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As we work through our theories, we rejoice in discovering the logic of concepts and their
articulation in clinical experience. Such joy hides other movements, in which the only stakes are
demands for love, sexual curiosity and the satisfaction of hate, transferred from infancy to others
worlds, idealised or despised. When we participate in our psychoanalytical institutions, we feel
pride or even vanity to be participating in the great historical movement of psychoanalysis. This
conceals the working of transference in our institutional life; transference which is crudely sexual
at its origins, and implies maternal, paternal or fraternal objects. This is its constraining power.
We should be fully aware of this, as Strachey or Balint have already shown, in order to attenuate
the violence of transference and stimulate our creativity.
Anna Freud and Melanie Klein’s controversies had a reality of their own. This reality was
quickly forgotten and trapped in various conflicts, as those existing between Jones and Freud or
between Glover and the rest of the British Psychoanalytical Society of his times. These reelaborations gave rise to ideological elements, which have ever since pervaded the history of
psychoanalytical theory, influencing psychoanalytical methods and clinics. It is important for us
today to elucidate these ideologies in order to improve our achievements.
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I emerged from the French translation of The
Freud-Klein Controversies with quite a number of
questions about psychoanalysis, psychoanalytical
institutions and their history. I would like to share
two of these questions with you. They are the
following: were the controversies that shook the
British Psycho-Analytical Society at the beginning
of the 40’s really and mainly between Anna Freud
and Melanie Klein? If not, what other important
forces were in confrontation? Do the disagreements between Anna Freud and Melanie Klein,
whatever their scope and implications, have a
singular history of their own, which does not
necessarily corresponds to what is traditionally and
generally admitted? I would like to begin with this
last question and then go back to the first one. But
in order to do this, I must first set forth a few
considerations and apologise for reminding you of
scenes you know so well.
The history of the psychoanalytic movement is
occasionally nurtured by myths. These can disturb
our understanding of the moments in which a way
of thinking was elaborated, of what was at stake at
its birth, and of the direction it was given. The
 2001 Taylor & Francis. ISSN 0803-706X

psychoanalytical treatment of children on the one
hand and the conflict between Anna Freud and
Melanie Klein on the other, have contributed to
the creation of these myths. There is a legend
concerning the extension and the persistence of
this conflict. These myths and legends often help to
conceal fundamental issues, underlying questions
related to the presence of education in psychoanalysis, a modern formulation of the old problem
concerning the presence of suggestion in the core
of interpretation, as well as the role of countertransference in the assessment of transference and
even in its creation. By retracing the course of the
disagreements between Anna Freud and Melanie
Klein, I hope to justify my questioning. Freud’s
approach to children is a determining factor in his
thought, more than is admitted in certain psychoanalytic circles. The refusal to consider the
psychoanalysis of children as a full-fledged component of psychoanalysis ends with Melanie Klein.
In 1921, Freud writes to Ferenczi: “On March
13th of this year, I abruptly entered what really is
old age. Ever since, the thought of death has never
left me.” (1:83). That same year Melanie Klein
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publishes “A child’s development”, in which she is
already working on the struggle between the
pleasure and the reality principles, as well as on
the importance of death for children (2:11–53). In
1926, on his birthday, Freud announces that he will
give up active participation in the psychoanalytic
movement. Karl Abraham, who had foreseen the
importance of child analysis, dies. Anna Freud,
who had been analysing children for some years,
publishes her Introduction to psychoanalytic technique with children. Freud publishes Inhibition,
symptoms and anxiety. These coincidences are not
fortuitous and can be explored and exploited in
many ways. The early stages of child psychoanalysis and questions related to death are intimately connected. In addition, they were marked
by serious dissension.
Various epithets were ascribed to the controversies that took place at the British Society
between 1942 and 1944: “struggle without mercy”,
“bitter combat”, “incredible violence”, “the most
important period of the history of psychoanalysis
in Great Britain”. The controversies are sometimes
understood as a confrontation between Anna Freud
and Melanie Klein and sometimes interpreted as
putting British analysts at odds with their “continental counterparts”. Their scope has been
diversely circumscribed. Jones lists the following
issues: “the development of sexuality, particularly
in women, the origins of superego and its relations
with the Œdipal complex, the technique for
analysing children and the concept of the death
instinct.” (3:438–95) Later, Laplanche reduced this
scope to: the technique of play, the question of
transference and the presence of education within
psychoanalysis (4:103–11). These were later broadened again: the question of narcissism, the origins
of the ego, of the superego, of the Œdipal complex
and of early object relations (5:172–183). When
revised by contemporary British analysts, the
landscape may acquire other aspects, which nonetheless follow a similar movement of expansion
and contraction. It may include the role of
Nachträglichkeit and its effects on Œdipal elaboration as well as on the working through of castration
anxiety, the articulation of Kleinian metapsychology to Freudian metapsychology, different concepts of analytic technique and of the role of
interpretation (6). But again this may also be
reduced to traditionally recognised themes: the
approach to phantasy, the anticipation of the
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Œdipal complex, the importance of destructiveness, the correspondence between playing and free
association, the question of children’s transference
(7:12–13, 15–17).
The very grandiloquence of the epithets ascribed
to these discussions seem to contribute to their
dramatisation, which is not only detrimental to
their clarification, but also generates a tendency to
approach them in a homogeneous manner. Moreover, whether the controversies extended over a
period of more than fifty years or whether they
only lasted for intermittent periods of some years
may be open to discussion. All of these considerations justify a return to my two questions.

On the Violence Between Analysts
Very early on, certain psychoanalysts, for instance
Ferenczi, reduced the main differences between
Anna Freud and Melanie Klein to diverging
concepts of the relationship between education
and psychoanalysis (8:61–76). Ferenczi had an
interest in thus simplifying the matter, so that he
could claim to have clarified the relationship
between the two disciplines as early as 1908; but
this simplification was also to engage psychoanalysis on a large detour, full of confusion and
predicaments.
In 1926, Anna Freud delivers four lectures at the
Viennese Society. These are immediately thereafter published in a book. She pursues her critical
vein against Melanie Klein at another conference,
this time at the Berlin Society, in March of the
following year. In May, Barbara Low reports on
Anna Freud’s criticism at a meeting of the British
Society – in what is almost a translation, according
to Jones. Melanie Klein replies severely in a
contribution that bears the title of the Symposium
at which it was presented. This debate continues in
part at the Tenth Congress of Psychoanalysis, at
Innsbruck, the very same year. Rarely have
available documents been so eloquent on the
origins of a scientific controversy, its ties in with
the confrontation of celebrities, and the use of
rhetoric as a way of camouflaging the comprehension one analyst may have of another.
The style of the talks and publications of the
debate’s principal participants merit more attention
than the already familiar topics of their controversies. Anna Freud begins her first contribution very
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simply: “In the area of psychoanalysis of children,
there are the opinions of Melanie Klein. We
discussed them among ourselves in Vienna. Those
who do not share her views are numerous. I have
nothing to add to this myself, as I am not in a
position to settle the question. On the other hand, I
would like to explain my work to you,” this is the
core of what she says (9:3). And she leaves
Melanie Klein out of her lecture. This disregard
for Klein’s work persists to the end of the second
conference:
Mrs. M.K. substitutes for the adult association technique the play technique with children described in her
publications . . . It looks at first sight as though a
distressing gap in the technique of children’s analysis
had been filled up in an unobjectionable way. I wish to
reserve however for my next lecture an examination of
the theoretical foundations of this play-technique . . .
(10:26–27).

With the words “It looks at first sight as though”,
we may guess what the continuation will be. And
indeed she dedicates her entire third conference to
this question, in order to reject Klein’s experience.
“No, a child’s play does not correspond to free
association,” she seems to say, putting it straight
(10:28–32). She explains her statement and, once
again, simply neglects Melanie Klein. At her
fourth conference, she does not address this issue.
Instead, she devotes herself entirely to expounding
her view of the relationships between the psychoanalysis of children and education, and finishes by
diminishing the importance of the first. She totally
dismisses Melanie Klein. That is Anna Freud’s
fundamental violence: she regards the other with
distraction; she seems to ignore the other, not see
him/her. It is true that the expression of this
personality trait was not exclusively reserved for
Melanie Klein. She used it with all the people who
she was unable to incorporate in the advancement
of her cause.
At the time, Melanie Klein has already written
more than ten papers on the analysis of children,
but she has not yet written a book, which is
supposedly more prestigious. She has just settled in
London. Her principal theories are well-established: the difference between the child and adult
psychoanalysis revolves around a technique, and
not around principles (11:122–138); in the analysis
of children, transference is established at once
(12); the object of analysis is the Œdipal complex,
repression and castration anxiety (13:77–105).
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Anna Freud took none of these into consideration
and Melanie Klein’s response was implacable.
Anna Freud addresses the psychoanalytic community when she talks about Melanie Klein. She
explains what she considers to be the differences
between them. Melanie Klein, on the contrary, asks
the psychoanalytic community to bear witness to
her personal indictment of Anna Freud. Over and
above the psychoanalytic community, Anna
Freud’s person is her personal target. As she
recounts the history of the psychoanalysis of
children, she shows the progress and the errors of
Hug-Hellmuth, she uses Freud’s experience to
support her statements and refutes almost every
line of her rival’s papers. To sum up, Melanie
Klein simply says: “Anna Freud doesn’t understand a single thing, she doesn’t say a word about
the Œdipal complex, the castration complex or
about guilt; she says nothing about the unconscious, anxiety, or about the particularities of
transference”; “Anna Freud’s premises and conclusions form a vicious circle”; “I cannot but
vigorously combat Anna Freud’s statement”;
“Anna Freud, I believe, often overestimates and
therefore does not correctly interpret”; “. . . one of
the reasons for the disagreements between Anna
Freud and myself . . .”, “my analytical knowledge
of small children compels me to support a
completely different opinion . . .”, “. . . probably
the most striking and the most fundamental
difference in our attitudes . . .” and finally: “What
was missing in Anna Freud’s interpretation?
Everything . . .” (14:139–169).
Thus is Melanie Klein’s violence. She believes
she knows what the other ignores and what only
she really knows. And she does know. She looks
closely at Anna Freud and she does not want her
rival to elude her scrutinising gaze, whereas the
other claims to avert her eyes. Klein knows all the
texts, and she cites them. Melanie Klein cannot
stand the fact that the other systematically disqualifies the psychoanalysis of children, considering it a by-product of adult analysis, which is a
position undoubtedly in retreat (out of respect for
Freud’s position). Neither of them wishes to
recognise that, basically, it is not the same child
who occupies them. The violence they exercise
against one another is diametrically opposed and
yet, with time, the violence of the one will espouse
the forms of the other’s violence. It is Melanie
Klein who will no longer pay attention to the
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theoretical work of Anna Freud and it will be Anna
Freud who will constantly be attentive to Melanie
Klein. But the violence to come will be totally
different.
In 1927, the Innsbruck Congress unfolded in a
climate of widespread suspicion and violence: the
violence of supposed disguised censorship concerning psychoanalytical publications exercised by
Jones and by Radò, the violence of the discussions
between Freud and Jones on the subject of Anna’s
analysis, the violence of the triumvirate formed
by Freud, Ferenczi and Eitingon against Jones’
accession to the presidency of the International
Association and the violence provoked by the
overlapping of the issues of lay and child analysis.
It is in this climate that Anna Freud provides an
unvarying response to Melanie Klein: she feigns
to hear nothing. In the paper she presents at
Innsbruck, “Contribution to the theory of child
analysis”, she pretends that Melanie Klein advocates her own theses. Claiming for herself and for
other analysts important advancements regarding
Kleinian theses, Anna Freud goes on to a lengthy
account of cases and concludes that the analyst
should be aware of “the educational influence
under which the child is being brought up; and, if it
should prove necessary, to take the child’s
upbringing out of the hands of those in charge,
and for the period of the analysis undertake it
himself.” (15:55–64).
Now it is at this same meeting that Melanie
Klein presents an extremely important paper,
which brings child psychoanalysis out of its
prehistory: “The early stages of the Œdipal
conflict”. Indeed, this paper brings about a revolution in psychoanalysis, as it touches on a good
number of issues: among these, the concept of ego
and superego formation, and the differences
between the psychical development of girls and
boys. It also widens the traditional approaches to
psychosis. Melanie Klein makes no references to
Anna Freud and, unfortunately, some of her theses
seem remarkably similar to those of Rank, with
whom Freud has just broken.
Thus the theoretical debate between the two
women closes. The clinical quarrels between
Melanie Klein and Anna Freud are finished. Five
years later, introducing her 1932 book, Melanie
Klein reviews disagreements between them. Essentially they concern children’s transference and
the technique needed to interpret it, as well as the
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precocity of the superego (16:X–XI). Until 1947,
neither one will mention the other in her writings.
That year, Melanie Klein adds a short introduction
to the paper in which she so vividly attacked Anna
Freud: “Things have considerably changed, Anna
Freud has changed a great deal, her ideas have
come closer to mine!” That’s all. This note refers
to a last remark made by Susan Isaacs in the
discussion of her own paper during the controversies of the British Society. Even in the book Anna
Freud publishes in 1946, she still reaffirms her
doubts with respect to the possibility of perfectly
identifying the technique of play and free association, and she never mentions Melanie Klein’s
name. Reciprocal attempts to harm one another are
left to intermediaries or performed in the bastions.
This does not mean that there were no heated
exchanges between them when they met at the
British Society. But also on rare occasions, when
their personal contact revealed a certain amount of
agreement, they were able to disregard reciprocal
animosity. Nonetheless, the essence of the debate,
its most violent but also its most productive period,
did not last more that a few months in 1927. What
began as rumours during the Twenties in Vienna
and Berlin reaches its peak and then dissolves into
mutual ignorance. If both analysts did meet each
other in 1929, on the committee in charge of child
psychoanalysis at the International Congress held
in Oxford, we have no knowledge of the contents
of their discussions but it does not seem as if they
were any different than they had been. We will
later return to the questions raised by the controversies, which took place during the Second
World War.

The Exchange Conferences
The violence between Anna Freud and Melanie
Klein was accrued by a well-spread violence
existing in the psychoanalytical movement of the
time. A series of conferences were an attempt at a
solution to this.
For the first time, at the Innsbruck Congress,
British analysts were present en masse on the
international scene. They supported Melanie Klein
who was counting, in particular, on the backing of
the British apparatus and notably on Jones, its
president, and on Glover, its vice-president. Until
then, the British had held an inferior position on the
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“continental” scene, by definition Vienna, Budapest and Berlin. But this time the “continentals”
had no new thesis to propose. It became evident
that what was going on was not simply a quarrel
about jealousy or about priority between Anna
Freud and Melanie Klein, but about something
quite different, which challenged established psychoanalytic theories. It also became apparent that
the relations between two important groups of
analysts, the “British” and the “Continentals”,
were deteriorating. Undoubtedly influenced by
Freud, Federn and Jones decided to organise an
exchange of conferences between Vienna and
London.
The first one was held in Vienna on April 24,
1935. In dealing with female infantile sexuality,
Jones explains his understanding of the differences
between the two psychoanalytic groups, but also
states that these are not disagreements between two
schools of psychoanalysis or even among diverging trends within each school. They are simply
differences in the individual opinions of analysts
poorly informed about each other, in countries
divided by the continuing deterioration of social
and economic conditions. Jones sustains his
diplomatic skills throughout his talk. His tact leads
him to state, for example: “Few are those English
analysts who read the Zeitschrift or the Viennese
analysts who read the Journal . . . It is true that
German work is more easily accepted by the
Journal than is English work by the Zeitschrift
. . .” – one of many examples in which the
claiming of an inferior position is subsequently
transformed into the affirmation of a superior
position. Jones firmly states these differences of
opinion. Later in the same talk, Jones revises his
position and points to the existence of two
“schools”, the “British” and the “Viennese”. He
was of course simplifying things, but Freud did not
treat him or Melanie Klein as dissidents.
Within a few months, in November, Wälder
goes to London to present his first exchange
conference paper, The Problems of Ego Psychology. This presentation, which has never been
found, was probably rewritten and published later
as a chapter in of one of his books (17:167–195).
He frequently mentions Melanie Klein, whose
ideas he finds stimulating but difficult to corroborate, given the fact that they are based on children
who have not yet acquired the use of speech.
Nonetheless, he does not consider her a dissident.
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Wälder sustains the same tone of diplomatic
politeness that Jones had used. The British gave
him a warm welcome and organised small groups
to receive him and discuss in detail all the themes
raised during his conference (18:242).
On May 5, 1936, Joan Riviere presented another
conference paper, this time in Vienna. The subject
was the genesis of psychic conflict in early infancy.
Riviere specifies that the questions she is dealing
with – particularly those related to oral sadism,
projection and introjection – have already been
presented in London by her predecessor. This is the
only time she mentions a Viennese author other than
Freud, whom she cites abundantly, together with
Melanie Klein. She also cites Glover, Melitta
Schmideberg, Sylvia Payne, Marjorie Brierley and
Karin Stephen, but she never mentions Anna Freud.
Her presentation is above all propaganda: “The
novel work of Melanie Klein has led, in particular,
to a close study of the problems of the British
Psycho-Analytical Society and has, in my opinion,
directly or indirectly influenced the greater part of
the work of its members in the last few years”;
“The work of Melanie Klein and of her disciples
has shown us that the psychic mechanisms of
projection and introjection have a much greater
importance and a far wider influence on each stage
of psychic development than was previously
believed” (19:395–422), and so on. Many of her
statements do not coincide with the assertions
made by other British authors at the time. Brierley,
for instance, who does not totally reject Kleinian
theses, never seems to have admitted all of them
and, above all, does not acknowledge their
influence on her work. Joan Riviere is an emphatic,
passionate and fascinating speaker. On this occasion, she lacks Jones’ or Wälder’s tact and
measure.
The same year, the response to Riviere’s
contribution is given again by Wälder, in a talk,
which simply points out the problems raised by his
colleague (20:406–473). He recognises that numerous analysts have contributed to the expansion
of psychoanalysis – Melanie Klein in particular –
even if British authors are not unanimous in their
opinions. He develops at length his concepts of
criteria to define scientific work, in particular, the
criteria he understands as specific to psychoanalysis. Wälder does not consider any of his
arguments as conclusive, but he modestly thinks
that they confer, on him, a right to raise questions;
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he also considers that no response based simply on
arguments such as “analysis has shown” or “our
experience has shown” can satisfy him. If it is true
that Wälder comes close to stating that Kleinian
views correspond to a paranoid construction, his
own concepts of science are not far from it.
He finds some points difficult to admit, such as
Melanie Klein’s concepts on phantasy and transference. Concerning the first point, Kleinian theory
appears to him to be “biologism without biology”.
Once again, he has no intention of refuting her
arguments, but wishes to record a difference of
opinion. Concerning the second point, he finds that
Kleinian analysts seem to neglect the aspects of
reality, which are a part of transference. Wälder
finds the use of interpretation traumatic, which, in
his opinion, is seductive, for it neglects the
educational character of the simple presence of
an adult with a child. On the other hand, Wälder
finds Kleinian usage of the concept of introjection
interesting, even if he questions the uniformity of
its utilisation. Finally, Wälder revives a question,
which will be taken up again in its totality by
Lacan: it is not evident that psychotic traits present
in the normal ego are the same as those found in
psychotics.
Even if Wälder does not have Riviere’s flame or
Jones’ diplomacy, his intentions are more attentive
and courteous than the two British speakers had
been. Even if, in a certain sense, he may seem
boring, Wälder shows a will to establish real
exchanges. In contrast, Jones, and even more so
Joan Riviere, aim at disseminating their theses.
The manifest violence of the period around 1926–
27 became latent during this later period because
of repression stemming from two sources: the
needed sublimation imposed by Freud and the
growth of Nazi violence. But it is on the basis of
the disagreements previously evoked that the
scientific discussions will resume later, during the
major controversies.

The Great Controversies
I now wish to submit the following considerations.
The first extraordinary business meeting, called by
four members of the British Society of Psychoanalysis, took place on February 25, 1942. Four
other similar meetings were held successively,
through June 10. At the general annual meeting
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held on July 29, the organisation of a set of
scientific meetings was decided and their planning
was completed by October 21.
The business meetings of these controversies are
a full first part of them. They correspond to the
institutional aspect of psychoanalytic politics.
During these meetings, Glover discovers a sort of
unanimity against him: he has been holding power
for too long and he is autocratic. He and Melitta
Schmideberg accuse Melanie Klein and her disciples of plotting to obtain full control of the
Training Committee, although it is not clear
whether Glover was not himself aiming at the
same thing. He bases his allegations on wrong or
false numbers about training analysis. Sylvia
Payne, who was not considered a Kleinian,
produces the correct ones and contradicts him.
In 1939, Anna Freud had refused to organise
lectures on child psychoanalysis at the British
Society. She justified this by claiming that those
who had received a different psychoanalytic
training could not benefit from her teaching. The
following year, she struck even harder. During the
Training Committee meeting of April 24, 1940,
she violently attacks Melanie Klein, claiming that
only her own methods and those of her co-workers
deserved the label “Freudian analysis”. She accuses Klein’s work of being a by-product. The
proof she gives is the difference between Klein’s
work and what she and “true Freudians” knew to
be “true analysis”. She thus put herself in an
extremely delicate situation for, at the same meeting, Glover tries to exclude Kleinian theories from
the Society’s teaching. Thus it seemed as if she was
supporting him (21:336). This was the only
occasion in which Anna Freud and Glover came
close to forming an alliance.
And yet, on the preceding day, April 23,
Strachey had written to Glover, then President of
the Training Committee, to recommend an altogether different solution. He wrote: “I should
rather like you to know (for your personal
information) that – if it comes to a show-down –
I’m very strongly in favour of compromise at all
costs” (18:32). This is the first occasion during the
controversies in which an open conflict breaks out
between Strachey and Glover. With time, the
outcome of the controversies will depend more
on disagreements between these two men rather
than on the conflict between Anna Freud and
Melanie Klein. But Klein did not need Strachey’s
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support to start protecting herself. During this
meeting, she worked to isolate Glover from the rest
of the British group. With time, it will appear that
Glover never managed to really confront the group
or try to win its favour.
The best conclusion that one can come to about
this incident between Anna Freud and Melanie
Klein, and the most generous one too, is that Anna
Freud was simply trying to protect, above all else,
her Austrian psychoanalytic identity, which was all
that remained for her group of refugees. We must
also remember that, particularly for Anna Freud,
loosing her country was equivalent to loosing her
father. It was because of this great pain, and in her
attempt to work through the mourning of this loss,
that she claimed for herself alone the title of
“Freudian analysis”. In view of this, an interpretation of this episode along the lines of base political
manoeuvres (full of calculations and suppositions)
does not seem appropriate. On the other hand, an
angelic interpretation, that would attribute to
British psychoanalysts and to older refugees the
wish to protect a fragile orphan, would be undue
idealisation. Between these two views, something
more realistic must have occurred.
Melanie Klein was brave enough to call Anna
Freud on January 1, 1942. They most certainly
presented to one another the usual greetings for this
period of the year. Klein later wrote to Riviere
about what they had talked. They had agreed that a
splitting of the Society should be avoided. They
validated their old idea of two parallel Training
Courses in the Society, which could later lead to
some collaboration. Anna Freud feared that these
ideas would not be accepted by the rest of the
Society. Even if she thought that Glover would be a
better President, she was ready to accept Sylvia
Payne in that position, since she found her
sufficiently independent and objective towards
both their contributions. Klein proposed the
organisation of closed meetings between their
two groups to tackle existing divergences. Anna
Freud accepted this principle. Both of them agreed
that these meetings should be open to others
members. However, finally, Anna Freud gave up
this project, after it had been criticised by Marjorie
Brierley, apparently for institutional reasons. However, this might have concealed a fear of encountering strangers. In any case, there were bridges
enough between the two women. For instance,
Willi Hoffer and Joan Riviere were old friends.
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Melanie Klein’s telephone call prefigured almost
the entire development of the controversies. She
was well aware that Anna Freud was not a real
menace to her. There were much more things in
common between them both than Glover could
ever have dreamed of. Both were Jewish and both
came from Vienna, for better or for worse.
During the five extraordinary business meetings,
these two women never came close to hurting one
another. Nor did the members of their respective
groups attack one another. Reading the descriptions of these meetings, we may have the weird
impression of a child’s dragon tales, where the
dragons will fight to death simply because this is
what the child’s infantile fantasy imagines. Maybe
the climate was heavy for some of the participants,
but it was seldom stormy: thunder didn’t strike
where it was expected. The primal scene appears
violent, but most often it is a storm in a teacup.
During these controversies real acrimony was only
expressed by Glover and Melitta Schmideberg,
Klein’s daughter, against Melanie Klein and her
group. Their criticism was virulent. They accused
her of plagiarism, of plotting to gain power, of
corrupting patients to convert them to her theories,
of fractionism and proselytism. Most of these
accusations were delusory, and those, which might
have been grounded, were expressed in such a way
that they met general reprobation. Finally, accusations and attacks showed their true nature: they
were not really aimed against a person or a group,
but against psychoanalysis itself and the institution
that was protecting it at that time. For the accusers,
proof that the institution was bad was the fact that
it would not support them. Even if Anna Freud or
Melanie Klein were at times discouraged by the
Society’s situation, they were never so venomous
as Glover and Melitta.
On July 29, 1942, the members of the Institute
asked the Training Committee to prepare a report
on its orientations and to organise scientific meetings in which the Kleinians could explain their
theories. On September 21, 1942, in response to
this first request, Glover presented an introductory
paper on the psychoanalytical training to the
Training Committee. From then until February
1944, Training Committee meetings and Scientific
meetings were held in parallel. On January 27,
1943, Susan Isaacs presented her paper on the
nature and function of phantasy. There seems to be
no real evidence that this meeting or the following
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ones had been violent or dramatic in any way, even
if they were sometimes passionate. The arguments
advanced may nowadays appear clear or obscure,
but the discussions did not bring anything new.
Meanwhile, on February 24, Strachey offered
his own notes on psychoanalytical training to the
Training Committee: they conveyed a very different orientation from the one presented by Glover,
whom he severely criticised. Glover reacted
immediately and violently, to reaffirm his views
and attack Strachey’s. Allow me to state here that
Strachey’s commentaries, which became a report,
are one of the most beautiful pieces on epistemology and, to my opinion, of a higher standard than
what philosophers like Popper and others would
develop later.
Anna Freud’s first intervention at a scientific
meeting occurred the same day Susan Isaacs
presented her paper, just after Jones’ and Glover’s
commentaries. She thanked Isaacs for the clarity of
her paper, for her contribution towards an improved understanding and description of the
divergences. Anna Freud intervened twice during
the fourth meeting of the scientific controversies,
on April 7. This time, she opened the discussion by
presenting what for her and maybe for most
participants were the real divergences, namely:
the age at which object relations and early
phantasies begin, the synthetic function of the
ego and the early feelings of guilt and reparation,
the use of the concept of early phantasy. This last
concept seems to have been at the very core of
these divergences.
Anna Freud was to raise her voice once more at
the end of this fourth meeting, to answer a question
by Sylvia Payne about her views on the age at
which object relations start. Anna Freud replied
that she was ready to accept their beginning as
early as the sixth month. Lacan would later call this
a “Byzantine discussion”. Many similar discussions mark the psychoanalytical world.
During the last meeting at which her paper was
discussed, Susan Isaacs made a long speech, in
which she summarised her understanding of the
Austrian positions, largely based on Wälder’s
interventions during the exchange conferences of
1936 and 1937 and on Anna Freud’s book, The
ego and the defence mechanisms. Susan Isaacs
showed, with rich details, Anna Freud’s theoretical transformation from the time her book was
published to her most recent interventions. Anna
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Freud was to speak once more and for the last time
during these scientific meetings. She wanted to put
on record that not answering right away did not
mean that she agreed with or accepted the theories
just expressed.
Given that there were no other interventions by
Anna Freud or by members of her group, it seems
inaccurate to attribute these controversies to
disagreements between herself and Melanie Klein,
or even between Freudians and Kleinians. An
altogether different thing is to wonder why,
generation after generation, we have believed this
was so. A very simple answer would be to suppose
that Kleinians have had an interest in presenting
the controversies this way, which allowed and
allows them to claim a “victory” over “Freudians”
and even over Freud himself. This particular
moment of psychoanalytic history really did
correspond, after all, to the constitution of the
Kleinian movement as such. But Klein claimed to
be a Freudian as much as Glover did, and a better
one, too. Roudinesco gives us more generous
reasons to consider these controversies as “great”
and as involving the names of Freud and Klein. To
begin with, she underlines the fact that, for the first
time, serious psychoanalytic divergences did not
end up in dissidence or exclusion and, furthermore,
that these controversies inaugurated an era of
reinterpretation of Freud’s works (22:259, 163).
I want to point out two other reasons. The first
one is that, all in all, these controversies have been
a long and careful enterprise of clarification of
Freud’s and, secondarily, of Klein’s contributions
to psychoanalysis. The second one is that these
controversies created for the first time the space for
open debate in which psychoanalysis would
blossom as a special mode of oral and written
transmissions of human experience. As such, the
controversies involved, in a most important way,
the names of the Stracheys, Brierley, Friedlander,
Sharpe, the Stephens, of course Sylvia Payne, John
Rickman, Bowlby and other psychoanalysts who,
without being Freudians in the sense understood by
Glover, were true Freudians and, without being
Kleinians, really wanted to understand Klein’s
theories.
After Anna Freud’s remarks, the controversies
went their own way. Following the clash between
Glover and Strachey, in the autumn of 1943, while
the Society was quickly discussing Paula Heimann’s paper on introjection and projection, Anna
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Freud, Marjorie Brierley and Melanie Klein presented their own contributions to the Training
Committee. Just after this discussion, at the meeting of November 24, 1943, Ella Sharpe and Sylvia
Payne presented their own notes on training.
Finally, a preliminary report of the Committee
was presented and discussed. After long considerations on the functioning of the Training Committee, this report suggested that members
“prominently involved in acute scientific or personal controversies” should not be appointed to the
Training Committee or as training analysts.
These recommendations produced something
that, until then, seemed unlikely but that has now
unveiled its implacable logic. What happened had
been simmering for a long time. Glover was a man
of the world; he was also addicted to power. He
was Jones’ heir and acted as a crown prince. In
June 1943, it was decided at a business meeting to
create a committee, which would study ways of
improving psychoanalysis after the war, in anticipation of the creation of a National Health
Service. Glover, besides being second to Jones,
was a well-known psychiatrist, but he was not
elected chairman of this committee. Sylvia Payne
received a majority of votes and Glover, almost
none. Moreover, Bowlby, who felt that many
things had to change in the British psychoanalytical society, openly stated his ideas at a general
meeting that same month: No member who had
held an official position for three years should be
elected to the same position, unless two years had
gone by. Gillespie supported this resolution, which
met with general approval. These events were
evidence that the Society was most unsatisfied
with Jones and Glover, and that it would not elect
Glover as Jones’ successor. Glover could not
tolerate this (18:426–427). He reacted by publicly
attacking army psychiatrists, among whom were
many psychoanalysts, such as Rickman, Bowlby
and Adrian Stephen (18:862). By attacking army
psychiatrists in time of war, in particular psychoanalysts who had accepted to go to the front when
he himself had not done so, in retaliation of
democratic institutional measures voted by a
democratic meeting, Glover committed professional suicide, at least in the society. Glover would
later develop a rich and important career as
founder of the Institute for the Social Treatment
of Delinquency – in many ways a revolutionary
institution. Even if British psychoanalysts did
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much to discredit him, he enjoyed a good
reputation in the United States and in many
European countries and many of his texts are
landmarks of psychoanalytical history, especially
those dealing with psychoanalytical techniques.
But at that time, Glover did not agree with the
preliminary report: he felt that its recommendations were aimed at him. This was the final straw
for him! He finally resigned from a society that
would not support him in any way he wished to be
supported. Glover’s letter of resignation was read
to the Training Committee meeting of January 24,
1944. Anna Freud asked if she was eligible for
training and control and declared that, if not so, she
would also resign. Melanie Klein, apparently,
never felt that these recommendations concerned
her. The following day, she wrote to the members
of her group: “The immediate cause for his
resignation was the fact that the majority of the
members of the Training Committee, not consulting me at all in this matter, has united against him
and expressed their distrust of his partisanship . . .”
(18:667–668). Apparently, she never felt that her
own partisanship could have engendered similar
distrust. Thus was Melanie Klein! Nothing would
trouble her! At least, not in public or in her own
writings.
Ella Sharpe expressed the true intimate institutional reasons for Glover’s resignation during this
same meeting. She said:
I do not support Dr. Glover’s proposal to report to the
Society that training has broken down scientifically and
practically. . . . I wish Dr. Glover had not allowed
himself to attack his English colleagues, who during
these years have given students and their welfare the
most assiduous and unfailing attention, believing that in
that way the securest foundation for sound judgements
would be laid. “Timid”, “indifferent, “incoherent”,
“unorganised”, are the epithets he allows himself. That
is as far as Dr Glover seems to see or understand. The
worst of making unconsidered charges of this kind is
that of provoking counter charges.

Ella Sharpe, I believe, was expressing the
general feelings of the Training Committee.
At the beginning of February, members were
informed of Glover’s resignation during an extraordinary business meeting. They were surprised
and torn as to the measures that should be taken
following Glover’s letter and Sylvia Payne’s
commentaries. The proposal that certain members
not be allowed to teach was deleted from the final

256

Int Forum Psychoanal 10, 2001

L. E. Prado de Oliveira

report of the Training Committee. Anna Freud and
Melanie Klein had many reasons to be satisfied,
even though the former did not immediately
reassume her teaching inside the British PsychoAnalytical Society.
A certain aspect of these meetings, Glover’s and
Melitta Schmideberg’s personal attacks against
Melanie Klein and her group, have been a pale
shadow of the discussions between Anna Freud
and Melanie Klein, a superficial remake of the
exchange conferences between Vienna and London. After Glover’s resignation, the Society calmly
tackled the issue of regression, raised by Susan
Isaacs and Paula Heimann1. As history usually
plays its tricks well, at this same meeting, members
were to share one of the most interesting discussions of the entire controversies, bearing on the
death drive. Was this not what had driven Glover
and Schmideberg and what the Society had learned
to protect itself from, through thought and theorisation? On March 8, the Training Committee’s
final report was discussed at an extraordinary
business meeting. In it, Strachey explained his
own work and emphasised that the final report
included many of Glover’s views.
Meanwhile, the Second World War reached its
end and so did the pioneer group of Kleinians.
From 1947 on, a distance began to grow between
Joan Riviere and Melanie Klein, John Rickman
was no longer considered a Kleinian, Susan Isaacs
died suddenly in 1948 and, as of 1949, Paula
Heimann and Melanie Klein started to avoid each
other, after the former had published a paper on
countertransference, the only point that Melanie
Klein could not accept and that her theory could
not include. On June 26, 1946, after a two-year
absence, Anna Freud returned to the Society’s

1
May I suggest here authors who play with puns and forenames
would be bewitched if he learned that the new concept introduced by
the Kleinians simply corresponded to Paula Heimann initials, ph, for
phantasy?
2
Later on Young-Bruehl wrote: “But the general structure of their
groups was as different as a hierarchical convent is from a
charismatic cult. Collectively, the Kleinians thought of themselves
as crusaders and tended to view the Anna Freudians as authoritarians
unwilling to hear challenging views, while the Anna Freudians
thought of themselves as the bastion of reasoned science and looked
on the Kleinians as power seekers and manipulators, subversives
whose claim to be the truly “deep” theoreticians was a Trojan horse
in psychoanalysis” (24:268). She may be right, but these are general
characteristics of all partisan groups. What she neglects is the place
of phantasy and transference to and among psychoanalysts engaged
in controversies.

meetings; in November, peace was established and
the project of a psychoanalytic training based on
two courses was established. Time was to bring
more reasonable alternatives to this project.

And After
However, in many ways, the controversies were
still not over. I want to mention some occurrences
that witness of their persistence.
On June 3, 1954, Winnicott wrote to Anna Freud
and Melanie Klein, asking them to put an end to
their groups or at least to their official existence.
He wrote: “We might say that whereas Mrs Klein’s
partisans are all children and grandchildren, Mrs
Freud’s have all been to the same school.” (23:71–
72)2. This seemed to be a delicate way of implying
that being a children’s analyst would not help
Melanie Klein to mourn her own children or to
mourn the idealised mother she might have
dreamed to be or to possess, nor would it help
Anna Freud to mourn her early schoolteacher
dreams or to abandon her desires to own something
belonging to her dearest friend Dorothy Burlingham (24:121).
In fact, Winnicott was already writing from a
Middle Group point of view. If this group came to
be the external guarantor of an angry mutual
comprehension between those two groups, it was,
by the same token, excluded from the complicity
that such querulous cohabitation implies. We could
foresee that another querulous controversy would
appear between this group and the Kleinians, as it
was clear that Kleinians had created their own
“victory” over Glover when creating the myth that
the 1942 controversies were between Melanie
Klein and Anna Freud, even if they denied and
always deny that these controversies, as such and
as a myth, were their own creation as much as
Glover’s.
As of 1963, the drama in the atmosphere slowly
began to dissipate. Concerning the transformations
of the British society, Strachey stated in his speech
for its Jubilee:
Moreover, I should question, really, whether such
changes are as important basically as is sometimes
believed. No doubt we nowadays hear rather more of
mamma and rather less of papa. But I suspect that the
really fundamental points in Freud’s discoveries remains unchanged – such as the difference between the
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primary and secondary processes of thought. (25:22–
24).

We should remember that the disregard for this
distinction was one of Glover’s main criticisms of
Melanie Klein.
Nowadays, at least in some sectors of French
psychoanalysis, there is profound acknowledgement of what this discipline owes both to Anna
Freud and to Melanie Klein, which does not seem
to be the case in England or in the United States3.
Anna Freud and Melanie Klein constitute an
essential and rich part of our inheritance. Anna
Freud worked with children’s families, with
deprived children from Vienna and later with
children having survived concentration camps.
She was the first to do this and also one of the
very few to have done it. She was among the first to
create children’s guidance clinics, which nowadays are so spread in European countries. These
experiences inspired those of us who work under
difficult conditions. Melanie Klein’s approach to
the Œdipus complex and to the basic positions of
mental functioning were revolutionary and no
longer need to be proved, even if it is always good
to underline them.
In any case, when transference and countertransference are not acknowledged, what is no
longer dramatised in one place will reappear as
new drama elsewhere. When the British crisis
reached a fair end, the French crisis started to
grow. What disappeared with Glover, reappeared
with Lacan, from an institutional and political
point of view. Of course, many things were not
acknowledged, for psychoanalytic history seems to
be, to a great extent, a permanent return of the
repressed. Between Anna Freud and Melanie
Klein, there seems to have been a repressed
transferential and countertransferential element:
when Anna Freud advocated the coexistence of
education and psychoanalysis, she was mainly
justifying her analysis with her father, whereas
3
Compare, for instance, R. Diatkine’s, J.-A. Favreau’s, S. Lebovici’s, P. Luquet’s, J. Luquet-Parat’s, La psychanalyse aujourd’hui,
under S. Nacht’s direction, PUF, 1956, and “The Controversial
Discussions : Fifty Years Later”, The British Psycho-Analytical
Society Bulletin, vol. 35, n° 9, October 1999. This paper, edited by E.
Spillius, is the transcription of a discussion held at the 1998 Fall
Meeting of the American Psychoanalytic Association at New York
City and it incorporates G. Gabbard’s, R. Britton’s, P. Fonagy’s, D.
Tuckett’s revisions. Although it is quite interesting, it misses the
essential issues of these controversies.

257

when Melanie Klein saw an abyss between these
two disciplines, she was mainly trying to repress
the fact that her first experiences as an analyst were
with her own children. Both these women made
important contributions to psychoanalytic theory.
Their human differences seem irrelevant today,
especially if we take into account the fact that, in
many ways, their sufferings were similar. Among
these, I would like to emphasise their difficulty to
mourn their ancestors, not only their relatives but
also their cultural ancestors. We have also inherited these difficulties.
The forces that clashed during the controversies
were not mainly those of these two women, but
between beliefs in psychoanalysis as based on the
acknowledgement of transference and history, as
suggested in Strachey’s reports, and as based on a
totalitarian comprehension of psychoanalytic objectivity and its consequence for human beings.
Also in this sense, these controversies are still a
current issue.
Only our neutral attention guarantees that
countertransference and interpretation will not
become suggestion, and will protect the development of our patients’ metapsychology during
treatment. Only our capacity to remember can
transform mourning into creativity. Our psychoanalytic institutions should protect this infinitely
delicate work, rather than attack it.
Translated by Simone Bateman
Revision and English bibliography Paula Barkay
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German and Spanish Summaries
Prado de Oliveira LE: Das Wesen der Übertragung zwischen
Anna Freud und Melanie Klein: Lehren aus den Kontroversen.

Prado de Oliveira LE. La naturaleza de la transferencia entre
Anna Freud y Melanie Klein: aprendiendo de las controversias.

In dem wir auf der Basis unserer Theorien arbeiten, erfreuen
wir uns der Entfaltung der Logik in den Konzepten und deren
Enstprechung in der klinischen Erfahrung. Solche Freude
verdeckt andere Entwicklungen, deren einzige Inhalte das
Verlangen nach Liebe, sexuelle Neugier und die Befriedigung
von Hassgefühlen sind, welche, verherrlicht oder verachtet,
aus der Kindheit in andere Welten übertragen werden. Wenn
wir an unseren psychoanalytischen Institutionen partizipieren, verspüren wir Stolz oder sogar Eitelkeit, Teilnehmer
der grossen historischen Entwicklung der Psychoanalyse zu
sein. Dies verbirgt die Uebertragungsarbeit in unserem
institutionellen Leben, die unreife sexuelle Uebertragung an
ihren Ursprüngen, welche mütterliche, väterliche oder brüderliche Objekte beinhalten. Dies ist die zwingende Kraft der
Uebertragung. Wir sollten uns dessen voll bewusst sein, wie
es uns Strachey oder Balint bereits erwiesen haben, um die
Gewalt der Uebertragung zu verringern und unsere Kreativität
zu fördern.
Anna Freuds und Melanie Kleins Auseinandersetzungen
hatten eine eigene Wirklichkeit. Diese Wirklichkeit wurde
schnell vergessen und zersplitterte in mehrere Konflikte, wie
etwa jenen zwischen Jones und Freud oder zwischen Glover
und dem Rest der Britischen Psychoanalytischen Gesellschaft
jener Zeit. Dieses neue Aufarbeiten gab ideologischen
Elementen Aufschwung, welche seither die Geschichte der
psychoanalytischen Theorie durchdrangen und psychoanalytische Methoden und die psychoanalytische Klinik beeinflusst
haben. Es ist heute für uns wichtig, diese Ideologien zu
erhellen, um unsere Errungenschaften zu überprüfen.

Aprendiendo de las controversias. Al trabajar sobre nuestras
teorias, nos alegramos con el descubrimiento de conceptos
lógicos y sus articulaciones en la experiencia clinica. Esta
alegria esconde otros movimientos en los cuales la ünica
apuesta son demandas de amor, curiosidad sexual y la
satisfacción de odio, transferidos desde la infancia a otros
mundos idealizados o rechazados. Cuando participamos en
nuestras instituciones psicoanaliticas, sentimos orgullo o
vanidad de estar participando en el importante movimiento
del psicoanalisis. Esto encubre el trabajo de la transferencia
en nuestra vida institucional, transferencia sexual ordinaria y
sus origenes, que implica objetos maternal, paternal o
fraterno. Esto es el poder constrictivo de la transferencia.
Debemos estar atentos a ella, como Strachey o Balint nos han
enseñado a atenuar la violencia de transferencia y estimular
nuestra creatividad. Las controversias Anna Freud y Melanie
Klein, tienen una realidad por ellas mismas. Esta realidad fué
olvidada muy pronto y atrapada en varios conflictos como los
que existieron entre Jones y Freud o entre Glover y el resto de
la sociedad psicoanalitica britanica. Estas re-elaboraciones
revelan elementos ideologicos, los cuales siempre han
difundido la historia de la teorı́a psicoanalitica, influyendo
en los métodos psicoanaliticos y clinicos. Es importante para
nosotros dilucidar estos elementos ideológicos para perfeccionar nuestros logros.

