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 A False Convergence: Freud and the Hobbesian Problem
 of Order*

 HOWARD L. KAYE

 Franklin and Marshall College

 In the 1950s and 1960s Freudian theory was deemed to be a vital part of the
 sociological tradition, but since then it hasfallen from favor, largely because of the
 simplifications and misinterpretations both by Freud's sociological critics and by
 his supporters. Chief among such misunderstandings is the tendency to view
 Freud's social theory as a variant of that of Hobbes, in which a selfish and asocial
 human nature is made social through the imposition of external constraints; these
 constraints, as Durkheim stated, eventually are "internalized" into the personali-
 ties of social beings. Against such a claim this paper argues that Freud's views
 differprofoundlyfrom those of Hobbes and that the myth of the Hobbesian Freud
 has so distorted Freud's most fundamental concepts that their social theoretical
 significance has been largely obscured.

 At a time when Freudian psychoanalysis is on the defensive-as a treatment, as a
 science of mind, and as a general interpretive scheme in the cultural sciences-and
 when even Freud's character has come under attack, many people have come to agree
 with A.J.P. Taylor's dismissive query, "How did anyone manage to take Freud
 seriously?" Yet only a generation ago, during the 1950s and 1960s, Freud was very
 much an object of admiration and discipleship in Western academic and cultural
 circles, and his character was a model for the conduct of life in a disenchanted world.

 Within the field of sociology, the fate of Freudian thought in the post-World War II
 world has paralleled the treatment of Freud in the larger culture. In 1951, Parsons and
 Shils (1951, p. 52) ranked Freud with Weber and Durkheim as indispensable figures in
 modern social science, but who would make such a claim today? Freud or other
 nominally "Freudian" theorists still may be read by specialists in "psychoanalytic
 sociology" (Rabow 1987), by feminists seeking to analyze and challenge the inner
 workings of patriarchy (Chodorow 1978; Sprengnether 1990), and by poststructuralist
 followers of Foucault or Lacan, but Freud no longer appears central to the theoretical
 grounding of most sociologists. In an age when systems theories, rational choice
 theory, neofunctionalism, and a Foucaultian critique of the sciences of man seem to
 dominate the field, Freud's peculiar mixture of a nineteenth-century mechanistic
 psychobiology (Sulloway 1979) and a romanticism of unconscious wishes and
 fantasies seems to be both scientifically discredited and sociologically irrelevant
 (Berliner 1983, pp. ix, 4; Bocock 1976, pp. xii-xiii, 103, 184). Despite his peculiar
 recruitment to the causes of liberation from patriarchy, power, and the symbolic
 order, Freud lives in sociology today primarily as a figure for ritual dismissal (Carveth
 1982, p. 202; Rabow 1987, p. 14), as Spencer was to generations past. His attempt to
 incorporate an understanding of our biologically rooted human nature into social

 * I am grateful to the National Endowment for the Humanities for supporting the research on which this essay is
 based through its fellowship program for college teachers. I would also like to thank Charles Bidwell and the
 University of Chicago Sociology Department for making it possible for me to conduct this research in such a
 stimulating environment as a Visiting Scholar at the University during the 1989-1990 academic year.
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 thought now has been taken over by the even more reductionistic sociobiologists.
 Such sociological suspicion of Freudian thought for its ahistorical and individual-

 istic focus is not a recent phenomenon, however. Sociologists, ever sensitive to the
 threat of being dragged back into the biological or psychological reductionism from
 which the discipline emerged, have been at best wary of Freud's instinct-based theory
 from the first, particularly for what was perceived (wrongly) to be its sexual monism;
 at the same time they occasionally acknowledge the potential usefulness of specific
 clinical ideas or analogies (Berliner 1983, pp. 1-12; Burgess 1939; Jones 1974). Even
 those social scientists who are most receptive to Freud and to the psychoanalytic
 perspective have been anxious to distance themselves from these aspects of Freud's
 work. In the 1940s and 1950s, they did so primarily by turning to the more easily
 assimilable revisionism of Homey, Fromm, and Sullivan (all of whom published
 articles in the American Sociological Review and/or American Journal of Sociology;
 Jones 1974). More contemporary social theorists achieve this end by separating
 Freud's mechanistic metapsychology and id psychology, with its "experience-distant"
 and reified language of drive energies and mental structures, from his more
 "experience-near" and "hermeneutic" treatment of hidden meanings, motives, and
 symbols as the core of the psyche and the wellsprings of action (Carveth 1982,
 pp. 212-19; Cohler 1988, pp. 564-65; Habermas [1968] 1971; Lacan 1977, p. 38;
 Ricoeur 1970).

 Although sociological involvement with Freudian theory received its initial impetus
 both from the Depression, when the relation between individual neurosis and social
 disintegration appeared most salient, and from World War II, when the problems of
 aggression and human destructiveness came to the fore (Jones 1974), the discipline's
 interest in the broader sweep of Freudian social theory and cultural analysis reached
 its peak with the work of the Frankfurt School theorists and of Talcott Parsons. Both
 theoretical perspectives focused primarily on Freud's concept of the "superego" (the
 conscience and "ego ideal").1 The superego was understood sociologically as the locus
 of the internalized social forces and cultural orientations posited by Durkheim in
 order to account for the integration of individual personality with the social order and
 to assess its costs. Here, too, contemporary events were decisive in shaping sociology's
 reading of Freud. In the wake of the totalitarian nightmare and the failure of
 "alienated" humanity to rebel, such a depth psychological accounting for "social
 reproduction" seemed necessary, just as it was to appear to frustrated cultural
 radicals and feminists in the 1960s and 1970s. Despite the obvious political and
 evaluative differences that separate these groups, their use and understanding of
 Freudian theory as a means of explaining the social structuring of human nature and

 I Throughout this paper I will have occasion to use the unfortunate terms id, ego, and superego when referring
 to various aspects of the psyche. As has been noted often, the translation of Freud's everyday German pronouns es
 ("it," used also in referring to a child), ich ("I"), and uberich ("higher I") into Latin reifies these psychical
 agencies and removes them from ordinary experience (Bettelheim 1983, pp. 53-58; Freud [1926b] 1959, SE 20,
 pp. 194-95; Rieff 1957, p. 173). Yet for Freud, as for Plato, the division of the psyche into three parts or trends is
 drawn very much from our own experience, not from scientistic presuppositions. When a sudden impulse, desire,
 or idea comes upon us, it does so as if apart from ourselves and may even be attributed to outside forces or agencies
 (e.g., spirits, the Devil). This voice of the id may be met with rejection, acceptance, or indecision. The ego or I may
 experience revulsion, the expression of conscience, at the very thought of "it" ("I abhor that"); the "I" may
 affirm the desire if "it" is consistent with the demands of conscience and the ideal image to which one aspires
 ("Yes, it will be great to do so"); or, as Freud believed to be increasingly the case in the modern world, the "I" may
 acknowledge both the voice of desire and the voice of conscience and yet be unable to choose ("I am tempted to do
 it, indeed I want to, but I know that I am not supposed to"). This last case in particular demonstrates most clearly
 the three parts of the psyche: a desiring part, a moral part, and a mediating part (reason) (Freud [1933] 1964, SE 22,
 pp. 57-80; Rieff 1957, p. 174).
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 personality is fundamentally the same, as Nancy Chodorow argues perceptively
 (Chodorow 1978, pp. 36-38).2

 Yet these theorists have reduced sharply the scope of Freud's social theory in
 turning to Freud to supplement Marx's analyses of ideology and false consciousness
 and Durkheim's account of the internalization, and thus the perpetuation, of social
 roles, forms of social domination, and cultural norms. In effect they have trans-
 formed Freud into Hobbes in order to answer their essentially Hobbesian question:
 How are human beings transformed into social beings, thereby making societies
 possible? That is, how is a relatively amorphous and resistant human nature formed,
 transformed, or deformed in socially prescribed ways to ensure the stability and
 maintenance of the social order, and at what cost? Despite the varying extent to which
 Freud's "solution" is seen to be congruent with Hobbes's emphasis on fear and
 prudence (rational self-interest) as our motives for the social contract and on the
 coercive force of a sovereign social power as the protector of that contract, the
 emphasis on a fundamental tension in Freud's thought between a state of nature and a
 state of culture, achieved either forcibly or rationally, is believed to be essentially
 Hobbesian.3 This convergence has been noted often both by Freud's critics and by his
 supporters (Abramson [1984] 1986, pp. 2-4; Benjamin 1977; Berliner 1983, pp. 78,
 166-67; Carveth 1977, 1982; Gay 1988, p. 546; Homans 1989, pp. 109-11; Kola-
 kowski [1967] 1975; Parsons [1952] 1970; Riesman 1954, pp. 351-52; Weinstein and
 Weinstein 1979; Wrong [1961] 1976).

 However pervasive this interpretation may be, I will argue here that despite a
 number of Hobbesian-sounding passages in Freud's work ([1927] 1961, Standard
 Edition 21, p. 15; [1930] 1961, SE 21, pp. 95, 111-12; [1939] 1964, SE 23, p. 82), such
 a view of Freud's social philosophy and theory of culture is seriously deficient. Ulti-
 mately it renders Freudian theory sociologically uninteresting by stripping away its
 most prominent insights and distorting its most fundamental concepts (see also
 Abramson [1984] 1986, pp. 2-4). If Freud believes that an asocial and instinct-driven
 human animal is made social by the imposition and the ultimate "internalization" of
 social control, whether through force, object relations, language, or utilitarian
 considerations, then the central theoretical formulations of Freud's psychological
 theory-the notion of unconscious mental processes governed by fundamentally
 ambivalent desires and watched over by the defensive forces of "repression"-
 become mere epiphenomena of essentially social forces. As a social theorist, such
 a sociologized Freud is reduced to yet another observer of the struggles between
 nature and culture, passion and reason, individual and society, and offers little of
 value. The pervasiveness of these distorted and simplified views confirms the assess-
 ment made by philosopher Richard Wollheim: in the area of Freud's social and
 cultural theory "there is the greatest need to retrieve what Freud actually said" (1973,
 p. 16).

 2 In a quite similar fashion, Jacques Lacan, although proclaiming a "return to Freud" and to Freudian texts,
 imposes Saussurean structural linguistics on Freudian theory. Thereby he produces a socially and culturally deter-
 ministic account in which individual subjects are reduced to mere precipitates of language and discourse (Craib
 1990, pp. 72, 116-22; Kurzweil 1980; Lacan 1977, pp. 1-7, 34-39, 49-50; Turkle 1978, pp. 17, 54-58).

 3 David Riesman's remarks are typical of this interpretation. Freud's social views, he tells us, are "remarkably
 similar to those of the great theorist of autocracy, Thomas Hobbes. . . . Just as Freud imagined that society began
 from a compact of brothers who had slain their tyrant father and realized that only in union and renunciation could
 they avoid the war of all against all, so Hobbes saw man in a state of nature as engaged in ceaseless combat, with
 peace attainable only by renunciation of virtually all individual rights." (1954, pp. 351-52).
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 CRITIQUES OF THE HOBBESIAN FREUD

 In an essay dated 1967, written near the high-water mark of sociological interest in
 Freud, just before "Freudian" (i.e., Lacanian) militants took to the streets of Paris to
 destroy the "policeman" within and to liberate their desires (Turkle 1978, pp. 58-69),
 the philosopher Leszek Kolakowski launched a powerful attack on the Freudian
 theory of culture both for what he claims are its internal contradictions and for its
 socially destructive consequences.4 At the root of these problems, Kolakowski argues,
 lies Freud's Hobbesian view of human nature and culture:

 As though it were self-evident, Freud's philosophical anthropology simply assumes
 man's natural hostility to man.... Freud takes it for granted that patricidal sons
 are enemies of their fathers and enemies among themselves, and that only situational
 coercion restrains them from aggression; in a word, Freud seems to regard it as
 certain that there are no endogenous checks to restrain men from acts of hostility
 towards others, still less any "natural conditions" which makes possible a com-
 munity of men. This, I repeat, is the . . . Hobbesian belief in the fundamental
 egoism of the individual life ([1967] 1975, pp. 41-42).

 Empirically suspect, such a belief in the uneliminable conflict between individual
 desire and social stability leads Freud into internally contradictory positions, accord-
 ing to Kolakowski, because he fails to follow Hobbes's strategy of offering a rational,
 utilitarian explanation for the social contract on which the socially necessary coercive
 force must be based (pp. 42, 45). Instead

 there is a contradiction in the attempt to interpret culture simultaneously as a func-
 tional extension of instinct and as an antagonist of instinct. The whole complex of
 moral instruments regulating the coexistence of people is not, however, derived in
 Freud from the needs of this coexistence . . . but from the totally irrational . . .
 process which arose after the murder of the father. The prohibition on killing is
 binding not because it was necessary for coexistence and cooperation in the collec-
 tive, but because it is a result of a guilt complex arising from unfathomable reasons
 after patricide. The presence of the whole of morality then has no connection with
 social needs (pp. 45-46).

 With these apparently Hobbesian views of the struggle between nature and culture,
 Kolakowski asks, how can Freud pursue the "theoretically impossible task" (p. 44) of
 deriving an anti-instinctual culture from the instincts it seeks to regulate? How can the
 same culturally sanctioned action or inaction accomplish what is "clearly impos-
 sible," namely the "simultaneous satisfaction of the demands of the Id and the
 demands of the Superego" (p. 49)? Why account for socially necessary regulation
 with the totally irrational tale of murder and guilt rather than with the obvious dictates
 of common sense and reason? Kolakowski, unable to envision plausible answers to
 such questions, concludes that "the assumption that Jehovah simply issued the
 well-known commandments to Moses on Mount Sinai seems to me distinctly less
 irrational (and is certainly simpler) than such an interpretation" (p. 46). Unfortu-

 4 Although Kolakowski is not technically a sociologist, his critique of the Hobbesian Freud and of the ultimately
 harmful cultural consequences of such a doctrine, which shortly was to be acted out by the soixante-huitards, is
 presented with a clarity and completeness not often found among Freud's sociological interpreters; in addition
 Kolakowski uses their accounts to buttress his own reading of Freud. Despite his disciplinary affiliation,
 Kolakowski's analysis thus can be used to represent an interpretation of Freud's social theory that is held widely
 within the social sciences.
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 nately, he says, those theorists and social scientists who turned to Freudian theory for
 political and moral guidance have not joined him in this conclusion. Instead they
 simply have seized upon one strand of Freud's thought-either the necessity of
 conformity to cultural constraints, which we associate with the Parsonians, or the
 desire for instinctual liberation from cultural oppression, which we associate with the
 Frankfurt School and the cultural revolutionaries of the 1960s-while suppressing its
 contradictory counterpart. In either case, the results are socially destructive,
 encouraging either lifeless conformity or instinctual chaos (p. 51).

 Although Kolakowski's critique contains much of value (for example, his com-
 ments on the reductionism of Freud's interpretation of cultural phenomena), the bulk
 of his argument rests on a fundamental misreading of Freudian theory. In particular,
 by failing to see what Freud regards as the fundamental reality of human ambivalence,
 namely the simultaneous presence of conflicting desires in the human psyche-love
 and hate, aggression and submission, individuation and union, attraction and repul-
 sion ([1930] 1961, SE 21, p. 132)-Kolakowski attributes to logical contradictions
 what Freud considers to be the contradictory aspects of our nature. Most glaring of all
 is Kolakowski's failure to consider the civilizing effects of love (eros), that which for
 Freud (in contrast to Hobbes) renders humans naturally social as well as asocial. It is
 love, born of dependency and desire, which along with external material necessity
 provides the foundation for communal life both by "binding together considerable
 numbers of people" with positive feelings of affection ([1913] 1955, SE 13, p. 188;
 [1915b] 1957, SE 14, p. 282; [1921] 1955, SE 18, pp. 91-92, 102-3; [1923] 1955, SE 18,
 p. 258; [1930] 1961, SE 21, pp. 101-2) and by transforming their equally "natural"
 feelings of hostility and fear into a compelling and socially "creative sense of guilt,"
 generating fraternal feeling, religion, and morality in its wake ([1912] 1955, SE 13,
 pp. 143-46, 159). Freud indeed may take for granted that "patricidal sons are enemies
 of their fathers," but because of the "both-ness" of human nature he takes equally
 for granted that they are loving and remorseful sons as well, who crave the
 reinstatement of order and constraint.

 By ignoring these "endogenous checks" and socially constructive forces,
 Kolakowski, like so many other social theorists, wrongly attributes to Freud a vision
 of "uneliminable" conflict between nature and culture, between individual desire and
 the stability of social organization ([1967] 1975, pp. 42, 45), which it is the merit of
 Freudian theory to challenge. Despite all of Freud's emphasis on instinct and biology,
 human nature for Freud is simply not acultural. Even the immortal id, that cauldron
 of seething instinctual impulses and fantasies which is the seat of human nature,
 contains the "experiences" and "residues" of "countless" historical egos, resur-
 rected in the individual psyche in the formation of the superego ([1923c] 1961, SE 19,
 pp. 38, 48). Freud's Lamarckism, otherwise so embarrassing and perplexing, has the
 virtue of acknowledging the historical nature of "instinct," thus ensuring a concep-
 tion of human "nature" that includes its cultural acquisitions and transformations.5
 Nor is culture simply anti-instinctual. As a system of defense against suffering in all its
 forms and from all of its sources, both internal and external, culture is engaged in the
 compensation as well as the constraint of wishes ([1913] 1955, SE 13, pp. 185-87;
 [1927] 1961, SE 21, p. 7). Culture, like the superego, is a "representative of the id,"
 not merely of external necessity. As such, it provides alternative forms of satisfaction

 5 See "Thoughts for the Times on War and Death" ([1915b] 1957, SE 14, pp. 282-85, 296) and "Why War?"
 ([1933b] 1964, SE 22, pp. 214-15), in which Freud's use of terms like "hereditary," "organic," and "instinctual"
 clearly includes their culturally achieved transmutations.
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 SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY

 ([1923c] 1961, SE 19, pp. 36, 49, 58; [1924] 1961, SE 19, p. 167).
 Having misunderstood the Freudian conceptualizations of culture and of the

 superego as a "police" force ([1967] 1975, p. 45), Kolakowski (like the theorists of
 the Frankfurt School before him) can only dismiss as contradictory the idea of the
 simultaneous satisfaction of id and superego, of individual desires and cultural
 demands-as if the achievement of cultural ideals were not itself an individual desire

 in which substitute satisfactions are realized and narcissistic perfection is regained
 ([1914b] 1957, SE 14, pp. 93-97, 100-102; [1921] 1955, SE 18, p. 63; [1927] 1961, SE
 21, pp. 13-14). Freud finds this simultaneity at work in psychic phenomena, social
 institutions, and cultural symbols: does not the police officer simultaneously satisfy
 individual desires for power, respect, and aggression along with the cultural demands
 that they enforce? Anyone who has ever settled for a spoonful of ice cream, has
 remained monogamous, or has gazed upon an erotically charged yet ultimately
 religious work of art such as Bernini's Saint Teresa probably can appreciate the reality
 of "compromise formations" in our individual and communal lives, in which desires
 to do and desires not to do achieve a delicate and unstable balance.

 Yet Kolakowski's critique of Freud's "Hobbesian" theory of culture, like all such
 efforts, is based on an even more fundamental confusion, concerning what Freud calls
 "the cornerstone on which the whole structure of psychoanalysis rests": the concept
 of repression ([1914a] 1957, SE 14, p. 16). By treating "repression," the unconscious
 feeling of fear and trembling, as a synonym for "suppression" ([1967] 1975 p. 49)6 or
 "oppression," Kolakowski, like so many interpreters of Freud, creates a Hobbesian
 world of mounting coercion and frustration in which "instinct hostile to society" and
 a "police power" enforcing conformity struggle for ascendancy ([1967] 1975, pp. 42,
 50). In German, however, verdrangen means "to push aside," not "to suppress" or
 "to hold down." Like the Germanic tribes of old fleeing in fear from the Huns, that
 which is pushed aside is free to "occupy" (Freud's term besetzen is translated wrongly
 as "cathect") and flourish in other regions. Repression, that villain of the 1960s, does
 not prevent the expression of a desire, but only those forms of expression which would
 produce unpleasure ([1915a] 1957, SE 14; [1939] 1964, SE 23, pp. 95, 127). As in the
 case of jokes and other psychical and cultural achievements, repression acknowledges
 in effect "that the wishes and desires of men have a right to make themselves
 acceptable alongside of exacting and ruthless morality" ([1905] 1960, SE 8, p. 110),
 and even "collaborates" in this expressive process ([1900] 1953, SE 5, p. 529).7

 Such confusions thus obscure the significant ways in which Freud's philosophical
 anthropology and social theory diverge from those of Hobbes. For Freud, prudence
 and fear, social utility and coercive force, are ultimately inadequate to explain or to
 achieve an enduring social order. Such an order must rest as well on the existence and
 maintenance of particular mental states and emotional attachments, namely love and
 guilt ([1912] 1955, SE 13, pp. 144-46; [1915b] 1957, SE 14, pp. 282, 295; [1933b] 1964,
 SE 22, p. 212). Beyond the Hobbesian problem, a misunderstanding of Freud's theory
 of culture as pure suppression, externally imposed, prevents us from exploring his
 theoretically more sophisticated view. In this view, culture is regarded as a complex

 6 I am assuming that Kolakowski's Polish has been translated correctly here.
 7 In challenging the "repressive hypothesis"-the claim that since the seventeenth century, the Western world

 has experienced ever-increasing sexual repression in the form of censorship and silence regarding sexual
 expression-Michel Foucault has succeeded in demonstrating the inadequacy of such apparently "Freudian"
 accounts of our cultural history. At the same time, he inadvertently supports a more properly Freudian analysis in
 which the proliferation of instinctual representations and fantasies and of "extreme forms of expression" can be
 seen as one of the possible effects of repression, not of its absence (Foucault [1976] 1978; Freud [1915a] 1957, SE
 14, p. 149).

 92

This content downloaded from 31.52.179.216 on Fri, 15 Feb 2019 12:50:23 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 and delicately balanced array of forces, meanings, and images that attempt to rule
 nature, to regulate human relations, to master our ambivalent desires, and to provide
 compensation for our unfulfilled wishes ([1913] 1955, SE 13, pp. 184-87; [1927] 1961,
 SE 21, pp. 5-9; [1930] 1961, SE 21, p. 89). Culture, according to Freud, is neither an
 "unmoved mover"8 nor a symbolic representation of social structure, but provides
 collective means for stabilizing, controlling, expressing, and ultimately transforming
 intrapsychic forces (Levine 1978, p. 182; Spiro 1979, 1982, 1987). The sexual myths of
 the Mehinaku, for example, as Thomas Gregor has shown, are not simply metaphors
 of their social world; instead they give voice to dangerous sexual temptations in the
 realm of fantasy, even while they attempt to channel the potentially disruptive force of
 sexuality into gratifying and society-maintaining forms of expression (Gregor 1985,
 pp. 52-68).

 Similar confusions, misinterpretations, and incomplete analyses characterize other
 sustained critiques of the Hobbesian Freud. Social scientists Michael and Deena
 Weinstein, for example, agree with Kolakowski that Freud, like Hobbes, "rejected the
 notion of a social instinct [or any "positive bond between human beings"] and
 attempted to derive the group from individual and fundamentally antisocial instincts"
 (1979, pp. 41, 53). They suggest, however, that Freud raised the problem of social
 order even more radically than did Hobbes. He did so, they argue, by recognizing that
 a social order imposed externally by coercive force and obeyed out of fear and
 prudence was inherently unstable: "Freud differed from Hobbes in that . . . he
 acknowledged the fact that human beings had feelings of moral obligation which were
 necessary to the maintenance of common life" (p. 41). These feelings of moral
 obligation are not derived, however, from a free exercise of reason or from a
 sublimated social instinct. Instead, the Weinsteins state, Freud attributes such moral
 sentiments to an involuntary repression of envy and resentment-feelings born of
 wounded narcissism-demanded both by rational self-interest and by "identification
 with a superior being" (pp. 48-52). Only the presence of an external authority can
 compel "narcissistic" individuals to renounce their selfishness and mutual hostility
 and to replace them with a group feeling based on a demand for equal treatment
 (p. 49).

 The problem that this view creates for Freud, the Weinsteins claim, is how to
 account for the origin of this external social authority. Freud's attempt, the myth of
 the primal horde, thus "performs the same function . . . as the 'state of nature'
 concept does in in Hobbes' derivation of order" (p. 50). Yet ultimately it proves a
 failure, not simply on anthropological grounds, but also because it implies that society
 can be maintained only through a belief in a wrathful and punishing God (pp. 52-53).

 Such a reading, however, fails to appreciate adequately the differences between the
 myths of Hobbes and of Freud; for if the "father of the primal horde is, in fact, the
 replica of Hobbes' sovereign" (p. 50), then society as well as sovereignty is natural
 ([1921] 1955, SE 18, p. 124). Freud's "scientific myth" attempts to explain the
 development of other forms of social order besides tyranny and other bases for social
 feeling besides fear and envy, namely guilt, the practical necessities of social life, and a
 shared identification with an ego ideal ([1912] 1955, SE 13, pp. 140-41, 146; [1923c]
 1961, SE 19, p. 37). The Weinsteins' mistaken Hobbesian view of Freud rests as well
 on a fundamental misunderstanding of Freud's concept of "narcissism"; they believe
 it to refer to a condition equivalent to the Hobbesian view of human nature
 (pp. 43-45). In Freud's mind, however, narcissism is not simply antisocial and brutal

 8 Freud grants culture a certain autonomy, however; see SE 22, p. 179.
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 selfishness. The expressions of narcissism, like those of other instinctual trends, are
 many and varied: they range from the infant's "oceanic feelings," in which self and
 not-self are not yet distinguished and an "all-embracing feeling of ... unity" reigns,
 to the formation of love relations with others, and finally to the narcissistic identifica-
 tion with shared cultural ideals ([1914b] 1957, SE 14, pp. 88-90, 100-102; [1927] 1961,
 SE 21, pp. 13-14; [1930] 1961, SE 21, pp. 64-68; Loewald [1949] 1980, p. 5). The
 "narcissism of minor differences," which the Weinsteins emphasize, may permit
 hostility towards "them," but it also contributes to social solidarity among "us"
 while "combating the hostility to culture within the cultural unit" (Freud [1927] 1961,
 SE 21, p. 13).

 The flaws in this critique of the Hobbesian Freud point up the difficulties involved
 in attempting to grasp Freud's complex and many-sided analyses of social and cultural
 life through the medium of a single text. It is a grave mistake to approach Group
 Psychology (or Civilization and Its Discontents) with the expectation that here one
 will find Freud's social psychology in its entirety, systematically presented. Yet only
 such a tacit assumption makes possible the Weinsteins' assertion that for Freud "all
 'group spirit' or solidarity originates in envy" (1979, p. 49). Freud's social theory
 indeed may be marred by reductionistic claims, but he was, in sum, a far more subtle
 and more sophisticated theorist than most sociologists allow. Freudian theory is
 rendered unworthy of serious sociological consideration if one simply ignores Freud's
 discussions of the roles of force, material necessity, mutual interests, aim-inhabited
 eros (including sublimated homosexuality), guilt, a craving for authority, shared ego
 and cultural ideals, works of art, and even reason in binding human beings together
 into enduring social groups ([1912] 1955, SE 13, pp. 141-46; [1913] 1955, SE 13,
 pp. 188-89; [1915b] 1957b, SE 14, pp. 282-84, 295; [1921] 1955, SE 18, pp. 91-92,
 94-103; [1927] 1961, SE 21, pp. 13-14; [1930] 1961, SE 21, pp. 95-101; [1933b] 1964,
 SE 22, pp. 203-15; see also Berliner 1983, pp. 63-67, 75).

 A more complete and perhaps more appreciative understanding of Freud's social
 thought requires instead a careful sifting-through of the full range of Freud's writings,
 both theoretical and clinical. This is the case not simply because Freud, like Weber, is
 no systematic thinker (Freud associated system building with a narcissism against
 which science always must struggle; Homans 1989, pp. 34-35), but because the
 various fragments of Freud's work often are written from different points of view
 (Loewald [1973] 1980, pp. 69-70). Thus any assessment of "what Freud really
 argues" becomes enormously complicated. This situation hardly should be surprising
 in an author for whom ambivalence is a universal principle that produces a mind and a
 society divided against itself.

 In light of such multiple perspectives, an examination of (for example) Freud's
 attitudes towards the crucial process of sublimation and its cultural forms requires
 that the viewpoints of both the id and the ego be considered. The disappointment
 experienced by the original desire with its substitute form of satisfaction-a point
 emphasized by Kolakowski ([1967] 1975, pp. 37-38) in order to portray Freudian
 theory as hostile to culture-must be weighed against the ego's experience of "tri-
 umph" at thus approaching its ideal ([1914b] 1957, SE 14, p. 100; [1921] 1955, SE 18,
 p. 131). If one is to grasp Freud's evaluation of the civilizing process, a work such as
 Civilization and Its Discontents, written largely from the viewpoint of the id and of the
 "many" who "have no love for instinctual renunciation" ([1927] 1961, SE 21, p. 7)
 and who thus cannot endure successfully the constraints of culture, must be set against
 works like "Why War?" or The Future of an Illusion. Freud addressed the latter
 works to the egos of the cultural elite (Horn 1968, p. 900), those carriers of culture
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 whose inner "nature" has been transformed by the cultural process and upon whom
 the civilizing of the masses depends ([1927] 1961, SE 21, pp. 6-9; [1933b] 1964, SE 22,
 pp. 212-15; [1939] 1964, SE 23, pp. 106-11). Only through an appreciation of these
 many voices within Freud's work, within ourselves, and (according to Freud) within
 the cultural order is it possible to arrive at a more complete and more judicious
 understanding of Freud's social theory and its implications.

 THE FRANKFURT SCHOOL AND THE END OF REPRESSION

 Ironically, the sociological theorists seemingly most indebted to Freud often have
 failed in ways similar to those of his critics to preserve the complex blending of
 perspectives that characterize his work. They prefer instead to listen solely to Freud's
 Hobbesian voice.9 Such is the case in the work of the Frankfurt School theorists, both
 that of its earlier generation of Adorno, Horkheimer, and Marcuse and that of
 contemporary adherents of critical theory such as Jtirgen Habermas, Jessica
 Benjamin, Helmut Dahmer, and Klaus Horn. Despite their differences of analysis and
 evaluation, their starting point still is the claim that Freud adhered to a view of psyche
 and society in which a primitive, asocial human nature is brought to heel by external
 coercion and domination (Adorno 1968, pp. 79, 84; Benjamin 1977, pp. 46, 59-60;
 Dahmer [1977] 1987, pp. 385-86; Habermas 1985, p. 212; Horn 1968, pp. 897-98;
 Marcuse [1955] 1966; Reimann 1973, pp. 7, 9; Whitebook 1985, pp. 140-44). The
 helpless and frustrated individual's fear of the constraining social power, which has
 grown increasingly pervasive and impersonal under capitalism, compels him to
 "internalize" this overwhelming force in the form of repression, reason, and con-
 science (Adorno 1967, pp. 75; 1968, pp. 79-84; Benjamin 1977, pp. 46, 55; Dahmer
 [1977] 1987, p. 400; Habermas [1968] 1971, pp.223, 228, 243, 258; 1985, p. 212;
 Marcuse [1955] 1966, pp. 16, 32-33, 57, 92, 110, 159, 197). In Marcuse's words,
 "repression [i.e., "domination" and "suppression"] from without has been sup-
 ported by repression from within: the unfree individual introjects his masters and their
 commands into his own mental apparatus. The struggle against freedom reproduces
 itself in the psyche of man" ([1955] 1966, pp. 8, 16).

 Clinging to Freud's biologically grounded instinct theory or id psychology, the early
 critical theorists tended to "integrate psychology and sociology only through the
 mechanism of internalization" (Habermas 1985, p. 212; Whitebook 1985, p. 141).
 They ignore other mechanisms of defense and expression such as projection, reaction
 formation, and sublimation, largely for political reasons. For Marxists tired of
 waiting for a proletarian revolution and disturbed by the appeal of fascism, the
 mounting costs of capitalist society are portrayed in a theoretical vision of instinctual
 individuals forced to introject external controls and their experience of irrational
 domination until they rule from within as part of themselves. Such a vision also
 depicts the means by which an oppressive society so deforms the human psyche,
 creating intrapsychic divisions and conflicts, that opposition and resistance to either
 capitalism or fascism become virtually impossible (Adorno 1967, p. 68; Benjamin
 1977, p. 57; Reimann 1973, p. 7; Whitebook 1985, pp. 141-42, 144). Yet such a
 repressive civilization (we are assured constantly) generates the sources of its own
 destruction: ultimately the rising pressure of instinctual frustration will burst forth
 from its chains (Benjamin 1977, p. 60; Whitebook 1985, p. 142). Despite its claims of

 9 The work of Philip Rieff is the most notable exception.
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 fidelity to Freud against the "mutilations" of revisionists (Marcuse [1955] 1966,
 p. 265), the social theoretical script of the critical theorists remains Marxist, not
 Freudian. A repressive and dehumanizing civilization may take the place of the
 factory; the id, the role of the proletariat; and instinctual discontent, the role of
 alienation; but the historical plot and the denouement remain the same.

 Not orthodoxy but insight is at issue in such misreadings of Freud. In the writings of
 Freud's interpreters, an insistence on a Hobbesian struggle between natural man
 and social coercion generates what Freud regards as a whole vocabulary of false and
 oversharp distinctions-nature and culture, individual and society, expression and
 repression-which obscure his views on the dynamics of mind, society, and culture. In
 place of Freud's insistence that the ego (the reasoning part of the self) remains a part
 of the id (the desiring part) and seeks to guide and rationalize "its" desires (Freud
 [1923c] 1961, SE 19, pp. 25, 56), we are told of an absolute conflict between individual
 passion and "the tyranny of repressive reason" (Adorno 1967, p. 75 1968, p. 84;
 Benjamin 1978, p. 39; Marcuse [1955] 1966, pp. 57, 110, 159, 197). This reading,
 ironically, obscures the true point of convergence between Freud and Hobbes: a view
 of reason as the servant, not the master, of both fear and desire (see Rieff 1957,
 p. 174).

 Instead of Freud's insistence that the mechanism of repression is a primal defensive
 response to the universal experience of terror and anxiety at the threat of loss and
 separation ([1926a] 1959, SE 20, pp. 108-109, 130-31), we have Marcuse's trivialized
 equation of repression with external restraints, born of material scarcity and the
 interests of social domination ([1955] 1966, pp. 8, 32, 92). In place of Freud's
 insistence that the "super-ego is as much a representative of the id as of the external
 world" ([1923c] 1961, SE 19, pp. 48-49, 58; [1924] 1961, SE 19, p. 167), critical
 theorists speak of a superego that is merely an organ of social domination, "the
 powerful representative of established morality" (Marcuse [1955] 1966, p. 32),
 grafted by force onto the natural man (Adorno 1968, p. 79; Benjamin 1978, p. 39;
 Dahmer [1977] 1987, p. 400).10 Instead of Freud's reality principle, which refines and
 safeguards the pleasure principle ([1911] 1958, SE 12, p. 223) not simply by question-
 ing the feasibility and/or pleasurability of certain desires but also by challenging the
 presumed unpleasure associated with others, we are told that Freud regards "the
 pleasure principle and the reality principle as "eternally antagonistic" (Marcuse
 [1955] 1966, p. 17). By transforming Freud thus into a seventeenth-century social
 theorist with a nineteenth-century hydraulic model of instincts and a romanticist's
 celebration of spontaneous passion over lifeless reason, the early critical theorists (as
 well as the soixante-huitards and the Lacanian feminists who succeed them) remain
 trapped in a "false antagonism between the domain of the organism . . . and the
 domain of the social apparatus" (Habermas 1985, p. 212). This antagonism sanctions
 an apocalyptic view of culture now careening towards its own destruction, yet
 dominating the lives of its subjects so strongly that resistance is impossible (Benjamin
 1977, p. 60; 1978, p. 43; Kolakowski [1967] 1975, pp. 42, 47; Whitebook 1985,
 pp. 144, 146-48).

 Contemporary critical theorists like Jiirgen Habermas and Jessica Benjamin,
 although explicitly rejecting the Hobbesianism of Freud's instinct theory and of the
 early Frankfurt School, nevertheless have exchanged one set of confusions and
 simplifications for another. In Habermas's linguistic reinterpretation of Freud, the

 10 Even psychoanalyst Anthony Storr reduces the superego to "the product of repeated [Pavlovian] condition-
 ing by parental injunctions and criticism" (Storr 1989, pp. 48-49).
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 dynamic unconscious of instinctual impulses and of "drive energies" in which
 primary processes of thought reign is replaced largely by "linguistically interpreted"
 and "symbolically mediated" needs which have become twisted and distorted after
 being ejected from consciousness ("repressed") at the command of social norms and
 "social censorship" ([1968] 1971, pp. 223-24, 255-56, 258; 1985, p. 213). The urges
 that are rejected from the ego as "socially undesired motivations" ([1968] 1971,
 p. 244) are "surplus libidinal and aggressive demands" (p. 239) that are
 "dysfunctional" for individuals and for society, given either its current level of
 economic and technological development or its existing power relations. In this salon
 des refuses, however, symbolic structures nevertheless become corrupting and
 pathogenic because they produce distorted forms of communication ranging from
 individual neurosis to collective delusions. Just as "little Hans" suffers from a

 linguistic confusion in which the word "horse," in his own private language, takes on
 the meaning of the hated and feared "father," so Nazi Germany suffered from the
 linguistic confusion between the word "Jew" and all words denoting "evil" (see Horn
 1968, pp. 904-906).

 For Habermas as for Marcuse, continued material progress fortunately reduces the
 amount of "socially necessary repression" ([1968] 1971, p. 280) and the pathologies it
 produces, thereby increasing the quantity of realizable wishes and challenging the
 ideologies and structures of power which enforce these surplus repressions. Economic
 progress and class struggle once again can be praised, in the Marxist mode, for
 producing moral progress and an end of alienation as the utopia of a pure speech
 community in a nonrepressive society approaches (pp. 275-84). Some small surplus of
 impulse may remain, but it will be mastered rationally, not repressively (p. 276).

 As his critics have noted, Habermas's accounts of the id as "alienated ego" and of
 the unconscious as a warehouse of rejected, "interpreted needs," by dismissing the
 reality of the body and of a "non-linguistic substratum" in the psyche (Habermas
 [1968] 1971, p. 241), suggest that both can be emptied. Thus the tensions between
 desire and reality, id and ego, individual and society, can be eliminated (Alford 1988,
 pp. 177, 179; Keat 1981, pp. 101, 108-109; Whitebook 1985, pp. 155-56, 159). Such a
 state is possible for Habermas because, he argues, "instinct" is not primary but
 secondary; it is merely a "second nature" ([1968] 1971, p. 271) produced when
 "socially undesired motivations" (p. 244) are repelled from consciousness and
 thereby "acquire the driving, instinctual character of something that uncontrollably
 compels consciousness from outside of it" (pp. 255-56) and produce behavioral and
 social pathologies. In short, no repression, no pathology. In Freud's view, however,
 such a utopia of psychic decarceration, in which "pure communicative action" reigns
 and "all interpretations relevant to life conduct are accessible at all times" (Habermas
 [1968] 1971, pp. 232-33), means only madness within and chaos without.

 In attempting to distance himself from the early Frankfurt School theorists,
 Habermas remains bound far more closely to their Hobbesian view of Freud and their
 simplistic understanding of internalization than he realizes. Habermas, too, begins
 with the individual's natural tendencies towards aggression and sexuality coming into
 conflict with the need for self-preservation. This need is then embodied in a society
 that imposes restraints through the exercise of an overwhelming coercive force, which
 is incorporated into the individual as repression and conscience ([1968] 1971,
 pp. 223-24, 227-28, 233, 243, 258). Like Rousseau, however, Habermas argues that
 man by nature is not "a wolf to man" but reaches that state only because of the social
 constraints demanded by economic conditions (p. 275). The problems posed by
 instinctual demands are simply quantitative ("surplus impulses"), not qualitative; the
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 problem of human evil is a mere historical contingency, a "linguistic confusion"
 caused by internalized "social repression" and eliminable by material progress and
 reason. (In contrast, note the passages from the opening of The Future of an Illusion,
 not quoted by Habermas; Freud [1927] 1961, SE 21, pp. 7-8, 10.)

 In Habermas's view, "nothing of significance is lost" in this reading of Freud
 (1985, p. 212). Yet if the "foundation" of Freudian theory consists of the notion of
 uneliminable, unconscious mental processes that are both creative and pathological in
 their effect, a theory of repression not reducible to economic necessity and social
 oppression, and an awareness of the vicissitudes to which ambivalent sexual and
 aggressive trends are prone in the lives of individuals and cultures-as Freud believed
 ([1923b] 1955, SE 18, p. 247)-it would be more correct to conclude that everything of
 significance has been lost.

 Building on Habermas, the object-relations school of psychoanalysis and feminist
 theory, Jessica Benjamin rejects what she takes to be the Hobbesianism of Freud and
 his critical theorist interpreters in favor of a more feminist and more Rousseauian
 theory of psyche and society. According to Benjamin, the appearance of a Hobbesian
 world with a dangerous antisocial nature kept in check by social authority is produced
 by the "real experience" of external violence, "terror," and domination, internalized
 by the helpless individual (1977, pp. 46, 57, 59; 1978, p. 39). By acting as an agent of
 external, patriarchal authority and repressing certain impulses and emotions, the ego
 produces a powerful and destructive "nature" from the frustration, rage, and sense of
 injustice experienced by its alienated self (1977, pp. 46-47, 55, 57, 59-60, 63; 1978,
 pp. 56-57). Thus only through "the absence of authority and power," the true source
 of evil (in other words, "a society without the father"), can the destructive pathologies
 of social and psychic life be cured and the natural sociability based on maternal
 nurturance and a desire for mutual recognition be allowed to flourish (1977, pp.43,
 47, 49, 59-60, 62; 1978, pp.40-41, 55, 57).

 Benjamin substitutes a one-sided feminist anarchism, in which the problem of
 civilized life is reduced to the problem of male domination in both mind and society,1'
 for a caricatured, Hobbesian Freud. In doing so, she fails to come to grips with the
 complexities of Freudian theory and with the realities it seeks to illuminate. Like all
 critical theorists of "internalization," Benjamin errs in confusing the social scientific
 notion of internalization, derived from Durkheim, Mead, and Cooley, with its
 Freudian meaning (Lavine 1981, pp. 91-92). "Internalization" is taken to mean
 the construction of a replica of social regulations and of the social powers that enforce
 them within the individual's psyche so that they come to be experienced not as external
 coercion but as inner compulsion. Internalization as socialization is thus the means by
 which social control is achieved and social domination is reproduced. Freud, however,
 believed that what is internalized is not confined to rules and to the real experience of
 terror, violence, and domination but also includes lost love "objects," with whom we
 identify-that is, images of loved persons and of our emotional relations with them.
 What is constructed within is not a reproduction of the object but an idealized or
 demonized image of the other, towards which we remain ambivalent. In introjecting
 the lost object, individuals transform themselves not simply "by doing to themselves
 what has been done to them" (Benjamin 1978, p. 39), but by doing to themselves

 11 l In a similar fashion Nancy Chodorow, in her otherwise brilliant and subtle The Reproduction of Mothering
 (1978), treats the "sexual division of labor in which women mother" as the linchpin to an alienating and repressive
 order of production and reproduction (pp. 208-19). Here, too, the subterranean influence of a consciously
 abandoned Marxism may be at work: whereas Marx saw in the elimination of the division of labor the utopian
 possibility of self-realization and social harmony, Chodorow turns to the elimination of the sexual division of labor
 with the same hopes.
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 what they wish to do to the object (Freud [1930] 1961, SE 21, pp. 123-32). As Freud,
 citing Melanie Klein, stated, "The severity of the super-ego which a child develops in
 no way corresponds to the severity of treatment which he has himself met with"
 ([1930] 1961, SE 21, p. 130). A child raised by the most loving and nurturing of
 parents may still develop "a very strict conscience" because the aggressiveness
 towards the parents may have no other outlet than "turning it inwards" (p. 130, n.2).

 Such cases are hardly anomalous in Freud's view, because as a rule, "the original
 severity of the super-ego does not-or does not so much-represent the severity which
 one has experienced from it [the object], or which one attributes to it [by projection]
 ? . . [but] rather one's own aggressiveness towards it," internalized because of "the
 experience of being loved" (pp. 129-30). Thus Benjamin fails to recognize the funda-
 mental Freudian distinction between psychic reality and external reality (Freud
 [1900] 1953, SE 5, p. 620); she can conceive of no authority other than tyrannical,
 no proper relation to authority other than rage, no motive for internalization and
 guilt other than fear (1978, p. 50), no evil other than male dominance and male
 rationality. Benjamin may well be right when she speaks of a natural sociability and a
 "need for recognition" from, and union with, others-and in doing so she is more
 Freudian than she realizes. Yet she fails to consider the possibility that these natural
 needs which she celebrates may be expressed in a need for punishment, a love of
 authority, or a fusion with a "nurturing" yet tyrannical social order-all of which she
 abhors. The narcissistic longing for the mother may prove as problematic and patho-
 genic as the longing for the father (Chasseguet-Smirgel 1985, pp. 10-25; Lasch 1984,
 pp. 240-59).

 TALCOTT PARSONS AND THE LADDER OF LOVE

 In contrast with critical theory's emphasis on the oppressiveness of the sociocultural
 order and the pathologies produced by its internalization, the work of Talcott Parsons
 and his students-in many ways the most sophisticated and most insightful sociologi-
 cal treatment of Freudian theory-recognizes the normality of this process, in which
 an "interpenetration between personality and social system" is achieved not simply
 through external force, but, (most important) through the medium of eros (Parsons
 1962, p. 74). According to Parsons, the great virtue of Freudian theory is that it
 completes the Durkheimian solution to the Hobbesian problem of order by providing
 us with both the mechanism (introjection) and the motive (love) by which the
 normative order of society becomes the essential inner life of individuals (Parsons
 1970, p. 2). This "massive phenomenon of the convergence of the fundamental
 insights of Freud and Durkheim" thus constitutes for Parsons "one of the fundamen-
 tal landmarks of the development of modern social science" and one of the "cor-
 nerstones" of sociological theory ([1952] 1970, pp. 18-19).

 In Parsons's reading of Freud, eroticism refers both to the feeling of pleasure
 experienced by the stimulation of various erogenous zones and to the more diffuse
 sense of well-being experienced through the gratification of needs. On both accounts,
 the mother who holds, feeds, and caresses becomes the principal object of erotic desire
 and the source of diffuse erotic gratification. As such, she also becomes the principal
 socializing agent, whose reward of erotic gratification becomes the means of "condi-
 tioning" the child "in the 'classical' Pavlovian sense." The desire and need for the
 mother's love and her conditional offering and withholding of that love become the
 motive for internalization as socialization, as the child gradually infers what pleases
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 and displeases the mother (Parsons [1954a] 1970, pp. 69-72). The mother's schedule
 of rewards and frustrations reveals her attitudes and expectations and the role that the
 child is to play, while the child's erotic attachment to the mother becomes "a main
 lever by which the child is positively motivated to learn a new role" and to identify
 with the "generalized pattern of norms" that govern the mother's conduct ([1958]
 1970, pp. 82-92).

 Eventually, however, the child's intense fixation on the mother becomes counter-
 productive because it is so particularistic. Both parents, but particularly the father,
 must intervene in order to pry the child loose from this erotic attachment and to turn
 his attention to the social world beyond the mother and ultimately the family (Parsons
 [1954b] 1970, p. 45; [1958] 1970, p. 100). According to Parsons, the oedipal crisis is
 motivated not by the child's desires and aggressions but by "the pressure exerted by
 both parents, backed by the general culture to make the boy behave as a 'big boy,'
 which means above all to renounce his dependency on his mother" ([1954b] 1970,
 p. 39). The intense erotic tie to the mother must be renounced, but the mother's ever
 more conditional and more tempered love serves once again as a motive for making
 the transition from "momma's boy" to "big boy" by internalizing the general role
 pattern of the father and the expectations of the wider social system (1951,
 pp. 222-25; [1954a] 1970, pp. 72-75; [1954b] 1970, p. 54; [1958] 1970, pp. 90-103;
 [1960] 1970, pp. 300-303).

 With the oedipal crisis past, the overtly erotic attachment to the mother is repressed.
 The relations to both parents now come to be based on what are for Parsons, but
 certainly not for Freud, the non-erotic feelings of respect and affection ([1958] 1970,
 p. 102; [1960] 1970, p. 303). Nevertheless the more sublimated eros of well-being,
 security, and self-respect continues to inspire the internalization of successive layers of
 ever more generalized value patterns (Parsons 1951, pp. 40, 42; [1958] 1970, pp. 103,
 106). In late adolescence and young adulthood, once the higher-level normative
 patterns have been established, erotic needs are free to reemerge in order to motivate
 marriage and parenthood ([1954a] 1970, p. 75; [1958] 1970, p. 102; [1960] 1970,
 p. 305), and indeed the successful performance of all adult social roles (1951,
 pp. 224-25).

 Although Parsons recognizes the addictive qualities ([1954a] 1970, p. 71) and the
 regressive potential of eros, he views it as normally a relatively tame and carefully
 circumscribed power, which like money serves "as a generalized medium facilitating
 [and regulating] certain modes of social interaction in complex systems" (1970, pp. 5,
 116-18). Unlike Freud's unstable, explosive, and ultimately backward-gazing eros,
 the Parsonian eros, like the Platonic or the Goethean, is the "eternal feminine" that
 draws us onward towards ever higher and more spiritual values. For Parsons, in short,
 eros is the sweetener that helps culture go down.

 Parsons is critical of Freud's over-Hobbesian distinction between instinctual desire

 (id) and cultural restraint (the superego); he insists that the culture which is introjected
 includes the normatively prescribed "cognitive reference system," affective and
 expressive symbols, and moral standards of evaluation ([1952] 1970, pp. 20-25,
 28; 1970, p. 2). Within the personality it is not only the superego that is "socially
 structured" but the ego and the id as well; in sum, "the whole of human personality"
 is permeated by the common culture (1962, p. 73). (Jacques Lacan, despite his hatred
 of American ego psychology, arrives at this same point through Saussurean structural
 linguistics.) By thus effacing the distinctions between id, ego, and superego, Parsons's
 radical reworking of Freud's structural theory of the mind has evoked considerable
 criticism for its denial of instinct (Bocock 1976, pp. 51-54) and for its "oversocialized
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 conception of man" (Wrong [1961] 1976). Although such charges are rendered
 technically incorrect (Carveth 1977) by Parsons's subtle and carefully nuanced
 account emphasizing the relative autonomy of the personality system and its contribu-
 tion to the formation of cultural symbols (1951, pp. 44, 213, Note 5; [1954b] 1970,
 p. 54; [1958] 1970, p. 82), his interpretation of Freudian theory produced significant
 shifts of emphasis which have encouraged subsequent misreadings. By treating id,
 ego, and superego as internalized and "socially structured" precipitates of the
 common culture "integrated with each other" ([1952] 1970, pp. 24-25; [1958] 1970,
 pp. 81, 108, 110), Parsons renders abnormal and accidental both intrapsychic conflict
 and the tension between individual and social order; they are not normal, inevitable,
 even "primordial," as they are for Freud. When and if such conflicts occur, Parsons
 believes they are the result of "deviant socializing influences" (1962, p. 74), not an
 inescapable part of the human condition with which every culture must grapple.12

 Parsons's account of the dynamics of internalization properly emphasizes the
 positive motivations ignored by critical theorists, but fails to preserve the complexity
 of Freud's conceptualization. Following Durkheim, Cooley, and Mead, Parsons
 tends to treat internalization as a relatively conflict-free, stable, and stabilizing form
 of socialization in which the rules and expectations of society are incorporated into a
 fully social self. The inherently ambivalent nature of all internalizations is not taken
 adequately into consideration. In fact, Parsons treats as a rarity the whole phenom-
 enon of "eternal" and "primordial ambivalence" (Freud [1930] 1961, SE 21,
 pp. 132-33; Lavine 1981, pp. 92-93; Parsons 1951, p. 208, note 2). As a result, his
 analysis omits Freud's insight that the harshness and severity of the superego are not
 simply "a function of the kind of father who has in fact been experienced," as
 Parsons argues ([1954b] 1970, p. 41), but of one's own aggressive and punitive
 fantasies turned against the self. Because Parsons obscures the distinction between
 psychic and external reality, and because he treats the superego as the internalized
 representative of a culture's moral standards and not also as a "representative of the
 id," it is he rather than Freud who "tends to dissociate the superego from the sources
 of affect" (Parsons [1952] 1970, p. 25).

 The point that such omissions ultimately obscure is of the greatest importance to
 Freud's cultural theory: that the superego and its moral passions are not simply a
 source of social control and integration, stability and harmony, but at times, may
 exert, profoundly destabilizing, disordering, and even culturally transformative
 forces ([1916] 1957, SE 14, pp. 332-33; [1930] 1961, SE21, pp. 143-44; [1939] 1964).
 Parsons's own study of Weber's Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism should
 have convinced him of the transformative power of a heightened aggressiveness of the
 superego, and thus the sense of guilt, on the social structures and "common cultures"
 of the Western world. Although this point was overlooked by Parsonian sociologists,
 the sense of guilt may prove culturally creative or culturally destructive as well as
 culturally conforming, even in more secular ages. This fact was grasped implicitly by
 historians Lynn Hunt and Simon Schama in their recent studies of the French
 Revolution. As Hunt notes astutely, "Louis [XVI] had to pay [with his head] not only

 12 For an example of how a seemingly minor shift of interpretive emphasis profoundly alters Freud's politics of
 the mind, see Parsons's reference to Freud's horse-and-rider metaphor for the relations between id and ego.
 Whereas Freud's account emphasizes the weakness of the ego and how "often" it must yield to the more powerful
 id, Parsons's paraphrase reverses the balance of power: "The id, a horse which may ordinarily do the rider's [the
 ego's] bidding .. . on occasion may be difficult or impossible to control" ([1958] 1970, pp. 87-88). Whereas the
 Parsonian ego (reason) is normally a controlling force, keeping a tight rein on desire, the Freudian ego does not
 have the strength to control the desires that threaten to overwhelm it; it merely guides and, above all, rationalizes
 them. (See [1923c] 1961, SE 19, p. 25; [1933a] 1964, SE 22, pp. 77-78.)
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 SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY

 for his own crimes and those of all French monarchs before him, but also for the guilt
 of the revolutionaries themselves" (1988, p. 34; see also Schama's remarks on the
 Great Fear [1989, p. 435]).

 Because of his overriding concern with the Hobbesian problem of order, Parsons
 found it difficult to explore those aspects of Freudian theory which stretch beyond this
 particular issue and his proffered solution. Although generally he adheres to an
 oversystematized view of culture, conceived largely as an "Unmoved Mover" (Camic
 1989, pp. 87-88n; Spiro 1987, p. 7), Parsons acknowledges briefly that a "great deal
 of the cultural symbolization is a 'projection' of experiences, especially of childhood,
 undergone in the family situation" ([1954b] 1970, p. 54). He knows that a more
 adequate theory of culture, informed by Freudian theory, must balance internaliza-
 tion with projection, experience with reaction formation, social structure with fantasy
 ([1954b] 1970, pp. 51-55), but regrettably, such a theory remains largely undeveloped
 in his work.

 Unfortunately, followers of Parsons too often have failed to supplement his
 analysis and instead have simplified further his reading of Freud. Like Parsons,
 Wallerstein and Smelser (1969, p. 693) and Weinstein and Platt (1973, p. 17) insist
 that the social and cultural orders "structure" the expression of all aspects of bio-
 logical and psychological life. Yet "social structuring" is not the same as "social
 influence"; it comes all too close to Durkheim's treatment of the individual "as a
 vessel through which social forces are processed" (Wallerstein and Smelser 1969,
 p. 700). The metaphor of structure obscures the relative autonomy of personality
 (something that Parsons is careful not to do); most important, it denies the realities of
 ambivalence and projection. A building or an organism has one fixed and enduring
 structure-not multiple, dynamic, and opposing structures, as in the Freudian con-
 ception of the psyche.

 Such social structural determinism compromises our understanding of culture as
 well. Just as personality becomes structure cathected and writ small, culture becomes
 society symbolic and writ large (Weinstein and Platt 1973, pp. 65, 71, 78), and cultural
 change becomes simply the consequence of social structural change (Weinstein and
 Platt 1973, pp. 84, 86, 93, 99, 101-102, 111; see also Rabow 1987, p. 18). With the
 Hobbesian problem apparently solved by a process of internalization understood as
 "social structuring," in which the implantation of sociocultural devices achieves the
 social integration of the whole personality "down to the level of wish and fantasy"
 (Weinstein and Platt 1973, p. 78), sociologists such as Wilbert E. Moore have drawn
 the obvious and (for Freud) fatal conclusion: "Freud's term superego adds nothing to
 our understanding [of internalization]" (Moore 1978, p. 347).

 In reading Freud's sociological interpreters, one would never realize that Freud
 believed his most important contributions would be made in the cultural sciences, not
 in therapy. Calling his "depth psychology" an "indispensable" instrument for
 sociologists, historians of civilization, and psychologists of religion, Freud believed
 his "theory of the mental unconscious" could provide new insights into the sources of
 social feeling, the social causes of neurosis, the role of social institutions in the mastery
 of unsatisfied wishes, and ultimately the nature and dynamics of culture ([1913] 1955,
 SE 13, pp. 184-90; [1926b] 1959, SE 20, p. 248). Instead Freudian theory has been
 rendered superfluous by faulty and incomplete sociological interpretations, and its
 central concepts and cultural theory have been emptied of meaning. Thus, much to
 our detriment, it has fallen from the ranks of living sociological theories.
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