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The Psychology of Election 2016
A Presidential Psychobiographer’s
Countertransference to Trump
Paul H. Elovitz—The Psychohistory Forum
Abstract: A presidential psychobiographer with 30 years of experience probes his countertransference feelings toward Donald
Trump. He uses his own unconscious as revealed in slips and his
dreams to help understand how he wants to proceed in writing
about a biographical subject with values he disdains.
Keywords: presidential psychobiographer, countertransference,
Trump
The Challenge of Presidential Psychobiography
As a presidential psychobiographer, I monitor my feelings
for the insights they give me into those I research and write about
and the choices I make in the process. Since 1976 I have been doing psychohistorical studies of presidential candidates and presidents. A number of fine colleagues have been my collaborators in
this endeavor. The results have been presented at the Association
for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society, the International
Psychohistorical Association, the International Society of Political
Psychology, the Institute for Psychohistory, the Psychohistory Forum, and elsewhere. In all, in five journals I have over 40 publications on presidents and candidates, including “Trump’s Celebrity
Politics and Psychobiography” (Clio’s Psyche, March 2016, Vol.
22, No. 4, 277-285). My 11,000-word comparison of Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump is scheduled for publication in the Journal of
Psychohistory in its fall 2016 issue.
In writing my first article as a presidential psychobiographer
I slipped into pathologizing when I labeled Carter a narcissist,
something I have always regretted. This choice was made because
my anxiety about publishing took the form of wanting the protection of theory. At the time of the decision, I was sitting in a psychoanalytic class on narcissism and borderline conditions and it felt
good to have a label. While Carter has strong narcissistic tendencies, so do most who run for the presidency. I was responding to
my own needs, more than Carter’s reality. This brings up the issue
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of the feelings involved in immersing oneself in another’s life in
therapy and in psychobiography. In psychoanalysis the feelings
and fantasies the patient has about the analyst are called the transference and those that the analyst has for the patient are called the
countertransference. (As a psychobiographer I see myself as like
the analyst.) The countertransference has two sources. One, what
the subject induces in the biographer and two, what the biographer
brings to the subject. Whatever their origin, the psychobiographer
must deal with the feelings and fantasies involved to determine
their origin and meaning in the struggle to understand the subject
while immersing her or himself in the data of the person’s life. After my regrettable experience in labeling Carter, I have generally
avoided psychological labels, and when I have used them it has
been in a tentative manner—as suggestions, not definitive explanations. Labeling tends to close doors and I am interested in opening
doors to a deeper understanding.
The 2016 candidates present a special opportunity and challenge. There is an enormous amount of material on them since both
have been in the public eye for a very long time. Hillary Diane Rodham Clinton has written an autobiography and four other books,
given many speeches, appeared before Congress many times, been
interviewed innumerable times, and has had many books written
about her. Donald John Trump is a loquacious celebrity who has
given many interviews, written many books, been a television star
with his own program for 14 years, and has been a media magnet
with numerous articles and books written about him. Both have
strong supporters and fervent detractors. For decades, authors have
made quite a lot of money denouncing each of them. It is easy to
become overwhelmed by the sheer volume of materials. I have
strong countertransference feelings to Trump which is why I focus
on him and my feelings to him in this article.
Probing My Unconscious as a Tool in Understanding My Work
on Trump
It has been my practice since 1996 to write comparative
psychobiographical and psycho-political studies of the candidates.
Empathy has been a major tool as I sought to understand their family backgrounds, childhoods, coping mechanisms, leadership styles,
life crises, and personality traits. This approach helps me to be fair
to both the Democratic and Republican probable nominees and
avoid showing my personal electoral preferences to my colleagues
and students. Although I have struggled very hard to do so, this
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year it has been extremely difficult to be even handed, which is
why I am writing this separate article on my own countertransference feelings regarding Trump.
There are various tools I use to probe my unconscious feelings toward the candidates. One is to check for slips of the tongue
and finger. In comparing Bush and Gore I noticed that on a number
of occasions I typed “Bore” instead of Gore. In fact, during the
2000 campaign I did find Gore to be boring at times, more so than
Bush. Dreams have been an invaluable tool for understanding my
own relationship with the candidates. On April 17, 2016 at 4:00
A.M. I awakened sweating profusely in a cold room with a dream
about Trump that took place in two parts.
Part One: Ther e wer e two old r ather lar ge stabletype buildings with some old fencing similar to that
found around racetracks or stables. One of these
long stable-like buildings was on my left and the
other was straight ahead. Coming out from the one
on my left was Donald Trump. He walked toward
me and I gave him some sort of brief greeting and he
gave me a shorter one. We were both guarded in our
manner.
Part Two: I am pr octor ing an exam in a dar kish
room with large doors ahead. There were only four
students, two of whom are identified in the dream.
One is Donald Trump and the other is a 32-year-old
student in my Holocaust seminar who is from the
Czech Republic and who works as a nanny. I was
standing in front of Donald’s desk to keep him from
cheating or leaving the room prematurely. Then he
is standing and I am nose to nose with him, quite
confident he will not cheat or go past me through the
large doors into the light. I feel good.
My associations to the dream: it was on the day before my
birthday and I was feeling good, thinking about what I wanted to do
to celebrate. This included climbing the small mountain across
from my house from which I can see the big picture of lakes in two
directions and buying balloons to celebrate rather than just relying
on the leftover balloons from my wife’s recent birthday. In short, I
was feeling very good about myself and unusually confident. The
horse setting has to do with the presidential primary campaign,
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which is traditionally referred to as a horse race. A racetrack setting also brings to mind the Republican’s history of being a sportsman.
My interpretation of the dreams is as follows. Trump’s
cheating is related to my sense that as a celebrity, businessman, and
politician he cheats whenever possible. He calls foul as he has lately because Ted Cruz has been working to get some of the delegates
he thought he won. In the dreams I stand my ground before a man
who is inclined to steam roll anyone who does not agree with him.
My standing up to Trump is related to my decision to write how I
feel about him, rather than maintaining a nonpartisan stance as I
have previously as a presidential psychobiographer. Our values are
simply at loggerheads, as I will spell out below.
Conflicting Values and Concerns about Trump as President
Trump is a master of celebrity culture, in which the distinctions between fantasy and reality and fame and infamy are blurred.
To my mind, he represents some of the worst elements of contemporary culture with its focus on celebrities and the “in your face”
display of ambition, power, and wealth. Long before I knew anything about his political ambitions, my sensibilities were offended
by the sheer grandiosity embodied in the bronzed letters of the
name “Trump Place” over a whole series of buildings facing the
West Side Highway of Manhattan. A large billboard on the highway specifically names Trump for sponsoring the road’s clean-up.
The more I researched Trump, the more convinced I became
that his claims to competence are not based on reality. He is the
son of a multi-millionaire while portraying himself as a self-made
man. As a businessman he is inclined to over-extend himself, calling first on his family and then the banks to save him. “He proudly
boasts, ‘I am the king of debt,’ but then says ‘debt is bad for the
country’” (Matt Flegenheimer and Amy Chozick, “Clinton Says
Trump Would Cause a Recession and ‘Global Panic,’” New York
Times, June 22, 2016, A14). In the past the banks bailed Trump out
as “too big to fail,” but there is monumental danger to the U.S. and
the world economies from a reckless leader who speaks of selling
off America’s assets and getting creditors to renegotiate the national debt. As in the case of debt being good for him and bad for the
country, Trump maintains double standards in aspects of business
and life.
As a citizen and political psychobiographer, I am offended
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by Trump’s lack of experience in governance. Whether or not I
agree with their approach to the vitally important subject of U.S.
policy and how our resources should be utilized and for whom, I
want our occupant of the Oval Office to be a serious person with
lots of relevant political experience. Trump has no experience in
government, a contempt for politicians, and a lack of curiosity
about what he doesn’t know. The latter is partly a result of his having been a very rich man and TV star for a long period of time,
which meant most people simply agreed with him. When people,
especially politicians, go to the very rich, they usually want money
or endorsements; they are not there to argue the fine points of politics. In addition, Trump is noted for having a very short attention
span that a high level employee of his timed as limited to 26 seconds. The employee writes that this is a very good thing, however,
I see as a serious deficit in a leader who must make life and death
decisions that impact the nation and the world (Harry Hurt III, Lost
Tycoon: The Many Lives of Donald J. Trump, 1993, 18). I worry
about his being thin skinned and personalizing any criticism, rather
than examining its merits. I am repelled by his racism and sexism.
Furthermore, I am troubled by the cult of personality that he encourages.

Respect for the Constitution, the facts, loyalty, and prior
commitments are virtues I hold in high regard. Trump, however, in
making political statements shows an indifference to constitutional
realities and often an indifference to the facts. He developed a political base as a “birther”—denying Obama’s birth in Honolulu,
even though Obama’s U.S. citizenship is well documented. His
lack of loyalty is well known. Three examples come to mind.
First, after a long friendship with the boxer Mike Tyson, when the
heavy weight champion was defeated Trump shocked some of his
entourage by going not to Tyson’s dressing room, but rather the
new champion’s. Trump feared that Tyson losing would “rub off”
on him (Hurt, 264). Second, when his mentor Roy Cohn, who had
not even charged his friend Donald for some of his legal advice,
was dying of AIDS, Trump distanced himself from him. Finally,
when three of his top employees died in a helicopter crash, he used
the occasion to get publicity, claiming initially that he was supposed to be on the flight with them (Hurt, 42). Loyalty from others
is another matter. Showing off to a friend, at age 43 Trump asked
his bodyguard and sometimes chauffeur, “Would you kill for me?”
The answer was, “Yes Sir Mr. Trump” (Hurt, 249). What kind of
person asks such a question?
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In researching Donald Trump I have to confront the fact that
he is a very different personality than I am. He enjoys dominating
others and shows little concern for who gets hurt, while I worry
about hurting the feelings of others and claiming more credit than I
deserve. His father’s mantra of be a winner, “be a killer” was alien
to my family. My life has been enriched by probing my unconscious and struggling against my narcissistic tendencies, while
Trump sees his narcissism as a good thing and wants little to do
with introspection. I learned from a long analysis and group therapy, while Trump left his one session with a psychiatrist (marital
therapy with his first wife), promising to never come back. He is a
libertine who wanted an open marriage with his first wife, while I
value marital fidelity. I value knowledge and am proud of being a
professor, while Trump looks down on professors as not making
much money and had a totally unaccredited money-making scheme
called Trump University, which is under investigation for fraud. In
researching and writing about him I have to take into account that
we are very different personalities.
Searching for the Origins of Trump’s Personality
Empathy is a tool that I have used to gain insight into political leaders, some of whom I would never vote for or am even repelled by. I was able to use it with Trump, but not as effectively as
with most other candidates. What did it mean to two-year-old Donny Trump when, after having her fifth child, his mother had a hysterectomy, peritonitis, three other operations, and almost died? I do
not now know, but I hope to find out in the future. When at about
20 months Jimmy Carter had colitis and a baby sister was born, I
was able to establish the origin of his reaction formation leading to
his nervous smile when he felt aggressive. I have much less data
on the Republican’s early childhood than on Carter’s or even Bill
Clinton’s. I do know that Little Donald as a three year old was described as “quite jolly… a beautiful little boy, very blond and buttery,” but he would form the self-image of being a “very bad boy”
who had to be sent to a military academy at age 13 to learn discipline (Gwenda Blair, Donald Trump: The Candidate, 2015, 8, 11).
It is clear that he had enormous energy and an irrepressible quality
that would lead to his having trouble fitting in at school. Little is
known about discipline in his family, beyond that there were time
outs and paddling with a wooden spoon. Building houses, which is
what his father did for a living, was his preferred activity, showing
an early identification with him. Donald proudly recounts borrowing his little brother’s blocks to make his structure even higher and
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then gluing it together. There is no mention of parental concern for
his brother’s feelings at the loss of his blocks or Donny’s being disciplined. I suspect that as a boy he had an attention deficit hyperactivity disorder.
Donny Trump gained attention as the family troublemaker
who claimed to have given a black eye to a second grade music
teacher and raised a ruckus by throwing spitballs, water balloons,
and even cake at a birthday party. In his own words he was “very
aggressive” and “a troublemaker,” who “had a habit of mouthing
off everybody, while backing off to no one” (Elovitz, “Trump’s Celebrity Politics,” 279). His eldest sister Maryanne said, “He was a
brat” (Timothy O’Brien, TrumpNation: The A rt of Being the Donald, 2005, 49).
In summer camp at age 13 before being sent off to military
school, when things were not going well for Donald he would lay
on the bed of his cabin staring at “Trump 59,” which he had painted
on the inside of the door. I thought of how at age 13 at times I
would feel no one in the world understood me and I would spend
time alone, daydreaming of grandiose accomplishments, and being
totally self-absorbed. Was young Donald’s solution to this common teenage angst to develop or strengthen the grandiose self that
would be the genesis of Trump Atlantic City Casino, Trump Books,
Trump’s Carousel, Trump’s Castle, Trump Classic Cars, Trump
Drinks, Trump Education, Trump Ice, Trump Pageants, Trump Palace, Trump Parc, Trump Payroll, Trump Resorts, Trump Restaurants, Trump Steaks, Trump Tower, Trump Ties, Trump University,
and anything else he could get his name on? Is this a defense
against feeling abandoned and unloved as his parents were about to
send him to New York Military Academy? I suspect that buried
deeply in his almost lifelong grandiosity is a sad and vulnerable boy
who is unable to make close friends because he is too competitive
to allow anyone near him, as described by his first year military
academy roommate. A boy who is trying to get the attention of a
critical workaholic father whose mantra for his sons was be a winner, be a king, “be a killer” (Michael D’Antonio. Never Enough:
Trump and the Pursuit of Success, 2015, 39). Trump’s need for
things and the applause of others is insatiable, which is why D’Antonio chose his Never Enough title.
In voting for a president, I look for someone who is closely
connected to reality, has considerable political experience, and is
focused on helping people. Donald J. Trump is further from ful-
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filling these standards than any of the many presidential hopefuls I
have probed in the last 30 years. Regardless of who is elected this
November, as an Eriksonian participant observer and psychobiographer, I will continue to probe my unconscious as I follow our politics and the decisions made by the president of the world’s leading
nation.
Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, is a founding faculty member at
Ramapo College who previously taught at Temple, Rutgers, and
Fairleigh Dickinson universities. After taking his doctoral degree
in history he trained in psychoanalysis for eight years and practiced as a psychotherapist for over a quarter century. Dr. Elovitz is
founder and director of Psychohistory Forum and the founding editor of Clio’s Psyche, as well as a Contributing Editor of the Journal of Psychohistory. He is a founding member and past president
of the International Psychohistorical Association (IPA). His over
325 publications are mostly on political psychobiography, the history of psychohistory, psychohistorical methodology, and teaching.
He may be contacted at cliospsycheeditor@gmail com. 

Humiliation, Salvation, and Complicity on
the 2016 Campaign Trail
David Beisel—RCC-SUNY
Two weeks before the presidential election of 2008 I presented a paper at Rutgers University on the semi-conscious collective fantasy that was then, in part, driving candidate Obama’s popularity. Called “Presidential Savior Fantasies & the Election of
Barack Obama,” that paper was published in Clio’s Psyche in
March of the following year (Vol. 15, no. 4, March 2009), and
contains extensive verbal and visual evidence from multiple media
sources.
That paper argued that when groups are gripped with fear of
the group’s imminent demise, or when group members imagine
such a danger or feel particularly powerless, they often choose an
outsider to come in as a new leader and “save” them. This
“messianic fantasy” endows outsiders with a projected imaginary
charisma which allows group members to expect their idealized
savior to come to their rescue by restoring group solidarity. This
well-known phenomenon takes place in both small groups—say, a
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change in managers, appointment of a new CEO or coach—and in
large groups—a Napoleon or a Hitler.
Part of the presidential election cycle for 2016 includes this
fantasy, on both right and left. The pundits and analysts have told
us again and again that the Trump and Sanders phenomena are in
their own ways the result of a single collective sentiment: the disillusionment and anger of an electorate sick of the insider Washington “Establishment.” The polls bear this out.
Trump is clearly an “outsider,” but it may seem hard to see
Sanders in that light since he has served in Congress for several
decades. Still, we know what the pundits mean: Sanders has always been an “Independent” and began the primary race as an
avowed “Socialist,” not the usual prescription for political success
in America. In any case, what matters here is collective fantasy,
not reality, and I think a good case can be made for Sanders, like
Trump, being cast in the role of a messianic outsider.
This is only a part of the 2016 campaign, of course, since it
is made up of many complicated strands of opinion, perception, and
reality. Take Donald Trump for example. Many group-fantasy
reasons help account for his popularity, including his followers’
identification with his narcissism and their fantasies of, like him,
being a “successful” businessman, imagining themselves as billionaires and vicariously enjoying all that status’ attendant power.
Trump has also given permission for people to think in stereotypes
and channel open hatred against scapegoat groups.
Nevertheless, behind these multiple group-fantasy roles lies
one additional major theme easily recognizable by any observer.
Humiliation, a long-term trend in American “reality” television—
American Idol, The Biggest Loser, Trump’s own The A pprentice
(“You’re fired!”)—has now been transferred to the political stage
and become a deplored but acceptable campaign strategy. Crude
campaign slurs have been part of American history for more than
200 years, but rarely with such frequency and intensity, and range
today from attacks on a candidate’s attractiveness (“Would you
vote for this face to be president?”), to tasteless exchanges about
wetting one’s pants, to not-so-hidden meanings about penis size
revealed by the size of one’s hands.
There is no escape from these humiliating messages, even
for non-Tweeters and those lacking Facebook accounts. Television
news has made certain the nation is kept up to date with the most
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recent instant messaging by continuously reporting what the candidates have said on social media.
Thus, humiliation has been one of the major things catapulting Trump to the Republican presidential nomination, with Trump
as Humiliator or “Punisher” in Chief. Pundits identify the phenomenon but have been unable to fully explain it.
While needing corroboration by empirical studies, I suggest
the technique of public humiliation works so well because it appeals to individuals who were especially traumatized by the authoritarian families of their childhoods. Through Trump, they relive the
trauma at one step removed by safely experiencing it vicariously
through a targeted individual or group.
Remarkably, one of those groups, complicit in its own humiliation, is the news media itself. Through the primary campaign,
Trump positioned himself as a victim of the media. His denunciation of journalists at his mass rallies invariably receives wild
cheers. It has prearranged a paranoid scenario insulating Trump,
which allows Trump’s followers to dismiss as biased any piece of
investigative journalism revealing facts about his contradictions,
lies, and deceptions.
What is remarkable here is that nearly every time Trump
denounces the media, the media immediately reports that denunciation to America. It may not be necessary to delve into speculations
about the unconscious motives driving this complicity, although
such unconscious self-defeating impulses may be present. An answer to the media’s complicity is readily self-evident and revealed
by a media insider himself.
As reported by The New Y ork Review of Books (April 21,
2016, p. 6), Trump has received $1.9 billion in “free” media coverage, “nearly triple the other three major Republican candidates
combined.” Why? Les Moonves, head of CBS, “let the cat out of
the bag in late February… [when he] said that the Trump phenomenon ‘may not be good for America, but it’s damn good for CBS,’
adding: ‘The money’s rolling in… this is going to be a very good
year for us…. bring it on, Donald. Keep going. Donald’s place in
this election is a good thing.’”
Journalist Carl Bernstein has called for his fellow journalists
to investigate the personalities of the candidates so that America’s
electorate can better understand what really motivates them, as if

The Psychology of Election 2016

Page 11

political psychologists and psychological historians haven’t been
doing that for decades.
Psychological biography is only part of the picture and
needs to be supplemented by assessments from group behavior. It
remains to be seen if this time out of our persistent collective amnesia will once again prevent America from heeding the warnings of
history.

David Beisel, PhD, a veteran psychohistorian, has published extensively on many topics in European and American history. He is a prolific author who has written The Suicidal Embrace:
Hitler, the Allies, and the Second World War and edited Wounded
Centuries: A Selection of Poems. Dr. Beisel recently retired from a
50 year career of teaching history and psychohistory at SUNY
Rockland. He is on the Editorial Board of Clio’s Psyche and can
be reached at dbeisel@sunyrockland.edu. 

The Trump Card: Psychohistorical
Perspectives on Demagoguery and
Conspiracy Thinking
Kenneth Rasmussen—Santa Monica College
Abstract: Psychohistorical analysis is an excellent tool to understand Trump’s demagoguery and penchant for conspiracy thinking.
Demagogues have historically exploited the people’s fears in their
quest for power: Trump touches on feelings of disenfranchisement
and fears of the “other.” Trump’s tendency to follow conspiracy
theories and his illiberalism bring to mind historical examples of
leaders who have not been good for their people.
Keywords: Trump, psychohistory, demagoguery, conspiracythinking, trauma-psychology, illiberalism, fascism/Nazism.

In the last year, virtually all observers agree that American
presidential politics has taken a surprising, if not astounding, turn.
Anger at “elites” and disgust for the “establishment” has propelled
a political outsider who is a charismatic populist nationalist—
Donald Trump—and a political independent who is a democratic
socialist railing against “Wall Street” and “the top 1%”—Bernie
Sanders—to the forefront, leaving a mainstream center-left Democrat—Hillary Clinton—struggling in the polls. Our own emotional
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reactions should not deter us from the task of a clear-sighted historically-informed understanding of what has occurred.
A billionaire real estate magnate and reality TV celebrity,
Donald Trump is known for his braggadocio, charm (for some),
grandiosity, simplistic thinking, and bull-dog ferocity in verbally
attacking his adversaries. The spectacle of the debate process,
which saw him defeat 16 Republican rivals through a strategy of
insult and verbal aggressiveness, was surprisingly followed by the
vast majority of his previously insulted opponents jettisoning their
conservative principles to fall in line to support him. While in part
this can be seen as a pragmatic shift to support the “lesser of the
evils” against a woman who is viewed as the epitome of
“leftism” (and can be explained in terms of an ideology of antileftism), it is hard not to notice the play of psychohistorical themes
in both this turn of events and the overall rise of a man whose central slogans include “Make America Great Again” and “We’ve got
to be tough!”
Much has already been written analyzing the unique and
idiosyncratic characteristics of Trump’s personality and political
style (for an illuminating psychobiographical sketch see Paul
Elovitz, “Reflections on Trump’s Celebrity Politics,” Clio’s Psyche, Vol. 22, No. 4, March 2016). While many of his traits merit
scrutiny in themselves (e.g., his subliminal appeal to racism, his
outspoken rebellion against “political correctness,” his extravagant
narcissism, and his questionable and controversial business practices), there are two that also stand out and invite deeper psychohistorical investigation: his demagoguery and penchant for conspiracy
thinking.
The concept of “demagoguery” is one that, although pejorative, ironically has a long pedigree in the classical republican tradition. From Plato’s fear (based on experience) in The Republic (380
BC) that a “towering despot” is likely to arise in a democracy, exploiting the resentments of the people, to both Hamilton and Madison’s distrust of populist leaders, who overthrow republics, having
“begun their careers, by paying obsequious court to people.... commencing demagogues and ending tyrants” (Federalist Paper No. 1),
the historical pattern of the demagogue has played havoc with the
goal of establishing democratic systems based on freedom and the
rule of law. Modern European history has been marred with the
emergence out of democracy of authoritarian leaders, such as from
Napoleon I to Napoleon III in France, who exploited crisis and cha-
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os to attain despotic power. The dynamic of demagoguery is rooted
psychologically in the uncanny ability of certain leaders to emotionally connect, beyond reason, with followers who long for a
champion to express their resentment, sense of victimhood, and
frustration at “the elites.” A demagogue such as Adolf Hitler was
able to both express and inflame the narcissistic rage of aggrieved
and ultra-nationalistic Germans after WWI, saying in a speech in
1921, “Then someone has said: ‘Since the Revolution the people
has gained “Rights.” The people governs.’ Strange! The people has
now been ruling three years and no one has in practice once asked
its opinion. Treaties were signed which will hold us down for centuries: and who has signed the treaties?
The people?
No!”
(www.history.hanover.edu/courses/excerpts/111hit1.html.
Also, see Heinz Kohut on Nazism in his book Self Psychology and
the Humanities, 1980, for an analysis of the role of “narcissistic
rage”).
With Trump there is a similar ability to articulate the resentment of those feeling oppressed by economic and demographic
change, those who feel constrained by the reign of “political correctness” and enraged at the “stupidity” of leaders who have negotiated trade treaties which Trump says are “disasters” that “are killing us.” His grandiose claim that he himself embodies the solution
for the nation’s problems, while providing few practical specifics,
is consistent with the pattern of past demagogues. Each incident of
terror increases Trump’s poll standings. Hitler similarly demagogically exploited the fear of terrorism, and in Germany after the
Reichstag fire in February 1933 used it to gain emergency powers.
Similarity is not equivalence. If fascism can be defined accurately as an authoritarian, militarist, and leader-centered ultranationalism, then Trump has some but not all of the defining characteristics of fascism. It is important to keep in mind that Trump
does not espouse overt fascist doctrine nor blatant racism. Yet here
it is useful to consider Umberto Eco’s analysis of what he called
“Ur-fascism,” a political ethos that can generate variants of fascism
which differ in severity and in malevolence. He identifies 14 traits:
the cult of tradition, actionism, devaluing of reason and discourse,
fear of difference and of “the other,” appeal to a frustrated middle
class, obsession with a plot, love of conflict and war, the leader as
incarnation of the will of the people, “newspeak” and the prevalence of non-truths, lying, and the spread of propaganda (Umberto
Eco, “Ur-Fascism,” NY Review of Books, June 22, 1995).
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It is hard not to see his resonance with these elements, yet
Trump is idiosyncratic, and the term “fascist” does not fit most of
his purported policy proposals, his relative social liberalism (in the
past), nor his attitude toward war. He embraces an isolationist,
“America First” foreign policy, yet combines it with a bellicosity
that logically entails significant military intervention (“I will knock
the hell out of ISIS!”) and a pugnaciousness (“If someone hits me, I
always hit back, twice as hard!”) that is discomfiting to most foreign policy experts. Psychohistorians can point to many examples
of how leadership, either erratic or steady-handed, has either caused
or averted war in the last 100 years.
A psychohistorical perspective on Trump will note not only
the specific policies he advocates but pay close attention to the implicit attitudes that inform his style of leadership and way of thinking. What has been shocking to the American political establishment is the illiberalism of Trump. His readiness to insult and unwillingness to back down (vs. double-down) or apologize represents a radical break with the tradition of civility in American politics, even considering past levels of election year vitriol and the bitter Jefferson-Adams clash of 1800.
In addition to demagoguery, a second theme that helps illuminate the rise of Trump is a penchant for conspiracy thinking.
One of Eco’s hallmarks for Ur-fascism, the belief in a plot or conspiracy behind the backs of the people (usually by elites or some
nefarious group), emerged in Trump’s candidacy beginning with
his 2008 statement arguing that Obama’s birth certificate is a forgery making him not truly an American; this continued with his accusing his main Republican rival’s (Ted Cruz) father of involvement in the assassination of Kennedy and alluding to Hillary Clinton’s murdering Vince Foster.
An inordinate tendency to believe in conspiracies is a hallmark of illiberalism and of aversion to complex thought. Immediately after 9/11, the Truther Movement gained popularity, with
those unable to accept the preponderance of credible evidence
choosing to posit a dark world-changing conspiracy by hidden establishment circles. Any scientific assessment of probable truth
gives way to a fervent faith in a pre-fixed explanation that is psychologically satisfying to the believer, but in defiance of facts. Not
only Trump’s birtherism, but his advocacy of exclusion of all Muslims from immigration and his insinuation that Obama is secretly in
league with the terrorists, clearly flow from a pre-determined fixed
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and shared notion of an evil group (Muslims in general with the full
delusion being that Obama himself is secretly a Muslim) that is an
“other” deserving vilification and deep suspicion.
Most psychological explanations for a delusional belief in
conspiracies highlight the paranoid process, in which a danger is
externalized from within, and fantasy substitutes for reality. When
applying psychoanalytic concepts to history, however, it is important not to over-simplify and to instead encompass complexity.
There are actual conspiracies in history (such as the actual 9/11 plot
itself) and variants of conspiracy thinking have always existed on
the left as well as on the right.
The prevalence of conspiracy thinking in the thought processes of Donald Trump is a disturbing reminder that this proclivity
has powerful roots in human psychology and has often played a destructive role in history. Anti-Semitism, for example, is perhaps the
mother of all conspiracy theories. Illiberal demagoguery rejects
dialogue and compromise and flees from the anxiety engendered by
uncertainty and multi-faceted reality to embrace comforting illusions that fuse fear with hatred. A productive line of psychohistorical analysis would draw parallels between the era we are going
through with accelerating technologically-driven change and globalization of economies, cultures, and conflicts, and the era from
1870-1914 in which Europe underwent a similarly wrenching socio
-economic transformation, bringing mass immigration, cultureshock, and the rise of the conspiracy theory that became modern
anti-Semitism. In both eras, the temptation for simplistic solutions,
charismatic leadership, and conspiracy thinking grew and now
grows apace, driven by trauma-related psychological processes.
Hurling epithets of “fascist” and “racist” is no substitute for understanding the psychohistorical roots of the Trump phenomenon or
developing a psychologically astute and viable political alternative
and strategy that effectively addresses the problems and anxieties
that fuel it.

Kenneth Rasmussen, PsyD, PhD, is an historian and psychoanalytical psychotherapist who teaches at Santa Monica College and has a private practice in Santa Monica. His research interests include the psychohistory of political ideologies, left and
right, and the psychological dimension of philosophy and
“philosophy as therapy.” Dr. Rasmussen may be contacted at
erasmus472001@yahoo.com. 
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Charisma, Personality, and Nastiness in
the 2016 Presidential Primaries
Ted Goertzel—Rutgers University
The strong charismatic appeal of two candidates—Donald
Trump and Bernie Sanders—was the most surprising feature of the
2016 presidential primaries. Trump won the Republican race
against a candidate, Jeb Bush, who was strongly favored by the Republican Party establishment and its major funders, and against several candidates whose ideological positions were closer to those of
most Republican voters. In Sanders’ case, part of his appeal was
his ideological stance. However, Christopher Achen and Larry
Bartels’s New Y ork Times article “Do Sanders Supporters Favor
His Policies?” (2016) shows that the ideological differences between Sanders and Hillary Clinton supporters are not nearly as
great as it might seem. In one of the more reliable election surveys,
Sanders supporters were actually less likely than Clinton supporters
to favor proposals for a higher minimum wage, increased government spending on health care, and higher taxes for government services. Sanders’ most memorable slogan was “Feel the Bern” not
“Redistribute the Wealth” or “Single Payer Health Care,” let alone
“Democratic Socialism.”
The concept of charisma, originally applied to religious
prophets, was first extended to political leaders by German sociologist Max Weber, who referred to leaders who had “personal magnetism” coming from a “gift of grace.” But Weber had little insight
into the psychological origins of this magnetism, and the personalities and appeals of charismatic leaders have varied widely. Winston Churchill and Adolf Hitler were both charismatic. Actually, it
is better to refer to the “charismatic relationship” since charisma is
in the eyes of the beholder and a leader may be perceived as charismatic under certain conditions and not others.

Boas Shamir offers two psychoanalytic theories of charisma
in “The Charismatic Relationship: Alternative Explanations and
Predictions,” including an Oedipal need for relief from responsibility and a narcissistic need for perfection and omnipotence (The
Leadership Quarterly, 2[2], 1991, 81-104). Other theories he discusses include a more sociological need for symbolic order as well
as a need for self-expression and enhanced self-esteem. Donald
Trump is a textbook example of a narcissistic personality, while
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Sanders might be more of a father figure. But Sanders supporters
seem more motivated by a need for self-expression and enhanced
self-esteem than by a desire to entrust their fate to a powerful father
figure.
Dan McAdams uses the model of the Big Five personality
traits in his article “The Mind of Donald Trump”: extroversion,
neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness and openness to new
ideas (The A tlantic, June 2016). He characterizes Donald Trump as
having “sky high extroversion” and “off the chart low agreeableness.” McAdams discusses only Trump, but three students who
wish to remain anonymous have ranked all the leading presidential
aspirants on the five personality traits (The Colosseum, “Big Five
Traits of the 2016 Presidential Candidates,” 2015). They concluded
that Ted Cruz, Hillary Clinton, and Bernie Sanders also rated low
on “agreeableness.” Hillary Clinton, Jeb Bush and Ben Carson
were low in extraversion. Trump and Sanders were the only candidates rated low in conscientiousness.
The traits that make a candidate charismatic are not usually
shared by the voters who respond to the candidate. Jerrold Post
contrasts the “mirror-hungry” narcissistic leader with the “idealhungry” follower in his Political Psychology article “Narcissism
and the Charismatic Leader-Follower Relationship” (1986, 7[4]:
675-688). This fits the Sanders campaign well. Sanders is a hypnotic speaker who drones on, repeating the same catch phrases over
and over while his youthful supporters seem more interested in expressing their values than in examining and evaluating detailed policy proposals. Trump is obviously “mirror-hungry,” or at least goes
out of his way to appear so. His supporters seem to be looking for
a candidate who expresses feelings they have found difficult to express themselves. These feelings, however, are angry resentment
and hostility rather than a need to express ideals.
Donald Trump’s nastiness is the most remarkable phenomenon to emerge in the 2016 campaign. He delights in insulting as
many people as he can, including women, war heroes, Mexicans,
and Muslims. Ted Cruz is also known for his nastiness and for being disliked by most of his congressional colleagues. Cruz’s nastiness seems to be a strong personality trait, while Trump’s nastiness
is mostly for public consumption since Trump is not reported to be
unpleasant to his personal acquaintances. Trump’s attacks on
“political correctness” appeal to people who are angry about losing
status and respect, but who are not members of a protected minority

Page 18

Clio’s Psyche

and have no socially approved outlet for their anger. Sanders’ attacks on the Wall Street bankers and the wealthiest 1% appeal to
young people who are burdened by debt and limited job opportunities.
Nastiness is not a trait people value in personal acquaintances, romantic partners, fellow workers, or family members. Most
people are close to the mean on the Big Five personality traits; very
few are as extremely disagreeable as Trump or Cruz. Probably
very few of Trump’s or Sanders’ supporters would be nasty to a
Mexican or a Muslim or an Indian if they met one face-to-face.
The nasty leader provides an outlet for angry feelings that are normally suppressed. He or she is not someone one would want for a
boss or a colleague at work.
This makes for interesting television, but the job of president of the United States is not to star in a reality television show.
We would be better served by a president who was highly conscientious about his or her work, had the interpersonal skills to get along
with Congress and other stakeholders, and sought to harmonize social differences with realistic policies rather than exacerbate them
with rhetoric. A number of candidates in the 2016 primary election
fitted this description much better than either Donald Trump or
Bernie Sanders.
Ted Goertzel, PhD, is Professor Emeritus of Sociology at
Rutgers University in Camden, NJ. His publications include Turncoats and True Believers: The Dynamics of Political Belief and
Disillusionment (1992) and The End of the Beginning: Life, Society
and Economy on the Brink of the Singularity (2015). His web page
is http://crab.rutgers.edu/~goertzel/. He can be reached at tedgoertzel@gmail.com. 

Why I Support Sanders and Not Clinton
Molly Bond—Ramapo College
Introduction
What makes college students around the country flock to
support who would have been the oldest elected president in U.S.
history? Is it his promise for tuition-free public college? His history of support for the LGBT community? Or his promise to take on
wealth and income inequality? For me, a first-year college student,
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I support Sanders because of his willingness to stand up for what he
believes in, regardless of whether or not it is politically popular at
the time to do so. I set out to ask my peers their views on why
young people prefer Sanders over Clinton. Information collected
from both personal interviews and research has led me to focus on
the following key issues: consistency and honesty, the Civil Rights
Movement/Black Lives Matter, LGBT rights, the “woman” issue/
age, and the billionaires.

Consistency, Honesty, the Civil Rights Movement and Black
Lives Matter
By far the most reoccurring response to why Sanders and
not Clinton comes down to the issue of consistency and honesty.
Clinton has long struggled to appear trustworthy and consistent
when it comes to appealing to the American public as she has a history of flip-flopping on controversial topics, such as LGBT rights,
that young people of this generation care about the most. Young
voters see Sanders as less of a politician playing the political game
and more of an honest individual who does what he does simply
because he is passionate about those issues. On the contrary, Clinton, in part because of the intense scrutiny she is under, comes off
as fake and scripted.
The 1960s are back… sort of. The Civil Rights Movement
has become the Black Lives Matter Movement. Today’s young
people in support of Black Lives Matter look to Sanders’s involvement in the Civil Rights Movement and are inspired by the fact that
he chose to be a protestor rather than a bystander. While attending
the University of Chicago in 1962, Sanders worked with the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) to lead a sit-in
movement to desegregate housing on campus. As a result of his
involvement, Sanders was arrested and fined $25 in 1963 for resisting arrest. Sanders even attended the famous March on Washington to hear Dr. King speak. While Sanders’ involvement was minimal, his active participation means something to young voters who
continue to actively fight against police brutality. Erica Garner, the
daughter of police brutality victim Eric Garner, has come out in
support of Sanders. Clinton’s efforts were not to the extent of
Sanders’ (in part because she was only a teenager at the time). Following an event in 1968 where she saw Dr. King, Clinton led
demonstrations at Wellesley College in an effort to accept more
African Americans into the school. While Clinton’s efforts should
not be minimized, young voters are attracted to Sanders’ more ac-
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tive engagement.
LGBT Rights, the “Woman” Issue and Age
One of the main cases of Clinton’s lack of consistency has
to do with LGBT rights. Now a proponent of LGBT rights and
even endorsed by the country’s leading LGBT rights activist group,
The Human Rights Campaign, Clinton only came around to support
same-sex marriage three years ago. While Clinton cannot be fully
blamed for her husband’s actions, during his presidency in the
1990s, both Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell and the Defense of Marriage Act
(DOMA) were passed. Sanders, on the other hand, has been a longtime supporter of LGBT rights. As far back as 1983, then Mayor
Sanders of Burlington, Vermont was a vocal proponent of Burlington’s first Pride Parade, standing up to members of the community
who opposed it. In 1985, Sanders implemented a city ordinance
calling for a ban of housing discrimination based on sexual orientation. While serving in the House of Representatives during the
1990s, Sanders voted against both Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell and DOMA (“Fighting for LGBT Equality,” Bernie Sanders, 2016). Despite the fact both Clinton and Sanders currently support and actively mention LGBT rights in campaign speeches, young voters
want to know that a candidate has a history of support for LGBT
issues and is not supporting these issues purely for political gain.
Despite the fact that Madeleine Albright believes “there’s a
special place in hell for women who don’t support other women,”
young women voters seem to be attracted to Sanders, giving him
82% of their vote in the state of New Hampshire. For young voters,
the fact that Clinton is a woman is not enough to classify her as the
groundbreaker that older generations depict her as. Clinton may be
a woman who is trying to break the highest glass ceiling of all;
however, she is also a wealthy white heterosexual woman. In other
words, “she doesn’t belong to enough categories of disenfranchised
people” (Molly Roberts, “Hillary’s Woman Problem,” Politico,
February 12, 2016). This is not to say that Sanders does either, but
rather that young voters are looking at presidential candidates more
for liberal ideas instead of gender. Young voters have come to the
conclusion that having a more progressive country is more important than having a female president. An example of the divide
between young and old voters can be seen with Erica Garner’s support for Sanders and her grandmother’s support for Clinton.
Younger voters do not see Clinton as their last chance for a female
president as older generations do.
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The Billionaires and Corporations
In a recent survey of young voters aged 18 to 26, 58% responded that socialism was more compassionate than capitalism.
In addition, 66% reported believing that corporate America
“embodies everything that is wrong with America” (Kenneth
Walsh, “Young People Favor Bernie Sanders, Socialism,” U.S.
News, February 19, 2016). Is it any surprise that young voters are
attracted to Sanders, whose campaign has been about the evils of
corporations? Corporations have tremendous amounts of power
when it comes to the U.S. Government; it is no coincidence that
Clinton supports Genetically Modified Organisms while also having close ties to Monsanto, an agrochemical company. Young voters are attracted to the fact that Sanders is not bought by the corporations, but rather does as the people who elected him wish. From
1999 to 2016, Clinton’s top 10 donors are five financial corporations, two corporate law firms, two media corporations, and one
organization that supports pro-choice Democratic women. Sanders
list of top 10 donors from 1989 to 2016 includes nine unions and
one nonprofit supporting plaintiffs’ lawyers (Louis Jacobson,
“Meme Says Hillary Clinton’s Top Donors Are Banks and Corporations, Bernie Sanders’ Are Labor Unions,” Politifact, July 7,
2015).
#BernieOrBust
The burning question that Clinton’s campaign, political
commentators, and political junkies alike are searching for an answer to is whether young voters who have been energized and excited by Sanders will throw the same support behind Clinton in an
effort to defeat Trump? Will they switch over to Trump? Or will
they simply stay home on Election Day? I came across voters who
fell into each of those categories. The polls also indicate some concern for Clinton. Putting aside the specific demographic of young
voters, 25% of Sanders’ supporters say they will not support Clinton (Nick Gass, “Poll: 1-in-4 Bernie Sanders Supporters Won’t
Vote for Clinton,” Politico, April 6, 2016). A social media movement has started among young Sanders supporters who will not
support Clinton called #BernieOrBust, referring to their unwillingness to vote for any candidate other than Sanders. When it comes
down to it, I will reluctantly vote for a Clinton presidency purely in
an effort to keep Trump out of the White House. As for my fellow
young voters, time will tell.
Molly Bond is a Ramapo College honors student who just
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completed freshman year and may be contacted at mbond1@ ramapo.edu. For a more comprehensive version of this paper, please
contact Molly at the aforementioned address. 

The Emotional and Political Appeal of
Anti-Establishment Politics
David Cifelli—Ramapo College
This election cycle has seen the rise of two politicians, Donald J. Trump and Bernie Sanders. During the intensely fought primaries, I began to hear among friends and fellow students the peculiar viewpoint that if Bernie Sanders didn’t win the nomination,
they would readily vote for Trump instead and vice-versa. While
this may be brushed off as the typical ambivalence of young adults,
this could not explain hearing this sentiment from older adults as
well. On the radio, specifically NJ101.5, a station geared towards
middle-aged adults, one caller summarized a common view among
older adults when he said that he views everyone on both sides of
the aisle as belonging to a single group, the “typical politician
type,” naming Hillary Clinton and Ted Cruz in particular. Grouping these two politicians is strange, since their views are so wildly
different, but it seems that some voters see them, and many others,
as the archetype of the useless politician they’re tired of. On the
flip side, Trump and Sanders are the anti-politicians. Donald
Trump has tried to exploit this lumping of Bernie Sanders and himself now in the general election, as he courts Sanders supporters in
his campaign against Hillary Clinton.
While you’ll never see Bernie Sanders shouting to “Build a
wall!” and I’m doubtful Trump will ever espouse democratic socialism, there is more common ground between them than appears
at first glance. Both are anti-establishment politicians, but what is
this establishment and why must it be fought? Why are Donald
Trump, an old, white, billionaire businessman, and Bernie Sanders,
an old, white, Jewish man who has been in a political office since
1981, at the forefront of the anti-establishment movement?
The “establishment” is the group of people unfairly benefitting from the status quo, and the people who work to maintain that
status quo. Politicians, lobbyists, and the mainstream media are all
in cahoots with the establishment, in the perspectives of those who
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identify as anti-establishment. Trump says that immigrants and
poor minorities are the ones taking advantage of the system while
hardworking Americans suffer, and Bernie casts the faceless Wall
Street Executive as the villain of society. Notably, both align to see
the middle class as the victim of today’s government. Collectively,
Trump and Bernie have managed to attract huge crowds. Middleaged adults and millennials of the middle class are dissatisfied with
their current situation, and the way they feel left out and unserved
by this systemic oppressor: the establishment.
The perception of Donald Trump, no matter how poorly
based in reality, is that of a self-made businessman. He says his
only involvement in politics has been in buying politicians in order
to grow his business, thus furthering his claim that he has seen the
sleaze of the typical politician group. Bernie Sanders, while having
been in Congress since 1991, says that he has always been a maverick, and can prove this by holding the record as the longest-serving
congressional independent. Both have used these images of themselves to become the outsider candidates.
Middle class white Americans see positions increasingly
filled by foreigners, and oftentimes their college-educated children
find themselves without the limitless job opportunities they anticipated and need to repay their overwhelming student debt. They
feel as though everyone’s complaints have been answered by the
government except theirs. The rich have already bought politicians
long ago, and the desperately poor have social programs and other
safety nets to help them. Who is helping the “Average Joe,” who
has for so long kept quiet, gotten an education, worked hard, and
paid taxes? Now they feel, it is time for their voices to be heard,
and who better to speak for them than loud, brash, and outspoken
candidates like Trump and Sanders?
The “us vs. them” mentality normally seen in politics is
magnified in this presidential election cycle. A voting block this
angry, with nowhere specific to direct this anger, seeks to find the
candidate that most closely shares and shows the same level of
rage. It is certainly true that Sanders and Trump have had more
electric crowds than any other candidate seen in the race, regardless
of size.
The incendiary language and chants, the shouts of “Get him
outta here!” directed at hecklers, and his exaggerated hand motions
make Trump’s supporters incredibly emotional, sometimes to the
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point of violence. He is validating and reflecting their emotions.
He blames the leftist, politically correct, typical politician, and
claims they put the needs of foreigners and terrorists before Americans. He blames the politicians who can be bought, the kind he
used to buy. Similarly, Bernie Sanders uses indignant language and
exaggerated hand gestures to echo the energy of the crowd. He
scapegoats Wall Street and the wealthy for the plight of the middle
class.

Both Trump and Sanders outline visions of America that
involve drastic changes, even describing them as revolutions. The
inaction and stagnation of Congress have made these voters feel
ignored by the establishment. A statistic released by CBS stated
that 36% of those polled agreed that the state of our nation is so bad
that we need to take a big risk to solve it. Trump and Sanders represent this crucial “big risk.” A staggering 43% would support a
candidate with little to no political experience (Face the Nation,
CBS). People are looking for action, whatever that may mean.
Since they view their world as a stagnant one, any revolution is a
welcome change. Anything is better than the status quo by which
they feel victimized.
In summary, as the general election moves forward, it may
be quite likely that Trump collects the votes of former Sanders supporters. The shift in support to a candidate so opposite can be explained by the fact that Trump and Sanders are actually quite similar, underneath the conspicuous differences in their messages. Both
candidates represent the fight against the establishment and politicians like Hillary Clinton. No matter the outcome of the election, it
is still worthwhile to analyze the hidden similarities of the most
talked about candidates of the primaries, and the mindsets of their
supporters.
David Cifelli is an honors student at Ramapo College and
Research Associate of the Psychohistory Forum who may be
reached at dcifelli@ramapo.edu. 
Psychohistory Forum Work-In-Progress
Presentation Paper Proposals Are Welcome
As Are Articles for Clio’s Psyche
Contact Paul Elovitz at cliospsycheeditor@gmail.com
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Explaining the Popularity of
Trump and Sanders
Ken Fuchsman—University of Connecticut
Something cracks in some parts of the American political
psyche following severe economic collapse. It happened after the
depressions of 1893 and 1929, and it is now appearing as a consequence of the 2008 Great Recession. For much of our history, capitalism has been America’s civic religion; when it has major failures, it unsettles our nation and many seek targets to blame.
Since the American Revolution, this target seeking has manifested itself in a recurring tradition of rebellion against authority.
The targets of the anger become symbolic fathers. Recently the
Tea Party has rebelled against large government and all establishment politicians, Democrats and Republicans alike. Trump followers applaud his demeaning public figures of all stripes who cross
him. Democrats criticize big business. It is the power of large corporations against whom the followers of Bernie Sanders rebel. The
intensity and passion of this unusual 2016 election season cannot be
understood just in terms of the candidates; it must be placed within
the historic, economic, psychological, and demographic context.
There has been discontent and anger in much of the electorate, and
it grows out of the economic crisis we have faced, and repeats patterns of prior eras of economic catastrophe.
In the 1890s, Republican conservatives felt threatened,
while the Democrats were captured by a populist William Jennings
Bryan and his Cross of Gold speech. The Great Depression led to
the most liberal American government in American history up to
then, under Franklin Roosevelt. Some Republicans from the 1930s
onward developed conspiracy theories and claimed liberals and
leftists were un-American. The paranoid style in American politics
was present as the blame game ascended, whether the targets were
money changers in the temple of capitalism or Communists and
fellow travelers.
We have witnessed a similar fracturing after 2008, and
much of the political resentment and anger present in the 2016 primaries is connected to the residual economic hardships. For example, the median wealth of middle-income Americans fell by 28%
between 2001 and 2013. In 2015, slightly less than half of all
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Americans were middle class, compared to 61% in 1971 (Pew Research Center, 2015, “The American Middle Class is Losing
Ground”). Is it surprising that the two candidates who have had the
largest attendance at their rallies in the primaries both stress decline
of the U.S. middle class? Both are native New Yorkers: Donald
Trump and Bernie Sanders. Each has political perspectives that are
not easy to pigeonhole. This essay will primarily address the reasons for their appeal, and the challenges in understanding these two
very different men.
Donald Trump
The New York billionaire turned presidential candidate has
exploited economic and social changes. Trump talks about illegal
Mexican immigrants who are murderers and racists and insists
Mexico will pay for a wall between the two countries. He wants to
keep Muslims from entering the U.S., and regularly insults professionally successful women such as Megyn Kelly, Carly Fiorina, and
Heidi Cruz. He has also railed against an Indiana-born judge of
Mexican descent.
While his nativist, racist, and sexist remarks outrage many
in the mainstream, it likely does not hurt him with his fan base,
many of whom have faced dislocations, and who may resent nonwhites and educated women. His supporters are likely to be older
white males without a college degree who make less than $50,000.
Only 68% of men without a bachelor’s degree in 2013 were able to
find full-time employment, down from 76% in 1990 (Derek
Thompson, March 1, 2016, “Who Are Donald Trump’s Supporters,
Really?” The Atlantic Daily). Many in these groups are receptive
to Trump targeting immigrants, Muslims, females, and Obama, and
may support his comments about wanting to hit protesters. A lot of
anger is present in the political arena in 2016; Trump knows how to
activate it by demeaning certain individuals and groups. He has
extended what the Tea Party has done by tapping into the long tradition of hostility to upstart and “Un-American” groups, including
professional women. Trump plays upon extensive resentment, and
these targets become symbolic authority figures who need to be displaced and maybe punished.
There is also an unholy marriage between the broadcast media and the Donald. We have never seen any political figure in the
television era who has so mastered the art of gaining widespread
attention. By mid-March 2016, Trump had garnered $1.9 billion in
free media coverage, which was more than three times the free cov-
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erage of the top three other Republican Presidential candidates
(Michael Tomaskey, 2016, “Can He Be Stopped?” New York Review of Books).
Many in the media have pounced on Trump’s tabloid pronouncements by repeating them over and over. His tactics exploit a
media tendency to stress personality and political strategy more
than complex issues. No one can say that the New York businessman turned politician does not know how to masterfully manipulate
media markets.
Trump has also used unusual strategies to undermine his
opponents. As he says, “you have to brand people a certain way
when they’re your opponents” (Parker, 2016, “You Have to Brand
People,” New York Times). He gave them nicknames, such as Lowenergy Jeb, Liddle Marco, Lyin’ Ted, and Crooked Hillary. He reduces people to a one-dimensional cartoon character. He also
adeptly focuses on their families or physiology.
For instance, Trump tied Jeb Bush to the policies of his
brother. No one before ran against a presidential primary opponent
by attacking the person or record of a relative. The former Florida
Governor’s campaign never took off and he withdrew. Trump caricatured Marco Rubio by mocking the Florida Senator’s drinking a
lot of water and sweating while speaking. In reaction, Rubio got
down in the gutter with Trump. Marco was no match for the real
estate mogul in that regard. Rubio, too, pulled out of the race.
A political action committee (PAC) favorable to Cruz ran an
ad with a risqué picture of Trump’s wife. Furious, Donald mistakenly assumed that Cruz was behind the ad, and retaliated by tweeting that he would reveal secrets about Cruz’s wife, Heidi. Trump
then published photos of both their wives, with the one of Heidi
being unfavorable. Ted Cruz said he could not support a candidate
who attacked his wife and family. Right before the Indiana primary, Trump repeated a false tabloid story linking Cruz’s father to
President Kennedy’s assassination. Cruz called Trump a philanderer and liar. The very next day, after a crushing primary defeat,
Cruz suspended his campaign.
Trump also goes after Hillary Clinton by dredging up the
infidelities of her husband. It bears repeating that no other Republican or Democratic presidential candidate has personally and publicly stooped to such gutter tactics by focusing on the appearance or
family of political opponents; no one publicly crossed these bound-
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aries. All these tactics have garnered Trump widespread media
coverage, as if they were legitimate and normal issues in running
for the nation’s highest political office.
The ways Trump responded to the ad with the picture of his
wife, the story about Ted Cruz’s father, and the rulings of the
American-born judge of Mexican ancestry, reveal how Trump often
functions. He can be thin-skinned, shoot from the hip, and does not
care about factual accuracy. Without evidence, he attributed the
Super PAC ad to Ted Cruz, and then retaliated by viciously going
below the belt. He was not concerned if the story about Cruz’s father was factual, and Trump attributed motivations to the judge
without any verifiable evidence. All these false claims reveal a belief that some people are out to get him. Once he has this perception, he appears to recognize no boundaries, limits, or proprieties.
What makes all these trigger-happy responses of Trump
scary is not only his disregard of evidence and fair play, but that
these tendencies of Trump likely find support in his constituency
and are repeated over and over again in the media. There are many
disgruntled Americans who are finding a voice in the extreme statements of the presumptive Republican Presidential nominee. He
gives voice to the resentments of many who suffer economically,
while others achieve power and position. As I said, something
cracks in our politics when capitalism massively dysfunctions.
Bernie Sanders
Like Trump, Bernie Sanders has hit a nerve with elements
of the populace by finding targets to blame for our discontents.
Senator Sanders has brought issues of concentrated economic and
political power front and center. The closest any other major party
candidate has come to as clearly articulating the major social, economic, and political problems this nation faces as Sanders was Robert Kennedy in 1968. Sanders even goes beyond what the thenSenator from New York addressed. Bernie has generated the same
enthusiasm and enormous crowds as greeted Bobby Kennedy almost 50 years ago. While Kennedy clearly fell within the large tent
of liberalism, it is not as easy to understand Bernie Sanders’ political philosophy.
When asked if he is a capitalist, the Vermont Senator replied, “No, I’m a Democratic Socialist” (Meet the Press, October
11, 2015). Then he said, “I don’t believe government should own
the means of production” (Frizell, 2015, “Bernie Sanders Explained
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Democratic Socialism,” Time). He declares that to him “what democratic socialism is about is maintaining the strong entrepreneurial
spirit that we have in this country” (Nicolas, 2015, “Socialism Network Finds New Friends,” Wall Street Journal). While this may
sound as much like capitalism as socialism, Sanders’ website,
feelthebern.org, says, “The backbone of a healthy economy is made
up of small businesses…not giant corporations on Wall Street.”
Sanders says the government should work for all, not just
the few, and he wants a “fair deal” for “the middle class and working families who produce the wealth” (Frizell). To him, corporations’ single focus on making profits is “destroying the moral fabric
of this country” (2016, “Sanders Meets with the Daily News Editorial Board”).
In relationship to Wall Street banks, on his Senate website
Sanders says he wants to “break up these behemoths” in order “to
create competition in our financial system,” as “the six largest financial institutions have assets equal to more than 60 percent of
GDP.” But later he adds, “we need a Wall Street that provides financial services to small businesses and manufacturers to…grow
the economy by productive means,” including financing faster
trains, more efficient automobiles, cheaper housing, and more. On
one hand, he is looking for a self-reformed Wall Street to invest in
his progressive agenda, and on the other, he wants to break the
banks up.
Sanders is not always consistent in opposing other special
interests. Hillary Clinton says, “We hear a lot from Senator Sanders about the greed and recklessness of Wall Street… what about
the greed and recklessness of gun manufacturers and dealers in
America?” (CNN, “Full Transcript Democratic Debate,”
04/14/2016). The estimated annual impact on the economy of the
firearms and ammunition industry is $42.9 billion, and in 2012 the
cost to the nation of fatal and non-fatal gun violence was $229 billion (NBC News, “Gun Business Numbers”). Sanders voted to protect the gun manufacturers from being sued. He says that corporations putting profits first are destroying our moral fabric, yet he
seems selective as to which big businesses to oppose and which to
protect.
With his commitment to entrepreneurial enterprise, to the
gun industry, and his wish that Wall Street would fight for social
justice, he is certainly an odd socialist. In 1968, the Czechoslovaki-
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an President advocated socialism with a human face. With Bernie
Sanders, it is socialism with a capitalist face.
For all the oddities of his political philosophy, Sanders repeats with different language the same preoccupations of generations of liberal reformers: from the progressive era concern with the
corrupting influence of the trusts, to FDR’s money changers in the
temple, to the military-industrial complex of the 1960s, to Obama
blaming the Great Recession on greed and irresponsibility, and now
to Sanders and the rigged system. Each of the generations of liberal
reformers has singled out big business as targets responsible for
political and economic woes. Yet all these iterations of American
reformers struggle with the economic and political power of corporate capitalism and what that means for democracy, justice, and opportunity. None of them have been able to come up with adequate
solutions to the dilemmas we face, and many times they end up
strengthening the very forces against which they campaign. We see
this repetition of the cycle of liberalism in Bernie Sanders.
As with his predecessors, he has an incomplete and contradictory rebellion against authority. It is this rebellion that can help
account for his appeal to many young adults. Through mid-May
2016, Sanders had won 71% of the primary vote among those under
30 (Dutton, et al, 2016, “Who’s Voting in the Democratic Primaries?” CBS News). Rebellion against real and symbolic authority is
often associated with adolescence and young adulthood. Sanders
proposes the unjust authority in Wall Street Bankers, and the democratic victims in the middle class and young voters. Yet his solutions do not resolve the problems he identifies. He vehemently opposes the Citizen’s United Supreme Court decision, but his proposed constitutional amendment does not actually ban unlimited
contributions to campaigns, instead leaving it up to Congress to do
so, and Congress does not have a stellar record about money in politics.
When interviewed about how we would break up the Wall
Street firms, he was uninformed as to how this could happen. Here
is the central issue of his campaign, and he had not thought through
his proposals. As with many reformers who came before him,
Sanders is better as an insurgent rallying supporters than in devising workable solutions. In the past, liberal hopes often turned to
disillusionment. A later generation then grapples with similar issues, and we see in Sanders a re-birth of these repeated liberal concerns and failure to find solutions. Sanders has tapped into the an-
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ger that is so rampant in 2016, has had unexpected success, and
forged a powerful movement.
Yet the Vermont Senator was not as effective against Hillary Clinton as Donald Trump has been against his Republican opponents. In the Democratic primaries, the former Secretary of State
has over 3,700,000 more votes than the Vermont Senator. Of the
states President Obama won in 2012, in the Democratic primaries
and caucuses Clinton carried states worth 249 electoral votes, and
Sanders 83. So although there is deep discontent in both parties, it
is more prominent among Republicans than Democrats. Yet whatever the source of the political divides and discontents, we do see
that they manifest themselves by finding forces to blame and separating out good guys from bad guys. While political life thrives on
this need to blame an out group, it has been more vehement and
furious in 2016 than in many previous election cycles.
The campaigns of both Sanders and Trump show how different groups respond to the dislocations in our economy and the
faults within our economic and political systems. Since large corporations and widespread economic disparities appeared in the second half of the 19th century, periodically Americans have become
politically focused on these and related issues. This is particularly
so when injustices deepen in depressions and recessions. We see in
2016 what has happened in prior hard times: gifted politicians
awaken passionate feelings and are better at arousing emotions than
at formulating policies that can effectively resolve our enduring dilemmas.
Ken Fuchsman, EdD, is a recently retired University of
Connecticut professor. He is on the Editorial Boards of Clio’s
Psyche and the Journal of Psychohistory, and is the newly elected
president of the International Psychohistorical Association. He has
published a number of articles on President Obama’s life and career, and also writes on trauma, the Oedipus complex, and the nature of being human. He can be reached at kfuchsman@gmail.
com. 

The Psychohistory Forum’s Psychology of 2016
Presidential Election Seminar on November 5 will have
presentations by Barry, Elovitz, and Fuchsman.
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Reverend Coughlin and Donald Trump
Paul Salstrom—St. Mary-of-the-Woods College
Has anyone resembling Donald Trump achieved celebrity
status in the American past? Has anything like the Trump phenomenon happened before? The other day I ran across a 1939 booklet
by Reverend Charles E. Coughlin titled A m I an A nti-Semite? The
word “I” in the title struck me. Looking online to see if Rev.
Coughlin’s career resembled Donald Trump’s, I found that Coughlin had often been characterized as egotistical. Although Trump is
not an anti-Semite, he is often called narcissistic and he even describes his narcissism as a useful quality in a leader. The label
“demagogue” that’s being applied this year to Trump was often applied in the 1930s to Rev. Coughlin.
Both Coughlin and Trump served apprenticeships in media
prior to achieving nationwide adulation. Coughlin’s famous hourlong Sunday afternoon radio sermons began back in 1926 and
Trump’s career on television was starring in 14 years of The A pprentice reality TV program.
Two of their favorite themes are identical—stopping immigration into the U.S. and fostering assertive U.S. nationalism. Rev.
Coughlin’s first three years on the radio had been devoted mainly to
religion, but when the Great Depression struck he turned his emphasis to the problems American working people were facing, and
that began his mass following. By the end of 1934, his radio audience had grown to an estimated 30 million listeners and he was receiving about 10,000 letters a day, up to 80 or 90,000 letters a
week. Like Trump trumpeting his poll numbers and his victories in
primary elections, Coughlin too exulted publicly in his popularity.
In 1932, Coughlin endorsed Franklin Roosevelt’s presidential candidacy and after Inauguration Day his continuing support
helped Roosevelt start shifting leftward. But then in mid-1934,
Coughlin turned against Roosevelt, charging that his failure to fundamentally change the U.S. money system was a fatal flaw.
(Coughlin wanted to have the creation of money based on the country’s productive output rather than on the amount of loans issued by
banks.)
When world tensions rose in the late 1930s, Coughlin ardently opposed internationalism and promoted U.S. nationalism,
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which he tied to Christianity. He endorsed General Franco of Spain
as a Christian rebel in the mold of George Washington. In midJanuary 1939, when Congress seemed about to exempt Spain’s loyalist government from U.S. neutrality laws, overnight Coughlin created a mass campaign of telegrams to U.S. senators that defeated
the lifeline for the Spanish republic, which then lost Barcelona, and
with it Spain’s civil war.
Coughlin
also
battled other manifestations
of
“internationalism,” especially any aimed against Nazi Germany.
He relied on his listeners’ ignorance of world affairs (another affinity with Trump) by portraying world leaders’ alarm about Hitler as
being due to Nazi persecution of German Jews. (The real reason
was because Hitler threatened Europe’s balance of power.) To embellish his viewpoint, Coughlin began claiming after Kristallnacht
(“Crystal Night”—a riot against Jews in Nazi Germany) that “not
one Jew was put to death officially for his race or religion” (Why
Leave Our Own? 13 Addresses on Christianity and Americanism,
January 29, 1939, 49; note a parallel here with Donald Trump’s disregard for facts). Nazism, said Coughlin, was “a defense mechanism set up against Communism, and… atheistic Jews were altogether too prominent in the promotion of Communism” (47).
Soon after World War II started in Europe, the U.S. government promulgated new radio regulations that ended Coughlin’s access to many major radio stations. Meanwhile, the Catholic hierarchy was trying more quietly to restrain him. But not until well after
the U.S. officially entered World War II as a belligerent did the
Catholic Church successfully muzzle Rev. Coughlin. On May 1,
1942 the newly appointed bishop of Detroit threatened to defrock
him unless he confined all his work to his local parish. Coughlin
complied. By then his star was falling anyway, and even at the
peak of his cult, running for president was never an option due to
his Canadian birth.
Not just Coughlin and Trump’s shared gift for demagogy
and their shared achievement of adulation resemble each other, but
so do some of the results. Like Trump today, Coughlin at his peak
was beyond the control of any institution or organization. Until
1942 the Catholic hierarchy did not apply naked coercion against
Coughlin for fear he might lead a mass exodus from the church.
Likewise today, the Republican Party isn’t going to repudiate
Trump while he’s riding high, because he might then lead a mass
defection from the party. Not unless Trump stumbles worse than
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he has so far will the Republican Party repudiate him, for the GOP
needs his millions of current backers.
In the big picture, Rev. Coughlin eventually proved controllable because his anti-Semitic pronouncements went too far for
most Americans. Pronouncements by Donald Trump have yet to
prove equally revolting to most Americans, and unless that changes, all it might take this autumn is just one substantial ISIS attack
on U.S. soil to catapult Donald Trump into the presidency.
Meanwhile, however, extremism in action by some of
Trump’s supporters might demand hard choices from him. If he
denounces such acts, he might lose millions of supporters. However, if he remains silent after rightwing extremist acts, he might alienate many other supporters. Such a dilemma hastened the fall of
Rev. Coughlin in 1940 and ’41 when he refused to criticize a group
called “The Christian Front” which his rhetoric had inspired.
Christian Front members were harassing Jews on the streets of New
York City, including Jewish women, children, and elders. When
Rev. Coughlin refused to distance himself from the Christian Front,
his following shrunk and the Catholic Church then silenced him
without risking a mass exodus. In Trump’s case, although he answers to no church or other institution, he could lose millions of
supporters before Election Day if he denounces extremist acts by
far rightists, but could lose millions of other supporters if he
doesn’t denounce such acts.
Paul Salstrom, PhD, teaches history at St. Mary-of-theWoods College near Terre Haute, Indiana. He’s the author of Appalachia’s Path to Dependency (1994, 1997) and may be contacted
at PSalstrom@smwc.edu. 

Voting for Global Welfare or America First
Herbert Barry—University of Pittsburgh
Democrats generally support global welfare, expressed by
efforts to protect the environment, counteract global warming, promote international cooperation, and strengthen the activities of the
United Nations. Republicans generally support national military
supremacy and American exceptionalism, expressed by Donald
Trump’s repetitious promise to make America great again.
The cycle of a presidential election every four years differ-
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entiates the United States from parliamentary government, such as
in Canada, the United Kingdom, and Germany. The 2016 presidential election features a contest between Democrat Hillary Rodham
Clinton, whose national prominence began as the wife of former
President Bill Clinton, and Donald J. Trump, a real estate developer
who became a billionaire and host of a popular television show
“The Apprentice.”
Predictions are perilous. Casey Stengel, successful manager
of the New York Yankees baseball team for many years, said, “I
never make predictions, especially about the future.” Nevertheless,
in June 2016 I predict that Hillary Clinton will be elected President
of the United States in November 2016.
Prediction of the future can be aided by comparisons with
similar past situations. The presidential election most similar to
2016 might be 1964. Democratic Vice President, Lyndon B. Johnson, became President because of the assassination of President
Kennedy in 1963. In common with Hillary Clinton, Lyndon Johnson represented affiliation with the recent past. The Republican
nominee, Barry Goldwater, was perceived as a conservative extremist because of his militant foreign policy during the Cold War
against the Soviet Union. He also advocated reducing the activities
of the federal government and defending states’ rights. President
Johnson successfully portrayed himself as moderate instead of extremist in foreign policy. He persuaded Congress to approve a civil
rights bill in July 1964, four months before the presidential election; Goldwater voted against the bill. Johnson thereby won the
votes of most African Americans. Goldwater won the electoral
votes of his state, Arizona, and only five southern states: Alabama,
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina.
An earlier comparison is the presidential election of 1940.
Democratic President Franklin D. Roosevelt sought an unprecedented third elected term. His Republican opponent, Wendell
Willkie, in common with Donald Trump, had been a business executive rather than a politician. Willkie was an internationalist but
many Republicans and a substantial minority of Democrats were
isolationists, believing in “America first” and adamantly opposing
military involvement in Europe while Hitler’s armies conquered
Denmark, Norway, Luxembourg, Holland, Belgium, France, and
threatened England. Incumbent Roosevelt won by a large margin.
This comparison of candidates’ backgrounds and foreign policy
positions favors Democrat Hillary Rodham Clinton, the ally of
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Democrat President Obama.
Constitutional Amendment 22, limiting the President to two
elected terms, was ratified in 1951, Since then, the elections of
2000 and 2016 have been the only ones in which Democratic presidents have been ineligible incumbents. In 2000, President Bill
Clinton obviously favored Al Gore, his vice president. In 2016,
President Barack Obama favors Hillary Rodham Clinton, his principal opponent for the Democratic presidential nomination in 2008
and his Secretary of State in the subsequent four years.
The Republican nominee in 2000, George W. Bush, was the
Governor of Texas and the first child of former Republican President George H. W. Bush. George W. Bush was a very sociable person who gained the support of most Republicans. In 2016, Donald
J. Trump is highly egotistic, even narcissistic, flaunts his earned
wealth and has insulted most of his rival presidential candidates.
His controversial proposals include a high wall separating the United States from Mexico, forcing Mexico to pay for it, deporting 11
million undocumented immigrants, and other international interventions to “make America great again.” Many women disapprove of
him. Hillary Clinton has the probable advantage of potentially being the first female President of the United States.
In 2000, Democratic presidential nominee Al Gore, in addition to many other Democrats, disapproved of President Bill Clinton’s sexual behavior with Monica Lewinsky. This sexual behavior
was obviously the reason for President Clinton’s impeachment by
the Republican majority in the House of Representatives. Gore was
defeated by a small and controversial five-vote margin in the Electoral vote (271-266), although he won the popular vote. In 2016, I
expect that Hillary Clinton will lead a unified Democratic party.
Many Republicans are adamantly opposed to Donald Trump. Hillary Clinton will win if she slightly exceeds the 0.5% margin of
popular votes over Trump that Gore (48.4%) obtained over Bush
(47.9%). I expect that Hillary Clinton will obtain a much larger
margin of votes over Trump.
Influential variables might affect the outcome of the election. One might be the condition of the national economy. Continuing economic recovery would benefit Hillary Clinton. A new collapse, or rapid inflation, of the United States dollar before November 2016, would benefit Donald Trump. Convincing proof of global warming caused by recent human activities, which is denied by
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many Republican elected officials, would favor Hillary Clinton. A
successful terrorist attack in the United States would favor Donald
Trump.
Herbert Barry III, PhD, is a psychologist who became a
faculty member at the University of Pittsburgh School of Pharmacy
in 1963 and Professor Emeritus in 2001. He has presented reports
on U.S. Presidents and presidential elections in many of the annual
International Psychohistorical Association conventions and to the
Psychohistory Forum of which he is a research associate. He may
be contacted at barryh@pitt.edu. 

Two Progressive Lives: Hillary Clinton
and Ann Dunham
Dinesh Sharma—SUNY Binghamton/Fordham University
One of the least explored areas of research in the narrative
study of lives is the confluence between psychobiography and the
spread of globalization. In this brief essay, I examine the life narrative of Hillary Clinton, the former Secretary of State and the presumptive Democratic 2016 nominee, and Ann Dunham, President
Obama’s late mother, to suggest that narrative analysis with a cross
-cultural perspective can be a fruitful area of inquiry for life history
studies.
Political commentators, legal scholars, and psychologists all
agree that Obama personifies the role of “the good black man,” “a
non-challenging bargainer” as opposed to the “threatening black
man” in the American psyche (Shelby Steele, A Bound Man: W hy
We Are Excited About Obama and Why He Can’t Win, 2008).
Many of these scholars also claim that Obama cleverly deployed
his conciliatory, listening, feminized, and empathic personality to
attract white American voters, including a majority of the women
voters (Dinesh Sharma, Barack Obama in Hawaii and Indonesia,
2011).
In the first presidential and primary campaigns, Obama
played down direct confrontation with his Republican counterpart
John McCain and his female competitors Hillary Clinton and Sarah
Palin. In the re-election campaign, he avoided direct confrontation
with Mitt Romney during the debates. Invariably, presenting a gentler black male persona of the professor—the Sidney Poitier-like
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image his mother always admired—he persuaded the American
public.
Men’s psychology suggests that a man’s feminine side is
partly a composite, or a gestalt, of the long-term interactions with
the important women in his life. Barack Obama, of course, was
raised by several strong women who sent him on his path-breaking
journey, as I have argued in Barack Obama in Hawaii and Indonesia. The women who shaped Obama’s life have been principally
three, namely his mother Ann Dunham, grandmother Madelyn
Dunham, and wife Michelle Robinson. The struggles of these three
women have molded Obama’s self and identity, and symbolically
guided his actions on a daily basis.
There is overwhelming evidence to suggest that this pattern
has worked in the White House, where some of his most trusted
advisors—from Valerie Jarrett in the White House, Hillary Clinton
as the former Secretary of State, Nancy Pelosi in Congress, Kathleen Sebelius as Secretary of Health and Human Services, Janet Napolitano as the Secretary of Homeland Security, and Susan Rice at
the U.N.—are strong women leaders. Obama’s two Supreme Court
appointments, Elena Kagan and Sonia Sotomayor, are women. Recently, the role of the chairman of the Securities and Exchange
Commission was appointed to a leading female lawyer, Mary Jo
White, former district attorney of the Southern District of New
York, and the General Counsel’s appointment to Anne K. Small, a
White House counsel.
Given Obama’s father’s absence, his relationship with important surrogate father-figures—his grandfather, his Indonesian
stepfather, literary mentors like Frank Marshall Davis, and his pastor Reverend Wright—have invariably been marked by disappointment. These men, by Obama’s own account, have never fully
measured up to the idealized image of his biological father lodged
in his heart and mind. Thus, the women in Obama’s inner world
have by far had the strongest influence on shaping his destiny.

The three key women in Obama’s personal narrative hail
from the Midwest. Thus, Obama established his roots in the Midwest and displays the American traits that he is now well-known
for—progressive idealism, pragmatism, and a steely determination.
While Obama’s autobiography, Dreams from My Father (2004), is
principally concerned with the loss of a father and his personality
before he became a politician, his later book, The A udacity of Hope
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(2006), is dedicated to the key women in his life. It is an overtly
political book focused on the fundamentals of the American dream
and the Midwestern values of hard work and responsibility he acquired from his mother and grandmother.
Obama’s mother, Ann Dunham, who by all accounts was
the first anthropologist mother of an American president, was a passionate supporter of women’s education and literacy development.
She had conducted many projects, which raised women’s status in
the developing world, especially in Southeast Asia, where for almost 20 years she did her dissertation research (Stanley Ann Dunham, Surviving A gainst the Odds: V illage Industry in Indonesia,
2009). The President as a young boy had travelled with her on
many occasions to villages in Indonesia.
As Elizabeth Moore revealed in her Newsday article
“Obama’s mother, Hillary Clinton shared a belief in micro-lending”
in 2008, and Jenny Scott has fully reported in her book A Singular
Woman: The Untold Story of Barack Obama’s Mother (2012),
starting in 1993 to the end of 1994, Ann Dunham was working in
New York City, preparing for a major United Nations (U.N.) conference in Beijing, where she planned to speak about microcredits
and micro-lending to poor women. This is the same conference
where Hillary Clinton, then first lady, electrified the audience with
her now well-known statement, “Human rights are women’s rights,
and women’s rights are human rights…” (Patrick Tyler, “Hillary
Clinton, in China, Details Abuse of Women,” 1995).
While Ann Dunham’s colleagues wondered what impact she
might have had at the Beijing conference, she never made it to the
event, suffering from the last stages of cancer in Hawaii. However,
Clinton spoke at the panel co-sponsored by the International Coalition on Women and Credit that Ann Dunham had brought together
at the U.N.’s initiative. Later, Clinton helped launch a campaign to
extend microfinance to 100 million families, a goal the coalition
pushed in Beijing.

Historians might speculate what it meant to pick Hillary
Clinton as Secretary of State after a bitterly fought campaign, but
there is no doubt it had a personal meaning as well for the President. His mother and Hillary Clinton were “generational sisters” of
sorts, separated only by five years (Hillary being younger), both
Midwesterners by birth and socialization, both ardent feminists who
supported and championed women’s liberation, and both travelled
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the world empowering women and girls. See Table 1 for a comparison between these two remarkable women.
Table 1: A Biographical Comparison of Ann Dunham and Hillary Clinton
Ann Dunham
(Obama’s Mother)

Hillary Clinton
(Obama’s First-Term
Secretary of State)

Date of Birth

29-Nov-42

26-Oct-47

Home

Born and Raised in Mid- Born and Raised in
west (Kansas)
Midwest (Illinois)

Religion

Methodist, Secular
Humanist

Profession

Economic
Anthropolo- Lawyer; Diplomat;
gist; Development
Politician
Expert; Activist

Mission Statement

Women’s Development;
Girls’ Education;
Economic Development
in Rural Indonesia, Asia,
and Africa

Development, Democracy
and Diplomacy;
Women’s Rights and
Development

Feminism

Feminist Anthropologist

Feminist Lawyer;
Progressive Activist

Globalism

Lived and Worked in Represented U.S. abroad
Indonesia

Politics

Progressive Liberal

NGO

Micro-financing, Planned Keynote address at Beito attend Beijing Confer- jing Conference 1995
ence 1995

Methodist

Progressive Liberal

Some of Ann Dunham’s friends also noted the parallel: “I
remember us saying it’s such a shame that this is getting unpleasant, because they actually have this connection - they are one degree separated from one another,” recalled a development expert
who worked with Obama’s mother (Moore, 2008). Ann Dunham’s
colleagues in New York knew she was a pioneer, but they did not
know that her work would gain yet another level of prominence because her son would go on to become president someday. They
knew that she did research and developed the field standards that
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guided the program expansion. Her work made it possible for development agencies to not cast women as passive victims, so lending money to them could be seen as a viable idea. Nancy Barry, the
former president of Women’s World Banking and an early microlender who hired her, has said that Ann Dunham’s work unified us
around a common theme, women’s economic empowerment.
Friends remember Ann Dunham as an earthy person,
grounded in real-life experiences, but a woman with a larger-thanlife passion for making a difference in the world. She wrote a
1,000-page doctoral thesis on village economy in Indonesia, the
insights from which were used to design savings and credit products for millions of low-income rural clients at the People’s Bank of
Indonesia. She convinced bankers to see how reliable small-scale
women entrepreneurs can be in borrowing, building, and expanding
a business.
Ann Dunham wanted to move families out of poverty while
she was looking to achieve a sea change in the way women are perceived in the developing world, reports Nina Nayar, one of Dunham’s close friends and colleagues (Moore, 2008). She worked on
an effort to convince the U.N. to convene an expert panel on lending to women with a survey on points of agreement they shared.
The report from the experts became the foundation for the Beijing
policy platform and for standards on lending that emerged later.
Nicola Armacost, a development expert, said, “We sent it to every
finance minister in the world, and every central bank governor….
We were a very small organization and we were really trying to
leverage the resources we had as effectively as we could. Beijing
was a huge opportunity for us to put microcredit on the
map” (Moore, 2008).
The professional efforts made by Ann Dunham were in a
separate but parallel track with the initiatives made by the Arkansas
first lady, Hillary Clinton, who launched a project backed by Muhammad Yunus of Bangladesh. Both women viewed the Beijing
conference as an opportunity to further microcredit projects. Microcredit was mentioned in probably every other speech she made
as first lady, according to Melanne Verveer, Hillary Clinton’s former chief of staff (Moore, 2008).
At the conference, Clinton chaired the panel and gave a passionate speech. “It’s called micro, but its impact on people is gigantic…. When we help these women to sow, we all reap,” Clinton
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told the audience (Hillary Clinton, “Remarks to the U.N. 4th World
Conference on Women Plenary Session,” 1995). While Clinton
may not have heard of Ann Dunham’s work, she was influenced by
it.
According to Lawrence Yanovitch at the Foundation for
International Community Assistance (FINCA), who also worked
with Ann Dunham, Hillary Clinton and the mother of the president
had the same values (Moore, 2008). The confluence of their professional interests is self-evident. Ann Dunham’s legacy has been
carried on, in effect, through the work of the next generation of
women, Hillary Clinton being one of the foremost proponents of
the same set of causes. When the President chose her as the Secretary of State, he was bound to improve the U.S. image abroad and
continue the legacy of the causes his mother had worked for all her
professional life.
When Hillary Clinton receives the democratic nomination
in Philadelphia, the birthplace of American democracy, the political
and psychological rite de passage would be complete, ushering in
the landmark historical transition from the first black president to
potentially the first woman president, with a multi-generational legacy stretching back to Obama’s mother’s progressive journey. As a
crowning achievement, a woman president would fulfill “the
dreams from his mother,” advancing women’s equality and rights
worldwide.
Dinesh Sharma, PhD, is an author, consultant, and social
scientist with a doctorate in psychology and human development
from Harvard University. He is an associate research professor at
the Institute of Global Cultural Studies in SUNY Binghamton and
an adjunct professor of psychology at Fordham University. He is
the author of Barack Obama in Hawaii and Indonesia: The Making
of a Global President and The Global Obama: Crossroads of Leadership in the 21st Century (2013). His recent book on Hillary Clinton’s global image, The Global Hillary: Women's Political Development in Cultural Contexts, was published in June 2016. Professor Sharma may be contacted at dsharma2020@gmail.com. ❑
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Psychobiography and Psychohistory
in a Global Context
The First Finnish Psychobiography
Juhani Ihanus—University of Helsinki
Abstract: The article concentrates on the first Finnish psychobiography, which was published by the young literary and cultural critic Tatu Vaaskivi (1912–1942) in 1937. This work on 1929 Nobel
Prize literature winner Frans Eemil Sillanpää is more like a psychological novel than a strict academic study. Vaaskivi based his
work on the interviews with the author and had adopted varied psychoanalytic ideas of the time. Vaaskivi maintained that “primal
experiences” from Sillanpää’s childhood determined his personality. The work includes the first suggestions of the psychoanalytic
and cathartic aspects of sauna.
Keywords: psychobiography, psychoanalysis, primal experience,
catharsis, sauna, Finland, Tatu Vaaskivi, Frans Eemil Sillanpää
In Finland, psychoanalytic ideas arrived slowly. In the
1910s and 1920s, few scholars touched upon psychoanalytic issues.
For example, philosopher Rolf Lagerborg wrote in 1918 about the
psychoanalytic interpretations of art and published a short book on
Emanuel Swedenborg, a Swedish scientist, theologian, and mystic
(The Case Swedenborg in the Light of Newer Research, 1924;
translated into English by the author, as are the remaining citations). Lagerborg, calling himself an “amateur pathographist,”
mixed psychoanalytic and “psychoserological” (nowadays psychoendocrinological) views, while depicting Swedenborg’s mythomaniac and grandiose religious heaven and hell visions, sexual-ecstatic
daydreams/fantasies, and old-age anxieties. Among the pioneers of
psychoanalysis, only Eduard Hitschmann had earlier, in a short article from 1912, written on Swedenborg’s paranoiac traits and infantile regressions. However, Lagerborg’s work was a quick plunge
into some personality features rather than a biographically-based
study.
The only Finnish psychoanalyst before WWII, Yrjö Kulovesi, did not publish in the field of psychobiography. It was left to the
young literary and cultural critic Tatu Vaaskivi (1912–1942) to
publish the first Finnish psychobiography, F. E. Sillanpää: Life and
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Works (1937), on Frans Eemil Sillanpää (1888-1964), who received the Nobel Prize in literature in 1939. Vaaskivi was a precocious autodidact who had become acquainted with psychoanalytic
personality theories and interpretations of symbols, Jung’s and
Kretschmer’s typologies, and Adler’s conceptions of compensation.
He had the privilege of personally knowing Sillanpää and being
able to conduct long interviews, during which he recorded the author’s reminiscences from early childhood to later age. A large part
of the work consists of biographical material derived straight from
Sillanpää himself.
Vaaskivi conceived of his biography as more of a
“psychological novel” than a strictly academic literary study. For
the Freudian psychoanalyst Yrjö Kulovesi, Vaaskivi was a charlatan who flirted with psychoanalysis in order to produce sensationalism. In Vaaskivi’s work, there are no references but vivid and empathic presentations and interpretations that stylistically remind
readers of Stefan Zweig or Egon Friedell. Biographical details are
enlivened by dramatizations and fictive ingredients, while bridging
Sillanpää’s personality development and experiences to his writing
career and narrative art. Sillanpää’s narration was often attached to
merging human emotions and life destinies with huge visions of
nature, unity, and biological cycles.
Vaaskivi’s leading assumption leans on developmental determinism: “primal experiences” or “visions” from Sillanpää’s
childhood and youth determined both his personality and writing
characteristics. The most dynamic primal experience was reconstructed by Vaaskivi from Sillanpää’s childhood when he made a
short escape from his small cottage to the shore of a large lake, resulting in an intrapsychic conflict between a cramped home and a
wide landscape, leading to parental reproaches to the child and his
ensuing guilty feelings. Vaaskivi linked Sillanpää’s youth neurosis,
agoraphobia, to this early psychic constellation that was alleviated
by a summer experience in Sillanpää’s childhood landscape, fusing
the ever-changing natural microcosm of a mill stream and the stagnant morning light.
In Sillanpää’s youth, his agoraphobia is seen by Vaaskivi to
have disappeared through a cathartic sauna experience on Christmas night 1913. Otto Rank’s birth trauma theory and Ignaz Feuerlicht’s “Analysis of the Idyllic” (Die psychoanalytische Bewegung,
5, 1933, 167–86) contributed to Vaaskivi’s interpreting sauna as an
idyllic primal state, a womb-like place, a “dark, closed, pressing
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forecourt” (F. E. Sillanpää, 1937, 269), where the young Sillanpää
returned to a prenatal state and finally, through a narrow gate,
reached out to a renewed vital existence and to the conviction of his
writer’s mission. “In one night, personality gets a new face!”
Vaaskivi (ibid., 84) stated in his work that included the first suggestions of the psychoanalytic aspects of sauna.
Vaaskivi also thought that he found evidence for this cathartic experience in Sillanpää’s 1928 short story “A Dream of Christmas,” thus making unfounded leaps from fictive events to an author’s life. Of course, he had also committed errors the other way
round when he too trivially used biographical material to interpret
the unconscious contents and motives of the author’s works. Such
errors were common in early psychoanalytic studies of literature
and art that tried to reveal the biographical symptomatic bases of
writers’ and artists’ works as well as their motives, themes, complexes, myths, and symbols. Only later did most psychoanalytic
studies of literary texts get rid of vulgar Freudianism and turn more
into analyzing storytelling, textual devices, and contents without
binding them bluntly to biographical issues. In Vaaskivi’s work,
social, historical, ideological, and moral contexts of Sillanpää’s authorship are not approached. For example, the supposedly traumatic childhood event is framed without any historical or psychosocial
factors.
In addition to psychoanalytic considerations, Vaaskivi applied the German psychiatrist Ernst Kretschmer’s (e.g., Bodily
Build and Character, 1921) ideas of periods (the ebb and flow) of
human mood and personality types. Vaaskivi called this “ellipse
theory” and claimed to have detected in Sillanpää the extreme lows
in mood and writing recurring every seven years. This highly speculative conception of periodicity and character formation was untenable and stereotypical, but Vaaskivi never discarded this idea.
Although Vaaskivi had adopted ideas of Freudian neurosis
theory and superego development, Adlerian inferiority complex,
Jungian personality typology and individuation, and Rankian birth
trauma theory, he shunned clinging to dogmatic psychoanalytic
views. He was keener on poetically elucidating Sillanpää’s pantheistic and mystical dimensions, his biological realism that reflected
archaic images from the childhood of humanity. He was interested
in psychoanalysis that he esteemed as a vitalist myth and a largescale worldview rather than as a psychological theory or a psychotherapy method. Later, after having hectically published in 1937-
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38 two other psychoanalytically oriented cultural critical works, he
began writing novels, discarded psychoanalysis, and experienced
self-recrimination and regrets because he was afraid that he had
polluted his readers’ imagination with Freudian doctrines.
In Finland, unlike in the U.S., psychobiography has not
been a popular genre. The few psychobiographies that have been
published after Vaaskivi’s pioneer work are about writers (two psychological-psychiatric biographies of Aleksis Kivi, the national
writer of Finland; one psychiatric biography of the Finnish poet
Uuno Kailas). There is also one psychobiography of the Finnish
scientist, folklorist, and explorer Carl Axel Gottlund. However,
there are actually no full-length Finnish psychobiographies of artists, politicians, religious figures, or celebrities. On the whole, the
range of Finnish psychobiographies is so limited that one is left to
wonder if there is some Finnish specialty in avoidance of psychological perspectives concerning history, politics, and religion, and if
this has to do with a reluctance to address personally intimate areas
in connection with public figures. However, global networks and
media entertainment encourage the confessions of intimate things
and are full of minimal autobiographical reports on a daily basis.
This puzzle will need further reflection in some other forums.
Juhani Ihanus, PhD, is Adjunct Professor of Cultural
Psychology at the University of Helsinki, Adjunct Professor of the
History of Science and Ideas at the University of Oulu, and Senior
Lecturer and Member of the Board of Directors at the Open University of the University of Helsinki. He is also an international
member of the Psychohistory Forum who has published books and
articles on psychohistory, cultural and clinical psychology, and the
history of psychology. Dr. Ihanus may be reached at juhani.
ihanus@helsinki.fi. ❑

Psychobiography in Anthropology: Life
History across Cultures
Robert A. LeVine—Harvard University
Do anthropologists write psychobiographies? The short answer is that anthropologists since at least the 1930s have recognized
the individual life as a focus of research and reporting, as well as
that some life histories have involved psychosocial or psychocultur-
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al interpretation. We can begin by comparing William McKinley
Runyan’s 1984 treatise Life Histories and Psychobiography: Explorations in Theory and Method with the 1981 book by Lewis Langness and Gelya Frank, Lives: A n A nthropological A pproach to Biography. Both books claimed to be comprehensive surveys, but
they covered somewhat different literatures and problems—Runyan
more psychological, Langness and Frank more anthropological.
There was also considerable overlap between the two works.
Runyan paid more attention to historical figures like Martin Luther
King Jr. and Woodrow Wilson, while Langness and Frank focused
on ordinary individuals encountered in fieldwork, particularly
among Native Americans.
This contrast in itself points to differences in the case studies that emerged: those of historical figures are predicated on the
reader’s prior knowledge and interest, while those of ordinary people must provide the reader with knowledge of the unfamiliar context in which the person’s life is led. If the subject is King or Wilson, we expect to learn what motives and other personal characteristics led to their actions. But if the subject is a hitherto unknown
Navajo man, we need to learn a good deal first about the motivations that may be embedded in Navajo culture. This contrast takes
us back to the 1930s, which might be seen as the Golden Age of the
anthropological life history.
In 1935, the Yale sociologist-psychologist John Dollard
published a remarkable book—possibly the most thoughtful volume
ever published on the subject—entitled Criteria for the Life History
for the Committee on Culture and Personality of the Social Science
Research Council. Dollard was no ordinary sociologist; he had
been a protégé of Edward Sapir (a founder of the culture and personality movement). At Sapir’s suggestion, Dollard had studied at
the Berlin Psychoanalytic Institute, where he was analyzed by
Hanns Sachs. Sapir brought Dollard to the Yale Institute of Human
Relations, the major interdisciplinary social science venture of the
1930s. Dollard’s book on the life history covers Freud’s case studies as well as some from the Chicago school of sociology, where he
was originally trained; he finds life-historical material in The Polish
Peasant in Europe and America by William Isaac Thomas and Florian Znaniecki, whose research was conducted before 1918.
In his acknowledgements, Dollard mentions the influence of
friends who are psychoanalytic social scientists, such as Harold
Lasswell, Erich Fromm, and Abram Kardiner, as well as Margaret
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Mead and Sapir. Dollard states, “[W]ithout the life history the
transmission of cultural forms from one generation to the next cannot be adequately defined” (3). In other words, the life history was
at the center of the psychocultural theory Dollard was formulating
at the time. Three years later, a student of Sapir named Walter Dyk
published a book-length “Navajo autobiography” titled LeftHanded, the Son of Old Man Hat, and Sapir wrote the foreword.
Here are a few quotations from it. “Customs are not merely
eccentricities of history. They must all have meaning, however obscurely and indirectly, in terms of what you and I find intelligible in
our own lives and in our own experiences with other people….”
Also, “Before we undertake to estimate the meaning and value of
this truly remarkable document, let us be clear as to what it is not
and does not pretend to be.” Finally, “In the first place, it is not a
cultural museum…” (ix-x).
Sapir argues that Left-Handed’s autobiography is neither an
explicit cultural statement, nor a psychological analysis of his personality, but a narrative in which cultural norms are assumed and
emotions are reported in their specific contexts. He leaves no doubt
that such a narrative is a highly significant text. Sapir quotes two
passages, one near the beginning, the other near the end, of the narrative:
About this time I began to herd around the hogan
(house), in the morning and evening when the sheep
came home. But I was so small. I went out with the
sheep like a dog. I just walked along with them and
stayed right in the middle of the herd. I was afraid to
go around them, but while I was in the middle of the
sheep I wasn’t afraid of anything (ix-x).
Sapir says,
What psychologist or ethnologist could have anticipated this delicate interplay of the cultural implication of sheep-herding in the lonely Navaho country
and the child’s timid acceptance of his companionship? Is he the boss or is it the flock? And was ever
security more accurately defined? (ix)
The other passage Sapir quotes is near the end of the book:
He was lying still, just breathing a little all that
night, and just as morning came, just as you saw a
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little white and blue sky coming over the mountain,
he passed away. He died that morning and all his
relatives and friends began to cry. As soon as he
died they told me to go and round up the horses, and
while his relatives and friends were holding him and
crying I started out, and while I was running I was
crying too (ix-x).
Sapir points out that the voluminous ethnographic records
on the Navajo do not tell what a boy is expected to do if he happens
to be present when an old man dies. Sapir is identifying: “Those
who wish to know something of Navaho culture should consult the
priceless ethnological records of Washington Matthews and the
Franciscan Fathers, but in all those pages it is not told what a boy
who happens to be about is expected to do when an old man
dies” (ix-x). Sapir is identifying what we now call “the lived experience” as the core of what is provided by a lengthy autobiography.
In 1942 the Institute of Human Relations at Yale, which had
published Dollard’s Criteria for the Life History (1935) and Clellan
S. Ford’s Smoke from their Fires: The Life of a Kwakiutl Chief
(1941), issued Leo Simmons’ Sun Chief: The Autobiography of a
Hopi Indian. Thus life histories in the autobiographical mode, usually of Native Americans, were central to the work of anthropologists with psychological interests in the 1930s and 1940s. The Yale
anthropologists’ life histories were restrained in their psychological
interpretations, particularly by comparison with the life histories of
the same era in the Columbia University group of Abram Kardiner.
Kardiner, who had been an undergraduate with Franz Boas
at Columbia and then, after medical training, was analyzed by
Freud in 1921, developed his own approach to psychocultural research in New York during the 1930s. He brought most of the anthropologists in the “culture and personality” field to make presentations at his seminar. With the anthropologist Ralph Linton, who
succeeded Boas as the leading social anthropologist at Columbia,
Kardiner wrote two books, The Individual and His Society, published in 1939, and Psychological Frontiers of Society, published in
1945. These contributions to the theory of culture and personality
proposed the concept of the basic personality of a particular culture,
measurable by giving Rorschach tests and collecting life histories
from that culture. The 1945 volume contained these individual materials for the Alorese people of Indonesia, collected by the anthropologist Cora DuBois, who had been sent by Kardiner to do field
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work there. The Alorese life histories were, unlike those from
Yale, highly interpreted accounts in which the Alorese psychology
was seen as shaped by the child rearing practices of the people;
Kardiner felt free to interpret them in terms of psychopathology.
The life histories themselves would be overshadowed in the controversies that followed by DuBois’ preference for modal personality
over basic personality as a way of representing the psychology of a
particular culture, including the people of Alor.

There were other life histories published in anthropology
between 1945 and 1980, and other controversies about them, documented and discussed by Langness and Frank with unusual clarity.
They state:
The biographical studies produced by anthropologists, when they are not attempting to answer
some theoretical question in psychological anthropology, tend to be used for one or more of the following
reasons: (1) to portray culture, (2) for literary purposes, (3) to portray aspects of culture change, (4) to illustrate some aspect of culture not usually portrayed
by other means (such as women’s views of their culture); (5) to communicate something not otherwise
communicated (for example, the humanistic side of
anthropology or, more typically, the “insider’s” view
of culture); or (6) to say something about deviants or
other unusual cases (Langness and Frank, 1981, 24).
This captures well the fact that the life history in post-World
War II anthropology was (and I would argue still is) not limited to
psychobiography but used for a wide variety of purposes. That
said, I would like to bring to your attention four more recent books
presenting the uses of the life history in anthropology.
First, Sarah LeVine’s 1979 volume Mothers and W ives:
Gusii Women of East Africa, in which my wife, while working with
me on the Gusii Infant Study of 1974-76, developed a quasitherapeutic relationship with some of the mothers in that study.
She reports frankly and in detail on her successes and failures in
obtaining information that might generate psychoanalytic insights
in a rural African context. In her next book, Dolor y A legría:
Women and Social Change in Urban Mexico (1993), she shows
how the macro-social processes of urbanization and demographic
transition translate into the individual experiences of women.
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In 2011, the developmental psychologist Barbara Rogoff
published the book-length biography, Developing Destinies: A Mayan Midwife and Town, of one Guatemalan woman who had known
the American anthropologists Benjamin and Lois Paul in 1941 and
became a friend of the author in the 1970s. She and her ancient
craft of Mayan midwifery are described in cultural detail and with
psychological insight.
Finally, in 2015, there is Rebecca Lemov’s Database of
Dreams: The Lost Quest to Catalog Humanity. Lemov, an anthropologist and historian of science, tells us the history of an effort in
the 1950s to preserve an archive of all the psychological materials,
including every Rorschach test result, that had been collected in
non-Western cultures. One chapter in the book is devoted to the
work of Dorothy Eggan, who collected a massive number of
dreams from Don Taleyesva, the same man whose 456-page autobiography had been edited by Leo Simmons and published by the
Yale Institute of Human Relations in 1942. Eggan wrote articles in
1949 and 1952 making the case for the manifest content of dreams
as a pathway to psychocultural insight, articles still worth reading
today.
Robert A. LeVine, PhD, is the Roy E. Larsen Professor of
Education and Human Development Emeritus, at Harvard University. His most recent book, with his wife Sarah and former students, is Literacy and Mothering: How Women's Schooling Changes the Lives of the World's Children (Oxford University Press,
2012), which won the 2013 Eleanor E. Maccoby Book Award in
Developmental Psychology of the American Psychological Association. He is currently at work with Sarah LeVine on a book introducing American parents to cultural variations in parenting around
the world. He may be contacted at Levine68@gmail.com. 

Bobby Fischer, the Cold War, and the
Global Reach of Psychobiography
Joseph G. Ponterotto—Fordham University
This special feature of Clio’s Psyche focuses on psychobiography in a global context. Interest in psychobiography transcends time, place, and culture. From Vasari’s (1550) study of the
lives of great artists, to Freud’s (1910) psychoanalytic profile of
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Leonardo Da Vinci, to Erikson’s (1969) Pulitzer Prize-winning psychobiography of Mahatma Gandhi, humans have been fascinated
with the lives and psyches of significant personalities throughout
history. Psychobiography is, in and of itself, a global phenomenon,
and as emphasized by Hungarian psychobiographer Zoltan Kőváry,
we are in the midst of a “renaissance in psychobiography” (Europe’s Journal of Psychology, 2011, 7 [4], 739-777).
My work in psychobiography over the last eight years has
focused on one person: Robert “Bobby” James Fischer (19432008), former Chess Champion of the World (1972-1975). Fischer
was an iconic and enigmatic figure who, for a short time during the
height of Cold War tensions between the Soviet Union and the
U.S., may have been the most famous person on earth. Fischer’s
epic battle over the chessboard against the then-reigning World
Champion, Soviet Grandmaster Boris Spassky, captured the attention of the world. Fischer was a global phenomenon, and he helped
make chess the world’s most popular board game.
Bobby Fischer has been the subject of multiple biographies—the best researched among these are those by Professor
Frank Brady (St. John’s University), which include Bobby Fischer:
Profile of a Prodigy (2nd ed., 1973) and, more recently, Endgame:
The Spectacular Rise and Fall of Bobby Fischer (2011). There
have also been two book-length psychobiographies of Fischer. The
first was a strictly Freudian analysis by noted psychoanalyst and
Chess Grandmaster Reuben Fine, titled Bobby Fischer’s Conquest
of the World’s Championship (1973); the second, by myself, was
the multi-theoretically anchored A Psychobiography of Bobby
Fischer (2012). While these book-length treatments of Fischer had
a comprehensive lifespan focus, oftentimes psychobiographers narrow their research to specific mysteries in the lives of historic figures.
In the short space I have to describe the psychology of
Fischer, I will focus on four mysteries surrounding the legacy of the
USA’s only world chess champion: How did Bobby Fischer get so
good at chess? What are the origins of his vitriolic anti-Semitism?
Why did he come to despise the United States, his country of birth?
Finally, why did Fischer forfeit his title to the Soviet challenger
Anatoly Karpov during the apex of his chess brilliance at the age of
32? To address these questions, it is important to first understand,
at least in part, the historic and political circumstances of Fischer’s
early life. The context and researched facts in the summary below
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stem from the works cited above, particularly A Psychobiography
of Bobby Fischer (2012; hereafter Fischer).
Disadvantaged Childhood, the Cold War, and FBI Surveillance
Bobby Fischer was born in 1943 in Chicago to a single
mother, Regina Fischer. Regina, who had been born in Switzerland
in 1913, immigrated to the U.S. with her mother, father, and older
brother Max in 1914. The family was of Polish-Jewish heritage.
Bobby had a sister Joan, who was five years older and born in Moscow in 1937 where Regina was studying medicine (1933-1938).
Prior to moving to the Soviet Union, Regina was visiting Berlin
where she met her future husband Hans Gerhardt Fischer, a highly
respected physicist. Escaping the Nazis, the couple moved to Moscow where Gerhardt found employment at the Moscow Brain Institute and where Regina started studies at the First Moscow Medical
Institute. In 1939, Regina returned to the United States with her
daughter Joan; Gerhardt never joined them and the couple divorced
in 1945.
In the early 1940’s, Regina was studying at Boulder, Colorado, where she met the math instructor Paul Nemenyi, a Hungarian
-Jewish mathematician and engineer who fled the Nazi rise in 1939.
Most Fischer biographers believe Paul Nemenyi to be Bobby’s biological father, and while he helped support Regina, Joan, and Bobby financially to some degree, he and Regina never married. Researchers believe that Regina never told Bobby of his true paternity,
given the stigma in the early 1940s of being born out of wedlock.
In fact, Regina instructed the birth physician to list Gerhardt Fischer as Bobby’s father on his birth certificate. Family secrets such as
these can promote feelings of mistrust and lack of safety in one’s
life; feelings that stayed with Bobby throughout his life.
In the U.S., Regina Fischer had joined the American Communist Party in 1945. Given her long sojourn and medical training
in Moscow, along with her linguistic skills (she was fluent in Russian and other languages), she soon came under the scrutiny of J.
Edgar Hoover and the FBI. Though she was never arrested or
deemed to be a Soviet spy, Regina was surveilled by the FBI for
almost three decades (from shortly before Bobby’s birth in 1943
through 1972). The FBI amassed a 994-page dossier on Regina
Fischer, which I have closely studied and discuss at length in my
psychobiography of her son. Bobby was told as a young boy not to
talk to strange men who were asking questions about his mother. In
this case, Bobby had good reason to be cautious and mistrustful of
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others—a “healthy paranoia”—as indeed the family was being followed.
During Bobby’s early years, Regina travelled across many
cities looking for employment. FBI surveillance and interviews
with Regina’s friends, associates, and employers made it difficult
for her to keep a job. Fischer biographer Frank Brady documented
that Regina, Joan, and Bobby moved residences across multiple cities, ten times before Bobby reached seven years of age. Furthermore, by the fourth grade, Bobby had been in and out of six different schools. Clearly, stability was not a characteristic of Bobby and
Joan’s childhoods.
Regina had few financial resources and her family struggled
economically. When Regina could find employment, she often
worked long hours and Bobby was often in the care of his older sister. Bobby also spent considerable time alone, even as a child. After being introduced to the game of chess at six years of age by his
sister, chess became his constant companion. He remarked as a
child, “All I want to do, ever, is play chess” (Ponterotto, Fischer,
3). Chess was a stabilizing, familiar, and reliable factor in his life;
he could even play against himself, and take his little chess set
wherever he went. With chess he was never fully alone. Unfortunately, by living primarily in his “chess world,” Bobby was at-risk
of losing contact with a broader social environment, which would
be important to healthy childhood and adolescent development.
How Did Fischer Get So Good at Chess?
Bobby’s brilliance at chess resulted from a confluence of
factors. First, his mother Regina Fischer and his biological father
Paul Nemenyi were both highly intelligent. Dr. Nemenyi was a renowned mathematician whose “Nemenyi’s Theorem” deals with
isothermal curves and fluid dynamics (reviewed in Truesdell, 1952,
Paul Felix Nemenyi: 1895-1952 [Obituary], Science, 116 [3009],
215-216). Second, Bobby loved playing chess and studied or
played for hours each day. As he became very good at chess, his
skill level increased, as did his self-esteem. His personal sense of
identity, more and more, became fused with his chess identity.
This drove him further to full dedication to chess and he quit Erasmus High School in Brooklyn in his junior year to be able to play
chess full time. Malcolm Gladwell, in his popular book Outliers:
The Story of Success (2008), integrates research evidence that supports the position that world class and elite status in a defined field
(e.g., chess, violin, mathematics) requires roughly 10,000 hours of

Global Psychohistory

Page 55

deliberate study. Estimating the number of hours Fischer studied
chess each day, it is believed he had reached this 10,000 hour mark
around the age of 15, which is indeed the age he was when awarded
the International Grandmaster Title, the youngest person in history
up until that point in time to be so honored.
A third factor in Bobby’s chess development was his social
environment. Though at first Bobby’s mother encouraged him to
broaden his interest beyond chess, she eventually acquiesced to his
chess obsession and worked hard to raise funds for his travel and
support his career. She also found chess teachers and mentors for
her son. Thus Bobby got great at chess due to A) some genetic predispositions for spatial visualization, memory, and intense focus; B)
a childhood and youth environment that, for good or bad, encouraged the singular pursuit of his talent; and most of all C) by studying and working at the game constantly for decades.
Why Was Bobby So Anti-Semitic?
Bobby Fischer’s mother and biological father were Jewish.
However, Regina Fischer was more communist-aligned and culturally Jewish than she was religiously Jewish. Though biographer
Frank Brady presents evidence that Bobby was Bar Mitzvahed as a
child, Bobby later disavowed any Jewish identity (Endgame: The
Spectacular Rise and Fall of Bobby Fischer, 2011). Bobby had no
relationship with his sister’s biological father, Gerhardt Fischer
(who was Protestant).
Bobby showed few if any signs of anti-Semitism in his
youth and early adulthood; however, after he became World Champion at the age of 29 and moved to the Los Angeles area, his expressions of anti-Semitism grew continually. These were fueled by
his reading of anti-Semitic literature and listening to radio broadcasts by Herbert W. Armstrong, head of the Worldwide Church of
God. The seeds of his anti-Semitism, however, were sown earlier
in life through his sense of abandonment. Fischer researchers noted
that Bobby’s mother spent a good amount of time with Jewish intellectual friends, which Bobby resented because it took her away
from him. Bobby’s biological father, Paul Nemenyi, was Jewish
and lived apart from the family; he died in 1952, when Bobby was
nine years old.
When Bobby was 17 years of age, his mother left their
Brooklyn apartment for good to prepare for the year-long “San
Francisco to Moscow March for Peace” (1960-1961). In an often-
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cited interview with journalist Ralph Ginzburg around this time,
Bobby discussed his mother leaving their apartment: “She and I
just don’t see eye-to-eye together. She’s a square…she keeps in
my hair and I don’t like people in my hair, you know, so I had to
get rid of her” (Ginzburg, 1962, “Portrait of a Genius as a Young
Chess Master,” Harper’s Magazine, 224, 1340, January, 49-55).
Though Bobby on one level wanted his independence so he could
play and study chess uninterrupted, on some level, living without
any parent at the age of 17 may have elicited feelings of abandonment.
Bobby also clashed with Jewish members of the chess community. The leading American player before Bobby was an Orthodox Jewish-American player, Samuel Reshevsky. Bobby felt that
the American Chess Foundation was favoring Reshevsky with financial and travel support to tournaments. Thus, in my psychobiography of Fischer, I hypothesize that on some level, Bobby paired,
or associated, Jewishness with his feelings of abandonment from
his mother, biological father, and the U.S. chess establishment. In
the 1940’s and 1950’s, there was also a nationally pervasive feeling
of anti-Semitism. During this period, American Jews Julius and
Ethel Rosenberg were convicted (1951) and executed (1953) for
conspiracy to commit espionage. In the minds of many Americans,
being Jewish and communist were associated. It is believed that
once Bobby abandoned competitive chess and the structure of tournament life, his isolation grew, as did his own internalized antiSemitism. Unfortunately, for the last decade or so of his life, Bobby was known more for his vitriolic anti-Semitism than he was for
his chess achievements. Bobby represented the “self-loathing Jew”
as conceptualized by David Mamet (The W icked Son, 2006) in discussing the existential emptiness that can lead to self-hatred. From
a more modern psychological perspective, one might say that Bobby developed an internalized anti-Semitism, absorbing the broader
social prejudice toward the Jewish people.
Why did Bobby Grow to Hate America?
In 1972, as Bobby was wavering about whether to play the
championship match against Boris Spassky, he received a personal
call from Henry Kissinger, then President Nixon’s National Security Advisor, urging him to play and represent the U.S. in this epic
battle over the chess board. Bobby apparently was honored by the
call, and Kissinger’s encouragement did contribute to Bobby playing the match. When Bobby returned to the U.S. in the early fall of
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1972 as the new World Chess Champion, President Nixon wrote
him a letter of congratulations. In time, however, Bobby became
more and more disillusioned with the United States. He believed
he was not supported enough during his chess career given all he
was doing for the U.S. in terms of world chess recognition. He believed he should have been personally invited to the White House
to meet with President Nixon after he won the title. As his antiSemitism grew during his “wilderness years” in the 1980s, Bobby
accused the U.S. of conspiring with Israel to control the world.
The most significant factor in Bobby’s revulsion toward the
U.S. was, however, when he came out of his California seclusion to
play in a privately sponsored rematch with Boris Spassky during
1992 in war-torn Yugoslavia. The U.S. Department of the Treasury
forbade any American citizen from doing business in Yugoslavia.
Bobby defied the order in playing the rematch against Spassky
(which he won again, winning over $3 million). An arrest warrant
was issued for Bobby and he could not return to the U.S. without
risk of immediate arrest. Bobby would never return to the U.S. and
died in Reykjavik, Iceland, where he had been granted citizenship
on humanitarian grounds. On a Philippine radio station immediately following the September 2001 attack on the U.S., Bobby praised
the attack, stating: “This is all wonderful news. It’s time for the
[expletive] U.S. to get their heads kicked in. Finish off the U.S.
once and for all.... This just shows you that what goes around,
comes around, even for the United States.” In Bobby’s mind the
U.S. had abandoned him, as had his mother and father. At the root
of Bobby’s rage was a deep sense of hurt from this felt abandonment.
Why Did Bobby Resign (Forfeit) the World Chess Title in
1975?
The chess world was very excited about the World Championship match between Bobby and the new Soviet challenger, Anatoly Karpov. Fischer made numerous demands to change the rules
of FIDE’s (Fédération Internationale des Echecs) match, and
though Karpov and the FIDE agreed to most, they did not agree to
every one. This was the rationale Bobby gave for resigning his
world title. Fischer himself, and most chess experts at the time, believed that Fischer would have defeated Karpov, so why did Fischer
sabotage the match? My hypothesis, explored fully in my psychobiography of Fischer, was that Fischer’s quest for the world title
became the defining aspect of his search for identity; that is, his
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personal identity was fused with his chess identity. Once he defeated Spassky for the world title, his two identities coalesced into
one. If he were to lose the match against Karpov, he would in essence lose his personal identity and that realization was too risky
for Bobby. Better to resign the title as World Champion (and still
believe one is the best player in the word) than to risk losing one’s
sense of self.
Psychobiography in Cultural and Political Context
Bobby Fischer represented the American cultural emphasis
on individualism. He developed his talent mainly through individual effort and was representing himself, more than the U.S., in the
1972 “chess match of the century.” Spassky, on the other hand,
was a symbol and chosen representative of the Soviet intellectual
“collective.” The Soviet system had nourished, cared for, bankrolled, and prepared him for chess greatness since his childhood.
Fischer’s loss would have been devastating for him and disappointing for Americans. Spassky’s loss would be devastating to the Soviet Union and hazardous for himself (in fact, after losing the
match, many restrictions were put on his travel). Interestingly, as
portrayed in the new film, Pawn Sacrifice (2015), both Fischer and
Spassky were used as pawns in their country’s efforts to engage an
acceptable Cold War battle over the chessboard rather than an unacceptable battle of military conflict.
In terms of mental health, the Fischer story highlights the
need for school counselors, administrators, and other mental health
professionals to intervene early in the lives of child prodigies.
Many parents of prodigies, whether the talent is in chess, tennis,
violin, computer design, and so on, struggle with how to balance
nurturing their children’s special gifts while also promoting healthy
and balanced lives. What more could school counselors, administrators, and psychologists have done for a young Bobby Fischer and
his financially struggling family? Clearly, there are more social,
financial, and academic support structures in place now than there
were during Bobby’s formative years in the 1940s and 1950s. It is
important that the mental health and education systems devote more
research and resources to studying the challenges and needs of the
extremely gifted.
Joseph G. Ponterotto, PhD, is a professor of Counseling
Psychology and Coordinator of the Mental Health Counseling Program at Fordham University-Lincoln Center, New York City. He
maintains a small private practice in New York City and is the au-
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thor of A Psychobiography of Bobby Fischer: Understanding the
Genius, Mystery, and Psychological Decline of a World Chess
Champion (2012). He was a historical consultant on the 2015 film
Pawn Sacrifice starring Tobey Maguire as Bobby Fischer and Liev
Schreiber as Boris Spassky. Professor Ponterotto can be reached
at Ponterotto@Fordham.edu. 

My Psychobiography Outside the USA
Norman Simms—Waikato University
In one sense I am certainly “outside of the United States,”
but also at the same time not connected anywhere else, except with
the few individuals in various countries with whom I correspond
fairly regularly. Generalizations drawn from American experiences
strike me as strange, even though I was born a Jewish boy in Boro
Park, Brooklyn, New York in 1940 and remained in the USA
through my university education. In addition to the shift in cultural
location, there is also a time gap between what I knew and learned
as a child and grew up with until my mid-20s more than 50 years
ago. Increasingly over time, the meaning of words and phrases, the
allusions to popular television shows and films, the emphasis on
sports, and the prominence of celebrity personalities have become,
at best, empty sounds and images. This is particularly true when
my psychohistorical readings seem to fill up with unconscious and
inadvertent resonances that make no sense to me.
At the same time I have lived, worked, and developed my
own scholarly modus operandi in various parts of the world: in
Winnipeg, Canada, then in Hamilton, New Zealand, with shorter
and longer stints in England, Romania, France, and Israel. I have
never really felt “at home” anywhere other than in my own mind,
and perhaps not very comfortably there either. While having
friends, I have never really had intimate acquaintances, certainly
not family, and so have remained the outsider sufficiently as to
view each society, culture, and institution as more or less alien to
my feelings and experiences. In each place where I have stayed
long enough to teach, do research, and write some of my articles
and books, I have never felt more than very superficial constraints
placed on what I do in order to “get ahead” and become a “highflyer.”
This very distance from immersion and intimacy has helped
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me develop a different kind of perspective on what I call
“midrashing” life or practicing psychohistory. From formal training in literary studies through involvement with folklore studies to
engaging with the paradigms of history of mentalities, and more
recently the kind of art history Aby Warburg called Geistgeschichte
(history of the mind), I have reached a point where my focus has
refined itself in the attempt to understand particular historical individuals. My last several books have therefore been psychobiographies. My reading has taken me more and more into the close
scrutiny of journals and diaries, private letters and personal memoirs, autobiographies and biographies.
In the last 10 years especially I have published three volumes on Alfred Dreyfus and his wife Lucie, not so much about the
affair which bears his name, as about the way in which they created
codes of language and gesture to keep them both alive and sane
during the long ordeal of Dreyfus’ imprisonment on Devil’s Island
and in the subsequent struggle to achieve full exoneration from the
charges of treason and espionage against him, and then to fight the
demons that still haunted his nightmares. I recently wrote a 1,000page study of a small cluster of Jewish intellectuals and artists who
thought they had achieved success and happiness in France and
Germany but discovered (often too late) that they had actually tumbled into a hellish nightmare, and a few could see that their reputations would be crushed by the rising tide of vicious anti-Semitism
and Nazi persecution.
For the most part, this is not what these people (Bernard
Berenson, Gertrude Stein, Arthur Meyer, Sarah Bernhardt and a
few others) say. They often deny that this is what happened, as do
many (not all, of course) of the historians who try to write their biographies. So how does one deal with a life story in which the evidence is neither explicit nor even mentioned only incidentally?
How does one write the psychobiography of someone who is not
typical of the time they live in, the colleagues with whom they engage with, or the expectations of their critics? Indeed, what do you
do when most of the opinions about them are either simply not
there at all or still hostile?
My studies seek to immerse the chosen person in his or her
own work and those of their contemporaries. I’m seeking their fictional scenes, dramatic moments, inadvertent confessions in essays
and journals, and so forth within the metaphoric structures of their
mind’s experiences. Thus I find I am analysing their dreams, hallu-
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cinations, jokes, and other symptomatic moments in their lives, as
either they consciously or unconsciously realize what they are doing, or are reported by others. Let me give a few instances of how
this kind of psychobiography works.
Alfred
Dreyfus
uses
the
term
fantasmagorie
(phantasmagoria) to describe what he is going through. Today the
term has become a general one meaning anything elaborately fantastic and grotesque, with both negative and positive connotations,
probably more of the latter than the former. During the 19th century, however, it leaned toward the negative, and included many mental events such as hallucinations and emotional confusions. Writers
referred to phantasmagoric episodes in novels, short stories, and
plays where we would today use the very psychological terms made
available by the rise of psychoanalysis and especially dream analysis. The term had developed a specific technical meaning near the
end of the 18th century as a kind of public entertainment using
smoke and mirrors, projected images, eerie music, and suggestive
speeches about people and events in history, and in this way leading right towards the development of early cinema. In order to understand what Dreyfus was going through when he called his life a
fantasmagorie, we have to look at his letters, journals, and various
doodles drawn in his notebooks. This, as well as reading all the
books and authors he ever mentions, helps contextualize his statement.
Reporters describe Dreyfus’s second court martial in
Rennes in 1895 and their scenario reproduces many of the kinds of
actions and characters in horror stories of the fin de siècle (end of
the century). Without any intention, the journalists provide a key
into the way in which people of the period tended to organize the
little facts, tonalities, and actions of that courtroom scene, especially when they noted how Alfred sat rigidly, passively quiet throughout most of the proceedings and then suddenly leaped up from his
seat and began to rage against his accusers. I showed in one of my
books how this scene reproduces almost exactly a bear-baiting
show, with similar types of gestures, sounds, and metaphors. Unable to control himself, Dreyfus acts out the shared fantasy the reporters have been waiting to see, one that has unconsciously become a formulaic event in the fictional horrors of the fin de siècle.
Another instance of how I proceed with psychobiography is
analyzing a kind of living dream that Sarah Bernhardt describes in
her autobiographical Ma vie double (My Double Life, 1907). Sarah
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Bernhardt goes down to the sea in Brittany on holiday, a rest recommended by her physician after a period of exhausting work; she
leaves her son Maurice, still a toddler, by himself on the nearby
beach. Tied into a makeshift harness, she is lowered down a declivity into a swirling pool below, and there is startled by mysterious sea monsters. She tugs desperately to be winched back up.
Later the local guide tells her she glimpsed a group of octopuses,
which she had never seen before, and that they are the spirits of
drowned sailors. This incident, uniquely recounted in My Double
Life, offers insight into her own unconscious fears and anxieties
about herself, her career, her new role as a single mother, and as an
ambiguous Jewish woman accused of being a traitor, a pushy and
manipulative woman, and an overly thin and talentless actress.
Again, I search her own writings, theatrical roles, activities as a
painter and sculptor, the negative reviews in the press, the hostile
pamphlets attacking her performances as an artist and female celebrity, and other contemporary accounts of sea creatures and legendary monsters.
Catulle Mendès had a dream of his own accidental death 10
years before it happened. He died in a railway accident in 1906 just
outside of the Saint-Germain-en-Laye station, when he arrived late
at night, perhaps befuddled by drink, certainly exhausted from a
full day’s work, and opened the door too soon, tumbled out of the
car into the tunnel, and was crushed under the wheels of the train.
A decade earlier, according to Maurice de Waleffe, Mendès revealed to a group of theatrical friends that he had a disturbing
nightmare: he fell out of a railway coach and was killed. Though
none of the contemporary commentators or later literary historians
connects these two events, a psychohistorian must see the deeper
significance of both as related. To do this, I again read through
most of Mendès’ poetry, stories, novels, opera librettos, and drama
texts to find similarities in expression, imagery, and themes of sudden and horrendous death. Casual entries in the journals and essays
of his friends and critics also yield insights and points of entry into
discussion of how his personality, character, and aesthetic sensibilities developed.
Without the distraction of personal intimacy and immersion
in a country or society, I feel that I am better able to gain psychological insights into my subjects. As I study an individual, I am
able to immerse myself into their life, using their own writings, to
better understand their motivations and mentality during important
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events. In particular, I find this is helpful in understanding subjects
from other times and places, which sets me apart from American
psychohistorians, who by default often share so much with their
subjects.
Norman Simms, PhD, now an independent scholar following his retirement from university teaching six years ago, continues
to publish books, articles, and reviews. Among those books relevant to this little essay are Alfred Dreyfus: Man, Milieu, Mentality
and Midrash (2012), In the Context of his Times: Alfred Dreyfus as
Lover, Intellectual, Poet and Jew (2013), and Alfred and Lucie
Dreyfus: In the Phantasmagoria (2013). Soon to be published is a
new study of Jewish intellectuals trapped in their own failures to
understand assimilation and success in a hostile world, Dust &
Ashes (Cambridge Scholars Publishing). He may be contacted at
nsimms@waikato.ac.nz. 

Assorted Articles
The Ritual Sacrifice of Brazilian President
Dilma Rousseff

Ted Goertzel—Rutgers University

Brazilian president Dilma Rousseff was sacrificed as a
scapegoat for sins and shortcomings widely shared by her accusers.
In a nationally televised session of the Chamber of Deputies on
April 16, 2016, each deputy had ten seconds to defend his or her
vote. Few bothered to mention the technical legal reason for seeking her removal, borrowing money from state banks in violation of
the fiscal responsibility laws. Instead, the 367 deputies who supported impeachment said they were saving their families, their
communities, and their nation from the abyss into which Brazil had
fallen. The 137 who defended her mostly argued that the sanctity
of the presidential term should be respected, and that she wasn’t as
bad as a lot of legislators impeaching her or past presidents.
The deputies fumed righteous anger, but many also seemed
fearful, not just for their country but for themselves. This fear was
understandable since many are under investigation by the Federal
Police for corruption. Eduardo Cunha, the Leader of the Chamber
who orchestrated the session, was himself removed from office by
the Supreme Court a few days after the Rousseff impeachment
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vote.
The mass psychology driving the spectacle in Brasília has
been little explored. Psychoanalyst Tales Ab’Sáber recently published a short volume about Dilma Rousseff and one about her patron, Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva. Ab’Sáber’s extended essays are
works of cultural criticism and historical commentary with only
occasional psychoanalytic insights; however, they are a beginning.

Lula and Dilma are polar opposites in terms of popularity.
Lula was the most popular president in the history of Brazilian public opinion research and Dilma was the least popular. They are also
opposite personality types: Lula is gregarious, outgoing, and charismatic; Dilma is stern, lacking in charisma, and prone to lashing out
angrily at signs of disagreement. Dilma had never run for political
office but had served in several appointed positions in state and federal government. Lula selected her as his chief of staff when José
Dirceu, his longtime close associate, was forced to resign and take
responsibility for corruption scandals. Dilma and the whole country were surprised when Lula decided he wanted her to be the
Workers’ Party candidate for the presidency in 2010.
Lula had served two terms and was ineligible to serve again,
so he nominated Dilma as a place-holder. This avoided an intraparty struggle over succession and the possibility that a new charismatic leader might emerge to take Lula’s place. At the time, Lula
was so popular that journalists observed he could have elected a
post to the presidency. This observation was repeated so frequently
that Dilma found it necessary to publicly assert that she was not a
post.
Lula’s popularity had much to do with the economic boom
during his presidency, sustained by high commodity prices. But
there was more to it than that. Ab’Sáber describes Lula’s role in
the Brazilian national psyche as “a leader chosen by destiny whose
ultimate strength comes from a transcendent, divine source…. In
generic psychoanalytic terms it is the magical thinking of a child
who does not understand the realistic constraints of his parents’
thinking” (Lulismo: carisma pop e cultura anticrítica, 2015: Kindle
location 252)
In Ab’Sáber’s view, Lula’s:
first charismatic imaginary, the object of the transference from the heterogeneous and socially significant
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public that sustained him was that of the good savage,
civilized and civilizing, antibourgeois because of his
position in the class structure, but with the practical
social, economic and political knowledge lost to the
theoretical left locked in the ivory tower of the university (Lulismo: carisma pop e cultura anticrítica,
2015: Kindle location 303). (All translations are my
own.)

Lula was raised by an impoverished single mother, became
a lathe mechanic and union leader, and was the first Brazilian president from the working class. But once he put aside strident socialist rhetoric to get elected, he was warmly welcomed by all social
classes as a transformational leader who would bring Brazil into the
modern age. His slogan was “Lula: Peace and Love.”
Ab’Sáber uses Lacanian psychoanalytic terminology to describe the process by which Lula softened the harsh slogans of his
neo-Marxist past. Ab’Sáber’s jargon is too difficult for a direct
translation, but as best I understand it he says that in a process Lacanians call foreclosure (forclusion in French), problems are not
repressed outright, just reframed to be less threatening. Thus, misery becomes poverty, the proletariat becomes the middle class, and
mammoth fortunes become income inequality.
In other words, Lula rephrased problems so they were less
threatening. This worked well as long as the economy was booming. Brazil did especially well during the global financial crisis of
2008 because its large state sector protected it from the worst of the
downturn. But a Keynesian stimulus has to be followed by a cutback when the crisis subsides. Dilma and the Workers’ Party didn’t
accept that. They were smug and overconfident and thought they
could continue to run up debt as well as fill the bulging bureaucracy
with their minions. Their profligate spending and mismanagement
led to massive street demonstrations by youth frustrated by high
prices and lack of opportunity. Dilma got narrowly re-elected in
2014 by denying the seriousness of the crisis caused by the fall of
commodity prices and by borrowing massive funds from state
banks in violation of the fiscal responsibility laws. As soon as she
was re-elected she effectively admitted that the opposition had been
right and that cutbacks were needed. People were angry at having
been deceived by an unfeeling bureaucrat.
The economic crash that followed would have taxed the
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popularity of any president, and Dilma was especially vulnerable.
In Ab’Sáber’s view, on a psychological level Lula had much in
common with his social democratic predecessor, Fernando Henrique Cardoso. Both are conciliatory leaders who seek consensus.
Dilma is more authoritarian, concerned with projecting strength.
Ab’Sáber believes she is more similar, as a psychological type, to
the military president Ernesto Geisel. He says she also had something in common psychologically with José Serra, the social democrat who ran against her in 2010. Serra is more of a technocrat than
a schmoozer. However, as a technocrat, Serra has the great virtue
of being highly competent with much stronger qualifications in economics than Dilma. Serra has also proven himself politically as a
mayor and governor in São Paulo.
This raises the question of why Lula selected Dilma in the
first place when so many more experienced politicians were available. At the time it was suspected that he planned to run things from
behind the scenes, using her essentially as a chief of staff. However, that didn’t happen; he left her on her own to run things and went
traveling around the world, even before he had to be treated for
throat cancer. Ab’Sáber speculates that Dilma may have been a
mother image to Lula, whose own mother had taken care of him so
well when his father abandoned the family. Perhaps he felt that the
country would be safe in her hands. The experienced Workers’
Party politicians Lula might have chosen were mostly men. Yet
Ab’Sáber concedes that “it is difficult, even for an analyst, to believe that such traditional and prosaic psychoanalytic motives could
have had such an impact on public history” (Dilma Rousseff e o
ódio politico, 2015: Kindle location 225).
Dilma herself has remarked that she was a strong woman
surrounded by fluffy (fofos) men. But if so, this was her choice,
since there are certainly plenty of strong men she could have selected to work with her. Perhaps, as a woman insecure in a role beyond her level of experience or competence, she compensated by
being authoritarian and dismissive of others. At the end, she tried
to save herself by bringing Lula back into the government, appointing him to the role she had held, chief of staff. However, the Supreme Court blocked the appointment on the grounds that Lula was
under investigation for personal corruption related to his beach
house.
The impeachment of Dilma was a sorry spectacle because
she is apparently personally honest and many of her persecutors
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certainly are not. But Dilma’s cheating on the fiscal responsibility
laws is actually worse for the country than accepting personal payoffs or “tips” as the Brazilians call them. Without fiscal responsibility, Brazil could easily slide back into the quagmire of hyperinflation and dysfunctionality. As President of Brazil, and as former
president of the national oil company, Dilma has a heavy burden of
responsibility for the massive corruption uncovered by the Federal
Police and the courts.

Lula could also have been impeached for the systematic
payoffs to congresspersons during his administration. Yet he was
popular and his chief of staff, José Dirceu, took responsibility to
shield him. For Lula, the buck stopped with Dirceu. The leaders of
the Dilma impeachment, many of whom were former allies abandoning a sinking ship, hope it will stop with Dilma.
Ted Goertzel’s biography may be found on page 18. 

Women’s Voices in Psychoanalysis:
Erased or Forgotten
Eva D. Papiasvili—Psychoanalyst in Private Practice
This article summarizes the principal contributions of three
women analysts who worked between 1900 and 1939, and who remain largely unknown to the English-speaking psychoanalytic audience. The first two female analysts, Dr. Margarete Hilferding and
Dr. Hermine Hug-Helmuth, were members of Freud’s Wednesday
Society (the precursor to the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society). They
are followed by a brief reference to Hungarian analyst Dr. Alice
Balint, mainly in regard to the connecting points between her work
and her two aforementioned predecessors.
Mutliple Marginality of the First Women Analysts
Psychoanalysis was born within the liberal Jewish community of Central Europe and was built by marginal people who
thrived on “otherness.” In the early years of its development, the
field struggled to be recognized as a legitimate area of inquiry, being at the margins between science and the humanities. Theoretically, in the early days of notable phallocentric bias, femininity was
also marginalized. In addition, a position of a woman-professional
psychoanalyst presented an additional dimension of marginality.
Throughout the evolution of psychoanalytic theory and
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practice, female analysts contributed to the reevaluation of phallocentric bias in psychoanalytic theory, advanced understanding of
pre-oedipal development, initiated and advanced child analysis, and
began the first analytic studies of pregnancy. It all started with
these little known, mostly forgotten, first female analysts, in the
first decades of the 20th century.
Margarete Hilferding, M.D. (1871-1942)
Margarete Hilferding was the first female contributor’s
voice that was heard during the formal presentation in the scientific
meeting of the Vienna Wednesday Society on January 11, 1911.
The topic of her presentation was Mother’s Love, about changes in
maternal attitudes during pregnancy and after the delivery of the
baby. Hilferding argued that love is born “by way of the physical
involvement between mother and child” (Nunberg, H. and Federn,
E., 1967/68, eds. Minutes of the V ienna Psychoanalytic Society,
Vol. 2, 115), suggesting that the first intrauterine fetal movements
awaken the mother’s sensual pleasure, and, after delivery, milk
shooting into the breast gives the mother pleasurable sensations as
well. Hilferding generalized that the origin of the Oedipus complex
lays in the sensual connection with the mother. Maternal love, she
concluded, could be acquired through the physical care of the first
child, after which it would be bestowed on subsequent children by
the ignition of these intimate memories.
At the time of her paper, Hilferding was 40 years old and
the first woman to attain an M.D. from the University of Vienna.
She had a three-year-old son and a six-year-old son, and was thus
close to early mothering herself. Her emphasis on the sexual sensations of fetal movement, suckling, and touching shows her sensitivity to the interplay between the bodies of mother and infant.
Long before Winnicott, Bowlby, Loewald, Kernberg, and
Laplanche paid close attention to how the relationship with a caretaker forms the crucible of an infant’s emotional life, Hilferding
appreciated the reciprocity of the mother-infant bond and understood that love and hate/pleasure and displeasure were building
blocks for the infant’s affective repertoire. She studied the mother’s mental representations of pregnancy and elucidated how the
mother’s responses to sensations of fetal movement and milk shooting into the breast become powerful organizers of her mental life,
and in turn helped to organize the infant’s representations of experience. Long before studies on postpartum depression, she articulated the sense of loss that some women feel in giving birth, manifest-
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ed in a diminution of pleasure and consequent rejection of the infant. In all these respects, she was far ahead of her time.
After having thanked her for her original contribution to the
Wednesday Society discussion, Sigmund Freud cited her subsequently in his expanded edition of the Interpretation of Dreams
(1911) when describing “dreams of punishment.” This class of
dreams became important for later conceptualization of sadomasochism, the dual instinct theory, and superego’s functioning.
Interestingly, besides Freud, who was appreciative but proverbially
neutral, it was Alfred Adler, the theoretician of the “masculine protest,” who was most open and supportive of Hilferding’s ideas.
Other male members of the Wednesday Society were critical of her.
Hilferding further developed her ideas on motherhood in subsequent articles on maternity in the 1920’s.
To this day, the relative erasure of the pregnant body from
psychoanalytic theory remains. When Rosemary Balsam undertook
her psychoanalytic studies of this subject 80 years later, she remarked: “I have not found anyone except Hilferding who grants as
much centrality to this experience of the functioning female
body” (Balsam, “Women of the Wednesday Society: The Presentations of Drs. Hilferding, Spielrein and Hug-Hellmuth,” American
Imago, 60: 303-342, 2003, 312). Margarete Hilferding died in the
concentration camp at Theresienstadt on September 23, 1942.
Hermine Hug-Hellmuth (1871-1924)
At the age of 42, Hermine Hug-Hellmuth, PhD in physics
and chemistry from Vienna University, first attended the Vienna
Psychoanalytic Society on October 8, 1913. Historians theorize
that, as Hug-Hellmuth was acknowledged by Freud to be the
world’s first practicing child psychoanalyst, there may have been a
considerable rivalry felt by Anna Freud. It was seen as evidence of
such a rivalry that Anna Freud refused to assist Hug-Hellmuth’s
biographers George MacLean and Ulrich Rappen. When, in 1991,
the biography, containing some of the previously untranslated publications, finally appeared, it became clear that Hug-Hellmuth’s
contribution was sizable.
As the first practicing child analyst, she had made the first
psychoanalytic child observation studies, independently confirming
Freud’s theories of infantile sexuality. Even before her appearance
at the Wednesday Group, Freud admired Hug-Hellmuth’s work,
and their communications go back to 1900 or 1901. Among other
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matters, Freud commended the influence exerted by Hug-Hellmuth
on his daughter Sophie’s rearing of his grandson Ernst. He wrote to
Abraham on September 22, 1914: “My grandson is a charming little
fellow…. A strict upbringing by an intelligent mother enlightened
by Hug-Hellmuth has done him a great deal of good” (Freud,
“Letter from Sigmund Freud to Karl Abraham,” The Complete Correspondence of Sigmund Freud and Karl Abraham 1907-1925, 278279).

In her various German publications, Hug-Hellmuth had
made a point which was picked up by many child analysts later on:
it is possible to work psychoanalytically with children without directly interpreting the content of their metaphors in genetic terms,
allowing them to explore their unconscious fantasies on their own
terms. She pioneered the analytic play therapy with doll play while
visiting child patients in their own nurseries and playrooms. When
Freud wrote his study on Goethe in 1917, he credited HugHellmuth’s case studies, highlighting sibling rivalry, pregnancy,
and the overall importance of the early relationship with the mother.
In 1919, Hug-Hellmuth anonymously published A Y oung
Girl’s Diary, which purported to record the life of an upper-middle
-class girl named Rita from the age of 11 to 14. It turned out that
the Diary may have contained autobiographical material. She first
sent the journal to Freud in 1915, who urged her to publish it. In
his letter to Hug-Hellmuth, Freud recognized the unique value that
the diary contained in depicting little-attended pre-adolescent development. He wrote:
The diary is a little gem… it has never before been
possible to obtain such a… view of the mental impulses that characterize the development of a girl… during
the years before puberty…; we learn what form is first
assumed by her relations with her parents and with her
brothers and sisters and how they gradually gain in
seriousness and inward feeling; how friendships are
made and broken; how her affection feels its way towards her first objects; and, above all, how the secret
of sexual life begins to dawn on her indistinctly and
then takes complete possession of the child’s mind;
how, in the consciousness of her secret knowledge, she
at first suffers hurt, but little, overcomes it…. It is
your duty, I think, to publish the diary… (Freud, 1915,
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“Letter to Dr. Hermine von Hug-Hellmuth,” The
Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological
Works of Sigmund Freud, Volume XIV (1914-1916):
On the History of the Psycho-Analytic Movement, Papers on Metapsychology and Other Works, 341).
In 1920, Hug-Hellmuth wrote a seminal volume on Child
Psychology and Education, which linked the knowledge of child
development and child analysis and its relevance to child rearing
and education. Building on her own work and Freud’s History of
the Infantile Neurosis of 1918, she notes that the given schemata of
instinctive knowledge operate in children as a preparation for understanding. Summarizing various authors’ contributions, HugHelmuth presents an analytic approach to child’s play and games,
tracing the part played by infantile erotic impulses. Sadomasochistic desires, birth fantasies, and the desire for omnipotence are seen
as realized in the game, as are the childish ideas of God and the
emotional values which help to form the words of children.
Hug-Hellmuth was brutally murdered by her nephew Rolf
in 1924. Like other analysts in those days who used their own families as raw material, Hug-Hellmuth had written articles about
Rolf’s development. At the trial, where he received a sentence of
12 years, he accused her of making him a guinea pig of psychoanalysis.
Alice Balint-Székely-Kovács (1898-1939)
Hungarian psychoanalyst and anthropologist Alice Balint
started her studies in Budapest together with classmate Margaret
Schönberger, later Margaret Mahler. From 1921 to 1924, she resided in Berlin with Michael Balint, her future husband. Both were
first in analysis with Hanns Sachs and participated in the activities
of the Psychoanalytic Association of Berlin and, upon their return
to Budapest, they pursued training with Sándor Ferenczi.
An active member of the Psychoanalytic Association of Budapest, Balint maintained a private practice with both children and
adults. She gave lectures for parents that later appeared in the pedagogy journal Gyermeknevelés (Child Education). In 1939 the
Balints immigrated to Manchester, Great Britain. Alice Balint died
there suddenly at the end of August 1939.
Her far-reaching work ranges from psychoanalytic anthropology to the psychoanalytic theory of development. Drawing on
and extending the works of both Freud and Ferenczi, Balint arrives
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at her own categorization of love, archaic object relations, and the
importance of archaic identificatory processes in the papers Love
for the Mother and Mother-Love, and Identification, translated only
posthumously in the 1940’s.
For Balint, in terms of ego and id, the archaic love without
“reality sense” is the form of the love of the id which persists as
such throughout life, while the social reality-based form of love
represents the manner of loving of the ego. Within this thinking,
following up, extending, and updating Hilferding’s and HugHellmuth’s ideas, a very primitive object relation already exists before one can assume an ability to distinguish between ego and object, i.e. already in the id. The instinct to cling (later in 21st century
neuroscience recognized as an inborn attachment affect) plays a
role in archaic object relation.
Children from the very first get to know the external world
by means of identifications. Identifications enable the child to find
substitutes for primitive sources of pleasure that have to be given
up. Thus identificatory thinking is employed for the purpose of
avoiding what is unpleasurable and obtaining what is pleasurable; it
aims at transforming a strange and consequently frightening external world into one that is familiar and enjoyable. From this angle,
loving is essentially the maintenance of affectionate feelings even
at a time when direct gratification has ceased.
Conclusion
Early within the “one person” drive theory, the three incipient “two person” women analysts emerged, drawing attention to the
crucial importance of the earliest multidimensional reciprocal relationship between the mother/caretaker and the baby, which stands
as the nucleus of further development of the individual’s internal
representational world and which proliferates all future endeavors
and relations of the individual subject in the world.
Eva D. Papiasvili, PhD, ABPP, is the Co-Chair for North
America of the International Psychoanalytical Association’s Encyclopedic Dictionary of Psychoanalysis Task Force, a Clinical Faculty and Supervisor in the Clinical Psychology Doctoral Program
at Columbia University, and a Teaching Faculty of the Object Relations Institute, in New York.
She may be contacted at
eva.papiasvili@gmail.com. ❑
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Book Reviews
A New Introduction to the Psychology
of Religion
Nathan Carlin—McGovern Medical School
Review of Benjamin Beit-Hallahmi, Psychological Perspectives on Religion and Religiosity (NY: Routledge, 2015). ISBN-978
-0-415-68287-9, pages i-xii, 316, paperback, $59.95.
Trained as a clinical psychologist, Benjamin Beit-Hallahmi
(professor of psychology at the University of Haifa, Israel) is a
leading contemporary psychologist of religion. His latest book,
Psychological Perspectives on Religion and Religiosity, offers a
thoughtful introduction to psychology of religion as a field of study.
The book includes chapters on the psychological roots of religion,
social learning and identity, variations in religiosity, women and
religion, correlates of religiosity, conversion, psychoanalysis and
religion, and secularization. The book ends on a positive note, suggesting that there is a contemporary rebirth of the field and that the
future of psychology of religion will be multidisciplinary, coming
from fields such as economics as well as anthropology. Regarding
the latter—anthropology—perhaps the most exciting recent book in
this regard is T.M. Luhrmann’s W hen God Talks Back: Understanding the American Evangelical Relationship with God (2012).
Beit-Hallahmi has good reason to be optimistic.
The most striking chapter in the book is “Women and Religion.” In this chapter, the author writes, “Most research on religion
is in reality research about women, who are actively supporting,
maintaining, and sometimes keeping alive religious establishments,
institutions, and organizations worldwide” (89). He adds: “The difference between men and women had never been predicted by any
general theories about religion. It often seems counter-intuitive,
because religious organizations, institutions, and traditions are developed and controlled by men, often described as supporting the
subordination of women” (89). In support of his claim that the
study of religion is the study of women, Beit-Hallahmi cites a study
that focused on 49 western cultures and eight non-western cultures,
finding that “in every single case women are more likely to describe themselves as religious, as compared with men” (90), and
these differences also persist across the lifespan (e.g., girls are more

Page 74

Clio’s Psyche

religious than boys, female teenagers more so than male teenagers,
etc.). When thinking about why this might be the case, BeitHallahmi suggests that, because suffering and religiosity seem to be
associated, women may self-identify as religious more so than men
because they suffer more than men (95-96).
A critique I have of the book involves Beit-Hallahmi’s handling of the problem of defining religion. While he notes that some
suggest that “defining religion is hard or impossible” (2), he doesn’t
seem to find defining religion hard at all, and quips: “How and why
do you study religion if you are not sure how to define it?” (2).
Here is the definition that he offers: “Religion is a belief system
which includes the notion of a supernatural, invisible world, inhabited by gods, human souls, angels, demons, and other conscious
spirit entities” (3). The problem that I have with this definition is
that it leaves out over a century of liberal Protestant thought, which
emphasizes the metaphorical—not literal—nature of supernatural
language in Christianity. Rudolf Bultmann is perhaps the most influential scholar in this regard, with his notion of
“demythologizing”; where the task of contemporary preachers is,
Bultmann argues in his various books, to strip away the supernatural claims of ancient authors so as to make the biblical message relevant to modern, scientific Christians.
So, in other words, one can be a Christian and not hold any
supernatural beliefs whatsoever—about the virgin birth, Jesus’ miracles, the resurrection, heaven, etc. For example, pastoral theologian Donald Capps in Jesus: A Psychological Biography (2000), argues that the resurrection was a dream that his disciples had. In
Jesus the Village Psychiatrist (2008), Capps offers only naturalistic
explanations for how Jesus healed. Bishop John Shelby Spong is
another popular Christian writer who rejects supernaturalism, and
Marcus Borg and John Dominic Crossan would probably fall into
this category as well. In short, Beit-Hallahmi’s definition of religion too easily defines religion in terms of supernaturalism; there
are just too many examples of contemporary religious people who
reject supernaturalism for Beit-Hallahmi’s definition to work. This
issue is important to me because my own book, Religious Mourning: Reversals and Restorations in Psychological Portraits of Religious Leaders (2014), explores heterodox religiosity. I also argue
that scholarship about religion sometimes becomes a kind of religion for psychologists of religion.
I recommend Psychological Perspectives on Religion and
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Religiosity for anyone interested in an introduction to the psychology of religion. It is an accessible and enjoyable read, great for students and scholars alike, as well as interested laypersons. My critique about Beit-Hallahmi’s definition of religion is quite minor in
comparison to the basic strength of the book: it integrates new findings in psychology of religion (such as from cognitive science) with
classic insights from the field’s founders (such as from Sigmund
Freud).

Nathan Carlin, PhD, an ordained minister in the Presbyterian Church (USA), is Associate Professor in the McGovern Center for Humanities and Ethics at The University of Texas Health
Science Center at Houston (UTHealth), where he directs
the Medical Humanities and Ethics Certificate Program for medical students. Dr. Carlin has published numerous chapters, articles,
book reviews, and commentaries. He also is the author or the coauthor of five books. These include: Living in Limbo: Life in the
Midst of Uncertainty (2010); 100 Years of Happiness: Insights and
Findings from the Experts (2012); Religious Mourning: Reversals
and Restorations in Psychological Portraits of Religious Leaders
(2014); Medical Humanities: An Introduction (2014); and The Gift
of Sublimation: A Psychoanalytic Study of Multiple Masculinities
(2015). He may be contacted at nathanscarlin@gmail.com. 

What Parsifal Saw
Jay Y. Gonen—Independent Scholar
Review of Tom Artin, What Parsifal Saw (Charleston, SC:
Free Scholar Press, 2016), ISBN 978-0692705445, 104 pages, paperback, $15.
Tom Artin seems to be making a habit out of exploring
Wagner’s operas through the lens of a seemingly old-fashioned
depth psychology. At the surface level of the Wagnerian narrative,
he deliberately latches onto allegories, symbols, and familiar icons,
as well as a plethora of terms with double meanings. His aim is to
dive from there to the deepest level of human emotions—to instinctual drives, primal fears, the formation of the earliest familial
bonds, and the rise of culturally shared complexes. With this particular psychoanalytic orientation, he barely touches on the more
current object-relations theories and sticks to his dogged exploration of depths. He is highly adept at it and is therefore entitled to
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his approach for the simple reason that one cannot argue with success. His findings are very enlightening. Complicated as the psychoanalytic rationales that he cites may be, his conclusions also
make intuitive sense; they ring a bell, so to speak.
For me, however, there has been one exception among his
many conclusions. Artin emphasized and reiterated Freud’s notion
of the mother who introduces her son to sexual intercourse, sacrificing her own person in order to rescue him from the danger of masturbation. Mothers do indeed tend to sacrifice themselves to their
children. But what this time failed to “ring a bell” in this melee of
fantasies was the notion of a life-threatening danger of masturbation. Freud was entitled to his specific opinion, but by contrast Otto Fenichel in his article “On Masturbation” opined, “it is a means
by which the child learns to control his sexual instincts.” Clearly
masturbation lends itself to different kinds of fantasies. In this respect, masturbation is still relevant because it occurs in the groin
area—the realm of both the magic spear and the Holy Grail where
the drama takes place.
The book’s title is taken from the question with which
Gurnemanz, one of the grail knights, challenged Parsifal: “Do you
know what you saw?” Parsifal, the purely naïve fool, will come by
the answer only after years of learning by experience and empathy. What he saw in the Grail ritual, albeit without realizing it, was
the primal scene, which consists of the sexual intercourse between
parents that frighten the child who witnesses it. And witnessing
was quite easy during the cramped living conditions of the time.
Artin went on to explain that no less important was the enhanced
visibility of menstruation that existed due to the lack of hygienic
pads that are available today. It was therefore easy for children to
form a mix of fantasies concerning menstruation, copulation, and
Oedipal urges. Wagner the composer, but even more so the librettist, provided the stage format in which these archaic issues could
be played out. It was the Grail ceremony.

The Grail rite included uncovering it and letting it spread its
glow throughout the temple to cause the transubstantiation of the
bread and wine on the feast table. According to Artin, the whole
ceremony of uncovering of the grail during pre-set times and letting
it glow before covering it once again was based on the periodicity
of menstruation. The vagina works like a clock that pre-ordains the
flow of blood. At this point, it behooves us to recall that the flow
of menstrual blood has evoked fears throughout history. In a clear-
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ly phobic reaction, the Jewish Talmud contains a whole array of
laws concerning the safe avoidance of menstruating women. In
current American politics, presidential candidate Donald Trump
suggested that Fox anchorwoman Megyn Kelly was mean to him
because she was bleeding from “wherever.”
Both the “wherever” and “whatever” aspects of the flow are
actually relevant to our story. At this point, a fusion of images enters the story. The “wherever” is the groin area that refers not only
to the vagina symbolized by the Holy Grail but also to the magic
spear that stands for the penis. Furthermore, penetration during intercourse might injure both parties. Artin pointed out that vaginal
bleeding during menstruation or defloration could suggest an injury. I would like to add that the central slit in the vaginal shape
might also suggest a cut or an injury. As for the magic spear in the
story, it too acts like a double-edged sword: its stab can injure but
its blood flow can also cure, as underscored by Artin. This brings
us to the “whatever” of the “wherever.” It certainly is blood—
either menstrual or the blood of Christ that has healing properties.
In this connection, I would like to suggest that the magic liquid
could also be seen as the racially superior type of blood that flows
in German veins. What is more, the “whatever” that comes out of
the magic spears of males can include seminal flow that is a known
life-giver in its own right.
Kudos to Tom Artin for providing us with such a discerning
analysis of how different persons in the drama were sometimes
merged together to become for example “a combined parent concept,” a single individual that includes both genders. Similarly, he
articulated how different aspects of one person such as being a seductive as well as a self-sacrificing mother were split and represented by different personages. His discussion touches upon issues that
recur in the field of literary criticism. To what degree is it valid to
draw conclusions from the work of art about its author or, which
may be even more problematic, draw conclusions from the author’s
life and apply them to his artistic creation?
An added issue that served as a thorn in the side (not groin)
of psychoanalysts is whether psychoanalysis should at all be applied to literature in a procedure that lacks access to free associations that is so important for actual clinical work. I surmise that the
latter question represented defensive reactions by psychoanalysts
trying to protect the scientific validity of their profession that came
under questioning.
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The Talmud says that, since the destruction of the Temple,
prophecy has been given to children and fools. I am no child but I
would venture the prediction that a brighter future lies ahead for
psychoanalytic theories applied to literature and to history than for
the use of psychoanalysis in clinical practice. As part of this promising future, I would warmly welcome a new analysis by Tom Artin
of another Wagner opera.
Jay Y. Gonen, PhD, is a psychologist and psychohistorian
who is the author of The Roots of Nazi Psychology: Hitler’s Utopian Barbarism (2000) and other books. He may be reached at jygonen@gmail.com. 

The Importance of Psychoanalytic Insights
on the Environment
Susan Kassouf—Psychohistory Forum Research Assoc.
Review of Renee Lertzman, Environmental Melancholia:
Psychoanalytic Dimensions of Engagement (NY: Routledge, 2015),
ISBN 978-0415727990, i-xvii, 221 pages, available as hardcover
($160) and e-book (Digital List Price: $54.95; Kindle: $43.96).
The psychoanalytically-minded environmental communications professional Renee Lertzman does a great service in inviting
readers to learn about the ways in which psychoanalysis can illuminate important spaces beyond the consulting room. In Environmental Melancholia she demonstrates the power of a psychoanalytic
approach in deconstructing the widespread myth of apathy that environmentalists, among others, use to explain the lack of any obvious reparative environmental engagement on the part of wide
swaths of the U.S. population. Developing a relational mode of
interviewing based on dialogue, one that implicitly questions traditional, frontal forms of social science research, Lertzman relies on
three sets of interviews with ten people which allow her to explore
their affective responses to industry’s destruction of the environment in the Green Bay area of Wisconsin.
Drawing on Freud’s seminal essay “Mourning and Melancholia” (1917), Lertzman diagnoses the dynamic with which so
many appear to struggle as environmental melancholia, “a condition in which even those who care deeply about the well-being of
ecosystems and future generations are paralyzed to translate such
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concern into action” (4). Lertzman sees her work serving as a
hopeful corrective to the perspective of many environmentalists
who construct themselves as morally superior to a pathologized and
patronized public painted as “uncaring, selfish, cognitively limited
or in denial” (8), or who in their campaigns simply do not allow the
space for the range of emotions people feel when faced with environmental destruction (130).
The book is divided into two parts, the first of which lays
the theoretical groundwork and the second of which focuses on the
interviews themselves. Comprising about one quarter of the book
are the rich interview transcripts in the appendices, along with
Lertzman’s insightful comments, leading me to wish that the book
might have been formally divided into three parts. She has included photographs of the Green Bay environment with relevant interview excerpts, an inclusion that not only adds dimension to the
overall narrative but also shows the tenderness that Lertzman developed for the people she interviewed and the world that they inhabit.
Both the people and their landscape are given voice by this telling
gesture.
In Part I, devoted to exploring why psychoanalysis matters
in the environmental arena, Lertzman posits the idea of environmental melancholia. Here she explains why psychoanalysis, in its
emphasis on the presence of affect, the unconscious, close personal
relations (object relations in the language of psychoanalysis) and
countertransference, among other things, may offer a more helpful
frame than the one currently dominating some social science circles
in a gap between what people understand about the environment
and how they behave in relation to it. This section also provides a
useful survey of other psychological work on environmental destruction as well as climate change. Noting psychoanalyst Harold
Searles’ significant articulation in the 1960s and 70s of the connections between environmental destruction and the human psyche,
Lertzman wonders if his work perhaps never took root because of
its speculative nature, and hopes that her own more empirically
grounded research might gain better traction. Lertzman also explains in depth her development of the Dialogic, Relational Interview. Her approach offers an alternative to those social science
methods that proceed as if what humans felt, said, and did were in
seamless alignment, and as if the interviewer’s countertransference
either did not exist or did not matter. Lertzman’s methodology
should be of interest to social science researchers as well as ana-
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lysts. The former may come to see the value of free associative,
relational approaches and the latter may come to see the relevance
of an analytic approach in a broader scope of practice.
Part II focuses on the psychic dimensions of what Lertzman
finds in the interviews. Originally suspecting that the participants,
like herself, would express anxiety about the state of the ravaged
Green Bay environment, she found instead narratives imbued with
loss, mourning, melancholia, and ambivalence. Selecting to interview people whom environmentalists or policy researchers might
glibly label as “apathetic” (49), Lertzman discovers that the people
whom she interviewed do care about their environment, but for various reasons, find themselves unable to act in the world on these
concerns or even feel any strong sense of outrage about levels of
environmental destruction. Instead, lacking any sense of how to
engage externally with their feelings or even find a space for them,
they turn inward, and are left feeling betrayed, personally powerless, or nothing at all. Thus “when I ask Howard how the idea of
contaminated fish makes him feel, he responds instead with a comment that it’s not something he can change; therefore, there is no
point in ‘feeling’ anything about it. The space for emotional processing of the losses or sense of anger is not available; rather, it has
been short-circuited in the single expression, “it’s not something
that I can change immediately” (94).
Lertzman offers additional compelling interpretations of one
participant’s ambivalence that prevents both anger and action
(Victoria) and another’s sense of herself as a little person with no
effect on the world (Sally). Drawing on Winnicott’s idea of contributing as central to creative reparation in the world, Lertzman
makes a persuasive argument that the people she interviewed see
themselves as having no viable means of contributing positively
toward the environment.
In her final chapter, Lertzman suggests ways in which environmental professionals might take better account of the complex
human psyche in their efforts to engage the public, suggestions that
I believe apply equally well to those interested in social change in
other arenas. For example, Lertzman’s interviews indicate that the
tired, moralistic, and reductive approach versus apathy does not
begin to capture the range of feelings or nuanced possibilities of
agency that humans may exert in relation to the environment. Most
important, Lertzman urges those interested in environmental reparation to create different contexts for engagement and participation,
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contexts which all interviewed participants sensed to be missing.
This final chapter on next steps is, sadly, the shortest of the
book, and something that I hope Lertzman and others will expand
upon in the future. How can we integrate Lertzman’s findings
about the presence of environmental melancholia, among other psychic states, into efforts to engage more people in environmental
reparation and other causes for public concern? An equally interesting question to pursue might be why some people do not experience melancholia with regard to the environment, but rather anger,
terror, or any number of other emotions. Why do people and policy
makers in other countries seem better able to act upon the array of
feelings environmental destruction (and climate change) evoke? Is
it worth asking about the Native American history and presence, as
well as the history of trauma environmental and otherwise, in the
Green Bay area? Might this be part of the historical unconscious of
those interviewed and contribute to their inchoate sense of loss as
well as possibly guilt? (And why did Routledge’s copy editors not
give Ms. Lertzman, her readers, or the subject the respect that they
are due? This expensive hardcover and e-book suffers from typographical errors, the unnecessary repetition of quotes, and the misspelling of several authors’ names, such as Alice Kuzniar/Kunziar
[sic!], Ulrich Beck/Bech [sic!], and E./R. [sic!] Santner.)
Although the book’s innovative methods and trenchant critiques of environmental communication strategies might be most
immediately useful to professionals engaged in that field, many
others should find Lertzman’s arguments worth exploring. Those
engaged in psychoanalytic work may be pleased to see where psychoanalysis can go when taken out for a spin, and find themselves
more sensitive to hearing the ways in which the environment
emerges in the language and unconscious of patients and themselves. Environmental Melancholia makes a forceful case as to
why anyone interested in pursuing social change needs to pay attention to psychoanalysis and what it teaches us about our inner
worlds.
Susan Kassouf, MA, is a Psychohistory Forum Research
Associate who is in psychoanalytic training at the National Psychological Association for Psychoanalysis. She has a strong interest in
applying psychoanalysis to society and may be contacted at
kassouf@bestweb.net. 
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Remembering the Overlooked Woman
Merle Molofsky—Harlem Family Institute
Review of Peter W. Petschauer, A Perfect Portrait: A Novel
Set in Eighteenth-Century Weimar, Germany (Perspektiven Presse,
2016), ISBN #13:978-1530360463, 233 pages, Kindle Edition,
$6.99; paperback, $18.95.

Peter W. Petschauer is such a formidable psychohistorian,
historian, researcher, and scholar of women artists of the 18th century that Clio’s Psyche has uncharacteristically agreed to allow a review of a work of fiction. In this historical novel, Petschauer uses
his deeply attuned, intuitive, psychologically resonant storytelling
gift to create for the reader memorable characters in a richly detailed milieu, life in 18th century Weimar, Germany. He evokes the
specifics of home, work, social status, social mores, and relationships so that we very well may be walking the streets, frequenting
the taverns, or working side-by-side with people living their everyday lives. Most importantly, he reveals the nuances of the interwoven inner lives and social expectations of women.
The main character of this novel is Clara Neuwirt, born
Clara Baumeister. She is a dutiful daughter, a highly organized and
competent manager, and, most importantly, a gifted artist. Clara is
so sympathetically drawn by Petschauer that she is as complex, interesting, and recognizable in her needs, ambitions, and yearnings
as Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina and Flaubert’s Madame Bovary. We
are compelled to empathize with her as we recognize the restrictions of her place and time, and we believe in her as she negotiates the difficulties she faces, and must overcome, to fully realize
her talent as an artist.
As an emerging historian and scholar, Petschauer previously
researched and published on women artists in 18th century Germany. He developed a great deal of feeling for the situation in which
these talented women found themselves, and in creating Clara, he
breathes life into those women artists who are long dead.
As a little girl, Clara adored both her parents, and was devastated when her beloved mother died young, at the age of 26. Little Clara helps the housekeeper clear out her mother’s bedroom. “Clara salvaged the drawing she had given her mother during her illness. It was her first attempt at capturing the likeness of
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herself, her father and her mother, and despite its primitive nature,
it had been a happy moment for the three of them” (47). The child
grows up, and marries Johann, a prosperous tavern owner, a bon
vivant, who snores. Clara also manages many aspects of the business of running a tavern. She continues to pursue drawing, sketching the denizens of the tavern and hanging the sketches on the
walls.
The novel begins not with Clara’s childhood, but in the tavern, when a nobleman comes in for a meal. This was a truly unexpected event, as noblemen did not typically frequent such a
place. “Of course he would not tell anyone in court about his foray
into a local establishment” (12). The nobleman, Count Adalbert
Von Adlerhorst, is taken with the excellent drawings, discovers that
the artist is the wife of the tavern owner, learns that she is selftaught (thus, admirably talented), and asks her to meet him at a local castle to draw his portrait. The Count takes Clara on as a protégé, and arranges for her to study drawing with someone who can
help her develop her talent. The novel is devoted to Clara’s developing self-awareness, her developing ability as an artist, and her
attempt to stifle her attraction to the Count. Clara’s artistry is
bound up with the actuality of everyday life—she has an extraordinary talent for portraiture, she sees faces in physical detail and in
psychological quality, and she has to learn to render everyday objects with the same understanding and devotion. As she learns to
do so, we the reader, thanks to Petschauer’s skills as scholar and
storyteller, also see what she is seeing: the clothing, furniture, and
architecture of her era.
The novel also explores the relationships among women,
including the relationship Clara has as employer with the women
who work in the tavern. The ambitions working class women have
to find someone to marry, someone who will take care of them.
The novel demonstrates the combination of envy and admiration
they may have for women who have achieved the goals that they
still strive to achieve. These women are embedded in a broader social milieu of workers, emergent bourgeoisie, and nobles; a milieu
of wealth, social status, and striving.
The novel is a must-read, absolutely compelling. I found
myself in conflict, racing to read every spare moment, and forcing
myself to slow down and savor it. I wanted more, and yet I didn’t
want the experience to end. The novel is an exemplar of the interaction of psychohistory and a poetic sensibility, the work of a
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scholar interlaced with the creativity of a storyteller.
Merle Molofsky, MFA, a novelist, poet, and psychoanalyst
in private practice in New York City, is a frequent Clio’s Psyche
author. Her novel, Streets 1970, was published in 2015 by International Psychoanalytic Books. She has published articles in Clio’s
Psyche, the Psychoanalytic Review, and elsewhere. She is on the
faculty of the National Psychological Association for Psychoanalysis (NPAP) and of the Harlem Family Institute. She is on the Editorial Boards of the Journal of Psychohistory and of the Psychoanalytic Review. She may be contacted at mmpsya@mindspring.com.



The Need for Conversation in
Our Digital Era
Joyce M. Rosenberg—Psychoanalyst in Private Practice
Review of Sherry Turkle’s Reclaiming Conversation: The
Power of Talk in the Digital Age (Penguin Publishing Group,
2015), ISBN 9781594205552, 448 pages, $14.99 (Kindle) and
$17.25 (hardcover).
Sherry Turkle sounded an alarm about the impact of technology on human interaction in her book A lone Together: W hy W e
Expect More from Technology and Less from Each Other (2012):
“We expect more from technology and less from each other. This
puts us at the center of a perfect storm. Overwhelmed, we have
been drawn to connections that seem low risk and always at hand:
Facebook friends, avatars… chat partners” (294). Turkle, a sociologist, licensed clinical psychologist, and Massachusetts Institute of
Technology professor, has continued her study of people’s relationships with technology in Reclaiming Conversation: The Power of
Talk in a Digital Age (2015). She assesses the damage that our
growing dependence on smartphones, iPads, and other tablet computers is inflicting on how we relate not only to each other but to
ourselves.
Turkle writes that our focus on texting, chatting, and emailing even at meals and other social events, is destroying meaningful
conversation. Without conversation, we—especially children, teens
and young adults—suffer from a loss and lack of empathy. Her
conclusions drawn from interviews with young people and the in-
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sights of adults are chilling. She visited a school where teachers
worried about the students’ stunted emotional and relational development: “As the Holbrooke middle schoolers began to spend more
time texting, they lost practice in face-to-face talk. That means lost
practice in the empathic arts – learning to make eye contact, to listen and to attend to others” (7). She goes on to describe how young
people don’t understand the reasons for actually talking to others;
for example, how we should at least pick up the phone rather than
text or email if someone has suffered the death of a relative or
friend. She sees a continual erosion of comfort with, and the need
for, real intimacy.
Turkle’s concerns go beyond the decline of empathy, conversation, and connectedness. She finds that young people’s dependence on electronic devices robs them of solitude and time
when they might give free rein to their imaginations. They cling to
their devices to ward off boredom, and not being bored, or, to put it
another way, being alone with only their thoughts to keep them
company, they lose creativity. She refers to Erikson’s belief that
children need “stillness” to find their identity. Moreover, by being
continually focused on electronic devices, children lose the capacity
for taking on long-term projects that would help build their selfesteem. Their capacity to learn is compromised.
It is not only children who suffer. Adults are losing connections with others—including the parents who are texting their
friends instead of engaging their children in meaningful conversation at mealtime.
Turkle has ideas for reclaiming conversation. In the family,
time needs to be set aside for talking. She notes that some parents,
aware that technology is hurting their children’s development, are
insisting that phones be put away at dinner time (they need to put
their own phones aside too). Requiring conversation rather than
digital connecting does work: one mother won’t let her child cancel
dates with grandparents and others by text, an easy way out. She
requires the child to make a phone call. Since she implemented that
rule, there have been fewer cancellations.
Turning phones off in classrooms and business meetings
will encourage, perhaps even force, everyone’s attention to be paid
to the same thing, opening the way for a collective presence of
mind and discussion, Turkle says. She advocates for “unitasking,”
doing one thing at a time. This will help children learn better, and
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adults accomplish more; business meetings that now seem to be a
depressing waste of time could be more productive.
She also advocates for a psychoanalytic ethos (but does not
call for psychoanalytic treatment for all) to help people make better
connections with each other and themselves. “The sensibility of
psychodynamic therapy – its focus on meaning, its commitment to
patience and developing a working therapeutic relationship, its belief that following an associative thread of ideas, even if they seem
unrelated, will ultimately have a big payoff – has a lot to offer digital culture”(97).
Turkle is passionate and concerned about her topic, and fills
362 pages with observations, examples, and vignettes. It’s hard not
to be horrified at what she describes, but phones and tablets may
not be the root of the problem; they may be symptoms of an increasingly narcissistic, angry culture that began forming in the U.S.
long before email, Internet surfing, and texting became the norm.
Digital devices may also feel like an antidote, an insulation from a
hostile society. If that is so, it will be harder for her solutions to
take hold.
I wonder if it is too late for many young people to learn how
to connect and empathize. The deficits she describes in children,
adolescents, and young adults give them an emotional disability of
sorts. Can that be repaired, can they learn how to connect, especially when their disconnectedness is mirrored and reinforced by family, friends, and co-workers?
There is a fair amount of repetition in the book, especially
in the first third, that I found a little wearing. I wondered if Turkle
kept writing to keep the conversation going, hoping to make a good
connection, or if my shorter-than-in-the-past attention span limited
my patience for her reiteration of a number of her points. Perhaps
it was a little of each.
Joyce M. Rosenberg, JD, is a licensed psychoanalyst,
member of the National Psychological Association for Psychoanalysis (NPAP), and Research Associate of the Psychohistory Forum.
She has a private practice in Manhattan working with adults and
couples. She has taught classes on working with masochistic patients and written papers on the connection between the psyche and
creativity, on empathy in culture and psychoanalysis, and on the
Holocaust. In addition, she is a small business reporter at The As-
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sociated Press and may be contacted at psyjourn313@gmail.com.



Memorial
In Remembrance of Mel Spiro
David Cifelli and Joyce M. Rosenberg—
Psychohistory Forum Research Associates

Melford Elliot “Mel” Spiro (April 26, 1920 – October 18,
2014), was a psychological anthropologist and founder of the Department of Anthropology at the University of California, San Diego. As a scholar and psychoanalyst, Spiro was a key figure who
helped forge and shape the field of psychological anthropology.
His interests were eclectic and varied, and his field work led
him to cultures around the world: Micronesia, Israeli kibbutzim,
North America’s Ojibwa Indian reservations, and Burma. Spiro
focused on aggression, childrearing, and especially religion, all
through a psychoanalytical lens while immersing himself in the cultures of the regions he researched.
Spiro studied at the University of Minnesota, earning his
bachelor’s degree in philosophy, then studied at the Jewish Theological Seminary and Northwestern University, where he earned his
PhD in anthropology in 1950. He taught at many universities, including the University of Chicago, before leaving to found the Department of Anthropology at the burgeoning UC San Diego in
1968.
It was after the move that Spiro went into psychoanalytic
training at the San Diego Psychoanalytic Institute and eventually
becoming a Research Analyst—as recognized by California law.
Spiro relied upon psychoanalytic theory in his work within anthropology, and he wrote many papers on dreams, sexuality, and the
Oedipal conflict.
Spiro was also the founder of Ethos, the Journal of the Society for Psychological Anthropology, and his enormous body of
written works—dozens of books and hundreds of articles—
included Burmese Supernaturalism (1968) and Kibbutz: V enture in
Utopia (1956). He delved deeply into gender studies with Gender
and Culture: Kibbutz Women Revisited (1979) and Gender Ideolo-
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gy and Psychological Reality (1997). He studied anthropology itself, as in the article “Postmodernist Anthropology, Subjectivity,
and Science: A Modernist Critique” (Comparative Studies in Society and History, Vol. 38, No. 4, 1996).
Spiro was the president of the American Ethnological Society and a member of both the National Academy of Sciences and
the American Academy of Arts and Sciences. In 1982 he became
UC San Diego’s first holder of the Presidential Chair. He retired
from the university in 1990 but continued to teach there for 15
more years.
Spiro was born in Ohio to Jewish immigrants from Eastern
Europe, who moved to Minnesota when he was an infant. He was
married for 62 years to Audrey Spiro, who earned her PhD in Chinese art at the age of 60 and taught art history for many years at different University of California campuses. She died in 2011. Spiro
is survived by his two sons, Michael and Jonathan, both professors,
as well as three grandchildren.
David Cifelli is an honors student at Ramapo College.
Joyce M. Rosenberg, JD, is a psychoanalyst and journalist. Both
are Research Associates of the Psychohistory Forum who may be
reached at dcifelli@ramapo.edu and psyjourn313@gmail.com respectively. 

Announcing the creation of the
Society for the Psychoanalytic
Understanding through Research (SPUR)
and its official journal
J.A.S.P.E.R. INTERNATIONAL
(J. for the Advancement of Scientific
Psychoanalytic Empirical Research)
Burton N. Seitler, PhD, Editor-in-Chief
Grace E. Jackson, MD, Co-Editor
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Letters to the Editor
It’s Time for a Woman President
Dear Editor,
Our 2016 United States of America national election seems
a cacophony of chaos fertile with transforming possibilities. It is a
reflection of current global turmoil of politics and commerce. For
the fourth time in U.S. history, this time with a greater chance by a
fully vetted politician, a woman is doggedly seeking to be our first
female president. This is no small venture. Not only is Hillary
Clinton a woman with unique political experience, but also one
with a lifelong commitment to improving the health and lives of
children. This has special meaning to me as a pediatrician who has
worked with diverse groups of children to improve their health.
From centuries of inherent female and male differences and
life perceptions, it should be no surprise that recent tumultuous primary battles have left us in early June with one woman and two
men in contention. As we still live with abundant, albeit usually
subliminal misogyny aligned with overt patriarchal religious hierarchy, this election process is more complex than the Biblical Persian
Queen Esther and King Ahasuerus story. It is fertile with opportunity for real, transformative change.
Since the Enlightenment ushered in reason above “might
makes right” to guide political discourse, women have slowly
worked their way to see the goal of true equality within their grasp.
Recall Abigail Adams’ plea to her husband John, “Don’t forget the
ladies.” This continues to challenge all of us to practice dignity and
respect for all females, from conception to death. Like some other
countries, we have begun to consider drafting women into military
combat. While this may be an equalizing step, it sets a low bar for
the best use of the talents of our youth. We can use our best and
brightest in less violent pursuits. Rather, there is opportunity to
elect more women to our highest and most challenging public service offices. They may find more peaceful and rational solutions
for better international relations and global problem solving.
As our first African-American president has chosen to visit
the Hiroshima Peace Park to emphasize his dedication to follow the
Reagan-Gorbachev pathway to full nuclear disarmament, we see
some signs of global evolution to lasting peace. Sages and philosophers have told us across continents and centuries, the strength of
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nations rests upon families and communities. For me, our 2016
election challenges can be distilled down to three basic priorities:
improving early childhood mental health and education, expanding
health care, and reversing human impact on global environment deterioration. Wisdom from women of all ages remains our best
guide.
One man who survived both the Hiroshima and Nagasaki
atom bomb explosions uttered a wise maxim. Tsutoma Yamaguchi
lived to take the last train out of Hiroshima to arrive the day before
the attack on Nagasaki. He expressed the belief that the only person who may be allowed to control nuclear weapons “should be
breast feeding.”
From June to November 2016, voters of the United States of
America have to choose among a democratic socialist, a moderate
Democrat, or a radical Republican conservative. Fantasy guided
hopes or excessive fear may lead some to choose either man.
Those who are guided by the values of education, health, and environmental healing will choose the moderate woman.
Sincerely yours,
George Brown
George W. Brown, MD, board certified in pediatrics, has
focused on the prevention of child abuse and neglect in his clinical
and public health career, and published many papers in this area.
Besides practicing medicine in Alaska, he has done global work in
Kenya and elsewhere to reverse human impact on Earth’s environment. Dr. Brown is a research associate of the Psychohistory Forum and a member of the International Psychological Association.
He may be reached at gbrow177637@yahoo.com. 

Holding Women to a Higher Standard
Dear Editor,
It is of concern that the rape of women is not taken as seriously as it should be. One example involves the rape of a young
woman on campus in 2014 at St. Paul’s, the elite boarding school in
Concord, New Hampshire. Another was the “Stanford Rape Case”
of June 17, 2015. In this case, a young unconscious woman was
raped after a fraternity party and was unknown to the assailant before the day of the occurrence. Fortunately, there was a considerable outcry over the Stanford case.
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Beyond the tragic consequences of sexual assault, one wonders about the sentencing. It is clear that women have carried the
burden of rape due to silence and shame, and in almost all rape cases it is only their word against the assailant as to the engagement in
a sexual encounter. Mary-Hunter Morris’s research of the Wharton
School at the University of Pennsylvania provides two possible perspectives among many as to why the women in each case were the
victims, while their attackers seem to receive the protection of the
court. In an experiment conducted by her and two associates, volunteers were told a fabricated story about a hospital administrator
who had filed a false Medicare claim. Some were told that the administrator’s name was Jack Moranti while others were told that the
administrator’s name was Jane Moranti. All the other details of the
alleged fraud were exactly the same. The volunteers were asked to
“recommend a jail sentence” for this hospital administrator. The
resulting verdict was 80 days for Jack and 130 days for Jane—
almost two months’ difference.
McDonnell and her companions then analyzed 500 cases
that came before the American Bar Association (A.B.A.) from 33
states regarding identical violations of ethical codes (e.g. sleeping
with a client, the pooling of moneys held by the attorney for various
clients, and so forth) set forth by the A.B.A. The recommended
punishments varied between admonishment, suspension, and disbarment. McDonnell discovered that women had a 35% chance of
being disbarred versus men who received disbarment in 17% of
identical cases; in other words, women faced disbarment likelihood
106% higher than men. Positive stereotypes often produce unintended consequences and women may be punished more severely
than men for the same offence.
Are we making progress by elevating the status of women?
Does the fact that for the first time in history a woman has become
the nominee for president of the United States mark progress? Regarding legal parity with men, it seems that it hasn’t.
Sincerely yours,
Rick Stecker,
Frederick Stecker, DMin, PsyaD, is a retired Episcopal
Minister who lives in West Central NH. He is the author of The
Podium, the Pulpit, and the Republicans: How Presidential Candidates Use Religious Language in American Political Debate
(2011). Dr. Stecker may be contacted at fstecker@tds.net. 
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Clio’s Psyche Call for Papers
for Future Issues

Clio's Psyche is looking for articles on a variety of subjects.
Here are some special issues that we would welcome
informed guest editor or co-editors for psychologicallyoriented articles on:


The Impact of Celebrity Culture on America



Dependency and Independency in the Family, Politics,
and Society



TV as Object Relations: Our Emotional Connection to Fantasy



Entrepreneurship, Innovation, and Business Success



Images and Psychology of Enemies and Hatred through
the Ages



The Intrapsychic and Societal Processes of the
American Acceptance of Homosexuality



Environmentalism and Anti-Environmentalism



The Contemporary American Fascination with Animals



Anti-Government Fantasies and Civilization
<><><>CP<><><>

We seek articles from 1,500 to 2,000 words—including your brief
biography. Some 3,500 word essays are also welcome provided
they are outstanding scholarship and well written. We do not
publish bibliographies and usually have citations only for direct
quotes. Before writing it is good to examine issues from the last
decade on cliospsyche.org/archives. Articles, abstracts, and
queries should be sent to the editor:
Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, at cliospsycheeditor@gmail.com.
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A Valuable Forum Meeting on Attachment
Dear Editor,
It was a great pleasure to attend the Ken Fuchsman Psychohistory Forum April 9th presentation on “The Role of Attachment in
the Human Condition.” Fuchsman has undertaken a long term project in an effort to define what it means to be human. The beginning of his paper emphasized the biologically-based bond between
mother and infant and how this attachment establishes the template
for all later relationships in adulthood. Fuchsman also introduced
the Freudian-based theory of sexual pleasure and how this further
amplifies and influences attachment in adult life.
The group of analysts in attendance soon embarked on a
discussion of identity and how identification with winners, aggressors, political groups, gender, class, and victimhood all influence
what it means to be human. After over two hours of the three-hour
discussion, the topic inevitably drifted toward the impact that 21st
century technology and entertainment has had on our sense of being
human and communal. One social psychologist described the times
we now live in as a “twilight world” of images and electronic stimulation where even toddlers being pushed in strollers interact with a
built-in iPad that they face. One participant described witnessing a
family in a restaurant where they all ate in silence and interacted
with their electronics without any conversation the entire meal.
The Forum ended with a discussion of current research taking place
at MIT, which is being used to create robotic nannies that are designed to be able to replace biological mothering.
This takes us back to where Fuchsman’s paper started,
which was that the mother-infant interactions are the foundation of
attachment. Perhaps it is not too much of a stretch to say that human attachment and what it means to be human has entered a twilight period where the basis of our lives will be more connected to
electronics than to our parents, our peers, or our mates. A vast
number of science fiction films have been predicting this for a long
time, starting with 2001: A Space Odyssey through the Star W ars
franchise, The Matrix films, and the Terminator movies.
I found the entire discussion of what’s happening to our humanity both interesting and chilling and I want to thank Ken
Fuchsman for his paper and his formidable project exploring what
it means to be a human in the 21st century.
Sincerely yours,
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Tom Ferraro, PhD
Tom Ferraro, PhD, is a psychoanalyst, sports psychologist,
and commentator on contemporary society who lives on Long Island and may be reached at DrTFerraro@aol.com. 

Attachment, Childrearing, and Marriage
Dear Editor,
This is a follow-up to my April 9th Psychohistory Forum
presentation on the role of attachment in being human. The focus
was on infants and the predisposition of babies to be attached to
their mother. It begins in the womb, and around the age of six
months, infants who have had multiple caregivers prefer one central
attachment figure, usually their birth mother.
Some of the meeting’s attendees said that attachment is declining. Two factors were mentioned: one is that we are now preoccupied with our electronic devices and spend less time communicating face to face, and a few said that many women are choosing
not to have children. I was a little taken aback by the latter claim.
What follows is a report on female childbearing.
According to the Census Bureau, for 2012, 83.9% of females between 40 and 50 have given birth at some time in their
lives. Furthermore, this rate is increasing, not declining. Census
Bureau staff researchers Lindsay Monte and Renee Ellis write, “the
population of women aged 40 to 44 in 2012 were more likely to
have had at least one child than were similar populations between
1994 and 2010” (Lindsay Monte and Renee Ellis, “Fertility of
Women in the United States: 2012,” census.gov, 2014).
In the 1970s, about 90% of women had at least one child
(Gretchen Livingston and D’Vera Cohn, “Childlessness Up Among
All Women; Down Among Women with Advanced Degrees,” Pew
Research Center, 2010). This is certainly a higher percentage of
women than the 2012 rate of almost 84%. To understand this drop,
a variety of factors need to be considered.
In 2014, 10% of women ages 40 to 44 who had been married were childless, but for the never married of this age group,
45.1% never gave birth (Monte and Ellis). The decline in the percent of women who do not have children then is connected to their
marital status. Clearly, fewer and fewer of U.S. residents are tying
the knot. In 1960, 72% of Americans 18 and up were married; in
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2010, it was 51% (D’Vera Cohn, Jeffrey Passel, Wendy Wang, and
Gretchen Livingston, “Barely Half of U.S. Adults Are Married – A
Record Low,” Pew Research Center, 2011). While being unmarried has jumped across the board since 1960, it also divides by race
and ethnicity. By 2014, 16% of whites over 25 had never been
married, for Hispanics it was 25%, and it is over a third for AfricanAmericans (Gene Demby, “Marriage Rates Are Falling, And For
Some Faster Than Others,” npr.org, 2014). While the reasons for
this are complicated, as a number of observers have pointed out,
one reason many do not get married is economic.
The rate of poverty then cannot be easily separated from the
rates of marriage. For instance, from 2007 to 2011, just a little over
11% of whites were poor, for African-Americans it was 25.8%, and
for Hispanics by nationality it ranged from 16.2% to 26.3%
(Suzanne Macartney, Alemayehu Bishaw and Kayla Fontenot,
“Poverty Rates for Selected Detailed Race and Hispanic Groups by
State and Place: 2007–2011,” census.gov, 2013). Then there is the
fact that the poverty rates cannot easily be detached from educational attainment. In 2014, 96% of whites ages 25 to 29 had graduated high school, compared to 92% of African-Americans, and 75%
of Hispanics. According to the National Center for Education Statistics, for the same year and age group, 41% of whites, 22% of African-Americans, and 15% of Hispanics had earned at least a bachelor’s degree (“Fast Facts,” https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.
asp?id=27). By and large, the less education you have, the less
your income is, and the more education you have, the better chance
you have of earning a good salary. Also, as of 2014, the more education you have, the better chance you have of being and staying
married (Wang, “The link between a college education and a lasting
marriage,” Pew Research Center, 2015). Then we return to the statistic that a married female has a 90% chance of having a child.
Bearing children then is connected to marital status, which is connected to income, race, ethnicity, and educational achievement.
If we are to put forth ideas that there is a decline in attachment, we need to look not only at psychological states, but at a variety of factors. These findings do not eliminate that if there is a decline in attachment, it may be due to psychological factors, but if
so, the psychological cannot be separated from findings from other
fields. This little report, of course, barely scratches the surface of
the changes in our intimate and family relations. But it is a reminder that no single line of inquiry stands alone. For those who claim
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that we are growing less attached than before, we need to back up
these claims with information and to look in a variety of places to
find the relevant data. Once we have the pertinent facts, we are in a
better place to understand the reasons for our dramatically changing
adult attachment patterns.
Sincerely yours,
Ken Fuchsman

Ken Fuchsman’s biography may be found on page 31. 

An American Reflects on Germany
Dear Editor,
Thanks for inviting me to write a bit for Clio’s Psyche
about what my wife and I learned about Germany during a recent
seven-month stay. Like most countries, it is not one cohesive
whole; there are enormous variations of dialects, attitudes, foods,
houses, and churches. Dialects, for example, are distinguishing features of various regions. Northern Germans may not be able to understand Bavarians, nor will they understand residents of Hamburg,
if they speak their local dialect. Obviously, there is a common linguistic tradition: High German.
We observed many other common denominators. One is
that since the mid-1950s, Germany has carefully maintained its agricultural space by containing towns within defined borders. Hidden behind this necessary determination of the needs of human beings for food and decent air is the understanding that city and town
managers and governing bodies have more power than developers.
The land of at least 300 varieties of bread can thus supply most of
its wheat, rye, buckwheat, spelt, milk, and eggs. While food may
be dissimilar in different parts of the country, it is relatively inexpensive, especially in comparison to neighboring countries like
Austria and Italy, and definitely so in comparison to the U.S.
In spite of its modernity, Germany is still, for the most part,
a cash economy. Most individuals pay cash for groceries, restaurant bills, the hairdresser, and at the gas station. Yes, one must carry a considerable amount of cash to accommodate these purchases.
The whole society prefers to pay with cash rather than with secure
credit cards because Germans do not want to be tracked through
their purchases, nor do merchants or their customers want to pay
the fees associated with credit cards.
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Germans like to walk, hike, bike, or sit in a coffee house
and chat with friends; that is, to be away from the house or apartment, preferably outside. They tend to be family-centered and it is
unusual for a stranger, even an acquaintance, to be invited into a
family home or apartment. Yet they love to be outside, in public
view, whether it be drinking coffee or beer at an established or a
spontaneously created venue. As often as they can, Germans eat
outside, especially in the afternoons when older Germans sit outside to enjoy coffee and cake.
The medical profession seems to pride itself on making sure
that everyone is mobile as long as possible and everything from
crutches to four-wheel walkers are used to allow older individuals
mobility. This desire to keep individuals healthy has resulted in
excellent health care, even in small towns, at reasonable rates. For
a visit, our personal physician charges 35 euros. The single-payer
system works, although it is hardly ever mentioned in the U.S.
One of the things that is now very obvious is that many different ethnic groups live and work in Germany. Aside from the
many refugees from Syria, the Middle East in general, and Africa,
non-native German speakers are part of the workforce and public
life. Two reactions to the older immigrants and the most recent variety are surprising. I have encountered no hostility toward established immigrants and, in many quarters, none toward refugees. I
attribute one to the professional roles of the earlier in-migrants and
the refugee status of the newer group; people recall the influx of
millions of Eastern Germans and Europeans after WWII. But there
is also outright hostility, and I have heard phrases that are reminiscent of the Nazi period.
Also, Germany ought to pride itself on its tremendous infrastructure. Literally billions are invested routinely and Americans
would be surprised at the excellent quality of roads, trains, etc., but
Germans complain constantly about poor train service, miserable
bridge repair, and related issues.
Germans love their cars and are amazingly aggressive drivers. Speed limits are posted, and on the A utobahnen it is 130 km
(81 mph), but drivers passed us often at 170 and 180 km (over 100
mph). Our heavy car was literally lifted by the airwaves. It is impolite and even deadly to drive slowly in the left lane.
Bavarians are avid recyclers; as a matter of fact, they are
known as “eco-Nazis.” Nothing is thrown away and at the end of a
week, we usually had less than a kilo of trash; if we were really se-
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rious, we would have had none. Recycling centers, really valuable
materials places, are sophisticated and staffed by public or private
professionals. To my amazement, even my stepmother’s ancient
TV was completely recycled, down to the last wire and screw.
Ah, yes, guns. Ever since a major and deadly attack on a
Gymnasium (high school equivalent) a few years ago, very restrictive gun laws have been enacted. As a result, even with high gun
ownership, gun violence is low. American liberals and conservatives usually miss Germany when they discuss gun control and its
effectiveness. In each of the last two years, less than 300 persons
were murdered.
Finally, Prime Minister Angela Merkel abandoned nuclear
energy after Fukushima and the lingering effects in Ukraine from
the Chernobyl disaster. Apparently the country is able to supply
sufficient energy with windmills and solar panels. By now, aside
from massive public facilities, probably a third of the houses in our
area had such panels on their roofs.
While it is good to be home in North Carolina, we have
fond memories of Germany.
Sincerely yours,
Peter Petschauer
Peter Petschauer, PhD, is Professor Emeritus of History at
Appalachian State University, a Research Associate of the Psychohistory Forum, and a member of its Editorial Board. He was born
in Berlin and emigrated to the U. S. as a 17 year-old. Recently he
spent seven months in Germany where he visited family and finished his novel on an 18th century woman artist. Petschauer may
be contacted at petschauerpw@appstate.edu. 

BULLETIN BOARD
CONFERENCES: Our 2016-17 Psychohistory Forum Work-InProgress Seminars star t on September 24, 2016 with a joint
meeting with the Society for the Psychoanalytic Understanding
through Research (SPUR), which is launching J.A .S.P.E.R. INTERNATIONAL (Journal for the Advancement of Scientific Psychoanalytic Empirical Research). Burton N. Seitler (pr ivate pr actice), director of the society and editor of this new journal, will be
presenting with Paul H. Elovitz (Ramapo College) and others on
“Psychoanalysis as an Art and a Science in Relationship to Psychohistory.” On November 5, 2016 Herbert Barry (Univer sity of
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Pittsburgh), Paul Elovitz, and Ken Fuchsman (University of Connecticut) will present their research on the 2016 presidential election. Additional seminars will be announced as details are finalized
after papers are submitted and accepted. As usual, Jacques Szaluta
(Merchant Marine Academy) will serve as moderator. Proposals
are welcome and will be vetted by a committee once a presentation
paper is submitted. Announcements and papers are sent out electronically to Psychohistory Forum members. Presenting at the International Psychohistorical Association’s (IPA) conference on
June 1-3, 2016 at New York University were Psychohistory Forum
members Bill Argus, Herbert Barry, David Beisel, Molly Castelloe, David Cifelli, Ted Cox, Brian D’Agostino, Paul Elovitz,
Ken Fuchsman, Irene Javors, David Lotto, Jamshid Marvasti,
Allan Mohl, Merle Molofsky, Denis O’Keefe, Peter Petschauer,
Inna Rozentsvit, Howard Stein, and J acques Szaluta. Pr of.
Szaluta was honored at an IPA luncheon meeting for his contributions to psychohistory. Some of our members also presented at the
International Society for Political Psychology’s (ISPP) conference
on July 14-17, 2016 in Warsaw, Poland. The Association for the
Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society (APCS) will be meeting at
Rutgers University on October 13-15, 2016; the Interdisciplinary
Conference of the Forum for Psychoanalytic Education (IFPE)
meets on October 27-29, 2016 in Pasadena; and the National Association for the Advancement of Psychoanalysis (NAAP) meets on
November 12, 2016 in Manhattan. NOTES ON MEMBERS: At
the end of June Eva Fogelman presented the “Historiography of the
Study of Holocaust Child Survivors” at Hebrew University. At the
same conference her husband Jerome Chanes presented
“Antisemitism in Europe and America, 2016: A Comparative Analysis.” Once a month on Fridays Irene Javors is doing art reviews
on WBAI radio for the program “State of The Arts in New York
City.” CONGRATULATIONS: To Ken Fuchsman on his election to the presidency of the IPA and to Glen Jeansonne, a retired
Editorial Board member and University of Wisconsin professor
emeritus, on the October publication of Herbert Hoover: A Life
(Random House). OUR THANKS: To our members and subscribers for the support that makes Clio’s Psyche possible. To Benefactors Bill Argus, Herbert Barry, David Beisel, Tom Ferraro, Peter
Loewenberg, Marvasti Jamshid, and Mary Peace Sullivan; Patrons
Peter Barglow, Ken Fuchsman, David Lotto, Peter Petschauer, Burton Norman Seitler, and Jacques Szaluta; Sustaining Members Irene
Javors, and Ruth Ljitmaer; Supporting Members Paul H. Elovitz,
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Larry Friedman, Judy Gardiner, Jay Gonen, John J. Hartman, Bob
Lentz, Joel Moskowitz, and Inna Rozentsvit; and Members Valerie
Brinton and Merle Molofsky. Our special thanks for thoughtprovoking materials to Herbert Barry, David Beisel, Molly Bond,
George Brown, Nathan Carlin, David Cifelli, Paul H. Elovitz, Tom
Ferraro, Ken Fuchsman, Ted Goertzel, Jay Y. Gonen, Juhani
Ihanus, Susan Kassouf, Robert A. LeVine, Merle Molofsky, Peter
Petschauer, Eva D. Papiasvili, Joseph G. Ponterotto, Joyce M. Rosenberg, Paul Salstrom, Dinesh Sharma, Norman Simms, and Frederick Stecker. To Nicole D’Andria for editing, proofing, and Publisher 2013 software application, Caitlin Gaynor and Joyce M. Rosenberg for editing and proofing, and Molly Bond, David Cifelli and
Professor Paul Salstrom for proofing. Our special thanks to our
editors and to our numerous overworked referees who must remain
anonymous. 

We Wish to Thank
Our Authors. Thanks to
Our Diligent,
Hard-working and
Prompt Editors,
and Anonymous Referees.
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Clio’s Psyche Call for Papers
The Psychology of Brexit

Winter 2017 Issue

Submissions due September 15, 2016
We seek psychoanalytic/psychological insights on these and
related topics:


Why did English and Welsh voters support leaving the EU?



The fear of the “other”: Middle Eastern and African refugees
and economic migrants



What constitutes British cultural identity and why does it feel
threatened?



The psychology of the economic markets’ strong response to
the Brexit vote



The impact of age, education, gender, rural, and urban factors



The politics leading to the Brexit vote and the election



Is the dream and reality of the EU in danger of collapse?



Implications for the feelings and realities of British living in
Europe and Europeans in the UK



Reviews of books and films relevant to the subject
<><><>CP<><><>

We seek articles up to 2,000 words—including your brief
biography—by September 15, 2016. An abstract, outline, or
just an expression of interest would be helpful. A high quality,
especially psychohistorical article of up to 3,500 words for a
possible symposium would need to be submitted no later than
August 1, 2016. Send documents in Microsoft Word (*.docx
or .doc) format that includes a title, any institutional affiliation
you may have, and about four sentences of biography ending in
your e-mail address. Send to the editor:
Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, at cliospsycheeditor@gmail.com.

Clio’s Psyche
627 Dakota Trail
Franklin Lakes, NJ 07417

