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claims of the different factions.  Take the institution of marriage, 
for example.  It has existed from the era of the most primitive polit-
ical economies, and we currently see it manifest as the ideal of 
commitment to someone with whom one has romantic love.  How-
ever, for most of history, one wasn’t free to marry based upon ro-
mantic love.  This leads to questions of whether romantic love is a 
recent cultural creation, or whether romantic love existed and was 
inhibited or suppressed by the institution of marriage for the bulk of 
history.  Clearly, conscious intergroup aggression, along with con-
solidation of property within classes, will be part of the examina-
tion of history.  However, studies of fantasies related to marriage, 
being against marriage, and representations of sexual relationships 
across cultures could help settle some debates.      

If psychohistorians could become curious about their Marxi-
an competitors and seek to make bridges with Marxian scholars, 
this should lead to some reciprocal interest.  Since there are major 
differences between the approaches, hopefully the narcissism of 
minor differences wouldn’t apply.  While the prevailing hope at the 
panel was that psychohistory would gain more respect, I think it has 
a better chance of growing by banding with other outsiders and cre-
ating more exotic and interesting works.     

Trevor Pederson, MA, a mental health counselor in Cas-
per, Wyoming, is author of The Economics of Libido: Psychic Bi-
sexuality, the Superego, and the Centrality of the Oedipus Complex 
(2015), and a doctoral candidate at the Boston Graduate School of 
Psychoanalysis.  He may be contacted at trevor.pederson@ 
gmail.com.   

A Perspective on Reflective  
Consciousness and Psychohistory 

Marc-André Cotton—Int. Psychohistorical Association 

Although well over 50, I consider myself a “young” Euro-
pean psychohistorian: I was trained by James Duffy through a 12-
month online psychohistory course in 2000-2001 and only recently 
became aware of what David Lotto calls internal “turf wars” among 
American colleagues—not to mention the ongoing “trench warfare” 
waged by mainstream historians against psychological history.  In 
my defense, I’m neither a psychoanalyst nor a historian and find it 
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worthwhile to keep a respectful distance from heated debates. 
“Debates” most often reflect the emotional dynamics of the 

group involved and do not always coincide with the search for 
truth.  Incidentally, the psychoanalysis model is itself a case in 
point.  In 1897, Freud disavowed his “seduction theory” in an at-
tempt to calm down his colleagues of the Vienna Society for Psy-
chiatry and Neurology, who were infuriated by the possible revela-
tion of widespread sexual abuse among families of the Viennese 
bourgeoisie.  At the time, chairman Richard von Krafft-Ebing—
author of the quite popular Psychopathia Sexualis (1886)—labeled 
Freud’s Etiology of Hysteria “a scientific fairy tale,” and poor Sig-
mund confided that “word was given out to abandon [him]” (The 
Complete Letters of Sigmund Freud to Wilhelm Fliess, 1887-1904, 
translated by Jeffery M.  Masson, 1986, 184-185).  Freud then be-
gan to lose his clientele. 

No such thing happened with his “theory of drives,” for 
which he gained worldwide recognition.  Combined with Freud’s 
newly established belief that the etiology of neurosis was best ex-
plained by fantasy rather than trauma, the central position of the 
Oedipal complex in his psychoanalytical model ensured that such 
accusations never surfaced again—but banned for decades any real 
progress in the comprehension of how traumatic memories affect 
the human mind.  Longtime disciples like Sándor Ferenczi and Otto 
Rank—who both challenged the emotional blindness of psychoa-
nalysis—were excluded from psychoanalytic circles.  The contribu-
tion of these precursors to the humanistic movement in psychology 
was eventually acknowledged, but Freud’s theory of drives re-
mained hard science and still has a damaging impact on many ther-
apists and child abuse victims (see Valerie Rose Brinton’s review 
of Faye Snyder, Politics and Memory: When One is Requested to 
Shut The Eyes, in Psychohistory News, Vol. 34, No. 1, Winter 
2015). 

Does this brief synopsis shed a light on the possible future 
of psychohistory?  I believe so.  First, if we are to set up 
“educational standards” in a psychohistorical institute, as advocated 
by Ken Fuchsman, we must guard against parochialism and keep an 
open mind.  In particular, sorting “what is valuable and what is 
questionable” within our field, as Fuchsman further suggests, might 
prove disputable and raise counterproductive antagonism.  In addi-
tion, such an effort would guarantee neither professionalism nor 
intellectual respectability in the eyes of an ever-skeptical academic 
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community.  Establishing overly rigorous research methods could 
even have the opposite effect of nipping new flowers in the bud.  In 
this respect, I was dismayed by what looked like deMause bashing 
on the Clio’s Psyche Listserv recently.  As I saw it, participants in 
this quarrel concentrated on settling old scores with the master—
whereas mature adults and psychohistorians in particular should be 
able to simply probe their classics for themselves. 

This suggests a second thread of thought on psychohistory 
implied, as I understand it, in the “why” question.  Defined as “the 
science of historical motivations,” combining the insights of psy-
chotherapy with the research methodology of the social sciences, as 
stated on the Association for Psychohistory website, our field may 
well need “a broad, inclusive and tolerant stance,” as David Lotto 
recommends but must nevertheless affirm its unique nature.  In our 
quest to unveil unconscious dynamics we do assume such processes 
exist and are active within the human mind and society.  This is not 
the case with historical associations—whose “revulsion to insight” 
has been outlined by David Beisel—and might explain why other 
social sciences have hit major stumbling blocks with psychohistory.  
An exception to the rule, Harvard historian William Langer’s 
strong interest in psychological history stemmed in part from his 
younger brother Walter, a psychoanalyst who authored The Mind 
of Adolf Hitler: The Secret Wartime Report (1972) for the Office of 
Strategic Services (OSS).  As a matter of fact, both brothers worked 
for the U.S. intelligence community.  Even academic psychology 
has been discredited as a forerunner in clarifying human motiva-
tions with its shameful support of the Bush administration’s torture 
program (Marc-André Cotton, “Poisonous Pedagogy: The Conten-
tious Drift of Psychology,” Journal of Psychohistory, Vol. 40, No. 
4, Spring 2013). 

Humanity has been spanned by an all-time search for mean-
ing and today’s troubled world is no different from that vantage 
point.  Specific to human nature, our reflective consciousness—not 
to be confused with guilt—drives us to reconsider destructive 
schemes of behavior so as to find ways to heal individually and col-
lectively.  Such metacognition is central in the process of re-
experiencing what has been experienced (trauma for instance) and 
ultimately knowing that to full realization.  This should leave an 
open field for psychohistorians to define what makes us what we 
are.  As argued by Paul Elovitz, our uniqueness originates in a com-
mon willingness to expand our emotional awareness by the thera-
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peutic experience.  It is indeed how I came to psychohistory and 
what fuels my ongoing interest in this subject.  In my experience, 
psychohistorians are by essence subject-centered and work out-
wards through this prism—whereas other social scientists remain 
mostly object-centered.  It is therefore arguable that psychohistory 
should take fuller responsibility for its scope as a meta-discipline; 
that is, a field likely to make sense of all others. 

Does this seem a bit narcissistic?  Consider the concept of 
psychological mindedness that has been going around psychody-
namic circles for some years.  The expression refers to a subject’s 
capacity for self-reflection, including appreciation of emotional nu-
ance, links between past and present, and insight into one’s own 
and others’ motives.  It has been recognized that the success of in-
dividuals and groups largely depends on the psychological minded-
ness of their environment—notably in the mental health field.  Now 
doesn’t this sound familiar to psychohistorians?  Not only have we 
developed a unique ability to relate to our own traumas through 
analysis, but we also work actively to unveil the incidence of trau-
matic experience on society as a whole.  This should help us feel 
and find legitimacy in assessing the singular approach of psycho-
history. 

Marc-André Cotton, MA, the International Vice President 
of the International Psychohistorical Association and an Interna-
tional Member of the Psychohistory Forum, is a teacher, independ-
ent scholar, and co-director with therapist Sylvie Vermeulen of the 
French website Regard conscient (www.regardconscient.net), dedi-
cated to exploring the unconscious motivations of human behavior.  
He may be contacted at marc-andre.cotton@wanadoo.fr.  

Psychohistory at the Crossroads of  
History, Science, and Art 
Norman Simms—University of Waikato 

Though I started to call myself a psychohistorian more than 
25 years ago, I could never bring myself to see it as the major influ-
ence in my life.  I always tried to use it within the parameters of the 
history of mentalities, to understand the individual and group mind 
as including the development of art, rhetoric, and other cultural 
studies. Thus the debates on whether or not psychohistory is a sci-


