and definitely, ‘I think too that there is no God.’ Immediately afterwards he said, ‘But electric cars are real, and there are trains too—I was once in one, once when I went to Grandmamma’s and once when I went to E.’


  This unforeseen and improvised solution of the deity question had perhaps the advantage that it was adapted to diminish the excessive authority of the parents, to weaken the idea of their omnipotence and omniscience, since it enabled the child to ascertain—as had not before occurred—that his father and mother held different opinions about a matter of importance. This weakening of authority might possibly have fostered a certain sense of insecurity in the child; but this was, I think, quite easily overcome because a sufficient degree of authority still remained to afford him a sense of support, and at any rate I have not been able to observe in his general behaviour any trace of such an effect, either as a sense of insecurity or as a shattered trust in either of his parents. All the same, a little remark that was made about two weeks later may have had some connection with this. During a walk his sister had requested him to ask someone the time. ‘A gentleman or a lady?’ he enquired. He was told it was of no consequence which. ‘But if the gentleman says twelve o’clock and a lady says a quarter-past-one?’ he asked thoughtfully.


  The six weeks subsequent to this conversation about the existence of God seemed to me to some extent to form the conclusion and climax of a definite period. I find his intellectual growth during and since this period to have been so much stimulated and so changed both in intensity and in direction and kind of development (compared with earlier conditions), as to enable me to distinguish three periods so far in his mental development, dating from his being able to express himself fluently. The period preceding the onset of questions about birth, the second period beginning with these questions and ending with the solution of the idea of the deity, and the subsequent third period which had just begun.


  Third period


  The need to ask questions which was so marked in the second period has not become any less but takes a somewhat different line.


  He certainly often returns even now to the subject of birth, but in a way that shows he has already incorporated this knowledge into the general body of his thought. His interest in birth and connected things is still strong but decidedly less ardent, as is shown by his asking less but making more certain about it. For instance, ‘Is a dog made too by growing inside its mummy?’ or another time, ‘How does a deer grow? Just like a person?’ On receiving a reply in the affirmative, ‘It grows inside its mummy too?’


  Existence


  Out of the question, ‘How is a person made?’ which is no longer put in this form, there has developed an enquiry concerning existence in general. I give a selection from the wealth of questions of this kind asked in these weeks. How teeth grow, how eyes stay in (in the orbit), how the lines on the hand are made, how trees, flowers, woods etc. grow, whether the stalk of the cherry grows with it from the beginning, whether unripe cherries ripen inside the stomach, whether picked flowers can be replanted, whether seed gathered unripe ripens afterwards, how a spring is made, how a river is made, how ships get on to the Danube, how dust is made; further, about the manufacture of the most various articles, stuffs and materials.


  Interest in faeces and urine


  In his more specialized questions (‘How can a person move, move his feet, touch something? How does the blood get inside him? How does a person’s skin come on him? How does anything grow at all, how can a person work and make things,’ etc.?), and also in the way he pursues these enquiries, as well as in the constantly expressed need to see how things are made, to get to know their inner mechanism (closet, water system, pipes, revolver—in all this curiosity there seems to me to be already the need to examine what interests him to the very bottom, to penetrate into the depths. The unconscious curiosity concerning the father’s share in the birth of the child (to which as yet he had not given direct expression) may perhaps have been partly responsible for this intensity and profundity. This showed itself too in another kind of question that for a time came much to the fore, which, without his having previously spoken of it, was really an enquiry about the differences in the sexes. At this time there recurred repeatedly the question whether his mother, I and his sisters had always been girls, whether every woman when she was little was a girl—whether he had ever been a girlfn7—also if his papa when he was little was a boy, whether every one, every papa was little at first; once too when the birth question was becoming more real for him, he asked his father whether he too had grown inside his mamma, using the expression ‘in the stomach of’ his mamma, an expression that he used occasionally although the mistake had been corrected. The affectionate interest in faeces, urine and everything connected with them that he had always displayed has remained very active and his pleasure in them is openly shown on occasion. He gave his wiwi (penis) of which he was very fond a pet name for a time, called it ‘pipatsch’ but otherwise often ‘pipi’.fn8 Once too he said to his father as he gripped the latter’s walking-stick between his legs, ‘Look papa what a great big wiwi I have.’ For a time he often spoke of his beautiful fine ‘kakis’ (faeces) occasionally bestowing much contemplation upon their shape, colour and quantity.


  Once, on account of an indisposition, he had to have an enema, a very unusual proceeding for him, which he always strenuously resists; he takes medicine too only with great difficulty, particularly in pill form. He was very much surprised when instead of a solid motion he felt a fluid coming away. He asked whether the ‘kaki’ was coming from the front now or was that ‘wiwi’ water? On its being explained to him that it was happening just as usual only that it was fluid, he asked, ‘Is it the same with girls? Is it the same with you?’


  Another time he referred to the processes in the bowel that his mother had explained to him in connection with the enema, and asked about the hole where the ‘kakis’ came from. While doing so he told me that recently he had looked, or wanted to look in at this hole.


  He asked whether the toilet paper was for the others too? Then … ‘Mamma, you make kakis too, don’t you?’ When she agreed he remarked, ‘Because if you didn’t make kakis nobody in the world would make them, would they?’ In connection with this he talked about the size and colour of dog kakis, of those of other animals and compared his own with them. He was helping to shell peas and said that he gave the pod an enema, opened the popo and took out the kakis.


  Reality sense


  With the onset of the questioning period his practical sense (that, as already stated, was very poorly developed before the questions about birth which rendered the little fellow backward as compared with other children of his age) showed a great improvement. While the struggle with his tendency to repression was going on he could only with difficulty, but therefore all the more vividly, distinguish various ideas as unreal in contrast to real ones; now however he manifested a need to examine everything in this respect. Since the close of the second period this has come to the fore, particularly in his endeavour to enquire into the reality and proof of things long familiar to him, of activities he has practised and observed over and over again, and of things he has known for ages. In this way he attains independent judgements of his own from which again he can draw his own deductions.


  Obvious questions and certainties


  For instance, he ate a piece of hard bread and said, ‘The bread is very hard’; after he had eaten it, ‘I too can eat very hard bread.’ He asked me what was it called that was used to cook upon in the kitchen (the word had escaped him). When I told him he stated, ‘It is called a range because it is a range. I am called Fritz because I am Fritz. You are called auntie because you are auntie.’ At a meal he had not chewed a morsel properly and for this reason could not swallow it. On continuing his meal he said, ‘It wouldn’t go down because I did not chew it.’ Immediately afterwards, ‘A person can eat because he chews.’ After breakfast he said, ‘When I stir the sugar in the tea it goes into my stomach.’ I said, ‘Is that certain?’—’Yes, because it doesn’t stay in the cup and it goes into my mouth.’


  The certainties and facts acquired in this fashion obviously serve him as a standard of comparison for new phenomena and ideas offering themselves for elaboration. While his intellect was struggling with the elaboration of newly acquired conceptions and endeavouring to estimate those with which he was already acquainted and to get hold of others for comparison, he was led on to the scrutiny and registration of those he had already acquired and to the formation of new ideas.


  ‘Real’, ‘Not real’—words that he had already been in the habit of using now obtained quite another meaning from the way in which they were used. Immediately after he had recognized the stork, Easter hare, etc., as fairy-tales and had decided that birth from the mother was something less beautiful but plausible and real, he said, ‘But the locksmiths are real, for who would make boxes then?’ Again, after he was relieved of the compulsion to believe in a, for him, incomprehensible and incredible invisible, omnipotent and omniscient being, he asked, ‘I see what is, don’t I … and what one sees is real. I see the sun and the garden, etc.’ So these ‘real’ things had acquired for him a fundamental meaning that enabled him to distinguish all visible, actual things from those (however beautiful but unfortunately not true, not ‘real’) which occur only in wishes and phantasies. The ‘reality-principle’fn9 had established itself in him. When after the conversation with his father and mother he sided with the unbelief of his mother, he said, ‘Electric cars are real and trains too, for I have ridden in them,’ he had found, to begin with, in tangible things the standard by which to measure also the vague unreliable things that his feeling for the truth made him reject. To begin with, he measured them only against tangible physical things, but already when he said, ‘I see the sun and the garden, but I don’t see Aunt Marie’s house and it does exist, doesn’t it?’ he had taken a further step along the road that transforms the actuality of what is only seen into the actuality of what is thought. He did this by establishing as ‘real’ something that on the basis of his intellectual development at the time seemed illuminating—and only something acquired in this way—and then adopting it.


  The powerful stimulation and development of his reality sense occurring in the second period were maintained undiminished in the third, but, doubtless as a result of the great mass of newly acquired facts, principally took the form of a scrutiny of earlier acquisitions and at the same time as a development of new ones; that is, elaboration of them into knowledge. The following examples of this are taken from questions and remarks he let fall at this time. Shortly after the conversation about God, he informed his mother once on being wakened that one of the L. girls had told him that she had seen a child made of china that could walk. When his mother asked him what that kind of information was called, he laughed and said, ‘A story.’ When she brought him his breakfast immediately afterwards he remarked, ‘But breakfast is something real, isn’t it? Dinner too is something real?’ When he was forbidden to eat cherries because they were still unripe, he asked, ‘Isn’t it summer now? But cherries are ripe in summer!’ During the day it was said that he should hit back when struck by other boys. (He was so gentle and unaggressive that his brother thought it necessary to give him this advice). In the evening he asked, ‘Please, mamma, if a dog bites me can I bite him back again?’ His brother had poured out a glass of water and had stood the glass on its somewhat rounded edge so that it spilled. Fritz said, ‘The tumbler does not stand well on that border’ (he calls every defining edge, all boundaries in general, for instance the knee-joint, a ‘border’). ‘Mamma, if I wanted to stand the glass on its border I should want to spill it, shouldn’t I?’ An earnest and frequently expressed wish of his is to be allowed to take off the little trousers that are the only articles of clothing he wears in the garden during the great heat, and to be able to be quite naked. As his mother really could not allege any very cogent reason why he must not do so, she replied that only quite tiny children go naked, that his playmates the L. children do not go naked, because it is not done. Whereupon he begged, ‘Please let me be naked, then the L. children will say that I am naked and they will be allowed and then I shall be naked too.’ Now too at last he showed not only comprehension of but also interest in money matters.fn10 He repeatedly announced that one gets money for what one works at, and for what one sells in shops, that papa gets money for his work, but must pay for what is done for him. He also asked his mother whether she gets money for the work she does in the house (housekeeping). When he again begged once for something that was not to be had at that time, he asked, ‘Is it still war?’ When it was explained that there was still a shortage of things and that they were dear and therefore difficult to buy, he asked, ‘Are they dear because there are few of them?’ Later he wanted to know which things for instance are cheap and which dear. Once he asked, ‘When one gives a present one doesn’t get anything for it, does one?’


  Definition of his rights. Will, must, may, can


  He showed too very obviously his need to have the limitations of his rights and powers clearly defined. He started this on the evening that he put the question, ‘How long will a new day always come again?’ when he asked his mother whether he must cease singing if she forbade him. At the time he showed at first lively satisfaction with her assurance that she would as far as possible let him do whatever he pleased, and he endeavoured to make himself understand by means of examples when this would and would not be possible. A few days later he got a toy from his father with the remark that it belonged to him when he was good. He told this to me and asked, ‘Nobody can take away from me what belongs to me, can they? Not even mamma nor papa?’ and was very content when I agreed with him. On the same day he asked his mother, ‘Mamma you don’t just forbid me to do things—only for a reason’ (using approximately the words she had employed). He once said to his sister, ‘I can do everything that I am able—whatever I am clever enough to do and what I am allowed.’ Another time he said to me, ‘I can do everything I want to, can’t I? Only not be naughty.’ Further he once asked at table, ‘May I never eat naughtily then?’ And on being consoled that he had eaten naughtily often enough already he remarked, ‘And now I may not eat naughtily ever again?’fn11 He frequently says when at play or at other times about things he likes doing, ‘I do this—don’t I—because I want to.’ It is thus apparent that during these weeks he completely mastered the ideas of will, must, may and can. He said of a mechanical toy in which a cock jumps out of a little cage when the door that holds him in is opened, ‘The cock jumps out because it must.’ When the dexterity of cats was being discussed and it was remarked that a cat can clamber upon the roof, he added, ‘When she wants to.’ He saw a goose and asked whether it could run. Just at that moment the goose began to run. He asked, ‘Is it running because I said it?’ On this being denied, he continued, ‘Because it wanted to?’


  Omnipotence feeling


  The decline of his ‘omnipotence feeling’ that had been so remarkably apparent some months previously seemed to me intimately associated with the important development of his reality sense that had already set in during the second period, but that had made still more noticeable progress since then. On different occasions he showed and shows a knowledge of the limitations of his own powers, just as he does not now demand so much from his environment. All the same his questions and remarks show over and over again that it is only a diminution that has occurred, that struggles still take place between his developing reality sense and this deep-rooted omnipotence feeling—that is to say, between the reality-principle and the pleasure-principle—frequently leading to compromise formations, but often decided in favour of the pleasure-principle. I adduce some questions and remarks from which I drew these inferences. One day after he had settled the matter of the Easter hare, etc., he enquired of me how his parents arrange the Christmas tree and whether the tree is made or really grows. Then he asked whether his parents could not decorate and give him a forest of Christmas trees at Christmas time? On the same day he begged his mother to give him the place B. (where he is to go in the summer), so that he could have it at once.fn12 He was told early one morning that it was chilly and therefore he must be more warmly clad. Afterwards he said to his brother, ‘It is cold, therefore it is winter. It is winter, therefore it is Christmas. To-day is Christmas eve. We shall have chocolates and nuts to nibble from the tree.’


  Wishing


  In general he often wishes and begs whole-heartedly and persistently for possible and impossible things, displaying much emotion and also impatience, which do not otherwise come much to the fore, as he is a quiet, unaggressive child.fn13 For instance, when America was being spoken of: ‘Mamma, please, I should like to see America—but not when I am big—I would like to see it at once, now.’ He often uses this ‘not when I am big—I want it at once, now’, as a tag to wishes that he assumes will be met with the consolation of deferred fulfilment. But now he usually shows an adaptation to possibility and reality, even in the expression of wishes that at the time when his omnipotence belief was so much in evidence seemed utterly uninfluenced by any discrimination of their being realizable or unrealizable.


  In asking to be given a forest of Christmas trees and the place B. as he did on the day following the conversation disillusioning him of so much (the Easter hare, stork, etc.), he was perhaps attempting to find how far the parental omnipotence, which was certainly much impaired by the loss of these illusions, did nevertheless still extend. On the other hand, when he tells me now what lovely things he will bring me from B. he always adds, ‘If I can’ or ‘What I can’, while formerly he never showed himself in the least influenced by the distinctions of possibility or impossibility in the formulation of wishes or promises (of all the things he would give me and others when he was big). Now when acquirements or handicrafts of which he is ignorant are being discussed (for instance, bookbinding), he says that he cannot do it and begs to be allowed to learn. But often it only requires a little incident in his own favour to render his omnipotence-belief active again; for instance, when he declared that he could work with machines like an engineer because he had got to know a little toy machine at his friend’s, or when he often adds to his admission that he does not know something, ‘If it is shown to me properly I shall know it.’ In such cases he frequently enquires whether his papa is ignorant of it too. This clearly shows an ambivalent attitude. While the answer that papa and mamma too do not know something seems at times to content him, at other times he dislikes this knowledge and tries to modify it by proofs to the contrary. The servant once answered ‘Yes’ to his question whether she knew everything. Although afterwards she withdrew this claim, still for a time he would address the same question to her, trying by flattering remarks about her skill that had led him to this belief to get her to adhere to her original assertion of ‘omniscience’. He had recourse once or twice to the assertion that ‘Toni knows everything’ (while all the time he was certainly convinced otherwise that she knew much less than his parents) when he was told that papa and mamma too could not do something, and it was evidently unpleasant for him at the time to believe this. He once begged me to uncover the water-pipe in the street because he wanted to see it from the inside. On my replying that I could neither do this nor put it to rights afterwards, he sought to put the objection aside by saying, ‘But who would do such things if only the L. family and he and his parents were alone in the world?’ He once told his mother that he had caught a fly and added, ‘I have learnt to catch flies.’ She enquired how he had learnt to do this? ‘I tried to catch one and managed it and now I know how.’ As he immediately afterwards enquired whether she had learnt ‘to be a mamma’ I think I am not mistaken in considering that—perhaps not quite consciously—he was making fun of her.


  This ambivalent attitude—explained by the fact that the child puts himself in the place of the powerful father (which he hopes to occupy at some time), identifies himself with him but yet on the other hand would fain also do away with the power that restricts his ego—is certainly also responsible for this behaviour in reference to the omniscience of the parents.


  The struggle between the reality and pleasure principles


  From the way, however, that his increased reality sense obviously assists the decline of his omnipotence-feeling, and the way that the little fellow only gets the better of the latter by distinctly painful efforts under the pressure of his impulse for investigation, it seems to me to follow that this conflict between reality-sense and omnipotence-feeling also affects the ambivalent attitude. When the reality-principle gets the upper hand in this struggle and maintains the necessity for limiting the boundlessness of one’s own omnipotence-feeling, a parallel need arises to discover a mitigation of this painful compulsion in detraction from parental omnipotence. If, however, the pleasure-principle conquers, it finds in parental perfection a support that it tries to defend. This might perhaps be one reason why the child, whenever it is apparently possible, makes attempts to rescue his belief both in his own and in his parents’ omnipotence.


  When, moved by the reality-principle, he attempts to make painful renunciation of his own boundless omnipotence-feeling, there probably arises in association with this the need, so obvious in the child, of defining the limits of his own and of parental power.


  It seems to me as though in this case the child’s urge to knowledge, being earlier and more strongly developed, had stimulated his feebler reality-sense and compelled him by overcoming his tendency to repression to make sure of the acquisition which was so new and so important to him. This acquisition, and especially the impairment of authority which went with it, will have renewed and so strengthened the reality-principle for him as to enable him to carry on successfully the progress in his thinking and knowing that began simultaneously with the influencing and overcoming of the omnipotence-feeling. This decline of the omnipotence-feeling that is brought about by the impulse
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