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The ‘Matchbox School’ (1927–1932): Anna
Freud and the idea of a ‘psychoanalytically
informed education’*

N I C K M I D G L E Y

London

Abstract Of all the applications of psychoanalysis to various fields, perhaps none has been as important –
or as fraught – as the application of psychoanalytic insights to education. This paper re-constructs some of

the early debates around psychoanalysis and pedagogy that Anna Freud engaged with during the 1920s in
Vienna, when the whole question of what education should be became a central issue for politicians,
pedagogues and psychoanalysts alike. The paper focuses on the period leading up to the creation of the so-

called ‘Matchbox School’, operating under Anna Freud’s guidance between 1927 and 1932, and describes
the influence of pioneers such as Seigfried Bernfeld and August Aichhorn. Compared to her more well-

known work at the Hampstead War Nurseries during the Second World War, Anna Freud’s involvement
with this earlier educational experiment is relatively neglected. Yet one can argue that this short-lived

project not only laid the foundation for much of Anna Freud’s later work; it also had some far-reaching
consequences, both for psychoanalysis and for the practice of progressive education.

Keywords Psychoanalysis; progressive education; Anna Freud; the Matchbox School; project

method; pedagogy.

Introduction

Of all the applications of psychoanalysis to various fields, perhaps none has been as
important – or as fraught – as the application of psychoanalytic insights to education.
From the moment at which Sigmund Freud identified the infantile roots of adult
neurosis, it followed naturally that analysts would want to find ways to intervene early in
life, in order to prevent the development of disturbance itself. Among the first
generation of Freud’s followers, however, there was uncertainty about whether
psychoanalytic treatment could be adapted to the needs of very young children; and
even if it could, whether psychoanalytic treatment could ever be made available to more
than a small number of children.
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The conclusion appeared to be obvious: psychoanalytic understanding should be
applied to the actual upbringing of children, both by influencing parents, but also by
collaboration with teachers and schools, in order to develop new, less ‘pathogenic’ ways
of raising children. By the mid-1920s, it was clear that this conclusion was being taken
very seriously by the early psychoanalytic pioneers. In 1925, Freud himself declared:

. . . none of the applications of psycho-analysis has excited so much interest and
aroused so many hopes, and none, consequently, has attracted so many capable
workers as its use in the theory and practice of education.

(S. Freud, 1925: vii)

Anna Freud, who first trained and worked as a teacher before becoming a psychoanalyst,
was one of the first to try and work out what a ‘psychoanalytically informed pedagogy’
would look like, both in theory and in practice. Anna Freud spent a significant
proportion of her professional life working with teachers in schools and nurseries, and
participated in a number of educational experiments in which she tried to test out her
ideas and learn from what worked – and what did not. In so doing, Anna Freud engaged
with some of the leading ideas emerging from the ‘progressive education’ movement at
the start of the 20th century, both drawing on what seemed most important and
modifying certain ideas in the light of her psychoanalytic understanding.

In what follows, I will try to re-construct some of the debates around pedagogy that
Anna Freud engaged with so actively, especially during the 1920s in Vienna, when the
whole question of what education should be became a central issue for politicians,
pedagogues and psychoanalysts alike. In particular, I will focus on the period leading up
to the creation of the so-called ‘Matchbox School’, operating under Anna Freud’s
guidance between 1927 and 1932. Although the Matchbox School was Anna Freud’s
first real opportunity to bring together her ideas about psychoanalysis and education in a
practical form, the school itself – like Susan Isaac’s comparable work at the Malting
House School in Cambridge between 1924 and 1927 (Graham, 2008) – has been little
more than a footnote in most histories of psychoanalysis. It is only mentioned in passing
in Geissmann and Geissmann’s (1998) otherwise comprehensive A History of Child
Psychoanalysis and does not even get a mention in Rose Edgcumbe’s (2000) otherwise
invaluable book, Anna Freud – a View of Development, Disturbance and Therapeutic
Techniques.

Compared to her more well-known work at the Hampstead War Nurseries during
the Second World War, Anna Freud’s involvement with this earlier educational
experiment is relatively neglected. Yet one can argue that this short-lived project not
only laid the foundation for much of Anna Freud’s later work; it also had a significant
long-term impact on many of those who were involved with it, with some far-reaching
consequences, both for psychoanalysis and for the practice of progressive education.

Early psychoanalytic approaches to education

Although Anna Freud’s work was one of the earliest systematic applications of
psychoanalytic ideas to the school setting, it was by no means the first such attempt.
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In the first years of psychoanalysis, however, contributions primarily focused on offering
a critique of existing educational practices, and tended to deal almost exclusively with
the issue of ‘sexual enlightenment’ (e.g. Ferenczi, 1908; S. Freud, 1907; Jones, 1910).
Both Ferenczi and Jones, for example, focus on the harmful aspects of repression,
especially repression of infantile sexual curiosity. In so doing, their work proved to be
sympathetic to an anti-authoritarian strain that emerged most clearly in Europe at the
end of the First World War, when many people turned against the ‘old’ systems that
had failed to prevent Europe from descending into war. As Ekstein and Motto (1969: 6)
have noted, ‘the basic contribution of psychoanalysis to education [in these early years]
was a protest against the old forms of society . . . Progressive education was seen as a
liberation of the instincts’.

Looking back many years later on these early attempts to provide a psychoanalytic
perspective on education, Anna Freud (1954: 319) was to describe it as a ‘period of
optimism’, in which neurotic disturbance was blamed primarily on inappropriate
parental actions – the prohibition of sexual expression; the ban on sexual curiosity;
castration threats; the abuse of parental authority, etc. At this time, most psychoanalysts
believed that the simple removal of such prohibitions could lead to the removal of
infantile neuroses entirely. These hopes, she noted in retrospect, ‘were excessive and led
to a series of disappointments’ (p. 319). In their one-sided emphasis on freedom from
repression they failed to consider the whole child or the essentially divided nature of the
human mind, which cannot avoid conflict.

These early efforts were also of limited value because few of them were based on real
experience of applying psychoanalytic ideas to an educational setting. The first
generation of psychoanalysts such as Freud, Jones and Ferenczi had little experience of
direct work with children and no experience either as teachers or of working in schools.
Anna Freud, however, belonged to the first generation of psychoanalysts – many of
them women – who had a background in education and later trained analytically, often
continuing to combine the two activities. As Ekstein and Motto (1969: 8) have
observed, psychoanalytic pedagogy and child analysis, ‘sociologically speaking, derived
from the same social matrix, the teaching profession’, and many women in the 1920s,
who were originally kindergarten or elementary school teachers, became the first child
analysts. Such a sociological context had a profound impact on the development of this
field; and this was never more true than in the case of Anna Freud herself.

‘Red Vienna’ and Anna Freud’s early career as a teacher

Anna Freud took her examination to allow her to begin an apprenticeship as an
elementary school teacher in 1914, at the age of 19. From a letter that Anna Freud
wrote to Muriel Gardner some 50 years later (Gardner, 1983: 5), it is clear that
Sigmund Freud himself dissuaded his daughter from studying medicine, which would
have had many practical advantages for a later career as a clinician because he believed
that psychoanalysis could make a significant contribution to the upbringing of children
through the development of what he referred to as a ‘psychoanalytic pedagogy’. Anna
Freud’s career choice, therefore, was very much in keeping with her father’s hopes for
the future of psychoanalysis itself.
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By all accounts Anna Freud was suited to the teaching profession. Her superior at the
Cottage Lyceum, where she undertook her teaching apprenticeship, praised her ‘gift for
teaching’ and offered her a contract as a teacher once her apprenticeship was completed.
Many of her former students later commented upon the impressive discipline in her
classrooms, as well as Anna Freud’s warmth and enthusiasm for learning and teaching
(Young-Bruehl, 1991: 76).

During the years in which Anna Freud was training as a teacher – almost directly
coinciding with the period of the First World War – education in Vienna was itself
going through something of a revolution, as the old Austro-Hungarian empire was
overthrown and replaced by the socialist experiments of the First Republic. Under the
pre-war monarchy, Viennese schools had operated according to what Gruber (1991) has
described as the ‘three cardinal goals of education’: to create submissive subjects; to
accept the hierarchical upper and lower orders; and to support the military and the
church. As Freud’s contemporary, Stefan Zweig, was to put it:

The state exploited the school as an instrument of its authority. Above all we were
to be educated to respect that which existed everywhere as perfect: the opinion of
the teachers as unerring; the words of one’s father as incontrovertible; and the
organisation of the state as absolute and eternally valid.

(Quoted by Gruber, 1991: 73/4)

By the 1920s, however, when Anna Freud was just completing both her pedagogic
and psychoanalytic trainings, the situation had changed out of all recognition. In the
immediate aftermath of the First World War, faced by the combination of social
breakdown and a fervent desire to build a new world, educational reform became a
priority across Europe. Nowhere was this more so than in Vienna, where a popular
wave of unrest led to the overthrow of the old regime and the election victory of the
Social Democratic Party in 1919. For the new government, educational reform
became a top priority; and although the reforms introduced by the undersecretary
for education, Otto Glöckel, were not completed before the government fell,
Glöckel himself became chairman of the Viennese educational council in 1922,
where he introduced some of the most radical educational reforms seen in Europe to
this day.

The basic principles of this reform of the educational system were set out by Glöckel
himself in a book written in 1931: the drill school of his own grandparents’ generation
had served to instil respect for authority and a rudimentary understanding of the three
Rs; the learning school, introduced by the Austrian educational reforms of 1869, had
prepared the general population for work while teaching a select few the skills necessary
to enter the higher professions; but the work school, introduced by the post-war reforms
in ‘Red Vienna’, would replace rote-learning with independent study and self-discovery
and base its curriculum on the life experience of students themselves, so that the content
of classroom teaching would emerge ‘naturally from the life of the child’ (Gardner and
Stevens, 1992: 99; Gruber, 1991).

It is not hard to see why there would have been a considerable degree of sympathy
with these educational reforms among the early Viennese psychoanalysts, many of

26 N. MIDGLEY

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
r 

N
ic

k 
M

id
gl

ey
] 

at
 0

4:
04

 1
3 

A
ug

us
t 2

01
2 



whom also had strong socialist or liberal sympathies. The radical reforms of education –
understood as one aspect of a wider child welfare programme, but also as a central
mechanism for the socialist advancement of society itself – meant that many of the most
idealistic and enthusiastic young people in Vienna chose to train as teachers. A
significant proportion of these same young idealists were naturally attracted to
psychoanalysis, and wished to bring together their interest in educational reform with
their enthusiasm for this new ‘science of the mind’, which promised to revolutionise the
way people thought about the psychology of the child.

As a teacher, Anna Freud clearly embraced the progressive, ‘child centred’ approach
that was transforming education during the post-war years, inspired primarily by the
work of the Italian pedagogue, Maria Montessori. Montessori’s work was hugely
influential in the period following the First World War and, according to a letter that
Sigmund Freud wrote to Montessori in 1917, his daughter Anna considered herself ‘one
of your disciples’ (E. Freud, 1960: 320).

It is not hard to see why the young Anna Freud would have been attracted to
Montessori’s work. As Anna Freud (1976b: 5) saw it, Montessori was the first to
recognise that the child’s interest in the material to hand in the classroom could develop
freely, rather than being overly prescribed by adults, so that ‘joy in the success of one’s
own work came into its own as a suitable impetus’ for learning, and ‘freedom within
carefully placed limits’ could become the new principle of education – with radical
implications for practice. Montessori, however, had little sympathy with psychoanalysis,
despite direct attempts by her Viennese followers to mediate an alliance between the two
movements.

Far more influential in helping Anna Freud to appreciate how psychoanalysis could
contribute to the work of schools was the work of two pioneers working at the
intersection of these two fields in Vienna in the post-war years: Siegfried Bernfeld
and August Aichhorn. Near the end of her life, Anna Freud (1976a: 308) recalled
that she was ‘lucky to share with both pioneers their first attempts to apply
psychoanalytic knowledge to [the problems of education]’. Very different in their
temperaments and their approaches, Bernfeld and Aichhorn were both important
mentors and colleagues to Anna Freud, and what she learned from their educational
experiments was crucial to her own development as an educational thinker and
practitioner. Before turning to Anna Freud’s own educational experiment – the
Matchbox School – this paper will therefore give a brief account of these two
important figures in Anna Freud’s life and say something about how they influenced
her own developing ideas.

Siegfried Bernfeld and the ‘Baumgarten experiment’

Although close in age to Anna Freud herself, by the time the First World War had
ended Siegfried Bernfeld was already well established as an educational reformer, journal
editor, President of the Association of the Jewish Youth of Austria, leader of a Jewish
self-defence force and the founder of a progressive training college for teachers. He had
also been attending the meetings of the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society since 1913,
where he had become attracted to the idea of applying Freud’s insights into human
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nature to the task of progressive education. Helen Deutsch, writing many years later in
her Memoirs, described him as:

the very incarnation of the Don Quixote type . . . tall and gaunt, with an ugliness
that impressed one as beauty [. . .] a spell-binding speaker who converted many
enthusiastic young followers to his ideology.

(Quoted by Peters, 1985: 61)

One of those enthusiastic young followers was Anna Freud, who had already begun
working part-time in a day-care centre for working-class children, and in the post-
war years began to volunteer for the American Joint Distribution Committee for
Jewish War Sufferers (‘the Joint’, for short), who supported work with orphaned and
homeless Jewish children. At this point Bernfeld had just published The Jewish
People and its Youth (1919), in which he outlined a model of progressive education
within a classless society (later to have significant influence in the kibbutz
movement), and managed to persuade the Joint to fund a Jewish residential school
on the site of a former military hospital barracks. The Baumgarten Children’s Home
opened its door in August 1919 to around 240 war orphans between the age of 3
and 16.

Anna Freud always paid tribute to the Baumgarten experiment – in many ways a
forerunner of Anna Freud’s own Hampstead War Nurseries in the 1940s – and was later
(1968: 7) to describe it as the ‘first experiment to apply psychoanalytic principles to
education’. Bernfeld (1921) himself described the experiment in his book, Kinderheim
Baumgarten, where he described the basic principles on which the Baumgarten was to
operate. Passionate that childhood should be seen as a period of life in its own right,
rather than merely a preparation for adulthood, Bernfeld wanted to offer a corrective to
the neglect that these children had suffered during the war in a setting dictated by the
child’s innate capabilities, rather than by the adult world’s expectations and demands.
He hoped for an educational setting where children could be helped rather than
controlled – given an opportunity for psychological difficulties to be expressed, rather
than suppressed (Paret, 1973: xix).

Bernfeld also believed that traditional education had been limited by serving as a site
for the projection of the adults’ own needs and anxieties. In contrast, the Baumgarten
experience would offer something quite untried:

The general formula could be: unconditional love and respect for children; ruthless
constraint of [the teacher’s] appetite for power, vanity, dominating and educating.

(Quoted by Peters, 1985: 61)

While Bernfeld’s own account offers a forceful statement of the principles underlying
the Baumgarten, a fuller and more honest account of this extraordinary experiment was
written many years later (Hoffer, 1965) by a young assistant who came to work with
Bernfeld, before going on to become a leading figure in the psychoanalytic movement:
Willi Hoffer. Having turned up one day in October 1919 as a volunteer to help build
some cages for rabbits and chickens in the school yard, Hoffer quickly found himself
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acting as a teacher in the school and then – when Bernfeld himself fell ill – taking over
primary responsibility for the running of the home.

In his account of the Baumgarten – which closed after less than six months, after a
series of confrontations between the staff, students and administrators of the home –
Hoffer describes the bewilderment that these young, traumatised children displayed
when confronted by adults who positively refused to tell them what to do; and who
invited the children themselves to take a leading role in the organisation of their own
lives. Bernfeld established a system of parliamentary sessions, which all the children
attended, and without any established forms of discipline, ‘court-meetings’ were set up
among the children and a group of 12–14-year-olds formed their own ‘police force’,
who dealt with the frequent outbreaks of violence with their own ‘harsh disciplinary
treatment’.

Bernfeld and his colleagues recorded detailed observations of all of these unfolding
events (again, an inspiration for Anna Freud’s own Hampstead War Nurseries; Midgley,
2007), some of which formed the material for a fascinating psychoanalytic account of
group dynamics which prefigures many later explorations of such phenomena (Hoffer,
1922). Although a failure in many respects, Hoffer noted that anyone who met the
children from the Baumgarten after they had been there a few months would have
agreed that they no longer presented as ‘institutional children’, with all the restrictions
on personality development that such a term implies. In Bernfeld’s own psychoanalytic
terms, the repressed libido of a group of deprived and traumatised children, which had
previously been fixated at a narcissistic level, had been released, allowing the tentative
formation of a group of self-respecting young people.

Nevertheless, the sudden collapse of the Baumgarten experiment was a blow to the
ideals of a psychoanalytically informed education. Anna Freud (1968: 7) was later to
describe this ‘difficult venture’ as a ‘disheartening experience . . . which turned Bernfeld
into a skeptic’, and her own view was that the Baumgarten experiment had taught
psychoanalytic educators the difficult lesson that ‘all educational work, regardless of its
direction, has far-reaching limitations’ (1978: 272). This was an important lesson to
learn for those psychoanalysts who had perhaps taken a rather over-optimistic view of
how psychoanalysis could be used to transform both education and childhood itself.

August Aichhorn: psychoanalysis and ‘wayward youth’

With Bernfeld no longer actively engaged, the task of taking forward the practical
application of psychoanalytic ideas to educational practice fell to August Aichhorn,
Anna Freud’s other important mentor and an equal to Bernfeld in both his energy and
his determination to develop new models of education which were imbued with the
principles of psychoanalysis.

Unlike Bernfeld, Aichhorn was somewhat older than Anna Freud, and had already
established himself as a respected teacher and pedagogue before he became interested in
psychoanalysis in the post-war years (Schowalter, 2000). As director of two institutions
for ‘delinquent’ boys, the Oberhollabrunn (1918–1920) and St Andrä (1920–1922),
Aichhorn revolutionised the residential treatment of young people with severe
personality and conduct disorders, and turned to psychoanalysis in order to help
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formulate many of the intuitions that he had already established. His book, Wayward
Youth, was first published in 1925 (with a foreword by Sigmund Freud) and gradually
became a bestseller (for a while the book was more widely known in the USA than
Freud’s own masterpiece, The Interpretation of Dreams), influencing a whole generation
of workers with young delinquents.

According to Anna Freud (1951: 628), Aichhorn’s arrival in the Society, with his
expertise already established as both an educator and re-educator of young people,
‘marked the opening up of a new field of application for psychoanalysis’. By all
accounts, Aichhorn himself was an extraordinary figure, ‘a man of enormous girth who
dressed always in black, smoked his cigarettes with an elegant holder, and looked . . . like
a Montmartre flaneur’ (Young-Bruehl, 1991: 100). From a wealthy background, but
with some experience of adolescent ‘delinquency’ himself, Aichhorn appeared to have an
intuitive ability to engage with young people, in a manner that had a profound effect on
the young Anna Freud, who, in the early 1920s, would accompany Aichhorn every
Friday all around Vienna to observe the various institutions and welfare arrangements
for young delinquents. Fifty years later, Anna Freud recalled these experiences and the
impact it made on her:

He wasn’t only able to reach children otherwise unreachable; he influenced a lot of
us who weren’t ‘wayward youth’ or ‘neglected youth’. . . Some people are ‘natural’
teachers, and Aichhorn was an especially natural one [. . .] So often teachers are in a
hurry to get their students to know something, to have the right answers: a
possession. Aichhorn knew how to scratch his head and say: Well, we can look at
this boy in this way, but we can also look at him in this way, and there may be
other ways, too. He was challenging us: can you do the same – focus and refocus,
shift your angle of vision, adjust your point of view?

(Quoted by Coles, 1992: 46)

In his educational role, Aichhorn rejected the authoritarian, punitive approach to
juvenile delinquency, as well as the view that such behaviour was a sign of some innate
‘degeneracy’; but he was equally suspicious of the ‘sentimental’ approach which
encouraged ‘unlimited indulgence’ to these young people, which Aichhorn believed
could be equally unhelpful – and unsuccessful. Instead, Aichhorn saw that the
personality structure underlying the delinquent behaviour needed to be attended to and
the most appropriate treatment/education offered accordingly.

Moving away from the view of delinquency as a primarily neurotic disturbance,
Aichhorn focused especially on delinquency as a manifestation of arrested personality
development, primarily due to deficiencies in the early parent–child relationship.
This marked a radical shift for psychoanalysis towards a focus on the whole
personality (not just the instinctual impulses) and a recognition of developmental,
alongside neurotic, levels of disturbance. It also forced those who had believed that
psychoanalysis should be wholly on the side of ‘liberation’ that, in Anna Freud’s
(1978: 272) words, ‘the absence of drive curtailment and moral orientation in
childhood did not result in psychic health as expected, but rather had delinquency
as its consequence’.

30 N. MIDGLEY

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
r 

N
ic

k 
M

id
gl

ey
] 

at
 0

4:
04

 1
3 

A
ug

us
t 2

01
2 



For Aichhorn, difficulties in the early parent–child relationship meant that many of
the young delinquents whom he encountered in his care had not gone through the
essential process that characterises early education: a gradual adjustment to the reality
principle and social adaptability via a sublimation of the original asocial impulses. Such a
process could only take place under the influence of a libidinal relationship to an
attachment figure, without which there was little incentive for renouncing the pleasure
principle, nor any basis for the strong identifications required for ego and superego
development (A. Freud, 1951: 633).

How then did Aichhorn approach the treatment of these young delinquents – and
with what consequences? Aichhorn’s experiences are vividly described in a series of
vignettes and case studies in his book, Wayward Youth, where he explains how initially
he encouraged the staff at his institutions – much to the young people’s surprise – to
tolerate the misconduct of their wards, even when it led to vandalism and the
destruction of property (much to the horror of neighbours living near the home, not to
mention some of the staff themselves). The aim, however, was not to provide a simple
‘liberation’ of repressed impulses; on the contrary, Aichhorn recognised the importance
of not allowing the delinquent behaviour to triumph, but rather of establishing the
notion of a higher authority (both external and internal).

How was this achieved? Aichhorn noted that once the delinquent’s aggressive
impulses had exhausted themselves, the repressed longing for love and tenderness which
he believed remained dormant in these young people began to manifest itself once more.
Previously aggressive boys became tearful and more vulnerable, at which point Aichhorn
encouraged his staff, each working with a specific group of boys, to take on a more
demanding attitude to those in their care. In Aichhorn’s terms, a positive transference –
a strong, positive emotional relationship – began to develop with the young person’s
worker, who was now in a position to guide the young person to takes the steps in
psychic growth that had not occurred in the early years:

It is above all the tender feeling for the teacher that gives the pupil the incentive to
do what is prescribed and not to do what is forbidden. The teacher, as libidinally
charged object for the pupil, offers traits for identification that bring about a lasting
change in the structure of the ego-ideal.

(Aichhorn, 1925: 235)

The influence of Aichhorn’s work on Anna Freud’s thinking is obvious in many
respects: not only in her specific understanding of delinquency and developmental
disorders, where she clearly follows Aichhorn’s lead; but also in her emphasis on the use
of the ‘positive transference’ and the analyst’s role as an ego ideal in her early (1927)
thinking about child analysis itself. But Aichhorn also provided a corrective to some of
the early psychoanalytic emphasis on the importance of freedom of (instinctual)
expression in early education. As Anna Freud was to explain many years later:

I think it is fair to say that I wanted children to be able to ‘express themselves’
(who, now, would be against that), but with reservations. Aichhorn and I saw what
happened to children who had not developed internal controls . . . Those children
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have no trouble ‘expressing’ themselves! They are at the mercy of their instincts in
a different way [from] the inhibited or classically ‘neurotic’ child. The symptom
formation may be different, but there is still a problem – and for the schoolteacher,
it is often a more serious problem.

(Quoted by Coles, 1992: 41)

What practical guidance could Anna Freud offer to the classroom teacher grappling with
this most ‘serious problem’ – the balancing of expression and control, of freedom and
restraint? And how would such guidance succeed in practice? By the mid-1920s, Anna
Freud appeared to be ready to try and offer her own response to these fundamental
educational questions.

The ‘Matchbox School’: a synthesis of psychoanalysis and progressive
education?

Having observed at first hand the educational experiments of Aichhorn and Bernfeld,
and having completed both her own training as a teacher and as a psychoanalyst, by the
mid-1920s Anna Freud was now well equipped to begin her life’s work. With Bernfeld,
Aichhorn and Willi Hoffer, Anna Freud formed a weekly study group on education and
psychoanalysis, which met throughout the 1920s, during which period she also offered
regular consultations to teachers working in Vienna’s nursery schools. She supported
Willi Hoffer in establishing the Vienna Psychoanalytic Training Course for Educators –
a psychoanalytic training comparable to that offered for those who wished to train to
become analysts, with a combination of both case discussion and theoretical lectures,
but geared specifically to the needs of teachers (A. Freud, 1968: 8); and in 1926 Anna
Freud helped establish a periodical, Zeitschrift für Psychoanalytische Pädagogik (Journal for
Psychoanalytic Education) which continued to be printed until 1938, and during the
inter-war years served as the primary forum in which debates about the application of
psychoanalysis to education could be aired.

For Anna Freud, however, such theoretical contributions were not enough. Always
aware that it was only close observation and engagement with children that would
deepen her psychoanalytic understanding, Anna Freud hoped to have an opportunity to
put what she had been learning and thinking about into practice. That opportunity
finally came in 1927, when she was to collaborate in the establishment of a new
experimental school, known variously in the literature as the ‘Hietzing School’ (because
of its location), the ‘Burlingham–Rosenfeld School’ (because of its benefactors) or the
‘Matchbox School’ (because of its size and design). As the latter is the most evocative
name, it is the one that will be used in this paper.

The opportunity for Anna Freud to become involved in the practical running of a
school emerged out of her acquaintance with Dorothy Burlingham, the granddaughter
of the famous American jewellery millionaire, who arrived in Vienna in 1925, with
her four children, with the hope that Anna Freud would take her oldest son, Bob into
psychoanalytic treatment (Burlingham, 1989: 151). When Burlingham first arrived in
Vienna, however, a more immediate problem was what to do about the education of
her children. As a liberal and progressive woman, she did not want to send her
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children to one of the Austrian public schools, which were still run on largely
traditional lines.

In discussion with Anna Freud, the idea gradually emerged for the creation of a small
school, to provide a progressive form of education for the various children growing up in
the shadows of psychoanalysis – either children who were in analysis themselves with
Anna Freud or one of her colleagues (as Bob soon was), or else the children of parents
with some link to psychoanalysis. Pupils at the school included, for a time, August
Aichhorn’s rather nervous son, Walter, who was also in analysis with Dorothy
Burlingham; Kyra Nijinski, daughter of the famous dancer – described by her fellow
pupil, Peter Heller, as ‘beautifully racy, slightly mustached and dark’ (Heller, 1990:
xxix); as well as Anna Freud’s nephew, Ernst Halberstadt-Freud, later to become a
renowned analyst himself. The only problem, as Anna Freud (1980: 76) herself later put
it, was that there was, at the time, ‘no place, no house, and there were no teachers’.

For a woman of Dorothy Burlingham’s character and means, however, this was only a
small obstacle. First Eva Rosenfeld, a close friend and colleague of both Anna Freud and
Dorothy Burlingham, offered half of her garden as a site for the new school (she also
cooked lunch for the children in her house each day when the school first opened), and
a Norwegian timber log-cabin with classrooms on two floors was built following detailed
specifications: hence the name, the ‘matchbox’ school (see Figure 1). Furthermore, it
was decided that a young man, Peter Blos, who had been employed as a private tutor to
the Burlingham children when they first arrived in Vienna, was to be offered the role of
principal teacher at the school.

Peter Blos was at that time completing his biology studies in Vienna, and realised that it
was beyond his capacities to run the school on his own. Later in life, he liked to tell the
story of how he brought a young ‘bohemian’ artist friend along to meet Anna Freud, who
was persuaded to take him on as a second teacher despite his lack of any experience either
of teaching or of working with children (Blos, 1983). The young man was Erik
(Homburger) Erikson, who was to go on to become a major analytic thinker and writer in
the USA in the second half of the 20th century. Having agreed to take on the job, Erikson
taught art and the humanities ‘in a lively and subtle manner, inspiring students to do work
which they felt to be their own’ (Heller, 1990: xxix). Teaching the students how to make
his beloved woodcuts, Erikson also sketched the children’s faces and covered the walls of
the classroom with posters that he himself drew – while also beginning his own personal
analysis with Anna Freud (Erikson and Erikson, 1980). Other part-time teachers, besides
Anna Freud herself, included Dorothy Burlingham, August Aichhorn and Joan Erikson
(‘a tall handsome Canadian woman with nobly quivering nostrils, who demonstrated and
promoted a serious rhythmic kind of gymnastics’, according to Heller’s memories).

The ‘Matchbox’ School ran for almost five years, until 1932, educating an elite group
of children who never numbered more than 20. Although the school was inspired by
psychoanalysis, and Anna Freud was, as Erikson (1987: 4) put it, ‘discreetly
omnipresent in the whole improvisation’, all those involved maintained a clear
distinction between teaching and clinical analysis, as Sigmund Freud himself had
advocated in 1925. Many of the children at the school were in analytic treatment
themselves (several with Anna Freud), meaning they would disappear off for an hour at
some point during the day; but while the child’s analyst might sometimes mention in a
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staff meeting that a child was, for example, going through a particularly difficult time, in
other respects ‘there was hardly any clinical talk, and certainly no individual
interpretation [by the teachers]’ (ibid., p. 5). As Erikson makes clear, psychoanalytic
principles were not applied in ‘any overly intellectual or modish sense’ (p. 4), but the
influence was, in more subtle ways, pervasive, both directly and indirectly.

To give an example of the direct influence, the school clearly took a progressive
approach to sexual enlightenment, but the thinking about the effect of such
enlightenment was far more sophisticated (and the claims for its impact more modest)
than that offered in the early papers by Freud, Ferenczi and Jones mentioned above.
Erikson (1930) gives the example of a mother who was unsure how to handle her seven-
year-old son’s incessant questioning about a whole range of topics, which she herself
believed covered a specific interest in sexual matters. As a male teacher with a close bond
to her son, the mother asked Erikson to have a frank discussion with her son about
‘sexual matters’, which he willingly did, although fully aware of the limitations of such
enlightenment when faced by the power of unconscious fantasy.

A progressive approach to sexual enlightenment, however, was not the only way in
which the school followed psychoanalytic principles. The focus of the school’s attention
also mirrored a more general shift in psychoanalytic thinking that was occurring in the
late 1920s, from dealing almost exclusively with sexuality to a greater interest in the
aggressive impulses and the profound sense of guilt that accompanies such aggression (S.
Freud, 1930). Erikson’s own (1930: 27) account of a discussion with a group of 12- and
13-year-old pupils about rage and the way the psyche manages such rage is a wonderful

Figure 1 Pupils playing in the schoolyard of the ‘Matchbox’ School, from Heller, P. (ed.) Anna Freud’s Letters to
Eva Rosenfeld (International Universities Press, 1992).
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account of a psychoanalytically informed approach to open discussion with children, in
which he concludes that these pupils ‘even discovered ‘‘civilisation and its discontents’’
in our little progressive school’.

While such discussions were clearly psychoanalytically inspired, in terms of the
curriculum and general principles of education the Matchbox School drew inspiration
not from psychoanalytic ideas, but rather from a form of progressive education known
as the ‘Project Method’, which Anna Freud had first come across when on a temporary
assignment in Hungary during her teacher training during the war years. This approach
had been developed earlier in the century by an American professor at the Teachers’
College of Columbia University, William Heard Kilpatrick – a disciple of John Dewey,
the intellectual leader of the progressive education movement. Kilpatrick himself was
probably the best-known teacher of his generation in the United States, with a huge
international following. It is recorded that there was no lecture theatre at Columbia
University large enough to hold the many people who came from all over the world to
attend his lectures, bringing with them such considerable tuition fees that he was known
as the ‘million-dollar professor’ (Kramer, 1976).

Kilpatrick set out the principles of his ‘project method’ in a highly influential paper first
published in 1918, and the approach soon became an exemplar of the ‘child-centred’
approach to teaching that was at the heart of a movement for the political and social
regeneration of society itself, both in the United States and beyond. He based his system on
Dewey’s belief that experience needed to be at the heart of the learning process, making the
child an active participant in their own learning, rather than being stuffed full of ‘knowledge’
in a passive way. Kilpatrick argued that the psychology of the child had been neglected in
earlier approaches to education, and that a child’s own motivation for learning had to be
harnessed if learning was not to be reduced to mere work and drudgery. In practical terms,
what this meant was that teaching needed to be based around the unit of the ‘project’,
described as a ‘whole-hearted, purposeful activity proceeding in a social environment’
(Kilpatrick, 1918), which would go through several stages: purposing, planning, executing
and judging – initiated and completed, in the ideal situation, entirely by the pupils
themselves with minimal interference from a teacher. As Kilpatrick’s original paper makes
clear, such an approach was not merely advocated because it was a more effective way of
teaching, based, as he claimed, on a proper understanding of the psychology of the child; its
ultimate purpose was also a moral one. Kilpatrick believed that traditional education at best
inculcated an attitude of outward conformity. By contrast, Kilpatrick believed that ‘the
possibilities for building moral character in a regime of purposeful activity [is] one of the
strongest points in [the Project Method’s] favour’, and he especially stressed the importance
of the shared establishment of ‘proper ideals’ (1918).

In the early 1920s, then, the Project Method was widely recognised as one of the most
important methods of progressive education available, and it is clear to see how many of
its principles would have coincided with psychoanalytic ideas about an education free
from coercion, in which the child’s natural curiosity would become the centre around
which the educational environment should be built. As Erikson explained:

The whole school would for a time become, for example, the world of the
Eskimos. All subjects were then related to Eskimo life – geography, history,
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science, math, and, of course, reading and writing. This called for an ingenious
combination of playful new experience, careful experiment, and free discussions.

(Erikson, 1980: 4)

Although the children were taught certain conventional subjects (a certain Herr
Goldscheider was brought in to teach the children Latin, arithmetic and geometry [M.
Burlingham, 1989]), the Project Method approach meant that there was an
‘inderdisciplinary spirit’ to the teaching of most subjects. The study of the Artic and
the Eskimo way of life, for example, brought in ‘subjects as diverse as sun clocks,
volcanoes, ocean currents, climate, plants and physics, the exploration of Pytheas,
ancient world maps, the Vikings, Erik the Red and his sons . . . the whaling industry,
and the biology of whales, dolphins, polar bears and seals’ (Burlingham, 1989: 186).
By all accounts, the atmosphere in the school was marked by an honesty and an
openness unusual in schools of that period, and free rein was given to the imagination
and to creative expression – including ‘a serious rhythmic kind of gymnastics’,
apparently influenced by Rudolf Steiner’s work on eurythmics (Heller, 1990).
Students were praised for their achievements or for any attempt to achieve something
and, according to W. Ernest Freud, the ‘emotional climate in our school was unlike
that of the state schools’ – relaxed, friendly and conducive to giving one’s best (Heller,
1992: 85).

The open expression of aggressive behaviour, however, was not condoned, it seems,
or else it was channelled into structured forms – such as an organised wrestling
match in the school yard (Heller, 1992). It also appears that certain aspects of
aggression could not be directly faced. Heller mentions almost in passing that one of
the elder students, a sombre, angry boy called Sigurd, committed suicide while
studying at the school, and that the event was ‘hardly even mentioned, let alone
discussed in this liberally open-minded educational establishment’ (1992: 86). Even in
such analytic circles, it seemed, such extremes of self-violence could not be openly
confronted.

Although the staff shared an interest both in psychoanalysis and in
progressive education, the Matchbox School was not free from tensions among the
staff about how best to approach the running of the classroom. On the one hand, there
was plenty of common ground between psychoanalysis and progressive education.
After all, both the ideas of ‘child-centred’ education as set out by Kilpatrick and the
early psychoanalysts laid emphasis on the importance of following the child’s own
path and providing a setting as free from coercion as possible. Such an approach
was seen by the psychoanalysts as a way of avoiding unnecessary repressions; by the
‘child-centred’ educationalists, as a means of fostering the child’s own innate wish
to learn.

But in a letter to Eva Rosenfeld in 1929, Anna Freud hinted at some of her own
difficulties with this approach. In the letter, Anna Freud complains of the teachers at the
school (i.e. Blos and Erikson): ‘All they know is compulsion or liberation from
compulsion – and the latter results in chaos’. The letter implies that Rosenfeld had
suggested – contrary to the principles of the Project Method – that the pupils at the
school needed to be forced to study certain things, even if they were not interested in
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doing so. Anna Freud’s response is interesting, and makes an important (but subtle)
distinction:

We really don’t disagree. I also believe that school must be compulsion. Our
disagreement concerns only one point. I want the children to be made to want to
do what they are supposed to do. You want them to be made to do what they don’t
want to do as well . . . My example – which you grant – is Aichhorn.

(Heller, 1992: 112)

Anna Freud’s reference to Aichhorn makes clear how influenced she was by his way of
working, in which he fostered the young person’s positive attachment to an adult as a
means of providing the child with motivation to ‘renounce’ the pleasure principle and
deal with frustration and ‘work’. In an interesting parallel with the writings of
Kilpatrick, the central idea was the development of a shared ‘ideal’, with which the
young people could identify, so that they would develop an internal incentive to curb
their anti-social instincts, rather than being forced to do so.

In Anna Freud’s letter, quoted above, one can see how Anna Freud is transferring this
idea of Aichhorn’s to the normal school setting, in order to argue for a ‘middle path’
between compulsion and liberation: the child must be made to want to do what they are
supposed to do. For such an approach to be successful, the teacher must work with both
that which has been repressed (the instincts) and that which is doing the repressing (the
defences, the ego). The teacher, in other words, must offer him or herself as an ego-ideal
with whom the child can identify, so that the child will then willingly comply with
social demands, and find a substitute satisfaction through sublimated activities –
including learning itself.

Reading Anna Freud’s correspondence with Eva Rosenfeld it is clear that not all the
staff in the school shared this view of the teacher’s role. How far such tensions
contributed to the eventual closure of the school is not entirely clear. Burlingham
(1989) cites the fact that, by the early 1930s, some of the older children were nearing
college age and both Peter Blos and Erik Erikson were looking for their next steps in life,
so that the school came to a ‘natural end’. Heller (1992), by contrast, suggests that one
of the primary reasons for the school’s closure was Eva Rosenfeld’s decision to move to
Berlin. More than 40 years later, Rosenfeld wrote to Anna Freud to express her regret
that they were now too old to continue the work that had been left off in 1932, and
acknowledged that she herself had been ‘too ignorant, too immature, too un-analysed’
to have continued her support for the school at the time. Rather appropriately,
considering the way in which the Matchbox School has dropped out of most histories of
both psychoanalysis and education, the log cabin classroom, used briefly as a lodging
once the school had closed, was hit by a bomb during the Second World War and went
up in flames, so that nothing remains of the school itself (Ross, 1992).

Evaluating the impact of the Matchbox School experiment

For Anna Freud (1980), looking back near the end of her life, the Matchbox School
‘proved a great success’, and showed the value of taking a progressive approach to
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education informed by psychoanalytic principles. Likewise, Erikson (1987: 13) was to
suggest that the school illustrated the ‘radiant intelligence’ that children can display
when their minds are permitted to function freely.

The immediate impact of Erikson’s involvement with the Matchbox School can be
seen in two of his early papers: ‘Psychoanalysis and the future of education’ (1930),
already discussed above, where Erikson, drawing on his experience with specific
children at the Matchbox School, sketches a new ‘science of education’ based on a
psychoanalytic understanding of both sexual and aggressive drives; and ‘The fate of
the drives in school compositions’ (1931). In the latter, Erikson takes a number
of school essays, written by students from the Matchbox School under the guidance
of Dorothy Burlingham, and analyses them to show how stories, as a form of
day-dreaming, can help teachers understand something of the ‘inner world’ of their
pupils.

However, the influence of Erikson’s experience as a teacher at the school (along with
his own analysis with Anna Freud) was not confined to these direct outcomes. Erikson’s
own brand of humanistic psychotherapy, alongside his ideas about the ‘life cycle’ and
the concept of ‘identity’, are clearly marked by his experiences in Vienna and his first
encounter with analytic thinking via the Matchbox School. So too, Peter Blos’ later
work on the transition from latency to adolescence – which he came to describe as the
‘second individuation process’ (Blos, 1967) – had a significant impact on analytical
thinking about adolescence in the USA for many years and clearly derives in part from
his experiences in Vienna, experiences which Aaron Esman, in his obituary for Peter
Blos in 1997, described as the ‘organising core of his work’ (p. 813).

For Dorothy Burlingham, however, the achievement of the Matchbox School –
judged in more personal terms – was mixed. After leaving the school, all of her children,
to different degrees, struggled to accommodate to a world that did not value their
‘inward accomplishments’ and found them lacking in some of the basic skills that
education usually provides (Burlingham, 1989). By 1940, in a private letter, Dorothy
even went so far as to call the Matchbox School ‘a mistake’ (ibid., p. 230), despite all
that the school had achieved. Burlingham’s later involvement with the Hampstead War
Nurseries indicated what she had learnt, both positively and negatively, from the
Matchbox School experience.

The impact of this experiment in education can also be seen, perhaps most
importantly, by the way it impacted on the children who attended it. Peter Heller,
during the 1980s, sent a questionnaire to the surviving pupils of the Matchbox School,
asking for their memories and their evaluation of the experience in relation to their later
lives. While some former pupils, such as W. Ernest Freud, looked back on their time at
the Matchbox School and saw it as almost ideal, others, including Peter Heller himself,
were more ambivalent. For Heller, the school was ‘a paradise’ compared to the
traditional Viennese elementary school he had attended up until the age of 8, ‘suffused
with a genuine sense of community and housed in a light, sunny, warm place which
even smelled pleasantly of fresh wood and clean linoleum’. It was, he recalled, a ‘school
where students could learnt to love their work [and] the people who directed and guided
the school were of superior character; educated, cultured, fully formed human beings’
(1990: xxxi).
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At the same time, Heller felt that there was ‘something fashionably faddish and
mysteriously arbitrary about the school’ with its ‘dilettantic, lopsided, or single-minded
concentration on relatively remote topics’ (ibid., p. xxxi). Recalling the particular project
that Erikson had given as an example of the Project Method, Heller goes on:

I grant that the Eskimos were closer to the consciousness of Americans [i.e. the
Burlingham children] than to a Central European Viennese. Still, there was an
excessive, if utopian concern with their tribes, mores, kayaks, implements, igloos,
their tales, their hunting of whales, and the like.

(Heller, 1990: xxxi)

Despite his admiration and gratitude for what the Matchbox School had achieved,
Heller (1992: 87) concludes that the school ‘failed utterly to habituate the pupils to the
need to tolerate routine, the discipline of strenuous, at times painful effort’ and records
that most of his fellow pupils struggled to cope in public education once the Matchbox
School closed. Such an evaluation reflects clearly on the debate about compulsion,
which the teachers themselves had been having while the school was still running.

It may be that Anna Freud shared similar concerns. While she continued to be
involved with experiments in ‘progressive’ education, such as the Jackson Nursery
(1937), the Hampstead War Nurseries (1941–45) and the Anna Freud Centre Nursery,
she devoted much of her time and energy to finding ways in which psychoanalysis could
make more of a contribution to mainstream education, and tried to distance
psychoanalysis from more extreme educational experiments in ‘free’ schooling, such
as A.S. Neill’s Summerhill School (Dyer, 1983).

Conclusion: the Matchbox School and Anna Freud’s on-going commitment
to the application of psychoanalysis to education

Anna Freud’s interest in engaging with teachers involved in day-to-day teaching
situations is seen most clearly in her Introduction to Psychoanalysis for Teachers (1931),
which was written while she was still actively involved in the running of the Matchbox
School. In that work, she spells out what psychoanalysis can contribute to the work of
the teacher working in a normal educational setting. Besides its occasional role as a form
of treatment, she argues that psychoanalysis can assist the teacher in so far as it does
three things: it offers a critique of existing educational methods; it extends the teacher’s
knowledge of human beings; and it offers a way of thinking about the ‘complicated
relations’ between children and their teachers, especially the powerful processes of
transference and counter-transference (1931: 104).

Clearly emphasising her respect for teachers and their intimate knowledge of children,
Anna Freud tries to steer a line between different extreme views: neither seeing children
as wholly bad and in need of correction, nor as wholly good and simply in need of being
left to develop naturally. Instead (following her old friend, August Aichhorn), she argues
that learning always takes place in the context of an emotional relationship, so that the
necessary frustrations of learning are compensated for by the feeling of approval that
comes first from others, and later from within in the form of the superego.
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Psychoanalysis could not ‘solve’ the problems of education; but it could help those
working as teachers develop a deeper psychological understanding of children in a
developmental context, and to appreciate the complex unconscious dynamics at play in
the classroom setting.

How psychoanalysis can be used to assist teachers in their day-to-day practice was
something that Anna Freud continued to think about throughout her life, lecturing to
numerous audiences made up especially of nursery and primary-school teachers, and
trying to answer their day-to-day questions about discipline, about readiness for nursery,
about the emotional impact of working with children. Clearly influenced by Bernfeld’s
work in the later 1920s, she argued passionately for the value of a ‘psychoanalytic
psychology of normal development’, which could be used in practical ways by teachers,
to help them make informed decisions based on the needs and capacities of children at
different stages. She approached such dialogues in a practical, but profoundly
psychoanalytic, way, keen to learn as well as to teach and to show respect for the
complexity of the teaching situation (e.g. A. Freud, 1952, 1956, 1960).

Speaking at a conference on ‘dynamic psychology and education’ in San Francisco
towards the very end of her life, Anna Freud (1976a: 307) began her address by noting
that few people in the audience ‘were privileged [as she had been] to watch and
accompany the changes and upheavals in educational work over the last sixty years’, a
period during which attitudes to childhood itself had changed dramatically. Although
recognising the naivety with which some educational problems were approached by
psychoanalysts during the first part of the century, Anna Freud clearly retained a strong
sense of the value of what they had been trying to achieve. ‘What dominated our
actions’, wrote Anna Freud, ‘was the spirit of discovery [. . .] and what we strove to do
was to turn what had formerly been chores into exciting adventures for the child’ (p.
310). Although not referring directly to the Matchbox School, one senses it is this
experience that Anna Freud is thinking of when she describes the fact that such an aim
turned out to be over-ambitious:

we had tried too hard to turn all work into play, neglecting the fact that . . . work
[unlike play] is governed by the reality principle, which means that it also is
pursued in the face of difficulties until an intended aim is reached.

(A. Freud, 1976a: 311)

Anna Freud’s own life illustrates her ability to continue to work to try and improve
education even when faced by difficulties and a reality that would not bend to the
whims (or wishes) of psychoanalytic theory. In guiding psychoanalysis towards more
modest aims in relation to education, based on her own hard-earned experiences, she
perhaps did the greatest service to the on-going relations between two of what Freud
himself described as the ‘impossible professions’.
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Note

* This paper was the winner of the Anna Freud Foundation Annual Essay Prize 2008.
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FREUD, A. (1927) Einführung in die Technik der Kinderanalyse. (Introduction to the Technique of
Child Analysis). Vienna: Internationaler psychoanalytischer Verlag.

FREUD, A. (1931) Introduction to Psychoanalysis for Teachers. London: George Allen and Unwin.
FREUD, A. (1951) ‘August Aichhorn’. In The Writings of Anna Freud, Volume 4. New York:

International Universities Press.
FREUD, A. (1952) ‘Answering teachers’ questions’. In The Writings of Anna Freud, Volume 4.

New York: International Universities Press.
FREUD, A. (1954) ‘Psychoanalysis and education’. In The Writings of Anna Freud, Volume 4.

New York: International Universities Press.
FREUD, A. (1956) ‘Psychoanalytic knowledge applied to the rearing of children’. In The Writings

of Anna Freud, Volume 5. New York: International Universities Press.
FREUD, A. (1960) ‘Entrance into nursery school: the psychological prerequisites’. In The

Writings of Anna Freud, Volume 5. New York: International Universities Press.
FREUD, A. (1968) ‘Willi Hoffer, MD’. Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, 23: 7–11.
FREUD, A. (1976a) ‘Dynamic psychology and education ‘. In Writings of Anna Freud, Volume 8.

London: Hogarth Press.

THE ‘MATCHBOX SCHOOL’ 41

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
r 

N
ic

k 
M

id
gl

ey
] 

at
 0

4:
04

 1
3 

A
ug

us
t 2

01
2 



FREUD, A. (1976b) ‘Foreword’. In KRAMER, R. (1976) Maria Montessori. A Biography. Oxford:
Blackwell.

FREUD, A. (1978) ‘A study guide to Freud’s writing’s’. In Writings of Anna Freud, Volume 8.
London: Hogarth Press.

FREUD, A. (1980) ‘Dorothy Burlingham – 1891–1979’. Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, 35:
2–6.

FREUD, E. (ed.) (1960) The Letters of Sigmund Freud. New York: Basic Books.
FREUD, S. (1907) ‘The sexual enlightenment of children’. SE 9: 130–9.
FREUD, S. (1909) ‘Analysis of a phobia in a five-year-old boy’. SE 10: 1–147.
FREUD, S. (1925) ‘Foreword’. In AICHHORN, A. (ed.) Wayward Youth. New York: Viking,

1935.
FREUD, S. (1930) ‘Civilisation and its discontents’. SE 21: 64–145.
GARDNER, M. (1983) ‘Recollections of Anna Freud’. In PIERS, M. (ed.) Anna Freud

Remembered. Chicago, IL: Erikson Institute.
GARDNER, S. and STEVENS, G. (1992) Red Vienna and the Golden Age of Psychology, 1918–1938.

New York: Praeger.
GEISSMANN, C. and GEISSMANN, P. (1998) A History of Child Psychoanalysis. London:

Routledge.
GRAHAM, P. (2008) ‘Susan Isaacs and the Malting House School’. Journal of Child

Psychotherapy, 34 (1): 5–22.
GRUBER, H. (1991) Red Vienna. Experiment in Working Class Culture, 1919–1934. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.
HELLER, P. (1990) A Child Analysis with Anna Freud. Madison: International Universities Press.
HELLER, P. (1992) Anna Freud’s Letters to Eva Rosenfeld. Madison: International Universities

Press.
HOFFER, W. (1922) ‘Group development in a school community’. In HOFFER, W. (ed.) Early

Development and Education of the Child. London: Hogarth Press, 1981.
HOFFER, W. (1965) ‘Siegfried Bernfeld and ‘‘Jerubaal’’’. In HOFFER, W. (ed.) Early

Development and Education of the Child. London: Hogarth Press, 1981.
JONES, E. (1910) ‘Psychoanalysis and education’. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1: 497–520.
KILPATRICK, T. (1918) ‘The project method’. Teachers College Record, 19: 319–34.
KRAMER, R. (1976) Maria Montessori. A Biography. Oxford: Blackwell.
MIDGLEY, N. (2007) ‘Anna Freud: the Hampstead War Nurseries and the role of the direct

observation of children in psychoanalysis’. International Journal of Psycho-Analysis, 88 (4):
939–60.

PARET, P. (1973) ‘Foreword’. In BERNFELD, S. (ed.) Sisyphus, or the limits of education. Los
Angeles, CA: University of California Press.

PETERS, U. (1985) Anna Freud. A Life Dedicated to Children. London: Weidenfeld and
Nicholson.

ROSS, V. (1992) ‘Eva Marie Rosenfeld (1892–1977): a woman of valor. A personal memoir’. In
HELLER, P. Anna Freud’s Letters to Eva Rosenfeld. Madison: International Universities Press.

SCHOWALTER, J. (2000) ‘Aichhorn revisited’. Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, 55: 49–60.
YOUNG-BRUEHL, E. (1991) Anna Freud. London: Papermac.

42 N. MIDGLEY

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
r 

N
ic

k 
M

id
gl

ey
] 

at
 0

4:
04

 1
3 

A
ug

us
t 2

01
2 

View publication statsView publication stats

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/216029409

