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The Psychoanalysis of
Psychoanalysts
Why I Write about Guilt
Don Carveth—York University (Toronto)
Keywords: guilt, Ernest Becker, unconscious, melancholy
Abstract: The author writes his free associations on guilt and its
role in analysts’ and analysands’ lives.
In my forthcoming book, Psychoanalytic Thinking: Essays
in Critique (London: Routledge, 2018, in press), I trace what I call
“The Melancholic Existentialism of Ernest Becker” (Ernest Becker,
The Denial of Death, 1973) and the related melancholic sociology
of Peter Berger (The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological
Theory of Religion, 1965) to the unresolved depression that prevented them from seeing the splitting and the one-sidedness entailed in their attitudes of despair and disgust. Becker and his followers in “terror-management theory” have the peculiar idea that
death anxiety is our primordial fear, the Ur-anxiety motivating the
denial of death through the quest for immortality and various forms
of heroism, just as Berger thinks we construct society and religion
as illusory defenses against what he takes to be the reality of chaos
and anomy (“The Melancholic Existentialism of Ernest Becker,”
Free Associations, Vol. 11, Part 3, No. 59, 2004: 422-29).
For these thinkers, in seeking to analyze and resolve defenses, psychoanalysts threaten to expose the unbearable reality against
which we must defend ourselves. Society, religions, and heroic
projects of various sorts function as “shields against terror,” without which we must go mad. By “existentializing” anxiety in these
ways, grounding it in allegedly unbearable existential truth, these
thinkers avoid having to consider what alternative grounds there
might be for it, what other explanations might account for their terror or persecutory anxiety and depression. Grounds such as unconscious guilt, perhaps? Here is an example of such thinking:
“Yes, I’m anxious and depressed about the human condition, by the absurdity and meaninglessness of life, not because I’m
cheating on my wife or my taxes, or mean or neglectful toward my
kids, or a self-centered egotist, racist, sexist, and classist...no, no,
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it’s la condition humaine. I don’t need analysis to get at the deeper
reasons for my malaise, I just need better denial of death, better terror management—or maybe Paxil.”
I could cite reams of clinical material from my practice to
support my claim that underlying the variegated forms of suffering
patients present, the hysterical and psychosomatic symptoms, the
anxiety and depression, the patterns of self-limitation and selfsabotage, lie the moral failings, the character flaws, the petty envy,
greed, and meanness, the death wishes toward others, the schadenfreude and the outright crimes and misdemeanors that in an earlier
age, prior to our culture of narcissism, people took it as the goal of
their lives to combat, to struggle, to transcend. There’s a novel idea
for those struggling with existential angst: how about finding meaning in trying to be a better person, facing and battling your faults,
even getting your mind off yourself long enough to consider that
other people might be real and have needs and sufferings you might
help to relieve?
Few analysts think this way, at least not publicly. We are
too afraid of being seen as “superego-ish” and, thanks to Freud’s
regrettable decision to fold conscience into the superego, we have
lost touch with this crucial distinction. People who are out of sync
with their conscience are fodder for the persecutory superego,
which will generate, one way or another, the physical, mental, and
social pain that serves as the equivalent or substitute for the genuine
guilt they will not face. As Lucius Annaeus Seneca put it, “Let
wickedness escape as it may at the bar, it never fails of doing justice upon itself, for every guilty person is his own hangman” (Seneca the Younger).
However, the reason few analysts think or speak this way is
not only that they fear being accused of being moralistic, but also
that like their patients, like everyone else in the culture of narcissism, like everyone else, period, they are reluctant to face their own
seamy side. I don’t say “dark” side, for that sounds sufficiently
grand to be almost acceptable. Like Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, we
can accept being great sinners, just not the petty and pathetic creatures we often are. Analysts are not inclined to help patients confront and rise above failings they have not managed to face or deal
with in themselves. We know what happens to whistleblowers in
this society. Can you really blow the whistle on others when you
haven’t blown it on yourself and live in dread that someone will?
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I write about guilt because I’ve been struggling with it most
of my life. With the help of analysis, I’ve understood that most of
my hysterical and psychosomatic symptoms, my anxiety and depression, however grounded in childhood conflicts and pain, have
also been rooted in my reactive narcissism, aggression, and wrongdoing. I’ve had to struggle, and still struggle, to repent and to be a
better man. With a little progress in this project over the years, my
symptoms abated, my creativity was enhanced, and I have been
more successful in finding peace and love. There are a lot of fancy
psychoanalytic theories that those unready to really face themselves
can play around with, but no genuine cure will be achieved until
they do.
Donald L. Carveth, PhD, is Emeritus Professor of Sociology and Social & Political Thought at York University and Training
and Supervising Analyst at the Canadian Institute of Psychoanalysis. He is a member of the Editorial Board of this journal and a
Psychohistory Forum Research Associate who may be contacted at
dcarveth@gmail.com. 

Sigmund Freud, Son of Amalia
Marc-André Cotton—Int. Psychohistorical Association
Keywords: Sigmund Freud, Amalia Freud, Oedipal-complex, mother, child-sexuality
Abstract: Discernible in the works of Freud, imprints of early traumas have been overlooked by biographers. This painful blind spot
of the Freudian model accounts for a detrimental lack of concern
with mother and infant intimacy.
Explorer of the unconscious, Sigmund Freud seldom revisited his first three years—his “prehistoric period of life,” as he called
it (The Complete Letters of Sigmund Freud to Wilhelm Fliess,
March 10, 1898, 1985, 302). He did mention an ambivalent attitude toward his father Jakob, notably in his correspondence with
Fliess, but remained silent on his relationship with his mother Amalia. Notorious biographer Ernest Jones even conjectured that “in
Freud’s earliest years there had been extremely strong motives for
concealing some important phase of his development—perhaps
even from himself” (Ernest Jones, The Life and Work of Sigmund
Freud, Vol. 2, 1955, 409).
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Beyond this apparent need for secrecy, one must seek
Freud’s first maternal imprints in his writings and some key passages of his biography. Such early experience—undeniably traumatizing in light of current knowledge on attachment and bonding—
might be accountable for the Freudian belief that the child wants to
“possess the mother,” as if Freud himself had dreamed to live out
this fantasy.
Compensating for His Mother’s Despair
Born in 1835, Amalia Nathanson Freud was barely 21 years
old when her first child was born. He was named Schlomo
(Sigismund) in memory of his paternal grandfather, who had died a
few weeks earlier. An attractive young lady, Amalia had married a
man twice her age, whom she hardly knew, and left Vienna—a European metropolis comparable to Paris—for Freiberg, a Moravian
provincial town where her husband held an unrewarding wool business. The reasons for marriage are unclear, but love at first sight
seems unlikely. Emphasizing existing sexism at the time, several
female investigators suggest that she was “sold” to Jakob Freud, a
widower and father of two adult sons, as punishment for a romantic
love affair her family disapproved of (Marianne Krüll, Sigmund, fils
de Jacob, Gallimard, 1983, 146). Gabrielle Rubin speculates that
Amalia was pregnant with her lover’s child when she married
Jakob on July 29, 1855 (Gabrielle Rubin, Le roman familial de
Freud, Payot, 2002, 58). Contrary to Gabrielle Rubin’s theory, Sigmund was born in May 1856, so he was likely conceived in August
1855, after his mother’s marriage, and therefore Mr. Freud is the
probable biological father, not her former lover.
One must imagine the young lady’s frustration as, in order
to compensate for a profound sense of despair, she showed boundless admiration to her eldest son. The child was born “in a caul”—
that is, with part of the amniotic membrane on his head—and popular belief took this as a sign of good fortune. Amalia cherished recollections that reinforced her inner conviction and daughter Anna
later wrote: “Perhaps my mother’s trust in Sigmund’s future destiny
played a definite part in the trend given his whole life” (Anna Freud
Bernays, “My Brother Sigmund Freud,” American Mercury, November 1940, 335). Freud experienced this inner urge for recognition time and time again—as in The Interpretation of Dreams
where he asks: “Could this have been the source of my thirst for
grandeur?” (Sigmund Freud, The Interpretation of Dreams: The
Complete and Definitive Text, Basic Books, 1955, 2010, 180)—but
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never acknowledged such feeling as an expression of his mother’s
aspiration.
The Death of Both Juliuses
Amalia gave birth to seven additional children in the next
decade, almost one each year. Her second son, Julius, died at six
months of age, on April 15, 1858. Archives of the Viennese Jewish
community showed that Amalia’s brother, also named Julius, died
of tuberculosis a month before, at age 20 (Marianne Krüll, op. cit.,
167). This twofold loss placed a heavy psychological burden on
the young mother, pregnant with a third child, and on young Sigmund who was then two years old. Freud later wrote to Fliess that
his brother’s death “left the germ of (self)-reproaches in
[him]” (The Complete Letters, op. cit., October 3, 1897, 268).
At about six years old, Amalia assured him that we are all
mortals and must return to earth after death. As Sigmund remained
skeptical, his mother rubbed the palms of her hands and showed
him the dead skin produced by friction. “My astonishment at this
ocular demonstration knew no bound,” he later wrote, “and I acquiesced in the belief which I was later to hear expressed in the words:
‘Thou owest Nature a death’” (The Interpretation of Dreams, op.
cit., 192). Surely, Amalia felt accountable for the death of her
brother Julius, whom she had abandoned by leaving Vienna against
her will—a sense of guilt aggravated by that of her second son
bearing the same forename. Freud did not fully realize the emotional impact of this unresolved trauma on his own later life, characterized by a fascination with death. In 1920, as he came up with
the “death drive,” he defined it as his mother did—that is, “an urge
in organic life to restore an earlier state of things” (Sigmund Freud,
Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Standard Edition, 275).
A Most Elaborate Ritual
But let me get back to his first months in life. Freud wrote
that he was breastfed by his mother—but did not specify the terms
or duration. In The Interpretation of Dreams, he evokes “the mother who gives life and furthermore (as in my own case) gives the living creature its first nourishment. Love and hunger, I reflect, meet
at a woman’s breast” (The Interpretation of Dreams, op. cit., 192).
We may assume that this diet was far from nurturing for the infant.
As a matter of fact, in his theory on child sexuality, Freud defines
“pleasure-sucking” as a rhythmic repetition of sucking contact with
the mouth wherein the purpose of nourishment is excluded, and is
one of the essential features of infantile sexual activity (Sigmund
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Freud, “The Manifestations of the Infantile Sexuality,” Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, 1905, 2015, 60-62). In other
words, a baby will instinctively search for its mother’s breast, but to
no avail, and will compensate for this deprivation by displacement
onto another skin area. Freud nevertheless concludes that such
children indulge in autoerotism and could show, as adult men, “a
marked desire for drinking and smoking.”
Indeed, this was the case with Freud, who smoked up to 20
daily cigars in a most elaborate ritual. When colleagues gathered at
his place, the air was saturated with nicotine and many of them became heavy smokers themselves so as not to disappoint their master
by refusing to share his addiction. Even the imminence of his own
death would not divert an aging Freud from his hazardous routine,
because these moments of intense voluptuousness made up for his
mother’s inability to fully satisfy his emotional needs as a baby
(Deborah P. Margolis, Freud and his Mother, Preœdipal Aspects of
Freud’s Personality, 1977, 1996, 97-103).
Painful Separations
Separation anxiety was at the heart of Freud’s daily obsessions. In a letter to Fliess, he provides a detailed account of one of
his recurring dreams: “My mother was nowhere to be found; I was
crying in despair.” His half-brother Philipp, 20 years older, then
opens a wardrobe (a Kasten in Austrian usage)—where she is not
either. The child cries even more until Amalia comes in through
the door, slender and beautiful (The Complete Letters to Fliess, op.
cit., October 15, 1897, 270). Incidentally, Freud introduces his
Œdipal Complex in this very letter: “I have found in my own case
too, being in love with my mother and jealous of my father, and I
now consider it a universal event in early childhood.” On the basis
of this reminiscence, Freud asked his mother about their old nurse’s
disappearance, unwittingly revealing peculiar circumstances. In
Freiberg, the Freud children were taken care of by a very Catholic,
older Czech woman named Monika Zajíc. Affectionately known as
Nannie, she showed him affection, brought him to church with her,
and taught him “all about God Almighty.” Monika Zajíc was later
accused of stealing the child’s shiny new coins and toys, handed
over to the police by Philipp, and sentenced to jail when Sigmund
was just three years old.
We now have a better understanding of the Kasten dream
that evokes both the nurse’s custody (Kasten meaning a box as well
as an old lady) and Amalia’s pregnancy. In a late edition of Psy-
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chopathology of Everyday Life, Freud indeed states in a footnote:
“At the age of not quite three, I realized that my recently born sister
had grown in my mother’s uterus. I was not at all pleased about the
new baby and suspected, gloomily, that my mother’s body might be
harboring yet more children. The wardrobe symbolized the maternal womb to me...” (Psychopathology of Everyday Life, 1901, 2002,
52). Perhaps the womb was also a Kasten, a containment area. If
the true reason for Nannie’s dismissal remains unclear, the loss of
his surrogate mother rekindled in the toddler the dreadful imprinting of maternal disruption. It epitomized the distance Amalia had
established with her first child with the birth of his siblings and the
sense of deprivation Sigmund had to cope with. The incident shortly predates yet another painful separation for Freud and a cause of
deep affliction: the family’s permanent departure for Leipzig, then
Vienna.
A Thinly Veiled Hostility
How can we make sense of Amalia’s ambivalent feelings
toward her “golderner Sigi,” as she liked to call him, all the while
granting him numerous privileges? In public gatherings or when
strangers were about, she was very charming, but with familiars her
granddaughter would describe her as “a tyrant, and a selfish
one” (Judith Bernays Heller, Freud as We Knew Him, 1956, 1973,
335-338). Nobody was envious of Dolfi, her unmarried daughter
dedicated to the care of an aging mother “who was a tornado” (Martin Freud, Sigmund Freud: Man and Father, 1958, 11). In
their Viennese apartment, Sigmund had a cabinet for himself, furnished with an oil lamp so that he could study, whereas the eight
other family members crowded into two remaining bedrooms only
lit by candles (Anna Freud Bernays, “My Brother Sigmund Freud,”
op. cit., 336). Such favoritism generated unspoken resentment and
sibling rivalry.
However, Freud never showed his mother more than filial
duty and seldom talked about her. Amalia’s visits regularly coincided with gastrointestinal problems, as if he was once again the
little fellow in Freiberg imploring tenderness while controlling a
thinly veiled hostility. “A mother can transfer to her son the ambition which she has been obliged to suppress in herself,” Freud later
asserted, “and she can expect from him the satisfaction of all that
has been left over in her of her masculinity complex” (Lecture
XXXIII, Femininity,” New Introductory Lectures on PsychoAnalysis, Vol. XXII [1934-36], 131). Sigmund was her favorite,
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but in return Amalia expected of him full satisfaction of her demands and submission to the role he was placed in from birth.
When she died at age 90, Freud experienced no grief, but “an increase in personal freedom” and the relief not to have died before
she did—one of his great apprehensions (“Letter to Ernest Jones,”
August 30, 1930, quoted in Ernest Jones, The Life and Work of Sigmund Freud, Vol. 3, 1957, 152). He did not attend his mother’s
funeral.
Betrayals and Breakdowns
There is every reason to believe that Freud projected onto
his closest relatives these unresolved maternal problematics—
particularly onto Martha, his fiancée and eventual wife. The two
young people met in the spring of 1882, but Freud wanted to be established as a private practitioner before marriage, so their engagement lasted more than four years. Living in two different locations,
the lovers wrote each other almost daily and their correspondence
has been kept, evidencing Freud’s nearly pathological jealousy.
The young man asks, for instance, that his future bride give up all
relationships he did not approve of, her brother Eli and her mother
in particular, whom Freud condemns for her “heartlessness and caprice.” He wants to remove Martha from maternal influence by
bringing her to Vienna—but falls into a fit of rage if she considers
the plan positively to alleviate her mother’s financial burden. He
wrote, “If that is so, you are my enemy...If you can’t be fond
enough of me to renounce your family, then you must lose me,
wreck my life, and not get much yourself out of your family” (Quoted by Ernest Jones, The Life and Work of Sigmund Freud,
Vol. I, op. cit., 130). Other excerpts disclose harsh criticisms actually aimed at his own bad mother, through a third party, and his
frustration of a secure maternal bond veiled in utmost possessiveness. “You must not take it too hard,” Freud further writes, “I will
not leave you to anyone, and no one deserves you; no one else’s
love compares with mine” (Letters of Sigmund Freud, 1960, 23).
This anxiety of losing the loved one is ultimately visible in
his passionate correspondence with Wilhelm Fliess, a Berlin otolaryngologist whose occasional company may have offered Freud
compensation for his unmet need for maternal closeness. He regularly expressed regret that both men did not see each other more often, confiding for instance: “[I] hope to be at your place and with
you so often that I shall not feel deprived” (The Complete Letters to
Fliess, op. cit., August 28, 1895, 137). With Fliess and other nur-
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turing figures that charted the course of his life, Freud reexperienced the painful succession of betrayals and breakdowns
that marked his early childhood. He fed on unresolved grievance
toward primordial femininity as the epitome of his ambivalence
about his own mother.
Marc-André Cotton, MA, the International Vice President
of the International Psychohistorical Association and an International Member of the Psychohistory Forum, is a teacher, independent scholar, and co-director with therapist Sylvie Vermeulen of the
French website Regard conscient (www.regardconscient.net), dedicated to exploring the unconscious motivations of human behavior.
He may be contacted at contact@regardconscient.net. 

Freud in Paris
Jack Schwartz—Psychoanalytic Private Practice
Keywords: Freud, Charcot, 1985, Petite-Salpêtrière-Hospital, idéefixe, hysteria, psychoanalysis, neurology,
Abstract: Psychohistory is often focused on a specific person in history that significantly impacted the culture, which is especially relevant with Sigmund Freud who literally changed the way we see the
human condition. This article identifies the turning point in
Freud’s early career, his time in Paris at the Salpêtrière Hospital
in 1885 under Jean-Martin Charcot, which transformed him from a
timid researcher to the bold clinical theoretician in the new field of
psychoanalysis.
As psychohistorians we are often preoccupied with an individual figure from history. Why do we do this? Why are we interested in what turned that person into a person of interest? Somehow through our endless researching and reviewing we seem hungry to discover that ephemeral synergistic alchemy of time, location, culture, and personhood that offers a deeper understanding,
which in turn sheds light on our current lives and struggles. To engage the future, we must know the past.
In 1885, the world was intoxicated with the nectar of enlightenment. It was an age of possibility, where religious differences could be tolerated, where the natural sciences, art, and engineering could offer a solution to the struggling human condition.
The future seemed as bright as the new electric light. In 1885, there

Page 144

Clio’s Psyche

was no other city that spoke to this enlightenment better than Paris.
No other place embodied that synergistic alchemy more than the
Petite Salpêtrière Hospital under the direction of its Chair of Anatomy and Neurology, Jean-Martin Charcot.
Jean-Martin Charcot, playfully regarded (both in physical
appearance and attitude) as the “Napoleon of neurosis,” was the
very definition of a charismatic leader. In a brief period, Charcot
transformed the struggling, dilapidated asylum (sometimes brutal
prison) for women, turning it into a thriving hospital specializing in
neurological conditions. It continues to stand today. It was at this
hospital where the 29 year old Sigmund Freud encountered “the
Master,” which set him on the course that would redefine human
consciousness.
An assistant to the research neurologists Ernst von Brucke
and Theodor Meynert, the anxious and broke Freud was allowed a
grant to study brain anatomy and hypnosis at the Salpêtrière.
Scraping together the money from family and friends, along with
the emotional support from his wife-to-be Martha Bernays, he embarked on a journey that would end up being transformative.
“To study in Paris is to be born in Paris!” (1862) Hugo proclaimed in his epic Les Misérables, and indeed, Freud the psychologist was born and perhaps we could say the field of clinical psychology itself was born. Having little stomach for blood and regular doctoring, and with little prospect for making any sort of living
as a researcher/professor, Charcot and the hysterics at the Salpêtrière provided an innovative way of doctoring that captured the
imagination of this intense young doctor who was also drawn to
narrative literature, biography, history, language, and archeology.
It was Charcot who showed him that the idée fixe (“an obsession”)
is worthy of serious medical study. It was through this endeavor
that Freud could build a future.
Freud’s “birth” in Paris is also matched by the distinguished
brew of now iconic neurologists who were working side by side
with him in the fall and winter of 1885 under Charcot’s direction.
Doctors such as George Gilles de la Tourette, Alfred Binet, Paul
Richer, Joseph Babinski as well as many more developed what was
to become the bedrock of modern neurology.
Charcot created what we would now call a think tank, bringing together young, tireless clinicians and researchers tasked with
classifying and attempting to treat often untreatable conditions
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(even to this day). Charcot and his doctors went on to classify and
clinically identify hundreds if not thousands of neurology conditions, including Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis (ALS), multiple
sclerosis (MS), Parkinson’s disease, epilepsy, and of course, hysteria. Innovations such as clinical neurological assessment, the use of
photographic images to isolate symptom presentation, as well as
using hypnosis as a practical treatment technique were all advanced
by Charcot and his staff. Freud learned from Charcot that in order
to see, one must look and keep looking.
Although Freud became Charcot’s German translator, he
could not reconcile Charcot’s belief that at the bottom of every hysterical symptom was a hidden pathological biology. The idée fixe
was merely a symptom of the degenerative heredity hypothesis.
Upon leaving Paris, it quickly occurred to Freud that it was not a
hidden pathological biology at play, but rather a hidden pathological psychology that formed the foundation of hysteria and later connected all neurotic symptoms.
In 1893 Charcot died suddenly, leaving Freud with the sad
task of writing a comprehensive and loving obituary to the
“Master.” The famous print of Charcot hypnotizing Blanche Whitman in his teaching theater was forever a fixture in Freud’s office.
So, in the quest to discover the alchemy that Adam Phillips beautifully describes in Becoming Freud (2016), it is my contention that
Freud, as we know him today, began his journey at the Salpêtrière,
where he transformed from timid researcher to dynamic neurologist, setting the stage to become the world’s most influential psychological theorist/clinician.
In Paris in 1885, a synergistic alchemy was afoot. Within
the collective of minds that shared that place and time, Freud cultivated an idée fixe, energizing his own sense of future identity. That
idea became the new science of psychoanalysis (learning from the
past to live more effectively in the future), which would become his
appel aux armes (“call to arms”), with the unconscious as his new
frontier. The world never quite looked the same again.
Jack Schwartz, PhD, is a nationally certified psychoanalyst
and a faculty member, lecturer, and control analyst at New Jersey
Institute for Training in Psychoanalysis who maintains a full private practice in Northern New Jersey. He is a regular contributor
at psychoanalytic institutes and his recent published article on
Freud’s “Irma Dream” led to the creation of his new multimedia
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project designed to offer a unique learning experience about the
origins of psychoanalysis. The article received a Gradiva nomination in 2015. Dr. Schwartz can be contacted at psyjack@msn.com.



Remembering Bion
John Jacob Hartman—University of South Florida
Keywords: basic-assumptions, Wilfred Bion, group-as-a-whole,
group-fantasy, Melanie Klein, World War I
Abstract: The author describes a meeting with the psychoanalyst
Wilfred Bion in 1969. The paper goes on to give a brief biography
of Bion and offers some speculations on the influence of combat in
World War I on Bion’s subsequent interest in groups.
“Bion,” the voice on the other end of the phone answered in
a clipped British accent. I was calling the psychoanalyst Wilfred
Bion to make an appointment to talk to him about our mutual interest in groups. I had just finished my doctoral dissertation in which
I traced the development of two self-analytic classroom groups using an act-by-act interactional scoring system developed along psychoanalytic lines. He was the author of Experiences in Groups that
was published in 1959, but was a synthesis of papers he had published in the 1940’s. I had based a good deal of my understanding
of groups on his work.
Bion conceptualized the interactions in small groups in
terms of the group-as-a-whole. He posited a contrast between the
work group that constituted the effort to use rational problem solving to accomplish the primary task of the group and basic assumption activity, dependency, fight/flight, as well as pairings that could
deflect the group from its task. The presence of these basic assumption “groups” involved the sharing of unconscious fantasies of
more archaic thoughts, feelings, and goals, reflecting the kinds of
fantasies popularized by the work of Melanie Klein. Bion also
made subtle links between the basic assumptions and certain historical or political analogies that meshed very closely with some ideas
Graham Gibbard and I were developing about the links between
small group process and political and historical processes.
Bion graciously accepted my proposal to meet. I was to
drop off my dissertation at his office and we were to see each other
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the following week. I had just begun my first job in the Psychology
Department at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) in
the Fall of 1969; Bion had moved from London to Los Angeles in
1968. The meeting itself was rather strange, and I have only some
general impressions of it. Bion was tall, bald, and physically substantial with a small moustache. His office was sparsely appointed
with a large, wide couch. As we were both newcomers to Los Angeles, he was interested in my experience in the city and in the university. He offered a number of detailed stories recollecting his
university life, including a vivid account of beer bottle fights as an
undergraduate. As stories at this level of discourse continued, I became concerned that we were never going to talk about my dissertation or about groups in general.
With time running out in the session, I asked him if he
thought that my studies had demonstrated in statistical fashion confirmation of some of his ideas about groups. He thought a moment
and replied that he thought my next project should include a psychological study of algebra. The meeting soon ended as he was
seeing a patient following our talk. I left the meeting feeling confused, mystified, and a bit disappointed. I reflected a good deal on
what had transpired and kept wondering whether there was some
profound interpretation Bion was making to me or whether this
meeting had been something else entirely. I have never been able
to decide which it was.
Wilfred Ruprecht Bion (1897-1979) was born in India to
upper-class English parents. He was sent to boarding school in
England at an early age and was said to have missed his parents
very much. At the age of 20, he served in the British Army as a
tank commander and saw heavy combat in France during World
War I. He was awarded the Distinguished Service Order (DSO) for
“conspicuous gallantry” in a battle in which he engaged the enemy
with his tank and then commanded a company of infantry when
their leader was killed. The trauma of war left its impact.
After the war, he attended Queens College at Oxford and
majored in history. He took his medical degree in London where
he became interested in the work of Wilfred Trotter and his concept
of the “herd instinct” in groups as well as in psychoanalysis. He
trained in psychotherapy at the Tavistock Clinic and began his psychoanalytic training with John Ricks in 1938.
When World War II came, he was commissioned again, this
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time in the British Army Medical Corps along with his Tavistock
colleagues. It was during this experience that Bion developed his
ideas about small groups, as soldiers were being treated in groups
due to a shortage of psychiatrists. This led to a series of papers on
the nature of groups in general, which led to the Experiences in
Groups (1961) collection. Bion finished his psychoanalytic training, undergoing an analysis with Melanie Klein.
Bion joined a small group of Kleinian followers and began
treating very disturbed patients with psychoanalysis. He became
interested in a general theory of thinking and began developing ideas about the thinking of very young infants. While he began with
the concepts of Klein, he moved beyond either a Kleinian or Freudian framework in his theorizing. He often illustrated his theories in
this later work with symbolic shorthand. Bion wrote about alpha
and beta processes, K, –K, and O, the ineffable. Much of this work
was dense, opaque, and even mystical. By the time he had moved
to Los Angeles in 1968 much of this work was underway, but I was
not acquainted with it. In Los Angeles, Bion analyzed psychoanalytic candidates, gave lectures around the world, and developed a
devoted following.
Currently, Bion is regarded very highly in American psychoanalytic circles. Once paired with Jacques Lacan as a bizarre
psychoanalyst, Bion is now paired with Sigmund Freud as one of
the most profound of psychoanalytic theorists. His influence on
psychoanalytic group psychology has been enormous. He pioneered the group-as-a-whole approach, specified the concept of
shared unconscious fantasies in groups, and helped propel the
group psychology movement so popular in the 1960’s. Application
of Bion’s work took hold in England in the work of the A.K. Rice
Institute (a community practicing group relations) and others who
ran “Tavistock groups” with business executives, managers, and
mental health workers. Tavistock groups still exist in the United
States and have proven to be a valuable experience for those who
participate in them.
It would not be a great leap to conclude that his experiences
in World War I, one of history’s most brutal wars, had a profound
effect on Bion. He emerged from the war and chose to study history as an undergraduate before turning to medicine and psychiatry.
His first scholarly interest became the group and his efforts to help
soldiers who suffered trauma during the next great war. I will remember Bion for his contributions to the understanding of small
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groups, even though he remains something of an enigma for me.
John Jacob Hartman, PhD, is a Training and Supervising
Analyst at the Florida Psychoanalytic Center and maintains a private practice in psychoanalysis in Tampa. He spent most of his career at the University of Michigan and is Affiliate Professor of Psychology in the Department of Psychiatry and Behavioral Neuroscience at the University of South Florida. Dr. Hartman may be contacted at jjhartman2@gmail.com. 

The Schizoid Analysts Who Brought
Relationship to Psychoanalysis
Candace Orcutt—Social Worker/Psychoanalyst
Keywords: schizoid, relationship, Fairbairn, Guntrip, Winnicott,
object-relations, psychoanalysis, maternal-conflict
Abstract: This paper considers how the importance of relationship
was introduced into psychoanalytic theory and practice by analysts
who themselves struggled to resolve deep personal issues of human
relatedness. The British “independent” object relationists pioneered the integration of the influence of significant others
(including the therapist) with the analysis of the patient’s inner fantasy world. Ronald Fairbairn, Harry Guntrip, and D. W. Winnicott, leading figures in this group, based much of their stance on
their equally innovative exploration of the origin and treatment of
schizoid states. This exploration, in turn, was substantially motivated by the need of these analysts to resolve their own schizoid
issues. Documentation of this argument includes direct statements
by these three about themselves and each other.
An aspect of psychohistory with a special human interest
appeal explores the inter-influence of individual problems and cultural innovation. This issue has notable pertinence for the development of psychoanalysis where, as Ronald Fairbairn observed: “I
can’t think what could motivate any of us to become psychotherapists, if we hadn’t got problems of our own” (Harry Guntrip, “My
Experience of Analysis with Fairbairn and Winnicott,” International Review of Psycho-Analysis, 1975, 2, 145).
Continuing with the focus on the British psychoanalysts
Ronald Fairbairn (1889-1964), Harry Guntrip (1901-1975), and
Donald W. Winnicott (1896-1971), I would like to reflect on how
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the need to resolve deep personal maternal conflict contributed to a
paradigm-changing modification of Freudian psychoanalysis. The
British “independent” object-relational school of analytic thought,
primarily represented by these three, argued persuasively for the
essential influence of the external other (object in the language of
psychoanalysis), both in the initial mother-infant shaping of the infant’s inner world and in the analytic reshaping of it later on. Until
then, analysis—even Kleinian object relations theory—maintained
that mental illness was a product of inner fantasy only (even the
therapeutic alliance was based on the maturing ego’s increasing capacity for relationship, rather than vice versa). Fairbairn’s famous
assertion that the ego is not primarily pleasure-seeking, but objectseeking, was illustrated by his patient’s poignant assertion: “You’re
always talking about my wanting this or that instinct satisfied; but
what I really want is a father!” (“Object-relationships and Dynamic
Structure,” International Journal of Psycho-Analysis, 1946, 27, 3037).
With the support of psychological developmental theory
(Margaret Mahler) and attachment research (John Bowlby, et al.),
the importance of the infant-mother/self-other relationship has
largely become a psychoanalytic assumption, and is even represented in a major “relational” school of its own. British “independent”
object relations theory has now received due credit for its steadfast
and often lonely stance. But less acknowledged is the original
work of this group, which underlays much of their defense of relationship: the study, conceptualization, and therapeutic treatment of
schizoid states.
Schizoid states, manifested in a person’s emotional detachment from others, paradoxically conceal a deep longing for relationship. Fairbairn, Guntrip, and Winnicott learned this from extensive, challenging clinical experience. Beyond that, they learned
it from a lifelong, painful exploration of their own schizoid issues.
Ironically, the relational dimension was restored to psychoanalysis
by insight into the “unrelatable,” “narcissistic” patient by analysts
who themselves struggled with relationships. (It should be noted
that although this exploration of schizoid states overarched both
psychosis and personality disorder—R.D. Laing’s work with schizophrenia was influenced by it—the work of the object relationists
were inclined more toward the comparatively stable personality
type.)
The schizoid state, according to the “independent” group,
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has its origin in the earliest time of infantile development (the
“oral” phase according to Freud; the “differentiation” subphase as
categorized by Mahler). Briefly, as described by Guntrip, the adult
schizoid withdraws from others based on the early “inability of the
weak infantile ego to stand its ground and cope with outer reality in
the absence of adequate maternal support” (Schizoid Phenomena,
Object Relations and the Self, 1976, 102). Winnicott adds that this
maternal absence defeats the first “spontaneous gesture” of the infant toward reception by the “maternal environment,” leading to an
unsure sense of being and anxiety over the nature of relationship
itself (The Maturational Processes and the Facilitating Environment, 1960, 140-152).
The childhood history of these three analysts reflects this
infant-mother disconnection, while, to a limited degree, our picture
of them as adults indicates the lasting effects of this early lack of
relationship. Most convincingly, we often have their own words.
Harry Guntrip was the most outspoken. When Bernard
Landis commented on the graphic quality of Guntrip’s writings
about the schizoid state, Guntrip replied: “Well, it’s all first hand. I
know what it is” (Bernard Landis, “Discussions with Harry Guntrip,” Contemporary Analysis, 1981, Vol. 17, No. 1, 112). He
struggled to overcome the effects of a mother who, as he described
to Landis, was “remote, depressed, and cruel, administering frequent and violent beatings, screaming that she never wanted to be a
mother” (115). From his fifth to seventh years, she beat him with a
cane until she broke it, and “when canes got broken I was sent to
buy a new one” (Guntrip, 1975, 150). But an earlier traumatic occurrence summed up the source of the “agonizing fear, paralyzing
depression and states of complete loneliness” that brought him into
analysis (Landis, 112).
When Guntrip was three and a half years old, he had witnessed his younger brother dead on his mother’s lap; he had been
told about it, but had amnesia for the event. Eventually, the trauma
resolved in a dream of reaching out for a “dead object” and finding
his brother “sitting on the lap of a woman who had no face, arms,
or breasts” (Guntrip, 1975, 154). As he concluded: “…my basic
problem [was] not the actively bad-object mother of later childhood, but the earlier mother who failed to relate at all.” His struggle, he believed, was with “…the deep fear of losing my battle with
mother to keep my active self alive” (152-3).
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Winnicott’s childhood was dominated by a chronically depressed mother whose possessiveness led him to later reflect that he
made his early “living” by keeping his mother alive (Minsky, Psychoanalysis and Gender: An Introductory Reader, 1966, 134). In
his later years, he composed an intense poem comparing his relationship with his mother to a crucifixion: “Held by dead wood that
has no need of me.” In an image strangely reminiscent of Guntrip’s
dream, he describes himself “…stretched out on her lap/ as now on
dead tree” (Francis Robert Rodman, Winnicott: Life and Work,
2003, 290).
Winnicott’s first marriage—to a delusional, highly dependent wife—recapitulated the maternal situation until his separation
and eventual successful remarriage. However, it is interesting to
note that this pediatrician-psychoanalyst never had children of his
own. Winnicott seems not to have been as open as Guntrip in discussing his personal schizoid issues. But in his letter asserting his
intellectual individuation from Melanie Klein, his analytic
“mother,” he characterizes the failure of their professional relationship in the same terms he used to describe the maternal failure experienced by the schizoid: “…there should be some move from
your direction towards the gesture that I make in this paper. It is a
creative gesture and I cannot make any relationship through this
gesture except if someone come[s] to meet it.” He concludes:
“This matter which I am discussing touches the very root of my
own personal difficulty…. My illness…is not far away from being
the inherent difficulty in regard to human contact with external reality” (Rodman, 176-9). In this instance, Winnicott was able to reject the maternal environment that had rejected him.
Fairbairn is the least personally accessible in describing
himself. However, John D. Sutherland describes Fairbairn’s “…
omnipresent mother, ever watchful lest inappropriate influences
should be adopted, [whose influence] produced a rather unassertive
young man with a strong lifelong attachment to her” (Fairbairn’s
Journey into the Interior, 1989, 3). His mother’s moralistic dedication to shaming her son’s sense of male sexuality, let alone any curiosity about sexuality at all, was relentlessly verbally abusive, and
could even become physically abusive. In his personal notes, Fairbairn cites a childhood episode that he considered to have a lasting
effect on his development. Based on these notes, Sutherland describes how the child’s natural questioning about sexuality was met
with an astonishing response from his mother: “…she got into a
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frenzy of rage, gave him a beating and then locked him in the parents’ bedroom for several hours. He felt this punishment was extremely unjust, and his bitterness gave rise, even at this early age, to
thoughts of suicide…” (72).
Fairbairn’s marriage to some degree recapitulated the maternal situation, in that it involved his morally-rationalized inability to
free himself from an alcoholic wife who was hostile to his creative
work. He unburdened himself to Guntrip about this conflict without resolving it. Fortunately, after the wife’s death, Guntrip was
successful in encouraging Fairbairn to marry a woman he loved
(Landis, 115).
His lifelong struggle for self-assertion is best exemplified in
Fairbairn’s revolutionary insistence that psychoanalysis prioritize
the need of the self for an acknowledging other. The persistence of
his own continuing conflict with relationship is poignantly described by Guntrip. At the close of Guntrip’s analysis (over 1,000
sessions), Guntrip writes: “…I suddenly realized in that long period
we had never once shaken hands…I put out my hand and at once he
took it, and I suddenly saw a few tears trickle down his face. I saw
the warm heart of this man with a fine mind and a shy nature” (1975, 149).
The last word is Guntrip’s: “…it seems that our theory must
be rooted in our psychopathology…The idea that we could think
out a theory of the structure and functioning of the personality without its having any relation to the structure and functioning of our
own personality, should be a self-evident impossibility” (1975,
156). So it would seem that contemporary psychoanalytic emphasis on the self’s need to confirm a sense of being through relationship with another is drawn from the personal need of three major
analysts to define and resolve a schizoid struggle for relatedness in
themselves and others.
Candace Orcutt, PhD, is a clinical social worker and psychoanalyst. Former Associate of James F. Masterson, MD, she is
now on the Emeritus Faculty of the International Masterson Institute, as well as the Faculty of the New Jersey Institute for Training
in Psychoanalysis. She has published and presented her work internationally, and is author of Trauma and Personality Disorder
(2012). She may be contacted at Candacephd@optonline.net. 

Page 154

Clio’s Psyche

Klein and Winnicott: Contrasting Mothers,
Contrasting Theories
Susan Kavaler-Adler—Object Relations Institute
Keywords: narcissistic, envy, mourning, loss, guilt, transitionalspace, clinical, integration, dialectic
Abstract: Two major psychoanalytic theorists of the last century
molded their theories around experiences with two sharply contrasting mothers. Understanding the impact of their mothers helps
us to integrate complementary aspects of their theories for the most
comprehensive impact on clinical work in psychotherapy and psychoanalysis. A look at the two theorists’ mothers takes us to the
“great debates” in the British Society in London, which dominated
the growth of psychoanalysis in the 1940s and 1950s. The dangers
of polarization are examined, along with the constructive avenue of
clinical theory integration. Psychobiography focuses a dramatic
lens on the splits that occurred, both inside the psyches of the theorists and outside in the societal politics of the British Society, which
spread its effects through the entire psychoanalytic world, affecting
us profoundly today in America.
Winnicott’s Mother
The poignant “Tree” poem (1963) I cite below by Donald
W. Winnicott testifies to Winnicott’s helpless and despairing experience in the face of a “dead mother”; or in the face of what can be
seen to be a mother who is encased and engulfed in a schizoid depression. A schizoid depression is that of an undeveloped infant self
that has died in its isolation within the internal world. As the child
who is compelled to enliven the dead mother, Winnicott had no
choice but to mother his mother, until his own emotionally starving
infant-self wanted to give up and die. However, in the process of
being compelled to nurture his own undeveloped mother, Winnicott
learned, first hand, to play out the role of the false (caretaking) self,
which he spoke about in his theorizing on the false self character
disordered personality.
Mother below is weeping
weeping
weeping
Thus I knew her
Once stretched out on her lap
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as now on a dead tree
I learned to make her smile
to stem her tears
to undo her guilt
to cure her inward death
To enliven her was my living……
Now mother is weeping
She must weep
The sins of the whole world weigh less than this
woman’s heaviness
O Glastonbury
Must I bring even these thorns to flower?
even this dead tree to leaf?
How, in agony
Held by dead wood that has no need of me
by the cruelty of the nail’s hatred
of gravity’s inexorable and
heartless pull
I thirst…
It is I who die
I who die
I die
I
(The Collected Works of D. W. Winnicott, Vol. 6, part 4, 499-500).
Donald W. Winnicott’s Mother
This poignant poem by Winnicott testifies to his helpless
and despairing experience in the face of a “dead mother” (Green,
1983; also see the study of Emily Dickinson in Kavaler-Adler
1993/2013), or in the face of what can be seen as a mother who is
encased and engulfed in a schizoid depression. A schizoid depression is that of an undeveloped infant self that has died in its isolation within the internal world. As the child who is compelled to
enliven the dead mother, Winnicott had no choice but to mother his
mother until his own emotionally starving infant self wanted to give
up and die.
Through his mother, Winnicott also learned how to genuinely reach out and empathize with a dependent other. It is easy to
conjecture that this is the source of Winnicott’s professional motivation to become a pediatrician who liked to teach mothers how to
mother. This, in turn, led to his form of psychotherapy, when he
studied to be a psychoanalyst at the British Psychoanalytic Society
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institute and then rejected the totally intrapsychic focus in order to
look at the early real environment of the infant, toddler, and child.
D. W. Winnicott could then look at trauma and have a vision of all
the false self-operations that constructed the arrested psyche of
many individuals. He was looking at the trauma of those who, in
his words, did not have a “good enough mother.”
Melanie Klein’s Mother
In contrast to the experience of Winnicott with his mother
stands that of Melanie Klein and her mother. Klein’s mother was
not dead and did not suffer from schizophrenia. She was full of
manic aggressive energy and her false self was that of a narcissistic
grandiose self, not a caretaker false self nor a helpless dependent
child self. As delineated in Phyllis Grosskurth’s 1986 biography of
Melanie Klein, Melanie Klein: Her World and Her Work, and in
my 2014 book, The Klein Winnicott Dialectic: Transformative New
Metapsychology and Clinical Theory, Klein’s mother, Libussa
Reizes, was overtly manipulative, guilt tripping, and micromanaging. She demonstrated a manic and omnipotent control as well as a
profound narcissistic sense of entitlement. Libussa even demanded
that her daughter Melanie have her come along on her honeymoon
with Arthur Klein. She also took over her daughter’s family once
Melanie had children, sending her daughter off to health spas (on
Arthur’s dime), while she hosted Arthur’s business dinners. Libussa
was always inventing excuses to keep Melanie away, and she and
her husband apart. She was certainly no shrinking schizophrenic
violet!
Klein’s theory would reflect the different form of mother
she had from Winnicott’s mother. Further, I have theorized that
Melanie Klein’s metapsychology of the death instinct reflected her
denied and dissociated internal significant other (“bad object” in the
language of psychoanalysis) mother, her demon lover mother, one
who was projected out and/or covered over with a false idealization
that reflected a grandiose attitude. Such an attitude often got Klein
in trouble, but she always presumed that anyone who disagreed
with her was expressing their instinctual envy.
Contrasting Mothers, Contrasting Theories
The mothers of the two theorists seemed to form the background for the differing theories of Klein and Winnicott. Unlike
Winnicott’s attempt to repair himself through using his skills at
mothering by caring for pediatric and psychotherapy patients, and
unlike his interest in the traumatizing aspects of the real mother and

The Psychoanalysis of Psychoanalysts

Page 157

the maternal environment, Klein launched her internal world focus.
She attempted to repair herself by claiming that the outside mother
was always a benign and positive influence, and all the trouble was
inside the child and the adult, with the bad persecutory mother always being a fantasy mother inside each individual’s internal
world. Unfortunately, Klein didn’t realize that she had a bad mother inside, because she managed to dissociate and repress it, covering it over with an idealized mother. Consequently, for Klein, all
the “bad stuff” is within, in opposition to Ronald Fairbairn’s radical
theory of primal trauma and Winnicott’s view of environmentally
induced trauma.
By maintaining the belief that her bad mother was inside of
her as an instinctual dynamic that was evidence of unconscious
fantasy without real world parental and maternal impact, Melanie
Klein could defensively protect the image of her mother. In fact,
she defensively protected the image from the impact of her whole
life experience of her mother. This seems to have been a perpetual
implication of primal guilt in the child, even before they reached an
age where authentic existential guilt for hurting the one you love
becomes possible. Klein envisions guilt even before the depressive
position experience of regret. However, she sees potential guilt as
aggression projected out, and then feared as a persecutory assault
when the mind is first born into the paranoid-schizoid position and
when it returns to that position to defend against both guilt and
loss.
Winnicott appeased his internal mother by projecting her
onto patients whom he cared for in a holding environment manner,
trying to avoid interpretation. Klein, on the other hand, appeased
her internal mother by making all children and adults (with children inside of them) solely responsible for the childhood aspects of
the persecutory mother within.
The Sociological and Historical Divide
In the 1930s, when Klein first read her “Envy and Gratitude” paper (1957), Winnicott walked out of the meeting where she
was reading. Winnicott was outraged by Klein’s mode of interpretations to her patients in this paper. Klein was telling her patients
about all the unconscious hostile attacks they were making on the
analyst, which she cited from dream material in particular, along
with behavior in the sessions, as well as in conscious fantasies and
associations. In the paper, Klein also creates a theory that extends
the idea of an innate death instinct, in the form of innate hostile ag-
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gression, which implies intention—quite apart from Freud’s death
instinct theory of entropy or nirvana. In “Envy and Gratitude,”
Klein extends her meta-psychological theory of the death instinct
from that of generalized hostile aggression to the more relational
concept of unconscious envy being acted out against the other, often against someone whom one is dependent on, as in the transference to the analyst as mother in treatment. When envy has its most
vicious potency, it is either repressed or split off.
Thus, Klein goes beyond the idea of an abstract death instinct metapsychology and brings the specifics of an assumed death
instinct into the clinical session. She interprets the patient’s unwitting attacks on her as a powerful “transferential mother,” and she
does so as much as possible, without taking any of it personally.
She sees the patients’ subtle hostility, which she reports in symbolic
form through dreams as the envy toward the powerful psychoanalyst, who is fantasized to be omnipotent. Klein may have viewed
her own mother as she interprets her patients to be viewing her, because her mother was so controlling that she assumed an omnipotent attitude. All of Klein’s interpretations in this paper focus on
the unconscious transferential hostility of the patient, who she theorizes to be expressing their innate instinctual aggression in the form
of the interpersonal feeling of envy.
For Winnicott this was a travesty, because he had just spent
years, when training to be a psychoanalyst, trying to convince his
Kleinian analyst, Joan Riviere, as well as others in the British Society and Institute, that it was not enough to interpret the patient’s
internal symbolic world. He spoke about the importance of “the
environment,” meaning the whole experience of that which took
place outside the psyche: i.e., in the family (mother, father, siblings); in the house; in social groups; etc., all impacts that took
place in what Winnicott was to later call “transitional space.” He
was speaking about good impacts and bad, but in the case of the
bad, he was talking about real traumatizing agents in the child’s
first relationships, particularly going back to the mother, and not
only to Klein’s internal world mother, but to the outside mother
who could be good, bad, or terribly destructive, and was certainly
not always seen as benign, as in Klein’s theory of the external
mother. Fairbairn had gone all the way in that direction with his
collected papers, which spoke, always, of the traumatic impact of
the real mother, and subsequently of the real father and family.
So Winnicott left his Kleinian analyst and group. His rage
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at the Kleinians had been building up because papers written from
his perspective were rejected by their publications, as when they
had a special anniversary volume with Kleinian contributions that
he was excluded from. After walking out of the conference where
Klein was presenting “Envy and Gratitude,” Winnicott declared,
“I’m no longer a Kleinian,” to his second wife, Claire Britton. He
was on his own.
With writings on “good enough mothers” developmentally
containing “holding environments,” clinical technique, and eventually on transitional objects and transitional space, Winnicott began
to draw followers. He was aided by the editing of Masud Khan,
who made his poetic, quixotic, and paradoxical work comprehensible. What is known as the Independent Group began to form, and
before he knew it, Winnicott was banging out tunes on a piano in
his home while aspiring psychotherapists gathered there, in his living room. These were the heretics once frowned on by the British
Psychoanalytic Society, which did not see psychotherapists as qualifying in any degree as psychoanalysts. Kleinians looked down
their manic defense noses at those who were pedestrian enough to
focus on the external world of their patients. The British Psychoanalytic Society quite clearly stated to one another that Winnicott was
a maverick who rejected the fundamentals of innate instinctual impulses that could become symbolized psychic fantasies.
This was a cultural phenomenon indeed! In a world where
splitting was a term for psychic dissociation, splitting was being
played out in the British Psychoanalytic Society, which had at first
been threatened by Anna Freud’s group having different theories
and beliefs than the Kleinians. Thus followed the “great debates,”
where the Kleinians and Freudians tried to understand one another,
mostly with the Kleinians having to explain their theoretical terms,
especially in terms of psychic fantasy. The concept of psychic
“phantasy” was well explicated by Susan Isaacs. Isaacs used anecdotal tales of her own daughter as a means for explaining the preverbal predisposition to what later would be symbolized and verbalized psychic fantasy.
With the end of the “great debates,” the splitting British Society managed to salvage their whole entity by having two tracks
for candidate training: the Freudian track and the Kleinian track.
But what to do about this “weird guy” D. W. Winnicott? He was
outside the doors of the British Society, never having completed his
Kleinian analysis. Nevertheless, it was outside the doors of the
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great British Society, with the “great debates,” that a lively group of
mavericks began to form with their new propaganda of “mutuality.”
They gathered in Winnicott’s living room and sang together as
Winnicott led the chorus, banging the keys of the piano, crying out
“mi casa es su casa” (my house is your house).
Then they exploded onto the London stage when Winnicott
began broadcasting his thinking in the form of talks to ordinary
mothers on weekly radio broadcasts. The Independent Group had a
professional who could be playful and had the capacity for creativity in everyday life. Winnicott was a model for spontaneity, the true
self in action, even as he had his heart attacks, which eventually
freed him from bondage to his first wife, Alice, the invalid wife
who never allowed him to consummate their marriage.
Now there were three psychoanalytic cultures in Britain:
two were in-house at the British Psychoanalytic and one was outside, in Winnicott’s living room. This divide, without an overt violent splitting but with a lot of mutual rejection, became the three
avenues of ascendance to a career as a mental health clinician in
London and Britain. Those at Tavistock built on Winnicott’s views
of real life trauma and the environmental influence, such as Michael Balint, who wrote Primary Love (1953) and The Basic Fault
(1968). Some retained their Kleinian views, but expanded them out
into thoughts about early pre-Oedipal trauma, from the time when
the first core self is forming. Balint had inherited Sandor
Ferenczi’s practice and was trying to put some boundaries around
the work with his primitive patients. He was also experimenting,
even with therapeutic touch.
The Theoretical Divide and the Clinical Integration
Although politics and history divided the Kleinian group
from the Winnicottian Independent Group, as well as from the
Freudians, the core truths within both the Kleinian and Winnicottian clinical theory—dogmatic metapsychology aside—can be integrated to make possible the most profound and effective clinical
work. This integration allows psychoanalysis to be a spiritual practice of healing. This is the message of its therapeutic action, when
core aspects of the theories of D. W. Winnicott and Melanie Klein
are combined for clinical work. This is a combination of the heart,
as well as a theoretical integration of the head. When we combine
Winnicott’s 1969 theory of “object survival” (see his “The Use of
the Object and Relating through Identifications”) and Klein’s 1940
theory of mourning as a critical clinical and developmental process
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(see her “Mourning and Its Relation to Manic Depressive States”),
and expand its dimensions through my own theory of developmental mourning (see Kavaler-Adler, 1993, 1996, 2003, 2013, 2014),
we evolve an approach to integrating the split off and repressed areas of the unconscious psyche that is totally organic.
Then we no longer have a need for mechanistic terms such
as “affect regulation” or “ego functioning.” We transcend all this
and join in our innate organic nature while still practicing the complex art of transference and resistance work of traditional psychoanalysis. When we face our split off parts and contain those of our
patients, we integrate our Jungian shadow parts and all the paranoid, schizoid, and manic aspects of our personality. Then we really know what is “fake news” versus what is the truth! We move
forward into “heartache” from the dynamic dialectic of our body/
mind self. In my 2017 article in the journal of International Forum
of Psychoanalysis, “The Beginning of Heartache: On the Way to
Relatedness and Intimacy through Primal Affects and Symbolization,” I speak of the movement to health through heartache. This
article extends the clinical integration in many of my books and articles, particularly Mourning, Spirituality and Psychic Change: A
New Object Relations View of Psychoanalysis (2003) and The Anatomy of Regret: From Death Instinct to Reparation and Symbolization in Vivid Case Studies (2013).
There are so many clinical aspects of Klein and Winnicott
to combine. The combination of object survival (not abandoning or
retaliating) with mourning is only one clinical variety. We also
have a multitude of other combinations, including the mixture of
transitional space and surrendering manic defenses against organic
surrender. Then there is the capacity for spontaneity and play,
combined with the re-owning of split off aggression and split off
eroticism. We also have the integration of Winnicott’s capacity for
concern with Klein’s form of existential guilt in hurting the one you
love. Also, there is the combination of compassion and empathy
with that of gratitude, which evolves after the ownership of unconscious envy. What about the false self of Winnicott and the manic
omnipotence of Klein, or the true self of Winnicott and the true versus manic form of reparation of Klein? Or the parental capacity to
receive reparation of Klein, and the path to truth following ruthlessness of Winnicott? Many other combinations of developmental and
clinical truths can be seen when we digest the theories of Klein and
Winnicott.
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Winnicott ran from the Kleinians and from writing about the
internal world, but his transitional world and his growth towards
concern and compassion are intricately woven from the cloth of
Melanie Klein’s depressive position of tolerance for the combination of guilt and loss. This guilt is guilt in its heartfelt organic existential sense, not guilt as a defensive cognitive construction, such as
Fairbairn’s spurious guilt of the child in the moral defense.
Susan Kavaler-Adler, PhD, ABPP, D. Litt, NCPsyA, a Fellow of the Board and Academy of Psychoanalysis, is in private
practice as a clinical psychologist and psychoanalyst for over 40
years. Her main clinical interests are developmental trauma and
mourning, demon lover phenomenon, personality disorders, eating
disorders, self-sabotage, creative blocks, and creativity. Dr. Kavaler-Adler is a Founder and Executive Director of the Object Relations Institute for Psychotherapy and Psychoanalysis (ORI), an
educational institution, where she also serves as an active faculty
member, a training analyst, and a senior supervisor. KavalerAdler, who is a member of the Psychohistory Forum, is an awardwinning prolific author, with six books and over 60 journal articles
and book chapters. She may be contacted at drkavaleradler@
gmail.com. 

Benjamin B. Rubinstein: A FinnishAmerican Psychoanalyst
Juhani Ihanus—University of Helsinki
Keywords: history-of-psychoanalysis, philosophy-of-psycho-analysis, psychoanalytic-concepts, psychoanalytic-hypotheses, neuropsychoanalysis, Benjamin B. Rubinstein
Abstract: The article presents Benjamin B. Rubinstein’s (1905–
1989) life and career in Finland and then in the United States,
where he experienced a traumatic instructor-candidate relationship
with Karl A. Menninger and founded his psychoanalytic practice in
New York. His themes concern the unconscious from the point of
view of the mind-body problem, the relation of the clinical psychoanalytic theory to other scientific theories, and the specialty of the
psychoanalytic concepts and “probabilistic” hypotheses. He is one
of the most significant representatives of the philosophy of psychoanalysis and a critic of psychoanalytic metapsychology, thus renew-
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ing psychoanalytic theories. Furthermore, he was an early predecessor of neuropsychoanalysis because he emphasized that the psychoanalytic concepts must not conflict with the results of the neurophysiological studies.
Benjamin “Ben” Björn Rubinstein was born in Helsinki in
1905 to a Swedish-speaking Finnish-Jewish family with ties to Poland and Russia. After searching for his identity in Paris in 192526, he found and was inspired by Freud’s writings, especially Totem and Taboo (1913). He started his medical studies in Helsinki
and later became a psychoanalyst. He moved to London in 1936
where, from 1937-39, he specialized in neurology at internationally
-renowned National Hospital on Queen Square and in psychiatry at
the Maudsley Hospital.
At that time, he also had his own analysis with Eva Rosenfeld. It is a curious fact that Rosenfeld herself was in London in
analysis with Melanie Klein and moved closer to Klein’s views
than Anna Freud’s. While in London, Rubinstein witnessed the
crucial tension between the Freudians and the Kleinians, and was
later sympathetic to Klein’s views, though she also acknowledged
that Rubenstein was a Freudian. Professor Adolf Grünbaum, who
dedicated his work The Foundations of Psychoanalysis (1984) to
Rubinstein, wrote: “I respected Ben Rubinstein immensely and was
also very fond of him, but I never knew why he had thought that
Melanie Klein had contributed something worthwhile to psychoanalysis” (Personal communication, December 3, 2006). Rubinstein
shared with Grünbaum an interest in the philosophy of science, and
both were critics of psychoanalytic metapsychology, though Rubinstein remained a practicing psychoanalyst.
When World War II broke out, Rubinstein returned to Finland and worked as an army doctor during the Winter War (193940) and the Continuation War (1941-44) against the Soviet Union.
He gained experience with the soldiers’ neurological and psychic
disorders and their personal crises. After World War II (1945-47),
Rubinstein continued his specialization in neurology and psychiatry
at the Lapinlahti Hospital in Helsinki and gave impetus to some of
his colleagues to start their psychoanalytic training. In the fall of
1947, Rubinstein moved with his psychologist and photographer
wife Dinah Rosenthal to Topeka, where he had received a position
at the Menninger Clinic, first as a research assistant and soon as a
psychiatrist.
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Karl A. Menninger, the charismatic and impetuous leader of
the Clinic, was Rubinstein’s training analyst and supervisor for a
year, a requirement the Finn needed to complete his training. When
Rubinstein wrote a theoretical diploma work criticizing Freud’s
sexual theory and energy concept, insisting that psychoanalytic
clinical theory should inevitably be bound to neurophysiology,
Menninger held the work to be offensive and arrogant. He felt insulted by Rubinstein, who planned to leave for New York. Menninger had raised Rubinstein as his gifted analytic son who suddenly appeared. Through negative transference, he saw him as a traitor
packed with “narcissism,” “unanalyzed issues,” and “aggression”
against psychoanalysts and psychoanalysis, as well as gravely
“lacking insight” (Menninger’s letter to Rubinstein, February 13,
1953).
Menninger went to extremes by circulating a rumor that Rubinstein was paranoid; thus he managed, for some months, to delay
Rubinstein’s acceptance to the American Psychoanalytic Association and to the New York Psychoanalytic Society in 1954. However, Rubinstein had written a new clinical diploma work and was
accepted as a psychoanalyst, first in Topeka in 1953 and then in
New York, where he had moved in 1953. After this traumatic instructor-candidate relationship, Rubinstein started his psychoanalytic and psychiatric practice in New York in 1954 and continued it
until one month before his death in 1989.
In the 1950s, Rubinstein held seminars on psychoanalytic
theory at New York University and on psychoanalytic research at
the New York Psychoanalytic Institute. In 1962, he was appointed
assistant professor of psychiatry at the Albert Einstein College of
Medicine. With Hartvig Dahl, Rubinstein led the American Psychoanalytic Association’s empirical research project on psychoanalytic interpretations and hypotheses from 1970. With his friends
Robert R. Holt, George S. Klein, and Emanuel Peterfreund, Rubinstein founded Psychoanalysis and Contemporary Science (197276). It was an annual meant to advance integrative and interdisciplinary studies that included articles on the philosophy of psychoanalysis; clinical, developmental and linguistic studies; informationprocessing models; and, in the first volume (1972), a psychohistorical article by Robert Jay Lifton and a psychobiographical article by
Bernard C. Meyer. The annual was continued as Psychoanalysis
and Contemporary Thought (1978-2003).
Although Rubinstein contributed to each volume of Psycho-
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analysis and Contemporary Science, he was not active in publishing his writings. His personality is described by his relatives and
friends as somewhat socially shy and reclusive but warm and outspoken in private discussion. For example, his anti-establishment
and “no-nonsense” attitude (also to psychoanalytic institutions and
Jewish religion and ritualism), as well as his atheism and cosmopolitanism, have been mentioned. One of his relatives, Professor Ewert Linder, remembered that while driving a car Rubinstein exclaimed, “Life in New York makes it clear that Marxism is an aim
that should be reached but cannot anyway be reached
here” (Personal communication, March 8, 2007). On psychoanalysis, he commented to Linder that psychoanalysts in the 1980s treated what is unknown and that one day the “physiological and biological background of the disorders will be found, and the molecules
will be put into order” (Personal communication, March 8, 2007).
Robert R. Holt edited Rubinstein’s scholarship in Psychoanalysis and the Philosophy of Science: Collected Papers of Benjamin B. Rubinstein (1997). In his preface, Holt reports that through
the years Rubinstein was treated rudely by the gatekeepers of psychoanalytic journals. This is not surprising because Rubinstein perceived many basic concepts of psychoanalysis (the ego, the superego, the id, the unconscious wish, sexual energy) as “only” theoretical concepts poorly connected with neurophysiology and brain
states. For example, what psychoanalysts call (and interpret as)
unconscious wishes are for Rubinstein behavioral dispositions anchored to their neural basis, and there is no need to refer to mental
states and keep to dualistic conceptions.
However, Rubinstein moderated his extreme stance by admitting that there are two ways of talking in psychoanalysis: a
“person” view and an “organism” view. The former is typical of
psychoanalytic clinical theories and practice while the latter is typical of the natural sciences and psychoanalytic metapsychology.
Rubinstein’s criticism of such metapsychology proposed that psychoanalytic clinical observations and theories should be widened to
“extraclinical” connections, that is, to emerging scientific endeavors in the fields of neurosciences and cognitive research. In this
regard, Rubinstein was an early predecessor of neuropsychoanalysis because he emphasized, for example, that the psychoanalytic
concepts must not conflict with the results of the neurophysiological studies.
To evaluate the scientific status and validity of psychoanal-
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ysis, Rubinstein considered it necessary to clarify the nature of psychoanalytic hypotheses. He made a distinction between “general,”
“special,” and “particular” clinical hypotheses and claimed that
psychoanalysts
in
their
practice
are
tied
to
the
“particular” (individual-centered) clinical hypotheses, and even
psychoanalytic theories have mostly bypassed “general” clinical
hypotheses. Rubinstein stressed that psychoanalytic hypotheses are
“probabilistic” because we do not know for sure what motivates
complex human actions. Even then, psychoanalytic hypotheses can
be genuine scientific hypotheses that refer to hitherto unknown processes.
One of Rubinstein’s last texts (from 1983) addressed tragedy. He opposed the ego-psychological conceptualization of catharsis. Looking at cultural history in Sophocles’, Shakespeare’s, and
Albert Camus’ writings, Rubinstein discarded the idea about the
necessary impact of catharsis in a human’s emotional life and maintained that human emotions are derived from the congruence or incongruence between the expectations and occurrences—a minimalistic and cognitive reading of the classics, characteristic of Rubinstein’s personal style.
Juhani Ihanus, PhD, is the Adjunct Professor of Cultural
Psychology at the University of Helsinki, the Adjunct Professor of
the History of Science and Ideas at the University of Oulu, and the
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. 

Child Training in Later Years: The Good,
the Bad, and the Ugly
Ira Brenner—Jefferson Medical College
Keywords: Child-analytic-training, training-analyst, politicalrivalry, secret-grudge, defamation-of-character, libel
Abstract: The author describes his experience as a senior analyst
who decided to undertake child analytic training. It was the fulfillment of an educational goal, which he had put off for many years.
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While the achievement of this goal was ultimately very worthwhile,
certain bizarre complications arose, which were destructive to him
and to his analytic institute. A combination of dynamics, political
issues, and administrative blunders conspired to create a complex
and unhealthy atmosphere, which likely would not have occurred to
a more junior analyst.
I have thought for many years about how and when I would
write about this experience. I am very glad to finally do so. About
10 years after I became a training and supervising analyst, I decided
to fulfill one last educational goal, that of child analytic training.
During my adult training, I was strongly encouraged by two mentors, prominent child analysts Selma Kramer and Judith Kestenberg. But, since it was early in my career, my own children were
still young; I could not imagine keeping any longer hours than I
already had, especially to treat someone else’s unhappy and neglected children. I, therefore, postponed this plan and was not at all
certain it would ever materialize.
About 15 years ago, favorable circumstances presented
themselves and I decided to proceed. A number of colleagues were
surprised, puzzled, and even concerned that I might change course
and subject myself to unnecessary demands at this point in my eminently satisfying career. However, I was already doing play therapy in my work with adults who were severely traumatized in childhood and employed dissociated self-states because their “child
selves” often preferred to play and draw instead of talking. It therefore seemed like a logical step to take in order to enhance my attunement to these regressed states of mind and expand my overall abilities. Moreover, my wife was fulfilling her own longstanding goal,
that of adult analytic training, so we both became students in parallel programs.
At first, it was quite amusing to find that some of my former
students and supervisees in the adult program were now my instructors in the child program. And some of my current students were
also my classmates. Roles and identities were reversed and blurred;
we all took it with good humor and mutual respect. Things went
quite well for the first year or so. Then it got progressively more
complicated until a crisis precipitated a disaster, which could have
ended in litigation and permanent damage.
When one is actively involved and somewhat high profile in
an Institute for many years, political alliances, rivalries, and even
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grievances become inevitable. What was unknown, however, was
what effect any such past issues might have when one becomes a
student again, long after he becomes a training analyst, chair of major committees, and even a director of an analytic institute. Should
he be treated like any other candidate or should certain flexibility
be considered if, for example, any of his analysands goes into child
training or if finding a supervisor is complicated by too close
friendships or too much history of conflict between the two? Both
of these situations developed in my case and I was stunned by the
rigidity of the child program’s administration, which was a semiautonomous fiefdom amidst the larger organization as a whole.
Tensions developed as a result of my attitude, and escalated
further, I discovered later, when I sought a supervisor for my second case from another institute; he gladly applied for geographical
supervisor status. My “advisor” was completely supportive and
encouraging of my initiative and determination to graduate. As the
only candidate taking classes who had any cases, it therefore came
as a hurtful and malicious surprise to learn that when my candidacy
was discussed at a meeting of the Progression Committee, two
members with whom I had had previous political problems openly
doubted my suitability to become a child analyst. Neither had any
direct contact with me or knowledge of my clinical work. The way
that I had learned such a declaration had been made was that the
secretary had, in error, sent her unedited minutes to not only the
entire child faculty, but to all the candidates also! To make matters
worse, when this mistake was discovered, one of the administrators
called all the candidates and had the temerity to instruct all of us to
forget about what we had just read!
This scandal spread throughout the entire organization in
short order. It incensed and saddened me. It greatly complicated
my work with my supervisees and my analysands. It was unclear
whether it might also harm my ability to get referrals and therefore
adversely affect my livelihood. Discussions took place at the highest levels of the organization of its potential liability and my likelihood of suing for libel or defamation of character. A formal apology and rehabilitation of my reputation was eventually sent out to
the entire membership. All the members of the committee personally apologized to me, except for one. Many years before, this particular individual lost a major election to me, shortly after I had just
become a training analyst and was the clear underdog in the race. I
was given the cold shoulder for at least a year afterward. Was it
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possible that such an accomplished senior colleague could hold a
secret grudge after all this time?
I lost trust in the leadership of the child program; over their
objections, I made arrangements on a national level to complete my
program through an approved consortium. When I met the criteria,
I graduated, officially, from the local program, but a rift remained.
In spite of it all, I have found that my training has been most valuable and it has, indeed, enhanced my clinical work with adults and
enabled me to comfortably work with younger patients. I also
learned many other things that I had not expected. It was a
growthful, exciting, saddening, sobering, and rewarding experience
that was ultimately the capstone of my formal analytic education.
There is no doubt that undertaking child analytic training as a senior analyst was a completely different experience than it would
have been if I had done it at a more “developmentally expectable”
time in my career.
Ira Brenner, MD, is a Clinical Professor of Psychiatry at
Jefferson Medical College in Philadelphia and a Training and Supervising Analyst at the Psychoanalytic Center of Philadelphia,
where he is also Director Emeritus of the Adult Psychotherapy
Training Program. He has a special interest in the area of psychological trauma and is the author of over 90 publications. He has
co-edited two special issues of The International Journal of Applied
Psychoanalytic Studies and has written five books. Dr. Brenner
has lectured nationally and internationally, and he has a private
practice of adult and child analysis in the greater Philadelphia
area. He may be reached at Irabrennermd@gmail.com. 

Two Terrified Children Versus Oedipus:
Oedipus Won
Sharon R. Kahn—Touro College of New York
Keywords: Ferenczi, Freud, Groddeck, mutual-analysis, Oedipus,
ordinality, Palos, psychoanalysis, sibling-rivalry
Abstract: Sandor Ferenczi may have sought to recreate his unresolved family tensions within the burgeoning brood of psychoanalysts. The need to always have a sibling present may have played
some role in the formulation of mutual analysis; Ferenczi found in
Georg Groddeck the confidante he lacked, the elder brother who
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would take over some of the nurturing functions his overburdened
mother could not provide. This paper explores the role of ordinal
positions and the triangulated relationships between Ferenczi,
Groddeck, and Freud in the formulation of their signature theories
and how Oedipus won and Ferenczi’s children lost.
Psychoanalysts garner entertainment and education from
parsing the long-running, misery-filled melee between Freud and
his follower, Sandor Ferenczi. Like many good sagas, it offers stories replete with articulate protagonists and endless dissections of
desertions, desires, denouements, deaths, and desuetude. A neglected aspect of this relationship will be addressed in this paper;
that is, how ordinal positions and cultural forces impacted on the
triangulated relationships between Ferenczi, Georg Groddeck, and
Freud, which served as an overdetermined variable in the formulation of their signature theories. Ultimately, these variables yield
insights as to how Oedipus won the zero-sum game for the analytic
empire.
Sandor Ferenczi, the eighth of 12 children, might have projected his ordinal position conflicts onto the burgeoning brood of
psychoanalysts. He looked to Freud to enact the role of his mother,
a woman he blamed for his suppurating psychological flaws. This
perceived lack of individual nurturance so wounded him that well
into his middle years, he wrote a lengthy letter to Groddeck blaming his mother for making him into a hypocrite: “…certainly didn’t
get enough love and did get too much severity…how could anything but hypocrisy result…?” (Christmas day letter to Groddeck,
1921, 8).
How is it that months after her death, years after his marriage, decades after entering adulthood, well into that period of life
where he would be expected to be raising his own children,
Ferenczi remains stuck in time, complaining, in effect, “My mother
just doesn’t appreciate me.” Ultimately, this letter has value because what he could not obtain from his mother, he demanded from
others. As an initial recipient of such projections, Freud could neither mother Ferenczi nor analyze him. Weary of his friend’s neediness, Freud persuaded Ferenczi to marry his mistress, Gisella Palos,
who only offered partial resolution for Ferenczi’s need for nurturance.
Freud’s primogeniture offered him certain knowledge unavailable to the other two, and partially explains his fierce adherence
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to the Oedipal theory. Only an eldest child such as Freud could remember a time when he was the sole recipient of his mother’s love.
Ferenczi, the eighth of 12 children and the fifth son, and Groddeck,
the fourth of five children and the third son, never had this, and entered into a vastly more complicated network of family relationships. Hence, it would be little surprising that the Oedipus complex
held less resonance for them and played lesser roles in their psychoanalytic formulations.
Oedipal theory postulates murderous feelings of rivalry
against the father for the mother by a young boy, who must deal
with his fear of castration by his father as punishment for this desire. In order to successfully resolve the crisis, the young boy must
learn to identify with the father. Freud focused on the son, not the
infanticidal father. Freud’s notion of Oedipal conflict was “devoid
of shame and blindness… [replete with] incest and parricide” (Benjamin Kilborne, “Oedipus and the Oedipal,” American
Journal of Psychoanalysis, 63, 2003, 290). Freud’s Oedipus is a
heroic conqueror, invulnerable, seeking no comforter. No emphasis
is placed upon a child’s vulnerability, need for adult protection, and
possible projection of adult fantasies, in the Freudian Oedipal complex.
So, within the psychoanalytic realm, Freud is the potentate.
Ferenczi, as well as all of Freud’s other viziers, are impotent—
biologically and metaphorically. Ferenczi wrote: “I landed in the
‘service of love’… remaining dependent… subordinate” (Sandor
Ferenczi, 1932/1988, 159-160). What ultimately held resonance for
Ferenczi was in perfecting his version of mutual analysis, which he
developed in coordination with his patient, Elizabeth Severn. Apparently, for them, that meant a literal role-reversal, with back-toback sessions: one with him as analyst to the patient and one with
him as analysand for the patient. Ferenczi’s simple transcription of
a session is pure gothic horror. The patient felt the “…weight of
enormous body crushing her chest, then follow an endless series of
terribly painful genital attacks… she now sees the whole event as
though from the outside... sensation of being dead… the memory…
preserved” (Ferenczi, 1932/1988, 103). Mutual analysis is a therapeutic remediation of their core trauma: authority figures who created what Ferenczi was to call a confusion of tongues. The child
wants adult nurturance and affection but is sexually violated in return. The analysand wants analytic empathy and validation, but is
emotionally violated by analytic austerity and skepticism.
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More overdetermined, later-born children, such as Ferenczi,
may have more experience being parented and nurtured by their
elder siblings. When peril is perceived, younger children use their
elder siblings as coping models. Ferenczi imagined mutual analysis
as a dyadic cosmos replete with orphaned children:
Certain phases of mutual analysis represent
the complete renunciation of… authority on both
sides; they give the impression of two equally terrified children… who compare their experiences and
because of their common fate, understand each other
completely and instinctually try to comfort each other (Ferenczi, 1932/1988, 56).
There is a certain fairytale motif to the whole concept; like Hansel
and Gretel, in a mutual analysis, two peers must cooperatively
solve their dilemma in opposition to the Oedipal theory, where
there are only castrating rivals who must be neutralized. Oedipus is
the solver of the riddle; he does not collaborate. There are no validators here, only violators, and no happy endings to the dilemma
that ensues. Fathers die as instigators, mothers as colluders. With
Freud, there were no negotiations, no compromises.
Ferenczi’s father was a hero who fought to free Hungary
from Austrian dominion, modestly refused to ennoble his name,
and turned to founding a family. He died when Ferenczi was 15.
Ferenczi may have experienced in his mourning a complex mixture
of abandonment, anger, and anxiety, a terrified child alongside his
three surviving younger siblings.
Interpersonally, he floundered, unable to commit to marriage and start a dynasty. For most of his adult life he was involved
in a triangulated love relationship between his wife and his stepdaughter. If the whole account was not epistolary documented
throughout the Freud/Ferenczi correspondence, it would be suspect
as a comic Magyar pseudo-documentary. Ferenczi was sexually
involved in a love affair with Giselle Palos. As documented within
the Freud/Ferenczi correspondence, he falls in love with the recently returned Elma Palos within Volume I of their three volume correspondence.
But Ferenczi is as ambivalent as Palos and she, like Oedipus, is sent away, traveling to Vienna for more orthodox analytic
treatment with Freud while Ferenczi continues to play Prince Hamlet, unable to decide whether to be a father and commit to a sexual
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relationship with a nubile female or to be a son and commit to a
sexual relationship with a maternal female. Volume II is filled with
alternations between love and loathing, including admiring Giselle
for her intellect and wanting to annihilate her for her infertility.
Disappointed in Freud’s adherence to the analytic tradition
he had founded and unwillingness to explore innovations further,
Ferenczi soon found a replacement. Ferenczi initiated a relationship with Groddeck in September, 1921, recently bereaved by the
death of his mother. Ferenczi suffered from nephrosclerosis (a
hardening of the small blood vessels in the kidneys that can lead to
kidney failure) and headaches; he sought treatment from Groddeck,
as well as offering himself as an emissary and conduit to Freud.
Groddeck interpreted kidney disease as a somatic manifestation of
the individual’s straddling “two things… to be both childlike or
grownup” (Georg Groddeck, 1923/1961, 188). No wonder that
Ferenczi found his stays there an “analytical holiday”; Groddeck
reciprocated Ferenczi’s enthusiastic feelings. Writing of Ferenczi,
Groddeck stated: “I feel so close to him… we have become good
friends” (Carl M. Grossman and Sylvia Grossman, The Wild Analyst, 1965, 125-126). Others saw the dyad as offering a mutual analytic therapy: “Each man became for the other a surrogate for
Freud, with the result that both men’s relationship with Freud…
cooled” (Peter Rudnytsky, Reading Psychoanalysis: Freud, Rank,
Ferenczi, Groddeck, 2002, 170).
Additionally, Ferenczi began a correspondence with Groddeck and his epistolary output to Freud decreased. His letters to
Groddeck were intimate and analytic, making him into a confederate against that austere Freud. He wrote to Groddeck about his early childhood sexual traumas, difficulties with his mother, and his
continuing desire for Elma. Scanning the three volumes of the
Freud/Ferenczi correspondence, one can concretely catalog the consequences: Volume I of the Freud/Ferenczi correspondence spans
six years and comprises 483 letters that were exchanged. Ferenczi
wrote an average of 42.0 letters per year to Freud. Volume II spans
five years and comprises 344 letters that were exchanged. Ferenczi
wrote an average of 38.4 letters per year. Volume III, which encompasses the period of time after Ferenczi met Groddeck, spans
13 years and comprises 417 letters that were exchanged. Ferenczi
wrote an average of 18.2 letters per year (Eva Brabant, Ernst
Falzeder, and Patrizia Giampieri-Deutsch, 1996, 2000; Falzeder,
Brabant, & Giampieri-Deutsch, 1993).
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Groddeck, like Ferenczi, had a mother uninterested in devoting herself to his nurturance; Groddeck’s mother did not breastfeed him and did not obtain a wet-nurse until he was three days
post-natal. Groddeck, like Ferenczi, had an intimate relationship
with a married woman and married her, but unlike Ferenczi, he
could, when desire waned, separate and divorce her to marry his
much younger former patient. Groddeck, unlike Freud, had little
problems assuming a maternal imago: “An analyst could be a mother figure, peer figure, any type of figure” (Rudnytsky, 2002, 188).
Even more useful for Ferenczi, Groddeck was attuned to the ambivalent violence in mother-son relations, stating: “There has never yet
been a man who did not kill his mother” (199).
Groddeck, like Ferenczi, was attuned to the role of the female in infantile life and fantasy. Unlike Freud, who believed females envy male prowess as concreted by the penis, Groddeck believed males envy female prowess, as concretized by the ability to
give birth. Groddeck was no passive vessel offering containment
but a hyper-masculine mother. He sublimated early experiences of
maternal deprivation and murderous desires into vigorous healing
through massage and dietary restrictions. Groddeck was no passive
nurturer; his treatments verged on the brink of violence. His therapy was literally hands on. Frederic Kovacs, a former patient, wrote
detailed letters about his treatment at the Sanitarium. He wrote of a
typical massage that he received, “a pounding which would have
done justice to a 200 kilo Cossack” (Christopher Fortune, ed.,
Ferenczi-Groddeck Correspondence: 1921-1933, 2002).
Groddeck offered, as a feeding experience, a diet of deprivation. According to Kovacs, breakfast was “black coffee and a
roll with a little butter. Lunch was soft white cheese or an egg with
15 grams of bread. Afternoon tea: a buttered roll. Finally, there
was 80 grams of meat or a bit of fish with 15 grams of bread and
black coffee” (Fortune, 2002, 121). Yet he tapped into affectionate
impulses from patients. Kovacs at one point stated: “among us,
when one receives such hard blows…our custom is to return
them… I would more likely want to stroke him. He really is a
kind…man” (131).
However different their approaches to treatment, at their
roots both Ferenczi and Groddeck wanted to provide a curative setting for the patient. Healing is through both insight and empathy.
For Groddeck, the function of a physician was “to help set in motion the healing process” (Grossman & Grossman, 1965, 59).
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Groddeck’s Sanitarium structured this process: walks, communal
celebrations, limiting new admissions, and offering a Spartan diet.
Despite these earlier psychoanalytic anti-Oedipus’s, the eldest son Oedipal narrative remained the dominant one in psychoanalysis. Ferenczi was posthumously pathologized by Ernest Jones,
Max Eitingon, and Freud. Groddeck was uninterested in founding
an alternative institute.
Freud conquered. Ferenczi’s terrified children have no such
closure, wandering from tragic mishap to tragic mishap, hoping to
survive into adulthood with a partner to bear witness. Analysts
identify with heroes. Freud gives them a superman, Oedipus;
Ferenczi gives them none, only vulnerable victims straggling
through a forest seeking their home. That is how Oedipus won and
patients lost.
Sharon R. Kahn, PhD, earned a doctorate in psychology
from the Graduate School and University Center of the City University of New York (CUNY). She completed postdoctoral training
in the fields of Narcotic and Drug Research at National Development and Research Institutes (NDRI) and in Psychoanalytic Group
Psychotherapy at the Washington School for Psychiatry. She
worked as a clinical psychologist at Coney Island Hospital, treating a gamut of psychopathology ranging from adjustment disorders
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The Effect of Replacing Religion with
Psychoanalysis
Dorothea Leicher—Private Psychoanalytic Practice
Keywords: Psychoanalysis, religion, Freud, attachment-theory
Abstract: This article proposes that the function of religion may be
ego-building and that we are predisposed to religion due to our
evolved biophilia. It discusses some of Freud’s objections as defenses against anxiety and discomfort with femininity with the consequence of underestimating how social we are and how important
it is to experience ourselves as part of a group. Clinical observa-
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tions of the author and recent research are used to look at religion
as an expression of our deeply relational nature.
I was raised as a Catholic but was areligious by the time I
started my professional training. To my surprise, during my analytic training and practice some religious themes from childhood
reemerged in my mind; for instance, the Biblical passage that God
will visit the sins of the fathers onto the third and fourth generation
of descendants (Exodus 20:5). It had originally struck me as unfair,
but I realized its psychological truth when contemplating the intergenerational transmission of trauma. After several experiences of
this nature, I started to wonder if religion attempted to describe
very long-term, sometimes intergenerational, adaptive patterns in
mythical form. This seemed related to Erich Neumann’s idea that
myths describe ego-development. Neil MacGregor supports a similar idea in A History of the World in 100 Objects (2010) by tracing
correlations between the emergence of new deities and social challenges or advances in different cultures.
As a scientist in the rationalist tradition, Freud was predisposed to oppose religion. The Enlightenment idealized reason and
devalued emotion and, with it, religion. Psychoanalysis was actually taking the first step to rebalance that dialectic, but it was tentative. The rationalist frame of reference biased psychoanalysis
against recognizing that we are social before anything else, which is
not only true for us but most other mammals. Carl Jung, who came
from a more religious tradition, developed concepts more oriented
to social interactions, such as the collective unconscious (which we
can now explain with affective communication) and archetypes
(which can be understood as social versions of gestalt principles).
Jung saw a link between the unconscious and religion that Freud
objected to, as discussed below.
For now, I want to point out that, concerning religion, Freud
deviated from his method: his discussion of infantile sexuality masterfully describes the development from partial impulses and experiences into the integrated whole of adult sexuality. But when he
discusses impulses for religion, Freud stays with accounts of defensive magical thinking to unite with a “supernatural” power. However, he uses that as an explanation for religion as a whole instead
of as an immature expression. While he accepts the “social”/
developmental reality of sexuality, regarding religion Freud falls
back on the more restrictive traditional “objective” reality. The gist
of recent research on cognition (and awareness) has turned away
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from a focus of representation of “objective” reality as aid in decision-making, even with distorted representation. This perspective
is much more congenial to psychodynamic theory, partially validating Freud. This article attempts to develop such an alternative understanding of religion in an evolutionary context.
It is interesting that Freud in Civilization and Its Discontents
(1930) focuses on “oceanic feelings” as basic religious experience;
a good call from a biological perspective, but he cannot entertain it
reading him. The impression lingers of a profound fear of annihilation, unless his individualism is strongly protected: merging equals
death. This interpretation presents Freud’s difficulty with this experience of general connectedness as a defense against femininity
(based on Debora Tannen’s analysis of gender differences in her
book You Are Wearing That? from 2006). It sees his difficulty as
related to unresolved power issues: he describes femininity excessively in terms of passivity (which necessitates penis-envy) and
overlooks women’s social constraints in the Victorian era. As a
Jew, Freud was a member of a scapegoated minority, in a position
not unlike the women of his time. Due to his phallic preoccupation,
Freud misses the changes of human sexuality (compared to primates) to greater gender equality and relationship-building. He
sees our need to form groups mostly in a negative light (mass psychology), consistent with his focus on individuality.
Freud sees the nature of man as originally asocial, only
compelled to be social by need or fear, and misses the evolutionary
trait of getting satisfaction from participating in a group, independently from the super-ego. In this way he misses an important
component and support of the ego. This has contributed to the pessimistic nature of some of his theories, of which the “death instinct”
is the ultimate expression. The “death instinct” clearly is a misnomer: all other instincts describe organized adaptive behavior. Given the inevitable tendency of any natural system to increase in entropy, an instinct for destruction is unnecessary. (Destructive behavior can be explained with fighting helplessness or revenge/
fairness.) A more positive focus on larger groups might have alerted Freud to how intra-group aggression drives symbolization to
protect the group from physical fights (Konrad Lorenz, King Solomon’s Ring, 1952), an evolutionary example of sublimation.
Freud’s dismissal of religion as “illusion” prevents him
from appreciating its positive function: providing working models
for relationships and community. According to Brett Stetha in Did
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Affluence Spur the Rise of Modern Religion? (2015), the major
moral religions developed within a relatively short time span of
each other in societies that were able to reliably provide ample energy for their citizens, probably as a way to manage excess fairly
and thereby sustainably. In The Future of an Illusion (1927), Freud
correctly identifies the awareness that nature is indifferent to our
survival and is a chronic threat as well as a source of anxiety.
However, he sees the solution (looking for protection from parents/
supernatural powers) in an excessively narrow, individualistic
frame, and he misses the reassurance of experiencing membership
in a group.
From the perspective of attachment theory, God becomes
the ultimate relational symbol. This argument supports understanding the “oceanic feeling” of universal connectedness as a
basic religious experience, which can help us through periods of
actual isolation. It is noteworthy that the field of addiction treatment, which is trying to rehabilitate people with disastrous relationships, has had a long and significant involvement with (nondenominational) religion/spirituality as a component of recovery.
People with mental illness/problematic relationships tend to be vulnerable to addiction, and for people with antisocial personality disorders, whose relationships are profoundly disturbed, addiction is
one of the diagnostic symptoms. Until the development of object
relations theory, psychoanalysis did not have a convincing way to
address addictions.
Of course, Freud’s disparagement of religion did not negate
the need to be in a community, and it therefore predisposed psychoanalytic schools to become substitute religions. The subject
matter puts psychoanalysis close to a Weltanschauung or philosophy and therefore to religion, more so than other sciences whose
subjects are further afield from us. In an attenuated form we can
see a similar pattern in research about comparative benefits of different therapies; by and large, people benefit most from approaches
that are compatible with their pre-existing Weltanschauung. Usually we are not aware of the deep affective undercurrents (and defensive significance) that these attitudes have for us.
Peter Fonagy’s developmental theories in Attachment Theory and Psychoanalysis (2001) illustrate the attachment work that
forms the basis for our ideas about others and by extension about
the world. He reports that his research indicates it is the role of the
parent to conceive the pre-intentional infant’s potential as inten-
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tional and to interact with it accordingly, which fosters attachment
and creates a beneficial self-fulfilling prophecy. In a similar way,
religion allows us to see the world as a beneficial and organized
place and act accordingly, creating culture. Biologically, our mammalian origins that help us start with a protected early development
in the womb predispose us to that view, and it helps us with an extra shot of optimism that can become a self-fulfilling prophecy.
John Ratey and Richard Manning’s work Go Wild (2013)
discusses states of consciousness cultivated in hunting. Prime
amongst them is being in the moment and having an openness to
anything new, apart from preconceived notions. Interestingly, this
mindset is the same that is cultivated in mindfulness meditation.
(Hunters told me that hunting can be a religious experience for
them. This makes sense because hunting involves immersion in an
evolutionary system that vastly pre-dates us, using our inter-species
empathic skills to succeed in the hunt.)
The translations of Yahweh as “I Am the One I Am” or “I
Will Be What I Will Be” evoke the ultimate mindfulness, as does
the concept of the Dao. (By comparison, Descartes’ famous
“cogito, ergo sum” is a pale rationalistic reflection of mindfulness.)
God is the symbol of life and religion, an expression of biophilia,
both in Erich Fromm’s (The Heart of Man, 1964) and Edward O.
Wilson’s (The Social Conquest of Earth, 2012) sense. By disavowing religion, Freud lost some access to important modes of consciousness. His discovery of transference could have led him directly to the importance of object relations and attachment, but he
remained focused on instincts more than relationships, leaving psychoanalysis with an unresolved excess of narcissism, which contributed to its pessimism.
Freud has been criticized for giving up the seduction hypothesis for fear of social ostracism. I believe that his aversion to
religion is also an expression of fear. In its basic approach, psychoanalysis is closer to dialectics (and with that, to Marx) than the
dominant positivistic models of thought. Had Freud not turned
away from religion, psychoanalysis might have become more of a
social reform movement and consequently run even more against
the social power elites. As Freud points out, most social reformers
and religious leaders have been mistreated by the societies they
wanted to reform. But as psychoanalysts we hope to not only be
tolerated but even compensated for our work—an ambitious goal.

Page 180

Clio’s Psyche

As psychohistorians, we are left with correcting the competitive image of nature, which leads to excessive power struggles,
educating ourselves and others about the cooperative sides of evolution (without blindness to aggression), and thus fostering a more
cooperative and sustainable future, a daunting task. This article has
attempted to outline that at this point we have biological (the oldest
possible form of psychohistory) evidence that social cooperation is
an old and successful strategy for adaptation and survival, shared
by all mammals and other “cognitive elites.”
Dorothea Leicher, LCSW, NCPsyA, grew up in Germany,
started to study psychology and biology, and came to the U.S. in
1976, where she completed her psychoanalytic training. She has
worked in private practice both with emotional and addiction problems since the early ‘80s and has taught numerous workshops
based on her clinical practice. Her current interests include harnessing forces that reconnect us to each other and nature to help us
develop sustainable forms of living and culture. She may be contacted at dleicher@dleicher.com. 

Facing Ethics, Privacy, Sexual Issues,
Boundary Violations, and Retirement
as an Analyst
Brenda Solomon—Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis
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Abstract: This memoir traces the interface of feminism, selfpsychology, ethics, and technology as they influenced a female psychoanalyst’s career. Three areas of ethics—confidentiality, boundary issues, and the aging analyst—are considered.
I would like you to accompany me on my personal journey.
Along the way, I hope to demonstrate how my two analyses, feminism, and my career have changed me. Simultaneously, I will comment on the sea change in ethical conundrums that we therapists
face. On this virtual trip, I will linger at three ethical issues that
have demanded the most of my attention: confidentiality, boundary
issues, and the aging analyst.
I became interested in ethics, not because I was a philoso-
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pher/scholar, but rather because in Chicago I was one of the only
young women who were psychoanalytically oriented psychiatrists
in the 1970s. That’s when the feminist movement encouraged
women to tell their stories of abuse. Suddenly women were speaking the unspeakable about incest and sexual discrimination. Some
wanted to see a therapist, but only a woman. For those who chose
me, I witnessed their personal agonies. What an education it was
for me.
Serendipitously, my analytic candidacy began not only at
the same time as the ‘70s feminist movement but also just when
Heinz Kohut published The Analysis of the Self (1971). I could see
that his work was relevant to ethics.
In the ‘80s, Dr. Bernard Rubin, an analyst/scholar, asked me
to participate in an ethics hearing at the Chicago Institute because
he needed a woman analyst. Since serving on that panel, there was
no turning back. To my utter surprise, ethics and psychoanalysis
became my calling. In time, the Chicago Institute became the first
American Institute that had a required first year course in ethics.
Bernie Rubin and I taught that course for ten years. My ‘70s consciousness-raising experiences while I was in medical school had
already alerted me to the sexism in our culture, but ironically that
Zeitgeist offered me professional opportunities specifically because
I was a woman therapist.
Unlike in medicine, free association and confidentiality are
essential for analysis to work. The analytic frame was meant to
create and stand for, both practically and symbolically, a therapeutic structure with clear and safe boundaries in which the process of
therapy unfolds. The establishment of the frame is an integral part
of the process itself. Our patients require a trusting relationship
where they can freely associate in a safe environment that will never be shared. Analysts question whether we can ensure our patients’ privacy yet still use their clinical material in writing and
teaching. Many analytic authors say the solution is to receive the
patient’s consent. However, I believe it is still a quagmire to obtain
transference-free informed consent from our patients.
I had been calmly weathering the issue of teaching clinical
material; suddenly the tornado of cyberspace blew in. Unimaginable new exposures abound for both the patient and analyst. Yet
we’re continuing to practice a profession that is all about privacy.
What a paradox. As analysts, it is now incumbent upon us to em-
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brace technology whether we like it or not because our patients rely
on it. There is no turning back. For many therapeutic dyads, the
web stretches the old rules; some stretching is positive, but some
can be disastrous.
I found the perspective of elasticity of technique useful as I
confronted social media. I know that with our ever-widening theoretical scope, one size cyber-theory does not fit all. The uniqueness
of each member of the therapeutic dyad has to be respected. Our
policies require thoughtful therapist empathy when she is negotiating with her patient’s specifics.
Analysts focusing on a co-constructed field become more
likely to express their subjectivity. But should they do it on the Internet? This responsiveness should be restricted to the patient’s
needs, but how does a therapist do this in cyberspace? Some patients email their dreams to their analyst, lest they forget them by
session time. Certainly, this is not a secure medium. Communication is no longer limited to the therapeutic hour.
In 2017, an attorney and I taught an ethics and cyberspace
workshop. The attorney participated because there are still unanswered questions that sometimes require legal expertise. We began
that workshop hoping the therapists there would share clinical
problems. Indeed, they did. In fact, I was unable to finish my
presentation, as there were so many issues that the audience
brought up. Many involved texting and emailing with patients. I
recommended that therapists should establish a social media policy
about texting, emailing, and Facebook. Will therapist and patient
communicate between sessions? How? Should therapists charge
for their responding time? For many therapists on Facebook, that
platform became onerous. For example, if a therapist happened to
find her adolescent patient bullying on Facebook, must she report?
To whom? All in all, it is best if these issues are addressed up front
in one’s therapeutic contract.
In addition, let us consider the problems of therapist exposure on the web. Accessibility to published material has been radically transformed. Now a current or former patient can simply
Google one’s therapist and potentially recognize herself in the text
of any publication. Confidentiality (even with disguise) is being
challenged again. At the January 2017 meeting of the American
Psychoanalytic Association, writing about patients was discussed.
One senior analyst spoke about her belief that one should never ask
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her analysand for permission to publish. That analyst believes it
inevitably contaminates the process. I am ambivalent about this
since we do need to teach, but it seems unethical not to ask one’s
patient.
The practicing therapist today may feel violated, invaded,
and exposed in other ways. Search engines have radically changed
this and other aspects of analytic anonymity. Now a current or former patient can find out details about where their therapists may be
speaking, staying, and what they may be doing. What a therapist
paid for her home can be learned by accessing property-tax documents. Also available is the extent of political contributions, even
the genealogy of the therapist’s family. There are no therapist secrets anymore.
Aisha Abbasi’s The Rupture of Serenity (2014) is a moving
account of her analytic patients’ intrusions via the web into her personal life. This had to do with her older child being transgendered.
This public exposure of an analyst’s family life occurred when Abbasi had been an analyst for 18 years. One can imagine how a patient’s discussion of such personal information can challenge even a
seasoned analyst. When an analyst brings up the patient’s intrusiveness as a therapeutic issue, the patient may well respond, “But
everyone Googles.” It requires tact and experience to consider this
an enactment without the patient feeling unfairly accused and there
being an ensuing therapeutic impasse.
Next, I will turn to the ethical issues of boundary violations.
The prevalence of boundary violations among mental health practitioners is difficult to document although there clearly is an unacceptably high incidence rate of erotic contact. Some suggest that as
therapists age and gain more experience, ethical judgment, rather
than improving, diminishes and falls below previously held standards. A higher rate of male therapists appear to engage in violations than females; however, statistics are suspect because women
patients often report their male violators but interestingly, women
patients seldom report their women violators. Clearly, I know there
is insufficient research on female/female therapist patient dyads.
Some attribute the lack of research on this particular pairing to cultural factors involving the idealization of motherhood and Freud’s
legacy that viewed women as sexually passive. Additionally, I
wonder if the failure of women to report is because women patients
have predominantly different transferences to their women abusers.
Is the power differential more of a factor when reporting men?
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There are many possibilities.
For almost ten years I had the good fortune of participating
in a committee of the American Psychoanalytic Association, which
was formed in order to establish a curriculum on boundaries. We
found that every institute has had a violation. For many analytic
communities, after a boundary violation occurs, there is a split.
Some are enraged at the perpetrator and are averse to rehabilitation.
In addition to the violation of a patient, the term “violation” takes
on a double meaning, because there has also been a violation of the
“family,” i.e., the psychoanalytic community. Some colleagues
may worry they were complicit in some way because they saw
problems but did not speak up. The “violator” then becomes the
ultimate “other”—different from the rest of us. The judgmental
ring of boundary violator may serve an unconscious purpose for all
of us: it may help distance us from them, as well as the violence
done to our ideals. What underlies this community enactment
about boundary violations is important (Glen Gabbard, “The Group
as Complicit in Boundary Violations,” Journal of American Psychoanalytic, 2016, 375). Gabbard recommends that we not dwell
exclusively on the dark side of turning against our colleagues, rejecting or banishing them often for reasons related to repudiation,
disavowal, and evacuation of our own shame. The late Muriel Dimen recommended that there are benefits of trying to think this
“unthinkable” in our analytic groups. She believed this can have a
prophylactic effect on the incidence of sexual transgressing. She
wrote, “As long as the routine presence of sexual boundary violations in psychoanalysis is dissociated, the field needs to live in fear
of being discredited” (Muriel Dimen, Journal of American Psychoanalytic, 2016, 370).
As an analytic candidate in my 20s, I had been assigned a
training analyst, a woman. As I look back now, that classical analyst helped me a bit with my grandiosity and rigidities. I already
knew I was no saint, but back then I was only beginning to tolerate
and accept some of my human vulnerabilities. Even after my first
analysis, I was still quite judgmental in my thinking. Now I know
that what is acceptable is in the eye of the beholder. Ultimately,
the way one sees the world, how one matures, and how one’s theories change are just as important as the influence of the actual ethical code. Analysts’ preferred ways of thinking and working are
based largely on a complex combination of our early years, personal and intellectual tastes, and identifications with our analysts and
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teachers.
Over time I matured, as did clinical theory. In my 20s, I did
not yet recognize how my subjectivity was indeed an important
factor in treatment. Of course, we intellectually know therapists,
even analysts, have vulnerabilities when considering the rules.
When I was younger, I absolutely knew about following the law.
There could be no uncertainty. One was either ethical or not, black
or white. I believed I would never be tempted. Not until I chose
my second analyst in my 40s was I ready to own more of my own
vulnerabilities and disavowals. Then I was at a different adult
phase, approaching the age at which my mother died. I had two
adolescent sons who could make me feel a confusing lack of cohesion in novel ways. I could see my own rigidities and narcissistic
needs played out with my boys. Owning my vulnerabilities at this
stressful time, I could imagine, there but for the grace of God, even
I could have slid down that slope. Recognizing the humanity in all
of us, I could appreciate how a therapist can use splitting to misbehave at times of stress.
Moreover, not all violators are the same. I had an unexpected exposure to one who was a predator. I was chairperson of a
psychiatric state ethics hearing. The victim, Barbara Noel, wrote
her amazing account of abuse in her book, You Must Be Dreaming
(1992). Remarkably, she was not the only complainant against her
analyst. There were two other patients who testified against him
and his sexual violations. The analyst, Jules Masserman, was a
leading internationally-known aging male analyst/predator. After
that experience, I began to think that no analyst, even if accomplished and famous, is beyond becoming a violator.
Unlike that predator, I know of two male colleagues who
fell in love with their patients and had sexual relations with them.
They were the lovesick, one-time violators who eventually came to
feel remorseful and sought psychological help for their patient, as
well as themselves. These troubled analysts asked me to help their
patients. I did and was able to treat these traumatized women who
with great difficulties eventually recovered from these professional
betrayals. They taught me that there were usual warning signals
before erotic contact began. Trouble could be averted, if a therapist
were alerted to these cautionary flashing lights, such as arranging a
later, unusual session hour; inappropriate self-disclosure; initiating
contact outside of session time; and having erotic fantasies about
the patient. My advice: if in doubt, consult.
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Over time, I have altered my initial position about the truly
shame-filled, lovesick boundary violator. I believe they can be rehabilitated through analysis and may return to work with close supervision. I came to this position after participating in a ten-year
study group led by Arnold Goldberg, which resulted in the publication of a case book called Errant Selves (2000). The book explores
how a person with a behavior disorder has one moral sector but at
times, when under stress and unable to tolerate painful affects, the
person can split or disavow the healthy but weak sector and misbehave in a way that would ordinarily be unacceptable to oneself. A
successful analysis involves healing the split within these vulnerable patients. Treatment is lengthy but possible. In order to successfully treat a therapist with a behavior disorder who has misbehaved toward a patient, the analyst, without judgment, should be
able to imagine misbehaving similarly toward one of the analyst’s
own patients. For an analyst, even one who teaches ethics, morality can have no place in these analyses. She should neither condemn nor endorse the behavior. She analyzes and interprets for
eventual repair.
When the American Psychiatric Association asked me to
represent them on an Oprah Winfrey show about violators, I did so,
and I pleaded for considering that some offending therapists can be
rehabilitated. Although I did not persuade Oprah, my belief in rehabilitation was partly because of what I’m about to tell you now: I
had the experience of treating three women therapist violators.
Two had begun living with their former women patients, and one
woman had a sexual relationship with her male patient. None was
an analyst. One was a social worker, one a psychologist, and one a
psychiatrist; so it was not a question of their training in any one discipline that led them astray. All three deeply regretted and suffered
from their misbehaviors. I presented a paper several times to professional groups about the analyses of two of these women and how
they have been rehabilitated.
After each of these presentations, women approached me
afterwards. They wanted to privately tell of women therapist violators they knew about. None of these victim patients had ever reported. I mention this because in all psychological professions
women are now the majority. The risks of lovesick violations for
women therapists needs to be discussed.
Moving now to my last ethical topic, I will continue my focus on safe-guarding the public and the profession as I consider the
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aging analyst. The integrity of our profession relies on analysts’
competence. As I age, I ask, “What is the precise moment when
aging scholars have peaked?” (“The Philosophy of Feelings,” The
New Yorker, July 25, 2014). I similarly wonder when the precise
moment is at which an analyst should consider retirement.
In the past decade, I’ve seen so many analysts employing
overt denial about their competence. Some were beloved friends,
terminally ill, who died while they were still actively involved in
practice. Any advice I gently offered went unheeded. Some of
their patients knew, but many did not; these patients were left adrift
and suffered from iatrogenic traumas. Was I complicit because I
did not do more? I hope to inspire older therapists not to wait until
impairment is apparent to everyone else. As yet there are no institutional rules, but psychoanalytic assistance committees are tackling this problem. So far, the best book on this subject is entitled
The Empty Couch: Taboo of Ageing and Retirement (Gabriele Junkers, 2014)
We all intellectually know the unpredictability of every life;
we never know what is going to happen before it happens. We
know that cognitive impairment is a process seldom recognized by
the individual. Emphasizing the complex relationship each of us
has with temporality, there is a deep sorrow involved in therapists
saying goodbye. But as a group, do analysts disavow the inevitability of deterioration and death? We are living and working longer. Each therapist must come to grips with evaluating her capacities.
Euphemistically, some authors refer to this age as the third
chapter. Personally I favor the new word offered by some
gerontologists: renewment. This is a combination of retirement
and renewal, an alternative to how negatively therapists are
accustomed to viewing retirement. Creativity and meaningful
involvements can continue in renewment, after analysts close their
practices. The Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis is planning a
study group for retiring analysts considering renewment.
Due to my involvement with ethical issues and my experience in seeing analysts who continued working too long, I have
decided to retire from clinical practice on my 80th birthday, and I
have informed my friends and patients. There is also a personal
side to this decision. No doubt my experience of never being able
to say goodbye to my mother, who died when I was an adolescent,
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has informed my wish that my patients and I all have the ability to
say goodbye and terminate. Relinquishing my clinical practice relies on my acceptance of aging. I am also influenced by Kohut’s
view that wisdom includes “the emotional acceptance of the transience of individual existence” (The Analysis of the Self, 1971, 327).
I believe accepting our transience allows us to see the beauty of now. We recognize the wisdom of our patients as they have
had the capacity to pull and probe us, so inevitably we analysts
have changed. It is our human need to create and re-create a sense
of purpose and hope, and working analytically with patients offers a
special depth of insight. It is hard for most to relinquish the meaningful work we do, yet it is important to do so before it is too late.
Brenda Solomon, MD, is a Training and Supervising Analyst at the Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis. She was a pioneer
in teaching a required ethics course for all analytic candidates
there and headed the ethics committee for many years. Her publications include a survey of all graduates from the Chicago Institute, a monograph on artificial reproduction and psychoanalysis, a
consideration of step-parenting, and various self-psychological
case presentations.
She may be contacted at brsolomon@comcast.net. 

A Journey in Psychohistory
Charles B. Strozier—CUNY Graduate Center
Keywords: father, death, biographer, psychoanalyst, Lincoln,
Kohut
Abstract: A psychoanalyst’s journey that extends from spreading
the ashes of his idealized father at age 16 to becoming a historian,
researching and writing books on Abraham Lincoln and Heinz Kohut.
At 16 years of age, I found myself standing in water up to
my knees in the Gulf of Mexico, near Tallahassee, Florida, holding
my father’s ashes in a nondescript can.
I had intensely idealized my charismatic father. As a little
boy I loved to sit in his lap and feel his clothes and smell his cigarettes and the glass of bourbon he drank after work. I could listen
for hours as he talked with his friends and distinguished colleagues
who passed through our apartment in Chicago near the university
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where he was a French professor and dean. It was a shock for me
when he became president of Florida State University and we
moved to Tallahassee in 1957. I was 13 and it was the old, segregated South. I had to learn a whole new set of cultural cues, adopt
an accent, and dumb myself down. But it was also football country, and I quickly became a good defensive end, on track to get a
scholarship from and play for Bear Bryant at the University of Alabama. Then suddenly on April 20, 1960, my father died of a massive heart attack in Chicago. He had been there to give a speech
that was the beginning of the process to become president of the
university.
There was no good reason for me to be holding this can
with my father’s ashes. My mother was traumatized by my father’s
death and, without thinking it through, directed my brother and me
to spread the ashes near our beloved vacation house on the Gulf.
We picked up the ashes from the unctuous undertaker in his stereotypical black suit and put them in the back seat of the car as we
drove the 40 miles to the beach. My brother wanted no part of actually spreading the ashes and stood impatiently on the beach while
I waded out into the water. I wasn’t at all sure what I expected
when I opened the can, though I think I assumed I would find the
white ash of the remains of a wood fire. Instead I found this ugly
pile of grey, clumpy stuff. I hesitated, thinking I should say something but had no idea what would be appropriate or meaningful, so
I reluctantly threw the ashes in an arc into the water and watched in
despair as they slowly sank.
I think much of my life has been a search in those ashes of
memory to find the living in the dead of the past.
I have spent a good part of my life writing two major biographies: two books about Abraham Lincoln and another on Heinz
Kohut. One was a political leader, the other a psychoanalyst. One
was a very public figure caught up in civil war and strife, the other
spent his working life sitting quietly in a straight chair behind a
couch listening attentively to the musings of his patients. One
dominated 19th century American life, the other fled 20th century
war and the Holocaust on one continent for the safety of America
in mid-century. But however different their lives, these two idealized figures drew me inexorably to them.
I was in my late 20s when I began to work on Lincoln. It
was 1972 and I had just moved to Springfield, Illinois, Lincoln’s
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hometown, for my first university job. I had been hired as a psychohistorian at Sangamon State University, a new school with some
bold ideas. It was the first and will probably be the last time such a
position would be created at an American college or university. I
realize now I was looking for a new project. What else can one do
in Springfield, Illinois, except study Lincoln?
In a real sense I grew up with Lincoln and found in him
struggles for identity that paralleled my own. I was often unhappy
then as my marriage disintegrated and I spent a number of years
single parenting my three boys. I had been closely studying Erik
Erikson for many years. I was captivated by the way Lincoln
sought in his own struggles with love and marriage to find resonance with analogous issues in the public space as the country hurtled toward war. In that house divided Lincoln sought to solve for
all what he could never solve for himself alone.
Recently, I returned to Lincoln after 35 years and wrote a
book about his friendship with Joshua Speed. A major focus of that
second book is an attempt to understand the clinical depressions he
fell into in his late 20s and early 30s and how he vicariously
worked them through as a function of his friendship with Speed. It
is a story I came to understand because of my new grasp of such
issues as a practicing psychoanalyst (since 1992).
Between my Lincoln books, I wrote about Kohut. I had
been in psychoanalytic training at the Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis in the 1970s. I was in my 30s then and became a junior
colleague of Kohut’s. He was always generous and kind to me, and
it was a startling experience as a mere research candidate to have
stardust sprinkled on my head from above by the mighty leader of
psychoanalysis. Everyone treated me differently. Some six months
after he died in 1981 I decided suddenly to write his biography.
That idea had never consciously occurred to me before. But I have
since wondered if he brought me into his circle with such a project
in mind. He never said anything like that to anyone and certainly
not to me. There was never a knowing nod or look. But he saw
himself as the major figure in psychoanalysis after Freud and I was
a young, psychoanalytically-informed historian who understood his
work. I am sure he imagined that people would write lots of books
about him on groaning shelves. But I was at hand, and timing is
everything.
The journey of the research and writing my Kohut biog-
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raphy took over the next 19 years surprised me in its intensity. I
expected to linger in dusty archives, to spend years searching out
colleagues, friends, and patients for interviews in remote corners of
the earth, and to immerse myself in his letters and scientific writings so thoroughly that I would have much of it memorized. But I
was caught off guard by the often fierce opposition to my project
that I encountered from Kohut’s widow and from most of those in
“the group” that Kohut had formed around him after 1974 (with the
marked exceptions of Arnold Goldberg and David Terman, who
both provided unstinting support). I was kept away from Kohut’s
letters for years, key figures shunned me, and some hoped their
open distain would discourage me from my writing. One figure
who had been close to Kohut muttered, “Who asked Chuck to write
the biography?”
Such ridiculous opposition merely steeled my resolve. The
book is hardly a debunking and unmasking of Heinz Kohut. There
is no question I greatly admire Kohut and feel his work has transformed psychological thought. But my story explores the more hidden corners of his experience that are relevant for a deep understanding of the man and his work. He needed to redefine psychoanalytic theory to find a place for himself in it. In time I also came to
realize the opposition to my work from most of those close to Kohut was itself part of the story and reflected the odd workings of
idealization—just as Kohut had theorized.
I would like to think I still have more arrows in my quiver.
I am currently working on the peace process in Northern Ireland
from the point of view of my friend and colleague, John, Lord Alderdice. He played a key role there in the 1998 Good Friday
Agreements that ended the Troubles. He is also himself a psychiatrist and psychoanalyst. It is a story of psychoanalysis in the real
world helping to make peace.
But I always linger on those ashes. I want to be sure, to paraphrase T. S. Eliot, that in having the experience I don’t miss the
meaning.
Charles B. Strozier, PhD, Professor of History at John Jay
College and the Graduate Center, CUNY, and a practicing psychoanalyst in New York City, is the author or editor of 13 books, scores
of essays, and was the founding editor for 14 years of The Psychohistory Review in 1972.
He may be contacted at
chuck@charlesbstrozier.com. 
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Interviews
James Anderson: Psychobiographer and
Psychoanalyst
Paul H. Elovitz—Clio’s Psyche
James William Anderson was born on July 8, 1948, as the
second of three children and only son. He grew up in the Cleveland suburb of Shaker Heights. His mother, Lucille Kux Anderson,
a Cleveland-area native, taught elementary school and subsequently headed Shaker Heights’ housing office. His father, Grant Anderson, whose childhood was spent in North Dakota, edited the alumni
magazine of Case Institute of Technology and was subsequently
promoted to head Case’s alumni association. Jim thrived in
school; he was editor of the high school yearbook, president of the
debate club, a member of the tennis team, and had a paper on the
Lincoln-Douglas debates published. Through a program of the
American Field Service, he spent a summer living with an Indian
family in Mumbai, India; that experience helped him understand
how similar people are psychologically and emotionally despite the
effects of different cultures.
Jim graduated from Princeton University magna cum laude
in 1970 and received a master’s degree at Harvard University in
1973. In 1980, he earned his PhD in Behavioral Sciences from the
University of Chicago. He had an externship at Michael Reese
Medical Center and a Clinical Psychology Internship at Northwestern Memorial Hospital before completing his psychoanalytic training in 1997 at the Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis.
A Professor of Clinical Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences
at Northwestern University, Jim has taught courses more than 30
times in various schools of Northwestern. In 1995, he won the outstanding teacher award of the Division of Psychology.
Jim is currently working on a book, to be published by Karnac, which is a study of the development of psychoanalysis through
a psychobiographical examination of four key figures. He has had
approximately 50 publications in journals and books. His specialty
in the methodology of psychobiography resulted in The Methodology of Psychological Biography (1981), Psychobiographical Meth-
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odology: The Case of William James (1981), A Psychological Perspective on the Relationship of William and Henry James (2003),
and Executing Psychobiography (with W.L. Dunlop; under editorial review). He has published psychobiographical essays about
William and Henry James, Woodrow Wilson, Henry Murray, D. W.
Winnicott, Edith Wharton, and Frank Lloyd Wright.
He is currently a licensed clinical psychologist in private
practice, a faculty member at the Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis, President of the Chicago Psychoanalytic Society, Editor of the
Annual of Psychoanalysis, and a member of the Editorial Board of
Clio’s Psyche. He may be contacted at j-anderson3@northwestern.edu. Anderson (JWA) was interviewed by Paul H. Elovitz
(PHE) via email.
PHE: What brought you to psychoanalysis?
JWA: The influence of my mother is the starting point. Looking
back, I can see that she persistently tried to help me understand
why people are the way they are and what they are experiencing.
In fifth grade there was a new boy in my class. She pointed out he
wasn’t to be made fun of, but instead I should imagine how it felt
for him to be an outsider. Soon after, I invited him to lunch at my
house. I think her way of seeing things had a lot to do with her
Jewish background, and I view her psychological mindedness as
reflecting an approach similar to that which Sigmund Freud experienced in the people around him.
That brings to mind the one interesting fact about my background. I learned a few years ago from a distant relative that I am
related by marriage (not blood) to, of all people in the history of the
world, Sigmund Freud. According to this relative, my greatgrandfather’s first cousin married the daughter of Freud’s first
cousin. I’d like to think that Freud might have attended the wedding; couldn’t you picture attending the wedding of your first
cousin’s daughter?
My tendency to think psychologically developed in school
and college, largely through the study of literature and history. But
my only encounter with psychology while an undergraduate at
Princeton suggested to me that that discipline was at best irrelevant
and at worst hostile to learning about what went on in people’s
minds. In the course on Experimental Psychology, we received a
rat and spent two semesters putting it through its paces. We could
manipulate it by giving it food pellets or electrical shocks, but we
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were told that psychology didn’t care what went on in the rat’s
mind, which was referred to, in all seriousness, as a “black box.”
At the same time, I was reading Leo Tolstoy. What a ludicrous
comparison: the psychological understanding of people demonstrated in Anna Karenina versus our textbook of behavioral psychology. The course included a lecture on Freud by Julian Jaynes.
I still have my notes, and it was a nasty hatchet job. He dug up
every demeaning canard he could find. I took away from the lecture that Freud, a misguided fraud, was a cocaine addict who had
an affair with his sister-in-law.
Near the end of college, due to my interest in India, I read
Erik Erikson’s Gandhi’s Truth (1993), and I suddenly realized that
there was a type of psychology that was a perfect match for my
kind of psychological mindedness.
After college, I was a master’s student in the Divinity
School of Harvard University. This period served as a kind of moratorium for me. I had a chance to study religion and to take courses all over Harvard. I soon found that the Department of Social
Relations had a rich history of psychoanalytic psychology, due
largely to the influence in earlier years of two professors who were
then emeriti, Henry A. Murray and Robert W. White. I read deeply
in Freud and Erikson and took a marvelous year-long course on
psychoanalysis taught by George Goethals. I was fortunate that
George had a special fondness for D. W. Winnicott, who was little
known in the U.S. at that time, the early 1970s, and Winnicott
joined my pantheon of favorites. My attitude toward psychoanalysis has grown from infatuation at that time to a deep and lasting
love.
PHE: As a psychoanalytically trained historian who has had to
combat the prejudices against a psychodynamic approach among
many of my colleagues, I have felt badly for academic psychologists such as you who have had an even harder time getting their
academic colleagues to accept the value of personality. I find it
gratifying that you have done a study of Henry Murray, since he
helped academic psychologists to validate their field of study.
What is Murray’s contribution?
JWA: I’ll mention first that I got to know Murray well. I met him
while at Harvard, and later, while a graduate student at UChicago, I
spent two summers working with him as his research assistant. I
visited him many times over the years, and no one had a greater
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influence on me. A trained but non-practicing psychoanalyst (and
psychobiographer, by the way—he spent years on his neverpublished psychological study of Melville’s life), he was the living
embodiment of the history of psychoanalysis, met most of the great
figures of his era, including Freud, and had a brief analysis with
Jung before his training analysis with Franz Alexander.
The story of his bringing psychoanalysis to a bastion of orthodox academic psychology is a colorful one. As a young man,
he was fascinated by psychoanalysis, much as I was years later.
Though he had no training in psychology—he held a MD from Columbia and a PhD in biochemistry from Cambridge University—he
obtained a position as an assistant at the newly founded Harvard
Psychological Clinic, a position that brought with it an appointment in psychology. The chair of psychology later said that, if he
had known Murray’s PhD was not in psychology, he would have
blocked his appointment. When the director of the Clinic became
ill in 1928, Murray succeeded him and made it into a preeminent
center for research in psychoanalytically oriented personality psychology. Due largely to Murray’s brilliance and charisma, in a few
years he had more doctoral students working with him than did the
other psychology faculty members put together. He became one of
the founders of the field of personality psychology and created
within the department a space for psychoanalytic psychology, although the traditional psychologists remained hostile to him.
PHE: What brought you to psychobiography?
JWA: To pick up my narrative during my time at Harvard—I was
using the time to work out my future. I had considered becoming a
history professor, but I did not see what would distinguish me from
anyone else writing history. After reading and being captivated by
Erikson, I concluded I’d found something I could do that would
use my abilities and separate me from other historians: I would become a historian who used psychology—that is, a psychobiographer. I thought, at first, I would go on to get a PhD in history
and study some psychology and psychoanalysis on the side. But as
I became better acquainted with those disciplines, I concluded that
there was so much to learn there that I should do it the other way
around; I should get a PhD in psychology, along with psychoanalytic training, and study history on the side.
There was also an important experience. While visiting my
first cousin, Nancy Kux, at the University of Michigan, I met a
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teacher whom she admired and I heard about his work as a therapist with children. I was impressed with the unmistakable good he
did for others in his work, so much more tangible than any vague
good that might come from academic writing. I was taken with the
idea of becoming a psychotherapist, and so working for a PhD in
psychology seemed the obvious path for me.
I decided all those years ago to become a psychobiographer, psychoanalyst, clinical psychologist, and psychotherapist,
and I have been true to that goal.
PHE: Who was important to your development as a student of
psychosocial phenomena? You’ve mentioned Erikson; did you
have any personal experiences with him at Harvard?
JWA: As already implied, Erikson’s writings had more of an influence on me than those of anyone else. He left Harvard in the
Spring of 1970, and I arrived there in the Fall; so, I just missed
him. But while I was there, he came back to give some lectures
and teach a seminar that had about four meetings. It was competitive to get into the seminar, and most of those accepted were faculty members; one of the thrills of my life was to be selected for the
seminar. I observed that Erikson, while delivering his lectures,
was uncomfortable and spoke in a boring monotone, but in the
seminar he was lucid, at ease, witty, and brilliant. I refused to be
intimidated in the seminar and made a point of speaking up, but I
noticed that everyone ignored what I, a mere student, said. Years
later I found a transcript of the seminars in the Erikson papers in
the Harvard Archives; rereading my few comments, I concluded
they weren’t bad for such a young person.
PHE: Are there any other mentors besides Murray who come to
mind?
JWA: I haven’t said much about my time at Princeton, besides
mentioning the distasteful psychology course. My concentration
was in the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International
Affairs; I saw this interdisciplinary program as giving me a chance
to study a lot of history but not to be confined to that department.
Outside my concentration, I also took as many literature courses as
possible and did an English concentration. Arthur Link was an
eminent historian and the foremost expert on Wilson. My fellow
undergrads had much more interest in the dazzling professors, such
as Eric Goldman and Martin Duberman (who, by the way, was my
senior thesis advisor). Link was dour, boring as a lecturer, and
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seemed odd, but his depth of knowledge was unsurpassed. I got the
idea of approaching him, as students rarely did, and found him remarkably welcoming. I asked if I could take his graduate course on
the historiography of the Progressive Era. He said no other undergraduate had ever done that, but he didn’t see why not. So there I
was, in a seminar with Professor Link and six or seven history graduate students. I learned from Link a respect for the basic principles
of historical writing, such as careful research, the value of sources,
the nature of evidence, and the critical analysis of what others have
written about the subject one is studying.
I guess I should mention here how it came about that Link
and I, along with his friend, Edwin Weinstein, wrote a critique of
the psychobiography of Wilson by Alexander and Juliette George.
While at UChicago, due to my interest in psychobiography, I read
the book and it seemed convincing to me. On a visit to Princeton I
had lunch with Link and mentioned the book. He said it was poor
because the research on which it was based was inadequate. For
example, the Georges write a lot about Wilson’s childhood, but
they had neglected to do any research in the Wilson Papers, which
had ample information about his childhood. I proposed that we
write a critique of the book, and he agreed.
Ironically, in light of my commitment to psychobiography,
the paper came to be seen as an attack on psychobiography. Much
of the paper, as written by Weinstein, a neurologist, argued that
Wilson’s problems could be traced not to psychological conflict but
to his neurological difficulties. The parts written by me, that pointed to the shortcomings in the Georges’ research and psychological
analysis, were largely overlooked.
As for mentors, there were two in graduate school at UChicago. The late Bertram Cohler had the most encyclopedic
knowledge of psychoanalysis and psychology I have ever encountered. But he was even stronger in his ability to foster the development of students, myself included. And we became friends after I
graduated. Marvin Zonis, who wrote a psychobiography of the
Shah of Iran, was my dissertation advisor and was the best advisor
one could have. I saw many students who felt their advisors disappointed them by belittling them or ignoring them or becoming competitive with them. Marvin not only was always supportive but we
regularly had conversations that stimulated my thinking and added
to my excitement about my dissertation topic, a psychobiography of
William James. Both Bert and Marvin had been what are called
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research candidates at the Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis.
The two of them were instrumental in enabling me to do a psychobiographical dissertation. I was in the Committee on Human Development, which was in the Department of Behavioral Sciences
(both before and after my time there, the department had what
seems to me to be a preferable name, the Department of Psychology). Almost always dissertations were quantitative and/or experimental studies, but there was a tradition that one could do a dissertation on any topic that the student could defend intellectually.
Bert and Marvin encouraged and supported me in proposing a psychobiographical dissertation.
PHE: How have you managed, given the negative attitude of academic psychology, to remain involved in the field of psychobiography for all these years?
JWA: The support of the Society for Personology has been invaluable for me. The Society is a small group; about 20 members, all
psychologists, meet for a weekend annually to discuss, critique,
and encourage each other’s work. We see ourselves as renegades
because we champion the intensive study of the individual, the approach founded by Murray, in contrast to the hegemony in psychology of quantitative studies of large numbers of subjects. I was
the youngest member soon after the Society’s founding in the early
1980s and received encouragement from the older members such
as Silvan Tomkins, Brewster Smith, Irv Alexander, Ravenna Helson, and Dan Ogilvie. It was at their behest that I wrote studies of
Murray and Robert W. White. Later I never felt alone as a psychobiographer because I had working relationships with my peers in
the Society, such as Alan Elms, Mac Runyan, Todd Schultz, Jefferson Singer, Ruthellen Josselson, and Dan McAdams (who is also a
close personal friend and fellow Northwestern faculty member).
PHE: What work are you proudest of and why?
JWA: I observed early on that Erikson’s work was subtle and brilliant but much psychobiography, like the Georges’ work on Wilson, was unconvincing and faulted, and so a large portion of the
animus against that discipline was well deserved. I took on as my
specialty the methodology of psychobiography, that is, the study of
what defines high-quality psychobiography. I seem to have had
some impact. One of the leading psychobiographers, Joe Ponterotto, who has published in Clio’s Psyche, wrote a recent essay on
best practices in psychobiography, and his essay makes much use
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of my first paper on the subject from 1981. I followed up that paper with three more over the years. In the most recent one, entitled
“Executing Psychobiography,” co-written with Will Dunlop, I give
my mature view of the subject. My prescriptions emphasize the
value of research, the recognition that the subject is usually from a
culture different from the one that the author is a part of, attention
to the author’s countertransference (as you, Paul, do beautifully in
your paper on your countertransference to Donald Trump), how to
approach interpretation, and this point, which I quote from the paper: “the greatest danger is foisting theory onto the subject. Instead
theory should open up, not close down; provide new questions, not
easy answers; complicate, not simplify; produce possibilities, not
reductions.” That paper has been accepted to be included in an upcoming book on psychobiography edited by C.H. Mayer and Z.
Kőváry.
PHE: What are you working on now?
JWA: There are two main projects besides the paper I just mentioned.
For years I have been working on a book of psychobiographies of four psychoanalysts. I expect to look at, in long sections,
these four, although I have not settled for sure on the final line-up:
Freud, Helene Deutsch, Erikson, and Winnicott. Karnac Books will
publish the book, and I’m well along, having written drafts of the
sections on Deutsch and Winnicott and half of the section on Erikson. These theorists, in my view, develop their approach to psychoanalysis based on their most intimate experiences, such as their
own analyses, and their personal conflicts and struggles. For example, Freud was deeply troubled by something for which there was
no name until, through his self-analysis, in conjunction with what
he was seeing with his patients, he formulated the concept of the
Oedipus complex. Erikson had a disappointing analysis with
Freud’s daughter Anna Freud, who tried to impose the Oedipus
complex onto his life. He was moved to create a substantially different psychoanalytic approach. That approach provided a way of
understanding and dealing with identity formation, just the area that
had been troubling for him. As he noted once, “If ever an identity
crisis was central and long drawn out in somebody’s life, it was so
in mine” (Robert Coles, Erikson: The Growth of His Work, 1970,
180).
The situation with Winnicott was much the same. He was
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disappointed with his two lengthy analyses that did not provide a
way of dealing with his particular problems, problems organized
around his having an existence based on a false self. He created a
method of treatment that was aimed to foster the patient’s development of a true self, of what he described once as “a life that feels
real.” The great innovators bring about change by seeing that psychoanalysis as it is for them in their own treatment does not help
them sufficiently; they are motivated to create an approach that is
suited to themselves and helps others who are similar to them.
With Winnicott I had the extraordinary experience of interviewing, about a decade after his death, a number of the people
who were closest to him, such as Masud Khan, Margaret Little,
Marion Milner, and his widow, Clare Winnicott. These interviews
constitute my one undoubted contribution to psychoanalysis, because I gathered information that would have been lost with the
deaths of these people.
Winnicott died before I would have had a chance to meet
him, but I had the marvelous opportunity of interviewing Helene
Deutsch. In my study, she provides an example of a psychoanalytic
loyalist. She fiercely defended Freud’s ideas, even his wrongheaded theory of the psychology of women, over a long and influential career. In childhood she detested her mother and had an intense connection with her beloved father. As a teenager she engaged in a scandalous affair with an older man who, she later realized, was strikingly similar to her father. When she came to her
analysis with Freud, she concluded that his theory of the Oedipus
complex magically explained her life and conflicts. Deutsch, as an
elderly woman, when I met her, thoroughly idealized Freud. I
mentioned to her that she had gone beyond Freud in many ways in
her work on the psychology of women. She wrote more than 900
pages on the topic, while Freud wrote only five or six essays. “But
he can say more in one page than I say in 900,” she replied, laughing (interview, 10 August 1977).
As for my other major project, I’ve written a proposal to
write a psychobiographical book on the childhood of Abraham Lincoln.
PHE: I find Abraham Lincoln to be fascinating. However, when I
read online that 16,000 books have been written on our 16th president, I wonder what you can contribute that is new. Please explain.
JWA: With all those writings, there is not a single serious book on
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his childhood, and certainly not one that uses psychology to explore
how in childhood he became the person he was and how an understanding of the personality he developed in those early years sheds
light on his thinking and behavior during his presidency.
It is hard to say much of significance in a few words about
what I hope will be an in-depth examination of the development of
his personality, but I’ll make this comment. He was disappointed
in his father and saw him as, at best, an ordinary person; Lincoln
was deeply motivated to be unlike his father and to do something
extraordinary. At the end of a long, winding road, he saw himself,
in freeing the slaves, as being an instrument of God and as leaving
a mark on history.
PHE: I noticed that you taught at Williams College in Massachusetts, which appears to have had a number of psychoanalytically
inclined colleagues who taught there. As a matter of fact, Thomas
Kohut, son of the psychoanalyst Heinz Kohut, was one of our featured scholars who served as dean at Williams. While teaching
there from 1978-1981, what other colleagues did you encounter
who were psychoanalytic in their approach and did they influence
you?
JWA: Williams was weak in faculty knowledgeable about psychoanalysis, in comparison to Harvard and UChicago. There was one
major exception, the historian Bob Waite, who wrote one of the
best psychobiographies, The Psychopathic God: Adolf Hitler
(1993). We took a great liking to each other, talked often, and even
taught a course together on psychohistory during the January term
in which students took a single intensive course. I like to think that
I was indirectly responsible for Williams hiring Tom Kohut (with
whom I’ve had some conversations but have not gotten to know). I
introduced Bob Waite to Heinz Kohut, about whom he knew next
to nothing. He borrowed my copies of Kohut’s books and read
them and marked them up with marginal notations. I imagine that
when Bob retired and Williams, with his help, was looking for a
young historian to replace him, he took a special interest in Tom
because of knowing about the works of Tom’s father. Tom became
Bob’s successor as a historian of Germany at Williams.
PHE: What are some of the high points of your analytic training?
JWA: There were low points too. When I applied for analytic
training at the Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis in 1982, only
some few non-MDs, such as Bert Cohler and Marvin Zonis, were
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admitted with the understanding that their training would contribute to their research. Because of my work on psychobiography, I
was admitted as a “research candidate.” I began my analysis and
had to wait four years until they even would allow me to take the
classes. At that point I was not permitted to begin psychoanalytic
cases, even though I, as a clinical psychologist, had ample experience doing psychoanalytic therapy, substantially more than did
most of the candidates who were psychiatrists. I spent another four
years taking classes before the Institute successfully applied to the
American Psychoanalytic Association for permission for me to
have full training that included doing psychoanalysis while receiving supervision. They had me continue to take some courses each
year, particularly the case conference, and I finally graduated in
1998.
The classes were uneven, of course, but overall they gave
me a chance to study psychoanalytic literature intensively. I feel
fortunate to have been at the Institute when I was, because there
was a great deal of creative ferment generated by the influence of
Heinz Kohut, who had died shortly before I began training.
(Before I began training, I had a chance to hear him speak and to
have some few conversations with him.) Kohut had stirred things
up by questioning the staid and limited ego psychology that was in
ascendance in American psychoanalysis before he challenged it.
Better than the classes was the experience of conducting
psychoanalysis while receiving supervision. The key there was I
learned one could choose one’s own supervisors rather than being
assigned someone. My superb supervisors were Morris Sklansky,
Ed Goldfarb, and Kenneth Newman. More valuable than conducting psychoanalysis was my own analysis, which lasted about nine
years.
PHE: What is your psychoanalytic/psychotherapeutic experience
and what is its influence on you as a psychohistorian? How has it
changed your vision of the world?
JWA: You sure know how to ask questions that, to be answered
properly, would take hours or, more accurately, weeks. My
lengthy analysis was my one such experience. It certainly created
a revolution in my understanding of myself and others. I’ve noted
I was psychologically minded, but I used that way of thinking primarily as a way of figuring out what people besides myself were
like and how to get along with them and puzzle them out. I lived
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in something of a fantasy world or bubble before my analysis. I
saw myself as unrealistically low in vulnerability and as something
of a star. I came to realize that my sense of self was vulnerable, as
I believe just about everyone’s is. I saw how much my self-esteem
revolved around how others thought of me and how susceptible I
was to criticisms and disappointments. I realized I could not be a
lone wolf but subsisted on my close relationships with friends and
family. Before my analysis, to some extent I had bought the American fantasy of independence and autonomy.
My analyst was Paul Tolpin who, along with his wife Marian Tolpin, had been part of the circle around Kohut. I would have
had as dismal an experience with an Oedipally-oriented analyst as
did Erikson and Winnicott. Paul was caring, reliable, and flexible.
It was especially valuable to me that, although I might have liked
him to talk more, he was connected to me and attentive in a way
that my remote father had not been.
I regret that before analysis, I, though earnest and wellmeaning, was an inadequate therapist because I could not understand from within what it was like for my patients to be in treatment. Similarly, my understanding of my psychobiographical subjects became much greater after I was in analysis. The most particular difference is in line with what I said about getting insight into
my own vulnerable sense of self and my reliance on relationships. I
am more sensitized to that facet of my subjects’ experience. In my
view, for example, Lincoln, wounded by his mother’s death when
he was nine years old and in a troubled and contentious relationship
with his father, was saved by his loving connection with his stepmother.
PHE: Some Forum researchers have been struggling with the issue
of identification with a particular parent and how that influenced
one’s achievement. Please comment on this issue in your own life
and those of some of the people you have researched.
JWA: My identification was far stronger with my mother. I was
close to her emotionally, admired her capacity for caring—as seen
for example in her friends frequently asking her for advice, and patterned my values on hers, including her respect for achievement
and the high priority she placed on education. My worldview,
which I see as being a Jewish style, was largely adopted from her.
I, by the way, was brought up as Jewish (my father had a nominal
conversion minutes before his wedding) and identify as a secular
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Jew. With my father, I had something similar to what I call Lincoln’s counter-identification with his father. Though my father was
kind and honorable and not at all brutal or exploitative with me, as
Lincoln’s father was with him, I was disappointed in him. He was
uncommunicative, distant, somewhat paranoid under the surface,
and, being from a Gentile background and from a small town in
North Dakota, he did not fit into the culturally Jewish milieu in
which we lived. Unconsciously I set out to be different from him.
I prided myself on being communicative and emotionally close
with friends, and I was committed to being an involved, interactive,
and overtly loving father with my only child, my son Alex, who is
now a PhD student at Berkeley studying neuroscience.
People I have studied evince a variety of patterns, but I will
note that having a counter-identification with my father helped me
see that pattern in Lincoln’s life. Some might claim I’m projecting
my relationship with my father into his life, but I’d prefer to think
that my experience sensitizes me to perceiving something in another’s life that is there.
PHE: Following up on an issue raised by Freud, what is the impact
of parental loss on your level of achievement and those of subjects
you have studied?
JWA: Here too there are so many patterns in people I have studied.
William James comes to mind, because his father’s death left him
wracked with guilt for not having supported his father’s deep involvement in an idiosyncratic form of mystical religion. The eventual result, I have argued, was James’ foremost book, The Varieties
of Religious Experience (1902). While he couldn’t go so far as to
endorse his father’s peculiar religious beliefs, he argued for the value of people like his father who had a mystical connection with the
spiritual realm.
Each of my parents died while 90 years old. I was well into
my life, and their deaths did not have a noticeable effect on my
writing. My mother suffered from Alzheimer’s in her final years,
and seeing her cruel deterioration had an impact on me; it shattered
any belief I ever had that I lived a charmed life without being
touched by tragedy.
PHE: What kind of private practice do you have in Chicago? Is
much of it analytic?
JWA: My main activity and the way I earn my living has been for
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decades my private practice. I work with adults and do once-ortwice-per-week psychoanalytic psychotherapy primarily; in addition, some few people are in four-times-per-week psychoanalysis
with me. As an experienced psychologist, I also supervise several
younger therapists. My professorship at Northwestern is essentially
an adjunct position. For years I have usually taught one course annually, with the main topics being Psychology of Personality and
the Psychology of Film. I also do teaching in the clinical psychology internship at Northwestern Memorial Hospital. The Chicago
Institute for Psychoanalysis has been a home for me. I teach there,
and for about 16 years through 2016, I had a paid position as Director of Conferences and Continuing Education. Finally, in my
sparse but precious free time I do my writing and research.
PHE: How did you become associated with the Annual of Psychoanalysis?
JWA: Upon hearing that the Freud Exhibit sponsored by the Library of Congress was coming to Chicago, I had the idea that the
Institute could produce a volume of the Annual that would serve as
a companion book to the exhibit. Jerry Winer, the Editor, liked my
idea and invited me to be the co-editor of the volume. Successfully
soliciting papers from such fine authors as Marcia Cavell, John
Gedo, Peter Loewenberg, and Glen Gabbard, we produced an excellent book. Jerry then asked me to become Associate Editor. In
earlier years, the volumes had been mediocre, except for some papers mostly by local authors, such as Kohut and Arnold Goldberg.
Jerry and I realized that by choosing a theme and soliciting papers
from outstanding scholars, as we had with the Freud book, we
could produce much better volumes, and we had considerable success with the subsequent Annuals. When Jerry retired from the Editorship, I succeeded him, and I have produced one volume, entitled
Psychoanalysis and Dreams, with Jeffrey Stern as my Associate
Editor.
PHE: What books were important to your development, in order of
their impact?
JWA: Erikson’s Gandhi’s Truth (1993) still occupies first place,
followed by Freud’s Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis
(1917). (I’m naming just one book per author.) Then I’d list Winnicott’s Maturational Processes and the Facilitating Environment
(1965) and Kohut’s The Restoration of the Self (1977). Leon
Edel’s The Life of Henry James (1972). The rest would be novels:
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War and Peace by Leo Tolstoy, Middlemarch by George Eliot, The
Age of Innocence by Edith Wharton, Emma by Jane Austen, The
Counterlife by Philip Roth, and The Aspern Papers by Henry
James.
PHE: Please list the five people who you think have made the
greatest contribution to psychohistory in order of their contribution.
JWA: Erik Erikson. He had an incomparable ability to delve deeply into his subject’s psyche while also making connections to society and culture. Leon Edel, the great psychobiographer of Henry
James. He was especially skilled at showing how the works of a
fiction writer reflect the psychological struggles and conflicts of the
author. His writing on doing psychobiography not only provides
solid guidance but is inspiring. Peter Gay more than anyone can
capture the underlying psychological trends of an era, as he does in
his brilliant five-volume series, The Bourgeois Experience: Victoria
to Freud. All three of these authors are consummate prose stylists.
Doris Kearns Goodwin, in my view, is a psychobiographer in all of
her studies of lives, although it is only in her first book, on Lyndon
Baines Johnson, that she explicitly refers to her use of psychology.
Finally, Alan C. Elms, William McKinley Runyan, and William
Todd Schultz, three psychologists and members of the Society for
Personology, who all write about and do psychobiography.
PHE: Thanks for an interesting interview. 

My Meeting with Anna Freud
James W. Anderson—Northwestern University
Keywords: Anna Freud, Freud-biography, Winnicott, William
James
Abstract: The author reports on his meeting with Anna Freud in
1981. Topics covered include her view of Winnicott; her idealization of her father, Sigmund Freud; and her impression of the biographies and critiques of Sigmund Freud. She noted the relative
lack of interest in psychoanalysis in England and the openness of
Jews to psychoanalysis. The author’s impression was that she reluctantly played the role of safeguarding her father’s legacy.
There was no question, in 1981, which person in the psychoanalytic world I most desired to meet. Anna Freud was the
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daughter of Sigmund Freud and the most
powerful individual in the psychoanalytic
movement. She was also a formidable person in her own right, author of many works,
most notably The Ego and the Mechanisms
of Defense (1936). Anna Freud was one of
the founders of the field of child psychoanalysis and head of the Hempstead Clinic.
My opportunity to meet her came
when I went to London to do research on Donald W. Winnicott. I
set out to talk to everyone I could find who had known Winnicott. I
thought of trying to talk to Anna Freud. I doubted she would have
much to tell me about Winnicott, but I realized that I had a great
excuse to ask to meet her. I wrote her explaining that I had come
all the way from Chicago to London to do research on Winnicott. I
noted that I was a faculty member at Northwestern University and I
had received a fellowship from the National Endowment for the
Humanities that included my studying Winnicott. I pointed out that
she and he had been child psychoanalysts in the same city for more
than 30 years. Might I meet with her to ask her about Winnicott?
I was thrilled when I received a note from her in reply, saying that she would be willing to have me come talk with her. I
would have a chance to meet Anna Freud! The date for the interview was October 13, 1981. I arrived at her home, the same home
where Sigmund Freud lived during the last year of his life, at 20
Maresfield Gardens (now the Freud Museum).
The maid, an elderly woman with a German accent, answered the door. I remembered having heard that the Freuds had
brought a maid with them from Vienna and she had continued
working for many years with Anna Freud; her name was Paula
Fichtl. “Are you Paula?” I asked her. She seemed pleased and
said, “Yes.” She told me proudly that she had been with the Freuds
since 1929. She took me up to the third floor in an elevator. She
told Anna Freud in German that the “anderen Herr” is here. Presumably Anna Freud talked with “another man” before she met
with me.
Anna Freud, age 85, had medium-length, silver-grey hair,
dark eyes, a rather wrinkled face, a slim figure, and a lovely, animated smile. She wore a long-sleeve, dark blue sweater, a black
skirt, and a heavy, metal necklace. The room was large and bright.
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It was filled with books. There were lots of flowers. I noticed the
psychoanalytic couch, which had an Oriental rug on it but not the
famous one that Sigmund Freud had used. Anna Freud sat at the
desk, and I asked where I should sit. She pointed to a chair alongside the desk.
I had brought my tape recorder with me and asked her
whether I might tape our conversation. She mumbled something
that I took to be an “ok,” but when I began to take the recorder out,
she repeated herself more clearly and indicated that she did not
want me to use it. I had the impression that she was uncomfortable
saying no and that was why she had been unclear.
I began by explaining about my National-Endowment-forthe-Humanities-funded project focused on Winnicott. I asked her
what she could tell me about him. She gave me a non-answer that
could have put an end to the interview. “I didn’t know him very
well,” she said. “We were colleagues in the same institute, that’s
all.” She told me I should really talk to another analyst, Martin
James, instead.
Later I did talk to James, who told me that she had given me
an evasive answer. He said that she had lots of interactions with
Winnicott and was negative toward him. In fact, he recalled that
he, James, had originally been in her group, and she had forbidden
him to get supervision with Winnicott.
I did not give up easily and found more to ask her about
Winnicott. I pointed out that he makes numerous references to her
work in his own writing. (I had checked out the references in preparation for the interview.) “I don’t think so,” she replied. I did not
see the point of arguing with her.
My impression is that she did not want to reveal her complicated relationship with him and her critical attitude toward him, but
at the same time she was hesitant to displease an earnest young man
who was so interested in psychoanalysis. She seemed to be someone who likes to be friendly and helpful but reluctantly carries the
burden of safeguarding her father’s legacy. However, she did find
something positive to say: “He has two concepts. The ordinary devoted mother and the transitional object. I found these useful.”
To prompt another response, I asked what his relationship
was to the Kleinians and her B Group. She replied, “When I first
came here [she and her father fled from Vienna to London in 1938],
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he was very close to Klein. But later, not so. He went off in his
own direction. He was an original thinker.”
Still fending off my interest in Winnicott, she said, “He and
I didn’t deal with the same questions.” I said, “Perhaps that’s because Winnicott emphasized the first years of life, while you have
written that you prefer the period after the child can talk.” She apparently did not like my comment, because it suggested that Winnicott was more knowledgeable than she was about the pre-Oedipal
period. “Yes,” she replied, not really meaning it, “but we had some
very young children in the nurseries.”
Persistently, I tried to get a dialogue going. I said that some
people relate more through words as I do. “Others look at people
and pick things up,” I said. “I think Winnicott was more like that.”
She mentioned that she attended one of his clinics. “He was
very good with children,” she noted. “He had a way of getting rapport instantly.” I thought to myself that even Anna Freud, who
spent her whole career working with children, was impressed with
Winnicott’s ability to relate to them. However, I could see that I
would not get anywhere in talking about Winnicott. But my prime
purpose in being there was to have a chance to meet Anna Freud.
I had recently completed my dissertation, a psychobiographical study of William James, and I had come across a comment
from one of Sigmund Freud’s earliest followers, Edward Hitschmann, who said that Freud took a great interest in James and recommended that his students read James’s work, The Varieties of
Religious Experience (1902). I mentioned Hitschmann’s comment
to her.
Possibly relieved that we were off the subject of Winnicott,
she replied, “Oh yes, my father was interested in him. He met him
in the United States.” I asked whether she could remember Freud
mentioning James specifically after he returned to Vienna. “Yes, I
remember him talking about him,” she replied. When asked if she
could remember anything at all from that time, she replied, “Yes,
but not to put in words.” It could be that she simply meant that
these events had taken place too many years ago; Freud’s meeting
with James had been 72 years before my visit with her. But I took
it that she was saying that she remembered something, probably
something critical of James, and did not want to tell me.
I asked her whether her father’s library included a copy of
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The Varieties of Religious Experience. She did not know but said
she would contact the librarian to check her father’s books for a
copy of this work. I later communicated with the librarian, who
told me there was no copy of the book among the works Freud had
brought with him from Vienna.
She said to me, “I hope you write something good.” I think
that here her underlying concern came out; I think she deeply identified with her father and the field he had created. Her fear was that
I would become another critic and denigrator. Her foremost goal in
the talk was to avoid providing me any fodder that I would use
against psychoanalysis.
It occurred that I might engage her by asking what she
thought were the good and bad books on Sigmund Freud. “I just
recently read a very good book,” she told me, referring to Walter
Kaufmann’s book, Freud, Adler, and Jung: Discovering the Mind,
Volume Three (1980). “It gets everything right.” This book, as I
later saw, completely takes Freud’s side against Adler and Jung.
“There’s one book I’m certainly critical of,” I said,
“Roazen’s.” I was referring to Freud and His Followers (1975) by
Paul Roazen, because I felt he had a way of overstating his points.
“Oh yes,” she said, “it’s terrible. He’s hostile.” I said I thought the
problem was more that he was melodramatic. “No,” she said, “it’s
more than that.”
I brought up a recent book, Frank Sulloway’s Freud: Biologist of the Mind (1979). “The biological part is quite good,” she
said, “but the other part, it isn’t even worth discussing. It is pure
invention. The part about my father not being isolated. That is just
rubbish.” I said, “The tone is critical.” “Yes,” she said, “the whole
book is written in a negative tone. Not like Kaufmann’s book.
That has the right tone too.” She said we should talk about the
good books and not the bad ones.
I noted that it is valuable to develop an informed critique of
the poor books. “Yes,” she agreed. “I always thought you learned
just as much from bad classes as good ones. They taught you what
not to do. And now you know what not to do in writing about my
father. You should write like Walter Kaufmann.” She went on,
“You should read lots of bad books like those we discussed. Then
you’ll know how not to write.” She was smiling as she said this. I
replied, “That sure is a hard way to learn.”
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I felt she was more at home being friendly and humorous
than standing up against all the criticisms of her father that she took
so personally. We had hit on a subject that she had strong feelings
about. “So many people are gossip-mongers,” she said, with the
most feeling I had seen from her so far. “They try to write something dramatic and they distort. They want to sell copies. Life isn’t
so interesting. They try to make it into something that it isn’t.”
She came out with the blanket statement, “All the books on my father are terrible. They aren’t worth reading.”
I brought up the authorized biography, The Life and Work of
Sigmund Freud (Volume 1, 1953; Volume 2, 1955; Volume 3,
1957), by Ernest Jones. It occurred to me that this work has been
criticized too, because Jones was a tireless defender of Freud and
always supports Freud in describing his many fights with his followers, such as Jung and Rank, who broke away from him. Perhaps she sees that Jones’s work is too one-sided? I should have
known better. She replied, “Oh, that’s different. Jones gets everything right.”
Then I came up with what I consider to be my best question
of the interview. I asked her how Freud would react if he could
come here for a day and see how he was regarded. This was such a
fine question because it could be taken in two sharply different
ways. One might say that Freud would be thrilled. He would see
that he is viewed as one of the greatest and most influential thinkers
in modern times, his work is widely studied, and psychoanalysis
continues to be a powerful movement. Or one might say that Freud
would be disturbed by all the nasty criticism aimed at him.
She took the question completely in the second way and
said that he would be troubled, as she is. But then she said that it
would trouble him less than it does her. “Why?” I asked. “He was
used to it,” she pointed out. “The resistance is always there. It just
takes different forms at different times.” This comment was to me
the clearest illustration of her idealization of her father. She was
saying that she was upset by the criticisms of him but his understanding of human nature was so profound that he would have predicted the criticisms and hence could rise above being disturbed by
them.
I brought up psychobiography, because that was and is my
chief interest. She said, “Yes, Erikson.” I knew that she had been
Erik Erikson’s analyst and had played a central role in fostering his
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involvement with psychoanalysis. I asked her whether Erikson had
showed any interest in psychobiography while he was in Vienna in
the 1930s. She replied, “No.” She went on, “Of course, he was
very young then. He was just a student. We were all young then.”
She smiled as she said this. She went on, “He was interested in education—and completing his training.” To my ear, her implication
was that he was merely a junior person then whose ideas were of no
importance. I had the feeling that she was distressed that Erikson
had become tremendously popular and influential. Her attitude
seemed to suggest that this mere student, who in addition diverged
too far from her father’s work, has become such an icon but does
not deserve to be. My interpretation of her comments may be exaggerated, but certainly it is notable that she did not speak of Erikson
with pride and admiration, as she might have.
I said there was a great deal of interest in psychoanalysis in
the United States and asked whether there was much interest in
England. She said, “No.” I commented, “There is more interest in
psychoanalysis in the United States than in England.” “You’ve noticed that already?” she said. She knew I had only been in London
for a few days. “It is nothing like it is in the United States.”
I started to say something about the English but made a slip
and the word “Jewish” came out instead. She reacted with a look
of apprehension. I finished my point. I said that the English, because of their style and their attitude toward the inner world, do not
seem to be open to psychoanalysis. “Also,” I went on, “there aren’t
many Jews in England, and Jews seem comfortable with introspection and revealing themselves, and that is important to being receptive to psychoanalysis.”
“Yes, the Jewish science,” she replied. This statement
meant that she saw me as drawing on the old dismissal of psychoanalysis as being a Jewish creation that is not applicable to people in
general. I saw what was happening at once. “That term was used
in a derogatory way,” I said. “I certainly didn’t mean that. I’m
Jewish myself. My mother’s from a Jewish background, and I was
brought up as Jewish, although my father is from a Gentile background.” I guessed that she assumed I was Gentile because of my
Gentile-sounding name.
“A little Jewish blood is all you need,” she said, apparently
now including me among Jews. She agreed that Jews are more
open to psychoanalysis. Much later, it occurred to me that her
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comment was an odd one. The Jewish view is that if one’s mother
is Jewish, then one is Jewish. The view of the murderous Nazis
was that a small amount of Jewish blood made one a Jew.
Shortly after this, she indicated that the interview was over
(a half hour had passed). Here is how she indicated the end of the
interview. She said, “Well, I’ll talk to the librarian.” (She was referring to asking the librarian about the book by William James.) I
think that she was uncomfortable telling me I had to leave, just as
she was uncomfortable telling me I could not use a tape recorder. I
said, just to make sure she was finished, “I guess this is a good
place to stop.” She said, “I probably haven’t been of much help.”
Plausibly I could not say that she had given me much information about Winnicott, but my greater purpose was to meet her. I
said, “I admire your work; so it was an honor to be able to meet
you. When you’ve read a lot of someone’s work, you want to meet
the person. For example, you have such a lovely laugh. I couldn’t
know about that from your work.”
Apparently liking my comment, she replied, “Yes, I didn’t
put that in my writing,” and she laughed. I said that both—her
laugh and her writing—come from the same personality. “It helps
me understand the work better to have met you.”
I had been struck by her smile and her laugh. Even though
most of what she said seemed to be suffused with an irritation toward commentators on psychoanalysis, and even though she
seemed concerned that I might become one of these Freud bashers,
she did not give the impression of being a strong, authoritative defender of psychoanalysis. It seemed to me that, although she
played that role, it went against the grain of her personality. She
seemed to me to be friendly, almost girlish, and certainly a good
listener who can easily develop rapport. She looked for chances to
laugh.
I asked her whether I might take her picture. I was ready
for her to say, “No,” as she had about the tape recording. Instead
she said, “Ok,” and made a joke. “They always come out bad anyway.” I took two pictures, and I think they came out wonderfully.
One of them captured her lovely smile.
James William Anderson, PhD, is Clinical Professor of
Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences, Northwestern University;
President of the Chicago Psychoanalytic Society; a faculty member
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at the Chicago Institute for Psychoanalysis; Editor of the Annual of
Psychoanalysis; and a member of the Editorial Board of this publication. A specialist in psychobiography, he has published papers
on such figures as William and Henry James, Edith Wharton, Sigmund Freud, Woodrow Wilson, D. W. Winnicott, and Frank Lloyd
Wright.
Dr. Anderson may be contacted at j-anderson3
@northwestern.edu. 
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“Hell Hath No Fury Like a Commoner
Scorned”: Brexit and the Rise of
Plebeitocracy
Marcie Newton—University at Albany (SUNY)
Keywords: Brexit, plebeitocracy, anti-immigration, pseudomeritocratic-ideals, narcissistic-injury, Nigel Farage
Abstract: A referendum to decide if Great Britain should leave or
remain in the European Union resulted in favor of Britain leaving
it. Brexit signaled the commoners’ rise to power but, as this paper
illustrates, the vote itself was, in part, motivated by a narcissistic
injury, especially for uneducated, unskilled, and anti-immigrant
voters. Some psychoanalytical analysis is provided.
On June 23, 2016, a referendum to decide if Great Britain
should leave or remain in the European Union (E.U.) resulted in
favor of Britain leaving, which left nations in shock. The Leave
campaign was steeped in anti-immigration efforts, which have been
interpreted by many Remainers as racist protests. However, racism
was not the sole catalyst for the Leave campaign. The Brexit also
exposed and defied an elitist pseudo-meritocracy in a ruling class
system that had suppressed a large segment of its own
underprivileged population and forced these underprivileged people
to compete for resources with rising numbers of immigrants. For
approximately 17.5 million British people, many of whom
represented uneducated and unskilled labor forces in England, the
referendum signaled the commoners’ rise to power, or
plebeitocracy, which was realized in a Brexit vote. (Plebeitocracy
is a word I coined to define both the representatives and members
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of the lower classes and their collective voice toward a certain
political outcome driven by their vote.)
A common observation is that the Brexit vote was a racist
protest against rising levels of immigration. In her article, “Brexit
and the Rejection of Political Correctness and Immigration,” Juliana Dresvina wrote, “Hatred of the ‘other,’ racism, and scapegoating intensifies in times of economic and social instability” (Clio’s
Psyche, Summer 2017, 154). After the Brexit vote, arguments
were heated with no filters, particularly on the side of those who
voted to leave the E.U. As Dresvina rightly observed, anti-remain t
-shirts and bags were made with slogans like “We voted leave, why
are you still here?” (154). However, Dresvina concluded that this
behavior was not that surprising because “the permanently welfaredependent as well as the upper classes can generally get away with
anything, but in the case of pretty much everyone else it is not permitted. This eruption is most probably a good sign… because the
fear of the other is no longer locked up and left to brew but is being
let out” (154).
Similarly, in Alice Jorgensen’s article, “Voting with the
Heart” (Clio’s Psyche, Summer 2017), the Leave campaign
“seemed infused with suspicion of the Other,” and she was
“viscerally repelled by it” (160). That said, Jorgensen attempted to
explain what led to the Brexit vote. Writing about her friend Emma
Barnard, Jorgensen described her as a “working-class ‘market town
girl,’ living in a place with few jobs, strained public services, and a
high immigrant population; the mother of a daughter with special
needs; and the daughter of a father recently made redundant” (158159). Emma voted to leave the E.U. and had been called a racist
for doing so, which she found discouraging. Nonetheless, she had
told Jorgensen, “I won’t vote next week with my head as I haven’t
got the information I need to make such an informed decision.
Instead I shall vote with my heart. An uneducated guess rather than
an informed sensible decision” (159). Perhaps with proper
education, Jorgensen suggested, Emma would indeed have voted to
remain in the E.U.
Like Dresvina, Jorgensen, perhaps unwittingly, was
remarking from a position of academic privilege. For example,
Jorgensen liked the ability to travel as part of her job, which she
can afford to do. Many working class people of England, like
Emma, do not have such privileges, are struggling to make ends
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meet, and did not vote for the benefit of those higher up in the class
system. Emma’s situation, common in lower-class areas of Great
Britain, begs the following question: to what extent was the Brexit
vote an act of racism? To be racist, one holds the belief that one’s
race is superior to another. The Brexit vote, I argue, was not driven
by this belief. It was driven by the lower classes revolting against
their being suppressed by a higher ruling class in their own
country, a class that had left them with rapidly declining
opportunities in all areas of their lives, including employment and
education.
The lower classes’ lack of educational opportunities is not
new. According to Michael Young in The Rise of the Meritocracy
(1957), the lower classes in Great Britain had been “rejected by the
educational system” (xvi). Upward progress into leadership
positions by merit or ability was primarily restricted to the
“superior” classes, who were able to achieve such positions
following a good education. As Young observed, “The superior
classes took for granted that their children should enjoy higher
education; the difficulty was not to get the able to stay at school,
but to get the stupid to leave and put up with the manual jobs for
which their intelligence fitted them” (48). Many people in the
lower classes had lost confidence in their ability to rise above their
current situation in their own country. Young stated,
Authority cannot be humbled unless ordinary
people, however much they have been rejected by
the educational system, have the confidence to
assert themselves against the mighty. If they think
themselves inferior, if they think they deserve on
merit to have less worldly goods and less worldly
power than a select minority, they can be damaged
in their own self-esteem, and generally demoralized
(xvi).
A man who was able to emerge from a humble family
background, and a fine example of an ideal meritocracy at work,
was Conservative politician and Minister of Health Enoch Powell,
whose family background was in the coal mines. Perhaps
understanding the plight of the lower classes, Powell gave his
impassioned “Rivers of Blood” speech in 1968 at a Conservative
Association Meeting in Birmingham. He asserted, “But while, to
the immigrant, entry to this country was admission to privileges
and opportunities eagerly sought, the impact upon the existing
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population was very different. For reasons which they could not
comprehend, and in pursuance of a decision by default, on which
they were never consulted, they found themselves made strangers
in their own country.” He goes on to say, “They found their wives
unable to obtain hospital beds in childbirth, their children unable to
obtain school places, their homes and neighbourhoods changed
beyond recognition, their plans and prospects for the future
defeated.” Furthermore, “…at work they found that employers
hesitated to apply to the immigrant worker the standards of
discipline and competence required of the native-born worker; they
began to hear, as time went by, more and more voices which told
them that they were now the unwanted” (The Telegraph, “Enoch
Powell’s ‘Rivers of Blood’ speech,” delivered April 20, 1968;
posted November 6, 2007).
On June 23, 2016, many people in the lower classes
challenged the mighty through a voting system that, for once,
enabled their voices to be heard loud and clear. They had power in
their hands to collectively drive the vote to a certain outcome that
exposed and defied the pseudo-meritocracy in their country. It was,
no less, an act of plebeitocracy, and here was a situation that
warranted one: to convey a rise of literal and symbolic political
power in the lower classes. As Steve Hilton, former Director of
Strategy for David Cameron, observed in Politico Magazine,
“Everything had become too centralized, too big, too bureaucratic,
and it was time to devolve power, and put power directly in
people’s hands” (Susan B. Glasser, “Steve Hilton: The Full
Transcript,” May 29, 2017).
The Brexit vote, to an extent, reflected the fear of losing an
essential British identity that contributed to anti-immigration
efforts, which the media also had a hand in fueling. Writing for the
Daily Mail, Melanie Phillips stated that “the former Labour
Government [under Tony Blair] was guilty of ‘unalloyed treachery’
for using mass immigration to destroy what it means to be
culturally British and to put another ‘multicultural’ identity in its
place” (see Lene Auestad, “Idealised Sameness and Orchestrated
Hatred: Extreme and Mainstream Nationalism in Norway,”
Nationalism and the Body Politic: Psychoanalysis and the Rise of
Ethnocentrism and Xenophobia, 2014, 54). Also, as Adam Payne
observed in Business Insider, when member countries had the
opportunity “to impose transitional controls” on the free movement
of people in 2004, then Prime Minister Tony Blair turned it down:
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“For the decade that followed, net migration to the U.K. from these
new member states topped 423,000, blowing the initial estimate of
around 130,000 out of the water” (“Tony Blair Isn’t the Voice of
Remainers: He is Partly to Blame for Brexit,” October 29, 2016).
While it is not clear if these figures take emigration into account,
they seem conservative in relation to other sources on immigration
numbers. According to The National Archives, for example, at the
end of June 2014, 583,000 people immigrated to Great Britain that
year. Of that number, 14% were British citizens, 39% were nonBritish E.U. citizens, and 47% were non-E.U. citizens (Office for
National Statistics, The National Archives, 2016).
Hence, the Brexit vote was not about fear of the “Other” as
an act of racist protest per se, but rather about the fear of losing
valuable resources in competition with rising levels of immigration.
Unlike the United States, for example—which is having its own
immigration issues—Great Britain simply cannot absorb large
numbers of immigrants without there being a serious strain on
existing resources. Great Britain is, in comparison with the United
States, a very small country. According to numerous sources on the
Internet, Great Britain is outsized by at least ten U.S. states. On the
other hand, the Brexit vote was the result of two classes, poles
apart, on a collision course with immigrants caught in the middle.
Regardless of whether the lower classes collectively voted to leave
the E.U. with their heart or with their head, after a long history of
being suppressed, they finally asserted their voice in an act of
plebeitocracy.
From a psychoanalytic perspective, the anti-immigration
sentiment that recently swept through Great Britain may reflect
what French psychoanalyst Didier Anzieu (1989) called “skin ego,”
a “psychological defence shield against penetrations that endanger
our integrity or self-identity,” which bears striking resemblance to a
sentiment expressed in Hungary in 2010 (Ferenc Erõs, “‘Budapest,
the Capital of Hungarians’: Rhetoric, Images and Symbols of the
Hungarian Extreme Right Movements,” Nationalism and the Body
Politic: Psychoanalysis and the Rise of Ethnocentrism and
Xenophobia, 2014, 27). Anzieu described this protection as a
“containing envelope” and maintained that “there is no group
without a common skin, a containing envelope, which makes it
possible for its members to experience the existence of a group
self” (Richard Morgan-Jones, “Group Body, Group Skin,” The
Body of the Organisation and Its Health, 2010, 91). In simpler
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terms, the containing envelope represented the maternal with a
connection between the people and earth, the earth being the
mother.
The Brexit vote, I suggest, represented a vision of a selfidentity devoid of Dresvina’s and Jorgensen’s “other.” However,
these anti-immigration efforts were instigated largely by Nigel
Farage, leader of the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP),
who endorsed a billboard poster of himself holding a sign that read:
“We want our country back” (Abigail Chandler, Metro, “7 times
Nigel Farage did the Remain camp’s job for them,” June 21, 2016).
Whilst the message here appears xenophobic, we must not forget
that it was political rhetoric targeted at a people who were sharing
valuable and yet disappearing resources and who saw their sense of
identity as a British nation dwindling. Farage posited himself as a
representative of the lower classes who could speak their language.
That said, although Farage decided not to attend university, he did
receive privileged schooling at the elitist Dulwich College, which
afforded him the opportunity to have a solid foundation in
education and connect with the right people on his way up in
politics.
I suggest that Great Britain’s vision of self-identity was also
manipulated by Nigel Farage, who suffered from a narcissistic
injury that he projected on to the lower classes. For example, the
billboard poster statement, “We want our country back,” endorsed
by Farage, was at cross-purposes with a populace who sought
reunion with its symbolic mother. Farage may also have been
saying, “We want our father back.” On an unconscious level,
Farage may have been feeling defeated and degraded as a result of
his own traumatic childhood, paternal abandonment, and
subsequent challenges in his personal life. On the one hand, he is a
man who has shown extreme courage in the face of adversity; he
survived a car accident, testicular cancer (which left him with one
testicle), and a plane crash, incidences that can strengthen a man’s
resolve.
On the other hand, losing a testicle may have,
unconsciously, left him feeling inadequate. Also, Farage’s father,
Guy Farage, was an alcoholic who abandoned his family when
Nigel was five years old.
In Beyond the Pleasure Principle (1920), Freud stated that
“Loss of love and failure leave behind them a permanent injury to
self-regard in the form of a narcissistic scar… The tie of affection,
which binds the child as a rule to the parent of the opposite sex,
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succumbs to disappointment.” Consequently, “The lessening
amount of affection he receives, the increasing demands of
education, hard words and an occasional punishment—these show
him at last the full extent to which he has been scorned” (42-43).
Yet, having repressed the affect associated with his parental
abandonment, Farage is doomed to compulsively repeat the
experience of being scorned. As a result, he will then contrive
ambitious plans of grandeur to gain some form of pleasure that
really brings no satisfaction. Brexit was Farage’s grand plan, but
did the result bring him any genuine and lasting satisfaction?
Several days after the Brexit vote was announced, Farage
made his first speech to the nation, recorded in The Independent:
“Isn’t it funny? When I came here 17 years ago and I said that I
wanted to lead a campaign to get Britain to leave the European Union, you all laughed at me—well I have to say, you’re not laughing
now, are you?” (Jon Stone, “Nigel Farage delivers first post-Brexit
speech to the European Parliament—in full,” June 28, 2017). Yet,
the political tactics Farage used were driven by playing on the lower classes’ sense of abandonment and instilling into them fear of
further loss, which turned out to have powerful results.
When Farage resigned, one could hardly fail to notice the
deep psychic wound that left a narcissistic scar, and his revenge for
having been scorned. He resigned with these statements in The
Guardian within minutes of each other: “During the referendum I
said I wanted my country back… now I want my life back” and
“The victory for the leave side in the referendum means that my
political ambition has been achieved” (The Guardian, “Nigel Farage resigns as UKIP leader after ‘achieving political ambition’ of
Brexit,” July 4, 2016). Nobody is laughing at Farage now. He has
achieved his own political ambition, and now he just wants his life
back.
Marcia Anne Newton, PhD, is a Pre-Law Lecturer in the
Program of Writing and Critical Inquiry at the University at Albany and a Court Appointed Special Advocate for abused and neglected children in the legal system and community. She has published on a variety of topics in psychoanalysis including sexual
trauma and psychosis, paradoxical notions of sexuality, the creative impulse, and female suicide bombers. She has also published
numerous poetry and theater reviews. She can be reached at
mnewton@albany.edu. 
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How to Make a Terrorist: The
Psychohistorical Aspect of Radicalization
Mustafa Rahman—Independent Scholar
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Abstract: The terms “radical” and “terrorist” can elicit a preconceived picture in the minds of audiences, especially in the
West. However, as history indicates, these words are not static and
sometimes can even be applied to people who fight for social justice. Furthermore, today’s terrorist can end up winning a Nobel
Peace Prize in the future. Similarly, one person’s freedom fighter
is another person’s terrorist. History shows us that radicalization
is not limited to any one religion or ethnicity and that people of all
socioeconomic strata can fall prey to this process.
Who the Radical Is Depends on Your Perspective
The term “radical” or the process of becoming “radicalized”
has different interpretations based on the geopolitical context, era,
and social settings they are used in. The U.K. Home Office describes radicalization as the process by which people come to support terrorism and aggressive extremism. And, in some cases, join
terrorist groups. This rather specific definition may partly be due to
the fact that since 2012 over 700 British citizens have traveled to
Syria in order to join or support ISIS. Another 600 were prevented
by authorities in the U.K. from making similar journeys into ISIScontrolled territories.
A more general definition of radicalization is the process by
which an individual or group comes to adopt extreme political, social, or religious ideals that reject or undermine the status quo. This
process can lead groups or individuals to adopt both violent and
nonviolent methods to address their grievances.
In this context the term “radical” can be applied to someone
who fights against an oppressive and unfair status quo, both real
and perceived. Martin Luther King, Jr. incorporated elements of
Gandhi’s nonviolent civil disobedience along with deeply held
Christian convictions for social justice into his movement. However, at the height of the Civil Rights Movement he was considered to
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be a radical and was called “the most dangerous Negro in the country” by the FBI and others in the government. This was partly due
to his revolutionary vision that identified with the poor and his suspected links to communism.
Furthermore, elements within the government were agitated
by his unrepentant opposition to America’s tactics and continued
involvement in the Vietnam War, as well as his crusade against
global imperialism. This close scrutiny by the FBI started after his
“I Have a Dream” speech in Washington, DC in 1963 and continued until his assassination in 1968. Based on the political environment, a peaceful activist like MLK, Jr. can be labeled as a “radical”
for preaching tolerance and social justice.
Radicalization Enters the Digital Age
Today, ISIS is one of many extremist groups that target
their audiences around the world to join their fight against
“infidels.” Besides spreading propaganda, these groups also use the
Internet to encourage a sense of community, helping extremists coordinate and communicate with each other, donate to their groups,
and even learn how to make bombs and other weapons. A prime
example is the online magazine, Inspire. This publication began in
July 2010 and was one of the first of its kind written specifically in
English to target audiences in Europe and America. Besides translating bin Laden’s speeches into English, it also contained articles
such as “Make a Bomb in the Kitchen of Your Mom.” This magazine was found on the Tsarnaev brothers’ computer, the same men
who prepared the pressure cookers used in the Boston Marathon
attacks of 2013.
One of the reasons why Inspire was such a hit in the West
was due to its editor, Samir Khan, a naturalized American who
grew up in the U.S. He was known for his humor, sarcasm, and use
of everyday American language, which helped connect with his audience online. One of his first articles was titled “I Am Proud to Be
a Traitor to America.” That article included his reasoning for turning his back on America, including statements like, “What they [the
American government] have done and continue to do in the Muslim
lands is what I felt, totally unacceptable to my religion” (Suzanne
Kelly, CNN, “Samir Khan: Proud to be an American Traitor,” September 30, 2011).
Ben Venzke is the CEO of IntelCenter, an intelligencerelated company working with several governments. He explained
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that what makes Inspire especially dangerous is that the primary
goal of the magazine is to inspire individuals to not just travel to
Yemen to join the group, but also to provide them with the inspiration and the ideological framework, and to include instructions for
building a bomb or conducting a shooting.
ISIS has a powerful and multipronged online presence, including its own magazine called Dabiq. In comparing Inspire with
Dabiq, a report by the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START) found that Dabiq concentrates on maintaining a strong media brand and disseminating
propaganda to promote radicalism among distant operatives, sympathizers, and foreign fighters. However, Inspire had a strong focus on training.
In 2015, ISIS, along with its sympathizers, sent out over
40,000 tweets in a single day. A study conducted by the Brookings
Institute estimated that just between September and December 2014
there were at least 46,000 different ISIS-related Twitter accounts
active online. Besides promoting ideology, ISIS incorporates itself
into various tweet-specific hashtags that are rather innocuous, such
as the World Cup, in an attempt to create a sense of community and
to widen its audience.
The Curious Case of Ariel Bradley
Terrorist radicalization targets include people like Ariel
Bradley, who grew up in America’s Bible belt. Born in Tennessee
in 1985 to a poor working class white family, Ariel was homeschooled by her evangelical Christian mother. Her early years were
punctuated with turbulent relationships with her parents, a history
of drug abuse, and episodes of running away from home. She also
had several relationships with older men, often molding herself into
whatever she thought they wanted her to be. One of her friends
said, “She was always looking for that sense of belonging.” Another acquaintance added, “When I first met her she was a Christian,
and then she was a socialist, and then she was an atheist, and then a
Muslim” (Ellie Hall, Buzzfeed, “How One Young Woman Went
From Fundamentalist Christian To ISIS Bride,” July 20, 2015).
Her interest in Islam was sparked by a crush she had on a
Muslim coworker she met in 2010. By 2011, she decided to convert but wanted to be devout and follow a strict, literal interpretation of the faith, similar to the way she was raised as a Christian.
Soon after converting she rushed into a marriage with an Iraqi man
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she met online who had been living in Sweden. This marriage led
to two children, one born in America and the other in Syria, where
she moved with her husband, who became an ISIS fighter in 2013.
In Syria, she was active on Twitter, writing about how she felt
“blessed” to be there and was proud to be married to an ISIS fighter.
While there is no evidence of her taking up arms, she did
praise the 2015 killing of five U.S. military personnel by Mohammad Abdulazeez in Tennessee by tweeting that what he did was a
gift. Ariel’s transformation from a fundamentalist Christian to an
ISIS supporter reinforces research that states that a person’s emotional needs and a desire for identity and community can be the
overriding factors that push them to join extremist organizations,
much more than any religious quest.
Anwar al-Awlaki: Extremist Recruiter
An interesting aspect regarding Anwar al-Awlaki is that
during the brief period he was the imam of the Dar Al-Hijrah
mosque in Virginia he was considered by many to be the voice of
moderation. Days after 9/11, al-Awlaki publicly condemned the
attacks and was not known to hold or profess radical views, at least
not publicly.
Instead of being seen as a fiery radical extremist, al-Awlaki
was known for his charming nature, his ability to communicate eloquently in English, and he was described by a mosque spokesman
as having “allure.” This public persona of being a moderate helped
him get an invitation to the Pentagon on February 5, 2002 as a featured guest lecturer.
However, few outside of the FBI knew he had already been
under their surveillance since 1999 because of his interactions with
radicals associated with the bin Laden network. He fled to the U.K.
in 2002 and finally to Yemen in 2004. By 2008 he began to openly
support extremist groups like al-Shabaab and in 2009 published “44
Ways to Support Jihad,” in which he argued that Muslims in Western countries must support violent jihad. As stated by Peter Bergen
in his book, United States of Jihad (2016), since 9/11 there have
been around 330 Americans charged or convicted of jihadist extremism, with more than 80 admitting to be influenced by alAwlaki and at least seven who traveled to Yemen or corresponded
directly with him. Al-Awlaki and his 16 year old son were killed
by U.S. drones in 2011 after President Obama signed an executive
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order to assassinate him.
Historical Perspective in Defining Terrorism
One of the problems with defining terrorism is that the label
of a terrorist is not static. Salman Akhtar, a psychoanalyst, has defined it as being “time bound.” As political loyalties shift, today’s
terrorist becomes tomorrow’s hero. A freedom fighter can become
a terrorist, or a terrorist can become a peacemaker. It is impossible
to define exactly when that role changes. Bin Laden was originally
seen as a freedom fighter when he and the pre-Taliban militants
(mujahedeen) were committing atrocities toward the (pro-Soviet)
Afghan government. Later, he was declared a “terrorist” when he
redirected his “holy war” away from the Soviets and turned it toward Western interests.
Yasser Arafat, on the other hand, was originally labeled a
terrorist and a “child murderer.” However, after he agreed to sit at
the peace table, his image in the Western news media became more
“civilized,” and he became a candidate for the Nobel Peace Prize.
One of the first contemporary terrorist organizations in the
United States could be considered the Ku Klux Klan. However, the
members usually have not been identified as terrorists, “just racists.” Clinical literature indicates that when victims of violence are
in relatively lower power or socioeconomic classes of society, acts
of aggression against them are not usually labeled as terrorism. An
example could be the 4,700 lynchings of blacks by whites that are
documented in U.S. history.
The 1946 bombing of the King David Hotel in Jerusalem is
another example. The bombing left 91 dead, including 54 civilians
along with several British officers. This paramilitary action was
conducted by a self-proclaimed Zionist organization called Irgun
under the leadership of Menachem Begin, and it was labeled an act
of terrorism by the British government. The targets of the attack
were the offices of the British Mandate headquartered in the hotel.
Irgun was one of several Jewish militant movements that adopted
radical means to fight for a Jewish homeland. The bombing was
justified as a response to British military attempts in disrupting this
struggle and to force an end to the colonization of Palestine by foreign occupiers.
Although Irgun claimed it did not target civilians and tried
to reduce causalities by calling the hotel and others nearby to warn
them about the bomb, the end result was the killing of civilians.
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Years later, Begin was elected Prime Minister of Israel and in 1978
both Begin and Anwar Sadat were awarded Nobel Peace Prizes for
their work on a peace treaty. Bringing to light actions taken by
Begin is not an attempt to justify the actions taken by radical or extremists groups today. Instead, it is to highlight that radicalization
and the use of violence are not limited to one particular ethnicity or
religion. To quote Sir Peter Ustinov: “Terrorism is the war of the
poor, and war is the terrorism of the rich.” Irgun members who actively participated in the King David Hotel bombing were hailed as
“freedom fighters” and some were even decorated as heroes by the
Israeli government.
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grew up in the Middle East, living and studying in the United Arab
Emirates and Saudi Arabia before moving to Canada. There he
completed his BA in anthropology, followed by an MBA from the
Schulich School of Business in Toronto. Later he pursued his medical education, graduating from the Medical University of the Americas. Currently he is a Research Associate investigating the causes
of radicalization, especially in regards to populations in the West.
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Remembering Chaim Shatan:
Healer, Advocate, Friend
Lawrence Tritle—Loyola Marymount University (LA)
I met Chaim Shatan (September 1, 1924-August 17, 2001)
only once and while there were other exchanges between us, there
are surely others who could tell of him and his contributions to the
study of man’s response to trauma (i.e., his co-founding of the International Society for Traumatic Stress Studies). Providing this
brief testimonial is a pleasure, and no doubt there are others who
will recall him fondly as a dedicated healer and advocate, and caring friend. The editor of this journal long ago informed me that

Chaim Shatan

Page 227

Shatan was a founding member of the International Psychohistorical Association (IPA, 1978-) and an active participant in the Communism the Dream that Failed and Psychoanalytic Autobiography
research groups of the Psychohistory Forum (1982-). He was also
a psychoanalytically-informed psychiatrist.
Twenty years ago, while working on what later became
From Melos to My Lai: War and Survival (2000), several colleagues and veterans’ counselors—Shad Meshad and Bill Mahedy—told me of Chaim Shatan’s now landmark 1972 New York
Times editorial, “Post-Vietnam Syndrome,” an essay that played no
small part in establishing what is recognized today as PostTraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD). Shortly afterwards, I was meeting Chaim and his wife Norma over a rooftop lunch on the Upper
West Side of Manhattan. That conversation and others that followed were helpful to me in learning about the nature of wartime
trauma and its diagnostic evolution in the DSM from its post-World
War II beginnings.
It was from Chaim that I first learned of Jacob DaCosta and
the term “Soldier’s Heart,” which has now been borrowed for the
title of any number of books. Not long after I heard more about
racing hearts as the result of battle, this time in 2002 after my father’s death when I spoke with the pilot of his B-24, now the sole
surviving crew member, who told me that after the war he had been
hospitalized for exactly this, in his case a heart beating at a rate of
130 BPM or more. Chaim mentioned another symptom: fainting.
Later, while lecturing at Dartmouth, some student-veterans told me
a war story of a young Marine who went down in the midst of a
firefight. When aid arrived he was found unwounded—instead, he
had fainted on account of the stress and a rapidly beating heart.
Gone now for nearly 16 years, Chaim, I think, would find
unsurprising, and just a little gratifying, last summer’s findings
published in The Lancet Neurology, linking PTSD and IEDs
(improvised explosive devices), and the evidence against critics that
PTSD is just some kind of “cultural” construct (i.e., Sharon Baughman Shively, et al., “Characterisation of Interface Astroglial Scarring in the Human Brain after Blast Exposure: A Post-Mortem Case
Series,” The Lancet Neurology 15 [August 2016]: 944-53). Along
with Robert Lifton, Chaim’s diagnoses and intervention on behalf
of troubled and alienated Vietnam veterans had been criticized as
early as 1993, the notion of PTSD dismissed as a political-social
construct, the product of overly sensitive East Coast intellectuals
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(compare Wilbur Scott, The Politics of Readjustment: Vietnam Veterans Since the War [1993]). Historian Ben Shephard (Glasgow)
picked up on this in the Times Literary Supplement (July 16, 1999),
following up with War of Nerves (London, 2000) in which he concludes, “That Shatan, Lifton, and their colleagues acted from the
best of motives and genuinely believed they were helping the veterans is not in doubt. Nor is their naivety and lack of appropriate experience” (395). Elsewhere Shephard referred to the “clinical papers” written about PTSD after 1980 concerned with the “biology
of trauma” and “doctors with an interest in ‘biological’ psychiatry” (387).
Chaim and the “others” that Shephard so arrogantly dismisses were working in the era before the MRI (magnetic resonance imaging). That technology was just beginning then, as it was
only discovered about 1971, and while it reveals much today, it still
cannot see everything that happens in the brain. But thanks to its
invention, and the growing concern for former football players suffering a range of mental injuries and disabilities (compare with
CTE—chronic traumatic encephalopathy), and all the Iraqi and Afghan IEDs blowing up hundreds of thousands of U.S. military personnel (so estimated by a RAND study, Terri Tanielian and Lisa
Jaycox, eds, Invisible Wounds of War, 2008, xxi), we are learning
more and more how the brain can be damaged and affected in all
kinds of ways and with all kinds of outcomes, among these the
symptoms and characteristics connected to PTSD.
Rather than naïve, I would suggest that Chaim Shatan and
those he collaborated with were onto something—that they knew
intuitively how fragile the brain was and that it did not react well to
stress, not to mention things going boom. Writers like Shephard
belong to a time when scholars imagined humans acted rationally,
that there was no connection between body and mind. As biologist
Edward Wilson reminds us, “History makes little sense without
prehistory, and prehistory makes little sense without biology” (The
Meaning of Human Existence, 2014, 9).
As a healer and advocate of those troubled by the invisible
wounds of war, Chaim Shatan participated in the first generation of
veteran rap groups later institutionalized by the Veteran’s Administration as the Vet Center(s). This work, his writings and talks,
publicized what many knew but too often remained silent about—
namely the brutal and ugly undertones of war. This great desire to
help those in need extended also as solace and comfort for those
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grieving a personal loss, as happened to me in 2000, which is only
one reason I will recall him always as a healer, advocate, and
friend.
Lawrence Tritle, PhD, recently retired, is Daum Professor
of History at Loyola Marymount University, Los Angeles. He is a
Vietnam War veteran and an ancient historian whose research focuses on the experience of war, not only those who fight but war’s
impact on culture and society. His publications include From Melos to My Lai: War and Survival (2000), A New History of the Peloponnesian War (2010), and The Oxford Handbook of Warfare in
the Classical World (2013, edited with Brian Campbell). He may
be contacted at Lawrence.Tritle@lmu.edu. 

In Appreciation of the Contributions of
Bob Lentz and Dick Booth
In 2017, two Midwestern-born members of the Psychohistory Forum found it was time to retire from their active involvement
in creating Clio’s Psyche. Their work made our journal better and
their contributions will be missed. We wish both these colleagues
well in their endeavors.
Bob Lentz is an extraordinarily capable American living in
Canada. We met at the 1993 International Psychohistorian Association (IPA) meetings and I selected him as associate editor when
we started Clio’s Psyche as a newsletter in 1994. There was a Rutgers professor with a proven record of scholarship and experience
as a newsletter editor who volunteered to work with me on this project. However, I judged that Bob Lentz was an excellent person for
the job, despite his having no advanced degrees and no real background in psychohistory. At the time, he was beginning a master’s
degree in preparation for a career of teaching, a direction he ultimately chose not to travel. As a virtual co-editor, he was a terrific
choice. For nine years, Bob served as associate editor, at a distance
except for the week that he visited me, setting up and teaching me
about the new, more powerful computer system, which some unknown person donated to the Forum. Bob, who sometimes had the
confidential instincts of a CIA agent, insisted he was not the donor. This new computer meant that we could send the full issue
electronically between his home in Canada and my home office in
New Jersey. Bob’s initial vision was that Clio would be a monthly
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newsletter, but we settled on turning it into a quarterly newsletter
that soon grew to a full-scale academic journal.
Lentz has excellent judgement and an incredible work ethic. For many years, he did all of the production and mailing from
Canada and worked very hard to increase our readership. He often
helped to keep me grounded. For those first nine years of rapid
growth, he personally deserves enormous credit. Upon his retirement as associate editor, no one replaced him, since he is indeed
irreplaceable. Bob would continue for the next 15 years to serve as
an editor, confidant, and a most trusted member of our confidential
referees. I cannot say enough in praise of this extraordinarily competent human being who refused to write for Clio except occasionally as an interviewer of featured scholars. I miss the continuous
contact we had when he served Clio and continue to prize his
friendship.
Richard (Dick) Booth, PhD, came to Clio’s Psyche as an
author in about 2000 and before long volunteered to serve as an
anonymous referee. At the time, he was a full psychology professor at Black Hawk College in Illinois and an adjunct professor for
the University of Maryland University College, which
served many American military personnel, their families, and a variety of other students. In addition, he maintained a community
mental health center practice and published in other journals. Richard Booth and his nurse wife have extended their high
standards of public service to include volunteering for the American Red Cross when people face disasters. Despite at times feeling
like an outsider because he sees himself primarily as
an empirical academic psychologist, refereeing for a journal that
approaches the human condition mostly from a psychoanalytic position, he made significant contributions for most of two decades. Along the way, he retired from his full time psychology professorship and from the University of Maryland, as well as his mental health center practice. Eventually, it came time for Dick to retire from Clio’s Psyche. Despite his conceptual and theoretical differences with Clio's orientation, his service was greatly valued and
is missed. 
Announcing
A call for submissions of exceptional psychohistorical papers of 36,00038,000 words (including citations). If accepted by the referees, one may
be published per year.
Contact: cliospsycheeditor@gmail.com
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Book Review
Herbert Hoover Was an Admirable Person
and President
Herbert Barry III—University of Pittsburgh
Review of Glen Jeansonne’s Herbert Hoover: A Life (NY:
New American Library, an imprint of Penguin Random House LLC,
2016), ISBN 9781101991008, 464 pages, hardbound, $28; $14.99
Kindle e-book (Amazon).
This probably is the most scholarly and informative biography of the entire long life of Herbert Clark Hoover (1874-1964).
More than 700 endnotes include citations of prior biographies and
of his autobiographical memoirs. Hoover was born in a small community of predominantly Quakers in Iowa. His initial family was
shattered when he was four years old by the death of his father,
then two years later by the death of his mother. These tragic deprivations certainly affected his personality development.
The adult Herbert Hoover was attracted to solitary activities,
which was prominent in his chosen profession of mining engineer.
A favorite hobby of his was fishing, using a fly instead of a worm
as the lure. He was shy or withdrawn when in large crowds and
with strangers.
It is uncertain whether his birth in 1874 was on August 10,
shortly before midnight, or on August 11, shortly after midnight.
Page 1 of this biography states “he chose the eleventh, yet his biographers selected the tenth.” Perhaps Hoover preferred to be a day
younger. This uncertainty might have helped him to respond adaptively to difficult choices. His principal caretaker after the death of
his mother was a maternal uncle in Oregon. Hoover enrolled in the
very first class of Stanford University, where he diligently and effectively learned to become a mining engineer. His wife, Lou Henry, was a vivacious and attractive student of mining engineering at
Stanford. They met and fell in love while undergraduates. His
multiple marriage proposals were accepted two years after his graduation. They shared engineering projects throughout a mutually
devoted life together until her death from a heart attack in 1944.
Herbert Hoover’s adult relationships with his two sons and
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his brother indicate his beneficial influence on these close family
members. He frequently corresponded with his older brother, Theodore Jesse Hoover. Theodore imitated his younger brother by enrolling in Stanford Engineering School and eventually became
Dean of that school. The first of Herbert Hoover’s two sons, Herbert Hoover, Jr., also graduated from Stanford University and had a
productive career as a geophysical engineer. He mediated an oil
dispute between Britain and Iran, and was appointed by President
Eisenhower as undersecretary of state for Middle Eastern affairs
from 1954 to 1957. The younger son, Allan Hoover, graduated
from Stanford University and eventually became a mining engineer.
In common with his father’s temperament, he shunned publicity.
Herbert Hoover began his successful and very profitable
career as a mining engineer in Australia. His wife accompanied
him during several very adventurous and profitable years in China.
The onset of World War I threatened starvation of many inhabitants, especially children, in Belgium and northern France. Hoover
accepted a plea to organize distribution of food. He felt an obligation to prevent the starvation of millions of people, chiefly children.
He successfully organized the procurement and delivery of food
and persuaded leaders of the warring nations to cooperate. Winston
Churchill was a notable British government official who resisted
feeding civilians in territory occupied by the enemy. Several years
later, Hoover prevented starvation of millions of people, mainly
children, in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.
From 1921 to 1929, Hoover served Presidents Harding and
Coolidge as Secretary of Commerce. He greatly increased the
scope and effectiveness of that Cabinet position. When President
Coolidge declined to be a candidate for reelection in 1928, Hoover
rapidly became the consensus choice for the Republican nomination. He won the election by a large margin against the Democratic
nominee, Alfred E. Smith.
In October 1929, six months after Hoover’s inauguration,
severe losses in the stock market ended almost ten years of increasing prosperity. There was also almost ten years’ worth of increasing indebtedness faced by individuals and companies. The global
financial crisis aggravated the financial crisis in the United States.
Hoover was a conservative libertarian. His frequent slogan
during the 1928 presidential campaign was “rugged individualism.”
Throughout his presidency, which ran from 1929-1933, he was en-
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ergetic and constructive in combating unemployment. The excessive indebtedness of many individuals and corporations during a
worldwide financial collapse overwhelmed his efforts. After his
presidency, he wrote and lectured frequently. He served Presidents
Truman and Eisenhower by chairing committees that identified improvements in federal government organization. He also became a
leader of the Boys Clubs of America.
The author characterizes Hoover as extraordinarily energetic and productive. He was shy and socially withdrawn but very
compassionate. Hoover was a highly successful leader and organizer. Some outstanding achievers were his personal friends for
many years. They included Henry Ford, Bernard Baruch, Robert
A. Taft, Joseph P. Kennedy, Alfred E. Smith, and Douglas MacArthur. Three of these friends, Baruch, Kennedy, and Smith, were
Democrats.
Herbert Hoover died on October 29, 1964, less than a month
before what would have been his 90th birthday. John Adams was
the only prior president of the United States with a longer life span.
Recent improvements in health care, especially for Presidents of the
United States, probably contribute to the fact that four recent Presidents—Ford, Carter, Reagan, and George H. W. Bush—have exceeded the longevity of President John Adams.
Glen Jeansonne contributed a brief article, “A Tale of Two
Presidents,” to Clio’s Psyche (2017, Volume 24, 27-33). He characterized Hoover and Trump as polar opposites. Hoover was shy
and inhibited. Trump is confrontational. They are the only Presidents with no prior military service and no prior election to a federal, state, or local government position.
Herbert Barry III, PhD, is a psychologist who has written
about psychohistorical attributes of the Presidents of the United
States and a past president of the International Psychohistorical
Association. He is a professor emeritus at the University of Pittsburgh, and he may be contacted at barryh@pitt.edu. 

Forthcoming in Clio’s Psyche
An interview with Marilyn Charles as featured clinician/scholar
A conversation between Lincoln scholars
The Marilyn Charles Symposium on Dependency and
Independence in the Family and Society
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Meeting Reports
Probing Gender, Political Correctness,
and Trump
Paul H. Elovitz—Ramapo College of New Jersey
The uniqueness of the Psychohistory Forum Work-InProgress meetings is that the presenter receives intense feedback
from a group of people who have previously read the paper. Each
member of the seminar introduces him- or herself and then states a
question about the paper or its subject. The questions help the presenter deepen her/his knowledge. The scholar who has submitted
the paper has the option to speak for 20 minutes after the introductions. Irene Javors chose to go directly to questions and the rest of
our time was devoted to probing her materials. Trump’s campaign
against Clinton, the first female major party candidate, was closely
related to the paper’s emphasis on gender, political correctness, and
gender relationships. These were so much on people’s minds that
we spent most of our last hour probing these topics.
Irene Javors’ presentation, “Do Ask, Do Tell: Contemporary
Questions for Psychohistorians and Psychobiographers” was aimed
at enlarging the psychohistorical paradigm. As a young woman she
set about the task of integrating the psychological and the social—
Freud and Marx—and in the following three and a half decades she
took degrees in history, philosophy, and clinical practice. She
sought to understand the relationship between the individual psyche
and society. This is no easy task because emotions and thoughts for
both the individual and society are so often conflicted, confused,
and muddled. Central to her thinking is C. Wright Mills, author of
The Sociological Imagination: Thinking Outside the Box (1959).
As a therapist Irene works with individuals, but her focus is
very much on how we as a society influence and interact with the
individual. Much of her work is with the LGBT community and
their struggle for equal rights as well as to be seen and heard in our
society. Part of this endeavor is for the psychohistorical community to incorporate their experience. In theory this should be easy,
but in practice many (perhaps most) psychohistorical authors of an
older generation are inclined to see homosexuality as a private endeavor that should not be highlighted unless it is specifically related
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to the subject’s creativity or difficulties in life.
Some who are analysts, without the strength of Irene’s inclination to merge the societal with the personal, are concerned that
this endeavor could result in diluting their psychoanalytic insights
about the individual and becoming too speculative regarding society. Intersectionality is a concept important to the author, so a group
member asked her to clarify the term. Irene defines it as individuals and groups having many overlapping identities of sexuality,
race, gender, class, and so forth in “institutionalized systems of
domination and oppression.” At any point one identity may be the
dominant concern.
Developmental issues are central to Javors’ understanding
of her clients, her students, and people in general. Javors teaches
graduate students studying diversity, gender, multicultural, and sexuality counseling in her classes in the Mental Health Counseling
program at Ferkauf Graduate School of Psychology of Yeshiva
University. She declared that most of the younger generation does
not really believe in free speech because they expect to be protected
from uncomfortable thoughts, with faculty acting as a type of helicopter parent shielding them. The clients she works with tend to be
so focused on prior traumas that they often can’t hear what is being
said because their own powerful emotions are evoked. Thus, things
become more than they appear to be at the moment since different
ideas bring forth what Vamik Volkan calls “chosen traumas.” This
is related to people becoming flooded with emotions that interfere
with their sensory and cognitive abilities. They are incapable of
hearing certain things at all or they mishear them because they are
such hot button issues. Clearly this connects to the difficulties in
maintaining free speech on campuses when a subject is too painful
or when an icon that a group wants to hold onto as only theirs is
utilized by others. Those who are traumatized go back to a very
early, concrete understanding, which is more fitting to an earlier
stage of development.
Thus speakers on major university campuses are shouted
down or disinvited because what they are saying is not politically
correct. With certain audiences, political correctness gets in the
way of freedom of expression. Considerable discussion was devoted to the weekend protest launched by members of the Black Lives
Matter Movement that tried to block the view of the abstract art
portrayal of the lynched Emmett Till at the Whitney Museum. The
protest was reportedly motivated by the fact that since it was paint-
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ed by a white woman, they felt it was an injustice to the black community. They think that a white person had no right to use Till’s
image since she had not endured what African Americans have suffered. They gained attention for their cause by serving as the
“thought police.”
There’s a great deal of discussion of political correctness of
both the right and the left, with Alice Maher warning that we face a
powerful prejudice against people thinking differently than we
think. As a psychoanalytic psychiatrist, Maher has devoted an
enormous amount of energy toward working to educate young people to be able to listen to varying views of other people, however
uncomfortable these may feel. She will run a workshop on this at
the International Psychohistorical Association meeting in June.
Javors stressed this inability to hear when individuals felt traumatized, including on the left. Today, in liberal circles, including academic and clinical ones that most of our members come from, the
danger is not hearing and instead demonizing those who voted for
Trump. There was discussion of what nice people Republican
Trump voters are in person.
To whom do we express our empathy and what in fact are
the boundaries of empathy? Joyce Rosenberg ardently voiced the
opinion that there appears to be very little empathy in the younger
generation, who are very much caught up on social media and rather disconnected from the older generation. At that moment, I
pointed out that students I don’t know at my college rush to open
doors for me in deference to my professorial look and white hair. I
argued for levels of empathy being very much a mixed bag with the
younger generation. My freshman class last semester, while studying the election, expressed incredibly little empathy, nor do I see
strong signs of it in my current world history course. However, my
Hitler, the Holocaust, and Genocide class students show enormous
empathy.
The 20th century American historian Ken Fuchsman raised
the issue of empathy for ordinary and suffering people in politics.
He argued that there are three 20th century Democratic Party traditions. The first Democratic Party 20th century tradition combines
concern with the economic and political concentration of power of
corporate interests and desire to assist those suffering from inequities. This characterizes Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt’s
first term, and in some ways Bernie Sanders. The second tradition
is still concerned with the less fortunate but is not as disturbed by
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the practices of big business. This would characterize FDR in
WWII, Harry S. Truman, John F. Kennedy, Lyndon B. Johnson,
and Bill Clinton. The third tradition of Barack Obama and Hillary
Clinton is also somewhat in favor of corporations, has sympathy for
minorities and women, but is not as focused on the plight of all
Americans who suffer from economic dislocations. In short, feeling for the ordinary person has diminished in the party that has
claimed to speak for them.
Paul H. Elovitz, PhD, editor of this journal and director of
the Psychohistory Forum, may be contacted at cliopsycheeditor@gmail.com. 

The History of Psychohistory
Paul H. Elovitz—Psychohistory Forum
In the past century, an enormous number of pathbreaking
psychohistorical articles, chapters, and books have been written.
Some of this literature can be found in William Gilmore’s dated
bibliography of the field, Psychohistorical Inquiries: A Comprehensive Research Bibliography (1984). The memoirs of a few
prominent psychohistorians, such as Robert Jay Lifton and Vamik
Volkan, provide information, but a history of the field is lacking.
What has been needed is a comprehensive history of psychohistory
that also provides personalized information by the author and about
the colleagues who have done such pathbreaking work in creating a
whole new way of understanding our world and its history. My
book, Pioneers of Insight: The Making of Psychohistory, is now
written and Routledge is interested in publishing it. Our Psychohistory Forum Work-In-Progress Seminar of September 16, 2017 was
devoted to a discussion of this book.
Two academic psychologist colleagues were also invited to
briefly share their experiences in doing qualitative studies in a higher education field that has traditionally almost entirely been devoted
to quantitative studies. Joseph Ponterotto, a psychobiographer of
the chess master Bobby Fisher and of John F. Kennedy Jr., spoke
about his research. His Fordham University colleague, Fred Wertz
(who quickly ran over the limited time for his commentary with
such enthusiasm that I found myself reluctant to stop him), presented on his devotion to qualitative studies. Professor Wertz, who was
very passionate about psychohistory and psychobiography, and
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who ran a large conference earlier in the year on qualitative studies
in psychology, did not refer to doing any psychohistory. Nor did
the program of his conference reveal any signs of the academic psychologists doing it either.
All Psychohistory Forum seminars begin with each of the
participants briefly introducing themselves and stating a question
for the presenter. Several of the participants were so appreciative
of my over four and a half decades of devotion to psychohistory
that I was embarrassed to the point of threatening to walk out of the
room, lest I blush too much. Having read three of the 14 chapters
of Pioneers of Insight, they realized the significance of the project.
One of their first questions was, at this point in my career, which
five colleagues did I see as having the greatest influence on me. In
approximate order of their significance, my answer was Sidney
Halpern, Peter Loewenberg, Montague Ullman, Robert Jay Lifton,
and Vamik Volkan. Halpern introduced me to psychoanalysis and
psychohistory, Ullman taught me to listen to my unconscious and
that of others more than anyone except for my own analyst, Lifton
inspired me by his work and running a psychohistory group from
1966-2015 in Wellfleet, and Volkan provided great insights into
group psychohistory.
Joseph Ponterotto asked about the relationship between the
psychobiographer and the psychobiographical subject as well as
raising the issue of how this could be explored. I pointed out that if
there were dreams of the subject available, he could use the Historical Dreamwork Methodology that I had devised during the 1980s in
working with Ullman and a variety of other colleagues. Also, I cited my article on countertransference to Donald Trump in the third
chapter of Pioneers of Insight, “The Limits of a Presidential Psychobiographer,” which I sent out prior to the meeting. In it I also
make reference to other countertransference issues that arose in the
course of my research and writing. Much of the session was devoted, as is a significant minority of the book, to resistances to psychohistory. Irene Javors raised the issue of most academics having a
negative transference reaction to interdisciplinary work. In discussion, we decided that this had much to do with their own transference to their doctoral professors and mentors within their separate
fields. To many, interdisciplinarity is emotionally experienced as
disloyalty.
Fred Wertz, who said that he was hired as a psychologist in
an interdisciplinary program that later got merged into a more tradi-
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tional department, was appreciative that Margaret Mead, the famous anthropologist, had played a crucial role in the establishment
of that Fordham unit. One of his pressing questions was about
whether psychohistory is a science, which reveals the desires of academic psychologists to justify their work as scientific. This runs
up against most psychohistorians’ argument that psychohistory is a
form of art that uses the scientific method, though I also referred
him to the June 2006 (Vol. 13, No. 1) special issue of Clio’s Psyche on psychohistory as an art and science. While Lloyd deMause
and Rudolf Binion liked the idea of psychohistory as a science,
those of us who are so analytically trained are inclined to see it as
an art form.
There was much discussion of the relationship of psychoanalysis to psychohistory. I argued that the essence of psychoanalysis is carefully listening to the patient, while for psychohistorians it
is carefully listening to the unconscious as it comes from our
sources. Peter Barglow, a University of California in Berkley psychiatrist, spoke at length about his not unfavorable view of Frederick Crews’ critique of Freud and psychoanalysis. He made the following points as to why psychohistory has not been more readily
accepted in academia and generally: its connection to psychoanalysis that psychologists almost entirely repudiate, its rejection by almost all history departments mostly because of issues of evidence,
its interdisciplinarity creating problems because of the loyalty to
disciplines that colleagues have, and it having little to do with science, which troubles so many people. Additionally, he considers
terrible the book by Bruce Mazlish on Richard Nixon (In Search of
Nixon: A Psychohistorical Inquiry [2016]), Lloyd deMause’s work
generally, and other failed attempts at psychohistory.
Barglow, who has published on terrorism in Clio’s Psyche,
both praised the journal and the editing done to improve his own
writing and argumentation, while complaining that the standards
weren’t consistently high enough. As editor I stated that I often
disagree with articles in the journal, but I am also bound by the fact
that typically five colleagues have refereed the articles in the ballpark of publication in our double-blind system. I also pointed out
that since ours is a new field with people coming from radically
different backgrounds, this is inevitable. The referees and authors
would see things somewhat differently and my big approach as a
psychohistorian, organizer, and editor means we are going to have
very different types of articles, with our goal being to expand the
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field, not to have some rigid guidelines.
Christine Silverstein took exception to the statement that
Lloyd deMause and the International Psychohistorical Association
(IPA) were not always sufficiently welcoming to different viewpoints and to women. She cited her own very painful struggle at
Columbia University as she fought to get her psychohistorical dissertation accepted in the field of nursing and her own considerable
appreciation for the work and encouragement of Lloyd deMause,
Henry Lawton, David Beisel, and me. She quoted extensively from
correspondence as well as shared a picture from her initial presentation at the IPA.
In terms of the composition of our group, allowing for multiple identities by field of terminal degrees or specialties, there were
13 clinicians, six psychoanalysts, three academic psychologists,
two historians, two social workers, one nurse, and one musicologist.
The meeting was held at the Lincoln Center at Fordham
University thanks to the generosity of Harold Takooshian. In the
absence of our usual moderator Jacque Szaluta, Ken Fuchsman assumed that role and by 1 o’clock the group disbanded, except for
those of us who were free to go to lunch at Rosa Mexicano to continue our discussions for another two hours while enjoying each
other’s company.
Paul H. Elovitz’ biography may be found on page 237. 

Anderson on Donald W. Winnicott
Paul H. Elovitz—Psychohistory Forum
Intellectually I knew that Winnicott was the most read theorist at the moment, but the full force of this interest came out on
December 2, 2017 when the overflow Psychohistory Forum attendance forced us to find a larger room at Fordham’s Lincoln Center
and to then bring chairs into the room to keep people from standing.
The ideal of the Psychohistory Forum is to have a meeting of 12 to
15 colleagues who have read the paper ahead of time and can maintain a discussion that is helpful to the presenter and enlightening to
all in the room.
Despite a record number (31) of attendees, we were surpris-
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ingly able to maintain our usual sense of a small intimate group focused on a single subject, which the presenter found to be most
beneficial. It worked out at this meeting even with the large numbers because of three factors. One, the warmth and humanity of
Donald Winnicott showed through. Two, our presenter, James William Anderson, had a valuable paper and slides from his research
trips to England, enthusiasm for his subject, and rapport with our
group. Three, the basic structure of our meetings encourages a focus on intellectual giving rather than of combativeness, which is so
common when different theoreticians are being discussed.
Anderson had flown out from Chicago, where he practices
as a psychoanalyst, is president of the Chicago Psychoanalytic Society, and is editor of the Annual of Psychoanalysis, to share not
only his thoughts on Winnicott, which were put together in not only
a fine paper, but also a PowerPoint showing the people he interviewed in London in 1981 while gathering materials on the colleague who had introduced the ideas of “the good enough mother,”
“the holding environment,” “the transitional object,” and “the true
and false self.” The slides and fascinating commentary accompanying them focused on Anna Freud, Masud Khan, Margaret Little,
John Bowby, Clare Winnicott (second wife), Violet Winnicott
(sister), Rosemary Dinnage, and Linda Hopkins.
Donald Winnicott’s struggle to find his true self after creating a false self as a consequence of being burdened with enlivening
his depressed mother during his early years was a lifelong process
and the roots of many of his theoretical innovations. According to
Masud Khan, his second analyst Joan Riviere offensively declared
after a Winnicott lecture that “he just makes theory out of his own
sickness.” As objectionable as this statement is coming from his
analyst, it reflects the reality that our theories are likely to reflect
our own issues. A poem Winnicott wrote at age 67 reflects an identification with Jesus on the cross caring for others rather than himself—thus being trapped in the false self. I sometimes wonder if
part of the current appeal of Winnicott is the sense that in our busy,
fragmented society, many of us feel we are trapped in a false self.
There was a great deal of interest in Winnicott’s close relationship with Khan because their personalities were so different.
Winnicott, who shied away from disputes and criticism, had regular
Sunday morning meetings with the rich Indian (from an area that is
now Pakistan) who helped him with his writings. Khan was then a
young extrovert who loved to display his wealth, in sharp contrast
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to the modest Winnicott. The flamboyant analyst told Anderson
that they really did not like each other as people, although Anderson believes that underneath their criticisms of each other there was
a deep attachment. What the English analyst got from his young
colleague was not just help with his writing, but also an example of
assertiveness that was quite alien to him.
Although Winnicott is known for writing “Hate in the
Counter-transference” (International Journal of Psycho-Analysis,
1949, Vol. 30: 69-74), his own ability to express his anger and even
hatred was limited. Susan Kavaler-Adler related the few suicides
among his patients to his own difficulty with helping them express
their anger to others instead of turning it against themselves. According to her, Khan in contrast had no suicides among his patients.
Margaret Little was an analyst who credited Winnicott with saving
her life from suicide or being a mental patient and was quite willing
to freely give her time and energy in relating her experience of being in analysis with Winnicott. Indeed, her discussion with Anderson led to her writing the Free Association journal article,
“Winnicott Working in Areas Where Psychotic Anxieties Predominate: A Personal Record” (Free Associations, 1985, Vol. 1, 3: 9-42.
One of Winnicott’s greatest talents was his sense of playfulness, which made him an especially good analyst with children. In
his “My Search for Winnicott” presentation, Anderson glowed as
he showed his slides and focused on Winnicott’s personality. He
distinguished between his young self who had done the extensive
interviewing mostly in the early 1980s and his current self who has
come back to materials he had previously put aside due to other obligations. After the meeting, 13 participants went to a nearby restaurant for a leisurely lunch and lots of conversation.
Paul H. Elovitz’ biography may be found on page 237. 

Members of the Psychohistory Forum
receive Work-In-Progress Papers,
invitations to meetings,
research group updates, and our journal.
To join, write
cliospsycheeditor@gmail.com.
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Clio’s Psyche Call for Papers
For Future Issues
Clio’s Psyche welcomes articles on a variety of subjects.
Below are some special issues that we would welcome guest
editors or guest co-editors for psychological articles for:
 Psychobiographical methodology
 Abraham Lincoln’s psychodynamics and political psychology
 The impact of celebrity culture on America
 TV and gaming as object relations; our emotional connection
to fantasy
 The images and psychology of enemies and hatred
throughout the ages
 The spread of psychological insights and knowledge in
society
 The intrapsychic and societal processes of the American
acceptance of homosexuality
 The impact of digital devices on children and families
 Environmentalism and anti-environmentalism
 The contemporary American fascination with animals
 The role of women and children in different time periods
 Anti-governmental fantasies and the lessons of civilization
 Domestic ambivalence about America as world leader
We seek articles from 1,000-2,500 words, including
keywords, a 100-word abstract, and a three- or four-sentence
biography of the author ending in an email address. We
discourage citations, except for direct quotations, and do not
publish bibliographies. Longer papers of 3,500-4,000 words of
exceptional quality may be accepted and used for symposia.
Our double blind refereeing system normally involves five
referees. It is helpful to examine the last year’s issues on
cliospsyche.org/archives. Queries and proposals should be
sent to cliospsycheeditor@gmail.com.
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Letters to the Editor
Reaction to Fuchsman’s DSM-III Criticism
Dear Editor,
I liked Ken Fuchsman’s Trump observations in the Fall edition of Clio's Psyche very much and I have learned a great deal
from reading his prior articles as well. However, as a retired academic psychiatrist I was perplexed by his comments about DSM-III
(“Narcissism, DSM-III, and the Status of Psychoanalysis,” Vol. 24,
No. 1, 111-115).
Most of his criticism of this leaking nosological system, of
course, still holds. However, his piece seems incomplete, like serving the first two courses of a six course meal, and sending the
guests home still slightly hungry. Most important is the observation that most of us now are responding to the DSM-5, which is a
more radical departure from prior DSMs than was DSM-III. To the
credit of some influential leaders like Allen Frances (who finally
recanted his mistake about the category of homosexuality) and Tom
Insel (who left the leadership of the National Institute of Mental
Health [NIMH] recently and is now at Google), the weaknesses of
DSM-5 have been amply publicized.
Please see below, my own criticism of the DSM-5 diagnosis
of PTSD published four years ago and answered by the psychiatrists who created the most recent criteria for that category of mental illness:
The reason that the DSMs have succeeded is unrelated to science or truth, but is almost entirely related
to the large economic political power of Psychiatry
leaning on the Medical Profession. Of course the
theories of Psychoanalysis are slightly weaker than
those of psychiatric classification.
Sincerely,
Peter Barglow
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Peter Barglow, MD, is a retired psychiatrist who may be
contacted at peter@barglow.com. 

The International Psychohistorical Association (IPA)
Invites presentation proposals for its 41st annual conference from May
30th to June 1st, 2018 at New York University. All proposals related to
the intersection of psychology and history are welcome.
Conference Theme: The Self in Psychology, History and Culture
Conference Sub-theme: Retrospective on the Work and Career of
Robert J. Lifton
The keynote speakers will be Carol Gilligan (NYU, author of In
A Different Voice and other notable works), James Gilligan (NYU,
author of Violence: Reflections on A National Epidemic and other
significant books).
The plenary speakers include:
Bandy Lee (Assistant Clinical Professor Yale Medical School, CoFounder Yale University’s Violence and Health Group, and editor
of The Dangerous Case of Donald Trump), George Makari (Director
of the Institute for the History of Psychiatry at Cornell-Weill Medical
Center and author of Revolution in Mind: The Creation of
Psychoanalysis and Soul Machine: The Invention of the Modern
Mind), and Daniel Shaw (author of Traumatic Narcissism: Relational
Systems of Subjugation, and practicing social worker).
Any questions about the conference and proposals should be directed
to Ken Fuchsman, President, International Psychohistorical
Association at kfuchsman@gmail.com.
Proposals should be submitted by January 15, 2018. Individual
proposals should consist of a title, a 75-word abstract, and a brief
biography. Panel proposals should have a title, list of the proposed
presenters, a 150-word abstract, and brief biographies of each
presenter.

Clio’s Psyche Call for Papers:
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Self-Sufficiency in Families and Society
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Guest Co-editor: Marilyn Charles

Page 246

Clio’s Psyche

Fisher is Wrong About Trump Voters
Dear Editor,
I disagree with the premise of Fisher’s piece (“Trump as a
Symptom,” Vol 24, No. 1, 8-15) even though I agree with many of
the thoughts in it. I disagree on two levels. First, Trump voters
aren’t primarily uneducated. When you start googling for demographic breakdowns you find statistics that demonstrate Trump voters were suburban, make over $50k per year (not necessarily uneducated), and that age was a defining factor (older voters went for
Trump). Young people and poor/low income voters went for Clinton. “Trump as a Symptom” perpetuates a convenient but untrue
picture of Trump voters that is just as prejudiced as the worst (most
vocally racist, xenophobic, misogynistic) Trump voters.
The second issue is that this piece assigns Trump’s traits to
his voters. I don’t agree with this approach either, although I understand why you and many others started looking at the election
with that premise—historically, voting for a president is an emotional decision that reflects one’s values. As I wrote recently in a
review of Side by Side (2015), the documentary from five years ago
that chronicles Hollywood’s transition from celluloid to digital recording, I think the problem is far simpler than we’ve made it. The
digital revolution has polarized us into two groups, one group that
benefits from digital tech and a second group that is punished by it.
The group that benefitted for eight years hasn’t bothered to make
sure the rest of the country was okay. That self-absorption plays
out as a form of prejudice (largely cloaked in feel-good liberal values). It’s the job of those who are benefitting to make sure the
whole country is thriving.
When I watched Side by Side, I was struck by the fact that
no one who advocated for digital technology cared at all that those
who advocated for film were losing everything. Everything!
George Lucas and Martin Scorsese are very good, old friends, who
are on opposite sides of the digital revolution. Not once during the
film did Lucas say “We need to make sure the art of film is preserved as we move forward” or “There are benefits to using film, as
my good friend Marty demonstrates every time he makes a movie.”
Lucas didn’t address the loss of traditional film production, nor did
any other proponents of digital tech. That’s a microcosm of what
has happened across the country.
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Ultimately, I think people voted for Trump because he gave
a voice to their fear and discontent, and they ignored a lot of the
other stuff he said because they were convinced life under Clinton
was going to be more of the same invisibility that they experienced
under Obama. If Clinton had run a campaign on solving the problems of those left behind in the digital revolution (similar to the
way John Edwards took up the issue of poverty in the 2007 primaries, and might have won the nomination in 2011 if not for his scandal), we might have a President Clinton right now. Then again,
with a campaign that pointed out the downsides of technology, she
might have lost the millennial vote. Point being, this mess is bigger
than Trump-Trump-Trump.
Fisher’s piece is well-written and I agree with much of the
psychological analysis (although I think it applies to many Democrats as well). However, as written, I feel it perpetuates the problem. We aren’t going to understand each other better if we incorrectly examine Trump voters through the lens of these people as
racists, misogynists, uneducated, etc. The media plays up those
extreme traits in some Trump voters because they are shocking, but
the data says other issues were at play on Election Day.
Sincerely yours,
Elizabeth McCarthy
Elizabeth McCarthy is a screenwriter and satirist who has
written for Slate, The Vinyl District, and the Los Angeles Review of
Books, where she a founding editor. She has worked in film, technology, music, government, and publishing. McCarthy presently
lives in Los Angeles and may be contacted at ecmccarthy@icloud.com. 

Response to McCarthy
Dear Editor,
I want to express my appreciation to Elizabeth McCarthy
for her cogent comment on my essay, “Trump As Symptom.”
We disagree about the ways in which Trump’s sexism, racism, xenophobia, and repudiation of political correctness resonate
with Trump’s base. My piece argues that there is a dynamic relationship between Trump’s rhetoric and actions and the deeper anxieties and resentments of his base, especially among uneducated
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male white voters. His supporters respond to his economic message and his promises to restore America’s economic hegemony in
a world that is increasingly global. If anything, I think I went too
easily on Trump (and by extension those of his supporters) after his
actions of slighting our NATO allies, his cozying up to authoritarian regimes (especially Russia), his repudiation of the Paris Agreement on climate change, and his hostile and ignorant attacks on the
free press. If anything, it has been The Washington Post, The New
York Times, NBC, and CNN that have done a splendid job of muckraking, exposing some of the lies and covers-ups of Trump since he
became president.
I would also add that Trump’s supporters are all too comfortable with his anti-scientific, anti-intellectual, strong-man bullying style. Despite all the revelations about meetings of his family
and high-ranking members of his administration with Russians, despite strong evidence of high crimes and misdemeanors, and obstruction of justice, a recent poll showed that 84% of registered Republicans still support Trump. If the Trump health care program
passes, many of his hardline supporters (probably between 30 to
40% of the population) may be deprived of their health care insurance and begin to wake up to their error or miscalculation in supporting this billionaire.
You make a good point about the digital revolution, about
those who benefit and those who get hurt by it. Trump clearly
knows how to use and abuse both social media and other vehicles
of the mass media, including television.
Ultimately,
Trump’s support may turn more on geographical factors such as
rural versus city voters; and white, Christian voters versus those
more comfortable with a multi-cultural population, whose anxieties
are not unleashed by fear of the foreign.
I now think that the best way of understanding Trump requires reference to the Godfather films. It may also account for
why some people are pulling for him to get away with his lies, impulsiveness, and above all his cruelty and the horrific things that
come out of his mouth or his tweets. Trump is our first mafioso
president. He is a sociopath who demands loyalty from his followers and whose ultimate concerns are his family, brand, and accumulating more wealth and privileges. Because they have been forgotten, overlooked, condescended to, and devalued, his supporters admire Trump because he gets away with everything, showing contempt for standard American norms and conventional ethics. It will
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be fascinating to see how long his Republican colleagues in Congress and across the country continue to support him in the face of a
massive cover-up of the Russian collusion investigations and his
regime’s close relationship with one of our major adversaries.
Sincerely,
David James Fisher, PhD
David James Fisher, PhD, is an European historian and
veteran psychoanalyst who may be contacted at djamesfisherphd@gmail.com. 

BULLETIN BOARD
CONFERENCES: Psychohistory Forum Work-In-Progress Sem-

inars are announced as details are finalized after a paper is submitted, screened by a committee, and accepted. Announcements and
papers are sent out electronically to Psychohistory Forum members. Jacques Szaluta serves as moderator and recently Harold
Takoosian has been our host at Fordham University’s Lincoln Center Campus. Proposals are welcome and will be vetted by a committee once a presentation paper is submitted. In 2017 our presenters were James W. Anderson, Paul H. Elovitz, Ken Fuchsman,
Irene Javors, Inna Rozentsvit, and Jack Schwartz. The National
Association for the Advancement of Psychoanalysis (NAAP) on
November 18, 2017 held a meeting on the psychology of narcissism
in leaders. The 41st annual conference of the International Psychohistorical Association (IPA) will be held at New York University
from May 30-June 1, 2018. IPA president Ken Fuchsman reports
that paper proposals will be accepted through January 15, 2018.
Upcoming meetings of various organizations include the International Society for Political Psychology’s (ISPP) conference on July
4-7, 2018 in San Antonio; Association for the Psychoanalysis of
Culture and Society (APCS) at Rutgers University on October 1920, 2018 with the theme of “Transformations: Disrupting Dystopic
Futures”; and the Interdisciplinary Conference of the Forum for
Psychoanalytic Education (IFPE) will be during November 2018 in
Lago Mar in Fort Lauderdale. CONGRATULATIONS: To James
W. Anderson on his election as president of the Chicago Psychoanalytic Society for 2017-2019. Eva Fogelman on her publication
with others of Children in the Holocaust and Its Aftermath: Historical and Psychological Studies of the Kestenberg Archive. She also
spoke in Israel at the World Federation of Jewish Child Survivors
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of the Holocaust and Their Descendants. Susan Kavaler-Adler on
her presentation on the sense of time in treatment at the recent IFPE
conference. Ruth Lijtmaer on her chapter, “Silent Broken Memories,” in editor Sharon Farber’s Celebrating the Wounded Healer
Psychotherapist. Joseph Ponterotto on the publication of “Ethical
and Legal Consideration in Doing Psychobiogaphy” (with a colleague) and “A Councillor’s Guide to Conducting Psychobiographical Research.” Norman Simms has published volume two of Jews
in an Illusion of Paradise: Falling out of Place and into History.
We welcome new members Barbara Bloom, Jay Einhorn, Susan
Kavaler-Adler, and Marian Marguiles. OUR THANKS: To our
members and subscribers for the support that makes Clio’s Psyche
possible. To Benefactors Bill Argus, Peter Barglow, Herbert Barry,
David Beisel, Tom Ferraro, Peter Loewenberg, Jamshid Marvasti,
and Mary Peace Sullivan; Patrons Fred Alford, Eva Fogelman, Ken
Fuchsman, Alice Lombardo Maher, Joyce M. Rosenberg, and
Jacques Szaluta; Sustaining Member Candace Orcutt; Supporting
Members Barbara Bloom, Jay Einhorn, Paul H. Elovitz, Susan Kavaler-Adler, Daniel Rancour-Laferriere, and Charles B. Strozier;
and Members Doris Leicher and Barry Shapiro. Our special thanks
for thought-provoking materials to James W. Anderson, Peter Barglow, Herbert Barry III, Ira Brenner, Don Carveth, Marc-André
Cotton, David James Fisher, John Jacob Hartman, Juhani Ihanus,
Sharon R. Kahn, Susan Kavaler-Adler, Dorothea Leicher, Jamshid
A. Marvasti, Elizabeth McCarthy, Marcie Newton, Mustafa Rahman, Jack Schwartz, Brenda Solomon, Charles B. Strozier, and
Lawrence Tritle. To Caitlin Gaynor for editing, proofing, and Publisher 2016 software application, Nicole D’Andria for editing and
proofing, and Jessica Mar, Professor Paul Salstrom, and John
Swenarton for proofing. Our special thanks to our authors, editors,
and numerous overworked referees who must remain anonymous. ❑

We Wish to Thank Our Authors,
Diligent, Hard-working, and Prompt Editors,
and Anonymous Referees.
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Call for Papers on

Psychology and History of
Sexual Violation Special Issue
Papers are due March 15, 2018 for Spring 2018
Clio’s Psyche seeks psychological insights on these and
related subjects:
 Why in America have the barriers to making these issues public

broken down?

 To what extent is the openness about these abuses related to the

Trump presidency and the call for his investigation?

 The varied responses to charges of sexual abuse
 The “casting couch” in Hollywood and the Weinstein case
 Therapies for sexual misconduct and their effectiveness
 Charges for political purposes and fantasies of sexual intrusion
 How celebrities, politicians, therapists, and the wealthy deal with the

erotic transference

 Sexual abuse and sexual fantasy in the Freudian tradition
 The #MeToo movement
 The complexities of gender, sexuality, and denial
 Cases of a rush to judgment without due process, ruining a person’s

career

 Male sexual privilege in the Middle Ages and throughout history
 Specific cases: Conyers, Farenhold, Franken, Franks, Lauer, Moore,

Rose, Trump, Thomas, Weinstein, etc.

Articles should be 1,000-2,500 words—including keywords, a
100-word abstract, and your brief biography ending in your e-mail
address. We do not publish bibliographies and usually only have
citations for direct quotes. Before writing it is good to examine past
articles from the last decade on cliospsyche.org/archives. Articles,
abstracts, and inquiries should be sent to cliospsycheeditor@gmail.com.

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

