Making Psychoanalysis New
Freud, Print Culture and Modernism

Who would still be so naïve as to see Freud as the conventional Viennese bourgeois who so astonished André Breton by not manifesting any obsession with the Bacchanalian? Now that we have nothing but his works, will we not recognize in them a river of fire?

Jacques Lacan

In ‘Der Dichter und das Phantasieren’ (Creative Writers and Day-Dreaming, 1907), one of the few talks Sigmund Freud ever gave to a literary audience,
 the psychoanalyst explored the nature of literary imagination and aesthetic pleasure. It took Freud only about twenty minutes to get his message across to the 90 or so listeners present, in terms the local press the day after reported to have been 'subtle and at times clairvoyant':
 the poet resembling a selfish daydreamer and creative writing bordering on the act of daydreaming, literature’s power lies above all in its ability to allow adult readers an orderly, yet shameless and pleasurable, experience of otherwise repressed wishes and memories of childhood play. Freud had begun developing this thesis earlier and would continue to foster an interest in it well after his 1907 talk,
 for his assessment of the function of literature formed part of his more general conviction that modern culture is the product of a renunciation of deep-seated psychological drives.
 This basic assertion, and the heuristic tools psychoanalysis offered to unearth such drives, are what attracted such a wide variety of modernist authors and artists to Freud, what has prompted so many scholars to read modernism with Freud,
 and what has brought others to interpret Freud and modernism alongside one another, as manifestations in different terrains of the same ‘battle between self and culture’ that defined the modernist moment more generally.
 The influence of Freud on modernism can for these reasons hardly be understated. Freud himself made no secret of wanting to exert such influence. In a letter to Carl Gustav Jung the day after his talk, he noted somewhat derogatorily: ‘It went without incidents, which suffices; for the numerous poets and their ladies present, it must have been heavy food. Yet it was just an entrée to create an appetite.’
 And an appetite for more was certainly what his work would create, not just within the late Hapsburg Vienna Freud inhabited, of course, but also well beyond. 


Yet is it possible to reverse the emphasis and to ask to what extent Freud himself considered the potential of modernism for his own thought or practices, to what degree he in turn might have been tributary to modernism? Of course, we know that Arthur Schnitzler’s circle convened around the corner, that Karl Kraus proved a sometime interlocutor and that Thomas Mann, Arnold and Stefan Zweig, among others, posed as friends and correspondents.
 Yet while there were also those, like H.D. and Beckett, who were in psychoanalysis
 (or those who, like Rainer Maria Rilke and Virginia Woolf,
 refused it) and while we are aware of certain (missed) encounters between Freud and still other writers, most notably, perhaps, André Breton,
 Freud’s work’s indebtedness to literature predating that of modernism as well as his own creative yet never experimental style have often been cited to conclude that traffic between psychoanalysis and modernism was largely one-way.
 In this context, ‘Der Dichter und das Phantasieren’, as a public lecture to ‘poets and their ladies’, seems no exception. Freud, so his letter to Jung shows, delivered his talk to leave a mark on these poets, to raise their appetite for psychoanalysis, and not to enter into dialogue. On closer inspection, however, much more was going on. In fact, his lecture indirectly unearths a whole textual and print cultural network rarely remarked upon in accounts of the interactions between modernism and psychoanalysis, as we intend to show. 

Hugo Heller & Cie

‘Der Dichter und das Phantasieren’ was delivered on December 6, 1907 in the bookshop of Hugo Heller. Along with Adolf Josef Storfer, to whom we come further on, Heller is a figure largely forgotten in the history of both modernism and psychoanalysis.
 In the first decades of the twentieth century, however, Heller was known throughout the German-speaking art and literary world. Running a shop which had opened in 1905 on the Bauernmarkt in Vienna and which distributed books and periodicals on art, literature and culture intended for children, women and men, Heller catered to bibliophiles and graphic art buffs mostly, among others through his journal Neue Blätter für Literatur und Kunst (later named Wiener Kunst- und Buchschau), which set out to fight against ‘kitsch in art and literature, against clichés and mass production’.
 A friend of Karl Kautsky and a convinced Social Democrat, Heller was also a clever entrepreneur whose tactics were once described by Karl Kraus as a ‘true orgy of snobism’.
 

To distinguish his establishment from the ca 2.000 bookshops in Austria around the turn of the century,
 Heller set up many initiatives. In Summer 1906, Heller reached out to the Viennese intellectual and literary crowd with a survey asking to recommend ten good books, the responses to which were published in 1907 in a volume introduced by Hugo von Hofmannsthal.
 The thirty-two respondents included Hermann Bahr, spokesman of the avant-garde Young Vienna group, Schnitzler, Rilke, Stefan Zweig, Hermann Hesse, and physicist Ernst Mach, among others. Freud was there as well and listed as his favorites Multatuli (Briefe und Werke), Kipling (Jungle Book), Anatole France (Sur la pierre blanche), Zola (Fécondité), Mereschkowski (Leonardo da Vinci), Gottfried Keller (Leute von Seldwyla), Conrad Ferdinand Meyer (Huttens letzte Tage), Macaulay (Essays), Gomperz (Griechische Denker) and Mark Twain (Sketches) – a list that reaffirms Freud’s relative distance from the modernist corpus.
 Heller’s business thereafter quickly developed into a veritable cultural center with its own antiquarian bookshop, theatrical agency, concert series and press. 

Heller indeed launched his own Kunstkabinett, which organized exhibitions (among others, with work by Auguste Rodin, Gustav Klimt, Käthe Kollwitz, Lovis Corinth, Max Liebermann and Frans Masereel), and regularly featured prominent modernists as invited speakers. Guests included all the above-mentioned respondents, as well as Paul Wertheimer, Gerhart Hautpmann, Theodor Däubler, Heinrich and Thomas Mann, Fritz von Unruh and Franz Werfel. Heller also had various international speakers over, such as Belgian Emile Verhaeren and Dutch Frederik van Eeden, who was introduced to a Viennese audience for the first time in Heller’s establishment. In the German People’s Theater he further organized theater performances and at times behind closed doors had plays staged that had been forbidden by Austrian censorship, such as Frank Wedekind’s Büchse der Pandora and Schnitzler’s Professor Berhardi. Heller got the windows of his bookshop smashed once, because copies of Schnitzler’s Reigen had been on display. ‘The culprit’s instrument of destruction was found on the scene of the crime: a brick wrapped in a clerical newspaper.’
 Heller further engaged Rudolf Bing, the later director of the Metropolitan Opera, who held his first post with Heller as music impresario to organize more than 800 concerts in the Vienna Concert Hall. These featured successful performances of Gustav Mahler’s Lied von der Erde and the Austrian premiere of the Don Cossack Choir. Heller also gave room to the tormented Arnold Schönberg, whose chamber music was performed by the famous Rosé-Quartet, and whose visual art work Heller was the first to exhibit in 1910.
 Heller’s enterprise was, in short, a veritable nexus of avant-garde activity. And in the midst of all this, Freud gave a talk. 

Freud was spotted ‘almost daily’ in Heller’s bookshop.
 As a hub of activity, the lively and bustling publishing house and bookshop must have exposed Freud to the day-to-day workings of modernist print culture. The other way around as well, Heller was profoundly interested in Freud’s activities. Heller was seen almost weekly at gatherings of Freud’s Wednesday Society, whose founding members in 1902 included Wilhelm Stekel, Alfred Adler, Rudolf Reitler and Max Kahane. He attended meetings of the Society from 1902 until the outbreak of the First World War, introducing its members, among others, to the work of writer Lou Andreas-Salomé shortly after she had announced she would be travelling to Vienna and just before she joined the Society’s meetings as well for several months in early 1913. Considering these close ties and mutual interests, we might assume that Freud’s talk in 1907 at Heller’s bookshop was an act of kindness among friends. Yet why this kindness would also extend into elevating Heller to the status of publisher of some of Freud’s most important journals is less clear. Indeed, in 1912, Heller’s ‘high’ modernist enterprise known among others for its distribution of modernist little magazines, also became the official publisher of Imago. Zeitschrift für Anwendung der Psychoanalyse auf die Geisteswissenschaften (1912-1939), and, in 1913, of the Internationale Zeitschrift für ärztliche Psychoanalyse (1913-39). This move went directly against Freud’s ambition to deploy periodical publications carrying his name to establish psychoanalysis as an independent science, as we will see. For us to grasp why Freud opted for Heller and not one of many other publishing houses active in Vienna at the time, many of which specialized in medicine and science more broadly,
 we need to explore in-depth a section of the archive which both modernist studies and the study of psychoanalysis have left largely untouched:
 the history of the psychoanalytical journals run by Freud. Such an exploration also demonstrates how close Freud’s journals came to resembling the modernist little magazine. 

The Jahrbuch and Zentralblatt
The establishment of its own journals was a cherished aim of the early psychoanalytic movement. Once established, they became the sites of intense doctrinal and political struggle. At first, there was one journal for each stronghold of psychoanalysis: the Jahrbuch für Psychoanalytische und Psychopathologische Forschungen (1909-1914), edited from Zurich by Jung; and the Zentralblatt für Psychoanalyse: Medizinische Monatsschrift für Seelenkunde (1910-1914), edited in Vienna by Alfred Adler and Wilhelm Stekel. Freud maintained a general editorship as Herausgeber of both, a role he shared on the Jahrbuch with Jung’s older Zurich colleague Eugen Bleuler. In spite of its title (‘Yearbook for Psychoanalytic and Psychopathological Research’), the Jahrbuch appeared twice yearly. It was a thick journal of between 300 and 400 pages per issue that published long clinical studies and substantial theoretical pieces. The first issue opened with Freud’s ‘Analysis of a Phobia of a five-year old boy’ (better known now as ‘Little Hans’). Other famous Freudian case histories, including the ‘Rat Man’ and the Schreber case, led off subsequent issues. The more frequent Zentralblatt (‘Central Bulletin of Psychoanalysis: Medical Monthly of Psychology’) was usually about sixty pages long, publishing shorter interventions as well as reviews, reports, and ‘Varia’. Freud published in it his short papers on technique as well as interventions on psychopathology. The two journals had separate functions, with the Zentralblatt performing, in Freud’s words, ‘search-and-destroy missions alongside the heavy artillery of the Jahrbuch’.

The titles of the first two journals seemingly signal the sobriety and seriousness of legitimate science. They were clearly modelled in the first instance on the established medical and psychiatric journals that Freud and his early followers read and even contributed to, with titles such as Zeitschrift für Sexualwissenschaft, Münchener medizinische Wochenschrift, Journal für Psychologie und Neurologie, and Zentralblatt für Geschlechtkrankheiten among others, and from the United States, The American Journal of Psychology, The Journal of Abnormal Psychology, and The American Journal of Insanity. Like many of those scientific journals, the first Freudian periodicals had institutional origins and an institutional function, emerging in tandem with the first International Congress of Psychoanalysis in 1908, and the foundation of the International Psychoanalytic Association in 1910, with the Zentralblatt becoming the ‘official organ’ of the Association. There is, then, none of the revolutionary ardour we usually associate with the modernist little magazine. And yet, the journals could not claim the legitimacy of periodicals based in universities, and Freud’s military metaphors in his letter to Ferenczi – the ‘search-and-destroy missions’ of the Zentralblatt, the ‘heavy artillery’ of the Jahrbuch – hint at another story.

That story can be traced in the correspondence of Freud with Jung, Ferenczi, Ernest Jones, Karl Abraham, and other members of Freud’s group. The indexes of these correspondences give little hint of the importance of the journals, each one getting only a handful of entries. But here is the indexers’ problem: it is not that the first psychoanalysts write infrequently about their journals, but that they write constantly about them, and hardly a letter passes without them being mentioned. Indeed, in one letter to Jung during the planning stages for the Jahrbuch, Freud compares himself to antiquity’s most famous obsessional case, Cato the Elder, who would end every speech to the Roman senate with the demand that Carthage be destroyed (Ceterum censeo Carthago delenda est).  ‘Now for my Ceterum censeo’, Freud writes to Jung: ‘Let’s go ahead with our journal. People will abuse us, buy it and read it. Some day you will remember the days of struggle as the best.’
 One can hardly imagine the founders of the Münchener medizinische Wochenschrift expecting abuse or framing their project as a ‘struggle’. For Freud though, controversy and opprobrium were signs of success. In a later letter Freud tells Jung that his ‘plans for the journal’ are ‘a matter of life and death for our ideas’, and when it finally appears, he says that ‘nothing has thrilled me more…in the last few years’ than ‘the appearance of the Jahrbuch’.
  In his turn Jung writes to Freud in 1910 that ‘my whole desire for publication is concentrated on the Jahrbuch, which seems to soak up all my libido.’

The new journals served a practical purpose for the new science. They allowed work that had, in Jung’s words, ‘hitherto been scattered at random’ across venues varyingly skeptical of their scientific value, to be gathered together in a single place where basic principles did not need to be reopened and debated on every occasion.
 But the journals also served the less tangible purpose of group psychology, acting as shared libidinal objects of the early movement. As Freud wrote to Ferenczi in 1909, they worked to bind the small band of analysts: ‘The Jahrbuch […] seems to me to be a shining accomplishment. It is at the same time an incarnation, and, for its part, it holds the cause together.’
 Writing to Ferenczi again in 1910, Freud marked the launch of the Zentralblatt as ‘a significant moment in the development of the cause’.
 The ‘cause’, die, or unsere Sache, was Freud’s shorthand for the movement to which he and his early followers passionately adhered: our Cause, or simply our Thing.

None of the original editors of the first two journals remained with the Cause for long. Adler’s attachment to the concepts of the ‘masculine protest’ and the ‘inferiority complex’ was sufficiently unorthodox to see him pushed out of the Zentralblatt by 1911. Stekel, at first trusted by Freud to guide the Zentralblatt alone, was by 1912 considered such a liability that Freud tried, unsuccessfully, to wrest the editorship from him. Stekel negotiated with the publisher, Bergmann, to retain the journal, which he continued to edit until it closed in 1914, but without most of the editorial board, who resigned at Freud’s behest.

A more violent split followed, with the Jahrbuch. As Jung and his group attempted to soften or even eliminate the centrality of sex in psychoanalysis, Freud agitated for a break. This time he ensured that the journal would stay with him, a task made easier by the publisher of the Jahrbuch: Franz Deuticke, based in Vienna, had published all Freud’s books from The Interpretation of Dreams onwards. Various manoeuvrings through 1913 ended with Jung resigning editorship of the Jahrbuch on the grounds that Freud ‘doubt[s] my bona fides’.
 The next issue of the journal contained this statement from Jung: ‘I have found myself obliged to resign as editor of the Jahrbuch. The reasons for my resignation are of a personal nature, on which account I disdain to discuss them in public.’
 Freud stayed on as Herausgeber, while Karl Abraham and Eduard Hitschmann assumed the editorship under the slightly revised title Jahrbuch der Psychoanalyse. There remained the matter of Jung’s Presidency of the International Psychoanalytic Association. To dislodge him from this position, the Freudian stalwarts prepared an onslaught: essays in early 1913 (in the Internationale Zeitschrift, discussed below) by Abraham, Jones, Ferenczi and Max Eitingon all stridently critiqued Jung and his school. This was only by way of preparation for what Freud referred to as ‘the bomb’: his essay on ‘The History of the Psychoanalytic Movement’ in the first issue of the Jahrbuch in its new form. The essay was a reckoning with Jung, and also Adler, and a drawing of lines over what counted as psychoanalysis, and what were its essential discoveries. On April 24, 1914 Freud wrote to Ferenczi in a now familiar language, ‘Perhaps he has succumbed to the salvo in the Zeitschrift and the bomb in the Jahrbuch is coming too late.’
 (Jung had written his letter of resignation as President on April 20.) Shortly after, real bombs began falling, and the first issue of the new Jahrbuch was also the last. 

The first psychoanalytic journals, then, may have outwardly looked much like any other scientific periodical, with formats that mimicked the ‘official organs’ of learned societies. But they emerged in an embattled atmosphere in which the isolation of the early analysts was accompanied by an absolute conviction about the revolution they were bringing about. As Freud modestly wrote in an essay published in the Hungarian modernist journal Nyugat, there were three great de-centrings: the Copernican, the Darwinian, and the psychoanalytic.
 The hefty Jahrbuch was nothing if not respectable, but it also brought a vanguardist ‘heavy artillery’ to bear on external detractors and internal heretics. Such military metaphors were much of a piece with modernist little magazines engaged in ‘daring advances and tactical retreats’, as Eric B. White puts it.
 After delivering ‘Creative Writers and Daydreaming’ in Heller’s bookshop, Freud described it as an ‘incursion’ into new ‘territory’.
  In his autobiographical essay, the ‘Selbstdarstellung’ (1925), Freud describes an environment around 1910 of great hostility to psychoanalysis in which the movement’s reception, ‘was nowhere friendly or even benevolently non-committal [….] German science was united in rejecting it.’
 He claims that ‘For more than ten years [….] I had no followers. I was completely isolated. In Vienna I was shunned; abroad no notice was taken of me. My Interpretation of Dreams […] was scarcely reviewed in the technical journals.’
  It would be a mistake to accept at face value the complaint articulated here.  Psychoanalysis received rather more attention than Freud suggests, but more to the point, if it was failing to be controversial, failing to be rejected by ‘German science’, it was failing in its task, because what it was proposing was nothing less than a radical break.

Imago and the Internationale Zeitschrift
Enter Heller, a key figure at the forefront of Vienna’s modernist scene, who like Freud had a knack for publicity and like Freud did not shy away from controversy. That Freud chose Heller as the publisher of two new journals, Imago and the Internationale Zeitschrift, is less than obvious for several reasons, however. First, unlike Joseph Friedrich Bergmann and Franz Deuticke, the original publishers of, respectively the Zentralblatt and the Jahrbuch, Heller had no reputation at all in scientific publishing. Deuticke’s son, when asked why Freud opted for his father’s publishing house, did not get further than remembering his father had been deeply impressed by Freud’s personality.
  For Freud it must have been more straightforward: Deuticke, situated in the vicinity of Vienna’s university, had established himself as a respected publisher of academic work, mainly in the natural sciences. Hence, the choice for Deuticke, as well as that for Bergmann in Wiesbaden, stood in line with Freud’s ambition to see psychoanalysis established as an independent science. Heller, meanwhile, was known above all as an aficionado of ‘high’ modernism and his publishing house and bookshop distributed above all belles lettres, literary biographies, art books, and, at best, vulgarizing books on science. Heller thus also took a substantial financial risk when he agreed to act as a publisher of both Imago and the Internationale Zeitschrift. Finally, if Heller has received attention at all by historians of psychoanalysis, it has been to draw out what an utter failure he was as a publisher, until Freud broke with him altogether and launched his own publishing house, the Internationaler Psychoanalytischer Verlag, in 1919. Indeed, it has often been noted how Freud was continuously on the brink of dropping Heller, complaining about his neuroses and unreliability. The final straw was Freud’s frustration at Heller for being unable to cope with paper shortages during the war, which meant Imago and Zeitschrift rarely published on schedule during the conflict. 

Considering the great care Freud had invested before in where, how and by whom the psychoanalytical journals were managed, we must therefore conclude that he decided to change the editorial mandate of his journals: by opting for Heller he no longer sought to exclusively promote psychoanalysis through his journals as a science within academia; the plan from here on was also to establish psychoanalysis as an independent science within the cultural discourse more broadly, from outside academia. And in this light, indeed, the choice for Heller made perfect sense: through the print culture in which Heller’s enterprise formed an important nexus, the psychoanalytical journals would, in theory, be able to reach out to a new and much wider audience. In fact, by opting for Heller, the print cultures disseminating Freud’s psychoanalysis and modernism in Vienna came almost to overlap. 
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This is manifested most clearly in the mission of one of the journals Heller published. As indicated by its subtitle, Zeitschrift für Anwendung der Psychoanalyse auf die Geisteswissenschaften, Imago was dedicated to the application of psychoanalysis to the arts, culture and society. Founded in 1912, it was overseen by Freud, and edited on a day-to-day basis by Otto Rank and Hanns Sachs. Its contributions included analyses of literature, dance and other arts as well as of wider ranging cultural historical issues. It published many landmark works of psychoanalytic cultural criticism, including Freud’s ‘The theme of the three caskets’, and ‘The “Uncanny”’.  Totem and Taboo, which launched the first issue, was serialized over the journal’s first year and would be published in book form in 1913 by Heller. Among the contributors during Heller’s phase were no writers or artists who played a role in Heller’s other activities, with the exception of Theodor Reik, a then jobless philosopher who pinched in as a devil-do-all at Heller’s publishing house, reviewing books and editing publicity brochures for Imago. Reik regularly contributed to the journal, among others with a piece on Schnitzler, whom Heller kept on promoting. The only literary writer to contribute was Lou Andreas-Salomé. Nonetheless, with Imago Freud now not only had a periodical organ to bring together research into the application of psychoanalysis on the workings of literature and culture more broadly; he also had access to the textual and print culture network contemporaries in these fields were employing themselves. Not only was Imago studying the repressed drives at work in literature and culture; it was literally tapping into its material veins of dissemination as well. 

The results of this operation almost instantly showed themselves also in modernist little magazines. For example, in 1912 and 1913, the weekly journal Pan, ‘the first truly avant-garde journal to emerge in Germany’,
 published extracts of Freud’s Totem and Taboo (1913), at the same time that instalments of that book were appearing in Imago. Pan also published in 1911 and 1912 a number of important psychoanalytic studies of literature by Reik and extracts from Otto Rank’s book on ‘The Incest Theme’. Looking east of Vienna, we could point to the progressive and modernist Hungarian magazine, Nyugat, edited by Hugo Ignotus, friend of Sándor Ferenczi from Freud’s inner circle. Ignotus published a number of analytical texts by Ferenczi and in 1917 commissioned from Freud the previously mentioned ‘A Difficulty in the Path of Psychoanalysis’, an essay republished later that year in Imago. Moreover, when after the war Freud’s Gesammelte Schriften or Collected Works started to appear, a prospect distributed in bookshops could cite snippets of reviews from numerous modernists, from Herman Hesse to Kurt Tucholsky.
 In sum, Freud’s new editorial project proved quite successful; through Heller and Imago especially, a true exchange between psychoanalytic and modernist print culture was launched. 

The companion journal to Imago, the Internationale Zeitschrift für ärztliche Psychoanalyse (‘International Journal of Medical Psychoanalysis’) was set up by Freud in 1913 in response to the loss of the ‘official organ’ of the movement, the Zentralblatt. The Zeitschrift was edited in the first instance by Ferenczi, Jones and Rank, and published clinical material to complement the ‘applied’ studies found in Imago. Freud was aware of the financial risk Heller took on by publishing the Zeitschrift and Imago. To minimize this risk and to make sure the two journals would continue to appear, he offered Heller also to publish his Vorlesungen zur Einführung in die Psychoanalyse (1916-1917), the series of over twenty ‘introductory’ lectures he had given at the University of Vienna.
 This popular work by Freud brought considerable financial gain, as Freud himself in fact had prefigured in a letter to Lou Andreas-Salomé in 1915.
 Yet this did not prove enough to compensate for the low sales of both journals, and above all for the disruption of print culture by the First World War. By the end of the war, Imago and the Zeitschrift could also no longer claim a monopoly in the field of psychoanalysis.
 Around 1918, then, psychoanalytical periodical publishing for Freud hit a low point. 

There might have been other reasons still why Freud initially opted for Heller: unlike more established scientific publishers, Heller’s house offered Freud and other contributors to the journals an opportunity to experiment almost uncensored. Freud still accepted commissions for short pieces in other venues, but virtually all his new work from here on was published in the psychoanalytic journals (or, after 1919, as books issued by the Internationaler Psychoanalytischer Verlag). The same cannot be said about a collaborator like Ernest Jones, who, even as editor of the International Journal of Psychoanalysis (1920-), continued to place his work with more traditional medical and psychological journals such as The Lancet, The Journal of Abnormal Psychology, and The British Journal of Psychology. But it is striking that when he published in the non-psychoanalytic journals, Jones was seemingly careful not to offend sensibilities with the central psychoanalytic claims about sexuality. Instead, when he published essays on ‘The Early Development of Female Sexuality’, ‘The Phallic Phase’, and ‘Early Female Sexuality’ he saved them for The International Journal of Psychoanalysis or the Internationale Zeitschrift.
 In contrast, a text such as ‘The Relationship Between Dreams and Psychoneurotic Symptoms’, placed in The American Journal of Insanity in 1911, makes a passing reference to the phallic significance of snakes, but otherwise steers clear of overtly sexual content. Even well after the establishment of psychoanalysis, Jones’ writing in non-analytic venues maintained a cautious distance from matters of sexuality. For example, in ‘The Unconscious Mind and Medical Practice’, published in the British Medical Journal in 1938, Jones tentatively suggests, in an otherwise chaste paper, that ‘The medieval writers, with their insistence on the personal sexual wishes as the causative agent, were perhaps after all nearer to the truth than modern physicians’.
 Perhaps he had learnt from his time as co-editor of the Bulletin of the Ontario Hospitals for the Insane during his time in Toronto (1908-13). He was driven out of the journal after he published an article about a patient who mimicked oral sex whilst comparing it to the sacrament.

Imago and Zeitschrift, in other words, gave psychoanalysts independence from censure and censorship, both of contemporary science and contemporary morality. Without these and later journals, it is possible that Freud might have continued in a relatively solitary publishing path, without the accompaniment of Reik, Rank, Sachs, Abraham, and the others. Another purpose of independent psychoanalytic publishing, according to Jones, was sanitary: ‘the essential aim of the Press’ he wrote to Freud in 1924, was ‘to distinguish between trustworthy psychoanalytic books and the rubbish otherwise published’.
 It was a sentiment he repeated in another letter in 1932, arguing that psychoanalysis’ own independent Verlag was needed ‘to stamp a body of literature as being entirely distinct from the medley of rubbish all around.’
 In other words, the journals gave the early movement independence to write freely, but they also performed a gatekeeping function, preventing contamination by other psy-literatures, or texts that would pass themselves off as psychoanalytic. 

The Verlag

If the end of the brief involvement of Heller in psychoanalysis’ print history coincided with the end of the war, the ties between Freud’s relation with modernist print culture did not end there. An opportunity to be also free from commercial presses like Heller’s arose in 1918, when Anton von Freund, a wealthy Hungarian brewer and one of Freud’s patients, set aside two million crowns for the advancement of the psychoanalytic cause. Freud and his inner circle agreed that the windfall – which came to be known simply as ‘the Fund’ – should be dedicated entirely to psychoanalytic publishing. Freud wrote to Karl Abraham that ‘[m]aterially we shall be strong, we shall be able to maintain and expand our journals and exert an influence, and there will be an end to the begging we have had to do heretofore.’
 In the end, difficulties in getting the money out of Hungary, and devaluation of the currency, meant that the Fund was nowhere near as large as originally anticipated, and von Freund’s death in 1920 made accessing it more difficult still.
 But by then the Verlag had been founded and assumed publication of the journals as well as Freud’s Collected Works and new writings. Many publishing houses were founded in Vienna after WWI, but none lasted as long as the Internationaler Psychoanalytischer Verlag and it was unique as a non-profit dedicated to a specialized programme.
 The Verlag faced financial challenges its entire existence and was compounded by Nazi takeover in Germany, which represented the largest market for psychoanalytic literature. After the Anschluss, liquidation of the press was begun by the Nazis in 1938 but not completed until 1941.
 

According to Charles Nawawi, the Verlag became after 1919 Freud’s ‘principal preoccupation’.
 The importance to Freud of the Verlag is nowhere clearer than in a Rundbrief of early 1932 held in the archive of the Institute of Psychoanalysis.
 The circular letter is written in English and addressed to the Presidents of the world’s psychoanalytic societies. It outlines the dire financial situation of the Verlag and requests assistance from the societies. To justify the request, it makes a detailed case for the centrality of print culture to the psychoanalytic movement. Freud’s opening argument is familiar from Jones: that the Verlag ‘was meant to make psycho-analytical literature independent of the arbitrariness of publishers not interested in our cause, to give authors of our circle convenient access to publicity, and at the same time distinguish their works – through an official hall-mark – from the mass of pseudo-analytical literature.’ Freud goes on that the ‘conviction of the Verlag being indispensable for the psycho-analytical cause grew stronger the more one tried to get accustomed to the idea of dissolving it.’ Homing in more precisely on his target, he invokes the debt owed by the societies to the Verlag: ‘the whole of the rich and precious literature which the members of the IPA have created in this last decade would not have appeared at all, or perhaps only singly, broken off from the whole or mixed with useless material, had the Verlag not helped that literature into existence.’ Interwoven with this argument are a series of notes spelling out Freud’s personal investment in the Verlag, both financial and libidinal. ‘You have doubtless gathered that the Verlag is my creation, my child’ he observes, continuing ‘[a]nd you know, nobody wants to survive his children; on the contrary one wishes to secure their existence after one’s demise.’ He reminds them that it was only because he declined his royalties from the best-selling publications of the press that the Verlag was able to publish the books of IPA members. Just before he makes his final plea at the end he testifies ‘I have made extensive financial sacrifices for analysis; why not you too, each according to his means?’ It is the fourth occasion he uses the word ‘sacrifice’ in the letter. And the nature of the sacrifice he is asking from his addressees? In true psychoanalytic fashion they must work out their desire for themselves: ‘I think I must leave the details to you,’ writes Freud.

Freud’s appeal was successful, at least in the short term, in securing the future of the Verlag.
 But what exactly were the societies securing? Freud anticipates in his letter the objection that French, English, and American analysts were being asked, in effect, to subsidize German-language publications that they did not use. This is why he emphasizes how the International Journal of Psychoanalysis depends on translations from the Viennese journals. But he raises the stakes further and warns that the prevailing environment for analysis is still unfriendly in 1932: ‘Do not let us be deluded by the apparent abating of the hostility towards psycho-analysis; it is more of an improvement in the tone than in the thing itself, more modo than re. For a long time yet the solidarity of analysts will be necessary.’ Freud, in other words, invokes the early days of struggle, when he looked forward to attacks on the Jahrbuch and thought of the journals as weapons of war against enemies internal and external. At the same time he implies that the establishment of national societies, with their own hierarchies and annual meetings and membership rules, means a dulling of the radicalism of analytic discovery and a forgetfulness about the resistance that psychoanalysis should always provoke. So it is not mere expediency when Freud summons the spectre of hostility, claiming ‘as long as these conditions obtain in the outside world it is not open to the psycho-analyst to be English, French, American or German, rather than first of all an adherent of psycho-analysis’. It is nothing less than an attempt to reinvigorate unsere Sache (our Cause) of the early, embattled days of psychoanalysis. Like ‘sacrifice’, the word ‘cause’ is repeated four times by Freud in his letter.


Once again, this rhetoric reminds us of the similarities that existed between Freud’s journals and modernist little magazines, which are
non-commercial enterprises founded by individuals or small groups intent upon publishing the experimental works or radical opinions of untried, unpopular, or under-represented writers. Defying mainstream tastes and conventions, some little magazines aim to uphold higher artistic or intellectual standards than their commercial counterparts [….] Because of their often unorthodox contents, little magazines appeal to small, sometimes elite (or elitist) readerships.

The psychoanalytic journals and the Verlag match this description in all points. They were non-commercial, and like so many little magazines were dependent for their survival on subsidy and patronage, primarily from Freud himself. They published ‘radical opinions’ of ‘unpopular’ and ‘under-represented writers’, using the cover of Freud’s name to print work not only by the inner circle, but by less well-known names from the first and second generations of analysts. To name just a few: Lou Andreas-Salomé, Siegfried Bernfeld, Paul Bjerre, Paul Federn, Georg Groddeck, Hermine Hug-Hellmuth, Franz Riklin, Joan Riviere, Isidor Sadger, Sabine Spielrein, Viktor Tausk. They prided themselves on upholding ‘higher intellectual standards’ by weeding out what Jones called the ‘rubbish’ and Freud ‘useless material’. It is not always easy to determine readership levels, but it seems certain these remained small. In 1912 Freud reported 500 subscribers to the Zentralblatt and between 190 and 240 for Imago.
 The International Journal of Psychoanalysis, for which there are better records, had print runs that went from 500 in 1928 to 650 in 1930 and 750 by 1935.
 The issuing of offprints for individual articles increased overall circulation, but this must still be considered a narrow readership. 

Little magazines were also often marked by a specific editorial disposition, as Matthew Philpotts argues in a number of interventions on the subject. Philpotts draws on Bourdieu’s characterization of certain cultural actors, such as gallerists, as ‘double personages’ who have to master the ‘heteronomous’ realm of the economy and the ‘autonomous’ realm of literary and artistic taste: ‘a flair for marketing, management and leadership is as important for these individuals as a flair for aesthetic form and expression’.
 This double-bind is precisely also what characterized Freud’s journals, and it becomes nowhere more apparent than in the final journal we presently discuss: Die Psychoanalytische Bewegung (‘The Psychoanalytic Movement’). 

The Bewegung and A.J. Storfer

Die Psychoanalytische Bewegung (DPB) published cross-disciplinary writings on literary, cultural, political and social topics, featuring pieces by established analysts as well as non-analysts. Among notable texts published in DPB were the first two instalments of Freud’s Civilization and its Discontents in 1929 and 1930. The journal was published by the Internationaler Psychoanalytischer Verlag from 1929 onward, to once again expand its portfolio of psychoanalytic journals, which since 1926 had further come to include the Zeitschrift für psychoanalytische Pädagogik. DPB was edited by the Director of the Verlag, Adolf Joseph Storfer, until a period of acute financial difficulties for the press led to Storfer’s resignation, with the journal folding shortly after in 1934. 
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Storfer, like Hugo Heller, has been a figure largely forgotten.
 Romanian-born Adolf Storfer (after 1938 Albert) moved to Vienna in 1913 and began attending meetings of the Vienna Psychoanalytic Association. At that point he was already author of two books of ‘applied’ psychoanalysis, which shared Freud’s interest in folk psychology: Zur Sonderstellung des Vatermordes (1911), on parricide, and Marias jungfrauliche Mutterschaft (1914), on virgin birth.
 Probably in analysis with Freud at some point, he never trained as an analyst, but became Otto Rank’s assistant in 1921, and in 1925 took over as Director of the Verlag.
 Less conspicuous than Heller in Vienna’s public intellectual life, he was also known to the literary crowd. Indeed, living a bohemian life, Storfer loved Vienna’s coffee houses, and was regularly seen in the Café Herrenhof, where Hermann Broch and Robert Musil held court as well, and where he was known as the ‘chief brigand’.
 His bohemian lifestyle also did not escape Freud and his close collaborators. In the archive of the Institute of Psychoanalysis a note attached to a letter from Storfer, probably by Edward Glover, reads: ‘Of interest only because it was written by A.J. Storfer – a genial little Viennese journalist who somehow got caught up with P.A. He was thought to be unscrupulous (journalistical) but I loved him in pubs and dance-halls’.
 Max Eitingon, who behind the scenes became a key figure as well in the day-to-day business of the Verlag and in this capacity was a fierce critic of Storfer from the very start, even transferred Storfer’s bohemian lifestyle to his financial dealings, accusing Storfer in a letter to Freud of practicing ‘bohemian’ economics.
 

Freud had good reasons to hire Storfer, however. Not only could he extend the project Hugo Heller’s publishing house had already set in motion, since Storfer had access to key figures in modernist print culture. Before he came to the Verlag, Storfer had also worked as a journalist for the Frankfurter Zeitung and the Zürcher Post and he had been employed by a large Hungarian publishing house. In contrast to Rank, who before 1925 had run the Verlag, Storfer thus also had experience as a publisher. One of Storfer’s achievements, for example, was to brand the publications of the Verlag by giving them a common design and inscribing them into a unified programme. Where Heller, whose first wife was the genre painter and graphic designer Hermine Ostersetzer, had hovered towards decorative Jugendstil design for Imago, Storfer resolutely modernized the publications of the Verlag, among others by giving all books of the Verlag (ten per year) the same yellow cover with a title in the Berhard Modern font, and by editing a Verlagsalmanach, which annually featured the full spectrum and programme of the Verlag as a whole by publishing the year’s best pieces. Also within individual journals themselves Storfer made sure to report on the initiatives and the significance of the Verlag in its entirety, thereby giving a broader audience an insight into the ‘internal household’ of Freud’s journals and the Verlag, and no longer restricting information about the journal’s day-to-day workings and decisions to a ‘secret’ society consisting of Freud’s close collaborators.
 Above all, Storfer proved very successful at further carving out a broader cultural discourse on and around psychoanalysis, most notably through Die Psychoanalytische Bewegung. 

The editorial mission statement of the first issue of DPB gives a sense of his ambition to form a bridge between analysis and the wider culture. The journal, it says, ‘aspires to reach out beyond the narrow circle of specialists in psychoanalytic science and to constitute a link with all educated persons in every field of intellectual interest.’
 While a journal like Imago had nodded towards the little magazines while maintaining its status as a scientific periodical, DPB now actually sought to inhabit the space of the literary-cultural journal. It regularly published contributions by non-analysts – Andreas-Salomé, Thomas Mann, Stefan Zweig and Arnold Zweig all contributed – and had a final section of miscellanies with a suitably literary-mythical title: ‘Das Echo der Psychoanalyse’. The latter was in part geared at recording the relevance of psychoanalysis within modernist literature. In the second issue of March-April 1931, for instance, parallels were drawn between psychoanalysis and German, French and English literature, figures addressed ranging from Leonhard Frank and Franz Werfel, Philippe Soupault, Louis Aragon and André Gide to James Joyce, D.H. Lawrence, Dorothy Richardson, Virginia Woolf and Aldous Huxley. DPB featured a special issue on the occasion of Freud’s receipt of the Goethe Prize, including his acceptance speech (Issue 2:5, 1930), and ambitiously roved from literature (including Baudelaire and Strindberg) to religion and politics, including a special issue in 1931 on ‘Psychoanalyse der Politik’ (Issue 3:5). After Storfer’s sacking, the journal continued for a couple more years under Eduard Hitschmann, but closed in 1934. This manifests how Storfer possessed skills Hitschmann perhaps lacked, what Philpotts calls a ‘particular kind of “literary sociability” […], an essential skill of the successful periodical editor, who establishes and nurtures networks in which the submission and selection of appropriate manuscripts are fostered.’
 Indeed, Storfer’s bohemian lifestyle and his access to the literary world made him ideal as the editor of a journal like DPB.


Like all other journals discussed here, DPB enlisted Freud as Herausgeber, who clearly valued highly Storfer’s efforts to see psychoanalysis spread further into the broader intellectual and literary discourse. In the financial crisis of the Verlag, it was universally agreed that Storfer was to blame—his efforts to expand the Verlag’s range indeed did not always keep an eye on the incoming budget. Yet, just like Heller could not be held solely accountable for the collapse of the publishing market during the First World War, so could Storfer not be blamed for trying to make the best of the Verlag with the limited resources he had at his disposal. Already in 1925, when Storfer joined the Verlag, Freud indicated to Max Eitingon that he was very much aware of the difficult task he and Storfer would face: 

It wouldn’t be the first time in literature that an author invests everything he has made back into publishing his work; it was so with Walter Scott, with Mark Twain, a.o., and in the end I am not a professional writer who can then make up again for what has been lost with new acts of the imagination.
 

Freud’s identification with literary figures here was more than just accidental, it appears. When Storfer eventually resigned in the early 1930s and Freud’s son Martin took over Storfer’s duties,
 Freud adamantly stressed the significance of keeping the ‘literary’ wing of psychoanalysis operative.
 And even after his resignation, Freud, in a letter to Eitingon, who handled the removal of Storfer, was humorously emollient about the disgraced editor:

Storfer reminds me of one of those German princelings who suppressed and exploited his subjects. But after they had been expelled it turned out that their little country possessed a capital with a castle, a theatre and an art collection, which became its most powerful attraction for visiting foreigners. The trouble is, one has to expel them first.

Freud alludes no doubt to his own Gessamelte Schriften, a luxurious leather edition with a high-quality binding co-edited by Storfer,
 but also to the Verlag’s stable of journals—the ‘theatre and art collection’ above all recalling DPB. 


Indeed, the editorial project set in motion with the choice of Heller before the war came to full fruition through DPB in the interwar period: the journal rather quickly also came to interact with other modernist little magazines far outside the Austrian ambit. Take, for example, ‘Film Psychology’, a short essay by Hanns Sachs on Eisenstein, Pudovkin and Lubitsch, which is one of the first works of psychoanalytic film criticism.
 ‘Film Psychology’ appeared in translation in 1928 in Close Up (1927-1933), the modernist little magazine devoted to ‘film art’. In the essay Sachs carries out a shrewd analysis of three cinematically symptomatic acts in scenes from the silent cinema, showing more subtle understanding of film as a form than is usually credited to psychoanalytic criticism. Then, in a curious reversal of the usual order of publication, the original German text, ‘Zur Psychologie des Films’ appeared in 1929 in the second issue of DPB. The Sachs essay in Close Up was not the only exchange between DPB and modernist journals and magazines. An essay by Thomas Mann that launched the first issue of DPB in 1929, ‘Die Stellung Freuds in der modernen Geistesgeschichte’, was picked up by T.S. Eliot and published in 1933 in his influential literary review The Criterion as ‘Freud’s position in the history of modern thought’.
 And there are further glimpses of a shared history. Whatever Freud’s misgivings about surrealism, he allowed Marie Bonaparte’s translation of an extract from The Question of Lay Analysis to appear in La Révolution surréaliste no. 9/10 in 1927. (It is notable also that this surrealist journal in turn took on the layout of nineteenth-century scientific periodicals.) In short, whereas Freud in the early 1930s, as we saw, would still warn of animosity toward psychoanalysis within the scientific community, through Storfer’s work on DPB he had definitely ensured that his version of psychoanalysis became a recognisable and legible science to the modernist literary and intellectual scene. What is more, this scene was now also contributing to that science in and through the journals. With its short lifespan, its format, and the participation of a number of significant figures of German-language letters, DPB in retrospect indeed resembles modernist magazines like Close Up as much as it does its fellow psychoanalytical journals, at least the ones that became official organs of the movement and the profession such as the Internationale Zeitschrift, The International Journal of Psychoanalysis, or the Revue française de psychanalyse (1926-). 

A Vital Modern(ist) Science

If, as Robert Scholes and Clifford Wulfman put it, ‘magazines were so central to modernism that it is hard to imagine this movement […] without them’, the same can be said for psychoanalysis.
 In his attempt to launch psychoanalysis as an autonomous science, the journal to Freud was a key medium. As we hope to have shown, moreover, hitherto scarcely commented upon connections between modernist and psychoanalytical print culture often proved rather tight in this context, so tight, in fact, that we can also ask whether psychoanalysis in the journals would have been the same without modernist print culture. This question is worth posing, because it unearths perhaps a final, more general reason why Freud so much valued the interaction between modernist and psychoanalytical print culture.  


The function of Freud’s journals was not to establish Freud’s name. With Michel Foucault, we can say that Freud’s name already possessed an author function at the very start of the first psychoanalytical journals. One of his first publishers, Bergmann, for instance, had insisted that Freud’s name appear in a prominent position in the Zentralblatt, effectively endorsing the journal’s contents.
 Freud, then, already was, as Michel Foucault said, the founder of a discourse, and the early psychoanalytical journals show what Foucault’s claim meant in practical terms. Freud’s texts were constitutive of the identity of the journals, setting ‘the possibilities and the rules for the formation of other texts’.
 Almost without fail, when his papers appeared in one of the journals, it led off an issue, not just as a matter of hierarchy, but implicitly showing how it was done, as in the case of Imago, whose serial publication of Totem and Taboo in its first three issues established a benchmark for psychoanalysis applied to religion, myth and culture. The Jahrbuch operated on the same principle with Freud’s case histories, and the Internationale Zeitschrift began issues with, among others, ‘The Dissolution of the Oedipus Complex’, and ‘Some Psychical Consequences of the Anatomical Distinction Between the Sexes’. The implied hierarchy is also at work in the advertising, in those journals where advertising appeared. In this case Freud’s Gesammelte Schriften or other texts were promoted on the inside back cover, with texts by other authors published by Deuticke or Heller or the Verlag appearing further in. In this way, Freud’s name both opens and closes many issues of the journals, especially the early ones. The centrality of Freud’s name, person and writings extended to journals in other languages. So, the first issue in 1927 of the Revue française de psychanalyse opens with a translation of Freud’s ‘Moses of Michelangelo’, and the journal’s frontispiece declares that the journal is ‘publiée sous le haut patronage de M. le Professeur S. Freud.’ Freud had no formal editorial role with the Revue, beyond agreeing to give his texts for translation, but his name on the front cover acts as a guarantee of the contents inside, of their psychoanalytic legitimacy. 

Rather than to ‘brand’ his name, Freud’s ambition with the journals, as we saw, was to carve out a space for psychoanalysis as an independent, lively and productive science. This explains why he was at times ambivalent about the status of his name in the discursive field to which the journals contributed. For example, in 1925 when Karl Abraham worried about the quality of a paper by Sándor Ferenczi, he put great emphasis on Freud’s ‘Note on the Mystic Writing Pad’ coming before Ferenczi’s ‘Psychoanalysis of Sexual Habits’ in an issue of the Zeitschrift. Freud replied mildly, 

I submit to the editorial decision…. But do not make me say the first and the last word, let me come somewhere in the middle. Indeed, I often have occasion to note that my utterances have a kind of paralyzing effect on the liveliness of others, and I think I must be careful.

He once wrote in a similarly placatory way to Ferenczi, emphasising the importance for tolerance in the journals’ publishing policy: ‘it is hardly the proper time to wield the critical red ink, otherwise we won’t get any contributions and one has to allow for a certain multiplicity of views, even an alloy with such and such a percent nonsense.’
 He developed the metaphor further in a late letter to Ferenczi: 

I don’t share your opinion about the worthlessness of the greater part of the psychoanalytic literature, although I do share to a large extent your critical views. Without such ruminations, returning in countless combinations, mixtures, contaminations, an assimilation of the material would not be able to occur. I also don’t believe that we will be able to provide for our nourishment with concentrated nutrient pills. The worst of these contaminations, in which the purity would be choked off, were, after all, supposed to have been kept away by the selection made by the Verlag.

In other words, the Verlag and the journals kept out the ‘rubbish’ and ‘useless material’, but this by no means meant that they contained the finished product. Nor, from Freud’s perspective was having a finished product desirable: far from it. Without the ‘combinations, mixtures, contaminations’, that is, without the stumbling about of primary research, but also without the partial overlap with, and influx of, modernist print culture, psychoanalysis would not be able to advance at all. If Freud’s own texts were the ‘concentrated nutrient pills’, they alone were not enough.

Here, Freud’s insistence on keeping intact the ‘literary’ wing of the journals gains a more profound meaning, then. For everything suggests that by opening the journals and other psychoanalytical publication channels to those of creative contemporaries in modernist print and literary culture, the idea was to see the Freudian Cause being continuously injected with new material so that the science of psychoanalysis would also continue to evolve and mutate. Jacques Lacan notes this unfinished, protean quality in many of the works of Freud’s early followers, many of whom, of course, were more open than their master to the modernist literature flourishing around them.  Lacan comments that an essay in 1928 in Imago by one such follower, Theodor Reik, is
characterized by a style of illumination, a kind of brilliance that remains attached to the early decades of the dissemination of the Freudian teaching and the shape that the research of the first generation took .…This study by Reik has a sparkle [éclat], a brilliance, a fecundity of which it may be said that the style, the promise and the characteristics of the era of which it was part found themselves snuffed out in one fell swoop.

This encomium is marked by melancholy: for Lacan, the swift extinguishing of the era’s promise seems almost to be a condition of its brilliance. Elsewhere he writes that the pioneers simply learnt how to listen:

This is what psychoanalysts devoted themselves to in the golden age of psychoanalysis, and it bore fruit. It was no accident that the crop they harvested – both from the ravings never before so permitted to roll off the tongue and from the slips never so offered up an open ear – was so bountiful.


But this very abundance of data, which were sources of knowledge, quickly led them to a knot that they managed to turn into an impasse. Having acquired these data, could they stop themselves from taking their bearings from them in navigating what they heard thereafter?

Lacan’s stance is once again melancholic, registering a loss, a falling off from the first adventures of insight. The fall comes about when the early analysts inevitably brought to bear on the next harvest what they had learnt in the first golden one. Psychoanalysis therefore became a form of knowledge that could be reproduced, rather than on every occasion an inaugural encounter with the products of the unconscious, products that are as singular as the subjects who produce them. And here is the advantage of the journals and their incomplete, contradictory, heterogeneous contents: the ‘combinations, mixtures, contaminations’ prevent a too rapid assimilation to knowledge of the fruits of psychoanalytic research. Unlike other scientific journals, and in some respects like the literary little magazines, the first psychoanalytic journals operated free from the institutional knowledge-endorsing and transmitting structures of Universities and learned societies: it was a knowledge unmoored from a legitimating apparatus. As Lacan implies, such a position could hardly be sustained for long: the official journals, the ones that survived, found their bureaucratic editors and in their turn became institutional and reliable accumulators of knowledge.
 The dialogue between Freudian and modernist print culture indeed soon came to an end, with modernist and later artists and writers going on to explore their and culture’s repressed drives outside the realm of science. 
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