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Introduction to the Transaction Edition

Social Amnesia was written amid the dying embers of the new left. Those fires have not reignited, and perhaps the book’s polemical heat recalls a period irrevocably past. At the time—the early 1970s—I was part of a Boston bookstore “collective” that interminably discussed everything from the titles the store should stock to the details of our lives.

Anti-psychoanalytic sentiment flourished, typified by Kate Millet’s Sexual Politics, which denounced Freud as the most significant individual in the sexual “counterrevolution.” It was a testimony to my limited powers of persuasion that I never overcame the prevailing attitude. The bookstore carried Pavlov, the Russian physiologist billed as a materialist and revolutionary, not Freud who was attacked as an idealist and reactionary.

In Social Amnesia the issue was less the Viennese doctor than the larger entanglement of psychology and history. What bothered me was not a sheer ignorance of psychoanalytic thinking, but the cheap criticism that Freud was nineteenth century. To point out when someone was born did not seem especially insightful. For the revolutionary numerologists to be nineteenth century meant to be hopelessly backward. The criticism implied that those who come later are smarter: the critics and their friends.

This outlook had a great future. We increasingly judge a thinker by situating him or her on a grid of race, gender, and time, an easier proposition than evaluating someone’s thought. With these plotted, we have a person figured out. Moreover, we are convinced that today we know so much more about sexuality, the family, and the individual than previous generations. Perhaps we do. Yet the wholesale rejection of past as past bespeaks the marketing mentality: the assumption today is necessarily better than yesterday. Though newer cars, telephones, and x-ray machines are superior to older ones, newer philosophers, psychologists, and literary critics may not be.

Very simply, the widespread assumption of progress in the humanities and social sciences cannot be accepted in toto. In fact, I suggested in Social Amnesia, and developed elsewhere, the opposite proposition: perhaps, intelligence is dwindling in advanced industrial society. Undoubtedly we have more information and data, but we may understand less and less.1 Society may be losing its mind, a notion Freud occasionally entertained. Social Amnesia might be seen as a case study of this idea. I saw the transition from Freud to the neo-Freudians and post-Freudians as regression, the loss of insight and substance.

It is important to realize that this transition occurred under the star of liberalism and, sometimes, socialism. The critics of psychoanalysis considered themselves to the left of Freud and the Freudians, who were judged conservatives, if not reactionaries. The liberal tone made the neo- and post-Freudians attractive to Americans. For the same reason the lingo of revolution that infused R.D. Laing and radical psychologists appealed to the 1960s generation. Freud and company seemed too old-fashioned.

Nevertheless any serious appraisal of psychology or sociology—or any discipline—must seek to separate the political package and the theoretical substance. They are not the same and may be in complete opposition. This is hardly a novel idea, but is frequently forgotten; more and more we judge thinkers by their self-proclaimed identities. How do we know who is a “radical” or a “feminist” or a “conservative”? That’s easy. Check the label. This is not judging, however; it is cataloging. Investigation may show that the “liberal” psychology is conservative, the “conservative” psychology liberal. I argue this is the case. The conservative Freud saw further about the nature of individual and society than his successors, who announced their liberalism and renounced his insights. Freud was a theoretical radical and a political conservative; the neo-Freudians were theoretical conservatives and political liberals.

This was even—or exactly—true of the knotty issue of therapy. Freud was a therapeutic “pessimistic,” who doubted fundamental personal changes could be attained through psychoanalysis. Those who came after him promised much more. In a crowded market no American psychologist could advertise Freud’s therapeutic goal, transforming hysterical unhappiness into everyday unhappiness. Yet it was Freud’s therapeutic pessimism that was radical; his refusal to inflate therapy kept alive the possibilities of real social change that later psychologists surrendered in confusing normal functioning with liberation. In conflating therapy and politics the radical psychologists ill served both.

“Radical psychologists?” Today the term has disappeared, although the activity may continue under another name. Radical psychology blossomed as radicals moved into psychology without surrendering their political identities. They were not simply “radicals” or “psychologists,” they were both. Unfortunately, they may have been neither; they did not mediate categories of subjectivity and objectivity, but surrendered to them. As a label, “radical psychology” may be as misleading as “radical dentistry” or “radical car repair.” Politics muddies the waters. There are good, bad, effective, smart, and ridiculous therapies and car repairs, but not “radical” or “conservative.”

As a theory, however, the story is different: a theory of society must tap psychology. Historically Marxism resisted as idealist and subjective anything but the most rudimentary psychology. A political theory, however, that ignores psychology stands mute before fascism, racism, and nationalism—and perhaps before a consumer society. From Wilheim Reich’s Mass Psychology of Fascism to Herbert Marcuse’s Eros and Civilization the left Freudians argued for a psychoanalytic perspective against the crude Marxists.2 One of my later books, The Repression of Psychoanalysis: Otto Fenichel and the Political Freudians, followed several left psychoanalysts into their American exile and raised questions as to the fate of their ideas.3

What has changed since I wrote Social Amnesia? I am tempted to say: nothing. Kate Millet’s Sexual Politics becomes Gloria Steinem’s Moving Beyond Words; the shootout at Attica State Prison in New York becomes the shootout at Waco, Texas. Of course, this is a wild simplification; much has altered—usually for the worse. To be sure Social Amnesia did not comment on the events of the day. I sought to capture fundamental social and cultural processes. The fate of the most topical chapter, “The Politics of Subjectivity,” might illustrate the difficulty.

That chapter examined what I considered a critical weakness of much new left theory and praxis: the fetish of self, expressed by the slogan “The personal is political; the political is personal.” Inasmuch as self and politics were considered almost identical, political dialogue slid effortlessly into pop psychology. During our bookstore meetings people would say things such as “I am oppressed by your statement that...,” a formulation that converts “oppression” into irritation. Or someone would reveal, “I’m alienated,” an expression that transforms a social relation into a headache. My concern in “The Politics of Subjectivity” was not passing statements, but the tendency to reduce politics to individual welfare—and the toll this took on people and politics. It distorted personal relations with politics and politics with personal differences.

Within a few years of “The Politics of Subjectivity,” which had originally preceded Social Amnesia as a separate essay, I wrote an article that on the face of it argued the reverse. In “The Politics of Objectivity,” I stated that the same people who had previously fetishized the subjective—the emotional self—now fetishized the objective—scientific Marxism. “The politics of subjectivity has been traded in for the politics of objectivity. Where once there was talk of students, culture, and subjectivity—’the personal is political’—now there is the gab of the national question, united fronts, and corrects lines—the ‘science’ of Marx-Lenin-Mao-tung Thought.”4 I was addressing the revival of old slogans about anti-imperialism and the armed struggle that absorbed sections of the left.

Within another few years, these Marxist-Leninist groups imploded, leaving behind human and material debris. However, the shifts in ideas and tactics did not cease; one ill-conceived theory followed another. People jumped from championing students as the agents of revolution to black people, the working class, the third world, prisoners, welfare recipients, women, and sometimes the inhabitants of certain states like Vermont or Colorado. In gyrating from an extreme subjectivism to an extreme objectivism political thinking failed.

These oscillations highlight two forms of “social amnesia” that feed off each other: a forgetting of the past and a pseudohistorical consciousness. Nowadays, the latter thrives. We are regularly instructed by “futurists” and advocates of cutting-edge technology that computers, cyberspace, and internets are changing life, and that we have entered a new world unlike anything in the past. Meanwhile, nothing changes.

Many of the reviews that Social Amnesia generated were predictable. Some Freudians thought I misread Freud; some Marxists thought I misread Marx; and partisans of more recent psychology thought I misread their masters. However, Social Amnesia found a sympathetic audience. It was fairly widely reviewed; the book was translated into eight languages; and partially inspired a play (“Social Amnesia”) produced in several cities.5 Over the years I have regularly run into people, especially those who studied psychology, who have told me that Social Amnesia made a difference in their career and life. The book continues to evoke responses. A new work by the critic Slavoj Zizek uses Social Amnesia as a jumping off point.6

I have no inclination to rewrite the book, although I hardly find it flawless. After all, it was my first extended work. If I were its editor today, I might suggest to its headstrong author that it is not necessary to quote T. W. Adorno or Herbert Marcuse every other page. For the rest I’m not certain what I would change. To be sure my relationship to psychoanalysis is less intense today, but I continue to believe it remains the basis for psychology and it must inform any social theory. “Think of the depressing contrast between the radiant intelligence of a healthy child and the feeble intellectual powers of the average adult.”7 For this sentence alone I honor Freud.

The writings and scholarship on Freud and psychoanalysis constantly increase; this literature, however, may be misleading. My sense is that the larger culture is pushing psychoanalysis aside. Impatient with its vagaries, researchers and critics prefer approaching psychological life with the hard facts of chemical imbalances or biological inheritance; instead of lengthy psychoanalysis, patients and therapists—and insurance companies—favor quicker treatments, usually based on prescription drugs. Psychoanalysis may belong to a past age when science was less laboratory driven and when some people were not wealthier—the rich are hardly poorer today—but had more time and inclination to reflect on the self.

Freud is not forgotten, but his thought may be obsolete. At the risk of repeating the failing I mentioned above, I might recall the formulations that Marcuse wrote about the “obsolescence” of psychoanalysis. Obsolescence may register a constellation of forces, not veracity. “That which is obsolete is not, by this token, false,” stated Marcuse. The substratum of psychoanalysis—the individual—may be disintegrating, but psychoanalysis draws its strength from that obsolescence: its commitment to the needs and potentials of the individual.8

Is Social Amnesia obsolete? I offer no judgement. Of course, the question is rife with ironies: I am writing new remarks for the republication of a book on social forgetting. Yet this hardly settles the matter. Undoubtedly much of the book breathes of a different period; twenty odd years ago I wrote of “liberation” without embarrassment, as if it were in sight. Today only the very naive or the very farsighted can still use the term. Yet the book is less about political than intellectual resistance, thinking against the grain—an endeavor that remains as urgent as ever.

Russell Jacoby

Los Angeles
March 1996
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Introduction

Russell Jacoby is a historian, but his book is so far from being a conventional historical account of the development of psychoanalysis that many readers may not recognize it as the work of a historian at all. For one thing, it is openly polemical, not “objective.” For another, it deals for the most part not with empirical questions but with questions of theory. Yet the theories to which it is addressed—psychoanalysis, Marxism, and the “critical theory” that tried to bring them together—are themselves deeply historical. Indeed they show more respect for the complexity and ambiguity of the past, and for the problematical character of historical interpretation, than much of the work of empirical historians, including those who have condemned these very theories as unhistorical.

At the same time, those theories keep constantly in mind the influence of the past on the present, in contrast to the enlightened view of the past, so popular nowadays, that treats the past as something safely left behind. Our present “enlightenment,” according to Jacoby, is really a form of what he calls social amnesia, a willful repression of things we already knew. Thus we have chosen to “forget” psychoanalysis because it is disturbing—not least because it insists that the past is not so easily shuffled off as we suppose. The past “lives on,” as Freud said, “in the ideologies of the super-ego and yields only slowly to the influences of the present and to new changes.”

In an age that has forgotten theory, theory has to begin in remembrance. Jacoby’s understanding of this central fact immediately distinguishes him from historians who write about psychoanalysis (and about the past in general) only in order to bury it still further. There is history that remembers and history that originates in a need to forget.

Historical treatments of psychoanalysis have usually been undertaken for one of two reasons: to “apply” psychoanalytic techniques to the solution of historical problems or to place the origins of the psychoanalytic movement in their “historical context.”

The first type of work leads almost invariably to simplification and reductionalism. Psychoanalysis cannot be regarded as a tool-kit, which historians can delve into selectively as the need arises. It is a theory, and it has to be understood first of all in its own wholeness, secondly in relation to other theories offering contradictory or complementary interpretations of the world, and only thirdly (if at all) as a means of interpreting historical facts. Its implications, if firmly grasped, complicate the historian’s work rather than simplify it. Instead of allowing the historian to reduce social, economic, and political phenomena to their psychological “roots,” psychoanalysis forces him to consider the opposite movement as well: the social, economic, and political origins of psychic phenomena. To hold both of these “moments” simultaneously in view, however, is beyond the power of scholars working in the positivist tradition, so clearly the dominant intellectual tradition in the English-speaking world.

Many historians and students of society and culture welcome psychoanalysis as a technique that dispenses with the need for conventional historical analysis, indeed for thought of any kind, by providing an allegedly deeper understanding of political and religious movements; for example, by showing us that the Reformation, in the words of William L. Langer, sprang from a “mass emotional disturbance” and from pervasive feelings of guilt. When Langer urged the historical profession to undertake the study of psychoanalysis as “the next assignment” and cited the Reformation as an example of what psychoanalysis could do for history, he left the impression, perhaps unavoidably, that “emotional disturbances” were much more important than the religious issues the Reformation was ostensibly about. Deploring the pseudopsychoanalytic biographies of the twenties, which Langer complained had discredited psychohistory by identifying it with debunking—reducing a subject to his symptoms—Langer singled out as an alleged exception one of the most notorious examples of this genre, Preserved Smith’s study of Luther, in which Luther is treated (I use the word advisedly) as “a thoroughly typical example of the neurotic quasi-historical sequence of an infantile sex-complex.”1

One reason most of the work that falls under the heading of “psychohistory” has been simplistic and reductionist is that historians who have turned to Freud for help have not taken his ideas seriously enough to begin with. They have underestimated the intrinsic difficulty of those ideas and the effort needed to master them, satisfying themselves with superficial impressions, and confusing elements of Freud’s thought with that of the neo-Freudians. Psychohistory has suffered from the amateurish, offhand approach that so many of its practitioners bring to the theory underlying it. Erik H. Erikson, noting that Preserved Smith, besides psychoanalyzing Luther, also wrote his biography and edited his letters, writes, “This paper [“Luther’s Early Development in the Light of Psychoanalysis”] impresses one as being a foreign body in Smith’s work on Luther; it is done, so to speak, with the left hand, while the right and official hand is unaware.”2 The same could be said of Langer, who made a reputation for solid, conventional political, and diplomatic history before discovering, in what one can only suppose was a rather casual and offhand way, the interpretive power of psychoanalysis. It is not altogether surprising that Erikson, a psychoanalyst, has written better history (whatever its theoretical implications) than historians who have dabbled in psychoanalysis—or for that matter than many of those who have immersed themselves in it.

For there is a deeper difficulty, namely that it is not only the ideas of Freud that historians do not take seriously. It is an occupational hazard of what is called intellectual history that it often results in taking no ideas seriously. The fact of their historical origin, that is, is taken as evidence of their fallibility. Historical relativism—the nearest thing in this country to a philosophy of history—tells us that one idea is as good as another.

Intellectual historians, having usually made it their business to trace ideas to their historical origins, have a built-in bias, not only as relativists but as students of genesis, to see ideas as purely reflective and symptomatic. A thinker like Luther is no more exempt from this tendency than Freud himself. It may be because they find it difficult in the first place to understand how Luther could have broken with Rome over an idea that historians are tempted to attribute the break to his being “chronically oppressed by a pathological feeling of guilt,” in Langer’s words.

What is lacking, then, among practitioners of “psychohistory,” is not only a mastery of psychoanalytic theory but, perhaps more important, the ability to perform an elementary act of historical imagination—to understand how the issues of the past appeared to the men of the time; to understand, for example (to refer to another study of Luther, that of Norman O. Brown), not only why it is important that “the Protestant illumination came to Luther while seated on the privy” but why it was important to Luther himself to record this fact.3

Intellectual history in the United States has been dominated by the historical relativism of Charles A. Beard and Carl Becker and more recently by the sociology of knowledge. The field became academically respectable only when it divorced itself, in the thirties, from the old-fashioned “history of ideas,” which was accused, not without reason, of treating the development of ideas in a historical vacuum (as if ideas floated in a timeless void) and of ignoring the study of ideology. Under the influence of Becker and later of Mannheim, intellectual historians tried to put ideas into “historical context.” Too often, however, this meant treating ideas as purely “responses” to immediate societal (or psychological) determinants—a procedure that always ends by trivializing ideas. This brings us to the second type of historical work on Freud—historical study of the psychoanalytic movement itself, which illustrates these tendencies very clearly.4 The main thrust of that work has been to treat psychoanalysis as the product of a specific cultural milieu, that of Vienna at the turn of the century, or more broadly as part of a general reaction against positivism at the end of the nineteenth century. This approach serves, willy-nilly, to historicize away precisely what is most original and penetrating in Freudian theory. Freud is seen as a “man of his times,” who overemphasized the sexual origins of neurosis because he lived in a sexually repressive society that was at the same time obsessed with sex, and who exaggerated the importance of biology because he inherited the mechanistic assumptions of nineteenth-century medicine and did not have access to our sophisticated understanding of the “cultural factor.” It is tempting, in the face of this historical reductionism, to argue that historical understanding of Freud has to begin with loyalty to his basic concepts. At the very least it has to recognize that at the time those concepts were formulated, they represented for some thinkers the most promising attack on the most urgent questions facing Western society. It is in this sense, first of all and foremost of all, that psychoanalysis—or any other body of serious thought—has to be understood as “the product of its time.”5

Jacoby is not particularly concerned, in the present study, with the historical origins of psychoanalysis; his subject is its subsequent development and perversion. His discussion of an analogous problem, however—the origin in the 1920s of what he calls “negative psychoanalysis”—shows a more profoundly historical understanding than the historical reductionism I have been criticizing—one that does not automatically diminish the ideas it examines. It arises, let it be noted, not out of a desire to be historically “objective” but out of an intense but by no means uncritical engagement with perspectives that developed in the twenties and thirties, notably with the work of Lukács and of the so-called Frankfurt School. The overriding intellectual problem confronting these thinkers, according to Jacoby, was the need to explain why bourgeois society had survived the revolutionary crisis of 1914-1919—why the revolutionary movement had failed, in spite of the fact that the objective conditions for the collapse of capitalism (as Gramsci noted, along with many others) had been present for decades. As Western European Marxists pondered this question, they became conscious of the limits of a purely objective Marxism. What was missing from European society, it appeared, were the subjective conditions of social revolution; hence only a Marxism capable of analyzing subjectivity (instead of merely deducing it from economic “laws”) was capable of analyzing the crisis of industrial society. This insight gave rise in turn to an interest in culture and ideology, the rediscovery of the early Marx, the new attention paid to the Hegelian roots of Marxism, and in general an attempt to revive the dialectical element in a Marxist tradition that had succumbed to positivism.6

Jacoby not only shows how the new interest in subjectivity made psychoanalysis relevant to Marxism, he suggests, to put it more strongly, that Marxists seeking to understand late bourgeois society ignored psychoanalysis at their peril. He indicates that the work of Lukács, for example, suffered because Lukács, for all his interest in subjectivity, refused to avail himself of Freud, and that the work of the Frankfurt School, on the other hand, was enriched at every point by the encounter with psychoanalysis. He then traces the transformation of psychoanalytic theory, ironically by men and women sympathetic to the left, who sought to humanize Freud and succeeded only in losing sight of the tension between theory and therapy. The result was a psychology that even in the more radical version of Laing and Cooper (which at least tried to revive Freud’s insistence on the continuum between madness and sanity) consistently confused therapy with the reconstruction of society.

Jacoby does not emphasize the point, but it can be argued that one of the reasons for the “repression” of the critical elements in Freud’s thought was that the center of psychoanalytic activity shifted, in the thirties (perhaps even as early as the twenties), from central Europe to England and the United States. The “forgetting” of Freud is closely allied to the translation of Freud, so to speak, into English—that is, the assimilation of psychoanalysis to positivism. Neither England nor the United States had an intellectual tradition comparable to the Hegelian-Marxian tradition, one capable of incorporating psychoanalysis in a way that would preserve its critical content. In the United States in particular the problem appeared to be not to explain why the revolution had failed but why, happily, it was unnecessary in the first place. Theories of American exceptionalism, with their usual optimistic overtones, prevented Americans from grasping the full implications of the First World War—namely that the left had suffered a disastrous defeat all over the Western world; that the American left was no exception; that capitalism had entered a new and more sinister phase in which its control over the individual would be greatly extended (partly because of the weakness of the left); and that these developments, finally, demanded a new understanding of the ways in which bourgeois hegemony was exercised—in short demanded, among other things, a critical psychology.7 Not only the American left but Americans of all political persuasions remained confident, as always, that the United States could avoid the fate of Europe.

Randolph Bourne had glimpsed the truth in 1917 when he wrote that the United States had not made education its “national enterprise,” as the progressives had hoped, but had chosen war instead. It was not Bourne, however, but his antagonist, John Dewey, who represented the American mainstream; nor was anything more characteristic of American thought than Dewey’s continuing hope, long after the possibility of such a solution had ceased to exist (if it ever had), that the sickness of bourgeois society could be cured through education in humane values and “cooperation.” It goes almost without saying that American social thought, with its essentially therapeutic outlook on the world, proved eminently receptive to the work of the Freudian revisionists and, later, to “humanist” psychology, which in Jacoby’s words proposes not to destroy dehumanization but to humanize it.

The work of the Frankfurt School, even when its founders migrated to the United States and began to publish in English, made little impression on the American scene. Adorno’s work was known almost exclusively through The Authoritarian Personality, which was mistaken for a purely psychological analysis of politics, notwithstanding Adorno’s repeated warnings that “the subjectively oriented analyses have their value only within the objective theory”—that is, psychological analysis is insufficient without a theory that recognizes the psyche itself as the distillation of history.8 But the misinterpretation of this work was less surprising, perhaps, than the fact that the Frankfurt School’s work on mass culture made so little impression on the critique of mass culture being developed, in the forties and fifties, by Dwight Macdonald, Irving Howe, and other writers, mostly ex-Trotskyists, formerly associated with Partisan Review. These critics’ insistence on the importance of cultural issues, their receptivity to psychoanalysis, and their contempt for the mechanical Marxism now doubly discredited by association with Stalinism, might have predisposed them to a sympathetic engagement with “critical theory.” Instead the American critics of mass culture borrowed what they needed from the Europeans without attempting to master the theory on which the latter’s work was based. Similarly in the sixties the New Left seized on the later works of Herbert Marcuse in order to justify its own ideas of cultural revolution, often without understanding Marcuse’s connections to the Frankfurt School or the philosophical origins of his thought. “Critical theory,” as Jacoby makes clear in his chapter on “The Politics of Subjectivity,” does not support a regressive critique of capitalism based on “a new and repressive equality.” Yet Marcuse remained a hero of the counter-culture until some of its spokesmen became uneasily aware of what, in their confusion, they denounced as the “elitist” drift of his thought.9

The defeat of the New Left gives added urgency to the questions raised by the Frankfurt School and by other Marxists in the twenties. The renewed interest in culture and the family, the revival of feminist activism, even the vogue of psychology, testify to a growing awareness of the inadequacy of a purely objective analysis of capitalism at the same time they reveal society’s success in diverting political criticism to cultural issues that too often lead merely to harmless personal rebellion and so-called consciousness-raising. One of the main virtues of Jacoby’s book is that it helps to identify what is useful and what is trivial and sentimental in the current preoccupation with culture and psychology. For this alone it should be welcomed and read.

There is a great deal more to say about the virtues of this book, but attentive readers will discover them for themselves—I trust with the same delight with which I have followed the development of this remarkable scholar.

Christopher Lasch

Avon, New York

June 1974




Preface

The intensive and extensive interest in psychology is too vast to characterize. Those who seek relief from a malaise in society as well as disenchanted radicals who seek an alternative to the impoverishment of past political praxis look to psychology; and this only begins the list. The very length and diversity of the list, however, if it resists characterization, suggest one conclusion: psychology is not a passing fad on the fringes of society; rather it is deeply entangled in the social reality. For this reason any study of psychology must simultaneously study the society and culture of which it is a part.

The shift in social attention toward psychology is no accident; it testifies to a shift in the social structure itself. In baldest terms, the individual psyche commands attention exactly because it is undergoing fragmentation and petrification; the living substance known as the individual is hardening. The autonomous ego—always problematic—proves to be no match for the social collectivity, which has at its call alternatively brute force, jobs, television, or the local newspaper. This is no conspiracy; rather it is ingrained in the social relations which both nourish and poison human relations. What haunts the living is the specter of individual and psychic suffocation; this is the specter that conformist psychology seeks to put to rest.

Within psychology new theories and therapies replace old ones at an accelerating rate. In a dynamic society, Freud is too old to be a fashion, too new to be a classic. The phenomenon of the newer replacing the new is not confined to psychology; it is true in all realms of thought. The new not only surpasses the old, but displaces and dislodges it. The ability as well as the desire to remember atrophies. Most of the social sciences turn radically ahistorical; one hardly studies Hegel within philosophy, Freud within psychology, Marx within economics, and so on.

For some, this is proof of progress and vitality. But dynamism can be perpetual motion without forward movement. Within the dynamism a static moment can inhere: the structure of society. The evident acceleration of production and consumption in the economic sphere, and hysteria and frenzy in life itself, does not preclude that a fixed society is simply spinning faster. If this is true, the application of planned obsolescence to thought itself has the same merit as its application to consumer goods; the new is not only shoddier than the old, it fuels an obsolete social system that staves off its replacement by manufacturing the illusion that it is perpetually new.

This book is an effort to remember what is perpetually lost under the pressure of society; it bucks the planned obsolescence of thought. It does not, however, intend to be archeology, the mere uncovering of what is lost. It is simultaneously a critique of present practices and theories in psychology. As a critique it renounces the positivist schema that neatly severs facts from values, observation from thought. Hence the following is both analysis and polemic because they are inseparable. A critique in the Marxist tradition rests on a notion of truth that resists mindless tolerance; all ideas are not equally true, and hence not all are equally tolerable. To tolerate them all is to degrade each one. At least in the realm of ideas the notion of consensus and harmony is unacceptable. “Pure” tolerance is, in any case, to follow Marcuse, sullied to the core. The free market of ideas has never been free, but always a market. To undo this necessitates not commissars and censors but critical intelligence loyal to an objective notion of truth. If there is repressive tolerance, then there is also liberating intolerance.1 “Truth cannot be tolerant,” wrote Freud.2

The critique of sham innovation in psychology and the planned obsolescence of thought cannot in turn endorse the blind repetition of the old and the past: the collecting of antiques. In psychology, as elsewhere, there is never a lack of those content to repeat the words of their teachers—here be it Freud, there be it Marx—as if nothing has changed in the interim. Something has changed in the interim, and the concepts, if they are not to congeal into meaningless symbols, must themselves change to remain adequate to a historical reality.

This question is discussed in Chapter I; however one aspect must be mentioned here. The formulating of concepts that avoid a phony originality or witless repetition obviously has a bearing on words and language. The very words used to describe this society either overshoot it or lag behind it. Designations such as “industrial” or “post-industrial” society are fashionable; they suggest the historic alternatives of capitalism and socialism have been left behind by a technological structure that is universal and inescapable.3 The reverse, “bourgeois” society, and the like, imply that nothing has changed since Marx and Engels wrote. If the former is apologetic, the latter tends to be blind in its critique. Yet the latter, at least, refers to certain structural elements of society that are not technological, but historical, that is, subject to change and choice. There is no satisfying solution; hence in this book there is no flight from the use of words such as “bourgeois,” but neither will they be relentlessly attached to every noun. But let there be no doubt: the concepts of “society,” “thought,” “life,” and so on, do not exist outside and beyond history; they are located within a social reality. If not always stated, in question here are the nonsocialist industrialized countries of Western Europe and North America; they are rooted in capitalism, and have yet to transcend it.

A few preliminary clarifications and definitions are necessary: The Frankfurt School is an informal term for the collective thought of a group of Marxist thinkers who formulated in Frankfurt, Germany, prior to Hitler, and then in exile, a theory known as “critical theory” or “critical theory of society.” In the Anglo-American world, Herbert Marcuse remains the best known of the Frankfurt School, but of equal importance are Theodor W. Adorno and Max Horkheimer.4 Of the Frankfurt School writings, this book is essentially concerned with its critique of the neo-Freudians, and will neglect theoretical differences, sometimes considerable, between Frankfurt School members; furthermore, discussion will be deferred on the more recent contributions of the Frankfurt School, including those by Jürgen Habermas, the late Max Horkheimer, and others.

“Neo-Freudians” refers essentially to Erich Fromm, Karen Horney, Clara Thompson, and Harry S. Sullivan. While Fromm on occasion decries this label, it seems advisable to retain it. These thinkers are united not only because they were associated at one time, but because they share a critique of Freud and a psychology that converges on several important elements. Because of their emphasis on the role of culture and interpersonal relations they are also known as the “cultural interpersonal school.” There are evident parallels between this school of thought and what in England is called the “object-relations theory.”5 Within this book Sullivan and Thompson are the least, and Fromm the most, important.

Post-Freudians is not a satisfactory term; but it has received certain usage and is difficult to replace; it refers to a loose collection of thinkers such as Abraham Maslow, Gordon Allport, Carl Rogers. They, unlike the neo-Freudians, do not emerge from a psychoanalytic framework. Rather their roots are in a personal, counseling, existential psychological tradition that has distanced itself from both behaviorism and psychoanalysis; they sometimes refer to themselves as humanist, existential, or “third force” psychologists; the latter refers to a place between psychoanalysis and behaviorism.

The following chapters pursue, at first, the forgetting of psychoanalysis and the emergence of a new ideology of liberation—a conformist psychology. Chapter I attempts to situate this phenomenon within a general cultural trend of social amnesia; further, it broaches some of the crucial concepts: revisionism and orthodoxy, theory and therapy. Chapter II takes a brief historical look at Alfred Adler, the first “revisionist,” and his dispute with Freud; then considers some of the issues between the Frankfurt School and the neo-Freudians. It should be noted that no history of psychoanalysis is intended; only the recounting of certain elements. Chapter III subjects to criticism the post-Freudian psychology as conformist. Only a word is said on the behaviorists; not because they are less conformist but more—and rarely claim anything else; they stand within a narrow positivist tradition, and have, in the context of this book, less political significance.

Chapter IV pursues the relationship between psychoanalysis and Marxism; it seeks to trace some of the history and content of the Marx-Freud exchange, and attempts to formulate a notion of negative psychoanalysis or a nonsubjective theory of subjectivity.
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