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MESSAGE FROM THE PAST-PRESIDENT

Welcome to anothet of the Open Chapter’s Newsletter/Journals which continues to en-
deavor to bring to your attention compelling and even controversial materials for your
consideration.

In this issue, we publish important up-dates regarding Division 39. As I have noted
before, the Division’s new arrangement with the publishers of the PEP data-base is a
wonderful opportunity, and not to be passed up. This is an outstanding opportunity
for every Division 39 member in reference to continuing and broadening their scholar-
ship. I should also like to s#rongly encourage those members of the Chicago Open
Chapter who are not members of the Division to join — please note that you do not
have to be a member of the American Psychological Association in order to become a
member of the Division — and, receive access to the PEP archive at a vastly reduced
expense — as well as secure a subscription to one of the premier psychoanalytical jour-
nals published: Psychoanalytic Psychology .

There are also announcements about up-coming Symposia, especially the Clinical Days
featuring the Lacanian psychoanalysts Willy Apollon, PhD, Danielle Bergeron, MD, and
Lucie Cantin, PhD of Québec; and sponsored by the Chicago Circle of the Ecole Freuds-
enne dn Québec and the Chicago Center for Psychoanalysis. We reprise a paper on the
vety important matter pertaining to the continued erosion of confidentiality and privi-
leged communication in the mental health professions authored by Mary Kilburn, PhD.

In this issue, we are also printing papers by Barry Dauphin, PhD, on so-called
‘Evidence-Based Treatments’ which have done so much damage to the mental health
professions, professional discourse, and to treatments, despite what should seem, at
first blush, to be an unmitigated good. After all, disputing the importance of ‘evidence’
regarding efficacy? Who could possibly argue with that? But, of course, there is more
to this, including Whose definition of ‘evidence?, and By which means shall this
‘evidence’ be gathered? We also feature a very fascinating paper of applied psychoanal-
ysis by Chatles E Turk, MD, regarding the life of Mary Shelly and her masterpiece,
Frankenstein. Enjoy!

And, please: If you have a paper or announcement that you would like to see published
in the next edition (for instance, a study group that you are facilitating), do send this to
my attention, at the address noted above, ot via e-mail at: ddowning@uindy.edu.

Finally, I would be remiss if I did not make a pitch to renew your membership, if you
have not done so. Note we have continued to keep your dues at a modest levell Please
consider re-joining us and telling a friend or colleague about us. The Membership
Form is included in the back of this issue. Your support is appreciated!

David L. Downing, PsyD, ABPP
Past-President, Treasurer
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that as a member of Division 39
(regular member or affiliate) you are
eligible to subscribe to the
PEP-WEB
for $55.00 a year?

The PEP-WEB is the Psychoanalytic Electronic Publishing
Company's searchable online database of psychoanalytic
writings. It includes full-text articles from all the major
psychoanalytic journals, the entire Standard Edition of
Freud, and some seminal texts and relevant newsletters. It
is updated regularly to include all journal articles up to three
years before the current date.

PEP-WEB is an indispensable scholarly resource.

The $55 yearly subscription is a huge saving over the cost
of purchasing access on your own. The Division pays a
large yearly fee to PEP to provide individual subscriptions
for its members.

We urge you to take advantage of this membership benefit!

See the Division website for the details.

www.division39.orq
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barry joseph weber
david |. downing

object-relg"t\ions

Y .

y

self-psychology

a user-friendly primer

bject-relations & Self-psychology: A User-friendly
Primer is a much-needed primary text that is
a strong introduction to complex theories.
The book anchors developmental theory and
associated treatment methods alongside the DSM-IV-
TR to assist clinicians and students more familiar with
this tool in translating these ideas into psychoanalytical
ones. The reader will develop an appreciation for the
DSM'’s limitations, finding theories in the authors’ text to
be of greater clinical value, as the authors articulate the
complexity of the lived experience and internal worlds
of the persons they treat in their consulting rooms—
considerations generally absent in the emphasis on
observable behaviour and treatment-by-manual we
commonly find today. The authors introduce the
reader to a dynamic theory that produces results and
offer a wealth of citations to point readers in directions
that build on new foundations they will receive.
While not written exclusively as a text on short-term
psychoanalytical psychotherapy, clinicians working in
this modality also will find it an invaluable resource.

About the Authors

David L. Downing, PsyD, s Director of Graduate Programs In Psychology
and a professor In the School of Psychological Sciences at the University of
Indlanapolis as well as Dean of Chicago’s Center for Psychoanalytic Study. Dr.
Downinglsa current and former president of many psychoanalytical socleties. He
malntains private practices in psychoanalysis, psychoanalytical psychotherapy,
and consultation in Chicago and Indlanapolis.

Barry J. Weber, MDiv, PhD, was Director of Allled Assoclates in Psychology,
a group private practice and practicum training facility in the northwest suburbs
of Chicago. Dr. Weberwas a certified forensic psychologist and adjunct Instructor
In psychology at several Chicago-area programs.

David L. Downing

“This book is the first of its kind: anintroduction to object relations and
self psychology for the uninitiated. The authors are true to their deter-
mination to present complex theories in plain English and their clinical
examples are clear and easy to follow. This is a deceptively simple ac-
complishment and the more experienced clinicians using this text—
perhaps for teaching purposes of review of the field—will appreciate
the shrewd intelligence operating in the choice of topics, the way they
are presented, and above all the generous and open-spirited point of
view that imbues the entire text."

— Christopher Bollas, PhD, British Psychoanalytical Society member

Doctors Weber and Downing have written an exceptionally readable,
clear, comprehensive text that introduces the reader to basic concepts
in object relations theory and self psychology. In addition to elucidat-
ing the conceptual framework of Object Relations Theory, the authors
demonstrate the Object Relations understanding of the major forms
of psychopathology. This book fills a need for an introductory text in
ORT that can be used for teaching this form of contemporary psycho-
analytic theory to students who are new to the psychoanalytic way of
thinking. | highly recommend this text to all clinicians and students
who wish to become acquainted with Object Relations concepts and
have an interestin using them in their dinical work.

— Frank Summers, PhD, ABPP, Supervising and Training Analyst,
Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis, Associate Professor of Psychiatry
and the Behavioral Sciences, Northwestern University Medical School

University of
Indianapolis Press

List Price: US $39.95
For book orders,
please contact the
University of Indianapolis Press
1400 East Hanna Avenue
Indianapolis, Indiana 46227
lin@uindy.edu
{317) 788-3480 (fax)

Chicago Open Chapter for the Study of Psychoanalysis / Summer/Fall 2009 / Page 4




Mary Shelley and her creations:

The thrill of life is to kill
Charles E Turk, MD

Mary Shelley‘s creations include her writ-
ings, the most well-known of which, Frank-
enstein, is the source of this paper. Addi-
tionally in another sense, Mary Shelley was
herself a creation — having been born of a
woman who died ten days later of puerperal
sepsis. Furthermore, Mary was herself a
procreator — giving birth at age 18 to a
premature infant — a daughter who died four
days later.

These tragic events — the death of her moth-
er and the death of her first born daughter —
provided the idea for my subtitle: To thrill
of life is to kill. From a psychoanalytic per-
spective this statement constitutes an un-
conscious logic that — I will argue here —
was a constant undercurrent that pursued
her throughout her life — and surfaced in
many ways to contribute to the formation of
certain symptoms.

One such symptom — what to call it?- not
quite a nightmare, not quite a waking dream
— rather more a hypnogogic vision provided
the inspiration for the novel, Frankenstein -
the tale of an ambitious student of both sci-
ence and the mystic arts, Victor Franken-
stein, who stitches together of dead body
parts, a human form that he succeeds in
bringing to life. When the creature stirs, he
is horrified and abandons it. All the crea-
ture’s attempts to enter the human world are
thwarted, and this transforms him into a
vengeful monster. Creator and abandoned
creature are then intertwined in a destiny
that carries both their deaths.

The creator-creature pair serves as a vehicle
for Mary Shelley to tap her inmost experi-
ences and convey to the reader an astonish-
ing insight into the human condition. The

monster — far from being the barely coher-
ent guttural creature portrayed in film by
Boris Karloff — emerges astutely aware of a
fate that he poignantly articulates.

The circumstances of the novel’s origins are
well known to the literati — they bear re-
peating here: In the summer of 1816 -
Mary and Percy Shelley — the two having
eloped two years previous — were invited by
Lord Byron to spend the summer at the Vil-
la Dorati on the shores of Lake Geneva in
Switzerland. They were accompanied by
Dr. Polidori, Byron’s personal physician,
Mary’s step-sister, Clair Clarmont, a con-
stant companion of the Shelly’s and their 6
month old infant, William.

To their consternation the weather was mis-
erable and to pass the time and to entertain
themselves in the face of the incessant rain
they fell to reading Gothic novels and tell-
ing eerie ghost stories. Polidori came up
with the idea that each would write a ghost
story — and so they all fell to it. Alas, each
morning when they inquired of Mary how
she was progressing, she “was forced to re-
ply in a mortifying negative . . . Invention,
it must be humbly admitted, does not con-
sist in creating out of void, but out of chaos;
the materials must, in the first place, be af-
forded: it can give form to dark, shapeless
substances but cannot bring into being the
substance itself.”

Then one evening the group stayed long
into the night discussing various notions
and stories. One topic was galvanism, the
application of electricity to dead creatures
with the aim of bringing them to life. They
turned to themes of various Gothic novels.
Mary’s recollection of these tales will intro-
duce to the style of her writing, “There was
the History of the Inconstant Lover, who,
when he thought to clasp the bride to whom
he had pledged his vows, found himself in
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the arms of the pale ghost of her whom he
had deserted.... There was the tale of the
sinful founder of his race whose miserable
doom it was to bestow the kiss of death on
all the younger sons of his fated house. . .
Eternal sorrow sat upon his face as he bent
down and kissed the forehead of the boys,
who from that hour withered like flowers
snapped upon the stalk.” She concluded, “I
have not seen these stories since then, but
their incidents are as fresh in my mind as if
I had read them yesterday.”

Her commentary testifies to the vividness of
her imagination and indeed on retiring, her
sleep was disrupted by imagery that went
“beyond the usual bounds of reverie.” She
reports that, “I saw the pale student of un-
hallowed arts kneeling beside the thing he
had put together. | saw the hideous phan-
tasm of a man stretched out, and then, on
the working of some powerful engine, show
signs of life and stir with an uneasy, half-
vital motion. Frightful must it be, for su-
premely frightful would be the effect of any
human endeavor to mock the stupendous
mechanism of the Creator of the world. He
would hope that . . . this thing which had
received such imperfect animation would
subside into dead matter. . . . . . He
sleeps; but he is awakened; he opens his
eyes; behold, the horrid thing stands at his
bedside, opening his curtains and looking
on him with yellow, watery, but speculative
eyes.. . . .. | opened mine in terror.”

Her initial horror at this vision gave way to
exaltation, “I knew | had my story.” She
exclaimed to herself — and went on to elab-
orate this vision into the novel we know
today as “Frankenstein.” Years later — at
age 31 - in a second introduction, for a new
publication of “Frankenstein,” she put to
herself the question: “How [could it have
been that] I, then a young girl, came to
think of and to dilate upon so very hideous

an idea.”

Now, we are interested in the source of her
horror. | propose that the topics of that eve-
nings’ discussion served as a day residue —
as a container to house what surged up from
her unconscious that provoked a horrific
encounter with a Real that had been in-
scribed within her, namely an uncanny
thing come from the dead. If this is so then
the novel, “Frankenstein” — served Mary as
an extended interpretation of her “vision.”
I will refer to it as her nightmare i.e. as if it
were a dream with the point of horror mark-
ing its navel. Her wonderful word, “dilate”
suggests a flow of thought that swirls up-
ward as a vortex whose tip is the navel.

So her dilation is dream-work — but what is
it working upon? Let’s highlight certain
elements of the dream. The student of un-
hallowed arts goes beyond the limits. He
becomes a Creator who uses as the sub-
stance for his creation disarticulated and
scattered body parts gleaned from wretched
sites: graveyards and charnel houses This
ensemble of fragments is pieced and
stitched together and then animated by an
assiduously constructed engine that suffuses
it with electrical energy.

We note in passing, that in the parlance of
that time, the word “engine” was a slang
term for penis. So the labor of creation is
linked to sexual procreation. Finally there
is an abrupt shift from the absorbing work
of piecing together and animating the body
to horror at having succeeded to a plane re-
served for God alone. Having overstepped
this boundary, he withdraws hoping that the
engendered spark of life will die out. Hav-
ing abandoned his creation, he is plagued
by the question, “What have | wrought?”

And could not Mary have likewise asked
herself, “What have | wrought?” Certainly
at the time of her birth she could not have
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known that her birth led to the demise of
her mother — the well known Mary Woll-
stonecraft. She would learn of her mother’s
fame as the first feminist writer — by read-
ing the “Vindication of the Rights of Wom-
en,” that Wollstonecraft authored.

William Godwin, Mary’s father, was equal-
ly famous for his authorship of a work enti-
tled “Political Justice” and later for an essay
entitled “Justification of the Rights of
Man.” But as the ideas they contained de-
rived from the French revolution, he came
to be attacked by the anti-Jacobins, who
feared that the Jacobin excess during the
Reign of Terror would spread to England.

Shortly after Mary Wollstonecraft’s death,
William wrote, “Memoir of the Author of
the Vindication of the Rights of Women.”
Far from being the memorial it suggested, it
was a scandalous revelation that brought
down the opprobrium of the public who had
recently lionized him. For William, being
at heart straightforward to a fault, reveals
all in this memoir, including the facts that
Wollstonecraft’s first born daughter, Fanny,
was a bastard, and that his infant daughter,
Mary, was conceived out of wedlock.

Incongruously, William whose idiosyncrat-
ic views about society included a wish to
demolish the institution of marriage — as
being simply another form of autocratic
power, did marry Wollstonecraft in order to
legitimize Fanny and Mary by bestowing
the name of Godwin upon them.

When informed that his wife had died God-
win dispassionately inquired, “Upon what
facts is that assertion made?” He then en-
tered the room in which she lay, went to her
bedside, knelt there and wept briefly. He
wept just that one time, stating that “one
ought not to indulge in emotional excess.
One must carry on.”

He then fell to working upon that ill-
destined memorial to his wife, and onto his
newborn daughter he transferred his affec-
tion and also his need. Godwin memorial-
ized his wife in other ways. In a prominent
place in that destitute home he hung a por-
trait of Wollstonecraft by William Opie that
the artist gave him after her death. Woll-
stonecraft was portrayed as the rebellious
vivacious auburn haired woman she was.
Opie departed from the style of the day —
representing her clad in a flowing dress that
revealed the outline of her last pregnancy.
And so Mary as a little toddler could gaze
up at her mother — at some point becoming
aware that she was looking upon herself in
the womb — and coming to know that her
very existence had carried off her mother
and orphaned her sister, Fanny. Of her fa-
ther Mary wrote, “He adored my mother, he
mourned her to the point of insanity; but his
grief was silent, devouring, gloomy.”

The effect upon Mary and Fanny is reflect-
ed in a comment of Samuel Coleridge, who
frequented the Godwin household. When
Mary was two, he wrote of the “cadaverous
silence of the children.” The haunting ef-
fects of the “cadaverous presence” of Mary
Wollstonecraft reappears in certain chapters
of another later novel of Mary’s, entitled
“Lodore,” whose central character, a child
named Ethel, becomes a transparent mask
for Mary.

Ethel lives alone with her father who, “had
taken refuge in the furthest wilds of an al-
most untenanted part of the globe. That
which reconciled his lot was the growth and
development of his child scarcely three
years old . . . then a plaything and an object
of solicitude for him — nothing more. He
had not learned to discover the germ of the
soul just nascent in her infant form . . . he
gazed on her with ardent and unquiet fond-
ness; his affection for her was the passion
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of his soul.

“She dreaded only his disapprobation which
would turn her as with a silken string and
bend at once to his will. Her earliest feeling
was love of her father — she grew into the
image on which his eye doted, and for
whose presence her heart perpetually
yearned. Ethel was taught to know herself
as dependent through a deficiency in her
father, in whom . . she inspired more than a
father’s fondness — he lived but for her and
in her.”

Ethel is fantasized up out of Mary’s experi-
ence with the grieving Godwin, whose own
need-driven fault blinded him to Mary’s
own inner nature. His passion reveals the
surface of Jouissance — that French word
that in its psychoanalytic dimension sur-
passes its usual translation as “pleasure”
and extends into the nobleman’s “right of
pleasure” to control, rape, abuse, reject and
even murder his subject. Jouissance in this
latter sense first finds expression in the
character of Victor Frankenstein and ulti-
mately in the monster he creates.

Mary expresses the imagined eroticism of
her own father through the words of Ethel’s
father, who muses, “within that lovely bow-
er of flesh no thought or feeling resided that
was not akin to heaven in its purity and
sweetness.... He as by infection acquired a
portion of the calm enjoyment which she in
her taintless youth naturally possessed.

Now, let us turn to what happens when it
becomes the creature’s time to procreate.
At age 16 Mary became pregnant by Percy
Shelley, and in February of 1815, she gave
birth to a premature infant daughter who
died four days later. Grief-stricken, Mary
wrote, “l would like a dormouse roll myself
in cotton at the bottom of my cage and nev-
er peep out.” She dreamed that she carried

the dead infant to the hearth where the
warmth of the fire revived it. She awoke in
despair — and took to bed, reportedly suffer-
ing from a bout of that vague “illness” that
was to emerge from time to time throughout
her life.

In her dream we discern the impossible de-
sire that fueled Victor Frankenstein’s per-
verse quest to conquer death. Mary dream
works against her unavoidable question,
“Am | destined to destroy — first my mother
and then my daughter.”

Having established a series of events that
inscribed themselves as an unconscious
gravitas | want to turn to Mary’s choice of
the word, “Frankenstein,” as the title of her
“dream work.” We learn that during that
summer of 1816, she visited a castle named
after a certain Count Frankenstein, and this
accounts for her choice.

Perhaps — but Mary was such a wordsmith
that we should consider an alternative and
examine how her unconscious gravitas
might have determined her choice. If we
divide the word into “Frank -en -stein,”
let’s see what emerges. To begin with,
“stein” is the German word for *“stone.”
Next, to frank means to stamp a letter or a
document to assure its passage. And so em-
bedded in the word “Frankenstein” are two
other meanings: “to stamp into or upon a
stone” and “to assure passage of the stone.”
Finally, to be frank is also a trait that found
its way into Mary’s character. Godwin was
straightforward and honest to a fault. We
recall the hue and cry over his memorial to
Wollstonecraft.

Godwin often took Mary to Wollstone-
craft’s grave, where he reminisced about
her. We find that Mary learned the alpha-
bet by tracing the letters inscribed in the
gravestone. The stone embodies her mother
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if the phrase, “well crafted stone” is seen as
a transposition of Wollstonecraft Finally
Mary was literally stamped with her moth-
er’s full name — mother and daughter shared
the name: Mary Wollstonecraft Godwin.
And so in a certain sense Mary did not have
a name of her own - a name that distin-
guished her as unique. Tellingly, the mon-
ster of “Frankenstein” remained unnamed —
and little Ethel of “Lodore” complained that
her father’s fault blinded him to her nascent
soul. He could not identify Ethel as a
unique individual but regarded her only as a
compensatory object.

Mary Wollstonecraft Godwin was inscribed
in her soul as graphically as were carved the
letters of her mother’s name into the grave-
stone. The place itself exerted a magnetic
pull. There she escaped from her step-
mother and there she spent hours with Per-
cy Shelley — reading and sharing all her
mother’s works with him.

Let’s return to the genesis of the novel,
Frankenstein. Here is Mary, the future au-
thor, now 19 years old and again a mother
cradling, six month old William, in her un-
certain arms - her creative talents unleashed
by a nightmare. It is not to be lost on us
that her son bears her father, Godwin’s first
name, and in the novel another William,
Victor’s little brother, becomes the mon-
ster’s first victim.

The novel begins with a series of letters
written by a polar explorer named Walton
to his sister in England. Walton, a lonely
man who yearns for a companion, is in the
midst of preparations for an ocean voyage
to find the magnetic north pole. His quest
for the magnetic north pole as a metaphor
for the attraction of the desired object,
emerges in the later novel, Lodore. “When
Ethel’s father was away, Ethel remained in
his imagination and was the loadstone that

drew him home. He believed that in pos-
sessing one ready devoted perfect friend
one cannot be truly miserable.” We are not
surprised to discover that Walton will find a
soul-mate in Victor Frankenstein, who, tak-
en aboard Walton’s ship half-dead, reveals
the whole of his horrifying adventure to
him.

Walton’s quest differs from Victor’s quest
by remaining within the limits of possibil-
ity. Throughout Walton remains a prudent
man, who will not allow his crew to perish
in Victor’s unwavering attempt to capture
his monstrous creation. He serves to anchor
the tale that we become progressively
drawn into — a tale that springs from Vic-
tor’s grandiose desire: “What glory would
attend the discovery if | could banish dis-
ease from the human frame and render man
invulnerable to any but a violent death!”

Chapter 5 of the novel describes Victor
Frankenstein’s act of creation. It opens
with these wonderful ominous lines: “It was
a dreary night of November that I beheld
the accomplishment of my toils. With an
anxiety that almost amounted to agony, |
collected the instruments of life around me
that I might infuse a spark of being into the
lifeless thing that lay at my feet. It was al-
ready one in the morning; the rain pattered
dismally against the panes, and my candle
was nearly burnt out, when, by the glimmer
of the half-extinguished light, | saw the dull
yellow eye of the creature open; it breathed
hard, and a convulsive motion agitated its
limbs. ....”

Victor is horrified and withdraws to bed in
hope that the spark of life will extinguish
itself. He abandons his creation. The near-
ly burnt out candle captures the effect of
perverse desire that overrides the desire for
human contact and even obliterates the sat-
isfaction of basic needs. “lI could not tear
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my thoughts from my employment, loath-
some in itself, but which had taken an irre-
sistible hold of my imagination. . . Winter,
spring and summer passed away during my
labours; but I did not watch the blossom or
the expanding leaves . . . the leaves of that
year had withered before my work drew
near to a close . . . | appeared rather as one
doomed by slavery to toil in the mines — |
was oppressed by a slow fever . . . and |
shunned my fellow creatures as if | had
been guilty of a crime. Sometimes | grew
alarmed at the wreck | perceived that | had
become; the energy of my purpose alone
sustained me.”

The abandoned creature wanders off and
gives voice to his dawning awareness, “It is
with considerable difficulty that | remember
the original era of my being; all the events
of that period appear confused and indis-
tinct. A strange multiplicity of sensations
seized me, and | saw, felt, heard, and smelt
at the same time and it was, indeed, a long
time before | learned to distinguish between
the operations of my various senses.”

Mary’s description of the fragmentary na-
ture of the creature’s experience captures
the hallmark of our humanity. Born too
soon, the human infant is subject to a frag-
mentation of sensation and a lack of physi-
cal coordination. Mary’s insight into just
how dependent an infant is upon adults
finds ominous expression in Lodore:

“The instructor can cultivate the sensibility
and talent of the pupil and direct her affec-
tion - as she puts forth, as a parasite, ten-
drils by which to cling — not knowing to
what — to a supporter or a destroyer. ... *

The helpless and pliable infant is utterly
dependent upon adults whose responses
range from ways that exaggerate and per-
petuate fragmentation to those that foster

the integration of disjointed and manifold
sensations into coherent patterns.

But this creature has no parents, “It was
dark when | awoke; I felt cold also, and half
frightened finding myself so desolate . . . |
was a poor miserable wretch . . . and feeling
pain invade me on all sides | sat down and
wept.” But “soon a gentle light stole over
the heavens . . . no distinct idea occupied
my mind . . . the only object I could detect
was the bright moon and | fixed my eyes on
that with pleasure”

We are interested in what experiences Mary
might have had as a newborn that promoted
such a lack of integration as she attributes
to the creature. Mary’s initial experience
with her mother was short-lived. So the
image of her mother’s face — barely estab-
lished — faded into oblivion.

Godwin had befriended a widow named
Mrs. Reveley, and it was she who took in
the newborn immediately after Wollstone-
craft died. Mary remained with her for
eight days and upon her return to the God-
win household was so consumed by fever
that there was great apprehension that Mary
would soon follow her mother into the
grave.

So Mrs. Reveley, her name synonymous
with the military trumpeter’s “reveille” that
awakens the troops, provided a fiery wake
up call to the infant in her charge. On the
other hand, Frankenstein’s creature wakes
from a sea of chaotic sensations to the
pleasure of moonlight. There is a human
propensity to project the foundational im-
age of the human face on anything that
bears resemblance to it. And the phrase
“the man in the moon,” suggests that the
rugged terrain of the moon provides a pat-
tern that captures and fixes the human face.
To project the image of a face upon a heav-
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enly body parallels the infant’s early search
for a face where he can locate his mother’s
responses to his own spontaneous gestures.
Mary gives us this very experience in Lo-
dore: Describing Ethel she writes, “There
was something in her face that at this early
age gave token of truth and affection,”
Mary continues on for a page-long para-
graph that closely details each feature of
Ethel’s face. The reader readily composes
the image of Ethel’s face pieced together
from Mary’s text.

Returning to Mary’s infantile experience, to
everyone’s relief and joy she quickly rallied
after her return to the Godwin household.
Godwin had formed a circle of attendants
so that Mary was provided with three sever-
al surrogate mothers. Miss Julia Jones was
the central figure. She was assisted by
Marguerite Fournee, a French woman Woll-
stonecraft had employed to care for Fanny
two years previously. Godwin’s autocratic
behavior shows itself again in a terse nota-
tion, “Wet nurse let go at eight months.”
Thus the function of nursing was carried on
by yet a third unnamed woman.

That such of Godwin’s actions served to
tear apart the mothering circle was com-
pounded when Miss Jones stay was inter-
rupted when Mary was eighteen months
old. That Miss Jones herself had designs on
Godwin is attested by her successfully re-
entering the household and remaining there
for another year before being dismissed for
good

Thus Mary’s first perception of a face — her
mothers — faded quickly, to be replaced by
a second associated with a condition of near
lethal fever, then to be succeeded by a trio
of faces that came and went. And so for
Mary the single face that would ideally
serve as a constant responsive mirror to
promote integration was instead a manifold
composition of faces — each of time-limited

duration.

To return to the thread of the novel’s narra-
tive — the creature, determined to satisfy his
needs, comes into contact with humans. He
happens upon a cluster of small huts, and
when he is discovered: “The whole village
was roused; some fled, some attacked me
until, grievously bruised . . . | escaped to
the open country and fearfully took refuge
in a low hovel. Here then, | retreated and
lay down happy to have found a shelter,
however miserable from the inclemency of
the season, and still more from the barbarity
of man.”

The hovel is attached to a hut into which he
can peer and observe the inhabitants of the
cottage — an aged blind father, and his adult
son and daughter. What he sees imbues
him with human emotion. “The silver hair
and benevolent countenance of the aged
cottager won my reverence, while the gen-
tle manners of the girl enticed my love.”
There follows a long description of how he
learns to speak and to read. It is as if Mary
Is giving an account of her own experience
in the Godwin household, which was fre-
guented by many budding and established
writers.

The creature, having in mind the
perfect form of the cottagers, by chance
glanced into a pool. “[I could not believe]
that it was indeed | who was reflected in the
mirror and when | became fully convinced
that I was in reality the monster that | am, |
was filled with the bitterest sensation of de-
spondence and mortification.”

Still, he remains undaunted. “I presented in
my imagination a thousand pictures of pre-
senting myself to the cottagers, and their
reception of me. . . . and what was 1? Of
my creation and creator |1 was absolutely
ignorant, but I know that | possessed no
money, no friends, no kind of property. |
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was besides embued with a figure hideously
deformed and loathsome . . | cannot de-
scribe to you the agony these reflections
inflicted upon me.”

At last he decides to take the risk and
knocks at the door. The old man admits
him. They converse a bit and at last the old
man says, “l am blind and cannot judge
from your countenance but there is some-
thing in your words which persuades me
you are sincere.”

Mary presents us with a hopeful and ironic
reversal. The blind man’s statement con-
trasts sharply with Ethel’s lament in Lo-
dore. Ethel knows that her father’s defi-
ciency rendered him blind to her nascent
soul, and desirous of her body. Whereas
the old man is blind to the physical deform-
ity of the creature, but discerns through his
speech the nascent soul the creature has
struggled to develop.

But no sooner had the old man uttered this
than they hear the approaching footsteps of
the old man’s children. They enter and see
the creature kneeling before him, grasping
his knees, imploring him to help. His
daughter shrieks and faints, and his son falls
upon the creature thinking him to be attack-
ing his father. The creature checks an im-
pulse to kill the young man, and instead
flees retaining a shred of hope that he might
still engage with humans. But this remnant
falls away as he again finds himself a lonely
wanderer.

“Cursed, cursed creator,” he shrieks, “Why
did I live? Why in that instant did I not ex-
tinguish the spark of existence you had so
wantonly bestowed? Among the myriads
of men that existed, there was none who
would pity or assist me; and | should feel
kindness toward my enemies. No; from this
moment | declare everlasting war against

the species, and more than that, against him
who had formed me and sent me forth to
this unsupportable misery.”  Unfeeling
heartless creator! You had endowed me
with perceptions and passions and then cast
me abroad an object for the scorn and hor-
ror of mankind”.

The die is cast; he wants from that moment
on only to revenge himself upon Victor. He
sets to stalk him but on the way happens
upon a little girl who has fallen into a river.
His vengeful urge is interrupted by a shred
of human feeling; he plunges into the river
and rescues her from drowning. Her fa-
ther, however, thinking him to be a kidnap-
per shoots him, “The ball entered my shoul-
der and | do not know whether it remained
there or passed through . . my sufferings
were augmented by the oppressive sense of
injustice and ingratitude of their infliction.
My daily vows rose for revenge — a deep
and deadly revenge.

Continuing his search for Victor he encoun-
ters Victor’s much young brother, William.
The creature seizes the child thinking to
possess him as the companion he longs for.
William screams out, “I will call my big
brother, Victor Frankenstein.”

“Frankenstein,” the creature retorts, “You
belong then to my enemy — to whom | have
sworn eternal revenge — you shall be my
first victim. The child continued to struggle
and loaded me with epithets which carried
despair to my heart; | grasped his throat to
silence him and in a moment he lay dead at
my feet.”

At last Victor and the monster meet. The
fiend demands of Victor that he create a
companion to relieve his loneliness. Victor
refuses and the fiend rages, “I will revenge
my injuries, if I cannot inspire love | will
cause fear, and chiefly towards you my
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archenemy — | swear inextinguishable ha-
tred - - 1 will work for your destruction, nor
finish until 1 desolate your heart, so that you
shall curse the hour of your birth.”

Faced with this oath, Victor cowers — has a
change of heart — and agrees to once again
dedicate himself to his “unhallowed art” -
and create the female companion to relieve
the misery of his abandoned creature. But
abhorred at the prospect of propagating a
new murderous race of fiends, Victor tears
apart the half completed work of his second
project

In what way might the tearing apart of a
future bride figure in Mary’s life? ~ When
Mary was 4, Godwin met a widow named
Mrs. Clairmont who admired him greatly.
She slyly succeeded in becoming his new
wife. When she and her three children en-
tered the Godwin household Mary’s exclu-
sive bond with her father was abruptly sun-
dered.. Mary came to regard her as her
“wicked stepmother,” while her new-step
sister, Claire became her constant compan-
ion.

As we have seen, Mary sustained a fantasy
of Oedipal victory in the later novel, Lodore
This not only glosses over her humiliating
Oedipal loss but also covers over Mary’s
distressing adolescence. Let’s compare the
fantasy with reality.

In Lodore Mary tells how (quote), “The
passage of time led Ethel from infancy to
childhood and brought her father from the
prime of life to decline. The loss of a wife
then becomes more deplorable, as being
impossible to repair; for no fresh connec-
tion can give us back the companion of our
earlier years nor a ‘new sprung race’ com-
pensate for that loss.”

Ethel’s father had sunk into inactivity. But

determined to break out of his inaction, he
decided to accompany a surveying party
leaving the now 15 year old Ethel behind to
pursue her artistic activities. She shares her
affinity to landscape painting with a young
man who soon becomes infatuated with her.

“Ethel listened to his complaints of wretch-
edness. Eve listened to the serpent and ever
since her daughters have been accused of
giving ear to forbidden discourse. [And so
she became] as a magician holding for the
first time a fairy wand — Ethel had read of
the power of love but doubted how far she
should exercise its influence. He on the
other hand impressed on her mind the idea
that he lived or died through her fiat.

Her triumphant exercise of the “magic
wand” is suddenly intruded upon by “the
dark expressive eyes of her father, censur-
ing her lowly vanity — she felt degraded and
humiliated — remorse sprung from her gen-
tle heart. She pulls away from the boy and
when her father returns, she confesses all.
Her father confronted with this sign of
Ethel’s budding sexuality, resolves that the
two will quit their isolated existence and
return to England.

As Ethel held a “magic wand,” so did Mary
- but in a much different way. Six months
after Mary’s menstrual period began, her
hand became the site of a weeping eczema
— and her whole arm became paralyzed.
Her useless arm and blistered hand became
as dead body parts. This hysterical symp-
tom identifies her with her mother through
the act of writing. . As evidence, we find
this notation from Mary’s diary: “Even the
contemplation of writing would lift my spir-
its.” In her writing Mary was one with
her living mother, and in her useless arm
one with her dead mother.

Mary’s menarche became a stigma of her
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entrance into womanhood and the possibil-
ity of childbearing — to which the letters of
her body write their response. The para-
lyzed arm makes writing impossible thus
breaking her symbolic tie to mother — her
unwept tears filling the weeping blisters of
her hand.

Godwin sought care for Mary. The doctors
lanced the blisters and put Mary’s arm in a
sling — which had absolutely no curative
effect. So Godwin, in league with his wife,
decided upon a “rest cure.”  They send
Mary off to a dismal boarding school. She
returns six months later, no better.

The answer to why Godwin might want
Mary out of sight might be found in the de-
tails of Mary’s birth.. Her delivery was not
problematic, but the placenta was not ex-
pelled. The doctor attempted to extract it
manually, quite a bloody undertaking and
one that introduced the infection that car-
ried Wollstonecraft off ten days later.

Godwin still had his problem: here was
Mary returned to him —no better. But fortu-
nately another admirer of Godwin — a man
named Baxter, hearing of Mary’s plight of-
fered to take her into his home on the Scot-
tish coast. Parenthetically it is to Scotland
that Victor Frankenstein had traveled to set
to work upon the monster’s bride.

Baxter was a gentle, relaxed and indulgent
man. Mary and his eldest daughter a few
years her senior quickly became fast
friends. After several months in this wel-
coming climate her symptoms melted and,
now aged 16, she returned home cured —
and soon encountered Percy Shelley, who
like many other aspiring writers — sought
entrance to the Godwin literary circle.

Their complex romance is reduced to a sim-
ple flirtation in Lodore. Shelley was imme-

diately attracted by Mary’s beauty and vi-
vacity. The two shared a love of literature —
as did Ethel and her admirer share a love of
painting. Mary’s talent for writing made of
her pen a “magic wand,” that cast its spell
over Percy.

At last at age 17, Mary declared her senti-
ments to Percy and uttered poignantly and
hopefully, “Our love will enable us to en-
dure anything.”  All this went on in the
face of the fact that

Percy was already married. Of Harriet —
from whom he had separated — he said, “I
felt as if a dead and a living body had been
bonded together in loathsome and horrible
communion,” a statement that could well
have found its way into Frankenstein and
referred to Mary experience with her para-
lyzed arm.

Their subsequent elopement did nothing to
endear Percy to Godwin. We find this ech-
oed in Lodore when Ethel’s father, con-
fronted with Ethel’s budding sexuality, re-
solves that the two will quit their isolated
existence and return to England.

Now with this in mind, let us return to
Frankenstein, where Victor has just sealed
his fate by having torn apart the monster’s
prospective bride. The fiend’s “footsteps
sound along the passage; the door opened,
and the wretch whom | dreaded appeared.
“You have destroyed the work which you
began . . do you dare to break your prom-
ise?””

“Begone!”, Victor retorts, “l do break my
promise; never will | create another like
yourself, equal in deformity and wicked-
ness.”

“*Slave,” The creature vows, ‘before, I rea-
soned with you, but you have proved your-
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self unworthy of my condescension. Re-
member that | have power; you believe
yourself miserable, but I can make you so
wretched that the light of day will be hate-
ful to you.””. . . Victor continues, “My
dreams presented a thousand objects that
scared me. Towards morning | was pos-
sessed by a kind of nightmare; | felt the
fiend’s grasp in my neck and could not free
myself from it; groans and cries rang in my
ears.”

Victor at last confesses to his father, “Alas
— how little do you know me. Here is an-
other version of the blind father — unable to
see through his own wishful projections up-
on his son. He cannot see what Victor re-
ports to him, “Human beings, their feelings
and passions, would indeed be degraded if
such a wretch as | felt pride. . .. | am the
cause of this — I murdered them all . . . they
all died in my hands.”

The creator and his creation become con-
fused, the monster having become an exten-
sion of Victor’s impossible jouissance — his
perverse desire to create dissolves into a
perverse desire to kill. The creature — now
become a monstrous fiend — visits upon
Victor the agony that Victor has brought
him, and he strangles Victor’s bride on their
wedding night.

The die is cast as Victor, as if infected by
the monster, exclaims, “My revenge . . is
the devouring and only passion of my soul.
My rage is unspeakable when 1 reflect that
the murderer, whom | have turned loose
upon society, still exists. . . | have but one
resource, and | devote myself, either in my
life or death, to his destruction.”

And so Victor pursues the monster, who
staying just out of reach, leads him north-
ward into the frozen wastes. Victor is al-
most at the point of death when Walton res-

cues him from an ice floe. Each is in search
of the object of his desire in this frozen
wasteland. The difference between the two
men becomes evident when Walton, re-
sponding the entreaties of his crew that they
must turn back or perish, determines to give
up his quest.

But Victor — whose perverse desire is limit-
less, and heedless of consequence — ad-
dresses the crew, “What do you mean?
What do you demand of your captain? Are
you, then, so easily turned from your de-
sign? Did you not call this a glorious expe-
dition? .. And now, behold, with the first
imagination of danger or the first mighty
and terrific trial of your courage, you shrink
away ... Do not return to your families
with the stigma of disgrace marked on your
brows. Return as heroes who have fought
and conquered and who know not what it is
to turn their backs on the foe.”

Victor is speaking into a mirror — which
reflects back to him in the forms of the
crew — his own urgings. He continues,
“’You may give up your purpose, but mine
is assigned to me by heaven, and | dare not.
I am weak, but surely the spirits who assist
my vengeance will endow me with suffi-
cient strength.” Saying this he endeavored
to spring from the bed, but the exertion was
too great for him; he fell back and fainted.”

His vengeful and perverse desire has de-
tached itself from any worldly satisfaction
and is exclusively dedicated to destruction.
Mary grasps the overwhelming power of
lethal jouissance. More than a century later
Freud formulated this as the death drive in
his article: Beyond the Pleasure Principle.

Victor soon dies and Walton “enters the
cabin where lay the remains of my ill-fated
and admirable friend. Over him hung a
form which I cannot find words to describe
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— gigantic in stature, yet uncouth and dis-
torted in its proportions . . . one vast hand
was extended, in color and apparent texture
like that of a mummy. Never did | behold a
vision so horrible as his face, of such loath-
some yet appalling hideousness.”

The monster points to Victor’s corpse and
exclaims to Walton, “He suffered not the
ten-thousandth portion of the anguish that
was mine . . . my heart was fashioned to be
susceptible of love and sympathy, and when
wrenched by misery to vice and hatred, it
did not endure the violence of the change
without torture such as you cannot even im-
agine. When | discovered that he sought
his own enjoyment in feelings and passions
from the indulgence of which | was forever
barred, then impotent envy and bitter indig-
nation filled me with an insatiable thirst for
vengeance . . . and | became the slave, not
the master, of an impulse | detested yet
could not disobey.”

“But soon | shall die — | shall ascend my
funeral pile triumphantly and exult in the
agony of the torturing flames. The light of
that conflagration will fade away; my ashes
will be swept into the sea by the winds. My
spirit will sleep in peace, or if it thinks, it
will not surely think thus. Farewell.”

The monster is slave to the death drive. So
the tale ends with the notion of a transcen-
dental subject that keeps on thinking. Mary
recognizes the difficulty of locating the un-
conscious subject of language. As subjects,
impacted by the death drive, we are more
thought up from some place and by some
thing outside our awareness, than are we
thoughtful agents in command of our desti-
nies.

Postscript
Today a wealth of material affords us a
range of perspectives on Mary Shelley —

including her own diaries and those of her
contemporaries and the many current biog-
raphies of her and of the Godwin circle.
Opinions about her vary: some have deni-
grated her character while others offer
praise.

With this in mind | would like to close by
tracing out one thread that coursed through
her very difficult life — her relation to death.
As beneficiaries of modern medicine, it is
difficult for us today to appreciate the ap-
palling level of infant and maternal mortali-
ty that occurred in the early eighteenth cen-
tury.

But for Mary there was more tragedy. In
1816 while working on Frankenstein she
received word that her half-sister, Fanny
died of an overdose, and three months later,
that Percy’s estranged wife, Harriet had
thrown herself into a river and drowned.

Then in 1819 three year old William be-
came ill and died as did another daughter,
one year old Clara the following year. In
1822 three months after Mary miscarried
yet another pregnancy, Percy drowned in a
boating accident. She sought to sustain her-
self once again through her writing, and she
began a new diary. Mary called it “Journal
of Sorrows — if it were not for my child 1
would make it brief.”

And so like the minor character, Walton of
“Frankenstein,” it was her link to humanity
that sustained her. She nurtured her son
Percy Florence who grew to manhood and
lived a full life. She was dedicated to the
memory and the literary legacy of her hus-
band, and it may well be that if it were not
for her successful efforts to posthumously
publish many of his works we might not
know Percy Shelley as fully as we do today.

She sustained herself through her writing

Chicago Open Chapter for the Study of Psychoanalysis / Summer/Fall 2009 / Page 16



and by means of a small stipend from Per-
cy’s father, and died at the age of 54 of a
brain tumor. She had turned down several
marriage proposals, stating, “l want to be
Mary Shelley on my tombstone.”
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Licensed Psychotherapists Petition On Confidentiality

To Whom It May Concern:

We, the undersigned psychotherapy professionals:
Support client confidentiality as a fundamental principle of psychotherapy and as a basic right of our clients,
Obiject to the decline in protections for confidentiality under new federal regulation,

Obiject to unquestioning adoption of corporate medicine’s standards of practice.

We therefore:

e Obiject to the idea that all records must be kept in a manner to be reviewed by third parties,
Obiject to any standard requiring psychotherapists to give every client a diagnosis.

Such requirements provide little consumer protection or service, may stigmatize people, prevent people from
seeking treatment or obtaining insurance in the future, unnecessarily invade privacy, and compromise patient
trust. When a psychotherapist and a client both agree, it is appropriate 1) for the therapist to keep no records at
all of the therapy process or to keep them under a pseudonym and/or 2) for a therapist to forgo giving the client a
diagnosis.

This petition is not intended to circumvent laws that require report of threats to human safety.
When signed, please return to:

Licensed Psychotherapists’ Petition On Confidentiality, AMHA-USA

PO Box 4075

Portland, OR 97208-4075.

Mary Kilburn
mbkilburn@earthlink.net
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Why Can’t the English Learn to
Speak?
Presented at International Federation for
Psychoanalytic Education
Saturday, October 20, 2007 | Toronto,
Ontario, Canada

V. Barry Dauphin, Ph.D.

University of Detroit Mercy
President of the Michigan Society for
Psychoanalytic Psychology

In 1966 Joseph Weizenbaum created an un-
intended parody of a Rogerian therapist by
means of a computer program. This first
attempt to take an unrefined computer pro-
gram and transform it into the very flower
of a therapist ended up merely reflecting
back what a “patient” said. In his updated
version of Pygmalion, Weienbaum’s com-
puter program was given the name of My
Fair Lady, ELIZA. | wonder if some really
big questions changed here? Perhaps
Weizenbaum, by casting himself in the role
of Henry Higgins, recast some aspects of
the therapeutic enterprise. It was no longer
Freud’s question of: what do women want?
Instead he implicitly asked: why can’t a
computer program (with a woman’s name)
be more like a man? With the patient star-
ing at the screen, ‘Liza spoke her teacher’s
words but without his voice. Is it any won-
der that no patient truly grew accustomed to
her face? Since then, many researchers
have conducted scores of studies hoping to
author the magic script for psychotherapy
and produce a hit.

Evidence Based Treatment: Enter stage
RIGHT. EBT tries to sing a new tune, and
takes Professor Higgins onto the next stage.
Nonetheless | wonder if Pygmalion isn’t
really far from mind. Not unlike a musical,
the EBT program has some crazy rhythms,
only these go by the name of algorithms.
Working with algorithms promises to pro-

duce certainty in an untamed world. No
complications, no conflicts, not complex
and not too much talk for too long. As ‘Liza
said to her wordy beau, “Tell me no dreams
filled with desire, if you’re on fire, show
mel”

EBT generates some tunes that become
standards, sometimes referred to as the gold
standard. Generally using the principles of
learning, the professor instructs the unculti-
vated patient in the new rules of speech,
which include the rules of behavior. Pluck-
ing the miserable and wicked from the gut-
ter or worse, EBT aims to lift up the low-
lifes. The therapist is a teacher and high.
The patient is a Lerner & Lowe. The unedu-
cated, wretched patient will be measured by
new standards.

Why can’t a woman be-
have like a man?

If I was a woman who’d
been to a ball,

Been hailed as a princess
by one and by all;

Would | start weeping like
a bathtub overflowing?
And carry on as if my
home were in a tree?
Would I run off and never
tell me where 1’'m going?
Why can’t a woman be like
me?

By applying the gold standard, EBT tries to
establish that the average measurement
from the treated group is statistically signif-
icantly different from the average of the
untreated or ill-treated groups on the speci-
fied measuring instrument, often something
that is a superficial impression of some kind
of change on only the symptoms that are of
interest to the researcher within the speci-
fied time frame. Whereas musical theater
uses instruments to play some measures,
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EBT uses some instruments to measure the
players. In the hopes of reliably producing a
specific outcome in a hurry, EBT insists
that clinicians be wedded to the treatment
script. Get me to the church on time.

The subjects in the research protocols have
been screened to present with as much
specificity as possible, i.e., those with com-
plex symptom pictures do not pass the audi-
tion. Exit stage left. Those in the cast re-
ceive free psychotherapy or psychological
treatment during the study unless he/she
serves as an understudy in something called
a control group. Then, they simply receive a
free lunch. However, when working from
within the assumptions of a positivistic phi-
losophy of science, neither group is usually
assumed to have much in the way of free
will. If the trials go as scripted, the patients
are merely characters in a play, with the
outcome of becoming just an ordinary man.
The upshot is that the manualized treatment
represents a good treatment for an imagi-
nary character, one that goes by the name of
the average patient.

Nonetheless, it is certainly hard to imagine
that a real person serving as an understudy
wouldn’t know he/she isn’t getting much in
the way of treatment in some studies or
wouldn’t wonder about that, whatever the
average patient may think. Is the subject
reliably blind or deaf to being in a control
group? Surely, the therapists aren’t blind to
being a control group therapist, unless they
are real nincompoops. Once when | was at
the APA, 1 listened to a description of one
kind of EBT for rape victims. In the control
group, the research therapists were instruct-
ed that if the woman began to discuss any
events or feelings associated to the rape,
they were supposed to change the subject.
This was done so as to be able to isolate the
effects of the intervention strategies con-
cerning the patient’s cognitions of the

event. Not surprisingly this EBT won Colo-
nel Pickering’s bet about whether Higgins
could pass off a tutored commoner as upper
-crust. The group receiving the treatment
was found superior to the understudies. As
Pickering told Higgins after ‘Liza fooled
the crowd.

They thought she was ecstatic,
and so damned aristocratic
and they never knew that,

you did it.

So, one can rest assured that when it comes
to EBT for rape victims, there is at least one
which is statistically superior to being a sa-
distic son of a bitch. What could the authors
of the EBT manuscript have been con-
cerned about which would lead them to
write such a stacked play? Well, perhaps as
Higgins said,

...Let awoman in your life,

And patience hasn’t got a chance.
She will beg you for advice,

Your reply will be concise,

And she’ll listen very nicely,

And go out and do precisely what
she wants!

In a study concerning the demand charac-
teristics of psychotherapy research, Ander-
son & Strupp turned the research method
onto the research method. They showed that
patients who were aware of their role as
“subjects” showed greater “improvement”
than those not aware. Let’s remember our
social psychology for a moment. Rosenthal
& Rosnow have shown in several studies
over several decades that subjects in re-
search studies often give the researcher
whatever the researcher wants. They often
behave according to the expectations of the
researcher. Coming full circle, demand
characteristics are also known by the term
the Pygmalion Effect. The gold standard is
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supposed to produce tranquility...

BUT, let a woman in your life,

And your serenity is through,

She’ll redecorate your home,

From the cellar to the dome,

And then go to the enthralling fun of
overhauling you...

In another study Strupp & Co. found that
when therapists weren’t comfortable with
the manualized technique and their patients
became more anxious, the therapists re-
sponded with greater sensitivity and im-
provisation to the real patient’s reactions.
They used other techniques from those de-
scribed in the research manual. This was
actually helpful for real patients, but it was
dreadful for the average patient of a rigidly
defined research protocol. Now EBT would
likely say that the clinically sensitive thera-
pists had turned away from the good book
and succumbed to the elixir of their profes-
sional judgment:

The Lord above made
liquor for temptation,

To see if man could turn
away from sin.

The Lord above made
liquor for temptation but
With a little bit o’ luck
With a little bit o’ luck
When temptation comes,
you’ll give right in!

EBT is largely about producing a certain
outcome. All stories must end in a particu-
lar way. To any familiar with the various
iterations of Pygmalion, there is a long his-
tory of problems defining what constitutes a
good outcome. You see many folks resisted
George Bernard Shaw’s original ending in
which ‘Liza rejects Higgins as a potential

mate, and they instead pleaded with stage
and movie directors for a happy ending. Of
course that begged the question, happy for
whom?

Pygmalion has been staged with Shaw’s
ending, which he defended not on the basis
of the right of the author to have it end any
ole which way he wants but on the grounds
of his understanding of human nature. Ac-
cording to Shaw, “Eliza, in telling Higgins
she would not marry him if he asked her,
was not coquetting: she was announcing a
well-considered decision.” But Shaw’s rea-
soning about the nature of relationships be-
tween particular men and particular women
who have had particular life experiences
and particular sensibilities held little sway
for those who wanted a different outcome.
Thus, there is not a Pygmalion but many.
So the first movie Pygmalion tried to have
it both ways by leaving the ending ambigu-
ous, as did the staged musical My Fair La-
dy. The movie My Fair Lady opted for their
marriage. Which outcome is best? Should
we decide via a poll to determine which
outcome garners statistically significantly
more votes? Well, as Eliza said in another
context, “Not bloody likely!”

i. Anderson, T. and Strupp, H. (1996).
The Ecology of Psychotherapy Re-
search. The Journal of Clinical and
Consulting Psychology, 64, 776-782.

ii. Rosnow, R. L. & Rosenthal, R (1997).
People Studying People. Artifiacts and
Ethics in Behavioral Research. New
York W. H. Freeman.
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The Chicago Circle of the Ecole Freudienne du Quebec -
In conjunction with the Chicago Center for Psychoanalysis

Cordially invites you to attend:

The Clinical Days of the School of GIFRIC -

(The Interdisciplinary Freudian Group for Research -
and Clinical and Cultural Interventions)

The Visible and the Unspeakable.

November 12-14, 2009

The Clinical Days will consist of:

1 - A public lecture on Thursday evening, Nov. 12 “The problematic position of
psychoanalysis in our post-modern culture”

2 — A clinical seminar Friday and Saturday morning, Nov. 13-14 with case presen-
tations, commentaries and theoretical presentations by the analysts of GIFRIC -
(admission limited to 50)

3 - It will conclude with an aesthetic presentation on the life and work of outsider
artist Henry Darger on Saturday afternoon, Nov. 14 at Intuit Gallery
756 N. Milwaukee Ave

Location of public lecture and seminar:
Chicago Center for Psychoanalysis
Conference room -- 4th Floor
325 N. Wells St. Chicago

Schedule:

Thursday Evening, November 12, 7-9:30pm: A public lecture by the analysts of GIFRIC

The problematic position of psychoanalysis in our post-modern

culture

Willy Apollon, Danielle Bergeron, Lucie Cantin will address the position of psychoanalysis in contempo-
rary culture. They will explore the interface between neuroscience and psychoanalysis and will draw a con-
trast between psychoanalytic and psychiatric treatment of psychosis — as informed by their 27 years experi-
ence at “Le 388” — the psychoanalytic treatment program for psychotic young adults.

Friday, November 13, 9:30am -5:30pm
Saturday, November 14, 9:30am -12pm

Chicago Open Chapter for the Study of Psychoanalysis / Summer/Fall 2009 / Page 23



The clinical problems of delusion and enactment
Illustrated by three case studies with commentary and teaching by the analysts at Gl-
FRIC.

Saturday, November 15, 2-5pm

Aesthetic presentation: The Life and Work of Henry Darger
Henry Darger is an outsider artist whose work celebrates the triumph of the human spirit
over personal catastrophe

Location - Intuit Gallery
756 N. Milwaukee Ave. Chicago

The aesthetic presentation will include:
- a new film on Henry Darger’s life and work created by Mark Stokes
- a conversation with the curator of Darger’s work, Kiyoko Lerner.

The Intuit Gallery houses The Henry Darger Room Collection that affords a view
of the artist’s studio, the materials with which he worked and samples of the creative re-
sult of his prodigious effort.

* *k * k%

In our post-modern era the certitude that scientific progress will resolve all prob-
lems that plague humanity has been found wanting. In the field of mental health, behav-
ioral and medical interventions, ameliorate some conditions, but leave untouched the
problems presented by the immaterial human subject.

By way of contrast the November Clinical Days presents an opportunity for clini-
cians, scholars and artists to learn about a particular Lacanian perspective nourished by
27 years of rigorous work at “Le 388" the psychoanalytic treatment program for psychot-
ic young adults they founded in 1982. Their efforts resulted in 2/3 of chronically psychotic
individuals having returned to productive and fulfilling lives in the community.

This achievement rested upon a reformulation of Freudian metapsychology from a
Lacanian point of view - a process that was nourished in its development by the clinical
breakthroughs that evolved from this change in perspective.

This unique theoretical perspective not only extended clinical work to psychotics,
but also resulted in advances in the treatment of neurosis and perversion and into certain
resistances frequently encountered in the treatment of women.

A day and a half of intensive teaching with case presentations, commentaries and theo-
retical presentations by the analysts of GIFRIC will be preceded by a public lecture on
Thursday evening, Nov. 12 and will conclude with an aesthetic presentation on the life and
work of outsider artist Henry Darger on Saturday afternoon, Nov. 14

GIFRIC (Freudian Interdisciplinary Group for Research and Clinical and Cultural Inter-
ventions) received the Hans W. Loewald Memorial Award in recognition of its contribution to
psychoanalytic theory, history, and application, most notably concerning the development of
the psychoanalytic treatment of psychosis. Normally, this prize honors a single person but the
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IFPE (International Federation for Psychoanalytic Education) committee decided to recognize
GIFRIC as an organization. The prize was awarded at the annual IFPE congress held Novem-
ber 2004 in Chicago.

Willy APOLLON, Danielle BERGERON and Lucie CANTIN are co-authors of Traiter la psy-
chose (1990) (published by GIFRIC in French and translated in Spanish), and of La Cure ana-
Iytique du psychotique: enjeux et stratégies (2008), published by GIFRIC, and of After La-
can: Clinical Practice and the Subject of the Unconscious (2002), at Suny Press Universities.

Willy Apollon, Ph.D. Psychoanalyst and Philosopher (Paris, Sorbonne). He is Supervising An-
alyst, and Analyst Consultant at The 388, the Psychoanalytic Treatment Center for Young Adult
Psychotics. Past President and founder of GIFRIC, he is responsible for research at the Center
for Research and Training of GIFRIC, and Director of the Psychoanalytic Center for the Fami-
ly. He is author of La Différence sexuelle au risque de la parenté, Psychoses: I’offre de I’ana-
lyste, L’Universel, perspectives psychanalytiques, published by Gifric. He has contributed to
over thirty works and published more than one hundred articles in Québec and in international
journals on the topics of psychosis, the formation of analysts, the psychoanalytic clinic, perver-
sion, asthetics, family, and the analysis of cultural, social and political practices.

Danielle Bergeron, M.D. Psychoanalyst and psychiatrist. She is supervising analyst and re-
sponsible for teaching at GIFRIC Center for Research and Training; Associate Professor of
Psychiatry at Laval University; Director of The 388, the Psychoanalytic Treatment Center for
Young Adult Psychotics; responsible for the Short Term Analytic Therapy Program at Robert-
Giffard Hospital, Distinguished Fellow of the American Psychiatric Association. She has sev-
eral publications on femininity, art and aesthetics, the psychoanalytic treatment of psychosis,
the stakes of the psychoanalytic treatment of neuroses, on psychosis/psychiatry/ psychoanalysis
and society, and on becoming an analyst.

Lucie Cantin, M.Ps. Psychoanalyst and psychologist. She is Supervising Analyst and Co-
director of training at GIFRIC; Clinical Professor of Psychology at Laval University. Since its
foundation in 1982, she is Assistant Director of The 388, Psychoanalytic Treatment Center for
Young Adult Psychotics. She is responsible for publication and training at the Center for Re-
search and Training of GIFRIC, Editor of the review Savoir, journal of psychoanalysis and cul-
tural analysis, and Vice-President of GIFRIC. She has several publications on the psychoana-
lytic treatment of psychosis, the clinic of neurosis, on mysticism, femininity, masculinity, and
perversion.
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The Intuit Gallery in conjunction with
The Chicago Circle of the Ecole Freudienne du Quebec

Invites you to a presentation on the life and work of

HENRY DARGER

Saturday, November 14, 2009 - 2-5pm
at
The Intuit Gallery
756 N. Milwaukee Ave — Chicago

The creative work of Henry Darger stands as an example of the triumph of the
human spirit over personal catastrophe.

Chicago Open Chapter for the Study of Psychoanalysis / Summer/Fall 2009 / Page 26



Intuit - The Gallery for intuitive and outsider art

has reconstructed the artist’s living space and studio — as the Henry Darger Room
Collection. In this installation are displayed tracings, clippings from newspapers,
magazines, comic books, cartoons, children’s books, coloring books, personal
documents, and architectural elements, fixtures, and furnishings from Darger’s
original room.
You will have an opportunity:

- to view a new film on the artist’s life and work, produced by Mark Stokes

- to converse with the curator of Darger’s work, Kiyoko Lerner.

- to visit the Henry Darger Room Collection
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Clinical Days Registration — For full conference

Name

License

Address

Phone

e-mail

Studies or professional training

Payment — Send check made out to “Chicago Circle Association” to:
Chicago Circle Association

30 N. Michigan #1909

Chicago, Illinois 60602

For further information:

312 269 9180 — Charles Turk charlesturkl@gmail.com
773 363 5879 — Lucia Kracke luvillela@aol.com
773 363 5879 — Waud Kracke waudkracke@gmail.com

US $ 225 (if postmarked after November 1, 2009)

US $ 200 (if postmarked by November 1, 2009)

US $ 125 Full time student (if postmarked after November 1, 2009)

US$ 100 Full time student (if postmarked by November 1, 2009)

Registration for Thursday Evening lecture only $50.- full time students - $30
Cancellation Policy: Full refund for cancellation if postmarked by November 1, 2009

Registration for full conference is limited to 50 people — on first come first served basis — so please register
early.
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Chicago Open Chapter for the Study of Psychoanalysis
Section 4 (Local Chapters) Division 39 - Psychoanalysis
American Psychological Association
63 East Lake Street
Suite 509
Chicago, Illinois 60601
312.266.1665
http://cocsp.tripod.com

Membership Application

The Chicago Open Chapter for the Study of Psychoanalysis is affiliated with Division 39 (Psychoanalysis) of the American
Psychological Association. Founded in 1985, its mission is to provide a forum for the discussion of various trends in
psychoanalysis, and to promote the application of psychoanalytic theory to a wide variety of areas (including, but not
limited to, anthropology, history, literature, and religion). The Open Chapter strives to provide a democratic and egali-
tarian atmosphere for the exchange of ideas. Hence, although the organization sponsors presentations by nationally
and locally recognized psychoanalysts, it does not view psychoanalysis as the sole domain of mental health profes-
sionals. As its name implies, the Open Chapter is truly “open”, in that it encourages the application of psychoanalytic
inquiry to the work being done by other disciplines. Membership dues enable us to disseminate a twice-yearly Jour-
nal/ Newsletter with atticles from jutied conferences, or soon-to-be-published atticles/book chapters and details of up-
and-coming Symposia and Conferences.

Dues also enable us to maintain our new web-site and offer low-fee Symposia.

If you are interested in becoming a member, please complete the registration form below and return it with

your $45.00 check made payable to “Chicago Open Chapter” to: David L. Downing, Psy.D., 63 East Lake
Street, Suite 509, Chicago, Illinois 60601. If you have questions, please contact David L. Downing, Psy.D. at

312.266.1665.

Name:

Degtee/MH Profession: Phone:

Address: Office Home

Facility/ Agency Name (if applicable)

Street

City State Zip
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