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The Use of an Object and Relating through Identifications’ is a landmark
contribution that 1 find very difficult to write about because so much of what
lies at its core is merely suggested. It is necessary for the reader not only to
read the paper, but also to write it. In my reading/writing of the paper, the
mother becomes real for the infant in the process of his actually destroying
her as an external object (destroving her sense of herself as an adequate
mother), and his perceiving that destruction. She also becomes a real external
object for the infant in the process of his experiencing the psychological work
involved in surviving destruction, a form of work that does not occur in the
world of fantasied objects. The analyst or mother may not be able to survive
destruction. It is essential that the analyst be able to acknowledge to himself
his inability to survive and, if necessary, to end the analysis because of the
very damaging effects for both patient and analyst of prolonged experience of
this sort. The author presents clinical discussions of analyses in which the
analyst survives destruction and is unable to survive destruction.

Keywords: Winnicott, destruction. object-usage, object-relating, survival of object,
destruction of object
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*The Use of an Object and Keiating through Identifications’ 1s perhaps Win-
nicott’s most difficult paper 2ud most certainly one of his most important.
There 1s a sad story associated with Winnicott’s initial presentation of this
paper to the New York Psychoanalytic Institute on the evening of Novem-
ber 12, 1968. To Winnicott’s disappointment, the paper received a puzzled
and skeptical response. Milrod, in the official minutes of the meeting,
wrote: “In a charming and whimsical fashion Dr. Winnicott responded by
saying his concept had been torn to pieces and that he would be happy to
give it up” (Rodman, 2003, p. 328). Shortly after the meeting, Winnicott
suffered a heart attack. A reworked version of the paper presented in New
York was published the following year in the International Journal of Psy-
choanalysis (Winnicott, 1969a), and a shlightly revised version of that paper
was published posthumously in Playing and Reality (1971). Winnicott 1s said
to have been “still revising the paper for publication in Plaving and Reality
on the day of his death, January 25, 19717 (Samuels, 2001, p. 38). 1 will be
discussing the 1971 version of the paper.'

So much is merely suggested in this paper that one must not only read 1t,
one must also participate in writing it. The ideas 1 develop in this paper

'Winnicott (1971)).
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represent my own reading and writing of Winnicott's paper — what 1 make
of it, and more importantly, what I make with 1t.

The subject of this paper

L]

Winnicott, in the opening paragraphs of the paper, speaks in an intimate
conversational way that sets the tone for the rest of the paper:

It appals me to think how much deep change 1 have prevented or delayed in
patients in a certain classification category by my personal need to interpret. If only
we can wait, the patient arrives at understanding creatively and with immense joy,
and I now enjoy this joy more than 1 used to enjoy the sense of having been clever.
I think I interpret mainly to let the patient know the limits of my understanding,
The principle 1s that it is the patient and only the patient who has the answers.

(pp. 86-87)

While this passage strikes a chord of truth in me, I wonder what Winni-
cott has in mind when he says. “I interpret mainly to let the patient know
the limits of my understanding.”™ He leaves the reader free to develop his
or her own “answers’ to this question (as he tries to do with his patients).
As we will see, Winnicott makes use of the reader’s experience of reading
this paper to show rather than rell the reader what he has in mind, for
much of what he has 1n mind cannot be told or explained, it has to be
experienced.

Winnicott immediately follows this statement about not interpreting with
a statement about the importance of interpreting:

By contrast with this comes the mterpretative work that the analyst must do, which
distinguishes analysis from self-analysis. The interpreting by the analvst, i it is to
have effect, must be related to the patient’s ability 1o place the analvst ontside the
area of subjective phenomena. What is then imvolved 1s the patient’s 2biiity (o use
the analyst, which 1s the subject of this paper.

(p. 87)

Winnicott, in consecutive paragraphs, presents two seemingly contradictory
ideas: one must not give 1n to a “need to interpret” and there is “the
interpretive work that the analyst must do”. Winnicott does not explain
the relationship between these ideas, but he offers some guidance when he
says, “The interpreting by the analyst, if it is to have effect, must be
related to the patient’s ability ro place the analyst outside the area of sub-
jective phenomena.” Interpreting, if it is to “have effect” (if it is to have
consequences in the real world) must be done only after the patient has
developed the capacity 10 “1o place the analyst outside the area of subjec-
tive phenomena.” Winnicott does not expand on what this sentence means,
but says it is “the subject of this paper™. Interestingly, later in the paper,
Winnicott returns, only in a single brief allusion, to these critically
important ideas concerning the analyst’s use (or refraining from use) of

interpretation.
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At this juncture in the paper, the reader is left hanging. not quite under-
standing what Winnicott has in mind regarding the place of interpretation
in analysis, much less how he arrived at his ideas.

A theoretical statement

In the second section of the paper — the ‘sections’ are not named or num-
bered, but I view the paper as divided into four parts thematically - Winni-
cott clarifies the difference between the two types of relatedness to objects
with which he is concerned in this paper: object-relating and object-usage.

When | specak of the use of an object, ... [ take object-relating for granted, and
add new features that involve the nature and the behaviour of the object. For
instance, the object, if it is to be used, must necessarily be real in the sense of being
part of shared reality, not a bundle of projections.

(p. 88, my italics)

Here, Winnicott reverses the conventional terminology of psychoanalysis by
using the term ‘object-relating’ (usually used to refer to mature, whole-
object relatedness) to refer to the more primitive (narcissistic) form of object
relationship 1n which the object i1s ‘a bundle of projections’, an extension of
the self; and he uses the term ‘use of an object’ (usually assoctated with
exploitation of another person) to refer to mature object-relatedness in
which the subject lives in the outside world of ‘shared reality’. and experi-
ences objects as genuinely external to himself. This reversal causes the
reader to loosen his grip on what he thought he knew and to open himself
to not knowing.
Winnicott concludes his theoretical statement with a storyv:

two babies ¢ feeding at the breast. One is feeding on the self, since the breast and
the baby %zve not yet become (for the baby) separate phenomena. The other is
feeding fron: an other-than-me source, or an object that can be given cavalier treat-
ment withoat effect on the baby unless 1t retaliates. Mothers, hke analvsts, can be
good or not good enough; some can and some cannot carry the babv over from

relating to usage.
(p. 89)

There are two pieces of ‘unfinished business’ in these sentences that fore-
shadow the heart of the paper, which is contained in the succeeding section.
One is the idea that the other-than-me source ‘can be given cavalier treat-
ment’ by the baby. The other is the ominous qualifving phrase added to
‘cavalier treatment’: ‘unless it retaliates’. Once again, meanings are sug-
gested, but only suggested.

A revolutionary set of ideas

Having defined his terms, Winnicott begins this third and most radical por-
tion of the paper in a surprising way:

Copyright © 2016 Institute of Psychoanalysis int J Psychoanal (2016) 97
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I am now ready to po straight to the statement of my thesis. It seems | am afraid
to get there, as | fear that once the thesis is stated the purpose of my communica-
ton is at an end, because it 1s so very simple.

(p. §9)

This way of addressing the reader 1s unique to Winnicott. No other psycho-
analyst writes this way. Here, 1 behieve, Winnicott i1s showing us what ir feels
like 1o use objects. He 1s ‘ready’ to state the main theme of the paper. but
finds himself afraid to do so because once he states 1t to the reader, it falls
into the hands of other people (the reader). people who are real, and
because they are real and separate people with minds of their own, they are
free to do what they will with his ideas, regardless of what he might wish
them to do. This is the ‘thesis” of Winnicott’s paper brought to hife for the
reader in the expenence of reading.
His main theme 1s not at all simple:

To use an object the subject must have developed a capacity 1o use objects. This is
part of the change 10 the reality principle.

(p. 89)

The first of these two sentences may seem absurdly self-evident: “To use an
object the subject must have developed a capaciry to use objects.”™ And yet,
what Winnicott 1s referring to 1s anvthing but self-evident. In fact, this may
be the first ume any analvst has explored the process of developing a capac-
ity to use objects (1t may not even have been specifically studied [before]™,
p. 86). Winnicott suggests in the second of these sentences that his concep-
tion of the process of developing that capacity alters our conception of how
the individual develops the ability to face the real world (how the reality
principle becomes a dimension of human consciousness).

In fleshing out this *‘main theme’, Winnicott begins by saying that the
movement from object-relating 1o use of an object 1s an inborn matura-
tional process that depends on real people (*a facilitating environment™, p.
89) for 1ts successful development.

At this point, Winnicott makes a striking statement about the implica-
tions of his *‘main theme’:

In the sequence [under discussion] one can say that first there 1s object-relating,
then in the end there is object-use; in between, however, 1s the most difficult thing,
perhaps, in human development: or the most irksome of all the carly failures that
come for mending. This thing that there is in between relating and use is the sub-
ject’s placing of the object outside the area of the subject’s omnipotent control; that
15, the subject’s perception of the object as an external phenomenon, not as & nro-
jective entity, in fact recognition of 1t as an entuity in its own right.

L) 'd()]

The stage has now been set for what I find to be the three most difficult,
most enigmatic, and most richly evocative paragraphs in the paper. These
paragraphs are also some of the most unusual in the analytic literature in
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terms of their literary form: an imaginary ‘conversation” between a prever-

bal infant and his mother.
The first sentence of these three paragraphs throws down the gauntlet:

This change (from relating to usage) means that the subject destroys the object.
(p. 89)

Winnicott anticipates objection to this statement by “an armchair philoso-
pher™ who holds that “if the object is external, the object will be destroyed
by the subject™ (pp. 89-90). In other words, if the external object is
destroyed by the subject, there can be no such thing as an external object.

Winnicott replies by saying that if the armchair philosopher were to “sit
on the floor with his patient™ [live an analytic experience with his patient],
“he will find that there i1s an intermediate position™ (p. 90):

after ‘subject relates to object” comes “subject destroys object” (as it becomes exter-
nal)

(p. 90)

| am stopped in my tracks by these words. I genuinely do not know what it
means for the subject to destroy the object as it becomes external. (I am
experiencing here something that only very gradually becomes clear to me,
as | read and reread this paper: the word ‘destroy’ is being remade in these
sentences. It has a meaning no one has ever before given it, and I am only
beginning, at this point in the paper, to learn something of what that word
means.)
The sentence ends with the words:

and then [after ‘subject destroys object’] may come ‘object survives destruction by
the subject.’

(p. 90)

Winnicott is in effect saying that to move from relating to an object as ‘a
bundle of projections’ to relating to an object as a separate person, the sub-
ject must destroy the object. T wonder, 1s Winnicott talking about the fan-
tasy of destroying the obiect or the subject’s really destroying the object as
a separate entity? An’ wvhat would 1t mean to acrually destroy the external

object? If the destruci.on 15 simply a fantasy, how is this different from the
projections entailed :++ - 7 ect-relating? And what does it mean for the object
to ‘survive’ if the dos -2 on is the real destruction of the external object,
not a fantasied destre 11037

It 1s here that the paper comes most electrifvingly alive:

A new feature thus arrives 1n the theory of object-relating [as 1t evolves into object-
usage]. The subject says to the object: *I destroved you', and the object is there to
receive the communication. From now on the subject says: *Hullo object!” 1
destroyed you.” °I love you."” *You have value for me because of your survival of

Copyright © 2016 Institute of Psychoanalysis int J Psychoanal (2016) 97



1248 T. H. Ogden

my destruction of you." *While T am loving you 1 am all the time destroying you in
(unconscious) fantasy.’

e—

(p. 90)

For decades, 1 have read the words “*Hullo object!” *1 destroyed you." ‘I
love you." *You have value for me because of your survival of my destruc-
tion of you,”" as the infant’s expenience ol destroying (renouncing  his
dependence upon) the ommipotent internal object mother (Ogden, 1983). 1
thought that the renunciation (fantasied destruction) of the internal object
mother cleared the way for the infant’s emerging capacity to experience the
recalness of the external object mother.

This reading of the *destruction” of the object is at odds with the way 1
now understand what is occurring when ‘subject destroys object’. It seems
to me now that my carhier understanding of the destruction of the object
did not include the key clement of Winnicott’s conception of ‘subject
destroys object’: 1t 1s the real external object (nor an internal object) that is
destroyed in the developmental process of moving from object-relating to
object-usage. My misrcading, as 1 see 1t now, resulted from my mability to
understand what 1t meant for the real external object, a real person, to be
destroyed.

After the infant *says’ to his mother, **I destroyed you™ and the subject 1s
there to receive the communication™, what the infant says to his mother 1s
put in an unforgettable way: “From now on the subject says, ‘Hullo
object!”™™ — how better to create in words the relief and the joy in the greet-
ing the infant gives his mother who has survived and whom he loves (and
by whom he feels loved) in a way he never before experienced because it
can only be experienced with a mother who i1s a person separate from him?
The exclamation point 1s important stage direction here.

The infant then proudly and jubilantly re-exclaims his achieviment, this
time with more confidence and pnde: **I destroyed you.’ ‘I love yo:: " *You
have value to me because of your survival of my destruction of you

Each time | read these exuberant words, I remember vividly or. - of my
own children — who must have been about six months old — sittirg in his
high chair like a king with his food tray in front of him. I recall (e wide
grin on his face as he looked at me straight in the eyes and picked up the
small bit of a frankfurter that I had placed on the tray, and I remcmber his
exhilaration as he used his full muscle strength to hurl it to the ground as
he screamed with delight. I would pick up the frankfurter and place 1t back
on the tray, never losing eve contact with him, and he would grin, hurl, and
jubilantly scream with joy again as he threw 1t to the ground again. (He
had begun playing a kindred game, the peck-a-boo game, a few months car-
lier, but that game lacked the jubilance of the dropping game.)

But this happy picture is not the picture of the “intermediate position™
(p. 90) between object-relating and use of an object. Rather, it is a picture
of the great relief and joy felt by the infant on finding that his primary
objects are sturdy and can be treated thoughtlessly, dismussively, casually,
insouciantly, playfully, scornfully, ragefully, cavalierly, and all the while the
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object can be counted on to survive, “The subject can now wuse the object
that has survived” (p. 90). I would add that it is also a picture of the
achievement of object permanence, object constancy, and a good deal of
capacity for symbolization, the differentiation of the internal and external
world (if there is an external object, there must be a separate internal self to
feel its externality), and separation of the conscious and unconscious aspects
of mind. “Here fantasy begins for the individual™ (p. 90).

Before this stage of object-usage, there is the ‘intermediate position’,
which is the ‘main theme' of Winnicott's paper. In that intermediate posi-
tion ‘subject destroys object’. And “there is a price that has to be paid™ (p.
90) by the subject (the infant) in the ongoing destruction of the object mn
unconscious fantasy. But what is the price paid by ‘the object’, the real
mother, an actual human being, who, unlike an internal-object mother (a
fantasied mother), feels the pain of being destroyed as a mother?

Winnicott does not ‘answer’ this question, but he says something that |
believe has direct bearing on it. He does so in a sentence that I find to be

pivotal to an understanding of the paper as a whole:

This is a position [the intermediate position between object-relating and object-use]
that can be arrived at by the individual in carly stages of emotional growth only
through the actual survival of the cathected objects that are at the time in process
of becoming destroyed because real, becoming real because destroyed (being
destructible and expendable).

(p. Y0)

This sentence is complex both in syntactical structure and in the structure
of the paradox it creates. The first part of the sentence might be para-
phrased as follows: object usage can be achieved early in emotional develop-
ment only through the survival of the person with whom the infant or child
has an emotional tie (a ‘cathected’ object). This is a deceptively simple
thought in that it seems to be a repetition of what has already been said:
object usage can be achieved only through the survival of the object. How-
ever, the words that stand out for me in this part of the sentence are “actual
survival’. Winnwoott is not speaking metaphorically: the object 1s hable to in
fact (in reality . 1.1 survive emotionally (and perhaps also physically).

The sentenc - -otinues with a set of ideas that I find to be the most ongi-
nal in the pa;« - tiie actual survival of the object 1s critical at this moment
when the motirc. s “in process of becoming destroyed because real, becoming
real because destooved” (italics added). My mind reels, even now, when [ read
these words. I have spent many hours trying to do something with — come to
my own understanding of — this pair of ideas. What does it mean to say that
the object is *becoming destroyed because [it 1s] real™? Here, one has no choice
but to ‘write’ Winnicott’s paper because he leaves critically important ideas
in a highly elusive form - ideas not explained, merely suggested.

I would ‘write’ this part of the paper by saying that the object — the actual
living, breathing, emotionally responsive external object mother — is (inevita-
bly, inescapably) *becoming destroyed’ in the developmental process leading
to the infant’s achievement of object-usage. What I mean when I say that the
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actual mother is becoming destroved i1s that her experience of herself as a good
enough mother to her infant is under severe attack and is in the process of ‘be-
coming destroyed’. Winnicott at times in this paper uses the phrase *becoming
destroyed’ and at other times uses the stronger single word ‘destroved’ to
describe ‘the object’ (the mother) at this moment in the development of the
mother-infant relationship. 1 beheve both wordings are accurate in that the
mother and the infant at different points in this process feel as if the mother is
being destroyed and at other times feel she has been destroved.

Winnicott leaves unspoken the reality that something important about the
mother’s experience of herself (and the infant’s experience of her) as a
mother is actually destroved in the course of the movement from object-relar-
ing to object-usage. What mother has not had the very painful experience of
feeling that she has utterly failed as a mother. and what’s more, she has
ccased to be the person she was before she had the baby? The destruction
of the mother’s expenience of hersell as a mother may take innumerable
forms, for instance, by her coming to feel that she is not fit to be a mother
because she 1s unable to console her baby when he 1s in ternble distress, or
1s not sufficiently loving for the infant to nurse at the breast, or unable to
help her infant sleep when he 1s so desperately in need of sleep, or hating
her baby for keeping her from all of the pleasures and sources of pride and
competence and creativity that she had had in her life before the baby was
born, or any of a thousand other wayvs an infant or child may actually
destroy his mother’s belief in her adequacy as a mother (and, at times, her
adequacy as a worthwhile person of any sort). The baby does not do this in
an effort to attack his mother or destroy her: he does so simply by being
the infant he 1s — an infant who places relentless physical and emotional
demands on the mother. demands that no mother can meet. The mother’s
feeling of becoming destroved 1s simply a part of the experience of being a
mother to an infant or child. an expenence that 1s at once mundanc and
unimaginably intense, painful, dramning, gratifving, terrifving, and bliss{:!

The mother’s feeling of *becoming destroved’ as a mother is not restricted
to the carly months of the life of the mother and infant. It occurs thro :oh-
out the life of the mother and child (and later, the father and child;. i:¢n
more visible during ‘the terrible two’s’ and more violent during the <
adolescence.

The way I am conceiving of the actual destruction of the mother 1s akin i
Loewald’s (1979) i1dea of the killing of the oedipal parents, a killing that is
not simply a symbolic killing:

If we do not shnnk from blunt language, in our role as children of our parents, by
genuine emancipation [genuinely becoming independent adults] we do kill some-
thing vital in them - not all 1n one blow and not 1n all respects, but contnbuting to

their dying.
(p. 395)

As parents, we must allow ourselves to be killed (psychically and physically)
by our children, “lest we diminish them™ (Loewald, 1979, p. 395) by inter-
fering with their achievement of autonomy. The stage of development that
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Loewald is addressing is much later than that involving the achievement of
object-usage. Nonetheless, | believe that Loewald’s conception of the real-
ness of the destruction of the object (“we do kill something vital in them™)
is also true of the destruction of the mother in the ongoing process of devel-
oping the capacity for object-usage. The mother is not simply a facilitator
of the infant’s developing a sense of her externality (and his own internal
world), she is a sacrifice to it. She must do nothing less than allow herself
to be destroyed.

I will now turn to the seccond of the pair of phrases (actually they are two
collapsed sentences): “becoming real because destroyed”™ (p. 90). Here, the
object 1s “real because [the infant perceives the way in which the mother is
fecling] destroyed™. In other words, simultaneously with the mother becom-
ing destroyed because she is a real person is the infant’s perceiving the
mother’s experience of being destroyed as a mother. The infant senses the
pain that his mother (as a real person, not as his omnipotent creation) actu-
ally feels as she is becoming destroyed. This is a critical part of the period
between object-relating and object-usage: the infant sees in his mother’s
eyes, hears in her voice, feels in the way she holds him the pain she i1s expe-
riencing as she is *becoming destroyed’.

Nothing 1s more important to an infant or child than his mother’s con-
scious and unconscious emotional state to which he 1s exquisitely sensitive
(Beebe and Lachmann, 2004; Fraiberg, 1980; Green, 1986; Winnicott, 1960,
1963). The infant’s registering, and responding emotionally, to his mother’s
pain as she is ‘becoming destroyed’ (as she 1s coming to feel unfit to be a
mother) 1s an essential part of the ‘intermediate position” between object-
relating and object-usage. The mother *becom(es] real because destroyed” in
that she becomes real to the infant because her feelings of ‘becoming
destroyed’ are becoming real to him.

At the same time, the mother is ‘in process’ of surviving because real. She
Is able to survive destruction because she is a real person — an adult with
mature (as !l as primitive) emotions, ideas and psychological capacities of
her own, which she is able to bring to bear on the experience of acrually
being destr: v as a mother and of actually surviving as she 1s becoming
destroyed. 1n ther words, she, as a mature subject separate from the infant,
may be ablc (o survive feeling she i1s a mother in name only; she does so by
mobilizing hier own (real) conscious and unconscious capacities to recover
her sense of licrself as a good enough mother, even as she i1s ‘becoming
destroyed” as a good enough mother.

If the mother and infant are to succeed in negotiating this emotional ter-
rain, the mother must not only survive the pain of becoming destroved, she
must also communicate her survival. She makes this communication in the
myriad ways in which she is genuinely alive and loving in her way of being
with her baby — which the infant awaits anxiously (after he destrovs her)
and celebrates when he finds it.

Other people in the mother’s life may be able to help her to survive
becoming destroyed, for example, her husband, her mother, her grand-
mother, her analyst — who may be able to give her literal and/or figurative
periods of rest or sleep during which “to dream™ (Bion, 1962, p. 5) - to do
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circumstances. the mother’s/analyst’s actual retaliation sets in motion a
ﬁ:::nn:mn process that may be irreversible if not identified and addressed
__::_mr:,____:v, and cogently.

These attacks may be very difficult for the analyst to stand. especially when they
are cxpressed in terms of delusion, or through manipulation which makes the ana-
lyst actually do things that are technically bad. (I refer to such a thing as being
unrcliable at moments when rehability is all that matters. as well as to survival n
terms of keeping alive and of absence of the quality of retaliation.)

(p. 92)

in this passage, Winnicott addresses for the first time the actual pain the
analyst (and by cxtension, the mother) feels in response to being destroyed
as an analyst by the patient, but he stops short of identifying the patient’s
perception of, and response to, the analyst’s pain as a principal medium
through which the analyst/mother becomes real for the patient/infant. As |
have discussed, I believe the patient’s/infant’s perception of. and response
to, the pain of the analyst/mother are critical to the movement from object-
relating to object-usage.

To summarize, the idea that the mother is becoming destroved because real
suggests to me that the mother can only become destroved because she is real
- a real person who is able to experience the pain of being destroved as an
adequate mother. And she is &wne:_w.zw real because destroved in that the infant
is able to sense the reality of the pain she experiences (as a separate person) in
becoming destroyed (as a mother). Moreover, she survives because real in that
only a real person living in the world external to the infant's subjectivity is
able to be destroyed and at the same time survive as a living presence who
continues to love her infant, and continues to be emotionally present for him.

hﬂa able to JEE.. (to do the necessary unconscious psychological work with)
the experience of being destroyed and of surviving being destroyed.

Not quite finished: A theoretical point

Winni CPeNS : .
a_ﬁz_.nﬁf pens _rn.m?:.ﬁo:_o: of the paper with a personal statement
tniscent .1 the writing in the opening section. He savs:

— :Ff.d. : L I ¥ ™

ﬁomﬁmn_ tearly made my whole statement. Not quite however, because it is not
_n. m 5 . - £ = w .

Best oot y ﬂdﬂw_d_;rnw_..a_. “...HE_,__F.._ an acceptance [on the part of the reader] that the

2 . ¢ subject’s relation » obice .

tive) is de<s 10 the object Aﬂ_&nr:ar_w perceived. not subjec-

ictive [but that destructiveness is not AN AZETTSSIVE response to reality]
(p- 90)
And later, he elaborates:

The assumption is always there, in
the encounter
object usage] i
¢ssential in

orthodox theory Al A2eressi
g e v, that A28ression
. cality principle, whereas here
Uis the destructive drive that creates the
the structure of my argument,

IS reactive to
?,..:..Fd: object-relatine and
Quality of externality. This is

an:az © 2016 Institute of Psychoanalysis IntJ Ps
ychoanal (201 6) 97




L4 -
| ] 55
. :
1254 T. H. Ogden e — ~_ The use of an object i i
= .. [t will be scen that, although destruction is the word [ am using. this ...n____.:
(p- 93) destruction belongs to the object’s farlure to survive. Without this _.:__“.?._. ._r-i“.:m..
Winnicott is very conc + . tion remains potential. The word *destruction” is needed, not because of The T y s
A.”:H H . . S TN ~1 1 ’ ey g . . . -
the ad v, . ed th ..~ his use .Om. the term destruction will lead impulse to destroy, but because of the object’s hability not (o survive, which also
¢ rcader to believe that he views the infant as reactin to litv wi ] S : : _
aggression. For Winnicott. it is 1) : A < K rea _J with means to suffer change in quahlity, in attitude.
o i o - 11 15 1he other way round: destruction is not a (p- 93)
¢sponsc to reality, 1t “creates’ reality (“the quality of externality™): .

. , a3 * ™ - - . " F o™ - - ._._P . Irc ﬁFV ..r._._”—.nﬂ..l
destroy the subjective object (projection material). destruction turns up and | vive™; _:.::.u.::_.&. he :.wnm. :mﬁ lerm ._:_._a__:v. a8 30 ..x:-.c_ar. ) ‘failure to
becomes a central feature so far as the nw?._.ﬁ__nn s H,-T._._rrﬂ..nm.r.ﬁ_u* perceived, has auton- ! —u:—....-m.-ﬁ.. ._.:mumu_—:u‘._ not to M.H.:..f.uf.ﬁ . ¢l hmﬂ%ﬁ.—._ﬂun:u—m—. more¢ accuralc mm.—n_.—..-‘ ...-__.- rm )
omy, and belongs to *shared reality.’ | survive' (because of the judgmental connotations of the word Sfailure) when

| referring to a breakdown in the relationship between mother and infant. |
ALy h believe that it is crucial, that we, as analysts, not become judgmental about
. : : : A 's (or our own) liability survive destruction.
As I mentioned earlier, I have come to realize something about Winnicotts the :.E:_E. > Aw : LA ty not to survive de e B he :
iy ‘ - . ' - £~ % : It is not easy being a mother or being an analyst, particularly when one
paper that I have not until now quite named for myself: he is inventing a : . , N S : 2deaste and in the
: : : . . : el S is becoming destroyed. Winnicott, in his BBC radio broadcasts and n tne¢
meaning for the word destruction that differs both from 1ts meaning in general | = . re oot , Ea hel
| | | i i e eaad 3 G books he wrote for the gencral public (Winnicott, 1969b), tried to help
usage and from the way any other psychoanalyst has used 1t. But the meaning Cond fatl b i S et alves ‘as Darents 6
. . I s LTS g s _* R S . mothers and fathers become more accepting of themselves as parents (in-
of the term is elusive because Winnicott never defines 1t; instead, he conveys tuding: their. feeli ik i B e ta btk Soite o abis Bl ed . o
ey e T Ty ; N he writes. More- cluding their ieclings ol anger an cfeat at the hands of their infant).
its meaning only by the way he uses the term in the sentences he writes. bty e *Eldtein the € tertransference’ (1947). Winni S 's t
1S i R S i MR~ 4 ,, :  —— the paver unfolds 1s paper, ‘Hate mn the Countertransference” ( ), Winnicott attempts to
over, the term acquires different inflections of meaning as pap : ﬂ J ikl sl e Bt oo hcurs * Peslens J T dmesais (4 mugcva. ey
i e S xrdt . ol tion — reinventing it, defining 0 some g ¢ analysts. Perhaps most analysts have the humility
What Winnicott does with the word destructic g 1t, . it ARt thar mre D] B i |
. e b the wayv he uses it. and allowing it to accrue new meanings to admt that they are not able to be of help to every patient he or she
[} - ] - ._--. ] ™ h S " y & i L8 - s : . - s . s . . - :
:.:: y _.:.w:._mj FJ Y es to making this paper extremely. difficult to accepts for analysis. What 1s more difficult to admit is that there are times
as he proceeds — conti = Ll poy it Iv. it is necessary for when we, as analysts, are unable to survive destruction in an analysis we
understand and impossible to paraphrase. Consequently, 1L 1S ssary b AL e _ : . -
> OF swn understandines of the term destruction. The meanings arc conducting, and yet, to the detriment of the patient and ourselves, we
me 1o r_f___r._ _:...M._A._; i s ‘hose vou. the reader, will make, and different continue to work with the patient (sometimes without seeking consultation
I make wi vy _., _ ..”_P AR G .m:l_m. Winnicott's paper 10morrow. or further personal analysis). I will discuss this aspect of analytic work in
from the ones ,._i ”:W_ e o passages just cited, Winnicott greater detail in the clinical portion of this paper.
. . " ! r .rf . “.__ = NS = —— — . - .-_...-.. § ' : Vol ' - # ...-._r - . = =
"o .:,::: o ﬂ__. :;..,,.H ~ vpie up' (to which I referred earlier), which | Belo: urning to chnical work, I would like to make explicit a theoretical
uses the phrase .,_..f,., S he idea that the infant destroys the wo_:wr © Winnicott does not address. The achievement of object-usage. as
'R 4 4 L A5 Yl . s &= - . - - g AT y y ’ g . » : .. =
VICW (1S .__:w,,_-..“__ " sor and 2§ . e intention of destroying her. Destruc ..:_g e A __L 1L, a.oww. not _oz_.x _Eo_‘..r a state of muind that “creates the
mother withow v._:._ n..:.,.., — & infane: or child asks (demands!) a greal mdcm.pz.._, r.,,_i.:m__.Qa (p. 93), 1t also involves a state of mind that creates
: . -1y Y W< S & A b . . o INC T v 3 . . a » ‘ S e .~ roa - .
on “turns up' e o ay mother can provide. : e 1¢1r75Cious min itsell’ (in the sense that the conscious mind becomes
deal from his or her | :::., . ¢ the term destruction in mind when later - crenated from the unconscious mind). When the infant is in the stage
e . i rar.ls: . ."_:, ! - O . .. - - *Cl-1"'P1 ' @ ' ’ . . D
_~ he reader _:_:_i __._:,_.,,. ¥ “.:,_”E:.u destructive attacks (p. @C E.:.H“F _Ho_..oEr: F_..,:E.m,. :E:w IS not yet a conscious and an unconscious mind: the
Winnicott speiaks o :.__.._ __.“... w, phrases — ‘destruction turns up ..,.,:.:_. the _“,. ant cannot differentiate his thoughts and feelings from his perceptions of
. ) . ,._-_¢ .-ﬁ R ud . r.. ; . = . - T » ' r* i -.-__. - S — ’ ~
analyst must Z._,J_.,..r. acks’ — become, in Winnicott’s hands, nOrM.N::W _._“r .,wm.n._a, .f.f:u the ._c_:neo:.?:_ ol object-use, unconscious fantasy comes
paticnt’s Clesirie o . m:.:ra o which describe aspects of the Uﬁov_”luu:“r , ,__w cing (“Here fantasy begins for the individual™ p. 90) . i
L * s dacty . : ) ( . 5 : , L TR ake » av o 8 ) gie a . : » -.. .
facets of « ri:,:.,:o_ﬂ..:n:_ ereates externality’. Destruction may H_.“. s-hr L :.w.::m _”,:,.E that the discovery of externality allows for the differentiation
BN = BN int) feels trapped in a SOHP ’ r € conscious and unconscious aspects of mind, I must add th: IS
With Winnicott’s notion that the destructi " the syl Sk mge
{ struction of the mother continues “all the

ent (or inf
* (. 93)1 t
attacks AW.:
L L A—.vt %
" (p. 93). Dest
s the infant 1s

o battle his way 1nto nx.ﬁ.:..:_
91) *on the u.:u_.wvr
wWinnicott Insists,
struction sim-
driven (1n

hich the infant .
_,..”.,.__ﬂ._: ol attack $._E=. ::m. ..mx:_ e
confining world and fecls the m.”.__u“..cn:fn
wality. Even when engaging in “destrue: i
e Ivtic technique, and the analytic scllile
A r_ meer in the destruction of the ov.._rn._
:_::__”__..r_.._“.“ H.“_._n in the mother-infant relationship 4
pLy |

ecl-usage.
health) toward object-usag

:.—.:ﬁ " ' . L. . . " .
slight] .m._—_.“x?:_hozur_oﬁ_w.v .\Q:?.“ﬂ._. (p. Y0), an idea that he later states n
93) :WH ‘ “u ,ﬁ._.r_: W ords: “the :&.._nﬂ in fantasy is always being f_n......:.c_,.ﬁ_:,. (p
the ._.Eo:z_mmq...mﬁr In my nc__dnn_i_c: of the *destruction of the mother’ during
: late position” between object-relating and obi <
rience of the : . J clating and object-usage, the expe-
¢ mother’s destruction and her surviv; il giiaae. i

tasies fenyreadali and her survival are not unconscious f:
wnac..w,hwowm__r realities that the mother experiences, and that the m,:”.w:
andresponds to. The infant’s perception of the mother’s r_cx:.:r._”::
> ey ‘lion

B-E—w.ﬁhm | C .
9PYright © 2016 Institute of Psychoanalysis Int J Psycho
yehoanal (2016) 97
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i ‘qn#f;;:;‘ ‘playing doctor’

1238 gy S Hllﬂ'\'iﬂdmmn g ks 1nto her I’lﬁ\‘CI'IUIiC
. + deeply unconscious 2Lee 4 ag he 100KS {sspinrriy

In this more deCPiy = o4 frightencd &5 he does enter. he. like his

= Ir * : = "
for lost as his sister was. |

?.\lth | world. but does not dare 14 become a8 S
iachg i o round sadness and guill

ane. and :

: - never €SCapes YRR L o oae B felt pro TR
sllﬁlcr.h‘:u;:]l:}:: despite “knowing this" Mr B mother (and his very disturbed
thoug at ac

" his
s fai a doctor 10 T, ble secret.
ing his failure 10 h? oro his terrible § :
regarding ‘- vas these failures that were his { < of being a failure (what I
B ﬂc; at this point that my OWD rcclgl})'b + doctor resonated with
1 recogmized at this e o destroyed’) as
A ‘v foclings of being et 1 was a fraud -1
would now call ‘my fecing n fecling) a real doctor, © 7 d (in uncon-
those of the patient. 1 his sister an
was only ‘playing do

iders ief
considerable reliel as | ‘
s as 1 in which Mr B
my painful feelings of failure and fraudulence as a mediun
was trving to communicate

something crucially important to him.
While with Mr B during this peno

d. a memory came o mc. A very close
elderly friend had been n hospice care for

o few months during which time

' ' alling back
<he would awaken for only very sho::t periods of time be:'lc;ri ff:]ily -fir,il‘s ]
into a sleep that did not secem like ordinary sleep. During © : Sits,
asked her if she dreamt while she slept. After a long pause,

he responded,
“] don't dream, thank God.” ‘ L L B¢
Without planning to do so, 1 <aid to Mr B, “I miss your dreams.

ied. through choked tears, I do t00.” _ .
Ffurl?pll;\c'dngl to destroy the clinical cxpcriel_lcc [ have just desciibed ]b)
offering explanations. The experience about wluch [ wrote (more ;ﬁ:-..h.‘urﬂta.? yI;
the experience 1 wrote) came O mind almost lmmcdlale_ly in L-._.m'necuo
with Winnicott's ideas, my ideas, our ideas. What I wrote 1s not a= 11Iu§tra-
ion. much less evidence of, or proof of anything, but there are connections
in my mind. and perhaps now in yours. Instead of an explanation, I will
offer some impressions.

Psvchosis appeared almost immediately in the first meeting in the form of
the patient’s sister. And with 1t, fear: his fear of his mother’s deadly psy-
chosis, my fear of his deadly psychosis, his fear of my deadly psychosis.
And on its heels came failure: his failure to cure his mother, my failurc to
cure him, our failure to wake up. There was also a good deal of aloneness:
his and mine; and there developed, along the way, loneliness: his, mine,
ours. Tcnderness‘ qppearcd: hl_s +nnticing my distress, my noticing his notic-
ing. and his noticing my noticing his noticing. And there were words: “I
miss vour dreams,” I miss you, I love you, “I do t0o.”

| was not (1
ctor'. as he had

mother. 1 felt

The analyst who Is unable to survive being destroyed

| have had quite a number of analysts consult with me over the years about
ana?}'gesitlﬁ which l!lﬁ' are {;gct‘mg ereat difficulty surviving destruction. I
must speak in general lerms because | am unable o disguise these cases suf-
-ﬁleﬂﬂ} 10 EI‘ISUI‘E the COﬂﬁdLﬂllah[}' {)f lhe PﬂllL‘ﬂl Ill’ld 'll']ﬂlySt Thc Hnﬂlysl
;Zr;it!ln}ﬂ:;:;]tﬁ?icsoﬁeutgiﬁnﬂg?: lndif"ess about an analysis, which he says
. . Ol representatiy ' ¢ as an ana-

lyst. I feel compassion for both patjep, :l:ndefnldlnc of his work as an un:1
analyst who find themselves 1!
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tron the - analys s —— 1159
W*llm_t he almost dlways Clpcric) for bringing into consultat; .
innicott does not mi “IENCEs as shamefy nsultation a sitya.

task of helping the pat regarding the ;lirﬁcult}* of the

| externality jtsels (p. 91) g i
Without the ex perience o |

never places the analyst
kind of self-an

{ ma Ximuny de

outside and (4
. ‘ . ‘ t:l"cl"nn: can .
:II}(SI'L uilng the ﬂnill}'“ 2 ney

Structiy '
liveness (object noy protected) the subject

T expenence mor
- €a ¢ than a
4 Projection of part of (he self’

(p. 91, emphasis added)

I enter into consultation {
Sull O an analyst wj ili
knows the analysand far be(er lhﬂn}I d{:Ihlrhumlllty. Alter all, the analyst

: alter a‘series of consultat;
meetings, I feel th;}l I'may be able to be of some value to the ; 'Ill'ltiurrnn
his patient, we begin weekly consultation in w T .

; hich we focus o : .
SN DOFo y « . 5 n the JdNaly
experic f,f{ (‘ls OP_POSEd to hlS Undcrﬁﬂnd|nﬂ) of Whilt 1S ha ;Wnin“ Ik‘1.l}ff‘s
lhc pilllcnl ﬂnd hlmsclr. ' oy = tween

In these consultations concerning the analyst's experience of being unable

to survive in the analytic relationship, I find
Sfup, that the analvst recularly fe
under attack by the patient. yst regularly feels

These attacks may be very difficult for the analyst to stand, especially when they
are expressed in terms of delusion, or through manipulation which make the ana-
lyst actually do things that are technically bad.

(Winnicott, 1971, p. 92)

[iixhly significant is the footnote that Winnicott appends to the clause,
“These attacks may be difficult to stand™:

When the analyst knows that the patient carries a revolver, then, it seems to me,

‘his work cannot be done.
(1971, p. 92, n. |)

With Winnicott's words in mind, I am attentive to the possible psychic real-
ity on the part of the analyst, that the puticm carries & l:gumnjn: Fx-o_licﬁ .
that is, that the patient has the capacty to I-:tl_l him not'o?i} Faf}czn.,zt{;
but physically. For the purpose of further helping thclan.fl}:,t g.:n:} :hrf;-
access to his own unconscious psychic reality, | Sll'ml'lgl}_l‘t:l.‘t)?ll:nt_.ﬂ : L n::
resume his personal analysis while working out his difficulty mn working

with his patient. , . bl

In congulting to an analyst who 1S feeling qj:bfmjeﬁi‘ql atient, but also to
not only to the emotional state ol'_lhr: ‘;1n;1l:::~_t_-inl mc;-ﬁE;'t of the deeree of
their physical states. This, to my mind, 13 “.L-.ﬂlt:fn nn'hc‘t[‘t?ricncﬁ' that the
destruction occurring in the analysis. [t h.‘?. ;i‘lcn g aalic)
analyst’s inability to Sllf‘*’lil"c dcstl::;lf::':;:sc headaches, ectopic rdf”““lii;
dC\’ ’S‘ ﬂ,li ness, S : e ¢ . , gye[ﬂ S forms ©
s, ciggn:j::;:;[: r;I:]l?ﬂol:fmiu. The patient, 100, frequently ¢ J

. = ~d LD ‘h;l\'iﬂrﬂ.
Physical illness and self-destructie b

pay close attention
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If, upon careful consideration. over an extended period of time, | find
that the emotional and physical damage to the patient and to the analyst
arc severe and chronic, and continue unabated despite the analyst’s in-depth
work in consultation (and in some cases, personal analysis), I recommend
that the analyst end his work with this patient. Such a recommendation is
an extreme measure and 1s a rare event in my experience as a consultant,

Considerable work is involved in the analyst’s formulating for himself the
way he wall brning the analvsis to a close. 1 have found in the course of tak-
ing part in these consultations that it is of the utmost importance that the
analyst convey 1o the patient (and genuinely understand, himsell) that his
decision 10 end the analysis does not mean that the patient is ‘unanalyzable’
(unable to make use of psychoanalvtic treatment); it means that /Ze, the ana-
Ivst. 15 unable to do productive analytic work with rhis patient. It is often
possible for the patient to accept the analyst’s help in finding another ana-
Ivst with whom he or she may be able to do productive analytic work.

The 1dea of the patient’s finding another analyst is often narcissistically
wounding to patient and analvst. They both feel that they are failures — the
patient imagines himsell 1o be *an untouchable’ in the eyes of prospective
analysts: and the analyst imagines that the patient and the new analyst will
view him as incompetent, or worse, and that word about his inadequacy as
an analvst will spread to the entire analvtic community. While this process
of ending the analysis is extremely painful for the analytic pair, I have
found that both patient and analvst (unconsciously, and also usually con-
sciously) experience a sense of relief in ending an analysis that has not been
good for either of them for a long time.

I am saddened by the experience of consulting to an analyst who has
come to the conclusion that he must end an analvsis in which he has been
unable to survive and has retaliated in response to what he experienced as
the patient’s effort 1o destroy him. But I find it equally disturbing to work
with an analyst who is unable to acknowledge his inability to survive
destruction as well as his overt and covert acts of retaliation.

I have come to believe that one of an analyst’s most important responsi-
bilities 10 his pauent 1s that of being able to recognize when (1o face the fact
that) an analysis 1s unremittingly destructive to his patient, and to end the
analvsis 1f he 1s unable to repair the situation.

Concluding comments

In my reading of Winnicott’s *The Use of an Object and Relating through
Idenufications’. I suggest that in the process in which the object is *becom-
mng destroyed because real, becoming real because destroved’, the object
(mitially. the mother) 1s becoming destroved because she is able to feel she
1s becoming destroyed emotionally (as a real person capable of the feeling
of becoming destroved as a mother). At the same time, the object (the
mother) 1s "becoming real” for the infant in the process of his perceiving the
reality of his mother’s feeling destroyed as well as perceiving the reality of
her psychic survival of that destruction. She i1s able to survive ‘because [she
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The use of an object

1s] real” — because she is able to do unconscious psychological work with
her feelings of being destroyed and surviving destruction.

I also suggest that the process of attaining object-usage involves not only
the creation of “the quality of externality™ (p. 93), but also the creation of
the unconscious mind itself (the differentiation of the conscious and uncon-
scious aspects of mind), and the creation of the self.

I differ from Winnicott when he says that the mother continues being
destroyed “all the time ... in (unconscious) fanrasy™ (p. 90). I would say
that the destruction of the mother and her survival persist not as uncon-
scious fantasy, (p. 94), not as unconscious fantasy, but as unconscious nen:-
ory (elaborated in unconscious fantasy) of the mother’s actually becoming
destroyed and actually surviving destruction.

Translations of summary

La destruction revisitee : a propos de l'article de Winnicott, « L'utilisation de I'objet et le mode
de relation a I'objet au travers des identifications ». L article de Winnicott, « [ utilisation de obet
et le mode de relation a I'objet au travers des identifications » est une contnbution majeure que je trouve
tres difhicile de commenter dans la mesure ou tout ce qui en constitue le noyau est simplement suggéré
Il est nécessaire que le lecteur non sculement lise article, mais également I'écrive. Ce que m'inspire ma
lectirre ‘eenture de Iarticle, cest que la mére devient réelle pour le nournsson au cours d'un processus ou
il L détrunt réellement en tant qu'objet externe (détruisant le sentiment qu'elle a d’etre une mere sufli-
samticnt bonne), tout en percevant cette destruction. Elle devient également un objet externe réel pour
le novirnisson au cours d'un processus ou il fait I'expérience du travail psychologique qu'imphque le fat
de suicivre a la destruction, une forme de travail qui n'existe pas dans le monde des obets fantasmes 1
s¢ peut que Panalyste ou la ne soient pas capables de survivre 3 la destruction. 1] est essentie! que "ana-
lyste puiose reconnaitre son incapacité a survivre et, le cas échéant, qu'il déade de mettre fin 4 lanalyse
en raison des cffets devastateurs qu'une expénence prolongée de ce type exerce sur le patient ¢t Mana-
lyste. I anteur présente quelques exemples cliniques extraits de sa pratique d"analyste ou "analyste survit

a la desiruction ou, au contraire, est incapable de survivre a la destruction.

Noch cinmal zur Zerstorung: uber Winnicotts ,Objektverwendung und Identifizierung™. _Obck:-

verwendung und Idenufizierung™ ist ein Bentrag, der sich als Mailenstein erwiesen hat und uber den ru
schreiben mir schr schwer fallt, weil so vicles, das seinen Kern ausmacht, lediglich angedeutet wird. Der
Leser muss den Beitrag micht nur lesen, sondern er muss 1thn auch selbst schreiben. In memner Lesart mes-
nem Schreiben des Beitrags wird die Mutter fur den Saugling in dem Prozess real, in dem er we als
auBeres Objekt tatsachlich zerstort (d h. er zerstort thr Gewahrsein threr selbst als adaquate Mutter) und
diese Zerstorung wahrmimmt. Zu einem realen Objekt wird sie fur den Saugling auch in dem Prozess, in
dem er dic psychische Arbeit wahrnimmt, die am Uberleben der Zerstorung betailigt ist. Diese Arbernt
erfolgt nicht in der Welt phantasierter Objekte. Unter Umstanden st der Analyuker oder dic Mutter
nicht in der Lage. die Zerstorung zu uberleben. Es st von wesenthicher Bedeutung, dass der Analyvuker
sich scine Unfahigkeit zu uberleben selbst eingestehen kann und dass er die Analyse, falls erforderlich,
beendet, denn aul langere Sicht ist eine solche Erfahrung sowohl fur den Patienten als auch fur den Ana-
Iytiker in hohem MaB schidigend. Der Autor stellt khinische Diskussionen von Analysen vor, in denen
der Analyuker die Zerstorung uberlebt bzw. nicht in der Lage ist, sie zu uberleben.

Riconcettualizzazione della distruttivita: a proposito di “L'uso di un oggetto e I'entrare in rap-
porto attraverso identificazioni” di Winnicott. "L uso di un oggetto ¢ Fentrare in rapporto attraverso
ientificaziom™ & un contnbuto fondamentale, del quale faccio fatica a senvere, poche gran parte del
suo nucleo essenziale & veicolato solamente tramite suggestiont. B necessano che il lettore non solo legea
il testo. ma lo scriva anche. Nella mia lettura scrittura di questo articolo la madre diventa reale per 'in-
fante attraverso i1l processo di distrunone di quessta come oggetto esterno (distruggendo il suo senso &
essere una madre adeguata) ¢ attraverso la percezione di tale distrusnione. Inoltre, la madre d:u:n;J un

r Finfante atlraverso il suo espernre 1 I.,nurp psicologwoe che la madre etfettua
po di lavoro ¢he non avviene nel mondo degh ogeetty fantas-
di sopravvivere a tale distrunione. £ nevessano
wapacitd i sopravvinvere ¢, Qualora sia

ogeetto esterno reale pe |
nel sopravvivere a questa distruzione, un |
matict. L'anahsta ¢ la madre, a volte, non sono an grado
che Ianalista sia in [.-.r.uht i NCONOSCEre Con ¢ slassa la sua u
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nevessatios vonchuda Panabist, o consa delbeltetto oltremoda noctves che s protungats espetienss &
GUOSTO Tpa s avere s ail |‘I.‘Ifh‘llll' Che ol analicta 1 amtore prresenta IR LURA NGRS LR A
Fanabista sopranvive alla distonzione e ald ned quali non sopinsvive

Volver a conceblr 1a destrvceldn: Bobre "El uso de tun objeta y Ia telaclin por imedie de idaes
ficaciones” de Winnleott, "1 ueo de nn I'Il'l'i"ll'l vl relacion ot inedio de (dentificacionad™ #¢ un bifo
histoieo sobie ol coal encuentin muy el hablar, ya que tanto de lev medulat soler esth cgerds Fi
fevtor no solo tene gue leedo, sino tambidn escribitlo. Boomi lectuta escritorn del aeticalo, T proades o
vuehve eal para el bebd en el proceso en el coal €01y destruye de manern efectiva come objete setesnn
(lestrayendo el sentimviento que tiene de stmisma como madre ndecunday, y en su pefeepeidin de aguetty
Josttuecton La madie también se vuelve un objeto externo teal para el bebé en el proceses de sy sepe
vencta del tabago psicoldpieo involucrado en sobrevivie a 1o destraccion, una forma de f(tabago ques o
ocure en el mundo de Tos objetos fantaseados. Ps posible gque el analista o la madre no cobirevivan Fo
\‘\u‘lh‘l.il (SALIS ¢l analista |1l|t‘|1ll Teconoeer ante | MIsImo s Tk a!p.ltif':lfl de saobrevivir Y. 91 &% Necesarn
finahizar el analisis debido o los grandes electos perjudiciales que genera una experiencin profongads de
este tpo, tanto en el paciente como en el analista, EIL autor presenta discusiones clinicas de anifiog oo
los que el analista sobrevive a la destiuccion y otros en los que no puede hacetlo.
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