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Psychoanalysis, Nazism and ‘Jewish Science’

A Ferocious Silence

The history of psychoanalysis germany during the Nazi period has been a source of some
controversy and heart-searchinghin the analytic community over the past twenty years.
Prior to that, with the exception of early réateons concerning C.G. Jung’s collaboration

with the Nazis (Léon, 1946) and a rather niegareport to Ernestones from John Rickman

in 1946 (reprinted in Brecht et al, 1985), théad been a ferocious silence over events
between 1933 and 1945. ‘Ferocious’ here, bex#us silence not onlgovered up a troubled
history, but also repressed a setontradictions and tensiomghich have relevance both to

the social history of psychoanalyg as a profession, and alsatsotheoretical positions. Both
this history and these theories are heawilyested in by psychoanalysts and others
committed to the discipline, the benign nature of which is to some extent called into question
if one argues -as it is possilitedo- that psychoanalysis fetither easily into Nazi hands.
Thus, ‘not speaking’ about tidazi period was one of thosenictional defences arising out

of a partially unconscious aseness of the problems which could have been caused by
speaking too clearly. The silence not only serwecdreate a space ¢t on with post-war
reconstruction; it was also a way of holdingether a movement which might easily, faced
with its own destructive impulses, fragment.

Since about the mid-1970s, there has been ammgpeut of work on the Nazi period, with
one spur to action being the meeting of ltiternational Psychoanalytic Association in
Hamburg in 1985, although this produced disapimént in some Jewish analysts that the
issues of the Nazi Holocaust were not fudlyended to (Moses and Hrushovski-Moses,
1986). The work includes documentation by Breathdl (1985) and English-language studies
of psychotherapy in Nazi Germany by Cocks (1985, second edition 1997) and of
psychoanalysis by Goggin af@bggin (2001). In additiorRsychoanalytic Reviepublished
a special issue on the topic (issue 88, 2001) and there have been many substantial papers on
various aspects of the historical recordcf@rdo Steiner’s work Isad on the correspondence
between Anna Freud and Ernest Joned special importace -Steiner, 2000). The
controversy has been and remains one éetwhose who see the Nazi period as an
aberration in which psychoanalgsvas destroyed and thereforel ta be recreated anew in
Germany, and those who argue for ‘continuity’, that however much it was constrained by its
Nazi masters, psychoanalysis continued arssipty -at least as arim of psychotherapy-
flourished. This controversy was part oé thost-war debate between the two German
institutions claiming psychoanalyticggimacy. The Deutsche Psychoanalytische
Gesellschaft (DPG), which was the ‘origingtoup, claimed that psychoanalysis had been
‘saved’ by its members during the war. TheuBehe Psychoanalytische Vereinigung (DPV)
-which split from the DPG largely on issuafsthe ‘purity’ of pgchoanalytic practice and
which was recognised by the IPA in 1951 (Bilgyi 1952), with Carl Muller-Braunschweig as
its leader- argued that psychoanalysis had blestroyed and thatnew organisation was
needed to resurrect it. Brecht e(#85, p.214), tracinthe history, note:
In the efforts to rebuild the Psychoanatgli Society after 194fhere were now two
currents: one apparently continueheut a break the evolution toward
psychotherapy which had begun under Nati@ulialism, the other tried to free
psychoanalysis from other therapeutiaitte and to make common cause with the



developments which had meanwhile bgemg on abroad. But in both divergent
trends there was little room for refition on their common past under National
Socialism, their collaboratiowith it, their own suscegtility to its ideology, the
advantages they had gained from itthar fact that representatives of the new
psychoanalytical institution had belongedhe NSDAP. If such thoughts emerged,
they apparently disappest again without trace

Not only has this debate between tho$®\wposit continuity and those who claim

discontinuity in psychoanalysis from the Naeriod to the post-wagituation had practical
ramifications in the structures and splitscontemporary German psychoanalysis, but it also
says a considerable amount about the foreddal assumptions of psychoanalysis, the
conditions under which it can survive, those under which it can thrive, and the moral standing
of its practitioners. None dhese issues have gone unredicalthough often they become
somewhat swamped by the politieadd transferential realities of the psychoanalytic scene. In
addition, there is the relatively silenced gimsbf psychoanalysis as‘Jewish science’,

which the Goggins have brought it back intouds in their book (inciding in its title Death

of a ‘Jewish Sciencg’This was, of course, the way it was catalogued by the Nazis and the
notion of it as ‘Jewish’ therefore has strangisemitic connotations; but there are also many
serious Jewish scholars inteegsin the links between pdysanalysis and Jewish thought

(e.g. Bakan, 1958, Klein, 1985, Roith, 1987, DjIE991, Gilman, 1993; Yerushalmi, 1991),
making any simple repudiation of the ‘Jetwscience’ idea difficult to sustain.

This paper takes up some of the points ragdea/e and casts them as a set of questions
surrounding what might be called the * Jewiisipulse’ in psychoanalysis and the response it
calls forth in others. The fate of psychoanaysi Germany in the Nazi period is an example
of the tension between the critical stance®fchoanalysis and the impulse to repress this
criticality; the absorption of psychoanalysi$o projects of social adjustment is one
manifestation of the repressive impulsegrgtiose under the toirian conditions of

Nazism, but present elsewhere too (see Jac@np,1983). However, the thesis here is that
the collaborationist tendency in psychoasayunder the Third Reich expressed not only
personal and professional fears and ambitiodsnaisguided strategies, but also something
about antisemitism on a psychological and political level.

The Origins of the ‘Jewish Science’

The notion of psychoanalysis as a ‘Jewish ssédepends not only on the fact that most of
its originators in Europe were Jelwbut also on the idea thagwish thought, Jewish
philosophy and history, flooded its foundatiomsking it the inheritor of the specific
inward-consciousness of the Jews, newly re@as the nineteenth century from their
ghettoes and at least some of their traditions. iBh#he claim is based on the idea of cultural
inheritance: that however aibtic these Jews were, theguld not bujpursue a way of

looking at things which was ‘Jewish’. Much thiis argument is focused on Freud himself,
who is evoked as not just the founder of psydadysis, but its mainstay -something still true
today to some degree, but very much theeaduring his lifetime, which ended only in 1939.
Freud is seen as epitomising the kind of scilew who played such a powerful role in
revolutionising western culture at the turntioé twentieth century, and his ‘science’ as

LUntil March 6, 1907, when Carl Jung and... Ludwigi@vanger, attended their first meeting in Vienna, every
member of the [psychoanalytic] circle -by this time, ¢heere about 20- was Jewish’ (Klein, 1985, p.93). This
was not the case in Britain, where a differssit of conditions prevailed (Frosh, 2003).



completely infused with such ‘Jewish’ peptions. Yerushalmi (1991), for instance, argues
that the secularism which arose in the wakdewish emancipation produced ‘Psychological
Jews’ of whom Freud was a prime example.
Alienated from classical Jewish texts, Psyolgatal Jews tend to insist on inalienable
Jewish traits. Intellgtuality and independence of mdi, the highest ethical and moral
standards, concern for social justice, tatyan the face opersecution -these are
among the qualities they witlaim, if called upon, as quintessentially Jewish. (p.10)
To this list of formidable attributes, Yerushaladds a sensitivity to antisemitism of a very
specific kind, far removed from the accepta of ethnic antagonism which was more
characteristic of pre-emancipation eras, resgrdimd resisting ‘any attempt on the part of the
surrounding society to define theagainst their own wishes’l{id.). This is very much a
story of Freud, but it is als® characterisation of an imier way of being, hovering around
guestions of belonging and othess, of historical determination and freedom, which
demonstrably influences modern Jewish idesgiand perhaps modern identities in general.
This ‘Psychological Jew’ is n@ Freudian creation, but it@eeply inflected by, as well as
reflected in, Freudianism, witts unsettled, constantly questing, ever-analysing search for
some elusive truth.

Taking this further into thoughts the specific inheritance ofyahoanalysis, what arises is
the issue of marginality and the cultivationao€ritical consciousness. This relates to many
aspects of Jewish culture: Talmudic patterns of exegesesthimking within a heavily
structured pattern of rules, fascinatioithawvords, with reading, with commentary, a
relentless and unending searchdaother way of looking at things. Sharing something here
with the Protestant and the capitalist weview in their focs on individual self-
determination, but ethnicalbstill embedded in the Jewislifference psychoanalysis, at least
in its own mythology, stands outside orthodoxatering a radical alternative, an otherness
which is ‘independent’. This new approach, heitreligious nor scidific, whatever Freud’s
cravings in the latter diotion, is best called deeptyitical: there is nothing that can stand
outside analysis, no final restingapk for the questing intelligence.

Freud’s relationship with his Jdésh identity was notoriouslgmbivalent and has been the
subject of a great deal of historical, psganalytic and frankly gzulative scholarship. A
number of things are clear from this work. Eifsreud identified aa Jew throughout his life,
ever more so as antisemitism became incregsiifglin Europe and in Germany and Austria
in particular. Early on, in fact, the situatiaras not so simple, and Gilman (1993) gives a
long account of the internalised antisemitism of Freud himself as a young man, meeting and
avoiding and parodying the Easté&taropean Jews who he regarded as racial throwbacks and
degenerates. Whatever the strength of his internalised antisemitism, however, the external
world’s actual antisemitism ensured thatuetéept a strong positive identification with his
Jewish identity, despite a complete lack of Jewasigious affiliation. Gay (1988, p.507)
describes Freud’s trajectory as follows:
in the poisonous atmosphere of the late 13#@searly 1930s he did more than refuse
to deny his Jewish origins. He trumpeted them. Freud’s attitude towards Judaism
throughout his life reveals thiargely unconscious strategy.
The ‘Jewishness’ of psychoanalysis, howewexrs regarded by Freud as more than just a
response to antisemitism. As he got older, émame more inclined not just to assert his
Jewishness against antisemites, but also to express a strong positive emotional attachment to
it. Some of this was nostalgic, expressingtignde for the sense of community that his
Jewish identity could give him in a hostile wortlis attitude was mosiearly expressed in
his striking acknowledgement,aind lifelong gratitude for, the support he received from the



Vienna B’nai Brit whilst he wa formulating his early idea®ften, however, Freud called on
a specific cultural or even ‘racial’ affinityp explain how Jewishness and psychoanalysis
might intersect. This relates to the ease witich Freud thought he and his Jewish followers
could understand one another, in comparisahécsituation witmon-Jews. Writing in 1908
to Karl Abraham about Jung, for instancegserted, ‘you are closgr my intellectual
constitution because of racial kinship.” Thiacral kinship’ determined a way of thinking and
reasoning, and non-Jews strugdiedkeep up with it. Abraham himself thought that this was
because of an ingrained Talmudic strand in pegoalysis (‘After all, our Talmudic way of
thinking cannot disappear jugte that’ -Gilman, 1993, p.34), something which could only
have crept in unconsciously givéhat Freud never studied thalmud. This at least has the
virtue of suggesting a culturakplanation for the affinity between Jewish thinkers and
psychoanalysis: that, once theyrst out of the confines of gty religious scholarship, the
deeply ingrained modes of thought whicladcterised Jewishtellectual life across
centuries infiltrated the wider intellectuaidacultural scene, including psychoanalysis.

There are also places, however, where the emaitelement in Freud’s Jewish affiliation is
more pronounced and less easily reducible. li$etlee most expressive of his accounts of
something mysterious drawing him ingifin the preface to the Hebrew editionTaetem and
Taboo
No reader of the Hebrew version of thisok will find it easy to put himself in the
emotional position of an author who is igaot of the language of holy writ, who is
completely estranged from the religion of his fathers -as well as from every other
religion- and who cannot take a shareationalist ideals, but who has yet never
repudiated his people, who feels that hia isis essential nature a Jew and who has
no desire to alter that nature. If theestion were put to him: ‘Since you have
abandoned all these common characteristics of your con@trywhat is left to you
that is Jewish?’ he would reply: ‘A veryaat deal, and probably its very essence.’ He
could not express that essence in gptuut some day, no doubt, it will become
accessible to the scientific mind. (Freud, 1930, p.xv)
By this point in time, Freud must have understood what it might mean to assert his
Jewishness in the context of renewed pdaltantisemitism. Freud’s reference to his
essentiallyJewish nature can be read both as awnfate deepest political resistance and an
attestation to the limits of psychoanalytic knogige -an assertion that when all is said and
done, something else still remains, not susblky or at least noget susceptible, to
psychoanalytic scrutiny. This paradox, in whimne of the sharpeahd most unrelenting
rational minds of the twentieth century stands back from uncovering one of its own deepest
emotional attachments, is expressive efplsychoanalytic conundrum as a whole: that
whatever it turns up from under a stoneréhis always something else to find.

Freud also offered another set of reasons Jgwish identity, modernism and psychoanalysis
run together in their forward-looking, tradition-breaking aspects.
It was only to my Jewish mare that | owed the twqualities that have become
indispensable to me throughout my difficlifié. Because | was a Jew | found myself
free of many prejudices whiakestrict others in the use tife intellect: as a Jew | was
prepared to be in the opposition anddaounce agreement with the ‘compact
majority’. (Freud, 1961, p.368)
Freud certainly had the necessary ‘degree of readiness to accept a situation of solitary
opposition -a situation with which no one is more familiar than a Jew’ (Freud, 1925, p.222),
that capacity to hold to his own thoughts anccatiite what might have been half-known, but
was also severely repressed. Seizing the migtenoment, Freud could adapt the Jewish



penchant for finding hidden maags and apply it to the stabé humanity itself. Secular
Jews, like modernists, cannot hide from the asimiy realities of the world, cannot make it
all straightforward or pre-formed; traditionshis value, bonds between people exist, but
more is needed to wrest these confusionssgitobolisable form, some way in which they
can be understood. Relentlessly interior anfiredlexive, Jewish thought does this, playfully
sometimes, with anguish at others; thialso part of the psyoanalytic response to
modernity: there is no place mfuge from restless thought.

Clearly, the idea that psychoansilymight at least have a stgpJewish connection, even if

one might baulk at the idea of it being a Jewssience’, is not particularly contentious.
Sociologically and philosophically, in its membership, its practices and its mind-set,
psychoanalysis was constructed out of the energy released from the antisemitic as well as the
theocratic restrictions of the past. With theugyence of the antisemitic part of this in its

newly virulent twentieth centy European form, these issues became key once more:
psychoanalysis was to be damned because &ssh origins and stcture, and if it was

going to be rescued, then -sdedst some of the thinking we its Jewishness (including its
Jewish membership) woulthve to be discarded.

Appeasing the Nazis

By the early 1930s, German psychoanalgsid specifically the Berlin Psychoanalytic
Institute (BPI), was a model for how psychoasaymight be practised and developed in an
advanced society. The BPI had been founded by Ernst Simmel and Max Eitingon in 1920
and was bankrolled by Eitingon, who in the ¢d930s was also President of the German
Psychoanalytic Society (DPG). It was explicilycial reformist in attitude and approach, and
had amongst its members some of the statiseofnovement to combine socialism or
Marxism and psychoanalysis -Wilhelm Reichlitdd~enichel, Erich Fromm, Edith Jacobson,
Ernst Simmel, Siegfried Bernfeld and other®st of them Jews. It also adopted a
programme of developing psychmadysis so that it could be benefit to working people,

with a substantial commitment to low c@stychotherapy. Otto Festiel ran the famous
‘Children’s Seminar’ at the BPthe ‘children’ of the titleeferring to their position in the
hierarchy of analysts ratherath their focus, for the purposéthis Seminar was to study
relations between psychoanalysis and polipesticularly socialism (Jacoby, 1983). The BPI
thus enacted both a commitment to psychoamapyaictice and educatioand an attempt to
make psychoanalysis of cultlieand political relevance serious yet immensely exciting
affair. Goggin and Goggin (2001, p.19) commenis‘not too much to say that by 1930 the
BPI had established itself as a role model ferghofession.’ Yet, within a remarkably short
time after the accession tfe Nazis to power in 1933, all this had gone.

The story of how this happened is quite cterpand its underlying dynamics are even more
so. There are also continuing uncertainties tverole of certain important protagonists,
including Freud and Anna Freud themselMsed up in the narrative is the provocative
figure of Jung, and a subsidiary plot is pamd by the machinations around Wilhelm Reich.
Ernest Jones is at times batillain and hero. Three nameecur: Matthias Goring, Felix
Boehm and Carl Miiller-Braunschigethe first of these a cousin of the top Nazi politician,
who took over the psychotherapy movemerd asnsequence; the other two being non-
Jewish (‘Aryan’) psychoanalysts who were instrumental in the collaboration with Nazism in
the 1930s and who survived the war, in MidBraunschweig’s cagming on to head the

new psychoanalytic organisationWest Germany. The story ae of failed appeasement
and muddled thinking, not especially scacoenmodities in the 1930s, with a contributory



undertone of self-deception.

The history has been reasonably well documentegicient years, particularly in Brecht et al
(1985), and can only be summaddwmiefly here. Hitler was etted Chancellor of Germany
at the end of January 1933 and rapidly ctidated his power. Withimonths the opposition
had been largely defeated, the mechanisneradr had been put in place, and the writing
was on the wall for Jews, communists and o#rei-Nazi elements. The psychoanalysts
panicked. Max Eitingon, then President of B#éG, went to consult with Freud, leaving
Boehm and Miiller-Braunschweig in tempgraharge. These two immediately began a
process of negotiation with theakis, hatching a plan for Eitingdo be replaced as leader of
the DPG and for the Jewish members togresireud himself, when consulted by Boehm,
agreed that he could take ovke DPG if he could get a maiiyrto vote for him, apparently
hoping that hiding the Jewishlture of psychoanalysis behirtikde ‘Aryan’ figure of Boehm
might be enough to appease the Nazis. This veasthé view of Ernest Jones, President of
the International Psychoanalytic Associatiomown the early period of the Third Reich was
strongly committed to an approach whigbuld protect the interests of German
psychoanalysis even at the expense of itviddal members -that is, its Jewish members.
Even though the DPG opposed Boehm’s movindon resigned at the meeting of 6 May
1933 and shortly afterwards left Germany telin Palestine. By the end of 1933 a further
twenty or so Jewish analysts had left the cguahd, in a symbolic adf great significance

in bringing home to them the new Statettstades, Freud’s books had been publicly burnt.
Simmel, a past chairman of the Association afi8lest Doctors, had also been arrested in the
summer of 1933, increasing the anxiety & BPG (Brecht et al, 1985, p.112). Boehm and
Muller-Braunschweig were hard at work, fallimg an appeasing plan: ‘the DPG went its
way eliminating step by step whatever endaeddt as an institution, in the hope of saving
itself and psychoanalysis at the same time’ ()bithey had met with the Nazi Ministry of
Culture in September 1933 to discuss the conditions under which the DPG could be
preserved, and by November 1933 all the offafethe DPG had been taken over by non-
Jewish members, while only non-Jewishdigates for membership were approved.

To the Nazis, psychoanalysis was a prime exarapthe corrosive nature of Jewish thought,
its degenerate capacity to poison the sourcédealism and feeling for race and nation and,
especially, ‘to strike the Noidraces at their most vulrable point, their sexual life’
(Deutsche Volksegesundheit aus Blut Badlen, 1933, quoted in Brecht et al, 1985, p.101).
Psychoanalysis ‘belonged to the overrationalizeaduptions of late capitalism, its alleged
obsession with sexual drives plaguing ptive peoples like the Jews making it a proper
therapeutic method only in racases’ (Cocks, 1997, p. 60)gethractice of psychoanalysis
could thus be seen as actively anti-so@afending psychoanalysis against this onslaught,
Boehm and Miiller-Braunschweig therefore shemselves as faced with the task of
persuading the Nazis that psychoanalysis wasi@eogssarily ‘Jewish’, but could be utilised
in the service of the state. From Baogh own account (Brecht et al, 1985, pp.132-137), a
great deal of his energy went into persuadiiagi functionaries thgtsychoanalysis was not
dependent on the fact that Freud, a Jew, hadded it, but rather stood independently of this
on its merits. Moreover, whereagtNazis were inclined to seeass a ‘subversive’ discipline,
Boehm himself attempted to persuade them‘thed never known psychoanalysis to have a
destructive effect on love abuntry’ (ibid., p. 132). MulleBraunschweig wrote a famous
‘Memorandum’ on psychoanalysis for the Napsblished in a slightly adapted form in
October1933, under the title ‘Psychoanalysis Afadtanschauurign Reichswarta ‘rabid
anti-Semitic publication’ (Nitzschke, 1999, p. 357)this article, the basis of psychoanalysis
is asserted to be not just the understandirgerbiality, but of ego-instinct conflicts in



general; this particular slani@lvs Muller-Braunschweig to ugke language of ‘mastery’ so
resonant with the Nazis -the unconscious camaetered’, the patient can achieve ‘mastery
of himself’. Then comes an infamous passadesriagenerally as an example of the slippage
in Muller-Braunschweig’s thinking between analytic stance and one in which service to
the Third Reich could come to predominate.
Psychoanalysis works to remodel incapaidaklings into people who can cope with
life, the inhibited into confident types, thedivorced from reality into human beings
who can look reality in the facthose enslaved by theirsiincts into their masters,
loveless, selfish people into people capablewé and sacrifice, those indifferent to
the totality of life into those willing tgerve the whole. Thusdoes outstanding work
in education, and is able gve valuable s®ice to the principles, only now mapped
out anew, of a heroic, camsctive conception of lifeattuned to reality. (Ibid.)
This last sentence in particular shows thedion of the argument, calling as it does on the
(‘fonly now mapped out anew’, that is, NaZijeroic’ conception ofife and advancing the
idea that psychoanalysis, despite its past facéts contribute to thignterestingly, the key
advocate of ‘neo-analysis’ in the DPG befaral after the war, Harald Schultze-Hencke,
published a very similar article at about #zne time as that by Muller-Braunschweig. In
this, he too argued that the goal of psychothesyoyld be to ‘free the powers of fithess and
proficiency within the indivdlual’ and contended ‘that tlaehievement of this kind of
psychological health was a duty each indigldowed to his community and that its
maintenance was the corresponding dutthefpsychotherapist’ (Cocks, 1997, p.87).
Psychological health was defined ‘in termdtfod, strong will, proficiency, discipline,
community, heroic bearing, and physical fitngdsid.); from here to the idea of an
accommodation with the Nazis’ projected ‘Gwn psychotherapy’ was an easily managed
step.

With the support of Jones, Boehm and MidBgaunschweig thus followed a tactic of
attempting to persuade the Nazis that psychlyais could be divorced from its Jewish
origins and its socialist assotians, so as to try to ensuite survival in Germany. Boehm

and Muller-Braunschweig were left in no doblytthe Nazis that the proportion of Jewish
analysts in the DPG made it very likely thiair organisation would be banned, and that for
the sake of the survival of the DPG, the Jewish analysts had to go. Again with the active
connivance of Jones, who famously seldgeams in November and December 1935 urging
the Jewish analysts to resign, and who cldaine meeting which finally provoked them to do
so, the DPG was ‘Aryanised’ by the end of 198&arly three years before other Jewish
professionals, such as lawyers and dasteere excluded from their equivalent
organisations. By 1936, Fenicleuld comment that the ‘Aryan’ members of the DPG ‘are
avoiding any contact -both thiéghtest professional contact as well as personal contact- with
their non-Aryan colleagues: an almost increddtample of the devil, who will grab your
whole hand when you stretch out your little finger’ (Eickhoff, 1995, p.950). The exclusion of
the Jews was thus embraced with some erabsby their non-Jewish erstwhile colleagues,
whether through fear of being associated whthspecifically derogated marginality of the
Jews, or through active antisemitism. Although, ically, there was a befieial outcome of
this in that most of the Jewish analysts, degat of their livelihood, left Germany before the
Holocaust, and so were saved (although fifteerddg in the concentration camps, as Jones
confirmed at the first post-wanternational Conggss —A. Freud, 1949) -and although Jones
played a heroic part in getting them out améinding them places to go- this was not the
motivation at the time; rather, the vain hageappeasing the Nazis was the conscious
purpose of this collusive strategy. One mighthwaer, in addition, whether behind this there
was a darker strand, a point winiwill be returned to below.



The pressure to resign ‘voluntarily’ under whicke trewish analysts were put can be seen as
an only slightly more benign version of tfEnously brusque treatment meted out by the
psychoanalytic movement to its errant scion, Wilhelm Reich. Reich had joined the
communist party in Berlin in 1930 and caused dissathin it both becatesof his particular
views on the gravity of the working class’ defedih the advent of Hitler, and because of his
promotion of sexual liberation (Sharaf, 1983)s idolitical radicalism was also of concern
within the psychoanalytic movement, withekid himself being not&ably critical -although
some of the problems here concerned Reichfmsition to Freud’s theory of the death drive.
With the arrival of the Nazim power, however, the threat akby ‘political’ activity to the
safety of psychoanalysis within Germangs seen by Freud as well as by Jones as
potentially extremely damaging, with Reich (windact left Germanyor Vienna in March
1933 and a month later embarked on some hegding and fro-ing asund Scandinavia) as
the most obvious representative of this temgleAnna Freud’s letteio Jones of 27 April,
1933, shows the reasoning:
Here we are all prepared to take risksgsychoanalysis but not for Reich’s ideas,
with which nobody is in agreement. Mgther’s opinion on this matter is: If
psychoanalysis is to be prbited, it should be prohibitefdr what it is, and not for
the mixture of politics and psychoanalysighich Reich represents. My father can't
wait to get rid of him inasmuch as he attaches himself to psychoanalysis; what my
father finds offensive in Reich is the fdbat he has forced psychoanalysis to become
political; psychoanalysis has no partpolitics. (Steiner, 2000, p.128)
Promotion of the idea that ‘psychoanalysis hagart in politics’ was a key element in the
defence of psychoanalysis against the Nazi critique of its inherently destabilising nature, and
was precisely the line taken by Boehm andl&teBraunschweig in their negotiations with
the Nazis. Boehm, for example, noted in 1934 tReich had often come out publicly as a
Communist and as a psywanalyst, presenting his opinionsths results of psychoanalysis...
| had to fight against this gjudice’ (Brecht et al, 1985, p.12@®s it turned out and as Reich
and a few others were prescient enough toteee'non-political’ atitude effectively paved
the way for a partial Nazification of psycho&rsss, while depriving psychoanalysis of its
crucial critical role. It also resulted in the ‘secret’ expulsion of Reich from the DPG and the
IPA. Boehm'’s account of this is instructive:
At a Board meeting [in the summerX8333] Simmel proposed that Reich should no
longer be included in the tief members (Fenichel was away and was not at this
meeting). Besides Simmel himsédifs proposal was supported by Mller-
Br[aunschweig] and myself; by Eitingon too,grinciple, but he asked urgently that
this ‘purge’ should be postponed until thext General Meeting at the beginning of
October, when he would have resignede @ecision to inform Reich about this was
not carried out, because we did not coesitlopportune to have any contact with
Reich, who was still abroad. Here | sholiké to add at once that at a later Board
Meeting at the beginning of 1934 we askedurJacobssohn to inform Reich of this
decision during the meeting in Oslo, whitbwever she failed to do. (Brecht et al,
1985, p. 121)
In fact, Reich seems to have known nothing &ltauntil he arrived athe Lucerne Congress
of August, 1934, when Miller-Braunschweig infadhhim that he had been expelled from
the DPG a year earlier; over tbeurse of that Congress it beva apparent to Reich that the
leadership of the IPA endorsed this decisimmes later claimed that Reich had resigned
from the IPA at that Congress, but thisseems, was never Reich’s view (Sharaf, 1983,

“Nitzschke’s (1999, p.355)anslation is ‘a hodgepodge of politics and analysis’.



p.188).

Jacoby (1983) has discussed some of the complex politics surrounding Reich at this time,
pointing out that he did not txa the unequivocal support eventloé ‘political’ Freudians,
notably Fenichel. However, the key point hsraot so much how fficult Reich was even

for those who might be seen@stentially aligned withhim, but rather tht from Freud down,
the early period of Nazi rule in Germawgs seen as requiring extreme caution about
political involvement of any possibly subverskiad -and that the congaences of this were
that the politics of the pshioanalytic movement itself came to be played out under the
shadow of Nazi demands.

It is worth noting a few more of the ambiguitiesH5mest Jones’ actions at this point. That he
followed a policy of appeasementtbe Nazis in the ely period of the Third Reich is not in
doubt, though in the context of the time this was ledefensible than it now seems, and it is
also true that Jones’ skilfulness and enengynding routes out for endangered Jewish
analysts was exemplary. On the other ledglearly played a double game. Supporting
Boehm, he wrote to him in July 1934 to wéim of what might happen at the forthcoming
psychoanalytic Congress in Lucerne, in which activities in negiating with the Nazis
were bound to come under attack. Revedatih personal prejudiseand the acceptable
language of the time (which may also havéicated some of his awambivalence towards
the Jewish dominance of psychoanalysis), Sameluded in his lettethe following piece of
gentile solidarity.
You will know that | myself regard those emotions and ultra-Jewish attitude very
unsympathetically, and it is plain to mettyou and your colleagues are being made a
dumping-ground for much emotion and reseemt which belongs elsewhere and has
displaced in your direction. My only conceis for the good of psychoanalysis itself,
and | shall defend the view, which | cordittly hold, that your actions have been
actuated only by the same mati(Brecht et al, 1985, p.78)
Jones had previously expressed some sirsdatiments (without the aside on ultra-Jewish
attitudes) to Anna Freud. In a letter 8f Dctober 1933, he commextthat, ‘After the
interview [with the DPG leaders] my impression of the Germany situation has slightly altered
and | don't feel that the peoplercerned are quite so villainoas it has been suggested to
me here.” Boehm in particular, whose ‘initadtion was very debatable/as seen as ‘having
saved Psycho-analysis in Germany from a horrific explosion thateheshearly in August...
which would have probably ended in the digon of the Society and Institute and the
internment of most of its members ioncentration camps’ (Steiner, 2000, pp.53-4). On the
other hand, he also noted two somewhat diffeappeals of Nazism to the two leading
figures in the DPG.
Muller-Braunschweig was pretty objective. He showed no signs of any anti-Semitism,
but evidently felt rather German. | suppose Ieanings towards idealism draw him a
little to that somewhat neglected aspafctitlerism. Boehmon the other hand, was
more sceptical about the Government dhdtshow some indications of anti-
Semitism, possibly associated witte tnfortunate discovery of his unhappy
grandmother. (Ibid.)
This differentiation, between Miller-Brawisveig’s tendency towards a generally
nationalist feeling infused with the heritageGerman Romanticism and Boehm’s more
active, possibly biographically-rooted, antisemitism, was played out in many other spaces in
German society, including the wider psychotipexgic and psychiatric professions (Cocks,
1997), with the effect of encoaging collaboration with th€hird Reich. Interestingly, by
1935 Jones had reversed his asseent of which of the two German analysts showed the



more obvious antisemitic tendencies. Writing agaiAnna Freud, he portrayed Boehm as a
weak and inadequate leader: ‘He has neithep#rsonality required tmanage a group nor a
sufficiently quick grasp of the essentials of 8trategic situatior(Brecht et al, 1985, p.131).
Muller-Braunschweig, on the other hand, wagatéd rather moreitt the times: ‘Miller-
Braunschweig is busy coquetting with tdea of combining a philosophy of Psycho-
Analysis with a quasi-theological conceptimiNational-Socialistigdeology... No doubt he
will proceed further along these lines, and he is definitely anti-semitic, which Boehm is
certainly not’ (ibid.). Who was, and who waot, and for what reasons, is a complex
guestion, but Jones’ acuity in most areasoisto be doubted, aradearly at different

moments in the 1930s he was persuadedeoattisemitism of each of the two main DPG
leaders. In his 1946 report, Rickman confirms the Nazi taint in Muller-Braunschweig: ‘I
believe his personality has deteriorated migithe Nazi regime... aridhink he is “dark

grey” -Boehm was seen as possibly ‘blagkeaning completely corrupted (Brecht et al,
1985, pp. 237-8). Within four years of Rickman’s report, however, Miller-Braunschweig was
back in favour and Jones acted in his support.

Antisemitism bites

While all this was going on within the DPGparallel development in the General Medical
Society for Psychotherapy became the contexamother lively piece of controversy, the

role of C.G. Jung as a Nazi spokesmanlune1933, Jung became chairman of the newly
formed International General Medical Society for Psychotherapy and from this point until
1939 he seems to have been caught up inratiom of Nazi philosophy, mystical celebration

of the cult of Wotan, and selfygrandisement at the expense of Freudian psychoanalysis.
Jung clearly hoped that his own brandlepth psychology would become the leading
psychology of the Third Reich, and to thatldhe was ready with pronouncements offering
support for Hitlerism and castigating Freaiism as ‘Jewish psychology’ (Eickhoff, 1995,
p.948). There is considerable evidence of Jung’s antisemitism and of his admiration for the
Nazis as releasers of the German peomletential, evidence whichas been thoroughly
documented in various places (e.g. Hayman, 1999, Diller, 1991, Cocks, 1997) and sensitively
discussed even within thadgian movement (Samuels, 1993), but which cannot be presented
at any length here. However, while Junghtisemitism was undoubtedly fuelled by his
antagonism to Freud and his general opposim, and as Samuels has shown while
Jungianism’s theoretical base laid it opeméaoist concepts, it imdicative of a more

widespread phenomenon evident for examplléwritings of Muller-Braunschweig. This
includes an admiration for the leadershigHater and for the idea of the German nation

finding its ‘destiny’ through Nazism. For soratleast of the ‘Argn’ psychoanalysts who
sought appeasement of the Nazis, as well a3uiog, the question was not, or not just, one of
sustaining depth psychology in the facelaf nightmare, but of finding a place for
psychotherapy in a system in which wiets promoted was nationalism and authority.
Psychoanalysis had, in Freud, theorised an dppodetween the individual's desires and
society’s needs; with the Nazite individual disapgpared in the mass, her or his only value
what she or he could coririte to national revival. $ee participants, Jungian and
psychoanalytic alike, got velxcited about this and sidedtivihe ‘Aryan’ mass, an act

which automatically led them to discard oeapsychologically speaking) assault their
Jewish associates. Jung is arydasget, because his antisemitism is so transparent, but there
was plenty of it around.

While Jung was leader of the Internationah&ml Medical Society for Psychotherapy, the
German Medical Society for Psychotherapyswaaded by Matthias keich Goéring, who

10



was a psychiatrist and had undergone Adlesiaalysis. M. H. Goring was a member of the
Nazi Party from 1 May 1933 onwards; Brechak(1985, p. 152) comment that, ‘Gdring’s
identification with NationaBocialism remained clear uint April 1945,” and Goggin and
Goggin (2001, p.117) opine, ‘In general we belithet M. H. G6ring was an enthusiastic
Nazi but he showed variation in his idegical concerns.” Géring himself, writing in
response to the invitation to take on the lesldigrof the German psychotherapists, phrased
his views as follows (Cocks, 1997, p.103).
In the interests of our saty | wish to accept your offer, because | am a National
Socialist not in name only but wholehearteni the spirit of Adolf Hitler, because
moreover | bear the name of the Prussiani8ter-President and am related to him.
Also in the interests of National Socialisrmust not refuse, for | believe that we
psychotherapists have a great missioth@new state.... we are called to educate
children and adults in the right spirit.
From the very start, therefore, the psychothetapn the Third Reich pinned their colours to
a masthead already paintedhe Nazi red and black.

It was rapidly apparent that the future surviehpsychoanalysis in the Third Reich would be
bound up with the psychotherapists and hentle thie person and organisation of Gdring
rather than with the comtiation of the DPG, and inde#lte psychoanalysts took it upon
themselves actively to seek the protectimat Goring’s name offered. As early as 1934,
Boehm and Miller-Braunschweig and soméehafir non-Jewish colleagues met with the
Jungians and with other psychetapists to discuss joiniiggether under a planned new
institute headed by Gdring. In February 1936, Boebas told by the Ministry of Culture that
psychoanalysis would be allowed to contitfude Berlin Psychoanalytic Institute would
join with other branches of psychotherapymorganisation under Gag’s leadership, with
a commitment to developing a ‘New @&n Psychotherapy’ (Goggin and Goggin, 2001,
p.104). Boehm met with Anna Freud to discuss, tpparently gaining support from her, and
the German Institute for Psychological Reshaand Psychotherapy -known, colloquially and
lastingly, as the Goring Institute- was set up on May 2#36. In July 1936, Goring, Boehm
and Miller-Braunschweig met with Jones @rdl to gain the gproval of the IPA,
promising that the independence of psychoanalysis would be maintained within the Institute.
This promise, however, was not kept: psychbaitatraining came to be combined in most
important respects with that of other psyd¢tesapies. The DPG handed its building over to
be the base for the Goring Institute; the exgrase of the remaining analysts was thus that
their ‘home’ had become occupied, and they vedi@ved only shared anghrtial use of it. In
October 1936, Goring gave his inaugural reétaan the new German psychotherapy, which
was to be founded on a non-Freudian, peziNind antisemitic basis; readinghéin Kampf
was made an obligatory part of the trainargl the remaining Jews were excluded (although
neither of these last two movess fully enforced, and some Jews and half-Jews survived in
the Goring Institute until the end of the war -Cocks, 1997, pp.104, 273). Otto Fenichel, in his
typically scathing way, described Boehm’s supsmnt attempt to patch things up with Freud.
After an occasion at the Goring Institute wheeople had to “fall ifi, whilst Goring gave a
lecture on the Jewish libido conception of Frand the Aryan one of Jung,’ Fenichel states,
Bohm had such a bad conscience that he wevitenna to assure Freud of his loyalty
and to obtain absolution. He was not giverrreud said to him: ‘Different peoples,
with different destinies, & developed a capacity, vamgiin strength, of holding on
to their convictions, even if they hatebe abandoned on the outside. Our Jewish
people have had the misfortune, or fortusfeaccumulating a host of experiences of
this kind... Other peoples are less capablesikting, and when they give in on the
outside, they eventually giva on the inside too. It Wiall depend on what you hold
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onto inside.” After B6hm had left he said tliel not believe that atysis would last in
Germany: ‘They are a submissive people.’ (FenidRehdbriefof 30" November
1936, in Eickhoff, 1995, p.951).
Freud’s assertion of a mode of Jewish sugiyiis notable here, in the light of the
continuing attempt to appease tNazis and to accommodatetheir own ideology of racial
superiority.

A Non-Jewish Psychoanalysis

The Goring Institute had a surprisingly impartalace in the hierarchy of the Third Reich,
apparently invested with the expectation ihabuld serve the needs of the German people in
developing a Nazified psychotfageutic process serving ratal ideals. When the second
conference of the German General Meld&aciety for Psychotherapy took place in
Dusseldorf in 1938, a telegraph was received frbtler thanking the Soety for its ‘vow of
fidelity and for the announcement of theéaddishment of a German Institute for
Psychological Research and Fsytherapy’ and wishing it igat success in [its] work’
(Brecht et al, 1985, p. 146). Throughout the wae Goring Institute was involved in
psychotherapy and leadership training (paldidy with the Luftwdfe), and attracted a
substantial budget (Cocks, 1997, pp.335-8). Wisleractical activies were probably
valued as a contribution to the war effortyds its efforts towards the development of a
Nazified psychotherapy whichslinguished it most -as igoponents were the first to
acknowledge. In a newspapeterview from May 1939 (Bredtet al, 1985, p. 151), Goring
answers the question of, ‘hqwychoanalysisa very modern branch of medicine, could once
have hadso destructive an effectdis answer is that, ‘sincéreud, it has been almost
exclusively the domain afewish doctors Freud, as a Jew, atd not understand that the
unconscious is not a domain of repressediakactivity, but the dundation of life’, the
source of creativity.
It is clear that it is precisely in a field wfork like that of the mind that Judaism could
bring its destructive influence to bear shéruitfully. For the Jews, psychotherapy
became a business, and the poisoning of ahéfé a necessity, so that they could
then undertake to cure the poisdoday a thoroughly German form of psychotherapy
has been developed.
The ‘new German psychotherapy’ aimed toeatsthen belief in the meaning of life and
reinforce the link with the higher world galues; it was to convey to the patient the
consciousness of being bound and incorporated into the common destiny of the German
people’ (Brecht et al, 1985, p.158)is clear from this thaivhat was being proposed was a
psychology without the critical dotbo central to Freud -without, that is, something of what
might be thought of as its ‘Jewish’ heritagyestead, the objective gisychotherapy was to
facilitate in the patient the discovery of anconscious energy and purpose which could be
activated in the service of the German statet Tiine orientation of the work was towards the
collective and not the individual is evidenced biotithe expressed aims of the ‘new German
psychotherapy’ and in some of its practices gicample its involvement with ‘euthanasia’,
something leading members of the Institute, including Boehm, came to accept as a solution
for the ‘untreatable’ pagnt (Goggin and Goggin, 2001, p.12Bhe relevant point here,
however, is that despite this apparent ldispment of key psychoanalytic assumptions and
ethical values in favour of a Nazified psydmatapy, and even after the formal dissolution of
the DPG in 1938 (which was connected withrarrcepted letter diomage from Muller-
Braunschweig to Anna Freud in Vienna tpabvided the pretext faG6ring to deny Muller-
Braunschweig the right to teach or publishd Felix Boehm to offer training analyses),
psychoanalytic activity continued within the Gagilnstitute in an explicit manner. Brecht et
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al (1985, p. 154) note:
In fact the training of psychotherapists vias great extent thresponsibility of the
‘Berlin psychoanalysts’. After the events1838 they did indeed lose some official
responsibilities and were partially restriciadheir teaching activities. But they were
able to keep their influeial position and expand it thugh clever staffing policies.
They managed to keep the Polyclinic, the heathe Institute, atheir responsibility.
Thus, the psychoanalysts continued to have an impact in the Gdring Institute. Boehm led the
programme for homosexual soldiers; Wernemiger helped work out treatment programmes
for soldiers suffering from war neuroses; IMitBraunschweig remained responsible for
lecture organisation and theaching programme of thedtitute. Even the Goggins
acknowledge that the training programmealved training analysis, supervision and
‘conventional-sounding’ courses (2001, p.188Y that ‘between 1938 and 1945 Working
Group A [the Freudians] had trained thirguf people’ (p.112). Glzanowski (1975), in a
relatively early intervie-based study, notes that, ‘Neitlibe people insidéhe Institute nor
organised German psychiatry outside of thstitate believed thagisychoanalysis had been
extinguished’ (p.496).
Our research demonstrates that thoseyatsalvho remained in Germany, under the
Nazis, were doing ‘regular analytic wordturing the critical years. Not one person
interviewed by us expressed the slightest tthdit he had continued to function as a
psychoanalyst throughout the Hitler years. We have no dsutat their sincerity.
(pp.494-5)
Chrzanowski does point to the mutual fearbetrayal by analystad patients as powerful
factors interfering with the thgog; however, while this is afonsiderable importance, it does
not in itself imply that the activity lieg engaged in was not psychoanalysis.

As Cocks (2001) notes, none of this meaias #fl the analysts were Nazis or Nazi
sympathisers, but it does reveal a degresoial blindness, moral cowardice and self-
seeking which, it seems, even thorough-goingaatbx personal analysis had not been able to
remedy. What seems clear is that duringpteod of the Goring Institute, non-Jewish
analysts carried on with their woas best they could, witrarying degrees of collaboration
with the aims of the new German psychotpgrancluding implication in the euthanasia
programme. No-one, with the pre-war exceptof Edith Jacobson (who was imprisoned for
subversive activities and who Boehm successfuigvented Jones from supporting) and the
wartime martyr John Rittmeister, rebellethaugh few actually joined the Nazi party.
Psychoanalytic training activéts continued, even though Gaéring himself exercised personal
censorship of Freudian terms and concepts the members of ‘Workgroup A’ (the
psychoanalysts) accordingly hadresort to euphemisms (e'depth psychotherapy’ instead
of ‘psychoanalysis’). Some cases were hanbledepth analysis including free association
and the use of the analytic couch. Whether ldtes what it became or not, psychoanalysis
was going on, albeit ‘in a moseguliar way’ (Rittmeister, 1939).

Conclusion

There are numerous ways of understandingtimewhat sorry tale of psychoanalysis in
Germany in the Nazi period. At the simplest lefvehich is not to say it it does not have its

own complexities), it is a story of individisafaced with circumstances hostile to the
continuation of their professional work, whoneelso caught up more or less strongly in a
phenomenon of stupendous power, with its threat and its excitement. At the very least, these
individuals went along with théictates of the Nazi machine, retaining what dignity they
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could (less as time went on)yplg their trade and preservitigeir profession as much as
possible. This may have been ignoble, but pestmap more so than those who did exactly the
same in other walks of life. Psychoanalys&se certainly no more malevolent than many
others who should and might have done bettengbepresentatives of a class or professional
group which was built upon self-reflection or acate analysis of personal and political
situations, or which had around it a clear @hiramework: lawyers, doctors, academics.
Whilst there were heroes of resistance Irthase fields, as a group they did not cover
themselves with glory; psychoanalysis nmg have had many heroes, but it also had
relatively few perpetrators of Nazi abuses, ankbast most of its Jewish representatives
escaped.

However, there is something else to be exguldrere, which has been the rationale for this
paper: psychoanalysis had somedkof special sttus not (or noust) because it is premised
on an idea of awareness of pmral motives, but more (or also) because of its position as a
paradigmatic ‘Jewish science’. As noted earlieis was a term dflazi abuse and carried

with it all the racistonnotations that are instantgcognisable: something corrupting,
parasitic, demeaning and impure, which stdaé wiped out. However, psychoanalysis was
also seen by many of iggactitioners including Freud himself, as having a special
connection with Jewish culture, histapd identity, a connection which had made
psychoanalysis ‘Jewish’ well before the Nazis mtmie an index of abuse. Not only were the
vast majority of European psychoanalysts &clews, but analysend others alike could

see that Jewish assumptions and ways of thinking were key elements of the psychoanalytic
approach, however much it hungered for the sgpiaobjective universalism of ‘science’.
Under such circumstances, it might have heessible to hope that German psychoanalysis,
with its outstanding history of political engagent, would provide a source of political and
cultural resistance to Nazism; in the name obvts values and origins it might have resisted
appeasement even if that meant exileh@spened in France, Holland, Norway and even
Austria). In fact, as soon as it sveested, the opposite was the case.

There is little doubt about the antisemitism amngoof the players in this game: Jung, Goéring,
Muller-Braunschweig, probably Boehm; this ha&eb attested to elsewhere in this paper.
More profoundly, however, there was an antisemitavemenéat work, which fed off and

into Nazism and representedexious attempt to rewrite tiigture of psychoanalysis. Jung
thought he could bid for it and become tlweminant force in an ‘Aryanised’ depth
psychology; the Goring Institute was the instdnal centre for the more formal attempt to
put it into practice as a ‘new German psychaibg’. But what may be dimly perceived in all
the scheming, the appeasement and collaboratieriprced resignatiorend (at least in the
case of Wilhelm Reich) secret expulsionghes enactment (albeit probably guilt-ridden, as
Muller-Braunschweig revealed Wienna) of a wish to eradicate the Jewishness from
psychoanalysis. Thisonsciouslynvolved opposition to Freuchd the centrality of sexuality,
it also meantonsciouslyeplacing the Freudian criticatance and the theory of the
opposition between individual desire and social ovdéh an approach that gave primacy to
the interests of the latter -recast as the ‘Amgation’- and assertedahindividuals could be
psychologically enriched by falling mith these interests. Itsd meant constructing a theory
of leadership congruent withdétNazi ‘Fuhrer-fixation’, andanverting a theory of necessary
psychic conflict into one in which wholenesslantegrity, in the service of the state, is
possible. All this wasonsciousand can be read out from tiweitings of the representatives
of psychoanalysis ithe Third Reich.

Theunconscioushowever, was also at work, as ivals is. What could have been the
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meaning, for gentile psychoanaty, of finding themselves eght in the web of a ‘Jewish
science’, subservient to its demands and, thrdlgin own transferences and the trust they
had put in mainly Jewish training analystet(to mention their stitutional idolising of
Freud), personally implicated inishJewish cultural mduct, at a time and in a place in which
things Jewish had become the defining markasfuption, antisocial activity, parasitism and
defilement? If Jewish analydislt at home with psychoanalgsbecause of its compatibility
with their culture, however much theydcheepudiated the beliefs of Judaism aslayion,

then non-Jewish analysts were always likelhave a sense of mamglity within their

chosen profession, have the tables turned,vesre, be the uncoraftable outsiders who

have to learn the rules to ‘g&l -the reverse of the usuakgd situation. Once the Nazi
hegemony was established, as it was in Gesnextraordinarily qukly, these same non-
Jewish analysts found themselves in a bind: hold out heroically as representatives of a Jewish
culture to which they would always be outsgléut to which they had given themselves
through their training and profeesial affiliation, or join the new path and become central,
insiders again. Coupled with the generatentainty about whether appeasement was an
appropriate political policy, and added to thegjee dangers of speaking out, of resistance;
and mixed in with some no-doubt unconscious itatal urges towards their Jewish analytic
peers; and perhaps enraged by the los® ahany senior Jewish analysts, whose
disappearance might have been experiencednsemusly as abandonment at a time of need;
it perhaps did not require more than an averdaose of moral turpitude and self-serving
ambition to side with the appantehistorical victos. Psychoanalysts of the Third Reich kept
going throughout the Nazi period, quietly most of the time, doing good sometimes, but
collaborating, losing their way, corrupting thgychoanalytic movement. They did so not
only for all the compelling reasons that maksoithard to resist totalitarianism, but also
because it was a form of revenge against the Jews.
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