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an hermeneutic aspect, as he claimed to be
forming a new science. Most people who are in
psychohistory have no real interest in that aspect
of it. There was one really good book on Freud
from the point of view of the history of science,
Freud, Biologist of the Mind (New York: Basic
Books, 1979) by Frank Sulloway, a colleague of
mine at MIT. Brilliant book! It shows where
Freud was coming from, why he proceeded the
way he did, and, therefore, what his real
contribution is. Even if one were to maintain
that 90% of Freud’s specific work is not
particularly valuable any longer — and I’m not
saying this is true — he made an enormous,
enormous breakthrough.

TP: Despite the problems and
weaknesses, how can psychohistorians have
more impact in academia, how can they
strengthen their work?

BM: It is a very difficult question. Most
universities are, if anything, cutting back on
hiring in general. =~ What is possible in an
expanding climate becomes much, much more
difficult in this contracting climate, irrespective
of psychohistory itself.

How could you move psychohistory
forward? Somehow you will have to get the
best, the brightest people to become further
engaged in it, and I don’t know exactly how to
do that because psychoanalysis arouses a great
deal of dislike, or to use the technical phrase —
resistance. People feel very threatened by it in a
way that they do not by other kinds of theoretical
involvements. Now, it is one of those situations
in which you have to be very careful because
you could say, “Ah, it isn’t because
psychohistory is not a very good field. Why it is
rejected is because people have these
resistances.” That is too easy, too tricky. But I
think it is also true that the personal resistances
are there.

If the field is to go forward, it has to
become far more solid than it has been. One
should avoid wild hypothesizing, such as that we
can predict the President is about to guide us to
war. We should not be tempted into rather
immediate, contemporary, quickie studies. The
field of psychohistory needs much more
concerted effort. For example, central to my
book on the Mills is a re-examination of the

Oedipus Complex. We need a serious discussion
on the methodology I used. Any other book that
is published, for example, on the history of the
Civil War or a straight political or social history,
will get a fully sustained discussion, even if it is
only critical! That does not happen in our field.
Most people do not know much about the Mills,
or do not want to discuss the book. Mitzman
writes a book about Max Weber. Many people
do not even know about Max Weber, and those
who do know about him are not particularly
interested in the psychoanalytic approach. 1 do
not see how the field can advance until this
problem is solved.

Tomasz Pawelec, a professor of
methodology and historiography at Silesian
University in Katowice, Poland, was a visiting
Fulbright Scholar at Brandeis University, 1995-
1996, and is doing a research study and
preparing a monograph on the history of
psychohistory.  (Our Editor asked Professor
Pawelec to do the interview and Bob Lentz
helped to edit it.) Q
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Book Review of Stanley A. Renshon, High
Hopes: The Clinton Presidency and the Politics
of Ambition. New York: New York University
Press, 1996. 402 pages, $24.95. Also, Stanley
A. Renshon, The Psychological Assessment of
Presidential Candidates. New York: New York
University Press, 1996. 515 pages, $34.95.

This prolific author, a leading political
scientist who edits the journal Political
Psychology, assesses the personality and
Presidential performance of Clinton in High
Hopes and in two chapters of the second volume.
Renshon provides diverse information and
perceptive observations about the President,
including his childhood and youth.

An unusual and valuable contribution of
High Hopes is the discussion of the contrasting
influences of Clinton’s mother and maternal
grandmother. His mother is described as vain,




Page 82

Clio’s Psyche

December, 1996

hedonistic, and absent for about half the time in
his first four years. Furthermore, she was often
unavailable even when living with him. His
mother’s mother was strict, moralistic, nurturant,
and very ambitious for him. The problems were
aggravated by the rivalry and hostility between
his mother and grandmother. Clinton’s
paradoxical combinations of traits might be
partly attributable to the differences between his
two maternal models.

The author gives an assessment of the
traits needed by a President of the United States.
Clinton obviously excels in intelligence,
ambition, energy, and social attractiveness.
Nevertheless, the author emphatically and
repeatedly describes Clinton as being deficient in
character. The President is thereby portrayed as
unable to provide consistent, effective leadership
toward important goals. Clinton’s shortcomings
are primarily attributed to a flaw that appears to
be the vice of gluttony. The author does not use
that term but describes Clinton as a person who
wants to have it all and who is unable to set
limits. Despite being selfish and opportunistic,
Clinton needs to be validated as ethically perfect.
Some of his verbalizations appear to have the
purpose of convincing himself, in addition to
other people, that his deceptive actions are
always honorable rather than dishonest or self-
serving. Examples of Clinton’s deceptions are
his evasion of military service during the
Vietnam War and some of his 1992 Presidential
campaign promises. More recent examples are
his modifications of some policies soon after he
became President, even before the election of
1994 shifted the Congress from Democratic to
Republican majorities.

The author concludes that Clinton’s
fundamental character is deceitful, inconsistent,
and selfish. For example, Clinton’s frequent
expressions of empathy are described as strategic
empathy, which exploits the other person, rather
than empathic attunement, which shares the
other person’s feelings. Disapproval and
disappointment appear to be the principal
sentiments of the author toward Bill Clinton.

I question the validity of the adverse
judgment by the author and think it is related to
the genre he is using. In conventional biography
the biographer generally admires the hero’s
performance and emphasizes his or her strengths

and virtues, tending to idealize the subject. In
psychobiography, by contrast, the author tends to
demonize the subject with an emphasis on the
hidden weaknesses and other character flaws of
the hero. A political scientist, such as the author,
might be overly influenced by the human
frailties and foibles revealed by the
psychobiographical investigation.

Deceptive and inconsistent behavior may
result from a politician’s virtues of flexibility
and adaptability. Clinton’s opportunism may be
seen as tactics in the service of fundamental
ethical principles. His character was
undoubtedly influenced by the strict moral
standards of his maternal grandmother.
Clinton’s mother was a recipient of the same
moral traditions. It is my contention that her son
may have been influenced more profoundly by
this aspect of his mother’s personality than by
her vanity and hedonism.

In common with Clinton, Franklin D.
Roosevelt was often deceptive, inconsistent, and
exploitative. ~Most historians agree that the
idealism and moral values of Franklin D.
Roosevelt were more fundamental than his
character flaws. I believe that future historians
will reach a similar consensus about Clinton. [
remember that shortly after Clinton’s
inauguration as President in 1993, a reporter
asked him how he felt. He replied that, of
course, he had a tremendous feeling of
responsibility. 1 believe this was a sincere
statement. Duty and service in addition to
intelligence and ambition were repeatedly
displayed in his earlier life in addition to his first
term as President of the United States.

The two books by Stanley Renshon
contribute much valuable information about the
present President of the United States. The
author summarizes well the information from
prior biographies and other sources. The large
reference list includes newspaper and magazine
articles in addition to many books for scholars
and for the general public. The numerous
endnotes for each chapter add detailed
documentation and discussion.

Although 1 disagree with the principal
conclusion by the author, High Hopes
contributes usefully to psychobiographical
analysis. It is a scholarly, detailed analysis of an
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important and interesting contemporary
politician. I believe it will improve the
reputation of psychobiographies. The
preparation of this analysis during Clinton’s first
term as President has the merit of stating
conclusions and predictions that can be
supported or refuted by Clinton’s subsequent
performance as President.

Herbert Barry, III, is a psychologist who
has taught and researched at the University of
Pittsburgh for 33 years. He is an active Forum
researcher, past president of the International
Psychohistorical Association, and Co-director of
the Psychohistory Forum’s Research Project on
the Childhoods and Personalities of Presidents
and Presidential Candidates.

Associate Editor’s Note: We are pleased
to note the correctness of Barry’s previous
predictions regarding Clinton’s re-election in
the March, 1995, issue. There he called for
Clinton’s  “assertive and conciliatory”
leadership to result in cooperation and
“compromise with the Republican majorities in
Congress.... slow growth of productivity and
inflation....  [and]  peaceful settlement of
[international] disputes,” leading to “the ‘man
from Hope’ ... be[ing] President as reach the
second millennium.” 1

Editor’s Note: Please see also the
“Presidential Election Meeting” letter by a
psychoanalyst on page 96. 1

The Demonization of
Hillary Rodham Clinton
and
(Anna) Eleanor Roosevelt

Rita Ransohoff
New York School of
Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy

Why have two prominent First Ladies
been thoroughly attacked and vilified in the press
as if they had no feelings at all? These two
women share genuine social concerns for
children, for public health, and for other good
causes! Eleanor had even been attacked for her
looks. I shall never forget when, just after the

birth of my second child, the obstetrician came
into my room at the hospital. Barely asking me
how I was feeling, he began to sound off about
“buck-toothed Eleanor.” At the time there was a
popular musical on Broadway called Anything
Goes. One of its lines was “If Mrs. R. with all
her trimmings can broadcast a bed by Simmons,
then Franklin knows, anything goes!” (Mrs.
Roosevelt at that time had a radio program
sponsored by the Simmons Mattress Company.)
It made no difference to her critics that she had a
daily column, “My Day,” which had a large
reading public nationwide and addressed the
concerns of women.

Hillary Rodham Clinton, for her part, has
the effrontery to continue to retain her maiden
name. Henry Louis Gates, Jr., published “Hating
Hillary” in the New Yorker Magazine (February
26 - March 4, 1996), from which I will extract
samples of the abuse heaped upon her. William
Safire called her a “congenital liar” and David
Letterman, on his late-night talk show, made this
crude joke: “These are the top ten surprises of
the O.J. Simpson video.... No. 5: The revelation
that the gloves are Hillary’s size” (See the New
York Times, July 7, 1996). To me it is not funny
to portray the First Lady as guilty of committing
a double murder! Pat Robertson, the TV
preacher and founder of the Christian Coalition,
in speeches, newsletters, and TV appearances
denounces “the Enemy of the Day — humanists,
homosexuals, liberals, Bill and Hillary Clinton,
and feminists” (Robert Boston, The Most
Dangerous Man in America? Pat Robertson and
the Rise of the Christian Coalition, 1996, p. 64).
In the face of such unreasonable criticism it is
time we ask, why is there such naked hatred of
these two women? Is it partly because of their
much publicized activity?

Eleanor had good reason to be as active
as she was. Because of FDR’s paralysis, she
became his eyes and ears and was quite thorough
in her investigations. She became a ubiquitous
presence. There is a well-known, much
reproduced New Yorker cartoon of a cart
descending into a coal mine to visit the men
underground. The caption reads, “My God!
Here comes Eleanor!”

Why was this First Lady so resented? In
the first place, she came after First Ladies of a
very traditional stripe, such as Mrs. Harding,




