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Psychoanalytic Influence and Ambivalence in American Anthropology

by Kevin P. Groark

In this article, I present an unpublished letter in which Franz Boas offers what would become his final remarks on the
work of Sigmund Freud and the influence of psychoanalysis on anthropology. I explore the intellectual and inter-
personal field of early psychoanalytic anthropology, outlining Boas’s empirical objections to Freud’s “ethnology” (what
we might call the letter’s manifest content), while exploring the less obvious latent factors underpinning his antipathy
toward psychoanalytic thought: the marginalization of the Boasian paradigm at Columbia University, the cultural
impact of Freud’s “untenable” theories, and most significant, the paradoxical and ambivalent appeal of psychoanalysis
among Boas’s former students and disciples. I close with a set of reflections on the current relationship between an-
thropology and psychoanalysis, offering thoughts on the role a cultural psychodynamic approach might play in what
Géza Róheim called “the anthropology of the future.”

Introduction: Remembrance of Things Past

On a cold winter day in February 1940, several years after his
retirement, Professor Emeritus Franz Boas sat at his desk in the
spacious Schermerhorn Hall office he still occupied in the De-
partment of Anthropology at Columbia University. It was time
to catch up on the week’s mail. On the desk sat a newly arrived
letter from his colleagueWaldemar Kaempffert, the science and
engineering editor at the New York Times, with whom he cor-
responded often on scientific and political matters. Recently,
Boas and Kaempffert had been exchanging letters concerning
the distortion of scientific data under theNazis and Fascists. But
this letter concerned something new; Kaempffert had written to
Boas soliciting his opinion on Freud’s socio-psychoanalytic
theories concerning “primitive” societies:

Dear Professor Boas: At the time that Freud died I [wrote a
New York Times column in which I] quotedMalinowski to the
effect that the Oedipus complex did not hold among the
matrilineal Trobriand Islanders in Melanesia. So far as I can
make out a good deal of what Freud predicated about primitive
people seems to have been quite wrong. I should like to pursue
this social phase of Freud further. Can you refer me to some
books or articles that I ought to read? Possibly you may have
published a critique of Freud yourself which would be sure to
give me what I want.1

Several months earlier, just after Freud’s death, Kaempffert
had published two critical retrospectives of Freud’s legacy in
his New York Times “Science in the News” column. “Now that
Sigmund Freud is gone,” he wrote, “the world is trying to judge
him. . . . Does he loom as large as Newton and Darwin, as his
more ardent disciples insist?” (Kaempffert 1939a).2 Although
he concluded that Freud’s psychological discoveries “must be
numbered among the greatest that have ever been made,”
Kaempffert emphasized his many personal and conceptual
shortcomings, with his excursions into anthropology receiving
a harsh appraisal:

[Freud] plunged into anthropology and the study of primitive
peoples and societies to reach conclusions, which were never
accepted by scientistswho had livedwith savages and knew the
working of their minds. . . . [He] unhesitatingly branched
out into whatmay be called “psychological anthropology” and
made dogmatic assertions about the sex instincts of primitive
peoples and their taboos. It made no difference that so able an
anthropologist as Malinowski . . . disproved the validity of
these pronouncements. . . . Nearly every anthropologist is of
the opinion that most of what Freud has written about
primitive man, primitive society and primitive culture is fan-
tastic, obscure or wrong . . . all were interpreted in the Freud-
ian way in Freudian terms to the profound disgust of the [an-
thropological] authorities. (Kaempffert 1939a, see also 1939b)
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2. The second of Kaempffert’s columns (1939b) was a response to an
editorial letter submitted by Smith Jelliffe (1939), a prominent New York
psychoanalyst and orthodox Freudian who had served for a short time
as Kroeber’s analyst (Burnham 2012:17).

1. Waldemar Kaempffert to Franz Boas, letter, February 6, 1940, Amer-
ican Philosophical Society, Franz Boas Papers, Mss. B. B61.
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Boas could not agree more. Despite clear overlap in their
psychological and ethnological interests, Boas found Freud’s
“psychoanalytic ethnology” to be profoundly flawed. He not
only invoked an outdated unilineal evolutionary model of hu-
man evolution but joined it with Lamarckian inheritance of
acquired psychological characteristics; and the entire project
was in service to the preposterous idea that the study of Eu-
ropean neurotics could illuminate both “primitive” mentality
and the evolution of human society. Just a few years earlier,
Boas had published his misgivings about Freud’s work in the
recently revised edition of his classic 1911 book The Mind of
Primitive Man. If Kaempffert needed an anthropological cri-
tique of Freud, Boas could provide it. Retrieving a copy of the
book from his library, he turned to chapter 10 and skimmed
the text:

. . . The mental activities of primitive man have been com-
pared to those of children and vice versa, so that the devel-
opment of the child’s mind has been looked at as a recapit-
ulation of the development of the mind of mankind . . .

. . . primitive mind is being compared with the minds of
mentally unsound, as though the mental activities of per-
fectly normal people of foreign cultures could be explained
by the mentally affected of our own culture . . .

. . . Freud’s comparison of primitive culture and the
psychoanalytic interpretations of European [neurotics’] be-
havior seem to lack a scientific background. They appear to
me as fancies in which neither the aspect of primitive life nor
that of civilized life is sustained by tangible evidence . . . (Boas
1938 [1911]:175–176; emphasis added)

These critical comments were almost identical to those Boas
had published decades earlier, when he and two of his finest
students—Alfred Kroeber and Alexander Goldenweiser—
wrote a series of articles that played a key role in discrediting the
outdated evolutionary anthropology of Freud’s Totem and Ta-
boo (see Boas 1916, 1920; Goldenweiser 1910; Kroeber 1920).
After this seemingly decisive rout, Boas lost interest in Freud’s
social theories and had not kept up with more recent psycho-
analytic developments. But many of his former students—
Kroeber, Sapir, Goldenweiser, even Mead and Benedict—
developed a lively interest in psychoanalysis and were exploring
the relevance of Freud’s theories to anthropology. Kroeber even
opened shop as a psychoanalyst in Berkeley before returning to
the anthropological fold. Boas appears to have tolerated these
disciplinary infidelities in silence. Despite the patent absurdity
of Freud’s ideas—and the correctness of Boas’s critique of his
ethnological presumptions—psychoanalytic thinking continued
to grow and was now more influential than ever, both within
anthropology and in the broader culture.

With these thoughts in mind, Boas turned his attention
back to the letter and composed a short reply (fig. 1):

Dear Dr. Kaempffert: I think it is so obvious that Freud’s
ethnological theories are untenable that I have never gone very
deeply into the subject. His whole procedure seems to me so
illogical that I have always thought that the fashion may not

last very long. I have expressed myself a few times very briefly
in regard to it. There is a short statement on the subject on
page 176 of the 1938 edition of THE MIND OF PRIMITIVE
MAN.3

Boas was sure that the psychoanalytic “fashion” in anthro-
pology would soon pass, but how had it happened in the first
place? In this article, I explore some contours of the intellectual
and interpersonal field of early psychoanalytic anthropology,
outlining Boas’s objections to Freud’s “ethnology” (what we
might call the letter’s manifest content), while exploring the less
obvious latent factors reflected in the letter: the cultural impact
of Freud’s “untenable” theories, the marginalization of the
Boasian paradigm at Columbia in the late 1930s, and perhaps
most significant, the paradoxical and ambivalent appeal of
psychoanalysis among Boas’s former students and disciples. I
close with a set of reflections on the current relationship be-
tween anthropology and psychoanalysis, offering thoughts on
the role a cultural psychodynamic approach might play in what
Róheim (1932:6) called “the anthropology of the future.”

The 1909 Clark University Lectures: Boasian Anthropology
Meets Freudian Psychoanalysis

Freud and Boas crossed paths for the first and only time dur-
ing the 1909 Clark University Lectures, held in celebration of
the institution’s twentieth anniversary. The famous Schervee
and Bushong group portrait of the Clark Lecture speakers
(fig. 2) shows both men standing with fellow psychoanalytic
presenters Carl Jung and Sandor Ferenczi (see Mason 2012).4

As his contribution to the event, Boas read a paper titled “Psy-
chological Problems in Anthropology” (Boas 1910), while
Freud—enjoying a fifth lecture slot ceded to him by Boas at the
request of the conference organizers—presented “The Origin

3. The signed typescript letter presented in this article was purchased
at auction by me in 2015. An unsigned carbon copy is archived in the Franz
Boas Papers at the American Philosophical Society (Franz Boas to Walde-
mar Kaempfert [sic], letter, February 9, 1940, American Philosophical So-
ciety, Franz Boas Papers, Mss. B. B61).

4. We have no direct evidence that Boas and Freud interacted during
the conference, nor that they attended each other’s lectures. Despite this,
Kenny (2015) has presented compelling circumstantial evidence sug-
gesting that Freud and Jung attended Boas’s lecture, which inspired both
men to begin their ethnological explorations. Summarizing the seemingly
“galvanizing” effect of Boas’s lecture, Kenny writes: “Boas’s address more
than challenged the evolutionist paradigm: it threw down the gauntlet to
psychologists to investigate more deeply the anthropological material.
Freud and Jung took up the gauntlet—but not quite as Boas had envis-
aged. . . . They remained in their armchairs, but they drew them up close
to the couch, believing that there they could explore far deeper into the
history of the human mind than any anthropological fieldwork. They be-
lieved that psychoanalysis had revealed truths about the history of mental
development that no other method [including anthropology] had or
could. . . . This evidence would throw light on the anthropological ma-
terial and show that Boas was wrong . . . that [cultural] differences, for the
most part, represented stages in development” (Kenny 2015:180).
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and Development of Psychoanalysis,” later republished as the
classic Five Lectures on Psychoanalysis (Freud 1910; see Evans
and Koelsch 1985).

Boas opened his address by asserting that anthropology, like
psychology, was interested in understanding the “psychological
laws which control the mind of man everywhere, and that may
differ in different racial or cultural groups,” but he then qual-
ified this statement, arguing that such psychological questions
could only be approached through detailed anthropological
analyses of the unique cultural contexts in which they occurred
(Boas 1910:371). Citing totemism as an example, Boas illus-
trated the importance of treating seemingly universal features
of human psychology as culturally specific phenomena. In
opposition to Victorian evolutionary approaches (that posited
totemism as a universal stage of primitive cultural and psy-
chological development), Boas argued that totemic systems
were always integrated into the local culture according to dis-
tinct psychological processes:

I am convinced that . . . the phenomenon [of totemism] is
not a single psychological problem, but embraces the most
diverse psychological elements. . . . It will be recognized
that here again the anthropological phenomena, which are in
outward appearances alike, are, psychologically speaking,
entirely distinct, and that consequently psychological laws
covering all of them can not be deduced from them. (Boas
1910:374–375; emphasis added)5

Figure 1. Typescript letter, 1940, from Franz Boas to Waldemar Kaempffert, summarizing his view on Freud’s ethnological theories.
(Photo courtesy of author. q 2019 Kevin P. Groark, All rights reserved. Source: Collection of author.)

5. The Boasian critique of Victorian theories of primitive totemism
was developed in the work of Goldenweiser (1910) and Boas (1916).
Their approach denied the existence of a Totemic stage of human evo-
lution, arguing that the very concept of totemism was reflective of Vic-
torian obsessions with both evolution and primitivism. This Boasian
position came to be known as the “American Theory” of totemism and
was strongly resisted by European proponents of unilineal evolutionism
(see Jones 2005).
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In his lectures, Freud provided a historical overview of the
development of psychoanalysis, comprehensively summariz-
ing his “early phase” thinking on hysteria, repression, resis-
tance, the unconscious, dream interpretation, psychosexual
development, neurotic conflict, and the benefits of psychoana-
lytic treatment. Although Freud discussed neither totemism nor
ethnology in his Clark Lectures, over the next few years both
topics would become central preoccupations, culminating in
Totem and Taboo (Freud 1913), one of his most famous works
and his first significant piece of psychoanalytic social theory.

In similar fashion, Freud’s work seems to have made an
impression on Boas. Sociologist William Ogburn recalls being
introduced to Freudian ideas in a seminar taught by Boas at
Columbia in 1910 (Burnham 2012:11). Later that year, during
talks at the Lowell Institute and the National University of
Mexico, Boas would also make reference to ideas Freud had
presented at Clark University:

If S. Freud is right in assuming that these forgotten [child-
hood] incidents remain a living force throughout life,—the
more potent, the more thoroughly they are forgotten,—we
should have to conclude that many of the small traits of in-
dividuals which we ordinarily believe to be inherited are
acquired by the influence of the individuals among whom the
child spends the first years of its life. All observations on the
force of habit and the intensity of resistance to changes of
habit are in favor of this theory. (Boas 1911:121)

Despite his recognition of some common ground—and the
potential of psychoanalysis to contribute to anthropology—
Boas never pursued these connections, and he rarely men-
tioned Freud in his later publications. His early sympathy
would soon be eclipsed by a strong antipathy to psychoanal-
ysis, based mainly on Freud’s foray into ethnology in Totem
and Taboo. Ironically, as Kenny (2015) has noted, Boas’s Clark
Lecture may have inspired both Freud and Jung to begin their
ethnological explorations: soon after the Clark conference,
both men began drawing on anthropological data in an at-
tempt to develop their own genetic psychological theories of
psychic inheritance (see Jones 1955:393).6 The following year,
in 1911, Freud was already immersing himself in “thick books”
on ethnology, filtering their insights into human culture and
social evolution through his own clinical theories of psychic

Figure 2. Schervee and Bushong group portrait (cropped) of participants in the Psychology, Pedagogy, and School of Hygiene Con-
ference at Clark University, Worcester, Massachusetts, September 10, 1909. In the front row, from left to right: Boas ( far left), Freud
(second from right), Jung ( far right). (Photo courtesy of Beinecke Rare Book andManuscript Library, Yale University. By permission of
The Marsh Agency Ltd. on behalf of Sigmund Freud Copyrights.)

6. Although the initial impetus for Freud’s ethnological speculations
may have originated with Boas’s Clark address, developing tensions
between Freud and Jung played a decisive role in the birth of Totem and
Taboo (see Doran 2017; Suarez-Orozco 1982; Wallace 1983). While Jung
allowed anthropological data to transform his psychoanalytic thinking,
Freud’s agenda was to show how theories derived from clinical practice
could transform our understanding of ethnological and evolutionary data
(allowing him to locate the Oedipal complex—with its attendant re-
pression, ambivalence, identification, and displacement—at the heart of
both human nature and culture).

562 Current Anthropology Volume 60, Number 4, August 2019

This content downloaded from 137.111.013.200 on August 29, 2019 22:37:28 PM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



functioning. This interdisciplinary synthesis resulted in four
“ethnological” essays appearing in Imago between 1912 and
1913, soon republished in book form under the title Totem and
Taboo: Some Points of Agreement between the Mental Lives of
Savages and Neurotics (Freud 1913).7

Totem and Taboo: From Animal
Phobias to Religion and Morality

In 1911, Freud announced his intentions to develop a new psy-
choanalytic social theory—one that integrated clinical theory
with ethnological data:

The time will soon be ripe for us to make an extension of a
thesis which has long been asserted by psycho-analysts, and
to complete what has hitherto had only an individual and
ontogenetic application by the addition of its anthropological
counterpart, which is to be conceived phylogenetically. “In
dreams and in neuroses,” so our thesis has run, “we come once
more upon the child and the peculiarities which characterize
his modes of thought and his emotional life.” “And we come
upon the savage too,” we may now add, “upon the primitive
man, as he stands revealed to us in the light of the researches
of archaeology and of ethnology.” (Freud 1911:82; emphasis
added)

Influenced by the unilineal cultural evolutionism that dom-
inated German ethnology, Freud felt he could use ethnolog-
ical data on “primitive” societies—interpreted through a psy-
chodynamic lens—to reconstruct the social and psychological
contours of past stages of human development. Drawing on
Lamarckian notions of inherited acquired traits, he further as-
sumed that emotional and psychological structures established
during past stages of human evolution had been passed down to
the present, where they were discernible in the psychosexual

development of children and the neurotic fixations of his pa-
tients. If totemism was the earliest stage of human cultural de-
velopment, understanding its psychosocial dynamics could help
explain the deepest—and therefore earliest—foundations of the
civilized psyche.

In his clinical work Freud had identified striking analogies
between his patients’ neurotic complexes and various aspects
of “primitive” social life. The ceremonial repetitions of ob-
sessives resembled religious rituals, while the phobic avoid-
ances and prohibitions of his neurotic patients reminded him
of taboos (Freud 1907). In the sublimated animal “father-
symbols” of the horse-phobic “Little Hans” (Freud 1909) and
other Oedipal children, Freud discerned ambivalent love-hate
feelings, repressed and projected onto a father-proxy, which
became the focus of both ritualized avoidance and behavioral
prohibitions. This suggested analogies with totemic systems,
in which animals were invested with the deified power of the
father—a connection, Freud noted, that “leads us deep into
the totemic habits of thought of primitive peoples,” an explo-
ration that “may make it possible to arrive at a psycho-analytic
explanation of the origins of religion” (Freud 1911:81).

From his readings of Frazer and other Victorian “armchair
anthropologists,” Freud assumed primitive society to have been
structured around the worship of a totemic animal ancestor or
“father”—an object of mixed respect, fear, identification, and
prohibition. It seemed a simple step to apply his psychodynamic
understanding of Oedipal dynamics to such ethnological data:
“There is nothing new or particularly daring in this step for-
ward. Indeed, primitive men . . . describe the totem as their
common ancestor and primal father. All we have done is to take
at its literal value an expression used by these people . . . [and]
take it as the starting-point of our attempt at explaining totem-
ism” (Freud 1913:131; emphasis added).

Oedipus Ubiquitous: The Primal Horde
and the Totemic Father

Freud would develop this idea in the fourth chapter of Totem
and Taboo, in which he presents his famous “primal horde”
theory—a quasi-mythic charter for the psychosocial origins
of religion, sexual morality, and “civilized” life, with its complex
group bonds andmarked social regulation of libidinal impulses.
Drawing on the Darwin-inspired theory of the single-male pri-
mate group proposed by Andrew Lang and J. J. Atkinson (1903),
Freud speculated that the earliest human society consisted of a
primal horde governed by a “violent and jealous father” who
monopolized sexual access to the females by driving his sons
out of the group, forcing them into lives of forced celibacy.

One day, realizing they were stronger together than alone,
the brothers joined forces and killed the father, thus ending his
tyrannical reign and gaining access to the prohibited females.
Once the sons’ “sacrifice” of the father was consummated and
his body consumed (thus transferring paternal power and au-
thority through the literal incorporation of his flesh), contra-
dictory and ambivalent feelings began to emerge: The parricidal

7. Ernest Jones (1955:393–397) reconstructs the time line of Freud’s
early interest in ethnology from a series of letters: in August of 1911, Freud
wrote to Jones that he was “engaged on something that was likely to occupy
him for some years, i.e. ‘the psychology of religious faith and ties,’ ” several
days later telling Sándor Ferenczi the same thing, adding, “I am entirely
Totem and Taboo.” The following month—late September 1911—he de-
scribed to Karl Abraham theoretical claims he would develop in the book,
indicating, as Jones notes, that “the whole work must have been ripe in
his mind that summer [of 1911]” (393). By November, he wrote to Ferenczi:
“The Totem work is a beastly business. I am reading thick books without
being really interested in them since I already know the results; my instinct
tells me that. But they have to slither their way through all the [ethnological]
material on the subject. . . . With all that I feel as if I had intended only to
start a little liaison and then discovered that atmy time of life I have tomarry
a new wife” (394). After this brief gestational period, the book was written
in a short period of time, betweenMarch 1912 and June 1913. In celebration
of the book’s completion, Freud’s circle of colleagues celebrated by throwing
a dinner in his honor—which they referred to as a totemic feast—presenting
him with an Egyptian figurine “which he adopted as his personal totem”

(397).
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act itself had been inspired by feelings of fear and hatred, but the
sons’ love, respect, and admiration for the father also evoked
feelings of guilt and remorse, which the brothers allayed by
imposing punitive restrictions upon themselves. Summarizing
this complex psychic response, Freud writes:

The dead father became stronger than the living one had
been. . . . What had up to then been prevented by his ac-
tual existence was thenceforward prohibited by the sons
themselves. . . . They revoked their deed by forbidding the
killing of the totem, the substitute for their father; and they
renounced its fruits by resigning their claim to the women
who had now been set free. They thus created out of their
filial sense of guilt the two fundamental taboos of totemism
[avoidance of killing the totemic animal, and intercourse
with totemic companions of the opposite sex, leading to ex-
ogamy], which for that very reason inevitably corresponded
to the two repressed wishes of the Oedipus complex [to kill
the father and marry the mother]. (Freud 1913:143)

In a bold theoretical move, Freud linked four major social
institutions—religion, morality, totemism, and incest taboos—
reducing them to a common psychosocial origin (Goldenweiser
1922:394). Primal ambivalence and guilt serve as the twin pillars
of this new social order, leading to respect for the totemic father
(the earliest religion), and self-imposed endogamous sexual
prohibitions (the origins of morality). For Freud, the emotional
impact of this primal parricide echoes across millennia, un-
derpinning both the unconscious ambivalence of the Oedipal
complex and his later theorization of the superego, a psychic
“structure” reflecting the early internalization of prohibiting pa-
ternal authority and the self-imposed renunciations demanded
by civilized social life (see Freud 1923, 1930).

From the start, Totem and Taboo presented itself as a ten-
tative formulation intended to “bridge the gap” between psy-
choanalysis and anthropology. He hoped this bridging effort
would attract the attention of both fields, inspiring them to
address “some unsolved problems of social psychology”—
namely, the universality of totemism and taboos in human cul-
ture, and analogous psychological structures in human psy-
chology (Freud 1913:xiii). And yet, despite his avowed desire to
open conversations with other disciplines, Freud saw Totem
and Taboo as broadening the theoretical reach of psychoanal-
ysis by providing answers of great importance to fundamental
social science questions about the psychological foundations
of human culture.

After completing the final essay of Totem and Taboo, he
described it as “the most daring enterprise I have ever ven-
tured. On Religion, ethics and quibusdam aliis [even certain
other things]. God help me!” (Jones 1955:396). He anticipated
that the reaction to the book would be “a storm of indignation
except among those near to me” (396). More to the point,
Freud surely knew the critical reception his ideas would receive
from American anthropologists. In the text of Totem and Ta-
boo, he cites Goldenweiser’s (1910) landmark refutation of
evolutionary approaches to totemism, which he dismisses out

of hand as antithetical to developing a “general solution of to-
temic problems” (Freud 1913:109).8 And he would likely have
recalled the anti-universalist admonitions delivered by Boas in
his Clark Lecture, which was published alongside Freud’s own
lectures in the conference proceedings (see Clark University
1910). Far from seeking to open a conversation with anthro-
pology, Freud seems to have been picking a fight.

The Anthropological Response to Freudian Ethnology

Elsie Clews Parsons was the first Boasian anthropologist to draw
attention to the growing psychoanalytic interest in ethnology. In
a brief 1916 essay written for the Psychoanalytic Review, she
announced psychology’s “discovery” of ethnology, paired with a
surprising resurgence of Frazerian evolutionary ideas:

The psychologists have discovered ethnology. . . . There is
Freud with a book on totemism and taboo and Dr. Otto Rank
writing about the heromyth. And the other day in the hands of
one of their American translators, a well-known alienist,
I noted with surprise a volume of [Frazer’s]The Golden Bough.
At a later moment I was still more surprised to hear the theory
of [phylogenetic] recapitulation [in children and neurotics]
issuing from his respectable psychological lips. That alluring
theory the Freudians, it seems, have resurrected to serve their
turn. . . . How long it will satisfy them is another question.
Meanwhile it is a means of directing their attention to the
study of comparative culture. (Parsons 1916:288)9

Soon after, in 1918, Kroeber wrote a review of Jung’s psy-
choanalytic works that, like Freud’s own recent forays into social
theory, drew significantly on comparative ethnology and my-
thology. Besides providing the occasion for the first appearance
of the word “psychoanalysis” in the pages of American Anthro-
pologist, Kroeber’s review is noteworthy in two other regards:
first, it served to herald the relevance of psychoanalysis for an-
thropology, and second, it recognized that the phylogenetic
commitments of psychoanalytic ethnology posed a significant
threat to the American anthropological approach to culture,
which was organized around a strong Boasian emphasis on anti-
evolutionism, historical particularism, and cultural relativism:

In some form or other, psychoanalysis has come to
stay. . . . [Its] findings . . . [concerning repression, conver-
sion, and dream analysis] have surely become a permanent
part of general psychology, and therefore relate to that form of
activity which underlies all social phenomena. . . . [If ] the
psychoanalysts are right [about the phylogenetic transmission
of culture], nearly all ethnology and culture history are waste of

8. Goldenweiser’s paper (1910) was a published version of his doc-
toral dissertation, completed that same year under Boas’s supervision
(see also Boas 1916).

9. Although Parsons was trained as a sociologist, she had shifted to
anthropology by this time and was collaborating with Boas on folklore
studies.
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effort, except in so far as they contribute new raw materials. If,
on the other hand, current [Boasian] anthropological methods
and the [diffusion-based] psycho-biological assumptions un-
derlying them are correct, the phylogenetic theories of Jung and
his collaborators are only a mistaken excrescence on . . .
sounder [anthropological] work. Mutual understanding will
not progress as long as the two tendencies go their conflicting
ways in ignorance of each other. (Kroeber 1918:323–324;
emphasis added)10

When Totem and Taboo appeared in English later that same
year, it was greeted by Boasians as an unwelcome resurgence
of discredited nineteenth-century evolutionism. From an an-
thropological perspective, Freud’s dual commitments to a
panhuman sequence of social evolution paired with assump-
tions of phylogenetic transmission of psychological content led
to the logical error of assuming an isomorphism between a
“primitive” stage of social development and the “primitive”
developmental and psychological states he had observed in his
patients. In a spectacular tautological inversion, Freud then
drew on what he knew of neurotic and psychotic psychology to
reconstruct the archaic dramas that had structured human
sociality and psychology in the deep past, positing these quasi-
mythic evolutionary reconstructions as phylogenetic causes for
the psychological structures he saw as typical in both normal
and abnormal psychology. The reaction among the Boasians
was immediate and intense.

Kroeber was first out of the gate with a trenchant critique
titled “Totem and Taboo: An Ethnographic Psychoanalysis”
(1920). He opens his paper by noting that, although it had not
yet been noticed by anthropologists, “the vogue of the psy-
choanalytic movement founded by [Freud] is now so strong
that the book is certain to make an impression in many in-
telligent circles” (Kroeber 1920:48). After summarizing the
argument presented in this “startling series of essays,” Kroeber
observes: “This mere extrication and presentation of the frame-
work of the Freudian hypothesis on the origin of socio-religious
organization is probably sufficient to prevent its acceptance”

(49). Nonetheless, he proceeds with a detailed 10-point refuta-
tion of the logical inconsistencies and ethnological “guesses” on
which Freud constructs his grand anthropological theory, after
which he concludes: “If psychoanalysts wish to establish serious
contacts with historical ethnology, they must first learn to know
that such an ethnology exists” (55).

Later that year, Boas published a more oblique critique un-
der the title “The Methods of Ethnology.” Despite never men-
tioning Totem and Taboo, he critiques Freud’s “new writings”
for “a peculiar disconnected application of a psychologizing
attitude and the application of the theory of ancient trans-
mission” to the understanding of primitive thought (Boas
1920:319). After noting that some psychoanalytic ideas “may
be fruitfully applied to ethnological problems,” he criticized his
“one-sided” application of clinical theories to cultural data:
“[If ] we try to apply the whole [psychoanalytic] theory of the
influence of suppressed desires to the activities of man living
under different social forms, I think we extend beyond their
legitimate limits the inference that may be drawn from the
observation of normal and abnormal individual psychology”
(320).

Goldenweiser (1922) chose a different angle of attack, fo-
cusing on what he saw as the weakest link in Freud’s logic: the
postulation of a transgenerational group psyche. As an an-
thropologist, Goldenweiser knew cultural transmission alone
could account for the reproduction of both social and psycho-
logical regularities without recourse to magical notions such as
a “racial unconscious.”He writes, “The assumption of a psychic
continuity between the generations is but an alluring fantasy
and the willingness to accept it as true, in the face of contra-
dictory historic and biologic evidence, may well be regarded as a
curious example of that omnipotence of thought which Freud
regards as characteristic of the psychic life of primitive man and
of the neurotic” (Goldenweiser 1922:398; emphasis added).

Summarized, the Boasian objection toTotem and Taboo com-
prised five points: (1) Freud’s “anthropology” was based on wild
fantasies of “primitive social life” rather than empirical ethno-
logical data; (2) he posits discredited unilineal and Lamarckian
evolutionary theories to explain universal human psychology,
with no attention to particular histories of culture contact, diffu-
sion, and change; (3) his deep commitment to a phylogenetic
theory of mental causation assumes an implausible transgener-
ational “group mind” with universal complexes, conflicts, and
primal repressions; (4) he therefore fails to understand that ques-
tions of normalcy, deviance, and psychopathology must be un-
derstood in relation to their cultural context; and (5) he concludes
that phylogenetic evolution from primitive to civilized is reca-
pitulated in individual ontogeny and psychic development (thus
establishing a false equivalence between the psychologies of chil-
drenand “primitives” and the regressedorfixatedmental states of
neurotics and psychotics). Most of the anthropological critiques
from this period hit on one or all of these quintessentially Boasian
objections to Freud’s theories.

As Sapir observed years later, the anthropological objection
to Freud’s phylogenetic mythology lay in his fundamental

10. Kroeber’s interest in psychoanalysis appears to date from before
1915, when he traveled to Vienna for 6 months and met with members of
the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society (Benveniste 2011:3). Between 1917
and 1918, following the death of his wife, he traveled to New York for a
personal analysis. In 1918 he began seeing psychiatric patients at the
Stanford Clinic in San Francisco, maintaining a private psychoanalytic
practice in Berkeley from 1920 to 1923 (Benveniste 2011:3, see also 2006;
Burnham 2012). Kroeber was, in retrospect, more deeply engaged with
psychoanalytic theory and practice than any other Boasian anthropolo-
gist of the period. It is almost certain that he had read Totem and Taboo
in German before the book’s translation into English in 1918. In a letter
to Sapir fromAugust 1919, hewrites: “For variety and as amental discipline
I have just put in several days on Freud’s Totem and Taboo (the old Imago
essays in English) the result of which is going to theAnthropologist” (cited in
Benveniste 2011:7; emphasis added).
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conflation of the “psychologically archaic” and the “chrono-
logically archaic,” noting that the value of contemporary an-
thropology lay not in an archaeological excavation of the
primeval—and thus universal—roots of human psychology
but, rather, in the relativistic project of “constantly rediscov-
ering the normal” in human psychology and social life (Sapir
1932:235).

The Ambivalent Anthropological Appeal of
Psychoanalysis during the Interwar Years

Despite a general hostility toward Freudian ethnology during
the 1920s through 1940s, Boasian anthropologists became
profoundly interested in the relationship between culture and
psychology, and psychoanalysis would play a key role in the-
orizing the relationship between social structures and resulting
psychic structures.11 LeVine (2001:809) has described this
period, with its focus on fundamental questions about cul-
ture and personality, as “one of themost exciting intellectual ex-
plorations launched by American social science in the 20th cen-
tury.” Boas himself began this psychocultural integration with
his assertion that any understanding of the shaping effect of
cultural-historical forces required attention to individual psy-
chology (Boas 1910; see also Stocking 1992). By 1930, Boas’s
interests in psychology—whichhedescribed as “the studyof the
individual under the stress of the culture in which he lives” had
eclipsed his earlier emphasis on historical particularism (Harris
1968:269; emphasis added).

As psychoanalytic thinking penetrated more deeply into
American intellectual life, many of Boas’s students turned to-
ward psychoanalysis in their search for answers to the “psy-
chological problems in anthropology.” While rejection of
Freud’s ethnological theories was almost universal within an-
thropology, his broader psychoanalytic project—with its focus
on structures of mind, the importance of ontogenesis, and the
working of subpersonal psychodynamic processes—was gain-
ing influence. Notable early anthropological proponents of psy-
choanalysis include Alfred Kroeber, Edward Sapir, Margaret
Mead, John Dollard, Melville Herskovits, Burt Aginsky, Cora
Du Bois, Alexander Goldenweiser, Elsie Clews Parsons, Ralph
Linton, Clyde Kluckhohn, George Devereux, and Weston Le
Barre, to name but a few (see LeVine 2001 for an overview).

In most of these early integrations of anthropology and psy-
choanalysis we see a clear ambivalence at work: disavowal of
Freud’s social theories paired with a deep engagement with
other aspects of psychodynamic thinking. Kroeber is perhaps
emblematic: after a brief training analysis in 1917, he practiced
as a lay psychoanalyst, first seeing psychiatric patients at the
Stanford Clinic from 1918 to 1919, then taking analytic cases in
his Berkeley-based private office from 1920 to 1923 (Burnham

2012:8–10; see also Benveniste 2006, 2011). Many anthro-
pologists of the day undertook personal analyses—including
Kluckhohn, Goldenweiser, Devereux, and La Barre—but at the
time Kroeber was the only one to try his hand at psychoana-
lytic practice, an experiment that Boas viewed as “an unfor-
tunate aberration to be borne patiently” (Manson 1986:76). In
fact, Kroeber was torn between anthropology and psychoanal-
ysis, and for a time considered abandoning anthropology for
full-time private practice. Indeed, in the Crocker-Langley San
Francisco City Directories of 1922 and 1923 Kroeber’s profes-
sional interest is listed simply as “psycho-analysis” (fig. 3). De-
spite abandoning his psychoanalytic practice after about
5 years, he remained ambivalently fascinated with psycho-
analysis for the rest of his life, but he was careful not to let his
interests in psychoanalysis influence his anthropological work,
which bears almost no imprint of this facet of his intellectual
life (Manson 1986:76).

In a 1921 letter to Sapir, Kroeber expressed his disdain for
Freud’s theoretical “tricks,” while acknowledging his “almost
infallible” clinical acumen: “Freud’s theorizing tricks irritate
me as intensely as ever, but he certainly is an astounding
observer. He has a preternatural eye for significant minutiae.
On any concrete point I believe he is almost infallible” (Golla
1984:363; cited in Burnham 2012:8). In an unpublished letter
to Boas written the same year, Kroeber writes: “I am glad you
wrote your Methods of Ethnology in the recent [American]
Anthropologist. I know of nothing on the subject so sane and
fair and compact. There seems nothing to disagree from in
what you say about psychoanalysis, except the paragraph
about [the psychoanalytic emphasis on sexual] symbolism.”12

Presumably thinking of his own recent clinical work, Kroeber
defends the “objective inquiry into the association of symbols
with other phenomena,” particularly in psychoanalytic dream
interpretation. As Burnham (2012:15) observes, these com-
ments represent an “attempt to communicate his reservations
about Freud’s historical account of humankind while prais-
ing psychoanalytic psychology and thinking.”13 The schizoid

11. Excellent overviews of this period in American anthropology can
be found in Darnell (2001), Gilkeson (2010:118–159), and Seymour
(2015:102–130).

12. Emphasis added. Alfred Kroeber to Franz Boas, letter, November 2,
1921. American Philosophical Society, Franz Boas Papers, Mss. B. B61

13. Inspired by the recent publication of Freud’s Moses and Mono-
theism (1939)—in which he reasserted the theory of the “primal
horde”—Kroeber published a lengthy reappraisal of Totem and Taboo in
which he reflects on his previous criticism of the work, likening it to
“breaking a butterfly on a wheel.” He concluded, “an iridescent fantasy
[such as Freud’s] deserves a more delicate touch even in the act of
demonstration of its unreality” (Kroeber 1939:446). This lighter touch
could be found by treating Freud’s theories as fables—fictions containing
profound psychological truths despite their imaginary foundations: “We
may accordingly properly disregard any seeming claim, or half-claim, to
historic authenticity of the suggested actual happening, as being beside
the real point, and consider whether Freud’s theory contains any pos-
sibility of being a generic, timeless explanation of the psychology that
underlies certain recurrent historic phenomena or institutions like to-
temism and taboo. . . . Anything so constant as this, at least as regards
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attitude defining the Boasian engagement with psychoanal-
ysis found its most succinct articulation in Sapir’s observation
that “psychoanalysis is less exciting as social philosopher and
prophet than as clinician” (Sapir 1928:357).

Neo-Freudianism and the Development
of “Culturalist” Psychoanalysis

While Kroeber’s ambivalence led him to distinguish between
what we might call “good Freud” and “bad Freud,” other Boas-
ians took a different path, turning to the “neo-Freudian” revi-
sions offered by Karen Horney, Alfred Adler, Harry Stack Sul-
livan, Eric Fromm, and Abram Kardiner. Neo-Freudianism,
which emerged in New York in the 1930s, involved a rejection of
many of Freud’s foundational biological and evolutionary spec-
ulations, including his phylogenetic arguments and “drive the-
ory” (whichheld that repressed sexuality and aggressionwere the
primary determinants of personality and psychodynamics). In
place of repressed drives, the neo-Freudians posited socialization
and interpersonal transactions as primary factors in the shap-
ing of personality (see Birnbach 1961).14

Anthropologists of the day found the neo-Freudian ap-
proach to be more palatable than orthodox Freudianism and

its nucleus, in the notoriously fluctuating universe of culture, can hardly
be the result of a ‘mere’ historical accident devoid of psychological sig-

nificance. If there is accordingly an underlying factor which keeps
reproducing the phenomenon in an unstable world, this factor must be
something in the human constitution—in other words, a psychic
factor. . . . Anthropologists and sociologists have certainly long been
groping for something underlying which would help them explain both
the repetitions and the variations in culture, provided the explanation
were evidential, extensible by further analysis, and neither too simplistic
nor too one-sided. Put in some such form as this, Freud’s hypothesis
might long before this have proved fertile in the realm of cultural un-
derstanding instead of being mainly rejected or ignored as a brilliant fan-
tasy” (447–448). In this passage, Kroeber is attempting to salvage Freud’s
thesis of the universality of the Oedipal complex, suggesting that its
ubiquity is accounted for not by phylogenetic transmission but, rather, by
the tensions inherent in the family structure, which—mediated by a
common human psyche—tend to reproduce time and again the inter-
personal dilemmas and emotional vicissitudes Freud identified in the
Oedipal complex.

Figure 3. Crocker-Langley San Francisco City Directory listing, 1922, for Alfred Kroeber’s psychoanalytic practice located in the
University of California, Berkeley, Physician’s Building at 516 Sutter Street (listed merely as “office” in 1921, then “psycho-analysis”
from 1922 to 1923).

14. For a trenchant critique of neo-Freudianism, see Marcuse (1955:238–
274). For overviews of the development of psychoanalytic thought in North
America, see Greenberg (2012) on “mainstream” psychoanalysis, Frie (2014)
on revisionist “neo-Freudian” approaches, and Gitre (2010) on the academic
reception of psychoanalysis within the social sciences.
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more directly applicable to ethnographic fieldwork and anal-
ysis. Moreover, neo-Freudian analysts were genuinely inter-
ested in anthropology, aware that ethnographic data held the
potential to transform fundamental tenets of psychoanalytic
theory. From anthropologists, the neo-Freudians learned the
importance of culturally shaped social interactions in molding
personality (leading more orthodox analysts to refer dispar-
agingly to them as “culturalists”). From psychoanalysts, the
anthropologists were exposed to a systematic understanding of
psychodynamics, psychic development, the unconscious, and
the role of conflict and defense in human psychic life. Recalling
her encounters with neo-Freudian analysts in New York dur-
ing this period, Cora Du Bois wrote:

Of the people I’ve seen Karen Horney and A. Kardiner stand
out in my mind. They are both Freudian but have a grasp of
cultural factors, have themselves struggled with them and re-
alize the significance that anthropological data may have for
them. There is enough common ground with them to per-
mit an interchange in discussions—which isn’t always the
case. . . . On the whole . . . analysts are far less rigid in their
point of view than they were a few years ago when [Freud’s]
Totem and Taboo was sacred. (Quoted in Seymour 2015:111)

Harry Stack Sullivan is credited with bringing to psychiatry
an awareness of the primacy of the interpersonal field in per-
sonality formation (see Sullivan 1953). However, it was Sapir
who broadened Sullivan’s theory of interpersonal relations to in-
clude the encompassing cultural field as a crucial determinant
of personality (Gerson 1988:704–705). Many of these anthro-
pological ideas would diffuse from Sullivan to the other neo-
Freudians, beginning around 1931, after Sullivan moved to
NewYork andcreated an informal salon called theZodiacClub.
Zodiac was a loose group of psychoanalysts whomet to discuss
modifications to Freudian orthodoxy, often bringing along so-
cial scientists interested in psychoanalytic thinking (Taylor
2009:104). Besides foundingmembersHarry Stack Sullivan and
Clara Thompson, fellow revisionist psychoanalysts Karen Hor-
ney,ErikFromm,andAbramKardinerweresoonaddedtothe list
of Zodiac regulars. On the anthropological side, Hortense Pow-
dermaker, Ruth Benedict, Margaret Mead, Edward Sapir, and
Ralph Linton also attended these gatherings (Taylor 2009:105).

This little-known salon played a key role in establishing the
connections between revisionist psychoanalysts and social
scientists from Chicago, New Haven, Washington, and New
York, building the early networks of influence that would give
rise to both the varied “culture and personality” approaches
of anthropology as well as the neo-Freudian revision of psy-
choanalysis during the early 1930s (Taylor 2009).15 As dis-
cussed, Sapir helped shape—then adopted for his own use—
the “interpersonal psychoanalysis” of Harry Stack Sullivan,
stressing the critical role of culturally inflected interpersonal

relations in personality development (see Darnell 1986, 2001;
Frie 2014; Preston 1966).16 Mead was inspired by the work of
Karen Horney, who focused on the cultural shaping of female
psychology and sexuality (see Lapsley 2001). Benedict, while
influenced by psychoanalytic thinking in her personal life,
turned away from it in her professional work, adopting a nonpsy-
chodynamic “configurational” approach derived from Koffka’s
Gestalt psychology (see King andWertheimer 2005:300).

For our purposes, however, the most important of these early
psychoanalytic collaborations came from the neo-Freudian
analyst Abram Kardiner, who—with Cora Du Bois and Ralph
Linton—would spearhead the largest and most influential
interdisciplinary integration of Boasian anthropology and psy-
choanalysis. In Darnell’s (2001:134) appraisal, the relationship
between Kardiner, Du Bois, and Linton “established the col-
laborative reality of which Sapir and Sullivan only dreamed”—
the first truly interdisciplinary psychoanalytic anthropology.
Indeed, Kardiner’s deep engagement with anthropologists and
firsthand comparative ethnological data led him to develop a
distinct “adaptational psychodynamic” approach that dom-
inated the field from the mid-1930s through the mid-1940s,
attracting the interest of many first- and second-generation
Boasians.

Abram Kardiner: Between Boas and Freud

Abram Kardiner was uniquely suited for bridging the worlds
of psychoanalysis and anthropology. At Columbia, he had
studied under both Boas and Goldenweiser for a short time in
1914, but he soon left anthropology to study psychiatry at
Cornell, eventually undertaking a 6-month training analysis
with Freud in Vienna in late 1921 (Kardiner 1977). During
this period, Kardiner was “inducted . . . into the relations of
anthropology and psychoanalysis” by Géza Róheim, who
coined the term “psychoanalytic anthropology” to refer to the
new interdisciplinary field inaugurated by Freud’s Totem and
Taboo (Manson 1986:75).

After returning to New York, Kardiner began what would
become a lifelong project of revising orthodox Freudian the-
ory. Motivated by his own ambivalent and competitive rela-
tionship toward Freud, by the 1930s Kardiner was developing

15. For discussions on the complex historical development of “neo-
Freudianism” and the “interpersonal tradition,” see Buhle (1998), Lionells
et al. (1995), and McLaughlin (1998).

16. One of the first interdisciplinary efforts was a series of seminars, “The
Impact of Culture on Personality,” offered by Sapir at Yale beginning in
1931, first in collaboration with Harry Stack Sullivan and then with psy-
chologist John Dollard (Seymour 2015:106). Sapir was the first anthropol-
ogist to advocate for a strong collaboration between psychiatry and an-
thropology, an interdisciplinary synthesis he hoped would transform both
fields through the creation of a kind of “bifocal” vision that would allow for a
fuller understanding of the profound integration of culture, society, and
psyche (Singer 1961:63). Excellent overviews of the development of Sapir’s
integrative “personality and culture” approach can be found in Preston
(1966), Darnell (1986), and Frie (2014). Sapir’s Yale lectures on culture and
psychology, reconstructed largely from student notes, can be found in Sapir
(1994). A general overview of the Sapir-Mead-Benedict engagement with
psychoanalysis and psychiatry is provided by Gilkeson (2010:121–133).
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his own revisions to orthodox Freudian theory (see Cook
2005). Like other neo-Freudians, he rejected many psycho-
analytic shibboleths, including its nineteenth-century cultural
evolutionism, its biological instinctualism (most notably, the
primacy of “drive” theory), and its universal psychological
complexes. Having cleared psychoanalytic theory of some of
its worst excesses, Kardiner proposed his own theory of “ad-
aptational psychodynamics” in which the main developmental
task was the adaptation and adjustment of the ego to internal
psychological pressures experienced in the context of external
social and cultural processes (see Manson 1988:80). Kardiner’s
goal was to understand how particular social structures, in-
stitutions, and socialization practices interacted throughout
early development to produce culturally distinct personalities
with characteristic psychodynamics profiles. He hoped to test
his theories by systematically documenting the actual course of
individual psychic development in different cultures, working
in close collaboration with several accomplished anthropo-
logical fieldworkers.

In 1933 Kardiner began exploring these ideas in an in-
terdisciplinary seminar he established at the New York Psy-
choanalytic Society and Institute (NYPSI) under the title “The
Application of Psychoanalysis to Problems in Mythology, Re-
ligion, and Ethnology.”17 Although the first offering of the
seminar drew only two students, it soon grew to over 100,many
of whom were drawn to the institute for the “reformist” views
of some of its faculty (Kardiner 1977:153; see also Manson
1986:79). Kardiner’s revisions of Freudian orthodoxy—par-
ticularly the primacy he accorded to social relations and on-
togenetic processes—appealed to anthropologists and mir-
rored many critiques leveled against Freud by Boas and his
students.18 And although never explicitly recognized as such,
Kardiner’s approach was decidedly Boasian in its emphasis on
cultural particularity and variation in psychic structure.

The Kardiner-Du Bois-Linton Seminar

Kardiner’s reengagement with anthropology began in earnest
in 1936, when Cora Du Bois, a dual-trained anthropologist-
psychiatrist (mentored by Kroeber), joined the NYPSI sem-
inar, presenting ethnographic overviews of Trobriand and
Kwakiutl culture. Du Bois recalls that they kicked off the first
of the 1936 seminars by “destroying Freud’s Totem and Ta-
boo” and explaining to the psychoanalysts “why the greater
part of Freudian sociology was unacceptable to the students
of society” (Seymour 2015:122; see also Du Bois 1937).

For the next 2 years, Kardiner and Du Bois would co-
convene the seminar, inviting various anthropologists to
present their field data to prominent psychoanalysts, who
would offer psychodynamic interpretations of the ethno-
graphic material at hand (Manson 1988:15). The goal of this ex-
ercise was threefold: first, to introduce psychoanalysts to the
range of cultural variation that existed; second, to familiarize
anthropologists with the wide variety of psychodynamic pro-
cesses posited by psychoanalysis; and third, to allow Kardiner
to establish contacts with the leading anthropological players in
the field of culture and personality (Seymour 2015:126). During
this period, the seminar was growing rapidly, attracting many
first- and second-generation Boasians (including Ruth Benedict,
Margaret Mead, Ruth Bunzel, Burt Aginsky, E. Adamson Hoe-
bel, Edward Sapir, John Dollard, Clyde Kluckhohn, and Paul
Radin) as well as leading figures in psychiatry and psychology
(see Manson 1986:80).19

In 1937 Du Bois left for fieldwork in Alor, funded by Kar-
diner, in order to test the theories they had been developing in
the seminar.20 Just as Du Bois was departing, Ralph Linton
arrived from the University of Wisconsin to succeed Boas as
the chair of anthropology at Columbia University. Soon after,
Linton was introduced to Kardiner by Abraham Maslow and
began attending the seminar as a regular participant.21 Filling
the gap left by Du Bois, Linton presented his own ethnographic
data on the Tanala and Betsileo ofMadagascar, theMarquesan
Islanders, and the Comanche. These ethnographic presenta-
tions were the most comprehensive yet, providing Kardiner
with rich data on which he could test his ideas about ego ad-
aptation to the sociocultural environment. The result was a

17. Unless otherwise specified, the details of the Kardiner seminar—
such as its time line and participants—is drawn from the comprehensive
accounts provided by Manson (1986, 1988) and Cook (2005).

18. As psychoanalytic anthropologist Robert Paul observes, “No one
(except the early Róheim) has ever accepted a literal reading of Freud’s
tale of the primal crime, and at the same time professed to be a member
of the anthropological community” (Paul 1976:312). Indeed, Róheim was
one of the few anthropologists who remained committed to an orthodox
Freudian psychoanalytic approach, and he was a strong critic of Kar-
diner’s brand of neo-Freudianism. In his 1949 survey of psychoanalytic
anthropology, Róheim writes: “Kardiner is what is usually called a neo-
Freudian. I would not admit that his system is Freudian even in a re-
stricted sense. But, perhaps viewed historically, just what I object to is his
great asset. By discarding so much of the original Freudian ideology he
has been able to interest many anthropologists in hitherto recondite
topics. The interrelation of parents and children, of society and the in-
dividual, sexual life, personality, and many others have become the core
of anthropology. So much at a time the anthropologists will take, but
while I was trying to offer them Freudian wine undiluted, they would not
drink it” (Róheim 1947:29).

19. For Kardiner’s early formulations of the relationship between
culture and personality, see Kardiner (1936, 1937a, 1937b).

20. Cora Du Bois’s fieldwork in Alor (1944) was the first “field test” of
Kardiner’s idea. She extended Kardiner’s project by applying psychiatric
interviewing techniques to fieldwork, paired with explicit attention to
questions of intracultural variation in “basic personalities.” This led to a
shift in emphasis from a single “basic personality structure” to several
“modal personalities” variably distributed within each cultural setting.

21. The selection of Boas’s successor as chair of the anthropology
department at Columbia was a complex and contentious process that had
begun in 1931 (see McMillan [1986] and Young [2005:39–51] for dis-
cussion). The committee decided to hire an outsider—Linton—perhaps
in a political move to decisively shift power away from Boas and his
students, several of whom had been candidates for the position.
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magisterial theoretical synthesis of anthropology, sociology,
and neo-Freudian psychoanalysis that Kardiner called “ad-
aptational psychodynamics.”

Kardinerian Adaptational Psychodynamics

The centerpiece of Kardiner’s model was the “basic personality
structure.” Like the configurationalist approach of Benedict
and Mead, “basic personality” suggests that common experi-
ences within a given cultural milieu engender a set of broadly
shared personality characteristics—a sort of generic person-
ality adapted to its social context. Kardiner, however, sought to
understand the causal relationship between culture and per-
sonality: How and why are culture and personality integrated
in the ways they are? And how do these two levels—the cul-
tural and the personal—interact?

Just as cultures adapt to their physical environment, Kardiner
understood that individuals must also adapt to their cultures.
This process of adaptation has both positive and negative as-
pects: while the cultural surround shapes “basic” personality in
socially desired ways, it also imposes prohibitions, restrictions,
and frustrations on the developing self through the disciplines
inherent in socialization (e.g., weaning, toilet training, and the
regimentation of sexuality). Unlike other culture and person-
ality theorists—who viewed the shaping of personality as a
top-down and rather seamless process—Kardiner saw intra-
psychic conflict as a key product of socialization.

Briefly, Kardiner identified a set of “primary institutions”
(such as subsistence regimes, family structures, socialization
practices, kinship systems, regimes of punishment and reward,
etc.) through which the group meets basic needs, adapting

itself to the environment and ensuring its own intergenera-
tional continuity. These primary institutions are actualized in
social practices linked to child-rearing that form a common
base of experience for members of a group, thus giving rise to a
“basic personality structure.” This basic personality, however,
is not a purely cultural product; like all personalities, it is
marked by culturally specific conflicts, anxieties, and defenses
deriving from the interaction of human psychology with cul-
tural disciplines, which inevitably imposes ego-dystonic de-
mands and frustrations on the developing self.

Kardiner’s psychoanalytic pedigree allowed him to see how
these conflicts and compromises shaped the personality, which
in turn shaped the cultural field, often leading to the formation
of a set of new cultural forms he referred to as “secondary” or
“projective” institutions. These “expressive” institutions—re-
ligious systems, medical beliefs, mythology and folklore, ritual
practices, etc.—do not function as primary determinants of
personality; rather, they are products of personality, reflecting
the tensions and anxieties created by the primary institutions
upon the developing ego (see fig. 4). While the primary insti-
tutions are broadly adaptive, secondary institutions are pri-
marily adjustive. As symbolic externalizations of intrapsychic
conflicts and anxieties, they offer the possibility of both symbolic
management and social response, thereby helping individuals
to “adjust” to the psycho-emotional strains inevitably produced
by induction into the social order. These groundbreaking in-
sights formed the basis of Kardiner’s 1939 theoretical master-
piece The Individual and His Society: The Psychodynamics of
Primitive Social Organization. In the words of Manson (1986:
72), the publication of this book was “the crystallizing event in
the emergence of neo-Freudian culture-and-personality research,

Figure 4. Abram Kardiner’s unpublished manuscript diagram (ca. 1940) illustrating the relationships among primary and secondary
institutions and “basic personality structure.” (Photo courtesy of K. P. Groark. q 2019 Kevin P. Groark, All rights reserved. Source:
Collection of author.)
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and a determinative influence on the subsequent direction of
the field.”

Bringing Psychoanalytic Anthropology
to Columbia University

Just as Kardiner brought anthropology to psychoanalysis, Ralph
Linton would soon bring psychoanalysis to anthropology. As
mentioned, Linton came to New York in 1937 to take over as
chair of anthropology at Columbia University, filling the va-
cancy left by Boas’s retirement the previous year. When he ar-
rived in the department, Boas is said to have greeted Lintonwith
the words, “This is not at all what I wanted” (Linton andWagley
1971:48; cited in Young 2005:47). Boas’s misgivings were well-
founded; under Linton, the Boasian contingent became increas-
ingly marginalized. In addition, the department would soon be-
come home to the Kardiner seminar, placing Columbia at the
forefront of efforts to integrate the clinical insights of psycho-
analysis with academic anthropology.

By fall of 1939, Kardiner’s psychoanalytic revisionism had
alienated his more orthodox colleagues at the psychoanalytic
institute. At his request, Linton agreed to move Kardiner’s
seminar to the department of anthropology at Columbia, also
appointing him as an Associate in Anthropology (Cook 2005:
321). By Kardiner’s own assessment, the 1939–1940 Columbia
seminars represented a “high water mark” in the psychocul-
tural integration and collaboration (322). Sheltered from the
invidious politics of the psychoanalytic institute, Kardiner
found himself in a “congenial atmosphere,” surrounded by
professional anthropologists and graduate students “eager for
the most part to explore Freudian applications to the interplay
of ‘culture’ and ‘personality’ ” (Manson 1988:63). Du Bois had
just returned from her fieldwork in Alor and was presenting
rich field data collected to test Kardiner’s theories on basic
personality. Other notable contributions were made by Clyde
Kluckhohn (on the Navajo), E. Adamson Hoebel (on the Co-
manche), and Carl Withers (on a small Missouri town he called
“Plainsville”). The discussions that took place during these
2 years led to more landmark books: Du Bois’s The People of
Alor (1944) and Kardiner’s The Psychological Frontiers of So-
ciety (1945). In his review of the latter work, Columbia col-
league RobertMerton observed, “They have not thrown out the
Freudian baby with the bathwater—they have merely scrubbed
it clean. . . . Kardiner remains a lineal descendant of Freud,
but one who has improved upon his heritage” (Merton 1945).
Despite its thoroughgoing “culturalist” rejection of many Freud-
ian orthodoxies, the Kardinerian-Du Bois-Linton “adaptive psy-
chodynamics” approach remained resolutely psychoanalytic in
orientation, focusing on the complex relationship between cul-
tural forms and enculturated psyches.

At last, anthropology had found a psychoanalysis it could
work with. The result was a robust neo-Freudian “cultural psy-
chodynamic” synthesis that took root and grew in the anthro-
pology department of Columbia University under the auspices
of Linton. Recalling the atmosphere in the department around

this time, Robert Murphy recalls, “[A] distinctive feature of
Columbia anthropology of the 1930s and early ’40s was a deep
commitment to Freudian thought and its agonistic view of
man’s relation to society. This interest. . . . was still around
when my generation arrived after World War II” (Murphy
1991:71).

A Wish Fulfilled: Boas’s Letter Revisited

When Boas was drafting his reply to Kaempffert in 1940, he
had been retired for 4 years. Freud had died the previous
September, but his ideas were more popular than ever; like
the primal patriarch of Totem and Taboo, the dead father had
grown stronger than the living one had been. Although the
Boasian rejection of Freudian “psychoanalytic ethnology” had
carried the day within anthropology, psychoanalytic ideas
now dominated Western psychology—as well as the culture
at large—and Freud’s “sociological” works were considered
foundational works of social theory.

While Freud’s star continued to rise, Boas’s own disciplinary
influence was on the wane. After retirement, his department
was handed over to Linton, an outsider with strong allegiances
to psychoanalytic anthropology. He watched as Kardiner de-
veloped close interdisciplinary relationships with leading Boas-
ian anthropologists, establishing neo-Freudian psychoanalytic
approaches at the leading edge of psychological anthropology
during the late 1930s and 1940s. Perhaps more to the point,
psychoanalysis had invaded the halls of Columbia—the ances-
tral home of Boasian anthropology and its totemic founder,
and many of his former students were deep in thrall to psy-
choanalytic anthropology.

When considered in light of the broader historical context
presented in this article, Boas’s letter—with its curt dismissal
of Freud and psychoanalysis—takes on a more psychologi-
cally complex significance. Boas’s objection to Freud seems to
lie not so much in intellectual opposition to his “ethnology”
but in the growing (and seemingly inexplicable) popularity of
his “untenable theories.” Had Freud been alive to read this
letter, he would surely have registered the manifest hostility
and aggression inherent in Boas’s brusque dismissal of his
ideas. However, he might also have noted the letter’s latent
content: Boas’s wish that the Freudian fashion “might not last
very long,” a wish that likely reflected Boas’s own feelings of
increasing marginalization, his hopes that the psychoanalytic
influence would soon run its course, and a desire that his own
contributions might regain their earlier influence.

Although he would not live to see it, Boas would soon get
his wish—at least temporarily. Just 2 years after his death, the
great collaborative experiment that led to the psychoanalytic
“colonization” of Columbia would end in 1945, when Linton
left for a position at Yale (Cook 2005:324).22 Soon after

22. In fact, the Kardiner-Linton seminar had been in decline since
1941, when long-standing personal animosities drove the two men apart;
although they continued the seminar for another 4 years, their relationship
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Linton’s departure, Ruth Benedict—who had been on leave
in Washington, DC, working for the Office of War—returned
to the university, establishing the Columbia University Research
Project in Contemporary Cultures, a large-scale interdisciplin-
ary investigation into the relationship between national char-
acter and personality (Cook 2005:329). Interpersonal tensions
occasioned by her return led toKardiner’s departure: in 1947 the
new department chair, William Duncan Strong, informed him
that “he and his seminar were no longer suited for the depart-
ment” (329).23 Over the next few years, Kardiner’s collabora-
tions with anthropology would draw to a close, and by 1955 he
had largely abandoned his groundbreaking work on the psy-
chodynamics of culture (330).

Despite the fluorescence of a vibrant psychoanalytic an-
thropology in the prewar period, by the early 1950s Kardiner’s
neo-Freudian “culturalist” approach was in decline, and the
decidedly nonpsychodynamic “culture and personality” ap-
proach of Benedict and Mead (and by extension, Boas) had
reasserted itself, providing a simpler set of theories purporting
to explain “national character” in a time of global conflict (see
Bock 1999). Kardiner’s model was simply too theoretically
complex and empirically demanding to be widely adopted as a
model for the study of the dynamics of culture and personality.
Despite a continuing interest in “culture and personality,”with
the demise of the Kardiner-Du Bois-Linton integration, ex-
plicitly psychoanalytic approaches to the study of culture had
passed out of fashion, both at Columbia and throughout the
discipline. By the 1960s anthropology had moved on to new
concerns, and the discipline’s deep interwar engagement with
psychoanalytic thought was largely forgotten. The “fashion,” it
seems, had passed.

Toward a New Psychoanalytic Anthropology

Since Freud wrote his famous book Totem and Tabu, we who
follow in his footsteps have been trying to build up a new
science. We sometimes call it psycho-analytical anthropology,
but we all believe that it will be the only anthropology of the
future. (Róheim 1932:6)

As we have seen, virtually from its inception, American an-
thropology has been in dialogue with various strains of Freudian
and neo-Freudian psychoanalytic thought. Many first- and
second-generation Boasians were influenced by these ideas,
drawing onpsychoanalysis to varying degrees in their theorizing
of the complex relations existing among social structure, cul-
tural forms, personality, and the psychic life of the individual.
Although this influence continues to be felt in some corners of

the discipline, the two-way conversation between anthropology
and psychoanalytic theory has mostly fallen out of vogue, with
many of its core insights forgotten or relegated to the trash heap
of “bad ideas.”

Despite this, a small group of anthropologists kept psycho-
analytic anthropology alive from the postwar period to the
present, providing a valuable counterpoint to the nonpsycho-
logical “culturalist” narratives that dominate the discipline. In
addition to the messianic Freudian orthodoxy of Róheim (1932,
1947, 1950) and La Barre (1954, 1958), we find subtler integra-
tions: the cultural-functionalist Freudianism of Kluckhohn
(1944); the phenomenological-ontological psychodynamics of
Hallowell (1955); the “ethnopsychoanalysis” of George Dev-
ereux (1969 [1951], 1978); and the later explicitly Freudian
“revivalist” approaches of Kracke (1978), Boyer (1980, 1983),
LeVine (1982), Spiro (1987), Paul (1987), Obeyesekere (1990b),
and Johnson and Price-Williams (1996). On the applied front,
the “clinical ethnography” of Devereux (1967), Levy (1973), and
Herdt and Stoller (1990) brought the structure and dynamics
of the psychoanalytic “depth interview” into the field setting.24

Recently, several scholars have argued for the need to bring
contemporary “psychoanalyses” and “anthropologies” back
into conversation (see Denham 2014; Gammeltoft and Segal
2016; Good 2012; Groark 2017; Hollan 2016; Mimica 2006;
Molino 2004a; and Willen and Seeman 2012). As contem-
porary anthropological theory turns toward questions of sub-
jectivity, self, and the complex relationship of the individual to
the social, psychodynamic models of mind—both orthodox
and revisionist—take on renewed relevance. And yet, contem-
porary sociocultural anthropology is marked by a perplexing
under-theorization of the importance of psyche in social life
and, with it, a lack of engagement with psychoanalytic thought
(see Moore 1994:142; cited in Molino 2004a:20). Despite var-
ious efforts at integration, anthropology has resisted the pro-
found transformations of theory and practice that a full reck-
oning with the insights of psychoanalysis entails.

The time is ripe for a broader reassessment of the rela-
tionship between the two fields, and perhaps for a return to the
ambitious psychocultural integrations that marked the early
days of the discipline. In a series of papers, I have proposed a
“cultural psychodynamic” approach based on the systematic
linking of “deep” intrapsychic processes with a highly partic-
ularized understanding of the constitutive role of cultural
dispositions, ethnotheories, and social practices; in other words,
joining a contemporary psychodynamic depth psychology to a
nuanced cultural phenomenology (see Groark 2008, 2009, 2010,
2013, 2017). Unlike most psychoanalytic approaches, a theory of
cultural psychodynamics must take seriously the importance of
framing epistemologies (e.g., local ethnotheories of experience,

23. Despite tensions between Benedict and Kardiner, she appreciated
many of his contributions and recommended his work to others. In her
1947 Columbia course on personality and culture, Kardiner’s books were
assigned as core readings (Young 2005:241).

24. More recent integrations of contemporary psychoanalysis and an-
thropology can be found in the work of Ewing (1987), Chodorow (1999),
Groark (2009, 2010, 2017), Borneman (2011), and Hollan (2014). See Paul
(1989) for an overview of psychoanalytic anthropology from the 1950s to
the end of the 1980s, and Kracke (2012) for more recent developments.

was “distant,” their collaboration “nonexistent,” and their interactions “often
times adversarial” (Cook 2005:324).
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emotion, self, other, and other-than-human persons) that “fill
in” the otherwise empty deep structures of mind posited by
psychoanalyticmetapsychology, giving rise to culturallydistinct
psyches and psychodynamic processes.

By exploring the ambivalent influence of psychoanalysis on
the anthropology of the past, this article hopes to inspire ef-
forts to develop a “new psychoanalytic anthropology” of the fu-
ture. As Kroeber (1920:53) observed almost a century ago, “how-
evermuch cultural anthropologymay come to leanmore on the
historical instead of the psychological method, it can never ul-
timately free itself, nor should it wish to, from the psychology
that underlies it. To this psychology the psychoanalytic move-
ment initiated by Freud has made an indubitably significant
contribution, which every ethnologist must sooner or later take
into consideration.” Paraphrasing Sapir (1938), if psychoanal-
ysis needs the anthropologist, then perhaps anthropology also
needs the psychoanalyst if it hopes to resolve what Boas (1910)
referred to as “the psychological problems of anthropology.”
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Kevin Groark produces a complex and thought-provoking re-
reading of Franz Boas and the intersection of psychoanalysis
and anthropology. I appreciate the opportunity to revisit the
familiar events of 1909 fromaperspective different frommyown.

The underlying argument and intent of the paper eluded
me until I inverted its order and began with the desiderata at

the end. Groark aspires to situate an ethnographically specific
cross-fertilization of psychiatry and medical anthropology
within the checkered history of anthropology’s engagement
with these two disciplines. This allows him to link his own
“contemporary psychodynamic depth psychology to a nuanced
cultural phenomenology” that retains a Boasian emphasis on
ethnography. The Clark University symposium emerges as a
transformational moment in the failure of a potential synthesis
to coalesce. Hence the need for a rereading that explores why
such a synthesis was doomed from the start.

Psychoanalysis personified by Sigmund Freud confronted
an Americanist historical particularism embodied in the fig-
ure of Franz Boas. Boas transmitted his position to his then-
emerging cohort of students, and it came to characterize the
discipline as a whole. Groark perceptively notes that bothmen,
in their early fifties, sought ways to solidify their reputations as
paradigm-changing public intellectuals. Freud was already
steeped in the assumptions of Victorian social evolutionism,
especially the analogy of children, primitives, and mental
defectives, whereas Boas already was well established on both
sides of the Atlantic as a rigorous scientist specializing in
physical anthropology. The stature and ambitions of each
posed a threat to the other.

Groark emphasizes Boas’s letter toWaldemar Kaempffert of
theNew York Times in 1940 as reflecting his “final remarks” on
Freud and the so-called primitive. This letter forms the top
layer of a Boasian palimpsest that existed in embryo in 1909 in a
series of essays published over the previous decade that coa-
lesced into TheMind of Primitive Man 2 years later. Boas refers
Kaempffert to the revised edition of 1938, but his argument is
little changed from the one already in place when he met
Freud.25 He stood firm on his initial paradigm statement and
indeed was highly motivated after his retirement in 1936 to
consolidate his scholarly legacy with this revised edition as
well as his collected essays Race, Language and Culture in 1940.

Groark cannot resist psychoanalyzing the “latent content”
of Boas’s letter. Disappointment at his dissipating legacy in
anthropology at Columbia and distaste for the “psychological
turn” among some of his former students does not, however,
necessarily reflect an overall state of depression and bitter-
ness. Many successful scholars reassess their prior career achieve-
ments in a form tailored to contemporary audiences. Boas’s
reply to Kaempffert draws on both men’s understanding of his
ongoing stature as a public intellectual. I don’t see a necessary
crisis of confidence.

Turning to the next generation, Groark perceptively iden-
tifies the aspirations of neo-Freudian Abram Kardiner to suc-
ceed Freud and claim equal stature as the founder of a new
paradigm. Groark valorizes the Linton-Kardiner-Du Bois

25. Boas incorporates references and ethnographic data unavailable in
1911, confirming what then was merely speculative. He maintains the
overall contour of an argument that he still found prescient in 1938 and
that reemerges today in studies of biological plasticity and epigenetics
(see Darnell 2015, 2017, and forthcoming).
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theworking postulates of both disciplines. Lacking a better term,
we might think of the cultural psychodynamic project as pro-
viding the foundation for a sort of “anthropological metapsy-
chology,” one that allows us to apprehend being human in its
full dimensionality, with equal weight given to the outer world
of culture and society, the inner world of psychic reality, and the
complex blending of the two that constitutes each individual life.

In lieu of a conclusion, I would like to close with a quote
from Slavoj Žižek that has always served as a sort of personal
lodestone:

One of the big reproaches to psychoanalysis is that it’s only
a theory of individual pathological disturbances, and that
applying psychoanalysis to other cultural or social phenom-
ena is theoretically illegitimate. [Psychoanalysis] asks in what
way you as an individual have to relate to [the] social field—
not just in the sense of other people, but in the sense of the
anonymous social as such—to exist as a person. . . . What is
to be interpreted, and what not, is that everything is to be
interpreted; that is to say, when Freud says [Das] Unbehagen
en der Kultur—Civilization and ItsDiscontents,more literally
“The Uneasiness in Culture”—it means that . . . culture as
such, in order to establish itself as normal—[or] what appears
as normal—involves a whole series of pathological cuts,
distortions, and so on. . . . There is, again, a kind of an
Unbehagen—an Uneasiness—we are out of joint, not at
home, in culture as such.Whichmeans, again, that there is no
normal culture: culture, as such, has to be interpreted. (Žižek
2006; emphasis added)

—Kevin P. Groark

References Cited
Benveniste, Daniel. 2006. The early history of psychoanalysis in San Fran-

cisco. Psychoanalysis and History 8(2):195–233.
———. 2011. Alfred L. Kroeber: San Francisco’s first psychoanalyst. http://

internationalpsychoanalysis.net/2011/06/22/alfred-l-kroeber-san-franciscos
-first-psychoanalyst-by-daniel-benveniste/.

Birnbach, Martin. 1961. Neo-Freudian social philosophy. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

Boas, Franz. 1910. Psychological problems in anthropology. American Journal
of Psychology 21(3):371–384.

———. 1911. The mind of primitive man. New York: Macmillan.
———. 1912. Changes in the bodily form of descendants of immigrants.

American Anthropologist 14:30–62. [PL]
———. 1916. The origin of totemism. American Anthropologist 18:319–326.
———. 1920. The methods of ethnology. American Anthropologist 22(4):311–

321.
———. 1938 (1911). The mind of primitive man. Rev. edition. New York:

Macmillan.
———. 1940 (1930). Some problems of methodology in the social sciences. In

his Race, language and culture. Pp. 260–269. New York: Macmillan.
Bock, Philip. 1999. Rethinking psychological anthropology: continuity and

change in the study of human action. Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland.
Boehm, Christopher. 2012.Moral origins: the evolution of virtue, altruism, and

shame. New York: Basic Books. [AWJ, RAP]
Boothby, Richard. 2001. Freud as philosopher: metapsychology after Lacan.

New York: Routledge.
Borneman, John. 2011. Daydreaming, intimacy, and the intersubjective third

in fieldwork encounters in Syria. American Ethnologist 38(2):234–248.
[TMG, DH]

Boyer, L. B. 1980. Die Psychoanalyse in der Ethnologie. Psyche 34:694–715.

———. 1983. Approaching cross-cultural psychotherapy. Journal of Psy-
choanalytic Anthropology 6:237–245.

Buhle, Mari Jo. 1998. Feminism and its discontents: a century of struggle with
psychoanalysis. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Burnham, John C. 2012. Anthropologist A. L. Kroeber’s career as a psycho-
analyst: new evidence and lessons from a significant case history. American
Imago 69(1):5–27.

Chapais, Bernard. 2008. Primeval kinship: how pair-bonding gave birth to
human society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. [RAP]

Chodorow, Nancy. 1999. The power of feelings. New Haven, CT: Yale Uni-
versity Press.

———. 2014. Why is it easy to be a psychoanalyst and a feminist, but not a
psychoanalyst and a social scientist? reflections of a psychoanalytic hybrid.
In The unhappy divorce of sociology and psychoanalysis: diverse perspectives
on the psychosocial. L. Chancer and J. Andrews, eds. Pp. 122–139. New
York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Clark University. 1910. Lectures and addresses delivered before the depart-
ments of psychology and pedagogy in celebration of the twentieth anniver-
sary of the opening of Clark University, September 1909. Worcester, MA:
Clark University Press.

Cole, D. 1999. Franz Boas: the early years; 1858–1906. Seattle: University of
Washington Press. [PL]

Collins, Randall. 2004. Interaction ritual chains. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press. [DH]

Cook, Steven W. 2005. Remembering and forgetting Abram Kardiner: his life
and legacy in the shadow of Freud’s influence. PhD dissertation, Emory
University.

Crapanzano, Vincent. 1989. Talking (about) psychoanalysis. Psychoanalysis
and Contemporary Thought 12:3–25.

Damasio, A. 1994. Descartes’ error: emotion, reason, and the human brain.
New York: Harper/Collins. [AWJ]

D’Andrade, R. G. 2018. Reflections on culture. In Advances in culture theory
from psychological anthropology. N. Quinn, ed. Pp. 21–45. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan. [AWJ]

Darnell, Regna. 1986. Personality and culture: the fate of the Sapirian alternative.
In Malinowski, River, Benedict and others: essays on culture and personality.
G. Stocking, ed. Pp. 156–183. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

———. 2001. Invisible genealogies: a history of Americanist anthropology.
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

———. 2015. Mind, body and the native point of view: Boasian theory at the
centennial of The Mind of Primitive Man. In Franz Boas as public intel-
lectual: theory, ethnography, activism. Franz Boas Papers. Documentary
edition, vol. 1. Regna Darnell, Michelle Hamilton, Robert L. A. Hancock,
and Joshua Smith, eds. Pp. 3–18. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.
[RD]

———. 2017. Franz Boas as theorist: a mentalist paradigm for the study of
mind, body, environment and culture. Histories of Anthropology 11:1–25.
[RD]

Darnell, Regna, et al., eds. Forthcoming. The mind of primitive man: 1911 and
1938 (annotated with sources and cross-references). Franz Boas Papers.
Documentary edition, vol. 2. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press. [RD]

Denham, Aaron R. 2014. Psychoanalytic anthropology. Clio’s Psyche
20(4):383–394.

———. 2015. A psychodynamic phenomenology of Nankani interpretive
divination and the formation of meaning. Ethos 43(2):109–134.

———. Forthcoming. Of house or bush: cultural psychodynamics of spirit
children and infanticide in Northern Ghana. Current Anthropology.

Devereux, George. 1958. The anthropological roots of psychoanalysis. In
Integrative studies, vol. 1 of Science and psychoanalysis. J. H. Masserman,
ed. Pp. 73–84. New York: Grune & Stratton.

———. 1967. From anxiety to method in the behavioral sciences. The Hague:
Mouton & École Pratique des Hautes Études.

———. 1969 (1951). Reality and dream: psychotherapy of a Plains Indian.
New York: New York University Press.

———. 1978. Ethnopsychoanalysis: psychoanalysis and anthropology as
complementary frames of reference. Berkeley: University of California
Press.

Doran, Christine. 2017. Rage and anxiety in the split between Freud and Jung.
Humanities 6(3):53, doi:10.3390/h6030053

Du Bois, Cora. 1937. Some anthropological perspectives on psychoanalysis.
Psychoanalytic Review 24:252.

———. 1944. The people of Alor: a social psychological study of an East Indian
island. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Groark Freud among the Boasians 585

This content downloaded from 137.111.013.200 on August 29, 2019 22:37:28 PM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1548-1425.2011.01303.x&citationId=p_33
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Faa.1916.18.3.02a00020&citationId=p_26
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1353%2Faim.2012.0005&citationId=p_37
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1353%2Faim.2012.0005&citationId=p_37
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.2307%2F1413347&citationId=p_23
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.2307%2F1413347&citationId=p_23
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Faa.1912.14.3.02a00080&citationId=p_25
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Faa.1920.22.4.02a00020&citationId=p_27
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.3366%2Fpah.2006.8.2.195&citationId=p_20
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fetho.12077&citationId=p_54


Eggan, D. 1949. The significance of dreams for anthropological research.
American Anthropologist 51:177–198. [RL]

———. 1952. The manifest content of dreams: a challenge to social science.
American Anthropologist 54:469–485. [RL]

———. 1955. The personal use of myth in dreams. In Myth: a symposium.
T. Sebeok, ed. Journal of American Folklore 68:67–55. [RL]

———. 1961. Dream analysis. In Studying personality cross-culturally.
B. Kaplan, ed. Pp. 551–578. Evanston, IL: Row, Peterson. [RL]

Erikson, Erik. 1950. Childhood and society. New York: Norton.
———. 1959. Identity and the life cycle: selected paper. Psychological Issues

1:1–171.
Evans, R. B., and William A. Koelsch. 1985. Psychoanalysis arrives in Amer-

ica: the 1909 psychology conference at Clark University. American Psy-
chologist 40(8):942–948.

Ewing, Katherine Pratt. 1987. Clinical psychoanalysis as an ethnographic tool.
Ethos 15(1):16–39.

———. 2006. Revealing and concealing: interpersonal dynamics and the
negotiation of identity in the interview. Ethos 34:89–131. [DH]

Fortes, Meyer. 1987. Religion, morality and the person: essays on Tallensi re-
ligion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [ARD]

Freud, Anna. 1937. The ego and the mechanisms of defence. International
Psychoanalytical Library, no. 30. London: Hogarth and the Institute of
Psycho-Analysis.

Freud, Sigmund. 1901. The psychopathology of everyday life. In The psycho-
pathology of everyday life, vol. 6 of Standard Edition of the Complete Psy-
chologicalWorks of Sigmund Freud (1901). J. Strachey, ed. and trans. London:
Hogarth and the Institute of Psycho-Analysis. [AWJ]

———. 1907. Obsessive actions and religious practices. In Jensen’s “Gradiva”
and other works, vol. 9 of Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological
Works of Sigmund Freud (1906–1908). J. Strachey, ed. and trans. Pp. 115–
128. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1909. Analysis of a phobia in a five-year-old boy. In Two case his-
tories (“Little Hans” and the “Rat Man”), vol. 10 of Standard Edition of the
Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (1909). J. Strachey, ed.
and trans. Pp. 1–150. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1910. Five lectures on psycho-analysis. In Five lectures on psycho-
analysis, Leonardo da Vinci and other works, vol. 11 of Standard Edition of
the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (1910). J. Strachey,
ed. and trans. Pp. 1–56. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1911. Psycho-analytic notes on an autobiographical account of a case
of paranoia (dementia paranoides). In The case of Schreber, Papers on
technique, and other works, vol. 12 of Standard Edition of the Complete
Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (1911–1913). J. Strachey, ed. and
trans. Pp. 1–82. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1913. Totem and taboo: some points of agreement between the
mental lives of savages and neurotics. In Totem and taboo and other works,
vol. 13 of Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of
Sigmund Freud (1913–1914). J. Strachey, ed. and trans. Pp. vii–162. Lon-
don: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1915. The unconscious. In On the history of the psychoanalytic
movement, Papers on metapsychology and other works, vol. 14 of Standard
Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (1914–
1916). J. Strachey, ed. and trans. Pp. 159–215. London: Hogarth and In-
stitute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1916. Introductory lectures on psychoanalysis. In Introductory lectures
on psychoanalysis (pts. 1 and 2), vol. 15 of Standard Edition of the Complete
Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (1915–1916). J. Strachey, ed. and
trans. Pp. 1–240. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1920. Beyond the pleasure principle. In Beyond the pleasure principle,
Group psychology and other works, vol. 18 of Standard Edition of the
Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (1920–1922). J. Strachey,
ed. and trans. Pp. 1–64. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1921. Group psychology and the analysis of the ego. In Beyond the
pleasure principle, Group psychology and other works, vol. 18 of Standard
Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud (1920–
1922). J. Strachey, ed. and trans. Pp. 65–144. London: Hogarth and Institute
of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1923. The ego and the id. In The ego and the id and other works, vol. 19
of Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud
(1923–1925). J. Strachey, ed. and trans. Pp. 1–66. London: Hogarth and In-
stitute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1927. The future of an illusion. In The future of an illusion, Civilization
and its discontents and other works, vol. 21 of Standard Edition of the Com-

plete PsychologicalWorks of Sigmund Freud (1927–1931). J. Strachey, ed. and
trans. Pp. 1–56. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1930. Civilization and its discontents. In The future of an illusion, Civi-
lization and its discontents and other works, vol. 21 of Standard Edition of the
Complete PsychologicalWorks of Sigmund Freud (1927–1931). J. Strachey, ed.
and trans. Pp. 57–146. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

———. 1939. Moses and monotheism: three essays. In Moses and monotheism,
An outline of psychoanalysis and other works, vol. 23 of Standard Edition of the
Complete PsychologicalWorks of Sigmund Freud (1937–1939). J. Strachey, ed.
and trans. Pp. 1–138. London: Hogarth and Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

Frie, Roger. 2014. What is cultural psychoanalysis? psychoanalytic anthro-
pology and the interpersonal tradition. Contemporary Psychoanalysis
50(3):371–394.

Gammeltoft, Tine M. 2014. Toward an anthropology of the imaginary:
specters of disability in Vietnam. Ethos 42(2):153–174. [DH]

———. 2016. Silence as a response to everyday violence: understanding
domination and distress through the lens of fantasy. Ethos 44(4):427–447.
[TMG]

Gammeltoft, Tine M., and Lotte Buch Segal, eds. 2016. Anthropology and
psychoanalysis. Special issue, Ethos 44(4).

Gerson, M. J. 1988. Sullivan and family therapy: an unconsummated affair.
Contemporary Psychoanalysis 24:699–724.

Gilkeson, John S. 2010. Anthropologists and the rediscovery of America, 1886–
1965. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gitre, Edward J. K. 2010. Importing Freud: first-wave psychoanalysis, interwar
social sciences, and the interdisciplinary foundations of an American
social science. Journal of the History of the Behavioral Sciences 46(3):239–
262.

Goldenweiser, A. A. 1910. Totemism, an analytical study. Journal of American
Folklore 23(88):179–293.

———. 1922. Early civilization: an introduction to anthropology. New York:
Knopf.

Golla, V., ed. 1984. The Sapir-Kroeber correspondence: letters between Edward
Sapir and A. L. Kroeber, 1905–1925. Survey of California and Other Indian
Languages. Berkeley: University of California.

Good, Byron J. 2012. Phenomenology, psychoanalysis, and subjectivity in
Java. Ethos 40(1):24–36. [TMG]

Greenberg, Jay. 2012. Psychoanalysis in North America after Freud. In Textbook
of psychoanalysis. 2nd edition. Glen O. Gabbard, Bonnie E. Litowitz, and Paul
Williams, eds. Pp. 19–40. Arlington, VA: American Psychiatric Publishing.

Groark, Kevin P. 2008. Social opacity and the dynamics of empathic in-sight
among the Tzotzil Maya of Chiapas, Mexico. Ethos 36(4):427–448.

———. 2009. Discourses of the soul: the negotiation of personal agency in
Tzotzil Maya dream narrative. American Ethnologist 36(4):705–721.

———. 2010. Willful souls: dreaming and the dialectics of self-experience
among the Tzotzil Maya of Highland Chiapas, Mexico. In Toward an
anthropology of the will. Keith M. Murphy and C. Jason Throop, eds.
Pp. 101–122. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

———. 2013. Toward a cultural phenomenology of intersubjectivity: the
extended relational field of the Tzotzil Maya of Highland Chiapas, Mexico.
Language and Communication 33:278–291.

———. 2015. Dreaming and the dialectics of self-experience: the psycho-
dynamics of Highland Maya dream culture. PhD dissertation, New Center
for Psychoanalysis, Los Angeles.

———. 2017. Specters of social antagonism: the cultural psychodynamics of
dream aggression among the Tzotzil Maya of San Juan Chamula (Chiapas,
Mexico). Ethos 45(3):314–341.

Haidt, J. 2007. The new synthesis in moral psychology. Science 316:998–1002.
[AWJ]

Hale, Nathan G., Jr. 1995. The rise and crisis of psychoanalysis in the United
States: Freud and the Americans, 1917–1985. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Hallowell, A. Irving. 1955. Culture and experience. Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press.

———. 1955 (1940). Aggression in Salteaux society. In Culture and experi-
ence. Pp. 277–290. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

———. 1955 (1941). The social function of anxiety in a primitive society. In
Culture and experience. Pp. 266–276. Philadelphia: University of Pennsyl-
vania Press.

Harris, Marvin. 1968. The rise of anthropological theory: a history of theories
of culture. New York: Crowell.

Herdt, Gilbert H., and Robert J. Stoller. 1990. Intimate communications:
erotics and the study of culture. New York: Columbia University Press.

586 Current Anthropology Volume 60, Number 4, August 2019

This content downloaded from 137.111.013.200 on August 29, 2019 22:37:28 PM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1002%2Fjhbs.20439&citationId=p_97
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.2307%2F536769&citationId=p_65
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1080%2F00107530.2014.895929&citationId=p_90
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fetho.12140&citationId=p_92
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1126%2Fscience.1137651&citationId=p_109
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1037%2F0003-066X.40.8.942&citationId=p_69
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1037%2F0003-066X.40.8.942&citationId=p_69
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1080%2F00107530.1988.10746276&citationId=p_94
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Feth.2006.34.1.089&citationId=p_71
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1548-1425.2009.01205.x&citationId=p_104
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.2307%2F2085768&citationId=p_113
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Faa.1952.54.4.02a00020&citationId=p_64
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.langcom.2011.10.003&citationId=p_106
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.2307%2F534841&citationId=p_98
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.2307%2F534841&citationId=p_98
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fetho.12046&citationId=p_91
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fetho.12174&citationId=p_108
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1548-1352.2011.01229.x&citationId=p_101
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Feth.1987.15.1.02a00030&citationId=p_70
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1548-1352.2008.00025.x&citationId=p_103
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Faa.1949.51.2.02a00010&citationId=p_63


Herskovits, Melville J. 1953. Franz Boas: the science of man in the making.
New York: Scribner’s.

Hollan, Douglas. 2005. Setting a new standard: the person-centered inter-
viewing and observation of Robert I. Levy. Ethos 33(4):459–466.

———. 2012. On the varieties and particularities of cultural experience. Ethos
40(1):37–53. [DH]

———. 2014. From ghosts to ancestors (and back again): on the cultural and
psychodynamic mediation of selfscapes. Ethos 42(2):175–197.

———. 2016. Psychoanalysis and ethnography. Ethos 44(4):507–521.
———. 2018. Varieties and particularities of affective arrangements in mental

health care settings and beyond. Keynote address in the conference “Af-
fective Arrangements in Mental Health Care Settings,” Freie University,
Berlin, September 24–26. [DH]

Hrdy, S. B. 2009. Mothers and others: the evolutionary origins of mutual
understanding. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. [AWJ]

Hyatt, Marshall. 1990. Franz Boas, social activist: the dynamics of ethnicity.
New York: Greenwood. [PL]

Jelliffe, Smith E. 1939. Defending Freud: friend of scientist takes exception to
comment. “Letters to the Editor of the Times on Issues of Current Interest.”
New York Times, October 29.

Johnson, Allen W., and Douglas Price-Williams. 1996. Oedipus ubiquitous:
the family complex in world folk-literature. Stanford, CA: Stanford Uni-
versity Press.

Jones, Ernest. 1955. Years of maturity, 1901–1919, vol. 2 of Sigmund Freud life
and work. London: Hogarth.

Jones, Robert A. 2005. The secret of the totem: religion and society from
McLennan to Freud. New York: Columbia University Press.

Kaempffert, Waldemar. 1939a. Where Freud stood. New York Times, Octo-
ber 1.

———. 1939b. Freudiana. New York Times, October 29.
Kakar, Sudhir. 1978. The inner world: a psychoanalytic study of childhood and

society in India. Delhi: Oxford University Press. [RL]
Kardiner, Abram. 1936. The role of economic security in the adaptation of the

individual. Family 17:187–197.
———. 1937a. Influence of culture on behavior. 1. Social Work Today

4(5):11–14.
———. 1937b. Security, cultural restraints, intrasocial dependencies, and

hostilities. Family 18:183–196.
———. 1939. The individual and his society: the psychodynamics of primitive

social organization. New York: Columbia University Press.
———. 1945. The psychological frontiers of society. New York: Columbia

University Press.
———. 1949. Psychodynamics and the social sciences. In Culture and per-

sonality. S. Stanfeld Sargent and Marian Smith, eds. Pp. 59–73. New York:
Wenner-Gren Foundation.

———. 1977. My analysis with Freud: reminiscences. New York: Norton.
Kenny, Robert. 2015. Freud, Jung and Boas: the psychoanalytic engagement

with anthropology revisited. Notes and Records 69:173–190.
King, D. Brett, and Michael Wertheimer. 2005. Max Wertheimer and Gestalt

theory. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.
Kitcher, Patricia, and Kathleen V. Wilkes. 1988. What is Freud’s metapsy-

chology? Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volumes
62(1988):101–115, 117–137.

Kluckhohn, Clyde. 1944.Navaho witchcraft. Cambridge, MA: Peabody Museum.
Konner, M. 2010. The evolution of childhood: relationships, emotion, mind.

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. [AWJ]
Kracke, Waud. 1978. Force and persuasion: leadership in an Amazonian so-

ciety. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
———. 1987. Myths in dreams, thoughts in images: an Amazonian contri-

bution to the psychoanalytic theory of primary process. In Dreaming: an-
thropological and psychological interpretations. Barbara Tedlock, ed. Pp. 31–
54. Santa Fe, NM: School of American Research. [TMG]

———. 2012. Psychoanalysis and anthropology. In Textbook of psychoanal-
ysis. 2nd edition. Glen O. Gabbard, Bonnie E. Litowitz, and Paul Williams,
eds. Pp. 477–494. Arlington, VA: American Psychiatric Publishing.

Kroeber, Alfred L. 1918. Review of Analytical Psychology and the Psychology
of the Unconscious, by C. G. Jung. American Anthropologist 20:323–324.

———. 1920. Totem and Taboo: an ethnologic psychoanalysis. American
Anthropologist 22(1):48–55

———. 1939. Totem and Taboo in retrospect. American Journal of Sociology
45(3):446–451.

Kulick, Don. 2006. Theory in furs: masochist anthropology. Current An-
thropology 47(6):933–952.

Kuper, Adam. 2016. Meyer Fortes: the person, the role, the theory. Cambridge
Journal of Anthropology 34(2):127–139. [ARD]

LaBarre,Weston. 1954.Thehumananimal. Chicago:University ofChicagoPress.
———. 1958. The influence of Freud on anthropology. American Imago

15:275–328.
———. 1978. Freudian biology, magic, and religion. Journal of the American

Psychoanalytic Association 26:813–830.
Lang, Andrew, and J. J. Atkinson. 1903. Social origins and primal law. New

York: Longmans, Green.
Lapsley, Hilary. 2001. Margaret Mead and Ruth Benedict: the kinship of

women. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press.
LeDoux, J. 1996. The emotional brain: the mysterious underpinnings of emo-

tional life. New York: Simon & Schuster. [AWJ]
LeVine, Robert A. 1982. Culture, behavior, and personality: an introduction to

the comparative study of psychosocial adaptation. New York: Aldine.
———. 2001. Culture and personality studies, 1918–1960: myth and history.

Journal of Personality 69(6):803–818.
———. 2010. Psychological anthropology: a reader on self and culture.

Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell. [RL]
Levy, Robert I. 1973. Tahitians: mind and experience in the Society Islands.

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
———. 1990. Mesocosm: Hinduism and the organization of a traditional

Newar city in Nepal. Berkeley: University of California Press. [DH]
Levy, Robert I., and Douglas W. Hollan. 1988. Person-centered interviewing

and observation. In Handbook of methods in cultural anthropology. H. R.
Bernard, ed. Pp. 333–363. Walnut Creek, CA: Altamira.

Linton, Adelin, and Charles Wagley. 1971. Ralph Linton. New York: Co-
lumbia University Press.

Lionells, Marylou, John Fiscalini, Carola H. Mann, and Donnel B. Stern. 1995.
Handbook of interpersonal psychoanalysis. New York: Routledge.

Loewenberg, P. 2017. Aby Warburg, the Hopi serpent ritual and Ludwig
Binswanger. Psychoanalysis and History 19(1):77–98. [PL]

Mageo, Jeanette M. 2013. Toward a cultural psychodynamics of attachment:
Samoa and US comparisons. In Attachment reconsidered. N. Quinn and
J. M. Mageo, eds. Pp. 191–214. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

———. 2015. Cultural psychodynamics: the audit, the mirror, and the
American dream. Current Anthropology 56(6):883–900.

Manson, William. 1986. Abram Kardiner and the neo-Freudian alternative in
culture and personality. InMalinowski, River, Benedict and others: essays on
culture and personality. George W. Stocking, ed. Pp. 72–94. Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press.

———. 1988. The psychodynamics of culture: Abram Kardiner and neo-
Freudian anthropology. New York: Greenwood.

Marcuse, Herbert. 1955. Eros and civilization: philosophical inquiry into
Freud. Boston: Beacon.

Mason, M. D. 2012. Providing context: Schervee and Bushong group portrait
photograph of Sigmund Freud and participants in the “Psychology, Ped-
agogy and School Hygiene Conference” at Clark University, Worcester,
Massachusetts, September 1909. Views 26(2):9–10.

McLaughlin, Neil. 1998. Why do schools of thought fail? neo-Freudianism as
a case study in the sociology of knowledge. Journal of the History of the
Behavioral Sciences 34(2):113–134.

McMillan, Robert L. 1986. The study of anthropology, 1931 to 1937, at Columbia
University and the University of Chicago. PhD dissertation, York University.

Mead, Margaret. 1959. An anthropologist at work: writings of Ruth Benedict.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Merton, Robert K. 1945. Various reasons why we behave like human beings:
review of The Psychological Frontiers of Society, by Abram Kardiner. New
York Times, July 1.

Mimica, Jadran, ed. 2006. Explorations in psychoanalytic ethnography. Social
Analysis 50(2).

Mitchell, Stephen A., and Margaret J. Black. 1995. Freud and beyond: a history
of modern psychoanalytic thought. New York: Basic Books.

Molino, Anthony, ed. 2004a. Culture, subject, psyche: dialogues in psycho-
analysis and anthropology. Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press.

———. 2004b. Rethinking relations between anthropology and psychoanalysis.
In Culture, subject, psyche: dialogues in psychoanalysis and anthropology.
A. Molino, ed. Pp. 20–41. Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press.

Moore, Henrietta L. 1994. Gendered persons: dialogues between anthropology
and psychoanalysis. InAnthropology and psychoanalysis: an encounter through
culture. S. Heald and Ariane Deluz, eds. Pp. 131–152. London: Routledge.

Murphy, Robert M. 1991. Anthropology at Columbia: a reminiscence. Dia-
lectical Anthropology 16(1):65–81.

Groark Freud among the Boasians 587

This content downloaded from 137.111.013.200 on August 29, 2019 22:37:28 PM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&system=10.1086%2F218314&citationId=p_148
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.3167%2Fca.2016.340209&citationId=p_150
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.3167%2Fca.2016.340209&citationId=p_150
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1548-1352.2011.01230.x&citationId=p_118
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fetho.12139&citationId=p_120
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1098%2Frsnr.2014.0048&citationId=p_138
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1177%2F104438943601700601&citationId=p_131
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Faa.1920.22.1.02a00050&citationId=p_147
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Faa.1920.22.1.02a00050&citationId=p_147
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1002%2F%28SICI%291520-6696%28199821%2934%3A2%3C113%3A%3AAID-JHBS1%3E3.0.CO%3B2-T&citationId=p_172
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1002%2F%28SICI%291520-6696%28199821%2934%3A2%3C113%3A%3AAID-JHBS1%3E3.0.CO%3B2-T&citationId=p_172
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1007%2FBF00247770&citationId=p_181
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1007%2FBF00247770&citationId=p_181
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.3366%2Fpah.2017.0201&citationId=p_165
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1177%2F104438943701800601&citationId=p_133
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&system=10.1086%2F507198&citationId=p_149
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&system=10.1086%2F507198&citationId=p_149
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Feth.2005.33.4.459&citationId=p_117
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2F1467-6494.696165&citationId=p_158
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&system=10.1086%2F683772&citationId=p_167
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fetho.12047&citationId=p_119
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1177%2F000306517802600406&citationId=p_153
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1177%2F000306517802600406&citationId=p_153


Obeyesekere, Gananath. 1981. Medusa’s hair: an essay on personal symbols and
religious experience. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. [TMG, DH, RL]

———. 1990a. Symbolic remove and the work of culture. In The work of culture:
symbolic transformation in psychoanalysis and anthropology. Pp. 51–68.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

———. 1990b. The work of culture: symbolic transformation in psychoanalysis
and anthropology. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Parsons, Elsie Clews. 1916. Discomfiture and evil spirits. Psychoanalytic Re-
view 3(3):288–291.

Paul, Robert A. 1976. Did the primal crime take place? Ethos 4:311–352.
———. 1987. The question of applied psychoanalysis and the interpretation

of cultural symbolism. Ethos 15(1):82–103.
———. 1989. Psychoanalytic anthropology. Annual Review of Anthropology

18:177–202.
———. 1996. Moses and civilization: the meaning behind Freud’s myth. New

Haven, CT: Yale University Press. [RAP]
———. 2010. Yes, the primal crime did take place: a further defense of

Freud’s Totem and Taboo. Ethos 38:230–249. [RAP]
———. 2015. Mixed messages: cultural and genetic inheritance in the con-

stitution of human society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. [RAP]
Preston, Richard J. 1966. Edward Sapir’s anthropology: style, structure, and

method. American Anthropologist 68:1105–1128.
Róheim, Géza. 1932. Psycho-analysis of primitive cultural types. International

Journal of Psycho-Analysis 13:1–224.
———. 1947. Psychoanalysis and anthropology. In Psychoanalysis and the

social sciences, vol. 1. Géza Róheim, ed. Pp. 9–34. London: Imago.
———. 1950. Psychoanalysis and anthropology: culture, personality and the

unconscious. Oxford: International Universities Press.
Sangren, P. Steven. 2013. The Chinese family as instituted fantasy; or, res-

cuing kinship imaginaries from the “symbolic.” Journal of the Royal An-
thropological Institute, n.s., 19:279–299. [TMG]

Sapir, Edward. 1928. Psychoanalysis as prophet: review of The Future of an
Illusion, by Sigmund Freud. New Republic 56:356–357.

———. 1932. Cultural anthropology and psychiatry. Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology 7:229–242.

———. 1938. Why cultural anthropology needs the psychiatrist. Psychiatry 1:7–12.
———. 1994. The psychology of culture: a course of lectures. Judith Irvine, ed.

New York: Mouton de Gruyter.
Seymour, Susan. 2015. Cora Du Bois: anthropologist, diplomat, agent. Lincoln:

University of Nebraska Press.

Singer, Milton. 1961. A survey of culture and personality theory and research.
In Studying personality cross-culturally. Bert Kaplan, ed. Pp. 9–90. Evans-
ton, IL: Row, Peterson.

Slaby, Jan, Rainer Mulhoff, and Philipp Wuschner. 2017. Affective arrange-
ments. Emotion Review, https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073917722214. [DH]

Spiro, Melford E. 1987. Culture and human nature: theoretical papers of
Melford E. Spiro. Benjamin Kilborne and L. L. Langness, eds. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Stern, D. 1985. The interpersonal world of the infant: a view from psycho-
analysis and developmental psychology. New York: Basic Books. [AWJ]

Steward, J. 1955. Theory of culture change. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.
[AWJ]

Stocking, George W., Jr. 1992. Polarity and plurality: Franz Boas as psycho-
logical anthropologist. In New directions in psychological anthropology.
Theodore Schwartz, Geoffrey M. White, and Catherine A. Lutz, eds.
Pp. 311–323. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Suarez-Orozco, Marcelo M. 1982. Freud encounters fin de siècle anthropol-
ogy: the case of Totem and Taboo. Kroeber Anthropological Society Papers
61–62:129–147.

Sullivan, Harry Stack. 1953. The interpersonal theory of psychiatry. New York:
William Alanson White Psychiatric Foundation.

Taylor, Eugene. 2009. The mystery of personality: a history of psychodynamic
theories. New York: Springer.

Wallace, Edwin R., IV. 1983. Freud and anthropology: a history and reap-
praisal. Psychological Issues, Monograph no. 55. New York: International
Universities Press.

Whiting, B., and J. W. M. Whiting. 1975. The children of six cultures: a psycho-
cultural analysis. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. [AWJ]

Whiting, John W. M., and Irvin Child. 1953. Child training and personality:
a cross-cultural study. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Whiting, John W. M., Irvin L. Child, and William W. Lambert, et al. 1966.
Field guide for the study of socialization. New York: Wiley.

Willen, Sarah S., and Don Seeman, eds. 2012. Horizons of experience: re-
invigorating dialogue between phenomenological and psychoanalytic
anthropologies. Special issue, Ethos 40(1).

Woodburn, James. 1982. Egalitarian societies. Man 17:431–451. [RAP]
Young, Virginia Heyer. 2005. Ruth Benedict: beyond relativity, beyond pattern.

Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.
Žižek, Slavoj. 2006. Partial transcription of interview with Slavoj Žižek in

Zizek!, directed by Atra Taylor. Zeitgeist Films.

588 Current Anthropology Volume 60, Number 4, August 2019

This content downloaded from 137.111.013.200 on August 29, 2019 22:37:28 PM
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Feth.1987.15.1.02a00060&citationId=p_187
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2F1467-9655.12033&citationId=p_196
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2F1467-9655.12033&citationId=p_196
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1037%2Fh0076025&citationId=p_198
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1037%2Fh0076025&citationId=p_198
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Feth.1976.4.3.02a00030&citationId=p_186
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.an.18.100189.001141&citationId=p_188
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.2307%2F2801707&citationId=p_216
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1548-1352.2010.01137.x&citationId=p_190
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1080%2F00332747.1938.11022170&citationId=p_199
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F704711&crossref=10.1525%2Faa.1966.68.5.02a00010&citationId=p_192

	Cit p_33:1: 
	Cit p_26:1: 
	Cit p_37:1: 
	Cit p_37:2: 
	Cit p_23:1: 
	Cit p_23:2: 
	Cit p_25:1: 
	Cit p_27:1: 
	Cit p_20:1: 
	Cit p_54:1: 
	Cit p_97:1: 
	Cit p_65:1: 
	Cit p_90:1: 
	Cit p_92:1: 
	Cit p_109:1: 
	Cit p_69:1: 
	Cit p_69:2: 
	Cit p_94:1: 
	Cit p_71:1: 
	Cit p_104:1: 
	Cit p_113:1: 
	Cit p_64:1: 
	Cit p_106:1: 
	Cit p_98:1: 
	Cit p_98:2: 
	Cit p_91:1: 
	Cit p_108:1: 
	Cit p_101:1: 
	Cit p_70:1: 
	Cit p_103:1: 
	Cit p_63:1: 
	Cit p_148:1: 
	Cit p_150:1: 
	Cit p_150:2: 
	Cit p_118:1: 
	Cit p_120:1: 
	Cit p_138:1: 
	Cit p_131:1: 
	Cit p_147:1: 
	Cit p_147:2: 
	Cit p_172:1: 
	Cit p_172:2: 
	Cit p_181:1: 
	Cit p_181:2: 
	Cit p_165:1: 
	Cit p_133:1: 
	Cit p_149:1: 
	Cit p_149:2: 
	Cit p_117:1: 
	Cit p_158:1: 
	Cit p_167:1: 
	Cit p_119:1: 
	Cit p_153:1: 
	Cit p_153:2: 
	Cit p_187:1: 
	Cit p_196:1: 
	Cit p_196:2: 
	Cit p_198:1: 
	Cit p_198:2: 
	Cit p_186:1: 
	Cit p_188:1: 
	Cit p_216:1: 
	Cit p_190:1: 
	Cit p_199:1: 
	Cit p_192:1: 


