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My friend Marlowe is four years old. We play a lot 

together. Sometimes we play as two boys will, we chase each 

other around the house and wrestle. Marlowe loves to over-

power me. I have to fight back, or he would not feel like 

he is winning. But in the end he has to win, or he will get 

upset. One Sunday afternoon, in the midst of such play, we 

are taking a breather. I am on his bed, lying on my back, 

panting. He is standing next to me with a big smile on his 

face. All of a sudden he slips, and begins to role off the 

bed. Things move into slow motion. I jump up and reach 

towards him. First I’m alarmed, but then it seems that his 

fall is controlled, and it would be OK. But then his little 

back hits the dresser that stands next to his bed. I know 

that this hurts. “Are you okay Marbs?” I ask, as I continue 

to reach over. The expression on his face is strange. He 

looks more frightened than hurt.  

Before I know it, he is running away from me to the next 

room and crouches in the furthest corner. I follow him. He 

is crying and yelling, “You hit me! You hit me!” I hear 

myself saying “sweetie, I didn’t hit you, you fell!” Now I 

feel strange. Of all the things to say or do now, is this 

the most urgent, that I explain what ‘really’ happened? It 

is my instinct, I think in retrospect, to assure him that I 
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did not mean to hurt him, so that he will let me get closer 

and see how badly he’s hurt. But I am also aware that his 

parents are in the next room, and might be already aware of 

the drama, and I know that I am saying it not only to him, 

but also to them.  

I am shocked that he really does look frightened. As if he 

really believes that I did it, on purpose. I can reason 

about it retrospect, that his perception of the moment 

where he was standing next to me was different, that in his 

mind, it was not separate from the moment before and most 

likely after. Maybe for him, the game did not stop. Maybe 

he was planning his next move when he slipped, and it felt 

to him as if I intercepted. But in this moment, where he is 

crouching and crying in the corner, there is no reason. I 

want to hold and soothe him, but I am facing a frightened 

accusation. And this situation is unsettling me as well.  

And then it gets worse. He shoots out of the corner as if 

running away from a terrible monster, out to the next room 

and on to his mother’s lap. “Lovey hit me, lovey hit me,” 

he cries bitterly. (He calls me lovey because this is my 

nickname in his household.) I follow him into the next room 

and again, all I have to say is “I didn’t hit you Marlowe, 

you fell.” Then Marlowe’s mother speaks: “Lovey didn’t hit 

you Marlowe, lovey would never hit you, lovey loves you. 

It’s not nice, what you’re saying.” She also finds it 

necessary to establish the truth of the event. No doubt, 

like me, she wants to expel the thought that I 

intentionally hurt him, and so make him feel better, but 

all the same – a child is in pain, crying, frightened, and 
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the adults respond by trying to establish the facts, and 

social etiquette. As if making him see the error of his 

beliefs, both the immediate – that I hurt him, and the 

general – that I might want to hurt him, is the solution to 

his crisis. In the spirit of “there are no monsters under 

the bed.”  

Yet the obvious is this: not only is he hurting and 

spooked, he is forced, first by me, then by his mother, to 

attend to a confusing and invalidating argument: what you 

believe is wrong, and how you feel about it is wrong as 

well. I can see on his little face a pained bewilderment. 

Whatever it is that he is asking for at this moment, he is 

not getting. What he is getting is making him feel worse.  

A long moment later he seems almost pacified. It might be 

that he is beginning to be convinced. The dissonance of 

being attacked by someone he trusts is lifting, the element 

of fear is losing its edge. It might be that he is tuning-

out the words, being soothed despite our narrative. All 

along this fretful communication, his mother has been 

caressing his back, where it hurts. It takes a bit longer 

for him to warm up to me again. He agrees to resume 

playing, another game. But he still looks at me with 

suspicion. I can see that he is making a big effort to 

process the dissonant message, to travel across the gap 

between his experience, and what has been said.  

I Began with the story of that moment I experienced with 

Marlowe and his family, in order to open for consideration 

the many such moments that occur in a child’s life, and 
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what transpires in them. I would like to suggest that such 

moments, which are both routine and formative, are 

difficult, sometimes traumatic, and that the difficulty or 

trauma that mark them, mark our lives as adults, in 

profound ways. 

If we apply a Freudian (1933a) framework, we might say that 

these are the moments where the superego is instated, the 

superego and its inevitable discontents. The child’s 

impulse, be it desire, aggression or fear, is met by an 

ambiguous mix of social normativity and reason. ‘You should 

not feel what you are feeling’ is the essence of the 

message. ‘You are wrong’ in both the factual and ethical 

sense. ‘This is how one should feel and think in this 

situation.’ Bit by bit such messages are internalized to 

form a socially consonant, morally hued part of the self. 

Fantasies are dispelled, affect is channeled, right and 

wrong, guilty and shameful, are formed into a common, that 

is, normative sense. Experience is structured along 

permissions and prohibitions that may be compromising, but 

they also establish the safety of civilized knowing; 

knowing what can be thought, what can be done, and what can 

be said. The later Freud indeed emphasizes the 

internalization of messages, rather than identification 

with the parent (father), as the root of the superego’s 

formation. “Thus a child’s super-ego is in fact constructed 

on the model not of its parents, but of its parents’ super-

ego; the contents which fill it are the same and it becomes 

the vehicle of tradition and of all the time-resisting 

judgements of value which have propagated themselves in 
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this manner from generation to generation.” (Freud, 1933a, 

S.E., XXII, p. 67) 

But if the notion of the superego helps in formulating this 

process of internalization in terms of its eventual 

hypothesized psychological structure, if indeed it affords 

us a way of locating and understanding the effects of 

social normativity in the subject, it is less successful in 

accounting for the experience and trouble that this 

gradual, by necessity intimate process involves. What 

actually happens in such formative moments? How do they 

register? What are the meanings, unconscious and conscious, 

that join the narrative of the budding self? It seems to me 

that if we want to better understand the struggle and 

disorientation that such moments entail for children, and 

the ways in which such moments continue to structure our 

adult experience, we need to look elsewhere in 

psychoanalysis. I would like to suggest for this purpose 

two additional, different, yet related notions: Ferenczi’s 

(1949) seminal notion of “a confusion of tongues,” and 

Laplanche’s (1995) notion of the enigmatic message.  

In what follows, I will pull these two notions together, 

and place them on a spectrum. I will suggest that, as they 

are both concerned with the enigmatic and potentially 

traumatic differences between adults and children, they are 

better suited to account for such moments where children 

learn from adults. I will further suggest that if Ferenczi 

speaks explicitly of one confusion of tongues, his body of 

work implies two confusions, the second more general and 

perhaps more profound. I will find evidence to support this 
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suggestion in Ferenczi’s critique of the superego, and in 

another of his great contributions, the idea of 

identification with the aggressor. I will also have 

something to say in this context about the so-called death 

instinct. I will argue that, far from any ingrained 

destructiveness, it is the traumatic loss of meaning that 

makes people want to die.  

A brief reminder. The confusion of tongues Ferenczi (1949) 

speaks of is a confusion between “the language of 

tenderness and the language of passion.” It is about how 

adults can mistake a child’s need for, and gestures of 

affection, for sexual advances, and respond in the language 

of adult sexuality. In the extreme, the confusion of 

tongues is about the sexual abuse or rape of children – 

adults seducing or forcing children to have sex. The sexual 

abuse is usually followed by another kind of abuse – 

punitive denial. “Almost always the perpetrator behaves as 

if nothing had happened, […] Not infrequently after such 

events, the seducer becomes over-moralistic, or religious 

and endeavors to save the soul of the child by 

severity.” (p. 227).  

As a result of this double abuse, the child suffers severe 

trauma. “The fear of the uninhibited, almost mad adult 

changes the child…” (p. 229) It leads to the fragmentation 

and atomization of the personality, to a mind that 

“consists only of the Id and superego, and which therefore 

lacks the ability to maintain itself with stability...”(p.

228) Love, hate and terror, form a perpetual emotional 

storm that the child can weather, only through pervasive 
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dissociation and splitting. It is as if he is destined to 

live in an eternally present, unsymbolizeble, primal scene. 

In short, the confusion of tongues Ferenczi speaks of is a 

catastrophe.  

Laplanche (1995) explores the more ambiguous and nuanced 

domains of the relations between adults and children. The 

concept that he develops to account for the effect of adult 

sexuality on children is “the enigmatic message.” The 

enigmatic message refers to the inherently overwhelming 

excess and enigma presented to the child by the mere 

presence of the sexuality of his parents. In the context 

that Laplanche explores, this sexuality is implicit, not 

forced, yet it is ubiquitous and powerful. And it is 

registered by the child as a mysterious language that is 

both frightening and exciting. It is a language of excess, 

since it exceeds the child’s ability to process its complex 

conscious and unconscious messages. But unlike in Ferenczi, 

it is evocative rather than destructive. This is because in 

the Laplanchian scenario, the child is not attacked and 

subjected to an actual primal scene. The adult’s language 

hovers. The child is allowed to process it in his own time, 

privately, and for the most part unconsciously. Moreover, 

as it is hinted as much as evident, the exchange harbors 

equal measures of fantasy and reality. And so the child is 

able to translate it into his own, evolving world of 

meanings, able to engage his curiosity and creativity.  

Laplanche considers the excess of adult sexuality the 

driving force in the formation of the unconscious, and its 

basic quality of otherness. We become the layered beings 



!8

that we are as we struggle to take in more than we’re 

capable of. We develop an enigmatic and othered experience 

of our own selves, as we become in relation to the other’s 

mysterious desire.  

We may say that Laplanche also speaks of a confusion of 

tongues, a confusion related, like in Ferenczi, to the 

excess and otherness of adult sexuality, as it impacts 

children. But the confusion explored by Laplanche is 

inherent to human development. It does not involve the 

extremes of violence and denial. It is therefore enigmatic 

rather than shocking, difficult, but not destructive.  

What Ferenczi and Laplanche share, which is why we can pull 

them together in this context, is a view of child 

development contrary to the post seduction theory Freud. 

They see the child not as the author of disturbing urges, 

that are then put in order by adult intervention – but as 

the subject of alien desires that he must struggle to 

accommodate. For both Ferenczi and Laplanche, the child is 

the object of the adult’s power and desire intermingled. It 

is not the child’s, but the adult’s desire that emerges on 

the horizon, and moreover, it is imposed within the 

imbalance of power that exists between children and adults. 

It is how children negotiate their own, and the others’ 

desire, within this unfair field of power, that marks their 

development. The adults bring on disorder as much as order.  

But the confusions explored by Laplanche and Ferenczi are 

also very different. It may be useful therefore to see them 

as anchoring two points on a spectrum. Laplanche captures a 
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confusion where the language of the adult is excessive, but 

for the most part benevolent and implicit enough to be 

evocative, Ferenczi exposes a confusion where the language 

of the adult is blatantly raw, often malevolent, and for 

this reason catastrophic.  

Let me now try to read the moment I described earlier 

through this framework. Marlowe is having a complex bad 

experience. It involves shock, pain, a scary perception of 

the events, a crisis of trust, and most of all 

helplessness. He goes through it both as an enigmatic 

internal event, and in relation to the adults around him. 

He recoils in fear and suspicion from me, he reaches to his 

mother for comfort and safety. Both of us wish to address 

his trouble. His mother holds him. I would have, if he’d 

let me. But at the same time, we argue with his 

perceptions, and challenge his feelings. “I didn’t hit 

you,” I say. “He didn’t hit you, he would never hit you,” 

his mother consoles him. It is our instinct, that he would 

feel better if he believed what we say. This is reasonable. 

Accidents are less scary than bad intentions and planned 

violence, they do not involve the frightening prospect of 

malevolence.  

But what I would like to suggest is that – in another 

register, what the adults are doing, perhaps inevitably and 

hopefully with good intentions, is forcing on him a foreign 

language. This language not only fails to meet his needs at 

the moment, it also does them injustice. It demands of him 

to accommodate to how we need to make sense of things, so 

that we are not overwhelmed and put to shame by his 
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trouble. It requires of him to subject and translate his 

experience according to the premises we present to him. It 

puts the shame on him. Moreover, it requires of him to 

accept a degree of denial that we all need, in order to 

feel good in these troubling circumstances.  

Yes, I did not hit him that moment, and I never quite hit 

him. He is allowed to jump on me, punch and pull almost as 

much as he wishes. My reaction is limited to evading and 

containing. But it is also true that throughout the game 

Marlowe was subject to my superior physical and mental 

power. There was much fun and excitement. But was there 

also a moment where play was exceeded, and we crossed into 

an ominous realm of real fear and pain? We are supposed to 

pretend to be really fighting, pretending being my charge 

to maintain. But did I get carried away at some moment? Was 

I too rough, was I really scary? Was there a moment where 

the boundaries faded, where he no longer felt safe, where 

he was overwhelmed?  

Neither I, nor his mother, could consider the prospect that 

the game might have gone too far, that I failed my 

responsibility. Neither of us wanted to think that I might 

have put him in real danger. And so we asked him to forget 

that this might have happened, that he might have been 

exposed to too much aggression. We asked him to deny the 

possibility of transgression. We forced on him a dilemma – 

adopt our logic, or remain isolated. For a while he 

protested. But eventually, he had to accept. 
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Moments like this entail a serious gap of meaning and of 

recognition – a gap that opens when any given experience, 

that is too difficult for the adults to handle, is met with 

general narratives that aim to alleviate it by negating its 

premises. What you think is happening, is not really 

happening. What is happening is something else altogether, 

and you will see it if you listen. The language of 

singularity, the need of the child to be recognized in his 

present moment, is met by the language of what presents 

itself, what needs to believe itself, as reason and 

objectivity. It is, from another angle, the language of 

social norm and prescribed modes of meaning making. It is 

from yet another angle, the language of omnipotence and 

narcissism. I will tell you what’s right, I will tell you 

what’s normal, I will make you believe what I need you to 

believe, in order to feel good about myself. The singular 

need expressed by the child is indigestible. It exceeds the 

adult’s common sense, defies his sense of knowing, and 

challenges his need for control of the circumstances. It 

requires of him to acknowledge thoughts and behaviors that 

make him feel ashamed and guilty. And so he asserts the 

power he shares with all the adults, to determine the 

truth, to accept or reject meaning and feeling, to deny the 

destructive potential of his power and the grave 

consequences of his lapses of responsibility.  

Such moments also involve a dilemma of identifications. It 

might be difficult for the adult to identify with an 

injured, helpless child - easier to identify with 

internalized narratives that dilute injury and helplessness 

by putting them in context, while absolving the adult of 
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responsibility. And so a minor instance of indoctrination, 

or as Althusser (1970) might call it, interpellation, 

follows. The child is called to align with the adult and 

the narratives that inform his sense of self and identity. 

If he wants to be taken care of, he must conform to these 

narratives. The alternative is remaining isolated, without 

words or sense. For most of us, such isolation is 

impossible. And so the child takes in this foreign language 

and makes it his own. He learns to identify, and be 

identified by the same narratives. He puts away the domains 

of experience that these narratives refuse to acknowledge. 

The gap between the singular and the objective-normative is 

internalized and formalized, becoming a basic structure of 

his subjectivity.  

This process is a common aspect of what we call 

socialization, yet already since Freud, and even more so 

Lacan, we have come to see that it involves profound 

compromises. It instills in us a register where self-

consciousness means self-alienation. It brings about the 

fundamental conflicts of civilized living, where the self 

never feels quite at home in the world. It seems to me, 

however, that if we add to the equation the sensibility 

formulated by Ferenczi, we may be able to look further into 

the nature of this process and its troubled consequences. 

One of these consequences is the emergence in our 

experience of what Freud could not explain until he looked 

beyond the pleasure principle and proposed a death instinct 

– that aspect of our existence that is about withdrawal 

from, or destruction of, meaning and life (Freud, 1920). 

From another angle it is what Ferenczi left unformulated 
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between two ideas that he did not integrate. First, what he 

called “identification with the aggressor,” and second, 

what he must have meant when he wrote in his Contributions 

to Psychoanalysis (1939)  that “a real character analysis i

must do away, temporarily, at least, with every idea of the 

super-ego, including the analyst’s own.” (p. 394)   ii

Ferenczi (1949) speaks of identification with the aggressor 

in the immediate context of the confusion of tongues. 

Identification with the aggressor is how the child resolves 

the anxiety aroused by the confusion and its aftermath. “… 

children feel physically and morally helpless, their 

personalities are not sufficiently consolidated in order to 

be able to protest, even if only in thought, the 

overpowering force, and the authority of the adult makes 

them dumb and can rob them of their senses.” The same 

anxiety, “… if it reaches a certain maximum, compels them 

to subordinate themselves… to the will of the aggressor, … 

to identify with the aggressor.” (p. 228) 

Ferenczi is portraying here his own scenario of superego 

development. It is a superego that emerges more dyadically 

than in a triangle, a superego formed in the merger, rather 

than the opposition of desire and retribution. It is a 

superego whose founding premise is denial rather than 

prohibition. Its basic structure is dissociation rather 

than repression. The adult says: it didn’t happen, it 

couldn’t have happened, and if it happened, it’s not what 

you think it is. The child is incapable of resisting, and 

accepts the message. He identifies with the adult’s 

aggression, and his denial. In other words, he internalizes 
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an evident paradox. This paradox becomes his own agent of 

authority and knowledge, a fragmented, internally 

preoccupied, and haunted superego. This is a superego 

dramatically different than Freud’s. Ferenczi’s superego 

does not enforce what Lacan (1966) called “the law of the 

father,” a set of meanings and directives predicated on a 

coherent, if also alienating, symbolic order. Rather, it 

enforces a law based on the de-linking of meanings and the 

negation of experience, a dis-order of splitting and 

foreclosure. The excessiveness and otherness inherent in 

this superego is annihilating.  

When Ferenczi (1939) writes that in analysis we need to rid 

the individual of every idea of the superego, it must be 

this scenario that he has in mind. The superego of 

identification with the aggressor is not a fantasy policing 

agency. It is not a psychological structure whose harsher 

effects need to be recognized and put in relief. It is a 

superego founded not on the narrowing of experience along 

the lines of (gendered) prohibition, but on identification 

with raw violence and blatant lies. This is why Ferenczi 

speaks of the need to suspend it in analysis. If we want to 

heal the evisceration of experience necessitated by such 

identification, we must protest the lies, untangle the 

paradoxes, expose the perpetual attacks on linking that are 

required to keep it functional. A superego formed in the 

denial of actual suffering and the destruction of awareness 

should be rejected completely for the individual to thrive. 

As Adorno (1966) shows in his critique of Ferenczi, 

Ferenczi does not fully hold to his rejection of the 

superego. Perhaps his identification with his own 
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psychoanalytic aggressor, Freud, made such full rejection 

impossible. But we may note that there is a deep 

ambivalence.  

In fact, if you followed me to this point, you might have 

registered a certain gap or confusion in Ferenczi’s own 

conceptual framework. After all, not all of us suffered the 

kind of sexual abuse on which Ferenczi based his idea of 

the confusion of tongues. Not all of us identified with the 

aggressor such that our superegos are paradoxical, self-

negating and deeply destructive. Yet Ferenczi seems to 

suggest that psychoanalysis should always involve a 

suspension of the superego, in both patient and analyst. 

Why this extension of the principle from the severely 

traumatized to all of us?  

I would like to suggest that this is because Ferenczi 

already deliberates the two kinds of confusion I have been 

talking about. But for his own reasons he names only one. 

When he speaks of the denial that usually follows the 

imposing on the child of the language of adult passion, he 

gives the denial a role secondary to this confusion. But 

elsewhere in his writing, Ferenczi (1931) speaks of far 

more pervasive and routine kinds of trouble in the 

relations between children and adults. He writes of “the 

insincerity and hypocrisy” of parents, and of the child’s 

ensuing sense of abandonment, and of “not being loved.” He 

writes, for example, that children’s “naughtiness, fits of 

passion and uncontrollable perversions are generally a 

later result of tactless treatment of those around 

them.” (p. 473) He reports on his own “feeling of outraged 
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authority” (p. 471) in the countertransference with 

patients who protest his interventions, a feeling that he 

considers a re-enactment of earlier interactions with 

parents who responded to the child’s protest with 

frustration and anger. In other words, Ferenczi recognizes 

a far more general kind of mismatch, or confusion, between 

the tender language of a child’s emotional needs, and a 

mis-attuned, aggressive and authoritative language used in 

response by the adults. And he writes that “when a child 

feels himself abandoned, he loses, as it were, all desire 

for life or, as we should have to say with Freud, he turns 

his aggressive impulses against himself.” (p. 479) He adds 

that as patients re-encounter such experiences in analysis, 

“Sometimes this process goes so far that the patient begins 

to have the sensations of sinking and dying.” (p. 478) 

It seems from such passages, that Ferenczi sees this second 

confusion, to repeat, a confusion between the language of 

the child’s emotional need and the indifferent, 

authoritative adult discourse, as devastating on its own 

account. It results in the experience of abandonment and of 

not being loved. It makes children and the adults they 

become self-hating. It leads to the loss of the desire for 

life. Ferenczi recognizes the protest against this 

aggressively mis-attuned discourse emerging in the 

transference. And he refuses to consider such instances of 

protest as mere resistance to the knowledge and authority 

of analyst. He considers the resistance justified. The 

child in analysis is protesting the variety of 

misrecognitions, the insincerity, hypocrisy and 

tactlessness present in adult authority in general. It 
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appears that Ferenczi considers this second kind of 

confusion no less consequential in the formation of a 

superego based on identification with adult aggression, or 

indifference, which in either case involves destructive 

gaps of meaning and denial. This may explain why he 

suspects the superego in general.  

This is where the death instinct becomes relevant. Freud’s 

shift to a theory of development based on conflicts in 

fantasy rather than the denial of reality, made it 

impossible for him to understand why some people become so 

deeply demoralized. If all we seek is pleasure, why are 

some people capable only of suffering? Why do some people 

become so identified with aggression, that they want to 

destroy themselves and others? (This is the so-called 

Masochism problem.). Freud’s (1920) answer was to posit an 

independent instinct whose essence is destructive. But 

Ferenczi, when he observes that some children, and adults, 

feel like dying, sees no instinctual propensity for self-

destruction. He sees aggressive invalidation internalized. 

People feel like dying when inhabiting the parts of their 

subjectivities, or in another language, self-states, where 

too much of their experience, their need and capacity for 

love, have been unrecognized.  

All this may seem quite far from the story I began with. 

The misrecognition Marlowe faced was of the kind most of us 

must have faced repeatedly in our childhoods. Marlowe, I 

would like to assure you, is a robustly alive child who 

feels loved more than enough and loves back with great 

passion. It seems to me that, as he does regarding the 
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confusion between tenderness and sexuality, the confusion 

Ferenczi captures in this context is also of the extreme 

kind. Perhaps what most of us faced, and what Marlowe faced 

in the story I told you, is closer to what Laplanche 

conceives of in the realm of the enigmatic message.  

I did not hit Marlowe on purpose. But we played an 

aggressive game where boundaries might have become 

unstable, and where his sense of safety was clearly 

compromised. He experienced my adult power. More than that, 

he was actually hurt. There was enough cause for him to be 

frightened. Yet, following his injury I was overwhelmed by 

the potential lapse that made it possible, and so there was 

a quick, defensive denial. “I did not hit you Marlowe, you 

fell.” In what must have been to him a disorienting 

harmony, is mother repeated the same message.  

But if the adults consorted to argue with his experience, 

there was also soothing and our good intentions must have 

been palpable. Our denial was invalidating and confusing, 

but it was not overtly aggressive or punishing. Marlowe was 

presented with a wide range of responses to his trouble. We 

pressed upon him a logic that he was not able to process 

fully. He must have sensed the complex emotions and 

relations that transpired in those moments in and between 

us. But he was also given the time and space to digest the 

mis-attunement, the excess, and the otherness of our 

spontaneously consonant responses. The acoustic bath that 

surrounded him, as Adrienne Harris (1998) would call it, 

was not as deep or stormy as to drown him. It was as if had 

been exposed to a strangely consistent yet incomprehensible 
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adult language, that clashed with his own, but it clashed 

rather softly. If there were hypocrisy and tactlessness, 

there were also benevolence and sincere love. The gap of 

meaning and recognition was not negating to the point of 

trauma. It was probably internalized as a troubling enigma. 

If we follow the framework offered by Laplanche further, we 

may theorize that this was one moment in many, in which 

another kind of unconscious has been forming in him. An 

unconscious mirroring the excess of the adults’ own 

experience, their anxieties and conflicts vis-à-vis social 

normativity and the responsibilities it demands of them. An 

unconscious holding the enigmas of adult logic and 

conventions, the confusion between guilt and 

responsibility, and between shame and self-awareness – the 

confusion that we all suffer from, precisely because we are 

all formed by such moments. An unconscious, hopefully, 

where these enigmas can be sustained in relative safety, 

and elaborated to inform Marlowe’s own creative 

compromises.  
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 All the quotations to follow from Ferenczi’s Contributions to Psychoanalysis are taken from “Baunsteine i

zur Psychoanalyse,” the original translation to German from Ferenczi’s original Hungarian, as translated to 
English by E.B. Ashton, the translator of Theodore Adorno’s Negative Dialectics to English. 

 The full quotation is: “a real character analysis must do away, temporarily, at least, with every idea of ii

the super-ego, including the analyst’s own. After all, the patient has to be freed from all emotional ties that 
go beyond reason and his own libidinous tendencies. Nothing but this sort of dismantling of the super-ego 
can bring about a radical cure. Successes that consist only in the substitution of one super-ego for another 
still have to be classified as successes of transference; they certainly fail to satisfy the ultimate purpose of 
therapy, which is to do away with the transference.” You will notice that Ferenczi speaks here of ‘reason’ as 
something antithetical to the superego, but this is before we have come to see the notion of reason trough 
the lens developed by Foucault.


