of this term as; ‘component . : ., but there is no good reason to depart
from the stfightforward translation “partial'. . (cf. such standard ted]
nical .terms: as’ g&a@ﬁ&? WQE&&Q% - .wﬁm&,mupmmonw}, artial
9. [The phrase ‘these guardians of Iife’ presumably refers back to ‘the
dhives — but this is left uncléar by Frend] .

10. [Addition 1923:] And yet it is to these alone that we can atiribute
inner tendency towards ‘progress’ and higher development!

11. [Addition 1928:] It should be clear from the whole contest that the

term ‘ego drives” is intended here only as 4 provisional one that harks bac

to the original nomenclture of psychoanalysis.

12. Ferenczi arrived at the same m&mbm&‘.wﬂmﬁuﬁmmcu“, but via a diffe
ent route: I we follow this line of thought to its logical conclusion,
entist aceustom ourselves to the idea that u tendency to stasis or regre
sion also prevails in organic life, while the tendency to development, ady
tation, etc. is aroused only by external stimuli’ (Entwicklungsstufen des
Wirldichkettssinnes [Stagesin the Deodlopment of the Sense of Reulity
1913, p- 187} ; ,
13. [See below, pp. 181ff]

There are no doubt many respects in which we ourselves are goin
to feel dissatisfied with our conclusions thus far, which posit a shas
contrast hetween the ‘ego drives’ and the sexual drives, and a
that the former are bent on death, the latter on the contin
of m.;mm._‘,wﬂ:_;..ﬁﬁk...aoﬁ_.mu it was really only the former that we
claim showed the conseivative character of drive or -
their regressive character, corres ponding to the compulsio
repeat. For according to our hypothesis. the ego drives arls
O s W e e
mate state, Hb.&m case-of the se drives, on the oth
they dlearly do reproduce the primitive states of i
but the goal they strive for with all the means at the
the merging of two germ-cells that are differentiat
lar way. If this union does not come about, then the gex cel

like all the

this one citeumstance can the sevual function et

upon it a semblance of immortality. But %mwmamoﬁwﬁ magn in -

the developmental history of living mattet is eing repeated by

sexual reproduction or by its precursor; the conjugation-of two indi
vidual organisms amongst the protista® We do not know the answer

to this question, B&;.éoam._mwmwmmﬁm,mﬁm it onsiderable relief

if our entire theoty were to prove wron The antithesis of ego
drives (death drives) and sexual drives (life drives) would then lose

all validity, and at the same time the compulsion to repeat would

 lose the significance that we have attached to it =~ *°

Let'us therefore go back to one of the | ostulates woven into
our argument, in the ooummog,,mwmmn&moﬁ.&mﬂ_ﬁaﬂ:gmu&_ itself
to complete rebuttal. We based a whole variety of conclusions on
the presupposition that all living matter dies for reasons that are
intrinsic to it. We made this assumption so blithely because it does
not appear to us to be an assumption. It is our habit of mind to

 think in these terms, and the habit is reinforced by our poets and

playwrights. Perhaps we have decided to embrace this belief
becanse it brings us comfort. If we are to die ourselves, having
first lost to death all those most dear to us, hen we prefer to -

succumb to mﬁwgwuuggmﬁi of nature the majestic "Avapm
['necessity’], rather than to a chance event that might well have.
proved. avoidable. But Huw&wmw this belief that death has its ow

f ?m_E%E:m e have ,owmﬁ&._mom. ‘
ible_to ‘bear the heavy burden of exis
primal; the idea of ‘natural death” is alien

_to primitive peoples, who attribute every death that occurs amongst

them to the influence of an enemy or am evil spirit. T
this belief, therefore, let us turn_ sut further ado t
however,
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does, of course, tend to support the notion that death ocnsﬁw,,m
intrinsic reasons; but this impression s cancelled out again by ¢
circurastance that individual large animals and giant trees reach
very great age that we are as yet unable to caleulate. oncH.mms.m,wo
Wilhelm Fliesss grand conception. all the vital phenomena ,om :
organisrm — and doubtless its death as well — are tied to the mmmmm
ing of a specific timescale that espresses the dependence of two
living substances, one male, one female, ou the mcM.&,, year. But /./wrg
we look at how easily and how estensively external factors can inflo
ence the iming of physiological events in plants in particular, acce
erating or delaying them, we see a picture that is sharply at vaimce
with the rigidity of Fliess’s formulae, and at the very least vaises
doubts as to whether the laws he postulates doindeed reign supreme.
In our view, the most interesting treatment of the topic of th
lifespan and death of organisms is to be &cmm in mz.w m:w\‘mcmmou‘
of Augnst Weismann (1882, 1884, 18g2, ete.). Trwas Weismann whi
proposed the differentiation of living matter into two parts: the
mortal and the immortal. The mortal part is the body in the narrowe
wmmmm. of the word, the ‘soma’s it alone is subject to g.zﬁﬁ_ﬂ.m death
The germ-cells, however, wre potentiafly im mortal m.:mm:w.mc_ 1as ﬂ.rm,
are capable under certain favourable conditions of developing int
a new individual, or — to put it ancther way — of enveloping them
selves with a new soma.” -
What is truly fascinating here is the imexpected similarity of this
to the view that we ourselves arrived at by such a very differen
ronte. Weisnami, who Jooks at living matter in morphological terms
discerns in it one part that is doomed to dic — the soma, the @.&H
body exeept the element concerned with sexuality and heredity

and another thatis immortal, precisely this Jatter element, the germ

3 11101 1 in?
plasm, that serves to preserve the species by reproducing it. We
for our part focused not on living matter itself vﬁ.oz muw.wc«
at work within i, and this led us to identify two different kinds'o
drives: those that seek to guide life towards death; and others, th
sexual drives, that continually seek and achieve the renawal of ,,Em
This sounds very much like a dynamic corollary to Weisman
morphological theory,
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However, all sense of a basic concurrence of views immediately
evaporates once we take note of Weismann’s position on the prob-
lem of death, For in Weismann's view the distinction between mortal
soma and immortal germ-plasm is applicable only to multicellular
organisms, while in unicellular organisms the specific individual
and the reproductive cell remain one and the same.? He therefore
declares unicellular organisms to be potentially immortal, death
only entering the picture with the metazoa, i.e. multicellular organ-
isms. While the death of these higher organisins is indeed 2 natu-
ral one in his view, that is to say a death arising from inherent
factors, it does not rest upon a primal attribute of living matter*
and therefore cannot be regarded as an absolute necessity grounded
in the very essence of organic life® He sees it instead as a purely
functional device, a phenomenon reflecting adaptation to the exter-
nal conditions of life: once the body-cells separated into soma and
germ-cells, it would have been a functionally quite inappropriate
luxury if the individual had carried on having an unlimited life-
span. As soon as this differentiation took place in multicellular
organisms, death became possible and functionally appropriate.
Ever since then the soma of higher organisms has died after a
certain span of time due to inherent factors, whereas the protista
have remained immortal. Reproduction, on the other hand, did not
appear only when death did, but instead is for Weismann a primal
attribute of living matter, just like growth, out of which indeed it

arose, and life has accordingly been continuous right from its very
beginnings on earth.®
It will be readily appreciated that our own argument gains very
little from the fact that Weismann grants that the higher organ-
isms die a natural death. If death is a Jate acquisition on the part

- of living beings, then there can no longer be any question of death

drives that date from the very beginning of organic life. In this
scenario, multdcellular organisms may well still die due to inher-

- ent factors, be it shortcomings in their differentiation or imper-
- fections in their metabolism — but this is wholly irrelevant to the

;wmmmwmob that concerns us. It is surely the case, too, that this sort.

_ of view, and this sort of explanation of the origins of death, are
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*"The dobatepromptd by Welsman e
e o et (T e
Wd%aww yeverted to- the mom‘wﬁoﬁ_ﬁw@;@ nwwﬁw ?cmmmv
regarded death %E@%moﬁaqﬁm@mﬁn.nmwwmno‘ uc M :
1 dows not characterize death in terms of the supervent
- nuann does not characterize death in terms of the UL e
T At e T e S D B umﬁnﬂwﬁﬁrmﬁ\mumm Numﬂ,OHme Je:
‘corpse’, of a porton of living matter that has hecomne
Mﬁmﬁmmm., mmmwmw ;wm&wk as the ‘conclusion of E&SMﬁh mmew%Mm :
In this sense, the protozoa are mortal too; e e
always: coinci “h renroduction, but is masked as W
always coincident with reproduction, but 15 sk a5 iy
the Wﬁmﬁ. in that the entire substance of the par mswowmpsﬁ
be transferred directly into the individual cmmmwﬁmpm. <t Sl
searchers soon d their attention to testin alle
- Researchers soon turned mgmm, ention to g e B
immortality of living matter by means of mvwmgggw o_wwéamw
lar organisms. An Nwa‘mmombw,ﬁocgﬂ started to m.mm Lacil
infasorium, 2 ‘stipper animalcule’, a&ﬁ&wm M.M.mnoMstm. mM e
? TR iy A wy ;
anisms, and followed it Tig o1
into two new individual organisms, ang 108G e
, ation before breaking off the expe t,
to the g,029th generation before breaxiy o
ime isolati " the two products of the division proces
ime isolating one of the two products of the civision Pros
Mﬁ&ﬁm it wwww fresh fluid. The yemote mwmmwwmmmwnw ﬁw MMM ma
i L @ wﬁm.&ﬁnmmﬁsﬁg Oﬁﬁmﬁvawu s of
cule was fust as vigorous.as its ancestor, WIthou - i Fihe
degeneratios wpothesis of the immortality of the
or degeneration; the E%cm%m,_ f the imme m»& “ het
tlus mmm@mwmm to be suseeptible of n%mﬂémﬁg. m.uwor;u
that figures of this order can be @%ﬁf i
L T : o t6 other conclusions. 1 contr:
Other researchers came to other conc! ssjonie: T contiy
tion to Woodruft, it was found by Maupas, Q«:EZ e:m ,o,%m,
after a certain number of divisions these g?mwé too,
Wm.pﬁmﬁ diminish in. ﬁw@hﬂm 3 HUE_, o:?.ﬁ OTgatI WMMH Emz
ultimately die, unless they are revitalizec e
' acting upon theni; According to this view, the G
Cod @mmmam of senile decay just as the higher animals G
- direictly contradicts the assertions
 as an attribute acquired by living
i mpmm.m&a»m& whole body of research we would singl

animaleules are able to conlesce with each other. to “conjugate’ —
- after which in due course they separate again ~ then they remain
unaffected by age; they have become “rejuvenated’, This conjuga-
tion i surely the precursor of sexual reproduction in the higher
animals; at this stage, however, it has nothing to do with propaga--
tion, but is limited simply to the merging of the respective indi-
viduals®living matter (Weismann’s ‘amphimixis’). But the Tejuvenating
effect of conjugation can also be achieved by other means: use of
“eertain mmﬁ&mﬁw\m;mmww&,.ormﬁammm in the composition of the nutri-
ent fluid, increase in temperature, or shaking. One is reminded
 of the famous experiment undertaken by Jlacques] Loeb, who by
the use of certain chemical stimuli induced ‘Segmentation in the
eggs of sea-urchins — a process that normally oceurs only after
Second: it does seem altogether probable that the infusoria
- proceed via their own life-processes to a natural death, for the
 contradiction between Woodrmff's results and those of others derives
“from the fact that Woodruff put each new mwmmmmmob in fresh EE.M-
ent fluid. When he tried not doing so, he observed the same senes-
‘cence across the generations as the other researchers did. He
concluded that the animalcules must be ‘damaged by the metabolic
products given off into the surrounding fluid, and was then able
to demonstrate convincingly that it is only the products of their

olution supersaturated with the

- waste products of a less closely

evished if massed in thy - own nui ,.wbm,,mﬁm_mocaw?mmHmn.,m._,
emarkable way. Left to itself, therefore, an infusorium dies a natu-
7l death because it does not satisfactorily dispose of the products
of its own metabol

0
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%aﬁ.&@ﬁwru&w two particular facts w&ﬁmﬁ, w%mm& to support ot

own metabolism that have this lethal effect. For when placed ina

clated species, these same animaleules that would surely have

mmn,ﬁ‘ vﬁﬂmmww.%m &H,Em?mwﬁ_éﬁ&m&wﬂ% - :

First: if, at a poiat before the .,m%mv# signs of senescen , two.
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oa. The primitive structure of these organism
us certain features which, though present i
fhem too, are actually observable only i the higher animals, wher
they have found morphological espression. I we shift from

Esﬁ.&&o%o& to a dynamic standpoint, then we can regard it as

matter of complete indifference whether or not the m,SWaNo@m

be said to die a natural death. T their case the matter identifie
at some later point has not yet separated off 1
from the part that i¢ mortal. The drives that seek
to convert life into death could easily be at work from the ve
beginning in them too, and vet their effect could he so well masked
by the effect of the life-preserving forces that it becomes extreniely
diffiealt to demonstrate their presence. As we have discovered, th ;
biologists” observations do allow us to suppose that such inper
Provesses conducing to death may be present in the protista as
well. Even if the protista prove to be immortal in Weismann’s sense,
however, his assertion that death is an attribute acquived at a relas
tively late stage applies only to the physical ma nifestations of death
and does not rule out hypotheses about processes doing all they

can to bring about death. .
Our expectation that biology would simply seupper the notio
of death drives thus turns out to be unfounded. We can continu
1o entertain the possibility of such drives. assurning we have oth
groumds for doing so. Furthermore, the striking similarity betwee!
Weismann’s mosus\mﬁdfwwmmg distinction and our own differentia-
tion of death drives and life drives not only still exists, but h
regained all its relevance.

Tet us dwell for a moment on
tion of the life of the drives. According to E
of what happens in living matter, fv0 processes ar
work within it that run in opposite directions to e
that is anabolic or ‘assimilative’, and another that is catabolic
Jissimilative’. We are surely not presuning 0o much if we see i
these two contrary directions taken by the vital processes the wor.
ings of our two sots of drive-impulses, the life drives and the de:
drives. One thing we cannot close our eyes 1o, however, is the f

the study of protoz
may conceal from

as being im mortal
any way whatever

this exquisitely dualistic conce
wald Herings theory
o censelessly a
ach other: o1
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that we have zmﬁ&w& , i

| gly fetched up in the philosophic i
MM WMWc@mMMWamﬁ for whom, of course, &mmm%mw the WH,MMM% MMMMW

e and hence its purpose,’® whe al drive i
embodiment of the will M%,r.mm. whereas the sexual divo i the
Let us boldly attern <

| tempt to take the argument a step furth i
wmu@ m&% wnamwﬁm that the coming together of bﬁ%@dﬂw MM%MM
form a single animate unit ~ the multicellularity of organisms -~

. became a means of extending their lifespan. Each cell helps to

Mw.mww?m the W@ mw www others, and the community of cells can
ive even if individual cells have to die off.
. ‘ ichual . We have alread
wﬂﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ even conjugation, the temporary coalescence of MEW
uniecll wmanwmamﬁwmv has ,m.mmm%wmmmw&nm and rejuvenating effect
o both of mB.H ww of this being so, we might try to take the
b w&mm M.M W\o Mm mmgmmr psychoanalysis and apply it to the
ship to each other. We might then try to imagi
itis the life drives or sexual dri it o ook et st
X ves active within eacl <
. orse : ach cell that make
e other cells their object, partially neutralizing their death drives

- {or rather the processes that the latter instigate) and thereby keep-

ing them alive, whi i
e ».ME &Emw ﬁgmmcmwmw drives do exactly the same for them
.wv 0 &@ﬁ% again sacrifice their whole existence by performing this
idinal function, The germ e said
. -cells themselves i
o, fumtion, The ge es could be said to
stally “navcissistic” fashion — to
beh: tall apply the term
accust i osis t . rofains
) mwm.umm Mw Mmm in mmﬁzo&m theory when an individnal retains
o entirely within his own of it
. ego and expend. i
object-cathexes. Th e e e o
xes. The germ-cells need their libido ity of
their life drives, entirels | PR s
es, entirely for themselw
| “themselves by way of res thei
g v way of reserves for their
, magnificently anabolic activity. (Perh
ater, magn i . (Perhaps we may al
term “narcissistic’ in i it d Lot
1e same sense to describe th
e the cells of malig-
nant : : y o
,z.,m Hﬁo@?MEm that destroy the organism. After all, ?&H&o%mwm
are prepared to accept that the seeds of these growths are pres

Wﬁ mmm birth, E&Hme concede that they display features characteris
mm M embryos.)” All of this being so, it would appear mwﬁ th .
lihido of our sexual drives is one and the same thin <mm th n E os
_ evoked by poets and philosophers, the binding womom a&ﬁEM mMMM

and every living thing, -
- This se rtane mon S to e
seems an_ opportune moment for us to review the slow
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- evolution-of the libido theory. The psychoanalysis of transfe
neuroses-initially compelled us to sostulate an antithesis between
‘ol dtvos dipocted outwards at an object, and other dufves
we only very imperfectly understood, and that we provisior
termed ‘ego drives. Amongst the latter, the' drives that we
inevitably recognized first were those that contribute to the indi
viduals wmmq‘mumm@ﬁmgwmcw the rest, no one was in a-positi
know what other drives might be identified. In order to estab
psychology on a sound- footing, nothing could have been mor
important than some kind of insight, however approximate
the general nature of drives and the particular characteristics
might prove to have; but there was no other field of psychology
which' people were groping so completely in the datk. E
posited as many drives or “basic drives”as they liked, and p
around with then rather as the ancient Greek philosopher
with their four elements: earth, air, fire and water. Psychoanalysi
which couldn’t escape having some. kind of theory-on the sub
stuck initially to the distinction popularly made between dri
exemplified in the phrase ‘hunger and love’. At least this was n
new arbitrary act. And it enabled us to progress quite a lo
in the. analysis of neuroses. The concept of “sexuality’ — an
it the concept of a sexual drive — did of course have to he cons
erably extended, 8‘mu@.@ogmirmnm_# included much that coul
not be classed as having a reproductive function, and this
quite a stirin the world of the suritanical, the posh and the

hypocritical. SoiehE s s
" The next step came about when psychoanalysis was able
its way a bit closer to the psycho ogical ego, which initiall
known only ds an entity given to repression and censorsh
adeptat reaction-formation and the construction of protective m
anisms?® Tt is true-that critical spirits and others of a farsigh
disposition had long since objected to the libido concep
restricted solely to the enetgy manifested by object-oriente
drives; but they neglected to tell us the sotirce 0 this supe
Jnowledge, and they had no idea how to ¢ vt

the el pracice of psyehosnalysi. Things then began {
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e b
; 1% proces ng the earliest phases of libido devel-
S m e - _phase bido devel-
mm., @Mﬂm _Ms Mﬁmﬁ?&&@ came to the conclusion that the ego is
tne true and original reservoir of the libido, and that i is from -
here et s o ot lo, and that it is from
- the o is first extended to obiects.’ 0o
e 's first extended to objects.”? The ego thus
its place amongst the sexual objects, and (ﬁm.wuﬁm%mm&%
sopliisticated of them all. When the libido
eS80 L way, it was termed "narcissistic’,™* This.
MMHMMQM ;Ewwo was of course also in- E%%,cm:&v&num »QBW_M
 Manitestation of energy on the part of sexual drives, hich one had
o clioise B et sexual drives, which one had
; \ fy with the ‘self- tion drives’ that
foom ackimidiot Y e selt-preservation drives’ that had
é ged from the outset. This meant that i
been acknowledgod from the outset. This meant tht th ori
Mumwwwmaw NMmmo drives and sexual drives was no longer mmﬁﬁ%
Ma Mmm mo ‘e ego drives was now recognized as being libidinal;
e ego there were — in addition to-others no doubt — mmm:mm

; drives at work as well, None the less, it can w.ummmm% be said that

the old principle that psychoneurosi
principle that psychoneurosis™ rests upon a conflict between

mﬁm .::AJ; ., ,
_noa,,uwmw MW.MMM MWM, wwm MMM:& AF,\mmao:_n&bm uom&nm%ﬁﬁééoim
ys Teject. The distinction between the two ki i
o cck The ton en the two kinds. of drives
hich was owmﬁmn% Ecnmww of as being qualitetive in some éuvm
; %w ,M,o %m mwmmum:m%mmmwmmwbmﬁm@wwm.,v&.mm M&m%.m
biect of m»,:mw EWMJ@.QM@ neuroses in particulur — the real
hje ly in psychoanalysis ~ are still the result of a conflic
T7Oaf ; ,i.,.:\., AR ] C*m.— 2
;mwwwawwww ego and a libidinal object-cathexis, = Pl
is iy __,.,,,1:,, 3 e S
i %m. more wwo.mmmﬁk,@% we stress the libidinal charac-
A i seli-preservation drives at this w,owm ,,m,Eom,ém ﬁmum_,&
e the abinior i Py e oo e b
diive mﬂmwmw%wﬂ a step further by venturing to see in the sexual
10 nare - pres ving force that is Eros, and to suggest that the |
e e
o e the soma cells to adhere to each other. But we now find
A ves m&.&ﬂ&%;nob»;moimnﬂ.g,,,,m ,nv&wu%&mmzmmmouh H»Em
e ;wumm.mm? atiod drives are also libidinal in nature, then ‘mmmiwm .
Bwﬁ, Mm,.ao.&_ﬁdw érﬁmﬁw except libidinal ones? There mw s
ertainly no others in evidence. But if this is so. then we are m,,o&ﬂ
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to have to concede the point after all to those SES éw.o mcwmmwu :
from the outset that psychoanalysis would mw%g: meMM " vﬂm
terms of sexuality, or to those innovators like wsmm w mmwww;
without further ado to use “libide” for ‘drive-enexgy in ge
is not the case? .
%HWMMWMM&MM%&H&* not be the outcome we wﬁmﬂmmw OMW.W
contrary, the starting point of our whole .Emﬁwwi Mw mmﬁaamm MM@
distinction that we drew between ego mumﬁmm - mm,m :n %mﬁ ?4
e e e one s o e amongst th dt
ere of cotnrse prepared at one stage to include amongst the dea
MMMM% MMMMAMQM‘M%M&@&&QG drives %.ﬂ.mz:mm ﬂ “@5 Mmmuswwmw
have since decided that this view was Sn.cw..ﬂ.cmﬂ m: ul ,.M chﬁm»: mn
Our conception has been a dualistic one right ;.:.:w Lw.n“ Md(.? ,w.aa
remains so today more Qﬁvgmﬁ&% Mrm: mMMM wmxwﬂém bl
we started classifying the two opposites as ite 8 ¢
MMM.MMQMWMMM than ‘ego drives and sexual drives”. H_Enm, ?Q.umw Mo
the other hand, is monistic; the fact that he %mmm t wm QH EM : :w
ny rive-ene 7WAS LQCHFM to cause contu
for what he saw as a single drive-energy was ound Jo capse ¢y
sion, but need not concern s any ?a@mw, MF MEMM%@E m me
that other drives are active wi m._:w M_m M.mauww@z M MWN om i ?hmgnm
preservition drives we just need to e ame eo evide
WMMMMMMM is wmmnmﬁmzm that analysis & the ego w&mﬂ.wm HMMWMM
progress that we find it exceedingly %mmgw 8 provi msn%.w oo
‘The libidinal ego drives EmMMm aoM&N be %mww MM MMMMS o éﬁmmc :
ar way to the other ego drives that are a5 ) va 1
WWM%MVM«QE we had m&ww recognized the Hu.wmmoamuwomw MM MMM
sismn, it was suspected within mmv.nwo"ﬁmwﬁa mwww mwwmnmmﬂ.«mwr
had sequired Iibidinal components. But &.mmw are ¢ « c,mwﬁm
notions that will hardly do wuch to convince aEWwwu e
reallyis most unfortunate that analysis rwm thus .w(: ,ahw “,/ m«.w i
us to demonstrate the presence of mmxmﬁxi %.:‘w.,... R c:ﬁ e
the conclusion that there simply arent any others is not c ;,
re are minded to share. B « ,
ﬁmmmmww MWWW so mouch is obscure at present in the ﬁWmow.W oM mwow
it would surely not be sensible of us to reject any hwawwm ”W M
ises to cast light on the matter, Our depattire point v g
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antithesis of life drives and death drives. Object-love itself shows
vs a second such polarity — that of love (affection) and hate (aggres-
sion). What if we succeeded in connecting these two polarities,
what if we succeeded in tracing one ‘back to the other] We have
always aclnowledged a sadistic component in the sexual drive;** as
we know; this component can develop a life of its own and turn
into a perversion that dominates a person’s entire sexual life. It also
occurs as a dominant partial drive in one of those forms of organi-
zation of sexual life that I have termed “pre-genital’, But how could
~we possibly suppose that the sadistic drive, which aims to harm its
object, derives from Eros, the preserver of life? Isn't it altogether
plausible to suppose that this sadism is actually a death dvive that
has been ousted from the ego at the instance of the narcissistic
libido, and as a result only becomes apparent in conjunetion with
the object? It then becomes an ancillary of the sexual function. In
the oral siage of the organization of the libido, ‘taking possession
of the love object’ and dmm@oﬁmm the object’ are still coterminous:
later, the sadistic drive separates off, and wiimately, in the phase
of genital primacy, it serves the purposes of reproduction by taking
on the role of subjugating the sexual object to the extent neces-
sary for the fuifilment of the sexual act. Indeed, one could say that,
following its expulsion from the ego, the sadistic element shows
the libidinal components of the sexual drive which direction to
take; in due course they follow its example and strive to reach the
object. Where the primal sadism element does not undergo any
mitigation or dilution, the outcome is an erotic life marked by the
familiar ambivalence of love and hate.*

If such a supposition is indeed permissible, then we might be
said to have met the requirement that we produce an example of*
a death drive, albeit a displaced one. The only problem is that this
conception is altogether impalpable, and indeed has 2 positively
mystical air. We will be suspected of having resorted to desperate
measures in an effort to escape from a gravely embarrassing situ-
ation. In that case we may reasonably point to the fact that such
a supposition is by no means new, that we have indeed already put

it forward at an eatlier stage, before there was ever any mention
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fact that we have perceived the dominant ﬁb&m&@ of the psyche,
and porhaps of nervous ife in general, to be the constant endeav-
our — as manifested in the pleasure principle ~ to reduce toner
 stimulative tension, to maintain it at a steady level; fo resolve it
ooBEﬁ&M_ Q&Wbﬂﬁﬁwﬁiw clple, as Barbara Low has called i)

However, we still see it as a major drawback in our &m&umﬁ
that in the case of the sexual drive, of all things, we remain unable
to demonstrate a compulsion to repeat, the very atiribute that put
us on the m.EH_om Jﬁvm death drives in the first @_mom.hﬁw_gw that
the realm of embryonal development processes exhibits a plethora
of such repetition phenomena; indeed the two m@g-amum involved
in sexual reproduction, together with their Q&&m&m@ggq are
themselves but repetitions of the very beginnings of _osmn,&nwwwm.
But the fact remains that the essence of the processes that fall
within the purview of the sexual drive is the coalescence of two
cell bedies. In the case of the higher organisms, it is this coales-
cence alone that ensures the living matter’s ,wiwoﬂﬁma\., ,

In other words, we would really need to attain to a full under-
standing of the genesis of sexual reproduction and the origins of
the sexual drives in general — a task that woﬂlmmmﬂ&wﬂ are bound
to shrink from, and one that the mmmammww,ﬁrmmmm?.mw have so far
been :amEm. to accomplish. Let us therefore focus — in the most
compressed and concentrated manner possible — on those elements
amidst the mass of conflicting assertions and cwwagm.%ﬁ will

of an “embarrassing’ situation. At that particular time, clinical ob
vations compelled us to form the view that masochism, the pa
 drive complementary to sadisin, has to be understood as
within an individual turning back upon his own ego. But a d
turning from object to ‘ego is in principle no different fror
drive turning from ego to object — the latter phenomenon beir
the new contention at issue here. That being so, then masochis
~ an individual’s drive turning back upon his own ego — is in realit
a return to an earlier stage of the drive, a regression. The acco
of masochism given at that time may need correcting in one |
cular, on the grounds that it was altogether too restric
masochism could also very possibly be a primary phenomenor

notion I then sought to dispute.” G gnd e i
But let us return to the life-preserving sexual drives. As we h
already learnt from the research carried out on protista, the coal
cence of two individuals without subsequent [cell-ldivision
conjugation) has a strengthening and rejuvenating effect on both
individuals, assuming that they separate from each other soon afte
wards (see above, p. 177; cf. also Lipschiitz). In later generati
they display no-symptoms of degeneration, and appear to be cap
ble of withstanding the injurious effects of their own metabolis;
for.a longer petiod. I believe that this particular observation ms
dlso be regarded as exemplifying the effect of sexual union.
what way does the coalescence of two cells that differ ve
from one another bring about such 2 revitalization? The
ment in which the action of chemical and even of mechariical
uli®® is substitated for conjugation in protozoa surely allows us
answer this question with complete confidence: it happens becaus
of the supply of new quunta of stimulation. This in tum ac
<well with the hypothesis that the life process of the individy
for intrinsic reasons to the equilibration of chemical tension
is to death, whereas unjon with the living matter of a differen
vidual fncreases thesé tensions, introduces nesv vital differcntiac
it were, which must then be lived out’, Needless to say, this di

permit us to pick up the thread of our argument. =~

One particular interpretation takes i»m.wm%gwﬂ Hwﬁmﬁwo& of
.%m problem of reproduction by treating it as.a manifestation of
Just one aspect of growth ;mmmmw@mﬂmmobv,w,mmnwﬁmmo?_,,gmwammg,mwv.;
Taking a sober Darwinian view of how reproduction through sexii-
ally differentiated germ-cells came about, we might envisage a
scenario in which the advantage %&Em?éﬁ%ﬁmﬁ arose from
the chance conjugation of two protista at some point :..,za_wmmn

was momwmwnm and mmmwomm& in the subsequent  development
process.” Oumﬁ premiss, therefore, ‘sex’ is not all that old, and
the extraordinarily flerce drives that seek to bring shout sexual union
are mwmnmgémamww Tepeating something that happenéd by chance

entness must be subject to one or more optima. One of our strong
-motives for believing in the existence of death drives is indeed th

Hmw_




The Pangnin Freud Reader

at 2 random moment in time and subsequently became firmly
establishad because of the advantages it brought.
The same question arises here as arose eatlier in respect ol
death, namely whether we should rely solely on the claracteristics
that the protista actually eshibit, and whether we should asswm
that forees and processes that only become manifest in the highs
organisms also only began to mfwﬁ in those organisms. For o
w“ﬁé&@ purposes, the p@o«?&mzwgmﬁ interpretation of sexua
ity has very little to offer. One can reasonably object that it presu
poses the existence of life drives that were alves ady active in the
simplest organisms, for otherwise conjugation — swhich rins counter
to the conrse of life and makes it more difficult to live life out an
then die ~ would obviously have been avoided, not seized on and
elaborated. Therefore if we do not want to abandon the hypoth
sis of death drives, we have to see them as having been accompa-
wied from the very heginning by life drives. But we then have to
admit that we are wo WEQ on an equation with two unknowns,
When we look to see érnw ¢lse science can tell us about the
otigins of mm.é&% we find so very little that we can liken the pro ;
_mE to a Stygiun darkness that remains umelieved by even th
luintest mvmj exr of a Inpothesis. We de come upon suc cha hvpothe
sis in a very different sort of place, but one that is so fantastic
:nm:céc?m? more myth than scientific explanation — that
would not dare to mention it here but for the fact that it me
precisely that particular condition that we are so keen o see m
For it traces a drive back to the need to restore a prior state.
Needless to say, 1 mean the theory that Plato liag EGS@FB@
expound in the S ,\:%Q:z:r and which deals with the origins no
om? of the sexual drive, hut also of its most important variation
relation to the object: ‘Long ago, our nature was not the sam

it is now but quite different. T

For one thing, there were three hur
genders, niot just the present two, male and female. There was.
a thivd one, a combination of these two . . . [the] g%omvﬁomm
In these human beings, however, everything was double; they

(o Mk
mpmwomowm had moE FS% mBm moE. feet, two mpamm two sets ow

than those that inevitably pertain in all such cases.
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cut sorb-apples in half before they preserve them . . . Since their
original nature had been cut in two, each one longed for its own
other half and stayed with it. They threw their arms round each

=]

 other, weaving themselves together, wanting to form a single Nm&mm

thing™7

Shall we follow the mocm%gomowwonm hint and venture mwm
hypothesis that when living matter became living matter it was
sundered into tiny particles that ever since have endeavoured by
means of the sexual drives to become reunited? That in the course
of the protistan era these drives, in which the chemical affinity of
inanimate matter still subsists, gradually overcame the difficulties
put in the way of such an endeavour by an environment charged
with life-threatening stimuli, and developed a cortical layer as a
necessaty protection against that environment? That in this way
the scattered fragments of living matter achieved multicellularity
and ultimately transferred the reunificatory drive to the germ-cells
in the most intensely concentrated form? — But this, I think, is the
appropriate point at which o ‘stop.

Not, however, before adding a few words of Q&o& reflection.
People might ask me whether and to what extent I myself am
convinced by the hypotheses set out here. My answer would be
that I am not convinced myself, nor am I trying to persuade others
to believe in them. Or to put it more accurately: I do not know

« ?.ué far I believe in them. It seems to me that the emotional factor
.- of ‘conviction’ need not enter into it at-all,

One can certainly give
oneself over completely to a particular line of thought, and follow
it through to wherever it leads, out of sheer scientific curiosity; or
out of a desire to act as devil’s advocate — without signing oneself

over to the devil. T am well aware that this third step in the theory

 of drives that I have undertaken here cannot lay elaim to the same

degree of certainty as-the previous two, namely the broadening of
mwm concept of sexuality, and the.postulate of narcissism, ﬁummm

" latter innovations were a direct translation of actual observations

into theory, and were susceptible to sources of error no greater
. To be sure, the
assertion that drives are regressive in nature is also based on the

. . a8y
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The m%mem: ﬁé:mwnm&%

 this hﬂmgu,douom& too, belongs to a merely figurative language — but

: owm,, manifest in-the’ no:%&&o:
ama% th 10 gL i a perhaps simpler ouﬁ,mnm, gl ?wﬂsﬂo have Tnown for m_cumma

ion of M,T&m»..

rhaps o«dnmmaaﬁmm their importance
ible ;,oeﬁ»mam idea through ,

! unw_wm\mw ; , : wely notional, and ther On ﬂrm omuﬂ.,wwum we need to w fully aware mumn mﬁ uncer-
. edly %B?Eu 2 mﬁ @B sitical ohservation. One knows very tainty of our speculations has been grestly increased by the need
moving far away m mwmv this in elaborating a theory, the to wcﬁoéamhuoﬁm&w from mﬂo,maobom of ?&o@\ ?&omw, is truly .
“that the. Eowm;ommwuwm alt becornes, but- the degree of uncertair a realm of infinite possibilities; we can expect it 10 yield the most
the end. ’

astonishing insights, and we cannot begin to guess what answers it
B_mrwm?mﬁo our questions in a few decades’ time. Perhaps such -
“as will sweep our carefully contrived edifice of hypotheses entirely
away, ‘If that is the case’, someone EﬁE ask, ‘then what is the
- point of writing papers like this, and why on earth bother to make
them public?” Well, I just have to admit that some of the analo-
 gies, correlations and connections contained mﬁaﬁ have seemed
to me to wm éo&.d\ of attention.®

unreliable m&my Obméﬁrwrﬁm ?&m Hicn@,_mcmmy,cﬁ 1

3 ot be calcul: e ks

, chpoﬁmvwm gone | . hortibly wrong. In work of H,mE kind I put it
might :wo called intuition, ¥ ‘which, ﬁwmamc@..u have mﬁno:ﬁ
frust in 50- ,

ore the fruit of a certain impar
Sl amumm mmﬁ»@&, ﬂO me me -
5 _ww mwwm except that people ar > unfortunately seldom impar
i Bu it comes to the ultimate mcm&csf the great pr bl
rmu ;&“w and of life. Here, I think, we are all ruled by proc]
[4) geles

: sculation:
: the very root of our being, and i in our specul
s #%mmw MF% zw.o their hands. Given such good grounc
émmmwmﬂ the only way" for us to mEﬁcmnW the results of our
mi
intellectual ende:

avours is pr obably to regar rd- mﬁﬁ w&mwgogmsﬁw
lence. 1 hasten

2&&:

to add, however, that a self-critical stance of

1 entails absolutely no: obligation to show particalar tolera

‘Hobw 2 ant opinions. Ope can pitilessly reject theories %m e
wm QMMMW# analysis of empirical evidence serves to refute ?E
the ,.

he same time SocmENEm thiat mpm érm%\ Om oné s ownl
at the V

Sﬁmowwr e .
s Hsoawm Mmm our %mocrﬁoﬁ mvcsz fe %.Emm %&. mn_,,
e rwm litde Dothered by the fact that so many

1. [Freud is quoting from m&ﬁmmnm dire nﬁqw&w ﬂa m&&w &. Messina (1,
um:

a S@EEmub Qmm& Twcq:mﬁ ﬁ@%ﬁmﬁb m@ﬁ h«@g E& Tod, AO: Life
and Doafh)];

3 Weismann' ?mmmv P mmv F:qcmm 4<8m§§? @@S %a Daiier Qmw Lebens
(On the Duration Qq Life)] : : ;
. Weismann (1884, p. m&

. Weismann (1882, p. 33).

we ﬁa&m m i i ;\oum@ﬁ : ﬁ@mamns (1884, pp- 84fF). - ,
" within them, such as one dr
:Ex%@Zm mnccmmmmm fig MMMm wuming Wc m muﬁmmo__»oigm obj . Cf. Max Hartmann (1906) [Tod und. Haé%nzz::q 8&% and
cﬁﬁmﬁ_ by c@mﬂf or & I = , @8&%&9& E@x?ﬁm@& Lipschittz (1914) [Warum wir sterben (Why iy
and so-on cw ﬁﬂ%:wavmwmww fozw,:cmo giﬁ:,o# 2 U&: m,amsm UommB Sﬁov S& ?&w: %&. Todes und m&.m
& G
:mnmmmﬁz‘_c p fioto chology (or, Eowmw_,mo
.Nmmnzﬁﬁ : e couldnt des ribe ?mﬁ&?ﬁ:
Mm%&oww%mmﬁ : q. For this E& what mo=9<m of. HL%%WEQ (1914, wm. xa mmm onma ).

Qm&w dic ar

mu»&:mzn@ m@wﬁﬁmnﬁwﬁ n mn?nw%wa des mm:z&:m:, mOa
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12. [See On the Introduction of Nercissism, pp mwmm..u.

3. _Hmmm., On the Introduction of Narcissism, p. 366, note- 10.]

14, On the Introduction of Narcissism (1914). |
15. [See below, On the Introduction of Narcissism, p. 377 .ﬁaﬁw 3. ,
16. [See above, Beyond m&m&m%w% Principle, p. 137, Section I, note 1.
o » shove, pp. 167 and 181} . o
wm WMM Mwﬁwmn%%mmm Mw@ one preceding it were added by m.ﬁw.\_.m” in m 92
1g. [Although he does not say so, Freud clewdy means €20 h.%_fwwmm u.mﬁ |
20, Drei Abhandlungen sur m%iiﬁ%&%?& yee Essays on Sexuul 1 :.é&
1 frst edition onwards (1gog). y
meﬁwﬁmﬁzmg&%m [Sexual Theory] and “Tricbe und Triebschic .ZHa
“Thrivi Their Fates] (1915). ;
; W%MWMMWQE&@E have been anticipated to a very oomwﬂmﬂgm esten
by Sabina Spielrein in a paper that is sich in mcvﬁ.,,ﬁmm and ideas ,U:M‘s%ﬁ
1o my mind, entively lucid. Heor term for the sadistic component of th
mmaﬁ& drive is “destructive’ (xg12). Using vel mmoi,umd.. ﬁmz.oma? ,,.,w?mwwﬁ_
Stiircke (1914) identified the libido concept fsell ‘(EE the ?Qw.n_w% ; m
supposable biological concept of an impulsion to death. Aom.. mr.o ump :
1go7.) All these efforts, like those in the present text, dmﬁ ﬁawmmum ko, ;
theory of drives the clarity that has so-far

urgent need to bring to the

proved elusive.

2a. Lipschiitz {1514).

24. [Barbara Low, mwmaw?w
. [See above, p. 177 o

MM. Wwﬁma‘mﬁ @W@MMB {1892} dentes this advantage too: w.mnmwﬁﬁm

does not by any means signify a rejuvenation or umz@w& o.m .M.wmmm wm :v

ot be in the least necessary for the continuation of Tife; it is solely an

simply @ devte for enabling two different heredity streams to merge.” Bu
‘ anism to be an outeon

he does consider increased variability in the org
of such merging, . o o -
27. [Plato, the Symposium, trans. by Christopher Gill {London, Pe mmE
1999): pp- 22—4.1 [Addltion 1921:] T am indebted to Professor mﬁ,:do

QQSWS.N (Vienna) for the following suggestions regarding the origins of
Tlato’s myth, which are reproduced here partly in his own words:

nalysis, (London and New York, 19200, - 7

1 int ou seentislly the same theory already ocours in the
1 should like to point out that essentially the: same theory already ovetrs i

Upanishads. For in the Brihed-aranyaka Upanishad, 1,4.3: where the smerg
of the world from the Atman {the self or ego) is deseribed, we read: mww
had no delight. Therefore he who is alone has 10 delight. Fle desired aseto

3 ery LY g ¥
becams a5 large as @ woman and a man in close embrace. He cuused that 5

1igo
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fll futo two parts, From that arose husband and wife. Therefore, as Yajfivalkya
used to say, this (body} is ane half of oneself, liks one of the two halves of a split
pea. Therefore this space is filled by a wife” {trans. by 8. Radbalaishnan, The Principal
Upanishads, {London, 1933), p. 3641, The Briked-aranyake Upenishud is the oldest
of all the upenishads, and no compstent scholar is likely to date it later than ¢
800 BC. As to the question whether Plato could possibly have drawn on these Indian
ideas, even if only inditectly: contrary to current opinion I should not want to dismiss
the idea completely, given that in the case of thie metempsychosis theery, too, such
a possibility cannot really be disputed. If there were indeed such a link, tnediated
in the first instance by the Pythagoreans, it would scarcely detract from the signifi-
cance of the congtuity of ideas, since if any such story hed somehow percolated
through to Plato from the oriental tradition, he would not have made it his own,
let alone given it such a prominent role, if it had not seemed to him replete with
truth.

In his essay Menschen und Weltenwerden [The Coming tnto Being of Man
and World] (1913), Klonrat] Ziegler systematically explores the history
of this particular notion prior to Plato, and traces it back to Babylonian
congeptions. ‘

28. We would like to add a few words here in order to dlarify our nomen-
clatare, which has undergone a certain degree of evolution in the course
of this discussion. We derived our knowledge of “sexual drives’ from their
relationship to the sexes and to the reproductive function. We still retained
this term when the findings of psychoanalysis obliged us to recognize that
their relationship to repreduction was more slender than we had supposed.
With our postulation of narcissistie libido and our extension of the libido
concept to the individual cell, the sexual drive tansformed itself in our
scheme of things into Exos, the force that seeks to push the various parts
of living matter into direct association with each other and then keep them
together, and the sexual drives ~ to use the common appellation — appeared
to be the portion of this Exos that is turned towards the object. We then
speenlated that this Eros was active from the beginning of life, and, as the
‘life drive’, pitted itself against the ‘death drive’, which came into being
when the inorganic became animate. We sought to solve the riddle of life
by supposing these two drives, and supposing them to have been locked
in battle with each other right from the very beginning. [Addition 1921:]
The changes undergone by the concept of the ‘ego drives’ are perhaps
less clear. Originally we used this term for all those drives about which
we Imew nothing except that their direetion made them distinguishable
from the sexal drives directed at the object; and we represented the ego
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one part of the e veissishe selfpreservation'drive (gl
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ives -+ onmosition hetween libidinal (ee
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bjty s o s st iy b posted i tho g, il
enps eviciblo i the destrotion dives. T the cousse of us
msﬁ this opposition changes into the antithesis o i el
death drives. 7

v

amanr mu,‘g?ma& characteristic of ‘drives to see
store i wmc#mwmﬁéémmro&@ not be mﬁammmmﬁ%mw %o ,,me . 1y
Mwonmmmmm in the m&&wm take place ﬁ:#w m:mnmwzmgm y mm QMWB
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inciple. This characteristic would automaticall an
P Hgmn -rtial diive, and in the case of such
1d every partial drive, and in he case of such ¢
ted to m»u.ﬂwu and mfmde.u Omrm_. @Eﬁném& v.ﬁmﬂnuﬂmwcm.ﬂ.—:w &., .QMOHv

asure principle may not as mﬁ.
gained command of these things, this ,momm,.wow %mn?&%mwﬁuww
that they are in conflict wt MR RN el B
ing the Wm?ao?ﬁ_mw of the drives Hmﬁmagﬁ?mmwwm% 3 mw

ion of the pleasure principle still remains unsolved..

If it H.mu,b,w

would involve the Hmwm@c&
process. But while the pl

We have found it to be one nmwmﬁ %&5& ,Emw ﬁa%ﬁ%
functions of the psychic upparatus to LEENMMW wk
impulses, replace the primury process provaling
mwmom&mﬁ%?moommmwmn@nrmumn@mmﬂy free-moving c
into a largely quiescent (tonic) ca mv %
tion is taking place no attention caa 0 paxd
that may arise — but that does not me
ciple is there w\d&rm@m On Em noﬁuﬁw e e
occurs oﬁ&&&eﬁuﬂ?m‘Hu,,_‘m,mmﬁm_ principle the At

for tho lator ones, W thus arive at the basically rather covluted.
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preparative act that both heralds and ensures the dominion of the
pleasure principle T L e e

Let us distinguish more sharply than we have done hitherto
between function” and ‘teridency’.* The pleasure principle can then
be seen as a tendency serving the interests of a specific function
whose responsibility it is either to render the psychic apparatus

completely free of excitation, or to keep the quantum of excitation
within it constant, or to keep-it at the lowest possible level. We
cannot yet decide for certain which of these alternatives is ‘the
correct one, but we note that this function as here defined would
partake in that most universal endeavour in all living matter to -
revert to the quiescence of the EQHEQ world. We have all expe-
rienced how the greatest pleasire we can ever achieve, namely that
of the sexual act, is accompanied by the momentary vanishment of
a supremely intense excitation, The annexing of the drive-impulse,
however; might be seen as a preparative function intended to make
the excitation ready for its final dissolution in the pleasure of release.
This same context gives rise to the question whether sensations
of pleasure and unpleasure can ‘be produced equally by both
annexed and non-annexed excitation processes. Now it does appear
to be clear beyond all doubt that the non-annexed, primary processes
result in far more intensive sensations in both directions (pleasure
and unpleasure) than do the annexed. secondary ones. The primary
pracesses are also the ones that occur first; they are the only ones:
operative at the start of the psyche’s life; and we can reasonably
infer that if the pleasure principle were not already active within
these earlier processes, it would not be able to materialize at all

Qmw,mm&m&mmmgubmm of the @&\nrmw E.m the striving fo:
tensiy n it does later on,
‘put up with Frequent
F@m”&. the dominion of = -
nore secure, but the pleasure
‘ taming process than any
have, In any event, the element within the exci-

gives rise to the sensations of pleasure and

tation process that
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(Whatever we cannot achieve on the wing, we have to achieve at
a patient limp . . . Scripture tells us clear enough: it never was a
sin to limp.) - :

unpleasure must be present in the secondary process just as mucl

as in the primary one. s :
This would be the appropriate starting-point for further research
Our consciovsness fransmits to us from within ourselves sensation:
pasure, but also of a peculiar tensio

not only of pleasure and unple
that again can be either pleasurable or unpleasurable. Are we then

on the basis of these sensations, to differentiate annexed and non
annexed energy processes from one another? Or does the sensa
tion of tension relate to the absolute quantum, or perhaps level, of
cathexis, whilst the incidence of pleasure/unpleasure reflec
changes in the quantum of cathesis within a particular period of
Gme? We also cannot fail to be struck by the fact that the life drives
have so much more to do with our inmer perception, since they
behave as troublemakers and constantly bring tensions, the resol-
ving of which is perceived as Emmw:EZm“ whereas the death drive
appear to do their work unobtrusively. The pleasure principle seems
to be positively subservient to the death drives; but it does als
swatch for any stinuli from without that are adjudged by both kind
of drives to be dangerous, and more particularly for any increase
in stimulation emanating from within that make the task of living.
more difficult. , :
This all leads on to countless other questions to which at pres
We have to be patient and wait for new.

ent we have no answets.
means and opportunities for vesoarch. And we must also be prepare

to sbandon any path that appears to be going nowhere, even thoug
we may have followed it for quite some time. Only those fond
helievers who demand of science that it take the place of the cate
chism they have forsaken will object to a scientist developing
even changing his ideas. For the rest, let us tuke consolation fo
the slow progress of our scientific knowledge from the words o
poet {Riickert in his Makamen des Hariri): - . o

(1920)

Notes

2. [See above, pp: 133-4.]

Was man nicht erfliegen kamn, muss man erhinken.

*

Die Schrift sagt, es ist keine Stinde zu hinken.




