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1. This is a revised and expanded version of a talk delivered by Naomi
Weisstein at the Barnard College Women's Center Conference on the Scholar
and the Feminist, May, 1974. The first draft was entirely Weisstein's as

was much of the subzequent work. But many of the ideas had been previously
thought out in common, anda the traneition from first to final draft reflects
a fully collaborative effort, both in thouga. =»A in writing. We speak as
"we" throughout the paper except for a few autoniogral fral statements,
where "I" is Weisstein. We are grateful to Vivian Rothstoeiln -~ - critical
. comments.
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These days, science has a bad reputation on the left. This is
partly for good reasons, but mainly for bad reasons.‘ge want to speak up
for science. Science-- and the scientific way of thinking -- can be extremelf
subversive, challenging to the standing order. The scieﬁtific Qay of thinkiné
offers a waylof challenging authority and thus a way of protecting ourselves
against; freeing ourselves from, unjust authority and the chains of
oppressing dogma. It is oyrhope that a better understanding of what science
is about will help us to free ourselves from two such dogmas currently in
vogue and/or in process of revival on the left. These dogmas are Marxism

and Freudianism, and they are here subjected to the tests of evidence.

What made me want to become a scientist? The trouble began with

Microbe Hunters, an exceedingly subversive book about the early bacteriologists.
(De Kruif, 1926). I remember reading about Leeuwenhoek's discovery of

ofganisms toosmall to see with the naked eye. When he told the Royal

Society about this, most of. them thought he was crazy. And he told thenm

]

he wasn't. It was simplé: the "wretched beasties” were there, he ‘insisted--

one could see them for oneself through the lenses he had madé solcérefu'ly.

It was very important to me that he could reply to them that he had his evidence;
evidence was a very powerful thingf 5
My pantheon is populated with the crazies and the embattled in science,

the ones who had their evidence and who trusted their evidence and the theories

that predicted and were supported by that evidence more than they trusted the



powerful people, the royal societies, the established authorities who told them
they were wrong. Babbage, who designed a real computer in the nineteenth
" century, and was ridiculed for it, and Rosalind Franklin, whosé research

told her what DNA was made out of, and who refused to be talked out of

what she knew by the ridicule and frenzied theorizing of Watson and Crick
(Watson, 1968 ). She héd her evidence?

Well, somewhere along the line, I decided: me Foo. I was going to

be a scientist. Simple, right? Anybody can be president,-so anybody can be

a scientist. Simple and stupid; how could I have been so naive? Most children
knew better. You could call those eérly days Weisstein in Wonderland. In

fadt, you could divide my life so far into three parts: Weisstein in Wonderland,
Weisstein in Blunderland, and Weisstein in Plunderland. Weisstein in
Wonderland is going to be a scientist. A scientist, wow! Weisstein.in
Blunderland has already started out on the trail: she's at Harvard (...Harvaxd!)
where they tell her women don't belong in psychology, they aren't smart

enough, and where they tell her, no, she can't have the equipment necessary -

to do her dissertation research because she might break the equipment. (This
was certainly true; they broke it every week; I did not expect fo be different).
And so Weisstein in Blunderland goes some place else where they will lend her
the equipment, and she finishes collecting her data and gets her Ph.D. in
 two and a half years and moves out of Blunderland straight into Plunderland,
the profession. Well, not exactly, and not that easily: that was in 1964I
. Qhen jobs were so numcrous two-year olds were turning down offers from Yale.
But for some inc: (i rehensible reason they didn't want Harvard Ph.D's who were
at the top ofuffi&u class, at least not this one. "Who did your research
E;? you?} they ﬂskcd me on a job ;nterview at the University of Chicago.
"You certainly couldn't have thought it up yoursgif“. (This last from a

Professor there who thought of himself as a radical). Weisstein couldn't
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get any of the dozen or so jobs she was considered for; when she finally got

a iectureship, they wouldn't let her apply for grant money so that she could
start doing reséarch,.start‘séiﬁg a scientist. (I sat in, so to speak, in the
Dean's office, until he let me apply. Describing my presence, he told a colleague,
"This is Naomi Weisstein. She hates men." )

And finally, because of a number of things, beéause, in part, of

feminism, Weisstein returns now and then to Wonderland. I.remember one experimgnt
I was wofking on, when I finally was able to get some'moncy for research, where

I was so curious about the outcome that I started Qorrying that I might not live
to see it. I started worrying that,.before I would be able to see how the data
turned out, I woﬁld be run over by a.truck o£ hit on the head>by a safe falling
out of a window, like in the comic books: Whiz! Oof!bBlam! Aaxrgh!

Science Affirmed
Because Wonderland continues to exist, wawant to start this

paper with an affirmation.\e think that our endless curiqsr@s ” what appears
to be our need to understand ourlworld‘in'a better and more coﬁplete way than
it has been understood before lies at tﬂe essence of our humanity --- or at least
it is a trait we hdve which seeﬁs to give us some glimpse of what we might be and
what we might do inva.better world. In OO vision of a.just and generous society,
along with love and joy qndvhonor-and justice and dignity, science will be there,
Leeuwenhoek with his lenses and Franklin with her x-rays. They will be there.

" Wealso think'tﬁé seéch f6£ khowiedée ié deeply radiéai. It is

radical, it-is revolutionary to question the content of beliefs held so firmly

and sometimes, for«sga  ~xg.thakthey.seer™ 5 P o GYiver 'Ly God. The search
b Y
for -knowledge is an atiempt to roll back the existing layers of s-~ial fat built

+ o s

up around ‘what appears to be -true; it is an all-ow: attdck on the status .uo.

3 i
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* : Vie-yant to affirm the enormous power of science as a toor in the,

| search for knowledge. The scientific methodology involves a simple but incredibly

¢




Qséful imperative: check your theories against thé evidence. In astrology, if the -
facts don't fit the theory, you revise the facts; in science-— when it's working
thé Qay it should --—- . theories and sysﬁems of
explanation are revised-to'fit the facts. (McCain and.Segal, 1973) .

It is this reliance on evidence and proof which has given science
its tremendous power. Scientific method has allowed us to create real wonders,
wonders that pass a very concrete test: they actuallf work. This has allowed us
to put away the betel nuts and the tarot caras, the teé leaves and the ritual
chants. Without evidence and proof we aré dogmatists; we ‘are astrologers; we are
cultists. Without evidence and proof, we are ignorant and helpless, and ultimately
we are tyrants, or victins of tyrants,

Science Indicted

As noted, science has'gotten an awfully bad name, especially én the
left. Some of this bad reputation is justified, and some of it isn't. Let's look
at the charges, and see what about these charges is- correct, and what about these
charges is incorrect.

The chérges are the following:

1. Scientists:are war criminals

2. Bourgeois science discovers only bourgeois truths

3. Scientists are pig professionals.

Scientists as war crimipals
There is a fair amount of truth in this indictment. Anyonc observing
science in the modern era would have to be blind to ignore the atvocities to which
snientists have given their expertise. This chargn requires very little of our time,
. not because it is uni =ortant, but because the evidence is so overwhelming: Dr.
Ve . ,
Strangelove, from y-2 to ICBM, the ovens and experiments of Auschwitz, Hiroshima,
smart bombs: defoliants, napalm.

If thisukse all there was to science, there would be no reason

to keep it around.



Bourgeois Science Discovers only Bourgeois Truths

But science has gotfen a bad name not only because it connotesA
the dependence of scientists on the military and industrial giants they.serve.
It also has a bad name specifically among Marxists, for what is believed to be
a deeper affliction than the flaws noted by radicals in general. Essentially,
and Wecge admittedly summarizing some rather complex notions in simple fashion,
here is whaﬁfﬂarxists have been saying about science (Gorz, 1974; Shroyer, 1970).
Since; under capitalism, science serves the bourgeoisié, it follows that the
- content of science itself will be in some sense bourgeois: bourgeois science
is trappgd in bourgeois categories. This isn't lethal to the natural sciences,
according to Marxists, but it prevents the social sciences from acquiring accurate
knowledge. The idea of evidence, the ideas of 'objectivity', ghe idea of séientific
method, the concepts of piediction and control become a mask when applied to the
social sciences, a buttress for bourgeois ideology, and a tool by which the
bourgeoisie maintains power. :

For instance, Shroyer (1970) remarks that "Established social scienée
... has allowed itself to be conceivéd as having the same...intérest_as.the strict
[I assume he means physical] sciences. Insofar as technical control [Shroyer here
means prediction and control in the broadest sense] is the guiding interest of
soéial écience if...overtly legitimates class or elite exploitatioh."

Posing an alternative to bourgeois (and orthodox Marxian) views
. of science, Shroyer remarks thit |

", .oons conception stresses that men (sic) are active in the
corstitution of their own world and of their own ‘'nature'. "

S ) /

g - . '» He then asserts that.
’ - : Jo ey :

8 "This process of self-formation cannot bhe conceived within a theory
which assumes that knowledge represents '‘'structures' and is neutral in regard to
its ‘'object'V'(p. 72). )

In other words, you can't get there from a bourgeois social science,,



But it is exactly this conception of humans as active in the
"toonstitution of their world and qf their own tnature'"which bourgeois science
has come to on its own, by ¥ollowing the laws c £ what Shfoyer calls the vstrict
sciences: . ' i . .:There were a
number of theories which psychdlogists held a while ago, theories which could be
roughly characterized as behaviorist, Wthh seemed to merit the Marxist critique.
‘At one time, in psychology, humans were seen as passive and rather stupld beings
who did not have anything in tﬁeir heads except what_was'impressed on them from
the environment, and who did>nothing actively to shape their environment. But even
though this is what many psychologists might have started out with (and.there were
conflicting traditions all along the way), the evidence has led us to a much
different accoﬁnt. Many psychologists these days even talk about a “paradigm
Shlft" which has brought modern psychology to view humans as construc@igg_their
world, intelligent beings who actively shape their environment. Bourgcois science
here had laws of its own, laws of evidence and theory which led to cpnclusions
ideologically quite distinct from the bourgeois model.

The change in conceptions of gigg_occurred because the_old categories
simply wouldn't do; they weren't working; they didn;t make sense when psychologists
considered what developing knéwledge in many braﬁches of science told us hunans
.were .capable of. But it is not simply a matter of féllowing the data where it
leads. It gggg_matter what questions you ask, and although it may be less likely,
it is certainly not impossible'for bourge01s scientists to question‘their gzience.
and their categories. An even more erJklﬁg example of houlgéois séience con-
flicting with tﬁe preferred bourgeois jdeology comes from social psycholodgy.
Bourgeois social psychology, working in Lhe conLe - of a political systgm which
would much rather have people blaming thcmsclvee for their own oppression, hast
come up with a highly subversive body of theory and evidence which shows that

what people willand will not do, can and cannot do, will and will not feel,

is overwhelmingly influenced by the ongoing social situation. Furthermore, changes




that peoplé themselves can bring about in the ongoing social situation will then —
change their own behavior (Sewe o¢ This is sommgnzed in Weisstein, ‘[1968., 19711) .

Ongoing is a crucial term here. For these bourgeois social scientists with their

1

stress on social conditions now have come up with an idea which is extremely

radical: the implication of what'they're saying is that in order to bring about

chanée we don't have to wait for future generations which can growbup in a society
better than our own; we can just cﬁange what's here,now, and we ourselves will change.
Marxists who1 follow Freud with his emphasis on childhood personality formation
should know that they are working in a much more conservative tradition than that

of contemporary bourgeois social psychology.

ﬁet us consider énother.interesting example, this time of research

specifically ‘intended to serve the interests of the state, in which the results

nonetheless appear

to come into conflict with existing bourgeois values and " constitute an advance

in knowledge. In The gzpwd (1895) , Gustave Le Bon saw crowds as mentally inferior,

1

barbarians, acting by instincts, credulous,

"... among the spécial characteristics of crowds there are several--
such as impulsiveness, irritability, incapacity to reason, the absence of judgement
and of the critical spirit, the exaggeration of the sentiments...which are almost. -
always observed in beings’ belonging to inferior forms of evolution-- in women,

- -savages; and children..." (p.35-36). - - e : - s

p i 1860 .
" In his Group Psychology (19215‘Freud began with a chapter on "Le

- ' Ce.6> '

“"Bon's deservedly famous work." " We have
of introduction, bel.- 3 .it fisin so well with our own psychology in the emphasis
- ) B . QALY ‘ L -
which it lays upon unconscious mental 'ife .]" T"his complex of ideas, which we

made use of Le Bon's description by way

S o £,

& ey call LeBonian, came under fire in the "thirties and 'frrties as poujedis social
3 ! . e i

pigd)ologists detected a more rational side to human behavior. But it was s+ill
widespread enough in the early 1960's to come into conflict with American planning

for nuclear war, especially the construction of shelters: if people were so

<



irrational, so much the captives of their unconscious, so prone to panic,,then .
shelters would be useless. It_is of some importance to note that this essentially
Le Bonian idea was, at the time, part of the left's arsenal for use against the

construction of shelters.’ ' : o

Clearly, the state would do well to figure out what people would

really do after the bomb fell. A collection of studies on Panic Behavior,-(SkAut¥aJ‘

)Q64) led to the conclusion that, "There is every reasdon to believe that, rather

than panic, the dominant reaction of the American people will continue to be an
' ~ (p.123)
energetic, adaptive response to whatever threats and dangers they face.f/of special

interest in the consideration of the relationship of science to social system is

the question of the auspices under which some of the findings were obtained. The

book's bibliography was an elaboration of a bibliography on The Problem of Panic

published earlier by the Federal Civil Defense Administration, one of the studies

was reprinted by permission of the Department of Defense and another had been
done under a contract with the Army Chemical Center. |

This work, much of it done under the most reactionary of auspices
(although it shouid be noted that many'of the studiosreprinted in~the oolleotion
had been done earlier under indegendent auspices) . found thoughtfﬁl, rational
behavior where Le Bonians had seen only "panic". Now this bourgeois social
psychology offcrs a somewhat inspiring view of human capacity, which probably

is a valid view: the newer social psychology stands up to test, furnlshcs a basis

for prediction, and, to give one example, offers an explanationxﬁkh&ifits with

meny more of the ptvlltoA‘Of'cue”ridtsti-il;” LI rwiaiTdid® L3 Bonian views. -
-~ v) - >
; So if the Devil's rescarch cometlmes brlngs us clos@r to a va}ld plCture

of humax nature than do ldeas reigning on the le’t, lt is certalnht me hat we
.3 ' ; i

stopped mcuthvng platltudts abcout tho 13m1tat10ns of bourgo:s scieuce. The e is,

nonethcless, as always, an out for cophlstlcated MarXLGLs, namely that the bour9001‘—

‘ie necds to know what people are really like, and in this instance, it simply -

(£

B
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influencedﬁscholarship to move in directions useful to it. Precisely. But if
bourgeois science can break out af bourgeois categories, then perhaps the most
parsimonious theory to explain this would be that bourgeois science is‘not
limited by bourgeois categories;

(There is another possibility} of course, whioh is that what we

think of as results which break out of bourgeois categories merely show our

ignorance, since they are actually confirming a Higher Bourgeois Category. One can

indeed go on in this way, flying in ever decreasing concentric circles until etc.,

" but isvthe goal really worth the effort? If the bourgeoisie itself should adopt

socialism tomorrow, run up the red flag, dress in Mao jackets, ban unions, do
) v ] . .

all the other things that are called revolution, and then order the expropriation

of their plants and their own execution, we presume that there would be some Marzist

‘around to fit all of this after the fact into a Higher Platitude, such as: The

.-

boorgeoisie knew'it was doomed and; showing the initiative for which their entire
hlstory as an emerging, then maturing, then dying class had prepared them, selzed
the time).

If tﬁe boqrgeoisie-wents to keep‘control, knowing the:truth about |
"human.nature“)(either under capitalism or under a different system which might

concelvably threaLen.Ga:hJurQ could help it to do so. Finally, then, since it is

to the advantage of people in power to know anything they can whlch ‘'will be of

use . to them, and since it is not always clear beforehand what will be of use and

what won't, it is ridiculous to speak of the bourgeois limitations of bourgeois

i

T 3. ' P . % s .. " .

qoclarmSCleﬁteJ"?Cft4fj*53m9‘ﬂf‘#53'C%?"Slﬂ”" W - W s ¢ x fact that there
) - .

1s a good deal of soc1al crlence which serves an ideological and preougandlstlc

function Put there is dlso a fair amount of evxdenc: that this pah 1< lnLende
s g 8 gl . . o AR
for publlﬂ co. sumptlon only, and +hat pafts o£ the ruling ciass opnrete or &« much

-, ¢

more sophisticated basis. The people in those think tanks may be knaVus, buc

. they're not all fools.
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Scientists are Pig Prafessionals

The third charge -- pig professionalism, the man's science, competition,
elitism, careerism --- requires a more extended consideration. This charge is both

too soft —- the truth is somewhat worse than the left imagines—-and its conclusion

.

is too- simple-minded. A critique which en&s by telling us to get out of the
institution does not begin to tangle with the hard issues; unless the left does not
believe that krowiedge is worth searching for, it must go'béyond éimply equating

that search with careers, ambition, and <orruption. It must face the fact that it s

is impossible for most people in most scientific fields to Jo theixr work outside of
existing institutions, and it must figure _
out how science might be set up so as to advance knowledge and then attempt to

transform the institutions‘in accord with that radical vision.

Let me begin with an anecdote. puring the days of the mixed left,

‘there was an organization of left students and faculty called the Hew University

Conference (1968-1972). There were @ lot of hright white_males‘in~that organization,

- who would have risen at very least to the safe middle of their prbfession if the

movement hadn't come along. I remember one of them very cléarly. I had first met

him in '62, before the movement transformed him. Back then I remember him telling

me what he was doing his Yesearch on, and my responding in my innocence (this was

.

Weisstein just out of wénderland, with a couple of spangles still sticking to her
shirt):'why are yéu doing Eﬁéé? We both know it's'trivial. He agreed: he did think
it was>trivial. H; said: You're right, Eut you gotta earn your bread and butter

some way or other. And so, when this same‘bright white’male grew hair and chanéed

his life and joined the movement, and told me that if T didn't get out of the univers-
ity I was selling out, I unders-ood exactly what he meant. He meant, get out of the
® . P . y : £ ) . P
corruption, which w: “:he only thing he ever knew. Because he never did know what it
e ;

meant’ S€riously t0 geek out the answers. He never -did experience the endless curiosity,

) N .

the ecstasy of discovery. d¥’if he did, he didn't remeiber. All he knew was the
! i

game: the competition, the meaningless publications, the courting of power and
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iqfluence. And when he decided that thés was disgusting, he never realized that
what was most.disgusting about it was ité betfayal of what was so pre;ious, so
inéredibly meaningful, so exciting. No mattefihow badly scholarship ha; beeﬁ
distofted by the demanas‘of careers and institutions, by powerful men preserving
“their fiefs and dukedoms, fhere is something else to scholarship“which is more
.preéious_than I cén.namg. It is worth our'life's.struggle, just as femiﬁism is
worth ou% life's struggle.'“ o , *

.Thé harsher charge that‘tﬁe scientific profession has betrayed‘science

is largely correct. It is a rigidly hierarchical profession which believes profoundly

. . 4
that only white males can do science, and then only scme white males (Holton, [4%Q)

a profession which makes its expertise as unavailable as possible to its own
e 3y

practioners and then believes in the near-divinity of the select ‘who happen to

see their way through the clouds of obscurity in which it shrouds itself; a profession
which, today, much as in Leecuwenhoek's time, .appears to reward trivia and punish
truth, existing p

"... for the purpose of getting money through knowledge or for ‘
gaining the respect of the world by showing people how learned you are and “these -
ﬁ%uu%:; have nothing to do with discovering the things that are buried from our
eyes" (Leeuwenhoek, quoted in De Kruif, [1926], p.24).

But even in Leeuwenhcek's day, much as he hated it, he needed the

profession. Whereas an initial discovery might be made outside the profession,

4 . . . . . . . s ‘ \
- validation, communication, and criticism of that discovery requires the profession:

Leeuwenhoek's hundreds of letters to the royal society make it perfectly clear

«*hat he, too; was working in the context of a prmfcgﬁinn daroitn bfﬁ_marginality to

i..1he necessity for'prcfessional activ. by i . “" - LT "

i o o, 6wy & ‘-
o .
1ts rewards and respc:*

¥ .
1
- ¢
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" Fer mort scenc 5 = R g T
’ .+« » " _here 1s no way, vou can do scienc: outside the oxofession,
R wramas Ees EE e == - ——

a romantic notion that the new left and some feminists have entertained that YOu can..’

and ic is

Why is this? There ar> two kinds of reasons, one of which involves coming to terms

s

with Thweas as They ore. 'y the other of which involves conditions inherent

.
i
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in scientific activitf'which, although.presently vicious, are not necessarily
permanently SO. AQ a radlcal«\a feminist, and a SClenLlSt, I want both to engage.

in ec1ence and to change the structure of the scientific profession. If I devoted
all of my energies‘to trying to change the scientific profeésion, I would no longer
be\able to eﬁgage in science..This means that, at least in pért, I must comc.to

terms‘With existing reelities. A major existing rea;ity-is the fact that scientific
: researcheinvelves the use.df eXpensive\equipment. You cannot figﬁre out how human
beings percieve':by reading ever?thing in the pﬁblic library or in the British
jﬂuseum. You- must formﬁlate your ideas, test them through experiment, reformulate

_ QN )
them,-refine them, test théml. You must present a stimulus lasting one thousandth

of a second - préecisely two tenths of a second after another stimulus,}at precisely

ten foot-Lamberts of'luminance. For a while, I tried to get by on a flashlight and

-
A\

Wonder Woman reflexes . . Buﬁeit won't Qork. You need ogtics, electronic equipment,
and finally, you need 1a Compo—\u"
But suppose my best friends all got together and gave me' my optlcs

'and my computer, and I began to do expefiments. This does not mean that I can

figure out how perceptlon works outside of the institution of seience. Once I have the
equipment andlI‘§e gotten’ the data and‘attempted to figure out what it means, I must
present it for scrutlny to a communlty of tralned scholars, many of them with con-
flicting idea s about perceptlen Were it not for the condltlons under which.that
debete is held, and I'l; discuss this further in a moment, I would have no quarrel
with this p;ocedure.’Science, and scholarship in general requires this procedure:
presentat1on of hvlotheses, debate, dlsproof development of new hypotheses..l have

o struggie aéalnst my own set of 1mmovable bclJefs as well as those of others; I
can'thﬁe Lhis by myinf. My.best friends w1}1 nod and smileland hold ny hand,. and
I'll~lo§e them fof it, but it won't help. I need tough, informed, serious adversaries.

What's wrong with this procedure is not the debate itself, but the

conditions under which it is presently held. It is part of the ugiiness and macho



character of science that more often than not, these debates are held not on
neutral turf, where the goal for all participants is that truth emerge, but in

Roman Coliseums, where the crowds are out for blood, the lions haven't eaten for
days, and you weren't issued a sword because of the shortage.

~

Why is science this way? Why is it an event held in a roman coliseum?

In part, it is due to the governing ideology of the participants, whicﬁ sets the"
tone of the debate. The.ideology is called "excellence" and it has.replaced the
divine right of"ﬁings. In drder to ao'science, you have got to be excellent. If
you are not’éxcellent, you don't‘deserve to do science. Academic departments devote

a good deal of. the year to'finding people who are really excellent, to replace the

\

overburdened assistant professors they just "let go” (fired) who were only excellent.

Were academic hiring a matter of deciding who's more Jewish than somebody else,

it would be much simpler and the criteria much clearer than it is when a department

tries to determine who's an excellent scientist.

Who is an excellent scientist? Let's leave the Romans and their crumbling

empire, -and cut to the modern era. A shoot-out is in progress. And who is excellent? -

The man who survives the shoot-out is excellent. (Since women aren't allowed to be

armed, the partiéipants are generally men). How does he survive the shoot-out? Oh,

)

he is quick; this stud is quick. His words and equations flow along, his answers

are immediate. He - is beautiful, known to associate with eminent, excellent, and

therefore beautiful people who speak well of him. jle's got thirty=-six inches,

thirty-six inches of publications \0 hig Yita. CB@ Gcé\ !-;D‘Q‘QJ;‘V. he torn *T‘('\e\»n o\;{-

”;§g‘i{;sﬂs\eggéﬁ?> . This bedutiful young stud came here out of Harvard, by way

of’stanford: Oh, see where he has bean, and who he therefore is!
» ) ’ ' ‘ ‘ .

g He i oiert. He multiplies in his head. He has. never been known

o falter. But wait: a guestion has been asked. And he has paused; this is not
good. He must not pause. The crowd begins to murmur; fully one-tenth of a second

has passed and he has not answered. The suspense is unbearable. And then -— Good

news! He has bhediin o sinag "Malancholy Balul 2o mt 337 a TammT 2 el Ml oo 2o e 1L
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This is the right answer. He has survived; he is victorious. The crowd is amazed.
"They begin to weep and kiss his feet. Here is a man who is'truly excellent.

In other words, "excellence" is a set of mannerisms, external'
appearances, past itineraries, flashy skills, all having no necessary relevance
to imegination, originality, or even to intelligence. (It is just conceivable that .
the traits normally seen as signs of "excellence" are in fact icversely correlated
with excellence). Althoﬁgh it would be difficult to devisevéests of geniune excellence,

that is not the issue here. The ‘ideology of excellence in fact buttresses the focus
) . it makes doing science extrauely unpleasal
on the irrelevant and sets the tone of the scientific debate; /and it harms sclence

as a whéle by excluding numbers of. people who have real contributions to make, and

who want to make these contributions.

J

The ideology of "excellence" excludes individuals; there are also
interests at stake which would exclude any individual, no matter how "excellent"
if that individual expounded deviant ideas. As will be made clear in the body of"

this paper, the relationship between ideology and interest is a very complex one.

So, without saying anything much about which comes first, ideology or interest (in

)

'some ways, it can be shown that for science the ideology of "excellence" conflicts

with interests) let me say something about the interests in this debate.

r

Scientists have interests at stake, interests in both the narrow,

material sense and in a less tangible but equally real psychic sense. In that

matefial,realm -- let's call it "base™-the people with the established ideas, or
]

the ideas that got them to fame and power, cannot give them up easily. It will mean

public embarassmeut, a slippage of power. Their security and survival are gemiinely
: ] : v -~ ‘ ) '

: atastake if they are wrong too ofter; and once may be too often.5
’ * 4 - ' . .
’ . e .
. But ev .. 1f we suceeded in taking science out of the coliseum, or the
Corral ‘of‘the securities exchange, there may always be -a struggle. There appears to

2

be a resistance to new ideas above and beybnd the fact that most people have something

at stake in the old ideas. Perhaps there is an inertia to a body of belief; it is
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hard to move that body, to upset cohereng schemés about the nature of things. This
has plagued the»whdle.history of science,.and it continues to plague it. It may just
be true that the‘search for a deeper, better, and more complete understanding of our
world will always be a struggle, in science and out of it. In the best of societies,
qonflicts&wﬂ remain; our task is to design a society in which that conflict will be
resolved‘in ways which.are as fair and humanec as possible. We must devise a fair’

and humane institutionSwithin which the scientific strugéle can occur.

ii. Science as a protection society

If the description of the institution of science_um}w_given is correct,
we might think of this institution as it is today as a protebtion society. The
people in charge want to stay in chargevand they want to keep their ideas dominant.
To further this end, they reward those who expand their ideas and expand their
empires. You can rise in the ranks by doing, in effect, other people's work, with
appropriate reference and defefence to it -- YOu become cap;, consiglio, lieutenant,
by expanding endlessly on Bledsoe's paradigm (whatever Bledsoe's paradigm happens
to be that year or £hap monthj. Your rewards are in the tangible form of jobs,
publications, research money; and in the intangible form of access to the informal
networks of communication, the newé, to the comment and criticism, and to wha?“s
going on. o

In those inner reaches, you get to see rough drafts threg years before
others who have to wait fOr.publicatién \a%é; you get to disgués thg directidn that
your area is taking, its flow,'you get to’talk somewhat moreﬁflcely about youf Work
(the crowds at the cd¥al have moved to the old chuckwagon, and joking is now per-
missable), and yéu get to -talk about the work of others, you get the informed ¢omments
and tﬁe expert advice and the tough, serious criticism. And those inner reaches,

Yor wstance.
might add, are not just metaphorical and intangible.yghere actually. exist, at

least in psychology, two secret societies of whichweore aware where fifty or so

of the "really excellent . ienti '
. ent young scientists get together to make themselves better



scientists.

| So ‘hwis acg_ﬁire proéection for the«wr work: %c:l know _"((w.ﬁ can 'survivé,
dtlleast for a while;*kég buy same time. Buﬂ*ﬁgxpay>for this protection:%ﬁg%
pay in terms of the meaning and importance oftheir work, in terms of its fundamental
implications. It is rnot part of the deal ser@ouély to challenge existing systems
of.explanation. Znui*k%X pay insofar’asi&eﬁ are obliged to take on the manneriﬁm;
which cbnstitute"exéellence? which means thatﬁgeﬁ nust conceal any hint of weakneés
or deviance, or sympathy for weakness or‘deviance, wﬁich is‘to_say %h%jlnust conceél
*ﬁé&r humanity. The deal is to accept the whole-show.

For radical, femihist sqientistg, this deal is intolefable. And in this

Situation, so are our lives intolerable. We cannot bear science as it is, we cannot
bear the trivialization and the‘dehumanizétion, but we will not stop being scientists.
Having defined science as the center of our lives, we will not get out. So we stay, and
tr§ to fight, and hope that the rest‘of the left of which we are a part will support

our struggles. But they do not.

The left as a protection society

The left does not help‘us fight because its answer is that all we
have to do is leave the profession and we will have science and trﬁth. But this
‘is mindless and_rohantic. In the first place (to repeat) as scient@sts
we éggg; the profession. In the second place, since all truth;sceﬁing occur~ in sonme
social context, the institu;ions or soéiél contexts which we set up in its plaée nay
be no better. In fact, they may.be worse. Were we to leave sciénce or even tu.iOOk
‘outside of science for support, what kinds of institutions would we find on the left.
Would they be better than those we had rejected? No. Thevchapces for trqth outside,
in the left, are even more limited than they are inside; in‘scicnce, éll the hofrors
on the inside notwithstanding. There simply aren't enough skills, money, dissemination

of information, and, —wuxfwant to stress this =- civil liberties on the left for

scholarship to have much of a chance. The left retards our search for truth in ways
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are the obstacles get v &ﬁk B
Awhich are every bit as destructive and éelfvserving as, ‘/ . the institution of
~science. Radicalism, too, is a protection‘society: it gives you a new éontext'
within which you may do scholarship, and it extracts heavy dues for this support.
What are these dues? First, let's divide the left into the subparts
pertinent to this discussion: feminism (and the new left) and Marxism (and the o}d
left) . Consider feminism first, and:consider, first, how béing a feminist chanées
: oneé life for the better.
Feminism

i. The good fight.

Just as you can't do science outside the profession, we as women

could not do science without feminism. Feminism unhinged that solid steel door to

the male sanctuary of science. Feminism said: we are no longer going to be outcasts
in this place. We are coming in. And. feminism has been struggling to make this so:

to make it possible for women to get hired at places where previously they would not

s

have been hired; to make it possible for women to do their research who would not
otherwise have been able to do so; and,'maybe, hopefully, to create an atmosphere’

in which women come to believe that they can do science, that they can bhe scholars,

\ . ~
that they can deal with.the world and uncover its wonders. (I might add that feminism

also made this possible vis-a-vis the left. Some memeries Jjust don't fade: I will
always remember the ridicule, scorn; abuse, and indifference of males on the left
 to my idééé, and to my bdd’persistéhcé in pursuing these ideas. I will always re-

member their G:Uon: +o»com9ﬂuk@;mk why I was concerned that I could not get,
"a job,.and Lateﬁ%_tb.til\hedv’wttwmy.icb » AS AN e T T :f‘ar”wmy life simply
e Sy : f Y- e A e )

-~

didn't count in the L :uvy business »>f changing society.)
. - . - ) ] , i K e A

oo Secondly, feminism (and t..2 new left cri’ique, in general) . protect.

% us from some gf the alienat ng and inhumane pressures witli., our professions by

. giving us an anlysis which allows us to deal with them. We are not so easilj pulled

into that trap of blaming aurselves far the inadequacies and injustices of a system

)
£,
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which is almost élways beyond our control. We understand the social pathology of
“the professions: the dues, the gunfights,lthe bloodthirsty~crowds. And as 6é4en
. ?fogéssrbﬁ ‘e #
as we can, we fight against the/general social bathology. If we don't get guilt-

tripped into thinking that our position as "intellectual" is a position of "privilege"6
we can try to huﬁanize and radicalize our profession and our work conditions.

Ana finally, it is feminism (and again, the left tradition) which gives
us our sustaining vision of fairness, justice and truth. This is what enables us
‘to fight; it tells us that things do not have to be the way they are; it speaks
to a better and_more humane world.

So feminism protects us. But we pay out some dues, too.\detibét
mean the dues that we pay out for being radical and feminist; these are worth it.
Rather,we mean the dues we pay ég_feminism;
ii}‘QEEEj ) |
There's a rather deep anti-intellectual streak running through £he.

political movements of the sixties and the seventies. My political sisters for the

most part did not understand my need to do science nor did they think it was important.

in fact, it made me suspect. If I were into auto mechanics, well, yeah:AMaybe even

a little electronics. But vision research? Rescarch on how ihe brain works? What

foré ;t was really, as we all used to say,. a heavy thing. I remember speﬁding
enormous amounts.of time in ﬁyrva;;ous collectives helping my friends through their
attempts to smash monogamy, their becoming gay and then their return-to bisexuality,
their struggles around their personal life. After all,“the personal was the pOlitiéal.“

\

And I remembexr stunbling my way through the emotional stalinism »f these years,

4

tolerating their characterizat.on of my life: re.ctionary. I wasn't smashing

?
’

monogany, I was iﬁ“%pﬁ of those Aisgusting, depcndent,Amohogamous; hetéfosoxuai
marriages. (ugh!); I wasn't growing. And then I remember telling tﬁem about éome
of tﬁe struggles in my professional life:’ﬁow, for inséance, a cdlleague who had
agreéd to share a'computer with_me refuéed‘to do so, and how this’was extrenely

A TN EIT . Irrmancia Pl il mce el i onde el e R eoran AT sl e g undcrstanding
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of my pain over this: the perscnal was pelitical, but the struggle to do one's
research somehow was not.
So while my feminism 'supported me in my professional struggles,

many feminists opposed me or héd a negative impact on my struggles. My feminism,
7

and the growth of the feminist movement helped me get my toe in the door of the

_malé scientific establishment: and then feminists told me to get the hell out.

They told me to get out because they didn't understand why I was

- there; and they told me to get out because they considered me tainted for being

~

there. This is not only anti-intellectualism; it is also an imperative to excmplary
behavior. My political sisﬁers told me I was "hung up" on professionalism; I had

no busineés being in a pig institution (ﬁhg_university) and in a male-dominated

one (maybe I should have gbne to a convent?). I got money from thg government

for research. I did not confroht sexism each and every time I saw it, on the becaches,
in-the Frenches,... T hired technicians who knew electronics, and mwost of the time,

they were not female. (That was a later devglopment; earlier, I had hired my

feminist friends at a time when we thought that if you believed enough in your sisters,
they could learn énything in two months). In short, I was not pure. I was assenting
to the sexism ;f the institution; I was compromising. "

As T said.before, it is obvious that I couldn't do science outside
the profession. Ilm'really not éure why the feminism I knew was asking me to, in effect,
abandon_.science mea.§3e. ébn‘tvwant to digress too far, but.mJQije to point
out several reasons th5£¢; think it may be important for us to understand.

First, the movements of the '60's and the 170's never successfully

e

shed their inheritance of the fine old American tradition of shoot first, ask

. .
‘questions later, ©i don't think, do. We know that this is part of the concept
v % _
of what it means to be a real man, but somehow, many feminists took over this anti-
intellectualism. It made you tough. And tough was what we nceded if we were going

to make a revolution. Don't sit around lika buncha intellectuals; put your balls/tits

on the line.



Secqna, a. let of feminists who came from the mi#ed left had a healthy
distrust of the debates that took place among male heavies. They were cockfiéhtsi
fast—gun gyﬁnastics, the shoot—-outs of science transferred to the left's C“{
corwal, and it was hard to see the content through the dust kicked up. But more
generally, women coming into the movement, whether from the new left or not, had
a distrust of intellectual debate, Eécause males had arrogated that territory to
themselves.

Because of this, we adopted an atheoretical apérdach, which in some ways:
made an exemplary moral Etancé our only badge of authenticity. That is, without
level-headed analysis, and without some general,’eﬁunciated politics which
included a view of what it means to be in the movement,-to be a feminist, for the
long haul, for life, feminism demanded con£inued, daily, ritualized, ever more ,
extreme proof and re—prbof that our commipmawt was real. ‘

This seems to be changing now. Many of us have come to recognize the
negd for theory, analysis, thought And with this recognition has come a measure of
pluralism: the imperative to be "totally political"™, to devote all one's waking
hours to politics has been replaced,by a saner view which tries to figure out
_how participants in a movement can survive over the many years it’'is going to
take us to change the way things are. Many of us, in brief, have come to realize
that short-run politics burn out.fast;‘we need to think of ways to create an enduring,
long—term feminist movement, which makes room for many women doing many different f
things.'And we need to create the political theory and analysis which directs and

. H
sustains this long-term view. e .

vggrxism, che oid left, and the new "new left".

i. Bencfits. One model for a lorg-term politics is, reasonably enough, the old

Frrasig

left.xﬁere are traditions which have lasted; traditions which we may inspect

and perhaps incorporate: patience, eni&rande, maturity, the long haul. Turning

to the old left as a model may provide us with a sense of sustaining process;

it may be a corrective to short-term politics in that it tells us we can



survive in some way or other as a movement, and as participants in a mavement,

without the kind of total exemplary moral stahce which is impossible to sustain.

ii. Dues

= =Xk ?a(‘\\ elac $ Marxusts
'Nnnﬁzghw(mbdalqinngumnu+,mmywm.q political analysis and theory may

actually foreclose our creamda OF ;'an'énduring feminist left. For, -if

feminism méy be characterized in sdﬁe ways as a movement in search of a fheory,<
Marxism ié certainly, at this-stage in American history, a theory in search of
a movement. Since it is, as ;;will a?gue below, a thebry which is largely incorrect,
- which was irrelevant to the needs and demands of the mo&ement constituencieé of
the 'sixties and is irrelevant to the needs and démands of feminism today, we must
question why we-are cohsidering it ét all. We must question whether we want to
take our broadly-based popular feminist movement and try to understand it by cramming
it.into thg confines of Marxian.theoiy)anal§sis>and tradition: we mﬁst question whether
by déing'this we will deepen and strengthen our feminist movement, make it truly
'"revolutionary“ and(hpugkégg‘bringingvabout 5 'totaljpélitical, cultural,
economic societal transformétion, or whether the opposite will occur:'while Marxian
theory develops yét another éofpus of "brilliant" analysis, our’popular-movément wi;l
- shrink and dis apéear. ’
Oor- C{oeS" lon\hg/O(‘ Morx s\\oo\c} nq‘r be daken fo wonply Thet We ore

- .1n no- way caymnq that we should cater to conqorvat1Ve tendencies
in ouf movement._Far'from it. Nor am I saylhg that we shéuld justify whatever is in
the air, whether it.be kilier«dykerof open marriage. We must be énalytic, self—
conscious, critical; we'mus£ ﬂe&elop thought-out, careful, radical political analysis
and thcory we must voeak the truth, whether or not the truth is popular. WhaL e, oce

.

qucstlonlng is whcther Marx®an theory is the *ruth.

»

But, wi %2 Marx1an theory is, ao(QAWLll argue below, ‘deficient in -
v i

some fairly critical ways, and largely useless to feminism, it is the only theory
(with a very few exceptions) which qual1flc" you as an intellectual on the left,

and,‘lncrea°1ngly, as a feminist intellectual. In this respect, then, the left funct-
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ions everi bit as much as a protectian society as does sbiehce, with two exceptions.
First, the left doesn;t have the money. and the power scientists db.
Second, itvdoesh't haVe to ééend time aréuing éway evidence, since it believes it
can ignore evidéncc. But the lef£ functions as‘a brotection society just the
same. While you may be deviant froﬁ méinstream society because you are a feminist
or because you are a léftisf, the left itself has ways of distributing power,
'authority,iand legitimacy:'. .allowing ?ouf ideas to be published, to bé.taken
éeriously,>to be treated-as wégthy of attention in the ongoing dialogue. You are
given legitimacy iﬁ you stay within the established dogma, and you are 6stracized,

Vu%cé\géa., not takeh seriousb)ignored ox denounced, if you don't.

As stated above, the established dogma is this: you have got to be

a Marxist. And lately, you might do‘well to be a Freudian, too. Without adherence,

lip service, obeisance to Marx//?reud , your theories are treated as invalid, your

’

brain as mush, and your motives are suspect.

Dogma versus knowledge: necessify for detailed critique of Marx and Freud
Now if you have got to be a Marxist or a Freudian because these theories

are correct, then-that's not dogma. It's only if you have got to be.a Marxist oxr.
P bécbme dogma,,

P

a Ereudiaﬂ despite evidence.against these theories that *kcg :

and the necessity to adhere to them radical "protection".
We ticse. ) : j
. ‘When | was discussing science,uwe could make a formal critique without

talking about the sv!.:tance of any particular scientific struggle{&klcould talk

about how easily d« is>aCCthed by scientists who ought to know better; how hard

~

it is to fight the . ‘gning fashions, whether or not they are correct. Most would

agree. (We_might ev. . make me a slogan to take back to my science: We Must Combat
Dogma Wherever it 7 :..cars, on the Beadhes,.in.the Trenches....). But now, it secems,
LR R N . : . »

we're discussing tho very body of tradition and insurgent activity that enables us

B3

tb combat dogma, and Welfe calling this dogma, too. Sot: have to go beyond a formal

critique, a critique of the institation, and deal with contont.\k‘have to show where
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WC think Marxian and Freudian theory are in fact dogma, not truth.

Here's the plan: wewill first discuss both theories together, because

.there is a basic assumption common to both which e think is erroneous and outdated.

Then we will discuss in further detail how this assumption applies first to Marx and

‘

then to Freud, and how it is wrong in both cases.

Joint Critique of Marx and Freud

The assumption coﬁﬁon Eg~both:’predictihq superstructure from bése_
| : ihere‘is a basic tenet in Mérxian and Freudian theory which is common
to both, extremely appealing as theory, and probably ﬁrong.
The assﬁmptioﬁ is simply this: there exists a base, a small set of

conditions which are necessary ig_order that a system (society or an individual)

]

survive; and then there is a superstructure, which can be derived from g_knowledge

gﬁ_ﬁﬁg‘gggg, With Marx, you gtart with the prbductiie forces and the conditions sur-
- yrounding production, and you arrive at consciousness and culture. With Freud, you‘
start with the pleasure principle, the raging instinctual demands and you arrive
at the rest of what peoplg do —- work, talk, stutter, develop hives, and so on.

Noﬁ this is, .on its face, wﬁat one wdnté out of theory: coheﬁence,-
cogence, a parsimonious way'to describe and predict an otherwise chaotic array of
unrelated events. But while~£his assﬁmptioﬁ is-£ighf, and scems to make sense,.it
is opén to sérioﬁs question.

Néﬁ,vhow do we'go_about dctermining whether or not a particula.. assump-

tion is right or wrong? We¢ have talked previously about evidence as a tool ir con~

~ s

firmation or disconfirmétioni There is anotﬁer way to sa? thié: thecries have fq
predict to be useful and valid.\ds don't mean this‘in a simple»minded way:;h;realize
that in dealing with human behavior and society, valiéa?ion of tﬁeory sometimes
includes a good deél of after»the—facﬁ evidence because that's what's lying aiound.

In history, say, we can't do the same kind of controlled experimentation that we can

do in psychology. But a predictive element must be there.-If the theory is only good
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after the fact, then it is no good at all.
It turns out that whenever you look in detail at a behavioral theory
whlch claims to be able to predict superstructure from base, you find that 1t can't}

either it becomes circular, or it can't predict at all.

A look at g»behavioral theory which attempts to predict superstructure from base.

Leﬁ'Us'first give you an example from motivation theory in psychology,

. since both the assuﬁptions and the evidence there are very clear.

" In motivation theofy, the same base—superstructuge formulation was
applied to animals. First, the question was posed: Why do animals do what they do?
Animals do a bewildering number of things, not all of which make immediate (or even
delayed)-sense._The answer was formulated: animals do what they do in order to_survive,
and anything which does not look like it's done in order to survive nonetheless came
about originally as a sort of byproduct of some kind of survival action. In other

"words, when we watch dogs tossing balls in the air and cats playing with half-dead

" mice before eatlng them, we can understand this behavior as”superutructure" -- conduct
derived from base, which is in this case survival. This "superstructure" was forced
into relation to base by the contention that these odd activities arise' not as
activities in themselves, but as necessary appendages to other activities that these
animals ﬁndertook in oxder to sﬁrvive;

Let DSiPﬁt.it'more direot%s'in the terms the motivation theorists used.

What do‘animals need in oxrder tc go'on 1living? (besides the obvious minima for e;l

1

. living thingsﬁ respect, a‘color teevee, and a little place in Ehe copntry); in order
to go.on li&ing,‘aanals need food, water, sleecp, oxygen, sex, perhabs, if *ﬂé species
is fo survive. Supposec one acsume“ that all thlngs an animal orlgnnally does stems
from Lhe need to falie care of thoee things. Those wishing to be more genc¢ral caﬁ éosit
:that the way’ ihcsc primary drives make thems e1veo felt is through a state of tension
in en animel, and that.all behavior can bc_thought of as tending towards "tension

reduction". Freud's 'pleasure principle", and his tying of all behavior to instinctual.
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energieé is just an old-time way of putting the same thing.

NOQ, whatever animals learn, no matter,hqw unrelated it looks to
primary drive, can ultimately be traced back (if you. try hard enough) to a history
of what occurred while animals were on their way towards satisfying their primary
drives. The other behavior stayed, so the theory argues, becausc through some
mechanism or other it got confused with, or tied to, primary drive. It stayed
even though it was not directly a functien of survival behavior.

But it turne out that this formulation is completely inadequate to
deal with what animals do. Robert White has argued thie brilliantly in his classic
peper, "Motivation reconsidered: the concept of competence" (1959) . Monkeys will
subject theﬁselves to an extremely painful electric shock just to get to the other
side of their cage where a window enables them to look out at what is going on in
the laboratory, or where there is a mechanical puzzle that they can play withe.

In order to explore new areas of a eage, rats will run over an electrified grid which
they have leerned produces ‘a painful electric shock. (Dashiell, 1925; Nissen, 1930).
Pigeens and rate , having learned to obtain food by pressing a bar which_causes a

food pellet to be delivered, will continue doing this, even when‘tﬁeir cages are
provided with a full cup of food (Neuringer, 1969). Animals are active and curieus

as hell. To tie curiosity, work for the sake of worr, search for novelty, exploration,
to ?prv1val needs is actually to blow out the basic theory entlrely To argue Lhat

’

.all/these contrlbute to a larger surv1val compctence is to QﬂSK'Chat anythlng an

animal does is survival behavior, that curiosity never killed a single cat. But

el

"

then the theory- Semo covsomplelnly.clrer™ an o roespon e’ wopred .24 beforeband what

cLazy thng an anlmrl wrll ehoose to regard as necessary to V§§surV1val.

*t What ths meant for ps ychorogy was. +hat v 2 had to reVlse o‘r nCLlOlb

« 9 i,
"% of Vhy anlmalc dld things. hot all that thei dld related Lo prlmary derCS and either

L

we had to expand the notion of what is necessary for survival untll lt 1ncluded

werything, like eating too many salted peanuts and sky diving and going on hunger

L




strikes —~ which;both,dcgs and peaple do —- in which case, it loses all predictive
power, or we had to admit that we were cut loose from a tight, coherent explanation
of behavior. It meant that we were going to have to drift for a while on the observa-=

)

tion that some of the things animals like to do are not necessary for survival: they
like to play, and they are curioﬁs, and they like to solve ?roblems and look at new .
things. Indeed Freud himself had to formulate a concept of "neutralized" energy to
account for humans'  remarkable (if you start from Freud's theory) capacities to sus-—-
tain interest in things not directly related to sex amie8&$smq.But once you ."neutralize"
energy, there goes your theory, again. It becomes_circular and unable to predict.

"Tt is worth noting that Freud's procedure in making the assumption of
neutralized instinctual energy is similar to the one followed by orthodox behaviorists
in connection with primary drives. These theorists started from the assumption that
all behavior was powered by a limited number of organic drives and then, in order to
protect this assumption, they developed further hypotheses, such as secondary reinforce-
ment, to account for motivated behavior that bore no obvious relation to primary goals."
(White, 1959, p. 310). : :

Now the pointwge want to make here is that psychologists not only had
to admit that there existed a "superst;ucture" for animals -- that animals did things
which were irrelevant or sometimes counter to survival -- but they alsc had to
admit that the “"superstructure" for animals had laws of its own. So we go from a

nice tight theory with good potential predidtability -~ the notion that behavior

is "powered" (to use White's term) by primary drives -- into a loose and vague area

" where we're just not sure why an animal is doing what it's doing. But unless we

- —as

o

4

“understand them.,

consider the range of what animals do, their "superstipehye", we will not ultimately
i .

a
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It's st. ._’tirue, of course, that animals do things in order to suxvive,
. 2 . “ e - 3 . Csta o
just as-it's true that society must pr “luce in order to survive. And it's true *hat
< P b . " . L . < . § . R : “ " b _‘. . . : °
thLe conditions of ‘survival »nfluence the behovior of animals, and tue tonditions of

bréduction influence the kind of society e live. in. One can't drink poisoned
water without being poisoned; power cannot be equally distributed undex capitalism.

-

Base is a necessary condition for superstracture; however, it is not a sufficient



condition.

Another way to‘iook at it is this; Events in the base are highly
predictive of activities concerning the base. You know what's going to happen to
an animal when it's been lethally poisoned. But events in the base are not highly
predictive of activities which don't concern the base: you don't know what an agimal
‘will do when it hasn't been poisoned, or when the level of poison is sufficiently
__low SO that the animal has a nﬁmber of years to assimilate.it. The critical point
is that the conéitions of survival do not Qniquely determine much of an animal's
behavior;

To.complete the parallel: just as behavioxr cannot be predicted from
primary drive, either directly, or indirectly, it may be that culture, social
structure, and consciousness —-— superstructure, for Marx —- cannot be predicted
fr§m base, from the things society does in.ordér_to keep going. It may be that
superstructure is tied to base-in such an indirect manner that studying base canA
predict only what will happen in base; not what will happen to culture. And finally,
it may be that in order to chénge the base, you have to change the superstructure,
not the other way around. -

But a parallel is just that -- % parallel. It may serve as a heuristic
device which enaﬁles us to rethink theory in a different doﬁain, but it certainly
doesn't disprove theory in a different domain. So whereas, with Freud, the motivation
theory critique is more than ; parallel since his theorylof primary drives is
the éamg as classical motivation theory and can bé criticized on precisely the
-sane grouuds, with Mary, we have to turn our attention spccificaily to whether or

]

not the same criticism applies in the domain of society and social change.
. PRl * . ) 5
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* The Marxian Apology

a4

‘Predicting superstructure from base: Marx_ig_particular

i. Proletarian mission: the original prediction

-~

Marx related consciousness -- an event in the superstructure -- to



base —— the organization of production. He predicted that a particular consciousncgs

would be generated as a consequence of a particular dynamic in the basé. ﬁnder

capltallsm, the industrial proletariat, because of their particulaxr relationship

to production, because of the social organization of production, and because of

what would be their increasing immiseration, would develop the consciousness that

a revolution is necessary or desirable. To put it in somewhat looser form, they

would develop the consciousness that things are intolerably wrong and must be changed.
One has to look through some pretty weifd lenses to find revolutionary

consciousness among the proletariat in advanced industrial societies such as our own.

Indeed, orthodox Marxists will tell me without flinching that the working class in

our coﬁntry is reactionary (at present, of course) or that the problem with which

we all have to deal is the problen of why the working classes in advanced industrial

societies are not revolutionary. (Jﬁst what kind of consciousness the industrial

proletariat does have in any particular country, and why, is an enormously interesting

question, involving a great deal of superstructural theory; but this ié a tangent,

and we won't go into it here) .

x_\.

»
A3, The Marxian apology: the concept of proletarian mission seen as an instance of

a generallycd method of predicting °uporstructur@ from base (or, if it worked so

well in prealctlng the consciousness of the proletariat, maybe lt will work as ve]l

P

for the rest of us). ¥

k)

The term "proletarian missior" may be used to refer to the prediction

L

that the industrial working class will develop revolutionary consciousness aéia
necessary consequence of their relations to production, to the base. If Marxian
theory is to be criticized, is it enoughvto point out that the proletariat have not
yet fulfilled their mission? No way , says your really hip heavy Marxist. If Marx

was wrong about his specific prediction, that does not vitiate the usefulness of

class analysis. In fact, to point to the weakness of the concept of proletarian
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mission simply shows ones ignorance: "... the [concept] serves as the simple handle
by which the most unknowledgeable pedants find it possible to ‘grasp Marxism
According to the Marxian apologists,
and 'scientifically' discard it".(Berland,1966p. .YMarx may have been wrong about
a specific prediction, but if we ever are to be right, we will have to use the
general method, "the class analysis. It may not insure correct predictions (vide
Marx); but using anything else insures incorrect ones.
It seems to us that at some point there is an irreducible minimum

in Marxian theory, a point at which one either stays with the theory or discards it.
This irreducible minimum involves the concepts’ of base and superstmicture and of
class analysis. C: Wright Mills offers a brief summary and paraphrase of some of
these essential elements.

" 1. The economic basis of a society determines its social structure
as a whole, as well as the psychology of the pecple within it. Political, religious,
and legal institutions as well as the ideas, the images, the ideologies by means of

which men understand the world in which they live, their place within it, and them-
selves —-- all these are reflections of the economic basis of society.

This proposition rests upon the master distinction within Marx's
materialist model of society: the economic base ( variously referred to as the mode
of economic production, the substructure, the economic foundation) is distinguished
from the rest of the society (called the superstructure or institutional and

ideological forms). " (1962 p. 82))

Mills' comments further define what constituies the irreducible -
é ‘,4\ »
minimum in Marxian theory!

"There is a tendency amonc some marxists to attempt to *defend'
Marx's economic determinism by qualifying it. They do this in the manner of Engels'
later remarks (made in letters) about the interplay of various factors, or by
opposing to it a vague sociological pluralism, by which everything interacts
with everything and no causal sequence is ever quite determinable. Neither l.ne
of argument, even when put in the abstruse terms of ‘'dialectical materialic 1’
seems very convincing or helpful. Moreover, to dilute the theory in these ways
is to transform it from a definite theory which may or may not be adequate, into
equivocation, a mere indcation of a problem. '

Marx stated clearly the doctrine of economic determinism. It is
reflected in his choice of vocabulary; it is assumed by, and £its into, his
work as a whole...We may of course assum . with Engels that he allows a degree
of free-piay among the several factors that interact, and also that he provides
a flexible time-schedule in which economic causes do their work. But in the
end-~0n¥ usvally the end is not so very far off—— cconomic causes are'the basic',

the ultimate, the general,

the innovative causes of historical change".(1962,p.92--93).
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Qnde)r\'\r%l the theory, or do they constitute new theories? The espla-
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A word about "neo-Marxists". At some point, they must decide whether
they are or they are not Marxisﬁs. Mills calls. the distinction between base and
superstrhcture Marx's~"master"distinction"; and‘Qe‘agree: without this-~- and the
resultant belief in the primacy of class analysis-- you're not really a Marxist.
Our feeling is that underneath every neo~marxist we've ever seen there lurked a
plain old-faéhioned Marxist, a person who would start sneezing and twitching and

showing other signs of withdrawal were not a class analysis at“"hand. Class analysis

“is the key to understanding_soéiety, no matter how masked and jazzed up is this

article of faith. Base predicts superstructure

no matter how many qualifiéations have to be added to the original sentence. We
challenge neo-Marxists who might contend that we are beating.a straw man to argue
their position for, say, ten minutes without letting the codpiece slip, that is,
without exposing the traditional Marxist essentials. Any attempt to use Marxian
théULy; either by explaining what it actually meanﬁ (e.g., Berland, 1966), or

by explaining how our present culture and consciousness arises as a consequence

of the relations of production in advanced capitalist society'(e.g. zaretsky, 1973)
retains (as it should if it is really Marxian) this inescapable tenet: base
determines superstructure.

The autonomy of superstructure

3. ()_g_e:.(g \c:‘hng-.?ﬂ:f- SUeer” SATY i e
But the proposition does not hold. Mills offers as an example of

o, Feom the economie base

attempts by those whom he calls "'sophisticated Marxists" to salvage the theory:

(1) It is troe, admits the sophisticated i
nnuxst, sthat vageworkers in advanced capitalist socictics . <.
are not revolutionary; they are nnt even as yet a class- ' '
conscious proletariat. (2) But, he argues, that is because L
of. the intensive capitalist propaganda, the misleaders of: : e
labor who dominate the trade unions, the “labor aristoc-
racy” that is bought off by the imperialist powers, the ( 97)
traitors who run the social democratic labor parties.”) p- :

Mills,comuents.on this: .

S

7/

' The admissions ot tact (statement 1) seem to disprove

Note o reales t the basic theory, the proletarianization of the workers, but

‘—,311

are they supplementary explanations (2) contained within

nations suggest the decisive, anq_pg.g;;i_b_]y_:_(_ngpex__y_ou% role i

atus as part of the superstruciyig the
T g . . i

“of nolitical ideologiesy o =

of the_cultural app:
farmatinn and pere

(p. 97). :

~
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Mills discusses different kinds of disconfirming evidence for this proposition !

' : Tn_ various_capitalist societies, political policies have-

‘:\\3 ste Yo . greatly_modified_1he_cconomis . base—andUicsoeial et?
T fox s ' . fects of economics upon all strata of the population. The

. 2 welfare state is not “determined” by the mode of economic
\Goote ‘ production, although of course it is made possible by eco-
onderan 3( - nomic developments. What is politically possible within
o 2 " present-day capitalist - economies undoubtedly is wider

than ‘Marx’s doctrine would lead us to expect. Just how
wide it is, we cannot predict, but there is nothing inherent
in the capitalist economic system that prohibits political
history-making, including reform and dcliberate change
of the cconomy itself. o ’LS) H v ‘

and he thus comes to some very strong conclusions about the autonomy of superstructure:

Neither “consciousness” nor “existence” altogether dc- i
ermines the othcré

.« e

Bu%-“ifztervcning variables” are also at !
work: the means of mass communication, the machinery of
amusement, the cultural apparatus—in bricf, features of the
ideological superstructure. Such variables mediate the re-

e lations of ‘“existence” and"“C(Siﬁéféﬁ_sﬁé?s‘”,r“thcy__.gffcc_t}
’ each of thesemnd—they uf fccﬁheii‘“in‘t“erpmy‘.:T{ilcy can
play and “o{tén "do play an aufonomous rolc_in” {he e~

velopmentof-cliss conscionsness.or | the lack of it. Existence
itself is subject to th¢ dciinitions of reality_cartied by, the

cplluf_arl'z\pp'gmms}’ o S {(p. 11'3_) g

ii. Predicting consciousness from wi.w . structural factors other than the

* economic base.

¢ T2 rolachion o
Consciousness appears to be autonomous not only [ the economic
O\se l(!f'(iid.’{\bh do” , ' ' S S
base, but ;/: other non-cuitural or structural factors as well. Although the

‘ _ A :
target seems to be structuralist theovies rather than Marxism, Alev'}a'ndro' Portes

A “_, o

( \q7 1) has presented strong evidence for the critical role of cor.sciousness

as opposed to structural factors in producing radicalism, in his study of

the lower class in Santiago Chile in 1968--69. Portes begins by testing this

‘\‘ . l. » ) - i i 3 .
hypothesis: the higher the socioeconomic status of an ‘individual, the weaker his
' (9.31) |

attraction toward radicalism of the left".‘He finds no significant connection between

radicalism and such variables as occupational status, personal income, family

(031D

income, or education./}?erhaps, Portes csontinues, the "crucial stratification factor"
(¢23

. n .2 3 v . ¥
is not "static economic position"/but rather "degree and direction of movement
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hierarchy?/é-in other words, social mobility. But the downwardly mobile turn
out to be "even less likely to embrace leftist radicalism" than a comparison of
Ce. 34)
their past and present status would predictuZWell, perhaps this gives support
to those who, "following a more devious theoretical path, have predicted the opposite:
a positive association between upward mobility-- as a factor producing relative
(p.32) C%.31
deprivatiomrand leftist extremism"]lkn this one doesn't work eitherx/Portes
next tries out the theory that migration into Santiago is connected with radicalism,
that it is recent migration "which forms the crucial determinant", and the contradict-

ory hypothesis of "increasing relative deprivation and, hence, receptiv iy to
: (0.35)
leftist radicalism among oldex migrants"./He concludes: "no support is found

in these data for hypotheses linking migration or different periods of urban

" social--

;esidence by migrants with leftist radicalismF (p. 35). Moving on to

pséchological approaches" (p. 35), Portes similarly finds no significant correlation

between radicalism and "differences iﬁ expectation of goal-fulfillment" (p.36),

nor, finally , between radicalism and "frustration with a lower-class situation"'(p.37).

Where, then, does radicalism come from? It is,_sdys Po;ﬁés, "a compiex

attitudinal orientation characterized, not only by inpense emotion, bhut alsé by

a definite cognitive approach to social phenomena" (p. 39) . Radicalism is not

a’"difect, automatic cﬁnséquence of a frustrating situation without mediation
' ‘

of intervening cognitive variables" (p. 39). "The systematic views of society
. i ;

>

‘embbdiea in leftist radical ideologies are neither self~evi§¢n£ nox autdmatidally'
elicited by the emotional prodding of social and economic deprivatioﬁﬁ" (Ii.39).
It is not, then, the social structure itself, nor attitudes following from ones
position in the social structure, which cause radicalism, but rather scmething
quite different: the realization thét the existing social structure is to blame -~

in other words, " consciousness” (p. 39 ).

iii. Some striking instances of the failure of base to determine superstructurae.
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If base doesn't determine superstructure, and if underlying social
structure does not determ%ng consciousness, then we must radically rethink our ideas
about agencies of changé and about what makes change happen. The sixties came as
a surprise to all of us, including Marxisﬁ theoreticians. The black and student move-
ments, left nationalism, third-world struggles, feminism -- none of these were
predicted. Attempts were made only after the fact to accoﬁnt for the rise of
theselmovements in Marxian terms. So studénts were resisting "proletarianization"
because they still thought they could escape it; blécks were not integrated into
the system of capitalist, production the way whites were; and (once heavy Marxists
realized they could not talk the women's movement out of existence by pointing out
our trivial rélation to society, or at least to what makes society change), the
rélation of women to the base waé once again rediscovered in the political economy
of'housework-and the reproducﬁive, sexual and socialization Functions that we
served.

(Whereas some of thé post hoc analyses sounded pretty convincing,
they weré nevervconvincing in the case of Qomen. For it is precisely our relation-
ship to the baéé -— to the way reproductive, socialization, sézual.ana maintonanée
functions are organized-&hich makes us isolated and privatized, and thus according
to Marxian theory or any distant relative of Marxian theory, unable to act as a
uﬁifed social force against our oppression; or even tg realize‘qur oppression. We
woﬁld‘be, in thié view, something like the peasants that Marx talked about ( Marx,

1852, 1959 ). one of the last groups to understand what was happening to thenm.
{ » e -
P B SRR e e ¢ £ e o i B " B < i
weregBut caince.we have reallzod Cur Oppression, ..ormweains must go back and yet again

we n

® / . ;
rewor”, Marx.[Qr perhaps “.rxists will ¢ aim that no significan’ number of

i . 2 ;
Ao ‘women Lave come to sowmr. cansciousness about their inferior stetus .n.1974. We'll
J : y i X ‘ . . k _ i

P : N

matchithz.pfxvortion of wamen i1 1974 who know somcthing abaut theip on;ession

é?unﬁc o&j other groub Marxists choose to invoke].)

' : The main Marxist input to all of this —— the new left, feminism --—
was the imperative: Make Contact With the Working Class! And amongecur most clear
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The &03 our {nieads (ndeed Made cowtuct Wik The,

and painful recollections. of the student movement was /LouN.cic\oL\Es:Theé : Became
Working Class. They dropped their t's and substituted d's; they talked funny, they
walked funny, tﬁey regt’their bourgeois- raiment (levis) and abandoned their
bourgeois ways. They got married, had babies, threw out their dope; épened up
the beer, cut their haif and started_paymeﬁts én the color teevee. It was a sight
to see.
Aﬁd today, in the womeh's movement this farce is repeating itself
as farce, in fhe bre@ﬁkbeaﬁing it requires of us about how we're "only" middle--
l class (or éometimesiin‘our insane vanguardism when we can say you're only middle-
class). It persists in ouf drive to relate to what the Marxists tell us would be
a "real" movement -- that of Qofking-class women. Now this really isn't Marxism,
.it's jdst tﬁafcx latof people think it's Marxism ; it's actually somebody's idea
of a joke. There's é body of Marxian theory which at least justifies 5r attempts
to justify proletarian mission, evén if it.can;t make it happen; there is no way
to éet from that theory to one invwhich those marginal to production (whatever their
fathe£s, husbands, or ex—husbénds do) éan fulfili that some function ﬁerely because
"their men" are involved in industrial productionf Ipdeéd *iw\aﬁ"w’lSﬁaﬁﬂﬁfﬁumi¥S
sexist formulation -- not because it assumes that women's sﬁatus can be determinéd
frém the status of "their" men (which is in many ways the case in our sexist
vsoéiety", but because it implies that the oppression of women is so mild that we
are méré likely to catch consciouéneés by insertion from men-fatﬁeﬁ than from

our own suffering.

- Some women do have a direct relation to industrial production.

How rnaﬁga Accordlnq to one source {: S. £>opartment ot Labor, 197?\] Of sEhe

\ "‘ ) > 3 3 .
force. This comes out to 6.1% of the women in this country, a huge majority.

But we're Marxists. A figure like that is not going to stop us. Let's try it
another way . How much of the total work force in this country consists of

women in the industrial secfori? Industrial workers are 35% of the Fotal laboxr fPrce;
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17 $ of industrial workers are women; so 5.8% of the work force in this country
consists of women in thé indusﬁrial sector. Another huge majority. Any way you
loék at it, proletarian mission for the womén's movement is guilt politics and
ritual destrﬁction. It's nonsense. )

Iﬁ the case of the student movemeﬁt, it may have been precisely
because we were told to go working class, and thereby abégdoh our own constituencies,
" that we lost what we had, and that it didn't develop into_something bigger. That
is, the student movement had political conscioﬁsness, radical criticism of our
society, a developing politics, and a developing vision. If we haa kept at it,
the result might héve been to bring about similarly developing'consciousnesé
in other groups. Other groups may have said: "Hey. Lookit. Why aren't we doing
thét too? There's a bunch of people who aré finally saying ' there is some shit

» '
we will not eat'{Why don't we séy it, tooé {Information from a recent poll by
. Daniel Yankelovitch indicates that something very much like this has taken place
by showing very forcefully the adoption by working-class youth in the.‘70's of a
‘compléx of anti-authoritarian attitudes develobed by thehétudent movenent iﬁ the
'60's . Attitudés are not, of course, synonywmous with action. When wé look at
Yankélpvitch's»data wé recognize the tragic fact that the student movement, which
feit it necessary to destr;§‘itself as punishment for its bourgeois origins, had
o ” . "

¢
bourgeois,or what you will --
} \

- : (
it ‘continued to act —- call its actions ond ideology,

might have 'presenteda model which would have suggested to'other non-"bourgeois"
groups that turning anti-authoritarian attitudes into a political movement was

a’ viable and attractive alternative.) Certainly soldiers "fragging" their officers

» . ) . .
)

. .. S SRR . > . . . .
in V%Fﬁnam and goil., on search-and-avoid missions seems to have something to do with
‘the notion of resistance to unjust authority and order which the student movement
demonstrated. And the notion of resistance to authority itself appears to have heen

touched off by the black movement in the south. Indeed, one might entertain the hypo-



thesis. that the early civil rights movement was. the catalyst for all the later
movements of the sixties: SNCC workcrs; with their discipline and disobedience
to unjust authority, -their.community and participatory democracy; their
strategy of collective méral witness, provided an example which the remainder of
the developing movement imitated. | In other words, the movements of the 'sixties may
bg seen as aﬁ instance of awarenéss through example, an event whose "base" is to
be'fouﬂd in the superstructure. While we're talking about awareness through exdmple
a furtﬁer perhaps heretical speculation: should we not be giving more attention than
we have to the unintended effects of the "Kennedy spirit"? It is only a speculation,
but it is reasonable to speculate that the growth of the Qarious movements in the
'sixties was at least partially the result of a cultural mood defined by our
adversaries.'That is, although it comes bitterly off the tongue, Kennedy's rhetoric
and activist pose in some sense set the tone for a whole new political mood.

To carry this thfough a &it further, one might suggest that if our
- women's movement keeps on goiﬁg, gaining strength and challenging inequities of
power, articulatiﬁg our vision 6f a better world in such a way that it Shewyy the
present worlél%p LK; it lesob e i developing our politics sé that this vision
spreads and becomes real in small énd large wéys, then our example, our revolutionary
consciousness, will spread so far and wide that it may even touch the industrial
proletariat. (We ére‘nét, of céurse, suggesting that consciousness through
_ égample'iévéll;it takes. ,Of'course you need organization, strﬁctures, and all
the flesh that makes for égwlitical vaemenF. Our scenario is not a mere ;gplicaﬂ
of the street Marxist visioﬁ of %hose final days, this t?me yifh the women in
" the lead: all the children are let.loose in the streets, the.mothefsxrefu;e tol
mother, the teachers refuse to teach, the garbage piles up in the kitchen, the
waitresses refuse to waig, ﬁhe cooks. refuéc,éobcook, the telephone opefators quit,
the key punchers don't punch, the secretaries refuse to type, the nurses call in

sick, the lettuce rots in the supermarket, the'armyvcomcs in to buy the rest of

the groceries and take care of the kids -- then, suddenly [loud chords from the
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industrial sector] -~ the plants shut down, the truckers refuse to drive, the
coal stays in the ground and the oil isn't pumped; the furnaces cool and crack :
‘and the power generators die, the patriarchy in shreds and capitaiiém4r€hdh25!}:
crawling around on its knees, wishing for the good old days of that hermless_
creampuff, Marx1an theory. In all honesty, we don't think it'1l1l happen thlS way,

bt oo Scenarro dees show that 1§ Yoo hove
/ a taste for these things, it's fairly easy to construct a model

in which.ggx“groﬁp can be designated as the crucial agency of change). But in case
the notion of women's moveﬁent politics-spreading a.revoletionary example ie |
at all ludierdus - I meen, the slightest bit ludicreuseuyou would do well to
re—examine your own sexism.lO What we are suggesting here,Atenﬁativelf; of course,
‘is a dynamie‘in the superstructure: conscioﬁeﬁess‘thfough eXample.'We will have
more to say about this particular dynamic later oﬁ,'whee we .talk about social
psychology and the'obedience.experiments of Stanley Milgram.

In summary: what we are saying gs that Marxian theory; whether street
or salon, hip or heavy, simp;e o% convolved, is inadequate as a theory of,society
and as a theo;y of social change. It telle us, in one form or other, thatlwe will
be able to understand social change, social moveﬁent, society aed'coneciousness.
only by understanding the base. And we are sayingethat this is not so. The super-—
strucfure has laws,of‘its own, laws which can't be predicted from the base. We
are saying that-it is time we stuaied theee laws. It is time.We realized the

'imporfance of culture in creating and maintaining polltjca1 consciousness, and it
is time we started investigating the ways in which culture and consciousness work.

Tha Freudian Recidiviem

Rt T T S SNINCAP R Ve S

Marxist Anti-Intell. zlism: the vath to Freud is paved with'ﬁiscay“ed evidence.
L ) . : > . !
5 RecenLly, Mdlul sts ( Zar tsky, 197 ; Mitchell,.1974p_have begun tr

vt - " i ) v».i.‘.:‘ | A

Fudy on* aspect of conscicusness -- the pe onal life or ¢ubjectiVe experience,

s

or 1nd1v1dual psychology Here,'rather than drawing upon the enonaous amoh*t of

knowledge that has accunulated in the last twenty years about mind, consciousness,

and socic : . '
cial behavior, thesr Marxist scholars have turned to Freud. Now this is




simply incredible. Why remain in self-imposed nineteenth-century ignorance about
‘issues which are so vital to our understanding of social change, of society, of
self, when the facts afe finally coming in?

\thhlnk a key to the Freudian recidivism is the bu51neqs yg discussed
earlier abou£ dismissing bourgeois science as being incapable of saying anything

accurate about human behavior. Along with this dismissal goes a profound ignbrance

\

" of what science is about; evidence is scorned, and truth becomes whatever theory

L.

appeals to you. Thus when Marxists finally want to talk about the self rathexr than
social forces, they tunnel‘back to goqd old Fréud, the good old"revoldtionary”
of his time. if he was good enough for the nineteenth century, well, then, he
certainly must be good enough for the twentieth, too.

And he certainly is gqod enough if evidence is not among,your criteria
for validity. Aéuinas and-Aristotle are also good enough (Ptolemy would bé.eVGn

bettef, but he didn't say very nuch about human behavior), but Freud will do, and

)

anyway, he's kinkier.

The scorn of evidence takes on a note of alarming -- almost hippy --

Joliets :

mllltancy 1n[M1tchcll (1971, 197%} In Woman's Estate (1971) for instance,

commenting on a cla551c experlmentll vhich showed that if subjects are told a man

wrote . somcthnng they thlnk it's excellent, and if they are told that a woman wrote
the same thing, they thlnk it's poor to indifferent, Mitchell says it's "fun" to
knbw-this,

y "put don't we know it already? They are illustrations of our
theory". (p. 16%) ’

o .
The answuy is no, we don t know lt already. It is evidence like

i

]

thlS that allows: us *to make tkagﬂgs-, and the more specific and detailed the .

\ N
evidence, the better our :hicories. t is prec1se]{ because we don't know it

already that we assenl, to oppression: In the expeximeat, women subjects
ST ‘ el

evaluated the_stories'gy me way men_did. We didn't know it already, and they



didn"t know it already. We have.to knaw everything we can about consciousness
and the process of coming te consciousness: this experiment tells us something -

about social forces which coerce us and also about something of our view of
. A
ourselves which is self-evident only in retrospect. If we want to change a bad -

situation, wé have to know as precisely as we can what that situation is, what
is bad about it, and what causes the bad. Each of these three questions'has an-
enormous number of potential and conflicting answers. We don't know the right
.answers until we formulate the questions in rigorous form, construct hypotheses
(answers) and test these hypotheses in rigorous fashion. Now if you can pin down

precisely what.it is out there, if you can show the ways in which society denigrates

us while at the same time showing that the denigration has nothing &o do with us
deserving it, then we have made progress. It is at this point -- when we begin:to
accumulate the evidence tﬁat our "inferiority" is society'é hatged of us, not our
"own béhavior -—- that we can begin to come into consciousness, into politics. For

Mitchell to dismiss this as "fun" indicates an alarming lack of understanding about

s

what it méans to "know" something.
Mitchell's dismissal of evidence as a criterion for the validity

of Freudian theory is asserted again and again:

o s

: N . ", ..the absurdities of empirical refutation [of Freud's theoryl{p.167).

= [Ghe Qescaibes Sensus teasearch  as]| vulgar empiricism ... post-Freudian empiricism
...has trapped most of Freud's tentative analysis of sexual differcnces ir_o a crude
and offensive rigidity".(1971, p. 167). . - : AL

3

v ‘?14 5 . ¢
Dismissal of evidence allows her to deal with Eysenck's (195.

‘

study, which showed the spontancous recovery rates are well above the rates for
recovery if you are in psychoanalysis, in the follawing fashion:

"Eysenck's claim that 44% of psychoanalytic patients inproved, 64%
of drug, shock—treated, etc. impraved, and 72% of those untreated improved...

was made in 1952 -~ it has not improved with age and reiteration." (1974a, p.340).

Since 1952, a considerable amount of evidence has been accumulating,
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a good deal of it confirming Eysenck's original finding that psychonalysis

doesn't hclp;uﬁ‘wili consider some of this below; here e would just like to point

out that one recent exhaustive,survey‘(B@ﬁgin, 1971) shows Aeféiiériation in saome
patients as compared tq‘uﬁtreated controls. Since, as Chesler (1972) and Tennov
(1974) have shown, the majority of mental patients a¥e women, Mitchell's cavaliexr
dismissal of gvidence, : her bizarre assumption that the truth of‘a
proposition is evaluated by its age and the number of times it has been repeated
in this case amounts to a justification of continued atrocities against that verj
group whose advocate she ciaims to be. : ,
; Veisstent's- - '

. Finally, Mitchellvdismisse-s' / ‘ea;liér discussion 2 ~,(;968,
1971) of the kind of personality thoéfy wﬁich has been developed in the clinical
tradition (in'whichﬂ*55$°wﬁthat not only Freudian theory but most personality theory
developed in. such a tradition has no empirical foundation and no predictive or even
descriptive validity) in fhe'following manner :

."perhaps I like least of all ["Naomi Weinstein's"] [sic] experiméntal—
psychological refutation of Freud" (1974a, 1974b, p. 300).

This dismissal of so much data would be shocking in one who keeps
talking about science ("...scientific socialism" (p.92) ...[Marx's] great scientific
discovery of the nineteenth century (p. 167)...[Freud's]"revolutionary?;?new
science'"a science of the mind" (p.167, 1971), if it were not so clear that
" Mitchell knows nothing about science and is simply using the term to sanctify

% : - ; Werssteinls -
the ideas she likes. The only refutation she offers of / arguments is that they
"suppose that all sciences are tested in the same way-- the way of the natural

sciences. But on tne contrary, a new science. explores a new terrain, and hAas new,
appropriate methods of proof..." (p. 166, 1971). gy "

i H

b v

This is a striking statement, which could be used to call anvthing
science. No science dismisses evidence, no matter how new, how.rcvolutionary that
'science is, and the evidence against Freud is simply overwhelming.
| About"vulgar empiricism": True enough, there has indeed been an
empiricism which was simply a meaningless compendium of facts. But if Mitchell

knows of an actual living scientist who still belives this is science, a Max
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Weberx ?rotestan£ Ethic award ta her for' her &gligent labor, and; to the scientist,
a Linus Pauling Vitamin C award for lqngevity; Facts without theories are uéeless
and every scientist knows this (Mccéin and Segal, 1973). But *%$¢nm$ without facts
are equally-useless, and few Marxists know this. This is no science without empiricism.
If Mitchell £hinks all empiriéism simply "Qulgar empiricism", tough. No mattex
what the science and what the prpof, it is the evidence that counts.
In any case, what these“new, appropriate methods of proof" are, for
Freud, or for Mitchell, we aré never told. All we are told is that Ffeud's theoxry
was revolutionary. Finé.\ga?fglad to ﬁear it. So is es¢ theory that objects tend to
fly up in the air unless held down. But do;'t call either theory science unless we
have-some proof for it. Howe&er, it is very important for Mitchell to call Freud's
theory science, because that makes it Okay.
"Tn studying women we cannot neglect the methods of a science of mind
... That Freud, personally, had a reactionary ideological attitude to women in no
- way affects his science -- it wouldn't bg a science if it did." (1971, p. 167).
What a way for a Marxist to tqlk! What is this strange and wondrous
new science, a science'tha£ doesﬁ't need evidence, a science that, alone among tﬁe
béha&ioral science$, is not tainted gy the ideology of the man Qhovpropgunded it?
'Only Freud climbed out of the categories chéwﬁaﬂ fhe.rest of us; only Freud's
sgienég stands above his ideology while all the rest of us scientists are hgpe~
léssly in.th:all to ou;s.r(In ﬁact, %t can pe shown, as discussed above, that

science can divorce itself from ideology, but only through evidence -- Lhtough the

)
i

~+ very thing that Mitchell chooses to ridicule).
WPy e - o . g ‘, ’ % A ’ e % s “ a4 4 . o e Jes ¥ -
It is 1muoxtauu that we call miccherl s cavaliexr aitatude towards

& o

e7ide..ce what it Is: ant’-scientific, aLtiuintellectLal,,anﬁi~f“tional. She is
3 . N ; . o
,not alone in ;uch behavior -~ it is common 1n conLhmporary harx: t woi.. =~ and
S ¢ K . : : e
: we do nou me. 1 to single her oul for QECCLal criticism. Tha se Klnd of a®titudes

had much. to da with the self-destruction of some of the. movomonto of the 'sixties.

4

In the absence of a rationalist, experimental spirit, there is no standard by

.,
o



which to evaluate conflicting data other than the assertion of some kind of authority.
So the movement's antisrationalism led to itﬁv authoritarianism.12 A critique

of the mo§ement as anti-rational came often from Marxists. But when we look closély
at Mitchell's scorn of evidence and experimentation as criteria for evaluating
hypotheses, what we find is a Higher Anti-Rationalism. Mitchell is by no means
solely‘responsible for these attitudes. She is working within a Marxist Lradltlon
populated by great numbers of people who have been qulck to condemn new left
anLl—ratlonallsm but whose work displays similarly a.priori qualities. The words

are classy, the analys;s is fancy, but it comes down to the same thing: follow me,
I've got tho answer, and my new science can't be tested by any standards but my own.
Timothy Leary's answer to people who ended up in mental hospitals after taking LSD
was that they WGre on their way there anyway. Leary told me,when he was still a
professor at Harvard in 1961, that my bad trip was due not to ILSD, but to the fact
that I’ had questioned its effects beforehand, and to my " unwillingness to rclinqui;h
control" -- which unwillingness can now be seen as a prepolitical feminis® defense
against the vioiously sexist outfit which Leary and Alpert (now Baba Ramdass ) ran.
Leary's circular system allowed for nor way of testing his claims. A decade of druggies
tyrannized themselves land others in similar ways. And now we have heavy Marxists
climbiné on the anti-rationalis£ bandwaéon, telling us about their revolutionary
newvsoience jus§fleary»£old me about his, and singing, along with the old radio

| " 13

comedian, " Don't ask questions ,Jjust have fun Sadly, it isn't fun.

Consciousness: The Modern Sciences of Mind and Behavior
i. Mind.

Mitchell faults "Weinstein" for feiling to realize that Freud had -

created'a new science—~ a science of mind. Golly! The problem with this is that mind

2

is one. of the most Vital and exciting areas in modern science. Brain scientists,

»

i neurophy 1ologlﬂts, vision researchers, cyberneticists, electrical engineers, people

a4

working in what is called "artificial intelligence", linguists, mathematicians:

we're all trying to find out how the mind works. The scicnce of mind has advanced



\

to the point where we can show how_certaln nerve ‘cells in the brain will respond

. . to a partlcular thng in, the e.nv1ronment - cx Mon‘\«cg ‘{c”e,ed\ \t-qcndxng Ao oo
M°N'<ea \\a«c&)%,c \astanw — —[Gross, Rocha-Miranda, and Bender, 1972])1 a bar
of a partlcular size and shape (Hubel and Wiesel, 1962)- But we can show even

more—— we can say sometthg substantlal in an area drenched with humanist myst:ftca~’
- Thesc ose ‘Which Qe ‘fo &0

tion -- symbollsm -—- by dcmonstratlng that/cells in the braln/ln

. an object only a part of whlch is acLually presented to the eye.(Wedsstein,
"1970; 1973). We can go beyond the Freudian mystlflcatlon of the unconsc1onq, and
identify those areas of the brain whlch are responSLble for the 1n1tlal‘f111ng and
storage of memory. If we want a dream to be remembered, we can arrange that
(Rechpschaffen, ) . We know that animalsvcreate and construct their perception
ofvtheir worid —- something as simple as looking at a pattern is an active, F
intelligent, symbolic, constructive process. And we nave ways of measuring how this
process occurs, and what it entails. It's a little hard to be impressed by Freud's
hydraulic monster of a medel of how the mind works when a science developed since
Mitchell's birth of which she seems utterly unaware tells us so much mere. If you
ignore the modern sciences of mind you won't know‘hoﬁ the mind works,.and if you.
have centempt for evidence, you never will.

ii.Behavioxr
But, perhaps even moie important, vital as are the emerging sciences
ofvmind : they do not seem as dlrectly relavant to the question of why we do what
we do,‘why‘we feel what we feel, ‘and hew we w111 ‘change as dooq che. Jmpcess ve
evidence from social psychology which shows that, to ‘a much larger extent than
eXpect US ‘o

we thought, we behave the way peopei behave, we even feel whaL we are ey eted

to feel and think what people expect us to think. I have_summarized these data

elsewhere (Weisstein, 1968, 1974) and cannot review them adalp naw; but T do want

brlefly\to describe again the Milgram obedlcnce studies and point out their con—

tinuing relevance for the left. (Sﬂ&0<aow /ﬂ%Sh_IQGSb)

Qmikes cat nerve celdl \’ts“\w



time the other ‘subject’ (in' reality, a confederate of the experimenter) answers incorrectly, The cquipment appears to provide
graduated shocks ranings upwards from 15 volts through 450 volts; for each of four consecutive voltages there are verbal descrip-

- personality theory, It says that behavior is predicted from the social situation, not from the individual history,

.. us to réflect an astonishing

- 44 ~
((R¢Sa, 196S b)

r " . . " . 0os . 0 Thpelivanren T ‘e ' ™
In Milgram’s experiments\a subject is told that he is administering a learning experiment, and that he is to deal out shocks each

!

tions such as ‘mild shock’, ‘danger, severe shock’, and, finally, for the 435 and 450 volt switches, a red XXX marked over the

. switches. Each time the stooge answers incorrectly, the subject is supposed to increase the voltage. As the voltage increases, the

stooge begins to cry in pain; he demands that the experiment stop; finally, he refuses to answer at all. When he stops responding,

the experimenter instructs the subject to continue increasing the voltage; for each shock administered the stooge shreiks in agony,

‘Under these conditions, about 62%% of the subjects administered shock that they believed to be possibly lethal,

No tested individual differences between subjects predicted how many would continue to obey, and which would break off the

- experiment. When forty psychiatrists predicted how many of a group of 100 subjects would go on to give the lethal shock, their
- predictions were orders of magnitude below the actual percentages; most expected only onc-tenth of one per cent of the subjects

to obey to the end.

But even though psychiatrists have no idea how people will behave in this situation, and even though individual differences do .
not predict which subjects will obey and which will not, it is easy to predict when subjects will be obedient and when they will |
be defiant, All the experimenter has to do is change the social situation. Tn a variant of Milgram’s experiment, two stooges were
present in addition to the ‘victim’; these worked along with the subject in administering electric shocks. When these two stooges
refused to go on with the experiment, only ten per cent of the subjects continued to the maximum voltage. This is critical for

T
And it is critical for the left. In some'ways, the left may play

the same role as those two stooges. If thee jeft refuses to go on with things

as they are, the influence this might have on other people may be simply staggering.
It may not; we don't know. But we will never find out if we don't start looking

at evidence like this and taking it further. ¥krare not saying that we know

' 1o this Sease,
very rwuch yet about human behavior, about mind/ because we don't. But if the left
s (s

respected science, we could find out. e could experiment. If we want to knowt,

how people come to political consciousness, what makes them act politically, what
makes any of us act in ways we would wish to act, with dignity,-honor,’courage,

; _ ollzwo > allow
Joy, humanity, what / some of us/change and not others, what will u/ - all of

.D ] .

us(change, how we can construct the social conditions under which power is equalized--—
iflwe want to know any of these things we have to experiment, test, judge, reject,
»confirm, We have to be scientists. To exhume Freud, whose theories have bheen

broven .useless, when the work is laid out in front of us the way it is, seems *to

and dangerous ignorance, and a dreop anti-gcientific

“a”1 anti-intellectual hias. o £ — - -
The Con.ent of Freuuianism = ~ -~ . ‘ . " R R P oy
" MR ’ o - ) . e | * y 3 & :v" v {
e T ' PR ; s 3 s . oy L gt
? @ Whit'§ so bad ebout this quy, anyway; what, af’er all, is the =\idence
Wy ) ) { a ' | ® ‘o oa

{ * , . :
against him? Ic s not just that he's vicious towards women; more important, he's

wrong, not just about women, buc about humans in general. ;Yh\S l\aﬁa bqﬁm c%scosswi

-,
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in detail elsewhere (Weisstein, 1968, 197.1); here, Wewant to make just a few
‘commentspertinent to the discussion of base and superstructure, and to the discuss=—
ion of evidence and proof.

i. Predicting superstructure from base: Freud's "insianits"

‘The movitation theory critique applies as much to Freud as to any othex
theory which begins with a sméll set of primary drives and tries to prgdict all A
other behavior from this set. In particular, Freud positied sexual and gggfessive en-
efgy as the sinister forces behind what humans do. Qe have alreédy seen how this is
inadequate to expléin beﬁavior,as "simple" as that of féts exploring new territory--—
as a theory of human behavior it pecomeé patently ridiculous.
In particular, with Freud's ?LeuSJPQ.principle, either wé‘;SS&wzthat

Loty ore Shimetdy+ not mofidoted by elessore or o ll)
people do things . 1l . , in which case we are not Freudian

- theorists, or we assume that pleésure is derived from the things that people do that
cause them pain. To assume the latter, is, of course, every bit as circuiar as to
assume that any other primary drive causes all beha;ibr. In the Freudian systef, we
cannot predict beforehand‘the odd, painful things that people will do; we can only
rg\&te them after the fact to what initially gave them pleasure. It's a completely
closed, ad hoc system..

But i£ is a very cruel system of explanation as’well. We are.ultimately

»blaming tﬁe.victim. When I was training to become a clinical péychologist in 1961

'(éhis_was before I found oﬁt that there was a néw science ofvmind, and clinical
psyéhology wasn't it) £he amcﬁnt of hostility and blame generated towards pationts'
was~shocking."Understanding" brought contempt. And we could understand everything;
we were v;ry knowing. All thé pain we saw, all “he psychic agony and terror, all the

} . ’
4 . . 3
suffering and hum: . = _.sery were

i

seen tthugh;fhe_Freudian lens as devices which.
<these people had constructed to express~their sexuality or hostility. In the
Freudian tradition, hehavior the victim hates but cannot change is "really"

behavior the victim enjoys. This "new science of mind" can be pretty vicious.
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ii. A theory which can neither be proved nor disproved is no theory at all.

If one accepts Freud's.ground rules; it is impdésible to prave
or disprere hiS'theery; (In this respect, Mitchell is right when ehe speaks of the
“absurdities of empirieal refutation"; she might have put it better had she said
that a theory which allows no empirical refutation is by definition absurd) . In
its simplest terms, Freud's theory of the unconscious is of the form:
P is true

“he negation of P is also true

Therefore, anything I caY‘gOes

If you oxe mc»\e om& u(m =iy no+ “ow and \\c&.\!(_, \m:vor IoGGn sekuob\‘% °-ﬂ‘\‘a<—%md\% ‘é,sgr-
Mothe— - ;
because you've repressed this palnful de81re if you LJQA% +o-c4um.«h-'-ﬂyﬁhq “shteph

Wi, hexr
jthat's because your unconscious has let the desire out. No evidence matters: it is
the allrknowing therapist who has discovered what it is in your uncon0010us, and it's

there, no matter what you think about it.

iii. Freud's theory can be disproved.

On the other hand, if we escape from the circular Freudian trap, we

can use oClCntlflC method to tcst even this gibberish. For instance, do the.'insights'
deriVed from this closed system help change behavior, as Freud ciaimed they did? The
answer, shown in earlier studies summarieed in Weisstein (1268, 197f) and confirmed
by more recent werE,is ne (Bergin, 1971)..Of the studies yevrcwed in Bergin's exhaustrvc
sﬁrvey of the outcome-of-therapy literaturc (studies whlcn investigate whether or
net rherapy heiped), for Psychoanalytic therapies, Bergin counts ten such studies
as indicating that the therapy has soﬁe beneficial effects, aﬁd nine as indicating

ne beeefi:ial uffé%éé??s “Pd?te? | Weisstelin, 1968;
1971) . Although Bergin takes this asA’modest positive" evidence for the beneficial

o, , ) :

effects of therapyy 1. seems more reasondble “‘otconclude that therapy has little
bereflclal effect at all. Indeed,\\‘mlght make more sense Lo suspect adverse effects.

Consider the following factors: In the studies cited, the critiera for what constitufes

beneficial effects are usually quite vaguo,’ both patients and therapists T



. interest in beneficial effects, and therapists themselves are usually the fcedges in

these studies of what constitutes the success of their work. This latter factor-
would seem especially to pollute the data: asking people, in effect, whether they
are commitfing fraud has never produced a high proportion of affirmative answers.
ThlS is borne out by internal evidence in these studies. Bergin says:

"When studies involving a report by one therapist of his own case
outcomes are compared with studies involving groups of therapists, the individual
therapists clearly win out: 55% vs. 39% positive outcomes (1971, p.238).

One would assume that even groups of therapists would tend to

evaluate beneficial effects at a somewhat higher rate than disinterested observers;

yet when one compares this 39% positive outcome figure with a median rate of spon -

taneous recovery of 35%, the positive effects of therapy Smely waoh out . (Eysenck's

1952 study showed a much higher spontaneous recovery rate, 72%; the new figure is

calculated from fourteen additional studies) «
In addition, as noted above, it is a reasonable hypothesis that patients
want therapy to help. So even if the outcomes were jﬁdged by the patients themselves

(which some of them are) one would expect a ﬁ}itlve bias. In three studies where one
. A

group is in therapy, and a control 'group has contact with the fherapist although

no specifically therapeutic procedures are used, the rates of recovery are cqual.

So Lheropy may help not because it is therapy but because it is one of the few

51LuaLlons in thch a barbarlc society provides anlVluualS with simple human contact.

This suggeotlon seems even more plausible when one cons iders the results of a study .

conductod for the J01nL Comn1551on on Mental Illness and Health (Gurin, et. 3131960)

P

“vhere it was Folnd® st ol ok pE3T 2 ORI RS L NI i B personal problems,

&,

moot p 5 them did not go to mental—health professionals, and those who did were rnot

.'as aLesflci w1th the helP Lhey received. as thcsc le went els owhcrei.that is; to

& iy .

Doctors, mln sters, lawycrs, anc non~p&yc“o]0chal anhClLo. At lﬁa t 60r (in some

LAY
\

cases more) of tho e’ seeking help from these diverse non~psycholog1cal sources re-

' ported that they had been helped; but of those who went to psychiatxists} only

"
iy



46% éave positive reports Of thoSe who went to psyghologicalvagencies, 39% reported
that they had been helped; the figure for marriage counselors was 25%. (This last

is the lowest, énd moét intégcsﬁing figure: one might speculate that the criteria
.here involve much more concrete kinds of things like whether or not a couple stays
together; the fact that a set of concrete criteria exist in thié'case may account
for the low rate.) Admitting the dangers involved in having such interested parties
judge success, these figures at least give us some basis‘for comparison between

contact with mental-health professionals and others. Apparently, therapists‘don't

rank particularly high in the kind of human contact they dispense.
In outcome-of-therapy studies, it is
_ not always clear whether patients in the

noﬁ*benefici;l‘effects category did not improve or whether they'got worse. Many

of the studies have only two categories: "improved" and "not improved or worse"
(Bexgin, 1971, p.248). In addition, many outcome-of-therapy studies show a greater
variatioﬁ in the resultant effects for those who receive treatment than fof control
groups which do not receive treatment. This means that the patients lucky enough

.to be receiving therapy are deteriqﬁahén as a result of the therapy they receive.
Sbme of Bergin's évidence indicating serious deteriorationvcomes from a mental-health
professional who had left the institﬁtion where the deferioration took place,

and of this evidence Bergin notes "for the time being, the auth;r and clinic

must remain anonymous" (1971, p. 250). Indeed, of deterioration evidence in
general Bergin says: M

. . K] X . . :“ -
" In recent years I have received . numerous comnunications from Loth

tiicrapists and patients who have provided rich detail regardiig the prc-ess cf
therapist-cavsed deterioration. I have found some of these examples nost disturbiag,
perhaps because I have been too naive regarding the way life really is. Apparently
there are many¢reas of error and malpractice that are regularly covered up by practi-
. tioners in every field. It seems to be an all too common procedure to ignore these
incidents, no matter how serious the consequences may be for the patients involved.
Indeed, I hope that one of our suicide centers might do a carcful study of the
possibility of therapist-precipitated suicides. In general, deterioration of various
kinds is much. too common to be ignored". (1971, p.250) .

This is pretty strong stuff. The dziy the public has accesa to appear



to come. from a tight little club; only now and then does‘o.Geaixgﬁg_.emerge to sug-

gest how much more horrible things rbally‘are. i _ _ -
But if you're a Freudian, empirical refutation does not endangexr

your faith, for Freud was, after all, developing a "new science of mind“ which

caﬂ leaa to a."revolutlona ry" understanding of oneself. But again, we must stress

that any understanding, revolﬁtionary or garden-variety, religious of secular,

must be testec against evidence in order to be considered valid. Possession by the

bevil Himself is as good an explanation as possession by a repressed unconscious

if :either ﬁndersténding,allows us fo do anything about our possession. And, to

'repeat,-in any case, here is where Freud did make a predictkon: if the unconscious

wefe to become conscious, we would relinquish our neurotic symgtoms. The prediction

hasn'; been borne out. So thesé "insights" derived from Freud don't lead anywhere: ,

one must question whether they are insights at all.

iv. What's your disease? Eve{z_psychiatrist has a different answer. Your own

psychiatrist fails to recognize you on ‘Tuesday because you're wearing a wig; he

concludes you're a new pat:ent with a new disease and catches himseif-ég_the last

moment when he recognizes your gold inlays and remenbers what he thought you had

on Monday. So be your own psychiatrist.
A bare minimum for any science, old or new, is consistency in
description and some kind of conscnsus among observers. But thore is no agrcemont
s a : LY R s . . .
on the clinical categories (derived ii. large part from Freud) 1into which people
) % -
l fit, and often irdividual psychiatrists display what might ke, generously thought
of as schizophrenic conduct by diagnosing the same'person displaying the Lame
e . Ve e
symptoms in differeiit ways on different days.

Judges do no better than chance in identifying
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"which of a'whole battery of clinical test
prresunts are the products of homosexuals and which are the
products of heterosexuals (Hooker, 1957), and which. of a
battery of clinical test resultsand interviews (where ques-
tions are asked such as Do you have delusions?” (Little &
Schneidman, 1959) are products of psychotics, neurotics,
psychosomatics, or normals. Lest this summary escape your
notice, let me stress the implications of these findings. The
i ability of judees, chosen for their ¢linical expertise, to dis-
1 tinguish male heterosexuals from male homosexuals on the
basis of thice widely used clinical projective tests—the Ror-
schach, the TAT, and the MAP—-wus no better than chance.
The reason this is such devastating news, of course, is that, « el
sexuality is supposed to be of fundamental importance in *
the deep dynamic of personality; if what is considered
gross sexual deviance cannot be caught, then what are psy-
chologists tulking about when they, for example, claim
that at the basis of paranoid psychosisislatent howoe "7
sexual panic™? “They cen’t evén identify what homosexual
any thing is, let alone “latent homosexual panic”.* More
frightening, expert clinicians cannot be consistent on what
dizgnostic category to assign to a person, again on the ba-
sis of both tests and interviews; a number of normals in
the Little & Schneidman study were described as psychotic,
in such categorics as “schizophrenic with homoesexual ten-
dencies” or “'schizoid character with depressive trends”.
But most disheartening, when the judges were asked to re-
judge the test protocols some weeks later, their diagnoses

:
ceamaind

—

(a favorite category
of Freud's).

i of the same subjects on the basis of the same protocol dif- |
i fered markedly from their initial judgments. It is obvious i 3
i that even simple descriptive conventions in clinical psy- ]
! chology cannot be consistently applied; if clinicians were A

as taulty in recognizing food from non-food, they’d poisonn ..«
¢ themselves and starve to death. ) )
v - R ; > - ~d T 1 i ver there
I call it an cou call it an oraage; my learned rreudian friend ove

calls it a cockroach.

The Freudian Revision Industry

Just as with Marx, it won't do simply to point out all the shockipé
'V'inadequacies in Freud's theory, it:s logical flaws, its inability to, p‘redict, ana
its'disconfirmation through the only kind of evidence which is permissable as
a test of the theory, and through the inability of practioners to agree simply
én it; aescriptive categories. The theory .hangs on: fans argue tha‘{t it is the

me;thod, or £he insights which were provided or the observations that Freud made

.which are of such value. Or that he could walk on the water, or part the {ied Nea.

But thé method is useless, the insights cannot be validated, and the observations
\uanné£ be replicated.‘iﬁ none of this weight af evidence is sufficient to overturn
« ' the fhéo;y, then ; :'ags it is time that we stopped carping about the evidence

and give Freud his due: He is a great religious leader, right up there with the
Maharajii, who' can only envy Freud for the devoutness of his followers.
"' .
.Let Us point out the futility and circularity of the Freudian revision

industry with om:@wﬁmrex&mplc. Consider that old peanut, chenis-envy.
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Er, chestnut, penis~envy. (This is the critical junctUve. in our paper. For those
in the Freudian tradition, this slip of the tongue clearly rev:als us for what we

are: a couple of uptight neurotics, busily repressing what®s in our unconscious

by intellectualizing. Our paper can now be dismissed on these grounds). Now, suppose

we‘took.a survey of all female children, and suppose it were to turn out that most
littie girls think penises are: indescribably ugly, and thét they're glad they don't
have such.horrible little things hanging down between their legs. The Freudians
would laugh. They would point to our "ébsurd empiriéism", and they would £ell us
that of course that's what little girls would say, just because they want penises
so badly. |

On the other hand, tﬁey ﬁight be more sophisticated than this, and
they might try to convince us that Freud never really meant penis envy per se; he
meant Jjealousy over unequal pbwer. But the problem here is that such a reformulation
shatters the base, the primary drive. The base is sexuality, libido, id. If you‘don't
hang on to this, you are not a Freudian. So why use his terminology? You would be
better off with your own. |

Rock-bound . belief systems

Now at this point, your street Marxist and your salon Marxist, your
plain Freudian gnd your neo—feminist-Freudian, your simple-minded pedant and your
pedént with one of those minds, the kind that drive you crazy with its unnecessary
complexity, all of these might wdnt to ask the same two questions; how come, if these

theories are so inadequate, how come they have hung on for so long? Isn't this gome

kind of proof of their validity? ’
Ve ! N . ,\ -
' Let's ancwer the second question first. No, it's no proof at all of

their validity, urle~s you also believe in the validity of walking on the water

. : '] . , . .
. and of the power that ~ ghosts have to come back and haunt the wicked.

These ideas have hung on longer than Freud or Marx. (Ergo, they are more valid?)
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But we - think the first qpcs£ion is a really fascinating and serious

one, and there.may*bé a variety of answers to it.

First, we think we hold on to theories long after they afe proven
useless pot becausé we are irrational, but because we are quite rational.
ﬂda Qant to have a coherent explanation for the way things are;\r we strive
after understanding. If we haven't been trained to avoid the pitfalis of "under-
standing" without evidence, that is, if we haven't been’ trained to respect evidence
and scientific method, then it is easy to see th these tﬁeories would live on and on.
Post hoc analyses afe very seductive;\it takes constant vigilance to realize when
you're info_OQe.

Tﬂe second reason brings us back to the concept o% protection sogieties.
People begin to have investmgnts in the theories they propound; Fhere's a left
intellectual indﬁstry aroun@, a maiket‘for one's ideas, points for ha&ing the right
ideas, "standing". Earlier, whenu&JuaR.discuséing science, wenoted that even there,
where evidence is supposed td be hgld in higﬁest esteem, it is frequently ignored,
. and this retards learning. In Marxist/Freudian thought, evidence is disparagcd.
This doesn't simply retard'léafning; it insures ignorance.

So Mérxism and Freudianism become ideologies which are used to
. buttress the standing ‘order of left intellectual thought. low it is not enough
to egplainvwhy‘ﬁhis happens by referring to the "base" that ié, by referring

only to the_people who have vested interests: who have already committed themselves
to these ideologies; who are caréerisﬁ cn'tie left; who arq'ﬁiding their i;ck ;

of thoughtfulness. A more serious question (and a superstructural qhéétior: inc.dent
ally).is this: why do most of us, who wquld seem to have very little'to lose by
discarding these ideologies, hané on ta them?> " In general, we believe many
thingé which are not true; a passionate attachment to fiction extends not just

through Marx ‘and Freud, but, as mentioned above, to a whole range of societal

belief we would be better off without, such as the belief in our own inferiority.

\
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.Fhis brings us back to the beginhing of this paper. Scientific
method is full'df.radical potential. Beliefs are held firmly for a variety'of feasons,
some internal, some having to do with po&er, one's own and others. One has to
questioﬂ the content of beliefs, struggle against the status quo of existing
belief, challengé received authority, confroné present authority. It isn't easy.

One might even characterize the search for knowledge as one of the few geniunely
Permanent revolutions.

Summary: The relationship between being a feminist, a radical

and a scientist

_ Of course, you have to pay dues to the radical protection society only
if you toil in the.intellectual vineyasds of the movement, only if you mess with
theo;ies about humans, and you want radicals to listen to what you say. You don't
have to adhere to radical dogma if you work outside, in the professions, or if
your theories don't directly connect, as in séience. So why try to bring science
vand the left together? Because, when they are working as they should, they have °
.lmuch in common, and when they are not working as they should, they can help eachl
other to do so. ’

What bromise does.such a linking hold, first, for science? The
contemporary "scientific eﬁterprise" might be radically redirected in accord with
a more humane vision, a vision emerging from a sobered and strengthened left:

“fﬁ~fun¢améntal;qucstioné asked, more honest and less brutally

£
R

- ! . . . . :
macho modes of conduct among colleagues practiced, new priorities for research

'y . =
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wengllowed. Scientied* ool b il 8o LY seit -
¢ ) Both science «nd the left share oppositiow to recei+ad authorit_ .
. J . s s B . ) e B i ¥
s v+ And just as the left, which rchallenges unjust auﬂhor;Lyﬁcan help to huwa.oize s<ience,
. | - ) v B “ ¢ v‘: 5 . . 5 ) ¥ ¥ - .’ ) .
“ a science which challenges untestrd authori*y can help to humanize the lef:. Indced,

! \

if the left had an ideology of experimentation, it would not be the . denunciation
arnival and dogmatic juﬁgle it is today. Conflicting strategies would he seen
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in an experimental spirit; criteria for what does and does not work would be
developed so tﬁat knowledge about what to do could be accumulated and each new
generation of leftists wdhid hot have to repeat the mistakes of preceding genera-
tions, either as history or as farce. Leftists, if they were better, like scientists,
if they were better, would then see their ideas as tentative proposals to be tested
and revised, as ideas to be changed and yielded graciously in accord not with-
autho;ity,.power, and, finally, terror, but in accord with mutually agreed upon
criteria‘for what constitutes validity, in a spirit of common exploratioﬁ. |

This .speaks to the cruel and debilitating sectarianism which
currently marks the ‘left. But it also speaks to more gnduring and important
coﬂcerﬁs whicﬁ will outlive the chrrént contests and confuéion. As we said at
the beginning, there is a sense in which to be a good scientist you must be
a gadical, and to be a radical you must be a good scientist. This is so because
radicals more than any other group need the truth. We need the truth because
we need to change society, beéause it upsets the standing order to scarch for truth,
‘because the search helps us to define a better society and because in our vision of
that betﬁer society, we must include the truth-seekers --- the visionaries ==
to give us some glimpse of what we might do and what we might be in a better

and more humane world.

*® T * To%
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By doing radical scholarship, we feminists have little to lose and

everything to goin. We have 1ittle to Jose beranze wae have haep ©n marcinal to the
EE g L A B R e . w
orotection societie .oi so long. We have so much to gain because. ¢ have the

t -

' truth to gain. For so long we have r t been allowed to be scholars, ¢ ientist.,
4 rovers, makers of change. e have been excluded from azti.» participatior _n the
> § ' oo .

4 - ¢ v . [

affairs of this world. The grand theories of chance did not include our partici-

pation; and the grand theoriéts hardly bothered to look at us, or, when they did,

<



they looked at us through the most viciou; and hostile lenses. Well,vyg:re
heré now, and yé;fe.looking. Let's make this looking fundamental, deep, true.
Let's make our feminism such that the price demanded of our schoiarship is the
commitment to search for fundamental truths. Let us make our vision of what we
could be and what we could do part of our ongoing feminism; let us include in
our vision and our labor the search for fundamental truths, a search'which
treasures evidence as it overturns the old order of.established beliefs and

established authorities.

-
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Notes

2. Watson's book, The Double Helix (1968) is a breathtakingly vicious account

by an unrepentant, indeed, exultant , cowboy (see discussion of shoot-outs,
below) of almost everything that is wrong with modern science. It is especially
interesting to feminists because of Watson's barbaric treatment of XxX-ray

crystallographer Rosalind Franklin.

3. This inability to decide in advance what will work and what won't is analogous
to the halting problem in artificial intelligence (Minsky, 1967) which states
that, given the simple rules of mathematics, there is no effective procedure
for deciding in advance what is and what is. not a solvable problem. Similarly,
there is no way to decide in advance how we will get to the solution to any
particular problem, nor, for that matter, what problems will lead to what
solutions. This has implications, on the left, for the idea of “"relevance".
Sometimes, "relevance" has opened a fruitful path for new research; but is has
also functioned as a device which the left has used to punish intellectuals, and,
unfortunately, many such gﬁilt—riddcn intellectuals have willjngly'administered
the punishment to themselves. Lemisch addressed this problem in 1970 (see also
Lemisch, 1968):

“"Relevance puts a heavier stress on the putting to work and
:application of existing knowledge than on the breaking of old categories of
thought and the construction of new ones through the subjection of existigg
ideas to fundamental cxiticism.... the éommandment to be relevant can geduce

us into confirming what we already believe...

And, speaking to the tyrannization of research by existing
theory in a specific area, "the history of women might fit into a class
analysis, but the requirement that it must might distort the truth, impede

the liberation of women, and the development of theory not only ahout sex



and what is called intelligence."

VAlthoﬁgh thié.ciitique was aimeé in large part at the activist
new left, it also described Marxists' "tendency to see histoxry's value primarilf
in terms of its utility in the construction of a theory of advanced industrial
'soéiety“ as

"a more hip form of instrumentalism which can be as limifing
and distorting in its way as the relevance demanded by activiéts. If our
aim is to find out how things work, to sharpen our history, our research must
break out of the theoretical boxes to which we too often restrict it. The
commandment.that research be relevant either to current action_or current
theory, and the accompanying scorn of research not instrumental to these ends,
stymies and inhibits our‘scholarship.“

Today, we feel more strongly than ever the g_gziggi quality of
Marxist scholarship, and aé time passes it becomes harder to distinguish the
hard—qore relevance of the new left from the Higher Relevance of the Marxists.
Both are anti—intellectuai_in their exclusive instrumentalism; both bestow
moral creli£ for the confirmation of their categories; and both are trapped
in those categories and unlikely to move beyond them, regardless of the strength
of the-evideﬁce which contradicts them. When all of this is combined with thel
venom of sectarianism, the fanaticism of correct-line~iam, and the left's utter
failure to understand‘geﬁu;ne pluralism and civil liberties, it leads to a
somber conclusion: at present, bourg=ois scholars are more likely than most

left scholars to come to a consciousness that they are wet because it is raining,

or that they are cold because they have no clothes on.

4.In the fall of 1970, Daedalus devoted its pages to exploring what Gerald
Holton described as "the intellectual biographies of some of the men and some

of the conceptions that have transformed science during the last few decades



(1970, p.933)". Commenting on this, he remarks that "... the pexrsonal develop-
ment of diverse scientists ... shows that a set of ingenious social devices
exists to seek out special scientific talent and to bring the acol?te quickly
to the most fruitful frontiers of research" (1970, p.933). Since all of the
scientists in the issue are indeed, as Holton noted, men =-- guess what color? --
the ingenious social devices that Holton speaks of have to us some of the

zero probability flavor of fixed gambling devices at Las Vegas... no, such
devices would probably * be too crude to be legal in Nevada. Holton's obtuse
exultation in the health of science reminds us of the old elephant joke:

Every day, you get on the gus in the morning, and a man is carefully
shredding his copy of the New York Times. As the bus turns from 59th street on
to fifth avenue, he flings the shreds out the window. One day you get up the
courage to ask him why he does this.

"Keeps the elephanﬁs off fifth avenue" he says.

"But there are no elephants on fifth avenue" you say.

"You see?" he says, " It works."

This fellow's lbgic rescmbles Holton's. Those "ingénious social
devices" are exactly the inequities in our social structure which prevent cer-

from ever getting near science.
tain kinds of acolytes/As if the elephants ever had a fighting chance on fifth

avenue.

5. The rise and fall of immunologist William T. Summerlin offers a poignant
example of the pressures under which scientists work. For some years the work
of Summerlin and his mentor, Robert A. Good,was touted as a breakthrough in
the field of immunology. During much of this time, the bandwagon effect'waé
such thatras the director of the Neurosurgical Research Laboratory, Yale
University School of Medicine ,recently put it,

"At a number of national conferences over the past several years,



questions as to the adequacy of the description of the techniques used,
as well as of the results obtained, were literally shouted down." (Taub, 1974).

But the time came when the wieght of countere~evidence was too great to be
ignored: no other laboratory could reproduce the results. Good, Summerlin's
boss and piesident of Sloan;féttering Institute for Cancer Research in New
York, had become skeptical. Good was scheduled to discuss the matter with
Summérlin on the morning of March 26th, 1974. On the preceding night,
Summerlin had slept on a cot in the laboratory, as was his custom on Monday
and Thursday nights. As Science magazine would later report, he "needed the

Culliton, 1974
time... to complete grant applications and get other paper work done."(p. 1154).

/
And that night, as on many other nights, Summerlin slept poorly. He got up at
four in the morning, shaved, and went to look at his white mice who were to
do their stuff for Good: their job was to show patches of black skin. He
returned to his lab where, at five A.M., his secretaries -- who had been asked
to show up early for the wélkdOWn ~- presented him with a surprise breakfast
of crepes and champagne. Then, Sust before seven A.M., Sumﬁerlin-aﬁd the mice
got into the elevator on their way to high noon in Good's thirteenth floor
office.
hThis is when it happened.
Summerlin whipped out his felt tip pen and painted the skin of

» the two mice on top. During the meeting he showed them to Good as evidence
of a successful graft."(Culliton, p. 1155, 1974). i

We know these-facts because the Sloan-Kettering affair has become

a 7 " .cause celebre, and scientists are piously wondering how it ever could

have happened. "Why on earth would any rational man paint a mouse?" asks
Science. Yes, indeed, why on earth? Who or what is to blame? Most fingers
are pointing at Summerlin.

sthe impressario
. Some fingers have pointed at/ Good, who had



promoted Summerlin so uncritically before on the way up, and whose extravagant
’
expectations Summerlin quite reasonably must have felt he had to fulfill.

But is it possible that to explain this incident we pight
look beyond Summerlin and Good or other individuals and ask whether there's
something wrong with the wéy science itself works? Ox, as Science put it,

" Is this bizarre affair representative of science?" Science thinks
not? "... It does seem that the Sloan-Kettering affair has more to do with the
-personalities of the individuals involved than it does with qscience' in £he
abstract".

_SO here we have it. An individual mouse-painter, acting alone. Other-
wise, all'é well in the wonderfﬁl world of science; The éommission closes its
books. We disagree. It is simply ludicrous to explain such an event by focuqmyg
on the personalities whileriargely ignoring the system of modern science. Of course,
that system produces a Summerlin as well as a Good, and it will produce more of
them, as long as incentives, rewards, and punishment work as they do in contempo-
rary science.

One )
6+/0f the many guilt-trips for which the left has been attempting to sell
tickets is ;he allegedv"privilege" of scientists and intellectuals (e.é.,
'Gorz, 1974). For a brief period in the late 'sixties,théf excursion train made
regular runs, packed with guilt-ridden, éobbing left intellectuals. But you
can'£ run a railroad for masochists very long, and the paying clientele has now
dwindled to Andrf Gorz and sixteen W:athermen. For the beginnings of an
explanation of this little train that couldn't, see the previous footnote
for information about William T.:Summerlin's "privilege" as exemplified in.

his working and sleeping habits.
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7. The anarchist tradition may be an exception. Although we are in many ways

in disagreement wi£h this éradition, there is much in it we réspéct, as
exemplified in such works as Murray Bookchin's "Listen Marxist" (1968) and
Louise Crowley's "Lilith Manifesto" (1968), which still stands as one of
the most clear, moving, and forceful statements of the anarchist-feminist
vision.

Firestone's The Dialectic:of Sex (1970) is a pseudo-exception.
genuinely . :
While there is much in Dialectic that Aeparts from the Marxist tradition,
in certain other respects (and admittedly this is an oversimplification which
does not do justice to the book's sophistication) what Firestone has done is
to retain the basic Marxist scheme and to substitute a new primary contradiction.
It may be for this reason that some Marxists have attributed to

’

her work a centrality in the development of recent American feminism which does,
. work from
not match the facts. (Dunbar's early writing and/the original Cell Sixteen [1969],

and Millett's Sexual Politics [1968, 1970] come to mind as far more sigpificant
contributions to feminist theory; and they have also had greater impact on the

development of the movement. )

8. For some discussion of the possibilities for a scientific history which is
somewhat different from what has been called "scientific history", see Lemisch,

(1969b, 1970).
9. The following summary is taken from Lemnisch (1975).
10. For an attack on the "politics of masculine joy," linking the movement's

male chauvinism and its authoritarianism, see Lemisch (196%a). This had earlier

been rejected on political grounds by SDS' New Left Notes.

11. Freud revised his notions of which were the basic instincts so frequently

. that it is difficult, as White says "... to pin down an oxrthodox doctrine" (1959,

p.306). In much of his writing (e.g., [Freud, 1925]), tension reduction

" £ > A ot (ux » e _
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as a whole, it seems fair to say that he assumed that behavior was motivated
by tension reduction, a drive which, when satisfied,made itself felt

'

as pleasure.

11. For a summary and discussion of some additional studies along these lines

see Koestler, (1970).
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