
INTRODUCTION

F R E U D ' A N D ' N I E T Z S C H E : T H E S T A K E S

OF A C O N J U N C T I O N

'Freud and Nietzsche'. This conjunction has been recognized and accredited for
a long time, indeed from the very beginnings of psychoanalysis, ever since
resonances were perceived between the work of the former and the words of the
latter.1 How could we not recognize it, at least intuitively, when such-and-such
a declaration by Nietzsche 'sounds Freudian' to our ears? Beyond this intuitive
perception, however, the threads of an analogy have been persistently woven
together, to the point where a common ground has been constructed between
the two theorists. The temptation to see such an analogy in itself already links
the founder of psychoanalysis (in defiance of his own protests) to Nietzsche as
his great 'precursor'.

But the threads of that analogy, though obstinately woven together, are at
most only tenuous, and like Penelope's labour the analogy is forever undone
and started anew. It is necessary to move away from the analogy and on to the
basic comparison that it indicates, but which has too often eluded us. The
Nietzscheo-Freudian theme is imposed upon us, as an already-existing pre-
liminary requirement, but we have hesitated to make it explicit, and so the
analogy has come to appear sufficient unto itself, by way of suggestion, as vast as
it is vague. Thus an eclectic discourse came to accommodate the haziness of this
rapprochement, by weaving an analogy from rhetorical similitudes.

We propose to make explicit both the content and the meaning of this
conjunction that, far from sufficing unto itself, produces a host of problems,
and even constitutes a problem in itself. What should we think of the seductive,
yet impressionistic syntagm 'Freud and Nietzsche'? How can we rigorously
interpret the conjunction? It is all the more timely a question, given that
Nietzsche, in one of his final aphorisms, had suggested a hermeneutic of this
very conjunction, by interpreting certain 'ands' of 'bad alloys': those who, for
example, say 'Goethe and Schiller' or 'Schopenhauer and von Hartmann'.2

What would he think about the fact that, just shortly after his death, people
would be forging the alloy 'Nietzsche and Freud'?

Our project will set out from the principle that we can legitimately suspect of
being 'bad alloys' every conjunction of proper names which are satisfied by a
seductive resonance without relating it to the less timely expression of problem-
atics that at once make the resonance possible and permit the distribution of
such honours and equivocations. The implication is that, in the first place, we
should relate the comparison 'Nietzsche-Freud', naturally made possible in
retrospect by the second term, to the overall context of the relation of the
founder of psychoanalysis to philosophy and to the philosophers from which he
draws meaning. From this first perspective, we would straight away falsify the
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FREUD AND NIETZSCHE

question of Nietzsche—Freud relations by isolating them from the general
relation of Freud to philosophers and to philosophy in general. A reminder is
never more necessary than here, that the prestige of the precursor produces the
illusory effect of a tete-a-tete. Against this prejudice, we should recall that Freud
approaches Nietzsche the philosopher with the habitus and posture that defines
him in the context of philosophical reality. For this reason, our present inquiry
is necessarily detached from our preceding study, where we presented this
posture in its complex unity and ambivalent coherence.

But our previous work, if it furnishes us with a basically indispensable canvas,
in no way exhausts the specific question approached here. It is necessary to
undertake a second perspective, to restore Nietzsche to a privileged place,
without however anticipating the result of our inquiry. When Freud encounters
the figure of Friedrich Nietzsche, he feels, despite his impulse to apply to him
the general policy he reserves for the philosophizing breed, that he has to deal
with something other than some non-privileged actualization of thought. And
had he been tempted to avoid this privilege, others are poised to induce him
toward such an engagement, as mediators have seldom been as zealous as those
between Freud and Nietzsche.

Nothing is more revealing, from this point of view, than the confrontation of
Freud with the two figures of Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. In what we have
previously called the 'Freudian philosophical topography', Schopenhauer
occupies the centre. At the heart of this 'galaxy', Nietzsche occupies merely the
position of first satellite, and moreover who would not think of contesting
Schopenhauer for the function of a solar centre, for profound historical and
ideological reasons that we have already placed in evidence.

Such is without a doubt Nietzsche's first place, if we approach the Freudian
philosophical choice of object positively. He would always appear near
Schopenhauer, benefitting from the latter's effluvia and virtues. In Freud's
eyes, Nietzsche would in a way be a brilliant double of Schopenhauer. That is,
from the point of view of Freud's personal use of philosophers, Nietzsche would
come just after Schopenhauer. Freud encountered Nietzsche with a jovial sense
of fraternity, in a common lineage from the master of Frankfurt. Freud's use of
Nietzsche thus seems to be mediated by Schopenhauer, who really lends himself
better to Freud's immediate needs. That is why, in a sense, the relation specific to
Nietzsche does not carry a substantial modification from the regimen of Freud's
general relation to philosophy, and so Nietzsche is found inserted into that
regimen, submitted to the general statute without derogating or subverting it.

However, if Freud's relation to Schopenhauer is valued at first as a document
of Freud's philosophical investment, his relation to Nietzsche is valuable in
itself, beyond even what Freud himself specifies, seen from the dimension that
later stakes have assigned to these 'partners'. Independently of Freud's own
views, and much to his chagrin, a sort of complicity was forged between
psychoanalysis and Nietzsche, that forces us, without prejudging the analogy,
to investigate the two in synchrony. That is why, if Freud's relation to
Schopenhauer is primary with regard to the positive relation between Freud and

2

3

6

Assoun, Paul-Laurent. Freud and Nietzsche, Bloomsbury Publishing PLC, 2006. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=436206.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-24 07:05:56.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

6.
 B

lo
om

sb
ur

y 
P

ub
lis

hi
ng

 P
LC

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



I N T R O D U C T I O N

philosophers generally, and thus de facto secondarizing his relation with
Nietzsche, all this acquires an import of another order. The Freudian project
came to be defined by its position and opposition, and thus 'by parentage', with
respect to this privileged philosophical project which, not fortuitously, seems
constantly to encroach upon the borders of psychoanalysis.

Thus for us, again, Freud's relation to Nietzsche appears privileged and in the
last instance the richest in meaning. Again, it is useful to approach this relation
in its historical particularity, in order to forestall any confusion between our
interest and that of Freud, which would effectively, and at once, falsify our com-
parison. In order to conduct an exhaustive and objective comparison between
these problematics, it is useful to view it as disengaged from the stakes visible to
Freud and to historical consciousness, leaving us free to appeal to the texts in
order to carry our explication to its term.

The conjunction 'Freud and Nietzsche' is, in effect, an immediately historical
artefact. We understand that it was forged as a product of a particular elaboration.
Before posing the theoretical question of foundations, we must examine the
question of a problem which is objectified in a historical context. The best
introduction to the problem will be thus to describe the genesis that made
possible and imposed the conjunction and the parallelism between these two
proper names. We will first examine the encounter between two precise realities,
the psychoanalytic movement and those who had made themselves Nietzsche's
testamental executors.

A S T R A N G E C O N T E M P O R A N E I T Y

It is striking to measure the gap that historical consciousness has excavated
between Nietzsche and Freud, who after all are rough contemporaries. Some
benchmarks help express this contemporaneity.

Nietzsche is a dozen years older than Freud. When Nietzsche is named
professor of philology at Basel, Freud had not yet started his medical studies.
The first Untimely Meditations, after The Birth of Tragedy, appears in the same
year that the young Freud enters the Faculty of Medicine in Vienna (1873).
Freud becomes a physician at the very moment when Nietzsche experiences the
essential event - the revelation of the eternal return — that will decide his
philosophy (1881-2).

When Nietzsche's philosophy enters its decisive period of production, during
the 1880s, Freud is struggling for direction in his career. His voyage to Paris, to
Charcot, is contemporary with Nietzsche's gospel, Zarathustra (1885—6).
Nietzsche reaches his final crisis at the moment when Freud begins to turn his
full attention to psychoanalysis, via his correspondence with Fliess (1887-8).
When Nietzsche experiences his mental collapse, Freud, aged 33, is just
discovering his identity.

In this period of Nietzsche's waning life, psychoanalysis is born. At the time
of Nietzsche's death, The Interpretation of Dreams has just appeared, while the
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FREUD AND N IETZSCHE

correspondence with Fliess, that would confirm Freud's thoughts and establish
the path to his future identity, reaches its zenith (1901). A few years after
Nietzsche's death, the first psychoanalytic group is formed (1902): Freud is 46.

These few benchmarks suffice to show that, chronologically, Nietzsche and
Freud are indeed contemporaries, but while the first had expressed himself since
his thirtieth year, Freud would not find himself until his fortieth year, by which
time Nietzsche had put the final touches to his own work. Freud will continue
to unfold his work for nearly four decades after Nietzsche's death, which in a
way obscures the fact of their contemporaneity. Nietzsche's work, if long
ignored, is only discovered toward the end of the 1880s, at the moment of
the birth of psychoanalysis. It is thus an objective accident of history that at the
beginning of the new century, we discover both psychoanalysis and the phe-
nomenon of Nietzsche. That is, in fact, the first historical given we must take
into account in order to prepare ourselves to understand how Freud came to
know about Nietzsche and how a rapprochement would become possible
between Nietzsche and Freud.

Beginning with a few preliminary signs, it is only between the beginning of
the 1890s and the turn of the century that a movement takes shape around the
rediscovery of Nietzsche's work, even in Germany. But as with Schopenhauer, a
long silence is followed by an infatuation that introduces Nietzsche's name to
debates throughout the intellectual world. This is the wave that would carry
Nietzsche's name to Freud. Thus it is no accident if Nietzschean terms appear
during this time, in Freud's correspondence with Fliess, without this first trace
(of Nietzsche in Freud) implying any real information. Nietzsche's terminology
had found its way into the vocabulary of the intelligentsia of this period, and
had even earned a certain salon affectation.

This great wave of discovery occurs between 1894, the date that Lou Salome's
biography of Nietzsche appeared, soon followed by that of (his sister)
Elisabeth Forster-Nietzsche (1896-1904), and 1913, with the appearance of
the nineteenth and final volume of Gesammelte Werke, begun in 1899. It is a
symbolic fact that at the same moment that Sigmund Freud makes his entry
into the scientific field, through the formulation of his Traumdeutung (pub-
lished in Vienna), the first stone in the literary monument to Nietzsche's work is
laid, the well-known Gesammelte Werke, thus tieing Freud's terminus a quo to
Nietzsche's terminus ad quern.

But if Nietzsche thus gains his monument, it appears above all as a stake in
a quarrel that, under the influence of his own sister, takes on a scholastic sheen.
In order to pose in terms of an origin the context of the 'encounter' between
Nietzsche and Freud, it is useful to recall that this collected edition of Nietzsche's
work, offered to readers, was made the object of a conflict over property, even
before its author was dead. At the beginning of the century, all contact with
Nietzsche's work had to submit, for good or ill, to a detour through Elisabeth
Forster-Nietzsche, founder of the Nietzsche-Archiv foundation. Elisabeth
actively patronized the appearance of the Complete Works as well as a pocket
edition (Taschenausgabe), and in the years before the war (1910—13) assured
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

the text a substantial distribution. The Nietzsche-Archiv, whose history
Elisabeth wrote in 1907, significantly titled The Nietzsche-Archive: Its Friends
and Enemies^ plays the ambiguous role of a general staff, and deliberately
controversial.

In contrast, a current issuing from Basel and Franz Overbeck sketched an
opposing vision of Nietzsche, which would find an important formulation in a
1908 work by Carl-Albrecht Bernoulli. Indeed, if someone had wanted, in the
period of the birth of psychoanalysis, to become familiar with the life and work
of Nietzsche, they could turn to the works of Raoul Richter,18 Richard M.
Meyer or even Ernst Bertram. But these contributions are important to our
own project only as a backdrop of general knowledge about Nietzsche, the soil
on which the relations between Freud and Nietzsche will flourish, but which
Freud himself refused to exploit.

And that is precisely what we will have to take into account, as a negative
complement to the explosive diffusion of Nietzsche's work contemporary with
Freud's establishment of psychoanalysis. Freud himself never lost an occasion to
curse 'his' great gods whom he had not read. We will simply point out here the
declarations that we will analyse later.

In 1908, Freud declares in no uncertain terms that 'he does not know the
work of Nietzsche'. Given that by this date it was impossible not to know
Nietzsche's name, whose prominence was at an apogee, it is necessary to under-
stand that in any case Freud neither read nor studied Nietzsche's work, which
confirms a contemporary attestation, where Freud 'made the remark that he had
never been able to study Nietzsche'. Not that he had never taken up a volume of
Nietzsche in his hands, but, according to his own words, he was not able 'to go
beyond a half-page in his attempts to read Nietzsche'.

Freud makes the same declaration in 1914: 'I have denied myself the great
pleasure that reading Nietzsche brings'. This time, the refusal to engage
Nietzsche's work takes the form of a voluntary penitence that results in the same
privation. A final confirmation occurs in 1925 where Freud says that he had 'for
a long time avoided' Nietzsche. Fortuitous or voluntary, we will need to
inquire into the motivations for this abstinence or penitence, but it is, at the
very least, a fact which sets a strict limit to Freud's role as a reader of Nietzsche.

Moreover, it is also a fact that a durable relation ties the two together, that
there exists a Freudian discourse on Nietzsche and a commerce between the two
thinkers that Freud does not deny. Thus if the relation is only incompletely
linked to a direct knowledge of the philosophical work, it must come from other
channels, of which it is all the more important to examine, as they constitute the
historically determined relation from Nietzsche to Freud, and as such must be
integrated at least as positive preliminaries to any examination of the question of
their relationship.

Before speculating on the relation between the works in themselves
in ahstracto, it is necessary to define those threads that have woven between
Freud and Nietzsche a relation at once denied and insistent. There, the signs of
a 'Freudo-Nietzschean chronicle' take on a considerable importance, given that
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FREUD AND N IETZSCHE

the events, in their anodyne, anecdotal appearance, weave the figure of these
relations by sketching their historical particularity.

In the period that we have defined as inaugurating the relationship, two
major, discrete events at once establish the chronology. We need to investigate
them in order to begin to write this chronicle and to discover the deep meaning,
at once manifested and occluded by the singularity of events.

' N I E T Z S C H E ' I N T H E W E D N E S D A Y S E M I N A R S ( 1 )

That Nietzsche was regularly implicated in the reflections of the first analytic
circle is demonstrated by his appearance as the topic for two meetings of the
famous Wednesday seminars of the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society during 1908.
The purpose of these meetings was to present a lecture followed by a general dis-
cussion, in the course of which Freud naturally had occasion to take a position.
The minutes of these meetings constitute important documents of the weekly
poles of interest of these first analysts, in this period of the enthusiastic clearing of
a new field — and, for what concerns us, of the apprehension of the phenom-
enon of Nietzsche by the psychoanalytic movement at the moment of its origin.

On 1 April, 1908, Eduard Hitschmann proposed a lecture commenting on the
third essay of On the Genealogy of Morals dedicated to the theme, 'On the Ascetic
Ideal'. From the minutes kept by Otto Rank,28 we know the ideas developed
regarding Nietzsche on this occasion. Hitschmann denies that Nietzsche is a
philosopher, but rather 'a moralist, although distinguished, it is true, by an
uncommon acuity'. On the other hand, the minutes point out 'the contrast
between his behaviour in daily life and the principle theme of his works',30 that
is, the opposition between the sadness of his character and the Dionysian
intoxication that permeates his writing. The setting in relief of this contrast
aimed at inducing an psychological interpretation of the case of Nietzsche —
we understand by that a clarification of the content of the work through the
drive-related experiences of the author.

This interpretation comes back, on the one hand, to consider Nietzsche the
psychologist of morality, and on the other to cause a reflection on Nietzsche
the man himself, as an objection to his enterprise, in terms of a psychoanalytic
diagnostic. 'It is interesting to note that Nietzsche has discerned the essential
elements of the psychology of others, but has not succeeded in seeing that
his own ideas corresponded to unrealized desires.' Hitschmann comes in this
way to reconcile Nietzsche's theory of the ascetic ideal with the sexual asceticism
of Nietzsche the man. 'In submitting the ascetic ideal to a critique and to a
psychological interpretation, by advocating a life without restraint and without
regard, he rejects the circumstances in which he is forced to live. Nietzsche's life
itself is none other than ascetic; his tendency toward asceticism is linked to his
admiration for Schopenhauer.'

The result is a philosophically reductionist interpretation. 'Nietzsche rejected
the ascetic ideal when he recognized that he had cheated life as well as himself.
So, the subjective ideas of a philosopher can be explained by his personal traits
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

and experiences, which are clearly illustrated in On the Genealogy of Morals'
Curiously, Hitschmann thus makes a literal, and a bit mechanical, use of an idea
dear to Nietzsche himself, according to which 'every great philosophy up to our
day has been the confession of its author, and (whether he willed it so or not)
constitutes his Memoires'.

Thus we have, not a philosophical reading of Nietzsche, but an exercise in
pathology, to which the philosophical text serves to support as a document. In
addition, if Hitschmann's contribution to die understanding of Nietzsche's
ideas is deceptive, it expresses well that the relation to Nietzsche is mediated for
psychoanalysis, from this moment on, by pathology, that is to say that the study
of die pathological structure subtends any philosophical or artistic production.

It is moreover interesting that the ensuing discussion gives way to a con-
troversy. For Isidor Sadger, 'Nietzsche is a model of hereditary stigmata', and he
finds symptoms of hysteria in his precocious (beginning in childhood)
'epileptoid states without loss of consciousness'.3 Others, on the contrary,
protested against this reductionist approach, and placed Nietzsche's value in the
debt psychoanalysis owed regarding certain of his ideas. Alfred Adler, first and
foremost, declared resolutely that 'of all the important philosophers who have
bequeathed to us something, Nietzsche is the closest to our way of thinking.'
On the other hand, 'he evokes arguments that speak against the linking of a
preoccupation with philosophy to a single neurosis. The philosopher is much
too complex a being, and the philosophical technique is by nature linked to
something completely different.' It is not fortuitous that Nietzsche as a
philosopher finds an apologist in Adler. We know the role that Nietzsche plays
in Adler's own thought, but here he is supposed to speak in the name of the
analytic movement and places Nietzsche 'in a line running from Schopenhauer
to Freud'. Moreover, like Max Graf, he bestows upon Nietzsche a particular
gift of self-analysis. 'Nietzsche's work contains observations that recall those that
we make of a patient when therapy has progressed well and that is a measure of
analysing the undercurrents of his own mind'. Even Paul Federn maintains that
'Nietzsche is so close to our ideas that it only remains for us to ask ourselves
what has escaped him. He has intuitively anticipated certain of Freud's ideas'.38

Such is the double figure of Nietzsche in the analytic movement: on the one
hand, as a distinguished precursor; on the other, as an eminent pathological
case, at once a theoretical referent and an object of diagnosis. That permits us
the better to situate Freud's own, personal position on these two points that
define the stakes of the psychoanalytic discourse on Nietzsche.

When his turn comes to speak, Freud begins by taking the occasion to emit
one of his stereotypical statements on philosophy in general. 'Professor Freud',
the minutes read, 'insists above all on his particular relation with philosophy, to
whose abstract nature he is so antipathetic that he has in the end renounced its
study.' Right away, Freud announces that there would be no discourse - on
Nietzsche in this case - other than an analytic one.

For who Nietzsche is in particular, Freud's declaration is clear. 'He does not
know Nietzsche's work'. But it is not through a fault of interest; on the contrary,
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FREUD AND N IETZSCHE

'his occasional attempts to read him have been stifled through an excess of
interest'. Freud informs us here that he has tried several times to glance
through Nietzsche, without ever succeeding in possessing an overall knowledge.
According to a peculiar strategy, but one whose mechanisms we have demon-
strated elsewhere, an excess of interest triggers in Freud a reaction against
speculation. But it informs us that Freud's particular relation to Nietzsche is
only the echo of his personal relation to philosophy in general.

As for the anticipations, Freud tends to take them on trust, and even takes
account of his indirect contact with Nietzsche's work, but he denies any
influence. 'Despite the similitudes that many have raised between Nietzsche and
himself, Freud can assert that Nietzsche's ideas have no influence on his work'.
A natural consequence, given that he has assured us that he has never read
Nietzsche! But we know that, for Freud (and we cannot insist too much on this
point), every engagement with philosophers is dialectic. As if to confirm his
own independence of thought, Freud reminds us that 'Nietzsche failed to
recognize infantilism as well as the mechanism of displacement'.

On the second point, Freud shows himself to be remarkably more prudent
than the other participants. The abundance of diagnostic elements put forth by
Sadger, Graf, Adler, Federn and Stekel contrast with Freud's sobriety. Freud
merely congratulates Hitschmann for having 'raised some interesting problems'
bearing on 'the psychology of Nietzsche the man', on the 'factors of a psycho-
sexual constitution' that 'made a philosopher' and on 'the subjective deter-
mination of philosophical systems, apparendy so objective', and would welcome
a study of the influence of 'infantile impressions' on 'great realizations', and to
remark on the precocity of the young Nietzsche's investigations into evil. That is
Freud's position, which expresses the prudence of his discourse on Nietzsche, as
much on a philosophical level as on a psychographic one.

' N I E T Z S C H E ' I N T H E W E D N E S D A Y S E M I N A R S ( 2 )

But Nietzsche's spectre was decidedly in the air, since a few months later, on
28 October 1908, he was the object of a new lecture during a Wednesday
session of the Vienna Society. This time, pathography clearly came to fore-
front, since Hautler spoke on Ecce Homo, treating the autobiography as a
document, by practically paraphrasing the work and punctuating it with
psychoanalytic remarks.

This new exposition on Nietzsche generated analogous reactions among the
attendees. Friedmann and Frey again took up the precursor leitmotif. 'Without
knowing Freud's work, Nietzsche has sensed and anticipated many things.' 7

The two then offer their own psychoanalytic diagnosis of Nietzsche's neurosis.
Freud, this time, seems more willing to discuss matters, but he centres himself

on psychography and the question of diagnosing Nietzsche's illness. In order to
understand the importance of this approach, it is necessary to recall that 'the
case of Nietzsche' had become the object of an important and sensational
literature in this period, as a specimen totally indicative of the great question
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

that psychopathology had posed, that of the relation between genius and
madness.48 In Germany, Paul Mobius had presented, in the same year as
Nietzsche's death, an important synthesis on the relations between 'psychiatry
and literary history', before applying it in his monographs, such as that
on Nietzsche, in which he systematized the hypothesis of progressive gen-
eral paralysis.

We should not ignore that it is in this precise context that Nietzsche came to
be discussed during the Wednesday meetings (only eight years after Nietzsche's
physical death). It is no accident that Hitschmann had quoted from Mobius
during his lecture. As for Freud, it is said that, not without some indelicacy for
Hautler, he began his talk by declaring that he 'would welcome hearing from a
psychiatrist today'. 'The discussion', he remarked, 'would have been simple:
Nietzsche was paralytic.' We recognize here the thesis to which Mobius had
given his titles of legitimacy.

This curious remark, which gives the impression of reporting the diagnosis of
Nietzsche's illness on the level of psychiatry, must be understood in two senses.
On the one hand, the case of Nietzsche must be treated first of all on the
psychiatric level, if we adopt the thesis of paralysis, before speculating in every
direction; but otherwise the psychiatrists, by this diagnosis, rid themselves by a
simple word of what constitutes the real problem of Nietzsche the man. So
Freud concedes that 'euphoria is very nicely developed, etc.', but adds that
'this would be oversimplifying the problem'. Notably, 'it is very questionable to
discern the responsible paralysis from the content of Ecce Homo . Freud, against
the efforts to find traces of madness in Nietzsche's work of the year 1888 which
preceded his collapse, takes a very clear position. 'In the case where paralysis has
struck great spirits, extraordinary things have been accomplished shortly before
the illness (as in the case of Maupassant). The sign that this work of Nietzsche is
plainly legitimate and must be taken seriously is the maintenance of a mastery
over form'.

The relativization of the psychiatric diagnostic is followed by what we might
consider an outline of Nietzschean psychography? Despite the concision of this
text, a product of a rapid (and summary) intervention, we can see in it the
important embryo of what would be contained in a Freudian monograph on the
case of Nietzsche. We recall that Freud defines 'a psychography of personality'
as an analysis that makes it possible to define the identity of a subject who
produces works by means of 'affective elements', of 'complexes dependent on
the instincts' and of 'the study of transformations and final results proceeding
from instinctual forces'. Now, Freud never produced a psychography of a
philosophical personality, and this short account is a very rare outline.

In it, there are only elements, to the extent that Freud states that 'it is a
question of a person whose premises are unknown (on the subject of which we
lack preliminary information), thus he remains irreducibly 'an enigmatic
personality'. But Freud accentuates the maternal fixation and Nietzsche's
paternal complex, and on the role of Christ as an adolescent fantasy, and so on
his basic narcissism, in relation to his homosexual tendencies. °

9

4 9

5 05 0

5 5

5 6

5 7

5 8

5 9

Assoun, Paul-Laurent. Freud and Nietzsche, Bloomsbury Publishing PLC, 2006. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=436206.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-24 07:05:56.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

6.
 B

lo
om

sb
ur

y 
P

ub
lis

hi
ng

 P
LC

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



FREUD AND NIETZSCHE

But the essential element of Nietzsche's particularity resides in the parallel and
inverse development of illness and lucidity. Freud considers illness as 'the cause
of all the disruptive elements in the tableau (of the personality)'. However,
thanks to his narcissism, Nietzsche is able to 'explore the recesses of his self 'with
a great perspicacity' and to make 'a series of brilliant discoveries about his self.
What is at stake here is the famous 'endopsychic perception' that Freud puts at
the base of mytho-philosophical knowledge. The drives basic to Nietzsche's
'psychology' would be in the development of endo-psychic perception feeding on
narcissism under the reactionary effect of illness. In this way, Freud recognizes
in Nietzsche the title that he claims for himself as the 'first psychologist', to the
extent that, via the diagnosis, the homage is made vivid. 'The degree of intro-
spection attained by Nietzsche had not been attained by anyone before him and
doubtless will never be again'. Jones, attentive to the modulations of Freudian
speech, comments that 'this is certainly a beautiful compliment, coming from the
mouth of the first explorer of the Unconscious', and moreover one notably
stingy with his compliments. Nietzsche's sagacity is thus played out within the
confines of introspection and projection, to the extent that, as his illness pro-
gressed, 'Nietzsche is not content to discern the exact connections; he projects
toward the exterior as an exigency of life (Lebensforderung) what he has
discovered in his own self, thus universalizing his own experience. Whence the
genesis of his work; 'thus are born the baffling, but fundamentally correct,
products of Nietzsche's vision'.

Just before foundering, Nietzsche had launched opprobria against the
tendency of critics, who had just begun to discover him, to centre themselves on
his personal problems to the detriment of his work. 'What interests them, is not
what I say, it is the fact that it is I who say it, and the reason for which it is
exactly I who have come to say i t . . . they judge me in order not to have to deal
with my work; by explaining the genesis — and they think they have suffi-
ciently - refuted if. It is an interesting testimony for two reasons.

On the one hand, we see that the tendency to take Nietzsche the man into
account in order to explain the work is a constant, from the beginning, of the
discourse on Nietzsche, such that the psychoanalytic discourse extends it in its
own way. It is a tendency naturally aggravated by the man's mental collapse
which links the question of the work to that of the 'case'.

On the other hand, we catch a glimpse of how analytic discourse, above all that
of Freud, allows the discourse centred on personality to be transcended, given
that the recourse does not serve to 'refute' the work, but rather to clarify the
drive-related conditions of it. In this sense the analytic discourse on Nietzsche,
though in an embryonic stage, permits a materialization of the need that the
discourse of 'critics' anticipate even while it leads them astray, by clarifying the
work by its genesis without insidiously discrediting the one by the other. Perhaps
only Freud was in a position to explain the link without falling into the reduc-
tionism of a 'key' that, while permitting the work to be opened, kills the text.

Moreover, we should note that Freud's diagnosis is not pronounced in favour
of neurosis. 'There is no proof at all of a neurotic illness', he states. On the other
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

hand, he always has recourse to a psychiatric diagnosis, not at all minimizing
'the role that paralysis plays in Nietzsche's life', to the point where he outlines,
in order to conclude his diagnosis, a bond between paralysis and an aptitude for
self-analysis. 'It is the process of relaxation due to paralysis which has rendered
him capable - an extraordinary realization - of passing through all the recesses
and recognizing the drives which are at the base (of everything). So, he placed
his paralytic disposition in the service of science'. It is an astonishing
suggestion that would link Nietzsche's genealogical voyage to the path of
dissolution, sealing the temporality of the work with that of the illness, to the
point where the origin as a quest is born of a pathological remission, generating
an intelligibility of Trieb.

But there is not only a clinical diagnosis in this dense text. Freud also affirms,
in even more expressive terms than the preceding ones, his relation as a reader of
Nietzsche:

Freud would like to say that he has never been able to study Nietzsche: in
part because of the resemblance that these intuitive discoveries have with
our own difficult research, and in part because of the richness of his ideas,
which have always prevented Freud from going further than a half-page in
his attempts to read Nietzsche.

A double reason, strangely cumulative, proceeds on the one hand from the
dread of reading Nietzsche, out of fear of short-circuiting the delivery of analyt-
ical truth, as is explained elsewhere, and on the other from the fear of being
submerged in a speculative inflation. It is a double excuse for not accompanying
Nietzsche in this voyage of which Freud still comes to show, with a develop-
ment that implies some familiarity, its importance and interest. But there
remains what was said, if we take Freud at his word, that he has never read more
than a half-page of Nietzsche. That is perhaps the space of some striking and
unforgettable aphorism; no more than that is needed to encounter Nietzsche!

T H E W E I M A R E N C O U N T E R :

N I E T Z S C H E O - F R E U D I AN C H R O N I C L E

In 1911, when the Congress of Psychoanalysis was held in Weimar, there
occurred an important event in the relations between Nietzsche and psycho-
analysis.

On 21 and 22 September 1911, the Congress met in Weimar, which had
become the capital of Nietzsche studies. There, in fact, Elisabeth Forster-
Nietzsche held court. Eleven years after the death of her brother, whom she had
tended to during his last years, she guarded his work with a conscience marked
by a sense of property rights.

Thus it passed, by an accident of history and geography, that the Freudian
court came to sit in the Nietzschean citadel, in the same place where Nietzsche
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FREUD AND N IETZSCHE

had spent his last years, in a place that, symbolically, held die vestiges of the
great Goethe.70 As we have seen, there had been questions regarding Nietzsche
in the Wednesday symposia in the preceding years. The idea was broached to
visit the Nietzschean camp. Two 'deputies' were thus chosen and went before
Nietzsche's sister to pay homage to the great thinker of Weimar. Ernest Jones
summarily describes this episode, which was a notable date in the Freudo-
Nietzschean annals:

(Hanns) Sachs and I made the most of our stay in Weimar by going to see
Madame Forster-Nietzsche, sister and biographer of the great writer. Sachs
spoke to her of our Congress and the similarities that existed between
certain of Freud's ideas and those of her illustrious brother'.71

He could not pass up the occasion to mark for this established and recognized
'precursor' a sort of confirmation of recognition, before his appointed and
official (if not the most authorized) interpreter, whom Jones described as
invested in the function 'sister and biographer'!

In what, then, could the conversation have consisted? Jones describes it in a
very short phrase. There was a question of the Congress and 'some similarities
... between certain of Freud's ideas' and those of Nietzsche. Since the time that
the famous similarities had been evoked, it had been deemed necessary to
inform the party involved. The terms Jones used are significant, for they corre-
spond to Freud's strict formulation for philosophical affinities, and denote
nothing other than a declaration of analogy. Jones does not tell us what the
interested party's response was, which seems to indicate that the conversation
was cut short. How could it be otherwise?

First of all, psychoanalysis as a theoretical content must have been little
known to Elisabeth and suspect by its origins. Her appreciation of Freud may
have been somewhat obscured by the antisemitic context. Her late husband,
Bernard Forster, had played an active role in the 1881 campaign, during
which 250,000 signatures were collected demanding that Bismarck stop the
immigration of Jews to Germany, and she herself shared these ideas before
becoming a fervent follower of Hitler. Thus was the message that the two
deputies of this 'Jewish science' carried to her, that it recognized in itself a
parentage with the cherished philosophy of her noble brother, an announce-
ment that had to leave her, at the least, with some reservations.

That is not all; the visit of the two emissaries coincided with the news that
Lou Andreas-Salome was in Weimar. It was, in fact, on the occasion of the
Congress that she effectively made contact with Freud.73 Now, between the two
women reigned an old and bitter rivalry over Friedrich Nietzsche, a rivalry of
nearly 30 years, since the year 1882, where there occurred the curious idyll
between Nietzsche and Lou. It was a visibly affective stake; Elisabeth had seen
this stranger penetrate the restrained intimacy of her brother whom she jealously
kept watch over, to arouse one of his rare passions, then to install herself in
Tautenbourg;7 she had attended to the injurious effects on her brother of the
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

deterioration of their relationship, and then encouraged Nietzsche's resentment
toward Lou. But after her brother's mental death, and before his physical
demise, the stakes of the rivalry had been redoubled on a philosophical plane,
when Lou published her biography in 1894, disputing from that moment on
the claim of Nietzsche's sister and hagiographer to the property rights to
Nietzsche's work.

The arrival of the enemy had to raise, as we can guess, her animosity, and a
troublesome association was thus knotted at the time between the dreaded
image of Lou and the analytic movement, by a negative transfer effect from one
representation to another! H.F. Peters describes exactly this context:

Lou, well aware, carefully avoided her great adversary. She had to have
been amused when she learned that two of the collaborators closest to
Freud had paid Elisabeth a visit and had told her that her celebrated
brother had anticipated a number of Freud's findings. Knowing of
Elisabeth's virulent antisemitism, Lou could see the torment it caused her,
to think that the name of her brother was associated with that of Freud.

That was assuredly not a recommendation susceptible to facilitating contact.
Elisabeth could even suspect a misdeed stemming from the rivalry. 'Was she
(Lou) going to drag the name of her brother into the psychoanalytic mire'?
The two messengers must thus be very coldly received, as manifesting the
double demon of the Jewish science and the scheming Lou, joined in a
mysterious and unsettling complicity! We see that the context, at the turn of the
century, hardly played in favour of an official rapprochement, and the
conversation was not followed up.

But on the Freudian side, what did this approach signify? Is it necessary to see
in this well-marked homage a notable exception to the general policy of defiance
toward philosophical systems? In fact, it is useful to put the episode in its place.
If it is important to raise it for a Freudo-Nietzschean chronicle, it is just as
important not to overstate its significance, but above all to grasp in this occasion
the elements of comprehension regarding Freud's attitude toward Nietzsche.

We point out, first of all, the conjunctural aspect. Taking account of the
environment that Elisabeth had created in Weimar, it would have been quite
difficult to avoid some kind of approach, however traditional.

The Silberblick villa (seat of the Nietzsche Archives where Nietzsche had
lived his last years) rapidly had become the meeting-place of all that
Germany counted among artists, writers, and poets of some renown ...
The pilgrimage to Weimar was de rigueur for every fervent German
Nietzschean, and a number of passing cultivated strangers clambered up
the hill in order to pay their respects to the sister of Zarathustra.

This 'was designed to promote a Nietzschean movement'. Also, 'she held
open house every Saturday afternoon and granted audiences to the fervent
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FREUD AND N IETZSCHE

visiting Nietzscheans'.78 Did she not receive visits from Persian dignitaries who
emulated Zarathustra, American professors, Hindu students and erudite
Japanese? The deputies of this new science which christened itself 'psycho-
analysis' only assumed their place among the heteroclite rondo that danced
around Nietzsche.

This infatuation in fact attained its zenith in the years that preceded the First
World War, which would see the development of a veritable 'cult of Nietzsche'.79

To pay a visit to the Archives or to sign the guest register moreover did not
imply a Nietzschean obedience; it was, at its limit, the expression of a ritual by
which the intelligentsia recognized the value of 'Nietzsche' in the place where he
was revered.

Peters recalls the objective context. 'Nietzsche's name was often cited in die
official discussions during the Weimar Congress. It was generally known that
Nietzsche's sister, Elisabeth, lived in the city and energetically directed the
Nietzsche Archives, which she had founded'.80 It was thus a matter of a small
official prestation that was nothing more than an officious allusion; but,
precisely, the official aspect of the delegation limited the meaning to a simple
diplomatic contact with the official sanctuary, which is far from expressing,
despite its claim to exclusivity, the bubbling up of the first Nietzsche-ism that
exploded during this period. The brevity of Jones' final 'communique' is thus in
the end justified for what is only a formality, something like an exchange of
information.

Everything thus permits us to believe that there was no deception, because
that would have hardly been invested in such an approach, a simple extension of
the Acts of the Congress. The conversation, in its cold objectivity, suffices unto
itself. There is no point of departure for some pact between Freudians and
Nietzscheans, but simply a point of contact, a report of similarities, moreover
one not countersigned by the other party.

Let us then not see some allegiance, nor even a lapse in the great Freudian
principle of abstinence from philosophy. It was in precisely this same Weimar
Congress that Freud manifested his coolness toward Putnam's attempt at a
Hegelian interpretation of psychoanalysis. It is significant that Jones, who held
the office of a delegate, declared that 'most of us did not see the necessity of
adopting a particular philosophical doctrine, whatever it was'. Especially not
Hegel, we might say, but not Nietzsche either.

There remains the significance of the event, limited but precise. Nietzsche is
the only contemporary philosopher who had been made the object of such a
manifestation of respectful sympathy from a faction of the official analytic
movement, at the very moment of its institutionalization.

The approach, by its character at once unusual and natural, symbolizes the
official relation, at once exterior and a little obsequious, which Freud had
tolerated with the Nietzschean School. Despite his scant attraction to the
master's sister at whom, in private, he let fly some invectives, Freud addresses
himself as to a somehow administrative authority on Nietzscheology, as if finally
this relation to Nietzsche was better accommodated politically than by a more
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

intimate contract — and even permitting an economy. It is indeed through this
facade that it is useful to approach their relations.

But behind this facade, that leads back to the question of a diplomatic
exchange between two institutions, there is nevertheless the reality of a living
Nietzscheism which causes, for Freud, intimately, and under the influence of
certain members of his immediate circle, the idea of certain affinities between
the two men and the two bodies of thought, to fructify. There is, on the other
hand, what Freud says about Nietzsche, he who affirms not having read the
latter. Thus it is now towards Freud's personal encounter with Nietzsche that we
will turn, preliminary to approaching the systematic comparison of the themes
and the thoughts.
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