
America’s Schiavo Obsession 
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SUNY-Rockland, Spring 2005 

 

 Sparked by a Clio’s Psyche  Call for Papers, 
I gave my Psychohistory II class the brief assignment 
in early April 2005 to write a sentence or brief para-
graph on the conscious and unconscious emotions 
and fantasies found in public discussion and the me-
dia on the Terri Schiavo story.                                    
    

 There was a wide range of experience and 
perspective in the class. Most students were in their 
late teens or early twenties, but the group also con-
sisted of several retired people, including five senior 
citizen audits.  Although a few students declined to  
                                            (Continued on next page) 
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 In February Sue Erikson Bloland’s The 
John Hartman Evidential Basis of Psychohis-

tory Symposium 
                              (Due April 20, 2006) 
 

Articles are of 500-1500 words (and one long piece) 
are welcome.  Please Send an Abstract or Outline ASAP. 

All Articles will be Refereed. 
 

In the Shadow of Fame: A Memoir by the 
Daughter of Erik H. Erikson (New York: Viking, 
2005, ISBN 0-670-03374-X) 229 pp., $24.95) was 
released.  Award-winning Erikson psychobiographer 
Lawrence J. Friedman writes that it is “a remark-
able, deeply captivating exercise in self-reflection 
and self-understanding [as] Sue Bloland excavates 
the complex, layered dynamics of the family that her 
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Trotsky’s Self-Destructive  
Ambivalence 

 

Phillip Pomper 
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 Trotsky’s tragic career as first victor and then 
victim has attracted less attention from psychohistori-
ans than one might imagine.  In fact, his biographers 
have done very little with the psychological material 
offered in Trotsky’s autobiography.*  Descriptions of 
childhood scenes of humiliation, weakness, and fail-
ure, of his conflicts with his parents and their own 
conflicts, of his identification with his father’s vic-
timized employees, surely have a purpose.  One won-
ders why he offered that sort of material for public 
consumption.   Joseph  Stalin, who had called Trotsky    
                                                (Continued on page 16)        

Sacrilegious Folk Humor 
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University of California-Berkeley 

 

Carl R. Pagter 
Independent Scholar 

 

Introduction 
 In attempting to document the teeming and 
expanding world of ephemera formerly transmitted 
by office copier machines and most recently via fax 
and computers, we have observed no diminution in 
either the quantity or quality of this rich source of 
American folk humor.  Quite the contrary—we find 
ourselves inundated by vast numbers of items sent to 
us by helpful friends and colleagues.  We have some-
what arbitrarily chosen to focus on items concerned 
with religion as this seems to be a topic of great inter- 

(Continued on page 26)  
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participate in the voluntary assignment, all had 
learned the central themes, findings, and theories of 
psychohistory by taking Psychohistory I as a prereq-
uisite.  They had read deMause’s “Evolution of 
Childhood,” much of my own study on the psycho-
logical origins of the Second World War, and virtu-
ally all of The Best of Clio’s Psyche - 1994-2004.  
They were generally familiar with Freud’s work on 
groups, had mastered traditional and psychological 
theories of why peoples and leaders go to war, knew 
several important studies and theories of small group 
behavior (Bion, Hartman, and others), knew the ma-
jor theories of large group behavior (deMause—
including critical analyses of his group fantasy the-
ory—Dan Dervin, Jay Gonen, and others), knew of 
Fromm’s Escape from Freedom, Lifton’s ideas on 
nuclearism, Binion’s on traumatic reliving, and so on.   
 

 During the course of the semester, we studied 
several in-depth psychohistorical analyses of Hitler, 
Nazism, World War II, and the Holocaust.  Required 
readings for the course were Rudolph Binion’s Hitler 
Among the Germans and Peter Loewenberg’s Decod-
ing the Past.  Students were completely familiar with 
notions of symbolic immortality, collective regres-
sions, splitting, projection, denial, rationalization, 
displacement, and other ego defenses, and understood 
and could apply notions of real and symbolic scape-
goating, sacrifice, collective suicide, apocalyptic 
thinking, and the leader-as-delegate. 

 

 The class, in addition, was on a current 
“group-fantasy watch,” remaining alert to the possi-

ble emotions and fantasies sweeping through the U.S. 
during the months of the course.  Students kept a 
group-fantasy log in which they wrote down ideas, 
thoughts, and emotional statements overheard any-
where in public, collected and noted media images 
and stories they’d observed on the newsstands, in 
newspapers, or on television, commented on public 
commentaries, the outcomes of polls, political car-
toons, the popularity of particular films as a possible 
symbolic clue to America’s emotional and fantasy 
life, and the like.  We approached these logs in the 
tradition of Erikson’s “disciplined subjectivity,” and 
more in the spirit of suggestions and impressions 
rather than as absolute truths.  I said nothing about 
the nation’s Schiavo obsession either before or after 
assigning the exercise. 
 

Rachel Green: “The Terri Schiavo case has mo-
nopolized the media lately.  Everyone seems so pas-
sionate about the case because it represents two polar 
opposite ideologies.  The media seems to be slanted 
on the side of the parents.  Keeping her alive is a 
form of passive sadism.  Americans are allowed to 
maintain their sense of piety while still inflicting, or 
allowing, pain to be inflicted.  It is also another ex-
ample of America’s purity crusade.  We are punish-
ing the husband (even though he is not the party that 
matters) for the fact that he lives with his girlfriend            
and their son.” 
 

Patrick Jones:  “Have you noticed?  Iraq hasn’t been 
in the news for three weeks.” 
 

Elizabeth Marchionni: “Much of my speculation is 
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based on my personal outlook and feelings about my 
surroundings, and of course I am part of the group-
fantasy.  My use of the word ‘them’ may sound de-
rogatory and projective, but it is not intended that 
way.  Like many things, the story is covered in the 
media as a battle.  It also relates, in part, to the direc-
tion of our government in terms of people’s rights.  
Even before 9/11, our culture taught us it was impor-
tant to avoid pain, and important issues are constantly 
being avoided and denied.  The American people are 
scared; we have been for a long time.  I believe they/
we are regressing.  They/we identify with Terri as a 
helpless child, perhaps, one being abandoned and 
hurt.” 
 

Shaun Quinn:  “The war between secularists and the 
religiously-minded has truly become a product of 
splitting.  This case is something both sides can latch 
on to and have something to fight about.  If we have 
truly regressed collectively because of repeated trau-
mas and the intense emotion of fear, then in matters 
like this, it is easier to focus on one thing by displace-
ment, defensively ‘putting all your eggs in one bas-
ket,’ so to speak.” 
 

Steven Snyder: “It is clearly an emotional case 
which deals with life and death, which would not be 
as large if the Scott Peterson and Robert Blake mur-
der trials were still going on.  It relates to the group-
fantasy in two words: dehydration and starvation.  
Not only is this young woman dying because of de-
hydration and starvation, but the American people are 
also symbolically ‘starving’ and ‘dehydrating’.  That 
is why we are waiting for the government to step in.  
We are sending a fantasy message to the government, 
telling it we are feeling ‘starved’ and ‘dehydrated’ 
because the government is not doing anything to help 
us domestically.” 
 

Ann Newman:  “We must all feel ‘There, but for the 
grace of God, go I.’  Terri has become a pawn among 
warring factions.  Having seen dear ones depart from 
this world, I would say most would not want to con-
tinue in a vegetative state.  Perhaps Terri’s parents 
are nurturing the idle fantasy that she will come back 
to them with all her faculties intact, but it doesn’t 
give the federal government license to intervene.”  
 

Yana Kuchirko:  “Why must this issue surface now 
and create such a humongous impact?  Perhaps this 
echoes the nation’s collective unconscious battle be-
tween what is right and what is wrong, the right to 
live and the right to die, the battle between liberals 

and conservatives, all part of our own unconscious 
internal struggles.  Maybe the court’s decision is a 
reflection of the nation’s wish to punish, to execute, 
to end a life in order to end whatever unwanted emo-
tions (guilt or otherwise) we are feeling.” 
 

Allene Turer: “The country’s fervor is partly be-
cause it is moving so quickly toward the religious 
right.  Especially now, during the Easter season, per-
haps Terri is being seen as a divine, saint-like figure.  
You hear the phrases, ‘fighting for her life’, and 
about ‘her bravery and courage’, while her husband 
is depicted as the evil one, driven to end her life be-
cause of a selfish personal agenda.” 
 

Gerry Turer: “This sudden determination to end 
Terri’s life is a conflict between the ideologies of the 
‘blue states’ and the ‘red states,’ those who believe 
the Rule of Law takes precedence over those who 
think a Divine Will preserves life.  Opponents of the 
president have achieved a small victory by thwarting 
Bush and brother Jeb’s efforts to keep Terri alive.  
His leaving his ranch to sign an order to save one life 
gives an ironic twist to his lack of effort to save thou-
sands of healthy lives in Iraq.” 
 

Kerriann Byrnes: “How can the evangelicals be 
against Science when they demand a feeding tube?” 
 

George Ganssle:  “I’m aware that what I’m about to 
say may be an example of ‘wild analysis,’ but a few 
facts are clear.  Europe’s papers did not have Schiavo 
as a front-page issue, whereas it made the front page 
every day in America.  Correlating it with the Pope, 
the media seems to focus on the death of innocence.  
The occupation of Iraq has drifted completely out of 
the media.  Our sympathy for victims (Terri, the 
Pope) may be a displacement from our repressed 
guilt over the ‘forgotten’ victims of the Iraqi war.  
Severe resistance to assisted suicide may be a cover 
for an unconscious wish to die. And the ‘pro-life’ 
Schiavo activists may possess a wish to suffer with 
her, which she would do if she were allowed to 
‘live.’” 
 

Megan Magnatta:  “Terri has been dependent on her 
feeding tube for 15 years, so despite her parents’ res-
cue attempts to get a judge’s order to re-insert it, we 
must ask ourselves why should the plug be pulled 
now?   Despite her vegetative state, her parents are 
arguing that she ‘wants’ to live.  It must be unbear-
able to know that your daughter may die if her feed-
ing tube is not re-inserted, but the pain grows deeper 
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watching and waiting for her final breath.” 
 

Meaghan Stedge-Stroud: “At first my boyfriend 
didn’t want to see a movie about a woman boxer, but 
a tiny, gray-haired woman at the Loews Theatre con-
vinced him to see it.  I didn’t know anything about it, 
but the movie caught my attention from the begin-
ning.  It is one of many that have been released just at 
the right time, and, because it reflects [emotional] 
reality, millions see it.  Mel Gibson’s The Passion of 
the Christ was released just before the elections [and 
again, slightly edited, at Easter, 2005].  Now Million 
Dollar Baby, with its depiction of assisted suicide, 
hits theatres a couple of months before the Schiavo 
fight came to be headlined across the country.” 
 

Lauren Psaros:  “I did some research on the internet 
where I found comparisons of Michael Schiavo to 
Pontius Pilate and Scott Peterson, and some question-
able opinions about ‘what Terri would have wanted.’  
Freerepublic.com says that 59% of the people polled 
would remove her feeding tube.  Defendingtruth.com 
says, ‘Terri Schiavo is dying for our sins.’  Putting 
the Jesus image in people’s heads, especially so close 
to Easter, is like the release of Mel Gibson’s film, 
The Passion.  There is also talk of impeaching the 
judge.  Is a feeding tube a form of life support?  In 
some states only a respirator is considered life sup-
port.  Church and state are feuding over the life and 
death of an innocent woman who hasn’t been heard 
from in 15 years.  Like Terri, the Pope is coming to 
his end in a hospital, and the world continued its 
death watch while he returned to his bed in the Vati-
can.  Is all this somehow related to soldiers dying in 
Iraq?  Does Terri hit closer to home because Florida 
is home?  Is it some kind of [symbolic] delayed in-
fanticide happening ironically in the state where 
youth go to party and the elderly go to retire?” 
 

Professor’s Comments: 
  

As I looked over these statements, I wondered if they 
wouldn’t strike some scholars as indeed examples of 
wild analysis.  But even if they are, is that necessarily 
all bad?  I encourage students to approach any his-
torical problem—including contemporary subjects 
such as the possible emotional and fantasy themes 
currently abroad in individuals and groups—by 
spending some time brain-storming, writing down 
any and all of their thoughts and feelings, no matter 
how seemingly irrational or bizarre, and free associ-
ate to the material.  This principle is Freud’s, which, 
as he said, allows us to see possible casual  connec-

tions between hitherto unrelated phenomena.    Time 
for critical reflection, rational reordering, and dis-
carding what doesn’t work can come a day or two 
later.  Of course, the students’ thoughts weren’t auto-
matically (or only) projections coming entirely from 
their own heads since all were in some ways rooted 
in the findings and theories which form the core of 
critical psychological history. 
 

 The students were given only one day to turn 
in the assignment since I wanted their responses, af-
ter brief reflection, to be as spontaneous, or as semi-
spontaneous, as possible.  The whole point of the ex-
ercise was to let the student’s words speak for them-
selves.  Now, though, I want to offer just a few words 
of my own. 
 

 Everyone, including the students—if they 
would’ve had a chance to look over all their own 
comments—will note that missing from their obser-
vations are the possible meanings of the single Terri-
image—virtually one picture—shown over and over 
again in the media.  What was the emotional message 
of that picture?   Since, as one student noted (but all 
students know), we all share fantasies with the group 
called America, our personal responses may clue us 
to the group’s emotions, so it’s appropriate to ask, 
“what emotions and fantasies does that single picture 
of Terri stir up in me?”   In addition, what was the 
media saying to us and asking us to feel? 
 

 Other question relate to the issue of what al-
lowed so many to become so familiar, to identify so 
easily, with Terri.  What made almost all of us auto-
matically refer to her by her first name?   Was it only 
by media command?  Even “identification” needs 
exploring, and is “identification” all there is to it?    
 

 Although several students mentioned it (and 
because several students mentioned it), it seems to 
me that the “feeding-tube” image is particularly im-
portant and goes beyond its rather obvious symbolic 
connection with parental nurturing and the umbilicus. 
 

 As several students mentioned, I too won-
dered about timing—“Why this, why now?”  I also 
wondered about what unconscious material was be-
ing enacted by the “Save Terri Faction.”  Why, for 
example, did they identify with the victim the way 
they did?  Had they been targets of parental infanti-
cidal wishes in their own childhoods?  How could we 
tell? Is it methodologically appropriate to even 
speculate about this possibility?  Were they covering 
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over and hiding some measure of their own aggres-
sion?  How can we find out?  What theoretical mod-
els might help here?   Although some student state-
ments hint at some answers, it seems profitable to 
seek deeper understanding of what reasons drove the 
“Save Terri” partisans to embrace this savior fantasy.   
What delegated group fantasy roles were these sub-
groups enacting for us, if they were?    
 

 I feel that I’ve already said too much and am 
beginning to “tell” readers what the students’ words 
“actually meant” in the guise of delineating what they 
didn’t say, thus sabotaging the main idea behind the 
exercise in the first place, which was to let you have 
the pleasure of following up and tracking down for 
yourself the possible connections suggested by the 
students’ explicit and implicit observations. 
 

 David Beisel, PhD, teaches Honors History 
and psychohistory courses at SUNY Rockland, where, 
in the past three decades, he has taught psychohis-
tory to more than 6,000 students.  He is the recipient 
of several teaching awards, including the State Uni-
versity of New York Chancellor's Award for Excel-
lence in Teaching.  His recent book, The Suicidal 
Embrace, exploring the psychological origins of the 
Second World War, is now going into its second 
printing.  He has written many articles on a wide 
range of subjects, including several on teaching psy-
chohistory, and as one of our Contributing Editors, is 
writing on the psychohistory of groups for the Clio's 
Psyche upcoming Special Issue on Teaching Psycho-
history.  Professor Beisel may be e-mailed at 
<dbeisel@sunyrockland.edu>.

 
Who Speaks for Terri Schiavo? 

 

Lisa Cassidy 
Ramapo College 

 

 As a concerned citizen, feminist, and philoso-
phy teacher who uses ethical and social issues to en-
gage my students, I followed the Schiavo controversy 
carefully.  My own experience of the case is insepa-
rable from the FEAST listserve consideration of it.  
“Feminist Ethics and Social Theory” (FEAST, see 
www.afeast.org) is an organization of philosophers 
interested in gender and social issues.  Members use 
an online listserve to communicate notices, as well as 
have substantial discussions.  Our online discussion, 
centered on the disability rights movement, is fre-
quently bookish and abstract, but occasionally be-

trays more personal, impassioned feelings.  The uses 
of the Schiavo case by feminists and disabilities 
rights advocates reveal an inclination to deny our un-
derlying emotions of anxiety and doubt in the face of 
disability or death.  Feminists are fearful about losing 
their physical autonomy, while disability rights advo-
cates are apprehensive about being devalued because 
of their reduced autonomy.  Throughout the debate 
we supply the silent Terri Schiavo with our own 
voices—without really listening to each other’s.  
 

 On March 23, 2005, a posting on the FEAST 
list referred readers to an online site that kept an on-
going time line of Schiavo events.  This post had the 
subject heading, “Is Ms. Schiavo’s case a feminist 
issue?”  Those that contributed to the heated discus-
sion that followed in fact never answered that ques-
tion.  Instead the dialogue immediately turned to the 
disability rights movement.  Disability rights is a so-
cial justice movement that calls for the revaluation of 
the lives of disabled people.  Not Dead Yet, men-
tioned on the FEAST list (www.notdeadyet.org), 
“leads the disability community’s efforts to oppose 
legalization of assisted suicide, euthanasia, and other 
forms of medical killing.”  For some on the FEAST 
discussion, the Schiavo controversy only demon-
strates how the nondisabled majority devalue and 
even persecute disabled people, such as Schiavo, 
whose life is wrongly judged worthless because of 
her differences from “normal” people. 
 

 As the Schiavo case is considered in terms of 
disability rights, a stereotypically “academic” discus-
sion emerges, with conceptual distinctions, defini-
tions, and references to works by well-known phi-
losophers.  One professor (arguing against the dis-
ability rights position) painstakingly lays out the dis-
tinctions between “passive versus active euthanasia” 
and “voluntary versus involuntary euthanasia.”  Then 
several others haggle over the definitions of technical 
vocabulary, such as “expressivism.”  We carefully 
retrace the steps in each other’s arguments to find the 
loci of our disagreements.  The debate is abstract and 
precise.  With each posting, contributors reach 
greater abstractions.  Terri Schiavo becomes a mere 
“case study” for the demonstration of our already-
entrenched philosophical positions on disability 
rights. 
 

 Yet just below the surface of our finely rea-
soned arguments lies an emotionality that our phi-
losophical rigor cannot stamp out.  Personal feelings 
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arise, though always in postscripts or as asides.  For 
example, in the midst of making her argument 
against the disability rights position, one philosopher 
lets her professional objectivity slip and writes about 
“Terri.”  A respondent, taking the disability rights 
view, quips in an aside that ‘We don’t really know 
her well enough to call her Terri, do we?’  Frustra-
tions are evident.  One professor sympathetic to the 
disability rights cause complains that she must stop 
writing now in order to finish grading college essays 
in which students blatantly advocate anti-disability 
prejudice, just as others do on the FEAST list.  A dis-
abled professor from Canada finishes her e-mail with 
the pointed postscript that nondisabled feminists are 
just mimicking the bioethics of their fathers and 
brothers, and feminists need education on disability 
rights.  A professor from the Northwest responds 
peevishly that he cannot educate himself because he 
doesn’t know just whom the disability rights group 
Not Dead Yet represents.  The same disabled philoso-
pher later concludes a reply by mentioning she is sad-
dened by the lack of understanding from nondisabled 
FEAST feminists.  On both sides of this disability 
rights divide, contributors’ dispassionate philosophiz-
ing masks feelings of confusion, frustration, and mis-
trust of the “opposition.”  The angry split between 
Schiavo’s husband and family of birth is mirrored on 
the list though all of the emotions emerge only fleet-
ingly and are often disclaimed. 
  

 I do not know the participants on the FEAST 
list well enough to fully assess their personal motiva-
tions.  But this dialogue between the feminists and 
the disability rights adherents bares our deepest 
anxieties concerning autonomy, dependence, and 
death.  For example, the feminist position betrays 
these fears: isn’t lingering for years in a body that 
cannot think, speak, remember, or feel worse than a 
merciful death?  Do someone’s life-plans amount to 
anything if her final wishes are not respected?  
Shouldn’t a person be allowed to choose her own 
course of medical treatment?   At the heart of it is the 
question, what will happen to me when I cannot con-
trol my body any longer?  On the other side of the 
issue the disability rights view reveals these worries: 
why does disability provoke such visceral abhorrence 
in the nondisabled?  Does dependence on medical 
technology really render a life worthless?  How can 
the fear and disgust of dependence ever justify such 
mistreatment of the disabled?  Most poignantly, 
would the nondisabled kill me too if they could? 

 I picture Terri Schiavo as I have seen her on 
television: her eyebrows are arched in a surprised 
expression and her eyes are wide.  Her arms are 
posed akimbo, so it seems she is reaching out to us.  
Most remarkable is her mouth, her open and gaping 
mouth, from which no sound comes.  Ms. Schiavo 
has no voice because she cannot speak for herself.  
Instead we speak for her, filling our words into her 
yawning mouth.  On the television, bellicose politi-
cians roar, plaintive worshipers pray, and officious 
lawyers pontificate.  They would speak for her; it’s 
the perfect ventriloquist act.  But the FEAST list con-
tributors are not too different from those characters 
on television, despite our commitments to honoring 
women’s voices. 
 

 I fear that we in the FEAST list discussion 
are not hearing each other and, even worse, are not 
speaking in our own authentic voices.  The meta-
phorical emphasis on voice, speaking up, being 
heard, and listening to each other is part of the femi-
nist tradition, but one we fail to honor here.  We are 
not speaking authentically for ourselves when we 
cloak our emotional reactions in professional objec-
tivity.  We are not listening to each other when we 
fail to take the other’s arguments and feelings as ear-
nestly as our own.  We are not straining to hear Terri 
Schiavo, whomever she is or was, but are dubbing in 
our own voices into her open mouth.  I do not know 
if the disability rights’ contention that Ms. Schiavo’s 
life was extinguished because of our loathing of 
physical difference is correct.  I also do not know if 
those who reject this position do so because they 
themselves benefit from nondisabled privilege.  Fi-
nally, I do not know Terri Schiavo, what she hoped 
for from her life, or if she had hoped for her death.  
But I know we can do better than we have in our con-
sideration of each other when we consider her.  I si-
lenced myself on the FEAST list because I was un-
willing to post my own uncertainty about our debate, 
where emotions were nearly sidelined by rationalistic 
argument, and my equally great uncertainty about 
what should have been done with Ms. Schiavo.  This 
piece ends my silence. 
 

 Lisa Cassidy, PhD, is Assistant Professor of 
Philosophy at Ramapo College of New Jersey, where 
she teaches courses in ethics in the School of Ameri-
can and International Studies.  Her research interest 
in philosophy lies in feminist ethics, and her recent 
dissertation considers responsibility from a feminist 
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perspective.  She took her undergraduate degree at 
the University of Pennsylvania and her masters and 
doctoral degrees at the University of Connecticut in 
Storrs.  Professor Cassidy may be reached at 
<lcassidy@ramapo.edu>.


Saint Terri: 

Deification in Place of Mourning 
 

Dan Dervin  
Mary Washington University 

 

 As I reflect on the meaning of Terri Schiavo 
in her final days midway into Easter week, 2005, her 
image and condition are by now familiar throughout 
the world.  Her story has become a magnet for con-
troversies and narratives that increase daily and expo-
nentially.  Finding it impossible to do justice to such 
many-sided complexity, I will restrict myself to an 
interpretation of an emotional theme which no doubt 
has already occurred to many others.  This is the fail-
ure to mourn, the inability or unwillingness to let go 
of a previous attachment with unresolved issues 
which Terri stands-in for.  This situation of prior im-
passe and present displacement onto Terri provides a 
commentary on various high-profile religious and 
cultural causes that reveals a tangle of underlying 
rage and demonizing style.  Terri thus becomes the 
late-term fetus whose umbilical tubes have been re-
moved, the battered wife, or the starved Holocaust 
victim of genocidal policies.  But underlying these 
images among the crowd of protesters are likely to be 
more painful memories of emotional injury and long-
cherished grievances. 
 

 This inability-to-mourn interpretation no 
doubt accords with most mainstream mental-health 
professionals.  Beyond this I would like to pursue a 
more exceptional line of associations.  The televised 
images of Terri—her white virginal face tilted up-
ward, her eyes discreetly closed, her lips receptively 
parted—evoke parallels with Bernini’s Saint Teresa 
in Ecstasy.  Captured in an exalted moment, the saint 
is possessed by the Lord as totally as her contempo-
rary namesake has been possessed by others’ causes 
and agendas.  Animated by others, Terri seems to 
inhabit a privileged and even blessed state of con-
sciousness.  Because oxygen was not sent to her brain 
during a crucial time-lapse following a heart attack 
15 years ago, she is said to be in a vegetative state 
and, according to attending physicians, “brain dead.” 
 

 But paradoxically, Terri is treated as being 
very much alive, not only by a medical life-support 
system but by a spiritual life-support network of de-
voted followers.  She must be alive in some sense, so 
we tell ourselves, because short of timely interven-
tions she faces imminent death.  Is she unconscious 
or, as her friends have maintained, aware?  In pain or 
at peace?  Present or absent?  It thus seems plausible 
that it is precisely this interstate that not only galva-
nizes Terri’s supporters but that they implicitly strive 
to preserve.  For some reason, they strive to keep 
their “Saint Terri” just as she is. 
 

 To ask why and to entertain motives is to 
open the proverbial can of worms.  Don’t go there, 
the voice of prudence whispers, and its advice is 
sound.  But where we can go is to the historical and 
cultural context.  One may then ask, “Why 
Terri?”  Others have been placed in similar states and 
had their life-support systems quietly cut off without 
any uproar.  One of Terri’s strongest champions, 
Congressman Tom DeLay, went through this ordeal 
when his father suffered a near fatal head injury, and 
the family huddled together to make their decision in 
private and without controversy.  Terri is supposedly 
different, but then every case is slightly different. 
  

 Should it be factored in that Terri is an attrac-
tive young white female?  Can there be something 
appealing in the passive image of a beautiful woman 
in a deathlike trance or coma?  Elisabeth Bronfen’s 
Over Her Dead Body: Death, Femininity, and the 
Aesthetic (NY: Routledge, 1992) explores the sur-
prising links between femininity and death in West-
ern art and literature and how the beautiful lifeless 
female body has become fetishized.  Think of the na-
ked women on anatomists’ operating tables, of the 
hypnotized women in Charcot’s clinic, of the undead 
women entombed in Poe’s tales.  Of especial interest 
to Bronfen are Millais’ rendition of the drowned 
flower-child Ophelia along with other Pre-Raphaelite 
paintings by Dante Gabriel Rossetti of Miss Siddall, 
notably her saintly up-tilted posture as his “Beata 
Beatrix.”  Writing as a feminist scholar, Bronfen 
views women under patriarchy as contradictorily 
combining “plenitude and lack” (p.122).       
 

 Suffice it to say, Terri shares this ambience 
and thus joins a long-standing tradition of ambigu-
ously represented women.  Moreover, there is some-
thing uncanny in the responses her person has been 
able to elicit.  As we know, Freud’s paper on “the 



Clio’s Psyche Page 8    June 2005 
 

‘uncanny’” begins with one’s feelings of ambiva-
lence and misgivings over whether something seem-
ingly inanimate is really alive, or whether something 
seemingly lifeless might be animate.  The uncanny is 
another way of addressing contradictory, emotion-
ally-charged perceptions, which consistently in the 
present context apply to women.    
 

 What should ultimately be made of all 
this?  Will Terri soon be consigned to oblivion, like 
the now forgotten brouhaha over Elián González?  Or 
is she a secular saint for our time, a virginal martyr 
whose uncanny power to signify immortal flesh must 
be preserved at all costs? 
 

Dan Dervin, PhD, emeritus professor of lit-
erature at George Washington University in Freder-
icksburg, Virginia is a prolific psychohistorian whose 
most recent book is Father Bosetti in America: A 
Biographical Study (2004).  Professor Dervin may be 
reached at <ddervin@umw.edu>.


[Editor’s Note: The previous three articles reflect 
more of what American society and individuals in it 
project onto Terri Schiavo than on what an individ-
ual goes through emotionally when a beloved one 
falls into a vegetative state prior to death.  Our con-
cluding article describes one woman’s struggle with 
this issue and its aftermath.  Though it is more of a 
cry from the heart than an analysis of Schiavo, the 
editors and referees feel it adds an important dimen-
sion to the discussion.] 

 
My Mother’s Coma 

 

Joan T. Seymour 
William Alanson White Institute 

 

 In July 1996, at the age of 84 years, my 
mother (Mum) fell into a comatose state as a result of 
a decreased appetite and continuing the usual dosage 
of her diabetic medication.  She was living with a 
caregiver in her own home, as none of us (six chil-
dren and her adopted daughter) were living in my 
home country of Guyana.  Two of my siblings had 
visited her during the previous six months but had 
not noticed signs of the problems which we found on 
our arrival.  My mother died 12 weeks after the onset 
of her coma. 
 

 The media presentation during the past 
months both of the suffering of Terri Schiavo and, 

more recently, the death on April 2nd of Pope John 
Paul II, brought back vividly to me the emotions that 
I felt during the period that we “waited” for my 
mother’s death.  I saw similarities and contrasts be-
tween these two highly public events and the more 
private dying of my mother.  During those 12 weeks, 
I suffered from anger, uncertainty, guilt and worry, 
while trying to live my professional life here in New 
York City, thousands of miles away from where my 
mother lay in her bed. 
 

 I noted a medical similarity in the way in 
which my mother and Terri Schiavo fell into their 
comatose states, as Terri Schiavo’s coma appeared to 
have been brought about accidentally from inappro-
priate eating.  Likewise, just as Terri remained in that 
state for years with no end foreseen, we had no idea 
how long my mother would continue in this state, 
whether days, weeks or months.  In contrast to my 
mother, who had lived a long and fruitful life, Terri 
Schiavo was a young woman who was expected to 
have many active years ahead of her and instead was 
enduring a prolonged agony before her death. 
 

 When I followed the last days of the Pope’s 
life, I felt that he had taken control of the end of his 
life—he had been told how serious his health condi-
tion was, he refused to go to the hospital, and he was 
dying as he wished, enduring suffering for his faith.  
Why did I compare that with my mother?  My mother 
was a woman of faith, an active member of her 
church, who had become a Diocesan Reader in her 
sixties after years of membership on various church 
committees.  So I looked at the natural death in Rome 
and wished that my mother had gone in the same 
manner.  For what reason had she to suffer?  As a 
woman who had been so active, with lots of social 
activities, she would have hated to know that she was 
going to lie there for the last three months of her life.  
At the time, I wondered why God was asking her to 
go through this. 
 

 As soon as I learned of my mother’s situa-
tion, I left New York with a cousin who was very 
close to my mother.  On arriving in my native coun-
try, I found one of my sisters, my brother and his 
spouse already there.  A doctor friend of ours had 
been asked to take over my mother’s care.  He had 
already inserted a feeding tube to maintain my 
mother’s nutrition.  No other medical procedures 
were undertaken and it seemed that there was nothing 
else medically that could be done for her.  As the 
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doctor also had a hospital of his own, I asked him 
about admitting her there as a patient; he realized that 
we could not stay there on an extended basis—we 
both had jobs and lives to return to abroad. 
 

 When I asked him that question, I was not 
clearly thinking about the implications of that re-
quest, except that there would be medical personnel 
to take care of Mum.  He replied that he could admit 
her and I might feel that I had made the best arrange-
ments, but that a person in a coma, in a separate 
room, would not be given much attention; she could 
not call out, or ring a bell and the nursing staff would 
not be checking constantly—in fact, he said that if I 
wanted her to die quickly, that was the way to do it!  
He recommended that we hire nurses to care for her 
at home and he would check in on her regularly.  In 
response to my query, he said he could not tell me 
how long she would or could remain in that state. 
 

 My siblings and I did not discuss the implica-
tions of this decision; the three of us present decided 
that we had to take the advice of the doctor.  What 
else could we do?   We did not question whether the 
feeding tube could remain there indefinitely, nor if 
feeding her like this was the way to keep her in the 
best possible condition, nor for how long.  In fact, the 
nurses massaged her and did everything possible to 
make sure that she did not get any secondary prob-
lems such as bedsores.  I had no idea how long this 
could continue and was upset when my brother said 
some weeks later that people remained in this condi-
tion for years!  In any case, there was nothing for us 
to “unplug.”  So events occurred and we went along 
with them.  
 

 I had a deep anger at that time—with the 
caregiver for her actions which had led to the situa-
tion we faced; with the friends who had recom-
mended her to us and who while visiting did not feel 
that they could report any discrepancies they noticed; 
with myself, for not asking Mum why she had said 
on several occasions that she “didn’t feel she was 
living in her own house.”  In fact, what my mother 
was trying to say was that the caregiver had moved 
her daughter and two grandchildren into the home 
and they all were being looked after from the support 
that we sent for Mum and the caregiver!  This intru-
sion is why Mum did not find her meals appetizing 
and barely touched her food. 
 

 I was also angry with my sister and sister in-
law as they began to sort out Mum’s clothes, putting 

them into piles to give to various friends and chari-
ties.  When I protested to my brother, he simply re-
plied that they were right as we had to start clearing 
the house and that if Mum came out of the coma he 
would be very happy to buy her a new wardrobe!  
The desolation of the house, and the feeling that we 
were already acting as if her life had ended, remained 
with me in New York City.  
 

 Though my three brothers and three sisters 
felt burdened by my mother’s sorry state, as the sec-
ond daughter I felt a special responsibility.  I had 
been given the role of caregiver ever since the age of 
seven or eight when I was asked to care for the young 
children of visiting friends.  In high school, under the 
chaperonage of an elderly great aunt, I ran the house-
hold while my parents visited the United Kingdom 
for half a year.  As so often happens in West Indian 
Society, as the only unmarried daughter I had the 
greatest responsibility for the care of my parents.  My 
sense of obligation to care for my surviving parent 
increased after the death of my father, who after 52 
years of marriage had died on Christmas Day, 1989.  
At a distance of 2,541 miles Mum’s coma put a spe-
cial burden on me.  It also left me angry with my sib-
lings, who had long expected me to bear the heaviest 
load of care in the declining years of our parents.  
 

 During the period of my mother’s coma I was 
often on the verge of tears and felt emotionally bur-
dened, wondering how things were playing out at 
home.  In bed at night I would see again with dismay 
and sadness how she looked lying there, not seeing 
us, but somehow aware of her surroundings.  My 
cousin and I rotated calling the nurses on a daily ba-
sis to see how she was; we were in touch with a fam-
ily friend who visited every day at different times to 
check on things; her church friends went every week 
to sing and pray for her and the doctor visited.  But 
day after day I kept wondering when it would end—
would this be the day that we heard from the nurses 
or our friend that Mum had died?  I felt guilty think-
ing that way, and yet it seemed to me that my mother  
was not really “living” while lying there in that bed, 
no matter how good her care was. 
 

 When the end came, I felt a great relief but 
also so much guilt that my relief was so great.  Noti-
fying others of the end, I felt that I was coming out of 
a state of suspended living, and that the undefined, 
uncertain period had ended.  Now things were defi-
nite; I knew what arrangements had to be made, and 
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everything was straightforward from here on.  I did 
feel some satisfaction at the knowledge that most of 
us children had been able to go there and “visit” with 
her; that on the day that she died my adopted sister 
had called out of the blue and the nurse had put the 
phone to Mum’s ear for her to listen, as it is said that 
hearing is one of the last senses to go.  On the eve-
ning of her death another brother and sister had just 
touched down in Canada after their trip home, so all 
of us had managed to say farewell to her. 
 

 Clearly, my family’s experience with our 
mother’s coma was very different than that of Terri 
Schiavo’s parents and siblings.  Our response to 
Mum’s coma was to try to keep her as comfortable as 
possible while awaiting her anticipated death and 
saying our goodbyes.  They sought to keep Schiavo 
alive indefinitely—hoping for a miraculous recovery.  
Feelings of guilt and helplessness were intense in 
both cases.  The Schindlers sought to deny inevitable 
death in the face of long-term coma, while we reluc-
tantly accepted it.  They focused their energies on 
rage against her husband (her legal surrogate), and on 
ultimately and fruitless legal and political struggles to 
keep her alive at all costs.  I certainly felt lots of an-
ger and guilt, but did not let these interfere with my 
duties as the daughter with the greatest responsibility 
for Mum’s care.  After these two deaths, both fami-
lies were left with the feelings of grief, guilt, and re-
lief that follow such an ordeal.  
                      

 Joan T. Seymour was born in Guyana and 
educated at the University College of the West Indies 
of London University and at the Sorbonne.  She did 
library work and community development prior to 
serving the newly independent Guyana as a diplomat.  
Next she undertook political analysis, conflict pre-
vention, and resolution at the United Nations.  Cur-
rently, she is in the two-year Organizational Pro-
gram at the William Alanson White Institute in New 
York City in which participants learn the theory and 
practice of the psychodynamics of organizations 
through application, experience, and reflection.  The 
author may be reached at <edytha@verizon.net>.








Sue Erikson Bloland on Fame 
(Continued from the front page) 
 

Massachusetts.  In 1959 she took her bachelors de-
gree in philosophy from Oberlin College before re-
turning to Berkeley to work as a secretary and even-
tually marry and have a child.  From 1963-73 she 
studied anthropology and sociology at the University 
of California-Berkeley and the New School for Social 
Research in New York before completing a M.S.W. at 
New York University in 1992.  Currently, she is a 
psychotherapist in private practice in New York City 
who teaches at the Manhattan Institute for Psycho-
analysis where she was certified as a psychoanalyst 
in 1997. 
  

 Bloland’s  publications include “Fame: The 
Power and Cost of a Fantasy,” The Atlantic Monthly 
(284 #5 [November, 1999]: pp. 51-62) and “Bill 
Clinton and John F. Kennedy: The Dark Side of Cha-
risma,” Psychoanalytic Dialogues, (10 #2 [March/
April, 2000]: pp. 285-289).  Among her professional 
presentations are “Fame: The Power and Cost of a 
Fantasy: Family Materials” on April 5, 2003 to the 
Psychohistory Forum in Manhattan; “Childhood and 
Society: The Next Generation,” in November, 2003 
to the Western Massachusetts and Albany Associa-
tion for Psychoanalytic Psychology in Stockbridge, 
Massachusetts; and two presentations at the New 
York City meetings of the Division of Psychoanalysis 
(39) of the American Psychological Association: 
“Trauma as a Precursor to Extraordinary Achieve-
ment” in April, 2002 and a “Meet the Author” ses-
sion in April, 2005.  She has also spoken on National 
Public Radio and to the Ramapo College History 
Club.  The editor met her in 2003 prior to interview-
ing her electronically in April and May of this year.  
Sue Bloland may be contacted at <sbloland@bway. 
net>. 
  

Paul H. Elovitz (PHE):  How does it feel to write a 
book on your life and your relationship with your 
parents as well as on the general issue of fame? 
 

Sue Erikson Bloland (SEB):  You know, publishing 
a memoir is not for sissies!  I felt plenty of anxiety 
while writing the book (despite positive feedback I 
was getting from friends and relatives) just because it 
seemed a bit reckless to reveal so much about myself 
and my family in a public medium.  Since the book 
has come out, the feedback has justified my fears as 
well as my highest hopes.  I am getting wonderful 
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responses from the people who matter most to me—
mainly people in the psychoanalytic and related pro-
fessions, and people in all walks of life who identify 
with the struggle I have written about.  Luckily, I was 
persuaded months ago to establish a website for the 
book through which people could contact me directly 
with their reactions—and the comments I have gotten 
through the website are profoundly gratifying.  Thank 
God for that, because every description of the book 
that appears in print (every review, no matter how 
positive) contains striking misrepresentations of what 
I have written. That is actually the most painful thing 
of all to me—the constant references to my “rotten 
childhood,” the “poor parenting” I had to endure, 
how I moved as far away from my parents as I could 
when I graduated from college.  Everyone who writes 
about the book feeds their own “Mommy Dearest” 
bias into the way they recount my story.  This was to 
be expected, of course.  It is the price you pay for 
writing about something that is SO close to your 
heart that reviews are not just evaluations of the 
book; they are judgments on your life, your parents 
and you as a person. 
 

PHE:  I know I could not have written and published 
my chapter, “Lies My Parents Told Me: The Impact 
of Immigrant Parents on Their Son,” without a 
lengthy psychoanalysis and when my parents were 
alive.  Is the same true of you?  Why is this? 
 

SEB:  It is very true for me.  The issues are much too 
painful to have lived through in the writing process 
without years of living through them first with a 
therapist.  Even then, writing about my parents and 
my life was, in some ways, a more intense re-living 
of the past than I had ever experienced before.  That 
may be because, when you are writing about your 
life, you have to work things through to the point 
where you no longer feel too sorry for yourself or too 
angry to tell the story from a reasonably balanced 
perspective.  You have to convey a sense of resolu-
tion to make the story work in writing.  That means 
resolving some particularly painful issues that you 
may not have dealt with fully enough before.  I’m 
surprised at how much of a turning point the book 
has been in my relationship to my parents—at how 
much less angry I feel now and how much more in 
touch with my sadness about the suffering my parents 
endured and that the whole family endured. 
 

 As for publishing this book when my parents 
were alive, it never even occurred to me to write 

about my family in this way until my parents had 
both died.  That decision made itself.  I don’t harbor 
any illusion that my parents would have been com-
fortable with the family story as I have told it.  They 
did not have the many years of therapy that have 
helped me to feel less tortured about the family trau-
mas. 
 

PHE:  What were your parents like and what kind of 
parents were they to you, starting with your mother? 
 

SEB:  Mom wanted more than anything to be a lov-
ing mother, and she came a long way toward being a 
better mother than her own.  She was generous and 
kind in many wonderful ways.  But she had not felt 
loved as a child, and she had had to develop a protec-
tive shield that felt quite impenetrable to me.  I did 
not use the term “narcissism” when talking about her 
in the book.  But she had developed a narcissistic de-
fense against her fear of rejection and abandon-
ment—both of which she had experienced terribly as 
a child.  Though no one who knew her as a friend 
would have felt this as directly as I did, it was clear 
to me that she just did not feel genuinely lovable.  
She could not trust in my deep love for her, and that 
is why I always felt I was held at arms length.  Many 
people will find that hard to believe, having known 
her less intimately because she seemed so self-
confident.  But that is exactly the paradox of her 
ebullient personality. 
 

PHE:  Your mother sounds like a hard act to follow. 
 

SEB:  She was, indeed, a “hard act to follow.”  She 
was beautiful, charming, charismatic, intelligent, 
good at everything she did and, as I said above, she 
seemed supremely self-confident.  On top of that, she 
evoked such profound love and affection from virtu-
ally everyone she knew.  What more do you need to 
know? 
 

PHE:  What was your father like? 
  

SEB:  Dad also wanted very much to be a good fa-
ther, and he was certainly loving and affectionate to 
the extent that he could be present in the real world 
of relationships.  Unlike my mother, he had had an 
affectionate mother himself, so he was not as de-
fended in his intimate relationships as I experienced 
Mom to be.  But, of course, Dad was most at home 
and comfortable in the realm of ideas.  That is where 
he really lived.  As I say in the book, it did feel as 
though he was “visiting” when he left his study to be 
with the family or to participate in any relationships 
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that were not primarily intellectual in focus.  He 
never seemed quite sure of what to say or do as a fa-
ther—but I did feel his warmth and his positive re-
gard for me.  That has been enormously important to 
me as a source of self-esteem. 
 

PHE:  How were you able as a teenager to get your 
father’s attention and how did this pattern impact on 
your self-image? 
 

SEB:  I think it would be accurate to say that Dad 
“suffered” a lot emotionally.  He was perpetually in 
doubt about something—some decision he had to 
make or that he had already made and now ques-
tioned with hindsight.  Or he might be trying to solve 
a problem he was writing about.  So a good way to 
engage him was to ask what he was working on and 
offer support and reassurance.  It didn’t strike me as 
odd that we talked more about him than about me, 
because he was the great man.  You know, I think 
everyone who was close to Dad found themselves in 
something of the same pattern with him.  Even his 
grandchildren have acknowledged this!  People, and 
especially those only slightly acquainted with him, 
were sometimes astounded that Dad needed their 
help, but they were more than glad to give it because 
it felt like such an honor.  As for how this impacted 
on my self-image—this pattern of providing emo-
tional caretaking to my father—well, here I am, to-
day, an emotional caretaker by trade. 
 

PHE:  What was the great family crisis that occurred 
in your childhood and how did it impact on you? 
 

SEB:  The great family crisis was the birth of my 
younger brother, Neil, who was born with Down 
Syndrome.  For reasons too complex for me to go 
into here, the decision was made at Neil’s birth to 
institutionalize him—which made much more sense 
in the world of the 1940’s than it makes now.  There 
was far less expertise in those days regarding the care 
of children with Down Syndrome, and fewer re-
sources available to help a family care for such a 
child at home.  So the decision was not, in itself, very 
radical by the standards of the day.  What seems 
shocking in retrospect is that our parents told us that 
Neil had died at birth.  That led to all kinds of emo-
tional confusion in the family household.  If he had 
died, why didn’t my parents grieve and move on?  
Instead they continued to feel (and act) tortured for 
years after Neil’s birth, and I remember being bewil-
dered by their continuing anguish.  I was five when 
Neil was born, and 13 when I was told the truth—that 

he was still alive, and reasonably well, in an institu-
tion about 100 miles from where we lived in Califor-
nia.  The shock of that revelation was, of course, the 
focus of many therapy sessions in my later years. 
 

PHE:  In your book you give the impression that 
even before you knew that he was alive at age 13, 
rather than dead at birth as you had been told, you 
had a kinship with Neil.  Please explain. 
 

SEB:  It is so hard for me to remember what I 
“knew” about Neil or suspected to be true before I 
was actually told the truth.  But I’m sure I knew that 
my parents were hiding something—which meant 
that there was something awful to hide.  I can’t be 
sure now how specific my anxieties were in the years 
immediately after Neil’s birth, but what emerged 
later in the course of my analysis was that I had iden-
tified strongly with Neil—the child who was too 
“abnormal” to be accepted into the family.  I had felt 
pretty “abnormal” myself—like a “marginal” mem-
ber of my charismatic and much-admired family.  So 
how secure was my position in this family?  How 
abnormal did you have to be to be banished entirely?  
It didn’t help that I was sent away to school only a 
year after being told the truth about Neil, but my par-
ents had no idea that I would experience being “sent 
away” as an extension of what had happened to Neil.  
I’m sure that never occurred to them.  I didn’t under-
stand it myself until I revisited this experience much 
later in therapy. 
 

PHE:  Many children of famous people become an-
gered by biographers, especially psychobiographers, 
yet you are quite appreciative of Larry Friedman and 
his Identity’s Architect.  Please elaborate. 
 

SEB:  There are several answers to this question.  
Most importantly, I think Larry wrote a really 
thoughtful book.  But it is also true that he consulted 
with my brothers and me as he was finalizing the 
book, and was very respectful of our concerns—not 
to the extent that he changed his position if he dis-
agreed with us about an important issue, but that he 
was open to our objections or corrections and incor-
porated them when they made sense to him.  I think 
this made the book more accurate.  It is also signifi-
cant, of course, that my brothers and I were not trying 
to protect an idealized image of our parents, so we 
didn’t give Larry a lot of unnecessary grief.  
 
PHE:  There is sometimes a special relationship be-
tween girls and horses, as depicted in films such as 
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National Velvet (1944) and The Horse Whisper 
(1998).  What was the role of a donkey and horses in 
your childhood and teens? 
 

SEB:  Having a donkey and then a horse was my lib-
eration from a demoralizing family situation.  When 
we lived in Orinda, California, in the years after 
Neil’s birth, my brothers were old enough to escape 
into peer relationships with their high school friends.  
I was too young to be out on my own in the same 
way—until I got an animal to ride.  That freed me to 
go off into the hills and explore with a brand new 
feeling of independence from my mother and mastery 
over a powerful animal.  A horse can be a wonderful 
companion to a lonely child, and being able to con-
trol the horse—make him go where you want to go—
is uniquely empowering for a little girl. 
 

PHE:  I like the intergenerational elements in your 
book.  For example, how your mother’s childhood 
and the psychic needs growing out of it, shaped her 
life.  Please give our readers an example of this. 
 

SEB:  I make a very strong connection between my 
mother’s sense of rejection and isolation when she 
was a child and her later drive to achieve celebrity—
with and through my father.  She felt like such a mis-
fit in her family of origin that she determined early 
on—as do many children who feel like misfits—that 
she was going to become someone very special.  She 
would be like the ugly duckling who is laughed at by 
the other ducklings until it suddenly emerges as a 
beautiful swan—the envy of all those who failed to 
appreciate it’s uniqueness.  I describe in the book 
how she and Dad discovered at their first meeting 
that they shared this fantasy and how they joined 
forces to achieve their mutual ambition: to transcend 
their unhappy childhoods by achieving recognition—
by becoming famous. 
 

PHE:  How did watching Barbara Walters’ 1983 in-
terview of Laurence Olivier and reading his book, 
Confessions of an Actor (1984) help you to under-
stand your father? 
 

SEB:  I was stunned when I heard Laurence Olivier 
tell Barbara Walters that he didn’t like himself—not 
because I didn’t believe him (as many people would 
not) but because he reminded me so much of my fa-
ther.  I didn’t feel that my father liked himself very 
much either, but I had assumed that he was an excep-
tion to the rule that most highly accomplished people 
must be deeply gratified by all they have achieved. 

This interview, and Olivier’s autobiography, helped 
me to understand that the most extraordinary human 
achievements do not help people to genuinely like 
themselves; they do not promote genuine self-esteem.  
In fact, what motivates the most awe-inspiring ac-
complishments is actually a tortured sense of self-
doubt, a self-doubt which is not alleviated by the suc-
cess it inspires.  It was not Olivier’s self-loathing that 
was unusual for a highly accomplished man, but his 
openness in talking about it.  His self-revelations 
helped me very much to understand the connection 
between the awesome public image and the suffering 
of the private person. 
 

PHE:  Perhaps because I grew up in a family where 
humor was more commonly focused on the “other,” 
than lovingly on the self, in my own analysis, prac-
tice, and personal life I have found humor to be a 
valuable ally of the observing ego and therefore a 
great aide in the process of change.  What was the 
role of humor in your family? 
 

SEB:  Humor was very important in our family.  Dad 
had a wonderful sense of humor, as many people will 
agree.  He often used it to address issues obliquely 
that were difficult for him to address head on.  I 
sometimes felt as though he and I had talked about 
something—when we really hadn’t—because he had 
conveyed his feelings on the subject by making a 
joke.  I remember his humor very fondly, which 
means, I think, that I experienced it as being mostly 
affectionate. 
 

PHE:  Do you think that the insecurities of your par-
ents are related in part to each of them inventing an 
important part of the self and repressing other parts 
of it?  This being reflected by your father changing 
his name from Erik Homberger to Erik H. Erikson 
and his religion from Jewish to Christian and your 
mother changing her name from Sarah (Sally) to 
Joan? 
 

SEB:  I think both of my parents attempted to over-
come the unhappiness of their childhoods by chang-
ing their names and, in my father’s case, by rejecting 
his religious heritage.  There was so much about their 
childhoods that felt profoundly demoralizing to them 
that they needed to reject the self-images that were 
the product of early rejection.  This was the source of 
their need for idealized images of themselves which 
were then projected (often, I think, unconsciously) 
onto the public screen. 
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PHE:  In discussing your parents’ interdependency, 
do you think your father’s falling in love with some-
one else after the crisis of Neil’s birth was part of an 
attempt to escape from a wife he had in some many 
ways turned into a mother?  After all, there is a strik-
ing contrast between his childlike dependence on 
Joan and his public persona of the all knowing psy-
chologist and child psychologist. 
 

SEB:  I agree that Mother was very much of a mother 
figure to Dad.  She picked up right where his own 
mother left off—as a caretaker and as a promoter of 
his greatness.  (The characterological resemblance 
between my mother and Dad’s mother is remark-
able!)  The only thing that could interfere in this ar-
rangement (ego-syntonic to both Mom and Dad) was 
a serious disruption of the interdependency such as 
the one caused by Neil’s birth.  But except for that 
period of crisis, I don’t think Dad struggled against 
his dependency on Mom in any serious way at all—
only in small acts of passive aggression such as I de-
scribe in my book.  The public persona was simply 
the other side of the public/private coin—not an as-
pect of Dad’s personality that conflicted with his 
deep dependency needs. 
 

PHE:  Why do you refer to the role of “the helpmate 
as, on some level, a thankless job?” 
 

SEB:  I think the “helpmate” characteristically (if 
unconsciously) assumes that his or her efforts will be 
someday be fairly rewarded, even though he or she is 
selfless in getting the work done.  But the truth is that 
helpmates are never rewarded as well as people who 
demand credit for their work.  I believe my mother 
expected to receive more direct acclaim for her part 
in Dad’s work than she ever did, and that was espe-
cially disappointing to her at the end of her life.  But, 
in truth, she was not literally a co-author of the books 
that made him famous, no matter how influential she 
may have been in helping him to develop his ideas.  
So you can look at this issue from more than one per-
spective. 
 

PHE:  When you “imagined myself madly in love 
with one of my professors” I wondered if this man 
was also emotionally distant like your father? 
 

SEB:  Very much an intellectual, yes.  But what was 
especially alluring to me, interestingly enough, was 
his great appreciation for my intelligence and my in-
tellectual ability. I think that was the first time I felt 
really convinced of, and proud of, my capabilities. 
 

PHE:  Please explain why you say that “Eriksons 
espoused psychoanalysis…but they did not become 
patients” creating a greater emotional gulf for you to 
cross when you entered therapy as a young wife and 
mother. 
 

SEB:  My father’s analysis with Anna Freud was ri-
diculously short by today’s standards (somewhere 
between two and three years) and did not, in my 
view, accomplish very much in the way of helping 
him to understand himself.  My mother never took 
her brief “analysis” seriously at all.  Neither of them 
ever considered being in analysis again after they left 
Vienna, and neither of them ever suggested it to 
me—even when they were concerned about how my 
life was going.  In fact, Mother acknowledged to 
Larry Friedman, in her old age, that she had never 
believed much in psychoanalysis at all.  So I knew I 
was betraying the family norms when I got myself 
into therapy in my early 30’s.  I had to be truly miser-
able and lost to take the plunge, and I was anxious 
about telling my parents (six months later) that I had 
done so.  They were openly shocked—but they came 
through with a kind of loving support for which I am 
still grateful. 
 

PHE:  When we interviewed Carol Gilligan last year, 
who had been one of your father’s teaching assistants 
at Harvard, she spoke highly of him.  She also re-
ported that he relied on the assistance of women, yet 
did not work to advance their careers as he did for 
men.  What are your thoughts regarding her observa-
tion and his attitudes to women having careers? 
 

SEB:  Interesting, isn’t it?  I never felt my father pro-
moted my having a career, either.  I think that he 
really did see women as mother figures—enormously 
powerful in the way he experienced his mother and 
his wife to be powerful—almost like forces of nature.  
If you stay with that image it becomes clear that 
women represented to him a source of support and 
encouragement for him—not the other way around.  I 
don’t think it occurred to him that such all-powerful 
creatures needed his support.  Nevertheless, I can’t 
help wondering whether the men who worked as 
Dad’s teaching assistants felt that he helped them suf-
ficiently to advance their careers either.  I suspect he 
just wasn’t good at that sort of thing. 
 
PHE:  Though your father made major contributions 
to psychohistory, he was always ambivalent about 
using the term.  Do you think this tendency to inno-
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vate while staying within the existing framework is 
why he is not credited with starting new schools of 
thought, as are Heinz Kohut and Harry Stack Sulli-
van? 
 

SEB:  Without going into this too deeply, I do be-
lieve that his ambivalence about breaking with those 
who trained him—even while he was being enor-
mously innovative—is what prevented him from de-
veloping a more sustained following within psycho-
analysis. 
 

PHE:  I think you do a wonderful job of conveying 
the almost magical relationship we humans have with 
fame, summed up in some people, upon discovering 
that you are the daughter of the “famous” Erik Erik-
son, wanting to touch you, so that somehow your fa-
ther’s fame will rub off on them.  What does it feel 
like to experience this reaction? 
 

SEB:  It feels awful.  The more excited people are to 
meet “Erik Erikson’s daughter,” the less I feel I exist 
for them as a person.  It is actually humiliating to be 
so objectified. 
 

PHE:  What are your thoughts on the reality that 
Americans are living more and more in a “society of 
celebrity” based on the “unreal” 15 minutes of fame 
flashed across the television? 
 

SEB:  I think the essential problem of living in a ce-
lebrity-obsessed culture is that we assume the famous 
have everything in life that we wish we had and they 
got it by becoming famous!  The truth is that the fa-
mous are no happier than the rest of us, and must deal 
with all the same exigencies of being human.  In fact, 
fame can make it much harder for people to pursue 
the most essential sources of happiness.  So instead 
of living vicariously through “The Lives of the Rich 
and Famous,” we need to focus more on the sources 
of genuine gratification available to all of us—with 
hard work—through our intimate relationships and 
through work we enjoy for its own sake as well as for 
the life-sized rewards it can offer. 
 

PHE:  What are the reactions to your book? 
 

SEB:  The reactions that have come to me through 
my website, and when I speak about the book pub-
licly, are deeply gratifying to me.  I expected to hear 
more from people who do not appreciate having their 
image of my father tarnished—and I’m sure there are 
plenty of them out there though they haven’t, for the 
most part, confronted me directly.  But, to my sur-

prise, I am getting feedback from people who knew 
my parents and who say that my memoir has clarified 
things for them in a very positive way.  That, of 
course, makes me feel terrific.  The other good news 
is that, even though this was written as a memoir, my 
ideas about the nature of fame are being taken seri-
ously.  I was concerned that the memoir format 
would diminish the impact of the ideas—but that fear 
has not been realized. 
 

PHE:  As attention is focused on you for your book, 
please tell us how you work on keeping the seduction 
of fame from influencing you as it did your parents? 
 

SEB:  What the book has actually affirmed for me is 
my deep-seated ambivalence about fame.  The public 
attention I have gotten since the book was published 
has brought it home to me with renewed clarity that 
fame is an enormous amount of work and it is fraught 
with anxiety.  As much as I would like to sell VAST 
numbers of books, and am thrilled by much of the 
feedback I have been getting, I don't want my life to 
change too much because of it.  I just don't have the 
monumental drive my parents had—and I attribute 
that to the more genuine nurturing I got as a child 
than either of them had enjoyed. 
 

PHE:  In the context of your having done some 
psychobiography of JFK, Clinton, and in your book, 
do you have any thoughts on my hope as a scholar/
psychoanalyst who has devoted his career to psycho-
history, that another “Erik Erikson” would emerge to 
further strengthen and popularize our field? 
 

SEB:  One thing I feel sure of: the genius of an “Erik 
Erikson” only occurs under a very special combina-
tion of psychological circumstances—and one of the 
essential ingredients (at the risk of sounding reduc-
tionistic) is a deeply traumatic childhood.  I believe 
there may be many potential geniuses in the world, 
but the only people who truly fulfill that destiny are 
people for whom other (more “normal”) sources of 
fulfillment are emotionally blocked by early trauma.  
In Greatness (1994), Dean Keith Simonton argues 
that "we cannot define genius without incorporating a 
motivational component….”  When you look closely 
at a genius, you discover someone with a 
“monomaniacal preoccupation.” 
 

 Dad had that monomaniacal preoccupation 
with his work.  He had another very important source 
of motivation toward achieving greatness: one parent 
(his mother) who saw in him the potential for fulfill-
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ing her own narcissistic longing to be very special.  It 
is truly remarkable how often such a narcissistically-
invested parent lurks in the background of the 
world’s highest achievers.  Also, Dad was spectacu-
larly gifted!  Guys like him just don’t come around 
very often.  But I hope that the field of psychohistory 
will flourish anyway.  I can’t think of a more fasci-
nating and valuable intellectual enterprise. 
 

PHE:  It is good that you find our psychohistorical 
endeavor to be “fascinating and valuable.”  Thanks 
for an interesting Distinguished Author Interview. 
 

Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, is editor of this publication.  

 
Trotsky’s Self-Destructive  

Ambivalence 
(Continued from front page) 
 

a “hero with fake muscles,” but still feared him as a 
rival, was probably bemused by a passage in My Life 
which describes the two- or three-year-old Trotsky 
wetting his pants.  Viacheslav Molotov made fun of 
Trotsky’s story in an interview in 1977 that was later 
published: “I read his autobiography.  He begins with 
his mother and himself going to visit a neighboring 
landlord in Khershchina [sic].  He was about five 
[sic] years old, and he played with a girl of the same 
age there and peed in his pants.  To describe that!  
What a man!” (Albert Resis, ed., Molotov Remem-
bers, Conversations with Felix Chuev [Chicago: Ivan 
R. Dee, 1993], p.131; See also Leon Trotsky, My Life 
[New York: Pathfinder Press, 1970], p.2).  Stalin and 
his cronies undoubtedly had some collective fun at 
Trotsky’s expense when the book first appeared.  
Trotsky had on numerous occasions handed “dirt” to 
his opponents, with which they betrayed him and this 
is surely part of the self-destructive pattern to be ex-
amined here. 
 

 Trotsky knew something about psychoanaly-
sis from his stay in Vienna in 1907-1914.  He found 
Freudian theory praiseworthy, but would not seek 
psychoanalytic help for his schizophrenic daughter 
and described psychoanalytic clinical practice to his 
son as “ninety-per cent charlatanism.”  In letters writ-
ten during 1931 to Leon Sedov, preserved in the 
Nicolaevsky Collection in the Hoover Institution, 
Trotsky reveals doubts about psychoanalysis as a 
therapy, even though he respected its theoretical find-
ings.   
 

 When Wilhelm Reich invited Trotsky to join 
his movement, Trotsky politely declined and pled 
ignorance of psychoanalysis.  Reich’s letters to Trot-
sky of 1933-1935 and Trotsky’s replies are preserved 
in the Trotsky Archives in the Houghton Library of 
Harvard University.  Yet the notebooks he kept in 
exile suggest that Trotsky continued to read psycho-
analytic literature.  A number of striking passages 
convey in Marxian, evolutionary and Freudian terms 
Trotsky’s appreciation of the power of the uncon-
scious mind.  I believe that he intended to convey 
psychoanalytic messages, but was ambivalent about 
that too.  In presenting my analysis here I draw freely 
on my own earlier work on Trotsky, but attempt to 
synthesize the ideas into a somewhat modified and 
also more compact and coherent picture. 
 

 As his autobiography progressed he changed 
course from revelation of childhood and adolescent 
weakness to revolutionary-heroic images with a psy-
choanalytic-evolutionary theoretical subtext.  To be 
sure, Trotsky injected Marxian class analysis and his 
sympathy for the downtrodden into the early part of 
his autobiography, but its psychological content 
changes from self-revelation to self-exaltation and 
the unmasking of his opponents.  Moreover, he 
largely suppressed the impact of his Jewish back-
ground on his self-image and on the way he was 
treated by others and sanitized the picture of his very 
complex relationship with Lenin.  Even so, My Life 
offers plenty of material for psychoanalytically ori-
ented biographers.  The book has to be supplemented 
by clues in Trotsky’s other writings and in the pattern 
of his political career.  In both My Life and his other 
writings in exile, Trotsky consciously cast himself as 
a tragic hero of the world socialist revolution and 
perhaps unconsciously pursued a tragic end as the 
revolution’s chief martyr.  But why did he cast him-
self as a tragic hero and seemingly place himself in 
no-win situations?  Perhaps the role of tragic hero 
permitted him to resolve his ambivalence about his 
own fitness to be a leader.  He presents this ambiva-
lence quite starkly in his autobiography in stories 
about his inferiority to his father in the eyes of the 
peasants and workers on their farm; in later stories 
that reveal ambivalence about his relationship to 
Lenin; in several situations in which he duels with 
opponents in contexts that virtually guarantee his de-
feat or death; and in his descriptions of other revolu-
tionaries, in which one sees debilitating self-doubt 
beneath the grandiose self-image. 
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 Trotsky’s most revealing statements about 
himself in his years in exile are embedded in com-
parisons with Lenin and Martov in which he por-
trayed Lenin as a decisive and effective leader and 
Martov as Hamletic anti-hero.   Naturally, Trotsky 
promoted himself as rightful heir to Lenin’s position 
of leadership after the latter’s death in 1924.   At a 
conscious level, he knew that his Menshevik past and 
his earlier criticisms of Lenin had put him in bad 
odor with the old Bolsheviks and he did everything 
possible to show that he had become a super-
Bolshevik, a fighting man rather than one of those 
effeminate and indecisive intelligentsia types one 
found in abundance in the Menshevik camp.  In the 
end, of course, he failed, at least partly because the 
old Bolsheviks trusted their fate to a man of few 
words, a Georgian who had spent little time in emi-
gration and whose skills as a fighter and schemer 
they fully appreciated.  The role of ethnic stereotypes 
as well as personal histories surely played more than 
a small role in a struggle in which the émigré Jews 
lost to the old Bolshevik underground committee-
men. 
 

 The burden of being Jewish in the Russian 
Empire had a more profound impact on Trotsky than 
he felt comfortable writing about.  He dealt with the 
negative stereotypes of Jews “scientifically,” but his 
acceptance of Marx’s characterization of Jews in 
“The Jewish Question” may have served Trotsky’s 
unconscious self-hatred as well as a conscious 
“objective” revolutionary orientation.  Marxism al-
lowed Jews to become something else, to shed their 
negative identity at a conscious level, but it did not 
erase the negative identity elements they had inter-
nalized: effeminacy, cowardice, avarice, and so on.  
Trotsky’s behavior suggests reaction formations and 
overcompensation.  He rejected the bourgeois career 
his parents laid out.  Despite his outstanding perform-
ance as a student, he dropped out of school and 
joined the bohemian world of adolescent revolution-
aries.  Later writings suggest that he experienced his 
life as a series of catastrophic changes—and no doubt 
designed it along those lines.  (Philip Pomper and 
Yuri Felshtinsky, eds., Trotsky’s Notebooks, 1933-
1935 [New York: Columbia University Press, 1986]).  
Trotsky’s version of dialectics emphasized catastro-
phic change—the “law” of the transformation of 
quantity into quality— and made a virtue of it, as one 
might expect of a Marxian revolutionary.  The theo-
retical position affirmed his life choices.  Like history 

itself, Trotsky’s life showed continuous development 
punctuated by revolutionary breaks that furthered 
rather than disrupted the process.  
 

 At each step, Trotsky shed earlier weaknesses 
described in his autobiography—and also his Jewish-
ness.  The inept and weepy little boy who was a mis-
fit on his father’s farm grew into the intrepid man 
who rode into battle on a horse and saved Petrograd 
from the White onslaught in October 1919.  More-
over, in the process of successfully defending the 
city, Trotsky humiliated its party boss, Zinov’ev—
like him, a Jew, but also a coward and hysteric—who 
failed to defend the city.  Trotsky, not unlike the bib-
lical Joseph, played the role of the favored child who 
provoked the jealousy of his brothers.  Trotsky had 
become a Bolshevik only quite late compared to the 
party oligarchs who had been Lenin’s lieutenants 
long before 1917.  Jewish Bolsheviks like Zinov’ev 
and Kamenev (the latter Trotsky’s brother-in-law) 
fought against Trotsky’s ascendancy in the party.  On 
his side, Trotsky seemed intent on humiliating his 
opponents and in his historical writings dismissed 
them as “epigones” rather than worthy successors of 
Lenin.  Oddly enough, Lenin, too, had Jewish ances-
tors on his mother’s side.  Although Lenin probably 
knew this by 1917 he never publicized it.  Those who 
knew about Lenin’s Jewish grandfather on his 
mother’s side evidently agreed to suppress the infor-
mation.  It is impossible to know when Lenin himself 
found out about his Jewish ancestry.  When Lenin’s 
older sister Anna Ul’ianova-Elizarova implored Sta-
lin to fight growing anti-Semitism in 1932 by reveal-
ing that Lenin had a Jewish grandfather, Stalin for-
bade any mention of it. 
 

 Trotsky played the Jewish card in his own 
career when it suited him, but he claimed that he did 
it for political considerations—that he had absorbed 
“internationalism into my very flesh and blood.”  For 
example, in My Life he wrote that Lenin had offered 
him the Commissariat of the Interior, a role that 
would have made him the head of state security.  
Trotsky refused the position on the grounds that it 
would not be good for a Jew to head internal affairs 
(My Life, pp. 340-41).  Yet Jews played prominent 
roles in the Cheka, and Yakov Sverdlov, the first 
Chair of the Supreme Soviet, in effect the head of 
state, was a Jew.  The party bosses of Leningrad and 
Moscow were Jews.  Lenin flaunted Russian preju-
dices by giving Jews, Poles, Georgians, and other 
oppressed and despised minority nationalities promi-
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nent roles in the party and state.  It is not fully clear 
why Trotsky turned down the Commissariat of the 
Interior and what role he preferred to play.  In My 
Life he claimed that he had wanted to continue to 
play a role in the press rather than in politics. The 
role that made him internationally famous, that of 
Commissar of War, surely was even more of a light-
ening rod for anti-Semitism and, of course, the 
Whites made full use of caricatures of Trotsky that 
exaggerated his “Jewish” features. 
 

 The rapid entry of Jews into prominent roles 
in public life (all helping to provoke the virulent anti-
Semitism of the early twentieth century) gave plenty 
of models to aspiring Jewish heroes.  In the revolu-
tionary movement Trotsky served with Jewish fight-
ers, some of whom were his closest collaborators.  
Trotsky’s writings suggest that he identified with 
strong Jews like Marx (whose family had converted 
to Lutheranism) and Lassalle.  Nonetheless, Trotsky 
retained the psychic wounds inflicted during a Jewish 
childhood.  His struggle against the stereotype of 
Jews as effeminate and cowardly led to overcompen-
sations that, on the one hand, served him well in the 
arenas of conflict in which he played the role of 
leader and, on the other, needlessly put him in harms 
way.  Trotsky’s ambivalent attitude toward Jews, and 
thus toward his self-identity, strongly affected his 
relationship to Lenin. 
 

 Ambivalence toward Lenin shows, for exam-
ple, in an odd passage in My Life where Trotsky tried 
to show that Whites in the Civil War failed in their 
attempts to spread anti-Semitism: 
 

A Cossack who came to see us was hurt by someone’s 
taunt that he not only served under, but actually 
fought under the command of a Jew—Trotsky—and 
retorted with warm conviction: “Nothing of the sort.  
Trotsky is not a Jew.  Trotsky is a fighter.  He’s ours . 
. . Russian!  . . .  It is Lenin who is a communist, a 
Jew, but Trotsky is ours . . . a fighter . . . Russian . . . 
our own! (Trotsky, My Life, pp.360-61). 

 

 The Cossack’s remark is anti-Semitic and it 
seems odd that Trotsky doesn’t see it as such.  More-
over, the passage is patently self-serving and con-
trasts Trotsky with Lenin, to the former’s advantage. 
 

 Trotsky’s many fights with Lenin had un-
doubtedly left him embittered.  Like the other Bol-
sheviks whom Lenin had humiliated and defeated in 
intra-party strife, Trotsky had many reasons to resent 
him.  But Trotsky’s position in the party depended on 

Lenin’s sponsorship.  Only the “we’re all in the same 
lifeboat” mentality of the Party oligarch’s after 
Lenin’s death and their fears of instability kept them 
from taking drastic measures against a prominent fig-
ure like Trotsky.  They not only had to suppress their 
true feelings, but to exalt Lenin’s image and claim 
their heirship to the Leninist legacy.  Trotsky’s late 
entry into the party and his well known contempt for 
the top figures made him a perfect target for the re-
sentment of the party oligarchs.  Moreover, during 
1922-23, while suffering from the effects of strokes, 
Lenin used Trotsky to conduct politics from his sick-
bed and composed his “Testament.”  The other mem-
bers of the Politburo expressed their feelings about 
Lenin privately and it seems odd that Trotsky should 
put into a letter (when asked for it) “a winged phrase” 
attributed to Stalin: “Lenin has shit on himself and 
shit on us” (Trotsky to Max Eastman, June 7, 1933, 
Trotsky Mss., Lilly Library).  The “winged phrase” 
had, as the term implies, circulated widely and it 
probably expressed their truest feelings not only 
about Lenin’s candid assessment of them in his 
“Testament” but of Lenin’s treatment of them on 
many other occasions.  After Lenin’s permanent inca-
pacitation in March, 1923 (he died in January, 1924) 
the party oligarchs seized the opportunities Trotsky 
gave them to expel him from the party and then exile 
him.  Moreover, they used material from his dis-
agreements with Lenin and dredged up an extremely 
vivid letter of 1913 expressing Trotsky’s true feelings 
about Lenin. 
 

 Trotsky felt superior to the others, yet am-
bivalent both about Lenin and playing Lenin’s role.  
Despite his own claim to heirship, in My Life along-
side unambiguous expressions of identification with 
Lenin he expresses doubts about stepping into 
Lenin’s shoes.  Trotsky gives a number of clues to 
his discomfort about aspiring to leadership.  He 
imbeds them in stories of betrayal by his inferiors 
and in the early years by resentful classmates who 
envy his achievement.  After describing one such be-
trayal he commented:  
 

These were the groups that resulted from the episode: 
the talebearers and the envious at one pole, the frank, 
courageous boys at the other, and the neutral vacillat-
ing mass in the middle.  These three groups never quite 
disappeared even during the years that followed.  I met 
them again and again in my life, in the most varied 
circumstances (Trotsky, My Life, p.72). 
 

 This and other obvious efforts to find the fu-
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ture in the past suggest that Trotsky is doomed to be 
a political failure, that his efforts to unite a group and 
to lead them will fail.  Elsewhere he provides clues 
that he himself is a misfit.  He tells the story of a 
night at the Opéra Comique in Paris in the fall of 
1902.  Trotsky needed a pair of shoes for the outing 
and Lenin lent him a pair of his own that fit him ill, 
but that seemed to fit Trotsky “perfectly.”  All went 
well on the trip to the opera, but the shoes began to 
give him great pain during the performance and pro-
duced “agonies” on the way home.  The symbolic 
meaning of this will be all the clearer below (Trotsky, 
My Life, p.149).  Alongside the effort to identify him-
self with Lenin he suggests in the story that he 
shouldn’t have tried to step into Lenin’s shoes 
(perhaps the party—the shoes—served both of them 
ill).  The same notion appears in somewhat different 
form in his account of the “accident” during a hunt-
ing trip that laid him up in October 1923. 
 

     There was a light frost that night.  I sat in the tent 
in felt boots.  But in the morning the sun was warm 
and the bog thawed . . .  From the canoe to the auto-
mobile I had to walk about a hundred steps, not more.  
But the moment I stepped onto the bog in my felt 
boots my feet were in cold water.  By the time I 
leaped up to the automobile, my feet were quite cold . 
. . I took off my boots and tried to warm my feet by 
the heat of the motor.  But the cold got the better of 
me.  I had to stay in bed.  After the influenza, some 
cryptogenic fever set in.  The doctors ordered me to 
stay in bed, and thus I spent the rest of the autumn 
and winter.  This means that through all the discus-
sion of “Trotskyism” in 1923, I was ill.  One can fore-
see a revolution or war, but it is impossible to foresee 
the consequences of an autumn shooting-trip for wild 
duck. . . Lenin was laid up at Gorkii; I was in the 
Kremlin.  The epigones were widening the circle of 
conspiracy (Trotsky, My Life, p.498). 

 

 This resembles another incident of May, 1922 
recounted in the autobiography.  In this version, Trot-
sky slips and injures ligaments in one of his feet 
while on a fishing trip.  During his convalescence he 
learns that Lenin had a paralytic stroke on the same 
day as his own accident.  This is unlikely because 
Trotsky’s trip was in early May, Lenin’s stroke on 
May 25 (Trotsky, My Life, p.470). 
 

 Both he and Lenin here are victims, but Trot-
sky is a victim of fate and of a mysterious illness.  
The undiagnosed illness (very likely psychosomatic) 
came at a time when he had to face political conflict 
and to make a play for the position of leadership that 
Lenin had vacated.  In his campaign against the oli-

garchs, Trotsky called for a leader like Lenin and 
made it perfectly clear that he alone fit that descrip-
tion.  None of them, however, wanted another Lenin, 
much less the despised Trotsky.  Indeed, Trotsky be-
trayed Lenin by not fulfilling all of Lenin’s last po-
litical commissions.  On January 18, 1924, Trotsky 
left Moscow for Sukhumi on the Black Sea to recu-
perate from his mysterious illness and, no doubt, to 
avoid the opening of the Thirteenth Party Congress.  
Lenin died three days later.   
 

 Despite the fact that he received a telegram in 
Tbilisi on January 21, 1924 informing him of the 
death and the date of the funeral, Trotsky did not rush 
back to Moscow to attend the funeral.  This verged 
on political suicide.  When he did go back he politi-
cally martyred himself at the Thirteenth Congress.  
Trotsky elevates “accident” in his narrative to evolu-
tionary laws and in the so doing alters the impact of 
individual agency, of his personal failure.  His is the 
typical, though completely unconvincing rationaliza-
tion of a mind trained to translate the personal psy-
chologically driven event into the world historical 
process:  
 

     I am not dealing here with the philosophy of his-
tory, but recounting my life against the background of 
the events with which it was bound up.  But I cannot 
help noting how obligingly the accidental helps the 
historical law.  Broadly speaking, the entire historical 
process is a refraction of the historical law through the 
accidental.  In the language of biology, one might say 
that the historical law is realized through the natural 
selection of accidents.  On this foundation, there de-
velops that conscious human activity which subjects 
accidents to a process of artificial selection (Trotsky, 
My Life, pp.494-95). 
 

 In fact, the Lenin-Trotsky alliance was tem-
porary and fragile.  All of the vignettes that Trotsky 
deploys to convince readers of his solidarity with 
Lenin carry little conviction.  No one put much stock 
in Lenin’s last maneuvers and his sickbed alliance 
with Trotsky.  He had gone head-to-head with Trot-
sky in 1920-21 in the ferocious debate over Trade 
Unions—their relationship remained strained.  Trot-
sky quickly passes over their intense struggle in his 
autobiography and emphasizes their reconciliation. 
 

 In 1921-22, Lenin’s maneuvers during these 
years brought Stalin to the fore, although no one sus-
pected that the latter had big ambitions.  Then 
Lenin’s illness led Lenin to seek an alliance with 
Trotsky in late 1922 and early 1923 against the Polit-
buro dominated by Zinov’ev, Kamenev, and Stalin.  
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Trotsky found himself in an awkward position.  
Should he use Lenin’s last irrational political thrash-
ings against the “trio” or try to smooth the way for 
reconciliation with them after Lenin’s death?  In fact, 
he did both, but ineffectively.  The unconscious am-
bivalence and the conscious double bind no doubt 
contributed to the “accidental” illness that the oli-
garchs then subjected to “artificial selection.”  Trot-
sky later rationalized that if he had acted too vigor-
ously on Lenin’s behalf they would have believed he 
“was casting dice for Lenin’s chasuble.”  At the Thir-
teenth Party Congress, Trotsky tried to act like the 
good party man by accepting party discipline, but he 
had further alienated the party oligarchs by his cam-
paign to succeed Lenin.  After arrogance, he showed 
both weakness and hypocrisy.  Trotsky was politi-
cally dead by 1924.  The rest was a political post-
script. 
 

 Trotsky’s avowal that Lenin had made him 
his political heir rings false.  But did Trotsky believe 
it?  It seems likely that Trotsky practiced a great deal 
of denial as well as rationalization to explain his 
downfall to himself.  He planned to write a biography 
of Lenin and to display their partnership insofar as 
was possible.  But he did not get very far with the 
biography—only up to 1893, in fact.  He did write 
about Lenin’s role in the revolutions and Civil War in 
other works and emphasized whenever he could his 
closeness to Lenin, yet sometimes allows the reader 
to infer his superiority to Lenin.  In several remark-
able passages about 1905 and 1917, Trotsky showed 
his most grandiose self at the peak moments in his 
life.  Such was October 1905 when Trotsky proved to 
himself that he had overcome his adolescent indeci-
siveness and had become a heroic man of action: 
 

     In October [1905], I plunged headlong into the 
gigantic whirlpool, which in a personal sense, was the 
greatest test for my powers.  Decisions had to be 
made under fire.  I can’t help noting here that those 
decisions came to me quite obviously.  I did not turn 
back to see what others might say, and I very seldom 
had opportunity to consult anybody; everything had to 
be done in such a hurry.  Later I observed with aston-
ishment and a sense of estrangement how every event 
caught the cleverest of the Mensheviks, Martov, un-
awares and threw him into confusion.  Without think-
ing about it—there was little time left for self-
examination—I organically felt that my years of ap-
prenticeship were over, although not in the sense that 
I stopped learning (Trotsky, My Life, p.184). 
 

 Here one notes that he puts Martov in the role 
of counter-player.  If Lenin represents the very things 

that Trotsky believes about himself and affirms, then 
Martov represents the very things about himself that 
he would like to repudiate.  Trotsky explained his 
“organic” ability to lead, to make decisions under 
fire, by an innate intuitive capacity that worked at a 
subconscious level.  A gift rather than acquired trait, 
it gave leaders their capacity to orient themselves 
quickly, something that no amount of practical ex-
perience or theoretical background could provide 
(Trotsky, My Life, p.185). 
 

 Similarly, the passages about 1917 in which 
Trotsky portrays Martov reinforce the impression that 
he is using Martov to exorcise his own youthful 
weakness and to assert his own fitness to lead.  
Throughout his History of the Russian Revolution, 
Trotsky makes it quite clear that October would not 
have occurred without his and Lenin’s leadership, an 
odd position for a Marxian dialectician, but expli-
cated in a passage in My Life.  The following highly 
un-Marxist psychobiological passages strikingly illu-
minates Trotsky’s efforts to define the relationship of 
leader and led at critical moments of the revolution-
ary process: 

 

The creative union of consciousness with the uncon-
scious is what we usually call inspiration.  Revolution 
is the violent inspiration of history.  Every real writer 
knows moments of creativity when someone else, 
stronger than he, speaks through his lips.  This is 
“inspiration.”  It issues from the greatest creative ten-
sion of all one’s powers.  The unconscious climbs up 
from its deep lair and subjects the conscious effort of 
thought to itself, merging with it in some kind of 
higher unity.  The latent powers of the organism, its 
deepest instincts, its flair, inherited from animal an-
cestors, all of this rose up, smashed down the doors of 
psychic routine and—together with the highest his-
torico-philosophical generalizations—stood in the 
service of the revolution.  Both of these processes, 
individual and mass, were based on the combination 
of consciousness with the unconscious, of instinct, the 
mainspring of will, with the highest forms of general-
izing thought (Author’s modified translation of mate-
rial in My Life from Moia zhizn’ [Berlin, 1930] Vol.2, 
p.56). 

 

 Trotsky merges Marx with Freud and Dar-
win.  He never fully articulated this theoretical depar-
ture but even in its sketchiness it nicely rationalized 
his positive identity.  It made the unconscious mind a 
reservoir of strength rather than of neurosis and in 
some ways anticipates Marcuse’s Eros and Civiliza-
tion.  The impression is strengthened in still another 
striking passage about his performances in 1917: 
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I usually spoke in the Circus [Cirque Moderne in 
Petrograd] in the evening, sometimes quite late at 
night.  My audience was composed of workers, sol-
diers, hard-working mothers, street urchins—the 
oppressed under-dogs of the capital.  Every square 
inch was filled, every human body compressed to its 
limit.  Young boys sat on their fathers’ shoulders; 
infants were at their mothers’ breasts.  No one 
smoked.  The balconies threatened to fall under the 
excessive weight of human bodies.  I made my way 
to the platform through a narrow trench of bodies, 
sometimes borne on peoples’ hands.  The air, tense 
with breathing, exploded with shouts, with the pecu-
liar passionate cries of the Cirque Moderne.  Around 
and above me were densely compressed elbows, 
chests, heads.  I spoke as if out of a warm cavern of 
human bodies.  Whenever I made a sweeping ges-
ture, I always brushed someone, and a grateful 
movement in response would let me understand that 
I should not worry, should not break off, but should 
continue.  No kind of fatigue could resist the electric 
tension of this passionate human throng.  At times it 
seems as though you felt with your lips the insistent 
searching of this crowd that had fused into a whole.  
It wanted to know, to understand, to find its way.  
Then all the arguments and words outlined before-
hand gave way, receded before the imperative pres-
sure of sympathy, and from a secret place there came 
forth fully prepared other words, other arguments, 
unexpected by the orator but needed by the mass.  
And then it seemed as if you were listening to the 
orator yourself, just a little bit off to the side, trailing 
behind his thought and being anxious about only one 
thing, that he, like a somnambulist, might lurch from 
the edge of the roof from the sound of your reason-
ing. (Author’s modified translation of material in My 
Life from Moia zhizn’, Vol. 2, pp.5-16). 
 

 The distinctly erotic imagery suggests several 
kinds of love, with Trotsky’s ego finding harmony 
with his own id through the inspiration of fusion with 
the revolutionary mass—a kind of collective id.  
Trotsky finds a Marxian formula for this in the previ-
ous passage quoted above.  I’ve consulted a manu-
script version of the above passage in Moia zhizn’ 
preserved in the Houghton Library.  Trotsky had 
originally written “you physically felt in your entire 
body” but replaced it with “you felt on your lips the 
physical pressure” before he settled on “you felt with 
your lips the insistent searching….”  He seems to 
have started with a phallic image—Trotsky himself 
making love to the crowd—and transmuted it into a 
maternal image, in that he goes on to compare the 
crowd to infants sucking at the breast of the revolu-
tion.  “The whole crowd was like that, like infants 
clinging with their dry lips to the nipples of the revo-
lution” (See the Trotsky Archives, T3264 [2 of 6, 

p.15], Houghton Library).  To what extent this is a 
striving for effect or authentic psychoanalytic insight 
and self-revelation is difficult to determine. 
 

 This exalted eroticism, however, had an ag-
gressive component, as is suggested by the references 
to violence and force in the previous passage and an-
other contrasting Trotsky and Martov in the History 
of the Russian Revolution.  “The Hamlet of democ-
ratic socialism, Martov would make a step forward 
then the revolution fall back as in July; but now when 
the revolution was ready for a lion’s leap Martov 
would fall back” (Leon Trotsky, The History of the 
Russian Revolution, 3 vols. [Ann Arbor, Michi-
gan:1932], pp.311-12).  Max Eastman mistranslated 
lion’s leap as “tiger’s leap.”  The word for lion in 
Russian is “lev,” and that is, of course, Trotsky’s 
name.  Eastman’s translation therefore misses the 
point. 
  

 Trotsky sometimes simply referred to will as 
the driving force for thought, and he found in the 
Mensheviks and the intelligentsia in general a defi-
ciency of will power that rendered them impotent as 
revolutionaries.  He found other qualities as well: 
“pliancy, receptivity, sensitivity, feminine features of 
the psyche” which “trimmed away the physical 
power of thought.”  Remarks about Martov in Trot-
sky’s notebooks strengthen the impression.  
“Martov’s delicate fragile thought halted, powerless 
in the face of major events. . . . Martov’s intellect, 
psychology [was] feminine” (Trotsky’s Notebooks, 
p.83). 
 

 A constellation of images—softness, feminin-
ity, lack of potency, indecisiveness, small scale activ-
ity forms around Martov and the Mensheviks.  
Whenever he compares Martov to Lenin in the note-
books one knows that he is talking about himself in 
the guise of Lenin.  For example, “Martov’s thought 
was the thought of a watchmaker in politics.  Lenin’s 
though worked on the scale of [the giant] Dnepros-
troi” [hydroelectric plant championed by Trotsky]   
(Trotsky’s Notebooks, p.95).  The image of the 
watchmaker not only signifies small-scale activity, 
but petty-bourgeois character—and Jewishness.  In 
another essay Trotsky compared another Menshevik, 
Pavel Aksel’rod, to Lenin and uses similar imagery.  
He calls Aksel’rod “a homeopath of pre-revolution- 
ary politics” and in the same essay compares Ak-
sel’rod to Spinoza, a man whose work as a lens 
grinder required similarly fine measurements.  It was 
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probably no accident that Trotsky thought of 
Spinoza, who was also Jewish.  (Trotsky’s Note-
books, p.81).  
 

 Trotsky sprinkles his attacks on Mensheviks 
and Menshevism with references to petty shopkeep-
ers, to hucksters and misers, at one point to Sancho 
Panza, whose vulgarity tinged with romanticism 
called to mind a certain kind of petty-bourgeois men-
tality (Philip Pomper, “Trotsky and Martov,” in Terry 
Brotherstone and Paul Dukes, eds., The Trotsky Re-
appraisal [Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 
1992], p.170).  
 

The Childhood Origins of Trotsky’s  
Ambivalence and Martyrdom 

  

 Trotsky provides us with enough material 
about his childhood in My Life to infer the weak-
nesses that produced both the inner conflict and the 
defense mechanisms that, together with Trotsky’s 
innate gifts, produced the historical figure.   He de-
scribed his adolescent indecisiveness, his absence of 
will power, his self-doubt, and a fainting spell in the 
spring of 1896 when he struggled with his father’s 
efforts to force him to become an engineer, to his 
first biographer, Max Eastman  (Max Eastman, Leon 
Trotsky: The Portrait of a Youth [New York: Green-
berg, 1925], pp.32,54).  In another work, Eastman, an 
admirer of Freud, describes Trotsky’s insecurity (“he 
was almost hysterical”) when challenged.  In the pub-
lished version of their conservations in July, 1932, 
Eastman wrote: “Like many great men I have met he 
does not seem altogether robust.  There is apt to be a 
frailty associated with great intellect” (Max Eastman, 
Einstein, Trotsky, Hemingway, Freud, and Other 
Great Companions [New York: Collier, 1962], 
p.113).  In unpublished notes taken shortly after these 
conversations he wrote instead of “robust,” “strong, 
not altogether masculine.”  Eastman also wrote, “I 
wonder about Lenin” (The manuscript is preserved in 
the Lilly Library, Indiana University, Trotsky Collec-
tion, “Two impressions after living three days in 
Trotsky’s house,” July 10, 1932, pp.1-2).  Eastman 
astutely sensed the overcompensations underlying the 
“hardness” of the Bolshevik leadership. 
 

 Despite moments of self-affirmation, Trot-
sky’s ambivalence toward Lenin and self-doubt about 
his fitness as a leader remained.  Why, for example, 
did Trotsky put himself in harms way if he believed 
in his central importance for the fate of the revolu-
tion?  In 1905, he got himself arrested and subject to 

the tender mercies of the Tsarist regime.  He did the 
same in July, 1917, this time after asserting his new 
commitment to Bolshevism at a time when the Provi-
sional Government had put out a warrant for Lenin’s 
arrest.  Lenin, on the other hand, fled and hid in 
Finland.  In fact, it was Lenin who had the supreme 
confidence that only he could lead the revolution and 
he consistently treated himself as a precious com-
modity.  Trotsky seemed to be playing out a scenario 
in which the tragic hero appears before the revolu-
tionary crowd, makes a glorious speech, and then 
dies in a duel with a more powerful adversary.  Did 
he want to imitate his models, Danton and Lassalle, 
two of the most theatrical figures in revolutionary 
history?  On the one hand, he asserted his fitness to 
lead and on the other acted as if he had to die at the 
hands of an adversary less worthy than he.  But Trot-
sky all the while set the stage so that his accusations 
against his adversary could reach a huge audience. 
 

 The source of Trotsky’s well known staginess 
is suggested in his autobiography, where he told of a 
bright moment in his “grayish childhood of a lower-
middle-class family,” a visit by a group of mummers 
to the farm during Christmas week, 1886.  Trotsky 
had turned seven in October.  The early pages of the 
autobiography provide several stories of the boy’s 
ineptitude in a rural environment—misadventures 
with horses, his inability to work the drag on a me-
chanical thresher and an accident with it in which the 
boy’s finger is crushed.  Trotsky recounts failures, 
minor transgressions, and his inability to measure up 
to his father’s masterful performances on the farm.  
His first experiments with independent writing—an 
area in which he bested his father—involved scrib-
bling the obscenities he’d heard from farm workers 
and mechanics.  His older sister revealed his sin to 
their parents—and he suffered the consequences.  
The mummers’ performance and rhymed speeches 
opened the boy’s eyes to the possibilities of language  
as performance: “For the first time a fantastic world 
was revealed to me, a world transformed into a theat-
rical reality” (Trotsky, My Life, p.40).  The world of 
fantasy immediately drew him in, but his father pre-
vented him from copying down one of the play’s 
monologues dictated by one of the mummers.  Later, 
however, his parents showed pride in his childhood 
experiments with verse and forced him to perform for 
friends and relatives.  Eventually, he far outdistanced 
his barely literate father and kept the farm’s accounts 
for him.  In short, the stories reveal that his father 
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tried to exploit the child’s talent for the family’s nar-
row and mean bourgeois purposes.  The boy, how-
ever, was drawn first to a theatrical world and then to 
the world of revolution that allowed him to combine 
both writing and theatre.  Yet Trotsky still felt that he 
had to justify himself to his parents.  His story of his 
trial after the revolution of 1905 is quite revealing in 
this respect. 
  

 In December, 1905, Trotsky did not avoid 
arrest but counseled non-resistance to the members of 
the St. Petersburg Soviet who carried arms.  After a 
long incarceration he was tried in September, 1906.  
The reformed Russian judiciary permitted the defen-
dants to exploit the situation and to accuse their ac-
cusers.  Trotsky, a youth of 26 with a wavy mass of 
black hair standing out like a lion’s mane, dressed 
impeccably in a frock coat, high starched collar, and 
bow tie, might have been a theatrical lawyer or spiffy 
young professor, the impression strengthened by his 
pince-nez.  His parents attended the trial and he per-
formed so well on this stage that he made revolution 
seem respectable to them.  The trial gave him the op-
portunity to justify himself to his parents as well as to 
defend the revolution.  He had proved himself as a 
man.  Perhaps now he felt that he had a charmed life. 

 

     It was now impossible to explain away my con-
duct as a boy’s foolishness, as they had in my Ni-
kolaev days . . . I was an editor of newspapers, the 
chairman of the Soviet, and I had a name as a writer.  
The old couple were impressed by all this. . . . My 
mother was sure that I would not only be acquitted, 
but even given some mark of distinction.  I tried to 
persuade her to prepare for a sentence of hard labor 
(Trotsky, My Life, pp.190-91). 

 

 Although the need to justify himself to his 
parents is quite out in the open in this passage, Trot-
sky’s autobiography offers other clues to the impor-
tance of costume in his psychic makeup.  His account 
of another childhood trauma suggests a complicated 
constellation of feelings around exhibitionism.   
 

 The nine-year-old Trotsky set out for his first 
day of school in Odessa all splendid in the regalia of 
St Paul’s realschule when a boy of the streets, 
“Stopped, looked me up and down, hawked deeply 
and spat on my sleeve.  It was as if a lightning bolt 
had struck from a clear sky and reduced me to ashes” 
reports Trotsky, who goes onto write, “It seemed es-
pecially unfathomable, that he could spit on this won-
derful new uniform, which signified a profound 
change in my life.” (Trotsky, My Life, p.47 and trans-
lated from a manuscript version as well.  See Trotsky 

Mss., “Otvet na voprosy t. Istmena,” 26 Feb. 1923, 
Lilly Library). 
 

 Things got worse.  When he arrived in St. 
Paul’s schoolyard the school monitor stripped him of 
his regalia—braid, buckle, buttons and all.  Trotsky 
was only a preparatory student—so an impostor.  
Later in his career he faced similar charges at the 
hands of the Bolsheviks—he was a windbag, a “hero 
with fake muscles,” a betrayer of Lenin, a Menshevik 
in disguise, an enemy of the people.  Although at a 
conscious level he fought such accusations, a sense 
of being an impostor seemed to haunt him and proba-
bly produced overcompensations—extreme behav-
iors to demonstrate that he was indeed the person he 
claimed to be.  Trotsky’s late commitment to Bolshe-
vism and the old Bolsheviks’ suspicions that beneath 
his radical exterior there lurked a “soft” Menshevik 
no doubt fed his already existing tendency to over-
compensate.  He had to be the very best, the hardest 
Bolshevik of all. 
  

 On the one hand, he was anxious, lest his 
achievements not be recognized and felt compelled to 
exhibit them. On the other, he feared that he would 
be punished for exhibiting his superiority.  On the 
other, he feared that he would be punished for exhib-
iting his superiority.  In a near repetition of the story 
about the humiliation for wearing the splendid school 
uniform, Trotsky wrote about another incident in-
volving a uniform and a kind of imposture: “In a 
freshly laundered duck suit, with a leather belt that 
had a brass buckle, and a white cap with a glittering 
yellow badge, I felt that I was simply magnificent.  
And I had to show everybody.  Together with my 
father, I drove into the field on a day when the har-
vesting of winter wheat was at its peak.”  Trotsky 
then described his humiliation when he tried to wield 
a scythe alongside the peasants and was told by the 
head mower: “You’d better learn from your father.”  
To complete the humiliation another peasant said: 
“Go and eat cakes with your mother” (Trotsky, My 
Life, pp.80-81). 
 

 The theatres of self-justification that Trotsky 
created to allay his self-doubt also put him in harms 
way, but as he moved farther into the realm of his-
torical action his conduct of revolutionary theatre had 
increasingly serious consequences.  Typically, he en-
tered into a duel with a superior opponent, but tried 
to seize the moral high ground and to exhibit the jus-
tice of his position in a court of public opinion.  Trot-
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sky’s last appearance in a court of public opinion oc-
curred in Mexico during 1937 under the auspices of 
the Dewey Commission.  Here he exposed Stalin’s 
lies and vindicated himself; it was Stalin, not he, who 
had betrayed the revolution. The risks of revolution 
were high and Trotsky accepted the possibility of de-
feat or death.  He knew well the French saying that 
revolutionaries had a pact not with victory but with 
death.   One might read Trotsky’s behavior during the 
crisis surrounding the treaty of Brest-Litovsk in this 
light.    
 

 In February-March, 1918 as Commissar of 
Foreign affairs, Trotsky had to negotiate a treaty with 
the Germans and Austrians, whose military superior-
ity required a realistic approach that Lenin grasped 
immediately.  Trotsky and a majority of the party 
leadership wanted to sustain the momentum of the 
revolution, but the complex struggle in the Party 
forced Trotsky into a vicious compromise reminis-
cent of 1905.  Offering the invaders neither war nor 
peace, Trotsky opened the way for uncontested occu-
pation of Soviet territory.  He seemed to believe that 
the justice of the revolutionary cause and the specta-
cle of a helpless opponent struggling to create social-
ism bullied and threatened by a brutal imperialist-
capitalist regime would rouse the international prole-
tariat.  In the end, the German advance forced him to 
yield to Lenin’s more realistic policy.  Had Trotsky 
and other left-wing Bolsheviks played out this sce-
nario or seriously tried to export revolution to the 
West, world history would no doubt have been seri-
ously changed.  Lenin, however, consolidated Bol-
shevik power, “saved” the revolution, and shrewdly 
used Trotsky’s gifts without losing sight of Trotsky’s 
tendency to take things too far and in doing so to 
jeopardize the Bolshevik hold on power. 
 

   Lenin forced his colleagues to compromise, 
retreat, adapt, and survive in power, but to prepare 
for the next attack.  Trotsky and other self-destructive 
members of the left wing of the party had not pre-
pared for that scripting of their lives.  In his 
“Testament” of December 24, 1922, in which he 
damned all of the leading contenders for power in the 
Party with faint praise and points out their weak-
nesses, Lenin peevishly brought up Trotsky’s non-
Bolshevik past in a back-handed way: 
 

I shall not give any further appraisals of the personal 
qualities of other members of the C.C. [Central Com-
mittee].  I shall just recall that the October episode 
with Zinoviev and Kamenev was, of course, no acci-

dent, but neither can the blame for it be laid upon 
them personally, any more than non-Bolshevism can 
upon Trotsky (Robert Tucker, ed., The Lenin Anthol-
ogy, [New York: W.W. Norton, 1975], p.727). 

 

 Like a disapproving father or teacher, Lenin 
had a way of making them feel that they simply did-
n’t measure up.  Not only Trotsky, but also all of the 
top leaders, probably felt some sort of ambivalence 
toward Lenin.  After Lenin’s death, for good political 
reasons they felt compelled to create a cult of Lenin, 
but their personal ambivalence toward him showed in 
different ways.  Stalin, of course, established his own 
cult alongside Lenin’s.  Trotsky maintained the im-
age of Lenin as leader in his writings, but when he 
wrote his own brief political testament a few months 
before he was murdered in 1940, he mentioned the 
articles of his “faith.”  It reads: “I shall die a proletar-
ian revolutionist, a Marxist, a dialectical materialist, 
and consequently, an irreconcilable atheist.  My faith 
in the communist future of mankind is not less ar-
dent, indeed it is firmer today than it was in the days 
of my youth….  This faith in man and his future 
gives me even now such power of resistance as can-
not be given by any religion” (Leon Trotsky, Trot-
sky’s Diary in Exile, 1935, Trans. E. Zarudnaia 
[Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1976], 
pp.166,167).  Note that Lenin and Leninism are con-
spicuously absent.  Feelings, however repressed or 
disguised, do find a way to be expressed. 
 

* There are several exceptions to this general lack of psychohis-
torical interest.  E. Victor Wolfenstein, The Revolutionary Per-
sonality: Lenin, Trotsky, Gandhi which is quite perceptive, al-
though the author did not have access to Russian sources 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971).  One should also 
mention the work of Steven Englund and Larry Ceplair, “Un 
essai de psycho-histoire: portrait d’un jeune révolutionnaire, 
Léon Trotsky” Revue D’Histoire Moderne et Contemporaine 24 
[October-December, 1977), pp.524-542.] and Ralph Colp, 
“Trotsky’s Dream of Lenin,” Clio’s Psyche 5 #2 [September, 
1998], pp.50-54).   

 

 Philip Pomper, PhD, a distinguished scholar 
of Communist and Russian leadership, is William F. 
Armstrong Professor of History at Wesleyan Univer-
sity in Connecticut and the author or editor of nu-
merous books.  These include The Russian Revolu-
tionary Intelligentsia (1970), Trotsky’s Notebooks 
(editor, 1986), and Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin (1990).  
He is the recipient of numerous awards, an associate 
editor of History and Theory, and the featured 
scholar in the June 2004 issue of this publication.  
Professor Pomper may be reached at <ppomper@ 
wesleyan.edu>.  
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Bismarck’s Alliance Nightmare 
 

Rudolph Binion 
Brandeis University 

 

 Otto von Bismarck was for his own times, 
and has remained, the personification of Real-
politik—of calculating power politics.  His proudest 
claim to fame as Realpolitiker was to have united the 
German states outside of Austria in 1870-1871 
through a victorious war that, as Prussian chancellor, 
he manipulated the French into provoking over a 
German candidate to succeed a deposed queen of 
Spain, Isabella II.  After this crowning stunt, he 
dominated European diplomacy for the next two dec-
ades as the newly proclaimed German Emperor’s so-
called Iron Chancellor, contriving and maintaining an 
intricate network of alliances binding all the other 
European powers directly or indirectly to Germany 
except France.  Indeed, the rationale of his complex 
diplomatic design was to keep France from finding 
support for a possible war to recover Alsace-
Lorraine, annexed by Germany as war booty in 1871.  
After this annexation he realized only too well that 
the new German Empire, for all its military might, 
was permanently at risk in that any European power 
could threaten it confident of French support.  At 
statesmanly nerves’ edge, he aimed to tranquilize the 
rest of Europe.  Thus he restrained as best he could 
the German proponents of state backing for commer-
cial or colonial expansion.  Thus too, when a danger-
ous crisis arose in the Balkans, he defused it in 1878 
through an international conference that he convened 
and ran as “honest broker.”  But above all he con-
ducted a personal, and in crucial respects secretive, 
diplomacy of often contradictory foreign alliances for 
mutual assistance or desistance in case of war—the 
first such peacetime alliances in history.  Of this dip-
lomatic juggling, Emperor Wilhelm I is often said to 
have remarked that only Bismarck could keep five 
balls at once in midair while riding horseback.  Bis-
marck himself was the source of the familiar diagno-
sis of him as suffering from (in its usual French for-
mulation) a “cauchemar des alliances”—an alliance 
nightmare. 
 

 Clearly a twenty-year running nightmare 
smacks of pathology.  That in private the Iron Chan-
cellor was an insomniac, a hypochondriac, a glutton, 
a morphine addict, and lots else in this vein is no 
news.  But was his Realpolitik itself fed from subra-

tional depths as his calling it nightmarish suggests?  
And if so, what was the latent stuff of that running 
nightmare? 
 

 To begin with, Bismarck’s cauchemar des 
alliances evinced a morbid defensiveness against a 
real danger.  To his credit as statesman, he saw that 
real danger and defended against it effectively, albeit 
compulsively.  To his discredit as statesman, how-
ever, he had failed to foresee it, or at all odds to fore-
stall it, though it was clear to him right after his Em-
pire brought it on: as early as August 1871 he was 
calling the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine a mistake.  
This is no doubt why he took the danger so person-
ally.  His nightmare amounted, then, to a guilty anxi-
ety lest a self-identified Germany risk disaster in the 
European power play. 
 

 That Bismarck was complicit in putting Ger-
many at risk and then took that risk tormentedly to 
heart suggests that there was a biographic referent for 
his defensive cauchemar des alliances such as under-
lies all good nightmares—a personal disaster that he 
was frenetically guarding against after the fact.  To 
repeat, his system of alliances, continually reaf-
firmed, renewed, and reinforced, was designed to de-
bar any and every party to it from a rapprochement 
with revanchist France.  Once “alliance” is under-
stood in its original, dynastic sense of marriage, Bis-
marck’s personal precedent for his nightmarish fear 
of a hostile alliance and his country’s ruination both 
together, the traumatic origin of his cauchemar des 
alliances, is evident. 
 

 In 1837, twenty-two-year-old Bismarck, then 
a Prussian civil servant stationed in Aachen, was 
wildly smitten with an English beauty of seventeen 
touring abroad with her parents: Isabella Loraine.  
Technically she was Isabella Loraine-Smith, but Bis-
marck ignored the “-Smith,” just as he dropped “-
Schönhausen” from his own name (Alan Palmer, Bis-
marck [London: Wiedenfeld and Nicolson, 1976], 
p.12n).  Hitherto dutiful and frugal, he deserted his 
post for months on end to tag after the girl, gambled 
himself deep into debt in hopes of matching her fam-
ily’s affluence, and even gave out a date for their pro-
spective marriage in England, only to wind up jilted 
for a rival.  This courtship-and-casino fiasco left him 
with a broken heart and, it seemed, a broken career, 
plus debts that cost him years of labor on his run-
down family estate in Pomerania to repay (Palmer, 
Bismarck, pp.11-13; Ernst Engelberg, Bismarck: Ur-
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preuße und Reichsgründer [Berlin: Siedler, 1985], 
pp.44-47; Otto Pflanze, Bismarck and the Develop-
ment of Germany, I [Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1990], pp.44-46).  In letters he recounted the 
devastating double disaster with bitter humor to one 
friend just afterwards and to another in 1845, and he 
reminisced about it moodily to his wife in 1851.  Nor 
did he put it behind him even then; instead, true to 
posttraumatic form, it returned to haunt him long 
years afterwards.  Its return may have been facilitated 
by the coincidence that the Spanish crisis was 
touched off by a second Isabella, or again that the 
French name for the most problematic, un-Germanic 
chunk of German war booty from France, which he 
briefly hesitated to claim in 1871 for that very reason, 
was Lorraine.  In any case, after having done his pre-
ponderant share of putting the new Empire in jeop-
ardy from the word go through the annexation of Al-
sace-Lorraine, the grand master of Realpolitik relived 
his youthful courtship-and-casino trauma preven-
tively two-in-one.  He guarded against that treacher-
ous marriage and those catastrophic gambling losses 
both together vicariously when, as Imperial chancel-
lor, he warded off a hostile foreign alliance by play-
ing an alliance game in which he hedged all his bets, 
or counter-gambled.  
 

 The one major European nation that he en-
meshed only indirectly in his tangled diplomatic web 
was the one he was traumatically set to marry into 
and failed: his fickle fiancée’s native England.  His 
courtship fiasco duly flickers through his explanation    
that there was simply no forming a “permanent un-
ion” with England given her inherent volatility 
(Dictated 15 December 1891 [“kein ewiger Bund”]: 
Otto von Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, XV 
[Berlin: Stollberg, 1934], p.563). 
 

 Rudolph Binion, PhD, is the Leff Families 
Professor of History at Brandeis University, a mem-
ber of the Editorial Board of Clio's Psyche, and a 
frequent contributor to these pages.  His most ambi-
tious psychohistorical work to date, Past Impersonal: 
Group Process in Human History, will be published 
by the Northern Illinois University Press later this 
year.  Professor Binion may be reached at 
<binion@brandeis.edu>. 
 

[Editor’s Note: This is the first in a series of histori-
cal miniatures we hope will become a regular feature 
of Clio’s Psyche.  Submissions are welcome.]   

 

Sacrilegious Folk Humor 
(Continued from front page) 
 

est in contemporary society.  No disrespect is in-
tended by us toward any religion, but some of the 
material takes its point of departure from various 
forms of religious orthodoxy.  Religion is in no way 
exempt from humorous treatment.  Many readers 
may recognize one or more of the items in this col-
lection and may wonder why we have bothered to 
reproduce it.  Our experience is that people tend to 
delete such items that are sent to them, and decades 
from now it may otherwise be virtually impossible to 
find these texts.  Our intention is to document a rich 
layer of current American humor so that it will be 
available to students of folklore, American studies 
and religious studies.  This corpus of religion-related 
texts is only a small segment of what is presently cir-
culating in the United States and abroad.  This is not 
intended to be an exhaustive listing of all jokes about 
religion.  Included are only texts that we have col-
lected ourselves from photocopied or e-mailed 
sources. 
 Our previous five books on office folklore 
illustrate the great diversity of this active tradition.  
For the benefit of those readers not familiar with our 
earlier books, we might note that this material, like 
all folklore, is anonymous, typically without attribu-
tion, and exists in multiple forms with variation.  For 
this reason, we sometimes present more than one ver-
sion of an item to demonstrate its traditionality.  
Where possible, we provide a date and place of col-
lection though electronic or e-mail items often bear 
evidence of numerous links in the chain of transmis-
sion.  We also attempt to offer some brief explanation 
of the possible meaning and significance of individ-
ual items.  In this way, our effort differs from most 
anthologies of jokes, which provide little or no indi-
cation of provenance much less of possible interpre-
tive commentary.  Where possible, we try to cite ear-
lier versions or cognates of items included, though 
we do not pretend to have consulted all of the hun-
dreds of collections of jokes in print.  There is an-
other difference between this collection and most 
others.  Without apology we present the texts unex-
purgated and uncensored.  Bowdlerized texts are of 
little value to scholars, and we would rather risk of-
fending readers than water down these traditional 
pieces of 21st century folklore.  Wherever possible, 
we have retained as titles of the items the labels on 
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the original texts as received via e-mail or facsimile.  
Below are some samples of sacrilegious folklore col-
lected from the Internet.  
 

The New Patient 
 

 To the irreverent folk, nothing is off limits.  
The following item collected in Sierra Vista, Arizona 
in September of 2003 presents the common delusion 
that a psychiatric patient believes himself to be God.  
Another interpretation of this text is that God himself 
is in need of therapy.  The folk perception that such a 
crazy, mixed up world could only have been created 
by a crazy, mixed up deity is also suggested. 
 

 When the new patient was settled comforta-
bly on the couch, the psychiatrist began his therapy 
session, “I’m not aware of your problem,” the doctor 
said.  “So perhaps, you should start at the very begin-
ning.” 
 

 “Of course” replied the patient.  “In the be-
ginning, I created the Heavens and the Earth….” 
 

They Forgot the R! 
 

 One of the likely reasons why there is such an 
emphasis on sexuality in Catholic humor is because 
priests and nuns are required to practice sexual absti-
nence.  The folk find this prohibition to be somewhat 
unnatural and they often make fun of priests’ and 
nuns’ would-be sexual activities.  Priests and nuns 
also find it difficult to practice total abstinence and 
the history of the church is full of violations of the 
practice.  In a time before the printing press, biblical 
manuscripts were laboriously copied by hand, a proc-
ess that occasionally led to errors creeping into the 
text.  There is, in fact, no “original” copy of either the 
Old or New Testament.  There are only copies of 
translations made from Greek, Latin, and Hebrew.  
Some Biblical scholars worry about the accuracy of 
these translations.  This topic is the subject of the fol-
lowing item, the first version of which was collected 
in Berkeley in November of 1999 while the second is 
from Denver in January of 2000. 
 

 The Pope dies and goes to Heaven.  St. Peter 
is there waiting for him.  He says, “We’ve been ex-
pecting you.  Your room is right this way.  If there’s 
anything you need, someone can get it for you.”  
“Ok,” says the Pope.  “I would like to learn all the 
languages of the world.”  St. Peter says “Ok.  Can I 
ask why?”  “Because I want to be able to study all the 
different Bibles written,” says the Pope.  So the Pope 

learns all the world’s languages, and then proceeds to 
read all the world’s Bibles.  One day, St. Peter is 
walking around, and he hears an agonized scream 
come from the Pope’s room.  St. Peter runs into the 
room, and says, “What’s the matter?”  The Pope says, 
“I can’t believe it!  (Pointing at a copy of the original 
Bible.)  They forgot the R!  It was supposed to be 
CELEBRATE!” 
 

 In an ancient monastery in a faraway place, a 
new monk arrived to join his brothers in copying 
books and scrolls in the monastery’s scriptorium.  He 
was assigned to be a rubricator on copies of books 
that had already been copied by hand.  One day, he 
asked Father Florian (the head of the scriptorium), 
“Does not the copying by hand of other copies allow 
for error?  How do we know we are not copying the 
mistakes of someone else?  Are they ever checked 
against the original?”   
 

 Father Florian was taken aback by the obser-
vation of this youthful monk.  “A very good point, 
my son.  I will take one of the latest books down to 
the vault and compare it against the original.”  Fr. 
Florian went down to the vault and began his verifi-
cation.  After a day passed, the monks began to worry 
and went down looking for the old priest.  They were 
sure something must have happened.  As they ap-
proached the vault, they heard crying.  When they 
opened the door, they found Father Florian sobbing 
over the new copy and the original ancient book, both 
of which were opened before him on the table.  It was 
obvious to all that the poor man had been crying his 
heart out for a long time.  “What is the problem, Rev-
erend Father?” asked one of the monks.  “Oh, my 
Lord,” sobbed the priest, “the word is ‘celebrate!’” 
 

Clerical Collar 
 

 Freud pointed out in The Future of an Illu-
sion that man’s relationship to a deity was modeled 
after an infant’s relationship to his or her parents.  
And it is certainly true that Western man speaks of 
God the father.  For that matter, the term “Pope” 
means father, cognate with “papa.”  Sibling terminol-
ogy is also employed with “sisters” or “brothers” in a 
Catholic order.  A small child might be confused by 
calling a priest by the same name as his biological 
parent.  But the child may be quite sophisticated with 
respect to the physical nature of fatherhood.  This is 
the premise of the following text collected in Ormond 
Beach, Florida in 2003 (For another version, see Jim 
Bob Buford and “Shotgun” Jack Grabowski, More 
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Redneck Jokes [New York: Barnes and Noble, 1998], 
p. 41). 
 

 A little boy got on the bus, sat next to a man 
reading a book, and noticed he had his collar on 
backwards.  The little boy asked why he wore his 
collar that way.  The man, who was a priest, said, “I 
am a Father.”  The little boy replied, “My Dad does-
n’t wear his collar like that.”  The priest looked up 
from his book and answered, “I am the Father of 
Many.”  The boy said, “My Dad has four boys, four 
girls and two grandchildren and he doesn’t wear his 
collar that way.”  The priest getting impatient said, “I 
am the Father of hundreds” and went back to reading.  
The little boy sat quietly, but on leaving the bus he 
leaned over and said: “Well, maybe you should wear 
your pants backwards instead of your collar.” 
 

The Dying Man 
  

 For those who believe in a literal heaven and 
hell as choices for an eternal afterlife, death becomes 
a critical point of departure, ending a lifetime of con-
cern about one’s final destination.  In this text col-
lected in Berkeley in July, 1998, the protagonist is 
hedging his bet (for another text, see also Albert Tap-
per and Peter Press, A Minister, A Priest and a Rabbi 
[Kansas City: Andrews McMeel Publishing, 2000], 
p.240).  The dilemma is reminiscent of a classic tra-
ditional epitaph: 
 

 In a cemetery in England:  
 

Remember man, as you walk by,  
As you are now, so once was I, 
As I am now, so shall you be  
Remember this and follow me.   

 

 To which someone replied by writing an ad-
dendum on the tombstone: 
 

To follow you I’ll not consent 
Until I know which way you went. 

 

An American version shows some variation 
in this traditional epitaph: 
 

Come blooming youths as you pass by 
And on these lines do cast an eye 
As you are now, so once was I 
As I am now so must you be 
Prepare for death and follow me. 

 

 A cemetery in Waynesville, North Carolina 
adds a slightly different version of the addendum 
(See Richard Bauman, “Grave Commentary,” Mili-

tary Officer [November, 2003], p.40): 
 

To follow you 
I am not content 
How do I know 
Which way you went? 

 

 The priest was preparing a man for his long 
day’s journey into night.  Whispering firmly, the 
priest said, “Denounce the devil!  Let him know how 
little you think of his evil!”  The dying man said 
nothing.  The priest repeated his order.  Still the dy-
ing man said nothing.  The priest asked, “Why do 
you refuse to denounce the devil and his evil?”  The 
dying man said, “Until I know where I’m heading, I 
don’t think I ought to aggravate anybody.”  
 

Two Traveling Angels 
 

 One of the fascinating aspects of the study of 
contemporary e-mail folklore is the way in which 
ancient folkloristic texts are updated.  The following 
text collected in San Francisco in August, 1999 in-
volving a puzzling series of events that confuse the 
junior of two angels turns out to be a version of a 
classic folktale, namely, an Aarne-Thompson tale 
type 759—“God’s Justice Vindicated.”  A version of 
this tale is found in the Qur’an which dates from the 
seventh century.  However, the tale is much older 
than that.  (For a discussion of the version in the 
Qur’an, see Alan Dundes, Fables of the Ancients: 
Folklore in the Qur’an [Lanham: Rowman & Little-
field, 2003], pp.59-62.  For a scholarly discussion of 
the history of the tale, see Haim Schwarzbaum, 
“Jewish and Moslem Versions of Some Theodicy 
Legends,” Fabula 3 [1959], pp.119-169.)  It is a re-
markable demonstration of the vitality and tenacity of 
tradition.  The tale has lasted for well over a thousand 
years and is likely to continue for decades to come as 
it deals with the perception that if there is a divine 
plan, it is not always knowable by mere mortals who 
have little choice other than fatalistic acceptance of 
perceived adversity.   
 

Angels 
 

 Two traveling angels stopped to spend the 
night in the home of a wealthy family.  The family 
was rude and refused to let the angels stay in the 
mansion’s guest room.  Instead, the angels were 
given a small space in the cold basement.  As they 
made their bed on the hard floor, the older angel saw 
a hole in the wall and repaired it.  When the younger 
angel asked why, the older angel replied, “Things 
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aren’t always what they seem.”    
 

 The next night, the pair came to rest at the 
house of a very poor, but very hospitable farmer and 
his wife.  After sharing what little food they had, the 
couple let the angels sleep in their bed, where they 
could have a good night’s rest.  When the sun came 
up the next morning, the angels found the farmer and 
his wife in tears.  Their only cow, whose milk had 
been their sole income, lay dead in the field.  The 
younger angel was infuriated and asked the older an-
gel,  “How could you have let this happen?  The 
first man had everything, yet you helped him,” she 
accused.  “The second family has little, but was will-
ing to share everything, and yet you let the cow die.”  
 

 “Things aren’t always what they seem,” the 
older angel replied.  “When we stayed in the base-
ment of the mansion, I noticed there was gold stored 
in that hole in the wall.  Since the owner was so ob-
sessed with greed and unwilling to share his good 
fortune, I sealed the wall so he wouldn’t find it.”  
“Then last night as we slept in the farmer’s bed, the 
angel of death came for his wife.  I gave him the cow 
instead.  Things aren’t always what they seem.” 
 

 Sometimes that is exactly what happens when 
things don’t turn out the way they should.  If you 
have faith, you just need to trust that every outcome 
is always to your advantage.  You might not know it 
until some time later.  
 

Conclusion 
 

 This body of traditional folkloristic texts 
demonstrates folk perceptions of various religious 
doctrines and practices.  Some of the texts are rela-
tively innocuous in tone, but some involve very 
pointed comments on sacred and taboo topics, often 
employing profane vernacular vocabulary.  What 
few anthologies of religious humor exist tend to con-
tain a mishmash of quotations from famous indi-
viduals or the products of professional comedians or 
joke writers or cartoonists with only a small repre-
sentation of traditional folk humor of the sort con-
tained in this article.  The subject of religion contin-
ues to be a somewhat taboo topic in the media in a 
time of political correctness, and even top-level talk 
show hosts tend to steer clear of anything that might 
be construed as offensive to religious viewers.  
There are, however, numerous religious television 
and radio programs that present religious orthodoxy 
in various forms. 
 

 It is only in uncensored texts transmitted 
from individual to individual that sacrilegious humor 
is freely most exchanged.  With the rise of the Inter-
net and computer technology, the individual trans-
mission of such folklore is no longer a matter of a 
face-to-face encounter.  The new technology allows 
for instant transmission without heed of borders or 
third parties.  The impersonality of the transmission 
process (which consists often of merely clicking a 
"forward" button on one's computer to send a particu-
lar item to numerous addressees) facilitates the con-
tinued dissemination of these lively texts.  The exis-
tence of such items in e-mail format is perhaps less 
fragile and ephemeral than oral transmission, but 
since most recipients do not ordinarily "save" these 
texts, they are not necessarily readily available to in-
terested scholars or students of humor.  We suspect 
that even those readers who recognize many of the 
examples presented in this collection would be hard 
pressed to put their hands on copies of these texts.  It 
is our hope that the documentation provided in this 
volume will help ensure the availability of this rich 
facet of Americana.  Moreover, we feel it is highly 
likely that with globalization of the computer and the 
Internet, similar if not identical materials will be 
found in other cultures around the world.  In that 
event, this corpus will provide the means of an essen-
tial basis for cross-cultural comparison. 
  

 Alan Dundes, PhD, worked together with 
Carl Pagter on folklore for over 40 years.  His biog-
raphy is included in Howard Stein’s appreciation, 
found on page 33 of this issue. 
 

 Carl R. Pagter, JD, is an attorney retired 
from corperate accounts, a musician, and an inde-
pendent scholar living in Walnut Creek, California.  
 

[Editor’s Note: The above material is taken from 
what may be the last book written by Alan Dundes 
(with co-author Carl Pagter) before his sudden, un-
timely death on March 30, 2005 while teaching his 
folklore seminar at UC-Berkeley.  (Over 450 people 
came to a memorial for Professor Dundes that was 
held at Berkeley on April 22 and moderated by 
Laura Nader, his anthropology colleague.)  The 
book, entitled Put the Bibles Away - Our Prayers 
have been Answered: A Sampling of Sacrilegious 
Folk Humor, is a collection of jokes and related ma-
terial from the Internet.  The materials above come 
from the preface and conclusion, along with exam-
ples from the body of the work.]  
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A Psychohistory of Psychoanalysis  
 

David Lotto 
Psychohistory Forum Research Associate 

 

A Review Essay Based on Martin Wain, Freud’s An-
swer: The Social Origins of Our Psychoanalytic Cen-
tury.  Ivan R.  Dee, Chicago, 1998, hardcover.  ISBN 
1566632161, out of print, but available from Ama-
zon.com and Abebooks.com for as little as $1.93 plus 
shipping. 
 

 What is the proper relationship between psy-
chohistory and psychoanalysis?  For the kind of psy-
chohistory that takes psychoanalysis seriously, the 
usual relationship has been that psychoanalysis, or at 
least some of its conclusions about the essentials of 
human nature, are taken as bedrock, the fundamental 
building blocks from which a psychohistorical ac-
count is constructed.  Questions about the why of his-
torical or current events are answered by explaining 
the motives of groups or individuals in terms of the 
truths about the psyches of human beings as devel-
oped over the last hundred years or so by Sigmund 
Freud and his followers. 
 

 But what if the relationship is reversed?  In-
stead of psychoanalytic propositions being the givens 
on which a psychohistorical explanation is based, 
suppose the realities of historical or current events 
are taken as the fundamentals and the task becomes 
to understand why psychoanalysis came to have the 
particular content and form that it did.  The related 
question of why Freud and psychoanalysis came to 
have the enormous influence it did on so many 
realms of human endeavor, including psychohistory, 
can also be asked from the same perspective. 
 

 This is what Martin Wain attempts to do in 
his 1998 book Freud’s Answer: The Social Origins of 
Our Psychoanalytic Century.  Wain is by no means 
the first to trace the sources of the multiple roots of 
psychoanalysis by exploring the influence of both 
earlier thinkers and social, cultural, political, scien-
tific, and religious factors on the development of 
Freud’s ideas.  Below are, in my opinion, some of the 
best selections from the truly vast literature on the 
precursors and influences that shaped Freud’s theory.  
Henri Ellenberger's voluminous tome The Discovery 
of the Unconscious, published in 1970, is an impor-
tant source.  Philip Rieff’s two books Freud: The 
Mind of the Moralist (1959) and The Triumph of the 
Therapeutic (1966); Paul Roazen’s Freud: Political 

and Social Thought (1970); Paul Stepansky’s three 
volume set Freud: Appraisals and Reappraisals 
(1986-1988); William McGrath’s Freud’s Discovery 
of Psychoanalysis (1986); Steven Marcus’ Freud and 
the Culture of Psychoanalysis (1984); Frank Sullo-
way’s Freud: Biologist of the Mind (1979); Russell 
Jacoby’s Social Amnesia (1975) and The Repression 
of Psychoanalysis (1983); Carl Schorske’s Fin-de-
Siecle Vienna: Politics and Culture (1981); and the 
literature on the influence of Judaism on Freud and 
psychoanalysis including David Bakan’s Freud and 
the Jewish Mystical Tradition (1958), Dennis Klein’s 
Jewish Origins of the Psychoanalytic Movement 
(1985), and Emanuel Rice’s Freud and Moses 
(1990).  
 

 What is original in Wain’s book is his pro-
vocative thesis that the real agenda, or latent content, 
to use psychoanalytic language, of Freud’s theorizing 
was to provide comfort and support to the troubled 
society of Western Europe at the turn of the century.  
As Martin Wain puts it: “Freud and his colleagues 
were social, political, and economic therapists in the 
broadest sense.  Their patient was modern Western 
culture at a time of maximum danger” (p. xiv). 
  

 Wain starts by putting Freud and his early 
group of disciples, who he refers to as the 
“Psychoanalytic Pioneers” in the historical, political, 
economic, and intellectual context in which they 
were embedded.  His thesis is that the era in which 
psychoanalysis was created, the late 19th and early 
20th centuries, was a time of turmoil and change in 
Central and Western Europe.  The population of all 
of Europe more than doubled from 191 million in 
1800 to 452 million in 1900.  People living in the late 
18th and early 19th century experienced the twin revo-
lutions—the French and the Industrial.  There were 
enormous political changes, ushered in by the Ameri-
can Revolution, accelerated by the French Revolu-
tion, and spread throughout Europe by the Napole-
onic conquest.  Then, after a pause for the Metter-
nich-led reaction from 1815 to 1848, came the tri-
umph of “Liberal Democracy”—a parliamentary 
form of government which was closely allied with 
the captains of industry for the benefit of the bour-
geoisie, the newly empowered middle classes. 
 

 By the end of the 19th century the days of the 
rule of kings, nobles, and clergy had given way to the 
reign of capitalists, bankers, and professionals.  The 
seemingly fixed division of the world into patricians 
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and plebeians, nobles and peasants, aristocrats and 
commoners—in short, those who counted and those 
who didn’t—was fast breaking down.  From the ide-
als of the Enlightenment and the French Revolution, 
the notion that equality, rather than hierarchy in rela-
tions between people being the natural order of 
things, began to take hold.  The idea that, at least in 
theory, everyone counted and that the individual mat-
tered, became an accepted truth.  Psychoanalysis, 
which proclaimed that the inner world of the individ-
ual was a matter of importance worthy of detailed 
investigation, fit in well with these new notions. 
 

 Wain’s thesis is that Freud and psychoanaly-
sis offered a way of avoiding the anxieties that were 
generated by the external events of the times by fo-
cusing on the inner world of thoughts, feelings, and 
wishes.  Freud’s early theory emphasized the impor-
tance of actual trauma as the cause of symptoms.  
Later, with the abandonment of the so-called 
“seduction theory” in 1897 and the increased impor-
tance of Oedipal wishes, fantasy gradually became 
more important than reality. 

  

 Focusing on the internal world facilitated not 
looking at the external world where disruptive politi-
cal and social upheavals were the order of the day.   
At the end of the 19th century and the early years of 
the 20th, the greatest tension came from the virulent 
nationalism of the major European powers, culminat-
ing in the horrors of the Great War.  After the war 
there was the devastating influenza epidemic fol-
lowed by the violent battles between the left and the 
right, communism and fascism, which ripened into 
the bitter fruit of the Second World War and the 
Holocaust. 
  

 This was the historical epoch during which 
psychoanalysis was created, developed, and began to 
establish its hold on so many fields of human en-
deavor.  For the most part, Freud and many, although 
not all, of the early psychoanalysts were able to re-
main magnificently indifferent to the momentous 
events unfolding around them.   
 

 Probably the most dramatic example of this 
was Freud’s steadfast refusal to pay attention to the 
growing threat of fascism and lethal anti-Semitism in 
Austria and Germany from at least 1933 until 1938 
when Marie Bonaparte, Ernest Jones, and others fi-
nally persuaded him to leave Vienna.  Freud had little 
to say about either fascism or anti-Semitism in either 
his publications or his correspondence, both of which 

were extensive, during his last six years in Vienna 
and his brief time in England.  While it is true that 
Freud was aging and ill during this period, he was 
nevertheless still writing up to his usual high stan-
dards on many other subjects. 
 

 This reluctance to focus on the harsh realities 
that were swirling around him was not out of charac-
ter for Freud.  Two decades earlier he also had rela-
tively little to say (compared to the amount he had to 
say on so many other subjects) about the events of 
the Great War between 1914 and 1918.  Freud was 
hardly unique among analysts in this attitude of stud-
ied indifference toward the march of world affairs.  
Donald Winnicott, in talking about his work in Lon-
don during WWII said: “I might say that I hardly no-
ticed the Blitz, being all the time engaged in the 
analysis of psychotic patients, who are notoriously 
oblivious of bombs, earthquakes, and floods” (F. 
Robert Rodman, Winnicott: Life and Work [Philadel-
phia: Perseus Publishing, 2003], p.4).  Perhaps the 
most extreme example of this phenomenon was pro-
vided by Melanie Klein who worked steadily in Lon-
don through the Blitz doggedly pursuing the vicissi-
tudes of her patients’ infantile fantasies in the face of 
her only son’s death, possibly by suicide, the very 
public vehement attacks by her only daughter the 
analyst Melitta Schmideberg and the bombing of the 
Luftwaffe. 
  

 Wain’s method of using psychoanalytic ideas 
and methods to analyze psychoanalysis leads to some 
interesting and provocative results.  Making use of 
the psychoanalytic concept of projection, he argues 
that what psychoanalysis does is to project, “history 
and social ills onto science, the family, and the indi-
vidual, deflecting light away from real events, even 
to the extent of making not real events but fantasy 
events the subject of exploration” (p.253).  Similarly, 
turning dream displacement on its head, Wain con-
tends: “Displacing daytime dreams, wishes, and 
hopes onto fabulous, hermetic, and often exciting 
interpretations of nighttime dreams pointed within, 
away from the outside world…. The analysts assured 
people that meaning lay in the internal and private—
sex and emotions instead of money and power” (p. 
262). 
 

 Employing another of Freud’s favorite con-
cepts, that of wish fulfillment, Wain quotes Freud’s 
conclusion from The Interpretation of Dreams, that 
dreams are the disguised fulfillment of a repressed 
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wish and then adds: “just as we are justified in assert-
ing that psychoanalysis was the fulfillment of the cul-
ture's unadmitted but palpable wish for a satisfying, 
diversionary answer to exploding needs, wishes, and 
anxieties” (p. 263). 
 

 In the domain of therapy, the two key con-
cepts which Freud proclaimed to be at the heart of 
psychoanalytic treatment, the analysis of transference 
and resistance, can also be interpreted as having a 
fundamentally conservative political function.  Thus, 
the common practice among psychoanalysts of inter-
preting concerns or focus on political events as resis-
tance to the treatment—that is, avoiding dealing with 
past and present personal wishes and occurrences—
can be seen as serving as a resistance to acknowledg-
ing the effects of the political on the personal.  Simi-
larly, to focus on the thoughts, feelings, and wishes 
about the analyst, the transference (a virtually exclu-
sive preoccupation of some analysts), can also per-
form the same political function, diverting attention 
from and devaluing the significance of political and 
social events. 
 

 The argument here is that any activity that 
turns attention away from current political realities 
tacitly lends support to the political status quo.  It is 
support of the powers that be, who are always happy 
when they can go about their business while peoples’ 
concerns lie elsewhere.  For most of Freud's career 
this was the parliamentary forms of government 
which served the interests of the bourgeois elites, the 
liberal democracies, who ruled the nations of West-
ern Europe in which psychoanalysis was created and 
developed—the Austro-Hungarian Empire, Germany, 
Great Britain, France, Italy, the Netherlands, and 
Scandinavia. 
  

 According to Wain, this political function of 
providing support and legitimacy to the ruling pow-
ers is the main factor that accounts for the wide-
spread acceptance and influence that psychoanalysis 
has had from the 1920’s until recently.  As he says: 
“psychoanalysis was created to inculcate on a broad 
scale what normative middle-class Liberal Democ-
racy wanted for the new order and the new legiti-
macy.  Without the willingness to do that under the 
guise of science and objectivity, Freudianism would 
have lost its glamour” (p.271). 

 

 There have always been those within psycho-
analysis who have sought to understand the influence 
of the outer world on the inner one—those who con-

sidered political, economic, and historical realities to 
be important determinants of what went on within the 
psyche.  In approximate chronological order there are 
Alfred Adler, Otto Rank, Sandor Ferenczi (with his 
emphasis on childhood trauma), Wilhelm Reich, Otto 
Fenichel, and Edith Jacobson (these last three dis-
cussed in Jacoby’s The Repression of Psychoanaly-
sis), and later Erich Fromm, Karen Horney, Harry 
Stack Sullivan, and Erik Erikson, to name some of 
the more well known analysts who tried to incorpo-
rate the effects of the external world into the body of 
psychoanalytic thought.  
 

 There were also a number of analysts who 
were quite politically active and sought to integrate 
their left-wing politics with psychoanalytic practice.  
This group formed in Berlin, and to a lesser extent in 
Vienna in the 1920’s and early 1930’s.  It was cen-
tered on the Berlin Poliklinik, founded by Max Eitin-
gon (who provided much of the funding) and Ernst 
Simmel in 1920.  Many, particularly among the 
younger analysts, were politically active.  Wilhelm 
and Annie Reich, Otto Fenichel, Edith Jacobson, 
Karen Horney, Erich Fromm, Franz Alexander, Paul 
Federn, Melanie Klein, Siegfried Bernfeld, Herman 
Nunberg, Martin Grotjahn, and Bruno Bettelheim all 
identified themselves as Marxists or Socialists (Peter 
and Axel Hoffer, The Berlin Poliklinik, 1999).   
 

 However, Wain’s central point is still valid: 
the overwhelming majority of analysts, despite their 
individual political preferences and activities outside 
the consulting room, kept their clinical practice as 
apolitical as they could, single-mindedly concerning 
themselves with the individual inner personal world 
of their patients. 
  

 In the political realm, from the beginning of 
the 20th century up to World War II, it was the anar-
chists and the communists who embraced the ideals 
of the French Revolution and Marx’s elaborations of 
them.  At the other end of the political spectrum the 
fascists and their allies sought to regress to pre-
Revolutionary times to restore the authority of the 
father, in psychoanalytic language or, in political 
terms, to bring back the authoritarian regime of rule 
by kings, warlords, and clergy in their 20th century 
reincarnations as der Fuhrer Hitler, Il Duce Musso-
lini, El Caudillo Franco, and the man of steel, Papa 
Stalin.  Psychoanalysis became part of the failed bul-
wark of a liberal democratic center which could not 
hold up to the onslaught of the atavistic forces of fas-
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cism.   
  

David Lotto, PhD, is a psychoanalyst/
psychologist in private practice in Pittsfield in the 
Berkshire Mountains, a Research Associate of the 
Psychohistory Forum, and an adjunct faculty mem-
ber of the University of Massachusetts.  He is a regu-
lar contributor to this publication who may be con-
tacted at <dlotto@berkshire.rr.com>.

                                       
Alan Dundes (1934-2005)  

An Appreciation 
 

Howard F. Stein  
University of Oklahoma 

 

 Alan Dundes, the preeminent folklorist, died 
of a heart attack at age 70 on March 30, 2005, while 
teaching a seminar on folklore theory at the Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley.  A beloved, prize-
winning teacher, he established folklore as an aca-
demic discipline.  In 1993 he was the first American 
to receive the Pitre Prize’s Sigillo d’Oro (Seal of 
Gold), a lifetime achievement award for his work in 
folklore.  His interests spanned folklore theory, the 
history of folkloristics, symbolism, and the applica-
tion of psychoanalytic theory to folklore.  He pio-
neered in the psychoanalytic study of folklore as well 
as in vastly expanding the range of subject matter.  
His psychoanalytic viewpoint was classically Freu-
dian. 
  

 Dundes employed psychoanalytic interpreta-
tion to unearth the meaning of folklore and used folk-
lore methodology to validate psychoanalytic theory.  
He went beyond conventional folkloristic collection, 
description, and classification and inquired into the 
“why” (the meaning) of folklore in the first place.  
For instance, he asked why the belief in the evil eye 
should exist at all.  In Interpreting Folklore (1980), 
he wrote that, “Folklore furnishes a socially sanc-
tioned outlet for cultural pressure points and individ-
ual anxieties.”  In short, it answers a human need.   
  

 Alan Dundes was born in New York City on 
September 8, 1934, and completed his high school 
education there.  He began studying music at Yale, 
but later switched to English, earning his B.A. in 
1955.  After two years in the U.S. Navy, he returned 
to Yale to earn a masters in teaching English in 1958.  
He received his Ph.D. in folklore from Indiana Uni-
versity in 1962.  He began teaching in the anthropol-
ogy department at the University of California, 

Berkeley, in 1963, and taught there as professor of 
anthropology and folklore until his death.  He is sur-
vived by his wife Carolyn, his children Alison, Lau-
ren, and David, and six grandchildren. 
  

 There was little that Dundes’ acumen and wit 
did not touch.  For him, conventional folkloristic 
studies of superstition, ritual, myth, and fable were 
only the beginning of folklore’s compass.  Likewise 
he found plenty of folkloristic value in complex so-
cieties as well as in simpler, preliterate ones.  In over 
40 years of research and writing, his data came to 
encompass children’s games; everyday speech; cul-
tural metaphors of power and prestige; cockfighting; 
North American Indian folktales; the bullroarer; Je-
sus as Indo-European hero; Xerox photocopies of 
cartoons, stories, poems, and proverbs; latrinalia 
(bathroom graffiti); jokes (e.g., light-bulb jokes) and 
sick humor (e.g., jokes about people with handicaps); 
T-shirt slogans; Cinderella; Little Red Riding Hood; 
the Flood Myth; the evil eye; chain letters; and far 
more.  He authored over 250 scholarly articles and he 
authored, co-authored, or edited 32 books.  He co-
authored five books with Carl R. Pagter on “urban 
folklore.” 
 

 Dundes did not shrink from controversy or 
write only on emotionally “safe” subjects.  He argued 
that sexual and racial jokes are “socially sanctioned 
outlets for expressing taboo ideas and subjects.”  In 
1978, he published in Western Folklore an essay ti-
tled “Into the Endzone for a Touchdown: A Psycho-
analytic Consideration of American Football,” in 
which he interpreted American football as a mascu-
linity initiation rite that is “a ritualized form of homo-
sexual rape.”   
 

 In 1981, as Editor of The Journal of Psycho-
analytic Anthropology, I had the privilege of reading 
and publishing Dundes’ journal-length essay titled, 
“Life is Like a Chicken Coop Ladder: A Study of 
German National Character Through Folklore.” The 
essay was subsequently published as a book by Co-
lumbia University Press in 1984 and then updated in 
1989 and published with Wayne State University 
Press.  In it he drew upon scatological data from Ger-
man folklore and from it demonstrated national char-
acter and linked anal eroticism to the Holocaust.  (I 
might add that I received a generous telephone call 
from Dr. Dundes, in which he said that he would now 
sleep better knowing that this paper was being pub-
lished.)  In 1983, he published “Auschwitz 
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Jokes” (with T. Hauschild) in Western Folklore.  In 
1999, he published Holy Writ as Oral Lit: The Bible 
as Folklore, in which he attempted to solve mysteries 
and contradictions that stemmed from the days when 
the stories were transmitted orally. 
 

 A sampling of Dundes’ books includes: The 
Morphology of North American Indian Folktales 
(1964);  (as editor) The Study of Folklore (1965); In-
terpreting Folklore (1980); (as editor) The Evil Eye: 
A Folklore Casebook (1981); (as editor) Sacred Nar-
rative: Readings in the Theory of Myth (1984); Life Is 
Like a Chicken Coop Ladder: A Study of German 
National Character Through Folklore (1984); Crack-
ing Jokes: Studies of Sick Humor Cycles and Stereo-
types (1987); (as editor) The Flood Myth (1988); 
Folklore Matters (1989); Little Red Riding Hood 
(1989); (as editor) The Blood Libel Legend: A Case-
book in Anti-Semitic Folklore (1991); (with Carl R. 
Pagter) Work Hard and You Shall Be Rewarded: Ur-
ban Folklore from the Paperwork Empire (1992); (as 
editor) The Vampire: A Casebook (1998); Holy Writ 
as Oral Lit: The Bible as Folklore (1999); (with Carl 
R. Pagter) Why Don’t Sheep Shrink in the Rain? A 
Further Collection of Photocopier Folklore (1999); 
The Shabbat Elevator and Other Sabbath Subter-
fuges: An Unorthodox Study of Circumventing Cus-
tom and Jewish Character (2002); and Passing 
Through Customs: Essays by a Freudian Folklorist 
(2003). 
  

 As a measure of the esteem with which Dun-
des was held, in 1993, a volume of the distinguished 
The Psychoanalytic Study of Society series was dedi-
cated to “Essays in Honor of Alan Dundes.”  In 1996, 
a Festschrift was published, titled Folklore Inter-
preted: Essays in Honor of Alan Dundes.  He will be 
sorely missed by those to whom he gave generously, 
in person and in word.  May the example of his en-
thusiastic and meticulous work inspire our own. 
  

 Howard F. Stein, PhD, a psychoanalytic an-
thropologist and psychohistorian, is professor in the 
Department of Family and Preventive Medicine, Uni-
versity of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center, Okla-
homa City, where he has taught for 28 years.  His 
most recent book, Beneath the Crust of Culture, was 
published by Rodopi in 2004.  Professor Stein may be 
reached at <Howard-Stein@ouhsc.edu>.
 

Bulletin Board 
 

The Psychohistory Forum Program Committee is 
now planning the 2005-2006 Work-In-Progress 
Saturday Seminars.  David Lotto will present on 
“The Psychology of Vengeance” and Thomas 
Ferraro on “The Psychology of Sports.”  CON-
FERENCES:  Sue Erikson Bloland, Eli Sagan, and 
Charles Strozier were among the presenters at the 
Thoughts on War, Death, and Freedom, a two-day 
conference on the psychology of political violence at 
New York University on May 14 and 15, 2005.  The 
International Psychohistorical Association will 
meet on June 8-10 in Manhattan and the Interna-
tional Society for Political Psychology will hold its 
annual convention on July 3-6 in Toronto.  CON-
GRATULATIONS AND AWARDS: Ruth Dale 
Meyer was awarded a doctoral degree on May 27, 
2005 from Pacifica Institute in California for her suc-
cessful defense of her dissertation, Clio’s Circle: His-
torians Who Dare to Embrace the Unconscious.  
Robert Quackenbush received a 2004 Vision 
Award from the National  Association for the Ad-
vancement of Psychoanalysis for his role in establish-
ing the Gravida Awards for outstanding contributions 
to the advancement of psychoanalysis.  Charles B. 
Strozier has won a Goethe Award for Psychoanalytic 
Scholarship for his book, Heinz Kohut: The Making 
of a Psychoanalyst, which Other Press reprinted as a 
paperback in January.  Naomi Janowitz, Professor of 
Religious Studies at the University of California-
Davis won the CORST essay prize in psychoanalysis 
and culture and gave the award lecture, “Lusting for 
Death: Unconscious Fantasies in an Ancient Jewish 
Martyrdom Text,” at the American Psychoanalytic 
Meeting in New York City on January 21, 2005.  Av-
ner Falk’s Fratricide in the Holy Land: A Psycho-
analytic View of the Arab-Israeli Conflict was pub-
lished by the University of Wisconsin Press last fall 
and Jay Gonen’s Yahweh Versus Yahweh: The 
Enigma of Jewish History was published by Wiscon-
sin earlier this year.  (Both books are in the hands of 
reviewers.)  Leon Rappoport’s Punchlines: The 
Case for Racial, Ethnic, and Gender  Humor is 
scheduled to be published in the fall by Praeger.  
TRAVEL: Rudolph Binion will be in China in Sep-
tember where he will present to the Chinese Acad-
emy of Social Sciences on European identity from a 
psychohistorical perspective.  Binion will spend the 
rest of the year in France doing research and writing.  
Dick Booth will spend several weeks in Italy and 
other parts of Europe.  WELCOME: To new mem-
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bers Jennifer Eastman, Kenneth Fuchsman, and 
Lynn Sommerstein.  Our appreciation to our Forum 
meeting hosts Mary Lambert, Connee Shneidman, 
and Lee Shneidman.  OUR THANKS: To our 
members and subscribers for the support that makes 
Clio’s Psyche possible. To Benefactors Herbert 
Barry and Ralph Colp; Patrons David Beisel, Andrew 
Brink, Mary Lambert, Peter Loewenberg, Peter Pet-
schauer, Shirley Stewart, and Jacques Szaluta; Sus-
taining Members C. Frederick (Fred) Alford and 
David Lotto; Supporting Members Connee and Lee 
Shneidman; and Members Dick Booth, Bob Lentz, 
Peggy McLaughlin, Richard Morrock, Dom and 
Mena Potts, Nancy Unger, and George Victor.  Our 
thanks for thought-provoking materials to David 
Beisel, Rudolph Binion, Sue Erikson Bloland, Lisa 
Cassidy, Daniel Dervin, Alan Dundes, David Lotto, 
Carl Pagter, Philip Pomper, Joan Seymour, Howard 
Stein, and Beisel’s 14 students from Psychohistory II 
at SUNY-RCC.  To Gary Schmidt for editing, Tom 
Ossa for proofreading, and Lauren Gargani for Pub-
lisher 2003 layout.  We also wish to thank our nu-
merous referees, who must remain anonymous. 
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Your Experience Teaching Psychohistory/
Psychobiography/Political Psychology/ or a  

   Psychohistorical Component of a Course 
Learner Centered Pedagogy 
Case Studies of Learning and Teaching 
Teaching Theory and Theorists 
The Dynamics and Limits of Online Pedagogy 
Resistances in Learning Psychohistory 
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 Interviews on Teaching with Professor/Authors on 

Pedagogy: Beisel, Eichholz, Elovitz, Illick,  
   Loewenberg, Renshon, Strozier, et al 
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Teaching Psychohistory Around the World  
Covering Controversial Issues 
Adult Education/Elderhostel Instruction 
Dual Teacher/Student Articles  
Your Experience Providing Psychological Insight  
   into Subjects Such as Death and Dying, German  
  History, the Holocaust, Presidential Personality,  
  Trauma,/War/Peace/Conflict Resolution, and 
  Women’s Studies 
Teaching the Eriksonian Life Cycle 
Psychoanalysis as a Teaching/Learning Experience 
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Did 1940 Vichy Shape 1958 Paris?  
A Symposium (15 authors) 

De Gaulle as Pétain 
 

Rudolph Binion 
Brandeis University 

 
 The Third French Republic came to an inglo-
rious end between Bordeaux on June 16 and Vichy 
on July 10, 1940.  That June 16 in Bordeaux, make-
shift capital of France at the height of the German 
invasion, Premier Paul Reynaud made way for a suc-
cessor, Marshal Philippe Pétain, to request armistice 
terms.  Then on that July 10 as much of the French 
parliament as could meet in Vichy voted Pétain’s 
government full powers to draft a new, authoritarian 
constitution for popular approval and to rule by fiat 
meanwhile. Eighteen years later, between May 28 
and June 1-3, 1958, the Fourth French Republic came 
to an equally inglorious end.  In Paris on that May 28    

(continued on page 56)       

Thomas A. Kohut: Historian 
With a Psychoanalytic World View 

 

Paul Elovitz 
Ramapo College and the Psychohistory Forum 

Geoffrey Cocks 
Albion College 

 

 homas August Kohut, PhD, was born on 
March 11, 1950 in Chicago where he grew up as an 
only child.  As a youngster he attended the innovative 
Lab School of the University of Chicago.  He  later 
took his bachelors degree from Oberlin College in 
1972 and his masters and doctoral degrees from the 
University of Minnesota in 1975 and 1983.  He prac-
ticed psychotherapy and psychoanalysis in Cincin-
nati from 1981-84, and in 1984 graduated from the 
Cincinnati Psychoanalytic Institute where he became  

(Continued on page 49) 

Filial Loyalty and Rebellion in  
Watergate: Woodward, Felt and 

Nixon 
 

Kenneth Fuchsman 
University of Connecticut 

 
 Bob Woodward was 26-years-old, a Navy 
Lieutenant, bored, and uncertain of his future when 
in 1969, in the basement of the Nixon White House, 
he met W. Mark Felt, a senior FBI official.  Out of 
this chance encounter and subsequent developments, 
a hidden psychological drama developed that re-
sulted in Nixon’s resignation and forever marked the 
lives of these three men.  It involved issues of worthy 
and unworthy father figures, generational loyalties, 
and ego ideals. 
 

  This story begins with the identity issues of 
the young Bob Woodward.  Woodward’s own father 
was a prominent attorney in Wheaton, Illinois who, 
Woodward says, “wanted me to go to law school and 
eventually  join the firm” (The Secret Man: The Story  

(continued on next page) 

The Sin Against the Blood,  
Hitler, and the Holocaust 

 

George Victor 
Psychohistory Forum Research Associate 

 
Many studies of the origins of Adolf Hitler's 

decision to exterminate Jews cite internationally 
known books by the racists Arthur de Gobineau and 
Houston Stewart Chamberlain, and books by promi-
nent German anti-Semites—notably Theodor Fritsch.  
However, they omit or barely mention the man who 
most influenced  Hitler: Artur  Dinter  who, ironi-
cally, remains  little-known  in  the  United States. 

(Continued on page 48) 
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of Watergate’s Deep Throat [NY: Simon & Schus-
ter, 2005], p. 24).  In a 2003 interview, Woodward 
says: “my father to a certain extent was my 
model” (Academy of Achievement, “Bob Wood-
ward: Journalist For Truth,” p. 8 [www.achieve 
ment.org/autodoc/page/woo1int-1-9]).  Family de-
velopments modified the extent to which Al 
Woodward was a model for Bob, the oldest of 
three children.  When Bob was around 12 his 
mother had an affair and his parents divorced.  His 
father won custody of the children while his 
mother remarried and moved to another town 
(Adrian Havill, Deep Truth: The Lives of Bob 
Woodward and Carl Bernstein,  [NY: Birch Lane 
Press, 1993], p. 7).  Speaking about the dissolution 
of his parent’s marriage, Woodward says: 
“Divorce is painful…it destroys the very notion of 
context, because the only context you know as a 
child is family” (“Journalist,” p.7).  Three years 
after the divorce, Al Woodward remarried.  His 
new wife, Alice, had three children of her own and 
then together they had a daughter.  According to 
biographer Adrian Havill, Bob Woodward “viewed 
his stepfamily with suspicion and jeal-
ousy” (Havill, Deep Truth, p. 11).  One Christmas, 

Bob investigated and found his father had spent 
substantially more on gifts for his stepchildren than 
his offspring from his first marriage.  “I confronted 
him,” he told Playboy in 1989, “and showed him 
that the money he spent on them and on us was so 
dramatically out of balance…it was kind of sad, 
but the fact is that it’s a very competitive world 
when two families are brought together this 
way” (Havill, Deep Truth, p.11).  Despite the emo-
tional wounds, Woodward endured and as a young 
man he felt some obligation to adhere to his fa-
ther’s expectations.  In accordance with his father’s 
wishes, while still in the Navy, Woodward applied 
to and was admitted into Harvard Law School for 
the fall 1970 term.  Woodward was having second 
thoughts about this decision.  “This was a time in 
my life,” Woodward admits, “of considerable anxi-
ety, even consternation, about my future” (Wood- 
ward, Secret, p.18). 

 

 Mark Felt came along at a crucial time in 
Woodward’s life. Impressed with Felt’s bearing 
and personality, Woodward turned to Felt for men-
toring.  Woodward writes in The Secret Man: The 
Story of Watergate’s Deep Throat: “Mark Felt had 
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in some respects been an extra father” (Woodward, 
Secret, p. 186).  When Felt told the younger 
Woodward he should follow his own inclinations, 
this gave Bob the needed permission from a father 
figure to go against the hopes of his own father.  
For Bob Woodward, there was an inner conflict 
between filial piety and the separation-
individuation process.  By transferring, in part, his 
ego ideal and identification from his biological 
father to Mark Felt, both of whom were born in 
1913, Woodward took the step towards individua-
tion and chose journalism over law.  When Bob 
told his father about his decision, the elder Wood-
ward replied: “You’re crazy.”  Bob says that this 
“was probably the severest thing he has ever said 
to me” (“Journalist,” p.7).  With the advice of Felt, 
Woodward had established independence from the 
expectations of his father.  Interestingly enough, 
the same father-son drama over loyalty and inde-
pendence that occurred between the senior and 
junior Woodward was to reoccur between Bob 
Woodward and Mark Felt, with significant and 
varying consequences for both of them. 

 W. Mark Felt was a loyal “company man.”  
His ego ideal and father figure was personified by 
its authoritarian and perfectionist director, J. Edgar 
Hoover.  Felt writes: “I had tremendous admiration 
for the man” (W. Mark Felt, The FBI Pyramid: 
From the Inside [NY: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1979], 
p. 178).  Hoover “was a sincere human being…
with real greatness” (Felt, FBI, p. 204).    
 

 Hoover had built the FBI into the agency 
that defended the country against “public ene-
mies.”  These public foes of the FBI evolved from 
depression era professional criminals, to Nazis, 
Communists, Martin Luther King. Jr., and other 
assorted radicals.  As the loyal and capable son, 
Felt had risen to be the third in command in the 
agency.  W. Mark Felt adhered to Hoover’s pater-
nalistic ideology of the FBI as the defender of vir-
tue against public enemies.  After Hoover died on 
May 2, 1972 and the next in command retired, Felt 
believed his service to the “Bureau” and filial loy-
alty entitled him to succeed Hoover.  The good son 
should inherit the father’s company.  “I allowed 
myself to think I had an excellent chance,” Felt 
admits (Felt, FBI, p. 178).  However, President 
Nixon thwarted Felt’s hopes by appointing a 
Nixon loyalist, L. Patrick Gray, rather than Felt, a 
Hoover loyalist, as Acting FBI Director. 
 

 Richard Nixon, who was also born in 
1913, had loyalty and father issues of his own; he 
was raised by an erratic and tempestuous father.  
As a freshman Congressman in the 1940s, Nixon 
had allied himself with Hoover’s war against the 
“public enemy” of the Communist menace.  His 
alliance with Hoover had helped him break the 
Hiss case.  Nixon exploited the fear of Commu-
nism to rise to national prominence and be selected 
as Eisenhower’s running mate in 1952.  As Eisen-
hower’s Vice President for eight years, Nixon en-
dured rejection and distance from the fatherly 
President.  In a move for independence, when 
Nixon first ran for president in 1960 he did not 
seek the help of the popular Eisenhower until late 
in the campaign, and may have lost the presiden-
tial race as a result. 

 

 For the next eight years, Nixon endured 
the slings and arrows of fortune, many of them 
self-inflicted, until he barely won the Presidency 
himself in 1968.  As the resentful son who had fi-
nally earned the role of Supreme Commander, 
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Nixon saw the president as a law unto himself, as 
someone almost above the law. He asserted on 
more than one occasion that some things might be 
illegal for others but if the president did them, they 
would be legal.  Certainly, such a man, fearful that 
others might have authority over him, did not want 
an FBI Director who might put the interests of the 
law and the FBI over those of the president.      
Where FBI loyalists adhered to the “public en-
emy” ideology, Nixon had moved from fighting 
“public enemies” to combating his “political ene-
mies.” The Nixon White House developed an 
“enemies list.”  It was this descent from “public” 
to “political enemies” that led Nixon’s followers to 
their ill- fated adventures culminating in the Wa-
tergate break-in on June 17, 1972.  Where Hoover 
and the FBI used a paternalistic model to enforce 
social injunctions, Nixon and his men used power 
and authority to go after those sibling rivals: politi-
cal opponents. 

 

 We have three different men with diver-
gent ego ideals and moral beliefs who become cen-
tral figures in one of the great dramas in American 
history.  Interestingly enough, the generational 
struggles that each of our protagonists had were 
echoed by the struggles of the 1960s and 1970s.  
For this time period was one where generational 
conflicts were prevalent.  Many of America’s 
youth were attacking the legitimacy of paternal 
authority in the family and in government and 
other adults were seeking to control the actions of 
disobedient youth.  Oedipal and generational 
struggles pervaded these years. 

 

 Mark Felt is an unlikely candidate as a re-
bel against presidential authority.  He was willing 
to sponsor FBI intrusions into the activities of the 
radical left, and believed in upholding the law as 
interpreted by the puritanical J. Edgar Hoover.  
Though Felt could rationalize secret black bag 
searches and seizures at the homes of radicals and 
wiretapping Martin Luther King’s private activi-
ties as protecting the public against its enemies, he 
found the White House’s thwarting, with Acting 
Director Gray’s assistance, of the FBI probe into 
the June 1972 break-in at the Watergate complex 
as a threat to the integrity and independence of the 
FBI.  Felt writes, “once in the Oval Office” Nixon 
“saw the possibilities of making the FBI a White 
House police force.”  Nixon wanted the FBI to be 

“an adjunct of the Nixon White House” (Felt, FBI, 
p. 277).  To Felt, the threat to the FBI from the 
Nixon administration was serious.  “What Nixon 
did not foresee,” Felt declares, “was that the Bu-
reau’s professional staff would fight this tooth and 
nail” (Felt, FBI, p. 277).  Even so, Felt believed 
that FBI agents should not leak the details of in-
vestigations to the press–such disclosures go 
against the very grain of the agency.  So it was not 
without intense inner conflict that on June 19, two 
days after the Watergate break-in, Felt turned to a 
reporter to get information out about the extent of 
Watergate activities.  There were probably senior 
reporters in whom Felt could have confided.  He 
chose to talk to the relatively inexperienced but 
talented Bob Woodward, someone 30 years his 
junior whom he could treat as a subordinate, as a 
loyal son faithfully carrying out the wishes of the 
“father.”  So Mark Felt became the legendary 
“Deep Throat.” 

 

 Leaking to the Washington Post was only 
one part of Felt’s tooth and nail fight.  Within the 
Bureau, on July 5, Felt and FBI colleagues forced 
a confrontation with Acting Director Gray to stop 
the White House and CIA obstruction of the FBI 
probe into the Watergate break-in.  As a result, 
Nixon and the CIA backed down and the investi-
gation into the break-in resumed without restric-
tion (Felt, FBI, pp. 253-257).  Nevertheless, Felt 
was still worried about political influence on the 
conduct of the agency and continued to turn to the 
young reporter. 
 

 Felt laid down strict conditions to Wood-
ward regarding how and where they would com-
municate.  Part of their understanding was that 
Felt’s contributions would be on what is known in 
journalism as “deep background.”  Early in The 
Secret Man, Woodward explains, that in deep 
background “information can be used but no 
source of any kind would be identi-
fied” (Woodward, Secret, p. 4).  Later in the book, 
after the Watergate break-in, when Felt has laid 
out the elaborate rules by which they could contact 
each other, Woodward reiterates that “deep back-
ground” meant that “no source would be cited–not 
an FBI, Justice Department or administration 
source” (Woodward, Secret, p.66). 
 

 The secret conversations Woodward and 
Felt had in the underground parking garage in Vir-
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ginia were very helpful in providing direction for 
Woodward and Bernstein’s investigations.  The 
reporting in the Washington Post helped break the 
Watergate case and was influential in getting other 
investigations going which eventually led to the 
fall of the President.  Woodward and Bernstein 
recognized in late 1972 that Nixon could be im-
peached and that they would have a role in top-
pling the Commander in Chief of the United 
States.  Whether Mark Felt knew his conversations 
with Woodward would lead to Nixon’s fall, we 
will probably never know.  Felt was focused on 
upholding one authority over another: the FBI’s 
role in law enforcement over the White House’s 
political attempt to subvert legal investigations.  
For Woodward and for Felt, higher authority and 
father figures might be corrupt, so there may be 
legitimacy in overturning them.  One wonders 
about feelings of guilt and remorse over this rebel-
lion against authority. 
 

 The issue of filial loyalty arises for both 
Felt and Woodward.  It has been reported that Felt 
was reluctant to admit he was “Deep Throat” be-
cause in revealing information and his fears to a 
reporter he had violated his own professional eth-
ics.  He was torn between adhering to two different 
value systems and did not want his rebellion 
against presidential authority to be known.  In his 
1979 memoir of his FBI career, The FBI Pyramid, 
Mark Felt on a number of occasions addressed the 
question of whether he was the source known as 
“Deep Throat.”  In his book, he asserts: “I never 
leaked information to Woodward and Bernstein or 
anyone else!” (Felt, FBI, p. 226).  We now know 
this is false.  Curiously, in his book, Felt says that 
“’Deep Throat’ leaked details” of the contents of 
Howard Hunt’s White House safe “to The Wash-
ington Post which carried the story” (Felt, FBI, p. 
259). 
 

 Woodward’s filial loyalty to Felt took an 
interesting turn.  Because of the recognition that 
came to Woodward and Bernstein and because of 
their reporting, albeit assisted by Mark Felt, they 
were offered a book contract.  When writing All 
the President’s Men, Woodward phoned and in-
quired of Felt if he would mind being identified in 
the book.  Woodward writes: “He exploded.  Ab-
solutely not.  Was I mad even to make such a re-
quest?”  Felt insisted, as Woodward writes, that 

“he had to be able to count on our agreement, to 
count on me. He used the word 
‘inviolate’” (Woodward, Secret, p.110).  What was 
Woodward’s response to his “extra father’s” call 
for loyalty?  “Felt made me feel shame.  I won-
dered how I could even have made such a re-
quest…..Exposure would challenge his probity 
with everyone important in his life” (Woodward, 
Secret, p.111).  Despite Felt’s admonitions, Wood-
ward and Bernstein decided to take Mark Felt off 
deep background and identify him by his news-
room nickname of “Deep Throat” in their book.  
“It never really crossed my mind,” Woodward ad-
mits, “to leave out the details of Deep Throat’s 
role” (Woodward, Secret, p. 113).  In moving Felt 
from deep background to “Deep Throat,” Wood-
ward was going against his own definition of 
“deep background” where no source of any kind is 
identified.  As Woodward wrote, this would in-
clude not giving any indication that he had a 
source from the FBI, Justice Department or the 
administration.  Woodward and Bernstein in an-
nouncing in All the President’s Men, that 
“Woodward had a source in the Executive Branch” 
and that “Woodward had promised he would never 
identify him or his position to anyone” were being 
ingenuous (Carl Bernstein and Bob Woodward, All 
the President’s Men [NY: Simon and Schuster, 
1974], p. 71).  For it was not only Felt’s personal 
identity or position that was to be protected, on 
deep background there was never supposed to be a 
printed acknowledgment that such a source ex-
isted.  Did Woodward either inform Felt or ask his 
permission for breaking their agreement that he 
would remain on deep background?  No, he did 
not.  So much for Woodward protecting the invio-
late nature of his agreement with Felt.  By going 
against Felt’s conditions, was Woodward exhibit-
ing a filial disloyalty to Felt as he had with his 
own father?  In all likelihood, yes.  There were 
layers of generational revolt on Woodward’s part 
in the Watergate affair. 

 

 After Woodward and Bernstein’s book was 
published in 1974, Woodward phoned Felt.  
Woodward writes:  “I was dying to know what he 
thought….When he heard my voice, he hung up. 
For days I was haunted, imagining the worst….he 
would go public and denounce me as a betrayer 
and scum who had exploited our accidental friend-
ship….I can still hear the banging of his telephone 
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and the sudden dial tone….I did not have the cour-
age to phone him again” (Woodward, Secret, pp. 
115-116).  Woodward then goes on to add that 
soon afterwards that both the Washingtonian 
magazine and the Wall Street Journal identified 
Felt as “Deep Throat.”  For the next 31 years, Felt 
would publicly deny that he was the secret source 
for Woodward and Bernstein.  Felt’s payback for 
befriending Woodward was a life of public lying 
and private shame. 
 

 It has often been said that the sins of the 
fathers are passed on to the next generation.  In 
this case, Mark Felt the father stand-in may have 
been both a sinner and a savior, but the sins of the 
psychological son were inflicted onto the father 
figure.  In 1978, when Felt was indicted for his 
role with the radical Weather Underground, it be-
came clear that if his role as “Deep Throat” were 
revealed it would further complicate Felt’s life and 
fate.  Around that time Woodward and Felt talked.  
Felt reminded Bob of his “commitment not to fur-
ther exploit our relationship” and this added to, 
Woodward says, “my growing feelings of personal 
responsibility for his plight” (Woodward, Secret, 
pp. 144-145).  After Woodward had wounded his 
mentor, he felt and feels guilt.  This brings to mind 
“the remorse” the sons in the primal horde feel 
after they “had satisfied their hatred” of their fa-
ther (Freud (1913), Standard Edition, Volume 13, 
p. 143).  While outwardly for over 30 years Wood-
ward appeared to be a loyal protector of “Deep 
Throat’s” privacy, inwardly Woodward knew that 
he had exploited his relationship with Felt for his 
own fame and fortune. 
 

 The ironic circle of these three players is 
continued when at Felt’s criminal trial, former 
President Nixon testifies in Felt’s defense and 
Woodward remains silent.  Nixon’s historical fate 
will always be entwined with those of Felt and 
Woodward, men he hardly knew or had not met at 
all.  Nixon’s presidency, with all its abuse of 
power, was exposed by two aspiring reporters, 
some anonymous sources, including a disgruntled 
federal official.  In this saga, Nixon, Felt and 
Woodward form an unusual triangle.  For all three 
unresolved issues of paternal authority and genera-
tional loyalty combined with more public factors 
to produce a complicated drama.  Public issues of 
power and authority have parallel sources in how 

families interact.  The actions of players in public 
political dramas are also reflections of their family 
conflicts.  Political issues and childhood dramas 
are forever entangled.  In Watergate and its expo-
sure, the lead actors have mixed motivations and 
are enacting family dramas on the public stage.  
The father figures in this drama paid severe prices 
for their actions, while the son becomes a heroic 
reporter, a slayer of dragons, a symbolic killer of 
various father surrogates.  In victory, The Secret 
Man is Woodward’s confession of his betrayal and 
remorse. 
 

 Ken Fuchsman, EdD, is Executive Pro-
gram Director of the Bachelor of General Studies 
Program at the University of Connecticut's Col-
lege of Continuing Studies and Assistant Extension 
Professor.  Previously, he taught history at the 
University of Connecticut for 14 years.  Currently, 
he is working on a book on Freud's Oedipus com-
plex, sections of which have been published in 
Free Associations and Psychoanalysis and History 
and a part of which was presented to a Psychohis-
tory Forum work-in-progress seminar.  Dr. Fuchs- 
man may be reached at <Ken.fuchsman@uconn. 
edu>. 

 
Reflections  on “Deep Throat” 

 

Paul H. Elovitz 

Clio’s Psyche 
 

 The recent revelation that William Mark 
Felt was “Deep Throat” has sparked considerable 
interest, including the publication of Bob Wood-
ward’s The Secret Man: The Story of Watergate’s 
Deep Throat (2005).  My first concern is why the 
movie that gave its name to the source for the truth 
of the Watergate cover-up was such a phenomenon 
of 1972-73.  Then I move on to the questions of the 
connections between the language of sex and 
power, power as an aphrodisiac, fear and envy, 
political and personal betrayal, and a comparison 
of the star secret source (“Deep Throat”) and the 
star of the Deep Throat movie. 

 

Although the early 1970s were an ex-
tremely busy time in my life when I did not get to a 
lot of films, my first wife rather sheepishly said, 
“There’s a film that we must go see.”  I took my 
head out of whatever book on history, psycho-
analysis, or psychohistory I happened to be reading 
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at the moment, inquiring, “What’s it about?”  
Blushing a bright red, she responded, “Ah, eh, 
umm, uh, it’s something different.  It’s something 
you’ll like.  It’s something men like.  It’s sexy.  
Everyone is going to it.  We ought to go!”  My cu-
riosity—to say nothing of my libido—was aroused 
by this unusual request.  So we went. 

 

 The out-of-the-way theater was in a seedy 
section of a city well past its prime and the movie 
posters in its display cases illustrated that pornog-
raphy was its mainstay.  Not only was the movie 
house jammed, but it was overflowing with mid-
dle-class couples.  Indeed, we ran into two col-
leagues and their spouses from my department of a 
dozen professors.  They proclaimed that they also 
had never before been to a pornographic movie but 
they had to see Deep Throat because “everyone” 
was talking about it. 
 

 The success of Deep Throat was not based 
on the negligible acting ability of Linda Lovelace 
(Linda Susan Boreman) or the extremely limited 
plot.  The main action of the movie had to do with 
the act of fellatio—a subject I had never previously 
encountered in the cinema.  The film’s premise is 
that Linda, who was sexually frustrated despite an 
Olympian effort to achieve orgasm with a large 
number of partners, sought medical help.  The doc-
tor discovered that her clitoris was in the back of 
her throat, rather than in the usual place, and glee-
fully betrayed medical ethics to personally demon-
strate how she could achieve satisfaction—as 
would a variety of other men whose penises were 
long enough to reach her misplaced clitoris.  The 
audience watched with rapt attention. 
 

 Why were the prohibitions on watching 
pornography overcome by so many middle class 
couples that Deep Throat became the first porno-
graphic film to cross over to a mainstream audi-
ence in 1972-73?  Why by this particular sample of 
cinema?  We were more disgusted than titillated in 
watching the second film, The Devil in Miss Jones.  
It was becoming “in” not simply for women to per-
form oral sex (in the process of which bowing 
down before a man like a knight showing his sub-
servience to his lord) but for men to begin to talk 
in public about women’s pleasure.  In the early 
1970s, the clitoris as the real source of female sex-
ual pleasure was entering public discourse after 
Masters and Johnson’s pioneering work, Human 

Sexual Response (1966), and Comfort’s The Joy of 
Sex, a best seller in 1972.  Part of the male fantasy 
of Deep Throat was that the men Linda Lovelace 
performed fellatio on were giving her pleasure 
through the stimulation of her clitoris. 
 

 “Deep Throat” was chosen by Howard 
Simons, Managing Editor of the Washington Post, 
as the cover name for Woodward’s source because 
he was in “deep background” (Woodward, Secret 
Man, p. 4).  The “Deep” in “Deep Throat” implied 
how well entrenched Carl Bernstein and Bob 
Woodward’s most famous secret source was within 
the Washington establishment.  However, there 
were also other reasons that may be less apparent, 
though not necessarily less important. 
 

 Deep Throat was the “in” movie for people 
in the age group of the gutsy Washington Post re-
porters, Bernstein and Woodward.  Using this 
name, in violation of Woodward’s agreement with 
Felt that he was only to be referred to as a source 
for “deep background,” further strengthened their 
sense that they were in the “in” group.  After all, 
the President, the head of the FBI, all of Washing-
ton, and soon the nation would be guessing the 
identity of the confidential source from whom the 
reporters were getting their information.  The psy-
chology of having secret, special knowledge 
known only to a tiny handful of people at the Post 
was intense.  “Secrets have a power…and we had 
the power,” is how Carl Bernstein now remembers 
the situation (Woodward, Secret Man, p. 225).  
There was both a sense of being chosen and a fear 
that, at moments, transformed itself into Wood-
ward’s having “paranoid” thoughts (pp. 87-88).  
This reminds me of the fleeting paranoid thoughts I 
had about being exposed for going to a “dirty” 
movie!  The excitement and fear of the movie 
Deep Throat was mirrored in Washington politics 
in what was an age of permissiveness. 
 

 The language of romance and sex is used 
quite extensively in politics.  For example, a newly 
elected president normally has a “honeymoon” pe-
riod during which there is a minimum of criticism.  
“Power is the ultimate aphrodisiac” according to 
Henry Kissinger.  He liked to say that, before he 
became National Security Advisor and Secretary of 
State, he was just a pudgy professor avoided by 
beautiful women at cocktail parties, and that, after-
ward, women found him to be quite sexy. 
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 The sexuality of power and bringing down 
the powerful is worth probing.  During the Water-
gate scandal, having the second-in-command at the 
FBI clandestinely providing the darkest secrets of 
the President was dangerous and titillating.  There 
was an enormous risk involved.  The Post and its 
reporters were earning the enmity of one of the 
most powerful men in the world—a man who kept 
an enemies list.  In 1972, John Mitchell, Nixon’s 
Attorney General, had declared to Bernstein that 
“Katie Graham’s [publisher of the Washington 
Post] gonna get her tit caught in a big fat wringer if 
that's published.” 

 

Politics is about power, and for that matter, 
sex often is as well.  Fellatio is usually about a 
woman making herself subservient to a man as 
well as giving him sexual pleasure.  The power 
games played among men in Washington bring to 
mind the emphasis in the movie on the size of 
men’s penises.  I am also reminded that the origins 
of the word fuck is from the Middle English word 
fuchen—meaning to strike, move quickly, or pene-
trate. 
  

 While I was growing up, fellatio was asso-
ciated with perversion.  This is how all male-to-
male sex—homosexuality—was seen.  As a young 
man, my father was awakened by what appeared to 
be a nocturnal emission (wet dream), which turned 
out to be caused by someone he had never seen 
before performing oral sex on him.  Outraged, he 
beat up the man.  In male society among some 
workingmen and college students, there were many 
references to “blow jobs,” “cock sucking,” and 
“giving head.”  The Army introduced me to “flying 
fuck,” “fuck-up,” “not giving a fuck,” and “suck 
my dick”—as a sign of contempt.  Most vivid in 
my mind is “fuck-your-buddy-week”—when be-
traying your buddies was not only allowed, it was 
said to be mandatory because of the pressure put 
on soldiers by their higher ups.  Its implications 
were to anal, male-to-male sex.  In the virtually all 
male groups (the Army, business, college dorms, 
sports, and truck driving/warehousing) of my early 
manhood, sexual references among men always 
seemed to me to have more to do with power rela-
tionships than to the orgiastic pleasures of sex and 
nothing to do with love.  In studying politics from 
a psychodynamic perspective, I also discovered 
that the same was true in politics. 

 

Clearly, Mark Felt was out to “get”—to 
“screw” or to “fuck” Dick Nixon.  He felt that he, 
personally, and the FBI as an institution, had been 
screwed by the President; he was not going to let 
some politician keep his agency from both getting 
to the truth and getting the truth out to the public.  
He thought that Haldeman and the cocky young 
men who served the President were treating him 
like an office boy whenever they needed informa-
tion, a further measure of their dishonoring the 
“Bureau” he had given his life to and loved.  He 
might have to come running when they called, but 
he could, by his clandestine actions, have them 
called to the bar of justice by getting out the truth 
of their illegal activities. 

 

Bob Woodward, who said Felt thought of 
him as his secret field agent (Woodward, Secret, p. 
106), had spent a “gutless five years in the Navy” 
during the Vietnam War that he “detested” and had 
decided against law school because it also “seemed 
gutless” to him (Woodward, Secret, p. 26).  He 
was looking to find his own way in the world, and 
what better way to prove his courage to himself 
than to go after the truth of the illegal activities 
associated with the Committee to Reelect the 
President (CREEP) and the White House?  Under 
the guidance of experienced Post editors and, with 
the assistance of his “friend” at the FBI, a veteran 
of WW II espionage, he would prove that he was 
no longer “gutless.”  For Woodward, “Watergate 
was a cleansing” though, for Felt, it would be the 
“opposite” (Woodward, Secret, p. 145) 
  

 Envy, betrayal, and guilt are discernible in 
the life of Nixon and are apparent in the relation-
ship of Woodward and Felt.  Richard Milhous 
Nixon was a second son of five, who was envious 
of the attention his mother gave to his eldest and 
youngest brothers.  After their tragic deaths during 
his teenage years, his guilt drove him to be, in the 
words of his mother, “three sons in one.”  His envy 
would be one wellspring of his drive for success 
and power. Along the road to success, he betrayed 
Quaker pacifism and many other of the values he 
was taught, to say nothing of his closest advisors, 
some of whom served jail time for their services to 
him in the Watergate cover-up.  Most members of 
his inner circle reciprocated by publishing memoirs 
portraying Nixon in an unflattering light.  Men like 
Bernstein, Felt, and Woodward, who felt little loy-
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alty to the commander-in-chief of their country, 
were out to suck the power away from his admini-
stration.  Ultimately, however, Nixon betrayed 
himself, brought down by his own disclaimed guilt 
(David Abrahamsen, Nixon Versus Nixon: An 
Emotional Tragedy, 1976). 
 

 W. Mark Felt was envious of L. Patrick 
Gray III, who was given the position of Acting Di-
rector of the FBI, a job he himself felt entitled to 
and coveted.  Ultimately, he would become envi-
ous of Bob Woodward’s success, power, and 
wealth made possible by the information he had 
fed to the young reporter at great peril to himself.  
In  short, “Deep   Throat” felt  used,  betrayed,  and 
unable to speak even to Bob Woodward about 
these things because of the danger of being ex-
posed as a result of violating his own FBI code of 
ethics as well as the law. 
 

 The star of the other Deep Throat had simi-
lar feelings.  In her 1980 autobiography, entitled 
Ordeal, Linda Lovelace claimed that she made the 
film with her husband literally holding a gun to her 
head, and that she was paid nothing for her work in 
it.  Despite her fame, she does not appear to have 
done well financially from her other films, includ-
ing Linda Lovelace for President (1975).   
 

 This daughter of a policeman went to paro-
chial schools and subsequently presented herself as 
having been an abused child and wife.  She would 
have a troubled life that included an arrest for drug 
abuse, prostitution, a career campaigning against 
pornography after her porno career was over, and 
death in her early 50s from injuries sustained in an 
auto accident.  The genuineness of Linda Love-
lace’s status as a victim betrayed by those around 
her is problematic: she reveled in the role of the 
injured party, benefited financially from the anti-
porn lecture circuit, and she enjoyed her career 
making porno “flicks” according to a co-worker 
and friend from her Deep Throat days.  By con-
trast, there is no question in my mind that Mark 
Felt was betrayed by the young reporter he be-
friended. 
 

 The extent of Woodward’s betrayal of his 
“extra father,” Mark Felt, is easy to document 
(Woodward, Secret Man, p. 186).  The younger 
man wrote that “he beat it into my head: security at 
all cost” (p. 106), yet Woodward did not follow  

this injunction.  “His friend” had told him to never 
give the FBI as the source for anything to any 
one—Woodward  did   just  this;  Felt   said   never  
quote him even anonymously—Woodward quoted 
him; and the former undercover agent insisted the 
very existence of their talks had to be a secret—
Woodward   spoke   about  his  conversations  with             
“my friend in the FBI” to a colleague, his superi-
ors, and even wrote him into All the President’s 
Men as “Deep Throat,” which drew even more at-
tention to the agent who would soon be on trial for 
other activities.  Bob Woodward presents his re-
cent contact with Felt as a sentimental reunion, 
expressing feelings of gratitude for the Watergate 
help as well as showing him how to develop a 
trusting relationship with sources.  This appears to 
be just more flattery by Washington’s most suc-
cessful journalist, who used Felt and is now scoop-
ing the older man in publishing Felt’s own story 
which he had written in preparation for publication 
upon Felt’s death since Woodward would then be 
released from his commitment to conceal the iden-
tify of his key source. 
 

 Bob Woodward spoke about feeling guilty, 
and even sounded guilty, while pushing his The 
Story of Watergate’s Deep Throat book from talk 
show to talk show in July.  He expressed guilt re-
garding having “used” Felt and the fact that he 
benefited financially while Felt is worrying about 
money.  He sounded tempted to provide money to 
his former mentor and father surrogate, but ex-
plained that he couldn’t do this because paying 
sources would set a terrible journalistic precedent.  
On “Larry King Live” he offered to serve some of 
The New York Times’ Judith Miller’s jail time for 
refusing to divulge her sources, but he knew very 
well that this was really an empty gesture of soli-
darity with a fellow reporter since neither the 
prosecutor nor judge would accept such an ar-
rangement.  His feelings of guilt don’t seem to get 
in the way of his being the ultimate Washington 
insider, who even the President feels he has to talk 
to as he did for Bush at War (2002) and Plan of 
Attack (2004).  Bob Woodward is wonderful at 
getting close to his sources, as he did with Mark 
Felt.  In the end, many of these sources feel used—
“screwed” or “fucked” in the vernacular. 
 

 “Deep Throat” (Mark Felt) and Deep 
Throat’s star Linda Lovelace are the starting points 
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for this essay.  Of course, in most ways, they could 
not be more different.  The first symbolizes a 
struggle to get the truth out about a failed political 
burglary and criminal presidential cover-up, while 
the other is the star of a pornographic movie.  The 
key player in the first kept his secret for over 30 
years until Felt’s Alzheimer’s disease and the de-
sire for money for his grandson brought it out into 
the open.  The star of the second exposed her body 
and herself in her pornographic movies, Playboy 
magazine, her various autobiographies, and, later, 
as an anti-pornography crusader.  The first is a 
male born in Idaho who is alive at the age of 91 
and the second was a female born in the Bronx 
who died in 2002 at the age of 53. 
 

 Yet, in some ways, they are rather similar.  
In an era of permissiveness, both broke taboos, one 
secretly and the other in the most flagrant of ways.  
Both have had their 15 minutes of fame.  Both 
lived dangerously: one as an FBI undercover agent 
for his country and the most talked about secret 
source bringing forth the truth, and the other in the 
porn industry and as a drug user facing arrest.  
Each had two children.  In the public mind they 
share a common name that implies sexuality, be-
trayal of codes of conduct, the risk of exposure, 
and danger. 

 

“Deep Throat” and Deep Throat reflect two 
important elements of American life in Nixon’s 
second administration. 
 

 Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, lived through the 
Watergate scandal and was pleased to see the 
cover-up unravel and Nixon forced from the White 
House because of his intense opposition to Nixon’s 
continuation of the war in Vietnam and enlarge-
ment of it to Cambodia.  He may be contacted at 
pelovitz@aol.com. 

 
Our Horror: 

A Psychohistorical Meditation  

 

Howard F. Stein 
University of Oklahoma  
Health Sciences Center 

 

          For the last several months—spring and sum-
mer 2005—I have been able to listen to virtually 
nothing else except Dmitri Shostakovich’s Eighth 
Symphony (“Stalingrad”): in my office, at home, 

while driving in my car to work and to teach in 
rural Oklahoma.  I have felt that it is as much mu-
sic for our time as it was the child of 
Shostakovich’s torment in 1943.  Josef Stalin and 
his regime had expected from him a triumph sym-
phony, since the tides of World War II had finally 
turned in favor of the Allies.  Instead, 
Shostakovich gave them a bleak portrait of war’s 
brutality and horror.  Implicitly, without “saying” 
so at the time, he also depicted the endless terror 
that Stalinism inflicted on its own people in the 
name of Soviet Socialism.   
 

This symphony was his horrific Picasso 
“Guernica” painted in musical notation.  It is a vi-
sion in sound of implacable darkness.  In this sym-
phony was to be found no sentimentality, no na-
tionalistic boosterism, only anguish.  In the lan-
guage of music, Shostakovich told the truth that 
everyone knew but was kept a national secret. Now 
at war in Iraq, we in the United States are far dis-
placed in time from the particulars of 
Shostakovich’s circumstances, but not from their 
terrible emotional outline. 
 

 As a psychoanalytic anthropologist who 
has long studied my own culture, I am here both 
“key informant” and “scholarly inter-
preter” (Beneath the Crust of Culture.  New York: 
Rodopi, 2004).  In organizational consulting as 
well as large group cultural analysis, I use my 
countertransference as crucial data about the group 
as well as about myself (Nothing Personal, Just 
Business: A Guided Journey into Organizational 
Darkness. Westport, CT: Quorum 2001; 
“Countertransference and Organizational Know-
ing: New Frontiers and Old Truths,” Free Associa-
tions  [11 Part 3 No. 59 2004] pp. 325-337).  My 
obsession with listening to this Shostakovich sym-
phony is trying to teach me something – about the 
psychohistory of our own time in America, about 
our war.  In a sense, this music is a methodological 
starting point on the road from empathy to under-
standing.  I am reminded of what the British poet-
soldier Wilfred Owen wrote during the First World 
War, a war that would soon consume him in 
it:  “My subject is War, and the pity of War.  The 
poetry is in the pity.… All a poet can do today is 
warn. That is why true Poets must be truth-
ful” (Preface, The Collected Poems of Wilfred 
Owen. [NY: New Directions, 1963]).  It is the stark 
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truthfulness of Shostakovich’s Eighth Symphony 
that has seized me. 
 

          What others have done and are doing to 
harm us is paralleled by what we have long been 
doing to ourselves.  But we are silent about 
it.  Years before President George W. Bush pro-
claimed “Either you are with us, or you are with 
the terrorists,” following September 11th 2001, cor-
porate leaders across America had been demanding 
the same uncritical loyalty and sacrifice from their 
employees and managers.  It is a loyalty they did 
not return.  In the war room atmosphere of count-
less corporate meetings, to think and speak criti-
cally was to be despised and expelled.  Years be-
fore foreign terrorists attacked the United States in 
jumbo jets, we were already terrorizing ourselves.  
 

Endless waves of corporate mergers and 
hostile takeovers, downsizings, RIFings, reengi-
neerings, restructurings, outsourcings, deskillings, 
and the proliferation of managed health care cre-
ated tens of millions of disposable and disposed-of 
Americans in blue and white collar jobs.  These 
issues have long concerned me as someone who 
has personally as well as professionally struggled 
with downsizing and who has helped other indi-
viduals and institutions to face and address the psy-
chic wounds that occurred and that persist even 
after new employment is found.  I feel these issues 
of brutality and disposability in my very being, 
which makes the music of Shostakovich resonate 
with my own experience.  Over the past decade, 
these issues have inspired much of my psycho-
historical and psycho-anthropological work 
(Euphemism, Spin, and the Crisis in Organiza-
tional Life [Westport, CT: Quorum,]) 1998.] 
 

          For two decades we have witnessed eco-
nomic purges in the workplace and the abandon-
ment of employees to the streets.  What happened 
to them did not matter so long as they were out, 
gone, and the workplace is purified by their ab-
sence.  We are now our own teeming re-
fuse.  Stockholder value has become not only the 
highest social good, but the only good.  The associ-
ated virtues of increased productivity, profitability, 
and the implacable “bottom line” have followed 
not far behind.  We do not disappear those whom 
we rid ourselves to Siberia or to Gulags.  But they 
are no less invisible in our midst.  We commit our 
internal terror in the name of democracy, freedom 

and unbridled economic competition.  Called 
“television without pity,” Donald Trump’s popular 
reality television show, “The Apprentice,” urges 
our corporate gladiators on to ever greater con-
quests, while the audience cheers them on.  Gone 
is civility; there is only victory or defeat.  Who 
dares to disagree? 
 

          Stalin and his propagandists directed every-
one’s attention to the “Great Patriotic War” against 
Nazi fascism, as they called World War II, in part 
to deflect public attention from the millions he and 
his regime were killing at home in the name of 
revolutionary socialism.  It often appears to me 
that our national leaders are doing much the same 
in the War Against Terrorism.  We are waging a 
war on two fronts, against a foreign enemy and 
against ourselves.  That is the terrible truth 
Shostakovich’s Eighth Symphony is trying to tell 
me and refusing to relinquish its hold.   
 

          Business as usual.  War as usual.  Sacrifice 
as usual.  On many fronts, we are systematically 
getting rid of fellow human beings.  Perhaps truth-
fulness in the face of propaganda’s obligatory cli-
ché is the beginning of an awakening from our cul-
tural trance.  It is our own creeping totalitarianism 
from which we have most to fear (David Lotto. 
“Fascism Resurgent,” The Journal of Psychohis-
tory [30 No. 3 Winter 2003], pp. 296-305).  In 
large measure, we have made desolate our own 
cultural landscape.  We, like Shostakovich, are left 
with the tasking of bearing witness to the horror – 
ours as well as theirs.   
 

The psychohistorical task, it seems to me, 
is three-fold.  As psychohistorians, the emotional 
capacity to contain our own culture’s atrocities is a 
starting point.  Bearing witness—seeing beneath 
the official veil of secrecy and denial, and finding 
words for what we observe—is perhaps the next 
step.  Finally comes emotionally grounded psycho-
historical explanation.  But there is no shortcut to 
it.  That is what Shostakovich’s Eighth Symphony 
is trying to tell me as a psychohistorian about life 
in  contemporary United States. 

 

 Howard F. Stein, PhD, a psychoanalytic 
anthropologist, psychohistorian, organizational 
consultant, and poet, is professor in the Depart-
ment of Family and Preventive Medicine, Univer-
sity of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center.  His 
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most recent book is Beneath the Crust of Culture 
(2004).  He can be reached at <howard-stein@ 
ouhsc.edu>.  

 
The Sin Against the Blood 

 

(Continued from front page) 
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 During the late nineteenth century, animal 
breeders reported an imagined phenomenon called 
telegony.  If a superior mare, for example, was 
bred just once to an inferior stallion, she was bio-
logically rendered permanently incapable of bear-
ing superior foals.  Anecdotal reports of telegony 
came to the attention of Charles Darwin and other 
scientists, who published them without verifica-
tion. 
 

 Artur Dinter (1876-1948) was a scientist, 
fanatical theologian, novelist, playwright, and 
drama critic— probably a genius.  There is no full 
biography of him; the following is based on a 
dozen articles and brief mentions in books, of 
which the most detailed is “Race and Spirituality: 
Arthur Dinter's Theosophical Antisemitism”  by 
George Kren and Rodler Morris (Holocaust and 
Genocide Studies, 1991, Vol. 6 #4) .  In 1917, 
Dinter suffered a mental breakdown, prompted by 
a war injury, disease, and his belief that his wife 
had taken a Jewish lover, and had a child by him 
while he served at the front.  Dinter regained a 
measure of sanity by hastily writing The Sin 
Against the Blood, an autobiographical novel in 
which his suspicions of his wife’s infidelity were a 
crucial element.  After release from the hospital, he 
sued his wife for divorce, citing the alleged affair.  
The court found his accusations to be unwarranted 
and found for her, awarding her a divorce on the 
grounds of his marital infidelities. 
 

 His thesis, for which he claimed authority 
by virtue of his expertise in zoology and botany, 
was that an Aryan woman, once impregnated by a 
Jew, was rendered permanently incapable of bear-
ing Aryan children.  Dinter alleges that Jews were 
aware of this and therefore systematically tried to 
seduce and rape as many Aryan women and girls 
as they could and to impregnate them.  By ruining 
them as breeders, Jews were wiping out the Aryan 
race.  The “sin” was pollution of Aryan blood by 
mixed mating.  To convince readers, Dinter de-
voted a fifth of his novel to scholarly notes.  

 During Germany's fearful chaos after 
World War I, The Sin Against the Blood was an 
enormous bestseller with its erroneous thesis 
treated as scientific fact, especially by the Nazis.    
A few years after its publication, its author joined 
the newly founded Nazi Party.  Hitler was im-
pressed with Artur Dinter, making him the political 
leader of the large, important district of Thuringia.  
Hitler also made Dinter's ideas a central thesis of 
Mein Kampf, as in, “The sin against the blood and 
the race is the hereditary sin of this world and the 
end of any race that yields to it” (Emphasis in 
original). 
 

 Seemingly, Dinter found his niche in the 
Nazi Party, but he was a provocative, litigious per-
son whose zeal had gotten him into trouble before.  
As a Nazi leader, his religious statements offended 
not only Jews but also Catholics and Protestants, 
costing the Party votes.  His disregard of Hitler's 
orders to drop religion from his official speeches 
and pamphlets resulted in removal from his posi-
tion.  When he challenged Hitler over his removal, 
Hitler expelled him from the Party in 1928.  From 
then until his death, except for publishing his own 
translation of the New Testament, Dinter withdrew 
from public life.  Perhaps because Lamarckian 
theories of evolution became more popular at this 
time, his thesis that women were changed biologi-
cally by experience and they passed the change on 
through their children, grew in influence. 
 

 Julius Streicher, publisher of the Nazi 
newspaper Der Stürmer, was quite impressed with 
it.  Week-after-week, Streicher featured “news” 
stories in support of Dinter's warning.  They con-
sisted of unverified anecdotes sent in by readers 
and of items fabricated by staff writers, sometimes 
illustrated by retouched photos of deformed mon-
sters produced by mixed matings.  Streicher ex-
tended Dinter’s thesis in a Stürmer article, stating 
that “for those in the know, these are established 
facts… the seed of a man of another race is a 
‘foreign protein.’  During copulation the seed is, in 
part or in whole, absorbed by the woman's fertile 
body and thus passes into the blood.”  Further-
more, “a single act of intercourse between a Jew 
and an Aryan woman is sufficient to pollute her 
forever.  She can never again give birth to pure-
blooded Aryan children.”  Streicher added, “Now 
we know why the Jew uses every artifice of seduc-
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tion in order to ravish German girls at as early an 
age as possible, why the Jewish doctor rapes his 
female patients while they are under anesthe-
sia” (Quoted from Der Stürmer [1935] in Randall 
Bytwerk, Julius Streicher [NY: Stein and Day, 
1983], p.148). 
  

 At the end of The Sin Against the Blood, 
Dinter had proposed government regulation of 
marital choices and sexual acts, and suggested that 
Jews who had affairs with Aryan women be killed.  
On becoming German chancellor in 1933, Hitler 
began to implement Dinter's proposals.  He imme-
diately used his influence to have officials deny 
marriage licenses to Jewish-Aryan couples.  He 
appointed geneticists to recommend policies as to 
who should be encouraged or allowed to have chil-
dren, who should be discouraged, and who should 
be prevented.  In addition, he had judges study le-
gal controls to be enacted. 
  

In 1935, Hitler was ready and announced The Law 
for the Protection of German Blood and German 
Honor (better-known as the Nuremberg Laws), 
which prohibited marriage between Jews and Ary-
ans.  It also stripped Jews of citizenship, thereby 
making them legally helpless against measures to 
come.  The Nuremberg Laws were followed by a 
wave of regulations against marriage and inter-
course between Jews and Aryans.  Jewish men 
were prosecuted—and even executed—for only 
looking at Aryan women or girls.  
 

 Then Hitler went beyond prohibition and 
punishment to physical prevention.  A largely se-
cret program of involuntary sterilization, outwardly 
intended to control hereditary disease, was directed 
against Jews.  Public discovery and protest of ster-
ilization led to a fully secret project in which phy-
sicians experimented with methods of sterilizing 
people without their awareness.  While Germany's 
half million Jews had no legal recourse against 
sterilization, the intended targets of surreptitious 
sterilization were those who were part-Jews—an 
estimated three million citizens who still had legal 
protection. 
  

 The project failed because sterility-
inducing X-rays left external lesions, risking expo-
sure of surreptitious sterilization.  Other methods 
such as an undetectable chemical (caladium se-
guinum) that caused sterility, derived from a South 

American plant, was unobtainable in sufficient 
quantity after the start of World War II.  Also, ef-
forts to synthesize caladium seguinum failed.  In 
the end, failure of legal control of sex and marriage 
and of sterilization influenced Hitler's decision to 
kill all Jews as the only way to prevent pollution of 
Aryan blood and consequent destruction of the Ar-
yan race. 
 

 George Victor, PhD, was educated at Co-
lumbia, Harvard, and NY universities.  He is a re-
tired psychologist and Psychohistory Forum Re-
search Associate who lives in West Orange, New 
Jersey.  Among his publications are Invisible Men: 
Faces of Alienation and The Riddle of Autism.  
This article is based upon his book Hitler: the Pa-
thology of Evil (1998) and on his research for a 
book in progress on religious fundamentalism and 
genocide.  Dr. Victor may be contacted at <Geo 
marvictor@aol.com>.  

 
Thomas A. Kohut: Historian 
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a faculty member.  In addition, he was Assistant 
Clinical Professor of Psychiatry at the University 
of Cincinnati from 1982-84.  In 1984, Kohut began 
his career teaching European history at Williams 
College in Williamstown, Massachusetts where, in 
1995, he assumed the position  of Sue and Edgar 
Wachenheim III Professor of History.  In 2000 he 
became Dean of Faculty and in 2003 served for 
one semester as Acting Provost. 
 

 Thomas  Kohut’s revised dissertation was pub-
lished as Wilhelm II and the Germans: A Study in 
Leadership (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1991).  Among his various publications are “The 
Creation of Wilhelm Busch as a German Cultural 
Hero, 1902-1908,” in Mark Micale and Robert 
Dietle, eds., Enlightenment, Passion, Modernity: 
Historical Essays in European Thought and Cul-
ture, (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2000), 
pp.286-304; “Psychoanalysis as Psychohistory or 
Why Psychotherapists Cannot Afford to Ignore 
Culture,” in Jerome A. Winer and James William 
Anderson, eds., The Annual of Psychoanalysis, 
Psychoanalysis and History, 31 (Haworth, NJ: 
Analytic Press, 2003), pp.225-36; “History, Loss, 
and the Generation of 1914: The Case of the Frei-
deutsche Kreis,” in Jürgen Reulecke, ed., Genera-
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tionalität und Lebensgeschichte im 20. 
Jahrhundert: Schriften des Historischen Kollegs, 
Kolloquien 58 (Munich: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 
2003), pp.253-77; “The Impact of Psychoanalytic 
Training on My Work as a Historian,” Clio’s 
Psyche 4 (September, 1997), pp.44-46; With 
Jürgen Reulecke, “‘Sterben wie eine Ratte, die der 
Bauer ertappt.’ Letzte Briefe aus Stalingrad,” in 
Jürgen Förster, ed.,  Stalingrad: Ereignis, 
Wirkung, Symbol (Munich and Zurich: Piper 
Verlag, 1992), pp.456-71; “Empathizing with 
Nazis: Reflections on Robert Jay Lifton’s The Nazi 
Doctors,” The Psychohistory Review 16 (1987), 
pp.33-50; “Psychohistory as History,” The 
American Historical Review 91 (1986), pp.336-
354; “Mirror Image of the Nation: An 
Investigation of Kaiser Wilhelm II’s Leadership of 
the Germans,” in Charles B. Strozier and Daniel 
Offer, eds.,  The Leader: Psychohistorical Essays 
(New York: Plenum Press, 1985), pp.179-229; and 
“Kaiser Wilhelm II and his Parents: An Inquiry 
into the Psychological Roots of German Policy 
Toward England before the First World War,” in 
John Röhl and Nicolaus Sombart, eds., Kaiser 
Wilhelm II: New Interpretations (Cambri- 
dge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp.63-89. 
 

 Dean Kohut has been awarded various grants 
and honors, including a Fulbright Fellowship 
Award and guest professorships at the universities 
of Munich and Siegen.  He is a member of the 
board of trustees of the Austen Riggs Center in 
Stockbridge, Massachusetts.  During the months of 
April and May, he was interviewed electronically 
by Paul H. Elovitz (PHE) and Geoffrey Cocks 
(GC) for Clio’s Psyche.  Kohut may be reached by 
e-mail at <Thomas.A.Kohut@williams. edu>. 
 

CP: (Clio’s Psyche): What brought you to psycho-
history? 
 

TAK: (Thomas A. Kohut): In a sense, you could 
say it was preordained.  My middle name, 
“August,” refers, in part, to my father’s favorite 
history teacher in his gymnasium, August Hor-
nung, and to his analyst, August Aichhorn.  Al-
though, like lots of first-year college students, I 
imagined I was going to medical school, already as 
a freshman at Oberlin, I was interested in psycho-
history.  I’m pretty sure that I wrote a paper about 
it for the course in introductory psychology I took 
that first year.  Certainly, by the time I became a 

history major with thoughts about graduate school 
I was pretty much determined to become a 
“psychohistorian.” 
 

CP: Did growing up in the psychoanalytic milieu 
created by your prominent psychoanalyst father 
(Heinz Kohut 1913-1981), and your mother, a psy-
choanalytically trained social worker   (Betty 
Meyer Kohut 1912-1992), influence you and your 
work? 
 

TAK: Absolutely.  Virtually all my parents’ 
friends when I was a child were analysts and most 
of them were German or Austrian refugees from 
Europe.  I remember being fascinated by them and 
by the conversations I overheard when I was little.  
I knew so many of the famous, second-generation 
analysts.  I still recall being swung in the air by 
Ernest Jones and meeting Marie Bonaparte in Paris 
when I was six or seven.  I was extremely close to 
Marianne Kris and to Anna Freud, who were like 
grandmothers to me.  I think the first adult book I 
ever tried to read was something by Freud (I 
probably got through a page).  So, yes, that early 
milieu was decisively important and created what 
now seems like a magical childhood, associated 
with central Europe, with deeply cultured, intellec-
tual people, with what I now realize was also Jew-
ish culture, and with, of course, psychoanalysis. 
 

CP: When did you first become interested in his-
tory? 
 

TAK: I have been interested in history for as long 
as I can remember.  I still have my first history 
book somewhere, an illustrated history of the Sec-
ond World War.  In fact, my original historical in-
terest focused on World War II and then World 
War I, but I also remember reading books in high 
school (on my own) about the Russian Revolution.  
The decisive moment in my historical interest 
came in high school when my European history 
teacher, who like my other history teachers, 
seemed to think that history was memorizing facts, 
invited a friend of hers, who was a graduate stu-
dent at the University of Chicago, to teach a sec-
tion on the Russian Revolution.  It absolutely blew 
me away and was the absolute highlight of high 
school for me!  I have no idea who he was, but I 
owe him a lot.  Then in college, once I dropped the 
idea of medical school, I realized that what I was 
really interested in were people.  I didn’t encounter 
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people in psychology, but I did in my English and 
history classes.  I debated about which field to ma-
jor in, but chose history when I realized that there I 
could treat the historical figures I encountered as if 
they were real, whereas in English I couldn’t; they 
were texts. 
 

CP: Was German history always your chief area of 
historical interest? 
 

TAK: It was between German and Russian history.  
But when I tried to learn Russian as a senior in col-
lege, I realized that given my knowledge of Ger-
man (which I could read and speak reasonably well 
following years of grade school and high school 
German), German history was what I ought to 
study.  Despite my father’s background, I never 
had much interest in Austrian history. 
 

CP: Did Otto Pflanze, your mentor at the Univer-
sity of Minnesota, encourage your interest in the 
psychoanalytic study of history and then your go-
ing into psychoanalytic training? 
 

TAK: I actually chose to work with Pflanze based 
upon his article in the American Historical Review 
(AHR), “Toward a Psychoanalytic Understanding 
of Bismarck.”  Also, he wrote like a dream: lucid, 
intelligent, balanced.  Although he actively dis-
couraged me from writing psychohistory, fearing 
that I would never get a job, I ignored him and 
wrote a dissertation that became the basis on my 
psychoanalytically informed study of Kaiser 
Wilhelm II of Germany. 
 

CP: Were there other historians in Minnesota who 
shared Pflanze’s interest in psychohistory? 
 

TAK: No, but because I think they came to respect 
me, a number of faculty members there allowed 
me to do work that had a psychoanalytic dimen-
sion.  I’d put Jim Tracy in this category, a profes-
sor for whom I have the utmost respect.  I wrote a 
paper (as a comprehensive exam) for him on Euro-
pean witchcraft.  I did do a “supporting field” in 
psychoanalysis for my PhD, working first with Na-
thaniel London, a psychoanalyst in Minneapolis, 
and then with Paul Meehl, of the Psychology De-
partment at the university. 
 

CP: What led you to do your dissertation on 
Wilhelm II, the last Kaiser of Germany? 
 

TAK: Pflanze did.  Originally he wanted me to 
transform my Master’s thesis on the Prussian Land 

Tax Reform of 1861 into a dissertation.  Then he 
tried to persuade me to study the development of 
secret services in Germany in response to assassi-
nation attempts against various prominent leaders, 
including Kaiser Wilhelm I.  Finally, when he real-
ized I was bound and determined to write some-
thing psychohistorical, he suggested a study of 
Wilhelm II, which fit nicely with his own work on 
Bismarck and connected with a workshop Nathan-
iel London and I attended in Chicago at the Psy-
choanalytic Institute on the subject of kingship.  
London and I presented a paper on the Kaiser and 
England to the workshop, which included a num-
ber of analysts: George Moraitis  and Ernie Wolf, 
and a number of historians from the University of 
California, including Carl Pletsch and Richard 
Wortman. 
 

CP: Doing a dissertation, especially when not in 
residence at the university where you studied, can 
be such a lonely and daunting task that many fail to 
complete it.  Were you helped or hindered by being 
in psychoanalytic training in Cincinnati at the time 
you wrote it? 
 

TAK: I was helped immeasurably.  It gave my 
week structure and stimulation.  Also I was in 
analysis during that period, and, although I don’t 
remember talking much about the dissertation in 
my sessions, it too helped to give me structure and 
focus.  It was really important to leave Minneapo-
lis, I think.  My friends in graduate school, with 
one or two notable exceptions, all gave up after 
doing their dissertation research, thinking that get-
ting a job was simply going to be impossible.  
They’ve all done well and have had good lives, as 
far as I can tell, but I think it would have been 
tough for me to finish in that atmosphere of demor-
alization. 
CP: How well received was your dissertation, 
which was subsequently published as Wilhelm II 
and the Germans: A Study of Leadership (1991)? 
 

TAK: I suspect many authors have this reaction, 
but I was pretty disappointed in the response.  
Most of the reviews of the book were positive, 
quite positive I’d say.  But virtually none of the 
reviewers seemed to really understand what I was 
up to.  In fact, some of the most positive reviewers 
seem to have not read the book all that carefully.  I 
can recall only two responses to the book that 
seemed to grasp exactly what I was trying to ac-
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complish.  One  was a review by Geoff Cocks, and 
the other was a letter I received from a former stu-
dent.  But, as I said, I suspect that my disappoint-
ment is a pretty common reaction.  We’re all 
probably pretty grandiose in our expectations, and, 
in the end, nothing can adequately respond to all 
the time and energy and thought and suffering that 
goes into writing a book.  All responses are ulti-
mately inadequate. 
 

CP: How has your work been influenced by your 
psychoanalytic training? 
 

TAK: I think my psychoanalytic training and ex-
perience as a psychotherapist has profoundly influ-
enced my teaching, my administrative work, and, 
of course, my scholarship.  I’m probably more at-
tuned to the experiences of my students in class.  
Certainly my training and therapeutic experience 
has been a great help to me as dean, which in-
volves centrally dealing with people.  As far as my 
scholarship is concerned, it’s hard to know where 
to begin.  If I can point to one thing, it would be 
the way I handle theory in my work.  I discussed 
this at length in an article called “Psychohistory as 
History” that was published in 1991 in the AHR.  
When I was in the Institute, listening to clinical 
case conferences, it was always striking how the 
presenter, when he or she knew what was going on 
with the patient, would use ordinary language and 
would interpret the patient’s concerns in terms of 
the patient’s experience.  Every time that the pre-
senter would start speaking in theoretical terms, it 
was clear that he or she didn’t know what was go-
ing on and was hoping to discover in theory what 
he or she wasn’t understanding in the patient.  Just 
as in therapy, theory is almost never a part of the 
therapist’s interpretations, so in my historical writ-
ing, I try to keep theory relegated to the footnotes.  
You have to make sense of the past, including its 
psychological dimension, in its own terms. 
 

CP: Of which of your works are you most proud? 
 

TAK: I’m proud of Wilhelm II and the Germans.  
I’m proud of my article, “The Creation of Wilhelm 
Busch as a German Cultural Hero, 1902-1908,” 
which was published in a Festschrift in honor of 
Peter Gay.  I think I’m proud of the book I’ve just 
about finished. 
 

CP: What are you working on now?  What is its 
importance and when do you expect to have it pub-

lished? 
 

TAK: I’m on the homestretch in finishing a book 
on twentieth-century Germany as experienced by 
62 Germans who were all born around the outbreak 
of the First World War.  It’s based upon oral histo-
ries and relates the stories of these people’s lives, 
attending specifically to the impact of history on 
their psychology.  In a sense I’ve turned things 
around from where I started.  When I began work-
ing on the Kaiser, I was a traditional psychohis-
torian who studied the impact of his psychology on 
history—his support for the construction of a 
mighty German navy and his policies toward Eng-
land.  Although I already began to shift away from 
this position in the Kaiser book by studying the 
impact of Germans on the Kaiser as well as his im-
pact on them, the current project is a study of the 
impact of history on the psychology of these 
62  Germans.  The book needs a little editing and 
an introduction, but otherwise it’s done.  Given the 
way it is written, I suspect it will be quite contro-
versial, as you’ll see when it comes out, hopefully 
in the next two years. 
 

CP: What training should a person entering psy-
chohistory today pursue? 
 

TAK: It seems to be that “psychohistory” isn’t the 
historical subfield that it once was.  On the one 
hand, this represents a real loss and is probably 
coupled with the move away from psychoanalyti-
cally-oriented treatment models in psychiatry.  On 
the other hand, psychohistory has become so well 
integrated into historical writing that in some ways 
one can argue that most historians have become to 
some degree psychohistorians.  Most historical bi-
ographies take the psychology of their subjects into 
account.  Historians influenced by literary theory 
often make extensive use of psychoanalytic theory.  
Finally, those who study the experiences of the 
people of the past also cannot escape attending to 
the psychological.  I would place myself within 
this latter category, both in my scholarship and in 
how I teach history.  Virtually every course I teach 
is psychohistorical.  Given all that, I’m not sure 
that historians need “training” necessarily.  More 
important is that they be sensitive to the psycho-
logical experiences of those whom they study. 
 

CP: When you were in graduate school there were 
so few jobs for historians that you considered mak-
ing a living as a psychoanalyst.  In terms of career 
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development, was your combination of psycho-
analysis with history a plus or a minus for you? 
 

TAK: A  definite plus.  I don’t regret that combi-
nation for a minute.  But frankly, it was the only 
kind of historian I could ever have been.  My one 
regret is that I feel often very isolated in the his-
torical profession. 
 

CP: Has your theoretical orientation in psycho-
analysis evolved over time?  To what extent do 
you find postmodern applications of psychoana-
lytic theory (e.g., Lacan, Chodorow, etc.) helpful?  
Has your application of your father’s self-
psychology also evolved in your practice as a psy-
chohistorian? 
 

TAK: No. Again, I think therapists need to listen 
less to some theoretician and more to their patients 
and historians, or at least this historian, needs to 
listen most to the people of the past.  My current 
book is completely psychoanalytic and I don’t 
make use of any particular theoretical framework 
that I’m aware of. 
 

CP: As a historian, I (PHE) have been working to 
develop a psychohistory based upon adaptability, 
childhood, creativity, empathy, innovation, person-
ality, and overcoming trauma, which uses little 
psychoanalytic terminology.  Any thoughts on this 
endeavor? 
 

TAK: Based on my previous answer, I think 
you’re on exactly the right track. 
 

CP: What has been your experience teaching psy-
chohistory at Williams?  Do you incorporate psy-
chohistorical methods into all of your history 
courses or do you teach psychohistory only in the 
context of a course or courses devoted specifically 
to the field? 
 

TAK: Again, I think I’ve answered this question 
already.  I think virtually all my classes are psy-
chohistorical, at least those that investigate how 
and why people experienced their world in the 
ways that they did. 
 

CP: How do students respond to psychohistorical 
and psychoanalytic methods and material, and is it 
harder to teach psychohistory than traditional his-
tory? 
 

TAK: I suspect that none of them notice the psy-
chohistorical approach. 
 

CP: Have you done any interdisciplinary psycho-
historical teaching or research with colleagues at 
Williams? 
 

TAK: I once taught a course with a colleague from 
the English department on Weimar Germany and 
Weimar cinema. 
 

CP: How open is Williams College to psycho-
analysis and psychohistory and what are the link-
ages to the Austin Riggs Center in Stockbridge 
where you are a trustee? 
 

TAK: I actually think that my colleagues highly 
respect the fact that I have had psychoanalytic 
training and admire my historical work, which one 
could probably describe as psychohistorical.  For 
the last two years, there has been a reading group 
of Riggs people and Williams people.  We’ve been 
meeting once a month and it’s been a great experi-
ence for all concerned. 
 

CP: Does your psychoanalytic training influence 
your style as an administrator? 
 

TAK: Definitely.  I think my greatest skill is my 
ability to understand people, which is something 
one needs to do as dean of the faculty.  I tend to 
solve problems (which is a lot of what one does in 
the job) not by looking at them from the vantage 
point of the outside observer who objectively tries 
to find the correct solution.  Instead I tend to see 
problems as the product of different people experi-
encing the same situation in different ways.  I gen-
erally try to bring those experiences together.  I’d 
say empathy plays a big role in my administrative 
style, both in how I analyze situations and in how I 
attempt to deal with them. 
 

CP: Have your administrative experiences as Dean 
of Faculty and Acting Provost changed the way 
you have seen leadership in Germany? 
 

TAK: I can’t say that I’ve thought a lot about lead-
ership recently. 
 

CP: Is there much psychohistory discussed and 
psychohistorical work done at the Riggs Center? 
 

TAK: I think much of the work sponsored by the 
Erikson Institute at Riggs can be described as psy-
chohistorical. 
 

CP: On your resume, you are listed as a faculty 
member of the Cincinnati Psychoanalytic Institute 
from 1984 to the present.  Do you have any incli-
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nation or plans to resume your practice? 
 

TAK: No, I think that belongs to my past. 
 

CP: How do you see psychohistory developing in 
the next decade? 
 

TAK: My recent historical work has focused on 
generations, and partially as a result I currently 
tend to see things in generational terms.  Our gen-
eration is very psychological in its worldview.  
That accounts in part  for the development of psy-
chohistory both as a separate historical approach 
and as a way that historians generally tend to write 
about the past.  How subsequent generations will 
look at the world isn’t clear to me.  I’m not sure 
that college kids today love to look at films by 
Bergmann and Fellini.  A great many of them are 
taking medication instead of going to see psycho-
therapists.  I suspect that the future of psychohis-
tory depends in part on what goes on in psychiatry.  
Recent developments suggest a return to the talk-
ing cure, and Riggs is doing a follow-along study 
that suggests that a psychodynamic approach is 
cheaper and more effective with some severely 
disturbed patients than the more medicalized ap-
proach (medication and hospitalization).  Also, in 
the nature/nurture debate, recent studies suggest 
that our experience of the environment can actually 
change the biochemistry of the brain.  So, perhaps, 
the future for psychoanalysis and for psychohistory 
looks brighter than it did even a few years ago. 
 

CP: What are prospects for psychoanalysis and 
psychohistory in Germany at the present time? 
 

TAK: I think that psychoanalysis is more re-
spected in Germany than in the United States.  His-
torical writing in Germany is still unfortunately 
strongly influenced by the “social science” of the 
1960s.  I find it often depopulated.  History that is 
the product of structures, forces, and processes and 
not of people isn’t a history that is particularly con-
genial to psychohistory. 
 

CP: What are your thoughts about several major 
losses suffered by psychohistory in recent years?  
Specifically, the termination of the Psychohistory 
Review in 1999 and more recently the closing of 
the Center on Violence and Human Survival at 
John Jay College of CUNY, where Lifton and 
Strozier so productivity got people to think psy-
chohistorically? 
 

TAK: I think it reflects some unfortunate develo-
ments (the move away from psychoanalysis gener-
ally in this country) and some positive develop-
ments (the integration of psychohistory into history 
more generally). 
 

CP: What do we as psychohistorians need to do to 
strengthen our work? 
 

TAK: I think we just need to be courageous and 
write and teach what we believe in. 
 

CP: What is the importance of childhood to psy-
chohistory? 
 

TAK: I think childhood or knowledge of the early 
life of one’s historical subjects has been vastly 
over-emphasized in psychohistorical investiga-
tions.  After all, as historians we are able to ob-
serve the entire life curve of the people we study, 
an arc that tells us far more about their personali-
ties, the core of themselves, than do the facts of 
their early life. 
 

CP: Some Psychohistory Forum researchers have 
been struggling with the issue of identification 
with a particular parent and achievement.  Also, in 
your experience and life, are high achievers more 
identified with their fathers? 
 

TAK: Not necessarily.  Wasn’t it Freud who said 
that high achievers are the first-born children of 
young mothers? 
 

CP: Are historians or psychohistorians more fa-
ther-identified than other people? 
 

TAK: I probably identify at least as much with my 
mother as with my father. 
 

CP: Following up on an issue raised by Freud, 
what is the impact of parental loss on your level of 
achievement and those of subjects you have stud-
ied? 
 

TAK: I see loss, and especially parental loss, as 
key to the Germans I have been writing my current 
book about. 
 

CP: It would be helpful to get your age at the time 
of parental loss. 
 

TAK: My father died when I was 30 years old and 
mother when I was 42. 
 

CP: Some psychoanalysts and psychohistorians 
have written about or presented to our Work-In-
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Progress Seminars on the impact of having a fa-
mous parent.  Sue Erikson Bloland was the most 
recent person to do this.  If you would care to com-
ment on this issue, it would be informative. 
 

TAK: I really don’t know. 
 

CP: How do you explain the growth and psychol-
ogy of fundamentalism? 
 

TAK: This issue and those raised in the questions 
below are obviously enormously complex, multi-
faceted and multi-determined, so any thoughts I 
have obviously represent tentative and partial at-
tempts to understand this important phenomenon.  
I think that many people, for various reasons, feel a 
loss of certainty in the world, a loss of clear 
boundaries, a loss of distinctions that helped them 
to order the world, to help them to think and to act, 
to know who they were and weren’t, that gave 
them as sense of order and purpose.  It may be in 
part a reaction against the 1960s and all that that 
decade represents, a loosening of various strictures 
and mores, against globalization and information 
overload, against relativistic ways of thinking, pro-
duced, in part, by the breakdown of traditional 
communities in the flood of information about 
other people and places, the end of the Cold War 
and the collapse of Communism as a viable ideol-
ogy.  It’s striking that abortion in this country is 
such a hot button issue for people on both sides of 
the debate as is the question of gay marriage.  In 
both cases, the attempt to preserve boundaries is 
crucial (when life begins; what the institution of 
marriage represents).  So I would see the rise of 
fundamentalism in part as an attempt to preserve 
and/or resurrect boundaries, boundaries that people 
seem to need to anchor themselves.  But that’s a 
fairly facile answer to a very complex question. 
 

CP: What are your thoughts on the psychology and 
psychodynamics of violence and terrorism in our 
world? 
 

TAK: I think I’ve responded to this question in 
part in my answer to the question about fundamen-
talism, but let me add a few thoughts.  I’d say that 
one aspect of terrorism is that it expresses the 
golden rule in psychology; namely, “do unto others 
as one feels has been done unto the self.”  Terror-
ists attempt to engender the same feelings of help-
lessness, humiliation, injury in those they attack 
that they themselves believe they have experi-

enced.  In addition, I think it’s significant that so 
many terrorist attacks today are so-called 
“martyrdom operations.”  One of the psychological 
features of suicide is that it can represent an at-
tempt to achieve autonomy and agency.  It’s not 
simply self-hatred, it’s also “turning passive into 
active,” (sorry, I just used a theory so I probably 
don’t know what I’m talking about) for suicides 
seek to end their experience of being the helpless 
victims of others and of their own feelings of de-
spair by taking independent action to end their 
lives.  I think that suicide bombers are countering 
feelings of helplessness and passivity by taking 
violent action against others and themselves. 
 

CP: How can psychologically oriented scholars 
have more impact in academia and on society in 
general? 
 

TAK: By continuing to teach and to write. 
 

CP: What is the impact of psychohistory on your 
area of expertise? 
 

TAK: I think I’ve answered that already.  But, for 
obvious reasons, German history is probably the 
area of history that psychohistorians have focused 
on the most. 
 

CP: How can we recruit new people to the field? 
 

TAK: Also, by continuing to write and to teach. 
 

CP: What books were important to your develop-
ment? 
 

TAK: Leopold Haimson’s The Origins of Russian 
Marxism, Friedrich Meinecke’s Cosmopolitanism 
and National State, Reinhard Koselleck’s Pruessen 
Zwischen Reform und Revolution, Peter Gay’s 
Freud, Jews and Other Germans, and J.R.R. 
Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings. 
 

CP: Who was important to your development as a 
student of psychosocial phenomena?  Did Erik 
Erikson have an impact on you? 
 

TAK: I can’t say that Erikson was particularly im-
portant to me in this regard.  My father was far 
more influential, for obvious reasons. 
 

CP: Are there any mentors besides Pflanze who 
come to mind? 
 

TAK: Jim Tracy, whom I’ve already mentioned, as 
well as my undergraduate adviser at Oberlin, 
Robert Neil.  I am also deeply, deeply indebted to 
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Peter Gay and Peter Loewenberg.  Without the two 
of them, I wouldn’t be where I am today. 
 

CP: How do you define psychohistory? 
 

TAK: For me, now, it’s the study of experience, 
less what the people of the past did and more what 
they thought and felt.  So I’d subsume psychohis-
tory under intellectual and cultural history—not of 
elites necessarily, but also especially of ordinary 
people. 
 

CP: Please list the five people who you think have 
made the greatest contribution to psychohistory in 
order of their contribution. 
 

TAK: I can’t really do this.  Given my definition 
of psychohistory above, I can only reflect on their 
impact on me.  I’d list Freud, my father, Peter Gay, 
and Peter Loewenberg (in no particular order).  I 
also thought that Hanns Sach’s article, “The Delay 
of the Machine Age,” was pretty neat. 
 

CP: Thanks for sharing your thought and experi-
ences for our Makers of Psychohistory Research 
Project and Featured Scholar Interview. 

 
De Gaulle as Pétain 

 

(continued from front page) 
 

Premier Pierre Pflimlin made way for General 
Charles de Gaulle to succeed him in order to 
avert a coup d’État by the military fearful of a 
sellout to rebels fighting French rule in Algeria.  
Then on that June 1-3 the parliament voted a 
government under de Gaulle full powers to draft 
a new, authoritarian constitution for popular ap-
proval and to rule by fiat meanwhile.1  Pétain did 
not, whereas de Gaulle did, deliver on a new 
constitution for popular approval, but never 
mind: for now I am considering only how the 
two republics fell. 
 

 Regime change has been the rule in mod-
ern France after any major military defeat like 
the one that brought Pétain to power in 1940.  
On the other hand, a mandate for regime change 
as a condition for taking power was unprece-
dented when de Gaulle demanded one in 1958.  
In seeking regime change, de Gaulle was mani-
festly out to make good his failure to overhaul 
France’s political institutions and political cul-

ture to his liking at the Liberation, when he had 
pushed in vain for a strong, independent execu-
tive for the nascent Fourth Republic.  At the 
same time, the mandate he sought in 1958 for 
regime change and, meanwhile, personal rule 
threw back, in letter and spirit both, to the one 
granted to his deadly rival of World War II, Mar-
shal Pétain, on July 10, 1940.  On taking power 
in 1940, Pétain had grandiloquently made—in 
his own famous words—“the gift of my person 
to France.”  In much the same vein, de Gaulle, 
when bucking for power in 1958, styled himself 
a loner at his country’s disposal “who belongs to 
no one and to everyone.”2  Like Pétain before 
him, de Gaulle aspired to represent eternal 
France as against any special or passing interests 
within the body politic.  For his return in 1958 he 
proudly insisted on being excused from appear-
ing in person before the National Assembly as its 
rules required.  To stand aloof in that way ac-
corded with his mystique, to be sure, but it ac-
corded as well with Pétain’s failure to appear in 
person before the parliament on July 10, 1940.  
After much wrangling, de Gaulle settled on read-
ing a brief statement of intent to the Chambre on 
June 1, 1958, and stalking off before the debate 
on his investiture.  Then, after having been voted 
in with the emergency powers he demanded, he 
presided mutely the next day over the debate on 
his constituent mandate. 
 

 The replay by de Gaulle in 1958 of 
Pétain in 1940 was only the more faithful for one 
big tactical difference.  Pétain in 1940 did not 
put in for a regime change until after he had suc-
ceeded Reynaud for a different purpose: to nego-
tiate an armistice in preference to continuing the 
losing war outside of metropolitan France.  De 
Gaulle too was given power in 1958 for a pur-
pose other than regime change: to resolve the 
raging Algerian crisis.  He, however, declined to 
address the Algerian issue directly in his cryptic 
public pronouncements before his empower-
ment.  Indeed, he proposed no specifics of any 
kind other than regime change on the contrived 
ground that France’s troubles, Algeria inclusive, 
were all attributable to the nature of the political 
regime in place.  He evaded the Algerian issue, 
moreover, in terms exactly applicable to June 
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1940 when on May 15, 1958, he broke a three-
year public silence to blame “the degradation of 
the State” for “our army’s troubles in combat, 
our national dislocation, our loss of independ-
ence.”3  In effect, with seditious generals in Al-
geria clamoring for his return and poised to in-
vade the mainland otherwise, he struck a tacit 
bargain with the Assembly: he would return only 
in exchange for a constituent mandate like the 
one granted to Pétain in 1940.  Tactics aside, the 
basic equivalence of 1958 with 1940 remains: 
just as Pétain had used the 1940 defeat to destroy 
the Third Republic,4 so de Gaulle used the 1958 
Algerian crisis to destroy the Fourth Republic. 
 

 But de Gaulle did not destroy the Fourth 
Republic without its help any more than Pétain 
destroyed the Third Republic without its help.  
So our focus must now broaden from just those 
two historic personages to the fall of the Third 
and of the Fourth Republics compared—to the 
structural overlap between those two events and 
ultimately to the psychohistorical meaning of 
that overlap.  When I say “structural overlap” I 
am thinking far afield: of Claude Lévi-Strauss’s 
structural anthropology with its “permutation 
groups,” or clusters of key elements of a myth 
that exists in various forms.  Those key elements 
à la Lévi-Strauss all occur in every version of 
such a myth.  Some occur literally, others topsy-
turvy as when, say, a sterile old maid in one vari-
ant is a pregnant boy in another.  Lévi-Strauss 
tended to identify the key elements of a myth 
circularly as just those elements that he found 
repeated in every version of the myth, but pas-
sons: genius has its privileges. 
 

 Seen in this comparative perspective, the 
key elements of the two nonmythic events of 
June-July 1940 and May-June 1958, the fall of 
the Third and the fall of the Fourth Republic, 
match up for the most part quite closely right on 
the surface.  Each of the two events was a high 
French political drama played out during an 
acute national crisis.  In each an incumbent chief 
of government, without being voted down, 
stepped aside for a successor from outside the 
regular political ranks.  Both times the heads of 
the two chambres resisted until the president of 

the republic overrode them.  Each of the two out-
side successors was a military figure with a 
mythic aureole as France’s savior in a dire hour 
of need—Pétain as the hero of Verdun, which he 
had defended tenaciously and victoriously in 
1916 against an all-out German offensive, and de 
Gaulle as “the man of June 18” (1940), when 
from London he had called on his compatriots to 
join him in resisting the German occupation de-
spite the armistice announced by Pétain the day 
before.  Each was a staunch traditionalist and a 
passionate patriot besides.  The parties for their 
part split over the two comeback saviors each in 
turn.  Fittingly, the two were themselves both 
down on parties and high instead on strong per-
sonal rule in direct rapport with the nation.  To 
quote the expert opinion of Robert Paxton: “De 
Gaulle and his former mentor and adversary re-
sembled each other in many respects, but in none 
so clearly as when they talked contemptuously of 
the ‘regime of parties.’”5  The parties split over 
the crisis issue itself as well, which, moreover, 
was the same at bottom in 1958 as in 1940: 
whether to negotiate with the enemy.  In May 
1958 as in June 1940, finally, the government 
came under severe pressure from its own mili-
tary, though to exactly the opposite effect in 
1958, when the army nixed all negotiations, as 
against 1940, when Marshal Pétain, Com-
mander-in-Chief Maxime Weygand, and Admi-
ral François Darlan had all demanded negotia-
tions.  But again: in permutation groups, diamet-
ric opposites meet. 
 

 The parliamentarians for their part 
yielded to Pétain and to de Gaulle respectively 
only under outside pressure acutely felt, though 
the sources of that outside pressure differed su-
perficially from 1940 to 1958.  Those deputies 
and senators who met in the Vichy casino in July 
1940 to bury the Third Republic were nervously 
mindful of the German army fifty kilometers off 
in Moulins, of a fresh French division under 
Pétain’s confederate Weygand, now minister of 
national defense, in nearby Clermont-Ferrand, 
and in Vichy itself of bands of collaborationist 
thugs behind Jacques Doriot.6  “What was at 
work was fear,” Léon Blum later testified.7  At 
work too then in Vichy was Pierre Laval, who 
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later concurred: “I saw fear break out.”8  On the 
other hand, the outside pressure felt in parlia-
ment in June 1958 came from a single source, 
the French army, but likewise from several direc-
tions—from Algeria primarily, though also from 
Corsica,9 from Germany, and from suspected 
points within France proper, besides enjoying 
police sympathy in Paris itself.  Beginning on 
May 13, 1958, when a self-styled committee of 
public safety led by generals and colonials 
(“pieds noirs”) seized power in Algiers and pug-
naciously put Paris on notice, political leaders 
from President René Coty and Premier Pflimlin 
on down, and not least de Gaulle himself, in-
voked the imminence of civil war again and 
again.  An ultimatum from Algiers early on May 
29 forced de Gaulle’s appointment, and when a 
mute de Gaulle met with the National Assembly 
that June 1, “Operation Resurrection” (as the 
Army called its projected coup) was all set to go, 
the capital being already invested by paratroop-
ers in civvies.  “I cannot concur in a vote given 
under pressure of an insurrection and threat of 
military force,” Pierre Mendès France memora-
bly told a mute de Gaulle from the floor of the 
Chambre, adding: “the decision the Assembly is 
about to take, as everyone here knows, is no free 
decision.”10 
 

 More, in June-July 1940 as later in May-
June 1958 the political leadership of France was 
largely demoralized.  In 1940 it was reeling from 
a present, crushing military defeat.  In 1958 it 
was shot through with a sense of ineluctable de-
cline given the loss of Indochina in 1954, then of 
Morocco and Tunisia two years later.  Deep 
down it felt rightly that France could not hold 
Algeria much longer, being ideologically on the 
wrong side of the war of repression there.  True 
parity for eight million natives with the million 
European colonists in Algeria was in fact the last 
thing the French really wanted—and, fortunately 
for them, the last thing the rebels wanted either, 
as it could only slow their struggle for independ-
ence.  (That most Algerians probably would 
have preferred true parity to independence is 
sadly beside the point.)  Hence little by little, as 
they kept pledging to keep Algeria French, suc-
cessive French governments lost faith with all 

concerned including themselves.  No less demor-
alizing for the political assemblies confronted 
with a constitutional challenge in 1940 and again 
in 1958 was the discredit into which they had by 
then fallen among the broad public: Pétain and 
later de Gaulle were hardly crying in the wilder-
ness against (as the phrase then ran) the omnipo-
tent, impotent chambres. 
 

 For all these outer and inner pressures on 
them, the parliamentarians committed regime 
suicide both times only irresolutely, with split 
votes and divided wills.11  On this key score too 
the specifics, but not the fundamentals, differed 
as between the fall of the Third and the fall of 
the Fourth Republic.  And the “permutations” 
between the two were all transparent, despite 
even so drastic a surface contrast as the one be-
tween the top brass pressing for negotiations 
with the enemy in the one case and pressing 
against negotiations with the enemy in the other, 
or again between the two gigantic successor fig-
ures of Pétain and de Gaulle.  Pétain’s creden-
tials as savior were unique in 1940, as were de 
Gaulle’s in 1958: hence in that crucial regard 
they were two of a kind however much it hurt 
some former maréchalistes to vote for de Gaulle 
in 1958 and some gaullistes of the first hour to 
vote against him then. 
 

 This issue of remembering 1940 in 1958 
requires us to leave the timeless mythic realm of 
“permutation groups” à la Lévi-Strauss for the 
historic realm to which my material properly be-
longs.  Unlike myths, which need have emerged 
in no known sequence, the Third and the Fourth 
French Republics fell by turns, in 1940 and 1958 
respectively.  Thus the 1958 fall, in its structural 
equivalence to the 1940 fall, was a reedition of 
it, a replay.  The actors in that second regime 
change were reenacting the first regime change 
beneath the surface—or, to call a spade a spade, 
unconsciously.  There are several possible cir-
cumstances in which people reenact, or relive, 
events unconsciously, but the most usual one is 
unmistakably the one that obtained on this occa-
sion: when the event being relived was trau-
matic. 
 

 That the fall of France in 1940 was trau-
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matic for the French requires, I hope, no elabo-
rate evidencing.  Robert Paxton, to cite him 
alone, begins his authoritative history of Vichy 
France: “No one who lived through the French 
debacle of May-June 1940 ever quite got over 
the shock.”   And he adds, crossing his t’s diag-
nostically: “For Frenchmen, confident of a spe-
cial role in the world, the six weeks’ defeat by 
German armies was a shattering trauma.”12  The 
surface effect of that trauma was a widespread 
public apathy or lethargy, a sort of collective 
numbing, that endured at least as long as the 
Vichy regime itself and that was to help shroud 
the Vichy experience in selective amnesia after-
wards.13  Something of that detachment reap-
peared to impress outside observers during the 
crisis of May 1958, when, even with the Na-
tional Assembly surrounded by tanks to protect it 
from an expected assault on the capital by the 
French army, the population at large looked on 
as at a staged spectacle of son et lumière or else 
blithely went off holidaying for the Pentecost 
weekend.14 
 

 This popular disconnect from the trau-
matic reliving underway on the governmental 
and parliamentary levels highlights the peculiar-
ity that, whereas all of France was traumatized in 
June-July 1940, all of France relived that trauma 
only by proxy in May-June 1958, through its po-
litical representation, which it no longer even felt 
to be quite representative of it at that.  Or rather, 
the political establishment of the Fourth Repub-
lic alone relived the fall of the Third; the rest of 
France remained outside the charmed, or ac-
cursed, circle of power brokerage.  The big ex-
ception that proved the rule of public exclusion 
and self-exclusion in 1958 was a massive march 
in Paris against de Gaulle on May 28 from the 
Place de la Nation to the Place de la République: 
it changed precisely nothing.  De Gaulle merely 
postponed his sneak entry into Paris by some 
hours; for the rest, the scenario ran its prescribed 
course.  A republican militant recollected: “Our 
illusions lasted a single evening behind the plac-
ards and banners.  While the crowd was swarm-
ing, the dénouement was being prepared behind 
the scenes: the soldier’s grand entry.”15  It cannot 
be said even loosely that France as a whole got 

itself into the same political mess or its equiva-
lent in 1958 as in 1940.  Only on the parliamen-
tary level was the pressure from the outside com-
parable as between July 10, 1940, and the first 
days of June 1958.  The Germans in Moulins, 
Weygand in Clermont, Doriot in Vichy in 1940, 
then in 1958 the seditious generals and riotous 
colonists: all remained at a distinct existential 
remove from the bulk of the French public. 
 

 If, then, the French people collectively 
did not contrive in 1958 to relive their 1940 
trauma of defeat, who did?  An obvious suspect 
is the prime beneficiary of that reliving, le grand 
Charles.  He did buck for, and get, the Pétain 
role in the replay.  He did hoist the Algerian cri-
sis into a regime crisis 1940-style as the replay 
required.  The putschists rallied to him because 
he had defied a capitulationist government in 
1940, and the antiputschists yielded to him be-
cause he had restored republican legitimacy in 
1944.  For all that, he did not himself conjure up 
the political crisis that enabled the replay of July 
10, 1940; rather, he hijacked that political crisis 
and replay for his own public and private pur-
poses.  One public purpose was the obvious one 
of making good his failure of 1944-1946 to forge 
a new regime in his own image as Pétain had 
done just previously.  At the same time he too, 
along with his compatriots, had been traumatized 
by the debacle of May-June 1940, though in his 
case with a personal twist.  Appointed undersec-
retary of war in Reynaud’s cabinet on June 5, he 
failed in his first assigned task of winning British 
air support for France.  Then his colleagues 
pooh-poohed him for planning a Breton redoubt.  
Finally, from London on June 16 he and Chur-
chill together telephoned Reynaud in Bordeaux 
with a British offer to fuse the French and British 
nationalities until victory, whereupon he flew to 
Bordeaux in high hopes, only to learn that the 
offer had fallen flat and Reynaud had resigned.  
This last and worst setback resurfaced in thin 
disguise in June 1958 when, fast upon his em-
powerment, he flew to Algiers to proclaim a fu-
sion of the French and Algerian nationalities: it 
too duly fell flat.16  Meanwhile, from Bordeaux 
on June 17, 1940, he flew back to London as if 
in a daze17 and there that evening learned of 
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Pétain’s bid for an armistice and order to cease 
combat.  His dominant reaction was denial, in-
deed double denial.  He denied the military de-
feat and denied the legitimacy of Pétain’s defeat-
ist regime both at once.18  His historic identity 
was built on that double denial of the national 
trauma of 1940. 
 

 With that historic identity went a power-
ful ambivalence toward Pétain.  Its positive side, 
which enabled de Gaulle to assume the Pétain 
role in 1958, may have poked out of hiding al-
ready in December 1946, when he reportedly 
told a confidant: “France needed both Marshal 
Pétain and General de Gaulle in June 1940.”19  
Even while playing the Pétain role in 1958 he 
appeared rather to be enacting the historic per-
sonage de Gaulle.  Where Pétain had aggran-
dized himself on taking power (“Nous, Philippe 
Pétain...”) in the belief that a “providential mis-
sion was reserved for him,”20 de Gaulle, who ac-
quired that same belief in turn, characteristically 
spoke of his public persona in the third person 
(de Gaulle this, de Gaulle that), as if to advertise 
that he was role-playing.  On May 19, 1958, in 
his first public pitch to return to power, he told 
the press that the French instinctively cried “Vive 
de Gaulle!” whenever they were carried away by 
anguish or hope: such was his wishful thinking 
of himself as the national idol that Pétain had in 
fact been in June-July 1940.  Pétain scored high-
est in his triumphal beginnings in Bordeaux and 
Vichy.  If the parliament on July 10, 1940, in-
vested him with more power than any sovereign 
of France ever enjoyed,21 the populace was far 
from dissenting.  “He was a sort of life raft to 
which all hands reached out,” the leader of the 
Senate later testified.22  Or as Laval put it: “More 
than a king, more than an emperor, he symbol-
ized, he incarnated, France.”23  Such a personifi-
cation of France was de Gaulle’s ambition for 
himself in turn after his paltry start in London on 
June 18, 1940, and his long, slow struggle for a 
following in Pétain’s France.  In 1958, much of 
the impressive near-80% popular vote for his 
new constitution on September 28 was a climac-
tic endorsement of his comeback itself, yet it still 
fell far short by all estimates of the untabulated 
Pétainolatry of June-July 1940.  As a postscript 

to his imitation of Pétain, after having been re-
turned to power in 1958 by the putschists be-
cause of his legendary refusal of a negotiated 
surrender to the German enemy in 1940, he 
wound up negotiating a surrender to the Algerian 
enemy after all in 1961. 
 

 Not just de Gaulle’s historic identity dat-
ing from June 18, 1940, but his entire earlier ca-
reer, was dominated by intense ambivalence to-
ward Pétain, his first regimental commander in 
1912-1913 and his loyal patron of the 1920s and 
1930s.24  That ambivalence exploded fatefully 
over a history of the French soldier that de 
Gaulle ghostwrote to order for Pétain in 1925-
1927.  In ghostwriting for Pétain he was already 
playing at being Pétain even while impressing 
his own personality on the commandeered his-
torical work.  In 1928, however, Pétain assigned 
another hand to revise the chapter on the First 
World War, thereby shattering de Gaulle’s fond 
fancy that the book was his by common consent 
even if Pétain meant to sign off on it.  De Gaulle 
did not simply boil over; he demanded open ac-
knowledgment of his authorship up front in the 
published volume, telling Pétain boldly and 
baldly that “others will perforce discover it later” 
anyhow.25 Pétain filed the manuscript away.  De 
Gaulle on his side kept a copy and in 1938 con-
tracted to publish it without Pétain’s few, pedes-
trian rewordings.  Pétain, consulted tardily and 
dryly, objected sharply, telling his erstwhile pro-
tégé: “Your attitude is very painful to me.”26  
Shifting his stance, de Gaulle appealed against 
Pétain’s objection in conciliatory, ingratiating 
accents, stressing his distinctive and ambitious 
personal investment of ideas and style.  Pétain 
relented, only to take keen offense next when de 
Gaulle refused to let him check the proofs as 
agreed, and again especially when de Gaulle re-
phrased a co-authored dedication acknowledging 
Pétain’s input.  In return, de Gaulle cavalierly 
paid the fulminating marshal no further heed.  
But even this revenge of 1938 for Pétain’s inten-
tion of 1928 to steal his literary thunder—his 
sole, and precious, claim to fame at that juncture 
after a childhood spent fancying himself a great 
man and a young manhood spent training to be 
one—did not placate him down in the deep dark 
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depths where grudges fester.  For in 1958 he re-
versed what he had experienced in 1928 as 
Pétain’s intended theft of his very person (“A 
book is a man,” he had lamented then27).  That 
is, de Gaulle in 1958 literally took a leaf from 
Pétain’s historic book when he demanded the 
same constituent powers as Pétain in 1940 in the 
same terms as Pétain in 1940 while refusing to 
acknowledge Pétain as his source.  Uncon-
sciously he did unto Pétain tit-for-tat what, thirty 
years before, he had blown up at Pétain for in-
tending to do unto him: to attach his own name 
to the other’s historic handiwork. 
 

 High as was de Gaulle’s stake in the trau-
matic reliving of regime change in May-June 
1958, that stake was personal before being na-
tional.  Besides, even his adroit control over that 
reliving was limited.  Yet a traumatic reliving it 
surely was.  Not only did it replicate the key ele-
ments of its 1940 prototype; it came with the 
telltale feel of fatality that was its traumatic 
birthmark.  As early as May 16, 1958, Pétain’s 
defense lawyer from his postwar trial told the 
Chambre: “Ladies and gentlemen, these may be 
the last days of the Fourth Republic.”28  A stu-
dent agitator against de Gaulle’s return later rec-
ollected: “Force was useless; surrender was a 
foregone conclusion.”29  One by one, without 
consulting their constituencies, the key party and 
parliamentary leaders, the premier, and the presi-
dent of the Republic came around to de Gaulle as 
if by some dynamic inherent in the crisis.  Those 
who relived in concert in 1958 were, then, I re-
peat, the government and the parliament, with 
the country as a whole outside the loop just as it 
had been in 1940.  They it was—the government 
and the parliament—who brought the regime 
into disfavor again toward 1958 as in the late 
1930s and who let the pressures on it build up 
until de Gaulle was the sole recourse.  And the 
trauma that they relived was not—here is the 
crucial point, hard to see clearly on first, second, 
third glance—that relived trauma was not the 
military debacle of May-June 1940, but the re-
gime suicide that ensued.  Or better, the relived 
trauma was the regime suicide as a derivative of 
the military debacle.  Those who committed that 
regime suicide in July 1940 later claimed that 

they had been tricked30—a vintage childish form 
of denial.  Indeed, trauma works childishly.  
Imagine children whose house has collapsed 
over their heads and who, panicked, run for pro-
tection and comfort to a strong- and kindly-
looking old soldier who turns out to be vainglori-
ous, inept, and treacherous; they say he tricked 
them, but they know better at bottom, for they 
contrive to relive their panicked surrender.  Just 
that childishly the government and parliament of 
May-June 1958 contrived to relive the panicked 
surrender by the government and parliament of 
June-July 1940—with, though, of all things, a 
happy outcome this time round. 
 

 The return of de Gaulle was, then, a dis-
guised return of Pétain, a traumatic replay of 
June-July 1940 by the political establishment of 
May-June 1958.  This traumatic replay presents 
several psychohistorical novelties as far as my 
own and, I think, others’ researches have gone.  
For one, the Bordeaux-Vichy governmental and 
parliamentary trauma of June-July 1940 was a 
spinoff of the national trauma of defeat, which, 
however, did not enter into the replay in its own 
right.  What the politicos later reenacted was not 
the fall of France, but their specific traumatic 
sideshow, the fall of the Third Republic, just as 
through the fall of the Fourth Republic de Gaulle 
too later restaged in reverse his own specific 
sideshow, Pétain’s intended theft of his identity 
in 1928.  As for the nationwide shock of the Ger-
man onslaught in 1940, it was nowhere discerni-
ble in 1958—not even in the negative on a small 
scale through the country’s failure to panic at the 
armed threat from Algiers. 
 

 Another, equally intriguing novelty of the 
replay with de Gaulle in 1958 cast as Pétain in 
1940 is that the corporate body that did the re-
playing, the parliament with its dependent gov-
ernment, had undergone a nearly complete turn-
over in membership in the 18-year interim.  This 
singularity throws into sharp relief the theoreti-
cal question of how a group trauma gets trans-
mitted down the years or, in some cases, down 
the decades or centuries.  Earlier studies of trau-
matic reliving en groupe have all dealt with 
whole nations or whole continents composed by 
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and large of the same people, or their descen-
dants, from trauma to reliving to eventual re-
reliving, so that some form of genetic transmis-
sion of the traumatic impact could be tacitly sup-
posed.  I stress “tacitly,” as for my part I have 
always expressly distinguished the known fact of 
transmission from the unknown means of trans-
mission, my preferred analogy being with the 
fact of gravitation, undisputed since Newton, as 
against its mode of transmission, first defined by 
quantum field theory over three centuries later.  
Nonetheless, for all my dismissal on principle 
over the years of the issue of transmission, I did 
secretly suspect some genetic mechanism or 
other at work.  Now that misconceived suspicion 
is refuted. 
 

 I have saved for the last the most enter-
taining psychohistorical oddity about this his-
toric incident of group traumatic reliving.  In no 
other such case could I discover any individual 
awareness within the group of the reliving under-
way, however obsessively the trauma being re-
lived may itself have been recalled in the proc-
ess.  On this score, let me quote some earlier 
words of my own that I shall promptly eat.  In a 
lecture of 1990 I presented Romanticism as a 
European reliving of the Europe-wide trauma of 
the revolutionary dream of 1789 turning into the 
revolutionary nightmare of 1793-1794, where-
upon in the course of my conclusion I remarked 
that “it was not contradictory for the Romantics 
to relive the failed Revolution unconsciously 
with that Revolution in mind: in traumatic reliv-
ing it is the fact of reliving, and not the thing re-
lived, that is unconscious.”31  So in researching 
how the Fourth Republic fell to de Gaulle in 
1958 as the Third Republic had fallen to Pétain 
in 1940 I was hardly surprised to find continual 
allusions to 1940 in the 1958 run-up to de 
Gaulle’s investiture.  At a secret meeting called 
by President René Coty with de Gaulle and the 
leaders of the two houses of parliament on May 
28, 1958, André Le Troquer of the Chambre 
drove de Gaulle to tears by citing the Vichy 
precedent behind de Gaulle’s terms for returning.  
In the parliamentary debates meanwhile, depu-
ties kept noting the incongruity that Pétain’s first 
great adversary of 1940 was being backed by so 

many former Pétainists in 1958.  It struck the 
Socialist leader Guy Mollet that de Gaulle evi-
dently imagined in 1958 that he was back in 
1940 again opposing an illegitimate govern-
ment.32  Communist hecklers were quick to call 
the 1958 de Gaulle a fascist like the 1940 Pétain.  
But in such allusions Vichy was ever a polemical 
referent, never an acknowledged presence—
never, that is, until an eleventh-hour intervention 
in the constitutional debate by the rightist lawyer 
and deputy Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  Tix-
ier had voted for Pétain at Vichy, then served the 
Pétain regime.  He was to run against de Gaulle 
for president in 1965, scoring 5.27% of the first 
ballot, only to throw his support behind his 
friend and erstwhile political confederate Fran-
çois Mitterrand in the runoff.  On the issue of de 
Gaulle’s Pétain-like bid for constituent powers 
on June 2, 1958, Tixier spoke directly to the new 
head of government, who, sitting wrapped in 
proud silence, vouchsafed him only a single (I 
quote the Journal officiel) “sign of denega-
tion.”33  I shall quote Tixier’s intervention at 
great length (though omitting most of the numer-
ous interjections) because it shattered my prior 
understanding of group traumatic reliving as un-
conscious to all concerned.  Not only was Tixier 
aware of the reliving underway; he was even 
privy to the permutation principle involved, as 
will be seen. 
 

 “Monsieur le président du conseil,” Tix-
ier began, 
  ...  this evening’s session reminds me of another 
one.  I have before my eyes the draft by which you ask 
our Assembly to delegate its constituent power to the 
government you head on the understanding that the con-
stitution to be drawn up by that government will be rati-
fied by the nation through a referendum.  In addition, an 
advisory committee chosen from parliament will be con-
sulted.  Such is the text before us. 
 Monsieur le président du conseil, yesterday I 
voted for your investiture.  This morning I voted for the 
full powers you sought.  But this evening ...  it will be 
impossible for me to vote to delegate the fraction of con-
stituent power conferred on me by universal suffrage.  
Here is why.  Some years ago you assembled a commis-
sion of jurists, among them, if memory serves, Monsieur 
Edgar Faure, whom I am pleased to see here at his 
bench.  ...  Now, this committee advised all of us depu-
ties and senators of the Third Republic who on July 10, 
1940, had voted for a motion stipulating that the Gov-
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ernment would draw up a constitution to be ratified by 
the nation and applied by the chambres it would create, 
that we had no right to delegate this constituent power 
and that we had therefore--580 deputies and senators--
committed a grave fault that warranted our being penal-
ized with ineligibility.  ...  I understand, monsieur le 
président du conseil, that in the present grave circum-
stances you should have felt the need to launch this ap-
peal to the Chambre and tomorrow the Senate.  I can see 
that.  But you will excuse me if I would never have be-
lieved that twice in my existence I would be asked to 
delegate the fraction of constituent power that I held 
and, to top it off, if I never could have imagined that the 
second time I would be asked to do so by the very per-
son who punished me for having granted this delegation 
a first time. 
Edgar Faure.  Monsieur Tixier-Vignancourt, may I 
interrupt you? 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  Gladly. 
Edgar Faure.  ...  I own that the question of delegating 
constituent power is a delicate one.  But, Monsieur Tix-
ier-Vignancourt, as in searching our memories we 
doubtless followed the same path at least up to a point, it 
happens that I have with me this evening a review pub-
lished in Algiers at the time, when I had the honor, mon-
sieur le président du conseil, of directing the legislative 
services of the committee of national liberation. 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  I knew you had 
brought this review. 
Edgar Faure.  According to this text, our main criticism 
of the delegation of constituent power in Vichy was that 
it provided for the constitution to be ratified by the as-
semblies that it would itself create and that would apply 
it. 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  Wrong! 
Edgar Faure.  So I must say ...  that was something 
quite different from the referendum being proposed 
now.  Since you alluded to my opinion, allow me to 
quote from this text: ‘As for the provision for ratification 
by assemblies, it can only be seen as a mockery in that 
these assemblies are to be chosen arbitrarily at some 
unspecified date.’ I felt the need to point out this essen-
tial difference.  The constituent power belongs to the 
Assembly only by delegation from the people; hence 
[our] referendum provision, to consider that alone, re-
turns the constituent power to its source. 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  Very interesting.  
First I thank Monsieur Edgar Faure for his intervention.  
Then I congratulate our colleagues who confidently ap-
plauded him, for in the commentary he did in Algiers on 
the text adopted on July 10, 1940, Monsieur Edgar Faure 
made a fundamental mistake.  He based his juridical 
exercise on the Government’s draft, which was later 
revised at the prompting of a group of veterans from the 
Senate and some deputies...  .  They raised exactly the 
same objection to that text.  For the constitution to be 
ratified by assemblies that it created was a mockery, 
they said.  That is why ratification by the nation--that is, 

by referendum--was introduced before the National As-
sembly met.  That is also why, Monsieur le président 
Edgar Faure, your commentary in Algiers was worth-
less, as it was based only on a draft and not on the text 
that had been adopted. 
Paul Ramadier.  May I interrupt you? 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  Please do, especially 
as we too have some memories in common. 
Paul Ramadier.  Monsieur Tixier-Vignancourt, it re-
mains that the constitutional texts were to be applied 
before any ratification... 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  No! 
Paul Ramadier.  ...without having been submitted in 
any which way to any instance derived from universal 
suffrage. 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  Wrong! 
Paul Ramadier.  That is where violence was done to 
national sovereignty, to the sovereignty of universal 
suffrage. 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  No! I thank Monsieur 
Ramadier for his intervention anyhow. 
President [of the Assembly].  Let’s not reconvene the 
commission of jurists that sat in Algiers! 
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  Monsieur le prési-
dent, you will allow us, I am sure, in a debate suffi-
ciently important to each of us because of the vote to be 
cast, to examine in full the only existing precedent of the 
sort in the annals of the deliberative assemblies of the 
Republic.  President Ramadier, I beg leave to remind 
you that the text adopted expressly provided for no ap-
plication of the constitution before its ratification by the 
nation, since it was worded as follows: ‘It will be rati-
fied by the nation and applied by the assemblies it will 
have created.’ ...  And that is why, my dear colleagues, 
as I told you at the outset, I cannot, in the same condi-
tions as eighteen years ago--I’m sorry, but this debate 
has proven that the conditions are exactly the same... 
Maurice Schumann.  The same?  
Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt.  Yes, Monsieur Mau-
rice Schumann, the conditions are the same, except per-
haps, to your mind, that the vote of July 10, 1940, fol-
lowed a military defeat.  This evening’s vote follows--
otherwise it wouldn’t be taking place, you surely agree--
multiple, successive political defeats that wind up being 
equivalent, alas! to the greatest of all setbacks. 

 

 After a final refusal to replay along, Tixier 
took a parting shot at his audience: “Protest all you 
like! It’s true and you know it.”34 
 

  None of Tixier-Vignancourt’s indignant 
contradictors, let alone their loud supporters, re-
membered the incriminated Vichy text straight 
even after it was recalled to them straight: they 
were in total denial.35  The 1958 text, as Tixier 
rightly contended, was congruent with its 1940 
original, which de Gaulle had opposed for all he 
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was worth.  The reenactment in progress was ac-
cordingly a political about-face, or reversal, on de 
Gaulle’s part.  And Tixier topped off his explica-
tion de vote in terms of what I have called 
(adapting Lévi-Strauss’s usage) “permutation”—
the principle of surface substitutes for key ele-
ments of a trauma being relived.  As Tixier had it, 
the circumstances in 1958 were, mutatis mutandis, 
the same as in 1940, with “multiple, successive 
political defeats” as of 1958 standing in for the 
military defeat of 1940.  By those “multiple, suc-
cessive political defeats” Tixier presumably meant 
the loss of Indochina, Morocco, and Tunisia, possi-
bly the Suez War too, and prospectively Algeria.  
In none of these cases, not even in Indochina, had 
French arms failed as previously in 1940, but, as 
seen from Tixier’s right-wing vantage point, 
French politics and diplomacy were losing what 
French arms were not.  I would sooner stress other 
equivalences between 1940 and 1958, beginning 
with immediate outside pressure on the Assembly 
in both cases—the pressure that Mendès France so 
eloquently denounced in his own explication de 
vote against de Gaulle.  But then, Tixier had a 
right-wing agenda far removed from my scholarly 
concern. 
 

  René Rémond concludes his fine political 
monograph Le retour de de Gaulle by stressing the 
contingent nature of de Gaulle’s sudden triumphal 
reemergence from political obsolescence—the con-
currence of several flukes, chief among them Presi-
dent René Coty’s unexampled threat to resign 
unless his appointment of de Gaulle were con-
firmed.36  By contrast, psychohistorical analysis 
tends to suggest a forced run of events along a pre-
set trajectory: the Third French Republic having 
self-destructed traumatically in 1940 at the top of a 
traumatic national catastrophe, its later close copy, 
the Fourth French Republic, looks, with psychohis-
torical hindsight, fated to self-destruct in turn un-
der equivalent conditions of its own devising.  That 
it did just that is, I think, amply evident.  That it 
had to do just that is, though, a retrospective opti-
cal illusion despite the strain of compulsion in-
volved in the mechanism of reliving once it is op-
erant.  For one thing, a trauma need not be relived.  
Whether a given trauma ever gets relived instead 
of just being obsessively remembered, or obsti-
nately denied, or defended against after the fact,37 
depends on lots of unpredictables such as, in the 

present case, the availability of a national hero of a 
stature comparable to Pétain’s.  For another, a re-
living has a pick of acceptable equivalents to any 
element of its traumatic original: thus many an-
other outside threat to the Fourth Republic could 
have served as well as the one from the self-
proclaimed committee of public safety in Algiers.  
And again, the felicitous outcome of de Gaulle’s 
investiture on his Pétainist terms—above all, a new 
republican constitution that fast laid all his oppo-
nents’ fears to rest—was by no means a foregone 
conclusion; quite the contrary. 
 

  For all that, political history, or indeed his-
tory tout court, is less contingent than it appears in 
nonpsychohistorical perspective.  In our example 
again, once the mechanism of reliving kicked in, 
Pierre Pflimlin was bound to resign as head of gov-
ernment in 1958 the way Paul Reynaud had re-
signed in 1940, without being voted out, and Presi-
dent René Coty was bound to appoint de Gaulle 
next in 1958 the way President Albert Lebrun had 
appointed Pétain next in 1940, overriding the lead-
ers of the two chambres.  As for de Gaulle-1958 
cast as Pétain-1940, how could he resist swiping a 
leaf from the historic Pétain, who had traumatically 
sought to steal his identity in 1925-1928 through 
that ghostwritten book about the French soldier in 
history (“A book is a man”)?  The bottom line is 
that even under outside pressure people act, or re-
act, as they are inwardly impelled to act or react.  
Such inward impulsion, whether of individuals or 
groups, may be flexible as to its mode of discharge 
or in its choice of outlets.  But it, and it alone, is 
the active principle of history.  There is no explain-
ing de Gaulle’s return, or recall, to power in 1958 
without considering what inwardly impelled him to 
return and likewise what inwardly impelled the 
political establishment to recall him.  The closer 
one examines both inner pressures in their inter-
play, the less accident-prone history proves to be. 
 

  Rudolph Binion, PhD, is the Leff Families 
Professor of History at Brandeis University, the 
author of numerous books, a member of the Edito-
rial Board of Clio's Psyche, and a frequent con-
tributor to these pages.  His most ambitious book 
to date, Past Impersonal: Group Process in Hu-
man History, will be published by the Northern 
Illinois University Press later this year.  Professor 
Binion may be reached at<binion@brandeis.edu>. 
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1Also like Pétain, de Gaulle was to work on the new con-
stitution through a consultative council and to legislate 
through the Conseil d’État.  Unlike 1940, on the other 
hand, the chambres voted separately in 1958, and de 
Gaulle’s special powers were limited to six months 
 
2Pétain, June 16, 1940; de Gaulle, May 19, 1958.  The 
Pétainist journal Rivarol coupled these two quotations to 
justify supporting de Gaulle out of fidelity to Pétain: 
Henry Rousso, Le syndrome de Vichy (1944-198...) (Paris: 
Seuil, 1987), p. 90. 
 
3“...le trouble de l’armée au combat, la dislocation nation-
ale, la perte de l’indépendance.” As for “la dégradation de 
l’État,” “State” in this context had a distinctly Pétainist 
resonance, Pétain having ruled in the name of “the French 
state” rather than of the French Republic. 
 
4This was Henri Queuille’s formulation, quoted by No-
guères, 118.  Léon Blum went further: see République 
Française, Haute Cour de Justice,  Procès du maréchal 
Pétain   Compte rendu in extenso des audiences (Paris: 
Imprimerie des Journaux Officiels, 1945), p. 79. 
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Order, 1940-1944 (New York: Knopf, 1972), p. 351. 
 
6See especially Le procès Laval.  Compte rendu sté-
nographique (Paris: Albin Michel, 1946), pp. 153-154 
(PierreLaval); Procès Pétain, p. 48 (Albert Lebrun), pp. 
77-80 (Léon Blum); cf. ibid., p. 141 (Maxime Weygand). 
 
7Procès Pétain, 77. 
 
8Procès Laval, 153. 
 
9 Seized by parachutists on May 24, 1958 on orders from 
Algiers. 
 
10Pierre Mendès France, in Journal officiall.  Débats parle-
mentaires, Assemblée Nationale, June 1, 1958, p. 2577.   
Mendès’s intervention recalled Léon Blum’s argument for 
the illegitimacy of the vote on July 10, 1940: “Our man-
date forbids us to abdicate to force”: Michel Winock, La 
fièvre hexagonale.  Les grandes crises politiques de 1871 à 
1968 (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1968), p. 299. 
 

11The National Assembly’s vote of 329 to 224 with 39 
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mentary vote of 569 to 80 with 17 abstentions on July 10, 
1940, but not so drastically if, for 1940, the seventy-odd 
Communists disqualified since 1939 and the thirty parlia-
mentarians detained in North Africa are counted as op-
posed. 
 

12Paxton, p. 3.  Similarly for Jean Lacouture, De Gaulle, 
vol. 1, Le rebelle (Paris: Seuil, 1984), p. 449, the French 
public under Vichy was “a traumatized mass.”  Further, 
Julian Jackson, The Fall of France.  The Nazi Invasion of 
1940 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), p. 2 (“the 
trauma of the defeat of 1940”—and, quoting René Ré-
mond, “a deep and lasting traumatism”) and passim. 

 

13Ibid., p. 237.  In loose French usage, the Occupation is 
often called traumatic: see, e.g., Rousso, 83. 
 

14Pentecost fell on Sunday, May 25. 
 

15Michel Winock, La république se meurt.  Chronique 
1956-1958 (Paris: Seuil, 1978), p. 206; more generally on 
the public’s sense of exclusion, pp. 198-218. 
 

16“I declare that as of today France considers that in all of 
Algeria there ...  are only full-fledged Frenchmen [à part 
entière]”: Le Monde, June 6, 1958, p. 3. 
 

17Lacouture, p. 363, compares him to a sleepwalker. 
 

18Unlike the first, the second denial was only implicit in 
his early public pronouncements, as in his allusion over his 
BBC on August 3, 1940, to “the so-called government 
formed in the panic of Bordeaux”: Discours et messages 
du général de Gaulle, Première Série, 18 juin 1940 - 8 
octobre 1941 (Cairo: Éditions “France Toujours,” 1941), 
p. 29 (cf. Lacouture, p. 348).  But in private he denounced 
Pétain’s “treason” promptly on June 17: Lacouture, p. 367. 
 

19Colonel Rémy (Gilbert Renaud), in Rousso, pp. 43-44; 
further, ibid., 43-50.  Or perhaps his commutation of 
Pétain’s death sentence of August 1945 to life imprison-
ment was precursive. 
 

20Jacques Szaluta, “Apotheosis to Ignominy: The Martyr-
dom of Marshal Pétain,” Journal of Psychohistory, vol. 7, 
no. 4 (spring 1980), p. 439. 
 

21Lacouture, p. 411. 
 

22Jules Jeanneney, in Procès Pétain, p. 191. 
 

23Procès Laval, p. 165. 
 

24Such ambivalence suggests Oedipal input.  “Women, de 
Gaulle?  The same ones as Pétain,” François Mauriac 
knowingly affirmed of Lieutenant de Gaulle: Lacouture, p. 
50. 
 

25Lacouture, p. 145. 
 

26Lacouture, p. 276. 
 

27Lacouture, p. 144. 
 

28Jacques Isorni, in Débats, p. 2366. 
 

29Winock, République, p. 209. 
 

30Louis Noguères, Le véritable procès du maréchal Pétain 
(Paris: Fayard, 1955), pp. 139-169; Paxton, pp. 24-33. 
 

31Rudolph Binion, “Romanticism and the Revolution of 
1789,” in Robert Aldrich, ed., France: Politics, Society, 
Culture and International Relations.  Papers from the Sev-
enth George Rudé Seminar in French History and Civilisa-
tion, The University of Sydney, 21-23 July 1990 
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32Débats parlementaires.  Assemblée Nationale, May 16, 
1958, p. 2368. 
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33Ibid., June 2, 1958, p. 2618. 
 

34Ibid., pp. 2618-2620. 
 

35Assemblée Nationale, Rapport fait au nom de la commis-
sion chargée d’enquêter sur les événements survenus en 
France de 1933 à 1945 (Paris: Imprimerie de l’Assemblée 
Nationale and Presses Universitaires de France, [1947]), p.  
502; further, Procès Pétain, pp. 69-70 (Louis Marin), 112 
(Édouard Herriot).  Even René Rémond in Le retour de de 
Gaulle (Bruxelles: Complexe, 1987), while recognizing 
that the Vichy precedent obsessed the deputies debating 
the constituent powers for de Gaulle (pp. 20, 104, 168-
169), gets that precedent wrong (pp. 104-105).  Rousso, 
pp. 81-83, credits Tixier-Vignancourt with clever polemics 
if nothing else.  Eberhard Jäckel, “Charles de Gaulle und 
die Vierte Französische Republik,” in Geschichte in Wis-
senschaft und Unterricht, IX (1958), 490-504, esp. 498-
503, came closest to recognizing the 1940:1958 parallel. 
 

36Rémond, pp. 164-168. 
 

37The Fourth Republic also defended after the fact against 
the fall of the Third in the long run-up to reliving it: hyper-
fearful of personal empowerment, it constitutionally maxi-
mized the control of the chambers over the government 
and asserted that control continually thereafter by toppling 
ministries in quick succession.


Reflections on the 
Binion Symposium 

 

Paul H. Elovitz 
Ramapo College 

 

In a long and distinguished career that has 
included professorships at Brandeis, Columbia, 
MIT, Colle’ge de France, and working for 
UNESCO in Paris, Rudolph Binion has demon-
strated an enormous breadth and range of historical 
and psychohistorical knowledge.  His Frau Lou: 
Nietzsche’s Wayward Disciple (1968) and Hitler 
Among the Germans (1976) are psychohistorical 
achievements of the first order.  For almost three 
decades his primary focus has been to go beyond 
individual to group psychology—his “De Gaulle as 
Pétain” is a prime example of this. 

 

Organizing the symposium has been an 
exciting and challenging task.  As serious scholars, 
we want our work to be refereed by the most 
knowledgeable colleagues—researchers who are 
also open to new ideas and who do not automati-
cally find scholarship objectionable because they 
read the words “psychology” or “psychohistory” in 
it.  This task became challenging for several rea-

sons mostly having to do with limited lead time 
and the problem of overcoming the understandable 
professorial disinclination to take on another un-
paid scholarly obligation during a time usually set 
aside for one’s own research and relaxation.  We 
were approaching busy, highly productive schol-
ars, requesting that they take valuable time from 
their own important work.  It was only at the be-
ginning of June that Binion’s article was accepted 
as a suitable long article for our small quarterly by 
being anonymously refereed by an appropriate 
board of scholars. We quickly decided it would 
make an excellent symposium issue and went on to 
identify two rather distinct groups—psychological 
historians and traditional historians—with the ex-
pertise to best respond to this excursion into 
French history by the Leff Families Professor of 
Modern European History at Brandeis University. 

 

Identifying the first group of well-qualified psy-
chologically-informed historians was easy and its mem-
bers were generous in spending their precious time on our 
symposium, rather than their own research and publica-
tions.  In the end, we were quite fortunate to find a group 
who felt that they had sufficient knowledge of the subject 
matter as well as of the methodology of psychohistory to 
respond.  Most serendipitously, we even had two scholars 
of France as well as of psychological history (Shapiro and 
Szaluta).  Jacques Szaluta, in fact, has published articles 
on Pétain as well as a psychohistory textbook first 
published in France. 

 

“Traditional” historians of France repre-
sented the biggest challenge.  First, I didn’t know 
them and they did not know me, my reputation as 
an editor, or our journal.  Therefore they had no 
special reason to accede to my request.  Neverthe-
less, they were quite accommodating, going to 
great lengths to recommend colleagues with spe-
cial expertise on de Gaulle, Pétain, the general pe-
riod, or at least French history.  I suspect a few 
found it much easier to recommend others than to 
volunteer to write a response themselves because 
they often seemed unsure of what to make of a re-
quest for a comment on a paper based on psycho-
history.  Some made it quite clear to me that they 
read the Binion piece carefully before they decided 
they did not have enough time.  Several clearly felt 
they would have to immerse themselves in psycho-
historical literature to do the job properly, even 
though I specified that this was not required.  Two 
accepted the invitation only after being reassured 
that we were only looking for good scholarship 
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from colleagues well versed in France of the pe-
riod, rather than from experts on psychohistory. 

 

Among the resistances to participating was 
the common reluctance of the specialist of a par-
ticular place and time to go outside of the materials 
they know so well within an historical context, on 
the grounds that there are too many variables.  For 
example, a distinguished French historian from one 
of our most famous universities declined on the 
basis of inadequate time, while rather gratuitously 
suggesting that the very idea of comparing men 
from these different periods was suspect.  Yet, as 
professors in our survey courses we must do pre-
cisely this to make history intelligible to our stu-
dents.  If we can’t compare two Twentieth century 
French generals turned head-of-state whose lives 
overlapped by 61 years, and who had long-term 
relationships with each other, then whom can we 
compare? 

 

Direct prejudice against psychohistory was 
something I did encounter from one of the 55 cor-
respondents I had in conducting this project.  I 
thanked this scholar, who has a Harvard doctoral 
degree and who teaches at a well-known urban uni-
versity, for his candor in declaring his lack of 
“sympathy” and “prejudice,” inquiring as to why 
he held these views.  He declared that his doubts 
came from a conviction that contemporary Ameri-
can culture has too much psychological jargon.  
This is a point I have long been making, so I 
agreed and mentioned the paper I had just given in 
Canada on my ideal of a psychohistory to be writ-
ten without significant psychological terminology.  
When he sent me a rough draft of his response, it 
became perfectly clear that his lack of sympathy 
for our field led him to misinterpret a fact as well 
as only make interpretations hostile to the ap-
proach.  As much as we welcome differences of 
opinion, it had become crystal clear to me, and the 
member of our Editorial Board to whom I showed 
his response anonymously, that this professor was 
not a suitable responder for this symposium.  I 
thanked him for his time and effort. 

 

In the end, I am most appreciative of the 
scholars of France and Europe who responded to 
the symposium paper or helped me identify well-
qualified colleagues who might be able to write on 
“De Gaulle as Pétain.”  Several scholars who stand 
out in this regard are Professors William Keylor 

(Boston), Kim Munholland (Minnesota), Robert 
Paxton (Columbia), John Sweets (Kansas), and 
Irwin Wall (UC-Riverside).  It struck me just how 
many of the French historians were either on their 
way to or from France for research or pleasure.  (I 
must confess to some envy of their enjoyment of 
the wonders of France while I edited and typed 
away in northern New Jersey.)  In the future I hope 
to tap their expertise for more articles on French 
history, since I feel that our publication has been 
stronger in American, English, German, and Rus-
sian history than it has been for France. 

 

The respondents in this symposium repre-
sent many different universities and colleges 
throughout the United States and Canada.  Virtu-
ally all are trained in European history and a num-
ber are scholars of France with publications spe-
cifically in the area of our discussion.  Though the 
majority are psychological historians, there are five 
without a background in this area.  They approach 
the materials in a variety of ways.  John Hellman 
of McGill, for example, offers information on de 
Gaulle’s background and military affairs while Lee 
Shneidman of Adelphi provides a personalized as-
sessment.  David James Fisher, a psychoanalyst 
and modern European historian, asks the types of 
questions that reflect his therapeutic experience 
even more than his historical training.  Given the 
number of commentators, there is comparatively 
little overlapping coverage.  The overall result is a 
richness of insight. 

 

The symposium is a special pleasure for 
me since when I think of Rudy Binion, the three 
words that come to mind are erudition, intellect, 
and friendship.  I’m often in awe of the breadth 
and depth of his knowledge of European culture, 
history, group process, and so much more.  He is a 
generous supporter of this publication, who sits on 
our Editorial Board.  In submitting this paper he 
encouraged its use as a symposium so that Clio’s 
Psyche might become known to a larger group of 
scholars.  In three decades I have learned an enor-
mous amount by both listening to him develop his 
ideas at numerous conferences and reading the re-
sults of his in-depth archival research and profound 
thought.  Awe and gratitude, however, are not a 
good basis for writing a critical response to a major 
paper.  Nonetheless, this does not present a prob-
lem since I do not feel as critical of Binion’s “De 
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Gaulle as Pétain” as appreciative of his accom-
plishment in writing it.   

 

 This being said, I must note that despite 
our common doctoral degrees in modern European 
history, we have very different backgrounds and 
ways of looking at the world.  Childhood is the 
main focus of my research and I integrate it into 
the many psychobiographies I have written of peo-
ple like Humphry Davy, Thomas Telford, the 
Bushes, Bill Clinton, and Paul Tsongas.  Binion, 
on the other hand, has written about childhood in 
the past but in recent decades has increasingly 
turned his focus away from it, concentrating on 
group psychohistory, sometimes to the exclusion 
of childhood.  Group psychology is a subject I ap-
proach quite cautiously as reflected in my com-
ments in the Clio’s Psyche Group Process Sympo-
sium (Vol. 7 No. 3, December 2000, pp.148-149).  
While I agree that people in groups often act differ-
ently than they do as individuals, I look for the mo-
tives of the individual, having found this to be a 
more reliable source of information than trying to 
explain the motives according to some theoretical 
framework, as is done by most students of group 
behavior.   
 

 Fortunately, Binion does not lead with the-
ory.  Indeed, I am impressed by his humility in ac-
knowledging the limits of his knowledge as to the 
means of transmission of group trauma and his 
willingness to “eat” his own words when the evi-
dence disproves an earlier hypothesis about trauma 
always being unconscious.  In reading Binion’s 
theoretical framework I am left wondering what 
the relationship is between the traditional Freudian 
notion of the repetition compulsion and Binion’s 
idea of traumatic reliving.  It is worth noting that 
the unconscious compulsion to repeat encapsulated 
in the first concept is focused on the individual 
rather than the group.  (As we know, while Freud 
used the word repetition, singular or plural, over 
190 times, he never used repetition compulsion as 
a phrase.  The reader should note that though I do 
not recall ever before having used the term repeti-
tion compulsion in my published work—beyond in 
a listing of psychological terms—it is one of many 
psychological concepts that help to frame the hy-
pothesis that I utilize in making sense of the data 
that comes from my study of history and life.) 
 

“De Gaulle as Pétain” is informative, sug-

gestive, and thought-provoking and produces in me 
thoughts of betrayal, denial, grandiosity, and with-
drawal.  Pride and grandiosity are apparent in so 
much of the behavior of the founder of the Fifth 
Republic. His identification with the grandeur of 
France is so profound that he could not accept its 
defeat in June 1940.  When he could not dominate 
French politics, de Gaulle chose to retreat to his 
tent and await the call to service under his terms.  
He acted above politics and politicians, both of 
which he disdained.  In the face of such expres-
sions of superiority over others I wonder about 
what lies beneath.  As a psychoanalyst, I know that 
grandiosity is a defensive mechanism, covering up 
feelings of inadequacy, vulnerability, and weak-
ness. 

 

Professor Binion does a good job of high-
lighting de Gaulle’s denial, even noting that “His 
historic identity was built on that double denial of 
the national trauma of 1940.”  Charles de Gaulle 
was in denial of his status of having ghostwritten a 
book for his mentor, Pétain, denial of defeat in 
1940, denial of the legitimacy of Pétain’s Vichy 
government, denial of his position as dependent on 
the good will of the British and Americans in 
World War II, and in denial that France was no 
longer a really great power after WW II.  As is of-
ten the case with many famous leaders—as well as 
ordinary people—he denied that which did not fit 
his picture of reality and his role in the world. 

 

 Betrayal is another important theme in the 
life Charles de Gaulle.  He saw Pétain’s creation of 
the Vichy regime as a betrayal of France in 1940, 
rather than as a partially successful attempt to save 
it from the full force of the German Reich.  He saw 
Pétain as having betrayed him personally in claim-
ing his words in the book he ultimately published, 
in defiance of his mentor, as France and Her Army 
(1938).  He saw the English and Americans as be-
traying France by treating it as one of the great 
powers in name only, not really recognizing its 
grandeur and significance as a full partner.  De 
Gaulle in turn betrayed Pétain’s Vichy govern-
ment, the Fourth Republic, and in 1961 the gener-
als and Algerian colonialists who brought him to 
power. 
 

 In conclusion, each reader will have to de-
cide if the De Gaulle as Pétain Symposium accom-
plishes our goal of creating a lively intellectual ex-
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change furthering our knowledge of historical re-
living, French history, Pétain, de Gaulle, and the 
relationship between leader and led. 
 

 [See Elovitz  profile on page 106]
 

Repeat Performances 
 

David R. Beisel 
SUNY—Rockland 

 

 Rudolph Binion, the author of my all-time 
favorite psychohistorical essay, “Repeat Perform-
ance: Leopold III and Belgian Neutrality” (1969), 
has also produced path-breaking book-length stud-
ies on Frau Lou: Nietzsche’s Wayward Disciple 
(1968) and on Hitler’s murderous anti-Semitism 
(Hitler Among the Germans, 1976).  His literary 
essays in Sounding the Classics (1997), his work 
on late Nineteenth-century European demography, 
his recent essay on the psychological repercussions 
of the Black Death in Western Civilization, and his 
little gem on Bismarck in a recent Clio’s Psyche  
are also models of the best scholarship psychologi-
cal history has to offer. 
 

 The range of psychohistorical subjects he 
has tackled over the last four decades is impres-
sive.  He has moved from detailed psychobiogra-
phy to the group processes at work in several kinds 
of groups.  He’s written importantly on psychohis-
torical method.  This time out he returns to psycho-
biography while putting the Pétain-de Gaulle con-
nection into a group-psychohistorical setting. 
 

 Although some readers may take it for 
granted, I think it’s important to take special note 
of this aspect of his essay since there’s been a ten-
dency among psychobiographers to focus only, or 
primarily, on individuals to the exclusion of group 
psychological factors.  In these studies, the psycho-
biographical subject is either presented “naked”—
without historical referents at all, or is plunked 
down into a historical milieu that is indeed histori-
cal but not psychohistorical, or not psychohistori-
cal enough. (Waite’s study of Hitler, The Psycho-
pathic God, so valuable in many other ways, is a 
case in point.) 
 

 Hence, an unmentioned subtext in all of 
Binion’s work—I find it there implicitly—is to 
insist, rightly, that psychobiography must be lo-
cated in group-psychohistorical, not just historical 

contexts, which he does again in “De Gaulle as 
Pétain,”  (De Gaulle is driven for personal reasons 
as much as “France” is driven by its own related, 
but separate, group reasons, the two connecting on 
the historical stage.) 
 

 The other, more important dimension of 
Binion’s work is, of course, his abiding emphasis 
on the centrality of trauma, specifically adult 
trauma, which ties together his studies of diverse 
topics and has been the mainstay of his pioneering 
research.  It is interestingly and convincingly de-
veloped again in “De Gaulle as Pétain,” not from 
theory, but—as he, and all historians rightly in-
sist—by emerging from the documentary evidence.  
The overt and subtle connections he finds in the 
sources, and how he weaves them together with 
repetitions and causes, is to me is the most compel-
ling part of his work. 
 

 Of course, it’s not just trauma that 
counts—historians without psychology constantly 
misuse the term—but it is the possibility of the 
traumatic event leading to eventual traumatic reliv-
ing, or continued relivings, as Binion shows again 
in this essay.  It’s what makes trauma important to 
history.  It shows up particularly convincingly in 
its consequences. 
 

 Psychohistorians have for years asserted 
that by emphasizing the irrational, the emotional, 
and the unconscious, psychohistory’s main goal 
has been to deepen and enlarge the understanding 
of human motivation, namely the “Why?” of his-
tory.  I suggest that this focus on motivation may 
have accidentally led us to think too much of 
causes, too little of consequences.  Perhaps we 
should consider the possibility—I also find it im-
plicit in Binion’s essay—that we begin to stress 
consequences as much as causes, that, in fact, 
they’re crucial to proving our psychohistorical 
case. 
 

 Statements about cause are traditionally 
based on what historical persons have said, and, for 
psychohistorians, on the dreams, fantasies, and 
fears we find explicitly and implicitly buried in the 
historical documents.  But these should not be our 
only sources for corroborating evidence.  Out-
comes matter too. 
 

  For most historians without psychology, 
outcomes are the result of conscious planning, or 
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conscious planning run amuck, or unforeseen cir-
cumstances, or blunders by ill-informed or stupid 
leaders, never the result of unconscious intent. 
 

 To make our psychohistorical case, we 
need more often and self-consciously to point to 
consequences, including the contradictions be-
tween what people say and what they’re actually 
doing, between the reasons they give for what 
they’re doing, and what actually “happens” to them 
when they do it.  Those with insight know that 
people sometimes get what they unconsciously 
wish for even when they don’t know they want it 
or don’t believe they’re doing anything to get it. 
 

 It’s as hard for non-psychological histori-
ans as for any psychologically defensive person to 
believe that people, groups as well as individuals, 
sometimes arrange the world so that things turn out 
the way they say they don’t want them to turn out.  
Because it is sometimes impossible to conclusively 
prove unconscious wishes from available docu-
mentary evidence focused on causes, it is possible 
to argue that the proof of an unconscious process 
also comes from outcomes, especially when the 
repetitions producing those outcomes lead to self-
defeating or self-destructive behavior.  If we can 
help others to see in this way, the corroborating 
sources available to historians for understanding 
unconscious processes can multiply exponentially.  
Hence, the proof for traumatic reliving—seeing the 
outcomes of behavior as the result of uncon-
sciously driven tendencies—serves a purpose in 
Binion’s current essay beyond the immediate needs 
of that essay. 
 

 Part of the essay’s broader significance lies 
as well in the notion of  contingency.  It may seem 
paradoxical but can be argued that an understand-
ing of traumatic reliving helps avoid the heavy 
hand of inevitability demanded by other kinds of 
psychohistorical models.  While the compulsion to 
relive sets up a certain degree of determinism, 
flexibility is also possible. I don’t find this espe-
cially evident in Binion’s  “De Gaulle as Pétain” as 
much as in his earlier Hitler work, where adult 
trauma and re-traumatization take place in a narra-
tive framework historians would find more conge-
nial. 
 

 I’m not a fan of the “What if?” school of 
history but do think counterfactuals may, at times, 

serve a purpose.  For the psychological origins of 
Hitler’s murderous anti-Semitism it’s possible to ar-
gue that: if Hitler’s father Alois wasn’t so much older 
than his mother Klara; if Alois didn’t have two chil-
dren from an earlier marriage; if Klara had not suf-
fered the traumatic loss of her three children to diph-
theria within six weeks of one another; if Adolf did-
n’t then become the apple of her eye; if the deep 
symbiosis between them had been modified by a 
more normal separation-individuation; if Klara didn’t 
develop breast cancer; if Dr. Bloch hadn’t treated it 
with iodoform; if Klara did not suffer from an iodo-
form overdose; if Hitler did not sit continuously at 
the side of her death bed; if he had been prevented 
from symbiotically absorbing the symptoms of her 
iodoform overdose; if he did not re-experience the 
symptoms of that overdose when he was wounded by 
mustard gas attack in October 1918; if, upon his re-
covery, the traumatic news did not suddenly arrive 
that Germany had lost the war; and if Dr. Bloch was 
not a Jew, it’s possible to imagine that Hitler could 
have emerged from World War I as traumatized as 
any other veteran, but neither more nor less anti-
Semitic than any other German.  This complex chain 
of events appeals to the historian in me. 
 

 Other types of psychohistory dogmatically 
assert several simple Iron Laws of Psychohistory—
having to do with group fantasy “cycles,” or condi-
tionings of childhood, or speculations about fetal or 
birth traumas.  They’re as unlikely to convince histo-
rians as they are unlikely to account for the role of 
contingency, which must be given a place in history 
if history is to reflect reality in any real sense. 
 

 This is not to diminish the compulsive need 
for trauma to be reenacted.  Despite recent strivings 
in the Culture Wars to denounce, devalue, even de-
stroy the very notion of trauma, its existence, and the 
existence of traumatic reliving can be proven phe-
nomenologically.  The evidence shows that trauma is 
not the same for all people at all  times, but is impor-
tant for some people at crucial times.  History repeats 
itself, at least once in a while.  Anything that moves 
us to a better understand why things happen needs to 
be included as part of history’s and psychological 
history’s methodological and conceptual framework. 
 

 I assume that some readers will wonder why 
I’ve spent time making what to them may be obvious, 
even mundane, comments.  I’ve done so because, 
predictably, some of my fellow psychological histori-
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ans will be as reluctant as my fellow historians to 
put traumatic reliving at center stage since their 
understanding of the world is based on one or an-
other of the psychological models which have 
served them well for a long time.  These include 
biologically inherited, life-long aggressive im-
pulses, the denial of death, symbolic immortality, 
the failure of good enough parenting, child abuse 
both physical and emotional, the universality of 
incest, rage against mommy, Oedipal conflicts, a 
failure to separate and individuate, pre-Oedipal 
conflicts, and the like. 
  

 I’m not sure that it’s only, or mainly, adult 
traumatic reliving which runs history, but after four 
decades of studying modern history and looking 
for psychological causes I think that traumatic re-
living best explains the persistent phenomenon, in 
individuals and groups, which has become for me 
the central question of historical study: why people 
act in ways which bring about the very things 
they’re most trying to avoid. 
 

 It’s not a new question, certainly, and is 
familiar to all of us.  It has many dimensions, and 
can be explained in several ways, traumatic reliv-
ing among them.  Pronouncements that historical 
trauma studies are not psychohistory, that every-
thing derives from the history of childhood, are not 
only ungenerous, but off the mark.  Childhood his-
tory is important: I’ve said so many times and have 
shown links between historical childhoods and his-
torical events in my own writing.  But denouncing 
traumatic reliving from within the ranks of psycho-
history is especially serious.  It echoes charges 
from the larger culture, and it is clear that one rea-
son for the denunciations of trauma in the larger 
post-9/11 world is precisely because we live in a 
post-9/11 world.  Our media continually call the 
events of 9/11 traumatic while at the same time 
asserting that the notion of trauma is controversial, 
or completely bankrupt.  By aiming at making 
trauma problematic at best, they feed our need for 
collective denial. 
 

 In a world presumably waging a “War 
Against Terror,” in a world in which people can 
bring about the very thing they most want to avoid, 
we no longer have the luxury of treating studies of 
traumatic reliving casually, or as mere intellectual 
games, or as simply another point of view.  Nor do 
we have the luxury of declaring them neither his-

torical nor psychohistorical.  “De Gaulle as Pétain” 
adds another chapter to an illustrious body of work 
whose lessons we ignore at our peril. 
  

 David R. Beisel, Ph.D., author of The Sui-
cidal Embrace: Hitler, the Allies, and the Origins 
of the Second World War (2003), is twice past 
president of the International Psychohistorical As-
sociation, former editor of The Journal of Psycho-
history (1978-1987), a Contributing Editor to 
Clio’s Psyche, and the author of numerous articles 
on American and European history.  Since 1976, 
he has taught psychohistory to over 6,000 college 
students. A recipient of several teaching awards, 
including the SUNY Chancellor’s Award for Excel-
lence in Teaching, he is working on an essay for 
Clio’s Psyche on teaching group psychohistory, 
and is currently writing a book on the traumatic 
consequences of the First and Second World Wars. 
Professor Beisel may be contacted at <dbeisel@ 
sunyrockland.edu>.  

 
Pétain as de Gaulle 

 

David Felix, 
City University of New York 

 

 With his hyperacute sensibility to the 
deeper movements of the psyche, Rudolph Binion 
has precisely traced the character of French leader-
ship in both 1940 and 1958.  He has found it un-
cannily congruent.  I don't believe I invalidate his 
conclusions if I find a Pétain as de Gaulle in his 
narrative. As Binion says, “Diametric opposites 
meet.” 
 

 Of course the psyche must respond to outer 
events.  The great crash of the 1940 battle defeat—
the destruction of the French state—was as trau-
matic as it was real.  The events of 1958, radiating 
out traumatic effects, recalled 1940—but with dif-
ferences which Binion has expertly deline-
ated.  The first was a monolithic disaster, the sec-
ond, a puzzle of a splintering of defeats: Vietnam, 
Tunisia, Morocco, and, after de Gaulle accepted 
it, Algeria. 
 

 I marvel at Binion’s fine understanding of 
the two huge personalities: their individual touchi-
ness, magical thinking, and somnambulistic trian-
gulation of political reality.  As he shows, both tri-
umphed at the cost of the other, but then the great 
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ego, in character, recognizes no other.  Binion does 
not mention the dénouement: a jury had declared 
Pétain guilty and sentenced him to death but with a 
recommendation for mercy.  Having previously 
refused to let Pétain escape by way of banishment, 
the victor de Gaulle granted him that much, but not 
a miette [crumb] more—to live out his 95 years as 
a state prisoner.  For de Gaulle it was surely a fair 
concordance of personal pique, appropriate poli-
tics, and justice. 
 

 In the mediocre record of overt history, as 
Binion shows, de Gaulle was another Pétain.  But 
are we not forced to see Pétain as de Gaulle?  Con-
sider de Gaulle’s legerdemain.  Defying assassina-
tion, the military man completed France's decolo-
nialization as the civilian leaders had disgracefully 
begun it.  He went to Algeria to tell the exultant 
colons: “Je vous ai compris” [I have understood 
you].  He understood them better than they under-
stood themselves and prepared their welcome in 
France. 
 

 De Gaulle balanced France's parliamentary 
institutions by giving the country an effective ex-
ecutive.  Accepting and extending the Monnet 
Plan, he supported a reasonable organization of the 
economy.  He befriended Germany as part of a 
prickly adjustment of a uniting Europe.  If he 
strengthened French and European democracy so 
much, cannot he rescue Pétain as well?  At his trial 
the old man told the court: “while General de 
Gaulle pursued the struggle beyond our frontiers I 
prepared the way to liberation by preserving 
France stricken but alive.” 
 

 David Felix, PhD, is professor emeritus of 
history at the City University of New York and an 
active member of the Psychohistory Forum’s Psy-
choanalytic Biography/Autobiography Research 
Group.  He has published four books on recent 
European history and is currently working on a 
study of political and economic interaction in 20th 
Century world history.  Dr. Felix may be reached 
at <dflixx@msn.com>. 

Personal Trauma or Traumatic 
Reliving    

David James Fisher 
Private Practice and UCLA 

 

As in much of Rudy Binion's scholarship, I 

found his essay "de Gaulle as Pétain" suggestive, 
well written, and controversial.  I assume that he 
will be elaborating his theory of traumatic reliving 
in his forthcoming book, Past Impersonal:  Group 
Process in Human History.  I would have liked to 
see more of that elaboration in this article.  On 
page 19, Binion argues that group trauma does not 
have to be relived; it can be remembered, denied, 
or defended against.  Earlier in the piece, he speaks 
of psychic numbing (is he borrowing from Lifton 
here?), again on the group level.  What the reader 
wants to know, especially one who is receptive to 
the psychohistorical perspective as I am, is what 
are the mechanisms that propel these reactions?  Is 
Binion postulating a group unconscious?  Or, 
among political elites, a political unconscious, 
where the past can be relived in situations of real 
or fantasized crisis, as in the unforeseen loss of a 
war, or in the prospect of a bloody civil war? 
 

  I would have liked Binion to differentiate 
more sharply individual from group process.  Are 
the anxieties the same?  Are they multiplied in the 
collective setting, given the absence of a secure 
and safe framework to contain these anxie-
ties?  Given the propensity of individuals in groups 
to be susceptible to contagion, to an intensification 
of massive fears, does Binion think that collective 
trauma is distinctly different from individual 
trauma?  Is he talking of anticipatory anxiety, or of 
real fears generated from the actual, lived experi-
ence of crisis?  Through the historical/
psychological study of groups at war, in situations 
of revolution or counter-revolution, severe eco-
nomic dislocation, such as high inflation or depres-
sion, in the face of civil war or dislocation from 
one's homeland, do groups react differently than 
individuals?  Are there mediations psychodynami-
cally between the individual and the collectiv-
ity?  If so, how does the historian document these 
differences or similarities?  What are his critical 
sources and documents?  How does the historian 
evaluate for typicality?  What are the norms and 
average expectable responses in groups at mo-
ments of enormous anxiety, bordering on panic?  I 
remain curious about these issues and I wish that 
Binion would have addressed them more directly.  
 

In working psychodynamically with se-
verely traumatized patients, some of whom were 
sexually molested (including same sex molestation 
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by a parent), others who were abused with vio-
lence, including repeated episodes of verbal as-
sault, and still others who were severely neglected 
(another form of abuse in my view), I have discov-
ered many of the same defenses that Binion out-
lines, including psychic splitting into good and 
bad, massive projecting, denial and avoidance, dis-
avowal of affect, dissociation, psychic dead-
ness,  and the compulsion to repeat.  These power-
ful psychological mechanisms can be seen as ways 
of attempting to master or adapt to the massive 
pain of the original trauma.  I have found that 
these traumatized individuals are highly inhibited 
in certain instances, that they often have difficulty 
in accessing and expressing anger and aggression 
(even though they are suffering from profound 
sources of rage).  I have observed that traumatized 
individuals suffer from shame, that guilt dynamics 
often hide the shame, that they protect themselves 
against the enormous anxiety about being exposed 
and humiliated. They are often secretive about 
their deepest sources of vulnerability.  That fragil-
ity pivots on the fear of being retraumatized, a fear 
that they experience as potentially shattering to 
their sense of self.  I wish that Binion would ad-
dress the dynamics of shame that may be at work 
in his understanding of group process.  Further-
more, in my traumatized patients, I have encoun-
tered severe self-loathing, self-doubts, passivity, 
and sado-masochistic dynamics (with masochism 
prevailing on the more manifest level).  Most an-
ticipate the inevitability of future humiliation, 
which structures their depression, their pessimism 
about life, their sense that life has no meaning, or 
very limited meaning 
 

Traumatized individuals also fear they 
themselves will inflict another trauma, not neces-
sarily the same, on others, usually weaker or more 
vulnerable than themselves.  Many of those who 
experienced sexual molestation find themselves 
confused and disoriented about their own sexual 
orientation; many fear that they are gay, or that 
they brought on the abuse by their own seductive-
ness.  Those victimized by violence wonder if they, 
themselves, somehow provoked the violence, that 
they are to blame for these episodes.  In terms of 
the countertransference dynamics (not at all ad-
dressed by Binion: a significant omission, I be-
lieve), I find that working with traumatized indi-
viduals highly challenging (and highly rewarding if 

one can establish and re-establish trust, safety, and 
a secure working alliance).  What is challenging is 
working with the prevalence of dissociation, the 
persistent deadness and emotional unavailability of 
these patients during the hour.  They literally do 
not know what they are feeling; affects are foreign 
to them.  They often are unable to read the affec-
tive signals and cues from others, making their re-
lationships often stormy and problematic, often 
resulting in inappropriate behavior and expecta-
tions, in addition to self-destructive choices.  They 
usually have enormous terror around separations 
and panic around the prospect of abandonment. 
 

 As a therapist, then, I find myself having to 
be patient, caring, affirming, and sensitive to their 
ability to express emotions.  I have to be unusually 
empathic and careful about their propensity to ex-
perience shame.  That can often inhibit my own 
spontaneity and my own desires to engage my pa-
tients.  Once the intimacy begins to emerge, if it 
does evolve, the work and relationship can be quite 
rewarding, mutually rewarding and life transform-
ing.  But it is often a marathon—never a sprint.  It 
would be welcome, but perhaps it runs against his 
style as an historian, for Binion to have revealed to 
his audience his own ambivalences and difficulties 
in working with the history of traumatic reliv-
ing.  What, if anything, is he reliving traumati-
cally?  Can an historian who has been traumatized 
heal himself in working toward a psychohistorical 
understanding of earlier collective trauma?  My 
preference, and this may be a matter of taste, is for 
the historian to lay bare more of his or her own 
subjectivity.  I also wish that Binion would reveal 
more explicitly what clinical and/or psychological 
theories inform his historical thinking, rather than 
assume that his favorite theory of trauma is fully 
integrated in his narrative and analytic structure. 
 

Binion, to summarize, needs to specify 
how group trauma recapitulates individual forms of 
trauma, or whether mass trauma has significantly 
other pathways and meanings.  He needs to alert 
his fellow historians about how to detect latencies 
in the group process.   What clues are there to de-
ciphering collective unconscious process?  Clearly, 
charismatic leaders like De Gaulle and Pétain, both 
with heroic pasts or military stature, can capitalize 
on these dynamics when the country is experienc-
ing crisis.  But do these leaders operate uncon-
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sciously, or are they just being expedient and/or 
opportunistic?  What is the relationship between 
the traumatized collectivity and their particular 
longings for a master, or a leader who will calm 
their anxieties?  History can repeat itself but never 
in exactly the same ways, because trauma is never 
identical.  De Gaulle may have been able to use the 
mystique of Liberation and his own ideological 
form of cultural nationalism, linked with his sense 
of himself representing the grandeur of France, as 
a way to secure power, but also to make his coun-
trymen feel (probably in an illusory way) safe, se-
cure, and immune from further disaster.  In this 
instance he may have been functioning more as an 
omnipotent and omniscient mother than as a reas-
suring father (which may have been Pétain’s role 
and symbolic position at the moment of the Fall of 
France).  Traumatized groups may gravitate more 
to mother figures than father figures, or fathers 
who are mothers on a more latent level. 
 

On the group level, ideology may also be 
operative; after all, ideas and propaganda also have 
an important psychological component.  Pétain’s 
appeal to religion, work, family, and country may 
have been soothing to a majority of the French af-
ter their shameful defeat.  De Gaulle's invoking of 
the mythical greatness of France may have also 
had a powerful unconscious impact on the popula-
tion of France facing massive, civic unrest, particu-
larly at a moment when France appeared to be los-
ing its Empire in Algeria, i.e., losing its former 
greatness, displaying its national fragility.  Binion 
might want to expand upon how ideology mixes in 
with group trauma and enters into his concept of 
how history repeats itself.  Lastly, Binion, an ex-
cellent reader of Nietzsche who has written a fine 
study of Lou Andreas-Salomé, might have dis-
cussed the strengths and weaknesses of Nietzsche's 
concept of “eternal return.”  Was Nietzsche actu-
ally addressing precisely the same issue of histori-
cal trauma?  Is Binion's idea of traumatic reliving 
different from Nietzsche's sense of the inevitability 
of history endlessly repeating its essential cycles 
and patterns? 

 

 David James Fisher, PhD, is a practicing 
psychoanalyst in Los Angeles who was trained as a 
European cultural and intellectual historian at the 
University of Wisconsin, where he worked with 
George L. Mosse.  He is the author of Romain Rol-

land and the Politics of Intellectual Engagement 
(Transaction Publishers, 2004; Cultural Theory 
and Psychoanalytic Tradition (Transaction Pub-
lishers, 1991); and Bettelheim: Living and Dying 
(Rodopi Publishers, 2005).  He is currently work-
ing on a study of Camus and the Sisyphus Com-
plex, a clinical paper on the psychotherapy of li-
ars, and a study of the friendship and debates be-
tween Bruno Bettelheim and Rudolf Ekstein.  Dr. 
Fisher is a Training Analyst at the Institute of Con-
temporary Psychoanalysis, Senior Faculty at the 
New Center for Psychoanalysis in Los Angeles, 
and an Instructor in the Department of Psychiatry 
of the UCLA School of Medicine.  His e-mail is 
<djamesfisher@aol.com>.

 
History Does Not Repeat Itself 

 

Richard Joseph Golsan 
Texas A & M University 

 

 I have read Professor Binion’s provocative 
essay, “De Gaulle as Pétain” with a good deal of 
interest and, frankly, a great deal of skepticism.  I 
should stress at the outset that I am not sold on 
psycho-historical approaches, and I have serious 
reservations concerning the application of Levi-
Strauss’s structuralist paradigms to complex events 
from recent history.  One of the criticisms of struc-
turalism is, of course, its lack of historicity as well 
as its schematization of complicated human cir-
cumstances and situations.  Because Professor Bin-
ion is dependant precisely on these two approaches 
in making his arguments, he simplifies and indeed 
skews the historical record in comparing Pétain’s 
coming to power in summer 1940 after France’s 
defeat at the hands of the Nazis, and de Gaulle’s 
return to power in 1958 at the height of the Alge-
rian crisis. 
 

 To be sure, there are interesting—and dis-
turbing—comparisons to be made between these 
two watershed political moments in postwar 
France.  In both cases, the national assembly voted 
virtually dictatorial powers to the two military he-
roes, and in both cases as well, the assembly mem-
bers were acting under duress in the form of poten-
tial military (and other) pressures.  They were also 
acting without receiving strong signs of visible 
support from “the people,” in fact, as Binion 
shows, quite the reverse in 1958.   In Binion’s view 
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at least, the legislators, as well as the French nation 
itself, were also each time reeling under the weight 
of terrible military defeats, in 1940 at the hands of 
the German army and in 1958 at the hands of, pri-
marily, formerly colonized people. 
  

 Granting these broad similarities, there are 
nevertheless equally, and in my view, much more 
telling historical and political divergences between 
the two events that easily trump the comparisons.  
To claim, at least implicitly, that the threat of a 
possible military coup at the hands of rebellious 
elements in one’s own army creates the same cir-
cumstances as the fact of a military defeat at the 
hands of one’s traditional enemy, and a fascist en-
emy at that, strikes me as highly dubious.  To ap-
preciate the profound  differences between the two 
experiences in both abstract and concrete terms, 
one need only consider the continuing trauma in 
France over the memory of Vichy.  No comparable 
trauma surrounds de Gaulle’s coming to power, 
nor the legacy of the “regime” he created—today’s 
Fifth Republic. 
 

   Moreover, while de Gaulle can be criti-
cized as vain, arrogant, and even egomaniacal—as 
was Pétain—and while both men shared a deep-
seated dislike of political parties and the chaos of 
Third and Fourth Republican politics, from there 
their political visions diverged sharply.  Pétain cre-
ated an overtly dictatorial state, l’État Français, 
complete with a successor designated by the Mar-
shal in royal fashion, anti-Semitic laws, and a vi-
sion of the nation that was reactionary in the ex-
treme and committed to belittling the French peo-
ple and blaming them for their recent defeat.  On 
the latter score, one need only to watch Claude 
Chabrol’s disturbing documentary on Vichy’s 
propaganda, L’Oeil de Vichy, to get a sense of the 
degree to which the regime sought to humiliate the 
French in order, in part, to control them.  By con-
trast, de Gaulle, the cantor of French grandeur, 
was certainly no racist or xenophobe, and despite 
the claims of many of his critics, exercised no dic-
tatorial ambitions and, in fact, voluntarily resigned 
when the French people voted down his proposed 
reforms at the end of the 1960s.  The same pro-
foundly democratic outlook and acceptance of the 
will of the people has certainly not been evident on 
the part of France’s current president, Jacques 
Chirac, who clings to power despite a strong vote 

by the French against the European constitution 
Chirac championed. 
 

 If other political and historical circum-
stances not discussed by Professor Binion tend to 
stress strong differences rather than similarities 
between the events in question, the author’s psy-
cho-historical approach creates other difficulties as 
well.  In the case of de Gaulle himself, Binion re-
duces France’s most important—and complex—
postwar leader to a psychologically simplistic and 
immature individual bent on symbolic vengeance 
against Pétain, a vengeance enacted in “replaying” 
in 1958 Pétain’s coup of summer 1940.  Suppos-
edly responding tit for tat for Pétain’s earlier re-
fusal to give de Gaulle full credit for ghost writing 
a book in the former’s name, de Gaulle, Binion 
asserts, “plagiarized” Pétain’s political demands of 
1940 in making his own demands for returning to 
power in 1958.  So, in fact de Gaulle’s return in 
1958 was the “disguised return of Pétain.”  While 
provocatively phrased, this last assertion is in my 
opinion dangerously misleading in historical terms.  
So, too, in this context, is Binion’s quoting of de 
Gaulle’s statement the “France needed both Maré-
chal Pétain and Général de Gaulle.”  Here the 
statement calls to mind the old—and debunked—
claim of former Vichyites in the postwar period 
that Pétain was “the shield” and de Gaulle “the 
sword.” Pétain was certainly no “shield” for all the 
French—especially Jews—against the Nazis.  
Vichy’s paramilitary police force, the Milice, was 
created, after all, to fight France’s internal ene-
mies: the Resistance, Jews, and so on. 
 

 Professor Binion closes his article with a 
final claim I find objectionable.  He asserts that an 
“inward impulsion” like de Gaulle’s urge to settle 
scores belatedly with Pétain, and like the 1958 as-
sembly’s “unconscious” urge to imitate their 
predecessors by 1940 in handing over power irre-
sponsibly, constitutes the real motor of history.  Or 
as Binion phrases it: “it [the inward impulsion], 
and it alone, is the active principle of history.” If 
this is the case, if rationality and even chance play 
no part, then any effort to control our destiny 
through positive planning and action is simply a 
pipe dream.  In my view, historical defeatism of 
this sort is dangerous indeed. 
 

 Richard J.  Golsan, PhD, is Professor of 
French and Head of the Department of European 
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France (Lincoln, NB: Nebraska, 2000).  His 
French Writers and the Politics of Complicity: Cri-
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Memory and the Sense of Self in 

Time of Crisis 
 

John Hellman 
McGill University 

 

 What tribal memories come to mind when 
peoples are threatened with total annihilation?  
What did the traumatized Parisians remember 
when the Panzer units were racing through the 
lowlands and they saw their city in mortal danger?  
Paul Reynaud, who had become Prime Minister of 
France on March 21,1940 after Edouard Daladier 
was sacked, made the brilliant and combative 
young tank commander Charles de Gaulle a mem-
ber of the Cabinet as Undersecretary of State for 
National Defense and War (assistant minister of 
war).  He also went to the Cathedral of Notre 
Dame with other leaders of the government on 
May 19 and participated in a service where, in the 
presence of the reliquaries of Saint Denis, Saint 
Louis and Saint Genevieve, the intercession of the 
great French saints was implored with a special 
petitionary prayer to Joan of Arc. 
 

But Reynaud resigned on June 16, 1940, 
soon after the occupation of Paris, and was re-
placed by General Pétain, who organized an armi-
stice.  Reynaud was arrested on Pètain’s orders 
(despite the fact that he had made the fatal mistake 
of bringing the appeaser Pétain into the govern-
ment) and was turned over to the Germans, who 
kept him prisoner until the end of the war.  After 
de Gaulle's famous appeal of 18 June, Pétain also 
issued a warrant for the arrest of de Gaulle who 
was condemned to death for treason.   For the 
Third Republic it was indeed “an inglorious 
end” (Binion, p.1). 

 

Charles de Gaulle would have found noth-
ing odd about Parisians invoking the memory and 
intervention of the great French saints in time of 
crisis.  He had been born in Lille in 1890 into a 
stolidly Catholic and patriotic family, and his fa-
ther, Henri de Gaulle, a charismatic and influential 
professor of history in the Jesuit lycée where 
Charles himself studied, had a great influence on 
him.  While Henri de Gaulle described himself as 
“a monarchist” and subscribed to L'Action fran-
çaise, his children never questioned the Republic.  
During the height of the Dreyfus affair, Henri de 
Gaulle was convinced of the captain's innocence of 
the charges of treason and followed his conscience 
to express pro-Dreyfus views “heroically” for a 
person from his social background (Jean Lacou-
ture, De Gaulle, I.  Le Rebelle, 1890-1944 [Paris: 
Seuil, 1984], p.15).  Saints Genevieve, Joan of Arc, 
and Louis, were among those historic figures Henri 
de Gaulle had so eloquently described: in every 
century of her long history three or so figures 
emerged, in different times of great national emer-
gency, to save France.    

 

Charles himself, at age 15, already imag-
ined himself playing such a role due to Henri de 
Gaulle’s remarkable pedagogical skills and his in-
fluence on his son Charles (Lacouture, De Gaulle, 
I, p.14-15).  When Charles led representatives of 
the liberating army and the Resistance to Notre 
Dame for the great Te Deum mass of thanksgiving 
for the liberation of Paris on 26 August 1944, he 
might have imagined fulfilling his destiny, and the 
lesson, or law, about the centuries of French his-
tory his father Henri had taught him years earlier.  
It is possible, with his lofty inspiration, fearlessly 
standing tall and erect when all others ducked at 
the outburst of gunfire in the cathedral, that he may 
have consciously remembered St. Genevieve, St. 
Louis, Joan of Arc, even Napoleon, but not Pétain 
at all.  With his unusual sense of his place in long 
periods of historical time, he may have put his dis-
graced former mentor out of sight and out of mind.  
Professor Binion's suggestion that Pétain weighed 
on his unconscious memory, and that of his com-
rades, is certainly pertinent.   

 

  During the pre-war period de Gaulle was 
even more intellectually precocious than Professor 
Binion suggests.  He published articles that at-
tracted attention such as “Doctrine a priori ou doc-
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trine des circonstances” in which, contrary to the 
established doctrine that an army's action should be 
ordered according to predetermined rules, Captain 
de Gaulle argued that it was essential to respond, 
pragmatically, to circumstances.  He lectured at the 
École Supérieure de Guerre, sponsored by Marshal 
Pétain.  He showed himself to be an independent 
thinker, working out his own conceptions of mili-
tary leadership (in essays on "L'Action du chef de 
guerre" and “Du caractère”), and reforming army 
in the light of relations between it and the political 
authorities.  In his first work, La Discorde chez 
l'ennemi (1924) he stressed the fact that the politi-
cal powers and structures must take precedence 
over the military.  In 1932, in Le Fil de l'épée he 
emphasized the importance of the training given to 
military leaders and the crucial role played by cir-
cumstances.  He discussed the need for an armored 
corps combining fire-power with mobility, capable 
of bold initiatives and offensives.  In his work Vers 
l'Armée de métier (1934) he called for a profes-
sional army to be created alongside the conscrip-
tion system.  This idea met with a largely unfavor-
able reception, except with a few people like con-
servative MP Paul Reynaud.  Socialist leader Léon 
Blum warned that this army of professionals might 
become a sort of Praetorian Guard. 
 

Outside France, however, the use of ar-
mored vehicles as recommended by de Gaulle at-
tracted the attention of certain visionary military 
men like Generals Conrad Huhenlein and Heinz 
Guderian, who were also working on plans for de-
veloping a highly mobile mechanized army.  Gud-
erian wrote Achtung Panzer which came to the at-
tention of Hitler.  Guderian’s plan was to make war 
mobile by having a force that was consistently 
moving forward, keeping the enemy off balance, 
never giving them time to regroup.  From July 
1934, Guderian was given the task by Hitler of per-
fecting the fighting techniques of the Panzers—
light tanks, supported by infantry and planes—
which were to become the legendary Blitzkrieg 
mode of attacking an enemy.  Meanwhile in Paris, 
de Gaulle was desperately trying to draw the atten-
tion to this new method of warfare so foreign to the 
mentality of French high command figures like 
Pétain.  In this effort he was aided by l'Ordre Nou-
veau, an elite group of young Nietzschean philoso-
phers, historians, and technocrats who organized 
talks for him, and arranged for the publication of 

his books.  The defensive strategies of ensconced 
High Command figures like Pétain, however, con-
tinued to prevail. 

 

  On his promotion to the rank of colonel in 
1937, de Gaulle was given command of a tank 
regiment in Metz.  When France and Britain de-
clared war on Germany on September 3, 1939, 
Colonel de Gaulle was appointed 5th Army tank 
commander.  Unlike Pétain, who remained very 
much the cautious, iconic Marshal of France, de-
featist and set in his ways, de Gaulle, in January 
1940, sent a memorandum based on operations in 
Poland to 80 influential figures, including Léon 
Blum, Paul Reynaud and Generals Gamelin and 
Weygand.  The document, entitled L'Avènement de 
la force mécanique, advocated combining tank op-
erations with air power.  When the Germans at-
tacked he demonstrated the well-foundedness of 
his new ideas: as commander of the 4th armored 
division, de Gaulle distinguished himself at Mont-
cornet and Laon, and halted the German advance at 
Abbeville (27-30 May 1940). 
 

Appointed acting brigadier with effect 
from June 1st de Gaulle was invited on June 5th by 
Paul Reynaud, president of the Council, to serve as 
under-secretary of state for National Defense and 
War.  His task was to coordinate action with the 
UK in order to continue the war.  On June 9th he 
met Churchill and tried in vain to convince the 
British leader to commit more forces, including air 
forces, to the battle.  On June 10th, de Gaulle left 
Paris, now declared an open city, for Orleans, 
Briare and Tours.  On June 16th returning to Bor-
deaux from a mission to Britain, he learned of Paul 
Reynaud's resignation as President of the Council 
(of Ministers), his replacement by Marshal Pétain 
and the call for an armistice.  General de Gaulle 
was thus no longer a member of the government.  

        

 Was De Gaulle traumatized by the defeat 
of May and June 1940 as Professor  
Binion suggests (p.8)?  According to his memoirs, 
he was more angry and annoyed—particularly with 
Pétain—than traumatized.  The tank units under his 
command, following the guidelines he had been 
prescribing for the French army since the 1920’s, 
performed well against the Germans and proved, at 
Abbeville, that the enemy could, with fresh and 
skillful generalship and will, be checked.  He later 
remembered himself as seeing his worst fears and 
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prophecies fulfilled: the French army, France her-
self, had failed to heed the warnings about the new 
sort of Blitzkrieg attack they would face.  He tried, 
with the help of Reynaud, to rally French people 
lucid about the reasons for the success of the Ger-
man attack, and determined to resist, to continue 
the fight. 
 

 Was there “a replay by de Gaulle in 1958 
of Pétain in 1940” (p.2)?  In 1958, as Professor 
Binion points out, several circumstances were 
quite different from what they had been in 1940.  
Ministerial instability and the Fourth Republic's 
inability to deal with the Algerian crisis, which 
was sparked off by an insurrection on November 1, 
1954, led the regime into serious difficulties.  Po-
litical figures from all sides of the political spec-
trum found themselves wishing for the return of 
the General.  On May 13, 1958, a menacing vigi-
lance committee called for a demonstration against 
the FLN (National Liberation Front) in Algiers.  A 
Committee of Public Safety was created, headed 
by General Salan, who issued a call for the return 
of General de Gaulle on 15 May.  The insurrection 
spread and risked degenerating into civil war.  On 
May 19th, the General expressed himself as “ready 
to assume the powers of the Republic.”  Some saw 
this declaration as a message of support for the 
army, and were fearful for democracy, as Professor 
Binion shows.  But de Gaulle soothed their fears, 
stressing the need for national unity and that, al-
though tending his services to the nation once 
again, he (unlike Pétain, who built his power upon 
the army in 1940) favored neither the army nor any 
other institution. 
 

On May 29, 1958, President of the Repub-
lic René Coty called upon the services of “the most 
illustrious of Frenchmen.” Charles de Gaulle 
agreed to form (unlike Pétain in 1940) a Republi-
can government which was voted into office by the 
National Assembly on June 1st, by 329 votes out of 
553.  General de Gaulle was not invested with all 
power as Pétain in 1940 but rather became the last 
President of the Council of the Fourth Republic.  
The members of the National Assembly granted 
him the power to govern by decree for a period of 
six months, and to carry through the sort of consti-
tutional reform of the country which de Gaulle had 
been thinking about for years.  The new Constitu-
tion, drawn up over the summer of 1958, was very 

close in spirit to the proposals of de Gaulle's earlier 
Bayeux speech, with a strong executive.  General 
de Gaulle was not an uncompromising authoritar-
ian but, rather, accepted that the Parliament should 
play a stronger role than he considered wise.  The 
Constitution was adopted by referendum on Sep-
tember 28, 1958, with 79.2% voting “yes.”  The 
Empire, too, voted in favor with the single excep-
tion of Guinea, which became the first African 
state to gain independence.  Charles de Gaulle was 
elected by a broadly-based Electoral College to the 
Presidency of the French Republic and the African 
and Malagasy Community on December 21, 1958.  
He took up office on January 8, 1959.  He was 
seen to have “destroyed the Fourth Republic” (p.  
3).  But he also determinedly established the Fifth, 
which endures. 

 

In the period between taking up office as 
President of the Council and his election to the 
Presidency of the Republic, Charles de Gaulle did 
not bask in adulation like Pétain in 1940 but al-
ready began establishing the policies that would 
mark his term of office: in addition to providing 
France with a new Constitution, the General had 
shaped France's European policy (meeting with 
Chancellor Adenauer in September), her independ-
ence from the United States (memorandum to 
President Eisenhower the same month), the state of 
public finances (measures in December) and the 
fate of Algeria (rejecting the agenda of the com-
mittees of public safety and calling for reconcilia-
tion in October).  In 1958, as in 1940, he had bold 
and serious plans and ideas for reorienting France. 

 

Professor Binion has made a good case for 
de Gaulle and the French unconsciously remem-
bering Pétain in 1940.  De Gaulle and the French, 
in 1940 and again in 1958, also consciously or un-
consciously remembered national defeats and dis-
asters extending back over very long periods of 
time.  These memories encouraged them to believe 
that their community had a fate, or destiny, in 
which great men and women had played decisive 
roles.  In  1958, de Gaulle must have had in mind 
his former mentor, Pétain, but also his own father, 
whose lessons, intellectual and moral, in and out of 
those lycée classes, helped shape his reaction to 
defining events.  De Gaulle could unselfcon-
sciously describe himself, in the third person, as 
one of those great men his father had brought him 
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up to appreciate and respect.  This helps explain 
why Parisians simply left for a Pentecost weekend 
holiday when the fate of their government and 
country seemed at stake. 
 

 John Hellman, PhD (Harvard), Professor 
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author of Emmanuel Mounier and the New Catho-
lic Left, 1930-1950 (1981); Simone Weil: An Intro-
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exandre Marc and Ordre Nouveau, 1930-2000 
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modernism and the sense of self since World War 
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From Vichy to Algiers 

 

Samuel Kalman 
St. Francis Xavier University 

 
 

        Philippe Pétain and Charles de Gaulle cer-
tainly occupy central positions in the history of 
contemporary France.  The former is associated 
with the momentous victory at Verdun in February 
1916, and more ominously symbolizes the authori-
tarian and xenophobic Vichy regime that emerged 
following the German victory in June 1940.  Inti-
mately tied to the Pétainist moment, de Gaulle’s 
ascendancy began with his formation of the Free 
French as a bulwark against Vichy.  Seemingly 
discredited by the failure of the post-liberation 
RPF (Rally of the French People) in 1952, he re-
turned for a “second rendezvous with historical 
destiny,” to use Michel Winock’s phrase, inaugu-
rating the Fifth Republic and effectively ending the 
Algerian crisis during and after May 1958. 
 

  Rudolph Binion’s examination of the tu-
multuous end of the Fourth Republic proposes an-
other dimension to the centrality of Pétain and de 
Gaulle to the French Twentieth century: that the 
crisis which vaulted the General to power repre-
sented an “unconscious replay” by French politi-
cians of the traumatic events of June-July 1940 
during which his nemesis emerged as the leader of 
l’État français. Binion further alleges that he 
played the part of the maréchal (marshal), “while 
refusing to acknowledge Pétain as his source.”  As 

a result, an “inward impulsion” propelled historical 
actors and circumstances during the 1958 crisis 
that ended in the return of de Gaulle to power and 
the formation of the Fifth Republic. 
 

  The Pétain-de Gaulle analogy is thought 
provoking, and Binion fittingly notes the numerous 
similarities between the two men.  In 1940 and 
1958, they benefited from traumatic crises that en-
gendered intense political spectacles, concluding 
with the anointment of a charismatic outsider.  In 
agreement with Réne Rémond, he observes that 
Pétain and de Gaulle were acknowledged as mythi-
cal saviors, reputations garnered due to the military 
triumphs of Verdun and the liberation successively 
(Réne Rémond, “Two Destinies: De Gaulle and 
Pétain” in Hugh Gough and John Horne (eds.), De 
Gaulle and Twentieth Century France [London: 
Edward Arnold, 1994], pp. 9-17).  Furthermore, 
both men despised party politics, and parlayed 
their moral authority into popular and political sup-
port for the creation of a new regime.  Last, but 
certainly not least, Binion references their monu-
mental egoism.  The two consistently referred to 
themselves in transcendental terms, evident in 
Pétain’s public discourse and de Gaulle’s frequent 
use of the third person in speeches and his mem-
oirs. 
 

  These observations raise excellent ques-
tions about the nature of, and relationship between, 
both men.  Yet beyond surface similarities, the 
comparison is somewhat difficult to sustain due to 
genuine qualitative differences between the two 
series of events and their beneficiaries.   First and 
foremost, although Pétain and de Gaulle dispar-
aged the Third and Fourth Republics respectively, 
they based their conclusions on entirely different 
rationale.  Vichy in many ways represents the con-
cluding chapter of the Guerre franco-française, 
Charles Maurras’s “divine surprise” which elimi-
nated the hated Third Republic in favor of an au-
thoritarian state dedicated to moral and spiritual 
renewal, anti-Semitism, corporatism, and the cult 
of the soil.  Although certain figures proposed al-
ternatives to extreme-rightist values, most notably 
the young technocrats in charge of industrial plan-
ning, Pétain dismissed their conclusions.  His 
Vichy harkened back to the philosophy of Maurice 
Barrès and the leagues of the 1930s—the slogan 
“work, family, fatherland” was first used by the 
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Croix de Feu, which Pétain termed “one of the 
most healthy elements in our country.”  He derided 
bourgeois decadence, weak and ineffective parlia-
mentary democracy, and the declining birthrate 
that brought France to the edge of the abyss; 
“intellectual and moral retraining” and a new poli-
tico-economic order would remove such impedi-
ments. 
 

 Far from imitating Pétain, de Gaulle es-
poused the opposite conviction: that the Republic 
should be altered but preserved.  To be sure, he 
possessed a penchant for Bonapartism, and his 
constitutional reforms strengthened the executive 
at the expense of the National Assembly.  In his 
Bayeux speech on 16 June 1946 and subsequently 
as the leader of the RPF, de Gaulle frequently dis-
missed the “regime of political parties” (and par-
ticularly the communist PCF), insisting upon direct 
communication between the President and the 
population through elections and referenda.  But 
for all that, democracy remained the procedural 
élan vital of the Fifth Republic, and parliament 
retained significant responsibilities.  Not only was 
the President elected by universal suffrage, but the 
party system and personal liberties remained criti-
cal components of the new regime.  Neither did de 
Gaulle’s nationalism devolve into Vichyisme.  His 
government welcomed all political, religious, and 
social groups without exception.   How different 
from Pétain in 1940, who never delivered the 
promised new constitution and paid mere lip ser-
vice to representative institutions, placing the 
blame for French misfortunes squarely on the 
Judeo-Republican “other.” 
   

 Similar problems arise with the contention 
that de Gaulle manipulated events in order to eradi-
cate the Fourth Republic, just as Pétain harnessed 
the June 1940 military debacle to identical ends.  It 
is true that the Marshal fortuitously benefited from 
the success of the Blitzkrieg.  For as William Irvine 
writes, the Third Republic “in four years managed 
to parry the forces of domestic fascism, integrate 
the working class into the nation, rally the bulk of 
the obdurate Right, all the while rearming the na-
tion” (William D. Irvine, “Domestic Politics and 
the Fall of France in 1940,” Historical Reflections 
22 [1/1996]: 77-90).  Were it not for flawed mili-
tary planning and concomitant defeat, which re-
sulted in shock and humiliation, dislocation and 

confusion, the “divine surprise” seems a very re-
mote possibility indeed. 
 

 Pétain, Pierre Laval, and Maxime Wey-
gand actively opposed Premier Paul Reynaud, 
practically forcing his resignation on 16 June, and 
then awaited the parliamentary capitulation that 
culminated in the secession of power.   It is crucial 
to note that the decision to seek armistice terms, 
dissolve the Republic and grant full powers to 
Pétain were voluntary.  No fascist threat existed in 
Bordeaux or Vichy, the Nazis never demanded the 
elimination of the Third Republic, and the army 
did not plan a coup attempt.  The argument that 
fear caused both the cessation of hostilities and the 
dissolution of the republican regime was originated 
by Léon Blum to explain the decisions of June-July 
1940, and later used (for obvious reasons) by Pi-
erre Laval and other collaborators to justify their 
actions.  Yet Jacques Doriot had only a few dozen 
men at best in either city in June 1940, and the 
units stationed in Clermont-Ferrand were too few 
to possibly effectuate such a plot.  Naturally, the 
Germans did not care about “regime change”—
they simply wanted France out of the war (Jean-
Pierre Azéma, From Munich to the Liberation, 
1938-1944 [Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1984], pp. 36-49; Robert O. Paxton, Vichy 
France: Old Guard and New Order, 1940-1944 
[NY: Columbia University Press, 1982], pp. 3-50; 
Julian Jackson, France: The Dark Years, 1940-
1944 [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001], pp. 
112-136).  This provides quite a contrast to May 
1958, when the Fourth Republic faced a direct 
threat from the Algerian rebels and Operation Res-
urrection, which succeeded in taking Corsica and 
next targeted the métropole, although they had not 
yet sent paratroopers to Paris. 
 

 In fact, de Gaulle did not “use the 1958 
Algerian crisis to destroy the Fourth Republic.”  
Instead, as Anthony Hartley asserts: “The Fourth 
Republic was not so much murdered as pro-
nounced dead on arrival” (Anthony Hartley, Gaull-
ism: The Rise and Fall of a Political Movement 
[London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1972], p. 
135).  It is true that the French economy improved 
dramatically by 1958, as wages rose 40% after 
1949, and the Schuman Plan inaugurated a trade 
surplus and long-term prosperity, in stark contrast 
to the shortages and rationing of the immediate 
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postwar era.  But governmental instability re-
mained acute, with 24 failed ministries from Janu-
ary 1946 onwards, and in the radio-television age 
the entire population bore witness to such foibles.  
Nor could the deadlock be broken, because of the 
“Hexagonal Chamber.”  The National Assembly 
split into six factions, each containing 90-120 
seats, necessitating shaky coalitions that broke 
down in a matter of weeks or months, and no 
leader emerged to forge national unity during the 
opening stages of the Algerian war, as Édouard 
Daladier managed to do in 1938.  By the time of de 
Gaulle’s return, there existed no comparable force 
in French politics, capable of resolving the political 
and colonial gridlock.  Thus Algeria became the 
proverbial straw that broke the camel’s back, and 
far from succumbing to de Gaulle’s manipulations, 
the Fourth Republic summarily collapsed under its 
own weight. 
 

 Finally, the argument that de Gaulle and 
the National Assembly “contrive[d] to relive the 
panicked surrender by the government and parlia-
ment of June-July 1940” is slightly off target.  Nei-
ther the General nor the authorities conspired to 
foment the military rebellion, despite the presence 
of Gaullists like Jacques Soustelle among the in-
surgents.  In fact, the Algerian problem predated 
the Fourth Republic altogether.  Caught between 
the demographic imbalance of the Muslim and 
European populations on one hand, and the intran-
sigence of those of European descent in North Af-
rica regarding the extension of rights and freedoms 
to indigenous inhabitants on the other, relations 
between the colony and the métropole began to 
deteriorate after the Great War.  By the 1930s, well 
before the Algerian war and the crisis of 1958, the 
extreme-right found a willing audience among the 
locals.  Jacques Doriot’s Parti populaire français 
garnered 7,000 adherents in the department of 
Oran alone, buoyed by the 1936 Blum-Viollette 
proposal to increase the number of eligible Muslim 
voters.  The Croix de Feu/Parti social français 
similarly attracted crowds of thousands when 
Colonel de la Rocque spoke in Algeria (Archives 
d’Outre-Mer, GGA 3CAB/100, Report--23 July 
1937; GGA 3CAB/47, Report--July 1935; Con-
stantine B/3/635, 3 July 1937, “Parti social fran-
çais”).  Such European intransigence fuelled in-
digenous anger: it is no coincidence that the popu-
larity of separatists like Messali Hadj and a variety 

of movements envisioning either radical reform or 
the disintegration of the colonial relationship 
soared at this time.  Worse still, when the French 
government finally offered token advancement in 
March 1944, allowing 65 000 Muslims the right to 
vote, it simultaneously entrenched political ine-
quality.  Unsurprisingly, even the moderate voice 
of Ferhat Abbas rejected the deal.   Subsequently, 
amid the postwar climate of decolonization and the 
1954 defeat of French forces at Dien Ben Phu, the 
National Liberation Front declared its insurrection. 
 

  Such long-term trends explain why “little 
by little, as they kept pledging to keep Algeria 
French, successive French governments lost faith 
with all concerned including themselves.”  Michel 
Winock notes that the death knell of the Fourth 
Republic actually sounded on 6 February 1956, 
when socialist Prime Minister Guy Mollet con-
fronted an angry mob in Algiers, who understood 
all too well that he proposed to do in Algeria what 
Pierre Mendès-France had accomplished in Indo-
china, ending the problem-riddled colonial drama 
once and for all (Michel Winock, La République se 
meurt: 1956-1958 [Paris, Seuil, 1985], chapter 
one).  Although he paid lip service to the notion of 
“French Algeria,” de Gaulle also realized that such 
an antiquated notion could not survive in the era of 
decolonization, and instead demanded a new form 
of association during the 4 June 1958 speech in 
Algiers. 
 

 Hence instead of an “unconscious replay,” 
the May 1958 crisis conforms to a recurring pattern 
in French history, in which national emergencies 
initiate breaks with past political traditions, a phe-
nomenon equally apparent after the revolution of 
1848 with the emergence of Napoleon III, in 1871 
with the birth of the Third Republic under Adolphe 
Thiers following the disastrous Franco-Prussian 
War, and even Clemenceau’s ascension in 1917 
during the Great War (René Rémond, 1958, Le Re-
tour de De Gaulle [Paris: Éditions Complexe, 
1998], pp. 146-148).  Perhaps the most unique 
variant in 1958 is the limited nature of the emer-
gency powers granted under Article 16, which 
placed a six-month term on de Gaulle’s extra-
parliamentary authority and demanded genuine 
constitutional revision within a republican frame-
work.  Pétain and Vichy operated under no such 
limitations. 
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 In the final analysis, then, there existed no 
“inward compulsion” to relive a prior trauma.  In-
stead, the disastrous political failure of the Fourth 
Republic, combined with the agony of decoloniza-
tion (itself the product of long-term historical 
trends) and the threat of armed intervention from 
Algiers, vaulted De Gaulle to power.  This is not to 
imply a condemnation of psycho-historical theory 
and practice in general, and certainly not the pro-
lific and highly influential work of Rudolph Bin-
ion, but merely to state that in this narrow instance 
the argument presented does not correspond to the 
larger historical picture. 
 

 Samuel Kalman, PhD, received his doc-
torate from McMaster University in Hamilton, On-
tario, and is currently assistant professor of history 
at Saint Francis Xavier University in Antigonish, 
Nova Scotia.  The author of several articles on the 
interwar French extreme right, he recently com-
pleted a manuscript on the Faisceau and the Croix 
de Feu/Parti social français, and is currently 
working on fascism in Colonial Algeria.   Com-
ments about this article can be addressed to the 
author at <skalman@stfx.ca>. 

 
National Trauma and History 

 

Daniel Klenbort 
Morehouse College 

 

 Rudolph Binion has written a fascinating 
article on the parallels between de Gaulle ’s de-
struction of the Fourth Republic and Pétain’s de-
struction of the Third Republic 18 years earlier.  
Binion examines de Gaulle’s personal psychology 
in order to illuminate his political actions in 1958.  
Binion combines the personal motivations of de 
Gaulle and his political action.  
    
   Binion puts the actions of Pétain and de 
Gaulle into their parallel political contexts, show-
ing how each took advantage of a national trauma 
to come to power and refashion France.  Binion 
shows that in each case the National Assembly 
committed regime suicide in the face of national 
disaster, with the difference being that the 1958 
instance was not a trauma for the French people, 
only for its political class.  All this is handled bril-
liantly.  Binion is concerned with the interaction of 
personal psychology, personal political goals and 

the wider political in the context of national 
trauma.  What I think needs further clarification is 
the nature of political trauma and its effects on in-
dividuals.  Why is it that the fall of France in 1940 
or September 11, are experienced as traumatic 
even by people whose daily lives have not been 
altered?  
 

 Before going into the main subject of my 
comment let me raise one question about de 
Gaulle’s rivalry with Pétain and its connection 
with the events of 1958.  My question is, if de 
Gaulle had not been close to Pétain before WW II 
and had never gotten into an imbroglio with him 
over de Gaulle’s ghost writing for Pétain, would de 
Gaulle have behaved any differently in either 1940, 
or, especially, in 1958?  The discussion of de 
Gaulle’s relationship with Pétain certainly adds to 
our understanding of de Gaulle personally, but is it 
likely to have made much difference to French his-
tory? 
 

 One issue Binion raises is the nature of na-
tional trauma and its transmission across genera-
tions.  The fall of France was not the first national 
trauma to affect Pétain and de Gaulle.  For both 
1940 recalled the disaster of 1870-71, which they 
thought had been reversed in 1918.  It is easy to 
understand how Pétain was traumatized by that 
French defeat; he was an adolescent when it hap-
pened.  De Gaulle, however was not born until 20 
years after the Franco-Prussian War.  Never the 
less he suffered from that national trauma.  How?  
His father, his teachers and others transmitted their 
feelings about the defeat to Charles, as he was 
growing up.  This solves the problem Binion seems 
to have with the transmission of social trauma 
down the generations.  It is transmitted socially.  
An individual grows up learning what is traumatic 
for his country or his people.  The French Revolu-
tion of 1789 split the French people into two sides 
for the better part of two centuries.  How was this 
achieved?  The split was transmitted by the social 
environment.  It is perhaps ironic, that it is pre-
cisely the Fifth Republic that dissolved that long 
standing split, as Mitterand, I think it was, pointed 
out at the revolutionary bicentennial.  Similarly, 
the French and Germans were hereditary enemies 
for about a century; an enmity that was eliminated 
and made irrelevant by the Cold War, the EU, and 
post war prosperity. 
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 Binion approvingly quotes Paxton as say-
ing 1940 was a trauma for the French.  But for in-
dividual French people, it was a social trauma, not 
an individual one.  (To be sure, for many French 
the defeat led to personal trauma as well.  People 
fled their homes, were captured by the Germans, 
etc.)  Defeat in war is in itself not a personal 
trauma.  The emotional shock is a result of the in-
dividual’s identification with the nation.  An attack 
on the twin towers is experienced as an attack on 
me, even if I live in Peoria and don’t know anyone 
in New York.  An individual does not simply have 
a personal identity based on his or her individual 
life.  We all have a “we” identity in addition to our 
“I” identity and there is not even a clear boundary 
between the two identities.  What happens to us 
happens to me.  Us, of course, includes many dif-
ferent groups.  My family is disgraced, my school 
wins a football game, my nation loses a war; all 
affect me and in extreme cases traumatize me. 
 

 Why then was 1958 a trauma for the mem-
bers of the French National Assembly and not for 
the French people.  I can only speculate.  For mem-
bers the Assembly of the Fourth Republic, struc-
tured very much like that of the Third, the Repub-
lic’s Assembly was part of their “we” identity.  
Their republic had failed.  It could not solve the 
Algerian problem.  So it turned to a man on horse-
back, as it had done in 1940, and as France had 
done a number of times before that.  The French 
people saw this as a constitutional crisis, not a na-
tional crisis and were not unduly perturbed.  In the 
end they were right.  France under de Gaulle re-
mained a “normal” European democracy.  The 
French people’s “we” identity was not traumatized 
by the events of 1958. 
 

 Marx famously begins his The 18th of Bru-
maire of Louis Bonaparte, “Hegel remarks some-
where that all facts and personages of great impor-
tance in world history occur, as it were, twice.  He 
forgot to add: the first time as tragedy, the second 
as farce.”  This statement has become almost a cli-
ché, but it serves to remind us that in addition to 
the Freudian unconscious, there is a Marxist un-
conscious; or, what we might more broadly call a 
social unconscious.  When de Gaulle said that in 
1946 that in 1940 France needed both a Pétain and 
a de Gaulle he might simply have meant that given 
the French defeat, there was bound to emerge a 

defeatist leader and there was bound to be someone 
who would organize further resistance.  These 
were social roles and it was likely, if not inevita-
ble, that two people would emerge to fill them.  
How exactly each of them performed their roles 
was individual, and would depend in part on their 
personalities, but there were clear limits on what 
they could do.  Pétain could not have revived 
French democracy and de Gaulle could not have 
created a semi-monarchy.  As Norbert Elias has 
pointed out, society is a complex dance, which 
does not determine what each dancer does, but se-
verely constrains it. 
 
 

 Daniel Klenbort, PhD, is a professor of 
History at Morehouse College where he has taught 
for 40 years.  He may be contacted at <klenbort@ 
mindspring.com>.   

 
De Gaulle, Collective Trauma,  

and Oedipal Drama 
 

Philip Pomper 
Wesleyan University 

 

 Binion’s notion of the intersection of a per-
sonal trauma with a collective one is interesting 
and within a psychohistorical tradition that he has 
enriched.  In my response I will first summarize his 
arguments and then make some critical comments 
focusing on the author’s failure to spell out his ar-
guments as explicitly as I would prefer. 
 

 The young de Gaulle’s dispute over author-
ship with Pétain is a threat to de Gaulle’s identity.  
The personal ambivalence toward the good/bad 
father is then crucial to de Gaulle’s historical reen-
actment of an Oedipal drama in a public arena.  De 
Gaulle gets his revenge and affirms his identity by 
becoming the good father (the real savior) to 
Pétain’s bad father (castrator of de Gaulle, whose 
pen’s achievements are erased, and destroyer of the 
nation with whose greatness de Gaulle identifies).  
Yet all the while de Gaulle retains the unconscious 
identification that produces imitation of Pétain.  
The crisis of 1958 leads to self-affirmation rather 
than guilt and self-defeat, just as it did with the 
dispute over authorship in the personal conflict 
with Pétain.  That works well.  It is de Gaulle’s 
resolution of the Oedipal drama with Pétain as fa-
ther figure.  As for the politicos who replayed 
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1940, that is more clearly a case of fixation to the 
trauma and repetition compulsion.  Binion identi-
fies the problems associated with a theory of col-
lective trauma.  There is clearly a differential re-
sponse to collective trauma and in politics the 
group is small enough and the reenactments public 
enough for a historian to see the differences.  Bin-
ion thinks that this is a crucial point because he 
offers at length the transcript of the debate that 
shows that not all participants in the trauma have 
the same defenses; Tixier-Vignancourt, at least, 
had conscious access. 

 

 Aside from differential response, there is 
the transmission problem: how does collective 
memory get transmitted to future generations in a 
political community?  Obviously, the intersection 
with and revival of the French variation of widely 
distributed mythologies helps to create greater uni-
formity and submission to the symbolic father/
savior.  The politicians and the media not only bear 
witness to the collective trauma but also use na-
tional mythology to evoke group psychology.  
Their narratives mediate and vivify the experience.  
One wonders how the Oedipal drama of submis-
sion to the father figure/savior plays to individuals 
or subgroups in a cultural community when the 
community’s collective manhood is challenged in 
the rolling trauma of loss of power.  Obviously, 
some are more likely than others to be governed by 
the reality principle and achieve conscious recogni-
tion of the repetition of an illegal cession of power 
to a strong man rather than remain enthralled by an 
unconscious fixation to the trauma.  Others (the 
rebellious military men, etc.) are likely to assert 
their manhood against any father figure who repre-
sents surrender.  So de Gaulle, like Pétain before 
him, faces different kinds of rebel groups.  It 
would seem that loss of manhood is central to the 
French problem and de Gaulle just the right man to 
play the central role. 
 

 Binion’s elegant style and manner of com-
position have both strengths and weaknesses for 
the exposition of the complex psychohistorical 
problems posed in this article.  By choosing ele-
gance over construction of the theoretical scaffold-
ing and suggestion rather than full exposition he 
lets the psychohistorically educated reader tease 
out the implications and fill in the blanks.  Some-
times less is more.  However, the casual approach 

to theory and sources does create problems.  I 
doubt that the author would agree with all of the 
summary that I produced.  Nonetheless, writing it 
out made me aware of how little was actually said 
about the basics.  In my next three paragraphs I 
spell out  some of the reasons why I had to work to 
produce the summary. 
 

 The symptomatology of collective trauma 
is presented en passant. As the article unfolds it 
becomes clearer what the symptoms are and how 
they play out historically, but there is never a con-
densed statement or reference to the theoretical 
source(s) of the psychohistorical model.  One 
might infer the classical Freudian theory of fixa-
tion to the trauma, repetition compulsion, etc., or 
Lifton’s psychic numbing and other symptoms of 
trauma.  Also, one wonders whether denial rather 
than repression should be invoked, but I’m not 
enough of a student of the defense mechanism to 
say.  Of course, there are different kinds of trauma: 
loss or threatened loss of manhood, power and 
prestige, rape of the motherland, death immersions 
in warfare, historical dislocation, desymbolization, 
etc.  If Binion’s notion of good writing compelled 
him to present these things with a light touch or to 
ignore them altogether in the text, then perhaps he 
might have relegated such matters to footnotes. 
 

 The section on mythology might have been 
strengthened.  French political mythology and the 
savior on a white horse go back quite a way (the 
French offering their variants of a more general 
mythology).  The historical revival of the mythol-
ogy in times of crisis (warfare, political chaos, loss 
of international prestige) can no doubt be plotted in 
French history (if it hasn’t already been done) in a 
longue durée approach.  Once again, Binion tends 
to be suggestive rather than exhaustive, which is 
understandable.  However, one still longs for a 
fuller statement of what may seem obvious to Bin-
ion and perhaps boring to specialists in the area. 
 

 The transmission problem for the collective 
memory of a trauma is presented late in the paper 
and, once again, the theoretical issues are dis-
cussed somewhat lightly in a personal statement 
about the author’s changes of mind about genetic 
transmission.  (To me, at least, genetic transmis-
sion of memory of events is beyond the pale of sci-
entific speculation.)  Surely, Binion cannot deal 
with the transmission problem definitively here, 



Clio’s Psyche Page 85 September 2005 
 

but he should at least give readers enough informa-
tion to educate themselves about it.  Clearly, there 
is some sort of differential transmission that de-
pends upon a variety of factors, for example, a 
group’s location (sometimes geographic, as in a 
death immersion in warfare, sometimes cultural 
and social) in relation to a process of historical dis-
location or desymbolization (Lifton’s terms) and 
loss of national-imperial prestige in a “rolling” 
trauma (events of 1940-1958).  Obviously, the 
sight of Nazi troops and tanks parading in Paris 
was traumatic for those actually witnessing it, but a 
variety of media made that and similar experiences 
available to a larger population.  More generally, 
participation in some kinds of trauma depends 
mainly upon one’s physical place in a collective 
catastrophe whereas other kinds depend on one’s 
access to the shared symbolism and mythology that 
revive universal or national dramas about catastro-
phes and survival in “the garb of the historical 
day.”  The French (as well as de Gaulle’s) varia-
tions of traumas connected with the Oedipal drama 
are germane, but only suggested in footnote 24.  I 
imagine Binion didn’t want to repeat such matters. 
 

 In sum, I found Professor Binion’s article 
extremely stimulating.  It revived my own memory 
(perhaps a little traumatic) of trying in 1970 to 
study the collective trauma of the siege of Lenin-
grad/St. Petersburg and failing.  The relevance of 
trauma to psychohistorical work is so well estab-
lished that it need not be argued.  Indeed, there is a 
contemporary tendency to see trauma everywhere.  
Postmodernists, for example, have made trauma an 
important part of their historical work, leading 
them to reconnect with psychoanalysis on new 
terms.  Quite clearly, the problems of collective 
trauma and its transmission remain central to histo-
rians’ efforts.   Whether we agree with him or not, 
Freud made collective trauma central to his theory 
of the origins of the Oedipus complex and the his-
tory of group psychology.  One must applaud Pro-
fessor Binion’s efforts to present in brief compass 
his latest solutions to the problems after long years 
of grappling with them. 
 

 Philip Pomper, PhD, is the William F. 
Armstrong Professor of History at Wesleyan Uni-
versity.  His specialty is Russian revolutionary and 
post-revolutionary history.  Over the course of 
over 30 years he has written psychobiographies of 

Lavrov, Nechaev, and books and articles about the 
psychological background of the relationships 
among Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin.  “Trotsky’s Self-
Destructive Ambivalence,” appeared in the June 
2005 issue of Clio’s Psyche.  Dr. Pomper may be 
contacted at <ppomper@wesleyan.edu>.
 

What was Relived in 1958? 
 

Barry Shapiro 
Allegheny College 

 

 Having been firmly convinced by Rudolph 
Binion’s dazzling and brilliant Hitler Among the 
Germans (1976) that the Führer and his confeder-
ates were indeed driven by a kind of inner compul-
sion to relive the traumatic shock of defeat that 
they had experienced in 1918, I find myself much 
more skeptical about Binion’s present contention 
that the fall of the Fourth French Republic in 1958 
constituted a traumatic reliving of the Third Re-
public’s 1940 demise.  Much of my skepticism 
centers around the related questions of exactly 
what was being relived in 1958 and who was doing 
the reliving. 
 

 Whereas the twin German defeats of 1918 
and 1945 line up neatly, at least to the eye of this 
French revolutionary specialist, as closely matched 
versions of each other, the political/military threat 
to the Fourth Republic posed by rebellious French 
forces in 1958 appears as only the thinnest of ech-
oes of the chaos, terror, and demoralization gener-
ated by the advancing German army of 1940. 
Moreover, however much the analogy may have 
served Tixier-Vignancourt’s immediate political 
purposes, the “multiple, successive political de-
feats” suffered by the Fourth Republic would 
hardly be regarded by most historians of France as 
being anything close to “equivalent” to the 
“greatest of all setbacks” that the French suffered 
at the hands of the Nazi war machine (pp. 17-18).  
Binion, of course, recognizes the fundamental lack 
of historical equivalence between a serious domes-
tic crisis and a crushing defeat administered by a 
foreign army.  However, he would no doubt insist, 
in the face of this rather obvious point, that, what-
ever criteria historians might invoke in attempting 
to differentiate significant historical similarities 
from superficial ones, 1958 was psychologically 
equivalent to 1940 in the minds of the relevant po-
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litical actors and that these actors were ultimately 
internally driven to replay the scenario that had 
been enacted in 1940.  But again what was the sce-
nario that was relived in 1958 and who were the 
relevant actors? 
 

 In presenting the proposition that “the fall 
of France in 1940 was traumatic for the 
French” (that is to say, “all of France,” including 
the political leadership) [p. 7], Binion is clearly 
referring to the specific impact of devastating mili-
tary defeat.  Thus, quoting Robert Paxton, he notes 
that “the six weeks’ defeat by German armies was 
a shattering trauma” and, with specific regard to 
the political establishment, states that “it was reel-
ing from a present, crushing military defeat” (pp. 
5, 7).  However, when it comes to his discussion of 
the reliving of the trauma of 1940, it turns out that 
the trauma that was relived “was not the military 
debacle of May-June 1940, but the regime suicide 
that ensued” or, in an alternative formulation, “the 
regime suicide as a derivative of the military deba-
cle” (p. 12).  Now in asserting that regime suicide 
was the relived trauma, Binion would seem to be 
advancing the notion that in addition to the trau-
matization engendered by military defeat that eve-
ryone experienced, the political leaders who took 
part in the humiliating surrender of republican le-
gality and legitimacy to Pétain were further trau-
matized by the “traumatic sideshow” that unfolded 
in Bordeaux and Vichy, and that it was this par-
ticular “governmental and parliamentary trauma,” 
not the more general trauma induced by the mili-
tary debacle, that was relived by the politicians 
who surrendered to de Gaulle in 1958 (p. 13).  But 
this way of looking at the matter immediately pre-
sents some problems. 
 

 For one thing, however generally accepted 
the proposition that “all of France” was trauma-
tized by the 1940 defeat may be among the emi-
nent historians that Binion cites and however justi-
fied he may be in concluding from this apparent 
consensus that he need not provide “elaborate evi-
dencing” for such a proposition (p. 7), the same 
would hardly be true for what seems to be his own 
original suggestion that the regime suicide side-
show was a separate source of trauma for the po-
litical leadership.  While it is certainly plausible 
and indeed perhaps quite likely that the wrenching 
and terrifying circumstances in Bordeaux and 

Vichy that eventuated in the handing over of 
unlimited powers to Pétain served to further trau-
matize many of the custodians of the republican 
flame, one would like to see more evidence of this 
than a couple of vague quotes about “fear” from 
Blum and Laval (pp.4-5).  More substantively, 
even if we grant Binion’s assumptions about the 
traumatic nature of the 1940 regime suicide, the 
decisive shift in focus in his paper from the mili-
tary debacle of 1940 to the parliamentary debacle 
of 1940 raises serious questions about what he 
would call the “transmission” of this regime sui-
cide trauma.  (The problem of transmission, inci-
dentally, is one that I am fortunate in not having to 
consider in my own current investigations into the 
ways in which the trauma induced by the threat of 
imminent death in summer 1789 impacted the sub-
sequent behavior of early French revolutionary 
legislators who had been directly exposed to this 
threat.) 
 

 Referring to “the nationwide shock of the 
German onslaught in 1940,” Binion states that “all 
of France was traumatized in June-July 1940” (pp. 
7, 13).  Accepting the general thrust of this idea as  
intuitively true, it is relatively easy to see how the 
1940 “national trauma of defeat” (p.13) could, 
given the proper triggering circumstances, have 
become an influential factor in determining the 
course of conduct of the Fourth Republic’s politi-
cal leadership.  For most if not almost all of the 
political leaders of 1958 had of course lived 
through 1940 and would therefore have had their 
own traumatic memories of that time.  As for those 
who had somehow escaped direct exposure to the 
national trauma, most would have been exposed to 
the traumatic memories and reactions of family 
members who had lived through 1940 or, more 
broadly, to the traumatic narratives of that time 
that later took shape in French society and cul-
ture.  (For an illuminating analysis of the process 
of social construction of “cultural trauma” as a 
possible means of trauma transmission, see Jeffrey 
Alexander, “Toward a Theory of Cultural 
Trauma,” found in Alexander, et. al., Cultural 
Trauma and Collective Identity [Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press, 2004], pp.1-30.)  But 
since, by Binion’s own account, only the political 
establishment of 1940 and not “all of France” was 
traumatized by the sideshow of Third Republic 
suicide (which was of course the trauma that was 
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supposedly relived), I found myself struggling to 
imagine a credible scenario through which this 
much less pervasive regime suicide trauma of the 
political leaders of 1940 might somehow have 
been transmitted to the 1958 politicos. 
 

 Now Binion might well object at this point 
that the means of transmission of the regime sui-
cide trauma does not matter since he has “always 
expressly distinguished the known fact of trans-
mission from the unknown means of transmis-
sion” (p. 13).  But surely the “known fact” to 
which he is referring here is that transmission of 
trauma can occur, and it would seem to be the au-
thor’s job to provide grounds for persuading the 
reader that such transmission actually occurred in 
this particular case.  In the absence of at least a 
plausible hypothesis that might explain how a 
trauma experienced by a group of politicians in 
1940 was transmitted to an almost entirely differ-
ent group of politicians in 1958, it would seem 
prudent to assume that, whatever personal dramas 
de Gaulle may have been enacting or re-enacting 
in 1958, the surface parallels between the actions 
of the political leadership of 1940 and the actions 
of the political leadership of 1958 had little if any-
thing to do with the reliving of a 1940 trauma. 
 

 Having said that, Binion’s thesis could per-
haps be resuscitated through the hypothesis (which 
would naturally require some documentation) that 
the memory of the 1940 regime suicide trauma 
emerged in the years following the war as a promi-
nent element in the political culture of Fourth Re-
public parliamentary life.  Pending such a demon-
stration, however, a more banal explanation of the 
regime suicide of 1958 would seem to be suffi-
ciently serviceable.  For faced with rebellious mili-
tary forces seemingly intent on mounting (or at 
least carrying matters to the very brink of mount-
ing) a violent coup and politically discredited on 
many levels, the political leaders of 1958 would 
seem to have done pretty much the only thing that 
they could have done short of embracing some 
version of a blood bath.  That the politicians of 
1940 had done a similar thing under what 
amounted to no more than vaguely similar circum-
stances would not seem to have been something 
that they were, as Binion would have it, “in total 
denial” about (p. 18); rather it would seem to have 
been something that was politically embarrassing 

and therefore something that they were under-
standably reluctant to publicly acknowledge, espe-
cially in response to the right-wing taunts of Tix-
ier-Vigancourt.  Indeed, if 1940 was somewhat of 
a precedent for 1958, so were 1799 (Napoleon 
Bonaparte’s coup against the First Republic) and 
1851 (Louis-Napoleon Bonaparte’s coup against 
the Second Republic): in all four cases, the machi-
nations which led to the illegal transfer of power 
from a parliamentary regime were accompanied by 
gestures of lip service to the forms of popular sov-
ereignty.  (Granted the parliamentarians of 1851 
refused to acquiesce in their demise, but it cer-
tainly could be argued that a precedent for parlia-
mentary suicide had been established in 1799.)  
Considering that each of the first three French re-
publics also fell to a militaristic figure with a 
mythic allure, it would seem to make at least as 
much sense to read the fall of the Fourth Republic 
as a reliving of the recurring French fascination 
with the “man on horseback” than to read it as a 
reliving of a specific trauma associated with 1940. 

 

 Barry Shapiro, PhD, is Professor of His-
tory at Allegheny College in Meadville, Pennsyl-
vania.  He is the author of Revolutionary Justice in 
Paris, 1789-1790 (1993) and of numerous articles 
on the French Revolution and its aftermath that 
have appeared in a variety of journals, including 
French Historical Studies and The Psychohistory 
Review.   He is currently completing a study on 
trauma in the early French Revolution in which he 
is exploring the manner in which the political deci-
sions of the Constituent Assembly were influenced 
by the traumatic reactions of its members to the 
grave threats to their lives posed by royal troops in 
June/July 1789. He can be reached at <bshapiro@ 
allegheny.edu>.    

Pétain and De Gaulle:  
Recollections of 1940 

 

J. Lee Shneidman 
Adelphi University 

 

 Professor Binion’s article brought back a 
flood of memories.  In June of 1940 it was my 11th 
birthday—no different than my other birthdays.  I 

Psychohistory makes the unconscious 
conscious 
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was in the hospital being prepared for another op-
eration to exorcise the recurring melanoma.  In bed 
in a ward most of the time, I had nothing to do but 
read, listen to a little portable radio, and work on 
my stamp collection.  I had been an avid observer 
of European developments since 1937 when I 
helped collect food for the Spanish Republic and I 
was not particularly pro-allied.  I considered the 
French rather stupid, and the English no better.  
The League of Nations was a failure.  Spain, Ethio-
pia, Albania, and Czechoslovakia were symbols of 
cowardice.  I thought that the Maginot Line, espe-
cially after the failure to link it with either the Al-
bert Canal Line or extend it northwest toward to 
the sea, as a useless and dangerous fantasy.  With a 
detailed map I followed the progress of the Ger-
man army—and much later the Italian army as they 
pushed through France.  I hated the Fascists, but, in 
a way, I thought that the French got what they de-
served for their betrayal of Spain, Ethiopia, and 
Czechoslovakia. 
 

 While radio commentators wondered 
where were the Parisian taxicabs, I wondered how 
the French General Staff could be so stupid.  Hitler 
followed the same path as Bismarck in 1870 and 
the Germans in 1914.  If I could see that, why 
couldn’t they?  What made them think that the 
Germans would attach through Alsace and 
Lorraine?  A good typographical map would have 
demonstrated the stupidity of such an idea. 
 

 On June 5, the Germans opened a mass 
drive from Sedan to Abbeville.  By then, the Neth-
erlands and Belgium had capitulated and 215,000 
British and 120,000 French had squeezed into 
boats at Dunkerque and reached the white cliffs of 
Dover.  France was alone.  The French army 
melted away.  I studied the map and wondered 
where the French would make a stand.  Would it 
be at the Loire?  Would a new Charles Martel ap-
pear to stop the invaders?  But my fantasy of 
Charles Martel proved to be as realistic as the 
French fantasy of the Maginot Line.  Verdun fell 
and the defenseless rear of the Maginot capitulated.  
Paris was declared an open city and the govern-
ment fled to Bordeaux where, on June 16, Marshal 
Henri Philippe Pétain replaced the weary Paul 
Reynaud as Premier.  A week earlier Italian troops 
crossed the frontier to retake that which Napoleon 
III had gained. 
 

 On June 17, Pétain requested an armistice.  
Hitler, who understood symbolic events, pulled the 
“infamous” railway car from the museum, and had 
it brought to Compiegne.  Hitler, who had con-
stantly referred to the shame, the humiliation, the 
degradation of 1918, was going to undo that.  Now 
that railway car would symbolize German triumph 
and French humiliation.  Hitler did not share his 
victory with II Duce, who had to wait two days for 
the signing of his armistice. 
 

 In London de Gaulle watched these events 
in horror.  He and Churchill had called Reynaud in 
Bordeaux, but to no avail.  De Gaulle flew to Bor-
deaux.  Back in London, de Gaulle announced that 
he did not recognize the capitulation and that the 
struggle would continue.  One can suppose that de 
Gaulle expected his June 23 pronouncement would 
be hailed by the French throughout the world.  It 
was not!  With the exception of French officials in 
Polynesia, most French colonial officials opted to 
serve the new remnant government being formed 
in Vichy. 
 

 It was in Vichy that the remnant of the 
Third Republic dissolved itself and transferred au-
thority to Pétain, who created an executive-driven 
state.  In a way, de Gaulle agreed with Pétain’s 
creation.  An authoritarian state could galvanize 
the glory of France and lead to a rebirth.  But 
Pétain could not operate freely: he fired Pierre La-
val in December, but was forced by Hitler to rein-
state him in April of 1942.  Pétain had failed. 
 

 France continued to be humiliated.  On 
July 3, 1940, the British fleet sailed into Oran har-
bor and demanded that the French join them.  
When the French officers and crew refused, the 
British sank, disabled or captured the French Fleet.  
In the Caribbean, Roosevelt neutralized the French 
fleet.  In Hanoi and Saigon the Japanese turned 
French officials into puppets.  After June 22, 1941, 
Stalin refused to recognize de Gaulle, except to 
note that a French legion was fighting for Hitler. 
 

 Only after December 7, 1941 did American 
and British forces allow de Gaulle to take over the 
French colonies in the Western Hemisphere and 
India—it served American and British interests to 
support the Free French.  However, both Roosevelt 
and Churchill would have preferred someone else 
to lead the Free French. 
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 The war ended.  To many, de Gaulle was 
the symbol of France.  Unfortunately for de Gaulle, 
France no longer was a world power and the 
French had more pressing problems than the loss 
of Empire.  De Gaulle offered to lead under certain 
conditions—conditions which he though would 
restore the grandeur.  But the French were busy 
creating the Fourth Republic, which included a 
Third House to represent the colonies.  A magnifi-
cent idea, but it did not work, except that a few 
island territories became “French Overseas Depart-
ments.”  The Fourth Republic did not solve the li-
abilities of the Third. 
 

 Except for the Overseas Department, the 
Empire was dissolving, while inflation reduced the 
Franc to over 500 to the dollar.  By 1958, the mon-
archs in Morocco and Tunisia ended the French 
Protectorate while West Africa was just waiting to 
end the French occupation.  In Algeria, the nation-
alists, with minimal popular support, were chal-
lenging the European population while the French 
army was preparing a coup to force the govern-
ment to protect the rights of the European minor-
ity.  In France, the government turned to de Gaulle 
in order to prevent the Algerian crisis from turning 
into a French civil war.  De Gaulle demanded 
“reforms” such as those secured by Pétain and 
those he had failed to obtain in 1945-1946.  The 
fear of a civil war in France was so pronounced 
that the Government capitulated and thus the 
Fourth Republic followed the Third into oblivion 
and, in the process, gave birth to the Fifth Repub-
lic. 
 

 If 1958 were a reply of 1940, with de 
Gaulle taking the role of Pétain, and I think that 
Dr. Binion’s evidence is convincing, then we have 
to see if the catastrophe of 1958 was equal to that 
of 1940. 
 

 It was, but to see that reality we have to 
look beyond the obvious military situation.  The 
age of Empires was over.  One by one, the Euro-
pean colonies had declared their independence.  
What happened to France happened to the United 
Kingdom, the Netherlands, Belgium, Spain, Italy, 
and Denmark and would soon happen to Portugal 
and eventually to Russia.  But the French trauma 
was caused by something more than a loss of po-
litical-military power.  In fiction, France was one 
of the “Big Five.”  But that was a veneer.  There 

was a deeper reality, a reality not quantifiable by 
the number of divisions, atomic bombs, or foreign 
bases.  Let me spell it out. 
 

 English had replaced French as the lan-
guage of diplomacy.  Scholarly journals published 
in Europe and Asia appeared in English, while 
those that maintained the native language began to 
also accept articles written in English.  Paris no 
longer had a monopoly on fashion.  Teenagers all 
over looked the same—jeans and “DA” haircuts.  
Even for high fashion you had to make it in New 
York to be successful.  On the university level the 
world flocked not to the Sorbonne, but to the 
United States.  French cuisine still had lots of ap-
peal, but the hamburger and coke was ubiquitous.  
The Paris Opera was great but was dwarfed by the 
Metropolitan Opera.  Americans, Catalans and 
Russians had come to Paris to study art; now they 
flew to New York.  Musicians had flocked to 
Paris, where jazz was welcomed, but now they 
went to the United States to learn and perform. 
 

 The trauma of 1958 was not so much the 
loss of Empire as the loss of status as a center of 
civilization.  De Gaulle was a figure—a successful 
man on the white horse—a new Karlus Magnus—
who would restore French grandeur.  Churchill and 
Roosevelt disliked him for that very reason—they 
considered it arrogance.  But that did not matter to 
the French.  Yes, French India was lost, but the 
school in Pondichéry still taught in French.  Yes, 
West Africa was lost, but Félix Éboue wrote his 
poetry in French and French was the working lan-
guage of those states.  The “Ivory Coast” insisted 
that the New York based United Nations change its 
official listing from the English Ivory Coast to the 
French Côte d’lvoire.  With pride the French could 
point to the French-African Free French who 
marched Chad through Libya to outflank the Ger-
mans at the Mareth Line and then move on to D-
Day, the entrance into Paris and the liberation of 
Strasbourg.  Arrogance to the Anglo-Saxons was a 
restoration of dignity to the French. 
 

 Action has many levels of causation.  De 
Gaulle had a private matter to settle with Pétain.  
De Gaulle and the French had to undo the humilia-
tion of 1940 and 1958.  To undo the humiliations it 
was agreed to sacrifice the Fourth Republic and 
create the Fifth Republic with the Great Charles as 
“the Sun President,” who would illuminate the 
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glory of France.  If that vexed the Anglo-Saxons, 
“Long Live de Gaulle.” 
 

 J. Lee Schneidman, PhD, is Professor 
Emeritus of History at Adelphi University with spe-
cializations in historical methodology and Spanish 
history.  His interests are quite broad as indicated 
by wide ranging articles, including some on psy-
chohistory, as well as books on medieval Spain, 
JFK, and Franco.   Recently he completed the 
manuscript of a book on Thomas Jefferson’s for-
eign policy.  From 1985-2002 he was chair of the 
Columbia University seminar on the History of 
Legal and Political Thought and Institutions and 
he is a member of the Board of Collaborators of 
Indice Historico Español in Barcelona as well as 
of the Psychohistory Forum.  

 
 Pétain and De Gaulle: A  
Contrast in Personality  

and Leadership 
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 The two most momentous and severe na-
tional crises for the French people in the Twentieth 
century brought to power individuals who were 
uniquely suited to handle these crises: Marshal 
Phillippe Pétain in dealing with the military defeat 
of France and the concomitant fall of the Third Re-
public in 1940, and General Charles de Gaulle in 
presiding over France in the wake of the fall of the 
Fourth Republic.  Professor Rudolph Binion dem-
onstrates how their personas intertwined and how 
the crisis of 1958 bears many similarities to the 
one of 1940, as well as great differences. 
 

 I concur with Professor Binion’s thesis re-
garding de Gaulle identifying with Pétain about a 
change in regimes; what he did resembled Pétain’s 
own actions 18 years earlier.  My paper, is also in 
line with the psychohistorical approach, which 
Professor Binion takes, will be to contrast their 
personalities.  At the beginning of de Gaulle’s 
military career, when he was a lieutenant, he chose 
to serve in the regiment commanded by Pétain, but 
they eventually came to clash in the 1920’s over 
the authorship of a book de Gaulle ghost wrote for 
Pétain.  In wanting credit for his work, de Gaulle 
defied Pétain, who was not only his superior offi-

cer, but now as a Maréchal de France was one of 
the most illustrious leaders in the French army. 
 

 Pétain and de Gaulle were temperamentally 
quite different, even though they had similar back-
grounds and political orientations.  True, these au-
thoritarian traditionalists were both graduates of 
Saint Cyr, chose military careers, had Catholic up-
bringings, were monarchists, were not enamored 
with the course of the French Revolution of 1789, 
and were critical of the political system of the 
Third Republic.  Eventually, they diverged, turned 
against each other, and came into power under dis-
similar historical circumstances. 
 

 Fundamentally, Pétain and de Gaulle had 
radically different characters: disparate psychic 
structures, unconscious motivations, methods of 
reconciling intrapsychic conflicts, and patterns of 
behavior, feeling, and action.  Their personalities 
developed in divergent childhoods, they came to 
power under quite different historical circum-
stances, and, because of their personal histories, 
took the French people in opposing directions.  
Pétain served to establish the reactionary, fascist, 
Vichy regime in 1940, whereas de Gaulle, despite 
his controversial rise to power, essentially took 
France in a progressive direction in 1958. 
 

 Professor Binion observes that eventually 
there was an “ambivalence” in the relationship of 
these two figures that turned “deadly” and that for 
their historic acts, “Tactics aside, the basic equiva-
lence of 1958 with 1940 remains: just as Pétain 
had used the 1940 defeat to destroy the Third Re-
public, so de Gaulle used the 1958 Algerian crisis 
to destroy the Fourth Republic.” 
 

 Turning our attention to the essence of 
their personalities and backgrounds, we begin with 
Pétain whose life and career can be epitomized in a 
remark he made about himself, which was, “They 
only call me in disasters” (See Jacques Szaluta, 
“Marshal Pétain and the French Army Mutiny of 
1917: A Study in Military Leadership and Political 
Personality,” Third Republic—Troisième Repub-
lique, [No.6, 1978], pp.181-210).  Pétain was a 
passive person who liked to be asked to respond to 
a crisis, unlike military officers who are expected 
to be assertive, like the more typical de Gaulle. 
 

 Pétain’s childhood was traumatic.  Phil-
lippe was born in 1856 to a peasant family in a 



Clio’s Psyche Page 91 September 2005 
 

small village, as the fourth child and the first-born 
son.  When his mother died when he was 17-
months-old his father hired a temporary house-
keeper.  In 1859, his father remarried and the fol-
lowing year his wife gave birth to a child.  Soon 
thereafter, he was sent from his father’s home to 
live with his maternal grandmother.  At the age of 
11 Phillippe was sent to board in the Jesuit collège 
at Saint Bertin.  In short, Pétain’s childhood was 
marked by the anxieties and fantasies most dreaded 
by children.  By the time he was only four years 
old he felt that he had been rejected by at least two 
women, and by his father.  He was further aban-
doned by his family when he was sent to a board-
ing school.  Such early traumatic experiences pre-
vented him from developing, in the words of Erik 
Erikson, “basic trust” in people.  This was accom-
panied by feelings of rage, loneliness, and low self-
esteem. 
 

 The consequences of Pétain not having the 
advantages of a consistent, loving family affected 
him adversely throughout his life.  His adult be-
havior was noted, widely witnessed, and recorded 
by his contemporary critics and supporters alike as 
being aloof, cold, reserved, cautious, and secretive.  
He did not have any close friendships with men or 
women.  Not surprisingly, he did not marry until 
he was 64 years of age, and only after he had be-
come a Marshal.  Many felt that he was a pessi-
mist, and at critical times in his career he was con-
sidered a defeatist.  Many noted that he had a nerv-
ous tick in his eye, an example of unresolved emo-
tional conflict defended against by repression.  In 
his last years of life, he recalled his childhood ex-
periences with bitterness: “My father remarried; 
my step-mother turned out to be a bitch; my paren-
tal home was practically closed to me” (For a more 
detailed discussion, interpreted in a psychoanalytic 
light, see Jacques Szaluta, “Apotheosis To Igno-
miny: The Martyrdom of Marshal Pétain,” The 
Journal of Psychohistory, Vol. 7, No. 4, [Spring 
1980], pp.416-453). 
 

 Certainly, Pétain was an ambitious man, 
but in a reserved, overly modest, and sometimes 
self-effacing manner.  In his pattern of behavior, he 
needed to be coaxed—to be “wanted”—and al-
though he was to eventually win fame he did this 
in a defensive mode and he also ultimately acted in 
a self-destructive manner as I will show below.  In 

1914 he won an important battle on the defensive, 
and when he was in command at Verdun in 1916, 
the battle was fought on the defensive.  He was 
summoned to quell the French Army mutinies of 
1917 and again in 1934 following a Right-wing 
political insurrection in France.  Then he served as 
ambassador to Spain after Franco’s victory and 
finally, in 1940, to head the French state at Vichy. 
As France was being defeated by German armies 
in 1940, the government was split as to the con-
tinuation of the war:  Pétain favored an armistice 
while Reynaud and most of the ministers were op-
posed to it.  As Professor Binion discusses, the 
French government was being compromised by 
defeatist pressure to stop the fighting.  Pétain espe-
cially wanted to end the war and was opposed to 
the government leaving for North Africa to con-
tinue the resistance, in opposition to Reynaud and 
most of the ministers who were opposed to the ar-
mistice.  Due to his enormous prestige, a resigna-
tion by Pétain would have meant the collapse of 
the government.  President Lebrun turned to Pétain 
on June 16, and asked him to form a new govern-
ment.  The Marshal of France was prepared and 
power was legally handed to him.  Underlining the 
legitimacy of his ascendance, the opening words of 
Pétain’s first address to the French people were, 
“At the appeal of the President of the Republic.”  
The way Pétain reacted to and treated France’s 
greatest national trauma, the débâcle of 1940, was 
distinctly linked to the experiences of his own 
childhood trauma.  On July 10, the National As-
sembly voted full constituent powers to Pétain.  
Vichy, the new state which emerged was the kind 
of authoritarian regime he had always wanted for 
France.  Pétain promised to create a better “New 
Order” with the Vichy State.  In actuality, Vichy 
caused immense suffering for the French people, 
created civil war conditions, collaborated with the 
enemy, and opposed the Allied liberators (Jacques 
Szaluta, “Marshal Pétain’s Ambassadorship to 
Spain: Conspiratorial or Providential Rise Toward 
Power?” French Historical Studies, Vol. VIII, 
No.4 [Fall, 1974], pp. 528-533). 
 

 Pétain courted suffering.  Well before 
1940, this was manifested in his speeches as he 
preached the value of regenerative suffering.  Al-
though born and raised a Catholic, he was in con-
flict with his religion and defied many doctrinal 
prohibitions: he did not attend church and married 
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a divorced woman in a civil ceremony.  (For his 
relationship with his wife, see Jacques Szaluta, 
“The Correspondence Between Marechal and Ma-
dame Pétain, 1913 to 1949: A Psychoanalytic In-
terpretation,” American Imago, Vol. 47, No. 2 
[Summer 1990], pp. 169-196.)  What was conge-
nial to his neurosis is that he accepted the Church’s 
social teachings such as mystical fatalism, moti-
vated by personal suffering: he did seek martyr-
dom as he identified with Jesus Christ.  It is in this 
sense that he declared in 1940, “I make to France 
the gift of my person to alleviate her suffering.” 
 

 Ultimately, because of his rage and hostil-
ity, and unconscious recognition that he had 
“sinned,” he sought to be punished.  When he was 
tried for treason at the end of the war, he did little 
to contest his sentence but instead entrusted his 
judgment to “Fate,” which is synonymous with 
what Freud calls “Destiny”—“the last representa-
tive of the parents.”  In August 1945, Pétain was 
found guilty of having collaborated with the enemy 
and he was condemned to death.  Marshal Pétain 
wanted to be punished, to sacrifice himself, and to 
be a martyr (Szaluta, “Correspondence,” p. 194).  
De Gaulle, the head of the Provisional Govern-
ment, upheld the sentence, but because of Pétain’s 
advanced age of 89, commuted it to life imprison-
ment.  He insightfully observed of Pétain: “He 
wished to be judged and he was; for reasons of 
state, he had to be.” 
 

 De Gaulle judging Pétain was a total rever-
sal from only five years earlier, when following his 
own defiance of Pétain’s Vichy State, he had been 
tried in absentia and condemned to death.  How-
ever, in the inter-war years, Pétain had been de 
Gaulle’s great benefactor.  Just as there was an 
emotional cohesiveness and consistency through-
out Pétain’s life, culminating in his ignominious 
martyrdom, de Gaulle’s life and career made possi-
ble his apotheosis in 1958, culminating in being 
widely considered as the greatest leader of France 
since Napoleon. 
 

 In contrast to Pétain’s early years, de 
Gaulle’s childhood was remarkably stable and lov-
ing.  He was born in 1890 as the third of four 
brothers and one sister.  His parents had a comfort-
able bourgeois life and, as his father’s financial 
circumstances improved, they lived in fashionable 
homes and had servants.  They were devout Catho-

lics and monarchists who had a patriotic interest in 
the position of France in European affairs.  The de 
Gaulles were attentive to their children, they staged 
plays at home, went to the theater, and took vaca-
tions together.  The future general identified 
closely with both of his parents.  Charles remained 
close to his mother, maintaining an active corre-
spondence with her until her death in 1940.  The 
influence of Charles’ father was heightened by all 
of his sons attending the Jesuit school where he 
taught.  De Gaulle was a good student and a vora-
cious reader who had a passion for history 
(Bernard Ledwidge, De Gaulle [NY: St. Martin’s 
Press, 1982], pp. 3-11).  In line with growing up in 
such a nurturing family, he married at the age of 
31, had three children, one of whom he named 
Phillippe, after Pétain. 
 

 As an indication of this fortunate and privi-
leged childhood, de Gaulle opens the first of his 
three volume memoirs movingly as follows, “All 
my life I have thought of France in a certain 
way….inspired by sentiment as much as by reason.  
The emotional side of me tends to imagine France, 
like the princess in the fairy stories or the Madonna 
in the frescoes, as dedicated to an exalted and ex-
ceptional destiny.”  This is a paean to his mother.  
Also in the first paragraph he states:  “France is not 
really herself unless in the front rank…to my mind, 
France cannot be France without greatness.”  De 
Gaulle adds:  “This faith grew as I grew, in the en-
vironment where I was born.  My father was a 
thoughtful, cultivated man, imbued with a feeling 
for the dignity of France.  He made me aware of 
her history.  My mother had an uncompromising 
passion for her country, equal to her religious pi-
ety…a certain pride in our country came as second 
nature” (Charles de Gaulle, War Memoirs: The 
Call to Honour, 1940-1942, Vol. I, [NY: Viking 
Press, 1955], p. 4). 
 

 These remarks are revealing of his identifi-
cation with his parents, the religious convictions he 
maintained, and an unstated royalism:  French tra-
ditionalists believed that France could only be 
great when ruled by a king.  By extension, this was 
a veiled criticism of the republican government 
and the multi-party parliamentary system.  These 
remarks also serve to indicate de Gaulle’s motiva-
tion for pursuing a military career, the nature of his 
principles, in the sense of his having demanding 
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superego ideals and values, or conscience, as in his 
strong sense of duty.  As he said, “When I joined 
the Army, it was one of the greatest things in the 
world” (De Gaulle, Memoirs, Vol. 1, p. 4).  De 
Gaulle was consistent.  As a young lieutenant, he 
addressed new recruits, and he told them: “You are 
no longer ordinary men: you have become sol-
diers” (Jean Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 
1890-1944, [NY: W.W. Norton, 1990], p. 22). 
 

 Freud said that the essence of success was 
to have gotten farther than one’s father.  De Gaulle 
surpassed his father who was an ardent French na-
tionalist who fought in the war of 1870, with the 
rank of lieutenant and was wounded in battle.  It 
grieved Henri de Gaulle that Prussia defeated 
France, diminishing French prestige and power, 
and bringing about a republican form of govern-
ment.  As Jean-Raymond Tournoux writes, the fa-
ther was “obsessed, and the obsession was re-
venge” (Sons of France: Pétain and De Gaulle 
[NY: Viking Press, 1966], p. 5).  Imbued with the 
glories of France by his father, as well as its re-
verses, the young de Gaulle was his father’s apt 
pupil.  The French army could be Charles de 
Gaulle’s instrument of redress.  While in the infan-
try during World War I, he amply demonstrated his 
valor and fighting spirit.  Living by the code he 
advocated, he was wounded several times, nar-
rowly escaped death, and ended up as a prisoner of 
war. 
 

 De Gaulle was a brilliant military historian 
and intellectual as well as a soldier.  He wrote 
widely on military affairs, was a visionary if not a 
prophet, and with realism explained and rational-
ized the historic importance of armies and the use 
of force by the state.  His book, At the Edge of the 
Sword, (Criterion Books, 1960), points to his be-
havior in 1940 and 1958 and reveals his dedication 
to exemplary military virtues such as the need for 
courage and the necessity to maintain the will to 
achieve victory.  He believed “the fighting spirit, 
the art of war, the virtues of the soldier are an inte-
gral part of man’s inheritance….  The self-sacrifice 
of individuals for the sake of the community, suf-
fering made glorious…are the basic elements of 
the profession of arms.”  Furthermore  “The no-
blest teachings of philosophy and religion have 
found no higher ideals” than the profession to 
which he devoted his career (Edge of the Sword, 

p.10). 

 

 In both his writings and actions, de Gaulle 
is consistent.  While still a junior officer, he wrote 
his book, The Edge of the Sword, which he starts 
with a quote from Shakespeare (italics are his): 
“Rightly to be great is not to stir without great ar-
gument” (p. 7).  It is a meaningful precept, reveal-
ing that he understands that to be a maverick, to 
stand out against great odds, is going to be contro-
versial.  It’s a premonition of what he will do in a 
crisis, and it points to the role he will play through-
out his career, tenaciously in 1940 and in 1958. 
 

 Although there are similarities between the 
acts of de Gaulle and Pétain, ultimately de Gaulle’s 
intentions were quite different.  Highlighting their 
dissimilarity, de Gaulle was an astute politician 
who was more in touch with reality than Pétain.  
This included acting deceptively and cryptically 
even to his supporters.  Under the circumstances he 
did not have much of a choice, for he had a higher 
purpose in mind, a form of “necessity of war.”  
 What he planned and he achieved was to 
establish a new republic, save the nation from civil 
war, and end the conflict with Algeria.  Though de 
Gaulle often acted imperiously and controversially 
while in power, his rule was marked by many suc-
cesses and reverses.  Overall, he was a more adap-
tive, flexible, intellectual, and realistic than Pétain.  
Also, he was far less angry toward the people of 
France. 
 

 There is also the matter of the psychic dif-
ferences between the two men.  Certainly, de 
Gaulle initially had a favorable opinion of Pétain, 
and was impressed by him since Pétain was distin-
guished, the colonel of his regiment, and appeared 
to be a military maverick.  But this idealized view 
could not last, as the course of events would even-
tually determine, for their diverging temperaments 
revealed themselves in the military theories they 
espoused.  Clearly, their conscious and uncon-
scious motivations were not compatible.  Before 
World War I, Pétain favored the doctrine at the 
defensive, which had much tactical merit, but de 
Gaulle was a man with a zeal for the offensive 
spirit.  De Gaulle sensed, or intuited, that Pétain’s 
military strategy was not the ideal one for ulti-
mately achieving victory.  As Jean Lacouture 
writes of the private notebooks de Gaulle kept of 
this time, he already was not in agreement with 
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as Pètain had used the 1940 defeat to destroy the 
Third Republic, so de Gaulle used the 1940 defeat 
to destroy the Fourth Republic.”  To do this, both 
had to have help.  By far the most interesting part 
of this paper is Binion’s commentary on the ac-
tions of French legislators and government.  In 
1940 the split and uncertain parliamentarians were 
under pressure from the German armies at the 
doorway to Paris and from collaborationists at 
home; in 1958 from the French army in Algeria but 
also at home.  Fear was the dominant note in both 
cases.  Structurally, Binion notes, 1958 was a re-
play of 1940.  In effect, the politicians were reliv-
ing the trauma of the first crisis in the second.  No 
one who lived during 1940, he cites Robert Paxton 
as pointing out, quite got over the shock.  An ama-
teur psychologist might go further than the in-
formed assessment of Binion and suggest that per-
haps a substantial element of psychological guilt at 
their respective roles in the ordeal of defeat en-
couraged the surrenders of both years. 
  

 In this part of the paper in particular, Bin-
ion raises serious questions about the contingency 
of history.  In psychological perspective, once the 
mechanism of reliving the past experience kicked 
in, Pierre Pflimlin, the head of government in 
1958, had to resign as did Paul Reynaud in 1940 
and President René Coty was bound to appoint de 
Gaulle just a President Albert Lebrun had ap-
pointed Pètain. 
  

 Binion is clear about the reasons for de 
Gaulle’s success in 1958.  The potential Algerian 
putschist diehards supported him because he had 
resisted capitulation in 1940, while the anti-
putschist did so because he had restored republican 
legitimacy in 1944.  Having failed to forge the new 
regime in his own image in 1944-46 as Pétain had 
done earlier, he now saw himself as carrying out 
the “providential mission” that was reserved for 
him.  In effect, he hijacked the political crisis for 
his own personal and public purposes.  All of this, 
Binion argues both explicitly and implicitly, was 
done under the shadow of the man who had once 
been his mentor.  His ambition for himself was to 
emulate the role that Pétain had played as a symbol 
of France itself. 
  

 The similarities between 1940 and 1958 are 
obvious enough and Binion has clearly assembled 
the parallels that make his case.  He is even persua-

Pétain (De Gaulle, pp. 21-23).  The seeds for 1940 
and subsequent divergences with Pétain germi-
nated in 1913.  Remarkably, in a lecture on patriot-
ism to a group of officers in 1913, in which he 
made many encouraging remarks, de Gaulle said 
perspicaciously “the man who does not love his 
own mother more than other mothers and his own 
country more than other countries loves neither his 
mother nor his country!” (Lacouture, De Gaulle, p. 
25).  Pétain did not love his mother, while de 
Gaulle certainly loved both his mother and mother-
land. 
    

 Jacques Szaluta, PhD, Professor Emeritus 
of History at the United States Merchant Marine 
Academy, has published on Marshal Pétain, Sig-
mund Freud, and on a variety of other psychohis-
torical papers.  He is coeditor, with Professor Lau-
rie Adams, of Psychoanalysis and the Humanities 
(1996), and author of Psychohistory: Theory and 
Practice (1999).  Dr. Szaluta is a graduate of the 
New York Center for Psychoanalytic Training and 
is in private practice.  He may be reached at 
<SzalutaJ@USMMA.edu>. 

 
Commentary on Binion 

 

Henry R. Winkler 
University of Cincinnati 

 

 Binion’s paper compares the similarities 
(and the differences) in the accession to power of 
Pétain in 1940 and the return of de Gaulle in 1958.  
The end of both the Third and the Fourth Repub-
lics came in the aftermath of defeat—by the Ger-
man armies in 1940; in Indo-China and North Af-
rica, as well as after Suez, but also, in 1958, to 
avert a military coup by the army leaders fearful of 
a sellout in Algeria to those struggling against 
French control.   De Gaulle orchestrated surrender 
in Algeria quite contrary, presumably, to the ex-
pectations of those whose possible revolt had pre-
cipitated the political crisis in France, but like 
Pètain he then proceeded to implement a change in 
regime that put much greater power in his hands as 
the executive leader of the state. 
  

 All this is simply to outline what occurred.  
Binion’s paper is an exploration of how de Gaulle 
followed in the footsteps of the man whose protégé 
he had been and with whom he had broken long 
before the debacle of 1940.  As he puts it, “…just 
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sive on what “inwardly” impelled de Gaulle to re-
turn to political life and what “inwardly” impelled 
the political establishment to recall him.  Least 
convincing is his commentary of the “Pétain book” 
ghost-written by de Gaulle in the 1920s and pub-
lished under the latter’s name in 1938.  Citing de 
Gaulle’s comment that “a book is a man,” Binion 
remarks on his ambivalence toward Pétain who 
had been his “loyal patron” in the twenties and 
thirties.  To suggest that de Gaulle was already 
playing at being Pétain in the earlier period and 
that in 1958 he was reversing Pètain’s previous 
unwillingness to give him credit for his work may 
well be psychologically correct, but in this paper at 
least the evidence is not marshaled to make the 
case.  A comparison may be apt in the case of an-
other larger than life figure.  Winston Churchill’s 
biography of his father has been offered as evi-
dence of his desire, both to deny the obvious fail-
ure of Lord Randolph and at the same time of his 
drive to reverse his father’s failure in his own ca-
reer.  What then to make of his somewhat 
hagiographical biography of his ancestor Marlbor-
ough which might appear to be a different kind of 
model impelling him to success in the field and in 
the corridors of political power.  But it needs more 
than the suggestions in the two biographies, of 
course, to explain the complicated motivations of a 
Churchill.  Similarly, I would suppose, in the case 
of de Gaulle. 
 

 Contrary to his earlier view that the 1940-
58 parallel was unconscious—on the part particu-
larly of the politicians making decisions—Binion 
now sees the parallel as much more consciously 
remembered, however much denied.  He quotes 
from the constitutional debate of 1958.  Although 
Vichy was seldom mentioned in the debates that 
succeeded de Gaulle’s accession to office, Binion 
pointedly notes the exchange of views between the 
rightist parliamentarian Jean-Louis Tixier-
Vignancourt and the new head of state on the lat-
ter’s bit for Pètain-like constituent powers.  He 
notes that in the earlier period, de Gaulle had op-
posed granting such powers to Pétain “for all he 
was worth,” yet he, along with the politicians, now 
was following in almost the exact footsteps of their 
predecessors. 
 

 Binion suggest the continuity of under-
standing in the two eras, but might well have ex-

panded his evaluation of the continuity of politics 
in the France of post-1940.  Whatever may be—if 
ever—the final verdict on the French resistance 
after 1940, many of the politicians who served in 
1958—like the right-wing Trixier and his left wing 
friend, Francois Mitterand, a future Socialist Presi-
dent of the Republic, also served, if only in minor 
roles, in the Vichy regime that emerged from mili-
tary defeat.  Binion’s emphasis on the psychologi-
cal elements behind the reprise of 1958 helps illu-
minate, if it doesn’t entirely explain, not only “De 
Gaulle at Pètain” but also the remarkable similari-
ties between 1940 and 1958 in the choices made by 
French legislatures and governments when con-
fronted with the reality of traumatic defeat. 
 

 Henry R. Winkler, PhD, is President 
Emeritus of the University of Cincinnati and the 
former editor of the American Historical Review 
(1964-68).  He has served in many academic and 
administrative positions including as University 
Professor of History at Rutgers where he was aca-
demic vice president and acting president for a 
year prior to guiding Cincinnati as its president 
from 1977 to 1984.  His publications include The 
League of Nations Movement in Great Britain, 
1914-1919 (1967); Great Britain in the Twentieth 
Century (1965); and British Labour Seeks a For-
eign Policy (2005).  President Winkler, the recipi-
ent of numerous awards and ten honorary doctoral 
degrees, may be contacted at <henry.winkler@uc. 
edu>. 

Thoughts on Binion’s  
“De Gaulle as Pétain” 

 

Robert Zaretsky 
University of Houston 

 

 I enjoyed Rudolph Binion’s brisk, ener-
getic and provocative narrative of the falls of the 
Third and Fourth Republics, but I also have a num-
ber of hesitations that, due to the limitations of 
time, must be addressed in rapid succession. 
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 First, Professor Binion states that the great 
republican march on 28 May 1958 was “against de 
Gaulle”—this is perhaps too broad a claim, when 
speaking of nearly 200,000 participants.  More nu-
anced, I think, is Jean-Pierre Rioux’s conclusion, 
in his authoritative work on the Fourth Republic, 
that the march was instead directed more against 
“the paras [paratroopers] and ‘fascists’” in Algeria 
than de Gaulle (The Fourth Republic: 1944-1958 
[Cambridge, England: Cambridge University 
Press, 1987], p. 308).  Similarly, Professor Binion 
claims, with no documents in hand, that de Gaulle, 
in his meeting with President Coty, agreed to an 
appearance before the National Assembly only af-
ter “much wrangling” (p. 2).  Yet according to de 
Gaulle’s Memoires d’espoir, he and Coty “reached 
an understanding at once” (Quoted in Jean Lacou-
ture, De Gaulle: The Ruler: 1945-1970 [NY: W.W. 
Norton, 1994], p. 175).  While de Gaulle’s version 
is of course de Gaulle’s, I would like to learn of 
conflicting accounts if Professor Binion knows of 
any.  Professor Binion also dismisses as 
“contrived” de Gaulle’s assertion that “France’s 
troubles, Algeria inclusive, were all attributable to 
the nature” of the Fourth Republic (p. 2).  Yet most 
contemporary and retrospective accounts cite the 
structural inadequacies of the Fourth Republic as a 
primary cause of the political immobilisme that 
was made fatal by the Algerian question. 
 

 Now, these reservations may well be quib-
bles.  Yet I mention them because they seem symp-
tomatic of a larger and more problematic interpre-
tative approach, one that strikes me as invariably 
hostile or dismissive of de Gaulle (with whom, I 
must add, I do not share a particularly deep ideo-
logical kinship).  Professor Binion avers that there 
is a “basic equivalence” between Pétain and de 
Gaulle’s assumptions of power because both men 
used national crises to destroy, respectively, the 
Third and Fourth Republics.  Yet it is surely im-
portant to recall that Pétain (and his erstwhile col-
laborator, Pierre Laval) had no intention of main-
taining republican institutions or values, while de 
Gaulle explicitly committed himself to doing so.  It 
is, in this respect, telling that Professor Binion rele-
gates to a footnote the six-month limit on the use 
of special powers accepted by de Gaulle—a limita-
tion that was non-existent for Pétain and his Etat 
français—and ignores the fact that de Gaulle’s 
cabinet, stocked with republican notables, empha-

sized continuity, not rupture with the past. 
 

 Finally, there is Professor Binion’s asser-
tion that de Gaulle’s rise to power in 1958 was a 
deliberate “restaging” of his “own specific side-
show, Pétain’s intended theft of his identity in 
1928” (p. 11).  The reference here is to the squab-
bles between the two men that spanned the years 
1928-1938 and concerned their respective roles in 
the writing of the book that de Gaulle ultimately 
published as La France et son armée.  It may well 
reveal my own inadequacies as a student of psy-
chohistory, but I simply do not see any evidence 
for the claim that de Gaulle remained emotionally 
dissatisfied even after his declaration of independ-
ence from Pétain’s patronage in 1938.  Not only is 
there the absence of any proof for Professor Bin-
ion’s assertion that the book’s publication in 1938 
“did not placate [de Gaulle] down in the deep dark 
depths where grudges fester” (p. 10), but as far as I 
can tell, there is the absence of any narrative or 
interpretive need for such a claim.  To state with 
Professor Binion that de Gaulle’s festering grudge 
led him to “literally [take] a leaf from Pétain’s his-
toric book when he demanded the same constituent 
powers as Pétain in 1940 in the same terms as 
Pétain in 1940 while refusing to acknowledge 
Pétain as his source” (p. 10) strikes me as a clever 
gloss but dubious history.  That France still enjoys 
political life under the constitution of the Fifth 
(i.e., de Gaulle’s) Republic reminds us, contrary to 
Professor Binion’s claim, that the two men did not 
demand the same constituent powers.  Moreover, 
the proper contextualization of events in 1940 and 
1958 reveal that these powers simply were not de-
manded in the same terms.  Finally, there is the 
ostensible refusal by de Gaulle to acknowledge 
Pétain as his source.  Let me suggest that he may 
have done so for the very good, though pedestrian 
reason that an abiding concern for a stable form of 
republican government, and not settling an old 
score with Pétain, was the source of his actions. 
 

Robert Zaretsky, who earned his PhD in 
Modern European History from the University of 
Virginia in 1989, is a professor at the University of 
Houston where he holds a joint appointment be-
tween the Department of Modern and Classical 
Languages and the Honors College.  His publica-
tions include Nimes at War: Religion, Politics and 
Public Opinion in the Gard, 1938-1944 (University 
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Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 
1995) and Cock and Bull Stories: Folco de Baron-
celli and the Invention of the Camargue (Lincoln, 
NB: University of Nebraska Press 2004).  He 
translated Tzvetan Todorov's Voices from the Gu-
lag: Life and Death in Communist Bulgaria 
(University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity Press, 1999) and with John Scot, translated 
and wrote a critical introduction to Todorov's 
Frail Happiness: An Essay on Rousseau 
(University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity Press, 2001).  He also co-edited France at 
War: Vichy and the Historians (Oxford, United 
Kingdom: Berg Publishers Ltd., 2000).  Currently, 
with Sarah Fishman and Alice Conklin, he is writ-
ing a history of modern France for Oxford Univer-
sity Press, and co-authoring, with John Scott, a 
book on the short friendship between David Hume 
and J.J. Rousseau.  Professor Zaretsky  may  be     
contacted  at  rzaretsky@uh.edu 

  
Rudolph Binion Replies 

 

Such a variety of expertise has been lav-
ished on my brief study that, unsurprisingly, its 
basic contention has more than once been lost in 
the shuffle.  This contention is that the key factors 
of the French regime suicide of 1940 recurred mu-
tatis mutandis in 1958 even while the 1940 prece-
dent was expressly denied.  That recurrence was 
accordingly an unconscious reliving, which in turn 
argues a traumatic original. 

 

 To say that the key factors of the 1940 
original were replicated in 1958 is emphatically 
not to say that the two events were identical other-
wise.  Indeed, even those key elements each re-
curred with unessential variants galore.  Thus one 
key factor of the Vichy trauma relived in 1958 was 
the figure of the heroic savior claiming rapport 
with the French nation as a whole as against its 
politicized factions.  That, beyond this crucial like-
ness, Pétain and de Gaulle were less than ideologi-
cal twins is no news and no matter.  Another key 
factor of the 1940 trauma relived in 1958 was an 
escalating crisis of felt vulnerability within the re-
gime.  Two discussants contend that in 1958 the 
pressure on the regime from the French insurgents 
and native rebels in Algeria was nowhere near that 
from the advancing German army in 1940.  A third 
reverses the disparity, contending that neither the 

Germans nor still less Weygand or Doriot threat-
ened the regime in 1940 as much as did the sedi-
tious colonels in 1958.  Still others find that the 
regime was equally squeezed in the two instances.  
The bottom line remains: that in both cases the re-
gime felt itself on the brink.  Yet another key piece 
of the 1940 action replicated in 1958 was the per-
sonal powers accorded Pétain and then de Gaulle.  
That a six-month constituent deadline was set for 
de Gaulle as against Pétain is no objection; on the 
contrary, it was set just because of the Vichy 
precedent.  Nor does it hurt that some pre-1940 
precedents also show through the 1958 collapse: 
none of them shares in the telltale structural 
equivalence of 1940 with 1958.  Neither does it 
stymie me that the Fifth Republic, unlike Pétain’s 
État Français, has proved durable: its duration is 
beside my point of the congruence of de Gaulle’s 
with Pétain’s terms of empowerment.  True, de 
Gaulle’s constitution, because it required popular 
ratification, left the chambers with a stronger role 
than de Gaulle personally considered wise.  For the 
rest, though, it was custom-made for de Gaulle, so 
it is one of the ironies in which French history 
abounds that it should have outlasted him this long.  
François Goguel, while helping draft it with Mi-
chel Debré in the summer of 1958, told me they 
were reckoning on a ten-year run.  But this Hege-
lian cunning of history is irrelevant to my focal 
concern with the structural equivalence of the two 
events. 
 

 On to the individual comments, beginning 
with our genial editor’s.  Unconscious repetition 
was for Freud now a substitute remembering, now 
a striving for inurement.  Neither quite applies to 
traumatic reliving.  In a book-to-be on reliving in 
all its forms I intend to show, though, that Freud 
initially understood and treated hysteria as trau-
matic reliving—as the disguised, contrived, uncon-
scious replay of some recent trauma.  Alas, de 
Gaulle’s personal psychology, so finely illumi-
nated by Paul Elovitz, was not my subject—“alas” 
because I would have stuck with biography all my 
days except that I saw as a historian that it could 
never add up to history and as a psychohistorian 
that groups often pursue purposes unknown to their 
members.  So I’ve been bogged down in “group 
process” ever since. 
 

 I bask in the tribute to my work from such 
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a master of psychohistory as David Beisel and ap-
plaud his powerful vindication of traumatic reliv-
ing, which has spooked history since day one.  
More, I actually share his one reservation about my 
present piece, for I see compulsion as outweighing 
contingency in the fall of the Fourth French Re-
public only “once the mechanism of reliving 
kicked in.”  There I am sadly adamant: once trau-
matic reliving starts, it just won’t stop.  For the 
rest, history is what people do, and people do what 
they want to do as far as they are able.  What they 
want to do is, though, often dictated by uncon-
scious compulsions of which I have spent much of 
my life isolating and defining that one insidious, 
nasty kind. 
 

 I revel equally in the tribute from brilliant 
David Felix (to think he was once actually my stu-
dent!) even while also admittedly failing to see 
wherein Pétain played at being de Gaulle as Felix 
suggests.  Or no, wait!  In the very act of writing 
this now I think I’ve caught it: Pétain at his trial 
tried to steal de Gaulle’s thunder by presenting 
himself in de Gaulle’s own language as France’s 
savior too.  Ingenious, indeed irresistibly so—and 
if I am guilty as charged, and I think overcharged, 
of not spelling out my theses in full, now I can 
boast that I am in the best of company. 
 

 A crack therapist and theorist both, David 
James Fisher raises all the big basic questions to 
which I’m still seeking answers.  In effect he lays 
out pretty nearly my own entire agenda for psycho-
history.  Would I could draw on clinical experience 
like his to complement my historic approach, espe-
cially for insight into how groups and their individ-
ual members interact.  How group consciousness 
works even in traumatic reliving (my signature 
syndrome) is still far beyond me.  I do not even 
know yet which persons or groups will relive a 
trauma rather than just painfully remember it, let 
alone why.  A couple of years ago I figured out 
that the choice to relive turned on felt guilt—only 
to spot exceptions after I’d gone to press.  Myopi-
cally, I never so much as glimpsed shame behind 
the guilt.  I did see, though, like Fisher, that the 
pain of a trauma is what fuels its later relivings 
(tricky as is the concept of unconscious pain).  In 
sum, I can answer precious few of Fisher’s probing 
questions, and those only provisionally.  Thus col-
lective trauma appears not to differ from individual 

trauma, at least not in the ways in which it is re-
lived, though admittedly I may be blind to the dif-
ferences.  Also, trauma in my historical experience 
is not earmarked so much by fear at the heart of it 
as by a stunning upset to the accustomed order of 
things, physical or moral.  I can comfort myself 
however feebly for the theoretical inadequacy of 
my shorter historic case histories, including this 
one, by considering that empirical studies are no 
place for elaborate theorizing.  I do more theoriz-
ing in my “group process” book now in press (Past 
Impersonal) and plan to do still more in the book 
on reliving that’s next on my drawing board.  But 
even there I fear I may leave readers dissatisfied—
which, I submit, isn’t the worst way to leave them.  
As for my personal traumatic input into my re-
search, I must leave that for Jimmy Fisher to tease 
out of me when next we meet. 
 

 I am puzzled by Richard Golsan’s reserva-
tions about my approach in “De Gaulle as Pétain.”  
How can structuralism applied to successive his-
toric events lack “historicity”?  And isn’t it also a 
schematizing of “complicated human circum-
stances” on Golsan’s part to say anything as unex-
ceptionable as that “Pétain created an overtly dicta-
torial state” or that this state “sought to humiliate 
the French in order, in part, to control them?”  Yes, 
the apprehensions over de Gaulle’s return in 1958 
proved ill-founded, wherewith it left no legacy of 
trauma behind.  How does that trump the structural 
equivalence of de Gaulle’s return and Pétain’s ad-
vent?  As for de Gaulle’s die-hard grudge against 
Pétain over Le soldat, (France and Her Army) it 
surfaced baldly enough in 1928 and 1938.  But no 
further proof of it is needed than de Gaulle’s later 
appropriation of Pétain’s Vichy text without ac-
knowledgment; to paraphrase Dave Beisel, the 
proof is all in the pudding.  Such tit-for-tat is, alas, 
the “simplistic and immature” way with uncon-
scious grudges, however great the soul that harbors 
them.  Even so, my closing statement about inner 
compulsion expressly applies only to the mecha-
nism of traumatic reliving, not to de Gaulle’s 
grudge.  I too would want history more open to 
purposive control than I often find it.  I trust that 
my quoting de Gaulle on France as having needed 
both Pétain and de Gaulle reminds no one else of 
false claims by former Vichyites.  And did I really 
say that what the politicos were bent on reliving in 
May 1958 was “handing over power irresponsi-
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b l y ” ? 
 

 John Hellman’s masterly brief account of 
young de Gaulle smarting against the rule-bound 
military hierarchy topped by Pétain nicely contex-
tualizes my reductive analysis.  I meant to stay 
noncommittal as to whether de Gaulle was person-
ally traumatized by the 1940 defeat—whether in 
his “double denial” of it he spoke for himself as 
well as for France.  His memoirs do blur the point, 
which might suggest that he was not except that 
some traumas are not consciously registered or are 
denied along with the traumatic event itself (thus 
my Frau Lou forever denied Nietzsche’s traumatic 
putdown of her that she spent her whole later life 
reliving).  Yes, de Gaulle’s return in 1958 did dif-
fer in several particulars from Pétain’s advent in 
1940, beginning with its having been a return as 
against an advent: no contest.  But can’t it as well 
be argued that Pétain was the last President of the 
Council of the Third Republic as that de Gaulle 
was the last President of the Council of the Fourth? 
 

 Samuel Kalman stresses several very real 
ideological differences between Pétain and de 
Gaulle.  But again, apart from that pivotal item of 
the 1958 reprise of 1940, “the annointment of a 
charismatic outsider,” the likenesses and unlike-
nesses of those two “mythical saviors” were none 
of my proper business as I sought to distill struc-
tural basics out of the maze of detail.  Maybe in 
hindsight the Fourth Republic was more of a push-
over for de Gaulle than the Third had been for 
Pétain, but few who did the pushing in 1958 felt 
that way.  Shaky as it was at times, like all French 
regimes, surely the Fourth Republic was not still-
born.  Mendès-France galvanized it even in liqui-
dating Indochina where Daladier had split the 
Third Republic in selling out Czechoslovakia.  To 
the points that Kalman concedes to the Fourth I 
would add: the best social insurance system any-
where.  And strain as I may, I find it hard to see 
some rotten tomatoes thrown at Guy Mollet in Al-
giers toppling however shaky a Republic in Paris 
by delayed action over two years later. 
       

 Daniel Klenbort raises the question of con-
tingency differently from Beisel and, I think, unan-
swerably: would it have made much difference to 
French history in 1940 or 1958 had de Gaulle 
never been personally involved with Pétain?  I’d 
guess not on de Gaulle’s side—only that he might 

then quite likely have been open to less tainted 
terms of empowerment in 1958.  His nontraumatic 
grudge against Pétain triggered no compulsive 
mechanism, only a comical tit-for-tat.  On the other 
hand, the reliving of the collapse of the Third Re-
public downright required that same Vichy text 
again in 1958.  On another score, if the trauma of 
1870-1871 struck young de Gaulle with full force 
through transmission by his elders, he was preter-
naturally receptive.  Ordinarily a traumatic punch 
sufficient to impel reliving cannot be conveyed 
once removed, let alone twice or more removed as 
in certain other historic cases.  That is why, though 
I continually reconsider social transmission, I con-
tinually conclude against it.  Finally, Klenbort is 
right on target with that “‘we’ identity” except that 
I would pluralize it, as indeed Klenbort promptly 
does in practice (my family, my school, my na-
tion).  His resultant explanation of how the French 
political establishment could relive a 1940 trauma 
of its own in 1958 is compelling: chapeau! 
 

 Philip Pomper, who knows his theoretical 
scaffolding, has a deft grasp of the weaknesses of 
mine.  I have no “psychohistorical model,” let 
alone any “theoretical source (s)” for it.  I am still 
only piling up empirical cases before synthesizing 
and theorizing—still only groping my way where 
others have gone astray.  On “traumas connected 
with the Oedipal drama” I have, though, had my 
say, if not in the sense that Pomper intended, in the 
Oedipus chapter of my Sounding the Classics. 
 

 Like John Hellman fleshing out my all too 
analytic presentation with rich historic detail, J.  
Lee Shneidman has my immense gratitude for his 
“flood” of personal memories that make it come 
alive. 
 

 Well may a regime trauma within a na-
tional trauma be puzzling to Barry Shapiro (unlike 
Daniel Klenbort), but I can’t help it if just such a 
trauma was relived in Paris in May 1958.  All 
France was traumatized in 1940 by the defeat 
while France’s political representatives were trau-
matized additionally by the death blow they dealt 
the Republic.  Though collateral evidence for this 
second trauma abounds, its point-by-point reliving 
is the clincher.  With a single, maverick exception, 
the national assembly of 1958 was in total denial 
from left to right not of some vague repetition in 
remotely similar circumstances (can perceptive 
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Barry Shapiro really see no more than this between 
the two events?), but of the black-on-white congru-
ence of the death warrant it was issuing for the 
Fourth Republic with the one issued in Vichy for 
the Third.  Agreed, this unconscious reliving raises 
thorny problems of trauma transmission, but they 
cannot be solved by reducing the complexities of a 
two-time regime suicide to the chiché of the “man 
on horseback.” 
 

 Jacques Szaluta has sharpened my point by 
differentiating and indeed contrasting Pétain and 
de Gaulle as to character and intentions even while 
maintaining the basic equivalence of the 1958 with 
the 1940 crisis and its dénouement.  For the course 
that crisis ran was determined in each case by the 
political establishment and not by Pétain or de 
Gaulle.  I really should let more than well enough 
alone, but I can’t help remarking that de Gaulle too 
was a crisis politician like the Pétain who said: 
“They only call me in disasters.” 
 

 I am much in Henry Winkler’s debt for so 
ably distilling my arguments.  For reasons alpha-
betical, I have already spoken to his closing points 
previously raised except to stress again now that 
the Fourth Republicans were not conscious of go-
ing out as the Third Republicans had gone; only 
Tixier-Vignancourt noticed the reliving under-
way—a baffling anomaly in my data base. 
      

 Robert Zaretzky is right that the May 28 
march was a demonstration of popular solidarity 
against the threat from Algiers, but it was no less 
unequivocally a demonstration against de Gaulle.  
De Gaulle blamed the regime for all of France’s 
problems without specifying Algeria, nor did the 
regime cause the Algerian problem just by failing 
to solve it.  I did not say that de Gaulle’s return in 
1958 was a deliberate restaging of the earlier theft 
of his identity by Pétain, but only that he restaged 
that theft of his identity through his return.  His 
“much wrangling” over the terms of his return is so 
richly documented as against his own denial that I 
saw no need to reference it—and can’t do so now, 
being away from my sources for the year ahead: 
my apologies.  Finally, my point is not that de 
Gaulle’s intended use of his constituent powers in 
1958 was identical with Pétain’s in 1940, but only 
that the terms on which he demanded and then re-
ceived those powers were dated Vichy 1940.  His 
ministers deceptively denied this for him to the 

Assembly in his presence with no one objecting 
despite Tixier’s exact if taunting statement of the 
fact. 

 In closing, my great thanks to our ever so 
enterprising editor and again to all who answered 
his call.  I have done their searching comments 
scant justice with my rough responses.  These 
leave me uneasily aware that the very ground rules 
of psychohistory have yet to be written.  At the 
same time they encourage me to keep trying. 
 

 [Editor’s Note: The reader should know 
that Professor Binion responded to the 14 com-
mentators under severe time pressure, in extreme 
heat, and without a printer, so he had to work from 
the screen without paper copies.   We are most ap-
preciative of his endeavors, intellect, and openness 
to other peoples’ ideas.  He continues to be a pio-
neer doing yeoman service in the building of psy-
chological history.]   
 

 

The Changing World of Children 
 

Valerie Scott Massimo 
Ramapo College 

 

 Review of Ted George Goertzel and Ariel 
Hansen, Cradles of Eminence: Childhoods of More 
Than 700 Famous Men and Women. Scottsdale, 
AZ: Great Potential Press, 2004[1st edition in 
1962], hardcover.  ISBN 0-910707-56-1, xxxi, 456 
pages, $24.95. 
 

 Review of Shirley Camper Soman, Lets 

Stop Destroying Our Children: Society’s Most 
Pressing Problem THEN AND NOW: A Compari-
son.  NY: ASJA Press, 2003 [1st edition in 1973], 
paperback.  ISBN 0-595-28228-8, xiii, 377 pages, 
$26.95. 
 

 Last week my father died, sensitizing me 
all the more to issues of death, loss, and remem-
brances of my own childhood.  I thought of mine 
as a safe, if not entirely happy childhood, but these 
two books made me realize the minefields I navi-
gated and the benefits I enjoyed growing up.  As a 
social worker, professor, and mother, my responses 
range from optimism about the prospects for chil-
dren and my fears for their future.  In the 1960s 

Book Reviews 
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and 70s, two conflicting views of children were 
coming more clearly into the focus of society and 
those who were creating psychohistory.  Much less 
was known about childhood and its influence on 
adult lives, but as these connections were begin-
ning to be made, two very different works ap-
peared and added to our understanding of child-
hood, society, and societal responsibility for chil-
dren.  The Goertzels, building on the traditional 
biographical emphasis on family in the develop-
ment of character and the newer field of child psy-
chology, represent the strand of finding the origins 
of adult accomplishment in the lives of the 
“eminent” as children.  Shirley Soman, in contrast, 
approaches the lives of children from the stand-
point of the engaged and enraged social worker, 
calling for society to wake up and stop destroying 
our children.  The former book is hopeful about 
using our knowledge to help children to flourish, 
while the latter is pessimistic, evincing a gloom 
supported by myriad horror stories and statistics.  I 
lived a blue-collar childhood in a trailer park typi-
cal of the South, surrounded by prejudice, as well 
as many of the dangers Soman explores. But I was 
also surrounded by family members who knew I 
could “do better” than they had.  Their support was 
palpable and representative of families described in 
Cradles. 
 

 Both of these books are second editions 
published decades after their first release, with 
concluding chapters written about children and 
families today.  The original editions suffered from 
the myopia of their time.  In the 1960s and 70s 
there was far less discussion of girls than boys, 
something the authors have become sensitive to 
and attempted to rectify.  Initially, there was a min-
iscule representation of women among the eminent 
and less discussion of girls among the suffering 
children.  Despite chapters on “today” that con-
clude the new editions, their juxtaposition with the 
original editions and with one another brings into 
focus the many ways in which things have changed 
for children, and, as is so often the case in society, 
how much remains the same.  While Goertzel and 
Hansen concentrate on what goes right for a fortu-
nate 400 children of yesteryear and 300 “eminents” 
of today, Soman describes in graphic detail what 
goes wrong for 1000s of others in recent years.  
Her accounts are most disturbing when she reviews 
bureaucratic responses to her first edition, particu-

larly in Texas, where it appeared that her work 
might precipitate lasting change.  Both books pro-
vide valuable insights into the world of children 
and tell engaging or enraging stories, and each 
adds to the literature on children, families, and so-
ciety in a unique way.  After a short overview of 
the two books, I will examine their contrasting and 
complementary themes. 
 

 Cradles of Eminence was originally pub-
lished in 1962 and focused on the childhoods of 
400 eminent individuals.  The authors defined emi-
nent persons as those who had at least three biogra-
phies written about them.  As an elementary school 
student growing up in South Florida, I remember 
haunting the “biographies” section of the school 
and public libraries.  After discovering a book I 
liked, I would venture through the author’s other 
works, and then read all the biographies I could 
find about that author.  My plan was to be an au-
thor myself some day, and I wanted to know how 
they did it.  I’m sure I read some of the biographies 
the Goertzels reviewed for their first edition.  
These very biographies may have been the basis of 
selection of ”eminents” found in the first edition. 
 

 The Goertzels’1962 method of selection 
protected against personal bias through selection of 
their own favorite players in society, such as actors 
or politicians.  However, cultural bias is clearly 
reflected in the biographers’ (though not Goertzel 
and Hansen’s) choice of subjects. Biographical 
authors were influenced by the time during which 
they wrote and their perspective audience—
impacting on their selection of subjects.  Rather 
than focusing on the constraints of their selections, 
I appreciated the “view from within”—just as I had 
as a child, I felt surrounded by the people who 
shaped the world.   
 

 As to content and organization of material, 
Cradles of Eminence completely avoids the ency-
clopedia approach that could be “dry as dust” in 
covering 700 individuals.  This book is anything 
but.  Not only are characters presented in some-
thing other than chronological or alphabetical or-
der, they are not grouped by discipline, geography, 
or any other limiting method.  Instead, they are 
grouped according to themes discovered by the 
authors.  The key to the themes lies in the 12 chap-
ter titles such as “Homes that Respect Learning 
and Achievement;” “Dominating Mothers, but Few 
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Dominating Fathers;” “Children with Handicaps;” 
and “Dislike of School and Schoolteachers.”     
 

 Regarding the role of families in children’s 
lives, Cradles is a model of how to minimize a 
boring focus on generalities in favor of a bio-
graphical approach presented in a spirit of storytel-
ling.   Through stories of fathers, mothers, siblings, 
teachers, friends, and communities that seem ser-
endipitous, there are more complex psychological 
forces at work which the authors are aware of.  The 
meticulous research on these 400 is clear from 
start, but its delivery is delightful rather than pe-
dantic.  They are woven into a narrative that flows 
naturally, albeit unpredictably, from one topic and 
one person to another. 

 

 The final chapter of the new edition fol-
lows the style of the original edition and is written 
by the Goertzels’ son, a Rutgers sociology profes-
sor and Psychohistory Forum researcher, and his 
step-niece, Hansen, a writer.  Its 300 additional 
entries come from a very different age, as is evi-
dent in who this generation chooses to honor with 
multiple biographies.  Goertzel and Hansen’s ta-
bles indicate that the 1962 and 2003 samples differ 
in a number of ways.  While there has been a de-
crease in the commitment to social activism and 
politics, there has been a corresponding rise in ac-
tors (nearly double the 1962 percentage), athletes, 
and criminals (there were none among the original 
400).  However, for both samples, the subjects’ 
eminence was nurtured not by society at large, but 
by a home life made possible by relative affluence 
and safety.  This summary of 300 encourages read-
ers to compare past and present.  It is extremely 
effective in this regard, presenting a clear contrast 
that reveals both similarities and differences. 
 Like the Goertzels, Shirley Soman has 
clearly done a massive amount of research.  This 
New York City social worker with a longtime 
commitment to psychohistory,  also organizes her 
material according to themes and writes in clear, 
readable prose.  Despite the common interest in 
children over time, these are strikingly different 
books.  The Goertzels seek to inform engagingly 
and, in their final chapter, to contrast past and pre-
sent.  While they suggest some inferences about 
their research, these are largely restricted to the 
introduction and conclusion of their work, leaving 
the body to flow in the manner just described.  

This is not the case with Soman, who reports that 
her book “aims to shock you” (p. ix).  It does just 
that.  There is also another, somewhat oblique aim 
to shock you into action against a plethora of com-
panies, government agencies, and others guilty of 
destroying our children.  A final aim is to change 
policies so that funds are diverted to prevention 
rather than correction of, or worse, collusion with 
greed that devastates our future citizens.  For ex-
ample, she calls for major funding of accident pre-
vention and parent training programs. 
 

 Each chapter focuses on a problem area, 
beginning with moving, and often horrifying ac-
counts of children suffering or dying because of 
something society might, but doesn’t, correct.  So-
man’s book is an exposé in the tradition of muck-
raking journalism rather than the type of psycho-
biographical work advocated in this journal.  The 
final chapter, “THEN AND NOW,” compares the 
horrors of the 1974 edition with the conditions for 
children in the new millennium.  Most poignant is 
her description of how the state of Texas took the 
original text seriously and funded programs to 
“promote better conditions for children and parents 
in Texas” (p. 283).  She closes this story with a sad 
review of the current programs in that state, from 
childcare, schools, and a punitive court system, to 
child homelessness. 
 

 While Cradles of Eminence drew me into 
its tales of childhood environments, I found it nec-
essary to read Let’s Stop Destroying Our Children 
one segment at a time.  I suspect most readers will 
find the accounts of preventable, senseless trage-
dies perpetrated on our defenseless young to be 
disturbing and only palatable one morsel at a time.  
This does not suggest that Soman’s work is not of 
the highest quality and well worth reading, just that 
it portrays devastating realities and the thorny, 
complex web of political, social, and commercial 
choices that permit the tragedies to continue. 
 

 Families are the major source of strength 
for the eminent-to-be, but today a large segment of 
U.S. society cannot afford to nurture and protect its 
young.  This is a message found in both works.  
Goertzel and Hansen’s comparison of past and pre-
sent prompts readers to imagine how we might 
provide nurturing “cradles” in an age of technol-
ogy, working mothers, and media blitz.  Soman, 
instead, urges outrage. She claims that these 
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changes force responsibility for a safe and nurtur-
ing childhood environment on the state.  She ar-
gues for legislation, rules, and regulations to keep 
all children from being destroyed, to afford them 
all with the provisions Goertzel and Hansen’s 
families gave and still give their eminent-to-be 
children, most of whom are white, middle class, 
and male.  This radical support of state responsibil-
ity for children causes Soman to rank herself 
among the “so-called ‘do-gooders’ … a description 
I proudly wear” (p. 279). 
 

 “Do-gooder” Soman builds the case to 
have government pick up the slack for the current 
generation’s families.  Though there were surely 
hazards for children in the days of the eminent 400, 
family involvement combined with a degree of ig-
norance regarding dangers for children and a belief 
in families as independent entities made govern-
ment regulations appear unnecessary.  Goertzel and 
Hansen present accounts of some eminent indi-
viduals raised in poverty, some minorities, and a 
few females, but the majority of the renowned are 
white males brought up in well educated, middle 
class families.  This is true for the original 400, and 
despite the authors’ best efforts, a disappointingly 
reoccurring theme for new entries as well.  The 
families of 40-50 years ago were not incessantly 
hearing news about the dangers of flammable paja-
mas, inadequate school bus protections, pollution, 
and labeling on a plethora of drugs.  They certainly 
confronted some of these and similar issues, but 
each family was responsible to care for its own 
and, when possible, to reach out to others in need. 
 

 Shirley Soman gives one example after 
another of how rampant greed is responsible for 
conditions that destroy children.  Then she shows 
how the state fails to curb this greed and, at times, 
its leaders even collude with the greedy or line 
their own pockets.  So while she calls for govern-
mental intervention to protect children, she also 
fears the very same government.  
 

 The books reviewed here may differ 
greatly, influenced by the authors’ orientations, but 
each makes a contribution toward a deeper under-
standing of the needs of children in today’s world.  
They argue for a dialogue on families, policies, 
commerce, and both the psychological and physi-
cal needs of children and families. Soman hits 
readers with the suffering of kids, kids we do not 

know as human beings.  They stay unknown.  Hers 
is a study of the problems, looking at individual 
children only as their stories support her argument 
for change. 
 

Lets Stop Destroying Our Children led me 
to reconsider my safe, free childhood, one in which 
I rode my bike constantly, with no knowledge that 
helmets existed.  I remembered riding in the car 
with my mother prior to seatbelts becoming com-
monplace, sure that her outstretched arm could pre-
vent me from harm.  We had Christmas trees year 
after year, laden with flammable icicles, red-hot 
bulbs, and ornaments with small, removable parts.  
I am troubled by the realization that the father I 
just lost, like the mother who died a couple of 
years earlier, exposed me to untold dangers.  In 
contrast, Cradles led me to memories of a mother 
who was home when I got sick at school, who 
helped me with homework and only “permitted” 
me to fail in “boy” subjects like math and science.  
My recently deceased father took me to band prac-
tices in the broiling Florida sun, and I remember 
his pride and joy in my accomplishments, his sure 
and constant presence in my life.  Cradles is a 
study of children that leads us to our own conclu-
sions regarding problems and possibilities.  Today 
I am a social work professor, one who holds So-
man’s outrage in one hand and an insatiable belief 
in the possibilities of families and society in the 
other.  I need both.  
  

 Valerie Scott (Scotty) Massimo, PhD,  
earned her degrees at Columbia and SUNY-Albany 
and has taught at Southern Vermont College and 
SUNY-Albany prior to coming to Ramapo College.    
Her scholarship has focused on agency-based so-
cial work, research with students, and bringing 
together of technology and pedagogy.  She may be   
e-mailed at <vmassimo@ramapo.edu>.

 
The Next Assignment  

of Psychohistory 
 

Paul H. Elovitz, 
The Psychohistory Forum 

 

 Periodically, we like to take time to pro-
vide our readers with a description and some 
analysis of The Psychohistory Forum’s Work-In-
Progress Saturday seminar meetings.  One topic 
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was “The Next Assignment of Psychohistory.”  
The presenters were chosen for their ability to rep-
resent a variety of different fields and viewpoints.  
They were: Ralph Colp, representing psychoana-
lytically inclined psychiatry; Jerry Piven, repre-
senting psychoanalytic psychology; Robert Quack-
enbush and Henry Lawton as social workers; 
Jacques Szaluta (in absentia) and the author as his-
torian-psychoanalysts. The sharpest dichotomy 
among fields was drawn by Ralph Colp and Mary 
Lambert who, while not a formal presenter, had 
promised to give her own perspective on social 
work. 
 

When Ralph Colp entered the field of psy-
chiatry in 1957—which, coincidentally, was the 
same year that Langer gave his “Next Assignment” 
presidential address to the American Historian As-
sociation—he got the distinct impression that psy-
chiatrists needed to be steeped in psychoanalysis to 
be at the top of their game.  Dr. Colp’s understand-
ing that psychoanalysis was “the way” to best help 
the patient and his ego ideals have lasted the dura-
tion of his lengthy career in psychiatry and was 
embodied in the persons of Elvin V. Semrad and 
Les Havens who had been his teachers.  To best 
understand these individuals, he heartily recom-
mended that we read Susan Rako and Harvey 
Mazer, eds., Semrad: The Heart of a Therapist 
(1983) and Leston Havens and Alex Sabo, eds., 
The Real World Guide to Psychotherapy Practice 
(2000).  Colp pointed out the dramatic changes that 
have occurred within his field as the notion of be-
coming a psychoanalyst ceased to be regarded as 
the professional ideal—though perhaps not by all 
the practitioners.  Much of this change has been 
brought about by the advent of more effective 
drugs, which have done wonders for many pa-
tients, but which have also changed the role of the 
psychiatrist.  Colp has no doubts as to the efficacy 
of modern drugs, but also appeared to be very ap-
preciative of the diagnostic value of psychoanalytic 
insights.  He does feel a certain sadness regarding 
the decline of psychoanalysis within the field be-
cause it has been an invaluable aid to his work in 
private practice and during his many years treating 
graduate students at Columbia University. 

 

 By contrast, Mary Lambert spoke to the 
drastically different situation of psychoanalysis in 
relation to social work during the course of her ca-

reer in New York City.  When she entered the field 
many years ago, psychoanalysis was reserved for 
psychiatrists who did not want to allow social 
workers access to their special status as 
“psychoanalysts.”  This harkens back to a time 
when American psychiatrists, in opposition to 
Freud’s expressed approval of lay (i.e., non-
medical) analysis, sought to monopolize the desig-
nation of psychoanalyst.  Today, all the clinical 
social workers she knows have become or are be-
coming psychoanalysts.  She reports that the Soci-
ety for Clinical Social Work has a committee on 
psychoanalysis and the primary journal in the field 
is thoroughly psychoanalytic.  However, Lambert 
acknowledges that the relationship of social work-
ers with analysis in New York City, with all of its 
analytic institutes, is not typical of the country. 
 

 This author used his presentation time 
partly to speak as a psychohistorian, rather than as 
a historian, and to transmit the ideas of Jacques 
Szaluta, who was scheduled to represent the psy-
choanalytic historian, but could not be present in 
person because of a conflicting commitment after 
the meeting was rescheduled because the original 
session was snowed out.  Fortunately, many of 
Szaluta’s ideas are already in print in, “Conclusion: 
The Future of Psychohistory,” the final chapter of 
his book, Psychohistory: Theory and Practice 
(1999) which I brought to the meeting.  Among 
other things, I pointed out what a strong advocate 
Professor Szaluta has been for psychohistory 
within the historical community. 
 

My main point was that there is an uneasy 
relationship between history and psychology in 
general.  This is in sharp contrast to the situation of 
psychology in literature and political science where 
psychological insights are widely accepted as valu-
able tools of insight and discourse.  I first heard of 
the field from a bright history graduate student at 
Rutgers who was broadly denounced by a profes-
sor for his interest in psychohistory: he was urged 
to leave the graduate program and given a low 
grade to encourage his departure.  Historians as a 
group tend to be quite suspicious of theory as re-
flected in the cool reaction to William Langer’s 
American Historical Association’s inaugural call 
for applying psychoanalysis to history.  Neverthe-
less, historians haphazardly pick up bits and pieces 
of psychological information for their own pur-
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poses.  Still, psychoanalysis and psychohistory 
have had a strong impact within the historical com-
munity on those doing biography, but those same 
historians have been slow to acknowledge their 
debt because of the misconceptions and prejudices 
that arise when anything that begins with “psycho” 
is applied to characterize their work.  When they 
need it, many historians will use what we have to 
offer, but usually go out of their way to denounce 
the field.  This behavior of taking the message but 
killing the messenger is quite frustrating.  Still, the 
message is taken. 

 

Of course, there have been some more 
open psychological historians, such as Richard 
Hofstadter, whose The Paranoid Style in American 
Politics and Other Essays (1965) caught the atten-
tion of many young historians as an effective con-
demnation of the low level of political discourse 
common in our history.  Regrettably, Hofstadter, 
who was developing as a psychological historian, 
died young.  His graduate school friend, Peter Gay 
kept quiet about his psychohistorical tendencies 
until he was at the top of his field and would never 
encourage his students to do psychohistory for fear 
it would ruin their careers.  Gay complains that his 
book, Freud for Historians (1986) is barely read 
by historians.  The Group for the Use of Psychol-
ogy in History, with the unfortunate acronym of 
GUPH, was quite active when founded in the early 
1970s, but appears to be dormant at the present 
time.  

 

 None of the speakers claimed that they were typi-
cal of people in their fields, nor were they encouraged to 
speak simply for their fields.  This forthright discussion 
sometimes created tension.  When Robert Quackenbush, 
who is a modern psychoanalyst, child analyst, social 
worker, teacher, artist, and author/illustrator of over 180 
children’s books, referred to his work in writing children’s 
books as psychohistory, a historian took strong exception 
as most historians initially would do to this idea.  To him, 
Ralph Colp’s studies of Darwin’s illnesses, Paul Elovitz’ 
studies of presidential candidates, and traditional psycho-
biographies of Marx and others are psychohistory or have 
significant psychohistorical content.  To his mind, books 
for nine-year-old children on Ben Franklin, Darwin, Jules 
Verne, and many others, which were brought by Quacken-
bush to the session, had nothing to do with psychohistory.  
Ralph Colp, the Darwin scholar, perused the Darwin biog-
raphy for children looking for psychological content as he 
considered the conflicting viewpoints in the room.  He 
concluded that these are psychobiographies, but worried 

that the author would have access to the best scholarship in 
writing for young readers. 

 

Robert Quackenbush was amazed at this 
difference of opinion and the moderator, who is the 
author of this report, came down strongly on these 
as psychohistorical studies, but for people of a dif-
ferent age.  Seven-year-olds, nine-year-olds and 
fifteen-year-olds all need literature and psychohis-
tory to enrich their lives.  Quackenbush talked of 
the need to help children express their fears and 
aggression relevant to the September 11th attacks.  
He discussed his 20 years of research on his Davy 
Crocket book, including the detailed family history 
of Crockett as a Westerner.  To this talented author 
and illustrator, every book he works on is a psy-
choanalytic project. I hoped this exchange 
prompted participants to take a broader view of 
just what is psychohistory. 
 

 Jerry Piven sees himself as an idiosyncratic 
psychologist because of his own special interest in 
Buddhism.  He complained of the tendency of 
some psychohistorians to create Procrustean beds 
in which they distorted the facts for the sake of il-
lustrating their own theories.  Ralph Colp talked at 
some length and with regret about the decline and 
death of humanistic psychotherapy.  Margie 
Quackenbush, a psychoanalyst and administrator 
of the National Association for the Advancement 
of Psychoanalysis (NAAP), began a discussion 
about the television phenomenon “Angels in 
America” and the manner in which it deals with 
homosexual themes.  The conversation also in-
volved the work of Peter Swales (who now lives in 
Chinatown) on Freud’s first patient.  Henry 
Lawton spoke from the perspective of his position 
as an expert on the psychological study of film, a 
Nixon psychobiographer, and a student of social 
services for children based on his many years as a 
caseworker for the New Jersey Department of 
Youth and Family Services.  Ralph Colp discussed 
how Adolf Mayer influenced social work to be-
come psychoanalytic through the intermediary of 
his wife. 
 

 Psychohistory’s relationship to psycho-
analysis was also examined in passing.  Some see 
psychohistory as dependent on psychoanalysis and 
others, such as this author, point out that far from 
all psychoanalysts base their ideas on analysis.  
The discussion then turned to the issue of popular-



Clio’s Psyche Page 106    September 2005 
 

izing psychohistory.  Would there be another Erik 
Erikson to find a large audience for our ideas?  
What characteristics would such a popularizer 
need? 
 

At one point during the conversation, this 
author wanted the Forum group to pay attention to 
its own group process since the meeting had bro-
ken down into a number of separate and pleasant 
exchanges, with one of the attendees focusing on 
Adolf Hitler, which was far from our topic.  I 
wanted to know why some individuals in the group 
were switching from very psychoanalytically in-
formed insights about our motivations and the mo-
tivations of others to non-psychoanalytic elements 
that were not at all relevant to our discussion.  
Upon refocusing on the subject of the day 
(December 13, 2003), the dominant thought was 
that both psychoanalysis and psychohistory are 
doing extremely important work, and that despite 
many disappointments, the next assignment of psy-
chohistory is to do the best possible psychohistori-
cal thinking, research, and publication.   

 

Paul Elovitz, PhD, took his doctoral de-
gree in history in 1969, trained for a decade in 
psychoanalysis, and has been a psychohistorian 
since teaching at Temple University in the latter 
1960s. He recommends reading the March and 
June 2000 issues of  Clio’s Psyche devoted to the 
future of psychohistory and psychoanalysis. He 
may be reached at <pelovitz@aol.com>.

My Collaboration with  
Alan Dundes 

 

Carl R.  Pagter 
Independent Scholar 

 

My association with Alan Dundes began 
some 41 years ago in the fall of 1964.  I had just 
graduated from the law school of the University of 
California–Berkeley and was working in the corpo-
rate law department of Kaiser Industries in Oak-
land.  At the university, I signed up for an intro-
ductory folklore evening class taught by a young 
assistant professor from the Anthropology Depart-
ment named Alan Dundes. 
 

Alan was a wonderful and talented teacher, 
bursting with exuberance that contagiously in-
fected the entire class of 35 adult students.  One 
could not ask for a more brilliant, scintillating 

guide through the field of folklore.  We briefly ex-
plored folk tales, songs, proverbs, riddles, chil-
dren’s games, folk customs and beliefs as well as 
lesser forms of folklore such as blaison’ popu-
laires, rebuses, latrinalia, and spooneristic conun-
drums.  There was no required textbook for the 
course and Richard Dorson’s just-published Buy-
ing the Wind (University of Chicago Press, 1964) 
was recommended.  Each student had to collect 
and turn in 100 items of folklore (reduced in later 
years to 50 items) in a prescribed format, to even-
tually repose in the recently created Folklore Ar-
chives at the university.  In the seven and one half 
years of my prior higher education, I had never 
enjoyed a class as much or left one with a greater 
sense of excitement over newly gained knowledge.   
 

Alan and I had much in common leading to 
our long friendship.  We were the same age, had 
been officers in the U.S. Navy, had young families, 
and shared interests in music and literature.  A few 
months after taking his course, I collected a couple 
of versions of a hand-drawn cartoon being circu-
lated via office copier at the office building where I 
worked.  I met with Alan, who immediately con-
firmed the crudely drawn cartoons as folklore, al-
though in written form rather than in “oral tradi-
tion.”  Despite the existence of such folkloric 
forms as autograph book inscriptions and tomb-
stone epitaphs, many if not most folklorists at that 
time included “orality” as one of the key criteria in 
the definition of folklore itself. 
 

For the next five years or so we both col-
lected items of “Xeroxed” folklore, and in 1970 we 
prepared the manuscript for Urban Folklore from 
the Paperwork Empire, eventually published in 
hardback by the American Folklore Society in 
1975 through the University of Texas Press which 
did not put its name in the book because the aca-
demic value of folklore was not yet established.  
The book was reprinted in a quality paperback edi-
tion by the University of Indiana, re-titled Work 
Hard and You Shall Be Rewarded with the subtitle: 
Urban Folklore from the Paperwork Empire.  Af-
ter four re-printings by Indiana, a new edition of 
the book was published in 1992 by Wayne State 
University Press and it is still in print. 
 

By 1978 we had completed the manuscript 
for our second collection of office copier folklore 
entitled When You’re Up to Your Ass in Alligators.  
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It took nearly ten years before this book was fi-
nally published in 1987 by Wayne State University 
Press.  In the years that followed, we produced 
three more published collections of office copier 
folklore that resulted in publication: Never Try to 
Teach a Pig to Sing (1991); Sometimes the Dragon 
Wins (1996); and Why Don’t Sheep Shrink When it 
Rains? (2000).  At the end of 2004 we completed a 
sixth collection, taken primarily from computer e-
mail, entitled Put the Bibles Away – Our Prayers 
Have Been Answered: A Sampling of Sacrilegious 
Folk Humor, as yet unpublished except for a selec-
tion in the June issue of this quarterly.  We had 
planned to work in the summer of 2005 on another 
book, this time focusing on “senior moments”; i.e. 
office copier/ computer folklore involving senior 
citizens—which both authors noted they had be-
come!  We would have continued to produce 
manuscripts after that from our voluminous files of 
materials. 
 

While Alan was an outstanding teacher and 
public speaker, as illustrated by 450-500 people 
attending his memorial service at Berkeley, he was 
also a consummate scholar and prolific author.  He 
brought encyclopedic knowledge to any project he 
tackled, and what he didn’t already know he 
learned through extensive and thorough research.  
In addition, he was never distant or pedantic, or 
afraid to say “I don’t know.”  He was always a stu-
dent, eager to learn and investigate.  His interests 
and research covered virtually all areas of folklore 
and he added richly to the field’s scholarship.  
Alan Dundes was the author of more than 250 pub-
lished articles and more than 30 books he authored 
or co-authorship.  One of the last articles he pre-
pared was in collaboration with his son-in-law Paul 
Renteln, Professor and Chair of the Department of 
Physics at California State University—San Ber-
nardino.  It was entitled “Fool-proof: A Sampling 
of Mathematical Folk Humor” and published in 
Notices of the AMS (Vol. 52, No. 1, January 2005, 
pp.24-34).  Alan later confided in me that this was 
the only thing he had ever written or co-written 
where he did not understand the arcane material 
comprising the subject of the article.  Japan in-
trigued him, so he had begun research on and the 
collection of materials in anticipation of an even-
tual book looking at Japanese culture as revealed 
through its folklore.  Though this was sadly inter-
rupted by his death, his daughter Alison, who has 

already published a psychohistorical article, has 
hopes of bringing this book to fruition. 
 

The two of us worked together at the Dun-
des’ home in the Berkeley Hills over the years, as 
we watched each other’s family grow up and pros-
per.  His wife usually joined us for the dinner she 
often prepared, though sometimes we all went to a 
local restaurant.  Carolyn was Alan’s soul mate 
and life companion, spouse of 48 years, manager, 
scheduler, and frequently used sounding board for 
concepts and text choices.   

 

Alan Dundes was a joy to be with.  He was 
always upbeat, enthusiastic, quick witted, down to 
Earth, and eager to get on with the job.  Our col-
laborations were never really work, but opportuni-
ties to share and test ideas, review new materials, 
compose, laugh frequently, and interact.  What 
could be better?  I shall miss this more than words 
could ever express. 
 

 Carl Pagter, JD, is a folklorist, independ-
ent scholar, lawyer, and musician. In our June 
2005 issue (Vol.12 #1:1,26-29) he published 
“Sacrilegious Folk Humor” from the last book. 
Alan Dundes and he had prepared for publication
  

John E. Mack (1929-2004):  
In Memoriam 

 

Paul H. Elovitz 
Ramapo College of New Jersey 

 

 The death of Harvard psychiatrist, psycho-
analyst psychobiographer, researcher, and social 
activist John E. Mack came on September 28, 
2004.  Mack was crossing a darkened section of a 
street when was he was hit by a car driven by an 
individual who had consumed slightly over the le-
gal alcohol limit for driving.  The psychiatrist died 
shortly afterward without regaining consciousness.  
At the time he was attending a London conference 
on T.E. Lawrence, the subject of his most cele-
brated book.  In a lengthy career, he won both aca-
demic and public acclaim for his Pulitzer Prize-
winning psychobiography, A Prince of Our Disor-
der: The Life of T.E. Lawrence (1976), as well as 

Attend the next Saturday Seminar on September 17, 2005 
when Don Carveth, Paul Elovitz, and  Ken Fuchsman will 

present “Watergate and the 1970s as the Age of 
Permissiveness-Narcissism.” 
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many other accomplishments.  Mack was also the 
recipient of intense academic criticism in the 1990s 
for his work on alien abductions.  The failure of 
efforts to discredit his subject of research and his 
methods which would have endangered his posi-
tion at Harvard, helped reaffirm academic freedom. 
 

 John Mack was born in New York City on 
October 4, 1929.  His mother died nine months 
later and his father married a widow with a young 
daughter, thus “Johnny” grew up as the second of 
two children and the only son.  His parents, de-
scended from 19th century German Jewish immi-
grants to America, were academics with doctoral 
degrees.  Both children were educated at the ex-
perimental Lincoln School of Teachers College of 
Columbia University in Morningside Heights 
where they lived.  In 1951, he graduated as a Phi 
Beta Kappa from Oberlin College in Ohio with a 
degree in history before taking his medical degree 
cum laude from Harvard Medical School in 1955.  
His residency was in adult  and child psychiatry at 
the Massachusetts Mental Health Center from 
1956-59, after which he served two years as a 
United States Air Force psychiatrist in Japan with 
the rank of captain.  He returned in 1961-1963 to 
the Children’s Unit at Massachusetts. Mental 
Health Center as a fellow in Child Psychiatry.  
 

 In 1967, John Mack graduated from the 
Boston Psychoanalytic Society and Institute and 
two years later he was certified as a child analyst.  
In the late sixties he started working at Cambridge 
Hospital culminating in the establishment of its 
Psychiatry Department in 1973.  He was a deeply 
caring, committed psychotherapist who was much 
quicker to listen carefully to his patients rather than 
quickly medicate them.  The young doctor, who 
was a most determined, enthusiastic, and able ad-
ministrator, would later be quite proud of his ac-
complishments in building up the department and 
Cambridge Hospital, especially its psychiatric resi-
dency program.  Thought he did not show it to the 
outside world, at the time he was quite anxious 
about overcoming the obstacles to making great 
improvements to a city hospital which had grave 
doubts about psychiatry.  In 1973 he had became a 
professor of psychiatry at the Harvard Medical 
School.  While doing important administrative 
work and seeing patients, he was also an extremely 
disciplined researcher on the Lawrence book which 

took 12 years to write.  In 1989, Mack founded and 
directed the Center for Psychology and Social 
Change—formerly the Center for Psychological 
Studies in the Nuclear Age.  In 2004, it was rededi-
cated as the John E. Mack Institute.  From 1991-
92, he was president of the International Society 
for Political Psychology.  
 Professor Mack had over 180 publications 
on a wide range of subjects such as his 1964 article 
on nightmares, the 2004 chapter, “Looking Beyond 
Terrorism,” in The Psychology of Terrorism, and 
“Approaching Extraordinary Experiences in the 
Mental Health Field,” in The Psychchospiritual 
Clinician’s Handbook (2005).  His books, counting 
co-authored and edited ones, include Nightmares 
and Human Conflict (1970, 1974, 1989), Border-
line States in Psychiatry (1975), Vivienne: The Life 
and Suicide of an Adolescent Girl (1981), The De-
velopment and Sustaining of Self-Esteem in Child-
hood (1983), The Alchemy of Survival: One 
Women’s Journey (1988), Human Feelings: Explo-
rations in Affect Development and Meaning 
(1992), Abduction: Human Encounters With Aliens 
(1994), and Passport to the Cosmos (1999).  He 
was one of many authors of The Psychiatrist as 
Psychohistorian: Report of the Task Force on Psy-
chohistory of the American Psychiatric Association 
(1976) that was somewhat restrictive of the role of 
psychiatrists in psychohistory who worked with 
live subjects.  He also won numerous awards in-
cluding being named Freud Lecturer at Yale in 
1978.  As a colleague and friend of Erik Erikson 
and Robert Lifton, he attended the Wellfleet psy-
chohistory annual meetings in October which 
played an important role in the early development 
of psychohistory and which continue to this day. 
 

 In 1959, John married Sally Stahl, a social 
worker and psychotherapist.  They went camping 
on their honeymoon and had three sons.  Mack was 
an avid baseball fan who enjoyed tennis, a game of 
basketball when his sons were younger, photogra-
phy, and reading.  He always loved history and 
travel.  He was an upbeat individual who was ex-
cellent at getting the assistance of others, yet some-
one who had an unusual awareness of and ability 
to “look down into the abyss.”  At most times he 
could be totally aware of his surroundings, and at 
other moments totally cut off from them as he con-
centrated on the task at hand.   
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 Mack was quite impressed by Erikson’s 
idea of pseudo-speciation and interested in how 
individuals identified their own hurts with those of 
their nation or ethnic group.  He became quite con-
cerned about the dangers of the nuclear arms race.  
When the United States continued nuclear testing 
after the Soviets abandoned it in 1986 following 
the tragedy at Chernobyl, at his suggestion the en-
tire Mack family went to the Nuclear Test Site in 
Mercury, Nevada, to protest the U.S. action and 
were arrested together with other demonstrators in 
an act of civil disobedience.   
 

 Professor Mack was an inquisitive, intense, 
and restless man.  The range of his interests was 
enormous as reflected in his publications on sub-
jects such as academic activism, addiction, adoles-
cent suicide, aggression in international relations, 
alcoholism, alien abduction, borderline states, eco-
logical crisis, the development of self-esteem, fire 
starters, nationalism, nuclearism, the relationship 
of psychoanalysis to biography, and spiritualism.  
He was heavily involved in Russian/American ex-
change at the Esalen Institute and influenced by the 
Czech psychoanalyst Stanislaw Grof.  Robert Jay 
Lifton, who worked closely with Mack in the anti-
nuclear movement, remembers him as “a restless, 
highly creative man who was many-sided,” and 
also “as sensitive to other’s needs as anyone I’ve 
known.”  He was intensely curious and saw him-
self, much like Lawrence of Arabia, as holding to 
his beliefs and persevering in the face of intense 
criticism.   
 

 Sally Mack reports that John was always 
aware that there was so much we don’t know about 
the human mind and was far more open to new and 
challenging ideas than most professionals.  Mack 
first became interested in the accounts of alien ab-
ductions when he spoke to someone he respected 
who reported there were people who believed they 
had been abducted by aliens.  At first he thought 
that the person who claimed this must be crazy.  
But after he talked with several people who de-
scribed having such experiences, he came home 
and declared they were certainly not “crazy” or 
mentally ill—thus he initially had the same reac-
tion he would soon experience from colleagues in 
academia.  Upon meeting numerous other people 
who believed they were abducted who reported 
identical unique details, such as the temperature 

and smell of the room or the nature of eye contact 
from the aliens he changed his opinion.  Mack be-
gan an in-depth study of the phenomenon, using 
hypnosis normally in the presence of another re-
searcher, though not necessarily a fully-qualified 
one.   
 

 Mack eventually became intrigued by re-
ports of surviving spouses who claimed to have 
had contact with their dead mates.  It became his 
conviction that with few exceptions his research 
subjects believed in the reality of their accounts of 
alien encounters.  He did not think they were either 
hallucinating or mentally disturbed.   
 

 One wonders if this openness to possibili-
ties dismissed out-of-hand by most academics 
could have some bearing on an unconscious desire 
to connect with his birth mother who died when he 
was nine months old and of whom he was forbade 
to mention by the mother who raised him.  His son 
Danny reports that this became a conscious desire 
he was able to achieve “via the work he did with 
Stan Grof.”   
 

 Whatever John Mack’s conscious or un-
conscious motivation was or was not, in 1992, he 
co-chaired the Abduction Study Conference held at 
MIT, which drew public attention to his current 
field of inquiry.  He related this research to healing 
the mind body split.  A close relative reports that it 
is hard to know exactly what he believed about 
alien encounters: “In quieter moments, he did not 
necessarily believe there were actual alien encoun-
ters because he was open to other possible explana-
tions for their experiences involving as yet un-
known dimensions of our existence and of commu-
nication among beings.”  At times he became quite 
insistent on presenting his findings and challenging 
the unwillingness amidst the intense criticism, ridi-
cule of his work, and distorted public accounts.  
 

 According to his sister, her brother was so 
interested in doing his research that he neglected to 
take the time to set up the rigid scientific safe-
guards that would have protected him from some 
of the criticism that became quite intense after he 
began to publish on abductions and aliens.  At the 
time, there was considerable suspicion of hypnosis 
because of the false memories controversy.  In 
1994, in response to calls for Mack’s removal from 
Harvard Medical School, its dean set up a commit-
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tee of peers to investigate his clinical work.  Fortu-
nately, Mack was able to use private funds to pay 
the considerable costs of his legal defense.  He also 
received support from defenders of academic free-
dom, such as Harvard Professor Alan Dershowitz, 
who questioned the investigation of a tenured pro-
fessor.  After 14 months, the committee 
“reaffirmed Dr. Mack's academic freedom to study 
what he wishes and to state his opinions without 
impediment,” and concluded with: “Dr. Mack re-
mains a member in good standing of the Harvard 
Faculty of Medicine.” 
 

 John Mack died on the same date his father 
had been killed in 1973 in an auto accident while 
driving.  He was cremated on October 13th in Lon-
don.  He is survived by his sons Daniel of Boulder; 
Kenneth of Almaty, Kazakhstan; David (Tony) of 
Cambridge; Sally Stahl Mack of Cambridge, (they 
were divorced in 1995 after 36 years of marriage 
while remaining friends); his sister Mary Lee Ing-
bar of Cambridge; and two grandchildren.   
 

 Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, wishes to thank in-
dividuals too numerous to list for assistance in re-
searching this obituary.  

Bulletin Board 
 

The next Psychohistory Forum Work-In-
Progress Saturday Seminar will be on Septem-
ber 17, 2005 when Donald Carveth (York-
Canada), Paul Elovitz (Ramapo), and  Ken 
Fuchsman (University Connecticut) will present 
“Watergate and the 1970s as the Age of Permis-
siveness-Narcissism.” Subsequent 2005/2006 
presentations will include Thomas Ferraro, 
Christine Silverstein, and Paul Elovitz on the psy-
chology of sports and David Lotto on vengeance.  
We are also planning a session on suicide and on 
suicidal terrorism.  CONFERENCES:  The Na-
tional and International Association for the Ad-
vancement of Psychoanalysis (NAAP) is having its 
annual conference on October 15, 2005 in New 
York City with the central theme being love and 
loss.  “Psychoanalysis and the Stories of Our 
Lives: Memory, Narration, Discovery” is the 

theme of the International Federation for Psycho-
analytic Education (IFPE) at its meeting on Octo-
ber 21-23, 2005 in Fort Lauderdale, Florida.  
“Psychoanalysis and Community” is the focus of 
the Association for Putting Psychoanalysis on the 
Couch (APCS) at its meeting on November 4-6, 
2005 at Rutgers University in New Brunswick.  At 
the International Society for Political Society meet-
ings in Toronto on July 2-6, 2005 David Beisel, 
Donald Carveth, Anna Geifman, Paul Elovitz, and 
Jacques Szaluta were among the presenters.  
(Next year’s ISPP will be in Barcelona on July 12-
16, 2006.)  At the June 8-10, 2005 International 
Political Psychology meetings at Fordham Law 
School the presenters included Forum members 
among the Forum members who presented were 
Herbert Barry III, David Beisel, Dan Dervin, 
Paul Elovitz, John Hartman, Richard Morrock, 
Denis O’Keefe, Lynn Somerstein, and Charles 
Strozier.  (Next year’s IPA will meet on June 7-9 
in New York City).  AWARDS:  Congratulations 
to David S. Barry of Bradenton Florida on the 
award of his doctoral degree in psychology from 
Argus University and marriage.  He has been 
nominated and received a Psychohistory Forum 
Young Scholar Award.  (Some members may re-
member David attending several of our meetings in 
the 1990s.)  NOTES ON MEMBERS:  Congratu-
lations to Suzanne Adrion on being appointed to a 
full time-tenure-track position at Monroe Commu-
nity College in Rochester New York.  Herbert 
Barry spent part of June following in the steps of 
Charles Darwin in touring the Galapagos Islands.   
Dan Dervin will be spending September in Italy.  
On June 18th Alan Strachan taught a seminar on 
“Healing the American Psyche: George Bush, the 
War on Terror, and the Mythic Dimensions of 
American Identity.”  DEATHS:  Norman Cantor, 
a distinguished medievalist and professor at NYU, 
Princeton, and Columbia universities who partici-
pated in our Group Process Symposium (December 
2000), died of heart failure on September 14, 2004.  
He wrote of his life in Inventing Norman Cantor: 
Memoirs of a Medievalist (2002).  Welcome to 
new member Donald Carveth.  OUR THANKS: 
To our members and subscribers for the support 
that makes Clio’s Psyche possible.  To Benefac-
tors Herbert Barry and Ralph Colp; Patrons David 
Beisel, Andrew Brink, Mary Lambert, Peter 
Loewenberg, David Lotto, and Shirley Stewart; 

Articles  
are only accepted for publication by 
Clio’s Psyche after being refereed by 

experts  
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Sustaining Member Jacques Szaluta; Supporting 
Members Rudolph Binion, David Felix, Jacqueline 
Paulson, Edryce Reynolds, the Shneidmans, and 
Hanna Turken; and Members Suzanne Adrion, Ben 
Brody, Goeffrey Cocks, Ted Goertzel, John Hart-
man, Margaret (Peggy) McLaughlin, Geraldine 
Pauling, Howard Stein, and Richard Weiss.  Our 
thanks for thought provoking materials to David 
Beisel, Rudolph Binion, Geoffrey Cocks, David 
Felix, David James Fisher, Kenneth Fuchsman, 
Richard, Golsan, John  Hellman, Samuel Kalman, 
Daniel Klenbort, Thomas Kohut, Valerie Massimo, 
Carl Pagter, Philip Pomper, Barry Shapiro, J. Lee 
Shneidman, Howard Stein, Jacques Szaluta, 
George Victor, Henry Winkler, and Robert Zaret-
sky.  Our thanks to: Dick Booth and Bob Lentz for 
selective editing, Nancy Dobosiewicz for proofing/
Publisher 2003 software application, Tom Ossa for 
proofing/researching/computer instruction, and to 
Gary Schmidt for editing/proofing.  We wish to 
thank our numerous referees, who must remain 
anonymous.  
 

 

Call for Papers 
 

Teaching and Learning 
Psychohistory, Political  
Psychology, and with 
Psychological Insight 

 

Special Issue, December 2005 
 

  Some possible approaches to this topic include: 
 

 

Your Experience Teaching Psychohistory/
Psychobiography/Political Psychology/ or a  

   Psychohistorical Component of a Course 
Learner Centered Pedagogy 
Case Studies of Learning and Teaching 
Teaching Theory and Theorists 
The Dynamics and Limits of Online Pedagogy 
Resistances in Learning Psychohistory 
The Psychology of Home Schooling 
 Interviews on Teaching with Professor/Authors on 

Pedagogy: Beisel, Eichholz, Elovitz, Illick,  
   Loewenberg, Renshon, Strozier, et al 
An Analysis and Survey of C   urrent and Past  
   Psychohistory Teaching 
A Pedagogical Bibliography & Collection of Syllabi 
Teaching Psychohistory Around the World  
Covering Controversial Issues 
Adult Education/Elderhostel Instruction 
Dual Teacher/Student Articles  
Your Experience Providing Psychological Insight  
   into Subjects Such as Death and Dying, German  
  History, the Holocaust, Presidential Personality,  
  Trauma,/War/Peace/Conflict Resolution, and 
  Women’s Studies 
Teaching the Eriksonian Life Cycle 
Psychoanalysis as a Teaching/Learning Experience 
 

Articles of 500-1500 words are due October 1 
Please Send an Abstract or Outline ASAP 

All Articles Will be Refereed.  These and Longer  
Articles May be Used in a Book on the Subject 

Contact Paul H. Elovitz, Editor 
pelovitz@aol.com 

We wish to thank  

librarian Rosemarie Adkins and the 

Veterans Administration Medical Center 

Medical Library 

in Topeka Kansas for the gift of 
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Clio’s Psyche 
Understanding the "Why" of Culture, Current Events, History, and Society 

Postgraduate Psychohistorical  
Education 

 

Paul H. Elovitz 
The Psychohistory Forum/Ramapo College 

 

 Psychohistory offers unique insights into the 
human condition, yet despite the fine program at 
UCLA it is seldom taught in graduate schools.  Fur-
thermore, in my experience, most scholars and clini-
cians become interested in psychohistory after they 
have earned their terminal degrees, rather than be-
fore.  For close to three decades, mostly through my 
role as founder and convener of the Psychohistory 
Forum, I have sought to help fill the gap created by 
this situation by providing postgraduate education in 
this field.  
 

 Some of the subject matter presented at our 
intellectual forums are: psychobiography; political 
psychobiography; death, dying, and mourning; child 

(continued on page 121) 

Elisabeth Young-Bruehl and the 
Vita Psychoanalytica 

 

Judith Harris 
George Washington University 

 

 Elisabeth Young-Bruehl was born on March 
3, 1946 in Elkton, Maryland where she grew up as 
the middle of three children and the eldest of two 
daughters in an Episcopalian family.  Her maternal 
English ancestry dates back to the Mayflower and 
her paternal family traces its origins to the James-
town settlement in Virginia.  Her mother was a 
homemaker with a junior college degree while her 
father, a college graduate, was a teaching golf pro-
fessional who became a real estate broker.  After be-
ginning college at Sarah Lawrence, she com- 

(continued on page 139) 

A Correspondence on Teaching 
Emotion and Politics 

 

Peter Loewenberg 
UCLA 

 

Mark Fisher 
UC Irvine 

 

Introduction 
 Recently Mark Fisher, a neurologist and po-
litical scientist at the University of California at Ir-
vine, initiated a correspondence with Peter Loewen-
berg, a historian and psychoanalyst at UCLA, on how 
most effectively to teach a graduate seminar on 
“Emotion and Politics:  Neuroscience and Psycho-
analytic Contributions” in the spring of 2006.  We 
decided to bring this correspondence to you fresh and 
unaltered because it communicates the immediacy of 
colleagues who respect each other consulting on psy-
chological social science teaching substance and  

(continued on the next page) 
technique.  Only abbreviations and syntactic irregu-

The Glory and Shadow of Fame 
 

Danielle Knafo 
Long Island University 

 

 The impact of fame on a person, as well as on 
others, is a very timely topic deserving of our atten-
tion.  Around last Fathers’ Day, one of Saul Bellow’s 
sons wrote an Op-Ed in the New York Times titled 
“Missing: My Father,” about his longing for the fa-
ther he never had rather than the one he lost from re-
cent death.  Later that evening, a special television 
program on Hollywood fathers and sons aired, high-
lighting the perks and hardships of growing up with a 

(continued on page 149) 

Teaching Psychohistory Special Issue — Part I 
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student seminar, Emotion and Politics: Neurosci-
ence and Psychoanalytic Contributions, in Political 
Science in the Spring:  What do you think is the 
best single source introduction to psychoanalysis 
suitable for a one quarter seminar primarily for po-
litical science grad students who may know noth-
ing about psychoanalysis?  I want to get this intro 
out of the way pretty quickly, not more than one or 
two weeks.  I'm currently considering the Brenner 
book (which I looked at a long time ago, pretty 
good as I recall), and also Psychohistory by 
Szaluta which is a book that you know.  I prefer 
using one book for the introduction. This is de-
signed to be a lead-in to works applying psycho-
analysis to politics, e.g.: Harold Lasswell. Your 
thoughts? 
M a r k 
 

Date: Wed, 19 Oct 2005 12:43:54 -0700 
To:  Mark Fisher 
From: peter loewenberg <peterl@ucla.edu> 
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larities have been changed.  The times, dates, and 
formatting are as in the original; personal refer-
ences to colleagues have been included.  We can 
see the collaborative creative process at work—
how one thought or idea leads to others in a crea-
tive dialogue about psychoanalysis and teaching.  
We consider this a model of what we all do, or 
should do—recognize that knowledge is relative 
and that we may all benefit from the experience 
and special expertise of colleagues in allied and 
interdisciplinary fields.  Here Fisher’s international 
authority in the field of stroke plays a role in the 
recommendation of the case of President Woodrow 
Wilson where stroke is a major research issue and 
his experience as a medical clinician is invoked in 
the end of life issues.  

 
 

On 10/18/2005, 05:06 PM, Mark wrote: 
P e t e r , 
I have a question regarding my planned graduate 
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Subject: Your Pol Sci grad seminar 
 

Dear Mark— 
Brenner is an intro to only clinical psychoanalysis.  
Szaluta is the best psychohistory “handbook” we 
have.  But you have to limit required readings.  
Add those to your suggested references.  For a grad 
seminar of skeptical social scientists, a few hands-
on case studies of how the use of psychoanalysis 
can deepen and enrich their understanding of a 
complex problem is the method I use. Start with 
facts and theories they know—begin with a politi-
cal knowledge base familiar to them, such as: 
 

1. President Woodrow Wilson:  He repeated pat-
terns of inflexible stubborn confrontation with 
other strong men to the point where he had to leave 
or lose, with Dean West as President of Princeton 
University, the Democratic bosses as Governor of 
New Jersey, and tragically with the United States 
Senate (Senator Henry Cabot Lodge) on the 
League of Nations. George and George document 
the family origins in humiliation by his stern Cal-
vinist Presbyterian minister father in their 1956 
study which has stood up well for half a century.  
Cocks and Crosby use this case in secs. 10-13, pp. 
132-222, of their Psychohistory:  #10 is the case of 
Wilson laid out by Alex George; #11 is an essay on 

the book by Robert Tucker (You could also use 
Tucker on Stalin which relates his sadism to his 
Georgian childhood). #12  Then an attack by neu-
ropsychiatrist Ed Weinstien (it is about stroke—
you should love this!) and the Wilson biographer 
Arthur Link; #13.  The Georges respond and 
counter-attack, bringing in their medical expert—
ophthalmologist Michael Marmor of Stanford 
Medical School (see his contribution on pp. 208-
11). You could assign and discuss the Marmor 
piece: “Wilson, Strokes, and Zebras,” NEJM, 307 
(Aug 26, 1982), 528-35.  Mark, as a stroke ex-
pert—this is your meat!!! 
 

2. On a broader psycho-social scale, your students 
all know Max Weber's classic thesis The Protes-
tant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (1904-05) 
which lifts out Radical Reformation Calvinist Puri-
tan non-rational economic motives.  He uses our 
own Benjamin Franklin (pp. 48-50) as his case ex-
ample of secular inner worldly asceticism.  You 
can juxtapose Weber's phenomenological descrip-
tion:  save, work hard, do not spend, do not waste 
time nor money, anxiety and guilt at pleasure or 
opulence, against psychodynamic obsessive-
compulsive categories, including Fenichel's bril-
liant and explicit (pp. 268-310) loaded with case 
vignettes, or even Wilhelm Reich's compulsive 
character (pp. 193-200), since he deals with uncon-
scious surface character behaviors observable by 
social scientists. 
You should have a ball!  
Peter  
 

At 06:49 PM 10/19/2005, Mark wrote: 
 

Thanks, Peter,  
I'm ordering the Psychohistory: Readings book, 
and, will check out the NEJM article.  This will be 
an evening seminar.  I'm hoping you can visit UCI 
this spring, maybe have dinner with Shawn 
Rosenberg and me, and meet with my class. 
Mark  
 

Date: Wed, 19 Oct 2005 22:57:29 -0700 
To: “Mark Fisher” <mybya@cox.net> 
From: peter loewenberg <peterl@ucla.edu> 
Subject: more ideas for your seminar 
 

Mark— 
 

Depending on day and time I'll try to make it. 
Michael Marmor is the son of our late Judd Mar-
mor.  See further by Michael Marmor, “The Eyes 
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of Woodrow Wilson,” and George, Marmor, and 
George, “Issues in Wilson Scholarship: References 
to ‘Early Strokes’....” Some other rich psycho-
dynamic case study ideas for social scientists: 
3. “Charisma” which is a spongy Weberian con-
cept in social science systematized by the psycho-
dynamics of transference in Freud’s “Group Psy-
chology.... (1921) 
4. The self-defeating denouement of the careers of 
Nixon and Clinton illuminated by Freud’s “Those 
Wrecked by Success.” (1916) 
5. Hitler leads Wilson in the number of psycho-
logical studies. There is a great deal of psycho-
dynamic scholarship on Nazism and Hitler, includ-
ing my pieces on Heinrich Himmler, the Nazi 
Youth Cohort, and “Psychohistorical Perspectives 
on Modern German History.” 
Peter 
 

At 06:22 AM 10/20/2005, Mark wrote: 
 

P e t e r , 
I am unfamiliar with the journal abbreviations, ie, 
JAH, AHR, JMH. The items in #5 would be par-
ticularly interesting if you visit UCI. Thanks 
again... 
Mark 
 

Date: Fri, 21 Oct 2005 18:01:14 -0700 
To: “Mark Fisher” <mybya@cox.net> 
From: peter loewenberg <peterl@ucla.edu> 
Subject: ideas #6 and 7 

 

M a r k — 
AHR: American Historical Review, flagship jour-
nal of the profession which comes with member-
ship in the American Historical Association.  
Every historian receives it by being a member. 
JMH: Journal of Modern History, a leading journal 
of modern European history. 

JAH:  Journal of American History, the journal of 
the Organization of American Historians, the 
prime journal for U.S. historians.  I today mailed 
you a reprint of my “The Psychohistorical Origins 
of the Nazi Youth Cohort.”  It is my choice for dis-
cussions on method because it combines psychody-
namics with broad demographic political traumas 
like war, national shame, disease, and hunger.  

6: One of the hot button topics that always primes 
good discussion is race in America.  I recommend 

Joel Williamson’s 1997 piece of introspective per-
sonal counter-transferential work in JAH.  Wil-
liamson, a distinguished white historian at Univer-
sity of North Carolina, reveals his self-reflections 
on why he was able to see and research slavery and 
segregation, but had a blind spot, could not see, the 
phenomenon of lynching as the central issue that 
he now recognizes.  This leading American histo-
rian did not hesitate to refer to the psychodynamics 
of gender and sexuality in striving for an explana-
tion: “Lynching was done by all classes of whites; 
it was done as a public ritual; and it was a tool to 
control not only blacks but whites as well, and es-
pecially white women and, most especially, white 
women in relation to sexual matters” (p. 1247).  He 
is honest and modest in discussing his blind spots 
in relating race to rape and sexuality:  “This nexus 
of sex and gender is the thing in southern culture 
that I feel I understand least....  Is it outrageous to 
say that the real war, the essence of the conflict, 
concerned gender, not race, and that lynching and 
even disenfranchisement, segregation, and pro-
scription had more to do with relations between 
white men and white women than with relations 
between blacks and whites (p. 1253, passim)?  
Mark, if you do nothing else, assign the self-
reflective four page “Introduction” (pp. 1217-
1220) by JAH Editor, David Thelen, in which he 
writes:  

 We live in an age when historians are as inter-
ested in the doing of history as in the products 
of that doing. We want to find out why authors 
say what they say and why they shun what they 
shun....  In the best autobiographical accounts 
personal experience becomes a threshold, not a 
destination, as authors transcend themselves 
and speak to us....  Joel Williamson wrote 
about how he came to see some things while 
failing to see others, and his essay invited refe-
rees to respond in equally intimate and candid 
ways, comparing what they see as they go 
about their work with what Williamson saw 
and revealing why history matters to them 
(p.1217)....  Williamson challenges us to think 
about what we see and do not see, to reflect on 
what in our experience we avoid, erase, or 
deny, as well as what we focus on....  He insists 
that the subjects of history live inside us and 
that we as a culture can talk ourselves into not 
recognizing and confronting dark emotional 
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sides of our past, preferring to leave them silent 
in the shadows.... What looks like specializa-
tion may be avoidance and erasure....  The 
challenge for history is to face squarely the 
things that are so horrible that we try not to see 
or remember them, not to rest until we have 
reached the heart of darkness, especially when 
that heart beats within us....  Beside psycho-
logical and cultural issues of avoidance and 
denial lie fragmenting and isolating rhythms in 
the contemporary craft of historical scholarship 
that make it hard for us to find and converse 
with what we each do (pp. 1219-20, passim).  

 Thelen eloquently makes the case for the 
intersubjective countertransference that is always 
present between the researcher and his subject.  
What is unique about this article, which your stu-
dents will never see elsewhere, is that JAH pub-
lished the original and unaltered referee's reports 
from all six referees of this paper, four White 
scholars who praised it, and two Black scholars 
who favored rejection, and a seventh feminist 
scholar who was brought in later.  Notwithstanding 
the honored policy of anonymous and confidential 
review, waiver of secrecy was granted by all seven 
reviewers.  This offers your graduate students an 
unprecedented opportunity to view the workings of 
review and publication bared like an MRI exposes 
internal physiology and pathology. 

# 7: Assisted dying is a hot political issue in Amer-
ica currently before the Supreme Court.  It is a 
theme that speaks to everyone and makes for pas-
sion in discussion because we all, on many con-
scious and unconscious levels must deal with 
death—our own and our loved ones.  I just pub-
lished an essay on “Assisted Dying in Contempo-
rary America” (Oct. '05).  We had a session at the 
American Psychoanalytic Association meetings in 
San Diego where Esther Dreifuss-Kattan, who op-
poses aid in dying, and Bill Winslade, a lawyer/
philosopher medical ethicist now in Texas whom 
we trained in psychoanalysis; Melissa Nelken, a 
law professor/psychoanalyst; and I, joined issues 
on this loaded topic before a very engaged audi-
ence.  Esther and I are very good friends.  Needless 
to say, colleagues can disagree on issues and still 
like each other a lot.  It is not necessary to be 
“right.” 

Peter 

Conclusion 
 We have in the Fisher-Loewenberg corre-
spondence a genuine interdisciplinary enterprise, 
an undertaking much lauded in academic culture 
and institutions, but most often honored in the 
breach.  Our colleges and universities are organ-
ized in departments and the relevant teaching and 
efforts to cross disciplinary boundaries will take a 
back seat as long as teaching assignments and pro-
motions are determined in the power forums of 
academic departments.  Psychoanalysis is the 
nexus that makes it possible for a medical neurolo-
gist and a social scientist historian to relate over 
the project of organizing a course.  “The psycho-
analytic mode of thought,” said Freud, “acts like a 
new instrument of research” (p.185).  Today we 
have researchers and of a new kind, modern inter-
disciplinary scholars and teachers who combine 
dual training in both humanistic self-reflection and 
biological and psychological science, to utilize 
multiple processes of inquiry integrating both the 
natural and the cultural sciences to benefit new in-
sights for themselves, their individual fields, and 
for their students. 
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Teaching Is Reaching 

 

Marshall S. Harth 

Ramapo College 
 

 An opportunity to reflect on my pedagogy 
is truly an invigorating experience.  Where have I 
been?  Where am I now?  Where am I going?   
This series of questions can be quite provocative.  
As I reviewed my experiences and the record of 
my activities and achievements, I had to step back 
and say, “Well Marshall, it looks like you really 
enjoy what you do!”  I think that captures the es-
sence of what energizes my success: namely, my 
enthusiasm.  I have now completed thirty-three 
years of teaching at Ramapo College and it has 
been an amazing and satisfying experience.  I de-
tect no inkling of a depreciation of the level of my 
enthusiasm for my profession.  The connection be-
tween me the person and me the pedagogue is 
fused. 
 

 In fact, I consider myself to be a 
“connected teacher.”  As Mary Belenky suggests in 
Women’s Ways of Knowing, we attempt, “...to en-
ter into each student’s perspective” (Belenky, et al, 
1986).  Above all, teaching is reaching.  Reaching 
within myself.  Reaching outside myself.  Teach-
ing is about making connections across many 
boundaries.  Within these connections, resonance 
occurs between the subject matter, the student, and 
me.  Such resonance is fundamental for pedagogy 
to succeed.  Without it there is disarticulated isola-
tion. 
 

 In my classroom there is always a desire to 
encourage an arrival at consensus, at a sense of 
shared experience.  It is essential to what I do for it 
allows for the development of “trust.”  With trust 
the discussion can begin in earnest.  The process of 
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engagement in the dance of learning responds to 
the rhythm of a diversity of opinions melodiously, 
and sometimes cacophonously, reverberating in the 
room.  The encouragement of voicing difference 
enables the real to be present and in the moment.  
This is how learning takes place in my domain. 
 

 My mission is an epistemic one.  I see my-
self as affording students the opportunity to ask, 
“how do we know?”  In fact, I think I probably en-
courage students to challenge their assumptions of 
how they know to the limits of their capabilities 
and even beyond those limits.  To me, this is an 
incredibly exhilarating experience, and it has been 
since the very first time I began teaching at the col-
lege level in 1966.  I am still thrilled by the chance 
to explore the limits of knowledge with students 
and I view this as part of a liberatory educational 
experience. 
 

 I can also identify a second mission, one 
which I will call reciprocal outreach.  I have been 
able to finesse a bi-directional interface between 
what I do in the classroom and what I do in the 
outside world, melding theory with practice in two 
venues.  I have brought my thirty years of profes-
sional experience as a psychotherapist into the 
classroom.  This occurs in the fieldwork compo-
nent in the Substance Abuse course.  I share di-
rectly with students the benefits of my clinical ex-
perience.  Secondly, I have been able to take my 
theoretical/scholarly knowledge of human sexual-
ity and bring it to the community at large by virtue 
of becoming associated with the Human Sexuality 
Program at UMDNJ, Robert Wood Johnson School 
of Medicine.  Here I infuse my knowledge into the 
practical training of medical students.  The recip-
rocity I refer to involves the counter balance be-
tween practice and theory in both venues.  It is 
very exciting, meaningful, relevant, and satisfying. 
 

 I have recently discovered a third mission 
which has begun to unfold itself and make its pres-
ence known to me.  It involves the use of a new 
pedagogical device that deals with the concept of 
“voice.”  In my course in Feminist Epistemology I 
invite the students to explore the voices not heard 
in traditional psychological theory.  The best ex-
amples of this are the voices of the marginalized in 
society, especially the voices of women and people 
of color.  We specifically explore such works as 
Carol Gilligan’s In a Different Voice which offers 

an overview of the issue of inclusion/exclusion of 
“voice” in the dominant paradigm of psychological 
theory  (Gilligan, 1982).  As part of this explora-
tion I introduce into the classroom experience the 
use of music, especially contemporary popular mu-
sic, as examples of the mixed messages of “voice” 
that are presented in our culture.  This has been 
well received by the students.  However, I have 
recently discovered an additional “voice” in this 
regard.  It is my own voice, in the form of my own 
music as presented in poetry.  For the past five 
years I have employed the use of poetry that I have 
created to stimulate and facilitate the discussions in 
the course.  
 

 As implied above, I love teaching.  I have 
said this many times to many people over the 
years. The remarkable thing is my conviction gets 
stronger as the years accumulate.  I often tell my 
students that I wish they would have careers that 
would give them such a feeling of contentment.  
My exuberance for interacting with students still 
amazes me.  My dream of an ideal experience with 
my students would be called  “Pedagogic Ecstasy”: 
  

A critically thinking learning community 
Affords us the ecstasy of opportunity 
Beyond convention 
Lies all invention 
The spirit liberated 
Expression tolerated 
Pushed beyond the portal of the cave 
To learn, to think, to no longer be a slave 
The pedagogy of engagement 
Moves beyond fears of estrangement 
Cross the boundaries, time to transgress 
The practice of freedom should create a mess 
Political activism 
Counters student atavism 
Make the class a location of possibility 
For the exchange of ideas and vulnerability 

 

 Teaching is being authentic.  When I am in 
the classroom it is the real me.  In this way, I am 
able to present as Parker Palmer would say in The 
Courage to Teach, an authentic me with integrity 
and identity (Palmer, 1998).  I can engage the 
teaching experience with authority rather than 
power.  I avail myself of the “exquisite vulnerabil-
ity” that Carol Gilligan has written so well about in 
The Birth of Pleasure (Gilligan, 2002), that is of 
placing myself in the position to be able to share 
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the love of inquiry with my students.  Here too, I 
attempt to establish an atmosphere of trust that al-
lows us all to explore together. 
 

 There is another side of trust and this is 
responsibility to the standards of my profession.  
When a student told me last summer that I had 
given her the lowest grade she had ever received, 
that she was disappointed in the grade, but that, in 
the end she felt I was fair and, moreover, was as 
fine a teacher as she had ever had, I became aware 
of a particular personal ethic of responsibility that I 
cannot imagine myself ever violating.  I never pan-
der to a student in an effort to be popular.  Like a 
true friend my love and respect for them would not 
allow that.  I know that it serves no one to be given 
false praise or unearned reward.  It misleads them 
and dulls their academic edge if they are rewarded 
beyond their accomplishments.  This is the other 
context of trust I have in honoring my responsibil-
ity to being pure and true to my personal philoso-
phy that will benefit students forever even if, in the 
short run, they may not see or feel it.  I know that I 
make classes lively and, often, fun but not to be 
“popular” as a cool guy, but in an effort to use that 
fun as a gambit to make learning as stimulating as 
possible.  This I feel is a genuine gift of love; the 
unwavering conviction that my students deserve to 
be challenged “relentlessly” and only then will 
they be able to reach their highest potential.  
 

 Teaching is being transparent.  In allowing 
the student to see the actual person I am; a mirror 
of themselves.  I am there in the classroom with 
knowledge and experience, and with critical in-
sight and evaluation.  I am there with wit and hu-
mor, insecurities and questions, hopes and dreams, 
and with heart and soul.  Teaching is being enthu-
siastic.  Paul Elovitz and other colleagues have 
noted my infectious enthusiasm about my teaching.  
I take the class on a ride of their lives.  Sometimes 
I even warn them to strap themselves in.  Some-
times, I don’t.  I tell a story.  
 

 For example, I tell the story of how Otto 
Loewi won the Nobel prize in Physiology and 
Medicine in 1936 for his demonstration that com-
munication between nerve cells is chemical and 
not electrical.  The story relates to dreams as the 
basis for creative problem solving and the signifi-
cance of practicality in science, such as writing 
down the contents of the dream in a legible hand-

writing.  Otherwise the dreamer has to wait for the 
dream to return in order to be able to actually per-
form the experiment portrayed in the dream.  Of 
course I act out the entire story including the de-
pression of Loewi when he could not decipher his 
own handwriting the next morning and his ultimate 
exhilaration upon the reoccurrence of the dream 
and his leaping out of bed and dashing directly off 
to the laboratory in the middle of the night to fi-
nally begin the experiment. 
 

 These stories are usually an adventure that 
goes down unexplored passageways.  Often times I 
spin webs of interlacing connections between 
seemingly disparate insular items of information, 
only to eventually bring it all back together into a 
Gestalt of comprehension.  Then invariably I begin 
the process of deconstruction.  How does this story 
make, or not make sense?  What assumptions, what 
blind spots, what errors of logic, what exclusions 
have been committed?  This often involves im-
provisation reminiscent of riffing in a jazz mode.  
The music is wonderful. 
 

So we come to the shore of the distant wide sea 
A body of water seems to separate you from me 
But that depends on your point of view 
The water touches you and me too 
We can splash and we can swim 
We can give in to our inner whim 
To follow our heart and not social dictates 
We’ve paid the price of discriminating hates 
Our horizon is inclusive of all we see 
Whatever color, orientation or gender we be 
So come with me and be my friend 
We will swim together till the end. 
 

 This is my philosophy of teaching, my 
guiding principle.  I am an individual who tries to 
value each and every human being I meet and treat 
each one as a person and never as a category.  It 
truly has allowed me to function as a role model 
for my students and as a maker of ripples in the 
ocean of our increasingly interdependent world.  
 

 Marshall Harth, PhD, is Professor of Psy-
chology at Ramapo College of New Jersey where 
he has taught for over thirty-three years.  He con-
venes the Substance Abuse Minor and formerly 
convened the College Seminar Program.  Dr. 
Harth has a private practice of psychotherapy and 
can be contacted at <mharth@ramapo.edu>. 
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Postgraduate Psychohistorical  
Education 

(continued from page 113) 
 

hood and its history; war and peace; the history of 
psychohistory; the fathers and mothers of psycho-
historians; right wing violence; 9/11 and the psy-
chohistory of terrorism; millennialism; dreams; the 
role of the countertransference; the uses and mis-
uses of empathy; genocide, the Holocaust; post 
traumatic stress disorder; men’s envy of and at-
tempt to subjugate women; film; sports psychol-
ogy; guilt evasion and narcissism in the 1970’s; 
and group process. 
 

 My goal here is to first describe the mis-
sion of the Psychohistory Forum, which supports  
Clio’s Psyche—its publication.  It is also to 
enlarge and disseminate the related paradigms of 
applied psychoanalysis, political psychology, 
psychobiography, and psychological history.  We 
seek to do this in non-technical language.  Our 
charge is always to stimulate psychohistorical 
thought, publications, research, and teaching.  Spe-
cific objectives include communication with Fo-
rum members, networking of like-minded col-
leagues regardless of their geographical distance, 
expanding the psychohistorical community, help-
ing clinicians focus on history and current events, 
assisting academics in all disciplines—history, lit-
erature, political science, psychology, sociology, 
and so forth—to utilize the insights and tools of 
psychoanalysis, and psychology.  Additional ob-
jectives of the Forum consist of fostering psycho-
historical debate and discussion, transmitting the 
knowledge of an older generation of psychohistori-
ans to those just entering the field, and researching 
and publishing the history of our field, thus memo-
rializing the work of those who have built it.  After 
describing its membership, I will describe the or-
ganization and methodology of the Saturday Work-
In-Progress Workshops, the core of our postgradu-
ate education. 

 

 The Psychohistory Forum is comprised of 
colleagues from a large number of fields.  For ex-
ample, at our September 17, 2005 Work-In-
Progress Saturday seminar, two colleagues and I 

gave a presentation on the 1970’s as the age of 
guilt-evasion, narcissistic-permissiveness, and Wa-
tergate.  Among the twenty-one colleagues ex-
changing ideas (allowing for multiple professional 
identifications) were thirteen therapists (eight psy-
choanalysts), seven professors, six psychologists, 
five historians, three social workers, two sociolo-
gists, and two MDs.  The interdisciplinary cross-
fertilization generated many ideas, encouraging 
additional research projects.   
  

 The Forum primarily meets on Saturdays in 
New York City five or six times a year.  Since not 
everyone is free on Saturday, and about a third of 
our members are at-a-distance from Manhattan, we 
try to sometimes meet during the week and at other 
locations.  This year additional weekday meetings 
were held at international conferences, one in To-
ronto and the other at Fordham Law School in New 
York City.  Our presenters usually have terminal 
degrees or certifications (practicing psychoanalysts 
are usually certified) in their fields.  One exception 
is a talented anthropologist who presented two 
years ago on the French Revolution and will share 
his materials on Islamic fundamentalism next year.  
Though he has only a bachelor ’s degree—from 
Harvard—he has taught at Brandeis, New School 
University, UC-Berkeley, and elsewhere because 
of his brilliant scholarship.  Some members join 
together on issues such as teaching or psychobiog-
raphy and work in separate research groups.  Be-
cause the main focus of our group is the develop-
ment and exchange of ideas, impressive degrees  
are secondary to the work we do.   
 

 Our typical session focuses on only one 
presenter.  Its outstanding aspect is that the col-
league determines the subject matter.  The director 
(convener is a better term) and the other partici-
pants of the Psychohistory Forum are there to help 
the presenter deepen his/her understanding of the 
subject.  This is more akin to midwifery than to a 
senior faculty member helping a more junior col-
league jump over the hurdles to complete a doc-
toral dissertation.  The metaphor of midwifery is 
appropriate because as “midwife” and associates, 
we do not come up with the scholarly conception 
(the idea) for the research project presented, we do 
not do the research, we do not write the paper, and 
we do not do the difficult work of editing and re-
vising.  It is not our responsibility to do any of 
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these things, though there are instances when we 
may help with them.  Rather it is the conception of 
the presenter, which we are helping to birth into a 
healthy baby, in the hope it can grow to full adult 
form very quickly.  In the process of doing this, we 
deepen our knowledge of the subject and usually 
have a most interesting intellectual experience. 
 

Throughout this process the presenter is 
always in control.  Because of this sense of control, 
s/he is willing to probe the subject more deeply.  
(Of course, the main issue is the presenter’s per-
sonal motivation for examining the subject that 
makes it important enough to devote considerable 
time and energy to it.)  That this in-depth examina-
tion can only occur in a safe environment goes 
without saying.  This “safety factor” is absolutely 
essential: without it the pangs of birth are so in-
tense that an intellectual miscarriage may occur.  
An idea or book project needs support; it will 
whither and die in the face of criticism.  The tenets 
of psychohistorical work include probing the mate-
rials in depth, following the emotion, and probing 
the author’s transference to the subject matter and 
the group’s countertransference feelings (the feel-
ings induced in us by the materials and/or the pres-
entation), therefore the presenter can feel and be 
quite vulnerable during the process, thus making 
safety all the more important.     

 

Presenting at a Work-In-Progress Seminar 
can be valuable.  The fact that the idea seems wor-
thy of presentation gives validity to it and moves 
the researcher to work and write on it, or develop 
and polish it if it has been languishing.  There is 
confirmation in developing and presenting it.  To a 
psychohistorical group, the presenter will normally 
start thinking and developing the idea along more 
psychological, or historical, principles.  We en-
courage work on a specific rather than a general 
subject.  A supportive group can validate many of 
the presenter’s formulations.  It can also offer pos-
sible solutions to problems encountered by the re-
searcher.   Ideas and relationships the researcher 
had not previously thought of come to the fore.  
Group members may identify emotions induced by 
the materials or stemming from the presenter’s 
feelings to the subject.   Interdisciplinary research-
ers and clinicians view the same subject content 
from many different and valuable angles.  Even 
their off-the-mark suggestions can have value.  In 

explaining why suggestions put forth in a nurturing 
way do not work, why these approaches are wrong, 
the presenter is normally able to formulate a better 
understanding of his or her own brain child.  
(Innovative ideas do not spring full-grown as from 
the head of Zeus but are rather developed in 
stages.)  Any signs of criticism of the presenter, as 
opposed to analysis of the materials, are nipped 
early on.  In this process of nurturing a project, it is 
rewarding to watch it grow from a thought to an 
article and often ultimately to a book.  This process 
of development is crucial to many presenters.  Of 
course, there are also presenters who want only a 
supportive group to speak before and are fairly 
limited in their goals. 

 

The reader may wonder if I am bored after 
almost three decades of doing this work.  The an-
swer is that this is a very seldom occurrence be-
cause I’m focused on aiding the struggle for 
greater insight rather than only on content.  If 
members of the group are bored by the presenta-
tions selected by the program committee and me, 
they express their concerns to me or simply do not 
return.  Since the membership of our group is fairly 
stable, this does not appear to happen very often.  
  

 It might be helpful if I next identify some 
of the principles that govern the organization and 
running of the Forum.  

 

Our goal is to never state “the truth,” rather 
it is to assist in probing how to strive to 
find “truths” useful for the presenter. 

The presenter determines the subject mat-
ter. 

Presenters approach their subject matter in 
different, quite individualistic, ways and 
these variations are to always be respected. 

Case studies are preferred to more general-
ized studies. 

The presenter decides how much to bring 
to and take from the in-depth discussion. 

The presenter is in control at all times and 
may stop the process at any time if so de-
sired. 

Insight into the structure of the presentation 
is encouraged and criticism is discouraged. 

 The group notes or analyzes the emotion in 
the room. 
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 If there are signs of the group becoming 
disputatious or critical, a member, or the 
convener, makes an interpretation, remind-
ing the group of its standards. 

 People work in quite different ways, and 
such variations are to always be respected. 

 Rigidity must be avoided. 
 Ideas are to be nurtured, not stifled. 
 

 Non-psychological explanations are never 
the main focus of our discussions.  A major goal is 
to enlarge the psychological paradigm. 
 

 The relationship of Clio’s Psyche to the 
Psychohistory Forum’s Work-In-Progress seminars 
is complex.  Our publication was created in 1994 
in part to leave a record of our proceedings.  Nev-
ertheless, most publications growing out of Forum 
seminars appear in books or in lengthy articles 
much longer than those fitting into our format.  
Indeed, even this editor regularly publishes his 
longer articles elsewhere.  Still the special features, 
special issues, and symposia of our scholarly quar-
terly have served to focus attention on enlarging 
the psychological paradigm on issues such as 
apocalypticism, conspiracy theories, crime, cross 
disciplinary training, cyberspace, dreamwork, 
Elian Gonzalez group process, home, humor, im-
migration, impeachment, imperialism, law, pub-
lishing, psychogeography, religion, and serfdom.  
Scholar/therapists have explored these subjects 
from extremely different viewpoints.  The differ-
ences of opinion and even debates within our pages 
have helped enormously in building a sense of 
community.   
 

 Technology is offering us new opportuni-
ties to achieve our goals.  Increasingly, our mem-
bers meet electronically.  Our partially completed 
new website (cliospsyche.org) enables us to pro-
vide information to each other more efficiently and 
to introduce our work and aims to a much larger 
group of academics, clinicians, scholars, and stu-
dents who otherwise might not know about it.  A 
major goal of the website is to provide information 
on teaching psychological history as components 
of courses and in separate political psychology and 
psychohistory courses.  Though the long-term con-
sequences of this technological transformation re-
main to be seen, there is no question that it empow-
ers more colleagues to participate and hone our 

craft. 
 

 As advocates of postgraduate interdiscipli-
nary education, we at the Psychohistory Forum are 
interested in assisting in the building of the psy-
chohistorical paradigm. Psychoanalysis, in its 
many varieties, is a vital tool, but it is only one 
among many.  The psychohistorical work is what 
brings us and holds us together.  

 

Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, began organizing 
psychohistorical groups when, with Alice Eichholz, 
in 1976 he proposed and co-chaired the Saturday 
Workshops of the Institute for Psychohistory.   In 
1982 he founded the Psychohistory Forum, with 
Henry Lawton as co-director for several years.  
Prof. Elovitz, who is the author of about 170 publi-
cations, may be reached at <pelovitz@aol.com>. 

 
Teaching Psychohistory in 

London 
 

Ruth Dale Meyer 
Pacifica Graduate Institute 

 

 In April 1998 I embarked on my first ex-
perience of teaching psychohistory with my class 
of freshmen high school history students in Lon-
don, England.  Together we embarked on a two-
month period of intensive investigation into the 
Holocaust.  This article will examine my motiva-
tion, teaching methodology, and the outcome of 
one of the most exciting periods of my twenty-year 
career teaching high school history.  Anyone wish-
ing to obtain more detailed outline of these experi-
ences should contact the Department of Educa-
tional Studies at the University of London in Eng-
land, where you will find my published masters’ 
dissertation on history in education entitled, Is 
There a Place for Psychohistory in the Classroom?  
 

 Looking back at my decision to bring psy-
chohistory into the classroom, it was my own 
awakening to the power of the unconscious 
through recording my dreams and visiting a 
Jungian analyst every week made me want to ex-
amine the unconscious motivational forces in his-
tory.  I also think that when we teach we set up a 
type of psychic field between ourselves and our 
students and sometimes our students seem to be 
able to tap into that field.  Privately, I had been 
reading a combination of psychohistory books and 
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accounts of the Holocaust.  I was trying to under-
stand what made ordinary German soldiers kill in-
nocent Jewish families.  In class, I was teaching 
the Holocaust from the textbook when students 
began asking the questions I was trying so hard to 
figure out myself. 
 

 The average high school history textbook 
offers no clue as to why Adolf Hitler hated the 
Jews, or why so many Germans followed him with 
such zeal in his genocidal plans.  Most textbooks 
aimed at the high school history student in both 
Great Britain and the United States leave us totally 
clueless regarding these crucial questions.  The 
typical approach is to say that Hitler wanted to cre-
ate a master race of tall, blonde haired blue-eyed 
Aryans and that he blamed the Jews for all of Ger-
many’s problems.  But I am sure that I am not the 
only high school history teacher who has had stu-
dents asking …“But why?”… “How could he?”… 
“It doesn't make sense, when he was so dark haired 
and short himself.” 
 

 When we got beyond Hitler’s rise to power 
and onto the Holocaust and the einzatzgruppen, the 
questions began again.  “I would have just refused 
to do it!” said one of my students.  “Yes, why did-
n’t they all just refuse to carry out Hitler’s orders?” 
they asked, once more echoing questions that I had 
been privately asking myself. 
 

 In the summer of 1997 I attended a work-
shop in England for educators teaching the Holo-
caust.  It was run by the nonprofit organization, 
Facing History and Ourselves, based in Brookline, 
Massachusetts.  What I liked about the approach of 
this organization was firstly that it did not attempt 
to side step any of the difficult questions my stu-
dents were asking and secondly that it invited in-
trospection, self-examination and reflection.   Stu-
dents are invited to look into the historical mirror 
in search of reflections of themselves.   
 

 After taking this course and reading more 
about psychohistory, I designed a coursework as-
signment for my students on the Holocaust which 
contributed about ten percent of their total points 
towards their General Certificate in Secondary 
Education examination in Modern European His-
tory.  This examination, taken at age sixteen, is 
roughly equivalent to a slightly simplified version 
of Advanced Placement in European history, here 

in the United States.  Students are expected to 
demonstrate skill in analyzing, evaluating, and in-
terpreting primary source material, and teachers 
can, if they wish, design their own coursework as-
signments for students based on the examination 
standards outlined by the examination boards.  The 
feedback that I received from the examination 
board was good, and they accepted my teacher-
designed assignment.  So even though the British 
education system is very government regulated, 
there is a place where teachers can bring psycho-
historical approaches into their teaching. 
 

 The single most influential piece that I read 
in terms of helping me design my teaching unit on 
the Holocaust was written by Professor Paul 
Elovitz.  Within the context of the Holocaust, 
Elovitz says that the psychological concepts he 
finds most useful are the mechanisms of defense.  
Elovitz suggests that concepts such as denial, pro-
jection, rationalization and repression are fairly 
easy concepts for our students to understand and 
examples can be used from every day life to illus-
trate them (“The Holocaust in the Classroom,” His-
torical and Psychological Inquiry [NY: Interna-
tional Psychohistorical Association, 1990]).  This 
gave me a confidence to proceed in designing a 
course work assignment based on Nazi perpetrator 
testimony which would reveal the defense mecha-
nisms at work. 
 

 I set about selecting documents from the 
Nazi period revealing different defense mecha-
nisms in action.  The Facing History and Our-
selves Resource Book contains a wealth of sources 
for the Holocaust educator.  The journalist Gitta 
Sereney’s Into the Darkness (London: Pimlico, 
1974), based on her interview of a former com-
mandant of Treblinka, was incredibly useful in 
providing examples of all of the defense mecha-
nisms at work.  Another valuable source, still 
available from Amazon.com, is Ernst Klee, Willi 
Dressen, & Volker Riess The Good Old Days: 
Those Were the Days of the Holocaust As Seen by 
the Perpetrators and Bystanders (London: Hamish, 
Hamilton, 1988).  
 

 My teaching strategy was as follows.  First 
I encouraged my students to look at their textbooks 
and see what explanations they offered as to why 
the Holocaust happened.  They identified causes 
such as anti-Semitism and Hitler’s scapegoating of 
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the Jews for Germany’s problems.  I then asked 
them to consider how far these surface reasons 
really answered their questions concerning Hitler’s 
motivation and carrying out Hitler’s orders. We 
were able to observe that there was a gap in our 
knowledge.  Finally I drew a diagram on the board 
in the shape of an island floating on the ocean.  On 
the surface of the island were all of our “surface 
explanations” for the Holocaust.  Underneath the 
island were the things that we were not yet aware 
of: the unconscious motivations.  I explained that 
like them psychohistory is always asking the ques-
tion why:  underneath the surface explanations we 
offer ourselves to explain difficult history, there 
lay other factors such as defense mechanisms. 
 

 I found in the course of my teaching that 
my intuition in following Elovitz’ (1990) advice  
concerning defense mechanisms was right.  They 
were easy to explain.  To explain denial for exam-
ple, I surprised myself by talking to my students 
about the death of my father.   I told them how I’d 
rushed back to England from Spain, upon hearing 
of his death and how I was overcome with grief 
when he wasn’t there to meet me at the station.  
How my relatives all tried to quiet me down when 
I wanted to scream and rage because I was so an-
gry at his death, and how they succeeded because I 
only cried for about half an hour and then threw 
myself into funeral preparations.  “Burying your-
self in details like the order of the funeral service, 
and the food for the wake,” I told them, “Is denial 
at work.  Do you do that when you would rather 
forget something unpleasant?” I asked them.   
“Throw yourselves into something else?  Or per-
haps you project your anger onto someone else and 
pick a fight?”   Was Hitler in denial of his possible 
Jewish ancestors?  Was he projecting his self-
hatred onto the Jews? 
 

 Perhaps in the course of discussing the de-
fense mechanisms at work I revealed more of my-
self to my students than I’d intended, but surpris-
ingly I discovered that a lot of them had encoun-
tered similar reactions around denial and death.  
Opening myself up a little with them brought us 
closer as a group that year. 
 

 Finally students worked through docu-
ments of perpetrator testimony in small discussion 
groups, asking each other which explanations 
seemed to fit best.  After they had written their an-

swers up, I asked them to give me some feedback 
on what they felt they had learned from studying 
history in this way.   
 

 One student wrote about how studying psy-
chohistory helped her to understand the human mo-
tivations of the Nazi perpetrators.  She wrote, 
“Before I studied the Holocaust this way, I just 
thought the Nazi perpetrators were pure evil; like a 
sort of race apart; not human.  But now I realize 
that these were just normal people, confronted with 
extreme circumstances. This,” she continues, 
“leads me to believe the study of the Holocaust in 
depth is very important so we can root out its 
causes and prevent anything like it from happening 
again.  This study also changed my whole percep-
tion of history.  I now realize that history is about 
people, not facts and figures.” 
 

 A second student wrote in a similar vein 
about how the exercise helped her to view the Nazi 
perpetrators as ordinary humans, not as a race 
apart.  She stated that “I’ve learned an awful lot 
from studying the Holocaust and the reasons how 
and why behind it.  Not only have I learned how 
this massive ‘crime’ could happen, I have also 
learned how an ordinary man could commit such 
terrible ‘crimes,’ how he could have been my fa-
ther who went to mass rallies and my mother who 
loved Hitler, and that I could have been involved 
with the mass genocide of Jews.”  She goes on to 
say “that it has taught me as a person that to feel 
superior is very dangerous and to constantly ques-
tion ‘Why do I believe this,’ ‘What do I gain?’ and 
‘How does it hurt others?’ [and that] on a more 
academic level, I feel I’ve learned a bit about de-
fense mechanisms such a projection, repression 
and rationalization and even though I’ve only 
touched on these subjects, it’s made me very inter-
ested in this subject, and I would like to study it 
further.” 
 

 A third student commented on her in-
creased understanding not just of history, but also 
of herself when she wrote, “I feel that this topic has 
not only widened my understanding of the Holo-
caust and human nature, but it has widened my un-
derstanding of myself and what I would do when in 
a similar situation.  This has been a very valuable 
learning curve.  I feel that this is something I 
would like to continue, studying this way of his-
tory into university.” 
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 The conclusion to my MA dissertation 
should not come as a surprise.  After asking the 
question, “Is There a Place for Psychohistory in 
the Classroom?”  I concluded with a resounding 
“Yes!”  Even though the British education system 
is very tightly controlled by the government, I 
demonstrated that it is perfectly possible to have a 
teaching assignment inspired by psychohistory ap-
proved by the government appointed examination 
boards.  Furthermore, the whole experience of 
delving deeper into history through combining 
class discussion with carefully selected primary 
source materials and some basic teaching about 
defense mechanisms provided the students and 
their teacher alike with a much deeper experience 
of historical enquiry than is usually the case.  
 

Ruth Dale Meyer, PhD, earned her doc-
toral degree in 2005 from Pacifica Graduate Insti-
tute.  She teaches world history in a college pre-
paratory school in San Jose, California and she 
can be contacted at <rutdal@yahoo.com>. 

 
Down Then Up 

 

Kari Vander Weit 
Ramapo College 

 

Hiking up the rubble path 
moonlight bathing my face. 
Learning is like a midnight walk; 
the pressure of trying to be  
an individual  
in an intellectual world 
making my breath shaky. 
The fears of failure in the  
smoky shadows 
are engulfing me in their 
dark illusions. 
These dark shadows are  
temptations 
trying to make me leave this 
rubble path; 
this late night excursion. 
But at the end of it all 
a warm blanket of past achievements 
diminishes the chill. 

 

 Kari Vander Weit is a nineteen year-old 
sophomore at Ramapo College of New Jersey ma-
joring in communications with a concentration in 
writing.  Her aspirations are to become a profes-

sional magazine writer and to publish a book of 
poetry.  Her other interests include photography, 
piano playing, card making, and music apprecia-
tion.  She can be contacted at<kvanderw@ramapo 
.edu>. 

 
Using Disappointments in  

Teaching the Holocaust 
 

Robert A. Pois 
University of Colorado  
With Paul H. Elovitz 

 

As a teacher of modern European history, I 
have learned from my students and found discus-
sion ideas to help them understand major events, 
movements, and individuals such as Hitler.  Below 
I discuss the use of feelings of disappointment in 
ourselves and disappointments experienced by our 
historical subjects as examples of this process. 
 

  It is one of the enduring maxims of the 
teaching profession that an instructor can learn 
from his students.  Since anyone who teaches has 
to respond to the needs of students, it’s expressed 
in how one goes about selecting books, writing, 
and rewriting lectures, how one presents crucial 
issues to students—who sometimes compel an in-
structor to consider new issues—and, in seminar 
situations, how one frames issues for purposes of 
discussion.  There is something almost common-
sensical about this.  So, it is plain that just about 
every teaching situation is replete with possibilities 
for a teacher being taught by students, and this is 
particularly the case if such a person is sensitive to 
crucial aspects of what is going on in classroom 
situations.  My thirty-eight years of college teach-
ing experience has shown me that I can sometimes 
learn a lot from my students. 
 

Whether or not one chooses to admit it, 
studying Nazi Germany, and particularly the Holo-
caust, no matter how much analytical acuity is in-
volved in the process, has to result in an instructor 
drawing upon those “affective” aspects of his/her 
personality.  Thus, to a degree, the instructor and 
students get to know one another in class and of-
fice situations. 

 

Obviously, those personal concerns coming 
under scrutiny are those which in the study of Nazi 
Germany, are inextricably intertwined with analyti-
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cal ones.  In co-teaching a course on Nazi Ger-
many and the Holocaust in 1992, I discovered that 
students related to issues of Nazism and the Holo-
caust in ways more substantively and more deeply 
than they could to those issues of the Great War 
(WWI) I found so absorbing.  Hitler, his move-
ment, and the genocide against Europe’s Jews cap-
tured their imagination and emotions to a far 
greater degree than anything else in European his-
tory. 
 

At a crucial junction in my teaching, the 
issue of “disappointment” loomed.   It was there 
when I taught about the losses and frustrations in-
fluencing Hitler’s life: failure at school and as an 
artist, the death of his beloved mother, and the loss 
of WWI and the lebensraum Germany had gained 
during the war.  (I was also aware of my own dis-
appointment in the students being more interested 
in Hitler than WWI.)  To start the discussion, I told 
the class that everyone has experienced disappoint-
ments, though of varying severity.  About a third 
of the class was participating in discussion at the 
time—they offered a variety of disappointments 
and responses to them. 

 

Certainly, these disappointed people had 
shown some interesting reactions.  For one, disap-
pointment had been transmogrified into a kind of 
hatred of the “other” who was deemed responsible 
for the hurt.  For another student, disappointment, 
originally turned inward in the form of a kind of 
self-loathing, was then projected outward, at least 
for a while, in the form of misanthropy, with a par-
ticular hatred of those by whom she originally had 
wished to be accepted.  Finally, the hurt endured 
by a young man abandoned in a love which, to a 
great extent, was fantasy, became transformed into 
a loathing, perhaps fear, of real women—period—
and a withdrawal into a kind of spiritual fortress. 

 

When we talked about these issues in rela-
tionship to Hitler, the feelings of empathy, even 
sympathy, were uncomfortable.  (Later, we would 
need to discuss why empathy, sympathy, and un-
derstanding do not provide justification for Hitler’s 
crimes.)  Suddenly, at least at an early stage in Hit-
ler’s life, he was simply a tormented human being, 
animated by self-doubts, which he outwardly as-
siduously strove to deny.  Some students, particu-
larly the Jewish ones, who had been brought up to 
believe that the man was a monster, were appalled 

at their own responses.  Someone declared that this 
young Hitler could have been anybody.  He was “a 
kind of ‘every-man,’” another student remarked.  
Finally, and most interestingly, someone broke in 
with the strongly expressed view that, if one bore 
in mind all of his disappointments and frustrations, 
young Hitler could not be blamed for deciding to 
“hate the whole world.”  In due course, several stu-
dents brought up the question of why young Hitler 
felt entitled to what had been denied him.  With 
this, the class gradually began to explore more 
theoretical issues attached to his upbringing, and 
how such concepts could have more general appli-
cation. 

 

Nobody in the class could say that they had 
experienced anything like the Germans and Austri-
ans did in the face of very rapid industrialization, 
political revolution, and then the Great Depression.  
What a few students did talk about, though, was 
what it was like to experience a loss or change 
which left them bewildered and, over time, embit-
tered.  One student, who had sustained a severe 
personal loss brought about by a changed family 
situation, described how she had found it necessary 
to become “more spiritual.”  As a result of this, she 
had created a kind of mystical world for herself.  
At times, she believed in it, at times she did not; 
but it was necessary that such a world be there for 
her nonetheless.  Another student declared that a 
sense of loss revolving around a denial of choice 
about her future, plus the knowledge of what had 
been done in the name of religion throughout his-
tory (I suspected that the first motive had been of 
greater importance), had driven her to atheism, not 
only as a personal statement concerning the exis-
tence of a God, but as an entire attitude toward the 
notion of divinity.  Later, in an office conversation, 
she said that she had succeeded in creating an 
“ideology of disbelief.” 

 

The lesson was obvious.  Even if students 
could not entirely grasp the Nazi ideology, or any 
other ideology for that matter, the need to grab 
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Symposium 
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onto some form of system was crucial, either as a 
source of comfort, or as a kind of rationalization 
for bitterness engendered by a sense of loss.  As 
time went on, the very term “ideology” became 
much less a source of bafflement or confusion.  
Rather, students came to see it as a kind of 
“logical,” though not necessarily “rational” re-
sponse to anger or frustration.  Moreover, and this 
was very important, the existence of a melded-
together confluence of ideas allowed for participa-
tion in what could be conceived as broader student 
and social concern.  It was in this context that the 
class addressed the problem posed by the interac-
tion of “individual” and “general” in history for the 
first time. 

 

For the moment, the question of linkage 
between motivation and ideology was set aside.  At 
the same time, it was plain that this was a troubling 
issue for many, including me.  There was one issue 
upon which all in the class—at least all of those 
who had spoken up—agreed (by now, somewhat 
over half the class was participating in discus-
sions).  It was the necessity of an ideology’s being 
able to “touch base” with people in order for it to 
succeed.  Here, the ability to provide idealistic ra-
tionalizations for the crudest of commonly held 
beliefs and prejudices was important.  All ideolo-
gies, but particularly this one (the emerging radical 
right-wing ideology which would animate Hitler), 
could probably be reduced to a few basics, some-
one remarked.  Another member of the class asked 
the rhetorical question whether all who were living 
in Vienna at that time were angry individuals.  
Probably not, he replied, but the radical right cer-
tainly must have lent itself to expression of and 
identification with that rage. 

 

Robert Pois, PhD, died January 18, 2004 
after teaching modern European history at the 
University of Colorado for thirty-eight years.  He 
won awards for teaching and published six books 
on modern German and European history.  He 
also left behind hundreds of pages of draft materi-
als on teaching from which this article was culled.  
Paul Elovitz, who co-authored an article with Pois 
in 2002, wants to thank Pois’ widow, Professor 
Anne Marie Pois, for making these materials avail-
able to the scholarly community.  An obituary of 
Robert A. Pois was published in the March, 2004 
issue of this journal.

My Journey to Integrating  
Psychohistory 

 into My Courses 
 

Richard Booth 
Black Hawk College 

 

 During my developmental period as a neo-
phyte psychotherapist and psychology professor, I 
was reluctant to deviate from the fundamental, em-
pirical principles and findings of either clinical 
practice or teaching.  My fear stemmed from a 
sense that I did not possess the proficiency to ex-
trapolate from principle to subtle application, let 
alone hypothetical possibility.  In those days, I 
would not have thought it safe to generalize the 
findings of the courses I was teaching to content I 
then considered more appropriate to other psychol-
ogy courses and even other disciplines.  In other 
words, I did not feel secure applying course mate-
rial from Personality Theories, Abnormal Psychol-
ogy, Introduction to Psychology, and even Social 
Psychology far beyond direct and obvious applica-
tions to extra-classroom life experiences. 
 

As the years went by, I continued to im-
prove my practice skills and acquire more informa-
tion about my discipline, as well as other disci-
plines, including history, anthropology, and politi-
cal science, among others.  I began to see interac-
tive threads rather than discrete discipline entities.  
Naturally, every discipline has its primary focus 
and function, but I began to understand, on a 
deeper level, that social institutions could not exist 
without interacting with economic and political 
institutions; that psychology, being, in my view, 
the study of the entire lived experience with the 
primary focus on the individual person, interacted 
with everything else, since human behavior and 
experience are part and parcel of the matter and 
spirit that comprise all that happens.  Then, some 
years ago, I came across an article written by Paul 
Elovitz (Editor, Clio’s Psyche) that immediately 
sparked both my interest and my scientific skepti-
cism.  While I was taken with the nature of psy-
chohistory, I could not help but wonder whether 
this approach to knowledge was too speculative to 
be given credence.  I researched further and dis-
covered Clio’s Psyche itself, which went so far as 
to examine people’s lives, including contemporar-
ies, from psychological and psychoanalytic per-
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spectives. 
 

Putting aside my empirical orientation and 
training for the moment, I read Clio within the 
context of my existing understanding of Freud, 
Fromm, Horney, Object Relations theorists, and 
Erikson.  I learned, by further reading in the areas 
of metaphor and by studying the differences be-
tween scientific verification and different types and 
levels of validation, that much of what was being 
written in Clio and a few other places could be un-
derstood as theoretically valid if (1) sufficient, con-
sistent, and believable support constituted the foun-
dation of the authors’ work, and (2) the evidence/
truth could be seen without the use of scientific 
quantification.  I was reminded of having read 
Erikson’s Luther and Freud’s biography of Leo-
nardo da Vinci, finding their “evidence” well-
founded, well-integrated and compelling with, in 
the first instance, many biographical understand-
ings of Luther and, in the second, the powerful use 
of Leonardo’s actual works in the construction of 
da Vinci’s psychoanalysis.  Moreover, with the 
help of Spence, Bettelheim, Ernest Becker, and 
others, I began to comprehend that “evidence” can 
be understood as that which appears evident to the 
parties involved after all other possible explana-
tions have been carefully discarded.  This notion 
appeared to me to be a variation of the “reasonable 
man” theory, which grounds a significant amount 
of ethnopsychology and ethnosociology.  I had fi-
nally arrived at a conclusion: while quantification 
is vital in scientific verification, evidence, which 
also leads to validation, may be attained through 
thoroughly reasoned argument and sufficient logi-
cal analysis.  I also made an internal discovery dur-
ing my evolution: somewhere in my mind, I had 
known this all along.   

 

So, here I am today, having taught college 
for about thirty years.  Now, and for some years 
past, I have engaged students not only in applica-
tions of psychology to everyday living, but also in 
delving into the more abstract implications of what 
psychological principles can tell us about historical 
figures, politics and political figures. This method-
ology has become a natural dimension of my 
teaching. 

 

 An opportunity to exercise this type of ex-
trapolation occurred when feelings were running 
strong about the Bush administration’s not expect-

ing the chaos Iraq demonstrated after the 
“liberation.”  At the time, I was teaching the chap-
ter on social psychology in my Introduction to Psy-
chology course, and the concepts of crowding and 
group behavior in my Social Psychology course.  
Fundamental psychological research has repeatedly 
demonstrated that, after a period of close confine-
ment, animals begin to attack each other.  Then, 
when released from confinement, chaos ensues.   
Analogously, in humans, with a sheer increase in 
numbers within a group or geographical area, peo-
ple have been shown to commit atrocities and ig-
nore normative expectations, such as laws.  Why, 
then, with a history of Sadam Hussein’s “thumb” 
on his multitudes of people living very closely to-
gether (e.g., imprisonments, murders, rapes), 
would the Bush administration expect order when 
the thumb was released, particulary given the sci-
entific maxim that the normal outcome of behavior 
is chaos unless there is an overriding force that 
keeps order?  I put this question to my students, 
and the single most frequent response was that 
Bush and his aides were ignorant of the basic prin-
ciples of human behavior.  That discussion led to 
others.  For example: politicians who have an 
agenda and will do almost anything to achieve its 
outcomes; the issue of whether politicians care 
about people, power, both, or neither; the degree to 
which politicians, in general, can be believed; and, 
very importantly, what kind of leader the American 
people want and why. 

 

When the course arrived at the section ad-
dressing the self-actualized person and the authori-
tarian personality, I gave students some of the pri-
mary dimensions of both and then asked them to 
discuss what kinds of people in public life appear 
to conform to the two types.  Not surprisingly, stu-
dents were not as sure about whom they perceived 
as self-actualized, but they noted a number of po-
litical figures who, to them, appeared to reflect 
some major features of the authoritarian personal-
ity.  I then raised the issue of the “Patriot Act” and 
whether its controls might fit within the discussion 
we were having.   During these discussions, it was 
rarely necessary for me to intercede; students 
tended to feel strongly about these issues and most 
were willing to discuss them.  I tended to be the 
arbiter rather than the lecturer. 

 

There are numerous other issues that can 
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be transferred from psychology courses into the 
public policy, judicial, social, and political arenas.  
The following two examples derive from the re-
search and theory on decision-making and the psy-
chology of persuasion. 
 

 Multiple studies have attempted to deter-
mine if there is a particular number of people who 
tend to make the best “correct” decisions when 
confronted with a problem. For example, does an 
individual confronted with a problem tend to be 
more accurate in solving it than three or four peo-
ple?  Is the best solution derived from the greatest 
number of people one can garner to attack the 
problem?  When research findings are examined, 
we see that, on average, the number of persons 
most likely to make accurate decisions about prob-
lematic situations is three.  Knowing this, I invite 
my students to evaluate our jury system in light of 
the data.  This leads them into the study of group 
influence, face-saving, anonymity in groups, 
groupthink, and all manner of problems that might 
emerge during a jury’s deliberation process.  Then, 
I ask them to tell me how soon the system is likely 
to change to a jury of three if we were all to write a 
letter to the appropriate officials.  Needless to say, 
laughter ensues. 

 

The second issue goes to the question of 
what kind of leader is most influential with what 
kinds of audiences under what sets of conditions?  
In other words, what kinds of people are likely to 
be persuaded by President Bush and what kinds are 
not?  Is there anything the President can do change 
the minds of those who disbelieve him?  Other 
questions follow naturally: What role does induc-
ing fear play in influencing a change of mind or 
behavior?  What kinds of people conform when an 
emotional appeal is used and what kinds conform 
when a rational, intellectual appeal is used?  Under 
what conditions, if any, are people, in general, 
good judges of truth-telling?  The questions go on 
and on. 

 

Finally, those who teach realize that only a 
certain amount of time can be allotted for discus-
sions and debates like those described above.  One 
adjunctive tool I use is the analytic essay, in which 
students are asked to describe a public figure in 
terms of psychological principles and findings.  
But, I always use a caveat, which I believe to be 
true: both in psychotherapy and in psychohistory, 

while evidence may be powerful, we must remem-
ber that we are talking “about” a person from what 
we observe; we must refrain from considering our 
conclusions definitive or absolute. 
 

Richard Booth, PhD, is Professor of Psy-
chology at Black Hawk College, Moline, IL.  He is 
a licensed psychotherapist and Adjunct Professor 
of Behavioral and Social Sciences at University of 
Maryland University College, Adelphi, MD.   Pro-
fessor Booth expresses some of his scholarship in 
the form of editorial work on a variety of publica-
tions.  He can be contacted at <boothr@bhc.edu>. 
 

 [Editor’s Note: We had hoped to publish 
Booth’s paper along side of that of one of his 
sophomore students who was inspired by him to 
write an excellent undergraduate paper on Presi-
dent Bush and the Iraq War.  Unfortunately, be-
cause the paper was about the war rather than 
learning about it, it was in the end not suitable for 
this special issue.] 

 
 A Dialogue on Online Education 

 

Kenneth A. Fuchsman 
University of Connecticut 

 

Paul H. Elovitz 
Ramapo College 

 

Kenneth Fuchsman, EdD, is Executive 
Program Director of the Bachelor of General 
Studies program at the University of Connecticut, 
where he has taught history for fourteen years.  He 
teaches an online interdisciplinary course entitled 
“Integrating General Studies.” His research spe-
cialties are the Freudian Oedipus Complex, and 
the nature of interdisciplinary studies. Dr. 
Fuchsman can be reached at ken.fuchsman@ 
uconn.edu.   
 Below he is identified as KAF and our edi-
tor is identified as PHE.  This interview was con-
ducted in November.   
 

PHE:  What is online education? 
 

KAF: Online education occurs when college 
courses are offered over the Internet.  Course mate-
rials are loaded on an online system, such as 
WebCT.  Access to the course is restricted.  The 
students gain access to the course by registering for 
it and getting an identification number and pass-
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word.  Online classes can be either synchronous or 
asynchronous.  If the class is synchronous, the in-
structor and students are present online simultane-
ously.  In an asynchronous class, the students and 
professor do not need to be online at the same 
time.  At the University of Connecticut where I 
teach, online classes are asynchronous and this is 
what we will discuss. 
 

PHE:  How can you teach students without their 
being present?  Without necessarily ever seeing 
them? 
 

KAF:  There are many areas of overlap between 
online and face-to-face instruction.  In face-to-face 
coursework the lecture material is spoken rather 
than written out as in online lectures.  Both sys-
tems have reading assignments and examina-
tions.  There is ample time for interaction between 
students and professors in the online experi-
ence.  Actually, online classes often generate more 
interaction and discussions than many face-to-face 
classes. Discussion is mandatory for each student 
in each section or module in the class. Students 
post answers to the questions or problems the in-
structor poses.  In the online classes, the students 
have to read everything their classmates write, and 
respond to their classmates’ postings.  The instruc-
tor guides the discussion through his or her post-
ings. If a student or instructor wants to discuss 
matters privately with the other, they can post a 
concern on the “reply privately” section of the 
website. Because online classes are heavily into 
class discussion, the number of students in a class 
is usually restricted to about twenty-five.  It is 
probably more personal teaching students in the 
online environment than in a lecture class of a hun-
dred or more students. 
 

PHE:  What do you gain by online education? 
 

KAF:  In a traditional face-to-face class where the 
professor's lecturing is the center of the class, the 
focus can be more on the teacher than the stu-
dents.  In an online class, the reading of the lecture 
is off to the side of the class, front and center is the 
postings everyone writes and sees.  The focus in 
the online class switches from the professor to the 
interaction of professor and students.  The “class” 
time is more on the student’s postings than the pro-
fessor's lecture.  The students in online classes gen-
erate intense class discussion.  The gain in online 

education is that students must be active.  Class 
discussion is mandatory; there are deadlines for the 
postings. Online students cannot be passive learn-
ers, as are many students in college lecture 
classes.  Students may be more open in an online 
class than in a face-to-face discussion.  One of my 
students last summer wrote that we might be more 
open with each other in the online class because we 
do not see or know each other.  
 

PHE:  What do you lose? 
 

KAF:  You lose sensing what the whole person is 
like in an online environment.  You obviously do 
not see body language, facial expressions.  In a 
face-to-face class, a spontaneous group interaction 
can develop that can be magical.  That kind of in-
stant interaction is not likely in the online setting. 
 

PHE: What do you say to those who see this 
online education as fraudulent? 

 

KAF:  Quality control is important.  At UConn, 
we have a distance education office, which estab-
lishes a template for the courses.  The written class 
material is handed in months before the class be-
gins. If an instructor turns in skimpy lectures, the 
distance education office will work with the pro-
fessor to turn in more substantial material and as-
signments. This is done in a manner that respects 
the academic freedom of the faculty member.  As 
with any other teacher, the academic department 
has to approve the qualifications of the instructor 
to teach the particular class.  As a rule, online 
classes require more work for both professor and 
student. 
 

PHE:  How do you know the student signed up for 
the course is really doing the work? 

 

KAF:  You don’t know if the student who signed 
up is doing the work.  Similar problems appear in 
traditional classes, i.e. the recent case of one of the 
heirs to the Wal Mart fortune who paid a classmate 
to do all her college course work for over three 
years.  The same question as to who is doing the 
work can apply to papers written at home by the 
student.  Can the teacher really know who wrote 
the paper, especially if there are only a few written 
assignments?  At least in online classes, there are 
weekly writing assignments.  Also, in face-to-face 
and online classes, plagiarism is an increasing 
problem with all the resources available on the net.  
Asynchronous online classes require frequent stu-
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dent writing that depends on timely reading of the 
assignments. Therefore, anyone relying on some-
one else to do the work is asking for a big commit-
ment of time and effort. 
 

PHE:  How can a student identify with a teacher  
s/he has never seen? 
 

KAF: The same way a reader identifies with an 
author he or she has never met.  This kind of iden-
tification and/or transference with an unseen per-
son is a common human phenomenon. In past 
times, look at all the close relationships that were 
carried on exclusively in correspondence.  E-mails 
and online postings are the successors to letters 
sent by mail.  A student identifies with an unseen 
professor the same way a biographer can identify 
with a long deceased subject.  Humans are prone to 
attach to, form bonds with and project onto others.           
 

PHE: In terms of age, life goals, and personality, 
what kinds of students sign up for online courses at 
UConn? 
 

KAF:  Traditional age students flock to online 
classes.  They have grown up with this technology, 
and many spend a great deal of time online.  How-
ever, working degree-seeking adults make up the 
bulk of the online students. For many adults with 
careers and families, attending face-to-face classes 
is not easy.  I find that a lot of the postings from 
my working adult students are done either first 
thing in the morning or later in the evening.  I think 
age and life situation are more of a factor than life 
goals and personality.   
 

PHE:  Tell me about the course you teach on the 
family, focusing on the interaction with the stu-
dents. 
 

KAF:  Well, the course I teach is on the interdisci-
plinary study of the family.  Students read books 
on the family from the disciplines of history, psy-
chology, biology, anthropology, and literature.  
They also learn about interdisciplinarity.  A good 
deal of the course is critically examining the find-
ings and concepts used from the books in the vari-
ous disciplines, comparing the disciplines and see-
ing where the material on the family can be inte-
grated across the disciplines.  At the beginning of 
the class, I ask the students to define what a family 
is.  Many have an idealized notion of the family as 
being primarily supportive and accepting, a place 

of refuge, or a haven in a heartless world.  After 
they read biological and anthropological works that 
show conflict in the family, I ask how has the read-
ing impacted on their conception of the family.  
Some can incorporate the new discoveries and re-
vise their previous conceptions, others recognize 
the conflict, but do not alter their initial definition.  
Most of the students are quick to pick up that ques-
tions about the family cannot be answered from the 
perspectives of only one academic discipline.   
 

PHE:  What is an example of a book you assign 
and its impact? 
 

KAF:  For the history section, we have read Jes-
sica Weiss’s To Have and To Hold, which is about 
the post-World War II American family.  It is 
based on a longitudinal study of married couples in 
the Berkeley-Oakland region of California.  The 
students critically examine this work, and find that 
Weiss is not warranted in making conclusions 
about the American family as a whole from her 
narrow sample of white middle-class Northern 
Californians.  They also find that there is too much 
group portraiture and not enough discussion of 
what the marriages of individual couples are like. 
They learn to think like historians in judging evi-
dence and how it is used.  What occurs in all the 
online classes I have taught is strong engagement 
by most of the students with the material.  The stu-
dents get involved, enthused, and enhance their 
critical capacities. 
 

PHE:  Are there any ways, beyond convenience, in 
which online education has  advantages over tradi-
tional, in-class college education? 
 

KAF:  Yes, there are at least three such advan-
tages. First, the frequency, intensity, and length of 
the online class discussions. These become a focus 
of the online experience.  In the traditional class-
room, when the bell rings, the discussion usually 
ends.  In an online class, there may be a week in 
which the discussion on a topic can continue. This 
makes for the possibility of further and more ex-
tensive explorations of a topic.  Second, the student 
writes from the privacy of his or her computer.  
The student can reflect more before writing than in 
a face-to-face class, and can also revise their work 
for the class discussions before submitting them.  
There may be more extensive inner dialogue in an 
online discussion than in a face-to-face interaction.  
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Third, not all in person classes require extensive 
student participation.  Online classes do, and this 
means the student has to be more active and re-
sponsible, more of an agent, than in many tradi-
tional lecture classes.  In online classes, everyone 
has to participate because class discussions can be 
about thirty percent of the grade.    
 

PHE:  Are there any well-done measurements of 
learning face-to-face and online in the course, with 
the same teacher? 
 

KAF:  At the University of California–Berkeley 
Extension, Mary Ann Koury reports  in the Journal 
of Asynchronous Learning Networks that in com-
paring an online and on campus course in “An In-
troduction to Shakespeare” where the instructor 
and content of the course are the same that the 
online course consistently showed better learning 
outcomes than the face-to-face version.   
 

PHE:  What is the role of the peer group in online 
courses and is it more positive than negative or 
vice versa?  I asked because of the studies showing 
that in America the peer group presence has tended 
to work against the educational goals.   
 

KAF:   Students enter an online class knowing that 
class participation is mandatory and that a high 
proportion of their grade is based on their class 
postings.  I find though that most of the students 
get involved in the exchanges with their class-
mates.  They often play off each other and generate 
their own issues and discussions that take on a life 
of their own.  Most of these students are adults in 
their thirties and older, and are in their last year of 
college.  This may account for some of the more 
active participation compared to your traditional 
age freshman and sophomores.   
 

PHE:  You mentioned the transference.  Tell me 
more about how this works out in online education. 
 

KAF:  I find, by and large, that online students are 
very deferential to me as instructor, more so than 
in face-to-face-classes.  Even though I sign all my 
postings with my first name, most of the mid-life 
students in the class always address me as Profes-
sor. Many get very worried if they are going to 
hand in an assignment late.  With many online stu-
dents I find that they assign me the role of a judg-
ing authority or super ego figure.  These students 
transfer to me their own image of a parental figure.           
PHE: What is the grade distribution in online 

classes and how does it compare with face-to-face 
classes? 
 

KAF:  Using the format I now employ, I taught 
this class once face-to-face before teaching it 
online.  In the online class, the students are more 
prepared. In the face-to-face class, some students 
would come to class not having read the assign-
ment.  As a result of the better preparation among 
the online students, I found the grades higher for 
my online students.  Most surveys show that it is 
believed that more discipline is required for a stu-
dent to take an online than an on campus class.  At 
Kansas State University’s Pharmacy D. program, 
the average test scores of asynchronous distanced 
based students was equal to or higher than the in 
person students.  These findings were reported in 
the Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks 
Volume 8, Number 4 in December, 2004. 
 

PHE:  In working with students online, how are 
your own transference and counter transference 
feelings different than in face-to-face classes?  
 

KAF:  My own transference and counter transfer-
ence issues are much less active in online than 
face-to-face-classes. In the online classes I respond 
more to the intellectual level of the postings.  
When I am touched by what an online student 
writes I let them know but find that the impact is 
more fleeting on me than in the in person classes. 
Part of this is due to volume.  This semester I aver-
age 120 postings a week from a class of twenty-
eight. In the face-to-face classes there is more of a 
combination of the intellectual and the visceral 
emotional reaction.  In the synchronous in-person-
classes, more senses are activated.    
 

PHE: Therefore, would you say that your online 
classes are more intellectualized? 
 

KAF:  More that my responses are more intellectu-
alized.  I think there is much emotion laden mate-
rial posted by the students 
 

PHE:  In writing research papers, are your online 
students more inclined to use Internet sources than 
your traditional ones?   Is there therefore more pla-
giarism? 
 

KAF:  I would think that traditional age students 
may be more adept at using all the resources of the 
Internet than many adult students, including plagia-
rism.  I don’t think there is much plagiarism in my 
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class, as the papers and research are all connected 
to the readings and the class discussions.  As they 
are all interdisciplinary and oriented towards inte-
grating findings from diverse disciplines, it would 
be more difficult to find Internet sources in these 
areas.  I think this makes plagiarism less likely.  It 
should also be noted that while the Internet pro-
vides materials which can be plagiarized, it also is 
a valuable tool for identifying plagiarism, even 
without special programs designed to readily do 
this.   
 

PHE: How have you integrated psychoanalysis 
and psychohistory into your online courses? 
 

KAF: Psychohistory and psychoanalysis come 
more in the back door than the front door of the 
course.  In the lecture notes there is citing of psy-
choanalytically derived research, and my focus is 
on conflict within and the dynamics of the family, 
what psychoanalytically would be called the family 
complex. The critiques of the Weiss book empha-
sizes what is missing from the work because psy-
chohistorical analysis is absent, even though her 
sources in interviews with married couples cries 
out for psychohistory. 
 

PHE: Will you offer a course on psychohistory?  
If so, what aspect of it? 
 

KAF:   Given that I teach in a general studies pro-
gram, the courses I offer must fit within that frame-
work.  In the history department I taught a course 
in “Personality and Power in the Twentieth Cen-
tury,” which centered on biographies of political 
leaders.  Psychohistory as psychobiography was 
the center of that class.  In that class, I connected 
the childhood and character of the figure with the 
development of their personal identity, political 
ideology and career of the individual subjects. Hit-
ler, Stalin and FDR were always included in that 
course, and at various times, we studied Nixon, 
Mao, Gandhi, John Kennedy, Martin Luther King 
Jr., Churchill, and Woodrow Wilson.  The students 
got involved in the connection between the sub-
jects personal psychology and their political career. 
 

PHE: Do you plan to continue with this teaching, 
or return to traditional teaching? 
 

KAF: I really love the online learning environ-
ment.  I think it is rich and offers many learning 
opportunities.  In the future, I will teach both in 

person and online.    
 

PHE:  As a psychobiographer of Freud, do you 
have any thoughts as to what parts of the Freudian 
psychic topography of the id, ego, and superego is 
strengthened and weakened by the Internet? 
 

KAF:   As the research shows that more discipline 
is required to do well in Internet classes, those stu-
dents who function well in the online learning en-
vironment rely on their ego strength.  For those 
students who project their authority images on to 
me as Professor, their super-ego comes into play.  
I’m not sure where the id side comes into play in 
the online setting.    
 

PHE:  It is good to know more about an educa-
tional opportunity in which millions of students are 
enrolled.  A verification of your points as to the 
benefits and increased work occasioned by online 
education just came from the nursing student who 
is proofing our dialogue.  She calls it “fantastic!”  
Thank you for an interesting interview. 

 
Remembering Paul Roazen: Role 

Model, Mentor, Teacher, and 
Critic 

 

Daniel Burston 
Duquesne University 

 

Thirty years ago, when I was but twenty, I 
read a book that—quite literally—changed my life.  
It was Paul Roazen's Brother Animal (1986).  Dur-
ing the previous two years, I had struggled with a 
series of books by and about Freud, C.G. Jung, the 
Glover brothers, Erich Fromm, and Erik Erikson.  
The impressions I had gleaned of Freud’s personal-
ity from these disparate sources did not create a 
clear or consistent impression.  Freud doubtlessly 
was a major thinker of the twentieth century, but 
Freud the man was a mystery to me, rendered all 
the more elusive by the dense controversies that 
swirled around him. 

 

By a fortunate coincidence, before reading 
Brother Animal, I had read Erich Fromm, Sigmund 
Freud's Mission: An Analysis of His Personality 
and Influence (NY: Harper & Row, 1959).  Fromm 
had argued that there was a strong authoritarian 
streak in Freud, a trait that manifested itself in a 
certain emotional coldness in his dealings with oth-
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ers.  I was still mulling this argument over when 
Brother Animal came to my attention.  Fromm had 
used fragments of Freud’s dreams and a few tidbits 
of correspondence to make his case.  Initially, I 
found this approach quite original.  When I read 
Roazen’s gloss on the correspondence between 
Lou Salome and Sigmund Freud with respect to 
Tausk’s analysis and suicide, I was completely 
blown away.  Even now, I remember being struck 
by the convergence between Fromm and Roazen's 
perspectives, though Roazen’s reflections were 
more powerfully persuasive.  Thirteen years later, 
while researching The Legacy of Erich Fromm 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1991), I 
discovered that, like myself, Fromm had initially 
greeted Roazen’s revelations with considerable 
shock, but in due course, had only praise for Paul’s 
clarity and courage.  I soon discovered Fromm 
warmly recommended Brother Animal to all his 
students in Mexico and the United States, most of 
whom read the book with considerable apprecia-
tion. 

 

Meanwhile, having read Brother Animal, I 
quickly acquired a copy of Roazen’s first book, 
entitled Freud: Political and Social Thought 
(1968), which was stimulating but dense.  Freud 
and his Followers, which I read next, was thor-
oughly engrossing—an absolutely riveting read 
(1971).  I finished it in two days, and wanted more.  
Together with Henri Ellenberger’s book, The Dis-
covery of the Unconscious (NY: Basic Books, 
1970), another monumental eye-opener, these glo-
rious discoveries prompted me to devote myself to 
studying the politics and history of psychoanalysis, 
and the applications of psychoanalysis to the study 
of politics, history, and religion.  Since Roazen 
taught at York University in my hometown of To-
ronto, I resolved to study with him, and during my 
undergraduate career, I majored in Political Sci-
ence, which was Paul’s primary discipline.   

 

In retrospect, I suppose my exposure to 
Paul’s ideas and personality was fairly intensive.  
Much of my second and third years centered 
around my course work with him.  I was dazzled 
and occasionally confused by his richly stimulat-
ing, but poorly organized, lectures on Freud and 
his followers.  These were leavened with lengthy 
reflections on Norman O. Brown, Phillip Rieff, 
John Stuart Mill, Isaiah Berlin, Dostoyevsky, 

Nietzsche, Thoreau, T.E. Lawrence, Rilke, Frost, 
Alexis de Tocqueville, William Bullitt, Harold 
Laswell, Walter Lippmann, and Herbert Marcuse.  
It was quite an education! Though I already enter-
tained some strong suspicions on this score, Paul 
made it crystal clear to me that Freud’s overall sen-
sibility was profoundly undemocratic, anti-
American and utterly disdainful of the experimen-
tal method.  I also remember an illuminating ex-
change when Paul noted my stubborn misconcep-
tion of Freud as some kind of blunt, Germanic 
truth teller.  He pointed out that Freud was Vien-
nese, after all, and furnished me and my classmates 
with several vignettes of sugar-coated and strategic 
insincerity on Freud’s part that left some of us in 
stitches.   

 

Thus far, it may seem as if Paul only dwelt 
on Freud’s less admirable qualities, but that is not 
the case.  While perfectly candid about these fea-
tures of Freud’s personality, Paul also had bound-
less admiration for Freud’s courage and originality, 
his willingness to transgress normal disciplinary 
boundaries to reach profound or illuminating in-
sights into human nature and society, and his stub-
born unwillingness to compromise when funda-
mentals were at stake.  He was also quite tolerant 
of Freud’s contradictions and made the point that 
notable inconsistencies between theory and prac-
tice are not always evidence of base hypocrisy, but 
sometimes operate for the better, rather than the 
worse.   

 

 While doing my master’s degree, I 
switched from political science to an interdiscipli-
nary program in social and political thought, but 
was still Paul’s teaching assistant for one year.  
That, too, was an education, albeit of a different 
sort.  In person, Paul was warm and accessible.  He 
was a good listener, and generous with his time.  
But in the classroom, Paul often overwhelmed un-
dergraduates with the breadth and diversity of his 
historical allusions and references, expecting a 
depth and sophistication (and a familiarity with 
things American) that many graduate students did 
not yet possess.  Watching Paul lecture in an angry 
or vulnerable state of mind, teetering on the brink 
of rage or incoherence, as he did occasionally, 
taught me some valuable lessons about not idealiz-
ing one’s teachers and role models excessively.  
Paul’s occasional lapses in the classroom were 
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compounded by his recent divorce from Deborah 
Heller Roazen, which had left him reeling for sev-
eral years afterwards.  He seldom spoke about 
these matters without becoming visibly distressed 
and offending some of his female listeners.   

 

Hoping to follow in my teacher’s footsteps, 
I still cherished the illusion that someone who had 
written such lucid and engaging portraits of others 
must be completely “together.”  I eventually dis-
covered that there is often a significant gap be-
tween the eloquent and composed authorial per-
sona and the actual flesh and blood human being 
who is frail and fallible, and sometimes deeply dis-
appointing.  Of course, this discovery was a grad-
ual process, rather than a singular event, and Paul 
was neither the first nor the last role model to pro-
voke reflections like these.  But the impression was 
deep and, initially, a little disconcerting. 

 

It was around this time that our friendship 
was established, and I started to speak with Paul at 
length about my own research interests.  Among 
other things, I was interested in Fromm’s analysis 
of left-wing, as well as right-wing, authoritarian-
ism.  In view of its Weimar origins, Fromm’s re-
flections on left-wing authoritarianism were quite 
relevant to the bourgeoning notion of “political 
correctness” sweeping North American campuses, 
a notion that was both silly and sinister and which 
did so much to provoke the powerful—and equally 
mindless—right-wing backlash that has engulfed 
our world today.  Though I leaned farther left than 
Paul, we both abhorred the conformist attitudes.  
We also had some lively conversations about the 
Fromm-Marcuse debate that preoccupied left-wing 
Freudians of that era.  While Marcuse and his fol-
lowers eclipsed Fromm and his followers in sheer 
numbers, and sometimes trounced them in spirited 
debates, I frequently defended Fromm’s ideas and 
reputation against Marcuse’s onslaught, both pub-
licly, on the podium, and in print.  Paul listened 
sympathetically as I spelled out my complaints 
with Marcuse, and I flatter myself that some of my 
remarks may have colored Paul’s later reflections. 

 

We did not agree on everything.  Being 
very proud of his American heritage, Paul spoke 
somewhat disparagingly about Canadian educa-
tion, politics, and culture.  Being a proud Cana-
dian, I resented this, and told him so—tactfully.  
He would nod quietly and smile, but nothing 

would change, so I did not press the issue.  Our 
exchanges on other subjects were a little more spir-
ited.  I found his biography of Helene Deutsch 
(1985) a little too sympathetic, and reproached her 
for taking some theoretical and political positions 
based on expediency, rather than genuine princi-
ple—for “playing along” with the Freudian estab-
lishment, and allowing Freud to appropriate her 
ideas without sufficient acknowledgement.  
Though I never said so in so many words, I think 
Paul was a little infatuated with Deutsch, who 
granted him unusually generous access for a 
woman in her position, and that in exchange, he 
glossed over her husband, Felix Deutsch’s more 
egregious character flaws—at least in print.  (In 
person, he was more candid on this score.)  Con-
versely, I thought his study of Erikson (1976) was 
a little too harsh, and that he exaggerated the inten-
sity of Erikson’s (ostensible) conservative agenda 
by a considerable margin.  In retrospect, I am re-
lieved to say that, though he did not budge an inch, 
Paul was able to listen to my comments about 
Deutsch (and his book about her) with equanimity.  
But his attitude toward Erikson was adamant, 
though it softened appreciably in the many articles 
and chapters he devoted to him. 

 

The biggest disagreement I had with Paul 
took place in 1992, shortly before I left Toronto to 
take a job at Duquesne University in Pittsburgh.  
Paul sometimes hosted monthly dinners where the 
assembled guests discussed selected topics in the 
history of psychiatry and psychoanalysis.  While 
featured speakers were mostly visiting luminaries, 
local guests could also present there, so I offered to 
discuss R.D. Laing.  I knew that Paul disliked 
Laing, but I was not prepared for just how deep 
and personal his dislike was.  His attitude towards 
me at dinner and afterwards, as I haltingly at-
tempted to outline my work in progress in the face 
of his angry interruption, was simply scathing. 

 

Paul’s visceral antipathy toward R.D. 
Laing is still a mystery to me.  Paul was always 
tolerably sympathetic toward the “bad boys” of 
psychoanalysis—Groddeck, Reich, Rado, and 
Szasz.  I never heard him trash or dismiss any of 
them out of hand for their personal or professional 
imperfections.  In fact, some of his remarks about 
Rado were positively glowing, and he always had a 
healthy respect for Szasz—a warmly reciprocated 
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respect.  So why pick on Laing?  I guess that Laing 
made a very poor impression on some of Paul’s 
friends in Boston.  Perhaps, without actually say-
ing so, these were people whose opinion he valued 
over mine.  It is also remotely possible that Paul’s 
antipathy was influenced or reinforced by the 
equally scalding appraisal of Thomas Szasz, who 
dismisses Laing as a posturing phony. 

 

  By contrast, I have always maintained 
that despite his many vivid shortcomings, both as a 
theorist and a simple human being, there is none-
theless a lucid, intelligible core to Laing’s work 
that is not trivial, and warrants continued study and 
reflection.  In composing my book, I worked very 
hard to eschew the twin evils of idealization and 
denigration, to present a balanced picture of Laing 
as a gifted but tormented human being.  While the 
book was in progress, I drew great solace from Ry-
croft, who repeatedly reassured me that I had got 
Laing’s character “just right.”  It was not until well 
after the book was published in 1996 that Paul 
moderated his opinion somewhat.  After the book 
was reviewed in The New York Times and his be-
loved New York Review of Books, Paul allowed 
that the book was reasonably good, but cautioned 
me against writing another book about Laing and 
committing “career suicide.”  I took this as an ac-
knowledgment on his part that his behavior that 
evening several years ago had been completely 
over the top, but that his opinion of Laing was nev-
ertheless unchanged.   

 

Paul was an incredibly prolific writer, and 
as the years passed, I tried to follow the steady 
stream of publications that continued to flow from 
his pen.  All I know is that, despite our differences 
over the years, I remember Paul with affection and 
respect.  I remember his temper, but I also remem-
ber his impish, slightly goofy smile, his refreshing 
and unrestrained laughter, and his boundless enthu-
siasm for people and ideas.  I also remember his 
sense of mission and his palpable sense of relief 
when I decided, finally, not to train as an analyst.   
Paul felt, as I do, that the history of psychoanalysis 
cannot be left entirely to the psychoanalysts them-
selves, who tend to divide and distort the record 
along sectarian lines.  Being a member of a psy-
choanalytic institute or referral network usually 
imposes invisible constraints or blinkers, and 
unless the historical writings of analysts are scruti-

nized and balanced by the efforts of professionally 
trained historians who have nothing to lose by be-
ing perfectly candid, all kinds of mythology and 
misconceptions will flourish freely.    

 

Having said that, it is also the case that the 
history of psychoanalysis has changed a great deal 
since Paul began writing in the 1960s.  Problems 
persist on all sides, but for the most part, it has 
changed for the better, thanks to Paul’s effort and 
example.  Nevertheless, though he tried valiantly, 
Paul himself did not always get the “big picture,” 
and sometimes missed or glossed over important 
issues.  When it came to psychoanalysis and relig-
ion, or the epistemological dimension of analytic 
theory and therapy—realism versus relativism, 
positivism versus hermeneutics, etc.—Paul was 
often trite or simply lost.  Though it was usually 
evident to others who were versed in theology, 
comparative religion and the history and philoso-
phy of science, he was too proud to admit when he 
was out of his depth in these controversial arenas.   

 

When all is said and done, Paul’s limita-
tions pale in comparison to his positive contribu-
tions.  More than any single author in the field, 
Paul transformed our understanding of Freud and 
his disciples repeatedly in the last four decades.  
Like Fromm, Paul never wavered from his goal of 
celebrating Freud's genius without succumbing to 
pitfalls of excessive or misplaced Freud piety.  In 
addition to reviving Tausk's memory and contribu-
tions, he was the first to draw attention to Freud's 
analysis of his daughter Anna, and to his curious 
and distasteful flirtation with Mussolini (via Edu-
ardo Weismann).  He was among the first to give 
Adler, Jung, and Rank their due, and carefully re-
frained from the orthodox habit of dismissing 
every cogent objection to Freud’s theory as the de-
rivative manifestation of unresolved Oedipal angst, 
thereby changing the climate of discussion, and 
raising the bar for scholarly objectivity.   

 

Taken together, Paul Roazen’s work on the 
history of psychoanalysis constitutes an important 
contribution to twentieth century thought and let-
ters.  Whether they know it or not, everyone work-
ing in this field nowadays is directly or indirectly 
in his debt.  Thank you, Paul.  You will be missed. 

 

Daniel Burston, PhD, Chair Elect of the 
Psychology Department at Duquesne University, 
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holds doctorates in psychology (1989) and in so-
cial and political thought (1985) from York Uni-
versity in Toronto.  He is also an Associate of the 
Center for Philosophy of Science at the University 
of Pittsburgh, and on the Advisory Board of the C. 
G. Jung Analyst Training Program of Pittsburgh, 
the Advisory Board of Janus Head, and the Edito-
rial Board of the Journal of the Society for Exis-
tential Analysis.  His books are The Legacy of 
Erich Fromm (1991), The Wing of Madness: The 
Life and Work of R. D. Laing (1996), and The Cru-
cible of Experience: R. D. Laing and the Crisis of 
Psychotherapy (2000).  He was Erik Erikson 
Scholar at the Austin Riggs Center in 1999-2000. 
Professor Burston can be contacted at <burston@ 
duq.edu>. 
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Psychoanalysis.  New Brunswick: Transaction 
Publishers, 1990. 
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Massachusetts, 1993. 

 

Heresy: Sandor Rado and the Psychoanalytic 
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1995.  
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Oedipus in Britain: Edward Glover and the Strug-
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scious: Mill, Nietzsche, Dostoevsky, Freud, 
Fromm, Bettelheim, and Erikson.  London: 
Open Gate Press, 2000. 
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Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2001. 

 

The Trauma of Freud: Controversies in Psycho-
analysis.  New Brunswick: Transaction Pub-
lishers, 2002. 

 

On the Freud Watch: Public Memoirs.  London: 
Free Association Books, 2003. 
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London: Hogarth Press, 2003. 

  

Eduardo Weiss: The House That Freud Built.  New 
Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2005. 

 

Les secrets de la psychoanalyse et de son historie, 
with Andre Haynal & Ernst Falzeder.  Paris, 
Presses Universities de France, 2005. 

   
The Doctor and the Diplomat: The Mysterious 

Collaboration Between Freud and Bullitt on 
Woodrow Wilson.  New York: Rowland & Lit-
tlefield, in press. 

 

Escaping from the Mind of Man: The Continuing 
Story of Freud and Tausk, forthcoming.  

 

 An Informal History of Psychoanalysis. New 
York: Rowland & Littlefield, forthcoming. 

 

 Edited books have not been included 
above.  It should be noted that a large number of 
Roazen’s books have been republished, often by 
more prestigious presses.  Many have been trans-
lated into various languages.  We wish to thank 
Professor Daniel Heller Roazen of Princeton for 
providing his late father’s resume.  

We welcome photos of members 
 of our Editorial Board and of deceased 

colleagues to be put on our website. 



Clio’s Psyche Page 139 December 2005 
 

Elisabeth Young-Bruehl and the 
Vita Psychoanalytica 

(continued from page 113) 
 

pleted her BA at the New School for Social Re-
search in New York.  There she went on to com-
plete her MA and PhD  in philosophy under Han-
nah Arendt’s supervision (1975).  Dr. Young-
Bruehl then taught at Wesleyan University and 
later at Haverford College.   She did postgraduate 
coursework in psychoanalytic theory at the West-
ern New England Institute for Psychoanalysis in 
New Haven, graduated in 1999 from the Philadel-
phia Association for Psychoanalysis, and has been 
certified by the American Psychoanalytic Associa-
tion.  Her seminars on the history of psychoanaly-
sis have been offered at the Graduate Faculty’s 
Program in Psychoanalytic Studies, the Institute of 
Pennsylvania Hospital, the Chicago Center for 
Psychoanalysis, and the Psychoanalytic Institute of 
Northern California.  Currently, Dr. Young-Bruehl 
is on the faculty at the Columbia University Center 
for Psychoanalytic Training and Research.  She is 
or has been on the editorial boards of The Journal 
of the American Psychoanalytic Association, The 
International Journal of Psycho-Analysis,  Ameri-
can Imago, Psychoanalysis and Psychotherapy, 
and the new journals Studies in Gender and Sexu-
ality and Psychoanalysis, Culture and Society.      
 

 Elisabeth Young-Bruehl is the author 
of  two award-winning biographies, Hannah 
Arendt: For Love of the World (1982) and Anna 
Freud: A Biography (1988).  In addition to these 
psychobiographies, she has published a 
monograph entitled Freedom and  Karl Jaspers’s 
Philosophy (1981), a novel, Vigil (1983), a 
collection of her essays, Mind and the Body Politic 
(1989), an anthology of Freud’s writings on female 
psychology, Freud on Women (1990), a study of 
types of creativity, Creative Characters (1991), 
and an anthology of short fiction from around the 
world, Global Cultures  (1994).  The Anatomy of 
Prejudices, published by Harvard University 
Press, was named the “Best Book in Psychology 
for 1996” by the American Association of 
Publishers.  A second collection of Dr. Young-
Bruehl’s essays, Subject to Biography, was 
published by Harvard in 1999, and a book co-
authored with Faith Bethelard entitled 

Cherishment: A Psychology of the Heart appeared 
in  2000  from Free Press.  In 2003 Other Press 
published a third essay collection, Where Do We 
Fall When We Fall In Love? 
 

 Elisabeth Young-Bruehl has been awarded 
various grants and honors too numerous to list 
here, including a National Endowment for the 
Humanities grant and a Guggenheim Prize.  She is 
a most sought-out speaker on the subjects of 
psychoanalysis, psychohistory, philosophy, and 
feminism, as well as child psychology and 
psychosocial interventions in the local and global 
communities.  In the fall of 2005, Young-Bruehl 
(EYB) was interviewed by Judith Harris and Paul 
Elovitz. 
 

Clio’s Psyche: What brought you to psychoanaly-
sis and psychobiography? 
 

Elisabeth Young-Bruehl: When I was finishing 
my biography of Hannah Arendt in 1981, I was 
invited to join the Gardiner Seminar in Psychiatry 
and the Humanities at Yale, where I met many of 
the clinicians who have been most influential on 
me, many of them associates of Anna Freud’s.  My 
colleague at Wesleyan, Paul Schwaber, also a 
member of the Seminar, was doing analytic train-
ing, and sent me an example.  Just as I was starting 
an analysis with Hans Loewald and deciding to 
train, the executor of Anna Freud’s estate invited 
me to write Anna Freud’s biography and made her 
papers available to me.  So my training and my 
learning about Anna Freud’s work were inter-
woven, as were my first experience as an analy-
sand and my first experience with psychobiogra-
phy. 
 

CP:  Of which of your works are you most proud? 
 

EYB:  I have written a dozen books of many dif-
ferent sorts and genres, in many fields, so my feel-
ings about them are quite different, not really com-
parable.  I am most proud of my novel as a literary 
work; of Cherishment for its central idea about an 
ego instinctual drive for cherishment and  as an 
experiment in clinical writing; of the biographies 
as biographies and as contributions to the history 
of their fields, political theory and psychoanalysis.  
But the book that I feel represents most clearly the 
range of my intellect and my interests and is the 
most original and synthetic contribution to social 
science is The Anatomy of Prejudices.  In this 
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book, I elaborated on a theory of character types 
(first advanced in Creative Characters), and I 
think this is my most valuable contribution to ap-
plied psychoanalysis.  I use my own typology of 
hysterical, obsessional, and narcissistic characters 
everyday in my clinical work, but I also think I 
read evidence for it every day in my newspaper.   
 

CP:  What are you working on now?   What is its 
importance and when do you expect to have it pub-
lished? 
 

EYB:  Because I now make my living full time as 
a clinician, I cannot write as I used to, turning out 
a book every few years.  I work in smaller pieces.   
Out of lots of pieces and lectures, I am slowly 
writing a history of psychoanalysis, but not one 
that involves interviews or archival research, 
which I cannot do now.   This is an intellectual-
clinical history.  I am also working on a history of 
the discovery of child abuse, which starts by con-
sidering the 1962 article “The Battered Child Syn-
drome.”   But, again, this is built on published 
sources, although it involves some clinical writing 
based on my own work.  What all my current pro-
jects have in common is that I use my knowledge 
of the history of psychoanalysis to identify areas 
and topics that have not been written about or have 
been written about only very incompletely.  For 
reasons of my own history, I need to be a pioneer 
with a topic, as I needed to be the first biographer 
of my two subjects.  I do not like to have to follow 
or to rebel against what others have done; I do not 
want to get to the head of the Nile and have to say 
“Dr.  Livingston, I presume?” 
 

CP:  What is your primary affiliation?   Is it psy-
choanalysis, psychobiography, psychology, psy-
chohistory, women’s studies, or something else? 
 

EYB:  I don’t have a primary affiliation, although 
I do think psychoanalytically now, no matter what 
field I am working in.   I walk down the street psy-
choanalytically now.  In my experience, psycho-
analysis is not so much a field or a technique, a 
science or an art, as it is a way of life, like yoga, a 
Lebensform, the vita psychoanalytica. 
 

CP: What special training was most helpful in 
your scholarly work; and what special training was 
most helpful in your doing your clinical work? 
 

EYB:  As I noted, doing clinical writing as part of 

my training was very helpful to me.  In my clinical 
work, spending time in the Institute of Pennsyl-
vania Hospital with special very disturbed popula-
tions—borderlines, multiple personality disorders, 
schizophrenics, addicts—was enormously helpful 
to me, particularly for making diagnoses and 
working collaboratively with psychopharmacolo-
gists.   But, more generally, what I came away 
from my training with, and use daily as I work 
clinically and as I write, is an increased ability to 
observe myself as I work, to be sensitive to my 
countertransference and to make self-analysis con-
tinuously a feature of my life.    
 

CP:  Have you published, or do you plan to pub-
lish, an autobiography or any autobiographical 
writings—that is—beyond Cherishment’s autobio-
graphical nuances?    
 

EYB:  My novel Vigil is an autobiography, but 
very intricately disguised and not written with the 
conscious intention of writing an autobiography.  
It is autobiographical as a dream is: all the charac-
ters are facets of myself, the whole is the plurality 
of my selves insofar as I knew them at the time 
(that is, when I was thirty, and before my analy-
sis).  I have considered writing an autobiography 
on the basis of my journal, which I have kept off 
and mostly on for my whole adult life, and which 
is full of my dreams.  But I hesitate for two differ-
ent types of reasons.  One is that I cannot solve the 
problem of protecting the confidentiality of my 
loved ones or of myself (because I do not want 
patients and prospective patients to know too 
much).  The second reason is that I think I inhib-
ited my own psychoanalysis at times by trying to 
be the analyst myself, not letting my analyst be my 
analyst, and I would not like to repeat that problem 
of narcissism and inability to surrender control, 
which would, in an autobiography, manifest as a 
problem of perspective.  This problem might yield 
as I grow older and hopefully wiser, but the first 
one is intrinsically recalcitrant.  After 9/11, I wrote 
a long autobiographical piece focused on the 
dream I had the night of the attack and on the 
dream one of my patients had the night before the 
attack.  But the piece, which is very interesting (to 
me, at least) on the topic of traumatic day residues 
and prophetic dreams, reveals too much about the 
end of a love affair that was coming about at that 
time.     
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CP:  As a practicing psychoanalyst, distinguished 
theorist, and a widely praised biographer of Anna 
Freud and Hannah Arendt, you wrote the essay 
collection Subject to Biography, which reflects on 
the relations among self-knowledge, autobiogra-
phy, biography and cultural history.  How does the 
biographer’s task become a mirror of one’s own 
self—and did you find yourself changed or altered 
as a woman and a feminist as you wrote through 
that empathetic stance? 
 

EYB:  Analysts who write about the experience of 
immigrants or people who move from one culture 
to another sometimes speak of a “third individua-
tion,” contrasting that to the second individuation 
of adolescence and the first of childhood.  My bi-
ographies were my third individuation.  In and 
through them, I individuated from my second fam-
ily, my “family romance” family, which I had cre-
ated with Hannah Arendt, who was my teacher, 
and with the circle around Anna Freud, whom I 
never met.  This was an ideal and idealized family 
of intellectual nurture and mentorship, German 
Jewish, philosophical and psychoanalytical, and I 
grew, expanded, enormously in that family, a pre-
dominantly female family, a matriarchy.  But I 
also had to individuate, to come into my own, 
moving back into my own originary culture, as 
well as forward into a global culture that is evolv-
ing around me, and that all of us are immigrating 
into.  It interests me that I resist speaking German 
or French now, and I have enjoyed in recent years 
reading ancient Greek again, as I first did in my 
undergraduate student years, while I have also en-
joyed writing a more colloquial, non-technical 
English.  These languages mean different things to 
me psychically and culturally.   
 

CP:  What training should a person entering ap-
plied psychoanalysis/psychobiography/ psychohis-
tory today pursue?  
 

EYB:  That depends on the level a person desires.  
You can do good work with bookish learning of 
psychoanalysis, but if you want to go as far as you 
can go in applied analysis, you need a full analytic 
training, or at least a personal analysis.   
 

CP:  You came from a literary background, be-
came involved in psychoanalysis, and made a deci-
sion at a point in your career (as you describe in 
Cherishment) to become a practitioner.   Please 

reflect on that chain of events? 
 

EYB:  I noted before the external circumstances of 
my shift from being an academic to training, but, I 
am sure you can appreciate, the shift was densely 
over determined—like a conversion experience.  
And it took a long time, as I started training in 
New Haven in the mid-80’s, interrupted it for 
nearly a decade, and finished in Philadelphia in the 
late 90’s.   Both I and the world changed a great 
deal in those fifteen years.  I can describe the tran-
sition in many ways, but it is perhaps simplest to 
say that I wanted more out of life than scholarship 
and teaching represented to me; I felt that I was 
not using all my talents or developing all my inter-
ests as an academic, I felt that my emotions, my 
character were constricted in the academy.  At the 
same time, I realized that the teaching I was doing 
verged on the psychotherapeutic and if that is what 
I felt good about, I should be trained for it and as-
sume the appropriate role, therapist.  (In my prac-
tice, I work predominantly with young adults.) 
Across my life, I wanted more freedom: from aca-
demic discourse, from unempathic intellectual 
conventionality, from any particular sexual scene 
or definition.  At a moment when so many intellec-
tuals, particularly feminists, found psychoanalysis 
a  constriction, I found its theory and practice (not 
its organizations) a liberation.   
 

CP:  How do you see psychobiography and psy-
choanalysis developing in the next decade?  Do 
you think by necessity it will develop into a politi-
cal analysis of groups rather than individuals? 
(Clio’s Psyche is subtitled Understanding the 
‘Why’ of Culture, Current Events, History, and 
Society)  How do you interpret that “Why”, and 
which of the analysts or philosophers you have 
written about or associated with would best answer 
that “Why?”   
 

EYB:  Historically, psychobiography has followed 
psychoanalysis, so in the era of “the Oedipus com-
plex is the nucleus of the neuroses,” psychobiogra-
phy was applied Oedipus complex.  Later, when 
the pre-Oedipal mother-child dyad became the nu-
cleus of the neuroses, psychobiographers became 
frantic to find out if their subjects had been nursed.   
As countertransference moved more into the fore 
clinically, psychobiographers took to walking into 
the pages of their books in the first person singu-
lar, telling how they loved or hated or wrestled 
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with their subjects.  (In my estimation, this trend 
has been as unhappy for psychobiography as it has 
for psychoanalysis, where it seems to me have re-
sulted in a lot of posturing, preciousness, and what 
one of my patients calls “look at me, me, me!” be-
havior.)  Group psychology, too, has tended to fol-
low clinically-focused theory rather than leading it, 
with the exception that clinicians have become 
more sensitive to their patients’ cultural back-
grounds, particularly if analyst and analysand are 
of different cultures.  We are all what used to be 
called “Cultural Freudians” to a degree that would 
have surprised Karen Horney, although this does 
not mean that important works by early psycho-
analytic students of cultural diversity, like Georges 
Devereux, inventor of the sub-field  “ethno-
psychoanalysis,” have become well known (even 
though you can visit his French devotees on the 
web).  Psychoanalysis will certainly become more 
connected to fields that are more empirical, more 
reality-based, body-oriented, and political—and 
this is a matter of do or die.   But it will be interest-
ing to see whether this necessary connecting, 
which will hopefully bring psychoanalysis out of 
its long isolation and defensiveness—often arro-
gant defensiveness—will happen without psycho-
analysis losing its own unique way of thinking and 
experiencing and its commitment to not reducing 
the psyche to a function of something else, 
whether neurons or socio-political realities.  Clini-
cally, I expect that the most interesting psychoana-
lytic work will be done in areas of the world where 
national health care systems support psychoanaly-
sis, so that there are some patients, particularly 
child patients (with whom the really pioneering 
work has always been done)—and that is certainly 
not likely to be the case in our country.   
 

CP:  What do we as psychohistorians and psycho-
analysts need to do to strengthen our work?  
 

EYB:  I’m going to take up your previous “why?” 
question here, by saying that to me it really seems 
time for psychohistory and psychoanalysis to give 
up asking “why?”  “Why?” presumes that there is 
an answer, one answer.   You put a question like 
“why does someone become a terrorist?” and you 
are already weighing against the complexity of the 
real world.   There are as many routes to terrorism 
as there are terrorists.  I am always struck by the 
over generalizing endemic to psychoanalysis, its 

applied branches—psychohistory, psychobiogra-
phy, psychoanalytic literary criticism, etc.—and its 
mergers like psychoanalytic feminism or feminist 
psychoanalysis.  So much searching after a single 
key to a question that has been construed as a sin-
gle lock.  “Why does someone become homosex-
ual?” (To which I suppose the only reasonable an-
swer is another question, “why not?”)  The most 
impressively ambitious mid-20th century work of 
applied analysis, The Authoritarian Personality, is 
a good example of distorting overgeneralization: it 
presumes that prejudice is a single phenomenon 
(no difference between anti-Semitism and racism, 
both are “ethnocentrism”) and that there is a single 
answer to the question “why are people preju-
diced?” which is “because they are authoritarian 
personalities.”  I tend to appreciate good use of 
Idealtypen in the tradition of Max Weber’s work 
because it stresses plurals—there are prejudiced 
personalities of different types, as there are preju-
dices of different types, so we need careful, phe-
nomenological study.  In my experience, the best 
clinicians are the ones who linger long and lov-
ingly over details—the intricate texture of a dream, 
the nuances of secondary revisions, etc., etc.—and 
work their way cautiously toward theory.    
 

CP:  One of the points you make in Cherishment 
is that we need to rethink general theory in order to 
find the missing links (even when they exist in the 
language itself) that will tell us more about culture 
and the individual’s development.  Do you some-
times see yourself as breaking new ground in or-
thodox psychoanalytic thinking? 
 

EYB:  As I implied before, I always travel back 
into our history while I am traveling critically in 
our present.  Before I set out to think about how 
the concept “character” might be useful to us now, 
and to question its absence from most fields of ap-
plied analysis, I  read the whole history of the con-
cept in psychoanalysis, lingering over moments—
like the “Culture and Personality” school based at 
Columbia after the Second World War—where it 
was central, and then I consulted other traditions 
(Aristotle’s characterology, the Hippocratic char-
acterology, etc.) and only then was I at all ready to 
judge my own ideas, and refine them, reference 
them.  This is the way I was taught to philosophize 
by Hannah Arendt (who learned it from Heideg-
ger): if you want to think deeply about a phenome-
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non or a concept or the way a phenomenon has 
been conceptualized, you go back to the arche, the 
beginning, and follow the whole development, 
making use of philological tools, keeping what is 
helpful, freeing yourself of what is blinding, noting 
silences.   Between Past and Future is a collection 
of Arendt’s “exercises in political thinking,” each 
one of which comes to a strikingly original use of 
a concept by means of a critical philological-
historical tour.  You might think I am just describ-
ing “deconstruction,” but I don’t think so; 
“reconstruction” would be more apt.   Cherishment 
is an exercise over the question “is there a concept 
in the European tradition that is like the Japanese 
concept amae?” (and I continued the exercise into 
an essay coauthored with the classicist Joseph 
Russo in Where Do We Fall When We Fall In 
Love?).  When I break new ground in psychoana-
lytic theory, it usually turns out that I have dug up 
a lost treasure.    
 

CP:  What is the importance of childhood to psy-
chohistory?    
 

EYB:  It is devoutly to be desired that some 
hugely erudite but also clinically astute person will 
come along some day and produce a merger of the 
relatively new subfield of history that is history of 
childhood with the subfield of psychoanalysis that 
is child (and adolescent) analysis.  This would 
make it obvious how important childhood (or per-
haps it would be more accurate to say child-rearing 
practice) is to psychohistory.  And it would have 
the further good effect of showing that there has 
been in all of recorded history a range of forms of 
prejudice against children —childism, I call this—
that is perhaps the most fundamental form of 
prejudice in history and for the study of history.    
 

CP:  Do you care to comment on what your own 
childhood was like? 
 

EYB:  This would require the autobiography that, 
as I said before, I cannot write.  But let me say just 
superficially that my childhood had a key “Before” 
and “After” in it.  My first five years were a kind 
of idyll—the effects are visible in an album of 
family photographs in which I always appear so 
wide-eyed, open, radiantly smiling.  Things got 
complicated when my mother had her third child 
and was quite overwhelmed with the responsibili-
ties of three small children, the last one quite frail 

and then prone to illnesses.  At that point, when I 
was not being mother’s little helper, I turned to my 
older brother and my father for company and the 
three of us got all organized around sports and rec-
reation and the out of doors.  School became the 
arena where I had no competition.   To cut a long 
story short, I came out of this move from the world 
of my mother and sister to the world of my father 
and brother with a mother identification and a fa-
ther identification of almost perfectly equal 
strengths, and I have continued to be a character 
blend of a quiet, caretaking, artistic sensibility with 
one that is activist, athletic, achievement-oriented.  
My parents, so extremely different, had an explo-
sive divorce, while I, although I tip one way or the 
other now and again, have been a strong marriage 
of opposites intrapsychically for nearly sixty years. 
 

CP:  Some Forum researchers have been strug-
gling with the relationship between identification 
with a particular parent and achievement.  If you 
would like to comment on this, it would be helpful 
to them and interesting for our readers.    
 

EYB: I have been commenting on this, and will 
say further of myself that I think I have a particular 
proclivity toward identification as a mode of be-
ing.  All through school, I developed identifica-
tions with teachers in the way some people de-
velop crushes.  The objects of my identifications 
were always quite androgynous, and their achieve-
ments were enormous.  The women—the poet 
Muriel Rukeyser, Hannah Arendt—were women 
who succeeded in men’s worlds without benefit of 
feminism.  Characteristically, I blend those identi-
fications in my ego ideal.  But I am a feminist. 
 

CP:  In your experience and life, do you find that 
high achieving women are/were more identified 
with their fathers?    
 

EYB:  As I noted, in my personal experience, this 
is not so, or half so.  And both clinically and as a 
biographer, I find mixtures of identifications to be 
the norm in high achieving women –but, of course, 
the mixtures vary considerably, including in terms 
of gender.  Similarly, I observe great variation in 
mothers’ and fathers’ abilities to promote or sup-
port their daughters.  Anna Freud was certainly 
promoted in her adulthood by her father, but Han-
nah Arendt’s father died when she was a child, and 
she had to find father figures who promoted her 
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and with whom she could identify (particularly 
Karl Jaspers and her husband Heinrich Bluecher).    
 

CP: Are psychohistorians more father-identified 
than other people? 
 

EYB:  Are you presuming psychohistorians are a 
type and looking for the “why?”  I would not think 
of them as a group or a type.  I think there are me-
diums of creativity (verbal, visual, auditory, etc.)  
and types of thinking (empirical, philosophical, 
psychoanalytical, etc.), and creative character 
types, but I don’t think attraction to a genre defines 
a type.   
 

CP:  Father issues brings the father of our field, 
Freud, to mind.   You edited and wrote an intro-
duction to Freud on Women: A Reader (1990).   
What are some of your thoughts on Freud and 
women? 
 

EYB:   I think it is now clear to most people in our 
field that Freud’s understanding of women was 
much less accurate or complete than his under-
standing of men, and it is one of the great develop-
ments in psychoanalysis that his limitation has 
been addressed and is continuing to be addressed.  
But psychoanalysis had to be prompted and helped 
by feminists and then by psychoanalytically 
trained feminists in this project.  Work on female 
psychology, however, is still work in progress, for 
many reasons, one of which is that the distinction 
between sex and gender, which was so helpful and 
liberating, eventually brought psychoanalysts to 
too great a reliance on gender study, while sex 
study got rather neglected, as did the relations be-
tween sex and gender.  Anatomy is not destiny, but 
anatomy repressed will return.  Sexology and biol-
ogy and medicine (particularly neurology and en-
docrinology) are no longer such male dominated 
fields, thank goodness, and much information is 
coming to us from them.  In this period of 
‘correcting the pendulum swing’ or ‘avoiding bi-
nary thinking,’ study of intersexuals, transsexuals, 
and bisexuals has become, for example, very im-
portant.    
 

CP:  There is an exciting amount of recently ac-
quired knowledge regarding the psychology of 
women.   Please share some of this with us. 
 

EYB:  To my mind, the most important advance 
going on now is a move away from thinking in 

terms of a psychology of one Woman or one Fe-
male, in the singular or the abstract, toward an ap-
preciation of the huge diversity of lines of devel-
opment that different women follow and follow 
differently.  Again, this is an overcoming of a ten-
dency in the field toward over generalization.  
Also, developmental stages that have been rela-
tively neglected are being studied (menopause and 
post-menopause, for examples, partly because so 
many women analysts of my age are now around 
to contribute, using their own experience for moti-
vation and observation).   
 

CP:  Anna Freud carried the psychoanalytic torch 
that her father lit and appeared to idealize him.   
What other feelings lay beneath idealization is an 
important question.   Do you have any thoughts in 
this regard?  
 

EYB:  Anna Freud certainly idealized her father, 
but if you read her work—all eight volumes of it—
carefully, you see that she was a sophisticated his-
torian of psychoanalysis and very able to assess 
the limitations of his historical perspective on 
many (although not all) topics.   For just one ex-
ample, she says clearly that he was wrong to think 
in 1909, when he published the Little Hans case, 
that there could be no special technique for child 
analysis.  There is no such thing as unambivalent 
idealization, but Anna Freud’s idealization was 
remarkably unmixed; and this points us to a differ-
ent matter, it seems to me, which is that her ideali-
zation involved such an inhibition in her erotic life, 
so that she became rather like a nun loving a divin-
ity.    
 

CP:  Following up on an issue raised by Freud, 
what is the impact of parental loss on your level of 
achievement and those of subjects you have stud-
ied? 
 

EYB:  You can, of course, lose a parent in many 
ways, not just to death: to separation, to neglect, to 
betrayal or abuse, to changes brought about by ill-
ness and mental illness, to changes brought about 
by external traumas.  And it matters so much to 
what degree a child or an adult suffering loss holds 
himself or herself responsible and struggles—often 
in the medium of achievements—to make repara-
tions (and Melanie Klein’s study of reparative 
creativity is crucial here) or to find a way to be 
special or to find a way to be in control of unruly 



Clio’s Psyche Page 145 December 2005 
 

love or hate emotions and guilt toward the lost one 
or other people.    
 

CP:  How can psychoanalytically-oriented schol-
ars have more impact in academia and on society 
and international conflict in general?  
 

EYB:  By not thinking that they have answers that 
other people, not psychoanalytically informed, do 
not have.  The people who have most impact are 
always the ones who listen and learn most, avoid-
ing any form of ideology—although this does not 
usually appear to be the case, and it is not always 
the case in the short run or immediately.  One of 
the most moving experiences of my life was to be 
present three summers ago when His Holiness the 
Dalai Lama addressed a soccer stadium full of peo-
ple from all over the former Yugoslavia in Zagreb, 
Croatia—people who had been at war with each 
other only a few years before.  He delivered his 
characteristic message, which was then translated 
into half a dozen languages, one after the other, 
including into those of the former enemies, Croa-
tian and Serbian, about how he knew from travel-
ing the earth and listening carefully that all human 
beings desire happiness and all human beings are 
fundamentally compassionate.  And I was just as 
astonished to find myself surrounded by people, 
young and old—and believe me, these were not 
Buddhists—weeping, at once mourning and soak-
ing up his serenely joyful presence.  I was sitting 
with a psychoanalytically trained therapist from 
the Zagreb Center for Traumatized Children who 
told me that she felt that she would go back to her 
little war survivors the next morning, as she said, 
“completely in peace.”  I was witnessing what 
might be called a collective therapeutic action.  
Much could be said about what was involved.  But 
let me just observe what a difference it makes for 
the healer, one who has suffered so from war and 
exile, to be a person of peace, inner peace, who 
does not believe—or live his life on the belief—
that all human beings are innately aggressive or 
driven by a death drive!    
 

CP:  Please reflect on your collaborative work 
with Mark Bracher in the Association of Psycho-
analysis of Culture and Society and how that group 
evolved in the early 1990’s. 
 

EYB:  APCS is an important organization for de-
veloping applied psychoanalysis, bringing Psycho-

analysis, Culture and Society together as well as 
academicians and clinicians, and for sponsoring a 
fine journal,  (a journal that is refreshingly open to 
younger writers).  The organization has had a com-
plicated history of splitting and searching for com-
munity, and Mark Bracher, the journal’s superb 
founding editor, brought me in to chair its Board 
through the wake of a big split, which was a kind 
of  squabble among types of large ego Lacanians.  
I played the role of the peacemaker by being the 
one who didn’t represent any of the particular war-
ring ideologies and had no power stake.  The or-
ganization is in crisis again now, but this time be-
cause of financial woes and several large egos, 
while the ideological differences are not salient, so 
a single peacemaker is not needed—the whole 
Board needs to understand the situation and act 
collectively.  Different kinds of group crises and 
different kinds of group progress require different 
interventions.  In my experience, psychoanalytic 
organizations are no different than other types of 
intellectual or academic societies in their prone-
ness to splits and conflicts, except that psychoana-
lytically oriented people often think that they have 
been analyzed beyond such problems—a funny 
sort of egoism.  Robert Waelder, an associate of 
Anna Freud’s and the founder of my training insti-
tute in Philadelphia, used to say, quite rightly, “a 
mob of analysts is still a mob!”    
 

CP:  What are some more of your thoughts on the 
psychology and psychodynamics of violence in 
our world? 
 

EYB:  In my recent essay collection Where Do We 
Fall When We Fall in Love? I published an essay 
on “Characters of Violence” that argues for not 
over-generalizing about “the root of violence” and 
for appreciating the variety of motives for violence 
and forms of violence.  May I refer you to that? 
It’s not summarizable in a few words.   
 

CP:  How do you understand the psychology of 
terrorism and modes of intervention?  
 

EYB:  After 9/11, many people rushed forth to 
describe “the terrorist” with clichés about young 
people growing up in poverty and lashing out at 
the over-privileged and decadent West.  By now, 
fortunately, that stereotype and that stereotyping 
mode of analysis are receding and the complexity 
of our situation—the global situation—is being 
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better appreciated, as is the fact that no single 
mode of intervention will fit every particular type 
of terrorism.  But in our country, it will be hard for 
this sophistication to advance very far as long as 
we are being governed by a group of charac-
terologically obsessional, crony-corporate capital-
ist, anti-democratic, Christian fundamentalist ter-
rorists—a very specific type.   
 

CP:  What books were important to your develop-
ment?  Your mother describes you as a particularly 
“serious” child who was a different kind of jewel 
amongst the rest of her children.  Did you read se-
rious subjects even as a young girl?   If so, under 
whose apprenticeship, actual or imaginary, were 
you guided? 
 

EYB:  I’ll tell you a funny story, to continue on 
the theme of my proclivity toward identification.  
When I was about thirteen, I read Daniel Defoe’s 
The Journal of the Plague Year, having been so 
delighted by his Robinson Crusoe and thinking I 
would find another such wonderful book (at the 
time, I did not know much about the master-slave 
dialectic…).  After suffering through all Defoe’s 
horrific descriptions of people dying of the plague, 
I broke out in hives and my mother had to soak me 
in a baking soda bath!  I was a rather over-serious 
reader.  But it wasn’t books themselves that so af-
fected me, it was what they meant for me in terms 
of a persistent feeling I had that I did not under-
stand the world or people, that I was either provin-
cially naive or kept in ignorance.  (I don’t need to 
explain to psychoanalysts the characteristic child-
hood origins of this feeling of being little and ex-
cluded from the adult doings.)    Also as a thirteen 
year old, I read Leon Uris’s Exodus and then had a 
terrific quarrel with my father.  How, I angrily 
begged him to answer, could he have fought in the 
Second World War to defeat this Nazi regime that 
I had just learned about but not ever told me, in 
any of his many stories about his soldiering, what 
had happened to the European Jews?  How could I 
have gotten to be thirteen in ignorance of this?  I 
have been reading ever since compelled by the 
same sense that unbelievable things have happened 
about which one must know to be a grown-up, or 
as I would now say, a citizen of the world.  But I 
am happy to report that I have gotten over the idea 
that I would eventually come across a book—not 
even one by Freud—that would enlighten me or 

relieve me of my anxiety.    
 

CP:  Who else was important to your development 
as a quiet thinker, and then as a writer and activist 
sensitive to psychosocial conditions that effect our 
daily lives? Lacan? Foucault, Jaspers, Hans Loe-
wald? 
 

EYB:  Ultimately, it has been people I have 
known personally who were most important to my 
development (to my ego ideal), more than books, 
although some of the people—like Hannah Ar-
endt—wrote books.  I am deeply grateful to Hans 
Loewald, but more as my first analyst than as a 
writer.  The people who have influenced me share 
certain qualities: integrity (which I think of as 
healthy narcissism), modesty and respect for tradi-
tions combined with deep critical abilities, lack of 
moralism, eloquence, passion combined with disci-
pline, wry and dry wit, friendliness, compassion (I 
call this cherishment).   
 

CP:  You seem to find some optimism in forgive-
ness at the end of your last paper.  Do you think 
Arendt believed that love was by its nature, un-
worldly and unpolitical, but in a philosopher’s pur-
view?  
 

EYB:  I don’t really understand your question.  
But let me say something about forgiveness, which 
I wrote about recently when I was asked to lecture 
on Hannah Arendt’s “The Power to Forgive” in 
The Human Condition.  It seems to me that we 
have witnessed in the last decade a phenomenon—
the emergence of national Truth and Reconcilia-
tion commissions, following on the example of 
South Africa—that is unprecedented in the history 
of the world and certainly of nation states.   The 
Commissions that have sprung up in various parts 
of the world are very different in type and in suc-
cess (or unsuccess, as in the case of Chile), but 
they all to some degree recognize that Arendt was 
right in underscoring that forgiveness is necessary 
for there to be political life.  They are as signifi-
cant for the present moment as the emergence of 
the environmental movement after Silent Spring 
and the emergence of the women’s liberation 
movement after Le Deuxieme Sexe.  (You will note 
how three women triggered these movements with 
their writings, although the great recent politician 
practitioners of forgiveness are non-European 
men: Martin Luther King, Desmond Tutu, the 
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Dalai Lama). 
 

CP: Are there any mentors besides Arendt who 
come to mind? Perhaps even your own mother.   
How did she, or did she not come into your writing 
about amae—and the infant’s expectation for 
love? 
 

EYB: I have been mentioning mentors throughout 
this interview, and I would certainly put my 
mother at the head of  the list.  She is an emotional 
mentor, a cherisher, and she had a great capacity to 
fulfill my infant expectation of love.  I remember 
being so touched when she sent me a letter on my 
birthday—I was somewhere in my mid-twenties, 
living in New York, in the midst of the Vietnam 
War protests—in which she told me that each 
March 3rd she reminded herself that spring had 
come early to Maryland in 1946, and I was born on 
such a beautiful day, sunny and warm, “as fine a 
day as ever I saw in my life.”  This is the kind of 
thing that gives a person store enough of what 
Erikson called “basic trust” to go through quite a 
lot of adversity! 
 

CP: In reviewing some of Arendt’s writings I was 
struck by a quote in relation to Cherishment.  She 
writes: “Love, by reason of its passion, destroys 
the in-between which relates us to and separates us 
from others.   As long as its spell lasts, the only in-
between which can insert itself between two lovers 
is the child, loves own product… Through the 
child, it is as though the lovers return to the world 
from which their love had expelled them.”  For 
you, the infant holds a special position in our 
awareness, could you elaborate on this point? 
 

EYB: I think that it is widely understood now in 
most cultures—not just the psychoanalytic subcul-
ture—that the period “zero to three” (to use the 
title of an important journal) is absolutely crucial, 
foundational, for a person’s physical and emotional 
development and well-being, as it is understood 
that children of this age are much more complex 
and related to their environments than had been 
thought.  This understanding represents a kind of 
revolution in human thinking, a revolution as pro-
found as the feminist revolution that spread the 
understanding that women and men are equals.  
Eventually, one can hope, child-rearing practices 
and social protections will reflect the new shift in 
consciousness.  So far, the result is decidedly 

mixed (for the reason, as I implied before, that the 
prejudice I call childism is so deep).   
 

CP: Something Arendt said about Heidegger—that 
with such a teacher it is possible to be taught how 
to think—did she help you to do that?  Do you 
think thinking how to think is part of the curative 
process in analysis?   Or, if the “cure” is love, how 
does this happen?  
 

EYB: A lot of the literature on therapeutic action 
assumes that there is a single type of action that 
cures or a single process (perhaps one with begin-
ning, middle and end stages) that is curative.  All 
kinds of debates arise: does insight cure, or must 
there be re-experiencing involving regression and 
new progression?  Does love cure?  Instructions 
are issued: don’t settle for a mere transference 
cure; don’t read Franz Alexander’s paper on 
“corrective emotional experience” or be seduced 
by that phrase, etc.  Please excuse me if I once 
again ride out on my hobbyhorse to say that this 
literature, too, is full of over-generalizations.  In 
my experience, psychoanalytic cures involve many 
ingredients—in fact, all the ingredients that have 
been packaged separately belong in the cupboard.  
I work very differently with different patients—
using or making up different recipes, to continue 
my metaphor.  What helps a survivor of childhood 
sexual abuse who feels she was an unwanted child 
would not help a person who was the extension of 
a parent’s narcissism and feels entitled to be ruth-
less.  What works in a once a week therapy doesn’t 
necessarily work in a four day a week therapy, and 
vice versa.   Freud set a great deal of bootless de-
bate in train with his pronouncements about the 
“pure gold” of analysis and all the efforts to substi-
tute alloys, as he did in his efforts to find a single 
key to the mystery of cure (of making the uncon-
scious conscious, getting ego to be where id was, 
etc.).   
 

CP: Lawrence Friedman’s essay on “Is There a 
Special Kind of Psychoanalytic Love?” (Journal of 
the American Psychoanalytic Association) high-
lights Loewald as a positive model of someone 
who understood analytic love—as something 
unique to psychoanalysis—and not applicable to 
other therapies.  Although the transference tends to 
“immunize” the analyst from being the direct target 
of a patient’s love, the analyst also has a unique 
“inside” feeling that has been described as love.   
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Could you comment as an analyst?  
 

EYB:  Friedman’s essay is a good and helpful sur-
vey of what has been said by some analysts (he is 
very selective, leaving out such important con-
tributors as Ian Suttie) on the topic of analytic love.  
Evolving discussions need such summaries.  But I 
wish we also had more reflection on what other 
traditions of healing, non-psychoanalytic, have to 
teach us, as it is very difficult to conceptualize 
what is specific to your own tradition, or your own 
experience, without comparison.  Recently, guided 
by one of my patients, I’ve been reading about Na-
tive American healing traditions, particularly of 
dream interpretation, and this is helping me under-
stand my own feelings as I interpret dreams. 
 

CP:  Your last collection Where Do We Fall When 
We Fall in Love? is a marvelous set of essays 
about the complexities of love and relationships, 
and the complexities of loving within the clinical 
practice.  In a forthcoming special issue of this 
publication and at the Psychohistory Forum we are 
doing a Work-In-Progress session on Love, Mar-
riage, and Relationship At-A-Distance.  Would you 
care to comment on this phenomenon?  
 

EYB: Thank you.  But what is “relationship at a 
distance?”  I cannot comment, as I don’t know 
what you mean.   
 

CP:  I would like to ask you about your feelings 
about the natural landscape you grew up in (the 
Chesapeake) and the one where you now have a 
country home (in Connecticut).  You came up with 
the metaphor of a “green shoot” as the fundamental 
rebirth of the mind when cherishment is extended.  
Do you find in nature such solace? 
 

EYB:  “Green shoot” was not my metaphor, my 
co-author of Cherishment and I borrowed it from 
ancient Greek, where there is a complex lexicon 
about scions (children as green shoots or saplings) 
and the same verbs are used for cherishing chil-
dren, raising animals, and cultivating gardens (in 
Latin, the metaphor goes on to link cultivating 
plants—colere—to making cultura).  The idea that 
nature and culture grow similarly appeals to me, 
even though we live in a time when so much of our 
culture is anti-nature or nature-destructive that 
“nature” hardly means anything to us except when 
we explicitly go looking for it, to try to save it or 
simply to vacation in it.  My happiest memories 

from childhood are set on my maternal grandpar-
ents’ dairy farm at the head of the Chesapeake 
Bay, where their hay barn was my playground with 
my brother and my cousins.  When I was about six, 
I saw one of my favorite of the cows give birth, 
and I got to give the calf my name, which is also 
my grandmother’s name (she was the eighth Elisa-
beth Bulkley to live in America, and the family 
geneologist).  I now have a 1740 colonial house 
and farmland in Connecticut, only a few miles 
from the burying ground where one of our line, 
Elisabeth Bulkley Hooker, has rested in peace 
since 1732.  It’s a great pleasure to me that my 
family on both sides has been situated on beautiful 
farmlands for centuries, and that pleasure does in-
fluence my interests in both nature and culture.   
 

CP:  How can we recruit new people to the field of 
psychohistory? 
 

EYB:  Be the most interesting and exciting sub-
field in history and throughout the social sciences.  
The best students go to the best teachers.  I know 
that sounds simple, but…   
 

CP: Did Erik Erikson have any impact on your 
development as a student of psychosocial develop-
ment?  
 

EYB: Both Childhood and Society and Identity 
made big impressions on me, but, as a biographer, 
so did Gandhi’s Truth and Young Man Luther.   
 

CP:  How do you define psychohistory?  
 

EYB:  It is the subfield of history that interests the 
readers of your journal, who, I imagine, come from 
all kinds of backgrounds and trainings.   
 

CP:  Please list the five people who you think 
have made the greatest contribution to psychohis-
tory in order of their contribution: 
 

EYB:  May I do this in generations? 1. Freud  2. 
Among Freud’s first followers: Jones, Sachs, and 
Rank  3. In the next generation: Kris, Waelder 
(Progress and Revolution), Fenichel, and Erikson 
4.  Then the “Culture and Personality” school, es-
pecially Devereux, Linton, Cora Du Bois, Fromm, 
Horney (The Neurotic Personality in Our Time) 
5.  After them, the list becomes very long and di-
versified and the contributors more  academicians, 
not clinicians.  (For me, some of the most impor-
tant work has been done in classical studies, like, 
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The Glory and Shadow of Fame 
(continued from page 113) 
 

celebrity parent.  The same week there were two 
articles in the New York Times about Michael Jack-
son’s acquittal from child abuse charges.  One ar-
gued that the judgment had nothing to do with his 
fame and the other that it had everything to do with 
it.   
 

 Although I haven’t written about the chil-
dren of famous parents in many years, my interest 
in the topic has never waned.  The “Featured 
Scholar” and “Featured Author” interviews of two 
accomplished individuals—Sue Erikson Bloland 
and Thomas A. Kohut—the children of famous 
psychoanalysts appearing in Clio’s Psyche, pro-
vide some interesting data for a discussion of the 
subject.  My article is based upon my years of in-
terviewing and analyzing children who have grown 
up with famous parents, my contacts with spouses 
of someone famous, biographies and autobiogra-
phies of the famous and their offspring, and my 
study of creative individuals and the creative proc-
ess.  
 

 Does the study of well-known psychoana-
lysts differ from other spheres of fame?  I am sure 
the readers instantly noticed the disparate nature of 
the two interviews.  Sue Erikson Bloland evidently 
feels very comfortable speaking about her famous 
father and the effects of being his child—
something she says took her years of analysis to 
accomplish.  Thomas Kohut, on the other hand, 
appears averse to answering questions about his 
father and seems only to want to speak of his ca-
reer achievements and to have them appraised on 
their own merit.  Although he acknowledges that 
his father was very influential to his development, 
he is reluctant to elaborate.  These are two very 
typical responses in children who grow up with a 
famous parent.  There are others.  Some remain 
connected to the famous parent, often pursuing a 
career in the same field, or choosing a mate that 
resembles the parent in age, career, or both.  Others 
attempt to conceal their connection to the parent, 
sometimes purposely changing their name for fear 

of receiving special treatment (either positive or 
negative) that is unrelated to who they are.  In all 
cases, there is a powerful, ambivalent bond to be 
dealt with. 
 

 After reading the excellent biographies of 
Erik Erikson by Lawrence Friedman (Identity’s 
Architect: A Biography of Erik H. Erikson [NY: 
Scribner Friedman, 1999]) and Heinz Kohut by 
Charles Strozier (Heinz Kohut: The Making of a 
Psychoanalyst [NY: Farrar, Strauss & Giroux, 
2001]), and the lovely memoir by Sue Erikson 
Bloland (In the Shadow of Fame [NY: Viking, 
2005]), it is possible to speculate that the reactions 
of Bloland and Kohut could be explained as having 
little to do with their parents’ fame.  Although 
Erikson was a renowned child analyst, he was not a 
hands-on father.  Child rearing was left completely 
to his wife, Joan.  Sue felt her father’s absence and 
his preoccupation with his work above all else.  
She was also sent to a boarding school at a young 
age at a time when she had no desire to leave her 
home and school.  Sue confesses that she harbored 
a secret longing to become a patient in order to re-
ceive the attention she imagined her father’s pa-
tients received.  Becoming a psychoanalyst in her 
own right, as well as her writing and speaking 
about her father, his fame, and fame in general, can 
be interpreted, at least on some level, as a way she 
has found to maintain a strong connection to the 
remote father of her childhood.   
 

 Heinz Kohut, on the other hand, seemed to 
have been intensely involved in his son Thomas’s 
life.  For example, he read everything he wrote to 
his son (except his autobiographical “Two Analy-
ses of Mr. Z”).  Thomas, an only child like his fa-
ther, was so close to his father that he was en-
trusted with the task of burning all of his father’s 
process notes on patients upon his death and of 
arranging his father’s memorial service exactly as 
he wished it to be.  This involvement appeared to 
be geared to satisfy the father more than the son.  
In Strozier’s biography of Kohut, he mentions sev-
eral occasions during which Thomas complained 
of his father’s inordinate need for attention in so-
cial situations, a behavior that embarrassed and 
angered him.  Should it come as a surprise, then, 
that Thomas, in his adult life, seeks to distance 
himself from a father whose needs of him were so 
great?  
 

for example, Philip Slater’s The Glory of Hera; 
and Norman O.  Brown’s training was in classics). 
 

CP: Thank you for a most interesting interview. 
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 The different reactions in Bloland and Ko-
hut, one could easily argue, have more to do with 
parenting style than fame.  I bring them forward to 
highlight the many variables involved in parenting 
that get wrongly attributed to the fame factor.  
When approaching the famous, or those involved 
with them, let us try not to get caught up in the 
whirlwind of celebrity mystique and fervently at-
tribute everything to it.  Indeed, both Erikson-
Bloland and Kohut, as well as Helene Rank, 
daughter of Otto Rank (whom I interviewed on 
August 31, 1987), all emphasize that their relation-
ships with their mothers were as influential as the 
ones they had with their famous fathers. 
 

 Bloland’s evocative memoir and discussion 
of fame raises several points that I would like to 
address.  Although her book is subtitled, A Memoir 
of the Daughter of Erik H. Erikson, the book is a 
family portrait that focuses primarily on fame and 
its underbelly.  She writes beautifully about the 
discrepancy between the public and private father 
she grew up with and her difficulties reconciling 
the two.  The focus in her book is more on fame 
than on the children of fame and she emphasizes 
the idolization of famous persons as a detrimental 
factor in those who seek fame as well as those who 
are indirectly affected by it.   
 

 Although some people do seek fame for 
fame’s sake, I am not convinced that this was the 
case with either Erikson or Kohut, or many other 
creative persons who end up famous.  Research has 
found that the only factor creative people have in 
common is their unrelenting drive to do what they 
do, even in the absence of external reinforcement 
or recognition (Arnold Rothstein, Creativity and 
Madness.  Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 1990).  Therefore, to reduce these person’s 
needs to narcissistic ones is too simplistic in my 
view.  Many creative thinkers, like Erikson and 
Kohut, have no idea that they will become famous, 
but they are intent in putting their ideas across to 
the world.  Erikson, and especially Kohut, experi-
enced strong opposition to their views that ran 
counter to mainstream psychoanalysis, and they 
paid the price of alienating prior mentors, like 
Anna Freud, in pursuit of their visions.  I agree 
with Bloland that having a grandiose vision is, in 
part, narcissistic; yet, being able to withstand the 
injury related to the rupture of significant relation-
ships in the course of pursuing one’s vision comes 

at the expense of narcissistic gratification.  Rather 
than viewing creative persons as pursuing fame as 
a way to meet their narcissistic needs, the more 
relevant question might be how these people han-
dle fame once they attain it. 
 

 We live in a culture of celebrity, it is true, 
and there are many negative consequences that re-
sult from it.  Sue Erikson Bloland delineates these 
beautifully.  What is important to add to her ac-
count in order to balance the picture is the natural 
need people have for heroes and idols, stars and the 
famous.  Kohut’s theories of the self nicely illus-
trate the human need for idealization that famous 
people, as well as parents, can serve.  Otto Rank 
(The Myth of the Birth of the Hero [NY: Knopf, 
1932]) and Ernest Becker (The Denial of Death 
[NY: Free Press, 1973]) similarly wrote about the 
human need for heroes, explaining that the world is 
too terrible without them.  This is not a pathologi-
cal need but a very human one.  As is the envy ex-
perienced toward those who succeed and the need 
to debunk them, an aspect Bloland does not devote 
enough attention to in her book.  Melanie Klein’s 
theory is useful here.  Group formation and the 
choice of leaders, as Freud (Group Psychology and 
the Analysis of the Ego [Standard Edition, 18: 67-
143]) noticed in 1921 and Bion (Experiences in 
Groups [New York: Basic Books]) in 1959, also 
consist in the gratification of such needs.  Indeed, 
since Biblical times, the need for idolization was 
recognized.  After Moses failed to appear on 
Mount Sinai on the appointed day, his people felt 
their god had abandoned them and instinctively 
created a golden calf to idolize.  Therefore, as Ko-
hut suggests, we should not be too quick to dis-
mantle people’s needs to idealize. 
 

 Bloland’s writing seems to imply that the 
famous are essentially narcissistic characters in 
need of a reader/audience’s adulation in order to 
function and feel sure of themselves and their self-
worth.  While this may be true for some, I believe 
that a degree of narcissism and grandiosity are nec-
essarily part of being creative.  The creative indi-
vidual, like the child at play, invents new worlds 
(Danielle Knafo, “Revisiting Ernst Kris’ Concept 
‘Regression in the Service of the Ego.’” Psycho-
analytic Psychology. [2002] 19 (1): 24-49).  How 
can one accomplish such a feat without feeling 
grandiose and believing that one can contribute 
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substantially to the world?  Furthermore, the emo-
tional and time investment in one’s creativity nec-
essarily involves a certain degree of self-
involvement, which often comes at the expense of 
social and family engagement.  Once again, Kohut 
helps us to distinguish healthy (creative) narcis-
sism, that includes ideals and grandiosity, from the 
unhealthy narcissism Bloland speaks of, whose 
aim is to compensate for damage, depression, 
trauma, and loss.   
. 

 It is not easy being famous.  Can anyone 
truly survive the scrutiny of public life and emerge 
unblemished?  The biographies of these two men, 
and those of others who live in the limelight, imply 
that they were great thinkers but far from great 
men due to their personal flaws.  Erikson, 
“architect of identity,” had his own identity prob-
lems because of his unknown paternity, rejection 
of his Jewish heritage, and his need to hide his 
Down Syndrome child.  Kohut, creator of self psy-
chology, was ambivalent about his sexuality, de-
nied his Jewish roots, and was himself a narcissist.  
These revelations do not make these men less great 
in my view because their ability to take individual 
psychopathology and transform it into theories that 
have universal applicability and appeal is the es-
sence of greatness and creativity, not fame. 
 

 Having said that, I wish also to stress that it 
is not easy growing up with a famous parent or an 
extremely creative one, or even a workaholic par-
ent.  Interestingly, the theories of both Kohut and 
Erikson help us understand some of the challenges 
such children face in their development.  A child 
who grows up knowing he or she does not come 
first in the parent’s preoccupations develops nar-
cissistic wounds and feelings of neglect and aban-
donment, as in Bellow’s “missing father.”  The 
daughter of a very famous actor/director whom I 
interviewed poignantly described her father’s aban-
donment and lack of involvement in her life: “I 
always felt when I went to see him—the few times 
that I did—that it was as though I were being 
granted an audience and I was just another member 
of the public who was coming to see the public 
man.  And I never really knew the private man…
That’s one of the hardest things for me to deal with 
emotionally…When I was a young person, it was 
very traumatic and very painful…I experienced it 
as rejection and…I simply couldn’t understand…

how a parent could be that indifferent to a child.  It 
was very painful and also, I felt that if he had not 
been a public figure, then this would’ve been my 
private dilemma.  But because he was a public fig-
ure, I was constantly reminded of what I experi-
enced as this rejection.  Because people would say 
to me, “Oh, what is he doing there? Is he…?” And 
I wouldn’t know.  And I would find it as a child 
very humiliating that I couldn’t tell them more than 
they could read in the papers because he wasn’t in 
touch with me.  I took it very personally (Danielle 
Knafo, “What’s in a name? Psychoanalytic Consid-
erations on Children of Famous Parents,” Psycho-
analytic Psychology, [1991] 8 (3), p. 273). 
 

 Many feel unloved or, even worse, at-
tended to merely as “the son of” or “the daughter 
of”—narcissistic extensions of their famous par-
ent—rather than for who they really are.  Bloland 
says in her interview, “The more excited people are 
to meet ‘Erik Erikson’s daughter,’ the less I feel I 
exist for them as a person.  It is actually humiliat-
ing to be so objectified.”  In addition, essential mir-
roring and caretaking of the child are often re-
versed in these families so that it is the child who 
is called on to mirror the parent and his or her ac-
complishments rather than the other way around.  
This may have been the case with Kohut.  Erikson 
Bloland, too, admits that she provided “emotional 
caretaking” for her father, a tendency she later de-
veloped in her career as a psychoanalytic social 
worker. 
 

 In addition to issues concerning the devel-
opment of a healthy narcissism and sense of self 
are issues of identity formation and consolidation 
in the offspring of the famous.  Erikson contributed 
a lot to our understanding of identity.  Growing up 
in the shadow of a celebrity parent often results in 
difficulties individuating and establishing an iden-
tity separate from the parent.  Martin Freud, Sig-
mund’s son, resignedly confesses his plight: “I 
have never had any ambition to rise to emi-
nence….I have been quite happy and content to 
bask in reflected glory….  The son of a genius re-
mains the son of a genius, and his chances of win-
ning human approval of anything he may do hardly 
exist if he attempts to make any claim to fame de-
tached from that of his father (Sigmund Freud: 
Man  and  Father [New York: Jason Aronson,   
1983, p. 9]). 
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 Identity problems derive in part from the 
strong ambivalence felt toward the famous parent.  
They also result from the ways others treat the 
child, often encouraging in them the sense that 
they are imposters who receive favors having noth-
ing to do with who they are.  Even Anna Freud, 
after establishing her own fame, interpreted a 
dream she once had as “The people are nice to me, 
because of him, his name (In Elisabeth Young-
Bruehl, Anna Freud.  [New York: Summit, 1988], 
p.  344).”  Thus, identifications in the offspring of 
the famous are often mixed.  On the one hand, they 
may perceive themselves as special and privileged, 
even entitled—“basking in reflected glory”—and, 
on the other hand, insecure, inadequate, and con-
fused about who they are, destined to—living “in 
the shadow of fame.”   
 

 One also encounters magical identifications 
in these children because many of them never wit-
ness the parent’s climb to fame.  As a result, they 
believe that they can be the parent without having 
to become the parent, thereby confusing imitation 
with true identification (Reich, 1973).  Charlie 
Chaplin Jr. illustrates this point in a conversation 
he reports having with his brother, Syd, “‘I’m go-
ing to be an actor when I grow up,’ Syd said.  I 
understood what he meant.  He was going to take 
that whole fairy tale world for himself one day, so 
he wouldn’t have to wait to be invited to it.  I 
thought over the idea a minute.  It looked good.  
‘Me too,’ I agreed…I am going to be a great actor,’ 
I told them solemnly….  I was thinking about a 
man who was the greatest comedian in the world.  
I was his son with his name so I had to be 
good’” (Charlie Chaplin, Jr. My Father, Charlie 
Chaplin.  [New York: Popular Library, 1960]). 
 

 What exactly is in a name?  When they 
marry, female offspring of famous fathers have the 
choice of changing their family name.  This choice 
is often fraught with conflict.  Wishing, on the one 
hand, to be free of the pressures built around one’s 
identity and tie to the famous father, they nonethe-
less desire to maintain whatever bond they can to 
the elusive parent and even benefit from the doors 
it might open.  Helene Rank and Sue Erikson 
Bloland, both women who became psychoanalysts 
in their own right, long deliberated about when, 
how much, and to whom to use their father’s name 
to get ahead in the profession.  Moving out of a 

famous parent’s shadow is clearly accomplished 
with much pain and hard work aimed at coming to 
terms with the reality of their childhoods—what 
they did and did not get—and their adulthoods—
who they are and who they are not. 
 

 Danielle Knafo, PhD, is an associate pro-
fessor in the Clinical Psychology Doctoral Pro-
gram at Long Island University’s C.W. Post Cam-
pus.  She is faculty and supervisor at Derner’s 
Postdoctoral Program in Psychoanalysis. Dr. 
Knafo is the author of A Self in Creation, A Psy-
choanalytic Study of the Self-portraits of Artist 
Egon Schiele (Madison, NJ: Fairleigh Dickinson 
University Press, 1994), editor of Living with Ter-
ror, Working with Trauma: A Clinician’s Hand-
book (Aronson, 2004), and co-author with Kenneth 
Feiner of Unconscious Fantasy and the Relational 
World (Hillsdale, NJ:  Analytic Press, 2005).  Dr. 
Knafo maintains a private practice in Great Neck, 
NY.  She may be contacted at <Dknafo@liu.edu>.
 

 
Mariano Grondona on the  

Psychobiography of Argentine 
Politicians 

 

Ted Goertzel 
Rutgers University 

 

 Mariano Grondona is one of Argentina's 
best known intellectuals and newspaper colum-
nists, and one of very few who incorporates a psy-
chohistorical worldview in his work.  His book La 
Realidad: El Despertar del Sueño Argentino 
(Buenos Aires:  Planeta, 2002) is a psychologically 
sensitive account of Argentine political culture.   
Now he is turning to psychobiography for insights 
into the behavior of the Argentine leadership.  In a 
column called “The Psychobiography of Our Poli-
ticians” in a leading Buenos Aires newspaper (La 
Nación, September 2005), he observes that “it is 
common to evaluate our politicians by the goals 
they propose and the methods they use to achieve 
them.  This means paying attention only to their 
rational side, as if they were chess players.  A new 
vision of politicians has developed in the last few 

Go to <cliospsyche.org> to see 
our partially constructed website 
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years, one which views them not as chess players 
but as beings of flesh and bone, with their passions 
and complexes, with their irrational side.” 
 

Grondona describes psychobiography as a 
growing discipline that examines the unconscious 
minds of political leaders, paying more attention to 
their childhoods than to their political programs.  
He uses Jerrold Post's edited book The Psychologi-
cal Assessment of Political Leaders as a starting 
point, but develops his own simplified analytical 
framework.  Grondona classifies Argentine politi-
cians as integrators, conciliators or personalists.  
Integrators are politicians who devote themselves 
to defending the integrity of their own political 
party in difficult times.  As an example, he cites 
Ricardo Balbín, a leader of the Argentina's leading 
middle-class party, the Unión Cívica Radical, who 
defended his party during a period of dominance 
by the Partido Justicialista of Juan Domingo 
Perón.  Later in his career, Balbín became a con-
ciliator when he reached out beyond his party to 
help build a national accord.   Perón had dominated 
the country as a personalist leader for thirty years 
when the country and its institutions revolved 
around him personally.   

 

In Grondona's view, integrators and con-
ciliators are consistent with a democratic political 
system, but personalist politicians have psycho-
logical traits that must be constrained for a democ-
ratic system to function well.  In his view, two of 
Perón's successors in his political party have 
caused problems by prolonging the personalist 
style:  former president Carlos Menem and current 
president Néstor Carlos Kirchner.  Former presi-
dent Eduardo Duhalde, however, was an integrator 
when he cut short his own presidency to resolve a 
crisis by allowing Kirchner to take power. 

 

In Grondona's view, “the personalist politi-
cian cannot prosper without the adulation and even 
the obsequiousness of those who surround him.  At 
times, one does not know which is more shocking, 
the personalist leaders who continue to flourish in 
contradiction to our democratic system, or the wide 
reserves of obsequiousness displayed in our politi-
cal life.”  Grondona explains that personalist politi-
cians have an inflated ego rooted in narcissism 
caused by low self-esteem which causes them to 
surround themselves with people who give them 
fawning adulation.  This is often accompanied by a 

quasi-paranoid tendency to see everyone who fails 
to give unconditional adulation as a conspiring en-
emy.    

 

Grondona says that three pathological per-
sonality types are common among Argentine poli-
ticians:   

 the narcissistic personality who compen-
sates for low self-esteem by surrounding 
himself with people who give him unlim-
ited admiration. 

 the quasi-paranoid personality who be-
lieves that all who disagree with him are 
part of a dark conspiracy. 

 the obsessive-compulsive personality who 
is so single-mindedly committed to his own 
work that he rejects all compromise. 
 

Domingo Cavallo, a brilliant and charis-
matic economist who had remarkable success as 
Economy Minister in the 1990s, is characterized as 
exhibiting obsessive-compulsive with narcissistic 
personality traits.  Cavallo tenaciously tried to 
maintain his economic program in 2002 when there 
was little hope of it succeeding.  Cavallo had ac-
cepted a second appointment as Economy Minister 
at a time when the convertibility plan he had estab-
lished in the 1990s was in a profound crisis and 
many experts thought that a devaluation was inevi-
table.  When his plans failed, despite a valiant ef-
fort, Cavallo was scapegoated and demonized by 
the public he worked to hard to serve.  He and then 
President Fernando de la Rúa were forced out of 
office, with de la Rúa forced by crowds to escape  
from the Presidential Palace's roof in a helicopter.   

 

After a period of voluntary exile at Ameri-
can universities, Cavallo has recently returned to 
run for Congress despite polls that show his 
chances of success to be negligible.  He believes 
that his economic ideas were right and is using the 
Congressional campaign to defend them.  He now 
realizes, however, that it may be some time before 
the Argentine leadership and public are ready to 
accept the kind of economic policies the country 
really needs. 

 

Grondona cites several Argentine politi-
cians as examples of quasi-paranoid thinking, in-
cluding presidential candidates Carlos Menem and 
Elisa Carrió who thought they detected a 
“sickness” in Néstor Kirchner's aspirations to the 
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 (1992).  In 2004 he updated and co-edited his par-
ents’ 1962 book, Cradles of Eminence: Childhoods 
of More Than 700 Famous Men and Women.  Prof. 
Goertzel may be contacted at <goertzel@camden 
.rutgers.edu>. 

 
Patton: The Dyslexic General 

 

Glen Jeansonne, David Luhrssen,  
and Frank Haney 

University of Wisconsin–Milwaukee 
 

  The career of General George S. Patton, Jr. 
(1885-1945) is one of the most thoroughly docu-
mented of the major commanders of World War II.  
Patton kept diaries and saved virtually every scrap 
of paper he ever handled.  Even with such volumi-
nous, detailed, and often personal material avail-
able on this flamboyant military leader, it is only 
recently that we began to understand the hitherto 
unknown elements that shaped his career.  
  

 Historians read the past through the lens of 
their own time.  Patton, greatly concerned about 
shaping an acceptable public image, did not call 
attention to his dyslexia. Moreover, neither did 
those who wrote about his swashbuckling exploits 
in the aftermath of World War II care to investigate 
it, despite such red flags as the frequent sympto-
matic idiosyncrasies in his spelling and punctua-
tion and his early difficulties in learning.  

 

Given the psychological knowledge of his 
time, neither Patton himself, nor historians could 
have been aware that he may also have suffered 
from an affliction known today as Attention Defi-
cit Disorder (ADD), which afflicts many dyslexics, 
nor could historians have identified the condition 
until recently.  That Patton had dyslexia is sup-
ported by his family which, early on, noticed that 
letters appeared reversed and upended by George.  
This family information has been supported by re-
cent biographers (Martin Blumenson, Patton: the 
Man Behind the Legend 1885-1945 [New York, 
1985], pp. 16-17; Carlo D’Este, Patton: A Genius 
for War [New York, 1995], pp.  45-47).  The de-
tails on his dyslexia will be discussed more explic-
itly in the context of his childhood and education. 

 

It is also worth examining whether Patton 
also had Attention Deficit Disorder.  Its major 
symptoms are poor impulse control, susceptibility 

presidency.  Quasi-paranoid thinking is common in 
Argentine politics, perhaps because there actually 
are many political conspiracies.  Grondona ob-
serves that “all politicians exhibit some form of 
psychological excess, without which they would 
lack the powerful ambition required to jump into 
the arena with the lions.”  Democracy can be 
saved, in Grondona's view, if politicians are able to 
put aside their animosities after the heat of the 
campaigns and listen to each other. 

 

Psychoanalysis is well established as a 
therapeutic practice in Buenos Aires which proba-
bly has as many analysts per capita as New York.  
Only recently, however, have psychoanalysts been 
asked to comment on political events, and they 
have not been particularly well prepared to re-
spond.  In a BBC World Service broadcast on 
January 24, 2002, one analyst opined that “it is an 
essential aspect of Argentine political character to 
oscillate between periods of supporting illusions 
and periods when reality becomes plain and con-
scious.”  Another stated that “the unconscious feel-
ing of guilt in our society is very deeply tied in 
with the still unprocessed aspects of the military 
government, the repression, the murders.”  Another 
stated that “we are a sado-masochistic country that 
can only feel joy in suffering.”  (Quotes from 
Mariano Plotkin, Argentina on the Couch:  Psy-
chiatry, State and Society, 1880 to the Present, 
University of New Mexico Press, 2003, pp. 224-
227). 

 

In commenting on the BBC program, 
Mariano Plotkin observes that “the analysts's con-
tributions were mostly limited to reductionist ex-
planations of the origins of the crisis based on psy-
chological generalizations heavily loaded with psy-
choanalytic jargon.”  They do, however, show an 
interest which might be enriched by study of psy-
chohistorical literature.  The fact that this literature 
is being read and discussed by a scholar of 
Mariano Grondona's reputation is encouraging.   
 

 Ted Goertzel, PhD, is Professor of Sociol-
ogy at Rutgers in Camden, a Research Associate of 
the Psychohistory Forum, and a prolific author.  
Among his books are Fernando Henrique Car-
doso: Reinventing Democracy in Brazil (1999), 
Linus Pauling: A Life in Science and Politics 
(1995), and Turncoats and True Believers: The 
Dynamics of Political Belief and Disillusionment 
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to accidents, extreme mood swings in response to 
events, and brief displays of excessive temper 
(Mark Selikowitz, Dyslexia and Other Learning 
Difficulties [Oxford, 1998], pp. 111-114).  This 
syndrome is supported by the Manual of Diagnos-
tic and Statistical Disorders – IV.   Patton dis-
played all of these as a commanding officer, some-
times notoriously, as with the pair of infamous 
slapping incidents during World War II in which 
he was accused of abusing enlisted men (For a de-
tailed account, see Ladislas Farago, Patton: Ordeal 
and Triumph [London, 1966], pp. 186-187).   

 

The frustrations experienced by a person 
dealing with dyslexia or ADD can be overwhelm-
ing, and may lead to destructive self-doubt, feel-
ings of inadequacy, bouts of uncontrollable anger, 
and emotional hypersensitivity.  On the other hand, 
some of his strengths may also be related to his 
condition.  For example, his flexibility and willing-
ness to shift strategy, including the quick deal he 
cut in Casablanca which permitted the formerly 
Vichy forces to continue governing Morocco in 
November, 1942, may be connected to his short 
attention span.  Another symptom was his boredom 
with mundane tasks, such as his 1916 garrison duty 
at the Mexican town of Dublan, where he wrote, 
“We are all rapidly going crazy from lack of occu-
pation and there is no help in sight” (Letter from 
George S.  Patton, Jr. to Beatrice Ayer Patton, July 
29 1916, cited in D’Este, Genius, p. 178).  

 

Dyslexia is a learning disorder that does 
not reflect a lack of intelligence.  Quite the con-
trary, many dyslexics are extremely intelligent and 
are often characterized as gifted; however, their 
perceptual styles are different from the norm. 
(Selikowitz, Dyslexia, pp. 16-17).   

 

Creative geniuses such as Leonardo da 
Vinci and Albert Einstein are thought by many to 
be dyslexic.  The creative imagination Patton 
brought to the art of war was not fundamentally 
different from the vision of great artists and scien-
tists.  Along with the almost intangible, seemingly 
instinctive ability to grasp and visualize the com-
plexities of battle, another element of Patton’s suc-
cesses that may have been spurred by his disability 
was his prodigious willingness to work hard to 
overcome all obstacles.  “No soldier in the annals 
of the U.S. Army ever worked more diligently to 
prepare himself for high command than did Pat-

ton” (D’Este, Genius, p. 3). 
 

The building blocks for Patton's career 
were laid at his comfortable family home in Lake 
Vineyard, California.  He grew up in a close-knit 
family under the scrutiny of his father, George S. 
Patton II, a Southern aristocrat proud of his fam-
ily’s martial background, and his mother, Ruth, 
daughter of one of the founders of the state of Cali-
fornia.  His father relinquished a profitable law 
practice and his office as district attorney in 1885, 
dedicating himself to managing the troubled busi-
ness interests of a relative, including real estate and 
a winery.  George, who was left-handed, had one 
younger sibling, Anne.  An expert horseman at an 
early age, Patton established himself as an acci-
dent-prone risk-taker in his riding and childhood 
war games.  He remained a magnet for accidents 
through his military career, from a tent fire that 
singed his face during the 1916 Mexican Expedi-
tion to auto accidents in the waning months of 
World War II.    

 

One of his family’s more eccentric figures, 
Aunt Nannie, became the boy’s second mother, 
and refused to permit his biological parents to pun-
ish him for childhood infractions.  Along with his 
easy-going father, who encouraged young 
George’s martial proclivities by giving him a rifle 
and a wooden sword, educated him by reading the 
Greek classics aloud, and filled him with stories of 
the gallant South during the Civil War, Aunt Nan-
nie did more to shape his mentality than anyone in 
his childhood.   Nannie also read to him, especially 
from the Bible and stories about Alexander the 
Great and Napoleon.  His parents may have doted 
on him, but Nannie was obsessed with the boy.   

 

Nannie was never certain if her efforts had 
any effect and even came to the conclusion that he 
was dim-witted.  Until he started school at the age 
of eleven, he was unable to read or write.  Patton’s 
early education was not unusual at a time when 
privileged children often were tutored at home un-
til a relatively advanced age.  Early on, however, 
his parents discovered he had a learning disability 
that hampered his ability to read (D’Este, Genius, 
p. 45).  Today, that disability is recognized as dys-
lexia, a malady first identified in 1896, one year 
before the eleven-year old Patton entered the Clas-
sical School for Boys in Pasadena, unable to read 
or write.  Dyslexia did not become widely recog-
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nized in the U.S. until the 1920s, well into Patton’s 
tenure as a military officer. 

 

Dyslexia is not simply a matter of revers-
ing letters or numbers but is a complicated disorder 
whose symptoms include hyperactivity, obsessive-
ness, mood swings, difficulty in concentrating, im-
pulsiveness and compulsiveness.  These symptoms 
also fit the pattern for Attention Deficit Hyperac-
tivity Disorder (ADHS).   Because of their effort to 
overcome difficulty in reading and writing, dyslex-
ics can be driven by a compulsion to succeed yet 
they often harbor feelings of inferiority.  Virtually 
every symptom of dyslexia can be found in the 
adult Patton.  “Pa, I am stupid there is no use talk-
ing I am stupid [sic].  It is truly unfortunate that 
such earnestness and tenacity and so much ambi-
tion should have been put into a body incapable of 
doing any thing but wish,” he despaired while a 
cadet at West Point (Letter from George S. Patton, 
Jr. to George S. Patton II, June 3, 1905, cited in 
D’Este, Genius, p. 84).  This was despite his prodi-
gious intellectual powers and ability to recall 
lengthy Bible passages and entire volumes of po-
etry. 

 

At the elite Classical School for Boys, 
where Patton spent six years getting his first formal 
schooling, he was a diligent student who struggled 
with algebra, geometry and arithmetic because of 
his dyslexia.   Drawing from his family-tutored 
knowledge, his marks in ancient and modern his-
tory were consistently high.  Given the many gen-
erations of Pattons who graduated from the Vir-
ginia Military Institute (VMI) since the academy’s 
founding, his inconsistent school record was no 
obstacle to admission.  He started classes in Sep-
tember, 1903, even as his father worked tirelessly 
to secure his admission to West Point.  His parents 
accompanied him to VMI, along with Aunt Nan-
nie, setting up housekeeping near the school for the 
entire school year. 

 

At VMI, Patton applied himself with 
vengeance.  His military work rose above that of 
his classmates and his academic marks were good, 
even if he was struggling.  Knowing that his dream 
of West Point could slip away, he redoubled his 
efforts and his grades steadily improved.  He was 
aided by the dyslexic’s need to strive hard to over-
come all impediments.  By the time he finally en-
tered West Point in 1904, Patton had taken a pass-

able performance at the Classical School and 
forged it into an impressive one at VMI.  The first 
real and significant challenge of Patton's life had 
been conquered by dint of hard work and persever-
ance.  

 

At West Point, Patton's consciousness as an 
aristocrat of Southern provenance was exceeded 
only by his mood swings, self-doubting, and self-
aggrandizement.   Patton alternately berated, then 
praised himself.  “I am a characterless, lazy, stupid, 
yet ambitious dreamer; who will degenerate into a 
third rate second lieutenant and never command 
anything more than a platoon,” he wrote.  (Letter 
from George S. Patton, Jr. to George S. Patton II, 
1904, cited in D’Este, Genius, p. 79).  It was a diz-
zying ride through the emotional roller coaster of 
dyslexia.  All the while, “Papa” gave patient, judi-
cious, and loving counsel to his son.  Never judg-
mental, always analytical, he was the lens through 
which Patton saw his problems clearly.  Patton was 
torn between a vision of future greatness and 
doubts about his competence prompted by his dys-
lexia.  

 

There were setbacks at West Point.  Failing 
math, a typical hurdle for dyslexics, Patton was 
forced to repeat his plebe year.  This reinforced his 
feelings of inadequacy, but drove him to new 
heights of perseverance.  In his final year, Patton 
was named Adjutant of Cadets, and would gradu-
ate with the rank of 46th in a class of 103 cadets.  
He had survived into adulthood and had learned to 
thrive in his dyslexic world. 

 

In conclusion, Patton’s supportive upbring-
ing, encouraged by legends of ancestral martial 
prowess and the attention lavished on him by close 
relatives, proved a correct formula for bringing the 
best out in a dyslexic person.  His formative envi-
ronment helped him become a historic figure when 
it would have been likely, given the extent of his 
disability, that he would become anonymous and 
marginal.  Patton's family played a vital role in his 
development, leaving him well equipped in a soci-
ety that misunderstood his condition.  They pro-
vided a learning environment tailored for his com-
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bination of brilliance and disability.  Understand-
ing Patton’s disability and the efforts he undertook 
to overcome it help us fathom the human dimen-
sions of a figure often caricatured as a coarse, able 
but sometimes irresponsible swashbuckler. 

 

 Glen Jeansonne, PhD, is professor of 
20th-century American history at the University of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee and is the author of Women 
of the Far Right: The Mothers Movement and 
World War II (1996), Gerald L.K. Smith: Minister 
of Hate (1988), and much else.  David Luhrssen is 
a newspaper editor and historian who has lectured 
at Marquette University, Beloit College, and the 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.  Frank C. 
Haney is a graduate student in history at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. They may be 
reached at <gsj@uwm.edu>, <dave@shepherd-
express.com>, and <fhaney@wi.rr.com>.



Guilt–Evasion, Narcissism, 
and Permissiveness in the Era 

of Watergate 
 

Paul H. Elovitz 
Ramapo College/the Psychohistory Forum 

 

 There was lots of excitement and contro-
versy at the September 17, 2005 Work-In-Progress 
Saturday seminar.  Donald Carveth (York Univer-
sity and private practice), Kenneth Fuchsman 
(University of Connecticut), and this author pre-
sented on the 1970s as the age of guilt-evasion, 
narcissistic-permissiveness, and Watergate.  Jacq-
ues Szaluta (Merchant Marine Academy) skillfully 
chaired the session in a manner that allowed every 
last person to have her or his say.  Among the 21 
colleagues exchanging ideas were (allowing for 
multiple professional identifications), 13 therapists, 
eight of whom are psychoanalysts, seven profes-
sors, six psychologists, five historians, three social 
workers, two sociologists,  and two MD’s. 
 

 The genesis of this session was two-fold.  
At the International Society of Political Psychol-
ogy annual meetings on July 3rd in Toronto, Ken-
neth Fuchsman and I were quite impressed with 

Don Carveth’s discussion of Harry Guntrip’s guilt 
evasion, leading to our thinking of guilt-evasion as 
a metaphor for the 1970’s.  Back in Connecticut, 
Ken started reading Bob Woodward’s newly re-
leased The Secret Man: The Story of Watergate’s 
Deep Throat.  Ken immediately acted on my sug-
gestion that he write an essay for Clio’s Psyche on 
Woodward and Deep Throat (W. Mark Felt) based 
upon the book and his extensive knowledge of the 
period.  As we e-mailed back and forth, I soon re-
alized that I was peppering Professor Fuchsman 
with so many ideas that I had better write an essay 
of my own.  The results were our articles, “Filial 
Loyalty and Rebellion in Watergate: Woodward, 
Felt, and Nixon,” and “Reflections on ‘Deep 
Throat,’” in the September issue of our publication.  
Fuchsman, whose field is recent American history 
suggested that we read Tom Wolfe’s “The Me 
Decade and the Third Great Awakening” in Mauve 
Gloves & Madmen, Clutter & Vine (1976) and re-
read Christopher Lasch, The Culture of Narcis-
sism: American Life in an Age of Diminishing Ex-
pectations (1979).   
 

 Professor Fuchsman spoke about the polar-
izing periods in American history when genera-
tional issues came to the fore.  The young Bob 
Woodward felt an obligation to his father, the re-
spectable mid-western attorney, and his “extra fa-
ther,” the career FBI man, Mark Felt, but in the end 
he betrayed both of them.  After a most successful 
career made possible by their contributions and as 
an act of contrition to Felt, he wrote The Secret 
Man.  Clearly, he was accepting his own guilt in 
the process.  Woodward had described Felt as be-
ing on deep background, which meant to Wood-
ward that he was not even supposed to acknowl-
edge that he had a source in the administration.  
During the writing of All The President’s Men, Felt 
told Woodward not to acknowledge him as a 
source and that this was part of an inviolate agree-
ment.  After the book was published with “Deep 
Throat” prominently featured, Woodward called 
Felt, and the latter hung up on him.  Later, Felt ac-
cused Woodward of exploiting their relationship.  
Woodward admitted he felt personal responsibility 
for Felt’s plight.  (I argued that Woodward, even 
when expressing his own guilt, acted in a most 
self-serving manner.)  Subsequently, Fuchsman 
focused on the nationalization of the culture and 
the economy.  The group appreciated Ken’s quiet 

Meeting Report 
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humor.     
 

 This author focused on the issue of the 
process and mechanisms of change about which 
we really do not know enough.  He used the exam-
ple of how “Deep Throat” became the first 
“crossover movie,” viewed by middle class, 
“respectable” audiences as well as those who regu-
larly frequented pornographic films.  A lot of for-
merly “shady” things became less unthinkable in 
that timeframe, from pornography to illegal activi-
ties designed to destroy a candidate's campaign for 
president.  This post-1960's atmosphere increased 
ambiguity and discourse about what exactly 
is right and wrong—acceptable or beyond the pale.  
The embarrassment and self-consciousness felt by 
the academic couples traveling to a seedy part of 
town to view this suddenly acceptable porno-
graphic film vividly conveys the ambiguity of the 
era: should they be feeling guilty about this activity 
or not?  Given the excesses that were to follow, 
such self-consciousness seems almost quaint.   
 

 Donald Carveth’s focus on the issue of 
guilt evasion in Guntrip, society in general, and 
psychoanalysis in particular riveted the audience.  
Whereas Freud equated the unconscious need for 
punishment with guilt, Professor Carveth argued 
that the former, self-sabotaging and self-
tormenting behaviors of all types, function as de-
fenses against guilt: people often seem to prefer 
self-flagellation to the pain of having to bear guilt.  
Don was not sure that bearing, rather than evading, 
guilt was any easier in the past when the Judeo-
Christian concept of the fallen-ness of human na-
ture—the idea that everyone is a sinner—was still 
in place.  He thinks human beings have always 
been inclined to evade guilt.  He does find it sig-
nificant as an indicator of cultural change that psy-
choanalysis itself seems to have turned away, from 
the late 1960s through to the present, from its ear-
lier focus upon the role of the superego, guilt, and 
self-punishment in psychopathology, in favor of 
newer psychoanalytic models viewing people more 
as victims of parental failure than as guilty agents.  
He cited various articles with titles such as 
“Whatever Became of Sin?” (Menninger), 
“Whatever Became of the Superego?” (Carveth), 
and “The Flight from Conscience” (Wurmser).  He 
sees psychoanalysis as reflecting culture instead of 
challenging it.   
 

 Carveth thought it significant that Leo 
Rangell, author of The Mind of Watergate: A Study 
of the Compromise of Integrity (1980), was an ex-
ception to this trend as one of the few psychoana-
lysts who protested against this tendency.  Rangell 
lived in California and followed the career of Rich-
ard Nixon from his earliest days in running against 
Helen Gahagen Douglas, through his Watergate 
years, and beyond.  Don Carveth reported that his 
own initial reaction to the cultural change was to 
be a hippie who rejected religion.  However, in his 
forties he came to see the value of a mature reli-
gious belief as opposed to one based upon a funda-
mentalist approach searching for black and white 
answers and scapegoats.  The interaction of Don 
and his wife Jean Hantman, who is a modern psy-
choanalyst in Philadelphia, was interesting.  She 
sometimes finished his sentences and vice versa, 
which reflects a closeness that one does not expect 
from a couple living in Toronto and Philadelphia.  
Note that they will be the presenters on the subject 
of love, marriage, and relationship at-a-distance at 
a future seminar as well as in the March 2006 spe-
cial feature on the subject.  Carveth pointed out 
that he considers himself a Kleinian rather than a 
Freudian.  He described a struggle between the 
paranoid schizoid (black/white, fundamentalist 
thinking) and the depressive position with its sad-
ness, guilt, remorse and desire for reparation.       
 

 The meeting, with its focus on the narcis-
sistic permissiveness of the 1970’s, provoked some 
intense individualistic reactions from the partici-
pants.  One felt that she could no longer teach in a 
world threatened by catastrophes.  The narcissistic 
permissive of the 1970’s was connected by Ken 
Fuchsman to the issues of the high divorce rate and 
the later advent of marriage.  The Crazy Eddie 
electronics store commercial, “Get everything you 
want and get it now,” was used as an example of 
the new mentality.  Hanna Turken, a psychologist/
psychoanalyst, pointed out that the system of 
checks and balances, the superego and ego check-
ing the pleasure principle, broke down and still has 
not been restored.  It was brought up that modern 
advertising got its beginning with Freud’s nephew, 
Edward Bernays, in the 1920s.  This author noted 
that the motto of modern society often appears to 
be, “where superego was, there id shall be.”  David 
Beisel argued that pleasure brings the guilt for 
which we then punish ourselves.  There was also a 
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good deal of discussion of the issue of what Freud 
called “the narcissism of minor differences.”   
Some networking that followed the session in-
cluded psychologist George Victor calling this au-
thor to help find an exact Freud citation.  
 

 In a turn to economics and psychoeconom-
ics, Lee Solomon, a retired businessman and friend 
of the late economist Robert Heilbroner, thinks of 
modern technological society as a giant eating ma-
chine, consuming resources.  He argued that there 
is a tectonic change in the struggle for resources as 
the United States no longer dominates the world 
economy but must compete with so many other 
players.  He cited Joseph Schumpeter (1883-1950) 
regarding the need for fiscal restraint.    
 

 Though the meeting was quite successful, 
the impact of Hurricane Katrina and impending 
Hurricanes Ophelia and Rita was felt and perhaps 
helps to explain the tendency of some participants 
to jump to different subjects.  As psychohistorians 
we were all aware that we were not isolated from 
the main currents of our society. 
 

 Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, is the convener/
director of the Psychohistory Forum and editor of 
this publication.  He would like to thank Professors 
Carveth and Fuchsman for their assistance in writ-
ing this report.  He may be contacted at <pelovitz 
@aol.com>.



Psychoanalytic Explorations of the 
Arab-Israeli Conflict 

 

Leah Slivko 
Private Practice and NYU 

 

Review of Avner Falk, Fratricide in the 
Holy Land, A Psychoanalytic View of the Arab-
Israeli Conflict.  Madison: Terrace Books of the 
University of Wisconsin Press, 2204. ISBN 0-
29920250-X, i-vii, 271 pages, cloth, $35.00. 
 

Fratricide in the Holy Land is an articulate 
and intense analytic study of the Arab-Israeli con-
flict that exists in the land Israelis call Israel and 
Palestinians claim is Palestine.  Though both peo-

ple have a love for their Middle Eastern land, their 
intense mistrust, betrayal, and oppressive history 
override the use of their energy in a constructive 
conjoint effort.  Instead, the cycle of violence, war, 
death, and constantly challenging geographical 
boundaries dominates the relationship between 
these two small nations. 
 

Dr. Falk presents a profound picture of the 
Arab-Israeli conflict and the variety of forces in 
play.  Though he provides insight from history, 
value systems, Ariel Sharon, Yasser Arafat, terror-
ists—including suicide bombers—and traumatized 
victims on both sides of the conflict, there is a fu-
ror that goes beyond rational examination.  From a 
historical point of view, Falk examines the various 
dynamics of why the conflict between Arab and 
Jew exists and how so many opportunities to end 
the conflict have failed.  The title of the book is 
poignant as it rightfully suggests how closely re-
lated the Arab and Jew are and how based on bibli-
cal history; they are indeed half-brothers who have 
fought for thousands of years.  This fight would be 
very difficult to let go of as in and of itself, but also 
it gives both parties a sense of dignity and identity.  
Israelis and Palestinians long for power over a land 
they share and in which they have both been op-
pressed for centuries under the rule of Babyloni-
ans, Persians, Macedonians, Ottoman Turks, the 
British, and so forth.  Both peoples have experi-
enced severe trauma, the disdain of others, and at-
tempts at establishing a place of safety and security 
that are now showing some promise. 
 

The tragic conflict between Jewish Israelis 
and Palestinian Arabs is described as “two trauma-
tized groups of people on a tiny piece of real estate 
that keep on traumatizing one another and them-
selves.”  They share “a small sliver of land along 
the eastern Mediterranean coast known as the Holy 
Land [and are] locked in a tragic and endless war 
that neither can win and which causes further 
deaths, trauma, and misery to both.”  Though by 
any measure it is certainly irrational, it “has been 
going on for over a century at such [a] terrible cost 
to the two antagonists” (p. 5). 
 

This Israeli psychohistorian and psycholo-
gist is correct in calling the conflict irrational.  
There are several dimensions to it.  Both peoples 
have a religious basis to their connection to the 
land and in having such a claim to the land, neither 

BOOK REVIEWS 



Clio’s Psyche Page 160    December 2005 
 

can let go of their struggle to hold onto the land as 
a strong symbol of duty and loyalty.  Both have 
been reinforced by biblical texts and through edu-
cation to hold onto the land at all costs. 
 

  When religious beliefs are held intact, there 
are prohibitions on examining them in a psycho-
analytic framework as they are sacred to the people 
and are literally experienced as truth and reality.  
Both nations hold deeply to their biblical and his-
torical right to the land.  Each perspective has truth 
to it and what is difficult to let go of, is the belief 
that giving up any of their right to the terra firma 
would mean defeat rather than peace. 
 

In deepening the understanding of the con-
flict, Dr. Falk summarizes the scholarly literature 
written on the Arab-Israeli conflict from historical, 
political, psychoanalytic, and other perspectives.  
He highlights the impact of perceived reality, na-
tional identities, leadership qualities and their im-
pact in perpetuating the conflict rather than resolv-
ing it.  He is a pioneer in developing psycho-
geography, using its concepts to beautifully illus-
trates unconscious projections onto borders, cities, 
deserts, lakes, and mountains. Space is used by 
both nations to give a sense of national self, though 
without clearly defined borders that can be agreed 
upon by these two nations or even by external 
forces.  This leaves both with unresolved longing 
for what is perceived as their own motherland, 
which must be fought for as they would for their 
own mother.  Each continues to feel betrayed, mis-
understood, and abused by the other in their efforts 
to hold onto what is rightfully theirs. 
 

As a psychoanalyst, I am struck by the psy-
chodynamics explored though I am also left with 
questions.  For example, why were the dynamics of 
primitive innate aggression not included?  What 
suggestions does the author have regarding how to 
intervene in the process of healing, bringing the 
unconscious to consciousness and engaging both 
nations in a healing process?  What policies might 
the author suggest to help both nations contain 
their aggression so they can openly reflect upon 
themselves and each other in order to change their 
ongoing underlying psychodynamics which con-
tribute to the conflict?  How can the cycle of anger 
be broken and worked through rather than acted 
upon as has happened interminably?  Why has the 
leadership of both people been unable to control 

acts of disrespect and violence?  How can the 
threat of political instability, war, and poverty be 
ended? 
 

The book reminded me of a conflict I re-
cently witnessed at the Children’s Museum in New 
York City between two four-year-old playmates.  
The girls had been playing happily until they si-
multaneously sought to be in the small driving seat 
of a vehicle on exhibit they had watched an older 
child drive.  They started to shove each other off 
the chair, each wanting it to herself.  They both 
shouted, “Mine!”  Within a few seconds, the shout-
ing turned into pushing, punching, hair pulling, 
crying, and hysterics.  No parent took charge, but a 
young adult stepped in with a voice of firm reason.  
“Girls, stop fighting over that chair!  Either you 
share it or one of you sit on the chair right beside 
this one over here,” she declared.  Upon hearing an 
external voice and solution to the situation, the 
girls stopped their fighting, gained some awareness 
of themselves, and then they negotiated taking 
turns. 
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 The expression of emotion in sports 
 Idealization & denigration of sports/athletes 
 Baseball as the national pastime—an historical 

viewpoint 
 Personal and national identity through sports 
 The psychological functions of different sports 
 The development and psychology of 

professional sports 
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 Steroid & alcohol abuse among athletes 
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The girls’ behavior was spontaneous, pas-
sionate, and explosive until someone intervened.  
In the Middle East, the constant rage between the 
two nations continues to be ignited by those whose 
destructive use of it is reinforced by education, be-
lief systems, and self-righteousness.  When lives 
are constantly threatened by suicide bombers 
whose cause is more valuable than their lives and 
by soldiers whose purpose is to defend their coun-
try and people by retaliation, there is little room to 
stop, reflect and resolve.  The primitive rage has 
yet to be contained by outside powers. 
 

Dr. Falk’s book captures the intensity felt 
by Palestinians and Israelis.  His work invites not 
only scholars, but all who are invested in changing 
the forces of war and peace to examine more 
closely how to use intense energy in a positive 
creative manner rather than continue to focus the 
energy in the destructive cycle on ongoing power 
struggles in controlling the land. 
 

The pessimistic conclusion Dr. Falk offers 
in Fratricide disappointed me: he declares that “all 
attempts to end war during the past century have 
largely failed” (p. 189).  If scholars and people in 
power let go of their hope for resolution, how then 
will the people of the two conflicting nations who 
do not have the ability to contain their intense feel-
ings of anger, fear, despair, anguish, and daily ten-
sion, be able to reinforce their positive life forces?  
If a belief system given ultimate authority in iden-
tifying the land is more important than life itself, 
how then does individual life maintain its value? 
 

Perhaps, as a clinician, I am too optimistic 
to hope that the passion of both nations can be re-
channelled into positive action.  I have always been 
struck as to how protective and loving both nations 
are of their own families and of whom they invite 
into their homes.  They are able to be extremely 
generous and warm to visitors from foreign lands, 
openly discussing their strife and joys of keeping 
their land—their love.  Why is it then, that the ag-
gression cannot be used in a positive way? 
 

Although Dr. Falk gives many insights into 
the forces at play in maintaining the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, the insights do not provide resolutions.  
They do, however, provide an opening for ongoing 
discussion in how to make a powerful positive im-
pact when destructive dynamics are repeated over 

and over again.  As psychoanalytic literature sug-
gests, we continue to repeat until we resolve; it is 
repeated differently each time until we finally do 
master the conflict.  I commend Avner Falk for his 
clarity, conviction, and honesty in providing the 
reader with a thorough and intense look at the 
Arab-Israeli conflict. 
 

Leah Slivko, LICSW, Psych.D, is a psy-
choanalyst in private practice in Amherst, MA and 
New York City who lived in Israel for a while in 
the late 1990’s.  She is an adjunct associate profes-
sor at the NYU School of Social Work, a control 
analyst at the New Jersey Institute for Training in 
Psychoanalysis, a Faculty Member at the Eastern 
Group Psychotherapy Society’s Group Training 
Program, and a member of both the International 
Psychoanalytic and Israeli Psychoanalytic asso-
ciations.  She can be reached at <lslivko@hotmail 
.com>. 

 
Pathologizing Women’s Pain: The 

Tyranny of the Experts 
 

Evelyn Sommers 
Private Practice—Toronto 

 

Review of Barbara Ehrenreich and Deirdre 
English, For Her Own Good: Two Centuries of the 
Experts' Advice to Women.  New York: Second An-
chor Books Edition, 2005. Paperback ISBN 
1400078008, 410 pages, $ 14.00. 
 

 If ever I held doubt that the medical profes-
sion holds power over its patients, a client I call 
Terry dispelled it. She had been taking anti-
depressant medication for years despite her am-
bivalence about doctors and its benefits.  She was 
also in psychotherapy, making progress with sig-
nificant issues in her life.  Even though she felt 
much better, the prescribing physician advised her 
to continue with medication. Three days before 
Christmas Terry ran out of the pills and did not 
renew the prescription.  By Christmas Eve, she was 
experiencing symptoms—heart palpitations and 
anxiety—and on Christmas Day she sought out a 
pharmacy hoping to get even one pill to carry her 
through to the next day when her usual pharmacy 
was open.  A pharmacist cooperated and gave her a 
supply.  Terry left the store, got into her car, and 
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swallowed a pill.  It was only halfway down her 
throat when her symptoms disappeared. 

 

As she related the story to me, Terry ex-
pressed amazement.  She realized that it was im-
possible for the pill to have such an immediate ef-
fect and was stunned at the impact of taking it.  
She concluded that her doctor’s words—his cau-
tions about staying on the antidepressants over 
winter and weaning off them very gradually—had 
the greatest impact on her.  She believed she 
should not have disobeyed and that her recovery 
was a direct result of re-compliance with his in-
structions.   
  

Terry’s story is a modern one, filled with 
hope for she went on to make choices that felt right 
to her, including becoming medication-free.  In 
For Her Own Good Barbara Ehrenreich and 
Deirdre English present a history that lurks behind 
Terry’s experiences.  They write about women’s 
experiences with the advice they have received 
from experts, most of whom were male medical 
doctors and scientists.   

 

The authors trace the evolution of medical 
practice to the present from a period they call the 
“old order” when women were the producers of 
food, clothing and household goods, and the heal-
ers, administering herbal remedies to their families.  
The Industrial Revolution changed women’s lives 
dramatically.  With husbands who became the 
monied middle class, the women’s traditional con-
tributions were outsourced.  Stripped of their roles 
as producers and healers the women fell under the 
long shadow of another product of the era, the 
newly minted male physician-scientists who began 
to treat the women’s increasing ennui and sense of 
purposelessness as pathology.  Clamoring for relief 
the women sought out those who offered the prom-
ise of help even though it meant normal functions 
such as menstruation and childbirth were reclassi-
fied as illnesses.  Doctors who armed themselves 
with so-called scientific findings offered the latest 
“cures” and acquired a celebrity status while 
women embraced them as a way to enhance their 
own status and demonstrate their up-to-the minute 
knowledge.  Unwittingly contributing to their own 
oppression, the women complied with such bizarre 
“cures” as leeches in their uteruses, clitoridecto-
mies, and the “rest cure” that kept them immobile 
in darkened bedrooms eating bland diets for 

months on end.   
 

Physicians took every opportunity to treat 
the social problem of what to do with women as a 
commodity, by offering various cures at fees that 
were within the reach only of women of the middle 
and upper classes.  Intent on wiping out all compe-
tition for fee-paying patients they even usurped the 
jobs of midwives for the lower classes who were 
no competition for them in the medical market-
place.  With the rise of the profession of obstetrics-
gynecology, lower class women were needed in the 
charity hospitals since no women of a higher class 
could be expected to serve as raw material for the 
student physicians, and the midwives’ work be-
came redundant.  Some black female slaves were 
kept exclusively for surgical experimentation.  A 
particularly zealous surgeon operated on one of 
them thirty times in four years.  Lower class 
women might have been spared any exposure to 
these machinations had it not been for the scien-
tists’ need for human subjects to test out their theo-
ries and practice their skills as surgeons.   

 

The experts’ rise to power over women is 
startling.  It involved destroying or discrediting the 
networks through which women had learned from 
each other.  They did this through the promotion of 
science, fortified by wealth and women—
especially educated women—who went along with 
the notion that to ignore science was to live in the 
Dark Ages.  The ironies abound.  Women were 
infantilized but bought into the system in order to 
appear knowledgeable by siding with the experts.  
Doctors were revered while practicing in ways that 
must surely have raised some eyebrows.  Women 
who challenged the all-male education system and 
won places in it became educated in men’s science 
and consequently, were no help liberating women 
from the grip of the experts. 

 

Women were unfulfilled, unhappy and 
vulnerable.  An unexpected result of the women’s 
discontent was a declining birthrate among the 
privileged classes.  Women were either too sick to 
have sex, or they used illness as a reason to avoid 
it.  This was viewed as an alarming trend by the 
likes of psychologist G. Stanley Hall and Theodore 
Roosevelt: the President said it meant disaster for 
the nation because poorer specimens were still 
propagating.  Hysteria, a new trend, emerged in 
women’s illness and was to be the straw that fi-
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nally broke the hold of the gynecologist over 
women.  It seems that women began to use the no-
tion of illness for their own purposes to the frustra-
tion of a medical profession that was losing control 
of them.  There was speculation in medical jour-
nals that women were utilizing illness to avoid 
work and responsibility as well as to gain power 
over their husbands, children, and doctors.  Hys-
teria was a logical outcome of the “cult of female 
invalidism.”  The medical answer was psycho-
analysis.  Malingering was reassigned illness status 
and women were encouraged to confess their re-
sentment in psychoanalysis and accept their role as 
women. 

 

As a new spirit of activism gripped Amer-
ica in the early 20th century, women loosened their 
garments and became more mobile.  A new era 
was ushered in, one in which housekeeping, con-
ceptualized as a full-time profession, was described 
by a new set of experts, domestic scientists, many 
of whom were women.  In time, motherhood was 
pathologized and child-raising was subjected to 
scientific scrutiny.  Dr.  Spock emerged as the ex-
pert on children, overriding mothers’ and grand-
mothers’ inclinations based on knowledge of their 
offspring. 

 

In their valuable book, Ehrenreich and 
English present a powerful argument against com-
pliance with experts.  A new “Foreword” and some 
additions to the “Afterward” bring this edition up 
to 2004 while the analysis remains as clear and 
compelling as in the first edition (Anchor Books, 
1979).  They advise women to think for themselves 
and dig deeper than the degrees and studies that 
modern experts present to them.   

 

There are, however, a number of omis-
sions.  They do not address the creation of the de-
pression phenomenon of which women are the pri-
mary—acknowledged—sufferers.  They do not 
address the fact that pharmaceutical companies 
educate the first line of contact with patients, the 
family doctor, and so have become the experts be-
hind the experts.  Neither do they probe the emo-
tional and sometimes physical disfigurement of 
women in the name of beauty through plastic sur-
gery.  Aging has become the new women’s prob-
lem to be exploited by the battery of medical ex-
perts and yet it rates not a mention in this volume. 

 

The authors seem inimical to psychology, 
and I am uncomfortable with their discussion of it.  
Ehrenreich and English cast practitioners in the 
same damning role of experts.  Early psychologists 
worked within the range of interpretation available 
to them, which also happened to be the language of 
women’s oppression so it may deserve bad press.  
The current trend towards sound-bite answers to 
complex problems is disturbing.  But theory and 
practice have been evolving and we therapists are 
not all slick-tongued shamans as they imply.  Psy-
chology, used in the service of liberation can help 
women, men, and children to develop the strengths 
they require to face intense pressures to comply 
and conform. 

 

It is important to be cautious with interpre-
tations of events not lived through and impossible 
to reproduce.  The authors write a history of female 
oppression bordering on the sensational.  Yet there 
were strengths and movements that carried women 
through.  The experts may have destroyed net-
works, but women formed others, as they contin-
ued to make their ways in the world.  Ehrenreich 
and English reserve most of their comments on 
women’s activism to the feminist movement of the 
past half-century.  They note that it was feminism 
that exposed the problems but state that feminists 
are now holding back in uncertainty.  They recog-
nize that the woman question has yielded to a 
much larger one, how women and men together 
can manage civilization.   

 

This history book is a valuable resource for 
laywomen and experts alike.  If we all dig deeper, 
remember the past, and reflect on the present, we 
may avoid a repetition of the suffering documented 
within it. 
  

Evelyn Sommers, PhD, is a psychologist in 
private practice in Toronto, Canada.  Among her 
publications are Voices From Within: Women Who 
Have Broken the Law (University of Toronto 
Press, 1995) and The Tyranny of Niceness: Un-
masking the Need for Approval (Dundurn Group, 
2005).  The case of Terry is adapted from her most 
recent book.  For more information visit her web-
site at <www.ekslibris.ca>.
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Woman’s Story—A Disruptive Act 
 

Ellen Toronto 
Private Practice 

 

 Review essay of Jerome A. Winer, James 
Anderson, and Christine C. Kieffer, eds., Psycho-
analysis and Women The Annual of Psychoanalysis 
Vol. XXXII (Hilsdale, NJ: The Analytic Press, 
2004) ISBN 0-88163-421-2, pages 253, $37.50. 

 

Carol Gilligan wrote “…I came to a sud-
den and…startling realization that to bring 
women’s lives into history was a disruptive act.  It 
would change the account of both life-history and 
history by illuminating a reality of connectedness 
where separateness had been assumed” (p.132).  
The impact of women’s history is everywhere, in 
every field of endeavor and human thought.  
Changes in human practice come more slowly.  
Errors and abuses based on an assumption of male 
subjectivity and male supremacy abound.  But 
women’s voices grow louder and more deter-
mined—speaking in behalf of the mutuality of re-
lationships and the inter-connectedness of all hu-
manity. 
 

 Women have spoken with particular co-
gency from the heart of psychoanalysis, despite its 
patriarchal origins and early leanings.  As a 
method of listening and gathering data from the 
depths of the human mind it has provided a fertile 
ground from which women’s story can be told.  
Psychoanalysis and Women has assembled a strik-
ing collections of articles that document the history 
and evolution of its “founding mothers”—the likes 
of Edith Jacobson, Marion Milner, Therese 
Benedek, Dorothy Burlingham, and Anna Freud—
as well as later contributors to its theory and prac-
tice.   
 

 I have often wondered how Freud himself 
might react, not only to the disruptive acts but also 
to the seismic shifts that have occurred in psycho-
analysis, due in large part to the influx of women 
and their perspective.  Would he welcome and in-
corporate a relational perspective?  Would he con-
sider the reality of seduction in the lives of many 
women and children or would he ignore it as have 
other monolithic institutions?  Allow me to pursue 
this line of thinking as I reflect on the articles col-
lected here. 
 

 The first section of Psychoanalysis and 
Women presents clinical material including an in-
depth study of a cancer patient and an examination 
of “defensive autonomy” in white heterosexual 
middle class women.  Joyce McDougal writes with 
her customary clarity and compassion of a woman 
whose self-hatred had taken residence in her body 
as a deadly form of breast cancer.  An unloved 
child, the patient felt that she could survive but 
could not live.  In short, she had become her can-
cer.  The article describes the poignant interplay of 
patient and therapist as the patient was able to let 
go of death and fully embrace her cancer treatment.  
Freud himself struggled with cancer and I would 
conjecture that he would have welcomed the op-
portunity to speak of his illness, even to analyze its 
psychological roots in his own history with a com-
passionate analyst such as Dr. McDougall. 
 

 The theoretical section takes up, among 
other issues, the topic of passivity from a number 
of vantage points as delineated by Jessica Benja-
min, Julia Kristeva and Ethel Spector Person.  Ben-
jamin deconstructs the equation of femininity with 
passivity, contending that “passivity is not a pre-
existing ‘thing’ that is repudiated by the male psy-
che; rather it is constructed by it” (p. 45).  Rather 
than viewing the female as a “container”, designed 
to hold male tension and discharge, she presents an 
intersubjective economy between two subjects who 
can both contain and discharge in mutual regula-
tion.  Her concept depends upon a mother as sub-
ject, not the invisible mother of Freud’s poor Dora 
or the ‘holding environment’ of later theorists.  We 
know that “Mother” was a particular blind spot for 
Freud and for early psychoanalysis in general as 
was the daughter in the father-daughter relation-
ship.  Christine Kieffer points out the paucity of 
literature about the latter relationship except when 
it is focused on father-daughter incest.  She then 
goes on to provide a unique perspective on the Pyr-
rhic victory suffered by the favored daughter, the 
so-called Oedipal victor, who becomes a mere ex-
tension of her father’s projections and wishes.  
Again I wonder whether Freud would have recog-
nized in this description the shadow of his own 
daughter Anna. 
 

 Personal narratives of women in the fore-
front of psychoanalysis and feminism comprise the 
fourth section of this volume.  We learn of the 
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meeting and subsequent communication of Nancy 
Chodorow and Jessica Benjamin.  Brenda Solomon 
describes her supervision with Therese Benedek 
and Marian Tolpin in the Chicago Institute.  Mal-
kah Notman recounts her participation in a ten-year 
psychoanalytic workshop which included Carol 
Gilligan and other noted women theorists.   
 

 The authors recount the history of their 
consciousness-raising and the evolution of their 
thinking.  Chodorow describes her early dismissal 
of biological determinism and her subsequent reap-
praisal, forged by clinical experience and her own 
experience with motherhood, of the importance of 
puberty, menarche, the potential for pregnancy, 
pregnancy and childbirth in female development 
and psychic representation.  Her training and ex-
perience finally led her to the notion of the clinical 
individual who cognizes experience with body, 
family, culture and dominant relationships to give 
unique meaning to gender and self.  It is 
Chodorow’s contention that “beginning with 
Freud, there is no single femininity, masculinity, or 
sexuality; we have misread him if there is” (p.118).  
We have focused on the well-known and tortuous 
path to normative femininity.  But this approach 
ignores the many women he studied, treated and 
worked with who had their own ideas about femi-
ninity and could, in no way, be reduced to a singu-
lar “woman.” 
 

 In the last section of the book Marian Tol-
pin presents a provocative article on the case of 
Dora as a timely opportunity for Freud to revise his 
‘mistaken’ seduction theory.  She also reviews his 
lengthy search for a “normal female castration 
complex” and the corroboration he sought from 
aspiring female analysts.  We learn of the contribu-
tion of early female pioneers such as Anna Freud 
and Dorothy Burlingham who translated Freud’s 
beginning recognition of the importance of the 
mother into the origins of parent-infant observation 
in psychoanalysis.  Therese Benedek, another pio-
neer, further elaborated the significance of em-
pathic communication between mother and child.  
While remaining committed to Freud’s theory, she 
focused on the transactional nature of parent-child 
interaction and translated her findings into the 
therapeutic relationship which author, Erika 
Schmidt, argues became a prototype for two-
person relational psychology. 
 

 Schmidt points out that Benedek under-
stood Freud’s ideas about women in historical con-
text.  In light of his sensitive work with patients 
and colleagues she did not believe him to be a mi-
sogynist.  Following that line of thinking, I believe 
that Papa Freud would be quite proud of Psycho-
analysis and Women.  He would be excited to 
know that his theoretical daughters have minds of 
their own such that they can modify, enlarge, 
deepen and even disrupt his theory to explain phe-
nomena that he could only begin to understand. 
 

 As a ‘first wave’ psychoanalytic feminist I 
am thrilled with the volume.  In the last several 
weeks it has become my bedtime reading, a posi-
tion usually accorded only to top-rated page-
turning fiction.  The poignant clinical descriptions, 
the clear explanations of theoretical shifts, the per-
sonal narratives of consciousness-raising, and the 
biographies of courageous women pioneers have 
grabbed me at my core.  It places in perspective the 
changes initiated by women in the field and, as 
such; I believe it is a “must-read” for serious stu-
dents of the history of psychoanalysis.  It confirms 
yet again the message at the heart of psychoanaly-
sis, that, given sufficient exploration of the human 
mind and its intricacies, all of us, including Freud, 
can change. 
 

Ellen Toronto, PhD, a therapist and psy-
choanalyst in private practice in Ann Arbor, is a 
founding member and past president of the Michi-
gan Psychoanalytic Council.  She has presented 
and published in the areas of women, gender stud-
ies, mothering, and nonverbal communication in 
the therapeutic setting.  Dr. Toronto is co-editor of 
Psychoanalytic Reflections of a Gender-free Case: 
Into the Void (NY: Routledge, 2005) and may be 
reached at <etoronto@umich.edu>.

 
Paul Roazen (1936-2005):  

In Memoriam 
 

Daniel Burston 
Duquesne University 

 

          Paul Roazen, a political scientist and histo-
rian of psychoanalysis, died at age sixty-nine in 
Boston on November 3rd from complications of 
Crohn’s disease.  His life began in Boston on Au-
gust 14, 1936 as the second of three children of a 
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Jewish family making its living in the auto parts 
business.  In 1954, he graduated from Brookline 
High School, and in 1958, from Harvard College, 
where he studied American Government with 
Robert McCloskey.  He went on to do graduate 
work in political science and psychoanalysis at the 
University of Chicago, Oxford, and finally, at Har-
vard, where he was mentored by Louis Hartz and 
Erik Erikson. 
 

          With the help of Helene Deutsch, Roazen 
embarked on a massive research project, between 
1964 and 1967, interviewing seventy people who 
had known Freud personally, (twenty-five of 
whom were also patients), and forty others who 
were involved in the early history of the psycho-
analytic movement.  This voluminous body of data 
furnished the basis for many of his books in years 
to come.  He was also the first non-psychoanalyst 
to be granted access to the library at the British 
Psychoanalytical Institute.  Anna Freud, who al-
lowed him access, heartily regretted her decision 
when Roazen published Brother Animal (1969), an 
instructive but extremely controversial gloss on the 
correspondence between Sigmund Freud and Lou 
Andreas Salome concerning an all but forgotten 
analyst named Victor Tausk who had once shown 
considerable promise, but committed suicide while 
under Salome’s care.  As it happens, Freud was 
analyzing Salome while she was analyzing Tausk, 
and in retrospect, Freud’s attitude toward Tausk 
was profoundly disconcerting.  Roazen antago-
nized Anna Freud and her circle even further when 
he revealed in Freud and His Followers (1975) 
that she had been analyzed by her own father.  
Kurt Eissler, a Freudian stalwart, wrote a scathing 
critique of Roazen in 1985 entitled Victor Tausk’s 
Suicide.  While seriously flawed, Eissler’s book 
embodied the attitude of many analytic practitio-
ners who felt that Roazen’s work was little more 
than “gossip.” 
 

          While Professor Roazen did not flinch from 
igniting controversies like these during his colorful 
career, he also devoted considerable effort to spell-
ing out the political and philosophical roots and 
ramifications of psychoanalytic theories at the so-
cial, cultural and historical level.  Indeed, his first 
book Freud: Political and Social Thought (1968), 
was an adaptation of his doctoral thesis: it paved 
the way for his appointments in the Political Sci-

ence Department and the Social Science Division 
at York University in Toronto, where he taught 
from 1971 to 1995, prior to taking early retirement 
to become Professor Emeritus.  Always a prolific 
writer, Roazen continued to publish widely until 
his death, including a study of Canada’s most 
popular (and eccentric) Prime Minister, William 
Lyon Mackenzie King, entitled Canada’s King: As 
Essay in Political Psychology (1998).  “The Politi-
cal Psychology of Paul Roazen,” was published in 
Clio’s Psyche (Vol. 2, 4: 73, 75-80) as a featured 
scholar interview and his article, “The Enigma of 
Canada’s MacKenzie King,” was published prior 
to the release of the above mentioned book (Vol. 4, 
4: 122-126).  At the time of his death he was re-
searching the papers of Ambassador William Bul-
litt who, together with Freud, wrote a psychologi-
cal study of Woodrow Wilson.  A book on Bullitt 
is one of three forthcoming books listed in Paul 
Roazen’s CV.  Roazen is survived by two sons, 
Jules and Daniel, whom he fathered with his for-
mer wife, Deborah Heller. 

 

Daniel Burston’s biography may be found 
on page 138.

 
Paul Roazen: A Memoir 

 

Donald Carveth 
Glendon College of York University 

 

I was very sorry to learn of the death of my 
old colleague and friend, Paul Roazen.  We taught 
together at York University here in Toronto and 
participated in the activities of the psychoanalytic 
community here for many years before Paul retired 
and moved back to Cambridge.  Early in his career, 
Paul devoted himself to the history of psychoanaly-
sis, seeking to interview everyone he could find 
who had played a part in the movement in its ear-
lier days.  The result is a fascinating and important 
body of work on Freud, Helene Deutsch, Victor 
Tausk, Erik Erikson, Eduardo Weiss, and many 
other key players in the history of psychoanalysis. 
 

Unfortunately, members of the movement 
Freud created have not always been able to over-
come the very human inclination to idealize the 
master and defend his reputation against critics—
real and imagined.  As a result, Paul was not al-
ways beloved of the Freudians because, while in 
my opinion never devaluing Freud, he also refused 
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to idealize him, insisting on seeing him whole, 
warts and all, as is the proper task of any decent 
scholar.  Paul was a witty man who usually had a 
smile on his face and an engaging twinkle in his 
eye.  He was a scholar through and through.  I 
think it can be said he was in love with scholarship. 
  

On a few occasions in more recent years, 
Paul and I discussed the thinly disguised Roman 
Catholicism that is Lacanian theory.  I think it was 
Paul who drew my attention to the fact that Lacan's 
brother was a Benedictine monk.  A central La-
canian concept is the name-of-the-father (hear “in 
the name of the father, the son, and the Holy 
Spirit”).  Another is the concept of the cure as 
“acceptance of castration” (hear crucifixion: “lack” 
as holes in the hands, the feet, the side).  So many 
Lacanians seem to be ex-Catholics, ex-priests, ex-
nuns, though some, like William Richardson, are 
still active in the priesthood.  Often these folks 
don't seem to like it pointed out that Lacanism is 
Roman Catholicism filtered through Hegel, Hei-
degger, de Saussure, Sartre and Freud.  Who can 
blame them?  They want to be psychoanalysts and 
psychoanalysis has not always been very friendly 
to Christians.  Meissner seems to have survived by 
splitting his identity as analyst from his identity as 
Jesuit priest, keeping them in airtight separate 
compartments.  Leavy only announced his life-long 
Anglo-Catholicism after he retired as an analyst. 
 

My generation seems to have it a little eas-
ier.  Though not an analyst himself, I’m sure Paul 
would have been amused had I had a chance to tell 
him of a relevant experience of my own that took 
place not so long ago.  In the process of my be-
coming a supervising and training analyst, I re-
ceived a bizarre telephone call from the Chair of 
the Institute Membership Committee occasioned 
by the fact that during a cocktail party at my home, 
at which the doors were opened to my home office, 
someone spotted a King James Bible in my con-
sulting room.  Naturally my secular humanist col-
leagues were concerned that I might be using the 
clinical setting, not to bring people to secular hu-
manist ideology as they do, but to Jesus.  Finally, 
embarrassed to have been forced to ask these ques-
tions (which I can't imagine anyone asking a Mus-
lim, a Buddhist, or an orthodox Jew, for fear of 
human rights violations), my colleague admitted he 
too had a Bible in his consulting room, a Jewish 

one, and we discussed matters of translation. 
 

As a social scientist, Paul Roazen was a 
man who understood the ideological nature even of 
our own ideologies.  I wish more colleagues got 
this point. 
 

Donald Carveth, PhD, is a sociologist and 
psychoanalyst teaching at Glendon College of York 
University for over thirty-five years.  He is a train-
ing and supervising psychoanalyst in the Canadian 
Institute of Psychoanalysis and past Editor-in-
Chief of the Canadian Journal of Psychoanalysis/
Revue Canadienne de Psychanalyse.  Professor 
Carveth has published extensively and of late has 
focused on guilt evasion in Harry Guntrip and oth-
ers.   Many of his papers are on his website http://
www.yorku.ca/dcarveth.

 
Bulletin Board 

 

 The next Psychohistory Forum Work-In-
Progress Saturday Seminar will be on February 
4, 2006 when Jean Hantman (private practice-
Philadelphia) and Donald Carveth (York Univer-
sity and private practice) will present on 
“Marriage At-A-Distance.”  Subsequent 2006 
presentations will include David Lotto on 
“Vengeance,” Eli Sagan on “The Need for a 
Secular Sacred Response to Fundamentalism,” 
and Peter Petschauer et al, “The Search for the 
Father and Other Explorations in Autobiogra-
phy” on September 30, 2006.  We also hope to 
finalize plans for a session on suicide and on suici-
dal terrorism.   CONFERENCES:  There is still 
an open call for papers from the IPA and ISPP: the 
June 7-9, 2005 International  Psychohistory As-
sociation meetings will be at Fordham Law School 
and the International Society for Political Soci-
ety meetings will be on July 12-16, 2006 in Bar-
celona.  NOTES ON COLLEAGUES:  Maria 
Miliora retired earlier this year from her professor-
ship at Suffolk University and her private practice 
of psychoanalysis to recuperate from brain surgery 
and devote full time to her research and writing.  
We wish her well and congratulate her on the 2004 
publication of The Scorsese Psyche on Screen: 
Roots of Themes and Characters in the Film 
(McFarland).  Her next book, America’s Old West 
in Fact and in the Movies, is half completed.  Ruth 
Dale Meyer presented “Clio's Circle: Historians 
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Call for Papers 
  

Love, Marriage, and Relationship 
At-A-Distance 

  
Special Issue, March 2006 

 
  Some possible approaches to this topic include: 
 

 The fantasies and realities of love 

 Proximity and attachment 

 Case studies 

 Is this a second marriage phenomenon? 

 Changing expectations in second marriages 

 The impact of the Internet and cell phones 

 Fantasies and realities of Internet dating 

 Other people’s children 

 Internet relations in the movies:  i.e. 

 “Must Love Dogs” 

 Negotiating intimacy at-a-distance 

 The statistics behind the relationships and  a 

 case study 

 How to nurture love and marriage at-a-distance 

 Facing personal and family crises at-a-distance 

 Marital strife at a distance 

 The need for personal space when together 
 Correlations between childhood, personality, and  

long distance marriage 

 Immigrant marriage at-a-distance 

 Intercontinental arranged marriages 

 Love and marriage in war 
 Marriage, relationships, and love in different 

historical periods and cultures 

 Interviews with distant marriage partners 

 Reviews of relevant books 
  

Articles of 500-1500 words are due on 
January 15, 2006.  One long article is welcome. 

 

Please Send an Abstract or Outline ASAP. 
All Articles will be Refereed. 

 

Contact Paul H. Elovitz, Editor 
pelovitz@aol.com 

Who Dare to Embrace the Unconscious” in the Oc-
tober 15, 2005 Santa Barbara conference, “When 
History Wakes: Cultural and Ecological Memory.  
Montague Ullman gave a November 10, 2005 
seminar, “Dreaming as a Natural Healing System,” 
in Manhattan.  On October 10th, Joseph Held was 
honored by the Hungarian Academy of Science. 
Glen Jeansonne is completing the 600-page 
manuscript for A Time of Paradox: America Since 
1890, to be published by Rowman and Littlefield 
early in 2006.  He is also writing Herbert Hoover: 
Fighting Quaker.  To devote himself to creating 
art, Joe Illick retired from San Francisco State 
University.  Margo Kren spent five months in 
China earlier this year.  Jerry Piven has taken a 
position in the Philosophy Department at Case 
Western Reserve University.  DEATHS:  The  sad 
news has come to our attention that Elizabeth 
Wirth Marvick died of natural causes on the night 
of April 18th.  Betty Glad is writing an obituary 
and reminiscences are welcome.  WELCOME:  to 
new member Lee Solomen.  OUR THANKS:  To 
our members and subscribers for the support that 
makes Clio’s Psyche possible.  To Benefactors 
Herbert Barry and Ralph Colp; Patrons David 
Beisel, Andrew Brink, Mary Lambert, Peter 
Loewenberg, David Lotto, and Shirley Stewart; 
Sustaining Member Jacques Szaluta; Supporting 
Members Rudolph Binion, Paul Elovitz, David 
Felix, Jacqueline Paulson, Edryce Reynolds, and 
the Shneidmans; and Members Michael Britton, 
Charles Gouaux, Michael Isaacs, Maria Miliora, 
Margery Quackenbush, and Roberta Rubin.  Our 
appreciation to Forum hosts Mary Lambert and 
Connie and Lee Schniedman. Our thanks for 
thought provoking materials to Dick Booth, Daniel 
Burston, Don Carveth, Mark Fisher, Ken 
Fuchsman, Ted Goertzel, Frank Haney, Judith Har-
ris, Marshall Harth, Glen Jeansonne, Danielle 
Knafo, Peter Loewenberg, David Luhrssen, Ruth 
Dale Meyer, Robert Pois, Leah Slivko, Evelyn 
Sommers, Jacques Szaluta, Ellen Toronto, Kari 
Vander Weit, and Elisabeth Young-Bruehl. Our 
thanks to David Beisel and Dick Booth for selec-
tive editing, Nancy Dobosiewicz for proofing/
Publisher 2003 software application, Tom Ossa for 
proofing/web design/computer instruction, and to 
Theresa Graziano, Laura Greene, and Kari Vander 
Weit for proofing.  We wish to thank our numerous 
referees, who must remain anonymous. 
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Teaching Psychohistory—Part II 
Group Psychohistory Symposium 

Teaching About Groups 
 

David R. Beisel 
SUNY-Rockland 

 

I’ve always felt that articles on teaching were 
broadly relevant and could help those working out-
side as well as inside the classroom because anyone 
discussing psychological history or publishing a 
scholarly paper or making a presentation at a schol-
arly conference is doing a kind of teaching. 
 

Over the years I’ve written several pieces on 
varied aspects of teaching psychological history—for  

 

                                 (continued on page 187)    

Marriage at-a-Distance 

 

Jean Hantman 
Psychoanalyst—Philadelphia 

Donald Carveth 
Psychoanalyst and York University 

 
Introduction 
 The success of our nine-year marriage at-a-
distance is not easily explained to people whose con-
ception of marriage requires a couple to share the 
same house, bedroom, and bed.  We live 502 miles 
away from each other in separate countries.  Though  
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certainly not without its trials and tribulations, and 
while we eagerly look forward to living together in 
the near future, our marriage at-a-distance has sus-
tained us for almost a decade.  We are both psy-
choanalysts who met in a psychoanalytic online 
discussion group.  Below we separately describe 
and analyze our experience. 

 

<><><> 
 

Part I: Jean Hantman 
The movie You’ve Got Mail tells the story 

of two people who, like my husband and me, met 
on the Internet and fell in love before ever seeing 
each other.  I’ve seen it about eleven times and 
every time I view it I notice something new and 
true about love and relationships, and computers. 

 

 The last time I saw it I realized it depicts 
something that was occurring sociologically in the 
mid-to-late 1990’s, when half of us had made the 
leap “online” and the other half hadn’t.  In fact, the 
stodgy resisted knowing about it. You could be 
living with your wife and children, or parents, 
brothers and sisters, or girlfriend or boyfriend, and 
disappear into a whole new private world they 
knew nothing about and didn't want to know. 
 

  In You've Got Mail, Kathleen Kelly (Meg 
Ryan) was living with her boyfriend and Joe Fox 
(Tom Hanks) with his girlfriend.  Their partners 
had no idea what kind of social revolution was tak-
ing place, what private lives were unfolding right 
in front of their eyes at the dining room table on 
the computer. 
 

 Nora Ephron, who wrote and directed the 
movie, seems to posit that, by the late 90's, the re-
sistance to getting online had become a character 
flaw that undermined, in fact ended, many already-
bad relationships.  Kathleen’s boyfriend, Frank 
(Greg Kinnear), was obsessed with typewriters, 
and romantically, pompously opposed to com-
puters, while Kathleen secretly slipped away into 
her e-mail and instant messaging relationship with 
Joe.  (Instant messaging involves Internet ex-
changes between parties simultaneously connected 
electronically.)  One gets the feeling that, along 
with all the other incompatibilities in each of the 
two relationships, resisting computers might have 
been perhaps the worst: the relationship-breaker. 

 
 

 

Frank:  Name me one thing, one that 
we've gained from technology   

Kathleen:  Electricity. 
Frank: [points to computer] You think 

this machine is your friend but 
it's not. 

 

 For a short time between 1993 (the year 
You’ve Got Mail came out) and 2000, there was a 
split in our society: those whose open-minded, vo-
racious curiosity led them into a spectacular new 
way of connecting with like-minded people from 
all over the world, impossible to imagine ten years 
earlier; and those who started looking more and 
more provincial, prehistoric, stubbornly clinging to 
Remington typewriters, power lunches in person, 
and the P.T.A.  “In person” became obsolete tem-
porarily, as personal and business relationships 
moved online and our collective, highly-charged 
libidinal energy shifted from in person to e-mail. 
 

 Half of us were online having discussions 
with psychoanalysts in Turkey and Montreal; 
anonymously posting to message boards for help 
with relationships and addictions; finding the rec-
ipe for anything in three seconds flat from a chef in 
Brazil; and (according to Nora Ephron and the 
online rest of us) the other group was dangerously 
out of the loop. 
 

 So in 1994, divorced with three young chil-
dren and working on my PhD, I bought a com-
puter.  Instantly, I signed up for America Online 
and, like Lucy, slipped through the wardrobe into 
the Internet. (“Lucy's siblings insist that Lucy was 
only gone for seconds and not for hours as she 
claims.” See The Lion, the Witch and the Ward-
robe).  Any fan of the Chronicles of Narnia, and 
the Internet can relate to the feeling of stepping 
into an extraordinary new world without ever leav-
ing the house.  (This phenomenon happens with 
many inventions.  Until they become simply tools, 
or manifest their downside, there is a heavenly 
glow around the new: sewing machines, birth con-
trol pills, www.com, etc.) 
 

    In 1996 I joined an online psychoanalytic 
discussion group that worked liked this: a member 
would write his or her thoughts, questions and 
opinions about psychoanalytic topics and when he 
or she clicked “send,” all 700 members of the fo-<><><>CP<><><> 
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rum would receive this “posting” in their e-mail 
inbox.  This was how my husband and I met.  I 
posted a thought about psychoanalysis to 700 
anonymous members of this online forum and he 
posted back.  Lively discussions ensued.  There 
were others posting opinions about psychoanalysis 
but it became clear soon enough that Dr. Carveth 
and I were beginning to form a personal bond, in 
separate countries, that the rest of the (mostly 
anonymous) members watched. 
 

  I didn't know what he looked like or how 
old he was.  I may have known by then that he 
lived in Toronto and had a six-year-old son.  All I 
could tell was that he was brilliant and accessi-
ble—friendly, undefended.  He had no “art,” no 
armor.  He was who he was and I admired this be-
cause, at the time, I was only art and armor, more 
sweet than friendly, and cautious, having recently 
experienced the meltdown of my first marriage. 
 

  After a month of group discussion, he pri-
vately e-mailed me with an offer to help with my 
dissertation, saying that, as a professor, he had 

coached many grad students on their road to doc-
torates.  That started stage two of our relationship.  
Still never having seen each other, without know-
ing the slightest thing about each other's appear-
ance, or age, or location or any of the things that 
normal dating reveals at the outset, we moved to 
the second stage of our long-distance relationship: 
private e-mail.   This brings to mind an exchange 
from You’ve Got Mail. 
 

Joe:   You're crazy about him.…   
Kathleen:   Yes.  I am.   
Joe:   Then why don't you run off with him?  
   What are you waiting for?   
Kathleen:    I don't actually know him.   
Joe:   Really?  - 
Kathleen:    We only know each other - oh,  
   God, you're not going to believe this...   
Joe:   Let me guess.  From the Internet.   
Kathleen:    Yes.   
Joe:   You've got mail.   
Kathleen:    Yes.   
Joe:   Three very powerful words.   
Kathleen:    Yes.   

   

 I knew about instant messaging (IM) be-
cause I was on AOL, but Don hadn't yet discovered 
it.  I didn't tell him about it because I loved the 
pace and rhythm of our e-mail correspondence at 
the beginning.  Epistolary was more my style for 
relationships with far away friends than the phone.  
Having something to do with my hermetic person-
ality, combined with what I had learned about the 
nature of desire, I preferred the space and time be-
tween e-mails to the immediacy of an IM or a 
phone call.  But we shifted from e-mail to both 
telephone and instant messaging after about two 
months.  We still hadn't met in person. 
 

We Meet in New York City, Break up Fourteen 
Times, and Get Married: One afternoon we were 
talking on the phone and I said, “It's too bad we’ll 
never meet, but let's be long-distance friends for-
ever.”  Don replied, “I'm coming to New York in 
December for a conference.  Why don't you meet 
me there?” 
 

 This set off warning bells because I had by 
now had too much experience with dating “blind,” 
meeting men online, thinking they sounded inter-
esting and then the letdown at the actual meeting 
because there was no chemistry.  In fact, I didn't 
believe in chemistry until I started Internet dating 
and discovered how much of the physical is in-
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volved at the beginning of a relationship.  Don was 
convinced that we would be as compatible in per-
son as we had grown to be long-distance.  But I'm 
a pessimist and I wasn't as sure.  Don assured me 
that there would be chemistry because, he said, “all 
women love me.”  I was incapable of opposing his 
mixture of bravado and optimism and so we did 
meet, on December 18, 1996, at the winter meet-
ings of the American Psychoanalytic Association 
at the Waldorf.  At that point, our real long-
distance relationship started. 
 

“I Wanted It to be You”: The movie, from which 
the quote in the heading was taken, ends at this 
point, when the two characters meet, but our story 
continued on.  When I tell women about my long-
distance marriage almost all of them say, “Wow, 
you have the best of both worlds.  You have a great 
marriage and your own space.”  When I tell men 
about my long-distance marriage they express a 
wide range of negative emotions, from skepticism 
to dismay.  I ask women what they make of this 
difference in response.  In general, they tell me that 
men need women around more, they need to live 
with a woman.  Occasionally the word “needy” is 
used.  I don't think men are needier; I think they 
are more companionable than women.  They need 
less time to regroup after clashes; they are faster to 
forgive, to love again. 
 

 We went from visiting each other about 
four or five times a year at the beginning to now 
seeing each other twice a month: I usually fly to 
Toronto.  I much prefer visiting Don in Toronto 
than having him come to Philadelphia.  I have al-
ways been a “runaway” and traveling suits me.  
Don is a “homeboy” with many close ties to To-
ronto institutions and organizations, and being vis-
ited at home by a runaway suits him. 
 

 I should say, though, that the reason we 
didn't pick one city to live in together is not a re-
flection of either one of our styles, gender or per-
sonality.  We haven't lived together yet because I 
have been finishing raising my three children in 
Philadelphia and Don has an even younger son in 
Toronto.  Next fall my youngest starts college, and 
so I have started the immigration process. 
 

 Through overcoming the struggles in-
volved in nurturing our marriage in two different 
countries, over and over again, I have actually 

changed more significantly than through twenty 
years of psychoanalysis.  I won't go into the liter-
ally long list of shifts in my way of thinking about 
love, fidelity, commitment, and desire.  Through 
the struggle I have learned faith most of all, that is, 
the ability to hold onto something that is out of 
sight knowing that it is right there all the time. 
 

<><><> 
 

Part II: Don Carveth 
I too have changed more significantly 

through my relationship with Jeanie than through 
my three analyses combined.   But it was all that 
analytic work that gave me the capacity to respond 
to the gift the Internet had given me—my encoun-
tering her in an online psychoanalytic discussion 
group—and then to follow through rather than re-
treat from the challenge of love.  

 

Jeanie has described our meeting.   At first 
I didn’t even realize I was dialoguing with a 
woman.   I teach in a bilingual (French/English) 
liberal arts college where it is not unusual for me to 
have male colleagues named “Jean.”   I’m not en-
tirely certain why I assumed “she” was a “he”—
perhaps it was the somewhat “phallic” way she had 
of writing, at least in those days.   (Has there been 
something of a softening?   I think so.)  There was 
Marcio in Baltimore, and Bernard just outside New 
York.   For some reason I imagined this “fellow” 
Jean resided in Belgium—something about the 
name “Hantman” I suppose.   In any case, I slowly 
began to notice that this “Jean’s” postings on the 
list in response to mine seemed unusually warm, 
even affectionate.   I began to imagine that “he” 
might be gay.   That was okay, I thought.  Now in 
my fifties, I felt I’d overcome my youthful homo-
phobia and I could allow myself to enjoy this 
young man’s apparent admiring response to me.  
When “he” spoke of his difficulties with his psy-
choanalytically oriented doctoral dissertation I 
even found myself offering to help mentor him. 

 

It was at this point that some of the other 
members of the list, who had been online with Jean 
for some months prior to my joining and who 
knew of her gender—and who had no doubt been 
amused by my misunderstanding—posted com-
ments that caused the scales to fall from my eyes.  
That occasioned my sending her my first, off-list, 
private e-mail, in which I asked if it was really true 
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that she belonged to my favourite gender.  She re-
plied in a private e-mail with the subject-line: “XX 
not XY.”  I was overjoyed.  With intensified pri-
vate e-mail contact and the addition of telephone 
communication, I soon realized I was in love, even 
before the exchange of photographs.  The fateful 
meeting that Christmas in New York merely 
clinched the deal.  We left New York in separate 
cabs, hers heading to Penn Station, mine to La 
Guardia.  For a few blocks we travelled side by 
side, until hers turned off.  I felt as if my heart was 
breaking and I couldn’t refrain from muttering to 
the cabbie: “There goes the love of my life.” 

 

Encountering one’s “soul-mate” can be 
terrifying.   It forces one to revise one’s view of 
one’s whole past life and relationships.  It presents 
a frightening challenge: is one willing and able to 
radically renovate one’s life structure in light of the 
revelation, or will one use “sophisticated” argu-
ments to rationalize a retreat and justify adherence 
to established patterns?   

 

Our relationship was highly impractical.   
We lived many miles apart, in different countries.   
We each had young children to raise.  She was un-
able to move here; I was unable to move there.  It 
seemed the sensible thing to do was say goodbye.  
We tried, many times, but found it impossible to 
part.  So there seemed no alternative but to em-
brace a long-distance relationship, which soon be-
came a marriage at-a-distance. 

 

One of the things that made the relation-
ship appear doomed from the outset, at least to 
Jeanie, was her Freudianism.   Accepting the view 
that the sexual drive is rooted in a bodily source 
and therefore essentially biological and ineradica-
ble, she was pessimistic regarding my capacity to 
remain faithful while living apart.  Drive tension 
would build up and, in her absence, I would need 
and find an outlet.  (Oddly enough, she seemed not 
to apply this theory to herself, but only to me, as if 
drive theory only really obtains in the case of the 
male!) 

 

Respecting the power of the unconscious 
compulsion to repeat and aware of how difficult it 
is for “a leopard to change his spots,” she was 
doubtful that a man who had been married twice 
before and for whom Eros is important could be 
emotionally and sexually “contained” in a relation-

ship based on weekend meetings every three or 
four weeks, supplemented by holiday get-
togethers, and otherwise dependent upon e-mail, 
instant messaging (sometimes enhanced by video-
cam) and telephone contacts.   She was convinced 
my loneliness and libidinal tensions, plus the avail-
ability of other women in both my academic and 
psychoanalytic communities, would inevitably lead 
me astray.  I worked hard to counter her fears, ar-
guing against Freud’s (and the popular) view of 
sexuality as “bubbling up” from the body, as it 
were, in favour of an existential and self-
psychological view of human sexuality. 

 

According to Jean Paul Sartre, the human 
self has an “eccentric” (ec-centric or off-center) 
relation with the body.   As children, we not only 
have to learn to identify our selves with our bodies, 
but under various circumstances we can disidentify 
from our bodies and what may be happening to 
them.  We can put ourselves into a wide range of 
different “projects” (e.g., into political goals for 
which we may be prepared even to sacrifice our 
bodily life altogether) and into various 
“disembodied” forms of “intercourse” (e.g., into 
our words, enjoying conversation) or into our intel-
lects (enjoying intellectual intercourse).   Or we 
can decide to “incarnate” ourselves—put our 
“selves” into our bodies (specifically our sexual 
organs)—and enjoy sexual intercourse, after 
which, still embodied, we might shift from a geni-
tal to an oral project and enjoy a smoke or a meal 
together.   Freud, of course, privileged the sexual 
channel of our multi-channel human universe, 
viewing it as somehow primary and all others—
friendship, altruistic love, sports, music, what-
ever—as somehow derivative, “sublimations” or 
transformations of the “real thing.”   

 

I have always found it difficult to convinc-
ingly argue this Sartrean view to colleagues 
steeped in the Freudian privileging of sexuality.   
They are quick to assume the argument is moti-
vated by some defensive flight from our animality 
and our sexuality.   Matters only get worse when 
such colleagues learn of my Christianity.   They 
are quick to assume some sexually repressed choir-
boy is at work in this critique of drive theory.   
(Suffice it to say that in light of her familiarity with 
my history and personality, Jeanie appreciates the 
irony in this analysis.)  But to refuse to reduce 
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Eros, the drive to connect, to integrate, to unite, to 
the one channel of sexual intercourse, and to see all 
other forms of connection as merely derivative, is 
in no way to de-value the sexual channel.  I con-
fess it’s my favourite channel, but it remains only 
one of the ways in which Eros may be gratified. 

 

Freud himself had moved “beyond the 
pleasure principle” but had done so only partially, 
never entirely transcending the tension-reduction, 
drive-discharge model which, for both the Scottish 
psychoanalyst W.R.D. Fairbairn and for Heinz Ko-
hut and his followers in self psychology, describes 
pathology, not health.  For these psychoanalysts, 
our primary drive is for satisfying, holistic personal 
relationships and in the absence of these we fall 
back upon pleasure-seeking.  The idea of human 
“driven-ness” as a “breakdown product” due to 
frustration of the need for positive personal rela-
tions is an important supplement to mainstream 
psychoanalysis. 

 

<><><> 
 

Part III: Conclusion 
Don Carveth 
 

Early on I assured Jeanie that since, for the 
first time in my life I had found someone with 
whom I enjoyed mature personal relations (seeing, 
valuing and respecting one another’s separateness 
and differences, as well as similarities) and from 
whom I received a level of validation, empathy and 
responsiveness that made me feel reliably “seen,” 
“held” and loved, I felt released from my narcissis-
tic “driven-ness” enough to be able to return her 
love, to give as well as receive these gifts—that is, 
to idealize (not idolize) her, in a stable, realistic, 
enduring and “faith-full” way. 

 

Who can blame her for being sceptical?   It 
sounded good.  But time has proven me (and Fair-
bairn and Kohut) right.  The narrow sexual frustra-
tion inevitably entailed in marriage at-a-distance is 
not really a problem as long as one’s need for a 
loving, responsive and empathic partner is reliably 
and frequently gratified.  On average we have con-
versed, screen to screen as it were, for at least two 
uninterrupted hours every single night, online or on 
the phone or both, for the past nine years.   This is 
more direct communication than that enjoyed by 
many married couples who live together.  Ironi-
cally, the residual anxiety that, for Jeanie, accom-

panies her love causes her to keep an eye on me in 
ways that both gratify my need for her attention 
and reinforce my devotion and desire.   It works.   
 

 Jean Hantman, PhD, is a modern psycho-
analyst in private practice in Philadelphia.  She 
has published papers on doing psychotherapy indi-
vidually with spouses, partners and relatives, on 
the applied psychoanalysis of film and, with her 
husband, on guilt evasion.  A list of her papers and 
talks can be found on her website: http://
www.psychoanalysisfrp.com.  Don Carveth, PhD, 
is a sociologist and psychoanalyst teaching at 
Glendon College of York University for over thirty-
five years.  He is a training and supervising psy-
choanalyst in the Canadian Institute of Psycho-
analysis and past Editor-in-Chief of the Canadian 
Journal of Psychoanalysis/Revue Canadienne de 
Psychanalyse.  Professor Carveth has published 
extensively, and of late has focused on guilt eva-
sion in Harry Guntrip and others.  Many of his pa-
pers are on his website: http://www.yorku.ca/
dcarveth.  

 
E-mail Love 

 

Joan Lachkar 
New Center for Psychoanalysis 

 

Never before have mental health profes-
sionals witnessed such a display of diversity as we 
see in our consultation rooms today.  We live in an 
ever-growing, ever-changing world filled with in-
dividuals and couples from varied backgrounds.  
Clinicians are becoming aware of and recognizing 
the multiplicity of our patients—multicultural cou-
ples, interracial couples, interethnic couples, inter-
marriage, same-sex marriages, blended marriages/
families, stepfamily marriages, etc.  These patients 
are all changing the landscape of marriage and re-
lationships.  Yet, as mental health professionals, 
we have insufficiently studied two important con-
temporary categories—e-mail and long distance 
relationships.  The ubiquity of the Internet results 
in people connecting today in ways never before 
imagined. 

 

E-mail dating and the resulting love rela-
tionships are becoming the most unique ways of 
meeting and communicating with people since the 
advent of the telephone.   People have the freedom 
to respond, not respond, or take their time to think 
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things through regarding a potential suitor.  The 
written word, as we learned from many famous 
Victorian writers, is one of the most powerful and 
seductive ways of communication.   It is striking 
how after a few e-mails relationships can begin to 
deepen and grow into strong attachments.  As in 
the case of Donald Carveth and Jean Hantman, this 
occurs without knowing the person’s age, personal 
life, or appearance.  Yet something powerful hap-
pens. 

 

Both Jean and Don are talented authors 
who share the same profession, love for discovery, 
and curiosity about psychoanalytic discovery.  
Both are a real find: she is an independent woman, 
skillful writer, successful psychoanalyst, and 
mother raising her three children alone.  He is a 
trained psychoanalyst, professor, thoughtful au-
thor, and a loving father.  Their match appears “to 
be made in heaven.” 

 

From the inside looking out, this couple 
seems to have a perfect fit, an arrangement that 
works in harmony and synchronicity.   They each 
have their own space and can do their own thing.   
Yet from the outside looking in from an object re-
lations point of view, the relationship has an out of 
the ordinary, split-apart quality.  Families generally 
live together and work through conflict—
envy, sibling rivalry, domination, control, and jeal-
ousy—rather than avoiding it.  This couple plays it 
“safe,” giving the kids the message that relation-
ships are to be detached or far away, and that chil-
dren come first and love and intimacy come next.   
One wonders about the impact on the children, and 
what kind of message it gives them.  It appears that 
the guilt of the divorce on both sides may have cre-
ated such trauma that they have found a way to 
enter much more tentatively into a close relation-
ship.  The essential question is, “Will this relation-
ship, built at a distance, be enough to carry them 
through life’s journey and will it satisfy them when 
they are living together?” 

 

 Joan Lachkar, PhD, a psychohistorian 
and psychotherapist in private practice in Califor-
nia in Brentwood and Tarzana, is the author of The 
Many Faces of Abuse: Treating the Emotional 
Abuse of High -Functioning Women, The Narcis-
sistic/Borderline Couple: A Psychoanalytic Per-
spective on Marital Treatment, and numerous pub-
lications on marital and political conflict.   Cur-

rently she is writing The“V Spot” - Healing Your 
Innermost Vulnerabilities from Emotional 
Abuse.  Dr. Lachkar is an affiliate member and 
instructor at the New Center for Psychoanalysis, 
an adjunct professor at Mount Saint Mary's Col-
lege, and on the editorial board of the Journal of 
Emotional Abuse.  She may be contacted at 
<jlachkar@aol.com>.  

 
Different Approaches  

to Marriage 
 

Paul H. Elovitz 
Ramapo College & the Psychohistory Forum

  

 Love and marriage in the modern world are 
being transformed by high-speed electronic com-
munication and travel, feminism, and the expan-
sion of individual rights.  Heterosexuals and homo-
sexuals alike are developing new ways of being 
with each other and creating families.  The social 
history of marriage has changed enormously since 
my grandparent’s arranged marriage in Poland 
prior to World War I. 

 

 The marriage at-a-distance of Donald Car-
veth and Jean Hantman reflects these possibilities.  
This couple tells their charming story with warmth 
and insight.  Below, I discuss a movie (You’ve Got 
Mail—speaking to many issues in their relation-
ship), write about issues of closeness and distance 
in my own life, comment on the transformational 
power of love, and raise issues that may impact on 
their future happiness when they live together in 
Toronto later this year.  This is written from the 
perspective of a psychotherapist and psychohis-
torian believing that in contemporary North Ameri-
can society, with its belief in individual autonomy, 
personal fulfillment, and romantic love, it is quite 
difficult for couples to live together over an ex-
tended period of time unless they work hard at 
their relationships. 
 

 The adaptations and inventiveness of hu-
man kind never cease to amaze me.  When I first 
began to form intimate relations that might lead to 
marriage, the Internet was not yet an idea being 
developed by the Defense Department as an instru-
ment of national defense in the event that Wash-
ington was destroyed.  Consequently, there was no 
such thing as e-mail.  In that time period I knew 
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about marriage at-a-distance.  It was the situation 
of soldiers who left their brides to go overseas to 
fight for as long as four or five years.  It involved 
immigrants, political refugees, and migrant work-
ers who later sent for their wives and children: 
both my grandfathers spent World War I in Amer-
ica while their wives and small children were back 
in Poland and Ukraine.  It was the circumstance of 
the wives of businessmen who were transferred 
temporarily to inhospitable locations far from 
home.  However, the notion that in “normal times” 
a couple would choose to marry and live at a great 
distance from each other was unimaginable. 
  

The idea of marriage at-a-distance in the 
era of the Internet took a new form when it came to 
my attention that two members of our scholarly 
community were married to people who lived at a 
considerable distance—in one case, in separate 
countries.  My interest intensified when I met Jean 
Hantman of Philadelphia and her husband Don 
Carveth of Toronto.  Their marriage at-a-distance 
has endured for nine years; last September I found 
them to be a warm and engaging couple who finish 
each other’s sentences, and who appear to have 
genuine intimacy!  Their warmth flew in the face 
of my fantasies on such couples as highly intellec-
tualized and perhaps incapable of any sustained 
intimacy up close. 

 

Soon I came across analogous situations.  
Nancy Dobosiewicz, who does part-time work for 
Clio’s Psyche, just celebrated the fourth anniver-
sary of a marriage in which she lives with her teen-
age daughter in her own home forty miles from her 
husband’s home where he dwells with his two 
teenage sons.  My wife describes the long-term 
marriages of many of her older co-workers as in-
volving considerable emotional and sometimes 
physical distance.  On the other hand, an academic 
colleague explained her divorce as caused by her 
husband and her gradually coming to live sepa-
rately in their two homes after their children were 
grown and on their own.  In “Intimacy on the Inter-
net: The Dilemmas, Limits, and Opportunities for 
Intimacy Online and Offline” (Clio’s Psyche 
[September, 1999]), I began the process of probing 
the issues of just how close one could be to some-
one only known electronically.  In this article, I 
compared the intimacy I shared with my wife with 
the closeness I felt for a new Canadian friend who 

is a woman therapist.  I raised the question of just 
how real the friendship was and whether it could 
endure.  Clearly, I found it easy to be close with 
women at-a-distance partly because I did not have 
to worry about sexual fantasies that might arise 
between a man and a woman of comparable age.   
After six years, I would say that we are friendly 
colleagues, rather than good friends. 
 

 Jean Hantman focuses much of her article 
on You’ve Got Mail.  In this 1998 film, the Meg 
Ryan (Kathleen Kelly) and Tom Hanks (Joe Fox) 
characters have grown bored with and distant from 
their live-in lovers as they develop a wonderful and 
increasingly flirtatious relationship over the Inter-
net.  On the Internet one does not necessarily know 
if the correspondent is in the next room, on the 
next block, or half a world away.  The Internet ro-
mance of Meg and Tom, two very attractive actors, 
is about falling in love rather than being in love 
over a sustained period of time.  Each has grown 
bored and emotionally distant from the individual 
with whom they share their life and bed, leading to 
the search for friendship and ultimately romance 
on the World Wide Web.  In the film we do not see 
any character solving the problem of long-term 
romance and marriage.  Meg’s mother lives alone, 
Tom’s father is a serial monogamist, and his 
grandfather is married to a much younger woman. 
 

 The late Sidney Halpern of Temple Univer-
sity liked to tell the story of an underling who ex-
citedly came to a great movie mogul, Louis B. 
Mayer of Metro Goldwyn Mayer, declaring that he 
had a great plot for a movie.  He was dismissed out 
of hand with the words, “I’ve got the plot: boy 
meets girl, boy loses girl, boy gets girl back.  What 
I need are good scripts.”  This classic movie ele-
ment is the plot of Nora Ephron’s You’ve Got Mail.  
The boy loses girl part occurs when Meg Ryan dis-
covers that Tom Hanks is the executive behind the 
mega bookstore that is putting her customer-
centered, individually-owned, utterly delightful 
The Shop Around the Corner children’s bookstore 
out of business.  Subsequently, there is a touching 
scene in which Meg swallows the consequences of 
the “invisible hand” of the market, tearfully help-
ing a customer in Joe’s super store where the 
clerks do not know and love children’s books.  Of 
course, the girl and boy getting back together again 
happens in this romantic comedy.  However, we do 
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not see them navigating the ups and downs of eve-
ryday life together.  Though Meg Ryan and Tom 
Hanks are two of my favorite actors, You’ve Got 
Mail appeared to me to be one of their weaker 
movies, mostly because I found the script to be 
contrived. 
 

 The real-life You’ve Got Mail romance of 
Don Carveth and Jean Hantman is quite powerful.  
They are both bright and attractive individuals, 
who make an appealing couple  to whom others are 
drawn.  They have developed a romantic marriage 
at-a-distance that is quite satisfying.  But when 
they live together in Toronto later this year, will 
they be able to negotiate everyday life as success-
fully?  Who will take out the garbage?   Further-
more, Jean calls herself a “runaway” and describes 
Don as a “homeboy.”  One wonders about the im-
plications of this when they are living together in 
Toronto.  Will her impulse to run away and the 
possibility of his looking for sexual satisfaction 
outside of marriage be controllable?  The reference 
to having broken up “fourteen times” prior to mar-
rying is an indication that there has not always 
been smooth sailing in their relationship, as well as 
a powerful desire to overcome all obstacles.  
Theirs’ is such a lovely romantic story and they are 
such nice people that I hope they continue to over-
come all barriers to their future marital happiness. 
 

 My own personal history and experience 
doing marital therapy certainly influences how I 
view the Hantman/Carveth marriage.  The first 
time I fell in love was when I was on a weekend 
pass from the U.S. Army five months prior to be-
ing shipped overseas for an extended period.  
Somehow knowing that I was leaving America left 
me freer to fall in love, in the same way it is easier 
to speak about intimate issues to a stranger on a 
plane or train whom one never expects to see 
again.  Weekend visits on train and bus from Vir-
ginia and Maryland to Boston, where she went to 
college, were thrilling, romantic, and exhausting.  
The courting continued by correspondence from 
Germany where I was stationed—I have a large 
box full of my letters reflecting my hopes, dreams, 
and fantasies.  In retrospect, I see my ex-wife and I 
as ill prepared to actually live together.  The gulf 
between our romantic fantasies and the reality of 
living together was never bridged as we struggled 
with my getting a doctoral degree, making a living, 

and raising three children without knowing how to 
adequately communicate our feelings.  Along the 
way we stopped liking each other—our love turned 
sour as we did not sufficiently reconcile our 
dreams and the realities of our relationship.  We 
had to confront this widening gulf after we 
achieved children, home ownership, a doctoral de-
gree, and a good position at a newly-created col-
lege—the latter two turned out to be much more 
my dreams than hers as she began to question her 
own marital ideals. 
 

 A message that the Carveth and Hantman 
relationship has clearly given is that children come 
first.  Jean will stay in Philadelphia until her 
youngest child has graduated high school and gone 
to college later this year.  Don’s sixteen-year-old 
guitar-playing son lives with him in Toronto ninety 
percent of the time, along with his black Labrador 
retriever.  The conflicts in second and third mar-
riages in blended families are so often centered on 
the spouse’s children.  Of course, other people’s 
children have less potential to cause marital dis-
cord if the children are not living with the couple, 
as may be the case in several years. 
 

 Dr. Hantman comments that women’s nor-
mal response to her long-distance marriage is that 
she has “the best of both worlds. You have a great 
marriage and your own space.”  This resonates 
with my wife, whose response to the annoyances 
of living with another person is to fantasize and 
joke about having her own house next door.  My 
smiling response is that if she is living next door, 
my arm isn’t long enough to rub her head and 
back, which she loves.  I am less sure about Jean’s 
point that men normally respond negatively to the 
notion of long-distance marriage because “they are 
more companionable than women, needing less 
time to regroup after clashes because they are 
faster to forgive and to love again.”  Perhaps this is 
correct to the extent that men are usually more in-
clined to reconnect sexually than women do after a 
conflict. 
 

When Don Carveth writes that it is terrify-
ing to encounter your soul mate, I wonder why.  Is 
it the sense of vulnerability that one feels when 
you want to open up completely to another human 
being?  Carveth’s focus on Jean Paul Sartre inter-
ests me, though I am reminded of Sartre’s treating 
his companion and virtual common law wife 
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(Simon de Bouvier) rather badly. 
 

 The transformational possibilities in love is 
an interesting idea that Don puts forth with his 
statement that he has changed more as a result of 
his “relationship with Jeanie than through my three 
analyses combined,” though he adds that the analy-
ses made the change possible.  I agree that love can 
be transformational, but I am also aware that our 
reality-testing under the spell of love can be less 
than perfect.  Certainly, the everyday quality of 
living with a beloved person can be transforma-
tional, as I would vouch for in my own marriage, 
but is it truly transformational if people are not liv-
ing together?  This is not a question I can readily 
answer from my own experience, nor from my ex-
perience or training in psychotherapy, including 
marital therapy.  My doubts may, in the end, be 
based on my own needs being so different from 
those of these talented colleagues.  Living—that is 
eating, sleeping, touching, laughing, loving, fight-
ing, worrying, reading, shopping, and even clean-
ing the house and gardening—up close is essential 
to my idea and ideal of marriage.  I wish Don and 
Jean well in their ongoing exploration of a new 
marital paradigm. 
 

 Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, may be contacted at 
<pelovitz@aol.com>.  

 
Separate Households 

 

Nancy Fackina-Dobosiewicz 
Ramapo College 

 

 My road to love and marriage at-a-distance 
involves my life as a battered wife, a single parent, 
and as a partner in a second marriage at-a-dist-
ance.  Since 2001, my husband Joe and I have had 
a fulfilling marriage living forty miles apart in 
separate households with our teenage children 
from previous marriages. The road is often bumpy, 
mainly due to arguments over finances, childrear-
ing, and religion (my daughter and I are Baptists 
and Joe is Catholic), and arguments involving 
trust.  Despite these differences, Joe and I have 
managed a successful marriage at-a-distance.  Be-
low I describe my background and marriage. 
 

 At twenty-three I was completely confused 
about the direction my life was taking.  Though my 
parents did not divorce until I was eighteen, I was 

raised primarily by my mother who had tolerated 
years of turmoil, infidelity, and battery.  Conse-
quently, I felt desperate to create the home life I'd 
never had.  When given the opportunity to be with 
a man I had thought I was in love with as a teen-
ager, I quickly got myself in the “family way” and 
we were married within weeks.   The next three 
and one half years were filled with painful and vio-
lent events that nearly stripped me of all self-
esteem and dignity.  At the major turning point of 
my life, I managed the courage to stand up to the 
man who had abused me for so long and eliminate 
him from my life through divorce.  I know this 
strength stemmed mostly from the love I felt for 
my daughter Leah.  I specifically recall the day 
when I looked into her two and one half year-old 
sweet, innocent face and thought to myself that if I 
didn't make a change, I would condemn her to the 
same life I had chosen for myself and that my 
mother had brought me into.  I realized then that if 
I didn't start to love myself again, I would never be 
able to teach her how to love or be loved.  From 
that moment on, the chain of abuse was broken. 
 

 The next eight years were relatively 
quiet.  I dated very little and devoted myself com-
pletely to raising my child and building my confi-
dence.  During this time I had thought often about 
simply staying single and raising my daughter 
without the companionship of a man.  However, I 
began to wonder if this was the best thing for 
Leah.  Being a good mother was vital, but showing 
her through example what a good marriage with a 
good man was supposed to be like was something I 
though might be more significant.  I believed that 
through positive observation, she might gain a 
sense of what she wanted for herself in the future. 
 

 In 1999, I began working for a lighting 
manufacturer as the executive assistant to the 
president of the company.  On September 7, 1999 I 
was introduced to Joe walking out of the office 
coffee room.  As he walked away, the human re-
sources manager whispered to me that he was also 
a single parent raising his two boys.  I felt an im-
mediate attraction to Joe and by December of 1999 
I was dating him exclusively.  
 

 My relationship with Joe progressed in the 
usual way; we first only spent time together, even-
tually introducing one another to the children, and 
finally, doing things together with the children, 
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almost as if we were a family.  However, the turn-
ing point in our relationship came in February of 
2000 when some unusual and disturbing test re-
sults came back from my physician, requiring a 
biopsy and surgical removal of lumps from my 
breast.  I was just thirty-four and I was terrified at 
the prospect of losing my breast and even my 
life—this fear completely overwhelmed me.  Then 
Joe sat with me, comforted me, and never left my 
side for one moment—he truly loved me.  Fortu-
nately, my concerns were erased when the masses 
proved to be benign and a mere three months into 
our courtship I knew I would love this man for the 
rest of my life. 
 

 One Saturday afternoon in early July of 
2001, we were lying around his house relaxing.  I 
had noticed on the wall the plaque Joe received 
following his graduation from Montclair State Uni-
versity.  “Joe Dobosiewicz,” I said aloud, “what a 
nice name.”  It was then and there that he officially 
proposed marriage to me by offering me his 
name.  It was the most romantic moment I could 
have ever imagined. 
 

 Since we both had been married before, the 
prospect of a big wedding was completely unnec-
essary.  We decided to pack up the children and 
elope to Las Vegas for a private ceremony.  We 
spent the next week making preparations, arrang-
ing for a chapel, a photographer, wedding clothes, 
and hotel reservations.  We never once told anyone 
of our plans.   On the morning of our flight, we 
first told our three children where we were going 
and why.  Their initial concern naturally was re-
garding living arrangements.  We explained to 
them that we felt it was best for them to leave eve-
rything the way it was.  Joe, along with Joey and 
Bobby, would keep their residence in Linden and 
Leah and I would keep ours in Mahwah.  No one 
would have to move and we would essentially have 
what is commonly referred to as a “commuter mar-
riage,” at least until they graduated high school.  It 
was our sincere belief that the needs of our chil-
dren outweighed our needs at the time and so they 
would have to be the priority.  We felt our love and 
commitment toward one another was strong 
enough to carry us through the years to come. 
 

 Almost five years later, after our marriage 
on July 15, 2001, our beliefs are still the same.  
Our children are now in high school and I feel they 

are healthier for our sacrifice.  My stepsons con-
fide in me, respect me and share with me many 
aspects of their lives regarding friends and school 
that, had they been forced to make a change and 
move away from their home, may not have been 
the case.  Leah loves her stepfather and has even 
remarked that he has been more of a father to her 
than her biological father.  Neither Joe nor I are 
trying to take the place of the former spouse with 
regard to parenting of one another’s children, how-
ever, friendships between step-parent and step-
child have developed; a level of respect has be-
come evident over the years that can only be attrib-
uted to our decision to live separately.  On one 
hand that is remarkable, as it seems unusual for 
step-children to be so close to the step-parent.  On 
the other hand, I believe that the sacrifice Joe and I 
made actually strengthened the family by not tear-
ing the children away from the lives they felt se-
cure in before the marriage. 
 

 Now, in the year 2006, Joe and I still live 
separately and we will continue to do so at least 
until Bobby, our youngest, graduates high school 
in 2009.  There are many challenges in this ar-
rangement: the continuing added cost of maintain-
ing two households, the pressure of my returning 
to school full time while continuing to work to 
support my household, often burdening Joe for fi-
nancial support, and the belief of our families that 
this arrangement will never work.  Also, there are 
the differences in opinion regarding the raising of 
our three children, as they transitioned from re-
spectable adolescents to sometimes rebellious 
teens.  Keeping it all together is not easy and 
sometimes we don't succeed. 
 

 Joe and I argue and occasionally the battle 
verges on an unhealthy situation as living sepa-
rately makes ignoring one another convenient.  
When couples live together I am told it is not likely 
they will go to bed angry.  In our case, since we 
rarely sleep in the same bed, or even the same 
house, it is easy to have an argument and not make 
up for several days.  That is where the burden 
comes in and the real challenge starts.  For us, the 
challenge is simply in keeping the lines of commu-
nication open when we are angry, especially when 
the forty-mile distance affords the perfect opportu-
nity to simply ignore one another.   At these times 
we both feel like completely separate people, not 
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even in a marriage at all:  I have to remember how 
important it is for us to get past our differences and 
simply work out the issues.  Since I’m the type of 
person who will generally fly off the handle and he 
is the type of person who will lay back and take it, 
it doesn’t really make for a fair balance.  Yet, he 
forgives me for my faults and I forgive him for his.  
So far, there hasn’t been an argument between us 
that was not resolved by some good face-to-face 
communication. 
 

 Perhaps one day, after the children have all 
gone on to college, Joe and I will consolidate our 
homes into one.  We really haven’t discussed that 
much because the idea always seemed so far away.  
The truth is, I don’t want to leave Mahwah and he 
doesn’t want to leave Linden.  The realization that 
one of us will eventually need to make the sacrifice 
if we are ever going to cohabitate actually scares 
me.  I’ve always believed that one day we would 
live together but, as the years pass, I wonder if we 
won’t.  Joe and I have a wonderful life as a married 
couple, sharing many interests and friends.  We 
have wonderful but brief times together that I look 
forward to with anticipation.  We also enjoy our 
separate interests.  Joe plays golf with friends 
fairly regularly and even occasionally takes a trip 
to North Carolina to play for the weekend.  I have 
my personal interests and love the time I have to 
spend alone.  My biggest fear regarding changing 
our current situation is that living together will 
eliminate that feeling of anticipation.  I wonder if 
resentment toward one another will develop:  I just 
don’t know.  Marriage is demanding enough with-
out the added obstacles and I like my marriage ex-
actly the way it is in our separate households.  
 

 I believe there are certain elements to mar-
riage of any kind that will help to keep it strong 
regardless of the living arrangements.  For exam-
ple, Joe and I talk to one another on the telephone 
every morning when we wake up and every eve-
ning before going to sleep.  Sometimes these con-
versations consist of nothing more than “have a 
good day.”  Sometimes they are in much more 
depth.  Usually we talk about school, work, our 
families, the children, upcoming social events, 
friends, our health, vacations, money, feelings, 
worries and concerns.  We discuss our trust in one 
another and sometimes the lack of trust in one an-
other.  We argue, we make up and argue 

again.  But at the end of the day, we find that we 
have a strong marriage built on a solid foundation 
of mutual love and respect.   This is more than 
most marriages residing under one roof can boast 
and I am so proud of our relationship.  I'm not sure 
what the future will bring or what will happen 
when our children finally graduate high school and 
we have the opportunity to live together.  To that I 
can say only this:  I like to believe that the close-
ness of our distance through communication is 
what provides us with the strength now and is ex-
actly the ingredient which will sustain us through-
out our future together.  Despite the lack of tradi-
tion in my marriage, it is still one that I believe in 
with a passion—even from a distance. 
 

 Nancy Fackina-Dobosiewicz is a mature 
nursing student at Ramapo College who may be 
contacted at <ndobosie@ramapo.edu>.  

 
Keynes: The Homosexual as a 

Married Man 
 

David Felix 
CUNY Graduate School 

 

 Perhaps, the greatest accomplishment of 
John Maynard Keynes (1883-1946), the 20th cen-
tury’s greatest economist, was his marriage to the 
Russian ballet dancer Lydia Lopokova, character-
ized by his friend and former lover Lytton Strachey 
as a “half-witted canary.”  Virginia Woolf, repre-
senting the view of the Bloomsbury group and 
complaining that his razor-like intellect was being 
dulled by marriage to a nonintellectual dancer, 
wrote “And they say you can only talk to Maynard 
with the words of one syllable.” 
 

Bloomsbury included Duncan Grant, who 
had been Maynard’s greatest love; Virginia’s sis-
ter, the painter Vanessa Bell; her husband Clive 
Bell, who was an appreciator of art and women 
living in mid-distance from his wife’s ménage 
which included Duncan Grant as her painting and 
living partner; Virginia’s husband, Leonard Woolf, 
a Labour Party colonial expert and publisher with 
her of the Hogarth Press; and Lytton Strachey.  

 

Speaking for the public, the London Eve-
ning Standard, however, carried the headline star-
ring the bride and ignoring the groom, “FAMOUS 
DANCER’S MARRIAGE SURPRISE.”  Others 
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also vigorously disagreed with Bloomsbury.  The 
widow of England’s senior economist Alfred Mar-
shall said of the marriage: “The best thing May-
nard ever did.”  When Lydia was in Paris on a 
dancing engagement, Maynard, referring to three 
couples with whom she was friendly, wrote her: “I 
consider how your circle follows you…  Veras, 
Sams, Florries all in Paris… You are their elixir 
and without you they are not fully alive. I want 
some of that elixir.”  Keynes’s brother Geoffrey, a 
balletomanic admirer, pronounced,  “She brought 
joy to us all, especially to Maynard.”  Bloomsbury 
itself was never comfortable with Lydia, however 
intelligent she showed herself to be on her own 
terms, but neither she nor Maynard let that disturb 
them.  Bloomsbury came around. 

 

 Any marital prognosis would not have been 
optimistic, Keynes having arrived at Lydia after 
some twenty years of homosexual activity.  Firmly 
established in the homosexual world since Eton, he 
has left a meticulous record of his romantic and 
gutter-cruising encounters.  In 1906 until mid-1915 
he noted 683 such contacts.  A graph-making 
economist, he listed them in such a way that he 
could tell at a glance how a given quarter com-
pared statistically with any previous quarter.  Two 
lists he kept mentioned many of his sexual part-
ners, friends like Duncan Grant and Lytton Stra-
chey, also other friends, former students, street 
pick-ups like the “Lift Boy of Vauxhall,” and, omi-
nously, “the Blackmailer” and “the Blackmailer of 
Bordeaux.”  He appears not to have suffered either 
blackmail or venereal disease.  
 

 How had Maynard risen from the homo-
sexual gutter to the heights of the hymeneal bed?  I 
suggest that young Maynard had been encouraged 
to repress his heterosexual side by family and envi-
ronment.  John Neville Keynes, a truly fine econo-
mist, was an anxious and highly emotional man 
subject to dramatic psychosomatic attacks.  Falling 
in love with the infant, he established a closeness 
to him that shut out the mother while also slapping 
and “whipping” (Neville’s word) the normally 
rambunctious boy on disciplinary principle.  If 
Neville expressed a feminine sensibility, Florence 
Ada Keynes began to function with an efficiency 
normally attributed to the masculine, progressing 
through charitable work to become the first woman 
as Cambridge Borough councilor and, ultimately, 

mayor.  Until the boy went off to Eton at sixteen, 
his father, while hypersensitive to noise or other 
disturbances (thus the whippings), had him doing 
his homework in his study.  Yet Florence Ada was 
a deeply loving, if slightly distant person.  Eton 
reinforced this skewed balance.  Only later did the 
unqualified feminine reach Maynard.  In 1913, at 
the age of thirty, he wrote to Duncan Grant, no 
longer a lover but a lifetime friend, “I’m leaving 
for Egypt. . .  I just learned that ‘bed and boy’ is 
prepared.”  A month later he reported, however, 
that he had “had a w-m-n.”  Meanwhile, his father 
became dim mentally and withdrawn in his early 
sixties and his mother grew closer to him.  He also 
had developed a warm relationship with Vanessa 
Bell, the other strong, responsible power in 
Bloomsbury.  But then Maynard had always liked 
women. 
 

Maynard first met Lydia in September 
1918, when she was a principal dancer with the 
Ballets Russes.  At the time he found she had a 
“stiff bottom” and preferred her male partner, but 
his interest in male beauties was subsiding.  He 
reported to Lytton Strachey on May 17, 1920, 
“Yes, the shallow waters are the attraction—up to 
the middle—at my age.”  Another meeting with 
Lydia on December 11, 1921 ignited the romance.  
By December 30 it was an affair.  By February 
Maynard had taken over Lydia, whose employ-
ment had vanished with the disappearing, debt-
ridden Ballets Russes.  With Vanessa painting in 
France, Maynard installed Lydia in her flat in 
Gordon Square, the group’s capital near the British 
Museum.   Vanessa refused to be offended by his 
presumption, but defended her part-interest in him.  
On the matter of greater importance she tried hard, 
writing, “Don’t marry her….  [S]he’d be a very 
expensive wife & is altogether…to be preferred as 
a mistress (dancing).”  Vanessa failed to discour-
age Maynard, and had sense enough not to attack 
the fait accompli. 

 

A nullity suit was necessary to invalidate 
formally a marriage Lydia had entered into without 
knowing that the “husband” had failed to obtain a 
decree absolute erasing his marriage to an Ameri-
can woman.  It was not until August 1925 that 
Maynard and Lydia were married.  The relation-
ship was nevertheless absolute from the beginning, 
Maynard and Lydia settling into it as into a preor-
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dained pattern.  Yet, considering his homosexual 
adventures, the scheduling of their cohabitation 
might seem to confirm its shakiness.  During the 
teaching half of the year, although they were other-
wise together, they spent five of the seven days of 
the week apart.  From Thursday to Tuesday May-
nard was operating in his bachelor don’s quarters 
in Cambridge.  One might ask if Keynes com-
pletely left his homosexual habits behind?  Yet, if 
he had an occasional relapse (for which there is 
absolutely no evidence), it would not have been 
important.  Yet in one sense he never left his 
homoerotic life behind.  He remained a part of 
Cambridge University’s homosexual community 
and happily participated in its gossip, but this was 
as far it went.  Maynard remained a happily mar-
ried man. 

 

 Both Maynard and Lydia were consum-
mate professionals; each had to do his/her thing.  
Among too many other activities, the work-
compulsive busybody Maynard was teaching at 
Cambridge conscientiously, holding his Political 
Economy Club meetings and attending important 
King’s College committee meetings as bursar and 
member of the Estates Committee, writing his nu-
merous articles and books, chairing the opinion 
journal Nation, editing the Economic Journal of 
the Royal Economic Society, directing two insur-
ance companies, and advising the government on 
economic policy.  Assisted by Maynard’s contacts 
and money, Lydia, presiding alone over all-day 
Sunday lunches in Gordon Square, pursued her 
career as a freelance dancer and her life in the 
world of the ballet.  The separation produced a 
steady flow of letters totaling a third of a million 
words. 
 

           Maynard and Lydia, as the letters document, 
were nice to each other.  Maynard, who could be 
arrogantly dominating and rude, was never so to 
Lydia. She could become angry with him only 
when his compulsions endangered his health.  This 
led to “stormy conflicts of will,” according to one 
biographer.  Their life together began with a burst 
of uninhibited sexual ardor, with Lydia leading.  
During the early spring of their love she writes, “I 
gobble you dear Maynard ...  I re-gobble you…I 
blend into my mouth and heart to you ...  I have so 
much intensity for you.”  Maynard’s response was 
cooperative but clumsily imitative: “I want to be 

gobbled abundantly.”  The best he could do was to 
quote a Babylonian poem: “‘Come to me, my Ish-
tavar and show your virile strength.’”  Lydia re-
turns, “I smiled from head to foot.”  Her next sen-
tence strains English but is clear enough: “When I 
tell to you ‘thrillings’ she sais ‘touch with it my 
little place,’ a ‘positive woman’ she no doubt was.”           
  

 The intensity moderated as Maynard suf-
fered his continual bouts of ill health.  From inex-
plicable boyhood fevers he had progressed through 
pneumonia, diphtheria, an appendectomy on the 
kitchen table in Gordon Square, influenza, and al-
ways colds.  Vanessa Bell told him, “But I don’t 
pity you very much as no doubt Lydia dances at-
tendance on you very nicely and I remember her 
saying she always likes people when they are ill.”  
Given Lydia’s instincts for caring, the illnesses 
eventually became more of a bond than sex.  By 
the end of the 1920s Lydia’s references to the 
physical became wistful, more reminiscent than 
actual.   
 

From 1931 to 1937 Maynard was com-
plaining of more and more cardiac discomfort.  On 
May 16, 1937 he collapsed from a massive heart 
attack.  This did not prevent the cardiac invalid 
from becoming a major player in British-American 
financial negotiations in World War II—to the ex-
tent of six heart-straining and dangerous missions 
to the United States.  Inaction would surely have 
killed him sooner.  Accompanying him always, 
Lydia kept him alive for nine more years after the 
attack—until Easter Sunday 1946, a few weeks 
short of his 63rd birthday.  Lydia lived another 
thirty-five years, to 1981.  Living at Tilton, May-
nard’s Sussex County property, she was accompa-
nied most of those years, one imagines with May-
nard’s posthumous approval, by the farm manager 
he had installed there. 

 

  David Felix, PhD, is professor of history 
emeritus of the City University of New York. The 
article is drawn from research for his Keynes: A 
Critical Life (1999).  He is an active member of the 
Psychohistory Forum’s reading and research 
group studying psychohistorical autobiography 
and biography.  He can be reached at 
<dflixx@msn.com>.  
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 Emma and Charles Darwin’s marriage 
lasted forty-three years and produced ten children.  
Though Charles Darwin wrote down his thoughts 
about the pros and cons of marriage, including his 
fear that he would become an impoverished 
“slave” to wife and family, and suffered anxiety 
about entering matrimony, he would have a happy 
marriage despite ill health, the death of three of the 
children, and differences over religion.  The world-
traveling Darwin spent most of his life in the 
bosom of his family in the small community of 
Down.  This essay will explore the elements in 
Darwin’s life that led to his happy marriage, only 
touching on his marital life.  These elements will 
include his relationship and attitude to women and 
marriage as well as his childhood and personality. 

 

Much has been written and said about sex-
less or loveless Victorian marriages, especially in 
the wake of Phyllis Rose, Parallel Lives: Five Vic-
torian Marriages (NY: Vintage, 1983).  The Dar-
wins’ loving marriage was quite different than 
those depicted in Professor Rose’s interesting 
book.  It is described in some detail in Edna 
Healey, Emma Darwin: The Inspirational Wife of a 
Genius (London: Headline Books, 2001). 

 

There are special problems in writing about 
Charles Darwin’s personality, interpersonal rela-
tions, and marriage that go well beyond Victorian 
censorship—including self-censorship.  Darwin, 
while self-deprecating and even humble in many 
respects, was an extreme idealizer of his loved 
ones.  This makes it more difficult for the psycho-
biographer to get past vague generalities.  Further-
more, the historical biographer of nineteenth cen-
tury individuals is much less inclined to put forth 
hypotheses than the psychoanalyst may be in 
working with a contemporary patient: after all, s/he 
is much less able to elicit new materials while test-
ing hypotheses.  However, a few such hypotheses 
merit further in-depth research and a more careful 
reading of existing autobiographies, letters, and 
other primary sources. 

 

 The example of his parents’ marriage was 
not a strong presence in Darwin’s life because his 
mother died shortly after his eighth birthday and he 
reports clearly remembering only three things 
about her, none of which are related to marriage.  
Charles Robert Darwin was born in Shrewsbury on 
February 12, 1809 as the second son and fifth of 
seven children (five girls and two boys) of Dr. 
Robert Waring Darwin (1766-1848) and his wife 
Susannah Wedgwood (1765-1817).  The couple, 
from two accomplished families known for a 
strong interest in science, married in 1796 and ap-
pear to have had a happy union.  “Owing to their 
great grief; and partly to her previous invalid state” 
his sisters “were never being able to speak about 
her [their mother] or mention her name,” thus Dar-
win really had little information about her and 
from her regarding her marriage (p. 22).  An older 
sister zealously took over some of the parenting 
from their mother.  Of his sisters he said they “all 
were extremely kind and affectionate towards me 
during their whole lives” (p. 43).  Except where 
otherwise noted, all citations are to The Autobiog-
raphy of Charles Darwin: 1809-1882, edited by 
Nora Barlow, his granddaughter (NY: W.W. Nor-
ton, 1958).  For a valuable guide to Darwin’s auto-
biographical writing, see Ralph Colp, “Notes on 
Charles Darwin’s Autobiography,” Journal of the 
History of Biology, Vol. 18 (3) [Fall, 1985], pp. 
357-401. 
 

Perhaps “mother nature” was the mother 
Charles Darwin knew best?  While most of his 
memories of Susannah were shadowy, he had no 
inhibitions about observing, studying, and remem-
bering nature.  Indeed, the student who struggled to 
learn the classics which were the mainstay of his 
education, had a fine memory for natural phenom-
ena and was distinguished by a love of collecting 
and comparing different [natural] objects.  He 
credits his “success as a man of science” as most 
importantly being a result of his “love of sci-
ence” (pp. 144-145), reporting that “my love of 
natural science has been steady and ardent” (p. 
141).  As a scientist Darwin was not experimental 
in his approach, indeed, the two rulers in his labo-
ratory gave varying measurements.  Rather, he was 
a marvelous observer of natural phenomena whose 
“mind seems to have become a kind of machine for 
grinding general laws out of a large collection of 
facts” (p. 139).  Whether or not this speculation 
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that Darwin transferred his search for motherly 
love from his barely remembered, invalided, and 
then deceased mother to “mother nature,” his fa-
ther’s character, ideas, experience with women, 
and advice are more accessible to the historian. 
 

Based upon the description in Charles Dar-
win’s Autobiography, a view not contradicted by 
other sources, his father would have been consid-
ered a model husband for his era.  Robert Darwin’s 
characteristics of being in “high spirits” most of 
the time (p. 39), having “unbounded” “kind-
ness” (p. 40) “and to be always scheming to give 
pleasure to others” (p. 29), together with his sobri-
ety and considerable economic success, are posi-
tive indications of a satisfying marriage.  Dr. Dar-
win, who was widely respected and “deeply 
loved” (p. 40), made his living as a doctor who had 
a special ability to win the confidence of women.   
Since he hated the sight of blood, and bleeding was 
the primary treatment of his era, he practiced a 
type of psychological medicine “as a sort of Fa-
ther-Confessor” to women especially those 
“suffering in their minds,” commonly from “family 
quarrels” (p. 31).  The senior Darwin, referred to 
on this occasion as “The Governor” by his famous 
son, recommended marrying fairly young when 
“one’s character is more flexible” and to avoid 
missing out on “so much good pure happiness” 
stemming from a good marriage (p. 233).  The in-
fluence of Robert on his son can not be underesti-
mated, especially in the light of Charles viewing 
his father, on whom he was economically depend-
ent, as “the largest man whom I [have] ever 
saw” (pp. 28-29), a man with an extraordinary 
memory (p. 39) capable of “reading” people’s 
“characters” and even their “thoughts” (p. 32). 
 

 Not all of Darwin’s experience with and 
knowledge about women and marriage were posi-
tive.  His nine-year-older sister Caroline was, dur-
ing his boyhood, so overzealous to improve him 
that he remembers thinking when she entered the 
room, “what will she blame me for now?” (p. 22)  
Furthermore, his father “often remarked how many 
miserable wives he had known” (p. 32) which en-
couraged doubts as to the prospects of happiness in 
marriage.  When planning to marry, Charles had a 
frightening dream of being executed (Ralph Colp, 
“Charles Darwin’s Dream of His Double Execu-
tion,” Journal of Psychohistory, Vol. 13, #3, pp. 

277-292).  Thus he had many fears and concerns 
about marriage—to be discussed below.  First, we 
must examine the issue of his personality and the 
impact of living primarily in an all male society 
from the death of his mother through age twenty-
six. 
 

 Charles Darwin was a modest man who, 
even when hailed as a great scientist, saw his abili-
ties as “moderate” (p. 145), focusing on his inade-
quate knowledge of dissection (p. 47), mathematics 
(pp. 58-59), and language—“during my whole life 
I have been singularly incapable of mastering [he 
in fact read French and German] any language” (p. 
27).  He had an especially low opinion of his own 
abilities as a boy.  He saw himself as “in many way 
a naughty boy” (p. 22), “much given to inventing 
deliberate falsehoods,” (p. 23), and “a very ordi-
nary boy, rather below the common standard in 
intellect” (p. 28).  Indeed, “as far as the academic 
studies were concerned,” he felt his time at school, 
Edinburgh, and Cambridge “was wasted” (p.58).  
On a more positive note, Darwin thought he had a 
“very affectionate” disposition in his childhood (p. 
45). 
 

Charles’ great love and capabilities were 
not for academics, but for nature and collecting 
natural specimens.  However, Dr. Robert Darwin 
disparaged these activities which he connected to 
his own father Erasmus’s speculative poetry of 
evolution, which resulted in the word 
“darwinising” (p. 150) being coined by Coleridge 
to mean wild speculation about nature before 
Charles was even born.  (Because of his hatred of 
blood in an era when bleeding was the most com-
mon form of treatment, Robert had never wanted 
to be a doctor and he felt that his father Erasmus 
had wasted time on biological studies that he might 
have used to make money in his own medical prac-
tice, thus saving his blood-hating son from having 
to be a physician).  In a rare moment of great anger 
Robert had declared to his second son that “you 
care for nothing but shooting, dogs, and rat-
catching, and you will be a disgrace to yourself and 
all your family.”  This hurt Charles terribly, quite 
probably prompting him to work harder, to become 
“dogged” to prove himself in his unpaid profession 
of naturalist, just as he had in the face of his sis-
ter’s criticism (p. 22). 
 

 Though Darwin had five sisters, his contact 
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with the opposite sex was limited after his mother 
died when he was eight.  Charles spent most of his 
early life in the company of boys and men in an era 
of educational gender segregation.  He went to a 
day school for a year, then spent ages nine through 
sixteen boarding at “Dr. Butler’s great school” in 
Shrewsbury (p. 25), the next two years studying 
medicine at the University of Edinburgh, three 
happy years at Cambridge, and then five years 
aboard the Beagle with its all male crew.  Though 
fear of homosexuality could not be spoken about 
directly, Dr. Darwin’s objection as “disreputable to 
my [his] character as a clergyman” (p. 228) to 
Charles’ accepting the unpaid position of naturalist 
on the Beagle may have reflected this concern.  
(This was the first of eight objections Darwin suc-
cessfully responded to with the help of his Uncle 
Josh Wedgwood.) 
 

We know less than we would like about 
Charles Darwin’s thoughts and attitudes toward 
sexuality.  Though many of his scientific papers 
focused on sexual questions in simpler forms of 
life in nature and he bred animals (p. 144), he says 
nothing about human sexuality in his Autobiogra-
phy.  Indeed, he wrote nothing in his log or letters 
home about the sexually uninhibited and nearly 
naked women of Polynesia.  When he notes “the 
sight of a naked savage in his native land is an 
event which can never be forgotten,” it is the male 
he writes about (p. 80).  In medical school “the 
subject [of human anatomy]… disgusted me” (p. 
47).  His hatred of the sight of blood was so intense 
that he ran out of the room while watching “two 
very bad operations” (p. 48)—this aversion and the 
sense that his father would leave him “property 
enough to subsist on with some comfort” (p. 46), 
would spell the end to his medical career.  Given 
his feelings toward blood, one wonders how he felt 
about menstruating women or the messy process of 
childbirth? 
 

 In the period (1837-38) before his mar-
riage, Charles Darwin scribbled some fascinating 
notes under the headings of “This is the Question” 
with separate columns entitled, “Work Finished” 
and “Work Finished [stet],” and then “MARRY” 
and “Not MARRY” (pp. 231-234).  In the first, 
duplicated category the left column focused on the 
reasons not to marry and the right on the possible 
costs of marriage to scientific achievement.  In the 

“MARRY,” “Not MARRY” categories issues in-
volved in marriage are the main emphasis.  The 
reverse side of the page sums up with the conclu-
sion, “There is many a happy slave.”  Throughout 
the focus on not marrying is to achieve in science.  
He cites his desire to travel in Europe or perhaps 
America for geological research, take summer 
specimen-collecting tours, become more zoologi-
cal, work on the “transmission of species,” and live 
in London systematizing his work.  His thoughts 
on the downside of marriage were that it would 
lead to “limited means,” “obstacles to science and 
poverty,” feeling the “duty to work for 
money” (something he never in fact did), and per-
haps teaching at Cambridge where he would be “a 
fish out of water.” 
 

 By the time Darwin gets to the “MARRY” 
“Not MARRY” columns he is clearly sold on mat-
rimony.  “Children—(if it please God) constant 
companion, (friend in old age)…[were to him] to 
be beloved and played with—better than a dog 
anyhow.”  He thought the “charms of music and 
female chit-chat….[are] good for one’s health and 
decided that “it is intolerable to think of one’s 
whole life, like a neuter bee, working, working….  
By contrast he pictured “a nice soft wife on a sofa 
with good fire, and books and music…[and con-
cluded] Marry—Marry—Marry….”  Darwin’s 
“Not MARRY” and the notes scribbled on the back 
of the page, reflect both his decision to marry and 
fears about the result of marriage on his scientific 
work, especially the loss of time and his trepida-
tion that he would be sentenced by marriage “to 
banishment and degradation with indolent idle 
fool.”  Together with his fear of the loss of oppor-
tunity, of becoming a poor slave, “you will be 
worse than a negro” was the hope that his spouse 
would be “an angel.” 
  

 Emma would turn out to be the “angel” the 
great naturalist had hoped for.  Like his mother she 
was a Wedgwood nine months older than her hus-
band.  She was also his first cousin, something 
which did not concern him at the time, but would 
later on when he worried the consanguinity might 
have a negative impact on their children, which 
indeed it probably had (James Moore, “Good 
Breeding,” Natural History Vol. 114, {9} 
[November 2005], pp. 45-46).  How Emma and 
Charles came to wed is of interest.  They knew 
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each other from early childhood.  Charles had 
“vivid pictures in my [his] mind” of “delightful” 
summer evenings sitting on steps of the porch of 
the Wedgwood’s home with the whole family (pp. 
55-56).  She knew of his love for nature and would 
support him in his scientific work throughout his 
lifetime.  He was quite fond of her father—“Uncle 
Josh”—whose intervention on his behalf had made 
possible Robert Darwin’s acceptance of his son 
taking the position of naturalist on the Beagle.  
Several years after his famous voyage, Charles was 
finding life in London to be lonely and becoming 
more open to the idea of matrimony.  These nup-
tials were welcomed by both families. 
 

 Despite Darwin, like a good Victorian, re-
vealing little about his own sexuality in his Autobi-
ography, I can reconstruct some sense of it in and 
before his marriage with the help of one of his 
most knowledgeable biographers (Dr. Ralph Colp, 
personal communications, January 16 & 29, 2006).  
He enjoyed the female body and appeared to have 
a positive attitude toward sexuality.  In his twenties 
he spent time with Fanny Owen and perhaps had 
sex with her.  Despite the issue of ill health, it ap-
pears the Darwins continued the sex life that re-
sulted in the birth of their ten children.  In his latter 
years Charles loved to have romantic novels read 
aloud to him, provided “they do not end unhap-
pily—against which a law ought to be passed” and 
there is a loveable person—“if a pretty woman all 
the better” (pp. 138-139). 
 

The focus of the marriage was Charles’ 
scientific work, their family, the health of all con-
cerned, and the running of Down House with its 
servants.  The great naturalist was an extraordinar-
ily devoted husband and father.  When his first son 
was born late in 1839 he assiduously observed the 
baby, taking notes to eventually be used in his 
best-selling book, The Expression of the Emotions 
in Men and Animals (1872).  His concern for his 
children was intense, so when illness threatened 
their, or Emma’s health, he was profoundly af-
fected.  The death of ten-year-old Annie in 1851 
was so devastating that he wrote a sketch of her 
and, even toward the end of his life, tears “come 
into my eyes at the mention of her sweet ways” (p. 
98).  Emma’s migraines and sixteen years of preg-
nancies upset him, nor could he bear her “pain in a 
difficult labour” (Healey, Emma Darwin, pp. 173-

174).  His wife found his “deep compassion for 
others” to be one of her husband’s most out-
standing characteristics (p. 238). 

 

What Charles writes about Emma reflects 
his love, appreciation, and idealization of her.  In 
old age, he marveled that she “consented to be my 
wife” (p. 97).  “He describes her as having been, 
“my greatest blessing…[who] in my whole life I 
have never heard her utter one word which I had 
rather have been unsaid.”  He goes on to say that 
“she has never failed in the kindest sympathy to-
wards me, and has borne with the utmost patience 
my frequent complaints from ill-health and dis-
comfort” (p. 96).  His isolation from the world for 
reasons of health meant that his world centered on 
his work, Emma, and the children to an amazing 
degree.  For her part, Emma writes in an undated 
letter to her husband “how happy he makes me and 
how dearly I love him and thank him for all his 
affection which makes the happiness of my life 
more and more every day” (p. 237).  Their mutual 
devotion and idealization of each other is striking 
in an era stressing marital propriety more than af-
fection.  Some hints as to what underlie the rela-
tionship are present in their correspondence and 
elsewhere.  For example, Charles referred to his 
wife as “Mammy” on at least one occasion 
(Healey, Emma Darwin, p. 206), called himself her 
“Negro,” and she wrote to him as “my own dear 
nigger” (p. 237).  Since they both abominated slav-
ery, it is clear that this reflected both his devotion 
and need for her as a maternal figure (Colp, Febru-
ary 21, 2006). 
 

 Only one issue came between husband and 
wife: religion, or rather his growing disbelief in it 
as representing divine intervention (p. 86).  Dar-
win, whose attendance at Cambridge University 
had been in preparation for the ministry, had come 
to join his father and brother in a quiet skepticism.  
His father had warned that one should not discuss 
theology with women, but he could not bring him-
self to keep something from his beloved.  Emma 
was profoundly offended by the idea that they 
would not be sharing, in her view, an afterlife to-
gether (“that we did not belong to each other for 
ever” p. 237), as well as for theological reasons.  
Even though he went out of his way to declare 
himself a theist in his autobiography (p. 93), rather 
than as an agnostic which would be a better de-



Clio’s Psyche Page 187 March 2006 
 

scription of his belief, after his death she censored 
it, eliminating certain theologically offensive mate-
rials.  Fortunately, their granddaughter Nora Bar-
low restored these materials which seem quite in-
nocuous to the modern reader. 

 

In conclusion, this essay has explained 
what in Charles Darwin’s childhood, personality, 
and life experience prepared him for or stood in the 
way of the happy marriage he would have for 
forty-three years with his cousin Emma Wedg-
wood.  It focuses on his fears of marriage and sub-
sequent intense love and appreciation of his wife, 
which was reciprocated.  At Down House the 
health of everyone in the family, but especially 
Charles, was a central focal point (See Ralph Colp, 
To Be an Invalid: The Illness of Charles Darwin 
[Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1977]).  Since 
the excitement of going out into society or receiv-
ing friends “almost always” resulted “in his suffer-
ing from violent shivering and vomiting at-
tacks” (p. 115), Darwin mostly limited his contacts 
to his family.  The man who had circumnavigated 
the world and who dreamed of traveling to addi-
tional parts of the world and going “up in a Bal-
loon” (p. 234), could not even tolerate the excite-
ment of going to London or having visitors.  But 
what need did Darwin have of travel, or even other 
people, when he had his “angel” and children by 
his side?  The Darwins’ marriage was quite fulfill-
ing for both parties. 

 

Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, was trained in 
modern English and European history while earn-
ing his doctoral degree.  He is editor of this jour-
nal and may be contacted at <pelovitz@aol.com>. 
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the American Historical Association’s Perspec-
tives, The Journal of Psychohistory, and Clio’s 
Psyche—on how I introduce my courses, the na-
ture of course content, aspects of student resis-
tance, ways of handling it, teaching the psychohis-
tory of war, and the like. 

 

Although group psychohistory has been 
part of my introductory classes for the past 27 
years (three sections per semester and an additional 
Psychohistory II class in the spring), I’ve never 
tackled a formal paper on how I go about teaching 
groups until Paul Elovitz asked me to describe my 
approach for this issue of Clio’s Psyche. 
 

There is a specific section of my three-
credit introductory course devoted to groups.  First, 
I will describe the structure of the course before 
examining it.  Part I studies the ego defenses and 
how they’ve operated in individuals and groups in 
various historical periods.  Part II studies the his-
tory of childhood.  Part III looks at psychobiogra-
phy.  When I begin turning to systematic discus-
sions of group life in Part IV, the semester is a lit-
tle more than half over.   That’s generally a good 
thing since, by then, most students have become 
more comfortable with thinking psychologically 
and are better able to add psychological ways of 
seeing to the traditional political, economic, and 
social categories they’ve brought with them to 
class from the very first day. 
 

By the time we get to groups—the ninth or 
tenth week of the semester—I hope students have 
been convinced, or at least partly convinced, that 
the unconscious exists; that what’s in the uncon-
scious can motivate behavior; that what happens in 
a person’s childhood can influence their adult ac-
tions; and that psychobiography, especially on US 
presidents, living and dead, can enrich our under-
standing of history. 
 

It’s a simple step from there to the notion 
that because groups are made up of individuals, it’s 
possible to assert that when many individuals ex-
perience the same things, or nearly the same 
things—such as childhoods or traumatic events—
we should expect them to sometimes think, act, 
and feel in the same ways that others in the group 
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think, act, and feel. This point may strike some 
readers as mundane since we often assume it’s one 
of the givens of the social science.  Yet, in teaching 
psychological history, I’ve found it helpful to spell 
things out as often as possible and move through 
the material step by careful step, especially when 
transitioning from individual to group psychology.  
Students find it helpful as well, since the findings 
of group psychology are sometimes startlingly dif-
ferent from what they’ve experienced, subcon-
sciously assume, and consciously expect and are in 
some ways different from what they’ve learned in 
the first half of the course.  It doesn’t hurt either to 
mention that sociology conceptualizes some group 
behaviors in much the same way that psychologi-
cal history does—that is, the notion of socializa-
tion—except that in psychological history sociali-
zation also includes the aftermaths of poor child-
care, developmental dislocations, fixations, and 
trauma, both individual and collective. 
 

As for trauma, students were introduced to 
full-scale discussions of it during the introductory 
portion of the course.  Since it’s already a familiar 
notion to them, they need only a brush-up on what 
constitutes trauma—rape, child abuse, war zones, 
natural disasters, and so on—as well as post-
traumatic stress disorder’s short- and long-term 
consequences.  This allows me to move directly to 
the subject of groups seen psychologically and 
psychohistorically. 

 

That, to be sure, is a massive subject in its 
own right and there’s an extensive scholarly litera-
ture in many fields, sociology, philosophy, psy-
chiatry, group therapy, and social psychology, as 
well as psychology and history.  Indeed, there are 
semester-long and full year undergraduate and 
graduate courses devoted to the study of small 
groups alone.  To make things more manageable, 
(and to allow us to move in a timely way to the last 
part of the course, Hitler and Nazi Germany as 
psychohistorical “laboratories”), I simplify, and to 
some extent oversimplify, by dividing this rich lit-
erature into two types, that for large groups and for 
small groups, noting that while all of psychology 
constitutes one body of knowledge, it’s possible to 
conceptualize several kinds of psychologies—the 
kind that studies individuals, the kind that studies 
couples, a third that studies family dynamics, and a 
fourth and fifth that study the psychology of small 

groups and large groups respectively.  It’s not that 
individual psychodynamics, or relationships within 
dyads or families, do not interact with group be-
havior.  They do (or may).  It’s just to state again 
the well-known maxim that people sometimes act 
differently in large and small groups from the ways 
they act as individuals. 
 

The reason we’re studying small groups at 
all, I remind them, is that presidents and CEOs 
don’t always make choices on their own.  Many 
major decisions take place in small group contexts, 
from presidential cabinets to the Board of Direc-
tors of IBM.  Research also shows that people in 
small groups—like our classroom, for example—
often behave according to identifiable patterns. 
 

To get things rolling, I introduce the find-
ings of Bion, highlighting his division of groups 
into work and Basic Assumption groups, explain 
why he labeled his Basic Assumption groups 
“dependency”, “fight/flight”, and “pairing”, and 
mention Tavistock, its work in conflict resolution, 
and so on. I mostly use Bion as a touchstone for 
the findings of other researchers, such as John 
Hartman, adding the notion of messianic fantasy 
groups to Bion’s tripartite division. 
 

The central point here is to show that small 
groups can (or do) operate on two levels at once: 
the rational, reasonable, conscious work group 
level where group members work cooperatively to 
achieve a common attainable work task; and the 
unacknowledged Basic Assumption, or uncon-
scious group fantasy level where the acting out of 
unconscious fantasies has the consequence of sabo-
taging the group’s work task.  One process oper-
ates above, another beneath the surface.  It’s neces-
sary to point out that acting out can be (but need 
not be) continuous, that acting-out group members 
are usually the delegates of others, expressing what 
many, if not all, group members are feeling, and 
that when such acting out does occur, even periodi-
cal acting out, it helps explain—as virtually every-
one in the class comes to recognize—why people 
in groups act in irrational ways and why it’s so dif-
ficult for groups to get things done. 
 

These ideas set the stage for a transition to 
the study of large groups, such as countries.  It’s 
necessary to point out that one cannot automati-
cally assume that what holds for small groups also 
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holds for large groups; it’s misleading and unscien-
tific.  Some parallels may exist, and they’re worth 
thinking about, but large groups need to be studied 
on their own.  Still, it helps to suggest that perhaps 
the same type of processes as elucidated by Bion—
a conscious one above, an unconscious one be-
neath the surface—may be operating, or may be 
operating at times, in large groups too. 
 

It’s appropriate to remind students that 
many people over the years have noted similarities 
between large groups and mentally disturbed indi-
viduals.  Scores of experts can be cited to illustrate 
this “group-as-crazy-individual” metaphor, but the 
one I’ve used in recent years (after first explaining 
who he was), is Tennessee Williams.  He once 
said: “If people behaved in the way nations do they 
would all be put in straightjackets.”  This isn’t al-
ways the case, of course, but is sometimes the case, 
and is one good reason why we want to understand 
how and why large groups sometimes fail to act in 
ways that are in their rational self-interest. 
 

To impress upon students that what we’re 
embarking upon is serious business, I remind them 
that indifference to the topic may be defensive.  As 
a nation we’re all in the same boat, an uncomfort-
able reality that we may not want to see if the 
group we’re in is acting irrationally.  Secondly, I 
point out that the topic is important to me person-
ally since the central question which has driven my 
own research for many years is: why do some peo-
ple act in ways that bring about the very thing they 
are most trying to avoid?  The evidence shows the 
phenomenon can be found in large groups as well 
as individuals.  Our first question is how to identify 
collective feelings and fantasies, then how to get 
hold of unconscious ones. 
 

Clearly, the kind of opinion polls that ask 
questions about the president’s performance can be 
used over time as a rough gauge to graphically de-
pict the public’s general mood and can serve as 
one kind of emotional index.  (When Gulf War I 
broke out, for example, the president’s approval 
rating, according to USA Today, soared to an un-
heard of 90 percent.  This nearly unanimous col-
lective feeling needs explaining.) 
 

To provide a working theoretical frame-
work, I introduce Lloyd deMause’s group fantasy 
theory.  (Students are familiar with him since 

they’ve already read his “Evolution of Childhood” 
essay and an interview with him in The Best of 
Clio’s Psyche, 1994-2005, one of their required 
readings.)  Students are already familiar with the 
concepts of projection, projective containers, the 
designated patient, scapegoats, stereotyping, and 
various kinds of delegation, so one can move im-
mediately into the group fantasy theory. 
 

Readers will remember that deMause hy-
pothesizes that collective sentiments, the group’s 
specific hidden wishes, fears, and thoughts, can be 
identified by a systematic analysis of the shared 
images appearing on the covers of the nation’s 
newsweeklies and by a systematic daily analysis of 
the themes and images drawn by the nation’s major 
political cartoonists.  Images connect here to the 
revealing symbolic pictures experienced in an indi-
vidual’s sleep-dream cycle, for if dreams are the 
royal road to the unconscious, then the shared 
“dream images” of a large group should constitute 
the royal road to the group’s unconscious. 
 

DeMause says the work he’s done on the 
US media from 1960 to the present reveals regular, 
cyclical patterns, a four-stage cycle he’s labeled 
“Strong,” “Cracking,” “Collapse,” and  “Upheav-
al,” each stage representing a progressive deterio-
ration of the group’s defenses, particularly repres-
sion.  In the last, or “Upheaval” stage, those intol-
erable repressed feelings—aggression, out-of-
control sexuality, homosexual feelings, lawless-
ness, craziness, powerlessness, personal badness 
experienced as poison, and so on—that are now 
streaming into consciousness are projected into 
scapegoat (“poison”) container groups. 
 

Throughout history, says deMause, large 
groups have engineered escapes from these intoler-
able feelings by way of one of three means: finding 
an enemy with whom to go to war (Saddam); find-
ing a domestic group to persecute (Jews, Commu-
nists, liberals); sacrificing the leader by voting him 
or her out of office (the Jimmy Carter solution), by 
forcing a resignation (the Johnson, Nixon solu-
tions), or by circulating assassination messages in 
the media which some group delegate eventually 
acts out (the Kennedy “solution”).  Any of these 
events shore up the group’s emotional defenses, 
which are now restored and firmly in place, return-
ing it to the “Strong” stage, and the cycle begins 
anew. 
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Parts of the theory have merit, and I’ve 
used them profitably in my own writing.  For their 
part, students like the simplicity of the model.  But 
with things so neatly tied in a bow, they don’t take 
it kindly when we begin to look at what some of 
the critics have had to say. 
 

As mandated by the Regents for all State 
University of New York (SUNY) general educa-
tion courses, it’s my obligation to improve critical 
thinking among my students.  In all history courses 
we’re supposed to help them look critically at their 
ingrained assumptions about how the world 
works—that is, the traditional political, social, and 
economic categories—and examine their deeply 
held beliefs about human nature.  Critical thinking, 
of course, extends to psychological history as well.  
As part of this critique as regards group fantasy 
theory in particular, I share with students not only 
the criticisms of others but impressions based upon 
my own work.  In twenty years of research on the 
origins of the Second World War in Europe, I 
found no cyclical patterns of any kind, while my 
research on the US in the last thirty years has 
found no rigid, “lawful” cyclical patterns there ei-
ther.  The evidence shows, I think, that most 
groups are pretty much in emotional “upheavals” 
all the time and move out of “crisis mode” by vari-
ous devices, then back again as stress levels in-
crease. 
 

One can counter, as students sometimes do, 
that my above perception reveals little about the 
external world, but everything about myself, that 
like “all” psychological historians, I’m merely pro-
jecting my own stuff into the world, which I then 
call “history.”  Whether this critical viewpoint tells 
us how defended the other person might be, the 
fact remains that students regularly mention this 
idea.  It’s a notion that’s not likely to go away any-
time soon and is something psychological histori-
ans have to live with.  I mention this because I’ve 
found it important not to dismiss the student’s 
statement out of hand, at least if we want to con-
tinue to have an audience. 
 

It is better to acknowledge that the stu-
dent’s statement contains at least a kernel of truth 
and that many, if not most, psychological histori-
ans would agree with it, at least in part.  Although 
on careful analysis, the writings of many narrative 

historians pay no more than lip service to the his-
toricist dogmas they learned in graduate school, 
one cannot ignore subjectivity as part of the social 
sciences.  On the other hand, simply because some-
thing is “in here” does not mean it’s not “out 
there.”  Erikson’s notion of disciplined subjectivity 
persuasively argued that what’s in here can actu-
ally clue us to what’s out there.  The research top-
ics we take on (and the sources we select to help 
unravel them) do to some extent reflect our own 
inner needs and conflicts, what I think Peter Pet-
schauer means when he says, “the topic chooses 
us.”  That those sources and topics have objective, 
intrinsic, merit is also true, so it’s really a kind of 
two-way street. 
 

Nor do we always start with ourselves.  We 
must go to the documents first.  But, as I tell my 
classes, since we are part of America, what we’re 
feeling and fantasizing may be a clue to what oth-
ers are feeling and fantasizing.  Corroboration or 
disconfirmation, deciding on whether or not these 
personal impressions match group phenomena (and 
to what extent they match them), depends on sev-
eral things, including all of us working as hard as 
we can to maintain awareness of our own biases, 
remaining committed to the discovery of our own 
blind spots, and, as always and as much as we can, 
allowing the documents to tell their own tales. 
 

Students eventually appreciate various as-
pects of the group fantasy theory’s explanatory 
power and find some insights quite invaluable, in-
cluding the idea of leaders as group fantasy dele-
gates.  At the same time, they come to feel that de-
Mause’s largely unproven connections to fetal and 
birth trauma (his “fighting fetuses” and “poisonous 
placentas”), his insistence that everyone in the 
group shares one group fantasy rather than several, 
his contention that leaders are mere delegates of 
the group fantasy and have little or no importance 
in themselves, his search for Immutable Laws of 
Universal Human Behavior, and his attempt to 
construct a “scientific” psychohistory, along with 
the overall rigidity of his model, limit its useful-
ness as an explanatory tool for a full understanding 
of messy reality.  For those interested, I recom-
mend students to deMause’s The Emotional Life of 
Nations (2002), and to Dan Dervin’s Enactments: 
American Modes and Psychohistorical Models 
(1996). 
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This is a good time to show Sam Keen’s 
Faces of the Enemy, a documentary based on his 
book of the same name.  The film offers a slightly 
different take from deMause’s on group rage and 
the manufacturing of enemies and has the added 
advantage of containing several brief segments 
from an interview with Robert Jay Lifton.  This 
allows me to introduce some of Lifton’s psycho-
historical work, say a word about his scholarship 
on nuclearism and the apocalyptic, and recommend 
his book (with Greg Mitchell) on Hiroshima in 
America: Fifty Years of Denial (1996).  I ask stu-
dents to read an interview with him and assign sev-
eral articles on apocalyptic groups written by other 
authors, which originally appeared in Clio’s Psy-
che. 
 

As my classes try to make sense of the 
group fantasy theory and of groups in general, their 
discussions, predictably, almost always lead to sev-
eral related topics, the role and functions of the 
media, the question of whether media violence be-
gets more violence, and the group fantasy role of 
popular films.  Disentangling these things is not 
easy, and since nearly everyone has views about 
them—some very passionate—one can expect 
lively exchanges.  Sometimes those exchanges end 
up with students leaving the class confused and 
with the sense that all they’ve learned is that peo-
ple disagree, which they already knew when they 
walked though the door on the first day of class. 
 

To remedy these impressions, and to help 
students feel they’re actually learning something, I 
like to narrow the class’s focus and, after several 
freewheeling discussions, list on the board a par-
ticular subject’s logical limits.  Listing logical lim-
its has its downside by forcing students to think 
only inside the box, but has the advantage of en-
couraging systematic, structured thinking, and in 
any case students are familiar with the technique 
since I’ve used it twice in the past, once in discus-
sions of denial and once for the history of child-
hood. 
 

When discussing denial earlier in the se-
mester, I had pointed out that only three reactions 
are possible when one hears new information.  The 
person hearing the news says either: 1) Yes, the 
evidence convinces me; or, 2) I’m still unsure 
about it but will keep an open mind; or, 3) What 
I’m hearing is downright wrong.  If number 3 is 

the person’s response (that is, if the person rejects 
the information) only two further options remain: 
the person is correct, the information is wrong; 
or—as is more likely if the rejection is immediate, 
excited, dogmatic, and spontaneous—the person is 
in denial.  (To keep the likelihood of frequent de-
nial fresh in students’ minds, this model needs re-
peating several times during the semester.) 
 

As for the history of childhood, even be-
fore one looks at a single document or dips into the 
writings of a single historian—no matter what 
one’s opinion is at first or becomes later—long-
term trends reduce to four fundamental options.  
Either: 1) childhood has improved over time; 2) 
childcare has gotten worse over time; 3) childcare 
has stayed about the same; or, 4) childhood has 
gotten better or worse, depending on circumstances 
(the arrival of plagues, wars, or economic depres-
sion.)  It helps our understanding if we can think 
within this framework as we look at and critique 
the evidence. 
 

(I realize what I’m explaining here may 
seem quite mundane, tedious, and obvious.  Still, 
I’ve been asked to describe what I do when I teach 
about groups and that’s what I’m describing.) 
 

The themes that always seem to be spun off 
from freeform discussions of group psychohistory 
are several issues pertaining to the media generally 
and to violent images in particular.  To help stu-
dents better structure their thinking, I offer three 
lists of logical possibilities on these topics, one 
each for the influence of the media, the functions 
of the media, and the question of media violence. 
 

The influence of the media on group fan-
tasy can be reduced to five logical options: 1) there 
is no influence; 2) the media manipulates us, put-
ting images into our minds to which we respond; 
or 3), the exact opposite, that is, the media simply 
mirrors, or plays back to us, our collective con-
scious and unconscious wishes, impulses, and 
emotional issues; or, 4) both media and society are 
engaged in a dialogue, at once creating and mirror-
ing our collective fantasies; or, option Number 5) 
which holds that either 1, 2, 3, or 4 are at work, 
depending on what specific historical events and 
media images are under discussion.  (I inform stu-
dents that deMause holds view Number 3, their 
professor, view Number 4, and that what we 
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should probably do each and every time is look at 
each situation case by case, that is, option Number 
5.) 
 

I remind students that most people deny 
their own participation in constructing group fan-
tasy images and maintain the popular conviction 
that it’s the media doing things to us; we’re never 
responsible.  To counter this conventional wisdom, 
it helps to point out what I’ve heard in interviews 
with the heads of the television networks on many 
occasions.  Time and again they state their convic-
tion that television’s job is to deliver an audience 
to a product, not the other way around; if America 
wants the New York Philharmonic 24 hours a day, 
they say, that’s what they’ll give us.  It’s really a 
question of the bottom line, advertising revenues 
driving programming, which in group fantasy 
terms means we are the ones telling the networks 
and cable stations what group fantasies we want to 
share when we tune to programs X, Y, or Z. 
 

A striking example of this aspect of group 
fantasy comes from the cable news coverage of the 
shooting rampage in Virginia a couple of years 
back.  As authorities were beginning to close in on 
the snipers, there was a moment when CNN, 
MSNBC, and FOX News all ran the same image 
for several hours: producers inserted a picture of a 
tree stump outside a house somewhere in the 
Northwest—Seattle, I think it was—into the back-
drop of another image, a convenience store-gas 
station in Virginia where the most recent shooting 
had taken place.  The feed was exactly the same for 
all three stations.  It went on, unchanged, for sev-
eral hours.  When the producers at CNN decided 
they’d shift to some headline news—fearing they’d 
begin losing an audience growing tired of the same 
image—they were shocked when tens of thousands 
of viewers switched from CNN to those other sta-
tions.  It shortly returned to images of the tree 
stump and the convenience store-gas station, join-
ing the other stations because that’s what Ameri-
cans wanted. 
 

The issue of the functions of the media is a 
related but separate question from how media in-
fluence group fantasies.  The functions of the me-
dia—economic, political, emotional—also reduce 
to a few logical options.  The media: 1) provides 
information; 2) offers entertainment; 3) distracts us 
from uncomfortable realities; 4) promotes particu-

lar political agendas; 5) employs intra-psychic de-
fenses (rationalization, denial, displacement, pro-
jection, and so forth) to keep us in the dark and 
emotionally defended.  Things are played down, 
de-emphasized, the pretense maintained that cer-
tain things don’t exist, or we’re told certain issues 
have no answers, or we’re told the causes of cer-
tain things are so obscure they’ll never be known, 
or, if we are not told they can never be known, 
we’re treated to so many alternative theories that it 
amounts to the same thing.  While other functions 
can doubtless be added, I end my list with a sixth: 
the media circulates group fantasies so our inner 
life can be confirmed by outer images so that we 
are safe in the conviction that the world is really 
the way we imagine it to be, a necessity if we are 
to remain sane. 
 

The third theme naturally emerging from 
discussions of group psychohistory is the connec-
tion between violent images and violent social be-
havior.  This can likewise be handled by reducing 
the question to three simple propositions, which 
help students focus.  Either: 1) violent images pro-
duce more violent behavior; 2) violent images pro-
duce less violent behavior; or, 3) violent images 
have no relationship whatsoever to violent behav-
ior.  In discussions, hardly anyone opts for option 
3—until we begin to wonder if video games count.  
Since so many students continue to play them as 
young adults, one expects a certain degree of de-
fensiveness in the discussion. 
 

The consensus among Americans, of 
course, is that media violence produces more act-
ing out.  There’s ample psychological evidence to 
support it, and sooner or later one of my students 
mentions the idea that repeated exposure to violent 
images de-sensitizes us, requiring ever more vio-
lent images to excite us.  And there’s psychologi-
cal evidence for that too. 
 

Predictably, when I mention the second 
listed option—that violent images can actually re-
duce the incidence of violent acting out—students 
begin to frown.  How, they wonder, can violent 
images reduce violence? 
 

I explain this view by citing Martin 
Scorsese, quoted in a Time or Newsweek article 
sometime back, as saying that exposure to cine-
matic violence is largely therapeutic.  Through vi-
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carious identification with the action, he says, the 
more violence an audience witnesses, the more it 
discharges pent-up rage; instead of going home 
and beating up your wife or girlfriend, you watch a 
cinematic surrogate do it for you.  This becomes a 
somewhat different but related question when we 
reframe it to ask: do pornographic images contrib-
ute to violence against women?  What happens 
when women are seen as body parts, not as human 
beings?  Is pornography causally connected to 
rape?  What does the class think and what do the 
scientific studies say? 
 

Before moving on to our next large topic, a 
last area of group psychohistory and group fantasy 
needs to be highlighted, namely, the idea that 
popular films can be used as a way of identifying a 
group’s unconscious fantasy (or fantasies).  The 
topic usually generates much heat as well as lively 
discussion.  There’s nothing students find more 
upsetting than suggesting that films may provide 
possible roadmaps to their unconscious.  It often 
produces angry denials. 
 

When that happens it’s worth reminding 
them that other kinds of psychohistorical state-
ments also seem guaranteed to make students an-
gry: any reference to religion as regressive, or call-
ing prayer magical thinking, or pointing out that 
some people reject the very notion of the uncon-
scious while giving credence to dubious ideas such 
as UFOs, UFO abductions, precognition, out-of- 
body experiences, telepathy, telekinesis, psychic 
readings, and past life regressions, or suggesting 
that someone in the class is in denial, or that 
what’s happening in class is the same as the irra-
tional small-group dynamics we’ve been studying.  
Experience has taught me that even the thought 
that popular films can offer clues to the disowned 
fantasies of large groups tends to produce the same 
reaction. 
 

Denial runs deep since psychohistory goes 
to the very heart of the matter and to the very heart 
of the filmgoer—the student sitting in my class.  
Mention that any current or past film favorite may 
contain group fantasy material and someone is sure 
to shout out, “That’s a good movie,” or “It’s my 
favorite movie,” as if that somehow disproves the 
contention.  The very thought that a film’s content 
may reveal something about our unconscious, that 

we inhabit a larger community in which each of us 
is unconsciously moving in unison like a flock of 
birds or a school of fish seems almost un-
American.  Besides, we make choices as individu-
als, don’t we?  Well yes, I say, but then we find 
ourselves sitting in the cineplex watching this 
week’s blockbuster movie as millions of others 
across the country are viewing it at the same time. 
 

Good movie or no, as psychological histo-
rians we’re looking for themes and images that 
cluster at particular times.  It’s not a question of 
whether you, or I, or a critic somewhere like the 
film.  It may in fact have superior merit as an aes-
thetic work of cinematic art, but that’s irrelevant 
here.  We’re interested only in looking at popular 
films that pull large audiences, not at their aes-
thetic merits. 
 

I mention here the ongoing work of the 
Group for the Psychohistorical Study of Film, rec-
ommend Paul Monaco’s study of post-World War 
I French and German films, Cinema & Society 
(1976), and note that every Monday’s New York 
Times business section provides lists of the most 
popular films in terms of box office take as well as 
the top DVD purchases and rentals for the preced-
ing week.  Not every popular film is necessarily an 
indicator of group fantasies, but some must be. 
 

To advance the argument I note several 
things.  That we’re not necessarily talking about 
series films—the Godfathers, the Rocky series or 
Star Wars trilogies and prequels; all tend to be 
popular because of the followings they’ve gener-
ated.  Almost all horror films are popular, geared 
to teenage audiences, and do well at the box office.  
It’s not the release of an isolated disaster film, for 
example, that clues us to the existence of a particu-
lar group fantasy so much as it is a slew of them 
appearing at the same time.  Titanic is one thing, 
but it looks more than coincidental when Dante’s 
Peak, Volcano, Independence Day, Twister, Deep 
Impact, and Apocalypse all appear about the same 
time.  Does this tell us anything about the apoca-
lyptic fears (or wishes) we may be unconsciously 
experiencing at that moment? 
 

Spielberg’s Jaws was enormously popular 
even in Iowa where the chances of meeting a Great 
White Shark were rather remote.  Does the popu-
larity of Jaws tell us something about America’s 
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devouring oral rage?  Why were the sequels, Jaws 
II and III, so poorly received at the box office?  
Students reply almost always that the sequels 
weren’t as good as the original, a statement imply-
ing that a good film is a good film anytime, any-
where.  This allows mention of the fact that when 
Jaws opened in Paris (where American films are 
adored), it was a box office disappointment—it just 
wasn’t as emotionally compelling to the French 
that season as it was to Americans.  The same phe-
nomenon holds true for Oliver Stone’s Platoon, 
winner of the Academy Award for Best Picture, 
which, when shown at that year’s Berlin Film Fes-
tival, received hisses and boos before half the audi-
ence walked out.  One might object that this was 
because the Vietnam War wasn’t as compelling to 
a German audience as it was to a US audience, but 
that’s precisely the psychohistorical point. 
 

From here one can point out that we need 
to be alert to film critics who can sometimes iden-
tify group fantasy trends (they usually make little 
of them psychohistorically) when they say things 
like, “this season there are a lot of films about fa-
thers and sons,” or, “films these days are showing 
men as wimps and women on top,” or, “there are 
an awful lot of abandoned kids in movies these 
days.”  Class discussion naturally springs up over 
the possible symbolic meaning of our current fa-
vorites.  Right now I’m asking my students to con-
sider the significance, if any, of this television sea-
son’s cluster of new shows—Surface, Invasion, 
and Threshold—on alien invasion themes, and if 
they’re any way emotionally connected to Spiel-
berg’s recent film War of the Worlds. (Here’s a 
good place to assign Jacques Szaluta’s Clio’s Psy-
che essay on Steven Spielberg.) 
 

That about brings my unit on the psycho-
history of groups to a close.  But before I bring my 
essay to a close, I need to point out that one impor-
tant approach to group psychohistory has been left 
out of these proceedings, Rudolph Binion’s several 
studies on the principles of trauma and traumatic 
reliving.  I keep Binion’s approach under wraps 
before unveiling it in the next and last unit of the 
course because his work on the traumatic causes of 
Hitler’s murderous anti-Semitism and on Nazi Ger-
many’s traumatic compulsion to war work best 
there.  (The same holds for Peter Loewenberg’s 
classic study on the Nazi youth cohort, which stu-

dents read in full in his Decoding the Past [1996], 
required reading, along with Binion’s Hitler Among 
the Germans [1976], for Psychohistory II.) 
 

Students are ready for the next portion of 
the course because they are already familiar with 
Binion’s name, having met him in an interview and 
having read three of his short essays, on reduction-
ism, on Bismarck, and on 9/11 and the early days of 
Gulf War II, as part of their required readings.  Stu-
dents are already familiar with examples of individ-
ual and group traumatic reliving, with the idea of 
intergenerational transmission, including possible 
intergenerational transmissions of the consequences 
of trauma impacting on one, two, or three genera-
tions or more (the Holocaust, the Irish famine, the 
genocide of native Americans, slavery, the Black 
Death).  For those who want to go deeper into ex-
amples of group traumatic reliving, and for the sev-
eral other kinds of group processes Binion exam-
ines, I’m prepared to recommend his new book, 
Past Impersonal: Group Process in Human History, 
just published by Northern Illinois University Press 
(2005). 

 

These skills in place, my classes are now 
ready to turn their attentions to the strange and 
deadly world of Nazi Germany. 
 

David R. Beisel, PhD, teaches honors his-
tory and psychohistory at Rockland Community 
College, State University of New York, where he has 
taught psychohistory to over 6,000 students since 
1976.  He has been president of the International 
Psychohistorical Association, editor of The Journal 
of Psychohistory, and is on the Editorial Board of 
Clio’s Psyche.  He is the recipient of both the na-
tional NISOD Award for Teaching Excellence and 
the State of New York Chancellor’s Award for Ex-
cellence in Teaching.  He has published many arti-
cles on American and European history.  His book, 
The Suicidal Embrace: Hitler, the Allies, and the 
Origins of the Second World War, was published 
last year.  Professor Beisel dedicates this essay to 
his students. He may be contacted at 
dbeisel@sunyrockland.edu. 
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For Details go to cliospsyche.org 



Clio’s Psyche Page 195 March 2006 
 

 

Beisel’s Fortunate Students 
 

Kenneth Alan Adams 
Jacksonville State University 

 

 Professor Beisel is a master of both the 
psychodynamics of group functioning and the sub-
tle ability to convey this information to students.  
His presentation of data and theories strikes just 
the right balance between scholarly erudition and 
everyday sagacity.  He does not try to overwhelm 
students with irrefutable truth or undeniable factu-
ality, but instead chooses to engage their curiosity 
and to solicit their efforts, encouraging—
sometimes, perhaps cajoling—them to look at real-
ity in an alternate way and contribute their obser-
vations and insights to enrich the experience.  Stu-
dents learn that critical thought is encouraged, as 
are honesty and self-scrutiny. 
 

Professor Beisel is secure enough in his 
understanding of psychohistory to succeed year 
after year in providing an overview of the field, 
and he is confident enough to be both authoritative 
and spontaneous in his presentations, giving stu-
dents structure and the chance to enjoy the process 
of coming to terms with psychohistory and groups.  
Students usually appreciate a teacher who encour-
ages them to explore the course material from dif-
ferent perspectives, and Professor Beisel’s multi-
faceted approach insures that the classroom is an 
arena where insight, reflection, and comprehension 
are honored.  Students have the experiential oppor-
tunity to examine their reactions and emotions and 
cultivate an appreciation of the applicability of 
group dynamics to the personal world as well as 
the institutions of society and the currents of his-
tory. 

 

Students at Rockland Community College 
who have the luck or wisdom to enroll in Professor 
Beisel’s class in psychohistory have a remarkable 
educational opportunity awaiting them.  David’s 
commitment to historiography and psychohistory 
are a rare combination in contemporary academia.  
His affability and generosity are even rarer.  We 
should all be so lucky as to learn psychohistory 
under his tutelage. 

 

Kenneth Alan Adams, PhD, is a graduate 
of Harvard University, where he worked with Erik 
Erikson and Robert Coles.  He obtained his PhD 

from Brandeis University, focusing on psychoana-
lytic sociology with Philip E. Slater and Gordon 
Fellman.  While in the graduate program, he was 
selected for the Seminar for Social Scientists at the 
Boston Psychoanalytic Society.  Now a Professor 
Emeritus of Sociology at Jacksonville State Uni-
versity and a Contributing Editor to the Journal of 
Psychohistory, he currently teaches at Auburn 
University-Montgomery and Troy University.  He 
may be contacted at <KAAPSYSY@aol.com>. 
 

<><><> 
 

Powerful Emotions in  
the Classroom 

 

C. Fred Alford 
University of Maryland 

 

In reading Professor Beisel’s essay on how 
he teaches his students about groups, it is not sur-
prising to learn that he is a winner of several teach-
ing excellence awards.  One of the measures of a 
teacher is the extent to which the student is 
prompted to apply the lessons of the class to her or 
his own experience and life.  Beisel’s fine essay 
prompted me to reflect on some of my experiences 
as a professor bringing psychoanalytic/
psychohistorical concepts into the classroom.  This 
will be the focus of my comment. 

 

For several years I tried to teach group the-
ory to my graduate students.  In that period I was 
active in the A. K. Rice Institute, the American 
branch of the Tavistock Institute in London at a 
time when it was dominated by the work of Bion 
and his followers.  (Today, I’m afraid, the theoreti-
cal Tavistock foundations are much more eclec-
tic—a nice word for disorderly.)  I’d attended a 
number of group relations conferences, including a 
nine-day residential conference, and was certified 
as a consultant-in-training.  Since that time I have 
become a full-fledged consultant, though I no 
longer consult.   
 

My idea was that my graduate students 
would not just read about group psychology, they 
would experience it in the course.  We would 
spend the first month reading Freud, Bion, and 
some whose work followed in that tradition, such 
as Elliott Jaques.  We also saw the Faces of the 
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Enemy film to which Beisel refers.  It’s a great and 
humane film, built around a comparison between 
the thought processes of a psychotic killer and that 
of nations. 
 

After the first month of classes, we sat in a 
circle after changed rooms and roles—I went from 
professor to consultant and the class became a 
study group.  There was no explicit task, other than 
that the group study itself, whatever that means 
exactly.  No homework, no leadership on my part, 
other than an occasional Delphic comment on the 
group process.  Even more than in my usual work 
as a consultant, I distanced myself from the group, 
because they knew me as their professor, and I 
wanted to sharpen the role differentiation.  
(Remember, I was new at this.)   
 

One of the great problems of the study 
group methodology is that there is not enough time 
to process the experience.  Participants often feel 
that something profound and important has hap-
pened to them, but they don’t know what.  I was 
determined to use the time we had available not to 
repeat that mistake, and so we used the rest of the 
semester, about a month, to review the experience.  
This included reading Bion again, reading Christo-
pher Browning’s Ordinary Men, which is about a 
group of middle-aged German soldiers who be-
came mass murderers out of what can only be 
called peer pressure.   
 

All in all I thought it was a wonderful 
course; it received stellar evaluations.  Because we 
spent a semester together the students had enough 
time to read and reflect about the group processes 
they went through.  This meant they could turn 
emotion into cognitive learning.  Yet I would not 
do the course again; I would not recommend it to 
my colleagues without serious reservations.  All in 
all, I think Professor Beisel’s approach is likely the 
better one. 
 

My approach was playing with fire.  
Groups of even presumably stable graduate stu-
dents who know what the “game” is all about are 
drawn deeply into primitive group process.  The 
first time I ran the study group, one woman had a 
virtual nervous breakdown and had to be removed 
from the group.  I should never have let her join 
the group in the first place, but a phone call to her 
previous professor, whom I happened to know, 

convinced me otherwise.   
 

The other two times I taught the course 
were not quite so dramatic, but I was surprised that 
the defenses I thought would contain the chaos of 
the unconscious didn’t work very well.  What were 
these defenses?  The structured and contained envi-
ronment of a university class, in which students 
know each other, and have some cognitive re-
sources to draw on.  Nor did I discourage intellec-
tualized cognitive defenses.  Nevertheless, the 
primitive forces to which Bion refers are so strong 
that knowing about what happens in similar small 
groups (students first read from articles in the 
Group Relations Reader, now in its fourth volume, 
published by the A. K. Rice Institute) didn’t con-
tain them.  Possibly this knowledge served to egg 
the students on.  As in, “Oh, we can do better than 
that!”  
 

In any case, Professor Beisel’s reflections 
on “Teaching About Groups” reminded me of the 
disjunction between theory and practice.  In theory, 
having students experience the chaos and primitive 
defenses of small groups is the best way to teach 
about them.  In practice, it’s a dangerous business.  
No one who is not properly trained in the practice 
of group consultation should even consider running 
a class in this manner—even then it is risky busi-
ness.   
 

A colleague of mine, Professor Jerrold 
Post, at George Washington University, has devel-
oped a variant of this approach, in which two 
groups of students are given the task of negotiating 
an international crisis, while the consultants focus 
almost entirely on the group process.  I have con-
sulted once to this version, and the task-oriented 
focus seems to contain the anxiety better than the 
pure study group.  Perhaps that is a reasonable 
compromise.  In any case, the teacher should al-
ways remember that he or she is dealing with pow-
erful, unconscious forces that may emerge in dan-
gerous and threatening ways: in the world, and 
even in the classroom.  This came through in Pro-
fessor Beisel’s remarks, and that is what pleased 
me most—his attempt to link the cognitive learn-
ing to emotional experience, without which our 
knowledge of groups remains arid.   
 

C. Fred Alford, PhD, is Professor of Gov-
ernment and Distinguished Scholar-Teacher at the 
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University of Maryland, College Park.  He is au-
thor of over a dozen books in moral psychology, 
including The Psychology of the Natural Law of 
Reparation (Cambridge University Press, forth-
coming).  Professor Alford is Executive Director of 
the Association for Psychoanalysis, Culture, and 
Society, and Co-Editor of the Psychoanalysis and 
Society Series published by Cornell University 
Press. He may be contacted at <falford@gvpt. 
Umd.edu>. 
 

<><><> 
 

 Subjectivity, Resistance, and 
the Role of the Individual 

 

James William Anderson 
Northwestern University 

 

 David R. Beisel is a gifted teacher with a 
comprehensive grasp of group psychohistory.  I 
could discuss what I agree with in his article, but I 
would merely be repeating much of what he al-
ready has said.  Instead, I thought I would com-
ment on four topics on which I have some dis-
agreement with Beisel or about which I believe I 
have something to add. 
 
Psychohistorians Are Said to Project Their Own 
“Stuff” onto the World: Beisel reports that his 
students sometimes charge that he and other psy-
chohistorians do no more than project their own 
personal concerns onto their subjects.  Beisel re-
plies that the “research topics we take on…do to 
some extent reflect our own inner needs and con-
flicts,” but the topics also have “objective, intrinsic 
merit,” “so it’s really a kind of two-way street.” 
 

 I agree, but I would go further.  Many stu-
dents may have a fantasy that scholars are simply 
disinterested researchers doing objective studies, 
but that is not the way things are.  I would maintain 
that there is always a connection between scholars’ 
inner concerns, conflicts, and preoccupations, on 
the one hand, and, on the other hand, the area that 
they study and the conclusions that they reach.  It 
is that intimate connection that energizes creative 
insight. 
 

 For example, Freud was troubled by his 
own intense Oedipus complex.  It was his deep 

concern about his own feelings that sensitized him 
to see such conflicts in others and that motivated 
him to study, and to conceptualize about, such con-
flicts; because they mattered to him, he wanted to 
understand them.  Of course, just because someone 
studies something does not mean that he or she is 
correct.  We have other means of determining the 
value of different theories.  But I would argue that, 
far from dismissing research because it has a sub-
jective element, we should encourage our students 
to understand the creative process and to realize 
that all valuable studies in a field like group psy-
chohistory come from scholars who have a per-
sonal relationship with their work. 
 

The Theories of Lloyd deMause: Beisel appar-
ently spends a great deal of time in his course on 
the highly speculative theories of Lloyd deMause.  
He not only devotes a section of the group-
psychohistory portion of the course to deMause’s 
“group fantasy theory,” but he has readings earlier 
in the course on deMausian theory.  There has been 
much criticism of this work, as Beisel points out.  
Beisel himself found deMause’s work to be seri-
ously flawed.  He tells us that, in his twenty years 
of research on the causes of World War II, he 
found “no cyclical patterns” as posited by deMause 
of any kind, and in research in the United States he 
also found “no rigid, ‘lawful’ cyclical patterns.”  
Given the groundswell of criticism of deMause’s 
work, its lack of standing in academia, and Beisel’s 
own evidence in contradiction of it, would it not 
make sense for Beisel to omit it from the course? 
 

Students’ Resistance: Beisel laments the resis-
tance he receives from students when he speaks of 
religion and especially when he argues that films 
may contain fantasy group material.  Early in my 
career, whenever I taught about psychoanalysis 
and the unconscious, I encountered similar resis-
tance; it was especially virulent in my first teach-
ing job at Williams College in Massachusetts 
where the students, though bright, were predomi-
nantly conservative New Englanders who believed 
in self-sufficiency and found the idea anathema 
that their emotional experiences during childhood 
may have played a central role in their becoming 
the people they were. 
 

 Over the years, I developed a strategy that 
has served me well and that I recommend to other 
teachers.  When I teach about Sigmund Freud, for 
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example, I simply do not invite extensive discus-
sion of whether or not he is right.  On what basis 
would the students make judgments anyway?  
(Incidentally, I do present some of the material on 
experimental validation and contradiction of 
Freud’s concepts, and I also let the students know 
of my own mixed assessment of Freud.)  I tell the 
students that they are under no obligation to accept 
Freud’s theories, but, since those theories have 
been so influential, and in fact, large tracts of psy-
chology were developed in opposition to Freud, I 
tell the students that their task is to learn what 
Freud said. 
 

 When we are studying Freud, I bring up 
various clinical incidents from my own practice as 
a clinical psychologist.  For example, one patient, a 
male college student, told me of how, as a teenager 
in a Chicago suburb, he had an affair lasting two 
years with a middle-aged man even though he, the 
student, is not and never was gay himself.  He ex-
plained that he participated in this affair because he 
wanted to protect the other teenagers in his suburb 
from being preyed on by this man.  He had not de-
sired sex with this man but slept with him as a self-
less act that would help his fellow high-school 
boys.  I challenge the students to figure out how 
Freud would have explained this incident and sug-
gest that they might consider his concepts of the 
unconscious and of rationalization. 
 

Individual Psychology as It Underlies Group 
Psychology: I come last to my main point.  There 
is no such thing, I would emphasize, as psychology 
that does not come down to the personal level.  
Beisel tells his students that many commentators 
have said there are “similarities between large 
groups and mentally disturbed individuals.”  But 
such a parallel is misleading.  A group does not 
have a mind; only a person has a mind.  I would 
like to see a course on group psychohistory always 
keeping the individual in sight. 
 Group phenomena, it seems to me, take 
place because they perform a similar function for 
many individuals.  For example, one might argue 
that a considerable number of people in Germany 
felt humiliated by their country’s defeat in World 
War I and further mortified by the demeaning 
terms of the Versailles Treaty.  Others have 
pointed out that, in addition, social factors threat-
ened the roles of many people.  Hitler’s message of 

the superiority of the Aryan people appealed to 
many individuals because it worked in their minds 
to help them overcome their humiliation and 
helped counter feelings of inferiority. 
 I am not saying that Beisel disagrees with 
me.  I am sure that much of what he teaches as-
sumes this point about the role of the individual.  
My recommendation is simply that in a course on 
group psychotherapy this point would be placed 
front and center throughout the course. 
 

 James William Anderson, PhD, a psycho-
analyst and clinical psychologist, is Professor of 
Clinical Psychology at Northwestern University 
Medical School, a faculty member of the Chicago 
Institute for Psychoanalysis, the Associate Editor 
of the Annual of Psychoanalysis, and a Member of 
the Editorial Board of this publication.  A psycho-
biographer, he has written on such figures as Wil-
liam and Henry James, Woodrow Wilson, Edith 
Wharton, Frank Lloyd Wright, and Sigmund 
Freud, as well as on the methodology of psycho-
biography.  Dr. Anderson may be contacted at j-
anderson3@northwestern.edu. 
 

<><><> 
 

A Model for  
Psychohistorical Teaching    

Donald L. Carveth 
Glendon College of York University 

 

 David Beisel’s “Introduction to Psychohis-
tory” is a model of good undergraduate teaching.  
It shows him to be an educator who has attempted 
to think through how best to present his materials 
in ways that will maximize understanding and 
minimize emotional resistance.  Over the years he 
has obviously paid close attention to his students’ 
reception of his teaching and the result is a logical, 
step-by-step approach in which concepts and topics 
are introduced in a careful and meaningful se-
quence.  While in no way treating students as pa-
tients, Beisel’s presentation of challenging and at 
times threatening psychoanalytic ideas seems 
guided by an almost therapeutic awareness in 
which empathy, tact and timing are as important in 
the classroom as they are in the clinical consulting 
room.   
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 I was pleasantly surprised to learn that the 
Regents of the State University of New York actu-
ally mandate a focus upon critical thinking in all 
general education courses.  Beisel provides several 
good examples of this.  One is his introduction of 
Lloyd deMause’s appealing group fantasy theory, 
followed by a critique based on his own research in 
which he had found no cyclical patterns of the sort 
the theory predicts.  Another is his thoughtful way 
of dealing with the argument advanced by some 
students that psychohistorical interpretation may 
amount to little more than projection of the psy-
chohistorian’s personal psychology.  Allowing that 
there may be some degree of validity in this idea, 
Beisel introduces the view that “simply because 
something is ‘in here’ does not mean it’s not ‘out 
there,’” that sometimes “what’s in here can actu-
ally clue us to what’s out there” and, in any case, 
we don’t start with ourselves but with the docu-
mentary evidence.    
 

 One wonders whether the whole idea of a 
“group unconscious” is subjected to the sort of cri-
tique that sociologists have long directed to the 
notion of a “group mind” and the possible “organic 
fallacy” this entails. The debate between 
“holism” (the idea that society has a reality sui en-
eric above and beyond the individuals composing 
it) and “nominalism” (the idea that society is 
merely an abstract term describing the patterned 
actions of individuals) seems relevant here. 
 

 Beisel finds it useful to point out to stu-
dents that “sociology conceptualizes some group 
behaviours in much the same way that psychologi-
cal history does—that is, the notion of socializa-
tion—except that in psychological history, sociali-
zation also includes the aftermaths of poor child-
care, developmental dislocations, fixations, and 
trauma, both individual and collective.”  But this 
represents a very big exception as it embodies the 
adherence of psychological history to something it 
shares with psychoanalysis but not at all with much 
sociology: the notion of pathology and the accep-
tance of certain norms deviation from which con-
stitutes pathology.  Much sociology describes but 
does not embrace or accept social norms.  It is 
committed to a relativistic outlook that sees so-
cialization as a process of passive internalization of 
socio-cultural contents.  It not only abstains from 
value judgement of such contents, it is also largely 

blind to anything in human nature or in the child, 
viewed as tabula rasa, with which such contents 
might conflict.  I think it is to the credit of psycho-
logical history that in this regard it has more in 
common with psychoanalysis than with sociology. 
 

 Perhaps American readers will understand 
Beisel’s reference to the fact that in their coverage 
of the Virginia shooting rampage certain cable net-
works chose for a time to run the same image from 
the same feed for several hours. To me as a Cana-
dian reader it is not at all clear why the networks 
chose to do this, or why people reacted as they did 
when these networks shifted to some headline 
news. 
 

 In response to angry reactions from stu-
dents to the suggestion that popular films may re-
veal something of their unconscious, Beisel re-
minds them that other kinds of psychohistorical 
statements also seem to make them angry—such as 
“any reference to religion as regressive, or calling 
prayer magical thinking.”  I’m not certain of the 
point here as, in my view, anger is entirely justified 
in reaction to such reductive and undiscriminating 
statements that are all too commonly made by psy-
choanalysts who fail to recognize the dogmatic 
nature of their own secular humanist ideology or 
distinguish the radically different meanings of re-
ligion and prayer in what Melanie Klein called the 
“depressive” and the “paranoid-schizoid” posi-
tions.      
 

 An aspect of Beisel’s attempt to help stu-
dents better structure their thinking that I find par-
ticularly valuable is his use of the method of listing 
logical limits: spelling out the logically available 
positions that can be taken with respect to any is-
sue or question.  Oddly, I’ve not encountered this 
method before and I look forward to employing it 
in my own teaching. 
 

 In seeking to get students to question the 
popular conviction that we are victims of the media 
rather than playing an active role in constructing 
the group fantasy images the media then feed back 
to us, it might be useful to refer to the contrasting 
views of Freud and Bion on group leadership.  For 
Freud the group is dominated by its leader, 
whereas for Bion the group rejects leaders it does-
n’t want and adopts those who suit it. 
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 In summary, David Beisel has provided us 
with an example of excellent course design and 
teaching methodology.  His approach is respectful 
and sensitive to students’ needs and interests.  He 
seeks to help them overcome resistances to the 
open exploration of emotionally threatening ideas 
while, at the same time, subjecting these ideas to 
scholarly critique.  His essay inspires me to seek to 
improve my own work in this area. 
 

Don Carveth, PhD, is a sociologist and 
psychoanalyst teaching at Glendon College of York 
University for over thirty-five years.  He is a train-
ing and supervising psychoanalyst in the Canadian 
Institute of Psychoanalysis and past Editor-in-
Chief of the Canadian Journal of Psychoanalysis/
Revue Canadienne de Psychanalyse.  Professor 
Carveth has published extensively and of late has 
focused on guilt evasion in Harry Guntrip and oth-
ers.   Many of his papers are on his website http://
www.yorku.ca/dcarveth.  

 
<><><> 

 

Psychohistory in My Introductory 
World Religions Course 

 

Dereck Daschke 
Truman State University 

 
 David Beisel’s “Teaching about Groups” 
must certainly be a welcome contribution to any-
one who faces the task of helping students, 
whether as undergraduates or graduates, come to 
grips with using psychoanalytic thought to under-
stand history.  By carefully demarcating different 
sizes of groups to be examined on their own terms, 
and by bringing in a variety of theoretical and em-
pirical approaches to each, Beisel articulates what 
many of us in this forum probably have done 
somewhat intuitively, surely less precisely: over-
come the inherent difficulty in applying an herme-
neutical model designed to flesh out individual 
motivations and behaviors that are otherwise not 
observable, and apply them to masses of individu-
als, which lack certain important elements at the 
center of psychoanalytic interpretation, such as an 
unconscious or a childhood. 
 

 However, my classroom duties do not call 
for me to be a psychohistorian in an explicit man-

ner.  While I do regularly teach a course on the 
psychology of religion, most of my time is spent 
on the 100-level introductory survey course on 
world religions.  Does Beisel’s essay speak to this 
set of information?  Indeed it does.  The goals for 
the course, in fact, emphasize my desire “to convey 
the sense of religions as part of the lived experi-
ence of the day-to-day life of individuals and their 
communities, and involved in world history, poli-
tics, economics, conflict, stability, social order, 
artistic expression, etc.”  Moreover, I state as I 
cover these goals at the start of the course, like the 
people that make them up, religions are born, grow 
up, fight with others, fall in love, break up, make 
mistakes, are creative, and die.  There is, therefore, 
a clear psychohistorical framework underlying the 
class (echoed by my choice of textbook, Mary Pat 
Fisher’s Living Religions).  Given this assumption, 
then, several of the subjects that Beisel lays out for 
his students are particularly relevant for a class 
such as mine.  To give one example, trauma is a 
key concept for discussing Jewish history—in pre-
senting the fall of the Temple in Jerusalem to the 
Babylonians, and then in discussing the cultural 
dynamics that have given rise to anti-Semitism and 
the Shoah. 
 

 The trauma of the Babylonian exile, at the 
largest level of Judean culture, could have lead to a 
kind of post-traumatic paralysis, wherein the dis-
tinctive culture, like so many others, would have 
failed to cope with the blow and simply disap-
peared.  On an individual level, we see this very 
response in the early chapters of the Prophet Eze-
kiel.  But the Book of Ezekiel points to something 
else: recovery, from the trauma, of the future.  So 
too, on a small group level, the exiled Judeans—
now the Jews—found ways to reconnect as a com-
munity, through synagogues and texts.  On a large 
group level, the Jews as a whole were able to re-
work their past and reframe traditions as a new 
“memory” of their history, one which made sense 
of their experience, and hence made it less trau-
matic and anomic.  These three levels are indubita-
bly related, both historically and theoretically.  Yet 
it is illuminating to see which dynamics are at 
work in each, yielding very different real-world 
results, all of which tell us something about the 
Jews’ experience in Exile and afterward. 
 

 The fantasy issue that Beisel also develops 
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in his paper coincides with the conceptualization of 
trauma as well, especially in discussing anti-
Semitism, the Shoah, and the recurrent projection 
of attitudes that, in a psychohistorical model, ex-
plain the irrational animosity toward powerless 
groups in society.  As I point out in the classroom, 
we are all different in that very room in many of 
the ways that have led to genocide and mass perse-
cution at various times and places throughout his-
tory—racially, economically, sexually—and yet, 
somehow, we are not at each others’ throats!  So 
mere difference or social weakness is not explana-
tory for violent action of one group or individual 
against another.  In either case, the difference must 
somehow become a threat.  Invariably, the threat 
by the different, weaker party is a projection, a fan-
tasy, by the group in power, or by an individual 
from that group; but what brings it about?  Once 
again, Beisel’s paper, on many counts, could prof-
itably guide discussion about any number of actual 
groups, large and small, who have faced traumas 
such as war, economic downturn, famine, disease, 
or change in social structure and thus lashed out at 
their own invented enemies—and do so in a way 
that seeks specificity (Why this group and not that?  
Why here and not there?) that too often eludes the 
more grandiose endeavors into psychoanalytic 
theorizing. 
 

 Many other examples could be brought to 
bear from this introductory class in religion, not to 
mention my upper-level undergraduate courses in 
Psychology and Religion; Judaism; Religion, 
Health, and Healing; and the Millennium and the 
Apocalypse.  Suffice to say, David Beisel has de-
veloped some extraordinary tools to do some of the 
difficult conceptual work in his courses in psycho-
history, and I for one am thankful that he has gen-
erously made them available to the readership of 
this journal. 
 

Dereck Daschke, PhD, is Associate Pro-
fessor of Philosophy and Religion at Truman State 
University in Kirksville, Missouri, and co-editor of 
New Religious Movements: A Documentary 
Reader.  He is also chair of the Psychology and 
Biblical Studies Section of the Society of Biblical 
Literature and a contributor to Psychology and the 
Bible: A New Way to Read the Scriptures.  Profes-
sor Daschke can be contacted at 
<ddaschke@truman.edu>. 
 

 

A Welcome Contribution 
on Teaching 

 

Dan Dervin 
Mary Washington University 

 
 David Beisel’s refreshingly candid account 
of his approach to teaching psychohistory is a most 
welcome contribution.  At the outset he tunes into 
both the difficult tenets of our field and the world 
of his students.  He hopes they have at least partly 
been convinced “that the unconscious exists, that 
what’s in the unconscious can motivate behavior, 
that what’s in a person’s childhood can influence 
their adult actions, and that psychobiography, espe-
cially on U.S. presidents living and dead, can en-
rich our understanding of history.”  That pretty 
well captures our shared aspirations in a nutshell. 
 

 On groups, he takes a page from Bion, not-
ing that small groups operate on two levels simul-
taneously: ostensibly working “cooperatively to 
achieve a common attainable work task,” while on 
another level “acting-out the unconscious fanta-
sies” that undermine the group’s avowed aims.  In 
my current take on large groups, we are seemingly 
fighting in Iraq to introduce freedom and democ-
racy, while what is actually happening is the sacri-
ficial shedding of blood and the endangerment of 
democratic freedoms at home.  By way of explain-
ing why groups are irrational and often counterpro-
ductive, Professor Beisel notes that the “acting-out 
group members are usually the delegates of others, 
expressing what many” in the group are feel-
ing.  Thus subjective elements are manifested in 
baffling and contradictory ways. 
 

 What emphatically comes across through-
out is Professor Beisel’s willingness to test the 
premises of psychohistory along with an openness 
to accept up to a point where his students are com-
ing from, and then to build on common 
bases.  This brand of teaching is productive but 
emotionally demanding, requiring a great deal of 
give-and-take and careful balancing.  He has to 
think on his feet while maintaining inclusive dis-
cussions.  It also juggles not only a mastery of the 
field and an ability to sort out subjective from ob-
jective factors but also candor, modesty, and a su-
perabundance of good will. 
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 In view of these unusual demands, it is not 
difficult to grasp why psychohistory is shunned by 
mainstream historians.  Oh, to stand at the podium 
and pontificate to huddled masses of silent note-
takers. 
 

 Here are some further hurdles likely to 
arise.  When I ran psychohistory courses in an in-
terdisciplinary slot at a liberal arts college, I found 
that students who had already declared a major 
would most readily accept propositions that rein-
forced their discipline’s assumptions.  They either 
disparaged non-congruent ideas or simply imposed 
the rational assumptions of their chosen major onto 
the new and more unsettling material.  For exam-
ple, psychology majors in accord with standard 
behaviorism viewed Germans in the 1930s as be-
ing massively conditioned and in effect brain-
washed by Hitler, thereby avoiding the disturbing 
role of anti-Semitism, not to mention lurking om-
nipotent fantasies about Herr Führer.  A philoso-
phy student once privately corrected my strictures 
about Heidegger’s implication in Nazism because 
we all knew he was a great philosopher and be-
yond our mundane nitpicking.  I in turn was grap-
pling with the anti-Semitic strain in T.S. Eliot—a 
poet I would have liked to be kept immune from 
racist contamination.  As Dr. Beisel remarks, psy-
chohistory is a two-way street. 
 

 These anecdotes touch on the ways in 
which new information is processed and, as Beisel 
shows, is often resisted and denied.  My above ex-
amples might suggest a defensive tactic familiar to 
us as Anna Freud’s seminal “identification with the 
aggressor.”  In other words, students affiliate with 
a given department at least in part for membership 
in a strong protective, quasi-familial group and 
guard against that identification being jeopard-
ized.  Other students told me frankly they wanted 
the certitude of multiple-choice questions and are 
not likely to cotton to the uncertainties of psycho-
history.  Clear-cut answers are equivalent to the 
happy endings rarely afforded in life; that is, con-
taining wishful components.  It’s true that there are 
many high-profile transgressive and subversive 
discourses currently swirling around academia, but 
these are highly intellectualized and supply handy 
scapegoat groups as compensation for rocking the 
boat. 
 

 I should note that identification-with-the-

aggressor is clinical short-hand for elusive proc-
esses.  It could be rephrased as identification or 
affiliation with powerful figures of authority start-
ing with one’s parents and later reconfigured in 
more benign terms for mastery or survival.  As 
such, the term is useful to describe various uncon-
scious mechanisms because a form of it has ac-
quired great cultural legitimacy as the “Stockholm 
Syndrome.”  To further appreciate its operations, 
we might recall Stanley Milgram’s experiments in 
getting student guinea pigs to inflict pain under the 
auspices of seemingly benevolent scientific au-
thorities.  However, what may look like operant 
conditioning and positive reinforcement—those 
buzzwords of behaviorism—only work under coer-
cion or when inner needs are engaged.  We can 
avoid such responses in classroom situations as 
this fine teacher does by being honest and interac-
tive. 
 

 I also found that students process unwel-
come ideas by means of negation, or negatively-
affirming, explored in one of Freud’s most astute 
papers.  Thus the telling preface: “I know this 
couldn’t apply to me, but….”  Similar variation on 
the covering, self-exempting syntax can raise red 
flags.  I learned to ignore the No and to hear the 
Yes.  The classroom, we may recall, is a busy in-
tersection of fluctuating identities, of old identifi-
cations being shed and new ones tried on, of fla-
grant and often fleeting transferences, wherein as 
teachers we perform not unlike traffic cops.  We 
maintain the flow with an eye on the signals. 
 

 In discussing the important role of media, 
especially for student participation, Beisel men-
tions Martin Scorsese’s claiming a therapeutic 
benefit for cinematic violence.  Here he is drawing 
on one of Western Civilization’s oldest de-
bates.  Aristotle’s Catharsis Theory, conceived to 
justify violent tragedies, was a rebuttal to Plato’s 
banishing poets from his commonwealth lest their 
art stir insurrectional passions.  This classical 
model has the advantage of enlarging the debate 
and allowing students a safe place to grapple with 
their feelings in a context of enduring is-
sues.  Stephen King also justified his meal-tickets 
of horror fiction and films as offering harmless 
outlets which turn us into law-abiding citi-
zens.  Which proves, I suppose, even the devil can 
quote scripture for his purposes. 
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 I’m intrigued by David Beisel’s reference 
to recurring media images during the D.C. Sniper 
panic in the fall of 2002, especially since I felt my-
self a potential target then.  He refers to a tree 
stump in Washington State juxtaposed with a ser-
vice station in Virginia, as galvanizing group inter-
est and apparently stirring group-fantasy.  The tree-
stump, I believe, indicates the locale of the tree the 
sniper had earlier used for target practice and since 
removed for forensic analysis; the service station 
was the scene of the sniper’s killing at ran-
dom.  What these dots mean when associated on an 
unconscious level is tantalizing, but I haven’t been 
able to connect them. 
 

 Finally, it is impossible for me to read 
Beisel’s account without searching today’s social 
and political climate for insights and applications, 
as I started doing above.  Bush’s clueless response 
to Hurricane Katrina, for example, suggests he was 
firmly and—evidently believed—securely wrapped 
inside his heroic savior role in the Iraq 
war.  Mother Nature then performed as the return 
of the repressed, or anyway as a reality-
check.  However, another dimension of the catas-
trophe seems to have stemmed from secondhand 
news accounts and evidently baseless rumors about 
the numerous rapes and murders inside the 
crowded Superdome that projected a vision of 
primitive racial anarchy.  Through this apparent 
disparity, we can witness group-fantasy exposed in 
all its subjective and lethal dynamics.  In addition, 
it may have been these fears of uncontrolled vio-
lence that prohibited the school bus drivers from 
operating the 200 buses in nearby parking lots, 
thus adding to the helpless conditions. 
 

 Group-fantasy does not always eventuate 
in historical action, but sometimes it does.  Histori-
cal action does not always arise from group-
fantasy, but sometimes it does.  This sorting out is 
psychohistory’s task.  Professor Beisel’s work 
makes this arduous challenge a little more possible, 
and for that we are indeed grateful. 
 

 Daniel Dervin, PhD, is a longtime con-
tributor to Clio’s Psyche, a Featured Scholar in 
these pages, and a significant contributor to psy-
chohistory.  Among his numerous publications is 
Enactments: American Modes and Psychohistori-
cal Models (1996).  Before becoming Emeritus at 
Mary Washington University so he could devote 

more time to scholarship, he taught the course, 
Hitler and the Holocaust: the Psychohistory of 
Evil.  Professor Dervin is currently working on a 
history of childhood and may be contacted 
at  ddervin@umw.edu. 
 

<><><> 
 

Free Associations on  
Beisel’s Article   

Joseph Dorinson 
Long Island University 

  
           Although I served as International Psycho-
historical Association (IPA) convention chair in 
the early 1980s and instituted the publication of 
conference proceedings, it is so long since I have 
been active in any organized psychohistory group 
that I approach this assignment with a touch of 
Kierkegaardian “fear and trembling.”  After all, I 
have not attended a single session of IPA since 
1988.  At that time I left feeling frustrated with the 
extent to which unproven ideas such as “poisonous 
placentas” were being discussed by some of the 
attendees.  My IPA experience left me concerned 
about the intellectual basis of some people’s psy-
chohistory.  This will be the primary focus of my 
comment below. 
 

 Clearly, David Beisel’s “Teaching About 
Groups” offers more insights into the mind of a 
fine professor than into the paradigms of Bion and 
deMause.  Professor Beisel brings to the table a 
variety of meaty morsels spiced with clarity, hu-
mility, and empathy.  It is little wonder that 
SUNY-Rockland has seen fit to bestow many hon-
ors on this learned pedagogue for exemplary teach-
ing as well as the publications without which we 
academics perish—despite the failure of Moses, 
Jesus, Socrates, Confucius, and Gautama (the Bud-
dha) to publish.  A minimalist with maximum ef-
fectiveness, Professor Beisel lays out his method-
ology with little breast-beating and fanfare.  To his 
credit he has absorbed the salient literature in this 
fertile field.  He is honest to a fault, acknowledging 
oversimplification in the process of teaching and 
citing Bion, Tavistock, and Hartman as seminal 
sources.  These pioneers carry him to the far coun-
try of group fantasies as they play out in the real 
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Save April 8, 2006 for David Lotto’s  
Work-in -Progress Seminar on the  

Psychology of Vengeance 
 

world of political history, the subject of a recent 
resurgence for those, like this commentator, who 
travel in academic circles. 
 

 “To provide a working theoretical frame-
work,” Beisel employs Lloyd deMause’s dubious 
group fantasy theory.  Though often brilliant in his 
earlier analysis, especially of the history of child-
hood, deMause’s flight into a “systematic analysis 
of shared images” in major national periodicals 
invites a skeptical response.  Since there is patently 
no empirical evidence for the de Mausian four-
stage cycle, I find it problematic that he even at-
tempts to teach this material. 
 

Unlike deMause, who sees things in black 
and white terms, Beisel teaches his students about 
the possibility of and speaks of the need to apply 
Erik Erikson’s construct of “disciplined subjectiv-
ity.”  As we follow Beisel’s journey into what 
Conrad aptly called “the heart of darkness,” he 
beams bright light along with critical commentary 
of deMause’s penchant for “poisonous  placentas” 
and “fighting fetuses.”  Clearly, he has separated 
himself from the untenable formulation of 
“immutable laws” put forth by the founder of the 
IPA and the editor of the Journal of Psychohistory. 

 

 David Beisel gathers his materials from a 
variety of sources.  He incorporates a documentary 
film by Sam Keen based on Keen’s book featuring 
Robert Jay Lifton, whose monumental studies have 
contributed to the legitimization of psychohistory 
as much as any other practitioner with the possible 
exception of Bruce Mazlish.  While acknowledg-
ing that to experienced teachers some of what he 
presents may be “mundane, tedious, and obvious” 
formulations, Beisel deftly explores the options 
concerning the history of childhood.  Then, he 
tackles the media on group options: selecting op-
tion four as the most germane, to wit, that both me-
dia and society interact as both catalysts and reflec-
tors of our collective fantasies.  Again, Beisel dif-
fers from deMause who insists that media simply 
select and replay our collective unconscious de-
sires. 
 

 In dealing with violence, Beisel initially 
occupies solid ground.  He cites the American con-
sensus that media violence promotes actual vio-
lence: as we grow more desensitized, the media 
becomes more violent.  I am troubled, however, by 

his citation of Martin Scorsese to the effect that 
movie violence is therapeutic because it comes 
from an auteur whose bread is buttered by unbri-
dled aggression and gratuitous bloodbaths.  Also, 
Beisel’s selection of prototypal films—Godfathers, 
Rock, Star Wars, Jaws, et al.—seem arbitrary to 
this commentator.  Are these films definitive, in-
formative, representative?  In probing the Ameri-
can experience, I prefer Casablanca, Cabin on the 
Sky, Citizen Kane, The Grapes of Wrath, Modern 
Times, The Best Years of Our Lives, and The Home 
of the Brave. 
 

As a professor, I also do group work in my 
classroom.  Together, students and instructor pon-
der the arenas of sports and the culture of comedy 
for clues to core values, conflicts in class, race, and 
gender as well as the once vital center eroded by 
the current administration and its allies. 

 

 Beisel’s coda brings Rudolph Binion to 
center stage.  He is cited as an authority on group 
traumas and readers are exhorted to tackle Binion’s 
new book, Past Impersonal.   To this wise counsel, 
let me tout a book that impressed my students—
Arthur G. Neal’s National Trauma and Collective 
Memory (Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe, 1998).  At 
Columbia University, where I learned the histo-
rian’s trade and where Binion taught briefly, psy-
chohistory had little or no favor.  Perhaps with in-
tellectual heavyweights like Binion and Beisel, 
scholars can now weave a richer, more eclectic 
tapestry with psychology as a vital strand in the 
house of Clio: one endowed with many mansions 
and bereft of arbitrary borders. 
 

Joe Dorinson did his graduate work at Co-
lumbia University before becoming a professor at 
Long Island University.  He teaches and re-
searches popular culture, most specifically on the 
history of Brooklyn, humor, Russian immigrants, 
sports history, and World War II movies and mu-
sic.  Among his many publications are the co-
edited books,  Paul Robeson: Essays on his Life 
and Legacy (2002) and Jackie Robinson: Race, 
Sports and the American Dream ( 1998)  Professor 
D o r i n s o n  m a y  b e  c o n t a c t e d  a t 
<Joseph.Dorinson@liu.edu>. 
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Psychohistorical Pedagogy                           

Paul H. Elovitz 
Ramapo College and Clio’s Psyche 

 

 Once again David Beisel has led the way in 
psychohistory.  Groups are such a complex and 
multi-determined entity that most of us have fo-
cused on, researched, and taught psychobiography 
far more than group psychohistory.  David Beisel, 
Rudolph Binion (see the September 2005 issue of 
this publication), and a few other path-breaking 
individuals among us have been leading the way in 
approaching groups.  Professor Beisel, who has 
taught more psychohistory students than anyone 
else in the world, has provided us with a step-by-
step description and analysis of his pedagogical 
methods with his usual emphasis on how to over-
come student resistance. 
 

 Beisel is an outstanding teacher.  While 
some colleagues have suffered professionally as a 
result of teaching psychohistory, despite the doubts 
others harbored, Professor Beisel survived de-
tenuring at his institution because his psychohis-
tory classes were overflowing with students.  Ad-
ministrators may have not understood or cared 
about psychohistory, but they understood his over-
flowing classes and ability to inspire students. 
 

 My knowledge of Professor Beisel’s peda-
gogy is based upon a variety of sources extending 
over a period of three decades.  I have spoken in 
his classes, met or taught a fair number of his stu-
dents and former students, and chatted with them 
at conferences.  I have done workshops on teach-
ing psychohistory with him, discussed teaching at 
length, and been a person to whom he ventilated 
when student resistance was intense before and 
after our weekly racquetball games that extended 
for the greater part of two decades.   
 

David Beisel is as passionately committed 
to his teaching as he is to his scholarship.  For 
years, I called him the Stakhanovite of psychohis-
tory and SUNY-Rockland.  (For those of you un-
familiar with Soviet Russian propaganda, Aleksei 
Grigor’evich Stakhanov [1906-77] was a model 
worker whose gargantuan coal mining production 
was heralded as a model for all other citizens of 
the Soviet Union.)  My racquetball partner would 
listen patiently and sympathetically as I com-

plained about having to teach four preparations 
and fifteen credits to 135 students.  However, my 
face reddened with embarrassment when this Stak-
hanovite of higher education answered my ques-
tion as to how many credits he was teaching.  Each 
semester for five years he reported teaching 
twenty-four credits with a total of 246 students.  
The last time I seriously recollect complaining to 
him at length was when I taught fifteen credits to 
130 students with five different preparations in a 
semester back in the 1980s.  

 

In higher education, there is a common 
prejudice against community colleges: many as-
sume their faculty and students to be inferior to 
those of four-year colleges and universities.  
Though I have never systematically studied the 
issue, I personally found the students I taught at 
Middlesex Community College to be not very dif-
ferent in their abilities and willingness to work 
than those I instructed in the same course at Tem-
ple, Rutgers, and Fairleigh Dickinson universities, 
as well as at Ramapo College.  The over six thou-
sand students Beisel has taught psychohistory to at 
Rockland have gone on to schools as prestigious as 
Brandeis, Brown, Duke, Harvard, Penn, Ramapo, 
Rutgers, and Yale.  Some have earned doctoral de-
grees and all who were open minded benefited 
from their experience with a brilliant intellectual 
and teacher.  Denis O’Keefe, a talented young so-
cial worker/therapist who now makes yearly psy-
chohistorical presentations, told me last summer 
that he was an accounting major who had never 
read a book that was not assigned to him when he 
first took Dr. B’s course.  Awakened to social ills, 
psychology, and the life of the mind by this ex-
traordinary teacher, he now devours books.    

 

It has often been my thought that if Profes-
sor Beisel had entered our field during a period of 
growth, rather than of shrinking departments and 
de-tenuring, and published earlier in his career, 
that today he would be a star at an Ivy League col-
lege or top notch state university.  The Ivy 
Leagues’ loss has been SUNY-Rockland’s gain.  

 

How did he get so good?  Some sugges-
tions may be found in Clio’s Psyche’s inaugural 
issue (June, 1994) where Professor Beisel was our 
first featured scholar.  But mostly you must look 
elsewhere for the answers.  In the early days of 
organized psychohistory I noted his quiet eager-
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ness to soak up the new knowledge he was encoun-
tering at the Institute for Psychohistory and the In-
ternational Psychohistorical Association (IPA).  At 
the IPA, he most ably served as the first conven-
tion chair in 1978 before becoming president and 
then going on to edit the Journal of Psychohistory 
for nearly a decade.   Personally, I can vouch for 
just how much one can learn as a psychohistorical 
editor. 

 

David Beisel has always had a wonderful 
ability to pick up ideas that are in the air and turn 
them into something quite worthwhile.  In 1976, 
while I agonized over the propriety of researching 
and writing about a candidate for the presidency, 
David spent the month of August on the beach 
writing a very fine piece on Jimmy Carter’s 
psychobiography.  This helped motivate me to go 
down to Plains, Georgia to gather my materials for 
the first of many articles on candidate and presi-
dential psychobiographies.   

 

There have been some elements of coop-
eration and competition in our relationship, which 
would not blossom into a friendship for about a 
decade.   David has been much more private in his 
psychohistorical groping whereas I have been more 
public.  Developing pedagogic methodologies in 
organized psychohistory has always been enor-
mously important to me so I sponsored the first 
IPA workshop on teaching psychohistory and with 
psychohistorical materials in traditional courses.  
These workshops, though not always well at-
tended, were most enjoyable  when Professor Bei -
sel agreed to co-lead them.   

 

It is a complex issue to deal with the explo-
sive emotions that students and all humans are ca-
pable of harboring.  While most colleagues who 
teach psychohistory appear to act as if the emo-
tions are among the “other” safely outside of the 
classroom, Professor Beisel struggles to get his 
students to acknowledge their own emotions and 
fantasies.  He correctly, perhaps courageously, ac-
knowledges to the students that he may be express-
ing his own fantasies.  I take this a step further and 
assert to my students that everyone’s world is cre-
ated mostly out of their own histories and fanta-
sies.  Teaching even the same courses is so inter-
esting because of the resulting variations among 
students. 

Managing anxiety within the classroom is 

an important issue.  First and foremost, there is the 
anxiety of the professor, since s/he has the most 
impact within this setting.  Student anxiety is quite 
important and something the professor must ad-
dress in order to be effective.  Professor David 
Beisel is one of the few teachers of psychohistory 
who, to the best of my knowledge, works hard to 
bring the emotion within the classroom to the 
classes’ attention.  These become teachable mo-
ments of great importance.   One of his techniques 
for dealing with student uncertainties and anxieties 
is to provide very clear methodologies of knowl-
edge.  A method he wrote about in these pages in 
June, 1999 is to put five categories of knowing on 
the board that revolve around the facts, causation, 
consequences, judgment, and how to improve the 
situation.  In his taxonomy they are as follows: 

 

One, the level of description, the facts. 
Two, the causal level, what produced the behav-
ior under examination. 
Three, what follows from the events, the conse-
quences. 
Four, the level of judgment, the situation’s right 
and wrong, good and bad. 
Five, the prescriptive level of what should be 
done or not done to meliorate the situation. 
 

 

When students came to his classes, shaken 
by the murders of Columbine, or the horrors of the 
September 11, 2001 suicide bombings, he would 
apply this methodology to much advantage, teach-
ing them that even at moments of great emotional-
ity and panic, reason rather than the wild emotion-
ality of the talk radio host need to prevail.  I have 
found his technique to be quite helpful. 
 

Professor Beisel is also willing to confront 
head-on the issue of subjectivity.  He acknowl-
edges that there is always the possibility that any-
one, including him, may be projecting his own sub-
jectivity onto his findings, however, he insists that 
the existence of something “in here” [the analyst] 
does not mean it’s not “out there.”  Based upon my 
own research and observations, I would take this a 
step further, positing that breakthroughs in knowl-
edge come precisely because certain individuals 
have a profound personal need to probe a subject 
matter of great psychological importance to them.  
This minor difference aside, in most respects, I am 
in complete agreement with Beisel. The Suicidal 
Embrace: Hitler, the Allies, and the Origins of the 
Second World War  (2003) is a brilliant book of 
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great erudition that Beisel published after over two 
decades of painstaking work.  However, it is not an 
easy book for undergraduate students to compre-
hend.   Typically, this master teacher confronted 
this problem head-on by showing several docu-
mentary films for background and then by working 
out elaborate exercises involving students writing 
themes of different chapters and short essays.  I 
just finished teaching the volume using his system 
and the results were excellent. 

 

In conclusion, David Beisel is a master 
craftsman who has honed the teacher’s art to such 
a fine edge that he can teach the most complex of 
psychohistorical materials with great effectiveness.  
Higher education and our field are much richer for 
his work. 

 

Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, has taught at Tem-
ple, Rutgers, and Fairleigh Dickinson universities 
as well as at Middlesex Community College before 
becoming a founding faculty member at Ramapo 
College.  He won the 1990 Ramapo College 
Alumni Award for outstanding leadership and 
teaching.  
 

<><><> 
 

Countering Student Objections  
To Psychohistory 

 

Kenneth Fuchsman 
University of Connecticut 

 

Teaching undergraduate students about the 
psychohistory of groups presents special chal-
lenges, as illustrated by David Beisel’s wonderful 
essay, “Teaching About Groups.”  Getting the stu-
dent acclimated to psychohistorical thinking is a 
significant challenge and Dr. Beisel is up to this 
formidable task.  He structures the course as a se-
ries of building blocks; he starts with ego defenses 
and psychobiography and then builds up to the 
study of groups before later examining Hitler and 
Nazi Germany.  He not only familiarizes the stu-
dents with some of the foundational writings in the 
field, but demonstrates how and why psychohis-
torians differ.  The variety of interpretations sets 
up lively class discussions and raises important 
epistemological questions, to which we will return.  
Beisel teaches psychohistory by stimulating a dia-

logue between the students and him.  
 

To engage and challenge the students, Dr. 
Beisel brings in subjects for psychohistorical ex-
amination that are close to the student’s everyday 
experience: video games, films and television. 
When he proposes “popular films can be used as a 
way of identifying a group’s unconscious fantasy 
(or fantasies)” the “topic usually generates much 
heat.”   Indeed, suggesting “that films may provide 
possible roadmaps to their unconscious….often 
produces angry denials” from the students.  One of 
the recurring themes in Beisel’s article is the dia-
logue between the professor and the students about 
the validity of the psychohistorical approach.  Hav-
ing taught psychohistory for twenty-seven years, 
Beisel anticipates “student resistance” and has de-
veloped “ways of handling it.”   In his essay, he 
discusses more how students resist psychohistory 
than embrace it.      
 

What then are the student objections to 
psychohistory, how does Beisel counter them and 
what issues do they raise?  Students, Beisel writes, 
sometimes say that my “perception reveals little 
about the external world, but everything about my-
self, that like ‘all’ psychological historians, I’m 
merely projecting my own stuff into the world, 
which I call ‘history.’”  This student observation is 
reminiscent of when Freud’s friend, Wilhelm Fli-
ess, tells Sigmund in 1901 “that ‘the reader of 
thoughts merely reads his own thoughts into other 
people.’”  To Freud, this “renders all my efforts 
valueless.” (Sigmund Freud, The Complete Letters 
of Sigmund Freud to Wilhelm Fliess 1887-1904. 
[Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985], p. 
447).  The sense that psychoanalysis and psycho-
history are merely projections and not really per-
ceptions is one side of a perennial critique of the 
therapeutic professions.   
 

The student concern about projection can 
easily be extended from psychohistory to history, 
psychology, and all knowledge, as psychological 
and theoretical assumptions are widespread in 
many fields.  This student concern with projection 
is a primitive postmodernism, a questioning of the 
foundation of all knowledge.  It fits in well with 
the popular notion that everything is a matter of 
opinion or point of view. 

 

Beisel advises that it “is better to acknowl-
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edge that the student’s statement contains at least a 
kernel of truth,” and that “one cannot ignore sub-
jectivity as part of the social sciences.”  As Beisel 
reports, students regularly bring up the critique of 
psychohistorical findings as subjective.  This be-
comes an impediment to convincing students of the 
merits of psychohistory. 
           

         It is worth reviewing how to respond to these 
criticisms.  I would tell the student that whether the 
objection is restricted to psychohistory or extended 
further, there are problems inherent in this posi-
tion.  In fields other than psychohistory, the re-
searcher’s perspective impacts on the findings.  It 
is a commonplace that all data is value laden, that 
is why the old dichotomy between fact and value 
has been abandoned.  Many recognize that data 
alone may not lead to valid conclusions.  In phys-
ics, there is a phenomenon known as underdetermi-
nation; in which there can be two incompatible 
theories consistent with all current and future evi-
dence, and the evidence itself can not determine 
that one theory is correct.  In addition to underde-
termination, as biologist Ernst Mayr declares: in 
certain circumstances “different underling ideolo-
gies” in science make consensus “hard to 
achieve” (Ernst Mayr, This Is Biology [Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1997], p. 103). 
             

              A belief prominent in the natural sciences 
is physicalism, the belief that most properties can 
be reduced to physical ones.  This conviction may 
help explain many inanimate phenomenon, but it is 
not as successful in explaining intentionality or the 
twists and turns of human feeling.  
 

            Once intentionality rears its ugly head, the 
notions of the human mind and subjectivity trail 
along with it.  As John Searle writes: “the exis-
tence of subjectivity is an objective scientific fact 
like any other….any domain of facts whatever is a 
subject of scientific investigation….if the fact of 
subjectivity runs counter to a certain definition of 
‘science,’ then it is the definition and not the fact 
which we will have to abandon” (John Searle, 
Minds, Brains and Sciences [Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1984], p. 25).   Any adequate in-
vestigation of subjectivity must then understand 
the nature of both conscious and unconscious fac-
tors.  Many cognitive psychologists have shown 
how unconscious processes impact on human 
thought and behavior. 

 

            Examining the various aspects of human 
mentality can not only rely on methods dominant 
in the physical sciences.  The student concern that 
projection undermines psychohistorical findings 
should to be met with the recognition that subjec-
tive methods are needed to understand the different 
forms taken by human thought and feeling.  Imagi-
nation and fantasy are central elements in human 
mentality.  Human consciousness has an evocative, 
associative component.  One thought may lead to 
another in free flight.  Human thought and feeling 
can take a variety of forms from joy to depression, 
from sanity to madness, from impulse to reflection.  
Human thought can be associative, on one hand, or 
denotative, on the other.  The more evocative ele-
ment in human subjectivity is best understood by 
methods different from the methods needed to un-
derstand the more precise denotations of logic or 
science. 
 

            Individuals who understand imaginative 
flights and the depth of human emotions will be 
able to illuminate those aspects of human reality.  
A way of obtaining this understanding is through 
the scientific findings in cognition and emotional-
ity.  Another way of gaining this knowledge is 
through personal experience and reflection.  In 
other words, the depth of one’s subjective under-
standings can be a positive contribution to under-
standing the darker places of the human mind and 
the course of history.  Subjective explorations need 
not be a block to psychohistorical understanding, 
but, in certain ways, can be a positive contribution 
to it.  There is the danger of projection in any disci-
pline, but in psychohistory rigorous self-
understanding combined with a critical evaluation 
of the evidence may lead to important insights.  
The deeper one’s understandings the more illumi-
nating one’s psychohistorical conceptions can be.  
              

            This rigorous self-understanding is earned 
not only by experience and reflection, but by train-
ing and education.  Historians learn about stan-
dards of evaluating evidence and how to develop 
cogent historical arguments.  Psychologists, psy-
chiatrists, psychoanalysts, and other mental health 
professions go through formal coursework and 
practical training. 
 

             Still in many human investigations, there 
are evidentiary grounds for difference.  In physics 
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there is underdetermination, in history, for exam-
ple, there are often strong evidentiary grounds for 
divergent accounts.  Historian Hayden White 
notes: “any historical object can sustain a number 
of equally plausible description or narrative of its 
processes” (Hayden White, The Content of the 
Form [Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Univeristy 
Press, 1987], p. 76).  Similarly, there are a variety 
of approaches in psychology, many schools of psy-
chotherapy, and in psychoanalysis divergent con-
ceptions have emerged with no single standard of 
evaluating competing findings.   
 

            This prevalence of a variety of interpreta-
tions with divergent standards of evaluation lends 
some support to the critic of psychohistory.  For is 
not the worry of the objecting student that there is 
little validity to the rival claims of psychohistori-
ans?   Agreement and certainty as well as uncer-
tainty and controversy can emerge in any form of 
human inquiry.  Nevertheless, there are general 
criteria for evaluating findings.  (1) There is a real 
problem to investigate.  (2) The conceptions used 
are sufficient to address and investigate the issue.  
(3) All the necessary and available evidence is 
gathered from all the relevant academic disciplines.  
(4) The evidence is thoroughly examined for reli-
ability and validity.  (5) A coherent account of all 
the pertinent evidence and concepts is presented 
that shows how alternative explanations are not 
adequate.  Following these criteria may assist in 
solving certain problems and can advance intellec-
tual and academic inquiry.  Resolution will occur 
in many but not all cases.  Underdetermination and 
competing ideologies will still be present. 
 

            In addition, given that human understand-
ing may be, in certain circumstances, a double-
edged sword; what reveals may also conceal, what 
illuminates can also distort.  Most explanations 
have limits and are partial.  The conscientious in-
vestigator must work to be comprehensive, to in-
corporate a variety of perspectives and findings in 
his or her synthesis.  Breadth, precision and depth 
are helpful in psychohistorical studies.  
 

 Ultimately, to the students who object that 
psychohistory is really projection of the historian, I 
would say this criticism verges on an ad hominem 
argument.  You are turning the argument to the 
person rather than discussing the issues at hand and 
the standards for evaluating particular claims.  As 

David Beisel says, “simply because something is 
‘in here’ does not mean it’s not ‘out there.’”  The 
argument for projection, for all the worth of its 
warnings, is an easy way out of the hard work of 
investigation and evaluation.  This criticism of psy-
chohistory is a way of avoiding the psychological 
within the historical.  David Beisel’s classroom 
approach can help students begin to understand 
why the study of subjectivity through psychohis-
tory is important for the field of history and the 
conduct of life.  
 

 Ken Fuchsman, EdD, is Director of the 
Bachelor of General Studies at the University of 
Connecticut.  He taught history at the University of 
Connecticut for fourteen years, and is working on 
a book on Freud’s Oedipus complex.  Dr. Fuchs- 
man can be reached at ken.fuchsman@uconn.edu. 

 
Is Psychohistory Feasible 

 in the Classroom? 
 

Anna Geifman 
Boston University 

 

Paul Elovitz could not have chosen a better 
time to ask me to comment on David R. Beisel’s 
article on “Teaching about Groups.”  I have taught 
my own “Psychohistory” course at Boston Univer-
sity successfully for several years and had no rea-
son to question my teaching methods—until this 
semester the seminar has revealed some rough 
edges.  Our students—like our children—have low 
tolerance for complacency.  A degree of confusion 
in the classroom and students’ tentative and some-
times resistant reaction to various discussion topics 
caused me to reconsider the idea of teaching psy-
chohistory to the undergraduates.  David Beisel’s 
reflections on explaining group psychology pro-
vided the framework and additional motivation for 
the reconsideration. 

 

  Professor Beisel asserts that having been 
introduced to such concepts as the ego defenses 
and the history of childhood, toward the middle of 
a semester his students are “more comfortable with 
thinking psychologically.”  Based upon my recent 
experience I am a bit less optimistic.  In fact, I 
have found that it is not always easy for them “to 
add psychological ways of seeing,” if only because 
most of them have little or no idea of what psy-
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chology is about.  I do my best to refrain from psy-
cho-jargon and even strict, professionally-accepted 
definitions.  On the other hand, I find it useful to 
begin the seminar with having students read se-
lected excerpts from Freud—simply to introduce 
the basic concepts and traditional frame of refer-
ence.  At the same time, I state from the outset that 
the course is not based on a dogma or a strictly-
followed psychological approach, and students do 
appreciate a taste of Jung, Horney, or Adler be-
cause this brief acquaintance with the classics 
gives them the awareness of a big “world of psy-
chology out there.”  Here, of course, I concur with 
Beisel: the first task of any psychohistory teacher 
is to make it clear that the unconscious exists and 
motivates behavior.  The idea is not as trivial as it 
may seem because initially some students strongly 
suspect that the unconscious exists only in their 
teacher’s imagination. 
 

 I also agree that the best way to introduce 
group psychology is to find its roots in individual 
behavior patterns.  Students, however, do resist the 
notion that like individuals, national cultures have 
characters and fantasies.  It seems that their resis-
tance is partly due to mechanical application of 
political-correctness-as-precondition-to-thinking.  
Several times in a row I’ve assigned Daniel Ran-
cour-Laferriere’s provocative Slave Soul of Russia, 
and students’ response was anything but apathy.  
While Beisel found it useful to remind his students 
that “indifference to the topic may be defensive,” I 
repeatedly had to defend myself against passionate 
accusations of “cultural bias” against the Russians.  
(As a first-generation émigré from St. Petersburg, I 
feel vulnerable about my own sentimentality to-
ward “the old country” to a much greater extent 
than about any allegation of bigotry.  The good 
news is that being confronted by the students on 
this point provides a number of opportunities to 
experience my ambivalence to the country with 
which my family has severed ties years ago.)  For 
their part, students appreciate the paradox when I 
point out that to deny a national culture its unique 
inner tendencies and behavior patterns is to debase 
it.  This may be no less “politically incorrect” than 
an attempt to deprive an individual of his personal 
history for the sake of generic “equality.” 
 

Here is where it is especially helpful to in-
troduce Jung’s “collective unconscious.”  The ex-

ample which seems to impress students particularly 
has to do with dreams shared by many East Euro-
pean Jews born decades after the end of WWII: in 
their nightmares, they see themselves in the Nazi 
death camps or escaping from the SS.  The ensuing 
discussion allows us to debate the relevance of 
dreams as psychohistorical tools and to identify the 
Holocaust as a new archetype. 

 

One would assume that the influence of 
childhood and childhood traumas on adult thinking 
and actions are a given, but I have found this 
hardly to be the case and, again, largely due to the 
diktat of our mainstream cultural preconceptions.  
Since the “correct” way of thinking is that one can 
overcome any obstacle to personal success, stu-
dents often resent the very idea that detrimental 
circumstances in early years create life-long prob-
lems.  Time and again they remind me that one can 
always forget about childhood abuse, the trauma of 
abandonment, or emotional neglect and simply 
choose a life free from effects of the earlier pat-
terns.  Time and again I remind them that trauma-
tized individuals often have trouble remembering, 
let alone forgetting, and frequently have no notion 
that the choice to become free is open to them.  
One must own something before he is capable of 
disowning it, and perhaps it’s best to tactfully alert 
students to their resistance as a possible defense 
against delving deeply into their own childhood, 
traumatized or not.  But, as Beisel said, “denial 
runs deep since psychohistory goes to the very 
heart of the matter.” 

 

I too, always acknowledge when a topic is 
important for me personally, and this brings us to 
the ever-present issue of projection—including the 
author’s unavoidable presence in his creation, even 
if this happens to be an honest work of academic 
history.  When discussing the concept of “social 
sciences,” students invariably emphasize the latter 
and I the former.  Perhaps I go even further than 
Beisel in insisting that “one cannot ignore subjec-
tivity as part of social sciences.”  I sense serious 
tension—not to say a neurotic conflict—in a situa-
tion when one wishes to enjoy the book’s author-
ship and simultaneously denies ever having ap-
proached “the final product” closer than allowed 
by the conventions of “objective distance.” 

 

I have found that some students latch on to 
the principle of scholarly detachment and fight the 
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notion of subjectivity to the last intellectual bullet.  
Often, they are anxious about losing the comfort of 
the supposedly dependable grasp of “objective 
scholarly material,” should it lose its stylized qual-
ity and absorb the unpredictability of the genuine 
human participation.  It is a bewildering necessity 
to come to terms with the multifaceted and erratic 
“I” that permeates historical sources—and, to a 
large degree, historical studies.  Sometimes stu-
dents just want to know exactly how many projec-
tions they need to discover to earn an “A.” 

Perhaps what they defend against is uncer-
tainty; yet the old “don’t confuse me with facts” 
seems to be no longer an issue.  Like all of us, un-
dergraduates are drowning in the sea of informa-
tion, but in seminars students often resist every 
attempt to organize material according to psycho-
logical patterns, preferring to “go under” the famil-
iar way.  Having found this paradox particularly 
glaring in psychohistory courses, I do discuss it in 
class, hoping to get this point across: anxiety-
provoking though it may be, confusion is not nec-
essarily a state detrimental to knowledge.  It could 
be not such a bad thing after all to put up with all 
the baffling nuances of the human life or the life of 
a group—for a while at least, until out of the mys-
tifying emotional chaos some blueprint, or outline, 
of an order began to emerge, like the contours of 
Life from the archetypal Chaos. 

 

Anna Geifman, PhD, Professor of History 
at Boston University, is the author of Thou Shalt 
Kill: Revolutionary Terrorism in Russia, 1894-
1917 (Princeton University Press), and Entangled 
in Terror: The Azef Affair and the Russian Revolu-
tion (Scholarly Resources).  She is the editor of 
Russia Under the Last Tsar: Opposition and Sub-
version, 1894-1917 (Blackwell).  Her last major 
publication is a book-length psychohistorical 
essay, La mort sera votre dieu: du nihilisme russe 
au terrorisme islamiste (Paris:La Table Ronde, 
2005).  Professor Geifman can be contacted at 
<geifman @bu.edu>. 

 

A Sociologist's Perspective on 
Teaching Psychohistory 

 

Ted Goertzel 
Rutgers University at Camden 

 

 David Beisel's title, "Teaching About 
Groups," surprised me because I know him as the 
author of The Suicidal Embrace: Hitler, the Allies 
and the Origins of the Second World War.  His 
book is a fascinating study of leadership and mass 
psychology, but there is little about the groups 
within the societies involved.  As a sociologist, my 
teaching focuses on the social movements, political 
parties, social classes, and interest groups within 
each society.  Beisel teaches a psychohistory class 
which begins with the psychology of individual 
leaders, then moves to the psychology of nation 
states, largely skipping the intermediate levels of 
social organization.  Instead of talking about small 
groups, as the title suggests, Beisel uses Bion's the-
ory of small groups to analyze "large groups" or 
what we sociologists call "societies". 
 

 Once I got beyond the terminological con-
fusion and the disciplinary differences, however, I 
found that Beisel and I have often ended up at sur-
prisingly similar places.  I discuss Lloyd deMause's 
theory of the emotional life of nations in my 
course, Methods and Techniques of Social Re-
search, and I share Beisel's doubts about its em-
pirical validity.  I share with my students a content 
analysis study I did testing deMause's theory which 
is available on my website.  I use Bion's theory of 
group dynamics in my social movements course, 
where I discuss Jim Bishop's New Jewel Move-
ment in Grenada and Jim Jones' People's Temple 
Movement that led to mass suicide in Guyana.  Fo-
cusing on groups that were so clearly irrational and 
self-defeating makes it easy to point out the psy-
chological dynamics, something I also do in my 
book, Turncoats and True Believers. 
 

 In my teaching, I use a full range of theo-
ries and perspectives, focusing on the contribution 
each can make to understanding the problem at 
hand.  If I were to do a course on the rise of Hitler, 
I would give as much time to economic and socio-
logical factors as to the leadership and the mass 
psychology.  In my course on social movements, I 
treat emotional factors as one of the elements to be 
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considered along with rational calculation and the 
mobilization of resources.  In my course on politi-
cal sociology, I include the usual sections on Marx, 
Weber, and Durkheim, then add a section on 
Freud. 
 

 Of course, covering a wide range of per-
spectives in each course means that none can be 
covered in great depth, and students may come 
away with a hodgepodge of facts and theories in-
stead of a coherent understanding.  I can see the 
pedagogical advantage of immersing the students 
in a single perspective for a semester.  On the other 
hand, I may run into less student resistance than 
Beisel reports because most students find at least 
some of my views acceptable.  Students are gener-
ally receptive to psychological analyses of terror-
ists such as Osama bin Laden, Timothy McVeigh, 
Velupillai Prabhakaran, Abimael Guzmán, and 
Bommi Baumann in the essay on “Terrorist Beliefs 
and Terrorist Lives” on my website.  Many stu-
dents are quite ready to tear George W. Bush's psy-
che apart.  But they are resistant to considering any 
possible psychological functions of their own be-
liefs, a trait I have also found among intellectuals 
in various groups, including psychological ones. 
 

 My approach does not give students as firm 
a grounding in psychohistory as Beisel's does.  But 
there may be other instructors who would be will-
ing to add a unit of psychohistory to their courses, 
although they would not teach an entire course 
from that perspective.  Perhaps students, also, will 
find it easier to absorb psychohistorical insights 
when they learn how to combine them with other 
perspectives. 
 

Ted Goertzel, PhD, is Professor of Sociol-
ogy at Rutgers in Camden, a Research Associate of 
the Psychohistory Forum, and a prolific author.  
Among his books are Fernando Henrique Car-
doso: Reinventing Democracy in Brazil (1999), 
Linus Pauling: A Life in Science and Politics 
(1995), and Turncoats and True Believers: The 
Dynamics of Political Belief and Disillusionment 
(1992).  In 2004 he updated and co-edited his par-
ents’ 1962 book, Cradles of Eminence: Childhoods 
of More Than 700 Famous Men and Women.  Prof. 
G o e r t z e l  m a y  b e  c o n t a c t e d  a t 
<goertzel@camden.rutgers.edu>. 

 

The Emotional Experience  
of Students 

 

John J. Hartman 
University of South Florida 

 

I very much enjoyed reading Dave Beisel’s 
description of his course and his approach to teach-
ing psychohistory to undergraduates.  It is not of-
ten that we hear so directly and in such detail about 
a master teacher’s approach to teaching.  I want to 
briefly touch on two aspects of his report which 
bear, I think, on effective college teaching in gen-
eral: attention to process as well as content and 
attention to the affective experience of students. 
 While Beisel gives us an idea of the ambi-
tious program of psychohistory content of his 
course, it is his sensitivity to the group process of 
the classroom which stands out for me.  Unlike the 
unstructured classrooms Dick Mann, Graham, 
Gibbard, and I have studied, Beisel’s is a struc-
tured class with lectures, discussions, media pres-
entations, and the like.  However, he is suggesting 
that the same affective currents are running in the 
structured classroom as in the unstructured groups, 
and that he has to pay attention to them and deal 
with them in a variety of ways.  He is especially 
sensitive to areas which arouse “resistance” and 
demonstrates to us ways to deal with it, not as a 
therapist but as an effective teacher.  Sometimes he 
encourages open discussion and sometimes he sets 
limits on the students’ intellectual options. 
 

 I get a sense from his report, then, that the 
emotional experiences of the students as they grap-
ple with the subject matter of psychohistory is very 
much a part of the student’s intellectual experi-
ence.  Beisel is aware of this, encourages emo-
tional exploration, but has a firm hand on its limits 
and limitations.  This is an ideal match with the 
subject matter which after all is the emotional ex-
perience of members of a society and the role of 
these psychological factors in history.  So while 
this is not an “experiential group” in the usual 
sense, Beisel makes use of his students’ emotional 
experiences with the subject matter to demonstrate 
the reality and utility of emotions and irrationality 
in the understanding of history.  When this can be 
combined with challenging subject matter in the 
hands of a master teacher, you have the recipe for a <><><>CP<><><> 
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most effective college learning experience. 
 I was involved in a research project led by 
Dick Mann on the college classroom which led to a 
book entitled, The College Classroom: Conflict, 
Change, and Learning.  (New York: Wiley, 1970).  
We used the psychodynamically-derived scoring 
system from our previous small group research to 
analyze sessions of college classrooms taught by a 
variety of teachers.  This is a book worth reading 
for those interested in a psychodynamic study of 
college teaching.  What this study concluded was 
exactly what Beisel has demonstrated in his report: 
the emotional experiences of students and their 
effective handling by the teacher are just as impor-
tant elements in the effectiveness of the class as the 
content.  Among the many interesting findings of 
the study was a typology of six teacher identities, a 
description of the teacher’s relationship with the 
class: The Teacher as Expert; The Teacher as For-
mal Authority; The Teacher as Socializing Agent; 
The Teacher as Class Facilitator; The Teacher as 
Ego Ideal; and The Teacher as Person.  Students 
vary in the degree to which they may want their 
teacher to adopt one or another of these identities 
although many students may hope for and need 
elements of all of these at different points in a 
class.  The master teacher is one who has incorpo-
rated and integrated enough of these diverse identi-
ties to be able to adapt to the variety of students’ 
needs at various points in the history of a course.  
Beisel is certainly one of these.  We can all learn a 
great deal from his experience. 
 

John J. Hartman, PhD, is Clinical Associ-
ate Professor, Department of Psychiatry, Univer-
sity of South Florida and Adjunct professor, Uni-
versity of Tampa.  He has taught at UCLA and the 
University of Michigan where he was associated 
with the Department of Psychiatry and the Center 
for Russian and Eastern European Studies.  He is 
President of the Tampa Bay Institute for Psycho-
analytic Studies and maintains a private practice 
in psychoanalysis and psychoanalytic psychother-
apy.  Dr. Hartman’s scholarly writing has been in 
the areas of small group psychology and more re-
cently on the psychology of propaganda and ethnic 
conflict in Eastern Europe.  He may be reached at 
<jjhart@umich.edu>. 
 

 
 

Group Possession 
 

J. Donald Hughes 
University of Denver 

 

 Dave Beisel presents a pedagogical meth-
odology for psychohistorical teaching about groups 
that is systematic and convincing.  I commend it, 
and find little to criticize or add except to comment 
on an experience of my own in teaching similar 
material.  I relate the notion of group fantasy to the 
idea of possession.  That is, group fantasy as an 
image preserves an impression of originality and 
awareness on the part of the group that may not be 
empirically present.   
  

 My class is composed of thirteen first-term 
freshmen honors students, all of whom are of high 
intelligence and motivation, and who actually do 
the assigned readings and write on them.  At least 
three of them are genuinely brilliant.  I call the 
class "Animals, Mortals, Gods," and conduct it as a 
seminar with readings of ancient and modern texts, 
selected video recordings, student essays, and  
discussion. 
 

 As a first reading, I give them Daniel 
Quinn's Ishmael, a sort of Platonic dialogue in 
which a gorilla (Ishmael) takes the role of Socra-
tes.  Ishmael divides all human societies into two 
kinds of groups, Takers (those like us who take the 
control of the world into their own hands) and 
Leavers (those who leave the world in the hands of 
the gods).  The main point to note here is that Tak-
ers are shown to be prisoners of a world view (a 
group fantasy, if you like) of which they are un-
aware, since the bars of the prison are unques-
tioned assumptions. 
 

 Late in the course we read Euripides’ Bac-
chae (404 BCE), in which the vengeful god Diony-
sus returns to his birthplace, the city of Thebes, 
and destroys its ruling house by entering first the 
women and then the men, and possessing them.  
One result is that Agave, the mother of the ruler, 
Pentheus, sees her son as a lion and with her bac-
chant companions tears him to pieces, then carries 
the severed head in triumph into the city.  As one 
student wrote, “these women are entirely uncon-
scious of their being possessed.”  That is the char-
acteristic of possession, isn't it?  Furthermore, it is 
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group possession; hence the title.  Cadmus, 
Agave's father, is able to "heal” Agave to some 
extent by bringing her out of the state of posses-
sion, but at the price of ending her participation in 
the group—she must go into exile permanently.  
 

 The moral is obvious.  A group will strug-
gle violently against anything and anyone who 
threaten to end its state of possession.  It is too fac-
ile to see religions as the states of possession that 
afflict modern groups.  Deeper archetypes are im-
plicated.  Dionysus, it appears, is not dead.  Nor, 
unfortunately, are Mars and Kali. 
 

 J. Donald Hughes, PhD, is John Evans 
Distinguished Professor in History at the Univer-
sity of Denver.  He has written a number of articles 
and books on the history of dreams and environ-
mental history, the latter including An Environ-
mental History of the World: Humanity's Changing 
Role in the Community of Life (Routledge, 2001).  
Professor Hughes may be contacted at 
<dhughes@du.edu>. 
 

<><><> 
 

A “Master Teacher” Reflects 
on Being a Beisel Student 

 

Donald Kantrowitz 
Christopher Columbus High School 

  

 David Beisel is an extraordinary psycho-
history teacher at the State University of New York 
(SUNY).  While his essay describes what he 
teaches in his psychohistory course at RCC, what 
no article can really convey in words is just how he 
does so.  I have had a hundred teachers in my life 
and worked with a thousand more.  Yet, none of 
them could teach the psychohistory course and 
make it live, breathe and motivate as does David 
R. Beisel.  Below I convey, as best it can be de-
scribed, just how he does it. 
 

 Beisel is so real—what my students call 
“for real.”  He is in touch with his emotions: never 
afraid to express what he feels and let you know it.  
In class, there have been disagreements and denial 
but I have never heard it suggested that “Doctor B” 
is conjuring things up or doesn't believe what he 
states.  This “Beisel Effect” fills his classrooms 
and brings droves of students to his evening psy-

chohistory lectures: after a hard day of work or 
school they turned up to hear guest psychohistori-
ans give totally optional, non-credit lecture/
discussions.  His students can feel just how much 
he loves teaching and bringing psychohistory to 
them. 

 

 In my four semesters of sabbatical study, I 
have taken nearly every course he offers: attend-
ing even his basic European history class where I 
gained numerous new insights into my major field 
of study.  The first insight I gained decades ago 
was that I am a teacher of psychohistory.   Before I 
ever heard of Clio’s Psyche, The Journal of Psy-
chohistory, Binion, and deMause, I was trying to 
get my students into the heads of the world's lead-
ers to attempt to figure out just why they did what 
they did.  Kids have feelings.  I used that to try to 
have them understand how similar feelings could 
create similar behavior in adult figures in history.  
Political and economic causation just didn't answer 
the perplexities of human behavior.  An example I 
used was a situation involving Germany obtaining 
two unique French guns, the ammunition for which 
were only made in France.  During the war, French 
manufacturers supplied this ammunition through 
Switzerland, knowing full well that its only use 
was to be fired back at French soldiers.  Why they 
might do that elicited a large number of psycho-
logical insights from untrained high schoolers. 
 

 Upon completing the sabbatical, which al-
lowed me to attend Beisel’s classes, I returned to 
the high school classroom, where I worked to fur-
ther integrate psychohistory into my courses.  The 
impact of childhood experiences and abuse became 
a frequent component of my teaching.  A lesson on 
Renaissance art, showing a stele of a swaddled in-
fant led to a discussion of childrearing practices.  
Student experiences in groups from Boy Scouts to 
gangs led to discussions of groups in society and 
how that impacted history.  Their fascination with 
“evil” figures in history led to examinations of how 
personal history can create “monsters” and why 
they are allowed power. 
 

 With the arrival of the Internet and the 
surge in “cribbed” papers, I moved to psychobiog-
raphy as the topic of required outside reading.   
Selecting an individual from a list of figures perti-
nent to the course, students had to answer an as-
sortment of questions regarding a leader's child-
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hood, influences, challenges and behavior—
subjects not readily available in online biographies.  
In advanced classes, they “became” (role played) 
the person and faced the class in a mock press con-
ference. 
 

 In recent years, psychohistory served an 
additional purpose.  Students appeared increasingly 
more interested in the social aspects of school over 
the intellectual content.  Consequently, getting 
their minds from the “hall” to the class became a 
chore.  To counteract this, I used materials from 
everyday student lives, what they called the “real 
world,” to motivate a lesson on history.  Every-
thing they discussed became fair game—television, 
movies, relationships, etc.—to serve my educa-
tional purpose, as the following examples illus-
trate: a girl's breakup with her boyfriend segued 
into a lesson on “Munich.”  An incident on a 
“dating” show prompted a discussion of Italian 
attitudes after WWI and the rise of Mussolini.  The 
arrest of an arsonist, watching a fire he set, intro-
duced the concept of traumatic reliving.  A murder 
mystery led to an analysis of the differences be-
tween fundamental and immediate causes of war.  
Competition in sports was a frequent transition to 
national and international competition. 
 

 Since my students are three to four years 
younger than Dave's and are not yet eligible for our 
school's popular senior elective psychology course, 
I could not even begin to deal with many of the 
myriad concepts he discusses in his article.  Group 
fantasies, projection, and poisonous placentas 
would fall on glazed eyes, but hopefully these eyes 
would open once these “primed” students gradu-
ated and arrived in Beisel 101. 
 

 Donald Kantrowitz, MA, considers himself 
a lifelong educator.  He taught preschoolers in a 
social service environment, spent over thirty-five 
years teaching in a secondary school in the Bronx, 
and taught adult education in evening school.  He 
won the Hood Award while earning degrees from 
the City University of New York (CUNY) and be-
fore earning dozens of additional postgraduate 
credits from NYU, Fordham, Columbia, and 
SUNY.  He also served as an adjunct professor at 
Fordham and wrote numerous questions for the 
New York State Regents examinations.  A number 
of his articles on postal history have been pub-
lished in the philatelic press.  He has been in the 

forefront of such projects as “Mastery Learning,” 
team teaching, and mentoring.  In 1993, out of a 
faculty of over 250, he was selected "Teacher of 
the Year.”  Kantrowitz can be contacted at 
<Dancay@aol.com>. 
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On Group Dynamics  
and the Unconscious 

 

Daniel Klenbort 
Morehouse College 

 

 I was very impressed by David Beisel’s 
description of his course.  It is very well thought 
out and designed to help students see the psycho-
logical side of group behavior and history.  Beisel 
is far better than I am at creating and conveying a 
coherent account of how the human psyche, as it 
operates in individuals and in groups, helps to ex-
plain history.  My only regret is that he doesn’t tell 
us more about how he applies his method to the 
concrete example he mentions, Nazi Germany.  
Undoubtedly he does in his book, but regrettably, I 
have not yet read it. 
 

 I am putting forth the following brief com-
ments with some trepidation, as I am not an expert 
in psychological history and feel like someone en-
tering in the middle of a conversation without 
knowing what has already been hashed out.  I will 
confine myself to two main points on which I 
would at least modify Beisel’s presentation of 
group psychology.  The psychology of a group is 
not simply the sum of the psychologies of its indi-
vidual members and the unconscious is both more 
and less than the Freudian unconscious. 
 

 One of my children, when he was going to 
college, said to me that in psychology class human 
psychology was fixed, while in anthropology class, 
human psychology was a product of culture.  I 
complemented him on his acuity.  It reminded me 
of the two disputants, who go to a rabbi to settle 
the dispute.  One states his case and the rabbi says, 
“You’re right.”  The other angrily presents his case 
and the rabbi again says, “You’re right.”  The 
rabbi’s wife then says, “They can’t both be right.”  
“You’re right.” says the rabbi. 
 

 Groups are made up of individuals, but in-
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dividuals are themselves shaped, at least in part, by 
groups (families, cultures, societies).  Neither the 
individual, nor the group is prior to the other.  Nei-
ther the group nor the individual is an independent 
variable.  A groupless individual would be literally 
speechless.  Without individuals there are no hu-
man groups, but humans making up groups were 
not born blank slates. 
 

 By making the group a function of its indi-
vidual members, Beisel is, I fear, playing into the 
American prejudice that we are ultimately individ-
ual and that our individual lives and life chances 
are determined by our individual effort. 
 

 Beisel asks, “Why do some people act in 
ways that bring about the very thing they are most 
trying to avoid?”  His answer is that unconscious 
motives disrupt rational calculation.  There are 
other possible explanations.  A recent article in the 
New York Times discusses the following scenario.  
In a secret ballot, hockey players express a prefer-
ence for wearing helmets.  Yet, absent enforce-
ment, they play without helmets.  Why?  My first 
answer was to think that hockey players are ma-
cho, and don’t want to appear weak in front of 
their peers.  Good or bad, this is a psychological 
explanation.  The article, however, proposes a dif-
ferent sort of explanation.  Not wearing a helmet 
gives a player a small advantage—better peripheral 
vision.  So, in a competitive game there is a ra-
tional incentive not to wear a helmet.  The same 
might be the case with taking steroids.  Here, ra-
tional individual decisions can lead to an irrational 
outcome, recognized as irrational by the partici-
pants.  (Think of an arms race, which both sides 
realize is crazy.)  Readers familiar with the eco-
nomics literature will recognize the similarity to 
the well-known example of the prisoners’ di-
lemma.  What we see is that the formation of the 
group dynamics have to be analyzed as something 
other than the sum of individual psychologies of 
group members.  In other words, we need sociol-
ogy. 
 

 In the case of the hockey helmets, there is 
no easy way to decide which of the two types of 
motives governs the response.  Both may be oper-
ating.  It is possible that the rational motive may be 
the conscious, while the irrational motive is uncon-
scious.  (I write this, in spite of my discomfort with 
the dichotomy or antithesis between conscious and 

unconscious because this is not the place to go into 
that issue.)  It is also possible for our hockey 
player to be perfectly conscious of not wanting to 
appear a wimp in front of his peers and his fans.  It 
may even fill him with rage because he cannot take 
the actions he would prefer to take for his own 
safety. 
 

 Let me go back to Beisel’s small group in 
which the subconscious disrupts the efficient work-
ing of the group.  The disrupter of the group may 
be perfectly conscious of his desire to disrupt, as 
anyone who has participated in faculty committees 
knows first hand.  This may even be true when the 
disruption harms the disrupter.  Two neighbors in 
the Balkans or the Middle East hate each other.  
God comes to one and says, “I’ll give you anything 
you want, but I’ll give your neighbor double.”  The 
man thinks a while and says, “Put out one of my 
eyes.” 
 

 One final point about the unconscious; it is 
unwise to present the unconscious as simply a 
seething cauldron of conflicting impulses at war 
with the rational conscious mind.  Let me illustrate 
this.  An outfielder chases down a fly ball.  He is 
conscious of its being hit, of the wind, etc. but he is 
not conscious of how he gets to the ball and 
catches it.  Call this the benevolent unconscious, 
which supports his conscious goal.  Even the 
leader of the small group, or of a large group, may 
use both conscious and unconscious tactics to 
achieve his and the groups goals. 
 

 I have not said much about Beisel’s course 
because I consider it systematically developed—in 
short an excellent one.  Nor have I said anything 
about his discussion of large group fantasies, as I 
know far too little about popular movies.  My com-
ments are addressed solely to questions about 
groups and about the unconscious. 
 

Daniel Klenbort, PhD, is a long time pro-
fessor of history at Morehouse College.  He started 
as a Russian historian, receiving his doctoral de-
gree from the University of Chicago.  More re-
cently, he has been interested in long-term histori-
cal change and has presented numerous papers at 
the conferences of the World History Association.   
He may be reached at klenbort@mind spring. com. 
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Learning From a Master   

Henry Lawton 
Group for the Psychohistorical Study of Film 

 

 During my long career as an independent 
psychohistorical scholar, I have been concerned 
with making psychohistorical theory intelligible 
and accessible to whomever may be interested.  
My The Psychohistorian’s Handbook (1988) 
would have been a better book if I could have used 
David Beisel’s teaching article for source material.  
Paul Elovitz deserves our thanks for making this 
article available to our field, especially those ac-
tively engaged in teaching psychohistory.  It is the 
best guide that I have seen for anyone teaching or 
wanting to teach group psychohistory.  The way 
Beisel helps students see the underlying emotional 
dynamics of group life seems to me a model of 
what teaching should be and so often is not.  Over 
the years I have had the opportunity to talk with a 
number of his students; after reading this article it 
is easy to see why David Beisel is so strongly re-
spected.  He has done the field of psychohistory a 
major service in showing how he teaches about 
groups, large and small.  David Beisel is a teacher 
in the best sense of the word. 
 

 That said I want to offer some additional 
elaboration on some of the ideas he offers for our 
consideration.  In discussing the cyclical group-
fantasy theory of Lloyd deMause, Beisel notes that 
in his research he found “no rigid, “lawful” cycli-
cal patterns” in group fantasy.  This struck me be-
cause the same has been true for my researches on 
popular film.  How can we account for this?  Is 
deMause wrong?  No.  What I think may be going 
on is the fact that group fantasy occurs on many 
more levels than deMause has described.  Many 
popular films seem to reflect fantasies that surface 
repetitively over long periods of time.  In essence, 
there are many shared fantasies that are always 
with us, but stay in the shadows as it where until 
they are called into the light of consciousness.  It is 
as if the society repetitively works through certain 
fantasies over and over without ever quite coming 
to terms with them.  What I offer here is tentative 
because I remain unclear as to what brings these 
hidden fantasies out of the shadows and why they 
go back to the unconscious darkness from which 
they emerged.  Beisel’s suggestion that “most 

groups are pretty much in emotional ‘upheavals’ 
all the time and move out of ‘crisis mode’ by vari-
ous devices, and then back again as stress levels 
increase” makes a lot of sense.  Though this is be-
yond his scope I think it merits mention that all 
media, film especially, offers unconscious commu-
nication of shared fantasy.  Popular media may be 
seen as successful communication; that which is 
not popular is like a trial balloon seeking accep-
tance.  Media does not shape shared fantasy, rather 
it is an expression of fantasy and popular because 
what it offers speaks to the shared feelings/
fantasies of the group.  None of this is easy be-
cause of the element of unconscious communica-
tion, but it is endlessly fascinating. 
 

 Beisel’s thoughts on methodology are very 
much to the point.  We must rigorously practice 
“disciplined subjectivity” in our work and know 
ourselves as best we can.  Therapy can be helpful 
here.  It is not enough just to read sources; we must 
try to listen to the voices of the past with as much 
honesty and respect as we can muster.  If we are to 
understand historical motivation we cannot view 
our subjects as examples of pathology, we must try 
to understand them as real people with all their 
complexities, failures and greatness.  This is never 
easy, which is one reason psychohistory is not for 
everybody. 
 

 While his criticism of deMause’s 
“insistence that everyone in the group shares one 
group fantasy rather than several, his search for 
Immutable Laws of Universal Human Behavior, 
and his attempt to construct a ‘scientific’ psycho-
history, along with the overall rigidity of his 
model, limit its usefulness as an explanatory tool” 
has merit, we would do well to remember that the 
work of Lloyd deMause is a basic building block 
on which much of what we do depends.  Scholars 
are able to move beyond deMause because of his 
work.  Beisel is right in his insistence that students 
be familiar not only with deMause but with the 
work of Lifton, Sam Keen, Dan Dervin, Rudolph 
Binion, etc.  No one person defines what psycho-
history is about. 
 

 I was quite fascinated by Beisel’s discus-
sion of the importance of media, especially popular 
film, as a useful tool to aid our comprehension of 
group fantasy felt by our society.  “There’s nothing 
that students find more upsetting than suggesting 
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that films may provide possible roadmaps to their 
unconscious,” as well as the idea “that popular 
films can offer clues to the disowned fantasies of 
large groups.”  I had never thought of the notion 
that shared fantasy is “disowned” but the more I 
think of it Beisel is right.  Working with a more 
psychologically minded audience, I had not real-
ized that our work on film and media can and does 
evoke the strong emotions that Beisel describes.  I 
found all this a happy reinforcement of the impor-
tance of what we have been seeking to do in the 
Group for the Psychohistorical Study of Film over 
the last fifteen years.  Sometimes it is hard to know 
that our scholarly work has had worth in the eyes 
of others.  David Beisel has demonstrated this to 
me and I thank him for that.  It is gratifying to 
know that our work counts for more than we ever 
imagined. 
 

Henry Lawton, MA, MLS, a retired child 
welfare caseworker, has been an independent 
scholar in psychohistory for the last thirty years.  
He is a charter member, long time Secretary, and 
past President of the International Psychohistori-
cal Association.  He is also Book Review Editor of 
the Journal of Psychohistory and the founder/
director of the Group for the Psychohistorical  
Study of Film.  He wrote The Psychohistorian’s 
Handbook (1988), still the only available text on 
how to do psychohistorical work.  He has pub-
lished extensively on film, psychobiography, group 
psychohistory, philosophy of psychohistory and 
related subjects.  His current research is on the life 
of Joseph Smith, Jr. and the Mormons, large group 
process, and popular film/media.  Lawton may be 
reached at <hwlipa@gmail.com> . 
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Helpful Teaching Approaches 
and Tools 

 

Ruth Meyer 
Pacifica Graduate School 

 

 When I researched teaching psychohistory 
in England during 1997-1998 there were relatively 
few articles that I found really helpful.  David 
Beisel’s article is a welcome addition to the litera-
ture on teaching psychohistory.  I can observe cer-
tain similarities in our approach with regard to 

group fantasy and film even though his students 
are much older than mine since I teach high school, 
and Professor Beisel is going into much more psy-
chohistorical depth than I am permitted. 
 

The main area where our teaching overlaps 
is in our use of Lloyd deMause’s group fantasy 
theory.  I share with David Beisel the obligation to 
improve critical thinking among my students and it 
was with this aim in mind that I exposed my senior 
class of world history students (age seventeen-
eighteen) to deMause’s ideas.  In particular, I used 
his 1982 index of the main tools for group fantasy 
analysis as set out in Foundations of Psychohistory 
to examine the state of mind of Hitler and his gen-
erals in the period of December 1944-January 1945 
of the Second World War prior to its end in early 
May of 1945. 
 

I wanted to see if Lloyd deMause’s check-
list could help the students deepen their analysis of 
the documents and in particular help weaker stu-
dents go beyond paraphrasing documents.  I found 
that by giving the students a list of things to look 
for, such as similes, metaphors, body language, 
strong feeling tones, strong emotional states and 
repetitive and unusual word usages, we were able 
to get beyond the superficial meaning of the docu-
ments.  The list gave students something concrete 
to look for which would help elicit the unconscious 
meaning behind his words. 
 

The other area of interest for me in David 
Beisel’s article was his discussion of group fantasy 
and the psychohistorical study of film.  Here my 
point of entry has been to analyze the anachro-
nisms in Ridley Scott’s movie Gladiator as a pos-
sible clue for the unconscious fantasies at work.  
The nostalgia that the protagonist Maximus 
(Russell Crowe) feels for his simple farming life 
and the desire to clear up the corruption in Rome 
and return to the values of the Republic are clearly 
anachronistic for the time of Marcus Aurelius and 
Commodus.  But if Gladiator is viewed as an indi-
cator of American group fantasies then perhaps 
Maximus’ desire to restore a pure Republic to 
Rome mirrors the American audience’s desire to 
return to family values and to clean up corruption 
in Washington. 
 

Beisel comments on the possible signifi-
cance of groups in movies and TV series with 
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similar themes.  I am currently fascinated by the 
recurrence of epic movies about the classical world 
such as Gladiator, Troy, Alexander the Great and 
the current HBO series Rome.  Beisel’s article set 
me thinking about possible group fantasies con-
cerning the corruption of the Republic and the col-
lapse of empire. 
 

Ruth Dale Meyer earned her undergradu-
ate degree at Oxford University prior to complet-
ing her doctoral degree in 2005 at Pacifica Gradu-
ate Institute.  She teaches world history in a col-
lege preparatory school in San Jose, California 
and can be contacted at <rutdal@yahoo.com>. 
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Reflections of an  
Intellectual Historian 

 

Vivian Rosenberg 
Drexel University 

 

The material covered here is what I wish I 
had studied years ago.  Through forty years of 
teaching the History of Ideas, I have explored ideas 
as they emerged in different eras, but I often found 
myself wondering why particular individuals and 
groups were especially drawn to certain ideas and 
what unconscious needs and what hopes and fears 
and expectations—conscious and unconscious—
influenced their decisions and actions. 
 

Beisel’s course is a review of materials sig-
nificant for any student of human history.  The fol-
lowing topics seem to me especially important: the 
recognition of the unconscious and how it influ-
ences behavior; the life-long impact of childhood 
experiences, especially how children are treated in 
their earliest years; the impact of trauma on indi-
viduals and groups; the fact that individuals in 
groups may behave differently than they would if 
they were alone; the power of unconscious group 
fantasies; the strategies large groups use to escape 
from intolerable feelings; the relationship between 
group fantasies and the media; and the role of de-
nial in human affairs. 
 

As someone who never taught such a 
course, I was sorry Beisel did not include a list of 
the books and articles he assigns and some indica-
tion of the kinds of writing assignments he re-

quires.  It would also be useful to know the ap-
proximate number of students in his classes, 
whether most of his students are history majors, 
and whether students do classroom presentations, 
either separately or in teams. 
 

Beisel’s inclusion of the psychological im-
pact of the media in his discussion of group psy-
chology seems to me to be particularly important.   
It’s not surprising that this material stimulates a 
great deal of debate among his students; they have 
grown up in a visual culture, and are more likely to 
see films and watch TV than to read books.   It is 
certainly important for them to understand how 
they are influenced and even manipulated by the 
media.  This unit alone seems to me rich enough to 
fill an entire semester.  One would hope that much 
of this material is also taught in communications 
courses, but here they are able to see not only how 
TV and film affect individuals, but also how they 
both mirror and shape group fantasies and, some-
times, group behavior. 
 

To his credit, Beisel acknowledges the 
common query about whether researchers aren’t 
simply projecting their own unconscious needs and 
assumptions as they interpret historical events.   He 
stresses how hard all of us must work “to maintain 
awareness of our own biases,” attempt to discover 
“our own blind spots,” and allow “the documents 
to tell their own tales.”  All of this is good advice, 
although easier said than done.  But at least Beisel 
acknowledges the subjectivity of the social sci-
ences.   Perhaps we would not be so uncomfortable 
about this if we reminded students (and ourselves) 
that disagreements among experts in the “hard” 
sciences are not uncommon, either.   Still, this is 
more of a problem, and a different kind of prob-
lem, in the social sciences where we are dealing 
with living human beings who cannot be dissected 
or put into test tubes, and who cannot be examined 
apart from their cultural contexts. 
 

I was especially impressed with Beisel’s 
commitment to improving students’ critical think-
ing skills.  He does not shy away from awkward 
questions about subjectivity and objectivity and 
tries to present different perspectives on at least 
some topics.  That he presented critiques of a num-
ber of deMause’s theories is not surprising since 
his own research contradicted some of deMause’s 
findings.  However, I wonder how often instructors 
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are inclined to present critiques of interpretations 
that are consistent with their own.  Of course, 
given the vast number of topics covered in the 
course, it would be impossible to present multiple 
perspectives along with critiques of each one.  But 
at least Beisel tries to alert students to the fact that 
different scholars interpret these issues in different 
ways. 
 

Beisel worries, as most of us do, that when 
students see a range of different experts’ opinions, 
they will leave the course confused, feeling that  
“all they’ve learned is that people disagree, which 
they already knew when they walked though the 
door on the first day of class.”  However, we live 
in a world of ambiguity and uncertainty, and we 
can’t, and shouldn’t, protect students from this re-
ality.  In fact, it is part of our charge as educators 
to help students see that uncertainty, while often 
unavoidable, is not totally paralyzing. 
 

Beisel himself seems to function as an ex-
cellent role model for his students.  He acknowl-
edges a multiplicity of perspectives; he has strate-
gies that help him sort through complex material; 
he is able to develop some criteria by which he 
chooses one idea over another; and he takes re-
sponsibility for making informed decisions about 
which ideas seem, to him, most valid.  I have no 
doubt that students understand that as he studies 
different perspectives, he is open to changing di-
rection when he finds compelling evidence to do 
so.  Thus Beisel appropriately presents himself as a 
knowledgeable person who is tolerant and open-
minded, skeptical and questioning—and yet capa-
ble of making thoughtful decisions. 
 

In his book, Forms of Intellectual and Ethi-
cal Development in the College Years (1970), Wil-
liam G.  Perry mapped the emotional and cognitive 
processes students go through as they encounter 
new and complex material.  He was particularly 
sensitive, as is Beisel, to the confusion and disap-
pointment students experience in higher education, 
especially those who believed that the quest for 
knowledge would lead to certainty.  Perry’s work 
ignited a movement of Perry followers who contin-
ued his research and organized conferences to dis-
cuss strategies for dealing with the discomfort stu-
dents feel when they realize that even the experts 
disagree and that there isn’t one right answer to 
complex realities.  I have lost touch with this 

group, but I know that Lee Knefelkamp, who stud-
ied with Perry, continues his fine work at Colum-
bia’s Teacher’s College, as do others here and 
abroad who are involved with “The Perry Net-
work.” 
 

I suspect the Perry researchers would ques-
tion whether Beisel is attempting to cover more 
material in one semester than most students can 
possibly assimilate.  I understand the desire to in-
clude all these fascinating topics.   Still, I can feel, 
in his packed description, a kind of pressure and 
tension.   Perhaps we need to remind ourselves 
that, more often than we like to admit, less is more; 
we can’t teach, in one class, all our favorite ideas 
and insights.  But even as I write this, I know how 
hard it is to decide what to leave out, and I know 
that I, too, usually plan more than is feasible in one 
semester.   It must be very frustrating for Beisel 
not to be able to give two sequenced courses, with 
one building on the other.  Nevertheless, it is obvi-
ous that this instructor loves this material, and I 
have no doubt that his excitement and enthusiasm 
contribute to his success as a teacher. 
 

Vivian M. Rosenberg, PhD, majored in 
philosophy at Wellesley College and received her 
MA and PhD in the History of Ideas from Brandeis 
University before she taught Humanities at Drexel 
University for thirty-seven years.  She won the 
Lindback Award for Excellence in Teaching and 
the Langer Award for her work on the idea of em-
pathy and is an active participant in the field of 
critical thinking.  Her book, Reading, Writing, and 
Thinking: Critical Connections,  was one of the 
first basic texts to address issues related to emo-
tional intelligence and learning.  Dr. Rosenberg 
can be contacted at <rosenbvs@drexel.edu>.  
 

<><><> 
 

David R. Beisel: Master Teacher 
of Psychohistory   

 

Howard F. Stein 
University of Oklahoma  
Health Sciences Center 

 

 David Beisel is rightfully recognized not 
only as one of the finest psychohistorical scholars, 
but also as one of its most accomplished teachers.  
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This new paper shows why.  Beisel’s depth of psy-
chohistorical probing in the classroom matches the 
breadth of topics he selects.   
 

 Professor Beisel employs the generic term, 
group, rather than emphasize a particular symbolic 
form the group takes over cultural and historic 
time—e.g., ethnic, tribal, national, religious, occu-
pational, social class.  That is, he explores recur-
rent, even universal, processes that manifest them-
selves in virtually any kind of large group.  Years 
ago, I made a similar plea in an article in the Cana-
dian Review of Studies in Nationalism; I called it 
“The Internal and Group Milieux of Ethnicity: 
Identifying Generic Group Psychodynamic Is-
sues” (17[1-2]1990: 107-130).  Most recently 
Vamik Volkan has done similarly in his book, 
Blind Trust: Large Groups and Their Leaders in 
Times of Crisis and Terror (Charlottesville, VA: 
Pitchstone, 2004).   
 

 From the enthusiasm and inquisitive tone 
of Beisel’s paper as well as its content, it is clear 
that he encourages his students to think and to feel 
openly about the psychohistoric subject under con-
sideration.  For example, recognizing and accept-
ing one’s own resistances is inherent to the process 
of psychohistorical understanding.  This contrasts 
with academic dogmatism and its not-so-hidden 
authoritarianism.  Beisel’s respect for students’ 
thoughts and feelings as a point of departure 
teaches them to think—gives them a space with 
which to play with ideas—rather than obligates 
them to believe.  I sense that his classes must be 
therapeutic as well as informative for those in 
them. 
 

 I have but one suggestion, one that draws 
on Beisel’s use of the class members’ experience 
of the subject matter of psychohistory: to pay at-
tention to the class “itself” as exemplifying at least 
some of the group processes he identifies on the 
larger, official, historical stage.  His psychohistory 
classes are already clearly quite emotionally as 
well as intellectually alive.  My small suggestion 
would build on this aliveness. 
 

 Howard F. Stein, PhD, a psychoanalytic 
anthropologist and psychohistorian, has taught in 
the Department of Family and Preventive Medi-
cine, University of Oklahoma Health Sciences 
Center, Oklahoma City, since 1978.   Among the 

most recent of his many books are Beneath the 
Crust of Culture (Rodopi, 2004) and a book of po-
ems, From My Life ( Finishing Line Press, 2005).  
He can be reached at <howard-stein@ouhsc.edu>.  
 

<><><> 
 

Methods and Challenges in 
 Teaching Psychohistory 

 

Jacques Szaluta  
United States Merchant Marine Academy  

 

Professor David Beisel tackles the critical 
subject of how to teach psychohistory, a most con-
sequential field of inquiry, because teaching it in 
college can be particularly challenging.  The field 
is controversial, and it poses unique difficulties for 
the instructor.  Despite its enormous growth and 
many successes, psychohistory remains controver-
sial—opposed even by many professional histori-
ans.  Due to its challenging nature, student resis-
tance to the subject can become an obstacle.  How-
ever, the compensation for the instructor is that the 
field can be exciting and rewarding.  Beisel’s paper 
is impressive because it comprehensively covers a 
wide range of issues. 

 

The professor of psychohistory introduces 
students to the irrational, unconscious motivation, 
self-destructive behavior, trauma, aggression, rage, 
and so forth.  He may incorporate the use of film to 
illustrate these psychological manifestations and 
analytical concepts.  In comparison to the tradi-
tional approach to history, such topics are de 
rigueur, the stock in trade of the psychohistorian.  
Because of the explicit nature of such feelings, 
some students may not respond positively.  How-
ever, this is hardly an issue strictly for younger stu-
dents.  Most conventional historians who are as-
sumed to be open-minded respond with a less than 
receptive attitude, just as their students do.  For 
example, William Langer’s 1957 American His-
torical Association presidential inaugural address, 
“The Next Assignment,” which called for a psy-
choanalytic approach to the study of history, was 
met with much consternation from many audience 
members. 

 

The teaching of psychohistory must also be 
considered in a wider intellectual and political con-
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text, as it transcends the classroom.  Not only does 
Professor Beisel deal with pedagogy, but he also 
notes that the Regents of the State University of 
New York (SUNY) mandate that for all general 
education courses it is his “obligation to improve 
critical thinking among [his] students.”  Further-
more, “In all history courses we’re supposed to 
help them look critically at their ingrained assump-
tions about how the world works—that is, the tra-
ditional political, social, and economic catego-
ries—and examine their deeply held beliefs about 
human nature.”  Coming from such an authorita-
tive figure, this is indeed commendable.  However, 
should such a directive be necessary for college 
instructors?   This raises related issues of academic 
teaching standards and the training of instructors. 
To what extent do professors maintain the explicit 
directive of the Regents of SUNY to raise the intel-
lectual level of students?   Throughout the United 
States there is concern over the issue of standards, 
which have been related to the role of instructors.  
The widespread concerns deal with the instructor’s 
commitment to his students and with feeling com-
fortable with his authority. 

 

  To foster critical thinking, I use the 
“directed discussion method” in all the courses I 
teach. This approach, which has its basis in Pro-
gressive Education, is popularly known as the So-
cratic method.  The aim is to motivate students to 
realize for themselves the relevance of what they 
are learning.  This methodology grew out of the 
Enlightenment and was pioneered by such great 
educational reformers as the Swiss Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau and Johann Pestalozzi and pursued in the 
twentieth century by the American educator John 
Dewey.  It revolutionized teaching and learning, 
advocating a radical approach at variance with the 
former authoritarian methods of the Middle Ages.  
Instead of teaching through lecture only, the great 
reformers made learning a student-centered experi-
ence. 
 

  The above approach is advocated by the 
Dean of the United States Merchant Marine Acad-
emy who argues for “engaging” the students 
(midshipmen).  This means that students are ex-
pected to be active participants in the learning 
process held “accountable” by their instructors.  
The Superintendent (college president) of the 
Academy has taken a direct interest in teaching by 

speaking to the faculty, visiting classes, and ex-
pecting instructors to maintain that midshipmen be 
attentive.  I have invited the Dean, Superintendent, 
and several colleagues to observe my classes many 
times.  Correspondingly, with the approval of the 
administration, I have been observing instructors in 
their classes.  I also offer seminars in teaching to 
all members of the faculty outside of my field, al-
though it is a maritime college.  For three years 
now I have been engaged in peer mentoring in all 
departments at Kings Point, in both academic and 
professional departments, supported in these en-
deavors by the leaders mentioned above. 
 

Initially, I taught one psychohistory elec-
tive approximately once a year.  Recently, this 
course was expanded to become a required course 
in the Department of Humanities.  As an elective, 
resistance to it was negligible; there was at least an 
intellectual acceptance of the subject.  Once re-
quired, the course became more challenging, and 
complaints from students increased. The issues we 
deal with in psychohistory are complex and can be 
threatening, for it is not just a matter of being intel-
lectually curious.  In my introductory remarks, I 
point out that the study of psychohistory will en-
gage students personally as no other course will; 
that it will cause them to relate to themselves what 
they learn, about individuals, groups, and child-
hood.  I advise them that the course is not a psy-
chology course, but that it is primarily history en-
hanced by the psychohistorical approach, which is 
more comprehensive than a traditional history 
course.  At the beginning of the semester, I inform 
students of my office hours and encourage them to 
see me if anything in the material that I cover gives 
them cause for concern.  In some cases, I reach out 
to a student after class to have a private conversa-
tion.  Students always welcome this gesture, and as 
I attend many school functions, they note that I am 
readily available to speak to. 

 

By and large, I have found the midshipmen 
at the United States Merchant Marine Academy 
very responsive to psychohistory and, more char-
acteristically, many are fascinated by this innova-
tive approach.  The successful teaching of sophisti-
cated psychohistorical concepts is also dependent 
on the academic quality of students.  In the case of 
Kings Point, the student body is of a high academic 
caliber, comparable to those in the most selective 
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colleges in the country.  Because Kings Point is a 
federal academy, every midshipman is, in effect, 
on a four-year scholarship. There are sources avail-
able to the instructor that can aid even the most 
skeptical student in understanding the theoretical 
framework of psychoanalysis and its relationship 
to history.  An excellent aid and supplement is the 
medium of film, as Professor Beisel notes.  Many 
good feature films that have instructive psycho-
logical themes are viewed by mass audiences and 
well received.  One such example, a commercial 
movie, which I have shown for many years and 
highly recommend as it is visually dramatic and 
emotionally appealing, is the 1962 commercial 
film entitled Freud, which remains relevant.  It 
serves as an excellent introduction to the study of 
psychohistory because many of the main tenets of 
psychoanalysis are presented in a dramatic and 
convincing form.  Some of the key concepts dem-
onstrated and developed that may be discerned in 
this film are infantile sexuality, the Oedipus com-
plex, free association, making the unconscious 
conscious, the importance of dreams and their in-
terpretation, psychosomatic illness, symptoms of 
neurosis, psychosis, repression, psychical deter-
minism, guilt and undoing, the oral stage, the 
transference, slips of the tongue, resistance, and 
irrationality.  Clearly, this film is rich in psycho-
analytic content and is both emotionally and intel-
lectually absorbing for the viewer. 

 

Students are profoundly impressed by 
Freud and are motivated to pursue psychohistorical 
subjects.   Indeed, it is the rare student who sum-
marily dismisses the substance of this superbly 
acted film.  Therefore, the merits of this biographi-
cal cinema are several: it shows how Freud arrived 
at his revolutionary theories; it presents the main 
theories of psychoanalysis; and it deals with the 
social and intellectual reactions to Freud’s ideas at 
the end of the nineteenth century. 

 

For the study of psychohistory in general 
and psychobiography in particular, the use of film 
can be a valuable supplement to classroom instruc-
tion and the reading assignments.  Freud has the 
effect of integrating psychological motifs in human 
behavior.  It enables students to recognize a con-
nection between psychology and history.  As the 
course progresses, there is not only an acceptance 
by the vast majority of students of this new con-

ceptual framework and scientific method in the 
study of historical events, but for many, an enthusi-
asm develops for the subject, as they can now iden-
tify with the possibilities for better understanding 
themselves and others.  The film makes students 
more introspective and conscious of history.  They 
recognize that the psychohistorical approach is 
more insightful, more empathic, more encompass-
ing, and more humanist than other approaches to 
the study of history, of mankind, and of society. 
 

Jacques Szaluta, PhD, is Professor Emeri-
tus of History at the United States Merchant Ma-
rine Academy at Kings Point, New York, where he 
conducts seminars on teaching and does peer men-
toring of instructors, observing their classes, in 
maritime, engineering, technical and scientific 
fields as well as in the humanities.  He received 
The Sue Alice McNulty Award for Distinguished 
Teaching, an annual award to a member of the fac-
ulty, presented to him by the graduating Class of 
1994, and the Bronze Medal Award for Teaching 
from the U.S. Maritime Administration, its highest 
award, at the 34th Annual Awards Ceremony in 
Washington, D.C. in 1999.  Among his many publi-
cations is his book Psychohistory: Theory and 
Practice, Peter Lang, 1999.  He is also a graduate 
of the New York Center for Psychoanalytic Train-
ing and may be reached at <szalutaj@ USMMA. 
.EDU>. 
 

<><><> 
 

A Master Practices His Craft 
 

Nancy Unger 
Santa Clara University 

 

Even the casual reader of David Beisel’s 
“Teaching about Groups” will have no trouble un-
derstanding why Beisel has been the recipient of 
prestigious awards for teaching excellence.  This 
essay has much to offer those of us involved in 
psychohistory, but anyone who teaches an intro-
ductory course in virtually any field will find in it a 
gold mine of guiding principles and practical ex-
amples. 
 

Beisel performs an amazing balancing act 
in this introductory class: he requires extensive 
reading of his students and surveys an enormous 
range of topics and yet it’s clear that he under-
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stands that a course is not so much about the sub-
ject one teaches, but how one facilitates actual 
learning.  Despite his clear eagerness to immerse 
his students in sophisticated thinking about psy-
chohistory, Beisel wisely notes at the onset of his 
essay, and reinforces throughout, that it is helpful 
“to spell things out as often as possible and move 
through the material step by careful step.” 
 

Beisel communicates the basics, not by 
“dumbing down” his curriculum, but by presenting 
it in ways that his students can easily grasp.  His 
wonderful quote from Tennessee Williams (“If 
people behaved in the way nations do they would 
all be put in straightjackets”) puts a complex idea 
into terms student can understand. (Had Williams 
been trying to make the point particularly vivid to 
academics, perhaps he would have substituted “as 
they do at department meetings” for “in the way 
nations do.”) 
 

Of course the argument can also be made 
that for all of the pitfalls of this nation in particular 
living out the “group-as-crazy-individual” meta-
phor, this may still preferable to having just plain 
crazy individuals in control.  Lawrence B. 
Wilkerson, looking back on his tenure as chief of 
staff to Secretary of State Colin Powell puts it suc-
cinctly in a recent Los Angeles Times editorial: “I’d 
choose a frustrating bureaucracy over an efficient 
cabal every time.”  Avoiding entirely the 
“inevitable but often frustrating dissent” that 
comes with working with groups may allow for 
“quick and painless decisions,” Wilkerson warns, 
“but when government agencies are confronted 
with decisions in which they did not participate 
and with which they frequently disagree, their im-
plementation of those decisions is fractured, unco-
ordinated, and inefficient.” 
 

My university, like SUNY, requires me to 
hone my students’ critical thinking skills.  In fact, 
professors are evaluated by students on their suc-
cess (or failure) in this area in the end-of-course 
forms that are required in each class, with the re-
sults reported to the department chair and the dean 
as well as the professor.  Students are so confused 
about what “critical thinking” actually means that I 
have taken to pointing it out as it is happening 
when we’re involved in some especially thorny 
discussion or debate.  Beisel’s methods of eliciting 
critical thinking are so successful that he, I am 

sure, never stoops to such pandering.  Instead, he 
makes his subject matter so personal to his students 
that they are eager to think critically. 
 

Beisel’s brief discussion of Erikson’s no-
tion of disciplined subjectivity makes the crucial 
point, one brand new to many undergraduates, that 
in history not only is total objectivity impossible, 
it’s not even desirable.  We want to know what 
happened, but also why it happened.  Was it good 
or bad?  Worthy of emulation, or to be avoided at 
all costs?  When “the topic chooses us” because of 
our inner needs and conflicts, we bring not only 
our skills as historians, but our passion to answer 
those questions.  In the words of environmental 
historian William Cronon, “Rather than evade 
[making personal value judgments]—which is in 
any event impossible—we must learn to use [them] 
consciously, responsibly, and self-critically.  To try 
to escape the value judgments that come with sto-
rytelling is to miss the point of history itself.”  To 
move students, as Beisel does, beyond “history is 
the study of immutable truths” and into “the study 
of history enables us to think critically about 
events and people of the past and in so doing better 
understand the present and ourselves,” is to facili-
tate a vitally important and empowering transition. 
 

At the same time Beisel is repeating to his 
students’ concepts about groups about which he 
has taken pains to communicate in accessible lan-
guage, he refuses to let things rest at the “neatly 
tied in a bow” stage.  The study of Nazi Germany 
is, understandably, a favorite topic for many psy-
chohistorians interested in group thinking.  Laur-
ence Rees’s Auschwitz: A New History (Public Af-
fairs, 2005) is the latest, and one of the best, inves-
tigations into the thinking of regular Germans, the 
Nazi high command, SS camp administrators, 
guards, and prisoners.  Beisel could easily restrict 
the portion of his course dedicated to the study of 
groups to this grim but intensely instructive period, 
a focus that would protect his students from any 
uncomfortable considerations of their own roles in 
groups, allowing them instead to focus their under-
standing of the role of groups exclusively on “the 
other”—people in an entirely different place and 
time.  Beisel resists this temptation, however, in 
favor of a far riskier exercise: involving students in 
a discussion of their own participation in group 
behaviors, including the construction of group fan-
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tasy images.  Beisel skillfully counters their resis-
tance to overcoming the “uncomfortable reality 
that we may not want to see if a group we’re in is 
acting irrationally.”  He wisely doesn’t reject out 
of hand his students’ resistance, their charges that 
he is projecting his own “stuff,” but gives their 
views careful and respectful consideration, grant-
ing at least “a kernel of truth” to their charges.  He 
also doesn’t hesitate to push his students to con-
front ideas and topics that are not only increasingly 
sophisticated, but that can make students uncom-
fortable, even downright defensive. 
  

 For a generation immersed in television, 
film, and popular music, Beisel’s examples drawn 
from recent televised news reporting and popular 
film not surprisingly hit home with his students.  
Beisel’s talking about their favorite movie, and 
suggesting that it is not only that film’s artistic 
merit (or lack thereof—consider the huge popular-
ity of The Blair Witch Project) that has made it so 
appealing to them.  The concept of one’s own un-
conscious participation in a shared group fantasy 
can be anxiety-producing even in students like 
Beisel’s, who have been immersed in discussions 
of the role of the unconscious in the human condi-
tion.  But it’s the personal nature of these topics 
that, once Beisel helps them to overcome their ini-
tial resistance, make them such a potentially pro-
found learning experience. 
 

 Beisel’s discussion of the role group fan-
tasy plays in what makes and stays news is fasci-
nating.  It brought to my mind the two recent me-
dia obsessions: the Lacy Peterson case (in which a 
young pregnant woman was murdered by her hus-
band), and the disappearance in Aruba of Alabama 
teen Natalee Holloway.  The unfortunate fates of 
these two attractive, white, middle class women 
were stories that refused to die, garnering far more 
press than significant economic and political up-
heavals, both domestic and international.  A dis-
cussion of the group fantasy behind the insatiable 
appetite for more information about these two 
cases (and whatever current “obsession of the 
month”) would make for fruitful class discussion. 
 

 Beisel’s fascinating questions about the 
appeal of popular films seem virtually guaranteed 
to involve his students in passionate discussion of 
the psychological study of groups.  To the many 
questions he poses in his article concerning film, I 

would add one more: why do some films perform 
disappointingly at the box office, only to attain 
status as “classics” (from It’s a Wonderful Life to 
The Shawshank Redemption) through subsequent 
airings on television or as DVD’s?  I would also 
ask, in view of the large role popular music plays 
in the lives of my students, currently made virtu-
ally omnipresent by the iPod, why some bands that 
are enormously popular in the United States gener-
ate little interest outside the country, while other 
bands that struggle for audiences here have large 
followings abroad?  What has the role of group 
fantasy played in the rise (and in some cases the 
fall) of popular music trends, including rock and 
roll, disco, punk, rap and hip hop?  A final consid-
eration that might appeal especially to college-aged 
audiences: what might we learn about group fan-
tasy by studying the best-selling/most popular Hal-
loween costumes of various time periods, espe-
cially the political masks? 
 

 Like Beisel’s students, I frown at the no-
tion that violent images can actually reduce the 
incidence of acting out.  I would counter the quote 
from Martin Scorsese about exposure to cinematic 
violence being largely therapeutic with the first 
hand experience of writer, producer, and director 
Ron Nyswaner which he relates in the documen-
tary The Celluloid Closet.  Some of what inspired 
Nyswaner to write the screenplay Philadelphia, 
which features a sympathetically depicted gay 
man, was to counteract the violent homophobic 
reactions evoked by William Friedkin’s film Cruis-
ing.  When physically attacked by a group of street 
youths, Nyswaner and his partner were told during 
the beating, “If you’d seen the movie Cruising, 
you’d know why.”  The questions that Beisel poses 
about group fantasy and the impact of film vio-
lence, pornography, and rape are important ones 
that are not only controversial, but can engender 
intense debate and be emotionally upsetting.  It 
takes enormous skill to discuss such intense sub-
jects productively in a classroom setting, and I 
think many of us might shy away from such poten-
tial minefields.  Beisel’s courage in tackling such 
subjects is to his credit and his students’ benefit. 
 

 In short, David Beisel’s essay “Teaching 
About Groups” gives insight into the philosophies 
and practices of a master teacher, one who under-
stands and respects both his subject and his stu-
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dents.  I wish I could take his class. 
 

Nancy C. Unger, PhD, Associate Profes-
sor of History, Women’s and Gender Studies, and 
Environmental Studies at Santa Clara University.  
is author of a number of works on American Pro-
gressivism with an emphasis on the La Follette 
family, including the psychobiographical Fighting 
Bob La Follette: The Righteous Reformer 
(University of North Carolina, 2000), winner of the 
Wisconsin Historical Society book award.  She 
guest co-edited the “Voice/Personal Experience 
and Psychology of Women at Work and in Modern 
Life” special issue of Clio’s Psyche and is the book 
review editor for the Journal of the Gilded Age and 
Progressive Era.  Her current book project is 
“Beyond ‘Nature’s Housekeepers’: The Gendered 
Response of American Women in Environmental 
History.”  She can be reached at nunger@scu.edu. 
 

<><><> 
 

David Beisel Responds 
 

 This Symposium caught me doubly by sur-
prise.  In the first instance, I wrote the essay as a 
straightforward outline detailing how I treat group 
psychohistory in my classes, never imagining it 
would become the occasion for a Symposium, and 
when our editor suggested he circulate it for com-
ment I never dreamt it would stir so many re-
sponses.   I’m glad it happened that way.  Writing 
while looking over my shoulder would have surely 
produced a different essay. 
 

 My second surprise has to do with the 
number of positive responses.  I’m honored and 
delighted, of course, and doubly honored since I’ve 
long respected the work of each of the respondents, 
whose work, I’m happy to acknowledge, has found 
its way into my own thinking and classrooms over 
the years. 
 

 As academics, we’re not particularly prac-
ticed at handling praise, at least I’m not.  Part of 
the academic game, learned with ruthless effi-
ciency in graduate school, is that one must always 
be as critical as possible, pounce on, then flail 
away at what others haven’t said, while never, ever 
praising another’s work, but if you must, give it 
only the most imperceptible nod, otherwise you’ll 
lose points.  In any case, psychological historians 

(except from fellow psychohistorians) are more 
accustomed to insults, so a great deal of praise is 
new to me. 
 

 Uncertain now how to react, I find myself 
wanting to adopt an embarrassed, “it was nothing 
special” posture, but it doesn’t feel quite right and 
is potentially insulting to those who’ve said such 
thoughtful and nice things about my teaching.  As 
a possible way out, I keep hearing Golda Meier’s 
words to Moishe Dayan, “Don’t be so modest.  
You’re not that important.” 
 

 I learned as a child that one way to escape 
getting a swelled head (as my mom would have 
said), or becoming too big for my britches (another 
colloquialism worth further analysis), was to throw 
myself into work, no doubt part of the 
“Stakhanovite” drive that allows me an immediate 
escape from some of my feelings.  After days of 
preparation, I’m now ready to write my reply at 
length from the thumb-thick pile of handwritten 
notes on 81/2 x 11 typing paper I’ve compiled 
which contain my thoughts on each of the com-
mentaries, but am now told by our editor that time 
is short, the current issue needs to be put to bed, 
and space restraints demand I keep my comments 
to a bare minimum.  Ideally, I’d like to address 
each response in turn, but will instead keep my 
general observations to a few short paragraphs 
while promising to engage in detailed dialogue 
with each contributor via e-mail. 
 

 The commentaries reduce, I think, to three 
main areas: 1) content; 2) issues of teaching; and 
3) places where content and pedagogy meet.  Some 
respondents focus on all three, others on only one. 
 

 Issues of course content—that is, what to 
teach—span the whole psychohistorical spectrum, 
the respondents’ ideas moving in several directions 
beyond the merely psychological and the psycho-
history of groups.  Wide associations are to be ex-
pected here, of course, connecting in many ways to 
the personal issues we all bring to the table, includ-
ing disagreements on what should and should not 
be taught on the psychohistory of groups, but also 
reflecting questions of what should be taught in 
psychohistory courses in general. 
 

 On how to teach the material, some respon-
dents offer thoughts specifically on teaching about 
groups, others on teaching psychohistory, while 
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others invoke issues not related to teaching psy-
chohistory but to teaching in general  (From them I 
think I’m beginning to see something I’ve never 
seen before, a difference between teaching psycho-
history and teaching psychohistorically.  Could the 
first be about the content and the second mostly 
about the method?) 
 

 I see I should have added to my original 
essay a number of things I didn’t mention there but 
always mention in my classes—groupthink, for 
example, and President Lyndon Johnson’s need to 
surround himself with a coterie of “Yes Men,” 
John McCone and George Ball falling from favor 
because they told the truth, Robert McNararra stay-
ing in power because he didn’t.  These are possible 
parallels to George W. Bush’s directive that he be 
given only good news about the war in Iraq, in 
contrast to Kennedy’s leadership style. 
 

 I also now see that my essay, as my course, 
gives sociologists short shrift, pays insufficient 
attention to the ideas of Jung and to questions of 
national character, and completely ignores groups 
of intermediate size.  I need to rethink some of this 
in hopes of finding ways to integrate these points 
in future discussions. 
 

 Looking over the commentaries in general, 
I see a few themes, which seem to preoccupy most 
of the respondents in various ways.  They include 
issues of subjectivity, of experiential teaching, 
what to do with Lloyd deMause, handling resis-
tance, the use of Freud, and various aspects of the 
psychohistorical use and understanding of film.  
I’ll say a brief word about each in turn. 
 

The Issue of Subjectivity: As respondents make 
clear, subjectivity, real and perceived, is a crucial 
matter, and not just for psychohistory.  Histori-
cism—only recently high-jacked and made unrec-
ognizable by the deconstructionists—has a long 
tradition of its own, its nuances difficult for to-
day’s students to grasp given the current cultural 
mandate for all of us to be totally self-absorbed, as 
several respondents say or imply. Since the Me 
Decade didn’t disappear with the scholarly discov-
ery of the culture of narcissism, I’m thinking it 
might be helpful to have a handy one-paragraph 
handout delineating the main points made about 
subjectivity in the commentaries above.  It can 
serve as both starting and ending point if, after a 

brief discussion, students are asked to keep it 
safely with their notes so they can refer to it when 
necessary in order for the class to remain on track 
when the problem of subjectivity arises again, 
which, defensively, it almost certainly will.  Hav-
ing Plato and Aristotle fight it out for us is also a 
good idea, and possibly cathartic. 
 

Experiential Teaching: I, too, tried teaching in a 
leaderless group—once.  I was naïf and ill-
prepared.  It was a bloody disaster.  The students 
who unanimously agreed to the experiment ended 
up asking the college for a refund.  (Try explaining 
Bion to an angry vice- president.)  I’ll never do it 
again. Yet failed experiments can enlighten, and 
I’ve often described the disaster to my classes, 
which, by letting them know that “even” their 
teacher can make mistakes, may contribute to a 
more relaxed in-class atmosphere by proving that 
whatever he may say at other times, the instructor 
isn’t always infallible. 
 

Dealing with deMause: No one, of course, should 
expect anyone to accept every aspect of an elabo-
rate, multi-sided theory, one supported by limited 
empirical evidence, without having some reserva-
tions.  It’s unrealistic.  When teaching about 
groups, it seems to me that the issue is not so much 
about keeping students from encountering what 
some perceive as a discredited theory so much as it 
is to inform them that the theory is controversial, 
but only after presenting it as accurately and as 
dispassionately as one has other theories.  An 
American history course, for example, should 
never avoid mentioning J. Franklin Jamison’s sug-
gestion that the American Revolution was not 
much of a revolution or Charles Beard’s evidence 
that the Constitution was designed to preserve the 
wealth of a few rich men simply because the cur-
rent scholarly fashion emphasizes the Founding 
Father’s idealism.  My obligation is to help stu-
dents master the fundamentals of psychohistory.  
Group fantasy, as much as the notion of collective 
trauma, is a prominent part of that.  In any case, 
psychohistory courses aren’t about Lloyd de-
Mause.  Students are apprised, where appropriate, 
of Bion, Binion, Coleman, Fogelman, Freud, 
Gonen, Hogman, Kren, Lifton, Loewenberg, 
Mazlish, and Volkan, along with the work of many 
of the participants in this Symposium.  Besides, 
any careful reader of my book The Suicidal Em-
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brace will find I’ve used some of deMause’s group 
fantasy ideas there, and mention to my students, as 
I did in my essay, that I’ve found parts of it helpful 
in my own scholarly work.  As for helping students 
think critically (a professional obligation we all 
took seriously long before a mandate arrived from 
the leaders of SUNY), it should be clear that de-
Mause’s theories are not the only ones my classes 
look at critically.  Indeed, students come to critical 
assessments of deMause on their own long before I 
say a single word about corroboration or disconfir-
mation.  Whatever the theory or bit of data they’re 
looking at, they don’t need much encouraging from 
me; they’re already skeptical enough.  
 

 Resistance of Students and Others: This fruitful 
area deserves a great deal of discussion since it 
also has to do with our own countertransference 
and the ways we might unexpectedly encourage 
students to act out our own resistance (mentioned 
only briefly in the Symposium, and certainly not in 
my essay).  It’s illustrative that in the hands of 
master teachers, the paradigm can be successfully 
brought to high school students.  They, we are told 
(and I don’t doubt it), are often more receptive than 
college students, especially after those college stu-
dents declare majors.  It makes sense to me in 
ways it never did before how, armed with new 
identities that tend to preclude the intake of new 
ideas, they become linked to a hide-bound profes-
soriate, which keeps them happily within the pro-
scribed boundaries of their newly assigned discipli-
nary box, and raises the question of how to reach 
them anyway, then and later. 
 

 There is no time for it here, but I think we 
need to develop strategies to help those who want 
to get psychohistory courses (or units) approved by 
their skeptical departments and passed by hostile 
curriculum committees, and we need to share the 
ways we’ve handled open contempt as well as pas-
sive aggressive collegial hostility, like the econo-
mist, for example, who used to yell “Hey, psycho!” 
every time he passed me in the hall.  In this regard, 
I’m eager to learn more about how a once-a-year 
psychohistory elective became a required course in 
the Humanities Division at one of our premier 
military academies. 
  

Introducing and Reintroducing Freud: We 
probably need separate discussions on the various 
ways and times Freud should be introduced into a 

course and when and how to reintroduce him.  
Showing John Huston’s film Freud is a good idea.  
In addition to the several intriguing suggestions in 
the Symposium, we need to share strategies of tim-
ing and connected arguments as much as we need 
to build an arsenal of phrases that make psycho-
analytic ways of thinking more accessible to stu-
dents.  I found many commentators writing sen-
tences so succinctly and with such perfect phras-
ing—even with such beauty—that I’m convinced 
their descriptions couldn’t be improved.  I suspect 
some of them might find their way into my own 
writing (with attribution, of course). 
 

The Role of Films and Other Issues Needing to 
be Covered: Film is an enormously important sub-
ject for which there is no time to develop in this 
essay.  Besides film, the Symposium raises other 
issues that need clarifying and elaboration: the no-
tion of a reified “group mind,” the thin line be-
tween organic metaphors and organic fantasies, 
lists of logical possibilities as a pedagogic device, 
and what I owe to teaching at a community col-
lege.  Perhaps at another time I will be able to 
elaborate on this. 
 

Conclusion: My comments, as in my classes and 
encounters in our professional congresses, strike 
me as having given too much attention to psycho-
history’s Sturm und Drang, anxieties stirred by our 
topics, student resistance, academic skepticism, 
and collegial contempt.  Maybe it’s time to lighten 
up.  Except for the occasional historian or psycho-
analytically oriented folklorist, we’ve probably 
paid too little attention to jokes and their relation to 
our unconscious.  Our work is almost Teutonic in 
its seriousness.  Yet humor, especially self-
deprecating humor, can help prepare safe spaces so 
crucial for real learning.  While we can’t always 
achieve it, may never achieve it, or may only partly 
achieve it part of the time, classrooms (as one re-
spondent reminds us) can become serious play-
grounds, true intellectual funscapes. Those magical 
moments, rare when they happen, must also be 
counted as part of the psychohistory of groups. 
 

 The historiography of psychological his-
tory has shown that the beginnings of systematic 
psychohistory date back to the early 1970’s.  
Thirty-five years later, there’s thirty-five years of 
accumulated scholarship, some of it surely superfi-
cial, poorly documented, and filled with untenable 
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leaps of logic, but much of it scrupulously accu-
rate, on-target, and quite respectable.  If some so-
called mainstream historians still can’t “get it,” I’m 
inclined these days to think—and I hope not arro-
gantly—that, in the final analysis, it’s their prob-
lem, not ours, especially if they continue making 
dogmatic pronouncements about “psychobabble” 
without having read any serious psychological his-
tory.  Nor will reminding those historians that 
we’re now living in the twenty-first century likely 
make things different: as I mention to my students, 
psychohistory is not for everyone.  Still, what 
they’re missing is their loss as well as ours, espe-
cially when acknowledging the irrational and its 
dangers is nothing less than building a body of his-
torical knowledge that’s truly human.  As several 
respondents comment, one of our tasks must be to 
help our students live with uncertainty, and there’s 
still much to do.  Yet what I see in the calm exper-
tise, thoughtfulness, and seriousness exemplified 
by the scholar-teachers assembled in this Sympo-
sium is that psychological history has achieved 
certain levels of emotional maturity and intellec-
tual integrity that argue persuasively for the contin-
ued growth we surely deserve. 
 

 David Beisel’s biography may be found on 
page 194.


 

The Shining is Not a  
Holocaust Film 

 

Henry W. Lawton 
Group for the Psychohistorical Study of Film 

 

 Review of Geoffrey Cocks, The Wolf at the 
Door: Stanley Kubrick, History, and the Holo-
caust.  NY: Peter Lang, 2004, paperback, ISBN 0-
8204-7115-1, pages xii, 338,  $29.95. 
 

 Stanley Kubrick, who directed fewer films 
than most well known directors, has produced 
more “classic” films than most directors.  Paths of 
Glory, Full Metal Jacket, Lolita, 2001: A Space 
Odyssey, Dr. Stangelove, and The Shining estab-
lished him as one of the great film makers of our 
time.  The films of this unique man with his own 
vision are always well made and meticulously 

thought out.  Even though you may not always like 
it, when you see a Kubrick film you do not easily 
forget it.  He is one of those film makers whose 
work stays with you long after you see it.  I re-
member first seeing Paths of Glory when I was in 
high school.  Even though I did not quite under-
stand why, it stayed in my mind.  It was only when 
I saw it again years later that I realized that it was a 
truly great film. 
 

 Professor Geoffrey Cocks’ volume on Ku-
brick was a chance to learn more about one of my 
favorite filmmakers.  As a psychohistorian I look 
at popular film and “classics” to try and understand 
what they communicate to us the audience about 
shared fantasies operating in the society.  All films 
communicate, those that are popular succeed, and 
those, which are not, serve as “trial balloons” that 
somehow miss the dominant shared fantasies of the 
culture at the time they are released.  This book is 
well written and appears to have been meticulously 
researched.  This is not a psychobiography—Cocks 
gives general information about Kubrick’s life but 
devotes most of the book to his films.   He is most 
informative, although I am a keen student of cin-
ema and have seen most of Kubrick’s films at least 
once, I learned of several I had never even heard of 
before. 
 

The Professor then makes his case that Ku-
brick wanted to do a film on the Holocaust and that 
The Shining was that film.  Sadly, this is where this 
otherwise admirable book does not hold up despite 
the author’s considerable ingenuity in seeking to 
prove his theory.  Had Kubrick wanted to do a film 
on the Nazi assault on Jews, I am absolutely cer-
tain that it would have been a strong film.  Cocks 
argues that “Kubrick developed his own creative 
strategy for representing the Holocaust, one that 
expands the definition of a Holocaust film to in-
clude reflecting a trauma-like discourse.”  Further-
more, “Kubrick’s personal hesitations and artistic 
sensibilities are manifested most evidently in the 
systematic burial of a Holocaust subtext in The 
Shining,” even though such an indirect approach 
“risks cold abstraction…  The greatest problem 
with Kubrick’s indirect approach is that his Holo-
caust subtext has gone almost – almost –
unnoticed” (pp. 16,17).  The Professor claims that 
Kubrick had, since the 1970’s, been “actively pur-
suing the possibility of his own Holocaust film” (p.  

Book Reviews 
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167).   He goes on to argue that hints of such con-
cern can be seen in A Clockwork Orange and 
Barry Lyndon, but “such wisplike traces were to be 
manifested almost as subtly but also much more 
numerously and powerfully in The Shining” (p.  
167).  Much of the book is an explication of the 
author belief that The Shining is filled with sym-
bols indicative of the Holocaust.  It is not directly 
elaborated in the story, but rather through very 
elaborate and arcane schemes of symbols.  In my 
view, Cocks is reaching way beyond his evidence 
and therefore his argument is simply not convinc-
ing.  He is trying to create an interpretation where 
none previously existed.  He even admits having 
virtually nothing to work with.  As I read through 
The Wolf at the Door, I kept wondering why he  
bothered writing it. 

 

 Cocks leaves an important question unan-
swered: why would Kubrick need to be so indirect 
about the Holocaust?  His other films are not indi-
rect.  Films like Paths of Glory, Dr.  Strangelove, 
Full Metal Jacket, and A Clockwork Orange are 
very much the opposite.  Why would someone who 
had the nerve to make a “comedy” like Dr. 
Strangelove, which makes a straightforward and 
powerful case that the world will end because our 
leaders and military are psychotic lunatics, need to 
be indirect about the Holocaust?    I agree that 
films can be interpreted on a variety of levels, but 
much of Cocks’ approach relies on the use of 
color, numbers and music which are presented in 
ways that seem essentially divorced from the story, 
consciously or unconsciously. 
 

 Ironically, Cocks fleetingly alludes to 
what, in my view, would be a much more forceful 
line of argument about Kubrick and his films:  
“There is throughout Kubrick’s films an Oedipal 
pattern of youth against patriarchal authority…  
Whatever the specific successes or failures with 
Oedipal lineaments…the paternal order always 
reigns supreme.”  However, Cocks goes on to 
write, “there is more going on in Kubrick’s films 
than the working out of an Oedipus complex, a 
pre-Oedipal fixation on his mother, or the repres-
sion of homosexuality.  His films reflect an ongo-
ing confrontation with the world outside the family 
that in a patriarchal family structure is almost al-
ways represented in psychodynamic terms by the 
father” (p. 26).  Certainly, The Shining fits this ar-

gument far better and more clearly than the tortu-
ous efforts Cocks makes in service of trying to 
convince us that it is about the Holocaust.  The 
Shining has to do with fantasies of patricide (the 
son leads the father outside to his death in the 
freezing snow) and could more profitably be inter-
preted from that perspective.  The abusive father 
goes mad and murderously turns on mother and 
son.  The son vanquishes the father and becomes 
an Oedipal victor while the father joins the ranks 
of the many ghosts who haunt the hotel. 
 

In conclusion, the fact that the author fails 
to take into account the more in-depth aspects of 
Kubrick’s work, makes this book a major disap-
pointment. 
 

Henry Lawton, MA, MLS, is a retired 
child welfare worker, an industrious independent 
scholar, and past president of the International 
Psychohistorical Association, of which he is also 
the longtime secretary.  He is founder and director 
of the Group for the Psychohistorical Study of Film 
and a productive author of articles, as well as The 
Handbook of Psychohistory (1988).  Currently, 
Lawton’s main research interests are on the foun-
der of the Mormons (Joseph Smith, Jr.) and how 
popular film communicates shared fantasy.  He 
may be reached at <hwlipa@gmail.com>.  
 

Using Family Systems Therapy 
in Literary Criticism 

 

Gustavo Guerra 
George Washington University 

 

Review of John V. Knapp and Kenneth Womack, 
Eds., Reading the Family Dance: Family Sys-
tems Therapy and Literary Study.  Newark: Uni-
versity of Delaware Press, 2003.  Hardcover.  
ISBN  087413823X, 333 pp., $ 55.00. 
 

 The editors have put together a very in-
teresting collection of interdisciplinary essays 
dealing with a wide variety of national literatures 
and periods.  What is particularly engaging about 
these essays is their stylistic clarity, their fresh-
ness in approach, and their emphasis on looking 
at specific texts through a fairly new lens, that of 
family systems therapy theory.  
 

 The collection starts with an essay by 
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John Knapp that provides a much needed histori-
cal background and overview of family systems 
therapy that focuses on the family rather than the 
individual as the matrix of identity.  Within this 
matrix, each member of the family usually fulfils 
a particular developmental role vis-à-vis the 
other characters.  Of course, there is much 
more—families, according to this approach, have 
sub-systems, sibling difference, family secrets, 
conversational rules and the like.  Knapp does a 
terrific job at summarizing what we could call 
the metapsychological issues in his opening 
chapter, introducing the materials and explaining 
the relationship of the theory to literary studies.   
 

 Family systems therapy deals with the 
family primarily, therefore, it lends itself well as 
a theoretical outlook applied to family dynamics 
as portrayed in realistic novels and plays.  In the 
three parts that follow Knapp’s introduction, 
Reading the Family Dance examines a number 
of novels and two Shakespeare plays using this 
family therapy as its main theoretical tool.  In the 
first part, “The Self: Family Systems Therapy 
and the Quest for Identity,” four essays discuss 
how, in various novels, characters develop a 
sense of self when, at the same time, the very 
idea of an individual self is threatened by various 
family dynamics.  The second part deals with 
similar issues at the level of the community, and 
the third at the level of the larger culture and 
how it shapes family dynamics.  The progression 
from individual to cultural dynamics works quite 
well, as it allows readers to see family systems 
therapy applied in a variety of contexts as a 
flexible literary-critical tool.   
 

 All in all, this is a very interesting, care-
fully put together, collection offering students of 
the humanities and the social sciences an appeal-
ing and provocative alternative to contemporary 
literary-theoretical approaches.  Paradoxically, 
that is the book’s main strength as well as its 
main weakness.  It appears necessary, for most 
of the contributors, to define family systems 
therapy as oddly and stubbornly opposed to a 
very idiosyncratic understanding of classical 
psychoanalytic criticism, an understanding that 
they hardly seem to care to address in any detail.  

Let me be more precise.  In “The Enigmatic Jane 
Eyre: A Differentiation Story without Family in 
Charlotte Bronte’s Jane Eyre,” Rosemary D. Ba-
bock, in a statement that I will utilize as a para-
digmatic example, uses Knapp’s ideas in order to 
validate her choice of family systems therapy as 
a helpful approach to understand the kind of 
questions that concern her.  Babock writes “John 
Knapp….questions how Freudian concepts such 
as ‘drive reduction and primary process,’ con-
cepts that are no longer accepted in contempo-
rary psychology of how the mind and the brain 
function, can be taken as explanatory evidence 
useful to literary criticism.”  She goes on to write 
that “Knapp suggests that the ‘limitations’ of an 
intrapsychic psychology like Freud’s—and more 
recently Lacan’s—have kept literary critics from 
a thorough analysis of ‘interpersonal difficulties’ 
that many literary characters experience” (p. 48). 
 

 Comments like this pervade the book to a 
fault.  Gary Storhoff’s essay, for instance, starts 
by claiming that “Literary critics who employ 
family systems theory necessarily look beyond 
the psychoanalytic assumptions of the individual 
as an autonomous psychological entity” and in-
stead, Storhoff’s continues, clearly privileging 
family systems therapy over his understanding of 
classical psychoanalysis, “the critic discovers the 
sources of an individual’s behavior within a 
much larger interpersonal dysfunction in the 
family as a whole” (p. 71).  The reason why 
Storhoff feels this sense of privilege associated 
with family systems therapy is that “this kind of 
investigation,” as he puts it, “expands our under-
standing of the possibilities of character con-
structs, and adds another dimension to the view 
that literature expresses fundamental ideas about 
how we live” (p.71).  Ideas as to “how we live” 
have always been within the radar screen of clas-
sical psychoanalysis.  Finally, as my last exam-
ple of the similar comments in practically every 
single one of the essays in the collection, Jerome 
Bump concludes an interesting enumeration of 
the pros of family systems therapy by claiming 
that it is based on “extensive practice of family 
therapy and empirical studies, not speculation 
about dreams and fantasies” (p.153).   
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 On first reading the book, I was obvi-
ously struck by some of these comments.  I ini-
tially imagined that, consonant with Knapp’s 
metaphor of calling family systems therapy the 
“new kid on the literary criticism block” (p.13), 
these comments were simply rhetorically ori-
ented, intended to help family systems therapy 
theory define itself as somewhat opposed to 
other modes of literary criticism, such as psycho-
analysis.  The reason I was struck was that fam-
ily systems therapy theory depends on some of 
the same Freudian principles the authors deni-
grates when family systems therapy is portrayed 
as a kid trying to take the place of the father.   
 

 Regardless, I find the whole tendency 
unnecessary, since, as Knapp himself claims, 
family systems therapy has already generated 
“much interest,” in the academic world.  (I think 
it is important to say also that Knapp wrote a 
groundbreaking book on the subject and, with 
Womack, also co-edited a special edition of the 
journal Style devoted specifically to the topic.)  
There is also an added, more serious, problem, 
one more detrimental to the book as a whole: 
nowhere in the text do any of the authors vali-
date their comments that a particular set of Freu-
dian principles are either no longer useful or 
based on either intellectualization or speculation.  
In fact, a more careful investigation into the cur-
rent clinical literature dealing with the Freudian 
concepts the authors here claim are either out-
dated and useless, will reveal how this is simply 
not so and, further, how these same concepts are 
indeed essential in everyday psychoanalytic 
practice.   Also, psychoanalytic-oriented literary 
criticism often focuses on the same issues the 
authors are interested in; i.e. family dynamics, 
sibling rivalry, aggression, etc.  I am sure, to 
give just one example, that all of the authors are 
familiar with the burgeoning interest among psy-
choanalysts on what has come to be known as 
the “interpersonal or interrelational psychoana-
lytic” school of thought, a school which, as its 
name indicates, focuses not on the individual as 
a unit but as inevitably related to others and, 
more specifically, to familial others.  This is, by 
the way, not a new idea, having its origins as far 
back—according to some—as the work of San-

dor Ferenczi.  (I am again focusing on a single 
psychoanalytic concept whose treatment I find 
lacking and problematic, to indicate a larger con-
cern with the same issue.  The same thing is true 
in the way this text discusses such concepts as 
aggression, the drives, etc.)  It is a bit puzzling, 
as a result, to understand the motivation behind 
this particular area aspect of the book.   
 

 Barring the reservations I have expressed 
above, I feel this is a terrific book, one whose 
overall strength lies in its making available one 
more lens from which to look at things.  Let me 
make a classical psychoanalytic point that is also 
embraced by family systems therapy theory.  It is 
time for the “new kid” to go out and thrive on 
her own without constant definition through an 
imagined, denigrated parent. 
 

 Gustavo Guerra, PhD, is an assistant 
professor of writing at George Washington Uni-
versity who previously taught at Buenos Aires, 
La Plata (in Argentina), Northern Illinois, and 
Penn State universities as well as Dartmouth 
College.  His numerous publications have ap-
peared in or are forthcoming as book chapters 
and in journals such as Style, Papers on Lan-
guage and Literature, the Journal of Speculative 
Philosophy, the Journal for the Psychoanalysis 
of Culture and Society, and the Journal of Aes-
thetic Education.  He is a candidate at the Wash-
ington Psychoanalytic Institute who can be con-
tacted at <gguerra@gwu@gwu.edu>.  

 
In Memoriam: Elizabeth Wirth  

Marvick (1925-2005) 
 

Betty Glad 
University of South Carolina 

 
 Elizabeth Marvick, author of two major 
psychobiographies, The Young Richelieu: A Psy-
choanalytic Approach to Leadership (1983) and 
Louis XIII: The Making of a King (1986), died in 
her sleep on the night of May 18, 2005.  She had 
played tennis the previous day and had a date for 
luncheon the day after her death.   
 

 A woman of extraordinary talent, with a 
wide range of interests, and a genuine relish for the 
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intellectual life, her work has been cut short.  A 
study of the Founders of the U.S. who lived near 
each other in Virginia was nearly complete at the 
time of her death.  Her goal was to study the geo-
graphic, cultural, class, and kinship ties connecting 
five Virginians (Washington, Jefferson, Madison, 
Marshall, and Edmund Randolph) to the creation 
of the U.S. government. 
 

Traditional psychoanalytic thought had a 
great impact on both her personal and intellectual 
life.  Her interpretative framework was primarily 
Freudian.  Though she avoided psychological 
lingo, she saw the infantile and early childhood 
body and related sexual activities and fantasies as 
crucial to the development of the adult political 
leader.  Her work on Louis XIII was a masterpiece 
along these lines.  With the drive and tenacity of a 
historian and detective, she translated the journal 
of Louis’s physician in which he noted, minute-by-
minute, every intake and outtake of the royal baby 
from the day he was born.  In addition, she discov-
ered many entries that had previously been edited 
and suppressed.  These included the physician’s 
concerns with Louis’s “constipation” in the first 
days of his life.  In describing his attempts at 
bowel training, the physician also noted Louis’s 
stubbornness.  Later entries gave evidence of the 
physician’s anxiety over Louis’s homosexual ten-
dencies.  Having discovered this controlling force 
at work in Louis’s life, Marvick began to do fur-
ther research on the life of the doctor, which led to 
her first paper on the two men, which was pub-
lished in the Journal of Interdisciplinary History in 
1974. 
 

 For this scholar she had a major impact.  
My analysis of presidents and their relations to 
their aides was inspired by her work on the impe-
rial courts.  She was also a woman of vigor, with 
strong opinions that she expressed diplomatically, 
with a sparkle in her eye whenever the talk turned 
serious.   
 

 Her approach to psychobiography, she ex-
plains, was a kind of “spiral analysis” in which one 
evaluates the relationships between childhood ex-
periences and adult decisions, a process which in 
turn leads to further investigation of the childhood, 
thus bringing to light new questions about the po-
litical behavior of the subject.  But she was also a 
historian, immersing herself in the tedious job of 

digging in large and small manuscript collections 
in an effort to find all the relevant and potentially 
available facts. 
  

Her early history prepared her for the rich 
life she would lead.  Her father, Louis Wirth, was 
the renowned sociologist of race relations, mass 
media, and public policy at the University of Chi-
cago.  Even before the civil rights movement in the 
US, the improvement of African-American rela-
tions and opportunities was a major concern of his.  
His oratorical skills and moral integrity were major 
touchstones for her.  Her mother, Mary Bolton, 
was born and raised in Paducah, Kentucky.  She 
met Louis when they were both students at the 
University of Chicago.  After their marriage, they 
both worked as social workers until Wirth's disser-
tation was finished.  For Elizabeth, her family pro-
vided her with a racially integrated social life when 
she was growing up and a setting in which she met 
many of the intellectual giants at the University of 
Chicago at the apex of its influence.   

 

Marvick earned her MA in political sci-
ence at the University of Chicago and then 
moved to Columbia University where she re-
ceived her PhD in American politics.  Like her 
mother before her, she also married a fellow stu-
dent, Dwaine Marvick, who later became an 
eminent political scientist. 

 

Her father never influenced her profes-
sional works directly, but most of the people who 
did were connected to him.  Over time she became 
close friends with Ed Shils, Nathan Leites, Maure 
Goldschmidt, and Harold Lasswell.  Later she met 
Fawn and Bernard Brodie, as well as other giants 
in American political, sociological and psychologi-
cal circles.   

 

She testified that she was influenced by 
Freudian psychology.  Elizabeth Marvick had read 
Freud’s work as a teenager, finding its explana-
tions of people’s functions to be compelling.  Dur-
ing her studies, she also followed the works of 
Harold Lasswell, although he had already left Chi-
cago, and she later came to know him personally.  
She also underwent a classical Freudian psycho-
analysis with Dora K. Hartmann in New York.  
According to her own testimony, they met four or 
five sessions per week for about two years between 
1948 and 1941 and employed a “pretty classical 
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Freudian interpretation” of the feminine psyche. 
 

Certainly she relished the role of mother 
and wife.  Quoting Margaret Mead in her interview 
in Clio’s Psyche, she noted that “children—or at 
least one’s own as Mead would have added—are 
more interesting than anything else and I became 
immersed in them.”  Her first son, Louis, was born 
in 1954, followed later by Andrew.  During this 
period she began to study the psychoanalytical 
studies that had been done on children. 

 

She also enjoyed, by her own testimony, a 
supportive relationship with her husband Dwaine.  
They stayed in touch with each other’s studies, and 
she found him, next to her father, the “least chau-
vinist man she knew.”  He was very proud of a 
most deserved honor when the Women’s Caucus 
named him a “Mentor of Distinction” for Political 
Science of the American Political Science Associa-
tion in 1991.   

 

Marvick's work, however, has not received 
the attention it merits.  This is partly the result, as 
she recognized, of the dislike of Freudian analysis 
in academic circles.  Her problems in finding a 
publisher for her book on Richelieu, though ulti-
mately placed with the prestigious University of 
Chicago Press, bear witness to this problem.  This 
might  have been due to the fact that her work was 
interdisciplinary and therefore could not easily be 
pegged.  But it was also undoubtedly due to the 
fact that she was an independent scholar—a 
woman without the place that would have given 
her work greater authority.  She taught at several 
different institutions - at Elmira College, CCNY, 
the American University in Paris, Cal Tech, the 
Claremont Graduate Institute, and UCLA.  But she 
was always freelancing.  Her stint at UCLA be-
tween 1960 and 1990, proved to be her longest 
academic connection.  There she taught courses on 
public opinion, propaganda, and the American 
Presidency.  She also was able to set up and teach 
on “a psychoanalytic approach to world leaders.”  

 

She also held positions in the following 
scholarly organizations: Western Society of French 
History, International Society of Political Psychol-
ogy, and the International Political Science Asso-
ciation of which she was one of the founders and 
Chair of the Research Committee. 

 

Marvick's thoughts on the relevance of 
psychobiography to political analysis can also be 
found in several articles, including: “Beyond the 
Narcissistic Leader: Toward Comparing Psycho-
political Roles,” found in Mind and Human Inter-
action (1997), and “Jefferson’s Personality and his 
Politics,” a paper written for The Psychohistory 
Review (1997) (which she said could have been 
called “Jefferson in a Nutshell,” if not for the unde-
sirable tone that it would have generated).  She 
also felt that she had an original interpretation of 
George Washington’s personality in “Family Im-
agery and Revolutionary Spirit” (in Mark J.  Ro-
zell, et al, eds., George Washington and the Ori-
gins of the American Presidency [2000]).  Her lat-
est work along these lines (which I co-authored 
with her) was “Personality Theory in the Analysis 
of Political Leadership” (to be published in The 
World of Political Science – the Development of 
the Discipline, IPSA Series, March 2006). 

 

Like many other outstanding women, 
Elizabeth Marvick was, at least in part, a product 
of her time and place.  No doubt influenced by her 
own inclinations and buttressed by a Freudian psy-
choanalysis, family came first and she pieced to-
gether a career around that primary fact.  It was a 
choice that was satisfying to her, but it also meant 
that like many other females, her voice was not 
heard as far and wide as it might otherwise have 
been. 
 

Betty Glad, PhD, is the Olin D. Johnston 
Professor of Political Science at the University of 
South Carolina.  She formerly taught at the Uni-
versity of Illinois, Urbana, and received her PhD 
from the University of Chicago.  She has appeared 
as a commentator on the PBS American Experi-
ence Series on Jimmy Carter, the McNeil Lehrer 
Report, and other national television and radio 
programs.  Professor Glad’s publications include 
Striking First (co-editor); The Russian Transfor-
mation: Political, Sociological and Psychological 
Aspects (co-editor and contributor); Jimmy 
Carter: In Search of the Great White House; The 
Psychological Dimensions of War; Key Pittman; 
and Charles Evans Hughes and the Illusions of 
Innocence.  Presently, she is working on a volume 
covering Jimmy Carter’s foreign policy advisors.  
Dr. Glad’s awards include the Frank D. Goodnow  
Award of the American Political Science Associa-<><><>CP<><><> 
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tion (2000) and the Harold Lasswell Award of the 
International Society for Political Psychology 
(1997).  She has served as president of the Interna-
tional Society for Political Psychology and of the 
Presidency Group of the American Political Sci-
ence Association, as well as vice president of the 
American Political Science Association.  She may 
be reached at <glad@gwm.sc.edu>.  

 

 

Booth and Fuchsman Continue the 
Dialogue on Online Education  

 

This letter is a continuation of the dialogue on 
online education started in the Teaching Psychohistory 
Special Issue—Part I (December, 2005) when the editor 
interviewed Professor Kenneth Fuchsman of the Univer-
sity of Connecticut about his online education program.  
My goal is to address some of Fuchsman’s notions, while 
offering some additional thoughts from my perspective as 
a teacher online and in the classroom. 

 

While Fuchsman argues that there are many areas 
of overlap between classroom and online education, I have 
experienced only some.  In the online instance, for exam-
ple, the professor never sees or comes to know students as 
persons; the closest one gets to “knowing” students is 
knowing about them via a student “bio” and students’ 
ideas in e-mails, formal papers, and discussion areas.  On 
the other hand, in the classroom, particularly with twenty-
five to thirty-five students, this can happen frequently both 
inside and outside the classroom, and it does in my field of 
psychology.  There is no substitute for the student’s need 
to “see,” since watching or seeing greatly contributes to a 
sense of cognitive comprehension and interpretation of the 
professor, an important dimension of the educational proc-
ess.          

 

Both online and classroom education are commit-
ted to information-sharing, but the mode of transmitting 
information differs greatly between the two.  In the class-
room, students both see and hear an actual person, with 
emphases and gesticulations, challenging ideas and sharing 
ways of framing information.  In classrooms, students ac-
tually see a learned person, while online learning permits 
only reading and writing. The reading level of the Ameri-
can population has decreased dramatically over the past 
decade, and to teach only to the reading and writing modes 
severely limits many students whose development was 
replete with pictorial and auditory modes of learning (e.g., 
television, hearing others, video games).  Given this real-
ity, the utilization of a combination of pictorial, auditory, 
and reading modes in the classroom would appear superior 

to the limits of online learning.  Even the gifted online 
student learns better when multi-modal educational strate-
gies are in place.   

 

Not every discipline or every course should be 
taught online, nor should students necessarily self-select 
for online courses.  A significant amount of course mate-
rial, especially in psychology, frequently leads to student 
confusion, misapplication of information, anxiety, self-
diagnosis, and even obsession.  These difficulties may not 
be noticed by an online instructor unless the student spe-
cifically mentions them.  In the classroom, the professor 
has a significantly better chance of “reading” students’ 
facial and other body cues, and sometimes being able to 
offset potential learning inhibitors before they become 
barriers to learning.  I have discovered that courses such as 
Theories of Personality and Abnormal Psychology contain 
information that can be particularly ego-threatening.  Stu-
dents’ conclusions often manifest like this: “Given all of 
these symptoms, I must be schizophrenic,” or “Does this 
information mean that I will become an alcoholic like my 
father?”  “Since I was abused and there is an abuse cycle, 
will I be a predator, too?”  Further, students are often 
plagued by fears of betrayal, pressures to be perfect, and 
deep-seated preoccupations with real or imagined inade-
quacies.  Some live with drug addictions, gender or sexual 
orientation confusion, binge drinking, or debilitating and 
severe loneliness.  Some are self-mutilators or have eating 
disorders.  Some are even suicidal.  Students bring these 
sensitive topics into the offices of the clinical faculty, and 
we hear them every day.  A professor must help students 
place these notions in proper perspective without becom-
ing students’ therapists.  Online education cannot do this, 
since it merely imparts information about these life-
challenges without addressing potential inner turmoil.   

 

While, like Fuchsman, I have experienced “the 
spontaneous group interaction…that can be magical” in 
online classes, these experiences occur in remote and asyn-
chronous ways and these “miracles” also happen in class-
rooms.  There, the response is immediate and personal.  I 
also agree with Fuchsman that students do, in some ways, 
identify with an “unseen professor” in online courses, but I 
perceive that online students identify with an ersatz person 
only.  At most, they project onto, or experience transfer-
ence toward, a Freudian “object” or imago, that is, no 
more than a cognitive construction of a person derived 
solely from a professor’s picture and, absent that, only the 
professor’s written words.  There is an Eriksonian under-
identification with the professor in the online venue due, in 
part, to a lack of both in-body presence and the modeling, 
or observational learning, that occurs in classrooms all the 
time. 

 

We often underestimate the importance of model-
ing for our students.  What we cannot do online is show 
students the manner in which an idea or argument might be 
thought through or a problem might be dissected and ef-
fectively solved.  Neither can we model personality traits 

Letters to the Editor 
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that are conducive to good teaching or being a professional 
adult, nor can we show them subtextual (i.e., “incidential”) 
information such as body movements, facial reactions, 
patience in teaching, or rational behavior in the face of 
disagreement.  It is easy to overlook or forget the fact that 
professors may be the first people students have met who 
are truly serious about learning. 

 

It is generally accepted that true modeling is con-
ducive to the introjection (incorporation) of parts of the 
other.  In the classroom, unlike online, students directly 
introject (take in) some of the ways of thinking, framing 
ideas, and drawing inferences that professors model.  

 

Unlike Professor Fuchsman, I have found no dif-
ference in the way students react to me online or in the 
classroom, other than the fact that many students approach 
me informally when I teach in the classroom.  I have not 
sensed that I am perceived as a father figure online any 
more than I am in a classroom.  I do believe that ego de-
velopment occurs in the classroom to a greater extent than 
it does online, partly due to the immediacy of the introjec-
tions discussed above.   

 

Finally, the last word about differential “student 
success” with course outcomes is certainly not yet settled.  
Most of the information we have about success with online 
learning is anecdotal.  I am reminded of the book , No Sig-
nificant Difference, that still stands at the forefront when 
comparing online to classroom learning outcomes.  If one 
considers only measurable outcomes and not the processes 
and human interactions that bring these outcomes about, 
the author concludes that there is no statistically significant 
difference between online and classroom learning relative 
to these measurable outcomes.  But, regardless of whether 
this null is eventually struck down or not, the fundamental 
question remains: “Are teaching and learning nothing 
more than the acquisition of information measurable by 
tools that quantify outcome success?” If so, online learning 
is affirmatively responsive to this question.  However, I 
view the learning as fundamentally natural and human, 
with powerful adaptive functions.  This means that adding 
technological tools to the process is unnecessary, albeit 
practical at times.  The purest form of learning occurs 
when human beings come together and share an experi-
ence in person, face to face.  I see no type of human inter-
action more real or natural than this.   

 

For my part, I will continue to teach online 
courses for one reason only:  for some students, the alter-
native is the inability to takes classes at all.  Nonetheless, I 
remain convinced that it is only in the classroom that we 
can experience the miracles in the moment and watch the 
“light bulbs” turn on when a student finally sees the truth 
of what is being taught and learned.  
 

Richard Booth, PhD, is Professor of Psychology 
at Black Hawk College, Moline, Illinois.  He is also a li-
censed psychotherapist with Diplomate status and Adjunct 
Professor of Behavioral Science at University of Maryland 
University College in Adelphi, MD.  Dr.Booth has pub-

lished widely in professional journals and can be reached 
at boothr@bhc.edu. 

 

Ken Fuchsman Responds 
 

 Professor Booth does not believe online education 
can offer students the educational quality of in-person 
classes.  I believe a fullness and richness of being can oc-
cur when all five senses are active and people meet face-
to-face, and the in-person college lecture is one of those 
places where such educational richness happens.  But the 
fullness of being accompanies humanity into settings 
where people do not meet face-to-face and where all 
senses are not equally employed.  Profound realizations 
can occur while reading Crime and Punishment, hearing a 
tape recorded college lecture, watching Saving Private 
Ryan, listening to recordings of Stravinsky or Coltrane, 
and even during a discussion in an asynchronous online 
college class. 
 

 To look at the contemporary college lecture 
course as natural while the online class as not, as Professor 
Booth does, involves some misunderstandings.  He writes: 
“I view the learning process as fundamentally natural and 
human, with powerful adaptive functions.  This means that 
adding technological tools to this process is unneces-
sary” (p. 4).  Earlier in the paper, the author does recognize 
the interconnection between technology and education 
when he advocates combining “pictorial, auditory, and 
reading modes in the classroom” and using “multi-modal 
educational strategies” (p. 2).  Before the hi-tech class-
room, higher education for centuries has relied on the mass 
produced book, a technological marvel courtesy of the 
printing press.  Though Professor Booth claims the educa-
tional process is natural, the contemporary college class is 
a cultural creation with technology an integral part of it. 
 

 It is not then an issue of technology versus natu-
ralness, but as to whether something essential to learning is 
lost when the move is made from a face-to-face educa-
tional setting to an asynchronous online educational envi-
ronment.  Dr. Booth is convinced that it is “only in the 
classroom that we can experience the miracles in the mo-
ment and watch the ‘light bulbs’ turn on when a student 
finally sees the truth of what is being taught and 
learned” (pp. 4- 5).  I disagree. 
 

 Much of the learning that goes on in college 
courses occurs outside of the classroom.  A student reads a 
textbook in a library, or scans a scholarly article online.  
Students often study together. The moment the light bulb 
goes off for the student may occur during the professor’s 
lecture or in an in-person classroom discussion. It may just 
as well happen while the student is reading alone late at 
night or in a conversation with classmates in the cafeteria. 
That moment of illumination can also occur when a stu-
dent in an online class reads some exchanges between stu-
dents and the professor that took place two days before, 
but somehow hits home when the online student reads it 
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for the first time.  The face-to-face synchronous classroom 
is not the exclusive locale of educational miracles.  
 

 Professor Booth believes an online instructor is 
not in a good a position to perceive when students are hav-
ing academic difficulties. He writes: a “significant amount 
of course material…frequently leads to student confu-
sion….  In the classroom…the professor has a signifi-
cantly better chance of ‘reading’ students’ facial and other 
body cues, and sometimes being able to offset these poten-
tial learning inhibitors” (p. 2).  While perceptive professors 
in the small classes of twenty-five to thirty-five that Pro-
fessor Booth favors may be able to read the body language 
of most of the students, this is less likely to happen in 
classes of fifty or a hundred students.  Dr. Booth also be-
lieves that student difficulties in comprehending the course 
material “may not be noticed by an online instructor unless 
the student specifically mentions them” (p. 2).   
 

 The online professor though does have ways of 
knowing when students are having academic problems. In 
the online classes at the University of Connecticut, where I 
teach, students have to post written answers to academic 
questions weekly or bi-weekly.  The online instructor does 
not have to “read” the student’s cues; he or she has submit-
ted written assignments that reveal the extent to which the 
student understands the course material.  When an online 
instructor realizes a student has academic difficulties, the 
professor writes privately to the student and works in pri-
vate to assist the student.  
 

 The online class requires more regular and fre-
quent student “recitations” than can often occur in a three 
credit 150 minute class with twenty-five to thirty-five stu-
dents.  This semester I have an online section with 29 stu-
dents.  We have completed the fifth week of the semester.  
There have been 619 postings and mailings in the class, 
almost 124 a week, and an average of over 20 per student.  
The online class is not as limited in class time as is the 
face-to-face class; there is generally more writing and dis-
cussion in the online class than is possible in the restricted 
class time of the in-person class. The online instructor then 
has a better chance of quickly catching the troubled stu-
dent than in those face-to-face courses where there is not 
frequent writing.    
 

 One of Dr. Booth’s main worries that the online 
classroom is not as authentic and real as is the face-to-face 
classroom.  He says online students who might identify 
with their professor “identify with an ersatz person only” 
who is “ no more than a cognitive construction of a per-
son” (p. 3).  He says, we can not demonstrate online “the 
manner in which an argument might be thought through or 
a problem might be dissected,” nor can we model 
“patience in teaching, or rational behavior in the face of 
disagreement” (pp. 3-4).  He writes: “the purest form of 
learning occurs when human beings come together and 
share an experience in-person, face-to-face.  I see no type 
of human interaction more real or natural than this” (p. 4). 
 

 What makes communal face-to-face educational 

experience a purer form of learning than say Einstein 
working primarily alone to discover the basics of relativity 
theory?  Why the elevation of the face-to-face classroom 
experience over other forms of learning? Certainly there 
are peak educational experiences occurring regularly in 
face-to-face classes, in direct personal encounters, in soli-
tary reading, and in online discussions.  Ironically, there is 
often more “human interaction” in asynchronous classes 
than in many face-to-face classes, particularly those that 
are straight lectures with little or no classroom discussion. 
 

 An instructor who is genuine, knowledgeable, 
forthright and caring can communicate his or her authen-
ticity in writing to online students.  As well, many students 
open up, are intellectually adventurous, personally honest, 
and engage in meaningful discussions with their class-
mates in the online environment.  It is not the medium 
alone that determines authenticity, but the way persons 
communicate and their willingness to learn.  There are 
many ways for both online and in-person professors and 
students to be real and many ways of creating public per-
sonas that disguise “real” selves.   
 

 The fact that in online classes, people know each 
other through reading and writing does not mean that we 
identify with someone artificial.  In reading St. 
Augustine’s Confessions or The Education of Henry Ad-
ams do we believe we have encountered “a cognitive con-
struction” or do many of us believe that the deepest feel-
ings have been communicated through writing?  If we be-
lieve the latter, then there is a chance the real personhood 
of the instructor can come through in the online environ-
ment.  Dissecting an argument, modeling patience, and 
conducting rational discussions during disagreements oc-
cur in online classroom discussions and in many other ven-
ues, such as scholarly journals, where writing and reading 
are the main means of communication. 
 

 Is there something of special educational value 
that can occur when people encounter each other in-person 
that is different than what happens when they are not 
physically together? Of course there is.  But human learn-
ing takes many forms.  There can be authenticity in-person 
to person interaction and in primarily written communica-
tion, such as email exchanges or personal correspondence.  
Like many others, I personally have witnessed many magi-
cal educational moments in both face-to-face and online 
classrooms. There is little justification in claiming one of 
these natural and the other not fully real, when both are 
cultural constructions dependent on technology. If we rec-
ognize the diverse ways educational experiences occurs, 
we can let ourselves be open to the real educational oppor-
tunities prevalent in both online and in-person education, 
and continue our pursuit of excellence in education.  
 

Kenneth Fuchsman, EdD, just stepped down as 
Executive Program Director of the Bachelor of General 
Studies program at the University of Connecticut to teach 
online interdisciplinary courses full-time at UCONN.  His 
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 Psychobiography of Argentine Politicians,” was 
published due to a combination of computer and 
human error.  We recommend that you read the 
longer version, which contains much more bio-
graphical and childhood materials, under “Sample 
Articles” on our website cliospsyche.org or at 
http://crab.rutgers.edu/~goertzel/Grondona Ar gen-
tinePols.doc.  Apologies to Peter Petschauer for 
omitting his name from the thank you notes for 
patrons in the last two issues.  OUR THANKS: To 
our members and subscribers for the support that 
makes Clio’s Psyche possible.  To Benefactors 
Herbert Barry and Ralph Colp; Patrons David 
Beisel, Andrew Brink, Mary Lambert, Peter 
Loewenberg, David Lotto, Peter Petschauer, and 
Shirley Stewart; Sustaining Member Jacques 
Szaluta; Supporting Member Leon Solomon; and 
Members Alan Elms, Richard Harrison, Harry 
Keyishian, Marvin Leibowitz, Richard Morrock, 
Stanley Teitelbaum, Hanna Turken.  Our apprecia-
tion to Forum hosts Ralph Colp, Mary Lambert, 
and Connalee and Lee Shneidman.  Our thanks for 
thought provoking materials to Ken Adams, Fred 
Alford, James Anderson, David Beisel, Dick 
Booth, Don Carveth, Dereck Daschke, Dan Dervin, 
Nancy Dobosiewicz, Joseph Dorinson, David 
Felix, Kenneth Fuchsman, Anna Geifman, Betty 
Glad, Ted Goertzel, Gustavo Guerra, Jean Hant-
man, John Jacob Hartman, Donald Hughes, Don 
Kantrowitz, Daniel Klenbort, Joan Lachkar, Henry 
Lawton, Ruth Dale Meyer, Vivian Rosenberg, 
Howard Stein, Jacques Szaluta, and Nancy Unger.  
Our thanks to Nancy Dobosiewicz and Theresa 
Graziano for proofing/Publisher 2003 software ap-
plication, and Tom Ossa for computer instruction/
website development, and David Beisel for layout 
development.  We wish to thank our numerous 
referees, who must remain anonymous.  

research specialties are in the Freudian Oedipus complex 
and interdisciplinary studies.  Dr. Fuchsman can be met 
face-to-face at Psychohistory Forum Work-In-Progress 
Seminar Meetings and reached at<ken.fuchsman@uconn. 
edu>.  

 

Bulletin Board 
 

The next Psychohistory Forum Work-In-
Progress Saturday Seminar will be on April 8, 
2006 when David Lotto will present “The Psycho-
history of Vengeance.”  Subsequent 2006 presen-
tations will include Eli Sagan on a “Secular Sacred 
Response to Fundamentalism” and a session                                                             
on suicide and on suicidal terrorism.   CONFER-
ENCES:  The theme of the 29th annual meetings of 
the International Society of Political Psychology 
(ISPP) in  Barcelona on July 12-16, 2006 will be 
“The Political Psychology of Liberation and Oppres-
sion.”  At the 29th Annual International Psychohis-
torical Association (IPA) meetings at Fordham 
University in Manhattan on June 7-9, 2006, stu-
dents will be allowed in free for the first time.  
NOTES ON MEMBERS: Peter Loewenberg 
will assume the Sir Peter Ustinov Chair on Preju-
dice in Vienna this June, entailing  extensive lec-
turing and seminar leadership in German.  David 
James Fisher recently published, “In Memoriam: 
Rudolf Ekstein (1912-2005),” American Imago, 
Vol. 62 (2) 2005, pp. 225-233 and “The Corre-
spondence of Bruno Bettelheim and Rudolf Ek-
stein. l. Introduction. 2. The Correspondence,” 
Psychoanalysis and History, Vol. 8 (1) 2006, pp. 
65-124.  Flora Hogman gave the talk, “The Dou-
ble Edged Sword of Memory: Issues and Conflicts 
Faced by Survivors Remembering Their Holocaust 
Experiences,” last December at the La Mama 
Theater in Manhattan.   Paul H. Elovitz on Febru-
ary 14 gave the talk, “Darwin: The Man” to the 
Ramapo College History Club. WELCOME: To 
new members Marvin Leibowitz and Stanley 
Teitelbaum, New Jersey psychologist/
psychoanalysts.  CORRECTIONS:  In the De-
cember 2005 issue in the article, “Remembering 
Paul Roazen,” Eduardo Weisman should read Edu-
ardo Weiss (p. 137) and in “Paul Roazen: In Mem-
oriam,” Tausk’s analyst and Freud's analysand was 
Helene Deutsch rather than Lou Salome as printed 
(p. 166).  Also, the shorter version, “Mariano 
Grondona on the Psychobiography of Argentine 
Politicians,” of Ted Goertzel’s article, “The 

 
 

Call for Papers 
 

The Psychology of Sports 
       (Due April 10, 2006)  

 

     Articles of 500-1500 words (and one long piece) 
are welcome.  Go to our website for a detailed Call for Papers.  

Cliospsyche.org 
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