
below’; the impact of trauma on the hypothalamic–pituitary–
adrenal axis and its embodiment in the nervous and endocrine
systems; and how, given adverse developmental and interpersonal
circumstances, this complex mind–body system can founder,
producing the phenomena of mental illness.

Ramus is no doubt right to suggest that intensive psycho-
analysis is an inappropriate first-line treatment for autism, but
to base his widespread condemnation on this aberration is to
mistake the part for the whole. From a psychoanalytic perspective
the latter error might be a manifestation of ‘paranoid schizoid’,
rather than ‘depressive position’ thinking, of pre-mentalising
rather than mentalising mode. Admittedly, this letter could
equally be seen as a last-ditch defense of a dearly held good object.
Both viewpoints no doubt have fascinating, if as yet undiscovered,
brain correlates.
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It is hard to know with whom Ramus1 is most angry. Is it the
esteemed neuroscientists (Damasio, Friston, Kandel, LeDoux),
whom he considers to have lent credence to psychoanalysis? Or
is it the neuropsychoanalysts (largely engaged via only one
position paper by Panksepp and Solms and an article co-authored
by Carhart-Harris), who represent to him another attempt to
‘rehabilitate’ Freud? Or is it the French psychoanalysts, who, he
argues, harm patients and hold back ‘evidence-based psychiatry’?
Or is it Freud himself, whose ideas Ramus regards as both unoriginal
– Plato and Pierre Janet said it all before – and malignant?

The historian of psychoanalysis John Forrester would not be
surprised by Ramus’s mode of critique. Forrester noted in the late
20th century that the ‘classic manoeuvre’ by those opposing Freud
is to argue that ‘if what he says is right, he stole it from somewhere
else [. . .] On the other hand, if what he says is wrong, it belongs
entirely to him and it is we who are the fools if we believe it.’2

Ramus’s scattergun attack on neuropsychoanalysis should, indeed,
be seen as the latest skirmish in the interminable Freud Wars.

But what Ramus’s attack on neuropsychoanalysis obscures –
by interpreting neuropsychoanalysis as, ultimately, an attempt
simply to ‘rehabilitate’ Freud – is what is arguably most interesting
about it (at least from my perspective as a historian of science and
psychiatry). For although neuropsychoanalysis situates itself in
proximity to Freudian psychoanalysis, it is a distinct project.3 It
differs in several of its scientific methods, terminologies and
objects; the canon on which it draws; and some of its modes of
clinical treatment.4 And consider Solms and Panksepp, whom
Ramus, like many, takes to be the central architects of neuro-
psychoanalysis. There is something both fascinating and
unexpected about a neuropsychologist and psychoanalyst (Solms)
joining forces with an affective neuroscientist (Panksepp) whose
research career has been built on electrical stimulation studies

involving non-human animals (which vocalise, but do not talk;
cf. psychoanalysis as ‘the talking cure’). Their partnership is built
on their separate and conjoined challenge to dominant models of
the emotions in cognitive and affective neuroscience5,6 – and
affect, indeed, forms one of the main lines of neuropsychoanalytic
research. Both would virulently disagree with Ramus’s claim that
the ideas they attribute to neuropsychoanalysis ‘are already main-
stream within cognitive, social and affective psychology and
neuroscience’.

To understand the specificities of ‘neuropsychoanalysis’ – in
relation to as well as in contradistinction from psychoanalysis –
requires, at the very least, reading the peer-reviewed journal
Neuropsychoanalysis (not referenced by Ramus), which is the
central locus for scientific and clinical data, disputation and
model-building among neuropsychoanalytic researchers and
clinicians, as well as their interlocutors. For Ramus, such efforts
would be unnecessary. His consummate lack of doubt as regards
what (the heterogeneous practices of) psychoanalysis and neuro-
psychoanalysis are and do, as well as ‘[w]hat is needed’ for any
proper ‘rehabilitation’ of psychoanalysis, ensure that for him any
further enquiry would be otiose. His scientific and moral certainty
is both remarkable and dismaying.
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Author’s reply: I would like to thank Callard, Holmes and
Solms for taking the time to discuss my previous paper.1 I actually
find little in their commentaries that is not already addressed in
the target article. I will therefore focus on a few points.

According to Callard, my first point reflects ‘the ‘‘classic
manoeuvre’’ by those opposing Freud’, that ‘is to argue that if what
he says is right, he stole it from somewhere else’. In my view,
whether the manoeuvre is ‘classic’ matters little compared with
whether it is well founded. Whether broadly accepted Freudian
ideas about the existence of unconscious processing, unconscious
motives, conflicts between desires, reason and society’s constraints,
etc. were Freud’s ‘discovery’ or originated from earlier thinkers
is simply an empirical matter that can be decided by checking
the works of Janet, Galton, Charcot, Krafft-Ebing, Schopenhauer,
Nietzsche and others. And whether his more original contributions
to these ideas (e.g. the Oedipus complex) have any validity is also
an empirical matter.

Holmes provides a nice illustration to my second point. The
studies by Strathearn et al 2 and Coan et al 3 are perfectly well
understood using mainstream psychological concepts such as
attachment, which have nothing to do with psychoanalysis. It is
indeed ironical that, although John Bowlby was trained as a
psychoanalyst, he found psychoanalytical concepts so inadequate
to explain his observations that he had to develop an entirely
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