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Original Papers
“Worthless Female Material”: Nursemaids and Governesses in

Freud's Cases
Daria Colombo

The figure of the governess, central in Freud's own history, is
present in most of his cases. Freud described his nursemaid as
“the prime originator” of his neuroses. Well after Freud's
abandonment of the seduction theory, female servants were
consistently portrayed as seducing boys, while their relationship
with girls consisted of identification and rivalry. The role of
Freud's own surrogate mother in his life and writing is examined,
and two cases, Lucy R. and Dora, are looked at through the lens
of female caretaking. A review and integration of relevant
literature is followed by an exploration of the perplexing
adherence in Freud's writing to the reality of seduction by a
governess, even after he had abandoned the seduction theory. It is
argued that it is in the figure of the female maid that the
“shadowy” early history of Freud's mothering experiences may
actually be engaged, however indirectly and unconsciously. This
figure, and Freud's powerful, problematic identification with her,
is a thread that when pulled helps unravel struggles in Freud's
early theoretical development around issues of female sexuality
and analytic authority. Revisiting Lucy R. and Dora provides a
new perspective on Freud's difficulty with maternal
transferences, and restores to their original importance his
“worthless” governesses, those first analysts.

In 1898 Freud wrote to Fliess, “In all analyses one hears the same story
twice: once as a fantasy about the mother; the second as a real memory of the
maid” (Masson 1985, p. 317). While Freud had already abandoned the
seduction theory—theorizing instead that seduction by the parent is fantasized,
and not a reality—he almost casually asserts that actual seductions are
frequently perpetrated by maids. No longer etiologically necessary for his
theory of neuroses, these episodes, oddly cordoned off
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from the fantasy that unmoored unquestioned faith in parental seductions,
persist. Ubiquitous yet marginal, escaping oedipal prohibitions while intimate
with the family, and often, in Freud's writing, sexually forthright or even
aggressive, nursemaids and governesses play a surprisingly consistent role.
Freud's early writings are strewn with vignettes in which a female servant,
described in one as a “corrupter of youth” (1895b, p. 275), molests her
charges. A little boy exhibits “practices to which he himself had been
subjected to by some female servant or governess and which on account of
their origin were often of a disgusting sort” (1896c, p. 152). A boy who is “a
victim of his nursemaid” later “committed an act of sexual aggression against
his sister, in which he repeated precisely the same procedure to which he
himself had been subjected” (1896b, p. 164). Of yet another, Freud writes,
“Years before, a servant-girl who put the nice-looking boy to bed had taken
the opportunity of lying down on him and abusing him sexually” (1896b, p.
172). These comments date from before the abandonment of the seduction
theory, as does the Lucy R. case. The Dora case is written on the cusp of that
abandonment. But the “real memory of the maid” continues to play a
surprisingly central role. More than thirty years after abandoning the
seduction theory, Freud (1931) wrote of “actual seduction” carried about by
other children or “by someone in charge of the child” (p. 232). Those in
charge of the child certainly include the mother, and certainly the occasional
occurrence of real seductions was never denied by Freud: but neither has it
been observed that it is precisely those events associated with nursemaids,
unlike those associated with parents, that are repeatedly and emphatically
accorded historical as well as psychic truth.

The nursemaids (I will use the terms governess and nursemaid
interchangeably, as for the intent of this paper the distinction between the
roles is irrelevant) are indeed compelling figures, both marginal and central.
They are marginal as persons of little power in the household, and as figures
attracting scant interest in both early and ongoing psychoanalytic theory—
considered, if at all, as maternal transference displacements rather than
figures in their own right. Yet their importance is striking, if unacknowledged:
they crop up in cases, anecdotes, and vignettes with greater frequency than
mothers and provide data about Freud's engagement with early mothering
experiences. Moreover, the nursemaid, typically presented by both Freud and
a great deal of the literature as a mere replacement/displacement of the
mother, is insistently located in the realm of hard fact rather than fantasy.
Even as Freud enlarges the role of unconscious fantasy,
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these nursemaids, with their unquestioned real seductions, constitute a
theoretical blind spot. There must be some pressure, outside of the exigencies
of theory building, to collar them for the crime.

In the Lucy R. and Dora cases, the idea of what a governess is to a family
includes both seduction, either submitted to or sought, and the threat of loss or
dismissal as a direct consequence of seductions gone awry. In the figure of the
governess, a certain sexual avidity and activity is identified that is at odds
with the subsequent elaboration of the passive nature of female sexuality, an
aggression that is held on to in their seductivity, one that persists in Freud's
writing long after the importance of seduction has theoretically been
outgrown, both in declaring seductions to be fantasies, and then in making
seductions, when they actually did occur, redundant and unnecessary. Freud
wrote late in his career that the intimate care of infants, by the mother or the
nurse, is inevitably stimulating, appearing there to collapse the distinction
between nurse and mother. Yet throughout his writing, this nursemaid/mother
distinction is actually one that is consistently inconsistent, intriguingly
complex: the nurse at times acts as a screen for the mother, the mother as a
screen for the nurse, the importance of each figure at times minimized, at
others enlarged both as a unit and in contradistinction to each other.

Finally, a key feature of the Lucy R. and Dora cases is the issue of analytic
authority: just as Freud's own history with his nursemaid dates from his
vulnerable early childhood, so the cases of Lucy R. and Dora were written
during turning points in Freud's theory building, moments at which his
professional authority was fragile and consciously fraught with uncertainty.
There is in both cases a slippage of analytic authority and female/male
identifications that I argue is linked to the identification of Lucy R. and Dora
with governesses, governesses who potentially are replacements for a dead or
unavailable mother. At that point, Freud was not quite “Freud” yet; these
cases provide a view into developing theory and an early clue to what
persisted as an intractable problem for Freud, namely, female sexuality and
female identification in males. A close reading of the Dora and Lucy R. cases,
in the context of Freud's own nursemaid relationship, will shed light on the
intriguing persistence of Freud's attribution to nursemaids of “real” rather than
fantasized seductions, and underscore the pivotal and interrelated role of
these figures in his personal life and in his theorizing. What follows is a
series of speculations and observations focused on the depiction of
nursemaids within the context of the development and abandonment of the
seduction theory. The contradictions
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and inconsistencies along this path are plentiful, reflecting both the difficulty
with which Freud approached female sexuality and the extraordinary richness
of his writing, in which the very tools Freud developed can help us mine
further the data he provided. The aim is to focus attention on, rather than come
to conclusions about, these supposedly secondary, marginal women in whose
arms Freud, and many of us, found and (mis) remember ourselves.

In a draft sent by Freud to Fliess in 1897 concerning early sexual
experiences and their role in the etiology of hysteria, there is a section titled
“The Part Played by Servant Girls.” Freud assumed sexual contact between
the men of the household and servant girls to be commonplace, and discussed
the consequences for the daughters of the house: “An immense load of guilt,
with self-reproaches (for theft, abortion), is made possible by identification
with these people of low morals who are so often remembered, in a sexual
connection with father or brother, as worthless female material” (Masson
1985, p. 241). Sexual contact with children was also a concern. Freud noted
in 1896 that “our children are far more often exposed to sexual assaults than
the few precautions taken by parents in this connection would lead us to
expect…. there are several publications by paediatricians which stigmatize
the frequency of sexual practices by nurses and nursery maids, carried out
even on infants in arms” (1896a, p. 207). “Foremost among those guilty of
abuses like these, with their momentous consequences, are nursemaids,
governesses and domestic servants, to whose care children are only too
thoughtlessly entrusted” (1896b, p. 164).

While Freud certainly acknowledged seduction by both parents, and wrote
that “a child's intercourse with anyone responsible for his care affords him an
unending source of sexual excitation” (1905b, p. 223), the frequency in
Freud's writing of female servants having sexual contact with children,
particularly boys, is striking. Females, while certainly not immune to such
experiences, do not seem to require them for their sexuality to unfold; it is the
boys whom Freud consistently described as having experienced actual
seductions by maids, seductions clearly delineated off from fantasy by Freud.

This was in fact Freud's experience with his own nursemaid, whom he
recalled during an early period of his self-analysis. Freud, in a letter to
Fliess, wrote of his neuroses that their “‘prime originator’ was an ugly,
elderly, but clever woman” (Masson 1985, p. 268). This was Monica Zajic, a
Roman Catholic Czech woman who served as Freud's nursemaid until
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he was two and a half, at which time she was dismissed from the household
for stealing (Clark 1980, p. 11). Freud mentions his nurse in his letters, in
papers on screen memories (in which the memory is anonymous), in The
Interpretation of Dreams (1900), and in autobiographical portions of The
Psychopathology of Everyday Life (1901). He wrote to Fliess, referring to
her abrupt dismissal for stealing, “I said to myself that if the old woman
disappeared from my life so suddenly, it must be possible to demonstrate the
impression this made on me” (Masson 1985, p. 271). If the nurse was the
cause of his neurosis, she also embodied the possibility of cure. Freud noted
of his memories, “If they come [to light] and I succeed in resolving my own
hysteria, then I shall be grateful to the memory of the old woman who
provided me at such an early age with the means for living and going on
living” (Masson 1985, p. 269). Indeed, Gallop (1990) notes that “the original
‘analyst’, the earliest person paid to replace the mother, is that frequent
character in Freud's histories, the nursemaid/governess” (p. 212).

Nursemaids and governesses were commonly part of middle-class
households, indispensable but also—in many ways—dangerous:
personifications of potential sexual, economic, and moral instability. Gallop
(1990) and Appignanesi and Forrester (1992) observe that the servant
women in Freud's cases ruptured and left their own nuclear family to be in
service, and were employed only as long as they remained unmarried. Ideas
about women and sexuality were changing. Freud commented in a footnote to
the Little Hans case: “Ce que femme veut, Dieux veut” (What woman wants,
God wants) (Freud 1909a, p. 91). This comment, with its somewhat
exasperated tone, underscores the ambivalence toward female authority
during Freud's time, an attitude that pervaded middle-class culture. The
nursemaids and governesses who wielded enormous authority over children
were both minimized (“worthless”) and feared to be dangerously influential.
A concern over these unmoored, unmarried women's sexuality was common
among Freud's contemporaries: “one of the most striking contradictions in the
Victorian idea of the governess [is] that a political insistence on her non-
sexual nature coincided, in popular and literary culture, with rampant
fantasies about her sexual desires” (Broughton and Symes 1997, p. 178). By
the end of the nineteenth century, an advertisement for a “governess” in the
less reputable English papers had become code for a better class of prostitute;
the term was so debased that around that time mere was a return to the term
“mistress” to avoid its obscene connotations (Broughton and Symes 1997, p.
180).
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Freud's assumption of the inevitability of the servant's sexual relationships
with employers reflects that the fantasies about these working women were
not limited to England, but represented common cultural concerns of the time
throughout Europe. Clearly, fantasies about the sexual life of these women had
implications for the children with whom they were so closely involved. In the
era's households, great emphasis was placed on keeping matters of the body
—its physical needs in particular—separate from an idealized and sanitized
domesticity (Davidoff 1979, p. 89). Nursemaids generally tended to the
physical needs and comforts of children more than their mothers did, while
governesses were responsible for their ethical education; thus, there was
concern that during a phase of life increasingly recognized as being separate
from adulthood, children were vulnerable to their caretakers' moral, or rather,
immoral, influence. Concern about children's sexual activity was also a
central focus of medical literature at that time. According to Gilman (1981),
“The labeling of sexual activity, whether masturbatory, heterosexual, or
homosexual, as pathological when found in children reflects the stereotype of
the ‘pure child’ present in Romantic thought. The early nineteenth century saw
the child almost as noncorporeal, the polar opposite to the pathologically
sensual masturbator” (p. 340).

The governesses and maids intended to be the educators and protectors of
innocent children were feared to be, much more frequently, their corrupters. If
the bourgeoisie worried about their children's susceptibility to servants of
questionable morality, in Freud's cases this concern persisted, but with a
strange tension: even as his ideas about infantile sexuality are developed such
that no actual seduction is required, governesses/nursemaids continue to be
reported as sexually aggressive with their small charges. Swan (1974) writes
of the way in which, in Freud's work, “the contradictions of late-nineteenth-
century bourgeois society appear in the form of unresolved conflicts about
masculine and feminine identification” (p. 5). He argues that Freud's need to
associate femininity with passivity and dependence and deny his own
passivity and homosexual fantasies led to his relative neglect of the
importance of the mother-child relationship. But the nursemaid relationship is
neither neglected, nor is it, on close reading, minimized. Both pervasive and
textually insubordinate, this relationship poses contradictions and exceptions
to the theories being elaborated, and challenges to Freud as theorist. The
nursemaids prove an exception to a general female sexual passivity, and it
will be seen how in encountering them, Freud repeatedly either questions or
asserts some aspect of his analytic authority.
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Hardin and Hardin (2000) identify a striking absence in the
developmental literature of an examination of the role of the early primary
surrogate mother, and observe that “limitations in Freud's understanding of the
concepts of loss and mothering were considered to be a consequence of the
technical impossibility of uncovering the full significance of his experience
with his Kinderfrau in his self-analysis” (pp. 1231-1232). Many have written
about the nursemaid as a displacement figure for maternal transferences, but
most have underplayed her importance as a separate, real person. While
conflicts and attachments that cannot be explored in the context of an idealized
and inhibited mother-son relationship appear, somewhat disguised and
displaced, in descriptions of nurses and maids, I will attempt to show how in
the cases of Lucy R. and Dora maternal surrogates function not only as
vehicles for split-off aspects of the maternal transference, but also as
important, independent object relationships, a role perhaps more important
than is appreciated in the literature. The discourse about Dora, while noting
how she is identified with a governess, has not fully traced how the figure of
nursemaid/governess acts as a thread of problematic female identifications
throughout Freud's writing. Most important, these treatments of nannies have
not considered how they may function as an exegesis of the difficulties Freud
had in moving beyond the seduction theory, a theory linked to his own early
seduction.

Freud's original relationship with nursemaids was, naturally, as a small
child, when he himself was powerless and helpless. That “real” seduction
continued to be attributed so consistently to female servants, even as the roles
of reality and fantasy in seduction theory shifted, suggests the curious and
powerful role played by these ostensibly secondary figures for Freud. He
never concluded that these reports about maids were themselves fantasies,
arising at least sometimes from a projection of a child's own powerful wishes
and longings. Relationships with nursemaids inevitably end; employees are
let go, children grow. The inevitable loss built into the relationship is at once
routine for the parent and potentially heartbreaking for the bewildered charge;
in the conflicted need to hold on to the figure of the nursemaid that
reverberates through the Lucy R. and Dora cases, we see Freud struggling
between being a child and an authority in the transference.

The “Prime Originator”: Freud's Nursemaid
During Freud's early life, the middle-class habit of employing a nurse or

governess was not within the means of his financially struggling family.
Davidoff (1979) describes the situation: “Freud's nurse was actually a maid
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who worked in the family before he was born and who had other duties in
addition to looking after him. This was a much more common experience than
the specialized nanny we expect from nostalgic fiction. Freud's nurse was of
Czech working-class and Catholic origin so that her employment by a
bourgeois, German-Jewish family implied cultural, social, economic and
ethnic inferiority” (p. 94).

The Freuds occupied a small two-story house owned by Johann Zajic, a
locksmith. Eissler (1978a) describes how the locksmith shop of the Zajic
family, which had been there for five generations, occupied the two ground-
floor rooms; the living quarters of the Freud and Zajic families were upstairs
(p. 11). In his biography of Freud, Clark (1980) describes Freud's maid as
“Monica Zajic, a maid-servant who worked for his half-brother Emmanuel's
wife and also for his mother” (p. 11). These are the two sources most often
cited in further writing about this nurse. It is of course implied that Monica is
related to the owner of the house, but the implication of her being both servant
and landlord—not to mention the effect on the household of her being arrested
for theft—is nowhere discussed. Her name is not mentioned in the Jones
biography; he writes of her as “a Nannie, old and ugly, with the nurse's
normal mixture of affection for children and severity towards their
transgressions; she was capable and efficient” (Jones 1953, p. 5). As Barron
and Smith (1991) point out, though Freud refers to her as a “prehistoric old
nurse” (1900, p. 248), she is in fact Freud's father's contemporary (p. 147).

In 1897 Freud wrote about her to Fliess: “in my case the ‘prime originator’
was an ugly, elderly, but clever woman, who told me a great deal about God
Almighty and hell and who instilled in me a high opinion of my own
capacities” (Masson 1985, p. 268). His first adjective for the maid is “ugly.”
The passage that follows is Freud's famous memory of his beautiful young
“matrem,” whom he sees “nudam” during a train journey, a passage in which
it has been noted that Freud made himself younger than he was, perhaps in
order to minimize the sexual feelings he would be expected to feel (Gay
1984, p. 11). In fact it is the ugly old woman who introduces him to sexuality
and to the less picturesque aspects of the female body. She washes him “in
reddish water in which she had previously washed herself (Masson 1985, p.
269), implying that she was not too old to menstruate. She “was my teacher in
sexual matters and complained because I was clumsy and unable to do
anything” (p. 269), Freud wrote, contradicting the assertion that she only gave
him a “high opinion
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of [his] capacities.” As Swan (1974) argues, Freud appears to remember his
maid as both arousing and disapproving.

Freud portrays himself as sexually powerless, passive, and vulnerable; his
immersion in bloody water suggests both the nurse's reproductive power and
the threat of castration. His memory of her as old and ugly may have warded
off any possibility that he found her arousing (Swan 1974, p. 17)—like his
distorting the age at which he saw his mother nude. And, as Steven Marcus
(1990) has ventured of Freud's need to “disappear” into French in the Dora
case (p. 83), here he needed to use Latin to describe his mother as naked; we
also know that he likely spoke with his nursemaid in Czech. One of the
dreams he describes to Fliess is of encountering a “maid-servant” on the
staircase and finding himself “glued to the steps and unable to budge from the
spot” (Freud 1900, p. 238); his association to this dream is of the elderly
maid of one of his patients.

Freud's maid was arrested for stealing, the police notified by Freud's much
older brother Philipp. She is thus a petty thief, as well as a powerful mother
substitute, and the economic desperation of her act occurs during a time when
the Freuds themselves lived in straitened circumstances. In a letter to Fliess in
1897, discussing his self-analysis, Freud recalled what appears to be a screen
memory in which Philipp opened a cupboard to show him that his mother was
not there: “I must have begged him to open the cupboard. When I could not
find my mother, I feared she must have vanished, like my nurse not long
before” (Masson 1985, p. 272; emphasis added). He gives some associations
to this, and refers to the “gripping power” of Oedipus Rex (p. 272), but his
discussion of both the nurse and his mother is fairly circumscribed. His
mother is in fact returned to him, slender again after yet another pregnancy,
but the nurse's departure, instigated by Philipp, is a permanent loss.

Freud's remembered seduction at the hands of his nurse, and the loss of the
nurse herself, are essential elements of his recollections. The loss is
minimized and subsumed into feelings about the mother, but echoes of the
seduction are heard—and perhaps listened for—in the repeated, inevitable
experiences of Freud's male cases. Freud later interprets memories of sexual
abuse largely as projections of wishes and fantasies; but even as his theory
moves in this direction, his own fantasies appear to concretize a “real,”
seductive nursemaid, re-creating and recapturing this lost figure through
sexual encounters unquestioningly understood as actual experiences.
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Freud described to Fliess a dream he understood to be about his
nursemaid's initiating him to sexual matters, ending with the observation that
“the whole dream was full of the most wounding references to my present
uselessness as therapist. Perhaps the origin of my tendency to believe in the
incurability of hysteria should be sought here” (Masson 1985, p. 269). That
the only case devoted to an actual governess, Lucy R., abounds with repeated
concerns about his abilities as therapist seems relevant; but, as we will see, it
is precisely and repeatedly in the presence of nursemaids, or in identification
with women as nursemaids, that Freud's concern over his capabilities and
authority is expressed.

Lucy R.
Freud saw Miss Lucy R. in 1892. She was referred by “a colleague of

[his] acquaintance,” apparently Fliess, who had treated her for “chronically
recurrent suppurative rhinitis” (1895a, p. 107; Appignanesi and Forrester
1992, p. 114). She came to Freud because “she was suffering from depression
and fatigue and was tormented by subjective sensations of smell” (1895a, p.
106). In particular, she described an olfactory hallucination of “burnt
pudding,” and Freud sought, in a treatment that took place over nine weeks,
the precipitating event linked to this smell. He hypothesized that her symptoms
were an “hysterical attack” (p. 107) stemming from trauma.

Lucy R. was an English governess taking care of two children in a
household in which the mother had recently died. Like the landlord/servant
Monica, she had an ambiguous social role: “Their mother was a distant
relation of my mother's, and I had promised her on her death-bed that I would
devote myself with all my power to the children, that I would not leave them
and that I would take their mother's place with them” (Freud 1895a, p. 115).
She remembered a scene in which the smell of burnt pudding was present as
the children grabbed from her a letter from her mother, saying they wanted to
save it for her birthday. Freud's first thought was of a conflict between her
wanting to leave the children to see her own mother and her promise to the
children's mother to stay and care for them. But instead she revealed that the
actual problem was her discomfort in the house: “The housekeeper, the cook
and the French governess seem to have thought I was putting myself above my
station. They joined in a little intrigue against me and said all sorts of things
against me to the children's grandfather, and I didn't get as much support as I
had expected from the two gentlemen when I complained to them” (p. 115).
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But Freud, believing that hysteria can arise only from an idea
“intentionally repressed from consciousness” (p. 116), concluded that she
must be in love with her employer, which Lucy easily confirmed. He expected
this to alleviate her symptoms, but instead another smell appeared, that of
cigar smoke. Not to be deterred, Freud “did not hesitate to set about the task
of getting rid of this new mnemic symbol by analysis” (p. 119). Lucy recalled
a meal at which the chief accountant, who was smoking along with the
employer and his father, tried to kiss the children good-bye, and the employer
yelled, “Don't kiss the children!” This in turn was associated with an earlier
scene, the “really operative trauma,” which was the employer's outburst when
a female visitor kissed the two children on the mouth as she was leaving:
“after she was gone his fury burst upon the head of the unlucky governess. He
said he held her responsible if anyone kissed the children on the mouth, that it
was her duty not to permit it and that she was guilty of dereliction of duty if
she allowed it; if it ever happened again he would entrust his children's
upbringing to other hands” (p. 120). It was then that the governess realized her
hopes of love from her employer were in vain. With the recall of this scene,
her symptoms faded.

Early in the case, Freud describes his shift from hypnosis to the pressure
technique. He says of his failure with hypnotism, “as soon as I tried to
practise this art on my own patients, I discovered that my powers at least
were subject to severe limits” (p. 108). Freud mentions how his failure with
hypnosis “shook [patients'] confidence in me” and writes of other
practitioners who “can get out of such difficulties with more skill than I can.”
Recall the boy who is “clumsy and unable to do anything” in his nanny's eyes.
Freud's embarrassment is mentioned three times, and his relief when he used
the pressure technique is palpable: it “yielded me the precise results I
needed,” he writes, and “has scarcely ever left me in the lurch since then”; he
“grew so confident” that he “turned out invariably to be right” (p. 111). When
Lucy R. said of her hopes for marriage that people would laugh at her “if they
had any idea of it” (p. 117), her fear of embarrassment recalls Freud's
patients remonstrating, “But, doctor, I'm not asleep” (p. 108), as he attempted
their hypnosis.

Lucy R. and Freud both struggled with their self-respect in the light of their
shifting and tenuous roles. Janet Malcolm (1990) detects a “tone of
cordiality, almost collegiality, that creeps into Freud's account of his
treatment of [Lucy R.]. Like him … Lucy R. had to earn a living and was
dependent on the good will, and frequently on the whim, of her employer” (p.
312). Both relative and employee, mother substitute and
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possible mother, Lucy R.'s place was not clearly fixed. Similarly, Freud,
trying to establish his practice, shifted his allegiance away from Bernheim,
attempted to gain the confidence of his patients with a new technique, and
desperately required the support of Fliess (one recalls Lucy's disappointment
at not receiving support from either her employer or the employer's father).
He seems to have been quite insistent that Lucy R. remain in her role as
governess; the idea that she might want to join her mother was dismissed as a
mere excuse for wanting to flee service; the possibility that she could be fired
(because in accordance with the logic of the employer's first tirade, she
should be sent away as someone who had almost let the children be kissed
again) is not addressed. And marriage to her employer is dismissed as
entirely impossible. Freud writes, rather emphatically, of the conversation
between Lucy R. and her employer before the latter's outburst about the
children's being kissed: “She entirely agreed with me that the look she had
caught during their conversation had probably sprung from his thoughts about
his wife, and she recognized quite clearly that there was no prospect of her
feelings for him meeting with any return” (p. 118).

There is nothing to clarify why Freud, who did not himself see “the look
she had caught,” was so certain, only a sense that Freud felt she should remain
in service: after all, he argued, her mother wasn't ill, she was cared for by a
companion (a substitute for Lucy), and (in his mind) there could be no doubt
about the permanence of her servitude. Appignanesi and Forrester (1992)
wonder, “Did Freud reconcile her to her position as downtrodden and
exploited woman, wasting her life away being the servant?” (p. 116). The
kissing is also intriguing: in the earlier instance, of the children's being kissed
on the mouth, the governess was blamed; but in the later instance, remembered
first, the accountant was blamed for attempting to kiss them, and the memory
of this reactivated that of the first. It is the memory of the governess being
furiously held responsible for a seduction that is the key to resolving her
symptoms, and to exposing the infeasibility of her hope for marriage. I would
argue that it is the memory of Freud's own nursemaid, whose loss was so
abrupt and uncontrollable, that limits Freud's ability to envision or endorse a
similar disruption of Lucy R.'s role in the household—especially during a
time when he had so much uncertainty in his technique and even in his
practice, so much so that Lucy R's treatment itself was subjected to less than
ideal conditions, with limited hours and interruptions imposed both by Lucy
R.'s duties and Freud's exigencies (p. 107).
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During the last visit from Lucy R., Freud saw her in high spirits: “I thought
for a moment that after all I had been wrong about the situation, and that the
children's governess has become the Director's fiancée. But she dispelled my
notion” (p. 121). The governess's fantasy ended up in Freud's head (becoming
“my notion”), along with the fantasy that love had restored her spirits more
than had his new pressure method and their work with it. This new technique,
so proudly touted as one that led him “invariably to be right,” seems to have
fallen temporarily under the wheels of this fantasy, as when a boy realizes his
cleverness cannot truly capture the object of his oedipal longings, who wants
a real man. Lucy R. does not in fact become “worthless female material” who
seduces an employer. Indeed she appears more levelheaded than Freud,
notably saying early in the case, when confronted with her feelings, “We're
not responsible for our feelings anyhow” (p. 117).

Lucy R.'s wanting to leave service and rejoin her mother was quickly
dismissed as an excuse behind which the disappointment of not being loved
by her employer was hidden. In the haze of cigar smoke, there is a suggestion
of a transference to Freud as an erotic stand-in for the employer. But while it
is hard to trace any hint of a maternal transference, there is more than a hint of
Freud's discouragement of this potential role for him. Orgel (1996) discusses
the repudiated female components of Freud's identity and Freud's difficulty
with seeing himself as the recipient of maternal transferences (p. 45). Freud's
careful account of the perils of leaving hypnosis for the pressure technique is
contained within a case in which his brusque depiction of their “collegial,”
unemotional interaction suggests a very sharp distance between doctor and
patient. The dismissal of Lucy's longing for her mother, the catch-as-catch-can
nature of their sessions, the peculiar maturity of the patient who says, “After
all, I can have thoughts and feelings to myself” (1895a, p. 121), the lack of
interest in the children's attachment to Lucy (“‘I was moved because the
children were so affectionate to me.’—‘Weren't they always?’” (p. 115) all
point toward Freud's turning of attention away from maternal interactions and
transferences. The issue of who can or should take the mother's place was
embedded in the relationship between Lucy R. and Freud, who had difficulty
in identifying with her role as mother/caretaker, and in recognizing the
possibility that she was longing for him—either as an erotic male figure, or as
a maternal object, as she longed for her mother. That Lucy R. neither truly
replaced the mother by marrying, nor considered actually leaving, may be a
solution that both recalled and calmed Freud's fear that
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his pregnant mother would disappear, while symbolically repairing his
experience of the nurse's dismissal.

When Freud examined Lucy R.'s nose again near the end of the treatment,
he took on the more comfortable role of the masculine, penetrating physician
(p. 121). Fliess is invoked both at the beginning of the case and at its end, as
if to strengthen Freud's association with a virile male figure, though of course
he, like Lucy, was a patient of Fliess's and like her suffered from chronic
rhinitis. In an 1897 letter to Fliess, he recalls a dream about his nursemaid in
which he is stealing coins to give to her: “The dream could be summed up as
‘bad treatment.’ Just as the old woman got money from me for her bad
treatment, so today I get money for the bad treatment of my patients” (Masson
1985, p. 269). He identifies with his nursemaid in his capacity as a doctor; in
the Lucy R. case, with his new technique and his anxious insistence on being
“invariably right,” we see a careful distance from the patient that can be taken
as a repudiation of his identification with her (their both being patients of
Fliess, their being “joined in a little intrigue” against colleagues and being
ostracized by them). Lucy R. was the first patient with whom Freud described
his movement away from hypnosis; in fact she is the only one reported in
Studies on Hysteria who could not be hypnotized at all. She was certainly the
only one whose “whole analysis” was conducted “while she was in a state
which may in fact have differed very little from a normal one” (Freud 1895a,
p. 107).  Anna O. had her self-induced hypnotic states; Frau Emmy von N.
was “an excellent subject for hypnotism” (“I had only to hold up a finger in
front of her and order her to go to sleep, and she sank back with a dazed and
confused look” (1895a, p. 50); Frau Cecilie M. was hypnotized; and another
patient, mentioned in a footnote, was “an excellent subject for
somnambulism” (1895a, p. 100). With Fräulein Elisabeth von R., Freud
appears to not use hypnosis and to rely only on the pressure technique, but she
clearly is not in her “normal” state for much of the treatment. With Lucy R.,
Freud begins a movement away from hypnosis, but, unlike the other cases, his
use of the pressure technique accesses a circumscribed and contained issue, a
particular memory. Its boundaries so firmly in place—so unlike the intrepid,
searching investigation in the other cases—suggests the danger that the
governess figure stirs in him. And
—————————————

 One could argue that the Katharina case was also conducted with the
patient in a normal state, although this is more of a conversation with a
serving girl (again) than a formal treatment.
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again, Lucy R., the only governess Freud actually treated, insistently stays in
the realm of the “real”: stolidly present, fully conscious, and the only person
in any of his cases able to accept the death of a fantasy with such remarkable
complacency. That she is still in love “makes no difference” (p. 121). Freud's
childhood love for his nurse similarly made no difference. A nursemaid, like
a child, is at the perfect whim of the adults invested with real authority.

Dora
“Fragment of an Analysis of a Case of Hysteria” was not published until

1905, though the treatment was conducted in 1900. As did Lucy R.'s case, that
of Dora marked a pivotal advance in Freud's theory. Decker (1991) notes that
Freud had several purposes in publishing the case: proving the validity of The
Interpretation of Dreams; verifying his new theory of infantile sexuality;
demonstrating the dangerous effects of masturbation; and proving the
existence of bisexuality (pp. 96-97). The seduction theory is also at a turning
point in this essay. In a close reading of the text, Ahbel-Rappe (2009) argues
that the seduction theory is being left behind, and that Freud ostensibly holds
on to it, while at the same time providing data in the case that is not consistent
with its provision of early seduction: “it is in the Dora paper that Freud
abandons the seduction theory per se and abandons seduction as an etiological
factor of major significance” (p. 598). Noting that Freud misrepresents the
extent to which his theory had already moved away from the seduction theory,
she remarks that “the theoretical unconscious of the text conveys conflict on
Freud's part at having renounced the seduction theory,” which thus has “a
developmental history of repression in Freud's own work” (p. 618). The
aspect of Dora as governess is not considered in this argument: but I hold that
it is crucial to and emblematic of the contradictory nature of the theoretical
development that is identified, with Freud both holding on to and turning away
from the idea of seduction in a case pervaded, as will be seen, by the idea of
Dora as governess and Freud as governess. In both the Lucy R. and the Dora
cases this conflict about fantasy and reality as it pertains to a governess is a
central thread, and it is the governess role itself that causes a certain blind
spot or repression vis-à-vis the role of fantasy.

Dora was actually the name Freud gave to his sister's nursemaid, assigned
because her own name was considered too similar to that of his sister. Much
has been written about Freud's choice of this pseudonym,
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both linking Dora to his own family and symbolizing a maid's inability to keep
even such a basic part of her identity as her name. The details of the case are
well known: Dora was eighteen when the treatment began. She was close to
her father, who had been treated by Freud for syphilis years earlier. The
patient was estranged from her mother, an “uncultivated” and “foolish”
woman suffering from a “housewife's psychosis,” from whom Dora had
“withdrawn completely” (1905a, p. 20). Freud notes that “the relationship
between the girl and her mother had been unfriendly for years.” There is no
discussion of any earlier phase of intimacy, and very little about the mother at
all. Dora had her first neurotic symptoms at eight, and had a repeated episode
at age twelve, with symptoms recurring intermittently until age eighteen. It is
then that her parents found a suicide note in her desk and brought her again to
Freud for treatment (he had first seen her and proposed treatment for her at
age sixteen).

Freud learned of the family's friendship with the K.'s. Frau K. had nursed
the father for several years and Herr K. “had always been most kind to Dora”
(1905a, p. 25). Dora was thus at the center of a complicated web of
relationships. She saw with clarity that her father was having an affair with
Frau K., with whom she herself had been very close, and to whose two small
children Dora used to act as “almost a mother” (1905a, p. 25). Having
experienced advances from Herr K., she believed that her father was
essentially trading her to Herr K. in return for his wife. Freud, unlike the
patient's father, believed Dora's claim that advances were made to her, but
understood her rejection of those advances as the source of her symptoms and
as evidence of her hysteria.

Freud had not considered how the treatment of adolescents might differ
from that of adults, and Dora seems pushed by him into a maturity she is not
ready for, presented as being in overt competition, with various women, for
the love of adult men. She had already triumphed over her mother: “It was
really she and not her mother whom Frau K.'s appearance had driven out of
more than one position” (1905a, p. 57). While Dora at the time of her
treatment was much younger than the Rat Man or the Wolf Man, Freud's
narrative of her interaction with governesses and nursemaids begins in her
adolescence, rather than childhood; nonetheless, Freud writes, “in the
investigation even of cases in which the first symptoms had not already set in
childhood I have been driven to trace back the patients' life history to their
earliest years” (p. 27). When Freud discusses Dora's early thumb sucking, he
connects her hoarseness to a fantasy of sucking a penis, rather than to images
of sucking at a mother's or nursemaid's breast,
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though he mentions another patient's “prehistoric impression of sucking at the
mother's or nurse's breast” (p. 52). Dora's own sexuality is insisted on and in
a sense faulted; she contained the maid and the governess within herself, and
thus no provocative childhood experience with them was necessary. A
footnote in fact refers to a young girl who “was looked upon as a ‘mere
child’, but she turned out to be initiated into all the essentials of sexual
relations” (p. 25). While someone must of course have been the initiator, this
seems secondary to the child's sexual maturity and was not at all traumatic.

Rather than having been seduced by governesses, Dora is in many ways
identified with them. She is cast in a maternal role toward the K.'s children,
“almost a mother” and later simply “what the governess had from time to time
been to Dora … a mother to them” (p. 37), leaving out the “almost.” The
mother/governess roles seem interchangeable. She had nursed her own father.
Sprengnether (1990) writes, “The extent to which the role of nurse involves
service, or more specifically, caretaking links it with that of nursemaid or
governess, both positions of subordination and exploitation in this story” (p.
42). Dora is compared to the governess in her own household, “an unmarried
woman, no longer young, who was well-read and of advanced views” (p. 36)
and “with whom Dora had at first enjoyed the closest interchange of thought”
(pp. 60-61). This governess was in love with her father and treated Dora
dishonestly, pretending to be interested in the girl when it was her father she
was pursuing. And Dora was angry at discovering that Herr K. had tried to
seduce her with the same words he had used with a servant girl in his house.
Freud imagines her ire: “‘Does he dare’, you said to yourself, ‘to treat me like
a governess, like a servant?’” (1905a, p. 106).

Glenn (1986) notes Dora's connection to servants and the notice Freud
takes of this: “Dora had identified with the servant who loved her father and
the one who loved Herr K. Through displacement, she became the governess
who loved and left the seductive Freud who rejected her” (p. 596). He
suggests that Freud failed to recognize his countertransference, which
included painful feelings toward his own nursemaid who had left him,
contributing to his angry reaction to Dora's leaving his treatment. Freud
discussed his failure to “show a warm personal interest” (1905a, p. 109) in
Dora, and his countertransference included an admission of his keeping a
careful distance. One recalls the impersonal relation with Lucy R.; Freud did
not let himself be seduced into strong, warm feelings for these governess
patients; rather, he would uncharacteristically withdraw, though
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with Dora a sense of significant anger and rejection does come through in his
not attempting to convince her to continue treatment.

As the child who was abandoned, Freud kept this careful distance. But he
also identified with Dora as governess. “When he discussed the
transference,” Appignanesi and Forrester (1992) comment, “Freud omitted
to consider two roles he may have been playing, both of them those of
women: the woman who is the object of love (Frau Zellenka), and the woman
who is socially degraded, seduced and abandoned (the governess)” (p. 160).

While Freud observes that—like a governess—Dora gave him two weeks'
notice, Freud is the one dismissed from service. Freud is the one who was
hired, the one left behind, the one who points out Dora's likely awareness of
his appointment as professor (he obtained a better position). As Gallop
(1990) notes, “It is precisely in the position of the governess, of the servant,
that Dora places Freud” (p. 210). Freud's inability to show a warm personal
interest in Dora appears multiply determined, part reaction to Dora as
governess and part difficulty with playing the female role in the transference.
As Orgel (1996) writes, “the neglected side of Dora's transferences to Freud
evoked his intense discomfort with accepting the maternal position including
Dora's preoedipally and negatively oedipally determined homosexual wishes
towards him” (p. 60).

That Freud was struggling with unconscious identifications with Dora as
governess might explain the particular ire and aggressiveness Freud showed
her: he reacted to feelings of projected passivity and her homosexual
transferences (i.e., to him as a woman) with counterphobic intrusiveness and
aggression. When the cigar smoker appears in Dora's associations, Freud
thinks, as he doesn't in the Lucy R. case, that the girl would like a kiss from
him: but the pull she has toward him as maternal caretaking figure is much
harder to acknowledge.

In her discussion of Dora, Decker (1991) argues that “Freud not only
shared with his medical colleagues fears about the professional hazards
posed by hysterical female patients, but carried within himself a heightened
belief in his own, personal, vulnerability” (p. 99). She does not elaborate one
aspect of this vulnerability, which is Dora as a personification of Monica,
with all that implies, While Freud's punitive response toward Dora was in a
sense not surprising, given that “a great deal of the medical handling of
hysteria at that time was either overtly or covertly punitive” (p. 103), that she
elicited such a powerful reaction is striking and atypical for Freud.

Ahbel-Rappe's argument that Freud is already leaving the seduction theory
behind in the Dora case is complicated by the role of the
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governesses in the later cases of the Rat Man and the Wolf Man, in which the
“reality” of the nursemaid's role is actually quite central. It seems precisely
because of the difficulties of Dora as governess that the seduction theory is
sloughed off earlier than actually acknowledged: this may be because the idea
of the governess as the seducer is such a powerful and inevitable one for
Freud that it unmoors his theorizing.

While he uncovers no early sexual seduction by a governess or nursemaid
in the Dora case, a governess does play a role dangerously analogous to his
own role as analyst discussing sexual material with a young female patient.
He takes care to clarify that “there is never any danger of corrupting an
inexperienced girl” (Freud 1905a, p. 49). Dora is in fact already well
informed about sexual practices, and the source of her knowledge is
intriguingly unclear: there is a confusion in the text about who first introduced
Dora to her sexual knowledge. Was it the governess “who used to read every
sort of book on sexual life and similar subjects, and talked to the girl about
them”? “For some time,” Freud writes, “I looked upon this woman as the
source of all Dora's secret knowledge, and perhaps I was not entirely wrong
in this” (p. 36). Yet later Freud writes of Frau K. that “it had only been with
her that she read Mantegazza and discussed forbidden topics” (p. 62), even
though the earlier comment about the governess discussing “every sort of
book” with Dora appears to contradict this. Further along Freud writes, of
Frau K.'s shamming a love for Dora to hide her feelings for her father, that “it
was a repetition of what had happened with the governess” (p. 62). But a
“repetition” is also suggested about the governess being the original
conversant about sexual matters, a repetition in which Freud now was playing
his own role, “daring to talk about such delicate and unpleasant subjects to a
young girl …” (p. 48). Recall that Freud's nursemaid was his own original
“teacher in sexual matters.” Dora's “particular amnesia concerning the
sources of her forbidden knowledge” (p. 62) is a counterpart to Freud's
particular amnesia for the impact of this own nursemaid.

Freud writes in a postscript to the case that he “did not succeed in
mastering the transference in good time” (p. 118). He says he neglected to see
how he became both Dora's father and Herr K.: “she took her revenge on me
as she wanted to take her revenge on him, and deserted me as she believed
herself to have been deceived and deserted by him” (p. 119). But there is a
deeper level. In a footnote he adds, “I failed to discover in time and to inform
the patient that her homosexual (gynaecophilic) love for Frau K. was the
strongest unconscious current in her mental life” (p. 120). This is the most
“deeply buried” part of Dora's pathology. Similarly, the
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most deeply buried part of Freud's countertransference is to Dora as
governess. “No one who, like me, conjures up the most evil of those half-
tamed demons that inhabit the human breast, and seeks to wrestle with them,
can expect to come through the struggle unscathed” (p. 109). Freud describes
his own nurse as “prehistoric”; moreover, he nicknamed his childhood love,
Gisela, “the ichthyosaura, meaning an aquatic reptile of dinosaurian
proportion, that is, in man's imagination a fear-arousing beast” (Eissler
1978b, pp. 469-470). Eissler links Gisela to Freud's nurse; he points out that
the 1899 paper in which Freud recalls Gisela “is one of only two instances in
Freud's writings in which a childhood memory is used to screen a memory of
adult or pre-adult years…. The other instance concerns the memory of his
nurse who, like Gisela, disappeared abruptly after she had gained the child's
affection” (p. 468).

Dora, like Gisela, contains both the ancient and the infantile, and becomes
a container for Freud's own internal experience of what his nursemaid was, a
prime originator of overwhelming, unmanning importance.

After the Seduction Theory
Governesses and nursemaids play a pivotal role in the cases of the Rat

Man and the Wolf Man. In “A Case of Obsessional Neurosis” (the Rat Man),
what Freud (1909b) notes to be the “very first” communication is about “a
very pretty young governess called Fräulein Peter” who let the little boy
creep under her skirt (p. 160). The patient's second governess, Fräulein Lina,
the one with “abscesses on her buttocks which she was in the habit of
pressing out at night,” was overheard to say, “It could be done with the little
one; but Paul (that was I) would be sure to miss it” (p. 161). She told him of a
governess who had ended up in prison for sexual abuse. This “not very
intelligent” governess with “very strong sexual cravings” went on to become
a respectable married woman. In a long footnote later on, Freud discusses the
sexualization of memories and the issues stirred up by fantasies of parental
prohibitions or permissions: “It at once becomes evident that in his phantasies
about his infancy the individual as he grows up endeavours to efface the
recollection of his autoerotic activities; and that he does by exalting their
memory-traces to the level of object-love, just as a real historian will view
the past in light of the present. This explains why these phantasies abound in
seductions and assaults, where the facts will have been confined to autoerotic
activities and the caresses or punishments that stimulated them” (pp. 206-
207).
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And yet it cannot be a fantasy that sent the governess Lina's friend to jail;
the reality of each of these governess's assaults is never subjected to this same
reasoning. Meanwhile, Frau Hofrat, a now well married woman accorded the
title of the respectable classes, was still seen in the street, so sturdy is her
presence in the patient's real world. “In phantasies of this kind,” Freud writes,
“nurses and servants are regularly replaced by the superior figure of the
mother” (p. 207). But it could just as easily be said that in “reality” the
seductions of the parents are regularly replaced by those of the maids. The
maids are both rendered unimportant (mere stand-ins) and accorded the
firmest possible historical standing.

The Wolf Man case initially appears not to add to this argument, for the
primal scene and a seduction by a sister, not a governess, are central. The
Wolf Man's mother had “relatively little to do with the children” because of
ill health, and the patient “was looked after by a nurse, an uneducated old
woman of peasant birth” (1918, pp. 13-14). As a source was sought for the
patient's bad behavior, a new governess was accused of seduction: “It is easy
to understand that the first suspicion fell upon the English governess” (p. 19).
Naturally. But it is actually the “precociously naughty” (p. 14) sister who is
the culprit. She tells him of rather unlikely seductions by the governess, but
she is the source: “his seduction by his sister was certainly not a phantasy” (p.
21). And yet once again a nursemaid plays an important role vis-à-vis the
issue of reality vs. fantasy. In discussing the primal scene and the sister's
seduction, Freud notes that while the case seems to hark back to the “old
trauma theory of the neuroses” (p. 95), his theory never disallowed the
possibility of actual seductions: “These scenes of observing parental
intercourse, of being seduced in childhood, and of being threatened with
castration are unquestionably an inherited endowment, a phylogenetic
heritage, but they may just as easily be acquired by personal experience” (p.
97).

In unlocking this case, in clarifying the very issue of whether the primal
scene was witnessed, or if the child merely extrapolated from animal
behavior, it is Grusha, an early nursemaid, who is identified as the “key to the
weightiest secrets” (p. 99). The Wolf Man eventually comes to a memory of
her washing the floors, in a pose reminiscent of the mother's during the
witnessed primal scene. Repeatedly, Freud insists mat this memory is real:
“There was nothing in it which could lead one to attribute its origin to the
child's imagination; such a supposition, indeed, seemed scarcely possible” (p.
96). He furthermore insists that he himself is not its source: “how unjust it is
to attribute the results of analysis to the physician's
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imagination and suggestion…. This was an association which I could never
have arrived at myself” (p. 90); it is “one which he had remembered without
any conjectures or intervention on my part” (p. 94); “The Grusha scene
emerged in the patient's memory spontaneously and through no effort of mine”
(p. 95). And again, in a footnote, “The Grusha scene was, as I have said, a
spontaneous product of the patient's memory, and no construction or
stimulation by the physician played any part in evoking it” (p. 112). The
footnote goes on to repeat that “any advantage that might be claimed for a
rationalistic reading of the scene has melted away” (p. 113). Why does Freud
say—seven times—that the memory of Grusha is, and must be, one he had no
role in creating? I think it is because he is compelled to negate and disavow
the profound, unconscious interest he has in eliciting memories of the maid. I
suggest also that Freud is struggling with a dangerous excitement over this
piece of reality involving such a shadowy early figure—one the Wolf Man
interacted with at precisely the same age Freud had lost his own nursemaid:
“It may be assigned to a time at which he was about two and a half” (p. 92).

Conclusion
It may seem unjust to critique Freud for failing to appreciate the fantasy

aspects of nursemaid memories while also arguing that these figures should be
considered real, separate forces in development rather than mere maternal
displacements. But every figure of course contains both fantastical and “real”
elements, and neglect of either side of this paradigm is worthy of attention:
that the nursemaid's role in fantasy was neglected while she was also seen as
merely a stand-in for the mother may indicate a retributive abandonment of
this “worthless” figure. Whether the mother's unavailability, or the
nursemaid's loss, was more important for Freud is of course an impossible
question, nor is it, I would argue, the most interesting one. At times
interchangeable, at other times critically different, the very contradictions of
the two sorts of women, the idealized and the worthless, the real and the
fantasized, the theoretically important and the footnote, deserve and reward
ongoing curiosity.

Freud boasted to Fliess of the Dora case that it “smoothly opened to the
existing collection of picklocks” (Masson 1985, p. 427). In the Wolf Man
case, he analogously describes Grusha herself as the “the key to the weightiest
secrets.” Silver (1991) argues that Freud's assertion regarding the need to
repudiate one's femininity and to see this as “bedrock” (“the
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repudiation of femininity can be nothing else than a biological fact, a part of
the great riddle of sex” [Freud 1937, p. 252]) stemmed from the repudiation
of his romantic attachment to women, as well as of his own femininity—a
femininity reinforced by the repeated loss of his own mother with the births,
in rapid succession, of five sisters, in defensive identification with a lost
object (p. 45). Again, it was Freud's nurse who was actually lost to him, not
his famously long-lived mother. While it has been noted that Freud published
little about his relationship with his mother (he identifies it as the only
relationship not disturbed by subsequent rivalry [Freud 1921, p. 101]) and
gave sparse information about his patients' mothers in his cases (Barron and
Smith 1991), the impression made by Freud's “prime originator” reverberates
throughout his work: in the similar experiences of his male cases, in his
countertransference to his female patients, in his identifications with servants,
and in his approach to both infantile and female sexuality. It is in the figure of
the female servant that the fault lines in Freud's ability to approach the
mother-child relationship are most intriguingly displayed. Ernest Jones
(1953) quotes Freud as having said of himself, “It seems to be my fate to
discover only the obvious: that children have sexual feelings, which every
nursemaid knows; and that night dreams are just as much a wish-fulfillment as
day dreams” (p. 350). Barron and Smith (1991) remark, “On the one hand, it
could be suggested that Freud had two ‘mothers’, his own and his nurse. On
the other, it can be said that he barely had his real mother only to himself” (p.
148). We should recall that Freud's sister Anna was born soon after his nurse
was dismissed: she was banished at a time when he must have been
particularly dependent on her. He revisits and resurrects her, this prehistoric
figure, the original ichthyosaura, this bedrock, who knew Freud before he was
Freud, perhaps as he cannot even remember his mother, in the many figures of
these nannies, maids, and governesses that animate his cases.
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