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Sexual Liberation as Political Control

Ask for this great Deliverer now, and find him Eyeless in Gaza at the Mill with slaves,
Himself in bonds under Philistian yoke;

John Milton, Samson Agonistes



London 1996

Since Internet knows no place, it doesn’t really matter where it happened, but just for the record I was
in England when I started getting e-mail messages from Lisa and Heather. At least, I think that’s what
their names were. They wanted me to check out their hot web sites. Just as there 1s no place on

the Internet, the names don’t mean much either. The important thing was that [ was getting unsolicited
solicitations for pornography. Spam is, I think, the generic term for this unsolicited material. The
pornographic variations are known as blue spam. [ was planning to protest to CompuServe and ask
them not to make my name available to these agencies when I got some blue spam from CompuServe
itself, offering its own pornographic services. Quis custo-diet ipsos custodes? What sells itself as an
e-mail service turns out to be a pimp. The situation I have since learned is even worse with AOL,
according to one subscriber to that on-line service, who spends each day clearing his electronic
mailbox of hundreds of such solicitations. In the recent court case challenging the constitutionality of
the Communications Decency Act, CompuServe signed an amicus curiae brief supporting the
pomographers. Predictably, given our judicial system, the three-judge panel in Philadelphia handling
the case found the CDA unconstitutional. One of the judges opined that “just as the strength of the
Internet is chaos, so the strength of our liberty depends upon the chaos and cacophony of unfettered
speech.”

The world “liberty” coming from one of the regime’s mandarins is a dead giveaway that what we’re
really talking about here is bondage. What I would like to propose here is a paradigm shift of simple
but nonetheless revolutionary (or better still counter-revolutionary proportions) by saying

what should be obvious to anyone who has visited these web pages and who has had Heather or Lisa
ask for his credit card number, namely, that pornography is now and has always been a form of
control, financial control. Pornography is a way of getting people to give you money which, because
of the compul-

sive nature of the transaction, is not unlike trafficking in drugs. Unlike prostitution, which is also a
transaction benefiting from compulsion, pornography is closely bound up with technology,
specifically the reproduction and transmission of images. Just as the history of pornography is one of
progress (technological, not moral progress, of course), so the exploitation of compulsion has been
explored in more and more explicit form during the past two hundred years of this revolutionary age.
What began as the bondage of sin eventually became financial control and what became accepted as a
financial transaction has been forged into a form of political control. Sexual revolution is
contemporaneous with political revolution of the sort that began in France in 1789. This means we
are not talking about sexual vice when we use the term sexual revolution, as much as the
rationalization of sexual vice, followed by the financial exploitation of sexual vice, followed by the
political mobilization of the same thing as a form of control. Since sexual “liberation” has social
chaos as one of its inevitable sequelae, sexual liberation begets almost from the moment of its
inception the need for social control. That dynamic is the subject of this book.

It is no secret now that lust is also a form of addiction. My point here is that the current regime knows
this and exploits this situation to its own advantage. In other words, sexual “freedom” is really a form
of social control. What we are really talking about is a Gnostic system of two truths. The exoteric



truth, the one propagated by the regime through advertising, sex education, Hollywood films, and the
university system - the truth, in other words for general consumption - is that sexual liberation is
freedom. The esoteric truth, the one that informs the operations manual of the regime - in other words
the people who benefit from “liberty” - is the exact opposite, namely, that sexual liberation is a form
of control, a way of maintaining the regime in power by exploiting the passions of the naive, who
identify with their passions as if they were their own and identify with the regime which

ostensibly enables them to gratify these passions. People who succumb to their disordered passions
are then given rationalizations of the sort that clog web pages on the Internet and are thereby molded
into a powerful political force by those who are most expert in manipulating the flow of imagery and
rationalization.

Like laissez-faire economics, the first tentative ideas of how to exploit sex as a form of social control
arose during the Enlightenment as well. If the universe was a machine whose prime force was gravity,
society was a machine as well whose prime force was self-interest, and man, likewise, no longer
sacred, was a machine whose engine ran on passion. From there it was not much of a stretch to
understand that the man who controlled passion controlled man.

John Heidenry’s history of the sexual revolution, What Wild Ecstasy, is one more example of
whiggish history - this time, whiggish sexual history.

In fact, all histories of sexual liberation are whiggish. The moral of each piece of this genre is either
“People everywhere just wanna be free” or, to give the feminist variant, “Girls just wanna have fun.”
That Linda Boreman Marchiano, AKA, Linda Lovelace found getting beaten and raped during

the filming of Deep Throat not much fun is beside the point. The dogma that needs to be promoted
here 1s that sexual license is liberating, and that the quest for liberation is its own justification, so
even if a few people get hurt (or killed) in the process, it was generally worth it after all.

Heidenry lays his metaphysical cards on the table at various points during the book. At the very
beginning he tells us, for example, that “this ... is the way we were from about 1965 on, when the
particles of revolt and enlightenment coalesced into a sexual Big Bang.” We have here, in

other words, the classic Enlightenment explanation of everything. Just as the entire physical universe
in all its grandeur, beauty and order is really nothing more than the random motion of discrete
particles bumping into each other, so every social movement from economics to sexual liberation is
essentially the same thing, The same explanation that George Will applies to the economic order, John
Heidenry applies to the moral and sexual realm. Instead of atoms, we have atomistic individuals;
instead of gravity, we have passion as the great motivating force, and instead of an orderly universe
explainable by the laws of physics, we have society reconfigured by social movements like sexual
liberation. This is how it is; in other words, the big picture. People everywhere just wanna be free
and what gesture could encapsulate this freedom more than, say, masturbating to the dirty pictures in
Hustlerl

As the last example makes clear, we are not talking about freedom here but a form of addiction or
moral bondage - certainly for the individual but also for the culture as well. Which brings us back to
the dishonesty of Heidenry’shook. The sexual revolution was not a grassroots uprising; it was not the
coalescing of “particles of revolt and enlightenment”; it was rather a decision on the part of the ruling
class in France, Russia, Germany and the United States at various points during the last 200 years to



tolerate sexual bell avior outside of marriage as a form insurrection and then as a form of political
control. Heidenry’s book is part of the general mystification on this subject and so not something that
will explain things to the unwary: however, it is worthwhile as a classic expression of how sexual
liberation has worked as a form of political control in this country over the past thirty-two

years. Bernard Berelson, who worked for the Rockefellers, was a student of the Enlightenment and
put those ideas to work in manipulating public opinion for them during the *60s, most specifically in
their battle with the Catholic Church over the decriminalization of contraception. Edward Bemays
was the nephew of Sigmund Freud and the father of modern advertising. Both were part of the
[Iluminist tradition of controlling people through their passions, without the knowledge of person
being controlled. And of all the passions - the illuminists make clear - the sexual passions are the
most effective when it comes to controlling man.

What Heidenry’s book shows is how this control takes place not in theory but in practice. Given the
wounded state of human nature after the Fall, flooding a country with pornography means getting a
certain number of people hooked on it, just as flooding a country with drugs will result in a

certain percentage of addiction. Once people are hooked, the culture’s mandarins can use the details
of their addictions against anyone who goes against the regime. The subtext of Heidenry’s book is that
everyone who opposes sexual liberation will be punished. “Several of pornography ’ s most

outspoken enemies,” he actually says at one point in the book, “had come to an unhappy end.”? What
he fails to tell us is that the unhappy end he describes is just veiled way of talking about how sexual
license is used as a form of political control.

So to give the best known examples cited in Heidenry’s book, Preachers Jimmy Swaggart and Jim
Bakker were brought down by sexual scandals. Heidenry even admits that Bakker’s interlude with
Jessica Hahn was a set up but refuses to understand the implications of the facts he brings forth.

Nor does he mention the fact of Hahn’s seduction of Bakker was portrayed as Bakker’s seduction of
Hahn in a way calculated to destroy his ministry and the ministries of other televangelists at the time.
If Heidenry were a consistent proponent of sexual liberation, he would applaud both

Jimmy Swaggart’s interlude with a prostitute, a visit clearly motivated by his exposure to
pornography, and Bakker’s extramarital sex with Jessica Hahn. But that is precisely what he does not
do, and the only explanation that makes any sense out of this double standard is that an act of “sexual
liberation” is in reality a potential form of political control and only has meaning in light of

the politics of the person who commits it. Just why 1s what Jimmy Swaggart did bad, when Larry
Flynt does the same thing and 1s applauded as a hero when he does 1t? The answer to that conundrum
1s political. Jimmy Swaggart was on the wrong side of the political equation, and so could be
marginalized by being exposed in Penthouse as a hypocrite.

Heidenry’s motivation in this is clear enough. He was raised a Catholic, the scion of the family that
bought out B. Herder, the American branch of the German Catholic publisher, some time after the
outbreak of World War 1. Heidenry, after a conservative Catholic upbringing, ended up working

for Penthouse, and a book like this can be seen as a rationalization of the moral and religious
decisions he has made along the way. But the story doesn’t stop there. People with Kinsey-like
compulsions are put to use by people who can benefit politically from a world in which morals are
devalued and money takes the place of morals as the arbiter of social interaction. Those who succumb
to sexual addiction but refuse to go along will be outed. Those who refuse to go along but do not have



sexual skeletons in their closets will be patronized and ignored. Those who go along with the
ideology of sexual liberation, however, can do what they damn well please sexually because in going
along they are under the sexual control of the controllers anyway.

The whole system Heidenry praises so dishonestly is based on a double standard which Heidenry
exploits but will not acknowledge. Heidenry cites the Jimmy Swaggart expose in Penthouse in all of
its lurid detail. Conspicuous by its absence from Heidenry’s book was the equally lurid Penthouse
expose of Bill Clinton’s affair with Gennifer Flowers. If Penthouse is a credible source worth
mentioning for the first story, why isn’t it mentioned in the second? The answer is obvious. It serves
no political purpose to attack President Clinton because he supports sexual liberation, which is to say
the vehicle the dominant culture uses to exercise hegemony over its citizens. The regime first
promotes sexual addiction in the name of liberation, then exploits it as a form of control. It then uses it
to destroy anyone of sufficient prominence who refuses to go along.

As a variation on the same theme, let me propose the following thought experiment. Try to imagine the
reaction of the press if Kenneth Starr or Senator Jesse Helms were caught soliciting an undercover
agent in a public men’s room. Now try to imagine the reaction of the press if Barney Frank were to do
the same thing. Why the huge reaction in the first instance, and the non-reaction (when Frank's
roommate was actually caught running a homosexual prostitution ring out of his home) in the second?
Why is the same act both heinous and liberatory at one and the same time, depending on the politics of
who does 1t? The answer is simple: Sexual liberation is a form of political control. Frank and Clinton
are immune because they go along; Swaggart is destroyed for doing the same thing that makes Larry
Flynt a cultural hero. The only thing that saves Starr or Helms from fate similar to that of

Swaggart and Bakker is the life each leads.

What follows is the history of an idea. The idea that sexual liberation could be used as a form of
control is not a new idea. It lies at the heart of the story of Samson and Delilah. The idea that sin was
a form of slavery was central to the writings of St. Paul. St. Augustine in his magnum opus in
defense o f Christianity against the accusations of the pagans that it contributed to the fall of Rome,
divided the world into two cities, the City of God, which loves God to the extinction of self, and the
City of Man, which loves self to the extinction of God. Augustine describes the City of Man as
“lusting to dominate the world" but at the same time “itself dominated by its passion for dominion.”
Libido Dominandi, passion for dominion, then, is a paradoxical project, practiced invariably by
people who are themselves in thrall to the same passions they incite in others to dominate them.

3

The dichotomy Augustine describes is eternal. It will exist at least as long as man exists. The
revolutionaries of the Enlightenment created no new world, nor did they create a new man to populate
their brave new world.

What they did was adopt the worldview of Augustine and then reverse its values. “The state of the

moral man is one of tranquillity and peace, the state of an immoral man is one of perpetual unrest.”*
The author of that statement was not St. Augustine (although he would have wholeheartedly agreed
with it); it was the Marquis de Sade. [ mention this to show that both Augustine and the Marquis de
Sade shared the same anthropology and the same rational psychology, if you will. Where they differed
was the values they attributed to the truths of those sciences. For Augustine, motion was bad; for de



Sade, the revolutionary, the perpetual motion caused by unruly passions was good because it
perpetuates “the necessary insurrection in which the republican must always keep the government of

which he is a member.””

The same could be said of freedom. What the one called freedom the other called bondage. But the
dichotomy of the two cities - one abasing the self because of its love of God, the other abasing God
because of its love of the self and its desires - is something that both could agree upon.

What follows is the history of a project bom out of the Enlightenment’s inversion of Christian truths.
“Even those who set themselves up against you,” Augustine writes, addressing the Almighty in the
Confessions, “do but copy you in a perverse way.” The same could be said of the

Enlightenment, which began as a movement to liberate man and almost overnight turned into a project
to control him. This book is the story of that transformation. It can be construed as a history of the
sexual revolution or a history of modem psychology or a history of psychological warfare. What all
of these histories have in common is a transgenerational project that would come by way of trial and
error and with an intention perverted by passion to the same conclusions that Augustine reached at the
end of the Roman Empire. A man has as many masters as he has vices. By promoting vice, the regime
promotes slavery, which can be fashioned into a form of political control. The only question which
remained was whether that slavery can be harnessed for financial and political gain and, if it could,
how to do it. The best way to control man is to do so without his awareness that he 1s being
controlled, and the best way to do that is through the systematic manipulation of the passions, because
man tends to identify his passions as his own. In defending them he defends his “freedom,” which he
usually sees as the unfettered ability to fulfill his desires, without, for the most part, understanding
how easy it is to manipulate those passions from without. It took the evil genius of this age to perfect
a system of financial and political exploitation based on the insight that St. Paul and St. Augustine had
into what they termed the “slavery of sin.” This book describes the systematic construction of a
worldview based on that insight. It explains how sexual liberation became a form of political control.

E. Michael Jones South Bend, Indiana February 20, 1999

Part I, Chapter 1 Ingolstadt, 1776

On August 7, 1773, Pope Clement XIV, after four years of stalling, finally acceded to the pressure
exerted by the House of Bourbon and its Masonic ministers and suppressed the religious order known
as the Society of Jesus throughout the entire world. The Jesuits had already been suppressed civilly in
Portugal and France; their suppression by the Church they sought to serve was a move that would
have unsuspected consequences for Europe. Scarcely a generation later, not one of the thrones which
had collaborated in the suppression of the Jesuits, including the papacy, would be untouched by
revolution. The Bourbon king in France would be gone, beheaded by a mob which would soon turn on
itself in an orgy of bloodlust that would last well into the nineteenth century and end only with the
defeat of Napoleon at the hands of an alliance that would restore monarchy and stability to Europe for
100 years. In spite of that defeat, a new concept had been bom, the idea of revolution, and it would
haunt the political realm for 200 years thereafter and the cultural realm for even longer than that.

None of this was immediately apparent when the pope acted, of course, and the immediate



consequences of the suppression of the Jesuits were more banal. The Masons may have discerned in
the suppression their political advantage, but the professors saw advancement of their careers. One of
the people who saw his own personal silver lining in the Jesuit cloud was a Bavarian professor by
the name of Adam Weishaupt. Weishaupt had been bom in Ingolstadt on February 6, 1748, and
educated by the Jesuits at the Ingolstadt Gymnasium from the time he was seven until his fifteenth
year. Under their tutelage Weishaupt developed a love-hate relationship with the Jesuits that would
last him for the rest of his life. It would eventuate in a system of “Seelenanalyse” based on Jesuit
spirituality, which would have far reaching consequences.

In 1773, Weishaupt was twenty-five years old and already a professor in the law faculty at the
University of Ingolstadt. Eleven years later the Bavarian writer Johannes Pezzl would give one of the
few character sketches extant of a man who made a career of analyzing the characters of others.

Pezzl described Weishaupt as a “pale, seeming hard and stoic man who was so wrapped up in himself
that the only people who ever became close to him were a few fellow academics.” With the
suppression of the Jesuits, Weishaupt was able enhance his stature at the university by taking over the

Chair of Canon Law and Practical Philosophy, a chair which had been in the hands of the Jesuits at
Ingolstadt for over ninety years, and he was able to do this despite the fact that he was not a
theologian.

Weishaupt’s rapid advance seems to have emboldened him to make plans for a career that would go
beyond the usual mundane plotting for university advancement. As a first step in insuring that the
Jesuits would not return to power at the University at Ingolstadt, Weishaupt began looking into the
prospect of joining either the Masons or the other secret societies that flourished at the end of what
has been called the century of secret societies. After a few initial inquiries into lodges in both Munich
and Nueremberg, Weishaupt was turned off by the exotic mumbo jumbo of their rituals. The same
reaction ensued after he made contact with the Rosicrucians of neighboring Burghausen after being
introduced to them by some of his students.

Because of his dissatisfaction with the existing secret societies, Weishaupt decided instead to create a
secret society of his own to ensure that the Jesuits would not return to Ingolstadt. Perhaps because of
the times or because of his own genius in both personnel management and

psychological manipulation, Weishaupt’s idea took on a life of its own, one that quickly seemed to
demand more room than the confines of the university had to offer. Not that the university was
irrelevant to the plan. As a professor, Weishaupt had access to malleable young men into whom he
could breathe his anticlerical ideas, and many of his students, intoxicated by the possibilities of the
age, were swept into Weishaupt’s secret society. On May 1,1776, Weishaupt created an organization
he called the Club of the Perfectible, whose name was later changed to the Order of the Bees, until it
was changed again to the name by which it is remembered today, namely, the Order of the Illuminati.

The significance of the [lluminati lay not in its political effectiveness. It existed a little more than
eight years, but rather in its method of internal organization. In borrowing freely from both the Jesuits
and the Freemasons, Weishaupt created an extremely subtle system of control based on manipulation
of the passions. Borrowing the idea of examination of conscience from the Jesuits and sacramental
confession from the Catholic Church to which the Jesuits belonged, Weishaupt created a system of
“Seelenspionage” that would allow him to control his adepts without their knowing that they



were being controlled.

The Illuminati might have remained the equivalent of a Bavarian fraternity house were it not for the
times and Weishaupt’s fortuitous meeting with a northern German aristocrat with extraordinary
organizational capabilities. Freemasonry had arrived in the German-speaking world in 1737 when
the first German lodge, “Absalom,” was opened at the pub known as the “Englischen Taveme” in
Hamburg. Then in the same year the lodge “Aux trois aigles blancs,” was opened in Berlin, followed
by “Aux trois globes” in 1740 and “Aux trois canons” in Vienna in 1742. Weishaupt, who had

been fascinated by Freemasonry for some time, finally joined the newly created lodge of the strict
observance “Zur Behutsamkeit” in Munich in 1777. In 1780, while attending meetings at the Frankfurt
lodge “Zur Einigkeit,” Weishaupt met Adolph Freiherr von Knigge, a man four years younger

than himself, who immediately fell under Weishaupt’s spell. Von Knigge had joined a Masonic lodge
of the “strict observance” in Kassel in 1773, but he, like many of his brother Masons, was
dissatisfied with the status quo, which involved elaborate rituals and constant bickering and one
group splitting off from the other. In Weishaupt’s Illuminati, von Knigge saw an instrument to bring
order out of chaos, one that would reform the increasingly fractious Masonic groups.

Since the conclusion of the Thirty Years War, Germany had been divided up according to the religion
ofits princes. Knigge, who became a member of the [lluminati on July 5, 1778, gave Weishaupt’s
essentially Catholic and Bavarian organization access to the Protestant principalities in northern
Germany, and as a result of that and von Knigge’s zeal and organizing abilities, membership in the
[Iluminati took off. Shortly after von Knigge’s entry into the [lluminati, the membership jumped to 500
men throughout Germany. But the numbers tell only half the story. Perhaps be-cau se he was an
aristocrat himself, von Knigge added to Weishaupt’s following of university students by attracting
aristocrats and influential bureaucrats and thinkers from across Germany by clever exploitation of
existing Masonic lodges as a pool of recruits.

A crucial event in this regard was the Wilhelmsbad Konvent, a Masonic convention held near Hanau
from July 16 to September 1, 1782, which was to have far-reaching consequences not only for lodges
of the strict observance but for all of Europe as well. Upon returning from the Wilhelmsbad Congress,
Henry de Virieu told a friend who asked him about secret information he might have brought back:
“The whole business is more serious than you think. The plot has so carefully been hatched that it’s

practically impossible for the Church and the Monarchy to escape.”> Wilhelmsbad may or may not
have been the place where plans for the French Revolution were hatched, but it was certainly a
windfall for the Order of the Illuminati, which began to siphon off significant numbers of Masons into
its own organization. As a result of his efforts at Wilhelmsbad, von Knigge was able to persuade

a number of prominent Masons to become [lluminati. That number included Duke Ferdinand of
Brunswick and his deputy Prince Karl von Hessen-Kassel, a man who also had connections in
Schleswig and Holstein. Someone else who joined the Illuminati after meeting von Knigge in
Wilhelmsbad was the publisher Johann Joachim Christoph Bode, who brought I1luminism to Weimar
where he founded a lodge which would include Goethe, Karl August, the prince of Weimar, and just
about all of the leading lights associated with the German Enlightenment. All in all, it had been an
impressive few weeks in Hanau, and now the goal of undermining the lodges of the strict observance
and “illuminizing” them, i.e., taking them under secret control, seemed like a plausible idea.



The idea would fail, however, because of strife within the organization. Ironically, it was the
[Iluminist system of control which led to the break. Von Knigge’s success in recruiting new members
led Weishaupt to feel that he was being superseded by his subordinate, which led him in turn to
increase the control, which led to more strife with von Knigge, who felt that he was being treated
badly. Von Knigge would later claim that he hadn’t joined to take a subordinate role in which he was
“expected to take blind orders from some Jesuit General.” According to von Knigge’s account,
Spartacus, which was Weishaupt’s Illuminist code name, abused and tyrannized his subordinates and

intended “to subjugate mankind to a more malicious yoke than that conceived by the Jesuits.”
Eventually the rift became too wide to bridge, and when the Illuminati reached its maximal number of
adherents 1n 1783, it began to unravel.

On July 1,1784, the Illuminati issued an official expulsion order against von Knigge, which praised,
nonetheless, his service in increasing the size of the organization. The expulsion of von Knigge,
whose organizational and recruiting abilities had brought the Illuminati to a membership of

around 2,000, came at an especially bad time. One week before his official expulsion, on June 22, the
Bavaria government issued its first edict forbidding membership in secret societies. Other edicts
were to follow on March 2, 1785, and on August 16. On January 2, 1785 the Prince Bishop of
Eichstaett demanded that the Prince of Bavaria purge all llluminati from the University of Ingolstadt.
In spite of the secrecy of the [lluminati, Weishaupt was a prime suspect because of the radical
Enlightenment books he had ordered for the University library. Weishaupt was removed from his
chair of canon law at the University of Ingolstadt on February 11, 1784. Over the next year, the hue
and cry against secret societies increased dramatically. Rather than wait for his dismissal to develop
into something worse, i.e., criminal prosecution or a hefty fine, Weishaupt fled from Ingolstadt to the
neighboring Protestant free city of Regensburg on February 2, 1985. On March 2, when the Prince

of Bavaria, Karl Theodore, issued his second edict, the Minerval lodge in Ingolstadt, now without
Weishaupt as its head, was dissolved. When the Bavarian government demanded his extradition, and
even went so far as to put a reward out for his capture, Weishaupt decided that he had to move again,
and in 1787 he fled to the Protestant duchy of Gotha, where he and his family found protection under
fellow Illuminatus, Duke Ernst I, who offered him a position on his court council.

If the Bavarian authorities had left it at that, the Illuminati would most probably have been forgotten
forever or at best remained a minor footnote in a very small book. But the Bavarian government, after
discovering the secret documents associated with the lodge in Munich, made a fateful decision; they
decided to publish what they found and in so doing assured Weishaupt and his conspirators an
influence they never could have achieved on their own. In June 1785 certain important papers
belonging to Jakob Lanz, a secular priest and llluminatus close to Weishaupt who had been struck
dead by a lightning bolt, were found in the course of going through his effects. These papers testified
to the Illuminati’s intention to subvert the Masonic lodges. Then in October 1786 and May 1787 more
papers were discovered when the house of the Illuminatus Franz Xaver Zwack was searched after he
had been demoted from his position at the court council and sent to Landshut. These papers, which
constituted an internal history of the organization, proved the conspiratorial nature of the secret
society beyond a doubt. The first batch of documents was published almost immediately on October
12, 1786, causing a furor that would last for years.

Ever since Wltaire became enamored of Newtonian physics during his visit to England during third



decade of the eighteenth century, the thinkers of the Enlightenment had aspired to create a replacement
for the Christian social order based on “scientific” principles. “Mankind,” wrote Baron d’Holbach in
his influential treatise, The System of Nature, “are unhappy, in proportion as they are deluded by

imaginary systems of theology.”* It was out of statements like this that the revolutionary program of
the eighteenth century was bom, for if man is unhappy because of religion, his happiness would ensue
automatically if religion were abolished. But in order to do that, the thrones which protected religion
had to be abolished too.

As the initial [lluminist documents began to be published, Weishaupt’s revolutionary intent became
clear. In his 1782 speech, “Anrede an die neu-aufzunehmenden Illuminatos dirigentes, ” Weishaupt
provided his enemies with clear evidence that this secret society was intent on toppling both

throne and altar throughout Europe. Rossberg called the “Anrede” “the heart of Illuminism.”
Professor Leopold Alois Hoffman, one of the leading lights in the counterrevolutionary movement,
felt that he could trace the “entire French revolution and its most salient events” back to the maxims of

the “Anrede.”

But much as the Illuminist papers called for the toppling of throne and altar, the significance of
[Iluminism did not lie in exhortation. Rather, and this i1s what the conservative readership found most
disturbing, Illuminism seemed to propose an especially effective system which would bring

about these ends. Weishaupt had not just issued a manifesto calling for revolution, he had created a
system of control that would create disciplined cells which would do the bidding of their
revolutionary masters often, it seemed, without the slightest inkling that they were being ordered to do
so. Weishaupt’s intentions were clearly revolutionary, but the shocking thing about the

[lluminati was the mechanism whereby he put those intentions into effect by controlling the secret
society’s members’ minds. Weishaupt had created an instrument of psychic control which was
effective precisely because it did not derive from the mechanistic philosophy of the Enlightenment.
“Man,” wrote d’Holbach,

is the work of Nature: he exists in Nature: he is submitted to her laws: he cannot deliver himself from
them; nor can he step beyond them even in thought. . . . Man is a being purely physical: the moral man
1s nothing more than this physical being considered under a certain point of view, that is to say, with
relation to some of his modes of action, arising out of his particular organization.... His visible
actions, as well as the invisible motion interiorly excited by his will or his thoughts, are equally the
natural effects, the necessary consequences, of his peculiar mechanism, and the impulse he receives
from those beings by whom he is surrounded....

His 1deas, his will, his actions, are the necessary effects of those qualities infused into him by Nature,
and of those circumstances in which she has placed him.”

D’Holbach is proposing a crude materialism here which is at least implicitly an instrument of control.
The controlling factor is “Nature,” man’s behavior being a simple expression of Nature’s laws:

The universe, that vast assemblage of every thing that exists, presents only matter and motion: the
whole offers to our contemplation nothing but an immense, an uninterrupted succession of causes and



effects; some of these causes are known to us, because they strike immediately on our senses;...

The moral man, is he who acts by physical causes, with which our prejudices preclude us from
becoming acquainted.

This train of thought would eventually lead to behaviorism and the development of “brain-washing”
and psychotropic drugs, none of which would prove effective, but more importantly, none of these
instruments were even remotely available to the revolutionaries who populated secret societies
during the eighteenth century. The Enlightenment, as a result, was handicapped in terms of political
action by crudity of its own materialistic psychology.

Weishaupt was smart enough to see through this materialism, even if he espoused the same political
revolution the materialists desired. His system was a repudiation of the crude materialism of the most
well known Enlightenment thinkers. In his treatise “Pythagoras or the consideration of a secret art of
ruling both world and government,” Weishaupt proposed his system as the only possible way to
implement the imperatives of the Enlightenment. “Is there any greater art,” he wrote,

than uniting independently thinking men from the four comers of the earth, from various classes, and
religions with no impediment to their freedom of thought, and in spite of their various opinions and
passions into one permanently united band of men, to infuse them with ardor and to make them so
receptive that the greatest distances mean nothing so that they are equal in their subordination, so that
the many will act as one and from their own initiative, from their own conviction, something that

no external compulsion could force them to do?3

When his secret society became notoriously public, Weishaupt would describe himself as simply an
educator and try to play down his system of control as little more than what any father would try to do
in raising his children, but the published documents belied his protestations of innocence. What
Weishaupt proposed not only violated the concept of “brotherhood” on which the Masonic lodges
were based, his system was based on the organization that was considered the antithesis of
Enlightenment. It was based on the Jesuits, or, as Barruel would put it, the Illuminati were a cross
between the Jesuits and the Freemasons, in which all of the controls placed on spiritual direction by
the Church were lifted and the goal was not to get souls into heaven but to create a paradise on earth.
The thing Enlightened thinkers saw in the at-this-point-defunct Jesuits was a machine for control that
was superior to any of the mumbo-jumbo that the Masonic lodges had to offer. [lluminism was a
machine which stripped the esprit de corps of the Jesuit order of all its superstitious accretions and
allowed that mechanism to be used to achieve Enlightenment ends. This is precisely what the
conservative reaction saw in the Illuminati, and it was precisely this that scared them.

“Anyone who remembers the artificial machine of the former Jesuits,” wrote an indignant writer in
the conservative-reactionary journal Eudae-monia in 1796, “will not find it difficult to rediscover
this same machine under another name and with another motive in the Illuminati. The former Jesuits
were driven by superstition, and the Illuminati of the present are driven by their unbelief, but the goal

of both is the same, the order’s universal domination of all of mankind.””®

It wasn’t the goal of world domination, which, in the popular mind at the time the Illuminati shared
with the Jesuits that the public found as upsetting; it was the means whereby the Illuminati were going



to achieve those goals. Weishaupt took the idea of examination of conscience and sacramental
confession from the Jesuits and, after purging them of their religious elements, turned them into a
system of intelligence gathering, spying, and informing, in which members were trained to spy on
each other and inform their superiors. Weishaupt introduced what he called the Quibus Licet
notebooks, in which the adept was encouraged to bare his soul for the inspection of his superiors.
Weishaupt said of the Quibus Licet books that they were “identical to what the Jesuits call
confession,” and he told Zwack that he “borrowed the idea from the Jesuit sodalities, where each

month you went over your bona opera in private.”!® When Utzschneider broke with the Illuminati, he
revealed much the same thing:

The adept sends these monthly reports to the provincial under the title of Quibus Licet, to the
provincial under the title Soli and to the general of the entire order under the title Primo. Only the
superiors and the general know the details which are discussed there because all of these letters are
transmitted to and fro among the minor superiors. In this way the superiors get to know everything that
they want to know.

We can see in the Quibus Licet system the vague outline of the system of spying which would become
part and parcel of Communist system of control, both of the underground cells, before they took over
a country, and as part of the police state based on spying that was erected after they had taken power.
But the [1luminist system of control which Weishaupt created went deeper than that. In addition to
creating a system where members spied on each other, Weishaupt created a technique of what came to
be called “Seelenspionage,” or spying on the soul, whereby the superiors in the Illuminati could get
access to the adept’s soul by close analysis of the seemingly random gestures, expressions, or words
that betrayed the adept’s true feelings. Von Knigge, who was privy to the system, referred to it as

a “Semiotik der Seele."

“From the comparisons of all these characteristics,” von Knigge wrote, “even those which seem the
smallest and least significant, one can draw conclusions which have enormous significance for

knowledge of human beings, and gradually draw out of that a reliable semiotics of the soul.”!?

As part of the systemization of this semiotics, Weishaupt, not unlike Alfred Kinsey 150 years later,
developed a chart and a code to document the psychic histories of the various members of the
[Muminist cells. In his book on the Illuminati, van Duelman reprints the case history of Franz

Xaver Zwack of Regensburg. In it we see a combination of the Kinsey sexual history, the Stasi file,
and credit rating all rolled up into one document whose purpose is control. In neat columns, the
superiors in the [lluminati can learn where the adept was bom, his physical characteristics, his
aptitudes, his friends, and his reading material, as well as when he was inducted into the order and
his code name. Under the heading “Morals, character, religion, conscientiousness,” we learn that
Zwack had a “soft heart” and that he was “difficult to deal with on days when he was melancholy.”
Under “Principle Passions,” we read that Zwack suffered from “pride, and a craving for honors™ but
that he was also “honest but choleric with a tendency to be secretive as well as speaking of his own
perfection.” For those who want to know how to control Zwack, Massenhausen (code name Ajax)
says that he got best results by couching all of his communications with Zwack in a mysterious tone.

Once the I1luminist manuscripts were published, the educated public was both appalled and



fascinated by what they discovered. They were appalled by the sinister intervention of
revolutionaries like Weishaupt into the most intimate recesses of the soul, but they were also
fascinated by the horizons of control these discoveries opened before them. Wieland saw in the

[Muminati the basis for pedagogical and political reform. Which was of course, the way Weishaupt
saw things too. His goal was the creation of a social order consistent with both Enlightenment science
and the notion of a citizen as emancipated from the control of princes who acted in loco

parentis. “The truly enlightened man,” Weishaupt wrote, “has no need of a master.” Man will be well
governed only when ‘“he 1s no longer in need of government.” In this respect Weishaupt’s system had
remarkable similarities with nascent American republic, whose Declaration of Independence was
proclaimed a little over two months after Weishaupt founded the Illuminati. The American system was
the Enlightenment as implemented by English Protestants; the I1luminati, the same philosophy, as
implemented by Bavarian Catholics. Both felt the man had reached a stage of maturity wherein
princes were obsolete. Man, having achieved Enlightenment, could now govern himself.

The fatal flaw of this and other Enlightenment schemes is that it claimed to do away with the morals
associated with religion. In America, the principles of the Enlightenment were ameliorated by the
refusal to establish a state religion, an idea which eventually came to be known, based on a quote
from a letter from Thomas Jefferson, as the separation of Church and state. In the absence of state
religion and a centralized Enlightenment government of the sort that would be implemented in France
in the not-too-distant future, the various churches were free to form the citizenry according to their
various lights, and, as a result, the vacuum at the heart of Enlightenment morals did not lead to social
chaos, as it would in France.

But the principle was clear for anyone with eyes to see and a sense of history formed by Plato’s
judgment in The Republic that democracy invariably led to tyranny. The Enlightenment appeal to
liberty invariably led to the suppression of religion, which led to the suppression of morals, which
led to social chaos. This meant that those who espoused the Enlightenment with any circumspection
would also have to be interested in mechanisms of social control, since the erosion of morality which
invariably accompanied the proclamation of “freedom” necessitated it. Freedom followed by
Draconian control became the dialectic of all revolutions, and, in this regard, the sexual revolution
was no exception. In fact, revolution and sexual revolution were, if not synonymous, then certainly
contemporaneous, and in fact, the latter was inseparable from the former. Once the passions were
liberated from obedience to the traditional moral law as explicated by the Christian religion, they had
to be subjected to another more stringent, perhaps “scientific”” form of control in order to keep society
from falling apart. Social control was a necessary consequence of liberation, something which the
French Revolution would make obvious. It was the chaos stemming from the French revolution, in
fact, which would inspire Auguste Comte to come up with the “science” of sociology, which was in
its way an ersatz religion but most importantly a way of bringing order out of chaos in a world which
no longer found the religious foundation of morals plausible.

It was Weishaupt’s genius to come up with a system of control that proved effective in the absence of
religious sanction. In this regard, Weishaupt’s system would become the model of every secular
control mechanism of both the lef t and the right f or the next two hundred years. Weishaupt was smart
enough to see that “reason” of the sort proposed by the Masonic lodges of the strict observance would



never bring about social order. Morals, cut off from their ontological source, became associated as a
result with the will of the man who understood the mechanism of control. Since, as the chaos in the
lodges of the Strict Observance showed, reason led more often than not to conflicting ideas of which
program to take, the Illuminist system had to take the law into its own hands and program behavior as
its leaders saw fit. In this [lluminism followed the typical trajectory of every other form of
Enlightenment social science which would come into being over the next two hundred years. As in the
case of Comte’s sociology, the old church was replaced with a new church. The old order, which was
based on nature and tradition and revelation, was replaced by a new totalitarian order which

was based on the will of those in power. The break-up of the [lluminati and the defection of von
Knigge, who found the new order more intolerable than the one he was trying to destroy, showed that
this new order was not without its own problems, but faith in ever-more-effective technologies of
control, based on newer technologies of communication, would push this disillusionment further and
further into the future.

Nosce te ipsum, nosce alios (“know thyself, know others”) was the motto which Weishaupt lifted
from the oracle at Delphi. The Illuminati were also a concrete manifestation of Bacon’s dictum that
knowledge was power. In this instance, knowledge of the inner life of the adept was translated

into power over him. Extrapolated to the state that functioned according to Illuminist principles, that
knowledge translated into political power. What Weishaupt proposed was a technique of noncorporal
compulsion, as formerly practiced by the Jesuits, but now in the service of a secular utopia which
knew none of the restraints the Church placed on the Society of Jesus. In these controlling these
“Maschinenmenschen, ” both Weishaupt and von Knigge caught first sight of a machine state which
created order though its invisible control over its citizens.

Even if Weishaupt and von Knigge failed to implement that vision, the publication of their papers by
the Bavarian authorities insured that others would at least have the ultimate fulfillment of that project
to entertain. Once released into the intellectual ether, the vision of machine people in a machine state
controlled by Jesuit-like scientist controllers would capture the imagination of generations to come,
either as utopia in the thinking of people like Auguste Comte or dystopia in the minds of people like
Aldous Huxley and

Fritz Lang, whose film Metropolis seemed to be Weishaupt’s vision come to life. Like Gramsci,
Weishaupt proposed a cultural revolution more than a political revolution. Weishaupt wanted to
“surround the mighty of this earth” with a legion of men who would run his schools, churches,
cathedrals, academies, book stores and governments, in short a cadre of revolutionaries who would
influence every instance of political and social power, and so over the long run educate the society to
Enlightenment ideas. Van Duelman notices the connection between the cultural revolution which
Weishaupt proposed via the [lluminati and the “march through the institutions” which the

"68ers brought about less than two hundred years later. The rise of Communism obscured the fact that
for the first hundred years or so following the French Revolution, [lluminism was synonymous with
revolution both in theory and practice. It was in practice, however, that [lluminsm made its major
contribution. In this one small organization we see virtually all of the psychological control
mechanisms of both the left and the right in nuce. In [lluminism we find in seminal form the system of
police state spying on its citizens, the essence of psychoanalysis, the rationale for psychological
testing, the therapy of journal keeping, the idea of Kinsey’s sex histories, the spontaneous confessions



at Communist show trials, Gramsci’s march through the institutions, the manipulation of the sexual
passion as a form of control that was the basis for advertising, and, via Comte, the rise of the
“science” of behaviorism, which attempts, in the words of John B. Watson, to “predict and

control behavior.” As the last instance makes clear, the one thing which all of these technologies have
in common is their desire for control. Weishaupt’s system w a s a system of control, and it was both
the dream of the Enlightenment and its only consistent project to expand and refine the technology of
social control which Weishaupt envisaged in rudimentary form 200 years ago.

Like so many who would come after him, Weishaupt sought to create a technology of control to take
the place of self-control, which he himself lacked. At least part of the outrage which surrounded the
publication of the Illuminist manuscripts had to do with the disparity between the morality which
Weishaupt preached and the depravity of his actions. Weishaupt became involved in an affair with his
sister-in-law, and when she became pregnant, he tried to cover up his involvement by procuring an
abortion. It was this behavior which led Prince Karl Theodore of Bavaria to denounce Weishaupt at a
“villain, perpetrator of incest, child murderer, seducer of the people, and leader of a conspiracy
which endangered both religion and the state.” The terminology is extreme, but no more extreme than
his actions deserved, and no more extreme than the ideology Weishaupt sought to put into effect. The
prince was right in seeing Weishaupt as representing the antithesis of the Christian state, and the
essence of this antithesis was the 1dea of control, the desire to dominate rather than serve which
Augustine termed libido dominandi. If the Christian faith held as it ideal - no matter how far it strayed
from that 1deal in praxis - the idea of loving service, then the revolutionary antithesis of that ideal
could only be domination. Just what the most effective means to achieve that domination were could
and would be worked out in detail over the next two hundred years. Weishaupt, however, made

a significant first step in this regard by defining the terms, terms which would be definitive. The battle
for liberation would be both a semantic battle and a battle for control of the soul, and control would
remain the essence of revolutionary praxis, no matter how much the term freedom was used to justif'y
its opposite.

In 1787, the same year that Weishaupt fled to Gotha, Bode, who had now become de facto leader of
the Illuminati in exile, traveled to Paris where he met with members of the Paris lodge “Les Amis
Reunis,” and held long discussions, during which, according his own account in his travel diary,

he tried to interest them in the techniques and doctrines of Illuminism. Whether he succeeded or not is
a matter of debate. The fact that the French Revolution broke out two years after his arrival led many
to believe that he had succeeded in successfully transplanting Bavarian Illuminism to French soil

and that the French was the first of many revolutions that would follow until neither a throne nor an
altar would be left standing in once-Christian Europe. “The French,” wrote Professor Leopold Alois
Hoffmann of Vienna, one of the main counter-revolutionaries of his day, “didn’t invent the project

of world revolution. This honor belongs to the Germans. To the French belongs only the honor of
making a beginning.. . . The Comites politiques came into existence following on the heels Illuminism,
which came into being in Germany and became that much more dangerous because it was never

extinguished there but merely went underground and then gave birth to the Jacobin clubs.”!3

Bode died in 1793,andby 1795 it seems that all activity associated with the [lluminati as a coherent
organization ceased, even though Weishaupt would continue to collect his pension in Gotha and write
books until 1830. Bode’s trip to Paris, no matter what its immediate effect, gave birth to what has



come to be known as the conspiracy theory, according to which one organization promoted revolution
from the time of the Illuminati all the way up to the Bolshevik revolution of 1917. Wilson calls that
idea “ridiculous.” But the transmission of the idea of a science of control, based on the

subsequent meditation on ideas proposed in their original form by the Illuminists and transmitted by
the very forces which opposed them, is not ridiculous. Far from being that, it is in many ways the
intellectual history of the next 200 years.



Part 1, Chapter 2

Paris, 1787

On June 23, 1787, while the Weimar Illuminatus Bode was talking with his Masonic brothers at the
Parisian lodge known as “Les Amis Reunis,” a French aristocrat by the name of Donatien Alphones
Francois de Sade began the first draft of what would become one of the most influential novels of
the nineteenth century. Sade would eventually call the little book of some 138 pages Justine ou les
Malheur de la vertu, and, as if recognizing all the grief it would cause, both to himself and others, he
disowned it from the moment of its birth. “They are now printing a novel of mine,” Sade wrote to
Reinaud, his long-suffering lawyer, when the book’s publication was imminent, “but one too immoral
to send to a man as pious and as decent as you.... Bum it and do not read it if by chance it falls into
your hands. I renounce it.”

By the time he began writing Justine, the Marquis de Sade, as he would be known to posterity, had
been in prison for ten years. No charges had ever been filed against him. He never went on trial much
less had he been convicted of a crime. He was incarcerated under what was known at the time as

a lettre decachet, a sort of warrant for his arrest, which could be, and in Sade’s case was, extended
indefinitely if the prisoner was considered a threat to decent society. And Sade was certainly
considered that, most certainly by his mother-in-law, known, perhaps because of the power she held
over him for virtually his entire adult life, as La Presidente. Madame Montreuil considered Sade a
monster, and in this judgment she was probably not far off the mark. Raised in an especially decadent
aristocratic family, during an especially decadentage in the history of France, Sade embodied all of
the vices of his class and then tookthem all a stepfurther. While in Marseilles on a business trip, Sade
gave two prostitutes a candy which was supposed to induce flatulence. Instead it gave the young
ladies the impression that they had just been poisoned, which caused them to go to the police and
bring charges of sodomy against Sade and his valet, which if proven entailed the death penalty for the
perpetrator.

Rather than face the charges, Sade escaped to Italy, where he traveled around with his valet, who
played Leporello to Sade’s Don Giovanni. Sade would eventually write a book about his travels in
Italy, in which he excoriated the Neapolitans for their loose morals. It was a classic instance of the
pot calling the kettle black, but by the time the book came out, people had more important things to
think about.

Had the Marquis de Sade not been incarcerated at the behest of his mother-in-law, he would probably
have followed his sexual fantasies to their logical conclusions and become a latter-day version of
Gilles des Rais, one of France’s most notorious mass murderers. We know this with some certainty
because Sade sketched out the trajectory of sexual vice in exhaustive detail in his never-to-be-
finished magnum opus of pom, The 120 Days of Sodom. In this book, which describes the
permutations of perversion in graphic detail, simple passions give way to complex passions, which in
turn give way to criminal passions, which in their turn give way to the terminus of the sexual drive
when it is diverted from its service to life, namely, the murderous passions or death.

Thanks to the efforts of his mother-in-law, the Marquis de Sade was diverted from a life of



increasingly violent, increasingly criminal sexual behavior, and as a result some young French women
probably lived longer than they would have otherwise. The downside of La Presidente’s efforts is
that the Marquis de Sade, as a result of his thirteen-year incarceration at the very end of the ancien
regime, became a man of letters instead, and by sublimating his murderous sexual passions, turned
them into a more potent paradigm for the corruption of future generations. For, if anyone can make the
claim that he fired the first shot in the sexual revolution, it is the Marquis de Sade. This is so for a
number of reasons. First of all, because sexual revolution is, if not synonymous with revolution in the
modem sense of the word, then certainly it is contemporaneous, and to the Marquis de Sade goes the
additionally dubious distinction of starting the French Revolution. Sexual revolution is not
synonymous, on the other hand, with sexual sin, which has been with us for as long as sexual organs
have existed in men whose reason, and not instinct, determined how they were to be governed. Sexual
revolution is something slightly different from sexual vice, although it is certainly based on that.
Sexual revolution is the political mobilization of sexual vice. In this respect, it differs as well from
seduction, which 1s the manipulation of sexual vice for less than global political ends; it also differs
from prostitution, which is the manipulation of sexual vice for financial gain. Sexual revolution makes
use of both of these things, but it is more global in scale.

It could be argued that the story of Samson and Delilah is an early example of sex being put to
political purposes, but again it is not sexual revolution because it was used on a limited basis aimed
at what the Philistines perceived as the Achilles heel of a particularly powerful enemy. It could be
argued that the “fertility” regimes of antiquity in the Middle East, based on the cults of Baal and
Ashtoreth, were examples of sexual liberation as a form of political control. The Hebrew writers
certainly considered them as such, and warned the Hebrew people against their dangers repeatedly,
warnings which more often than not went unheeded. But whether those regimes were established a s
the result of a “sexual revolution” is a question whose answer is lost in the mists of time.

The case of the Marquis de Sade, and by extension the sexual revolution he helped bring into being, is
different. Its origins are not lost in some mythic past but have been documented with a clarity which is
more apparent because they take place against a background of historical ground that is, if nothing,
well trod. The matrix of his writing was the same matrix which brought about the cataclysm which
ushered in the modem age, the French Revolution. The same ingredients led to both explosions, and if
the two revolutions remain distinct, the one would have been unthinkable without the other. There 1s
no “liberation” without a revolution. Similarly, the concept of “liberation” makes all revolutions
possible. Revolution is “liberation” put into praxis. The sexual revolution is no exception in this
regard. It happened in France when it did because sexual morals were notoriously low and at

a certain point, misery loving company, the masses for whom moral restraint seems an alien
imposition, try to clear the air by conforming their morals to their behavior, having failed for so long
to achieve the opposite.

The Marquis de Sade, in this regard, was simply someone who acted according to the loose morals of
the time and articulated as well the psychological and political consequences of that train of actions.
The event which allowed that articulation to happen was prison. “It was in prison,” Lever wrote,
“(which served as both protection and limitation of his freedom) that Sade liberated his tongue and
forged his own style. It was in the depths of solitude , which horrified him (both in itself and for the
sanction it represented), that horror, transformed into an object of desire, originate: here,



the irresistible need to write, along with a terrifying indomitable power of language, was born.
Everything had to be told. The first freedom is the freedom to tell all.”?

On February 29, 1784, Sade was transferred from Vincennes to the Bastille, to room number three in
a tower ironically known as La Liberte. Four years later, he would be transferred to number six, a
cell which was closer to the battlements on which he was allowed to walk occasionally as well

as lighter and airier. It was in the Bastille that Sade did his important writing. The austerity of prison
life during the latter days of the ancien regime depended on the financial means of the prisoner, who
was lodged in a fortified building at his own expense and was allowed to order whatever he wanted
to eat or whatever he wanted to read. By the end of the ancien regime, the philosophies controlled the
culture to such an extent that even prisoners could get the most subversive reading material. “Under
Louis XVL” Lever tells us, “it no longer occurred to anyone to deny prisoners the right to read
Voltaire.”' The Marquis de Sade could, and did, order just about any book he had a desire to read, no
matter how subversive. The only exception was Rousseau’s

Confessions, a prohibition which caused him to rage at his wife, the person who arranged for the
delivery of his food and his books.

Sade, however, did get to read all of Voltaire’s novellas, which he grew to know by heart, as well as
contemporary novels like Laclos's Les Liaisons dangereuese and philosophy texts like Baron
d'Holbach’s System de la nature, which was all but ubiquitous in the libraries of revolutionaries of
the first sexual revolution from Weishaupt to Shelley. In addition to the usual Enlightenment texts, the
Marquis de Sade also read the travel narratives of the time: Abbe' de la Porte’s Le Voyageur frangais,
Cook’s Voyages, and Diderot’s Voyages de Bougainville. The latter book was part of the tradition of
cultural relativism which Margaret Mead would make famous in the twentieth century with the 1927
publication of Coming of Age in Samoa. Common to these travel books was the not-so-veiled attempt
to relativize morals geographically. Eventually the cultural relativism that was either the intention

of the travel narratives or their effect in the minds of those already depraved and looking for a
rationalization would find their way into works like Justine. “Virtue,” Rodin tells one of his young
victims in a moment of detumescence, “is not some kind of mode whose value 1s incontestable, it 1s
simply a scheme of conduct, a way of getting along, which varies according to accidents of geography
and climate and which, consequently, has no reality, the which alone exhibits its futility. . . . there is
not upon the entire globe, two races which are virtuous in the same manner; hence, virtue is not in any
sense real, nor in any wise intrinsically good and in no sort deserves our reverence.”

Sade’s appropriation of the travel narratives for sexual purposes in Justine illuminates both the
topography of sexual liberation and all of Sade’s ouevre as its first instantiation. It also allows us to
give a tentative definition of sexual liberation, based on the historical circumstances of its progenitor
-its inventor, so to speak. Sexual liberation is a conflation of Enlightenment thought, which is to say,
rationalization based on “science,” and masturbation. Masturbation was the logical outcome of
Sade’s incarceration. A man whose sexual activity was out of control when suddenly cut off from the
objects of sexual pleasure will resort to the solitary vice. But there is more to Sade’s attachment to
masturbation than that, just as there is a more than coincidental connection between sexual liberation
and masturbation. Sade’s sexual activity had been essentially masturbatory from its inception.

“All creatures are born isolated and with no need of one another,” he wrote in Juliette. In a sexual



world like this, where each sexual partner is simply an aid to orgasm, a sexual device, and an
instrument for pleasure, masturbation is the theoretical essence of all sexual activity. That theory
became practice when the Marquis de Sade was incarcerated in 1777. In the absence of the whores
he would hire to stimulate his sexual fantasies, he was forced to create imaginary figures who would
serve the same end as masturbation became his actual rather than just theoretical sexual outlet.

That combination of Enlightenment thought and masturbation would not only become the dialectic of
Sade’s life in prison, where he would read and masturbate and then read and masturbate some more.
It would also become the structure of his fiction, and as a result of that it would also become the
defining dialectic of sexual liberation. Sexual liberation would become Enlightenment rationalization
in the service of masturbation and implemented into later cultural expressions of sexual liberation
like Playboy magazine, where the photos served as masturbatory aids and Playboy philosophy served
as rationalization of that behavior. When the texts which enabled this behavior became widespread
enough, pornography would become an instrument of political domination as well as an instrument for
financial gain.

Sade’s characters spout Enlightenment cliches on morals and physiology as the rationalization of the
sexual crimes they have just committed and are about to commit as soon as they can talk themselves
back into an erection again. Sade’s writing, like most pornography, is an aid to masturbation, both his
own and that of the reader. In creating texts like Justine, Sade set the pattern for all subsequent
versions of sexual liberation and sexual revolution. Science, which is to say the world understood
according the philosophies' reading of Newton, makes morals and religion unnecessary. Taken in

the context of Sade’s writings, which is the correct context, Newtonian science becomes a
justification for sexual pleasure, in fact, its only real attraction. “When the study of anatomy reaches
perfection,” Clermont tells Therese after debauching her in Justine,

they will without any trouble be able to demonstrate the relationship of the human constitution to the
taste which it affects. Ah, you pedants, hangmen, turnkeys, lawmakers, you shavepate rabble, what do
you do when we have arrived there? What 1s to become of your laws, your ethics, your religion, your
gallows, your Gods and your Heavens and your Hell when it shall be proven that such a flow of
liquids, this variety of fibers, that degree of pungency in the blood or in the animal spirits are
sufficient to make a man the object of your givings and your takings away.

Morality, in other words, is really nothing more than fluid dynamics. Sade felt this would undoubtedly
be proven true by some future breakthrough in materialist physiology. In the meantime, his readers can
act as if the discovery were a foregone conclusion. Such was the hope of the Marquis de Sade, and it
continued to be the hope of those who espouse the Enlightenment’s project in the present. Taken in its
context, however, the passage betrays the attraction Newtonian physics held for the devotee of the
Enlightenment. Newtonian physics made morals unnecessary because it reduced the complexity of
life, and all of its moral considerations, to some calculus of matter in motion. What used to be
behavior that led to heaven or hell had been reduced by the Enlightenment into a few simple
calculations involving fluid dynamics. In the context of both his fiction and the life he led while
writing it, the Enlightenment became for the Marquis de Sade an aid to masturbation, and to a great
extent as a result of his texts, that 1s what it would remain for generations of sexual liberationists to
come. By the time the Internet arrived as the primary delivery vehicle for pornography two hundred



years later, masturbation was still the key to understanding sexual liberation because, as with Sade,
the libertine invariably sees his sex partners as instruments, something which makes even sexual
activity with other people essentially mastur-batory. Perhaps this is why Sallie Tisdale in her book
Talk Dirty to Me is so insistent on making masturbation synonymous with sex. For her, in fact, all sex
is essentially masturbatory. “In this sense,” she writes, “all sex is masturbation - the other person’s
body is an object by which we have intense but wholly internal pleasure, and our orgasm is a self-
created and unshared universe. ... This may be the best explanation for why the orgasms of
masturbation can be more powerful and feel more physically whole than those shared. They are

simply safer.”®

The ipsation of liberated sex is intensified by its abhorrence of procreation. “A pretty girl,” Madame
Sainte-Ange tells Eugenie in Philosophy in the Bedroom, “ought simply to concern herself with
fucking, and never with engendering. No need to touch at greater length on what pertains to the

dull business of population, from now on we shall address ourselves principally, nay, uniquely to

those libertine lecheries whose spirit is in no wise reproductive.”” Here as elsewhere, Sade takes the
lead by essentially staking out all of the available ground. His contempt for female genitalia is
legendary, something which also explains his choice of sodomy as his preferred form of sexual
activity. But sexual preference indicates other truths as well. Sade’s misogyny may well be a
disguised hatred of the mother whom he felt had abandoned him as a child, or it may have resulted
from his undisguised hatred of the mother-in-law who had him imprisoned for thirteen years of

his life, but it also bespoke hatred of nature, female nature especially because it was the vehicle for
new life, which was, in its way, testimony to the author of life. When he wasn’t confined to his cell
and limited to masturbation as his only form of sexual expression, Sade invariably tended to engage in
both sodomy and sexual blasphemy, typically involving the desecration of communion hosts. In both
acts we see defiance of nature, which is to say, defiance of the connection between love and life as
ordained by the Creator. Sade’s frequent use of the term “Nature” in his pornography is

equivocal, and use of the term amounts to what Nietzsche, an avid reader of Sade, would call the
transvaluation of values. Nature in its traditional sense meaning purpose is replaced by Nature in its
Enlightenment sense which means whatever is, which is to say the absence of purpose. Nature in the
latter sense commands all activity, and since this is so, there 1s no such thing as free will, and as a
result terms like good and evil are chimeras of a bygone age.

As a result, sexual liberation, becomes by its very nature a form of domination whereby the strong get
to do what they want with the weak. Since strong is synonymous with male and weak with female in
Sade’s anthropology, “liberation” means the male domination of women. Sexual liberation

is, therefore, always a form of control, according to which the idea of nature as rational purpose,
implying good and evil as expressions of practical reason, is replaced by the idea of nature as brute
force. This also means that any pancultural implementation of sexual liberation will call forth a
feminist reaction, as women who are imbued with left-wing fantasies first succumb to unwitting
domination and then react with inchoate rage when the outlines of their bondage to “liberation” begins
to become clear to them.

Sexual liberation, as the foregoing 200-year trajectory indicates, always tends to masturbation by way
of rationalization, and in this respect the Enlightenment was the crucial enabling device for sexual
revolution, every bit as much as it was the enabling device for the political revolution in



France. Sade played a crucial role in both events. Aldous Huxley, who was no stranger to explaining
how sexual freedom could be exploited for political ends, traces the tendency back to the Marquis de
Sade and his use of Enlightenment “philosophy.” In Justine, the explication of the true physical

nature of morals, as d’Holbach predicted, makes them nonfunctional, hence allowing “liberation”
from moral constraint. In reality though, the attraction of Enlightenment physiology lay not so much in
its truth as in its satisfaction of desire. Sade’s fiction makes clear that materialism of the sort
promoted by Baron d’Holbach and de la Mettrie is just another aid to masturbation.

“The real reason why the Marquis could see no meaning or value in the world,” Huxley writes in
Ends and Means, “is to be found in those descriptions of fornications, sodomies and tortures which
alternate with the philosophizings of Justine and Juliette. . . . His philosophical disquisitions, which,

like the pornographic day-dreams, were mostly written in prisons and asylums, were the theoretical

justification of his erotic practices.”®

Unlike Huxley, Francine du Plessix Gray accepts Sade’s masturbatory fantasies at face value by
claiming that science, as expounded in de la Mettrie’s tract Man a Machine, undermined morals
coincidentally by revealing the truth about man. For Gray, who accepts the Enlightenment at

face value as well, reason dictates behavior, which is to say that Sade first apprehended the truth of
what de la Mettrie had to say and then put it into practice after he realized, like d’Holbach, the true
nature of morals as physically derived:

Sade had also seized on the work of the philosopher La Mettrie, author of I’ Homme Machine,
published in 1748. La Mettrie’s views were, in essence, simple and exercised considerable influence
on the characters of Sade’s fiction, if not directly on their creator. Man, according to La Mettrie, must
be defined exclusively by scientific observation and experiment. The conclusion of this method can
only be that a human creature is a machine, as dependent on motion as the machinery and instruments

of the new scientific age of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries had proved to be.’

After def ending both his masturbatory fantasies and the appropriation of the Enlightenment as
masturbatory aid which they entailed, Gray is then forced to defend Sade’s treatment of women,
turning him into a twentieth-century liberal by claiming that he would not allow this materialist
philosophy to be used as an excuse to mistreat people. “In short,” she writes, “the materialist,
convinced, in spite of the protests of his vanity, that he 1s but a machine or an animal, will not maltreat
his kind, for he will know too well the nature of those actions, whose humanity is always in

proportion to the degree of the analogy proved above.”!? One wonders just what edition of Sade Gray
had been reading. In Justine Sade takes de la Mettrie’s idea of man as a machine to its logical sexual
conclusion when he writes that “women, who are nothing but machines designed for voluptuousness,
who ought to be nothing but the targets of lust, are untrustworthy authorities whenever one has got to

construct an authentic doctrine upon this kind of pleasure.”!!

This and other passages indicate that sexual liberation is a system in which behavior dictates reason,
and once reason is no longer the light according to which man acts, force takes its place, and force -
pace Ms. Gray and other feminists - means the sexual exploitation of women. As Sade makes
perfectly clear, the inner logic of sexual liberation is always might makes right. The truth is the
opinion of the powerful. The good is the desires of the powerful. Sexual liberation is, therefore, of its



essence a form of control. In its nascent and crudest form, it is male control of women. Since women
according to this view are essentially appliances who get neutered to prevent unwanted offspring
from diminishing sexual pleasure, sexual liberation is also essentially masturbatory. In this regard,
subsequent generations of sexual liberationists are like moths returning to the same flame, namely, the
seminal texts of the Marquis de Sade. They are irrationally attracted to these texts, but they dare not
get too close to them lest their attraction be destroyed by the burning logic of domination which lies at
their heart.

“The philosopher,” Sade writes using the contemporary term for the Enlightenment thinker, “sates his

appetites without inquiring to know what his enjoyments may cost others, and without remorse.”!? In
that one phrase, Sade gives us the essential definition of sexual liberation. It is the sating of passion
without remorse according to the materialist philosophy which the philosophesderived
fromNewtonian physics. By transforming men into machines, de la Mettrie and Sade immediately
transform all sex into masturbation, and once that transformation occurs, it is only a matter of time
before some social engineer begins to figure out a way to put that newly “liberated” sexual energy to
some extrinsic financial and political use. The minute after man gets liberated, he gets controlled.

Gray attempts to domesticate Sade - implicit in the title of her book At Home with the Marquis de
Sade - but fails to do justice to the word “sadism” which derives from Sade’s willingness to inflict
pain and cruelty on his victims. Gray also fails to understand the essentially masturbatory nature

of Sade’s writings. Materialism is not attractive because it is true, it is true because it is attractive. Its
appeal is essentially erotic. Huxley, in this regard, is a more sensitive critic than Gray because he is
willing to admit just how readily reason succumbs to desire and the role that Enlightenment

thought played in this reversal:

The philosopher who finds no meaning in the world is not concerned exclusively with a problem in
pure metaphysics. He is also concerned to prove that there is no valid reason why he personally
should not do as he wants to do, or why his friends should not seize political power and govern in the
way that they find most advantageous to themselves. The voluntary, as opposed to the intellectual,
reasons for holding the doctrines of materialism, for example, may be predominantly erotic, as they
were in the case of Lamettrie (see his lyrical account of the pleasures of the bed in La Volupte and at
the end of ’Homme Machine), or predominantly political as they were in the case of Karl Marx.

Taken on the literal level, texts like Justine celebrate characters like Dolmance and Rodin, who have
liberated themselves from religion and morals and, as a result, engage in any and all sexual activity
free from guilt. The libertine is the truly moral man, for, as Baron d’Holbach said, “The moral man, is

he who acts by physical causes, with which our prejudices preclude us from becoming acquainted.”!*
Taken in context, however, the point of these effusions is masturbation. This brings us then to the
duality at the heart of the sexual liberationist project, a duality which revolves around the issue of
freedom and slavery. The exoteric text of the Enlightenment and sexual liberation is liberation; its
esoteric text,however, 1s control. What appears on the surface to be brave Prometheans liberating
themselves from the chains of superstition turns out on closer examination to be a masturbatory
fantasy, which sooner or later was going to be exploited as a form of control. The Marquis de Sade
pioneered both possibilities; he was simultaneously thrall and manipulator; he proposed sexual
liberation as a way of exerting hegemony over the female sex in the interest of sexual pleasure. In this



sense, the sexual liberator was also the controller. But he proposed this revolution by writing
masturbatory fantasies, and in this sense the sexual liberator was being opened to external control
himself, by the exploitation of his own passions to be sure, but also by anyone who knew how to
manipulate those passions. By proposing sexual liberation as the overthrow of the moral law, then,
the Marquis de Sade simultaneously opened up new vistas for domination for anyone who could
manipulate passion. It was a discovery which would have far-reaching consequences. Those who
attempted to follow in his footsteps, people like the revolutionaries in France or Shelley and his wife
Mary Godwin, soon found that horror, more than pleasure, was the reward for those who sought to
become masters of life and the life-force. Sade would learn too. He was both a masturbator and a
pomographer who would become aware during the course of the French Revolution of the political
implications of his work.

On the morning of July 2, 1789, Donatien Alphonse Francois de Sade flew into a rage when he was
told that he would not be permitted to take his accustomed walk on the battlements of the Bastille that
day. Sade had learned from his wife that the disorders in Paris had increased dramatically of lateand
getting confined to his cell was independent confirmation of what she had told him. Commandante de
Launay, who considered Sade an incorrigible criminal and a political revolutionary, could not afford
having someone of Sade’s temperament coming in contact with the dangerously volatile crowds. In
addition to that consideration, de Launay needed the battlements for their original purpose, namely,
armament. The battlements were now occupied by canons and barrels of black powder. The Bastille,
which had been built as a fortress and then converted into a prison, was in the process of reverting to
its original purpose, now to defend not the city but the few remaining inmates - criminals, the insane,
and the criminally insane - from the mob which threatened to liberate them.

Sade was in no mood to postpone his walk and so, confined to his cell, he did what he considered the
next best thing. He took a white metal funnel normally used to convey the contents of his chamber pot
into the Bastille moat and placing it to his lips began to harangue the crowd outside at the top of

his lungs, claiming that the prisoner’s throats were being cut by the murderous warden and jailers and
demanding the crowd’s help.

Twelve days later the mob responded to his call, but the Marquis was not there to welcome them. At
one in the morning in the night after his funnel outburst, Sade had been dragged out of bed by six
armed guards and taken to the insane asylum at Charenton, where he would later achieve fame of
sorts as a director of plays. What the mob found instead on the afternoon of July 14 when it burst into
Liberty number six, his cell, was a comfortably furnished apartment with a library of 600 books, as
well as prints and obscene tapestries, as well as the entire Sadean oeuvre to date, all of which got
pillaged, which is to say either destroyed or stolen by the mob which he had hoped would liberate
him. The fate of Commandant de Launay was less fortunate still. He along with Major de Losme-
Salbray and his assistant Miray were dragged out of the Bastille onto the Place de Greve and
murdered. A kitchen boy by the name of Desnot then cut off de Launay’s head with a pocket knif e and,
sticking it on the head of a pike, a carried it through the streets of Paris as the totem of the city’s
newfound liberty. It was in that respect an omen of some significance. The head severed from the
body, symbolizing the disjunction between reason and the passions, would become the symbol of the
revolution. Either that or the instrument of that disjunction, the guillotine.



For the next eight months, Sade would spend his time in the company of “madmen, imbeciles,
debauchees and spendthrifts” in “a dark building, buried in dirt up to its roof.” If this were liberty it
was much more austere than the imprisonment he had endured in his by comparison luxurious
apartment at the Bastille. ““You will find,” he wrote describing his cell in Charenton, “four bare, damp
walls covered with insects, with a bed nailed to one wall, a ha ven for fleas and spiders that have

laid undisturbed for a hundred years.”!?

Sade’s stay at the madhouse in Charenton was a prelude to being released into a world that was about
to go mad or it was an interlude between the private madness of the masturbatory fantasies of his
writings and the public madness those writings would at least in part inspire in the public realm.
“Without the mad extravagance represented by the name, the life and the truth of Sade,” wrote

Maurice Blanchot, “the Revolution would have been deprived of a part of its Reason.”'® Or unreason.
Whatever the case, Sade walked out of Charenton on Good Friday, which fell in the year 1790 on
April 2. His wife, who had served him faithfully during his stay in prison, now refused to take him in.
There were no half-way houses in Paris at the time, and so Sade was free to wander the streets with
three mattresses, a black coat and one gold louis in his pocket.

Although he still owned the Sade family’s ancestral lands in the south of France and the aristocratic
title that went with them, Sade saw his newly acquired freedom as the chance to embark upon a new
career, one more in keeping with the revolutionary age, namely, man of letters. Sade managed

to salvage a few manuscripts from the sacking of the Bastille, and a little over one year after his
release from Charenton in June 1791 the most marketable-because it was the most pornographic - was
about to be published. That manuscript was Justine . The publisher, Sade wrote to Reinaud, asked

for something “quite spicy,” and Sade obligingly responded by returning a book “capable of

corrupting the devil.”!” Freedom in 1791 meant “La Foutro-manie,” which could be translated freely
as the freedom to fuck. Given the fact that passions drove the revolution, it was not surprising that the
first expression of freedom the revolutionaries chose to exercise was freedom from sexual restraint.
Nor was it surprising that the sexual passion freed from all restraint would quickly degenerate into
passion of another bloodier sort. Sade, after all, had sketched out the trajectory in his now missing
manuscript The 120 Days of Sodom.

But that was a lesson the French nation would have to learn the hard way in the expensive school of
experience, as their idol Ben Franklin had once said. In the meantime, they devoted themselves to
gratifying their newly liberated passions, and Sade looked forward to a best seller and the
emolument which would accrue therefrom. It seemed like a sure thing because of the Zeitgeist.
Pornography, as Lever noted, was a la mode:

A veritable wave of licentious fiction had swept across France, mingling titillating visions with the
imprecations of revolutionary orators and the Ca ira! of patriots. The erotic vein, though apparently
so contrary to civic virtue, met with unheard of favor. Sex never sold so well. People went wild for
lascivious scenes and lubricious bodies. It was impossible to find debauches outrageous enough,
lovemaking furious enough, or perversions new enough to slake the public’s lusty appetite. The erotic
and the political had never meshed so tightly.

Perhaps no novel since has contributed to the politicization of sex and the sexualization of politics.



Justine became in effect the hieratic text for sexual liberationists throughout the nineteenth century.
Byron owned a copy, as did Swinburne. In the 1920s he became the “Divine Marquis” to the
French surrealists, who saw him as the vehicle to revolution. Perhaps because many found the book
as appalling as appealing, some felt that interest in it would die out. They were wrong. In 1800 the
editor of the Tribunal d'Appollon urged the police to seize and destroy the book. “You think that the

work is not selling. You are in error.”!”

On June 20, 1791, at around the same time that Justine was arriving in the bookstalls, King Louis XVI
fled from Paris, where he had been interred a year before after a mob of 30,000 women marched him
and his family from Versailles with the heads of his guards on pikes. The king hoped to

reach German-speaking lands with his family, where with the help of his brother-in-law, the emperor
of Austria, he would return at the head of an avenging army. He got as far as the town of Varennes,
where a government official fell on his knees after recognizing the king, betraying him to his
revolutionary enemies in this unwitting act of homage. Four days later the royal family was brought
back to Paris under armed escort. When the entourage reached the Place de la Revolution, a man burst
from the crowd, leaped onto the king’s carriage and tossed a letter onto his lap. The man who both
wrote and delivered the letter was the Marquis de Sade, and the letter which was soon published
under the title “Address of a Citizen of Paris to the King of the French,” marked Sade’s entry into the
field of politics and political propaganda.

“If you wish to reign,” Sade informed the doubtlessly grateful Louis X VI, “let it be over a free nation.
It is the nation that installs you, that names you its leader. It is the nation that places you on its throne,

and not the God of the universe, as people used to have the weakness to believe.”?’

It was one more rant about atheism, a predilection that would eventually get him in trouble when
Robespierre decided that the French needed a Supreme Being to keep them in line, one compatible, of
course, with his revolutionary program. But all that was in the future. For the moment, Sade

eagerly traded in his first love, pornography, and devoted himself to writing political tracts. In his
private correspondence, Sade would range from calling Louis XVI his beloved king to proclaiming
the most republican of sentiments depending on how the political winds were blowing at the time.
Often letters were written to be read by censors, who freely opened the mail of citizens suspected of
disloyalty or were left lying around the house for the police when they came to search his lodgings for
evidence of antirevolutionary sentiment. Sade was hardly adverse to the idea of revolution. “After
dishonoring himself in so many crimes,” wrote Michaud, “Sade could hardly fail to support a

revolution that in some sense consecrated the principles of those crimes.”-! To say though that Sade
had a consistent political point of view during the days of the Revolution would be an exaggeration. It
would also be an exaggeration to say that he renounced his sympathy toward his own class, even if he
did drop the particle and adopt the ostentatiously republican name of Citizen Louis Sade. When on
June 19, 1792, Condorcet ordered that all genealogical documents held in public archives were to be
burned, Sade was appalled. Yet not appalled enough to cease calling himself Citizen Sade or

to abandon what one would have to call his political opportunism. “As a man of letters,” he wrote, “1
find myself obliged to work one day for one party, one day for another, and this establishes certain
mobility of opinion that is now without influence on my private thoughts.”*

Sade took up his residence in the Section de la Place Vendome and quickly became active in the



section meetings, which functioned as revolutionary committees whose decisions had the force of law
not only in Paris but throughout France. Gradually, over the summer of 1792 the sans culottes and
other enrage operatives took over the meetings at what had once been the Church of the Capuchins
and began agitating for more and more radical measures against the monarchy and the now captive
king. Before long that agitation would have its effect in what would become known as the September
massacres of 1792. Forthe next six weeks, “Citizen Sade” would write to Ripert, his deputy, ordering
him to spirit off his estate books to a saf e place so that he could safely prove his aristocratic lineage
and his claims on this estates.

In the meantime, while Sade was simultaneously pandering to the mob in Paris and making sure his
aristocratic titles were safe, the events of the Revolution had taken on a life of their own. On August
10, 1792, at three in the morning, the insurrectional Commune met at the city hall and then marched to
the place du Carousel directly in front of the Tuileries, where the king was being held but guarded by
a force of 4,000 men, mainly Swiss guards. The mob which had linked up at six in the morning with
delegates from the Left Bank sections was intimidated by the force guarding the king and so decided
to wait for reinforcements as word spread throughout Paris and the revolutionary forces began to
converge on the palace. Eventually the mob swelled to 10,000, emboldened by the defection of many
gendarmes, who now marched with the mob with their hats on their bayonets. Eventually the mob
burst through the gates of the palace and swarmed to the grand staircase where a confrontation
ensued. When a shot was fired from a second story window, the Swiss took it as their signal and
opened fire on the mob leaving 300 dead. At first the mob retreated, then the Swiss retreated; then,
in order to avoid further carnage, the King ordered the Swiss to lay down their arms. What followed
was even worse carnage as the enraged mob stripped, then castrated, then decapitated the helpless
Swiss, then carried their heads through Paris on pikes.

Outrage seemed to fuel outrage in the aftermath of the August 10 assault on the Tuileries, when mobs
roamed the street for the next month as rumor provoked reprisal on a massive scale. On August 26 the
French forces were defeated at Longwy; on September 2 Verdun fell and the way to Paris was open to
English and counter-revolutionary forces, an event which prompted Danton to give his famous speech
calling for “I’audace, encore Vaudace, et toyjour ’audace” to rally the revolutionary forces. The
immediate effect of the speech was audacious enough. On Sunday September 2, wagons carrying 1 15
defenseless priests bound for deportation were diverted by an enraged mob to the Abbaye and a
Carmelite convent where their throats were slit. One day later on September 3 at the same Abbaye
where the priests had been murdered, the mob seized the Princess de Lamballe, stabbed her in the
stomach, and then, after cutting off her breasts and decapitating her, they then carried her head through
the streets to the Temple where Marie Antoinette was being held. There they displayed the princess’s
head, whose locks a hairdresser curled after it had been removed from her body, for the queen’s
inspection, all the while chanting obscene slogans.

Sade recounted the events of September 3 the next day in a letter to Gaufridy, but he gives no
indication that the sexual sadism of the outburst might have some connection to his writings. “All of
the refractory priests,” he wrote, “had their throats cut in the churches where they were being

held, among them the archbishop of Arles, the most virtuous and respectable of men.”"? If Sade was
moved to pity by the massacre, the movement was short-lived. “There is nothing equal to the horror of

the massacres,” he wrote on a fold of the same letter, “but they were just.”?* The last line may



have been written for the benefit of the censors, who could and did inspect Sade’s correspondence in
search of counter-revolutionary ideas, but the striking fact remains. Sade had sketched out the
trajectory which the revolution was taking as it progressed from sexual “liberation” to sexual sadism
to murder. Sexual passion was the fuel which fed the revolutionary blaze and now that blaze would
set the revolutionary house itself on fire in an orgy of bloodshed that demanded a totalitarian
imposition of order from without in order to save the country from its own destructive passions.



Part I, Chapter 3

London, 1790

On November 4, 1789, the Rev. Richard Price, the noted dissenting divine, gave a sermon on the
revolution in France at the meeting house in Old Jewry to the Society for Commemorating the
Revolution [of 1688] in Great Britain. “We are met,” Price said in a sermon that was republished as a
tract in early 1790, “to thank God for that event in this country to which the name of The Revolution
has been given; and for which, for more than a century, it has been usual for the friends of freedom,
and more especially Protestant Dissenters, to celebrate with expressions of joy and exultation.”

The reaction to the sermon was, as one might expect, various. Edmund Burke read the transcription of
the talk in early 1790 and wrote his book Reflections on the Revolution in France in response, a
document which appeared on November 1, 1790, and was to become, according to Russell Kirk, the
founding document of conservative political thought. Burke argued that Unitarianism was less a
religion than it was a subversive political party and felt that it should be suppressed. As events in
France proved Burke’s predictions right, the idea of suppression eventually found fruition in the
sedition trials of 1792, when Tom Paine fled England to be with his fellow revolutionaries in France.

Unlike Edmund Burke, William Godwin heard Dr. Price’s sermon in person. Godwin came from one
of the many dissenting families in East Anglia, where he was ordained a minister in 1778. Shortly
after that, one of Godwin’s colleagues, the Rev. Joseph Fawcett gave him a strange and disconcerting
book entitled Le Systemedela Nature, published in Holland to escape the censors but written by a
Frenchman by the name of Baron d’Holbach. As it would with so many eighteenth century thinkers,
The System of Nature precipitated a crisis in Godwin’s Calvinist faith which would be aggravated by
reading Rousseau and Helvetius and would only reach a resolution of sorts when he left the ministry
in 1783 and then left the Christian faith behind completely in 1787. Godwin also read Priestley, but
unlike Priestley did not settle for the half-way house to atheism known as Unitarianism. Godwin
embraced total skepticism and, after another equally unsuccessful stint as a teacher, embarked on a
literary career which would last for another fifty years.

In 1790 in the aftermath of Rev. Price’s sermon, the world of Grub Street political journalism was
alive with fantasies surrounding the revolution in

France, particularly among the tribe of dissenters from East Anglia, many of whom, like Godwin,
were drifting out of the ministry and into secular occupations like writer and teacher. Later in life
Wordsworth would give expression to the euphoria of the times in his famous couplet from the
Preface to the Excursion: “Bliss was it that dawn to be alive./But to be young was very heaven! /Oh,
Times . . . when reason seemed to most to assert her rights.” The events in France focused Godwin’s
attention in a way that would never happen again. He re-immersed himself in the Enlightenment books
which had caused him to lose his faith and began attending meetings of radical societies. Eventually
all this intellectual ferment began to bear fruit.

On May 1791, shortly after reading Tom Paine’s recently published book The Rights of Man, he
confided to his diary that he had just conceived of a massive book, which he would “philosophically
place the principles of politics on an immovable basis, which would overbear and annihilate



all oppositions.”! In July of 1791 Godwin sold the idea to the radical publisher Joseph Johnson, and
in September of 1791 he set to work on his revolutionary magnum opus, a task which would occupy
him for the next sixteen months. In Godwin’s book we find little more than the English language
version of the same project that had motivated the philosophes across the channel, namely an
application of Newton to the social order. This prime requirement for the project was a particularly
vivid imagination as the thinker tried to imagine all of human interaction as the outcome of the random
bumping together of insensate atoms. The discovery of “underlying principles” that lay at the center of
this project meant the devaluation of everything that man had previously held sacred. In particular
family ties and religion were to be eschewed in favor of an objectivity which Godwin at one point
compared to an angel looking at the earth from a great height. The erosion of morals followed so
naturally from this presupposition that it is difficult not to see it, as Aldous Huxley did in his book
Ends and Means a century and a half later, as part of the motivation for adopting the

Enlightenment worldview from the beginning. This, in many ways is precisely how both the Left and
the Right saw Godwin’s book. The conservatives criticized it because it eroded morals, and radicals
like Percy Shelley, the romantic revolutionary, praised it for the same reason. Except for the values
which Shelley attached to sexual liberation, his views are identical with the those of the Anti-Jacobin
Review. “The promiscuous intercourse of the sexes,” was, according to the antirevolutionary faction
in 1797, when Godwin’s star had waned considerably from its zenith two years earlier, “one of the

highest improvements to result from Political Justice."?

Two months into the writing of that book, on November 13, 1791, Godwin went to a dinner party
given by his publisher at which he intended to discuss political issues with Tom Paine, the man whose
book had inspired Godwin to begin writing seven months before. Also attending the dinner party was
a woman by the name of Mary Wollstonecraft, who had recently become famous in London literary
circles by writing a response to Burke's Reflections called the Vindication of the Rights of Men.
Godwin considered Vindication too polemical and felt that Wollstonecraft, flushed with newfound
celebrity, monopolized the conversation. Wollstonecraft, for her part, had reason to be garrulous.
Having been raised in the same dissenting culture was Godwin, she was now tasting the fame that he
would savor a year later when the publication of Political Justice would make him famous - for

a while, at least.

Wollstonecraft, like the rest of the dissenting literati, had been moved by the recent events in France.
Like Godwin, she was in the process of working out what she felt were the implications of the
dissenting faith and found that that meant jettisoning ever more theological baggage as the seas of
thought got stormier. And that new-found fame was having an intoxicating effect on Mary
Wollstonecraft as well. Theological radicalism was finding its expression in what one would have to
term moral radicalism as the dissenting circle around Wollstonecraft’s publisher, Joseph Johnson,
began applying the solvent of “reason” to accepted beliefs. Reason in this instance found its

highest expression in Newtonian physics, and as a result custom and morals as passed on from one
generation to another became suspect.

The suspicion becomes apparent in Wollstonecraft’s response to Burke who appeals to tradition as an
antidote to what was happening in France at the time. Since Burke’s def ense of the Glorious
Revolution amounts to a justification of a usurpation of the English throne from its rightful

hereditary heir, Wollstonecraft is less than impressed with the traditions he purports to defend. If



Burke, in other words, were really a supporter of tradition, how could he justify the Reformation?
And if he didn’t support the Reformation, did he want to return England to the time when, as
Wollstonecraft put it, “men worshipped bread as God?”” If Burke is not defending tradition or “in-
bred sentiments” in any straightforward sense, what then is he defending? Wollstonecraft’s answer is
“security of property,” the true “definition of English liberty,” upon which “selfish principle every
nobler one is sacrificed.”

The debate over property and economics would intensify during the nineteenth century. The political
debate took on the coloration of the revolutions in France and America, but underpinning it was a
psychology that was based on traditional morals. Mary Wollstonecraft may have been a political and
theological radical, but her morals and the psychology based on them were as traditional as Burke’s.
In fact, 1t was the fact that they shared the same psychology that allowed her to make her moral points
in the debate. Instead of custom and “inbred sentiments™ as our guide, Wollstonecraft proposes
reason, which is the sign that we “are superior to brute creation” and a “guide of passion” as well.
“Cultivation of reason,” she writes, is “an arduous task, and men of lively fancy, finding it easier to
follow the impulse of passion, endeavour to persuade themselves and others that it is most natural.”
When the passions gain the upper hand over reason that “chaotic state of mind” is known as madness,
“when reason gone, we know not where, the wild elements of passion clash, and all is horror and

confusion.”"!

As an encore to her success in attacking Burke, Wollstonecraft wrote the even more polemical
Vindication of the Rights of Women, a feminist tract, the first of many to come, which earned her the
ire of Horace Walpole, who christened her a “hyena in petticoats” for her efforts. The Rights of
Women also earned Wollstonecraft the reputation as a dangerous radical, a reputation which was in
many ways unearned, at least in terms of morals and psychology-

As some indication of her frame of mind at the time, there is the evidence in Maty, A Fiction, a novel
she submitted to Johnson at around this time in which the heroine leaves a romantic attraction
unconsummated as the object of her affection eventually dies. She consoles herself instead with

the thought that there is to come “that world where there is neither marrying nor giving in marriage,”
and by commending to the reader the thought of William Paley, specifically, his Principles of Moral
and Political Philosophy whose definition of virtue - “the doing good to mankind in obedience to
with the will of God, and for the sake of everlasting happiness.” - is congruent with the one found in
the Baltimore Catechism. In a letter to her sister Everina, Wollstonecraft, much like the heroine of her
eponymous fiction Maty, decided that it was better to remain unmarried if one were planning on a life
of intellectual work: “I could not now,” she wrote, “resign intellectual pursuits for domestic

comforts.”*

This is traditional psychology with a vengeance, but Mary Wollstonecraft was not hanging around
with traditional people at the time, and over the course of her years as a polemicist for the French
Revolution in England we can seethe company she keeps taking a gradual toll on her morals. The
fish, according to the French proverb, rots first at the head, and Wollstonecraft seems to perceive the
danger that her passions might “pursue objects that the imagination enlarges, till they become only a
sublime idea that shrinks from the enquiry of sense, and mocks the experimental philosophers who

would confine this spiritual phlogiston in their material crucibles.” But perceiving the danger and



avoiding it are two different things. Wollstonecraft was neither a moral nor a psychological radical.
She proposed a traditional psychology in which reason held sway over unruly passion in the well-
governed soul. It was the patrimony of the classical Christian moral tradition, but it was being eroded
from within by books from France and from without by the company she chose to keep.

The circle which met in Joseph Johnson’s shop and listened to Reverend Price’s sermons looked
upon the revolution in France as their triumph because at this point, in 1790, it seemed like the
bloodless triumph of their principles, and in many respects it was. It was Voltaire who in many

ways launched the Enlightenment in the third decade of that century by bringing English ideas back to
France. Revolutionary France was the proof that the radical theories of the dissenters could be put
into practice. Dissenters, it should be remembered, accepted the Calvinist notion of innate and
complete depravity, according to which human nature had been completely eclipsed by the fall. Man
on his own could accomplish nothing good. There was no such thing as a post-lapsarian human nature,
other than the bondage to sin. The difference between the Calvinist dissenter and the Enlightenment
philo-sophe was similar to what Perry Miller had to say about the difference between Jonathan
Edwards and Ralph Waldo Emerson. The only thing that separated them was the idea of original sin.
Since original sin had known no boundary to its sway over human nature according to
Calvinist/dissenting theology, the abandonment of that idea would have the opposite effect on human
nature, allowing it to soar from depravity to apotheosis in one quick motion. The one thing that both
philosophe and dissenter shared was the disdain for the idea of a perduring human nature. Once the
dissenters got rid of the Calvinist interpretation of original sin, they immediately became

Utopians. Heaven on earth was now possible. This is clearly the message of Price’s sermon:

What an eventful period is this! I am thankful that I have lived to it; and 1 could almost say, Lord, now
lettest thy servant depart in peace for mine eyes have seen thy salvation. I have lived to see a
diffusion of knowledge, which has undermined superstition and error. I have lived to see the rights of
men better understood than ever; and nations panting for liberty, which seemed to have lost the idea of
it. I have lived to see Thirty Millions of people, indignant and resolute, spuming at slavery and
demanding liberty with an irresistible voice; their kind led in triumph, and an arbitrary monarch
surrendering himself to his subjects. After sharing in the benefits of one Revolution, I have been
spared to be a witness to two other revolutions, both glorious. And now, methinks, 1 see the ardor of
liberty catching and spreading; a general amendment beginning in human affairs; the dominion of kings

changed f or the dominion of la ws and dominion of priests giving way to the dominion of reason and

conscience ©

Mary Wollstonecraft gradually adopted the euphoric tone of the day. Talk of renunciation and of
reward in heaven where there was neither marrying nor giving in marriage was replaced by the
slowly growing conviction that any number of previously inconceivable arrangements might now

be possible. If France could depose its king, did a man have to remain married to the same woman if
he tired of her? The idea was broached by Thomas Holcroft, another member of the Johnson circle, in
a novel called Anna St. Ives, which Wollstonecraft review when it appeared. The story described

a radical heiress who spends a good deal of her time rationalizing her sexual appetites in
conversations with her lover, who assures her that in the future marriage will cease to exist.

Since sexual revolution is inextricably bound up with political revolution, it is not surprising that the



revolution in France should stimulate the revolutionary minded in England to thinking about
rearranging their personal lives. Wordsworth got swept away by the same tide taking a lover in
France during the early days of the revolution, then fathering a child, then abandoning both mother and
child when the revolution turned in another, more-violent direction.

It is hard to imagine, then, that the same currents would not affect someone as impressionable as Mary
Wollstonecraft. And her letters to Joseph Johnson at the time indicate that no matter how much she
believed that reason should still maintain its control over passion in theory, in practice she was
having difficulty living up to what she believed. In many ways, Wollstonecraft was proving Burke
right, justas the subsequent courseof events in France would prove him right as well. Reason, unaided
by tradition and social customs, was proving a slim reed upon which lay the burden of human desires,
and Wollstonecraft made this clear in her letters as one by one the spiritual practices of her youth fell
by the wayside to be replaced by Utopian hopes and schemes which were largely pinned on what was
happening in France. Wollstonecraft stopped going to church, and she stopped talking about heaven,
and yet in spite of that still longed for some assurance of an afterlife. Yet forced to “live on
conjectures,” Wollstonecraft found that reason was increasingly incapable to resist the imperious
demands of passion.

It was at this point in her life that Wollstonecraft met the Swiss-bom painter Henry Fuseli. Fuseli had
been bom Heinrich Fuessli in Zurich in 1741 and was eighteen years her senior, and already married
when she met him as part of the circle of freethinkers that were connected to Joseph Johnson’s
publishing firm. Fuseli’s father had been a court painter, but he had been trained as a Zwinglian
minister, and, like Godwin, who had been trained for another branch of the Protestant ministry, he
gave up both the faith and the ministry when exposed to the ideas of the Enlightenment. Fuseli was an
ardent admirer of things English, and when given the chance by a benefactor whom he met in Berlin,
emigrated to England, where he gave up the field of literature - but not before translating
Winckelmann - and dedicated himself to painting under the tutorship of Joshua Reynolds.

Success came in 1782 with the exhibition of his most famous painting, “The Nightmare,” an enigmatic
portrait of a sleeping woman with a demon squatting on her chest and a dark horse peering at both
through a parted curtain. The painting would provide grist forthemillsof political cartoonists in
London forthe next fifty years, allowing them to satirize political figures like C. J. Fox, the politician
with Jacobin sympathies in theelection of 1799, as well as William

Pitt, Napoleon, and Lord Nelson, who is portrayed lifting up the woman’s dress under the caption
“The Source of the Nile.”

In his memoir of Mary Wollstonecraft, Godwin claims that she met Fuseli in June or July of 1788, a
month or two after Fuseli married Sophia Rawlins. John Knowles, Fuseli’s biographer, claims that
Mary was swept away by Fuseli’s talent for conversation, falling under the spell of his “great power
and fluency of words, a poetical imagination and ready wit.” Godwin goes out of his way to assure
his readers that the relationship was purely platonic. However, the only source we have documenting
their relationship is the quotations from her letters to Fuseli which are quoted in the Knowles
biography. Mary Shelley, Wollstonecraft’s daughter bought the letters when they went on sale, and
either she or her son destroyed them as a way of sanitizing her the public memory of her mother in
much the same way as she had collaborated in suppressing the truth about her husband’s life.



Whether the relationship eventuated in sexual contact or not, it was certainly full of passion, much of
which emanated from Miss Wollstonecraft, the passionate defender of revolutionary views who had
just turned thirty. Wollstonecraft wrote that “I always catch something f rom the rich torrent of his
conversation, worth storing up in my memory, to exercise my understanding.” While conceding that
Mrs. Fuseli had the rights to his physical person, Wollstonecraft set about laying claim to his mind.
The congeniality of their mutual sentiments, Wollstonecraft claimed, allowed her to hold a place of
pre-eminence in Fuseli’s heart, allowing her to “unite herself with his mind.” Eventually this passion
became so imperious, that Wollstonecraft could do little but act as its agent. Eventually she went to
Mrs. Fuseli and proposed becoming a member of their household. Wollstonecraft must have known
that the proposal was a bit out of the ordinary, even for those revolutionary times and for those
frequenting the revolutionary circle surrounding Johnson, but she made it anyway, informing Mrs.
Fuseli that “as I am above deceit, it is right to say that this proposal arises from the sincere affection
that I have for your husband, fori feel that I cannot live without the satisfaction of seeing and

conversing with him daily.”’

Mrs. Fuseli was undoubtedly convinced of the sincerity of Miss Wollstonecraft’s affection toward her
husband, but probably not as convinced that that aff ection would remain on the purely platonic level,
and so Mrs. Fuseli not only rejected the offer but immediately banned Wollstonecraft from any further
access to the Fuseli household, amove to which Fuseli quietly acquiesced. It’s difficult to say at this
point what Wollstonecraft found more humiliating, the Fuselis’ rejection of her proposal, or the fact
that her passions had so gained the upper hand in her life that she was foolish enough to propose the
arrangement in the first place. Either way, she felt humiliated. She had been blinded by her own
desires, so blinded that she had proposed a menage a trois to the wife of the object of her desires. “I
am a mere animal,” she wrote to Joseph Johnson after the bubble of passion burst upon contact with

reality, “and instinctive emotions too often silence the suggestions of reason."® Reason was proving to
be less resistant to passion than she had supposed.

Rather than step back and take stock of just where the Zeitgeist was leading her, Wollstonecraft,
perhaps out of wounded pride, decided to give full rein to the horses of passion and follow the spirit
of the age back to its source. She decided to go to Paris to witness the revolution there first-hand.
Actually she had planned to travel there earlier with both the Fuselis and Joseph Johnson, but now
that traveling with the Fuselis was out of the question, she decided to go alone. Godwin says that “the

single purpose she had in view being that of an endeavour to heal her distempered mind.” If so, the
cure would turn out to be worse than the disease, but as with the imprudent proposal to the Fuselis,
she couldn’t see this at the time. Wollstonecraft did not terminate the lease on her lodgings in London,
and gave every indication that the stay in Paris would be for about six weeks. She would write a book
about the Revolution, and being an educator herself, she would advise the French on how to change
their system of education and bring it more in line with the practice of the Enlightened English.

What she failed to notice is that over the course of its first three years the revolution in France had
become something very different from the way it had started. What began in liberation - and liberated
sex in particular - was finding its culmination in violence and death. The English

revolutionaries never quite grasped what was happening in France, certainly not as perceptively as
conservatives like Burke. They were forever trying to interpret the events there through the lens of
English morals, which had not decayed as drastically as they had in France during the course of the



seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Forever out of sync, the English radicals celebrated religious
liberty when the French were celebrating sexual liberation, and then when the English radicals turned
to sexual liberation, the French were involved in an orgy of sexually induced mayhem, symbolized by
the sexual mutilation of the Princess de Lamballe. Citizens of the nascent republic took to expressing
their idea of liberty by wrapping the still-warm intestines of decapitated enemies of the state around
their heads like a turban. Passions were indeed clouding reason in France, and Mary Wollstonecraft,
who still admitted the theoretical possibility of such a thing happening, particularly in her own life,
was incapable of seeing it happen to her political heroes. Still acting as if it were the euphoric
summer of 1790, Wollstonecraft planned her journey to France in the fall of 1792 whenevents
bespoke another spot on the trajectory the passions inevitably followed from liberated sex to death.
When William Roscoe, fellow radical and fellow member of the Johnson circle, brought up the
September massacres to Mary, she dismissed them as a momentary aberration in the progress of
Progress, comparing the revolutionaries to children who might cut themselves on sharp instruments
because they weren’t yet adept at handling them effectively:

let me beg you not to mix with the shallow herd who throw an odium on immutable principles,
because some of the mere instrument of the revolution were too sharp. Children of any growth will do
mischief when they meddle with edged tools. It is to be lamented that as yet the billows of public
opinion are onl”j to be moved forward by the strong wind, the squally gusts of passions.

Passion, in other words, was politically necessary to move the inert masses to revolution. Missing
from her letter to Roscoe is any sense that these passions, once aroused, might get beyond the ability
of reason to call them back. Equally absent was any sense that those out-of-control passions might
cause harm. Rather than take her humiliating rejection at the hands of the Fuselis as a warning,
Wollstonecraft decided to loosen the reins on her own passions and gallop full tilt into a situation
which she was misreading in the light of the English mores of her youth. Wollstonecraft was
commissioned by Johnson to write a history of the French Revolution. It would prove to be one of her
least satisfactory books. She made the unfortunate choice of beginning at the beginning, and so missed
writing about the events which were unfolding before her eyes. But there were other reasons why she
would be incapable of reading this text. She never adopted the revolutionary psychology of

the Marquis de Sade, and so she couldn’t simply become a cheerleader, something that was always
easier to do at a distance anyway. She would soon know too much to say that the Revolution, which
was now entering its bloody stage, conformed to Rev. Price’s expectations and those of his followers.
But at the same time she couldn’t repudiate her revolutionary ideals either and agree with Burke. The
result is an incoherent book that misses the point of what was happening.

There were other more personal reasons for the failure as well. The classical moral tradition had
always claimed that lust darkened the mind. In this regard, Wollstonecraft’s motivation in going to
France was hardly disinterested. Wollstonecraft’s book deal with Johnson was done on the

rebound from her embarrassing involvement with the Fuselis, but it was also a thinly veiled pretext
for sexual tourism. “At Paris, indeed,” she wrote, “I might take a husband for the time being, and get
divorced when my truant heart longed again to nestle with old friends.” It’s difficult to imagine a
more glaring misreading of the situation in France. At the very moment in which sexual passion was
turning into bloody mayhem, Wollstonecraft indicates that she can turn on sexual passion like a light
switch, have her fling and then come back unscathed. Experience would prove to be an expensive



teacher, but Wollstonecraft seemed at the outset of her trip incapable of learning this lesson any way
other than the hard way. Like the Marxists who went on pilgrimage to Moscow during the early
1920s, Wollstonecraft saw the revolution in France as a way to indulge her passions safely concealed
from the gaze of English public opinion in the enabling company of other idealists who were there for
precisely the same reason.



Part I, Chapter 4

Paris, 1792

On October 28,1792, at around the same time that Mary Wollstonecraft’s infatuation with Henry
Fuseli was reaching its climax and rapid denouement, the Marquis de Sade wrote a tract on the
hospitals of Paris which so impressed his revolutionary colleagues on the Commune of the Section
des Piques that they had it reprinted and sent it to the other forty-seven sections in Paris. Sade
followed up on this success by writing another pamphlet “Idea on the Law’s Mode of Sanction” a few
days later on November 2. In it he argued for a monocameral legislature to replace the now
imprisoned king. This position differed from the position he held a year earlier in which he advocated
a bicameral legislature much like the one in place in England. France was now at the beginning of its
estrangement from things English.

The pamphlet on hospitals signaled the beginning of Sade’s rise as a politician. In this he was - at
least initially - more successf ul than in his career as playwright. Seven months earlier on March 5,
the sans-culottes had shut down his play Le Suborneur. Thrust onto the stage of life by political
events, Sade soon learned that his abilities as a dramatist, and even more so, his talent as an actor,
would serve him in good stead in the ongoing psychodrama that was the French Revolution.

Mary Wollstonecraft arrived in Paris in December of 1792, under a gray and threatening sky, just in
time to see the King of France, now known as Citizen Capet, trundled back and forth to his trial for
treason in a vehicle which the Frenchcalled a fiacre and the English a hackney coach. Since Miss
Wollstonecraft had arrived in France to write her book on the French Revolution without having first
learned the rudiments of the French language, her most striking impressions were visual. At nine
o’clock on the morning of December 26, Wollstonecraft watched the King of France pass by her
window. She was struck by his dignity, by the silence, made all the more apparent by the occasional
strokes on the drum, by the emptiness of the streets, and by the realization that all of Paris was
watching the king pass to his trial and eventual death from behind their closed windows as she was.
Still the revolutionary, Wollstonecraft was even more impressed with the dignity of the French
people, whose language was at this point still incomprehensible - she was “unable to utter a word”

and so “stunned by the flying sounds” that she went to bed “each night with a headache.”! “I bowed to
the majesty of the people,” she wrote to Johnson, “and respected the propriety of behaviour so
perfectly in unison with rny own feelings.” Then, inexplicably, given her republican sympathies, she
bursts into tears at the prospect of the king, “sitting with more dignity than I expected from his
character, in a hackney coach going to meet death.”

The spiritual daughter of the Puritans who beheaded King Charles was, it turns out, more affected by
the prospect of regicide than she expected. Wollstonecraft says that lifting her eye from the letter she
was writing, she saw eyes glaring at her “through a glassdoor opposite my chair”” and what is more
prophetic, “bloody hands shook atme.” Since it couldn’t have been the servants, whose apartments
were in a remote part of the house, Wollstonecraft concludes that it must been phantoms of her
troubled imagination - or, perhaps, a vision of things to come. She concluded by wishing that she
had her cat or some other living creature by her as an antidote to the pervasive feeling of death all
around her. “Death in so many frightful shapes has taken hold of my fancy. I am going to bed, and for



the first time in my life, I cannot put out the candle.””? Revolutionary passion, she would soon
discover, had taken on a life of its own.

On January 21, 1793, a little less than a month after Wollstonecraft arrived in Paris, King Louis XVI
was decapitated in front of a decapitated statue of his father at the Place de la Revolution which is
now known as the Place de la Concorde. Wollstonecraft evidently did not attend the execution, which
would have been in keeping with her coverage of the Revolution, because she mentions it in a letter to
Ruth Barlow only in passing while discussing her continuing inability to understand the French
language. Wollstonecraft had moved out of her original lodgings and was now living with the
Christies and circulating largely in the radical anglophone community there, composed of both
Americans and Englishmen of equally republican sensibilities.

While in Paris, she renewed her acquaintance with Tom Paine, who had fled to France to avoid a
sedition trial in England. While in Paris she also made the acquaintance of Helen Maria Williams, a
poetess with revolutionary sympathies, whose writings had inspired the young William Wordsworth.
Wordsworth, in fact, set off to Orleans in December of 1791 to be with Miss Williams, but found after
he arrived that she had gone to Paris to get a better view of the Revolution. Wordsworth met instead a
Captain Beaupuy, who introduced him to the republican cause. While in Orleans, Wordsworth also
met a young woman by the name of Annette Vallon, who began their relationship by giving French
lessons and ended up getting pregnant by him.

By the late fall of 1792, the baby, christened Caroline, had been bom. Wordsworth, who still hadn’t
got around to marrying the mother of their child, had by now run out of money, and on top of that the
political situation had changed drastically as well. The Englishmen who had been feted two summers
ago as harbingers of liberty were now considered enemies of the state. Shortly thereafter England
declared war on France and would remain at war for the next twenty-two years, until the defeat of
Napoleon, preventing Wordsworth from carrying out his plan of bringing Annette and their child

to live with him in England. When he returned to England, Wordsworth was supposed to take a
position in the ministry, his only prospect for employment at the time. Just how he was to square this
with a Roman Catholic wife and a daughter bom out of wedlock must have given him pause. Perhaps
this 1s why he didn’t go straight back to England after leaving Annette. Perhaps he was just curious
about the events in Paris. Whatever the reason he stayed there for months, and as the political
situation darkened, his resolve to marry Annette seems to have faded away as well. Wordsworth
finally returned to England in late December of 1792. The date corresponds so closely to Woll-
stonecraft’sjoumey to Paris that we can almost imagine the two English radicals sailing by each other
in opposite directions across the channel. The journeys would have been symbolic as well. By the
turn of the century, Wordsworth had abandoned his youthful radicalism completely and would g o on
to become the epitome of cultural and political conservatism. The story of Wordsworth’s youthful
indiscretion, which would fester like an unhealed wound at the heart of his art, would not come out
until the 1920s. The trauma which the first sexual revolution caused was so severe that, in the case
of Wordsworth and Shelley in particular, it was blotted completely from the public record. As of
1793, however, Wordsworth was farfrom over his infatuation with radical politics. In fact, in the
early part of that year, his radicalism would reach new heights, propelled there by the publishing
event of the year.



On February 13, 1793, Godwin’s book, entitled An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Political
Justice, went on sale in London. It was, depending on your point of view, the exactly right moment or
the exactly wrong moment for a book extolling the Enlightenment. The illusions of the

English Jacobins were like an increasingly large balloon that was expanding to ever-closer and ever-
more-perilous contact with the actual revolution in France, which had taken a decidedly bloody turn
in the late summer and early fall of 1792. On December 19,1792, a month before Louis X Vi’s
execution, the attorney general in London brought a seditious libel charge against Thomas Paine, who
fled to France to join the increasingly bloody revolution still in progress there.

As the Marquis de Sade had noticed in France, so Godwin had noticed in England. Newtonian
physics, which was the ultimate basis of Enlightenment thought, had sexual implications. If man is just
a machine made up of matter in motion, running on electricity, then marriage as a sacred bond
between man and wife made no more sense in England than it did in France. “The institution of
marriage,” Godwin wrote in a way that scandalized the traditionalists even more than it energized the
revolutionaries,

1s a system of fraud; and men who carefully mislead their judgements in the daily affair of their life,
must always have a crippled judgment in every other concern. . . . Add to this, that marriage is an
affair of property, and the worst of all properties. So long as two human beings are forbidden

by positive institutions to follow the dictates of their own mind, prejudice is alive and vigorous. So
long as I seek to engross one woman to myself, and to prohibit my neighbor from proving his superior

desert and reaping the fruits of it, I am guilty of the most odious of all monopolies.>

Godwin was unmarried when he wrote these lines. It is to his credit as a human being that he
modified his thought when his state of life changed, but it is not to his credit as a philosopher that he
did so. It was statements like this that prompted Leslie Stephen to say that his philosophy was a
bubble which burst when it made contact with reality. The views Godwin expressed on the relations
between the sexes had their roots in the revolution in France and so it should come as no surprise that
they rose and fell in relation to that event, as perceived by the English.

The immediate result of the book was that Godwin became f amous overnight. In his diary Godwin
noted that “I was nowhere a stranger,” after the publication of his book on political justice. “He
blazed as a sun in the firmament,” wrote William Hazlitt, and like moths drawn to a light, the

English Jacobins flew to his door and, more often than, not were singed by the contact with his ideas.
“Throw aside your books of chemistry,” wrote Wordsworth advising another young student, “and read

Godwin on necessity.”* Two years after the book’s publication, the young Jacobins in England

were still under its spell. “It was in the spring of this year,” wrote radical playwright Crabb
Robinson in 1795, “that I read a book which gave a turn to my mind and in effect directed the whole
course of my life - a book which often producing a powerful effect on the youth of that generation, has
now sunk into unmerited oblivion. ... I entered fully into its spirit, it left all others behind in my

admiration, and I was willing even to become a martyr for it.””>

Robinson’s quote indicates that Godwin’s star was waning on the literary horizon as fast as it rose.
Soon it would set altogether as Wordsworth, Southey, and Coleridge changed their minds about both
Godwin and their youthful indiscretions and the revolution which enabled both, but this story was far



from over at this point. In fact, the younger generation of Romantic writers, especially Shelley, was in
many ways to fulfill Robinson’s prediction and become a martyr to the cause of unfettered passion.

In the meantime, as i1f to prove Burke right and Godwin wrong, the revolution in France proceeded
headlong into bloody excess. After urging the Parisian mob to sack the city’s prisons and murder their
inmates, Robespierre consolidated his hold on power throughout the winter of 1792-93. In a political
climate in which the rise to power and the subsequent loss of one’s head could be measured in a
matter of weeks, the Marquis de Sade found that politics took a singularly bizarre turn when the
Bastille’s most famous prisoner suddenly was made a judge. On April 8, 1793, Sade, along with
nineteen other citizens, was appointed to a jury to investigate a case of counterfeit assignats. “You’ll
never guess ...”” he wrote to Gaufridy, “I am a judge, yes a judge!.. . Member of an investigating jury!
Who would have predicted that? ... As you see, my mind is maturing, and I am beginning to acquire
wisdom. . . . But congratulate me, and above all do not fail to send money to monsieur le juge or I’ll

be damned if I don’t sentence you to death.”®

The Marquis de Sade may have been joking about sentencing Gaufridy to death, but during the month
of March with the establishment of the Committees of Surveillance and the Revolutionary Tribunal,
one didn’t need to be a judge to put someone’s life in jeopardy. After the years of his married life
spent lording his aristocratic heritage over his in-laws, the Montreuils, Citizen Sade was now in a
position to exact revenge on them for their unjust treatment of him. Sensing the family’s danger, and
moved by a sense of desperation that must have been extreme, Sade’s aged father-in-law showed

up at his apartment in the Section des Piques.

It was also during March of 1793 that the first organized resistance to the Revolution broke out in
France. In August of 1792 all priests who refused to take an oath of submission were deported. It was
one such group that was massacred in Paris. Those who refused to submit and were not killed

went into hiding, and when they did the agitation against the revolution smoldered and then finally
broke out into flame in the west of France when the government tried to conscript 300,000 troops to
fight foreign invaders. When the draft was announced in the first days of March, rioting followed and
the men of draft age fled the towns and regrouped in the forests. Then on March 11, 12, and 13 they
counterattacked, taking St. Florent, Chanzeaux, Machecoul, and Challans and ultimately every major
town in the region. The republican forces were stunned not only by the ferocity of the attack, but by
the vehemence of the antirevolutionary fervor. For the first time since it began, the revolution was in
danger, not from foreign troops in the pay of dispossessed aristocrats, but by the very peasants and
artisans who were presumed to be revolution’s main beneficiaries. The fact that they seem inspired
by the Catholic faith from which they had been so recently liberated only made the uprising more
perplexing from the republican point of view.

During the Spring of 1793, at around the same time the Vendee uprisings began and roughly four
months after her arrival in Paris, while Godwin’s sun was rising in the literary firmament in England
and the Marquis de Sade was beginning his judiciary career, Mary Wollstonecraft, in Godwin’s

words, “entered into that species of connection, for which her heart secretly panted.”” The man’s
name was Gilbert Imlay. He was an American adventurer “with no matrimonial ties,” an agent of the
Scioto Land Development company who had written a well-received book on Kentucky and who
would soon follow it up by a novel called The Emigrants, which was, in spite of its title, a tract on



the advantages of free love and divorce.

The romance may have happened suddenly but it was not a case of love at first sight; in fact, in many
respects, it was a case of the exact opposite. Wollstonecraft, who met Imlay at the Barlows (Godwin
says it was at the Christies), found him arrogant and self-absorbed but gradually the magic potion of
passion turned Bottom’s ass’s head into something which Wollstonecraft found not only attractive but
irresistibly so. On April 12, after the British came to the aid of the counterrevolutionaries at Toulon,
all foreigners were prohibited from leaving France, an act which put the English, whose country was
now at war with France, in the position of being denounced and arrested. Americans, allies in their
revolutionary struggle with France against England, were not liable to arrest, and so to insure
Wollstonecraft’s safety, Imlay registered her as his wife at the American embassy, although the two
never married. This marriage of convenience seemed to fulfill Woll-stonecraft’s prediction that she
would take a husband for a time, although by the time she was fully involved in the relationship
brevity was the last thing on hermind. In fact, Wollstonecraft was caught off guard by the passions
she so lightheartedly described in her letter proposing to take a husband for a time. Wollstonecraft,
who was still a virgin at the time, was talking about sexual passion based mostly on what she had
read; she didn ’ t reckon with the ties that sexual intercourse created willy-nilly. No matter what
revolutionary dispensation she professed, Wollstonecraft was binding herself to a man she had
originally found physically attractive but morally repugnant. By late June, when her first extant letter
to Imlay appears, Wollstonecraft had already moved into their secluded bower in Neuilly sur Seine,
where they would spend an idyllic summer together mutually gratifying their respective sexual
passions, as the French continued unobserved in Paris gratifying passions of a bloodier sort. One year
before, during the summer of 1792, Lady Palmerston had noticed an abrupt change in the general
mood of the Parisian public from an optimism which verged on euphoria at times to a mood

which plummeted just before the September massacres to an “an air of ferocity and self-created

consequence in the common people,” which made her “very uncomfortable.”

In 1793 the mood was back again, but Mary was too busy enjoying, if not connubial bliss, then its
counterfeit, while working on what she termed “a great book,” An Historical and Moral View of the
Origin and Progress of the French Revolution . In the end the book would prove to be as great as the
relationship. During the summer of 1793, Mary would take evening walks in the woods near Neuilly
in spite of the warnings from the gardener, who seems to have developed an attachment to Mary and a
desire to serve her by making her bed and bringing her grapes.

The affair ended with the season. In September Mary announced that she was pregnant and shortly
after the announcement, Imlay announced that he had to go to Le Havre, then known as Havre Marat,
on business. It seems clear with the benefit of hindsight that the pregnancy precipitated the

break. Imlay was a libertine and a sexual adventurer whose head was full of the same republican
attitudes toward marriage that Godwin was popularizing in England at the time. He had, therefore, no
intention of binding himself to a women, even if that woman was pregnant with his child. He also had
no desire to state his intentions openly, thereby precipitating an unpleasant scene or foreclosing future
options. So, under the pretext of business, he simply disappeared, and Mary was left to while away
the months and weeks of her pregnancy wondering what was taking him so long. She soon began to
give vent to her irritation in letters that take on a tone which has endeared them to subsequent
generations of feminists. “Amongst the feathered race,” she wrote, “whilst the hen keeps the young



warm, her mate stays by to cheerher; but it is sufficient for man to condescend to get a child, in order
to claimit. A

9

man is a tyrant!”

During the fall of 1793 Wollstonecraft remained in Paris waiting for Imlay’s return as Robespierre
tightened his grasp on the reins of power and blood began to flow ever more freely in the streets. It’s
hard to imagine a more ideal position from which to write a history of the French Revolution, but by
now. perhaps because of her personal anguish at being abandoned after abandoning herself to her own
passions, the revolution was a text which Wollstonecraft simply could not read. If she sensed a
connection between sexual passion and its bloody political sequelae, she seems to have kept

this thought to herself, even if the evidence was all around her.

On October 16, 1793, ten months after the death of her husband, Marie Antoinette was dragged to the
scaffold and decapitated as well. In the same month, Mary Wollstonecraft walked from Neuilly to
Paris and while crossing the Place de 1a Revolution slipped and nearly fell. Looking down,

she discovered that the entire plaza was slippery with the blood of the recently slain. Unable to

contain herself any longer, “the emotions of her soul burst forth in indignant exclamations,” ! which
were imprudent for anyone to utter at the time, but were especially imprudent coming from the mouth
of an expatriate Englishwomen. If she hadn’t been led away from the scene by a concerned
companion, it is entirely possible that her blood might have been mixed in with all the rest. The terror
was reaching its full fury, and as it did, Mary Wollstonecraft was no longer able to comprehend what
was going on. This was most assuredly not what the Rev. Price had in mind when he compared what
was happening in France with their bloodless Glorious Revolution. Wollstonecraft had come to
France with a mind formed by the categories established in Price’s sermon. Had she not become
involved with Imlay, it’s possible that some of the thoughts which she had expressed on passion in her
attack on Burke might have reasserted themselves and allowed for a more realistic apprehension of
what was going on. But as it was, her mind never really gained any purchase on the meaning of the
events unfolding around her.

On July 23, 1793, the Marquis de Sade’s metamorphosis from aristocrat to republican became
complete when he was named president of the Section des Piques. Less than a month later, he was
gone, forced out of office because he refused to put what he termed “a horrible, inhumane measure” to
a vote. Lever speculates that it might have been the destruction of the Vendde or the transfer of Marie-
Antoinette to the Conciergerie, which meant placing her one step closer to a trial before the
Revolutionary Tribunal and her death. It turns out that the author of the 120 Days of Sodom wasn’t
bloodthirsty enough for his revolutionary colleagues. As a parting gesture he also spared the lives of
the Montreuils by putting them on the “purification list.” Lacking resolve as an executioner, Sade
returned to the realm of the mind, where he could give his ferocity full rein. On October 9, 1793, he
delivered his “Discourse to the Shades of Marat and Le Peletier,” at a quasireligious

ceremony complete with incense and busts of the slain heroes. Emboldened by his success, Sade
launched an all-out attack on religion on November 15, when six sections, including Sade’s Section
des Piques, renounced all religion except the religion of liberty. Sade may have paled before



bloodshed, but he could always warm to atheism, which was in many ways, the core of his belief,
or lack thereof: “Reason is replacing Mary in our temples,” Sade told the Convention,

and the incense that used to bum at the knees of an adulterous woman will from now on be kindled
only at the feet of the goddess who broke our chains.... The philosopher has long laughed in secret at
the apish antics of Catholicism, but if he dared to raise his voice, it was in the dungeons of the
Bastille, where ministerial despotism soon learned how to compel its silence. How could tyranny fail
to bolster superstition? Both were nurtured in the same cradle, both were daughters of fanaticism,
both were served by those useless creatures known as the priest of the temple and the monarch of the

throne; having a common foundation, they could not but protect each other.!

Sade was using his new-found prominence as a political orator to articulate a philosophy of the
revolutionary state, which was, by its nature, antithetical to both religion and morals, and, therefore,
dedicated to the promotion of passion as a civic virtue. Sade would go on to articulate that idea more
fully two years later. For the moment, though, he was too involved in politics to realize that he had
committed a serious blunder. Sade’s speech announcing that “man is finally enlightened” was an
unabashed expression of his atheism, but unfortunately it came less than a week before Robespierre
decided to call an end to the anti-Christian campaign on November 21. Sade was persona non grata
once again, and once again on the 18th of Frimaire in the year II (which is to say on December 8,
1793) he was arrested. This time he was taken to a former convent of the Filles des Madeleine, and
interred, since all the cells were full, in the prison’s latrine, where Sade would spend the next six
weeks. Sade was to learn that revolutionary justice was much more draconian than the sort he
endured at the Bastille at the hands of the ancien regime. Thrown in with the cream of aristocratic
society, Sade discussed literature and politics while awaiting his execution. On January 8, he learned
that his publisher Girouard had been guillotined.

A week later, Mary Wollstonecraft, now in the second trimester of her pregnancy and tired of waiting
for Imlay to return to Paris, decided to go visit him instead in Le Havre where he was staying while
doing business. Mary had spent the fall analyzing their relationship in letters and the verdict was not
hopeful. “Of late we are always separating,” she wrote in September, “Crack! - crack! - and away
you go. This joke wears the sallow cast of thought; for, though I began to write cheerfully, some
melancholy tears have found their way into my eyes that linger there whilst a glow of tenderness at my

heart whispers that you are one of the best creatures in the world.”!2 Wollstonecraft’s heart, no matter
how tender, was contending with her mind, whose verdict about Imlay, even at this early stage of the
game was uniformly negative. “I have found that I have more mind than you in one respect,” she wrote
in the same letter, “because I can, without any violent effort of reason, find food for love in the same

object, much longer than you can. -The way to my senses is through my heart; but, forgive me! I think

there is sometimes a shorter cut to yours.”!

On March 27, 1794, Sade was transferred yet again to another prison, this time Picpus, which again
had an aristocratic clientele, including the wife of the Due d’Orleans, one of the aristocrats who
fomented the revolution and who was known as Philippe Egalite until he succumbed to the
revolution’s excesses as well. On July 26, 1794, Fouquier-Tinville, the notorious executioner during
the Terror, issued an indictment against Sade charging him with maintaining “intelligence and
correspondence with the enemies of the republic” and being a “vile satellite” of Citizen Capet’s



conspiracy to overthrow the revolution. The punishment was death, and on the next day the accused
were trundled off to the scaffold. By the time they arrived, however, Sade was not with them. The
bailiff couldn’t find him when he came to his cell to take him to the scaffold. The remaining twenty-
seven prisoners were almost saved by the public revulsion at the Terror that would bring it to an end
the next day when Robespierre himself lost his head - almost, but not quite. Sade was finally released
on October 15, and by then the revulsion at Robespierre known as the Thermidorean reaction was in
full swing. Sade was a free man once again, although because he had to pay for the 312 days he spent
in prison he was once again deep in debt.

In June 1794, at the height of the Great Terror, Godwin responded to a correspondent who expected
him to be critical of the French Revolution now that it had shown its true (and bloody) face, by

defending Robespierre as “an eminent benefactor of mankind.”!# In August of 1794 with Robespierre
in his grave and the reaction gaining ground, Imlay rushed back to Paris from London to see what was
going on. While there he met with Mary who had given birth to their child - alone - on May 14. Mary
named the child Frances after a childhood friend, or Fanny for short, and told Ruth Barlow that

in spite of her early writings to the contrary, she found “great pleasure in being a mother.” She was
also grateful for “the constant tenderness of my most affectionate companion,” regarding the “fresh
tie” as a blessing. Imlay, however, was of another mind when it came to matrimonial ties, fresh

or otherwise, and shortly after he arrived in Paris he was on his way back to London again, with the
assurance that he would send for Mary and the baby in a few months.

What followed was the bleakest period of Mary’s life, a time which corresponded with one of the
most brutally cold winters of modern times. Abandoned in Paris in penury and bitter cold, Mary took
consolation in analyzing her relationship with Imlay in her letters. They are not letters which we

can imagine Imlay rejoiced to receive. At the heart of her letters was the growing realization that
Imlay was indifferent to both Mary and her daughter. She had given her heart to him, and he had
simply used her as a convenience for the moment. The relationship had lasted during the summer of
1793 and had ended when Mary announced that she was pregnant, which was when it began in earnest
for her. Mary’s previous claim that no one should be forced to remain in a relationship where mutual
affection had ceased now rang hollow and unrealistic in light of the child that had been the fruit of that
relationship. Now that Imlay was gone, she was left to carry that burden by herself. Godwin in the
meantime was preparing a second edition of Political Justice, this time with an expanded section on
marriage. Infidelity, he wrote, was loathsome only when it was concealed. It was the sort of thing
Imlay would like to hear, but it was no longer plausible to Mary Wollstonecraft, who spent her time
writing letters she hoped would awaken Imlay’s slumbering conscience.

“Should your sensibility ever awake,” she wrote to Imlay, “remorse will find its way to your heart;
and, in the midst of business and sensual pleasure, I shall appear to you, the victim of your deviation
from rectitude.”! One biographer claims that Mary playing Banquo’s ghost here “sets up a faint
irritation in the reader.”!6 That irritation probably depends on the reader, but a more apropos literary
reference in this regard would be the monster in Frankenstein, who announces to his creator, “I will
be with you on your wedding night,” when he refuses to create for him a mate. Conscience, in other
words, is bound to ruin sexual pleasure. The reference is especially apropos because Frankenstein
was written by Mary Wollstonecraft’s second daughter, the daughter she would never see, who had
been re-reading the letters her mother had written to Imlay when she wrote the book.



The monster, in this context, always represents and articulates the insights which the author finds
difficult to admit to herself, and at this phase in her life, Mary Wollstonecraft was beginning to
understand that the revolutionary philosophy was failing when it came in contact with life. Not only
did it not explain anything, it rendered those who espoused it incapable of understanding what was
going on around them. It rendered them blind because it was a species of lust, and lust darkened the
mind. The new philosophy, Mary Wollstonecraft was learning in the expensive school of experience,
was simply a form of rationalization. “I have no criterion for morality,” she wrote to Imlay, “and have
thought in vain, if the sensation which led you to follow an ancle [sic] or step, be the sacred
foundation of principle or affection. Mine has been of a very different nature, or it would not have
stood the brunt of your sarcasm. The sentiment in me is still sacred. If there be any part of me that will
survive the sense of my misf ortunes, it is the purity of my affections. The impetuosity of your senses,
may have led you to term mere animal desire, the source of principle.”

Morality for Imlay was simply rationalized desire. Those who accepted that belief and acted on it
were, as the Enlightenment would say, machines, which is what the Marquis de Sade and de la
Mettrie had been saying all along. It is only after she had given birth, that Mary could see sexuality
in terms other than the mechanical and expedient. Again she writes to Imlay and tries to articulate a
philosophy that is the antithesis of what she claimed to believe as an English sexual revolutionary:

The impulse of the senses, passions, if you will, and the conclusions of reason, draw men together;
but the imagination is the true fire, stolen from heaven, to animate this cold creature of clay, producing
all those fine sympathies that lead to rapture, rendering men social by expanding their hearts, instead

of leaving them leisure to calculate how many comforts society affords.!®

Once again we have an image that will reappear in Frankenstein, whose subtitle, “The Modem
Prometheus,” adverts to electricity as the fire stolen from heaven. Unlike Benjamin Franklin and the
philosophes, who admired his experiments, Wollstonecraft is forever attempting to infuse the images
of Enlightenment with the moral patrimony of the West which they were created to replace. Instead of
using Newtonian terms like force to rationalize immorality - the Enlightenment project in a nutshell -
Wollstonecraf't is f orever trying to re-humanize desire by connecting it to the heart. Her carping
about men in general and Imlay in particular gives her writing the ring of contemporary feminism, yet
the thrust of her argument is the opposite. “ You know my opinion of men in general,” she writes in
that vein, “you know that I think them systematic tyrants, and that it 1s the rarest thing in the world, to

meet with a man with sufficient delicacy of feeling to govern desire.”! Men are tyrants, in other
words, because they cannot govern desire. Their desires govern them. The psychology Wollstonecraft
applies in her diatribe against men, like her diatribe against Burke, 1s based on both traditional
morality and psychology. Reason is meant to subdue passion, and in subduing it render it useful for
human enterprise, in the way that a man would break a horse or tame a dog or confine fire to the
hearth. Those who fail to do this are but a galvanized simulacrum of human beings. They are also, as
her daughter will bring out in Frankenstein, monsters. “Am 1 always to be tossed about thus?”’ she
asks Imlay, “ - shall I never find an asylum to rest contented in? How can you love to fly about
continually - dropping down, as it were, in a new world - cold and strange! - every other day? Why
do you not attach those tender emotions round the idea of home, which even now dim my eyes? -

This alone is affection - every thing else is only humanity, electrified by sympathy.”2°



Again the image of electricity recurs, now half way between its original appearance at the hands of
Ben Franklin, the scientist revolutionary, and its final expression as the Monster created by Doctor
Frankenstein. The longer she meditates on Imlay and his behavior, the more she sees him as both a
typical man and a human failure, a man whose unrestricted passions have coarsened him to a
caricature of what he might have been:

1 shall always consider it as one of the most serious misf ortunes of my lif e, that I did not meet you,
before satiety had rendered your senses so fastidious, as almost to close up every tender avenue of
sentiment and affection that leads to your sympathetic heart. You have a heart, my friend, yet, hurried
away by the impetuosity of inferior feelings, you have sought in vulgar excesses, for that gratification
which only the heart can bestow.'

If there 1s an alchemy at work here, it is one based on the traditional psychology of the West. Appetite
must be tamed by reason before it can be transformed into love:

The common run of men, I know, with strong healthy and gross appetites, must have variety to banish
ennui, because the imagination never lends its magic wand, to convert appetite into love, cemented by
according reason.

Ah! my friend, you know not the ineffable delight, the exquisite pleasure, which arises from a unison
of affection and desire, when the whole soul and senses are abandoned to a lively imagination, that
renders every emotion delicate and rapturous. Yes; these are emotions over which satiety has no
power, and the recollection of which, even disappointment cannot disenchant: but they do not exist
without self-denial. These emotions, more or less strong, appear to me to be the distinctive
characteristic of genius, the foundation of taste, and of that exquisite relish for the beauties of nature,
of which the common herd of eaters and drinkers and child-begetters, certainly have no idea."

Although she didn’t know it at the time - she would still do one more book - Wollstonecraft was at the
end of her writing career. This is so because her life would be cut short, but it was so for subtler
reasons as well. Wollstonecraft, as the result of being treated so shabbily by Imlay, now came

to believe a psychology that was the antithesis of the one that was needed to produce revolution. The
French Revolution had provided the scenario for every progressive psychology which would follow.
Those psychologies would become, in effect, parables of revolution, according to which the
passions (the peasants) would overthrow the king (reason) on their way to establishing heaven on
earth. According to this psychology, the only evil is repression, and any measure which combats
repression is legitimate. The same applied to measures taken against the agents of repression, who
could be expected to suffer the same fate the Catholic priests suffered at the hands of

the revolutionary mob. Wollstonecraft in her letters proposed a psychology that contradicted her
politics. Passion was destructive when left untamed by reason. Left unchecked, it destroyed not only
the person but thepolis as well in a maelstrom of conflicting desires, as she watched it do to Paris.
But more importantly it destroyed the mind which adopted the gratification of passion as its highest
good:

But it is not possible that passion clouds your reason, as much as it does mine? - and ought you not to
doubt, whether those principles are so “exalted,” as you term them, which only lead to your own
gratification? In other words, whether it be just to have no principle of action, but that of following



your inclination, trampling on the affection you have fostered, and the expectations you have excited??

The real danger is that reason will extinguish itself in its attempt to rationalize its pleasures. The mind
will extinguish reason in its attempt to drown out the guilt which follows inexorably from acting on
those desires. “Beware of the deceptions of passion!” she tells Imlay. “It will not always banish

from your mind, that you have acted ignobly - and condescended to subterfuge to gloss over the

conduct you could not excuse - Do truth and principle require such sacrifices?’?* Given the
conclusions she had to come to as a result of her dealings with Imlay, it is not clear that she could
have gone on writing without offending the very people who were her most avid readers. She
couldn’t tell the story of the revolution favorably without violating her own integrity and what she had
learned from Imlay’s treatment of her, but she couldn’t tell the story unfavorably either without
alienating her publisher and the revolutionary readers which supported him. So she began to throw
about for more drastic ways to deal with the pain.

In April of 1795 Wollstonecraft returned to London with her daughter.

Imlay not only asked her to return, he sent his servant to accompany her on the journey. If
Wollstonecraft had any illusions that her return to London meant a return to Imlay’s affection and
hearth, those hopes were shattered almost immediately when she discovered that Imlay had moved in
with a “young actress,” as Godwin put it, “from a strolling company of players.” Perhaps
remembering her attempted menage a trois with Mr. and Mrs. Fuseli, Wollstonecraft even proposed
that both the actress and she would share Imlay, because that at least would give her daughter a father,
but when even that daring proposal was rejected by Imlay, she decided that death was the only
solution to her suffering.

In October of 1795, unable to accept the suffering which Imlay’s selfishness and neglect had inflicted
on her any longer, Mary Wollstonecraft resolved to drown herself in the Thames. Feeling that she
might be rescued by the crowds near the water in London, she rented a boat and rowed to

Putney, where after walking around in the rain until her clothes were thoroughly soaked, she threw
herself into the river and, in an agony compounded half of suffocation and half of uncertainty, bobbed
around like a cork, buoyed up by the stays and corsets she had criticized in the Vindication of the
Rights of Women. Finally, a pair of workmen dragged her out of the water and took her to a nearby inn
where she revived and decided to recommit herself to living all over again.

At around the same time Mary Wollstonecratft tried to kill herself by drowning in the Thames,
insurrection flared up in France once again, this time to be quelled by a young Corsican soldier by the
name of Napoleon Bonaparte. The Marquis de Sade knew nothing of the troubles of Mary
Wollstonecraft, and probably wouldn’t have cared much even if he had, but he was aware that in the
Vendee, the revolution beheld its most significant domestic opponent. With this in mind, Sade turned
to polemic once again and wrote the classic rationale of all revolutionary governments, a speech
entitled “Yet Another Effort, Frenchmen, If You Would Become Republicans,” which eventually got
inserted, and rightly so, into his pornographic tract. Philosophy in the Bedroom. Sade, unlike
Wollstonecraft, was learning no lessons in the expensive school of sexual experience. He had
fathered children, but the father’s experience of birth is abstract compared to that of the mother. The
main difference between Wollstonecraft and Sade - and this mirrored the difference between England



and France at the time - lay in the realm of morals. Wollstonecraft still had enough of the moral
patrimony of West as part of her lived experience so that traditional psychology still made sense to
her. Sade’s decadence, on the other hand, propelled him to a political view consonant with his
decadent morals.

Neither however could go beyond the psychology which the West had bequeathed them. The best
Sade could do was turn the traditional view on its head, which is the essence of all revolution both
political and sexual. “The state of a moral man,” Sade wrote, “is one of tranquillity and peace; the
state of an immoral man is one of perpetual unrest.” Thus far the quote could have been taken from St.
Augustine’s City of God, instead of its actual source which is Sade’s Philosophy of the Bedroom.
Sade’s point is not to revoke what Augustine had to say, but to stand it on its head, and the gist of the
rest of the quote is that perpetual unrest “pushes” the revolutionary “to, and identifies him with, the
necessary insurrection in which the republican must always keep the government of which he 1s a
member.”

Writing at the time of the collapse of the Roman Empire, St. Augustine both revolutionized and
brought to a close antiquity’s idea of freedom by connecting it with morals. “Thus,” he writes in the
City of God, a good man, though a slave, is free; but a wicked man, though a king, is a slave. For

he serves, not one man alone, but, what is worse, as many masters as he has vices.” Augustine
revolutionized the concept of freedom by connecting it to morals: man was not a slave by nature or by
law, as Aristotle claimed. His freedom was a function of his moral state. A man had as many masters
as he had vices. This insight would provide the basis for the most sophisticated f orm of social
control known to man, and the Marquis de Sade was the first to formulate its basic principles. Like
St. Augustine, the Marquis de Sade would agree that freedom was a function of morals. Freedom for
the Marquis de Sade, however, meant willingness to reject the moral law. The project of liberating
man from the moral law would have far-reaching consequences, all of which were consonant with the
use of sex as a form of social and political control which Sade was proposing in “Yet Another Effort,
Frenchmen.”

The logic 1s clear enough: Those who wished to liberate man from the moral order needed to impose
social controls as soon as they succeeded because liberated libido led inevitably to anarchy, as recent
events in France had shown. A revolutionary state must foster immorality among its citizens if it
wants to foster the perpetual unrest necessary to foment revolution. Morals meant the advent of
tranquillity, and tranquillity meant the end of revolutionary fervor. Therefore, the state must promote
immorality. Given man’s natural and inordinate inclination to pleasure, the immorality most congenial
to manipulation is sexual immorality. Hence the revolutionary state must promote sexual license if it
1s to remain truly revolutionary and retain its hold on power.

Over the course of two hundred years, those techniques became more and more refined, eventuating in
a world where people were controlled, not by military force, but by the skillful management of their
passions. It was Aldous Huxley who wrote in his preface to the 1946 edition of Brave New World
that “As political and economic freedom diminishes, sexual freedom tends compensatingly to
increase.” Sade’s claimis related to Huxley’s: The best way to make men unaware of their lack of
political freedom is to indulge their sexual passions. Both Augustine and Sade would agree that moral
behavior has certain political consequences; both would agree that immoral behavior has certain



political consequences as well. What they disagreed on was their vision of the ideal state. Augustine
establishes the fundamental options here as well. There is the City of God on the one hand, which
espouses the love of God even to the extinction of self, and the City of Man, which espouses the love
of self even to the extinction of God. Sade, the apostle of atheism, was clearly a proponent of the
latter city. Since the City of God was based on Christianity’s exaltation of love and service, as its
highest ideal, the City of Man, as its opposite, could only be based on domination, a point which
Augustine makes clear at the very beginning of the City of God. “The earthly city,” Augustine tells us,
“lusts to dominate the world and.... though nations bend to its yoke, it itself is dominated by its
passion for dominion.”

Libido Dominandi, to give the Latin original, 1s the essence of the revolutionary state. When Lever
calls “Yet Another Effort, Frenchmen,” “nothing less than a reductio ad absurdum of the theory of

revolution and a radical mockery of Jacobin philosophy,”? he is being far too clever, more

clever than the text itself, which evidently embarrasses him because of its frankness. In “Yet Another
Effort, Frenchmen,” the Marquis de Sade gives the rationale for the revolutionary state, which is
indistinguishable from Augustine’s City of Man, which is based on the gratification of passion in
general and the gratification of libido dominandi as its highest expression: “Insurrection,” Sade
writes, “thought these sage legislators, is not at all a moral condition; however, it has got to be a
republic’s permanent condition.”

The potential for both control and insurrection, however, undergoes a quantum change when sexuality
is deregulated and allowed to act as an stimulant for “perpetual unrest.” In fact since the
revolutionary regime is based on the subversion of morals it can only exist by exploiting sexuality in
this fashion. What it proposes to the unruly mob as freedom, however, is really only a form of
political control. The Marquis de Sade makes this perfectly clear: “Lycurgus and Solon, fully
convinced that immodesty’s results are to keep the citizen in the immoral [again, his emphasis] state
indispensable to the mechanics of republican government, obliged girls to exhibit themselves naked at

the theater.”?’

Sade’s politics, like Weishaupt’s, is the classical tradition turned upside down. The key insight of
both the Marquis de Sade and the Christian West is that the moral man is in a state of peace; because
he is not in motion, he is, therefore, impossible to direct and control from the outside. The
revolutionary’s very restlessness, his very rebellion against the moral order, which is the source of
his restlessness, holds within it the seeds of control because once in motion the state need only
manipulate the revolutionary’s desires by controlling his passions, and it succeeds in manipulating
and thereby controlling him. Sade 1s not slow in drawing this very conclusion.

Lust, in other words, is the force which keeps the citizenry of the repub-

lie from succumbing to the inertia of tranquillity which is the fruit of adherence to the moral order. At
this point we enter into something like a circular argument. Both political systems are self-contained.
Morals lead to order; passions lead to revolution. From the revolutionary point of view, lust is good
because it fosters the restlessness of republicanism, but republicanism is also good because it fosters
lust. Either way what we have here is the rationalization of desire as an instrument of simultaneous
“liberation” and control; what was hitherto deemed pathological is now to be seen as the



social norm:

We are persuaded that lust, being a product of those penchants, is not to be stifled or legislated
against, but that it is, rather, a matter of arranging for the means whereby passion may be satisfied in
peace. We must hence undertake to introduce order into this sphere of affairs, and to establish all the
security necessaiy so that, when need sends the citizen near the objects of lust, he can give himself
over to doing with them all that his passions demand, without ever being hampered by anything, for

there is no moment in the life of man when liberty in its whole amplitude is so important to him.?3

We have here in a nutshell the rationale for the pornographic entertainment consumerist culture which
would become the dominant culture in the world by the end of the second millennium. The project at
its heart concerns arrangements whereby passion may be satisfied in peace but with someone making
a profit from its gratification. “Liberty,” according to this line of thought, is not the ability to act
according to reason, but rather the ability to gratify illicit passion, which means that in the very act of
attaining his “liberty” man becomes the thrall of the passion he gratifies. Before long, it becomes
clear that Sade’s politics 1s in many ways just the physics he says it is. Man at the beck of passion is
in many ways like a particle with no will of its own, since reason, especially morals, is the sole
source of man’s ability to govern himself. Once gratification of passion becomes the definition of
“liberty,” then “liberty” becomes synonymous with bondage because he who controls the passion
controls the man. Liberty, as defined by Sade, becomes a prelude to the most insidious form of control
known by man precisely because it is based on the stealthy manipulation of his passions. This was
the genius of Enlightenment politics, which is in reality nothing more than a physics of vice: Incite the
passion; control the man. This is the esoteric doctrine of the Enlightenment, one that has been refined
for over 200 years through a trajectory that involves everything from psychoanalysis to advertising to
pornography and the role it plays in Kulturkampf. Sade clearly understands that sexual liberation
leads to social control and sees this liberation and subsequent control of passion as the basis of the
permanent revolution that life in France would become once Frenchmen “Would Become
Republicans.”

“No passion has a greater need of the widest horizon of liberty than sexual license,” Sade writes:

here it is that man likes to command, to be obeyed, to surround himself with slaves to satisfy him;
well, whenever you withhold from man the secret means whereby he exhales the dose of despotism
Nature instilled in the depths of his heart, he will seek other outlets for it, it will be vented upon
nearby objects; it will trouble the government. If you would avoid that danger, permit a free flight and
rein to those tyrannical desires which, despite himself, torment man ceaselessly: content with having
been able to exercise his small dominion in the middle of the harem of sultanas and youths whose
submission your good offices and his money procure for him, he will go away appeased and with
nothing but fond feelings for a government which so obligingly affords him every means of satisfying
his concupiscence.

We see in Sade’s articulation of principles the system by which the regime can placate sexual interest
groups and thereby maintain its hold on power. There are a number of ironies here - some obvious,
some not. One irony is obvious: Once man is freed from the moral order, he 1s immediately subjected
to the despotism of those who know how to manipulate his desires. This is the essence of the



Enlightenment regime; not to prohibit, but to enable, to encourage motion or restlessness, and direct
the flow of that activity by manipulating desire. This is the political genius behind a regime that

is based on advertising and pornography and opinion polls and the other instruments which control
“liberated” man.

“People cry out against th ephilosophes” wrote Bernard Berelson, who ran John D. Rockefeller IlI’s
Population Council, citing Voltaire; “they are justified in doing so, for if opinion is the Queen of the

World, the philosophes govern this queen.”? Berelson was no stranger to the manipulation of

sexual desire or public opinion; he ran the opinion polls on contraception during the early *60s that
eventually led to the decriminalization of contraception in Griswold v. Connecticut. But throughout
his career he never forgot his debt to the Enlightenment as his intellectual forebear in the manipulation
of opinion and desire. “Opinion, Queen of the World,” he writes citing Rousseau, “is not subject to

the power of kings; they are themselves its first slaves.”!

The only problem with this system is that it doesn’t really work. Passion seems forever determined to
break the system which aspires to nothing more than its orderly gratification. So high school students
raised on a diet of sexual laissez faire gun down their fellow students and none of the pundits

can fathom why they aren’t content to live a life as sexual consumers. Horror, whether in art or in life,
is a sign that the Enlightenment isn’t working out according to plan. The monster invariably signals

the widespread implementation of Enlightenment ideals. Each Enlightenment revolution has its

own monster.32

Sexual liberation leads to anarchy, chaos, and horror, and chaos invariably leads to forms of social
control. The regime which promotes attempts to tame the sexual passion in much the same way it
controlled steam, electricity, and the atom can never be sure that the passions they “liberate” won’t
return to destroy them. Instead of peace based on the tranquillity of order, the revolutionary regime
offers “liberation” from the moral order followed by chaos and totalitarian control. We find, then, in
Sade a perverse corroboration of the trajectory of horror adumbrated in the epistle of James.

Passion leads to sin, and sin, when it reaches its fullness, gives birth to death. The trajectory of horror
remains the same in both the classical and Enlightenment traditions. Sade’s only dispute with St.
James is the values he places on the milestones of the same trajectory. Both admit that sexual passion
released from the moral order leads to murder, terror, and death; Sade, however, remains firm in
viewing these phenomena through the lens of sexual desire, which is so imperious and all-
encompassing that it fails to see them as evil. Vice, it turns out, and not self-interest, is the
gravitational force which both moves men and allows the revolutionaries to manipulate them to their
own ends. This is the great discovery of the Enlightenment. Those in the grip of sexual passion, as
Sade testifies, know how powerful it is. It was the genius of the Enlightenment to make that passion an
instrument of political control, and that discovery was so ingenious because vice as a form of control
is virtually invisible. Those who are the thrall of their passions see only what they desire and the not
the bondage those desires inflict on them. Sexual liberation is, as a result, the ideal form of control
because it is virtually invisible. The genius here was not Sade’s but rather that of Adam Weishaupt,
founder of the Illuminati, and prototype for Victor Frankenstein. Weishaupt’s genius consists in his use
of vice as a vehicle of both subversion and social control. Sade’s genius was to bring out the political
implications and applications of the personal controls Weishaupt forged.



Three months after her almost fatal immersion in the Thames, on January 8, 1796, Mary
Wollstonecraft, now reconciled to life in general and life without Imlay in particular, attended a tea
party given by her new friend Mary Hays. Also in attendance was William Godwin, now at the height
of his fame as the author of Political Justice and a suspense novel titled Things as They are: or, the
Adventures of Caleb Williams. Both Wollstonecraft and Godwin had attended a dinner party together
almost five years earlier, but then the circumstances had been reversed. Then Wollstonecraft was
famous and Godwin was obscure. Chastened by five years of pain, Wollstonecraft did not attempt to
monopolize the conversation this time. Perhaps her adversity had enhanced her stature in Godwin’s
eyes; perhaps his newfound fame did something similar to her. Whatever the reason, they began to see
more of each other. Wollstonecraft then moved into Somers Town to be near Godwin. Then, on April
14, 1796, she showed up unannounced at Godwin’s lodgings on Chalton Street. Thereafter they saw
each other daily, and by mid-August their intercourse was as sexual as it was intellectual. Godwin
relied at the time on what he called the “chance medley” system of birth control, which was about as
effective as his schemes for social betterment, which meant that Wollstonecraft was soon pregnant. As
a result, the couple was faced with a dilemma. Should they adhere to their philosophy of

sexual Enlightenment and reject the matrimonial bond which Godwin characterized as ““the most
odious of all monopolies”? Or should they bend the knee to social convention?

In the end, social convention won out and the couple were wed on March 29, 1797, at St. Pancras
Church safely before the pregnancy came to term, but not without admitting to friends that they had
failed to practice what they preached. It was an admission that would have far-reaching
consequences for the next generation. For herself, Mary Wollstonecraft was behaving now less like
the angry feminist and more like the docile wife. “I am never so well pleased with myself,” she told

him, “as when I please you.”>>

On August 25, 1797, Wollstonecraft went into labor, delivering a baby girl, which they named Mary,
on August 30. The Godwins brought in a midwife to assist at the birth partly because of Mary’s
modesty and partly because they felt that nature would run its course without much interference. When
the Mary’s uterus, however, refused to discharge the placenta, Godwin called in an obstetrician, who
removed it piece by piece. Or so he claimed. Mary, however, began running a fever, indicating that
either the placenta had not been removed completely or that she had contracted postpeural fever
during the doctor’s ministrations. Godwin, thinking that everything was progressing as it should, went
about the normal round of his business, but Mary took a tum for the worse and died on September 10.

Godwin was so distraught that he couldn’t attend the funeral on September 15. However, after a few
weeks he was hard at work again, this time writing a memoir about his late wife. Mary
Wollstonecraft’s reputation might have survived the change in intellectual climate that occurred when
England turned against the French Revolution and the spirit of 93 that had made Political Justice a
best seller at the time, but Godwin’s memoir insured that this would not happen. Godwin’s memoir
described the gynecological details of the birth and her subsequent death with a specificity which the
age found shocking. In addition to that, Godwin described her affair with Imlay and her subsequent
affair with Godwin in terms that were guaranteed to alienate a reading public that was already
disposed to blame Godwin and Wollstonecraft for the corruption of English morals. Godwin’s
statement in the Memoirs that “not one word of a religious cast fell from her lips™ as she lay

dying seems calculated to outrage the sensibilities of the English, and it succeeded in doing just that.



T he Anti-Jacobin Review did an article of the Memoir summarizing everything that was wrong with
it and with Godwin’s views on sexual relations from the fact that it “inculcates the promiscuous
intercourse of the sexes™ to the fact that his late wife betook “herself to ourenemies”

where, according to her amorous constitution, she documented her adventures as a kept mistress.

The Anti-Jacobin Review, founded in July 1798 with the help of a secret government subsidy,
announced its aim to expose and destroy the Jacobin conspiracy which it saw at work in the country.
Over the course of the next few years, the Anti-Jacobin Review would pretty much succeed at what it
set out to do. The cause of revolution was defeated in the war of ideas in England, and with it the idea
of sexual revolution went down to defeat as well. Godwin no longer shone likethe sun in the literary
firmament; in fact, he had become a hated man. His name had become associated with the term
“philosophy,” which in the common mind was never mentioned without a sneer of contempt and had
become synonymous with his name and that of Mary Wollstonecraft as well as atheism, treason,
economic redistribution, and sexual immorality. Godwin’s Memoirs, appearing as it did when the
excesses of the Terror were common knowledge, created a reaction that swept the notion of sexual
liberation from public discourse, and the names Godwin and Wollstonecraft were linked indissolubly
now in the public mind with the theories of revolution that were causing so much carnage and misery
in France. The rationalization of sexual vice was just one aspect of the general upheaval in France. In
the English mind, it died with the Revolution in France on the same bloody scaffold that had
confirmed that passions unfettered by reason inevitably led to death.

London, 1797

On May 1, 1797, a little over a month after Mary Wollstonecraft married William Godwin and
roughly three months before she died, Edmund Burke, the man who was the occasion of her rise to
literary fame, wrote a letter to Abbe Augustin Barruel, a French emigre and priest, upon the
publication of the first volume of his Memoirs Illustrating the History’ of Jacobinism. In terms of its
breadth and scope, Barruel’s History of Jacobinism was the book Mary probably hoped she would
write; in terms of its politics, it was its antithesis. If there were ever a rout in the battle for the public
mind, Barruel’s History> of Jacobinism accomplished it in the utter defeat of

revolutionary sympathies in England. Less than ten years after Rev. Price’s sermon at Old Jewry, the
English radicals were driven from the field in ignominious def eat, and the name of Godwin, their
leader, became synonymous with both personal vice and political discord, especially after he wrote
the memoir of his deceased wife.

“I have known myself, personally,” Burke wrote to Barruel, shortly before he died, “five of your
principal conspirators, and I can undertake to say from my own certain knowledge , that so far back
as the year 1773, they were busy in the plot you have so well described, and in the manner and on
the principle you have so truly represented. To this I can speak as a witness.”

The acclaim which followed the publication of Barruel’s History was almost as passionate as the
vehement denunciation which greeted Godwin’s Wollstonecraft memoir. Bom in 1741, Barruel
entered the Society of Jesus in 1756 and was employed as a teacher in Vienna at the court of the
Emperor when he received word in 1773 that the Jesuit order had been suppressed. After spending
time as a teacher abroad, Barruel returned to France and immediately became embroiled in the



Kulturkampf that would eventuate in the French Revolution. When Louis XVI ascended to the throne,
Barruel wrote an ode in his honor which sold 12,000 copies and endeared his name to Royalist
circles as much as it earned him the enmity of the philosophes. In 1781, their enmity deepened with
the publication of Barruel’s book Les Helviennes, his attack on Enlightenment thought. Barruel then
turned on the clergy who thought some accommodation with the Enlightenment was possible,
publishing La Genese selon M. Soulavie, which got Abbe Soulavie fired from his teaching post at the
Sorbonne, and subsequently led to a law-

suit, which must have been successful since all extant copies of the book were destroyed. During the
same period, Barruel became editor of the Journal ecclesiastique, a post from which he continued his
attack on the revolution. By August of 1792, actions had become louder than words. On August 10,
Barruel suspended publication of the journal and escaped into hiding in Paris when the September
massacres broke out. From there he went to Normandy, whence the Vendee revolt would issue less
than a year later, and from there he escaped to England in mid-September 1792.

The parallels with Mary Wollstonecraft’s life are striking. Both emigrated in 1792. Wollstonecraft left
England and went to Paris to write a book about the revolution which is now pretty much unread by
anyone but scholars interested in the psychic details of Wollstonecraft’s life. Barruel escaped with his
life from the very revolution Wollstonecraft sought to embrace and, emigrating to England, where he
was granted patronage by the Clifford family, one of England’s most eminent recusant lines, Barruel
wrote a book that was to become the classic counter-revolutionary text for the next two hundred
years.

In a left-handed tribute to Barruel’s book and its subsequent influence, Daniel Pipesdedicates an
entire chapter to Barruel in his 1997 book Conspiracy, and in an act as audacious as it is dishonest
tries to make Barruel responsible for both the Holocaust and the Gulag, failing to mention that the
Soviet regime was the logical and historical extension of principles taken from the French
Revolution, against which Barruel fought.

Pipes’s attempt to link Barruel with the Nazi regime 1s even more fraught with dishonesty. While
admitting at one point that the word Jew never appears in the almost 2,000 pages that comprise
Barruel’s History of Jacobinism, Pipes nevertheless accuses Barruel of anti-Semitism based on the
alleged fact that he received a letter from an Italian by the name of Simonini who alleged that the
Jews were behind the conspiracy which brought about the revolution in France. Pipes claims that

Barruel “accepted and endorsed”? the notion that the Jews were behind the revolution; he then claims
that 1t became public knowledge, although there is no evidence to support that claim. Pipes cites an
obscure French journal as his source, when he got the idea from Nesta Webster’s book World
Revolution, which mentions the Simonini letter, but also claims that Barruel never accepted it. That is
not hard to understand, since accepting that thesis would have meant the repudiation of the one he
proposed in the History of Jacobinism, which attributed the revolution to philosophes, freemasons,
and the Illuminati.

Barruel’s history earned the ire of the heirs of the Enlightenment because it cut through the pseudo-
Newtonian mumbo-jumbo which tried to describe human activity in terms of atoms bumping into each
other, and resituated the locus of human responsibility in the human will, where Augustine, his



namesake, had placed it 1500 years before. Revolutions were caused by human passions, which,
when they got out of control, spread havoc through a culture. “It is undeniable,” Barruel wrote

that virtue ought to be more particularly the principle of democracies than of any other form of
government, they being the most turbulent and the most vicious of all, in which virtue is absolutely
necessary to control the passions of men, to quell that spirit of cabal, anarchy, and faction inherent to
the democratic form, and to chain down that ambition and rage of dominion over the people, which
the weakness of the laws can scarcely withstand.

Since the soul, according to the classical tradition, is the microcosm of the state, the French
Revolution was the logical consequence of releasing passion on a nation-wide scale:

The French revolution is in its nature similar to our passions and vices: it is generally known, that
misfortunes are the natural consequences of indulging them; and one would willingly avoid such
consequences: but a faint-hearted resistance is made; our passions and our vices soon triumph, and
man is hurried away by them.

Godwin’s rout in the battle of ideas came about primarily because the traditional psychology Barruel
espoused as the best explication of political events in France seemed to be bom out as true when
placed up against the still-unrolling chain of events. Godwin’s ideas, like calling Robespierre

an “eminent benefactor of mankind,” seemed to burst anytime they made contact with events.

The only thing that saved Godwin from total obscurity was the fact that people kept his name in print
by attacking him. One of the more significant attacks came in June 1798 when Joseph Johnson
published an anonymous book entitled An Essay on the Principle of Population as it affects the
Future Improvement of Society, with remarks on the speculations of Mr. Godwin, M, Condorcet and
other writers. The author was a shy young Anglican pastor with a hare-lip, ten years Godwin’s junior,
by the name of Thomas Malthus. Malthus took exception to Godwin’s idea of human perfectibility,
and proposed as a counterexample the idea that man’s procreation would always outstrip the
available food supply. This was so because food increased in arithmetical progression, whereas
human beings procreated in ratios which increased geometrically. Malthus had come by his
philosophical credentials b y something akin to birth right, in a family which revered philosophical
discourse and had as guests in their home David Hume and Jean-Jacques Rousseau. The story of
Malthus’s intellectual development, however, was the opposite of Godwin. Godwin was raised in a
Calvinist home for a career in the ministry, which he threw over after coming in contact with the
Enlightenment. Malthus was exposed to Enlightenment thought in the home and became, perhaps as a
result, a minister in the Anglican church.

Malthus based his argument against Godwin’s notion of moral perfectibility on two axioms: (I) that
food is necessary to the existence of man and (2) “that the passion between the sexes is necessary and
will remain nearly in its present state.” Given these two facts, the only thing that will limit population
to the available food supply is war, famine, and disease. Godwin, who subsequently met Malthus at a
dinner party given by Johnson on August 14, 1 798, suggested that if property were distributed more
equitably, that everyone would have enough to live on. Like the earlier dispute between Burke and
Wollstonecraft, the Godwin/Malthus dispute set the terms for what one would come to call left and
right tin English-speaking lands, at least) for the next two hundred years. The liberal view was that



human nature and therefore all human institutions, were completely malleable and therefore
perfectible. The conservative view was that man was what he was as the result of immutable “iron”
laws of nature, which could not be changed. Hence, according to the latter view, the less man did in
terms of tinkering the better off he would be. According to the former view, the notion that man could
be whatever he wanted to be - the idea of perfectibility, even to the point of conquering death - almost
naturally led to revolution because the only explanation for evil lay in the arbitrary restrictions which
the powerful imposed on society for their own benefit. In many ways, the debate was a resurrection
in disguised form of the earlier theological debate on original sin. Godwin represented an extreme
form of the Pelagian position, according to which nature was sufficient without grace; whereas
Malthus represented, in spite of his position as an Anglican minister, the Calvinist position that any
effort to ameliorate man’s condition was pointless because of man’s innate depravity.

Time would show that the crucial issue was “passion between the sexes.” Malthus argued from
numbers and claimed that sexual activity remained on that level a constant that would eventuate in
births in a way that would invariably outstrip food supply. Godwin argued that late marriage

and moral restraint would limit family size. Godwin, however, was prevented from making this
argument effectively by the evidence from his own life and writings, which seemed to urge
promiscuity, divorce, abortion, and anything but moral restraint. The more the two men pursued the
argument, the more the argument got cast in terms that would never admit a solution. Malthus, like
Burke before him, allowed the terms of the conservative argument to degenerate into the defense of a
completely static status quo and an equally vehement defense of economic privilege if not ruthless
exploitation of the weak. Godwin, for his part, proposed defenses that were ever more utopian, and
the argument has pretty much run in the same ruts from ever since.

By 1801 Malthus’s theory had already been widely adopted. Two years of poor harvests had led to
widespread distress. Prices were up 300 percent from their 1793 level, and although wages had also
risen, there had been a drastic fall in the income of the poor. Relieving starvation by public
expenditure, many taxpayers now believed, would make the situation worse, and the only answer was
to reduce demand even further. In 1800 a law was passed to forbid bakers from selling bread for
twenty-four hours after baking - it being well know that since new bread tasted better, the poor ate
more if it.

What neither side could anticipate then is how attractive artificial contraception would appear to both
sides in the dispute. As of the time of Mal-thus’s book, contraception was technologically unfeasible
and morally repugnant, but with the passage of time and the subsequent and simultaneous advance in
technology and the erosion of morals, it would soon reassert its utility as a technological solution
which allowed both sides to have their cake and eat it too. Birth control allowed theMalthusians to
concentrate on fertility reduction to the detriment of higher wages and better working conditions, but
it also allowed the Left to indulge its sexual passions and its utopian schemes for social engineering,
The rapprochement which contraception enabled would have to wait for a hundred years, but
eventually it would be symbolized by the collaboration of Margaret Sanger and John D.

Rockefeller Jr. The twopoles of the debate - liberation and control, as in sexual liberation and
population control - would remain antinomies, but in a way in which the one invariably begat the
other in a never ending cycle of more and more liberation eventuating in tighter and tighter social
control. The one was always a function of the other, and the contraceptive was the key to both. In



providing both liberation of the sexual sort for the Godwinians and control of the population sort for
the Malthusians, it allowed the creation of a political system in which “liberation” from sexual
restraint could be used as a form of control. The sexual act liberated from procreation was mobilized
in ways congenial to those who wanted to make money off its exploitation. By convincing undesirable
groups that they should limit their numbers rather than seek higher wages, these groups were deprived
of demographic leverage, and political protest was defused by evermore besotting applications of
sexual pleasure. All of that was far in the future, but all of it grew out of the dialectic of liberation
and control which lay at the heart of the Godwin/Malthus debate.

Godwin at this point had other reasons to think about birth control and moral restraint. At the time of
his debate with Malthus he became sexually involved with a certain Mrs. Clairmont, upon whom he
was practicing once again the “chance-medley” system of birth control, which predictably led to a
pregnancy, which eventuated in the birth in October of 1801 of one more half-sister, Jane or Claire or
Clare, being added to the Godwin family menage.

On March 6, 1801, seven months before the birth of Mary Godwin’s half-sister Jane, the Marquis de
Sade paid a visit to his publisher Nicholas Masse at his offices on the rue Helvetius. In 1797, the
same year that

Barruel’s magnum opus on the revolution had appeared in London, the Marquis de Sade produced a
magnum opus of a different sort in Paris. Entitled La Nouvelle Justine ou les Malheurs de la vertu,
suivie de VHistoire de Juliette sa soeur, Sade’s latest foray into pornography dwarfed anything he had
had published up till that time. Its ten volumes of pornographic excess were illustrated with numerous
obscene engravings earning it the dubious encomium of being “the most ambitious pornographic

enterprise ever assembled.”® If Sade hoped to get rich from the book, he was once again
disappointed. Three years after its publication, Sade was living from hand to mouth in the back room
of a farmer’s cottage with no residence of his own and not even a set of clothes to wear. Sade was in
fact so down and out that the world took him for dead. On August 29, 1799, he read his obituary in the
L'Ami des Lois, which shed few tears over his reputed passing away, referring to him as an
“infamous writer” whose “mere name . . . breathes a cadaverous stench that kills virtue and inspires
horror.” “Not even the most depraved heart,” the report continued, “the most bizarrely obscene

imagination could conceive anything so offensive to reason, decency or humanity.”®

A year and a half after the report appeared, Sade was at Masse, his publisher, hoping for a some of
the royalties from his latest, most ambitious pornographic work when the police arrived and took him
into custody. Masse cut a deal with the police by revealing the location of the warehouse where the
copies of Juliette were stored and was released within twenty-four hours. S ade was taken to a jail
known as the “Mousetrap” and lef't to stew in his own (and other people’s) juices in a holding cell
fifteen feet underground. Sade had been drawn into a trap by Masse and the police, who, according to
Lever, suspected Sade as the author of Zoloe, a satire on Napoleon. Two years after his arrest, after
bouncing from one dungeon to another, Sade finally ended up at Charenton, the famous asylum for the
insane. It was there, under the direction of the defrocked priest Francois Simonet de Coulmier, who
revitalized the hospital and made it, for a time, the social hub for Paris high society, that Sade finally
made a name for himself in the theater as the asylum’s new “artistic director.” Coulmier not only
arranged the performances, he actually joined with the Marquis de Sade and the inmates in



performing them. Considering the fact that Sade nearly perished from hunger and exposure during the
winter of 1800-1801, things could have been worse, especially since Sade’s mistress Constance
Quesnet was allowed to move in with him in August of 1804, and occupy the room next to his, where
she passed as his illegitimate daughter.

There was of course constant tension with the civil authorities who were authorized to search his
room periodically and confiscate any obscene material they found. These same authorities also
insisted that Sade be confined to the grounds of the asylum, but Coulmier was lax in the enforcement
of this rule, allowing Sade to attend Mass at the parish church of Sainte-Maurice on Easter Sunday
1805, where France’s apostle for atheism delivered the communion bread and took up the collection.

Sade did not write the plays which were performed at Charenton, as Peter Weiss would have it in his
’60s musical Marat/Sade, but he did perform in them, and his presence as director of the theater,
although not advertised, was undoubtedly one of the attractions that brought high society from Paris to
watch. The performances were also not, as in Marat/Sade, performed behind bars, nor did the asylum
inmates play the leading roles, which were given to professional actors and actresses from the
Parisian stage. One such actress, a Mile. Flore, described Sade as ““a kind of curiosity, like one of
those monstrous creatures they display in cages,” giving some indication that Sade himself, as much
as the therapeutic effects of drama on lunatics, was one of the main draws at Charenton. Sade, at this
point in his life retained the obesity he had acquired while a prisoner in the Bastille. His face,
according to Flore, “was the emblem of his mind and character,” which is another way o f saying that
it was not handsome. Auguste Delaboueisse-Rochefort, who saw him perform the leading role in
L'Tmpertinent by Desmahis, described him as “very big, very fat, very cold, very heavy, a large mass,

a vulgar, short man whose head seemed a shameful ruin.”’ Mile. Flore describes Sade as “the author
of several books that cannot be named and whose titles alone are an insult to taste and morality,

which is supposed to make you think I haven’t read them.”®

There 1s a disturbing side, of course, to Mile. Flore’s account. In addition to giving us information on
Sade’s appearance, she also gives some indication that his influence was spreading through the
clandestine circulation of his writings. This influence would continue well into the twentieth

century. Sade was the hero of Guillaume Apollinaire and the surrealists of the 1920s, who adopted
his sexual practices, particularly sodomy, in his honor. But the evidence indicates that Sade’s writings
had already, during his lifetime, attracted people who wanted to act out his fantasies. On June 5,
1807, Police Inspector Dubois searched Sade’s cell looking for obscene material and discovered

“many papers and instruments of the most disgusting libertinage.”® Evidently the Marquis de Sade
still practiced the masturbatory practices he had acquired during his incarceration at the Bastille.
After learning that Constance Quesnet was his mistress, Dubois searched her room as well

discovering a work entitled Les Entretiens du chateau de Florbelle, a work Dubois described as

“disgusting to read. It seems that de Sade aimed to surpass the horrors of Justine and Juliette.”!”

Even more unsettling, however, was the part of Dubois’s report that mentioned the letters Sade had
been receiving;

there are several written by a single hand that prove he has disciples as



horrifying as their master. The writer describes scenes of libertinage that have recently occurred and
boasts of having administered potions that produced an appearance of death lasting several hours in
women who were then used in every possible manner, tortured, and forced to drink three enormous
bottles of blood. 1 hope to discover the author of these letters and of these crimes. I have reason to
believe that he will not elude the searches 1 have ordered.

N o one knows whether this devotee of Sade was brought to justice. What is known, however, is that
the Marquis de Sade’s writings became underground classics during the nineteenth century and read
by figures as well known as Byron and Swinburne. Once release into the cultural bloodstream, these
toxins would circulate with surprising rapidity, creating, as pornography normally does, a sense of
possibility where none existed before.

But the immediate reaction at the time, in France as in England, was disgust. Esquirol, now head of
the Salpetriere, denounced the theatrical performances at Charenton as “a lie,” with no therapeutic
benefits. “The lunatics who attended these performances,” he continued, “attracted the attention

and curiosity of a frivolous, unserious and sometimes mean public. The bizarre attitudes and bearing
of these unfortunate individuals drew mocking laughter and insulting pity from the audience. What
more did it take to wound the pride and sensitivities of these poor souls, or to disconcert the

intelligence and reason of those few who retained the ability to be attentive?”!2

By January of 1812, when this letter was added to the bulging dossier on Charenton at the ministry of
health, Napoleon was on his way to defeat at the hands of the Russians, whose Cossacks would soon
be raping and pillaging on French soil. With the defeat of Napoleon, the man who embodied the
revolutionary ideals in their terminal phase, the conservative powers in Europe, with England and
Austria at their head, brought the age of revolution to a close - for the time being at least. And with
the end of revolution came the end of sexual revolution as well - again, for the time being. On May
06,1813, the ministry of health ordered the suspension of the balls and concerts that were given in
Charenton hospital.

On April 14, 1814, Napoleon abdicated at the palace at Fountainbleu, and on May 3 the Bourbon
monarchy was restored when King Louis XVIII made his triumphal return to the Paris, the city where
his grandfather had been executed twenty-one years before. Louis XVIII’s government now had no
need any longer of a director of Charenton who was both a defrocked priest and a former
revolutionary. Nor did they have any need of his dubious experiments in psychodrama. The revolution
had provided enough psychodrama to last a lifetime. So Coulmier was dismissed, and before the year
had ended Sade was dead. In his will, the Divine Marquis had specified that he wanted no monument,
and so he was buried, according to his wishes, in a copse of trees, which promptly obliterated his
grave. His monument was his writings, and they, as we have already indicated, would survive the
political restoration which saw the revolution and its sexual sequelae as a bad dream.

On August 7, 1814, four months before Sade died, Pope Pius VII issued a bull entitled Sollicitudo
Omnium Ecclesiarum, which restored the Society of Jesus as a religious order in the Catholic Church.
On October 18, 1815, Abbe Barruel was readmitted to the Jesuits. Like the works of the Marquis

de Sade, Barruel’s Memoirs Illustrating the History of Jacobinism would go on to have enormous
posthumous influence, although of a different kind. Barruel, unlike what his detractors had to say,



became convinced that the influence of the Prussian philosopher Immanuel Kant was every bit as
pernicious as his more bloodthirsty colleagues in France and dedicated the last five years of his life
to writing a book on Kant, a manuscript which he inexplicably burned before it could be published.
Barruel died on October 20, 1820, secure in the knowledge that the Jesuits had been restored and the
revolution was over. The sexual revolution was over as well, but there would still be one final
spectacular act that would gather all of its disparate threads in one hand before it expired of its own
wretched excess. Barruel, the implacable foe of revolution, would have been both surprised and
disconcerted to know that his magnum opus was one of those threads.



Part I, Chapter 6

London, 1812

On January 1,1812, William Godwin received a letter from a young aristocrat by the name of Percy
Bysshe Shelley. Shelley had been expelled from Cambridge for writing a anonymous pamphlet on
atheism, and now he was interested in making an inquiry as to why the French Revolution had

failed. Shelley had read Political Justice and wanted to discuss it with Godwin. “It is now a period of
more than two years since first [ saw your inestimable book on Political Justice,” Shelley wrote, “it
opened to my mind fresh and more extensive views; it materially influenced my character, and I rose
from its perusal a wiser and better man ... to you, as the regulator and former of my mind, I must ever

look with real respect and veneration.”!

Godwin was by now all but forgotten. The only time his name was mentioned was by way of
denouncing one or the other deleterious effects of Jacobinism on the character of England, which was
now ready for the final showdown with the Jacobin empire and its emperor Napoleon. Godwin as

a result was in permanent financial straits, and so we can imagine him upon reception of this letter not
only flattered by the attention of the younger generation but also pleased by the prospect of some
financial patronage.

Shelley, for his part, had established a sexual trajectory at this point that was similar to that of his
master. Reading Godwin as an impressionable teenager, Shelley denounced the institution of marriage

in a letter to one of his female admirers as “an evil of immense an extensive magnitude.”? As

a teenager Shelley was, however, as libidinous as he was impressionable, and after falling under the
spell of the sixteen-year-old friend of his sisters, Harriet Westbrook, who refused to comply with his
free love schemes, Shelley decided, like his mentor Godwin, to chuck principle in favor of sexual
gratification and get married anyway.

When Shelley finally arrived at Godwin’s door, it was as i1f the Spirit of 93 were made incarnate in
the body of this frail and young and even younger looking aristocrat. During the mid-1790s what
happened in France seemed a prelude to what was going to happen in England. Following on the
heels of the Terror in France, on October 29, 1795, the king’s carriage was attacked by a mob at the
opening of Parliament resulting in the fatal injury of one of his footmen. The result was a sense of
alarm, a sense that the revolution was made to be exported to England as well as throughout Europe,
and the determination of the government to suppress sedition of both deed and thought.

Philosophy, so recently resurrected for the English reading public by William Godwin, Mary’s father,
had now become a term of opprobrium, similar to the way the term philosophe was used by Barruel.
“Philosophy,” as one biographer put it, “meant William Godwin and Mary Wollstonecraft,

atheism, treason, economic redistribution, and sexual immorality.”>

Shelley had read all of the classical revolutionary documents emanating from France. As such he was
familiar with the role electricity, especially as introduced by America’s ambassador to France,
Benjamin Franklin, played in revolutionary politics. It was to take on a new meaning in his wife-to-
be’s account of Shelley as the monster-begetting Victor Frankenstein. Shelley, like Frankenstein, was



a “modem Prometheus” who would free the slaves via scientifically based revolution. As with his
poem “Ode to the West Wind,” Shelley incorporated the magical elan vital into his body as

way transforming himself into something godlike, superhuman, preternatural, as recounted by his
Oxford chum Thomas Jefferson Hogg;

He then proceeded, with much eagerness and enthusiasm, to show me the various instruments,
especially the electrical apparatus; turning round the handle very rapidly, so that the fierce, crackling
sparks flew forth; and presently standing upon the stool with glass feet, he begged me to work the
machine until he was filled with the fluid, so that his long, wild locks bristled and stood on end.
Afterwards he charged a powerful battery of several large jars; labouring with vast energy, and
discoursing with increasing vehemence of the marvellous powers of electricity, of thunder and
lightning; describing an electrical kite that he had made at home, and projecting another and an
enormous one, or rather a combination of many kites, that would draw down from the sky an immense
volume of electricity, the whole ammunition of a mighty thunderstorm; and this directed to some point
would there produce the most stupendous results.

Shelley’s experiments have a touching sort of naivete to them, a bit like a boy playing with his
chemistry set on the way to inventing the cure for some dread disease. But there was a sinister side to
what he was doing as well, a willingness to experiment on human beings, himself and his sisters, that
bespoke an instrumental attitude toward human life that would reach its fulfillment in matters sexual.
“Thou didst sport with life,” the monster said to Victor Frankenstein, and as Mary Shelley well knew
the charge applied to Shelley as well. Science, from Shelley’s point of view, was a way of
manipulating nature to get what you wanted from it. The crucial step taken by de la Mettrie and the
Marquis de Sade was the transformation of man into a machine as a prelude to manipulating him as
the scientist would manipulate inanimate nature. Because Christianity posited a certain sacredness to
life, it was also seen as the major obstacle to the fulfillment of forbidden desire. Christianity, as a
result, was construed as the enemy by Shelley and his circle. Science was an essential weapon in the
arsenal he used to attack Christianity, the family, marriage, property and government. Shelley was
not some innocent playing with a chemistry set. He was a magus with a revolutionary agenda. “Oh!”
wrote the aspiring young chemist,

I bum with impatience for the moment of Xtianity’s dissolution, it has injured me; 1 swear on the altar
of perjured love to revenge myself on the hated cause of the effect which even now I can scarcely
help deploring. -Indeed I think it is to the benefit of society to destroy the opinions which can
annihilate the dearest of its ties... - Let us hope that the wound which we inflict tho’ the dagger be

concealed, will rankle in the heart of our adversary.’

He ended his letter with the battle cry of the Enlightenment, “tcrasez I’infame; ecrasez VimpieThe
phrase “crush the infamy” comes from Voltaire, who used to end his letters with it, in the manner of
Cato the Elder who used to end every speech with a reference to his foes across the Mediterranean:
Carthago delenda est. But the reference to the concealed dagger was straight from Barruel’s account
of the Illuminati, which along with Electricity became another of Shelley’s obsessions.

Electricity, in this regard, became more than a simple force that can “animate” machinery; it was the
force that animated the universe, and since man was nothing more than a complicated machine, he



who controlled electricity, controlled man. The revolutionary implications become immediately
apparent, especially to one who had read Barruel’s History of Jacobinism, as Shelley had. In fact,
Shelly took Barruel in a perverse way as the Bible for the revolution he planned and forced its
reading on all of his proteges, most notably the young Mary Godwin, who read it as part of the
revolutionary education Shelley airanged for her. “With Voltaire,” Barruel writes, “man is a

pure machine.”® Frederick the Great, Voltaire’s protector and fellow philosophe, was of the same
opinion, but, according to Bairuel, took the whole notion a step further to its logical conclusion: “I am
will convinced that I am not twofold,” Frederick wrote in a direct attack on the idea that man was a
body informed by a soul, “hence, I consider myself as a single being. I know that I am an animal

organized, and that thinks: hence, I conclude that matter can think, as well as that it has the property of

being electric.””

Shelley’s revolutionary program was simply a series of extrapolations drawn from this rational
psychology, which, since there was now no such thing as a soul, was in reality a sort of
anthropophysics. Electricity was the force of nature that would break the chains of convention and
liberate man. The more Shelley became convinced that he was in possession of the secrets of nature,
the more violent became his hatred of “unnatural” conventions like the family, the state and religion,
in particular, Christianity: “Yet here I swear, and as I break my oath may Infinity Eternity blast me,
here I swear that never will I forgive Christianity!... Oh how I wish [ were the Antichrist, that it were

mine to crush the Demon, to hurl him to his native Hell never to rise again.”

Just as Electricity produced light, which dispelled by its very nature the darkness of superstition, so
Electricity as the ultimate force in nature found its political expression in [lluminism, the conspiracy
hatched by Adam Weishaupt, professor of law at the University of Ingolstadt, which had thrown the
King of France down from his throne and aspired to do the same for every other priest and king
throughout Europe.

Shelley finally showed up at the Godwins with his young wife Harriet, and the meeting was a
success. By 1814, a complicating factor had arisen in the relationship. Shelley had fallen in love with
Godwin’s daughter by Mary Wollstonecraft, Mary Godwin. During one of their evening walks in

Spa Fields, Shelley explained to Godwin that he had fallen in love with his daughter, who was then
sixteen years old, the same age as his first wife when he married her, and that he intended to leave
Harriet and live with Mary without the benefit of the sacrament of matrimony in Switzerland. In order
to make the arrangement more attractive to the chronically impecunious Godwin, Shelley assured
Godwin that the money from one of the many ruinous post-obit bonds Shelley floated would be
arriving soon. This money would cover the cost of travel to Switzerland, and there would still be
some left over for Godwin, who was once again hoist on his own philosophical petard. As was
usually the case in sexual matters, Godwin was forced to choose between his philosophical
principles and whatever was left of his innate moral sense as a decent human being and father.
Godwin would, to his credit, not give his approval, but this didn’t deter Shelley, who had been
“educating” young Mary to her father’s principles, whether her father believed them anymore or not.
On June 26, 1814, Shelley accompanied Mary to her mother’s tomb, where they read Wollstonecraft’s
letters, and where, after sending her sister Jane away, the seduction was consummated either on

or near the tomb itself. Shortly thereaf ter, Mary agreed to elope, which they did, taking her half-sister
Jane along as a translator.



Shelley had become Mary Godwin’s lover, but he would remain as before her educator as well.
During the course of the next few months, Mary would read all of the books which had corrupted
Shelley, and among them and of singular importance was Barruel’s History of Jacobinism,

Shelley recommended the book, not because he agreed with the political views of the world’s most
famous anti-revolutionary Jesuit, but because the book gave the best account of the Illuminist
conspiracy then extant, and as part of his political agenda, Shelley wanted to resurrect the Illuminati.

Whether Abbe Barruel described Weishaupt’s role in the French Revolution accurately or not is
beside the point. It is Barruel’s account which became normative for Shelley and Mary Godwin as
they pondered it on their honeymoon journey down the Rhine past Schloss Frankenstein. Victor
Frankenstein, like Weishaupt, was associated with the University of Ingolstadt but studied medicine,
not law, because medicine had a more direct connection with the principle of life Shelley sought to
discover in electricity, and control through applied Illuminism, a system which, he confided to
Leigh Hunt, “might establish rational liberty on as firm a basis as that which would have supported

the visionary schemes of a completely-equalized community.””

Shelley made the connection between Illuminism and his revolution-ary/scientific program explicitly
in a letter to Leigh Hunt but suppressed any discussion of it with the older Godwin because it was
simply too radical and shocking a proposal to broach. With Godwin, Shelley hinted at his devotion to
the Gnostic/Manichean tradition of anti-Christianity more obliquely, using science as his cover,
perhaps in deference to the fact that Godwin narrowly escaped being tried for sedition, and many of
his friends did not escape at all. The initiate Illuminatus, according Barruel, was urged “fo study

the doctrines of the ancient Gnostics and Manichaeans, which may lead him to many important

discoveries of this real Masonry.”!? He was also told that “the great enemies which he will have to
encounter during this investigation will be ambition and other vices which make humanity groan under

the oppression of Princes and of the Priesthood ! With this in the back of his mind, Shelley writes to
Godwin that: “I was haunted with a passion for the wildest and most extravagant romances: ancient
books of Chemistry and Magic were perused with an enthusiasm of wonder almost amounting to

belief,”’12

Shelley lets the cat out of the bag just enough by linking chemistry and magic, enough to cause
Godwin to recoil in horror, as if he understood the full implication of the system Shelley was
proposing. Since both the Christian and the anti-Christian systems were internally consistent and
mutually antagonistic, it is not surprising that Godwin would react with horror: “You talk of
awakening them,” he wrote, “they will rise up like Cadmus’ seed of dragon’s teeth, and their first act

will be to destroy each other.”!

Godwin was smart enough to realize that Shelley was taking [lluminism as his model even if he never
mentioned it explicitly - to Godwin at least:

Shelley secretly turned to the Masonic conception of revolutionary brotherhood as a viable form of
reform organization. He was attracted especially by its occultism, its tight communal solidarity, and
“seeding” of subversive political ideas. He never wrote of Illuminism to Godwin, who would have
been appalled, but to Miss Hitchener in this same letter he recommended the authoritative book on the
subject, by the Abbd Barruel, Memoirs Illustrating the History of Jacobinism, a translation in four



volumes, 1797-98. ‘To you who know how to distinguish truth, 1 recommend it.” !4

What began with the discovery of electricity as the revolutionary elan vital and culminated in
IMluminism as electric politics had as its middle term a series of connecting links which Shelley
articulated in his philosophical poem Queen Mab, a poem with a long revolutionary pedigree.
“Besides reaching American radicals, it is known that the poem was influential in liberal and
revolutionary circles on the Continent, and the young Frederick Engels began a translation before the

1848 upheavals.”!> When Mary and her half sister Jane (soon to rename herself Claire) would take
walks in the evening, Shelley - as part of his contribution to Mary’s education, of course -would
unfailingly join them, whereupon, Jane would separate from the pair and allow them to pursue their
conversations a deux, (which Mary characterized as too metaphysical for Jane’s untutored mind). As
part of his education of Mary, Shelley began plying her with his thoughts as expressed in Queen Mab,
a compendium in verse of left-wing nostrums concerning everything from free love to vegetarianism.
At this point in his life, Shelley was unsure whether he was being called (if that is the right term) to
be a philosopher or a poet. After reading Queen Mab, Mary suggested poetry as his career

path, perhaps because the philosophy was so derivative and derived chiefly from her father, as the
poem’s notes make clear.

Taking its name from the queen of the fairies in Shakespeare’s Midsummer Night’s Dream, Queen
Mab is, in addition to being in the tradition of the philosophical poem in the mode of Lucretius’
scientific treatises, the first tract on sexual liberation in the English language. Sexual liberation was
incorporated into the rest of Shelley’s political program, but for all that, it still occupied primacy of
place in his Utopian scheme. At the heart of this scheme was Shelley’s fervent, extremely fervent,

hope that “all judgment cease to wage unnatural war/With passion’s unsubduable array.” ® Reason, in
other words, was to become, as Shelley assured Hogg, compatible with “true passion.” It was that
simple, or so it seemed to Shelley in 1813.

The cause of contention and unhappiness is not the jar of unruly passion against restraining but
secretly compliant reason, but rather what Shelley called “Xtianity,” which attempts to suppress the
passions which are the source of all happiness in the sublunary, which is to say, the only sphere.
The villain in this drama is therefore, religion, “the priest’s dogmatic roar!/ The weight of his

exterminating curse.”!

Queen Mab is the quintessential Enlightenment poem. All the poet has to do to achieve heaven on
earth is defy priestly authority, keep his soul pure from “the polluting woe/ Of tyranny,” which
involves learning to “prefer/ Hell’s freedom to the servitude of heaven.”!® Once the aspiring
revolutionary gets that part right. Science will do the rest, which is to say, it will eliminate disease
and strife, especially the strife between reason and passion, which is a creation of dogmatic priests

anyway. “The consistent Newtonian is necessarily an atheist,” Shelley tells us, therefore, science will
reconcile reason and passion by abolishing belief in God:

All things are void of terror: man has lost

His terrible prerogative, and stands



An equal amidst equals: happiness

And Science dawn though late upon the earth;
Peace cheers the mind, health renovates the frame;
Disease and pleasure cease to mingle here.
Reason and passion cease to combat there;

Whilst each unfettered o’er the earth extend Their all-subduing energies, and wield The sceptre of a
vast dominion there;

Whilst every shape and mode of matter lends Its force to the omnipotence of mind.
Which from its dark mine drags the gem of truth To decorate its paradise of peace.
O happy Earth, reality of Heaven!

She left the moral world without a law,

No longer fettering passion’s fearless wing.

Nor searing reason with the brand of God.

Then steadily the happy ferment worked;

Reason was free; and wild though passion went Through tangled glens and wood-embosomed meads.
Gathering a garland of the strangest flowers,

Yet like the bee returning to her queen,

She bound the sweetest on her sister’s brow,

Who meek and sober kissed the sportive child.

No longer trembling at the broken rod.

In order to establish heaven on earth, all the revolutionary need do is, in the words of the song, “act
naturally.”

Then, that sweet bondage which is freedom’s self,
And rivets with sensation’s softest tie The kindred sympathies of human souls.

Needed no fetters of tyrannic law:



Those delicate and timid impulses In nature’s primal modesty arose,

And with undoubting confidence disclosed The growing longing of its dawning love.
Unchecked by dull and selfish chastity.

That virtue of the cheaply virtuous.

Who pride themselves in senselessness and frost.

The chief safeguard against the dangers of “selfish chastity” is the idea that the world is a machine.
He who understands this, Shelley explains in one of the poem’s footnotes, is in no danger of seduction
from the falsehoods of religious systems, of deifying the principle of the universe.

It is impossible to believe that the Spirit that pervades this infinite machine, begat a son upon the
body of a Jewish woman; or is angered at the

consequence of that necessity, which is a synonym of itself. All that miserable tale of the Devil, and
Eve, and an Intercessor, with the childish mummeries of the God of the Jews, is irreconcilable with
the knowledge of the stars. The works of his fingers have bome witness against him.'*

Since the universe is a machine, and man a machine as well, and woman “a machine for
voluptuousness,” as the Marquis de Sade put it,' then marriage is simply the coupling of atoms in a
molecule, and divorce nothing more than their uncoupling and recoupling in a more congenial
configuration. The critical issue in the duration of any relationship is will based on affection, which
is another word for passion, which, given the Enlightenment penchant for rationalization, is
surprisingly compatible with “reason’:

How long then ought the sexual connection to last? what law ought to specify the extent of the
grievance which should limit its duration? A husband and wife ought to continue so long united as
they love each other: any law which should bind them to cohabitation for one moment after the decay
of their af fection*would be a most intolerable tyranny, and the most unworthy of toleration.

Enlightenment morals become, therefore, a matter of calculation in just about every sense of the word.
“The connection of the sexes,” Shelley tells us, “is so long sacred as it contributes to the comfort of

the parties, and is naturally dissolved when its evils are greater than its benefits.”?> Chastity is

“a monkish and evangelical superstition, a greater foe to natural temperance even than unintellectual
sensuality; it strikes at the root of all domestic happiness, and consigns more than half of the human
race to misery, that some few may monopolize according to law. A system could not well have

been devised more studiously hostile to human happiness than marriage.””?

So, the only thing - from the revolutionary point of view, at least-which can bring about “the fit and
natural arrangement of sexual connection” is “the abolition of marriage.” In the meantime, if passions
still prove unruly, Shelley suggests vegetarianism as a palliative. Prometheus, after all,

“who represents the human race” was punished for cooking meat by having his entrails “devoured by

the vulture of disease.”?” “All vice,” Shelley tells us solemnly, including death, “arose from the ruin



of healthful innocence,”?® that came about with the eating of meat.

As anyone who has ever attended graduate school knows, sexual liberation is invariably associated
with vegetarianism, especially among the weaker sex. Shelley was no exception to this rule, and in
Queen Mab he ascribes benefits to the consumption of vegetables that are Godwinian in proportion.
“Who will assert,” Shelley asks rhetorically, giving what might be termed the vegetarian view of
history, “that had the populace of Paris satisfied their hunger at the ever-furnished table of vegetable
nature, they would have lent their brutal suffrage to the proscription-list of Robespierre?” Of course,
being committed to science, Shelley must admit that “the proselyte to a pure diet must be warned to
expect a temporary diminution of muscular strength,” but, nonetheless:

Hopes are entertained that, in April 1814, a statement will be given, that sixty persons, all having
lived more than three years on vegetables and pure water, are then in perfect health. More than two
years have now elapsed; not one of them has died', no such example will be found in say sixty

persons taken at random.”

Of course, all of those people, whether vegetarian or carnivore, all ended up dead, which must have
been a blow to Shelley since Godwin was of the opinion that man was so perfectible that he could

abolish death.

Mary Godwin and Shelley returned to England after their honeymoon of 1814, but they vowed to
leave again, which is what they did in the Spring of 1816, traveling to Lake Geneva to be with Lord
Byron. At what has become the most famous house party in English literary history, Byron and
Shelley and Mary and Jane and Byron’s physician Dr. Polidori, sat around the Villa Diodati, which
Byron had rented for the season. Prevented from hiking and sailing by the foul weather, they told ghost
stories instead. It was in the after-math of one of these storytelling sessions that Mary Godwin
conceived the idea for Frankenstein, which was her meditation on Shelley and Shelley’s political
project of resurrecting the Illuminati as described by Barruel in his History of Jacobinism. Shelley
insisted that Mary read Barruel, which St. Clair claims they “read not only as a history of why things

had gone wrong but in order to leam the mind of the enemy.”3! Even if we concede this as their
intention, it is not clear that intention has hegemony over reality in psychic or literary matters. What
matters is that in reading Barruel, Mary Godwin was confronted with the classical tradition of the
West in both ethics and politics as it applied to the particulars of the Revolution in France,

whose sequelae the young trio had just witnessed first-hand on their “honeymoon” in 1814. Given the
power of this explication in light of concrete instances that exceeded what both Barruel had described
in 1797 and Burke had predicted six years earlier, it 1s difficult to imagine this lesson having no effect
-especially having no effect on Mary Godwin. Barruel was in this regard the antitype of Godwin. By
taking human action out of the Enlightenment matrix of pseudo-physics and re-situating it in its ethical
terms, Barruel achieved the congruity between microcosm and macrocosm which the Godwinian
system promised through Newtonian physics and then failed to deliver. In reading Barruel, Mary
Godwin got the classical education in ethics and politics that her father had promised but never
provided. In reading Barruel, Mary Godwin was confronted with the wisdom of the tradition her
husband vowed to overthrow. The French Revolution, according to this reading, was, not random
molecules of social interaction, but rather



similar to our passions and vices: it is generally known, that misfortunes are the natural consequences
of indulging them; and one would willingly

avoid such consequences: but a faint-hearted resistance i1s made; our passions and our vices soon
triumph, and man is hurried away by them.

In passages like this, we discern the moral wisdom of the West, which means the horror tradition
which Mary Godwin founded by writing Frankenstein read backwards, so to speak, from the point of
view of the moral order that got suppressed and then returned in disguise. The calamities described
in horror fictions are moral truths in repressed form. Horror is morality written backwards; it is the
moral order viewed through the wrong end of the telescope. Both Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein and
Barruefs History of Jacobin-ism tell the same story, but they tell it in radically different ways. To say
that “the French revolution is in its nature similar to our passions and vices” was, of course, the
antithesis of both the Enlightenment and the Godwin-Woll-stonecraf t family tradition; but then again
so was Frankenstein, because both books describe how “misfortunes are the natural consequence of
indulging” the passions. Barruel’s history does this directly; Frankenstein, like the rest of the horror
tradition, does it by indirection. Barruel’s book is a warning; Frankenstein is an expression of regret;
it 1s full, not of repentance, but remorse. In this, it mirrored the mind of Mary Shelley, especially after
the events of the fall of 1816 had left their indelible mark on her psyche. Mary Shelley could never
repudiate her family’s radicalism, nor could she admit that her participation in that radicalism was
wrong, but on the other hand she also could not deny that people had died because of her actions.
Guilt bound her to Shelley, guilt over what she had done to Harriet Westbrook, but she had no way of
dealing with the guilt because she could not bring herself to repent, or avail herself of the vehicle of
repentance, Christianity. Mary Shelley couldn’t go back to the old Godwinian radicalism; nor could
she go forward to the Christian/classical tradition via repentance. So instead of repentance, she chose
respectability as the antidote to the deadly radicalism proposed b y her family. In many ways, the
Victorian age was made for her; in many ways, she created the age by orchestrating Shelley’s
apotheosis into a Victorian angel from a higher sphere.

Barruefs significance in Mary’s education at Shelley’s hands lay in the alternative it provided to
Enlightenment philosophy. Barruel’s History of Jacobinism was not the only text that refuted the
Enlightenment - the Shelleys re-read Shakespeare too - but it was the one which did it most
specifically in light of classical morals and classical politics, which was a function of those same
morals. It also did it by using examples from the French Revolution, an event which Shelley wanted
to resurrect in England according to Illuminist principles by creating a network of terrorist Illuminist
cells. At the heart of his project was a revolutionary subversion of the moral order as the prelude to a
similar subversion of the political order. Shelley’s Queen Mab is a good example of Helvetius read
forward, i.e., taken at face value. Queen Mab articulates the hope that passion can be made
compatible with reason: “And judgment cease to wage unnatural war/ With passion's unsub-duable
array.” With Barruel, Mary Godwin got to read Helvetius backwards, i.e., in light of the tradition he
and Shelley hoped to destroy. “Helvetius,” according to Barruel,

will at one time tell us. that the only rule by which virtuous actions are distinguished from vicious
ones, 1s the laws of princes, and public utility. Elsewhere he will say, “that virtue, or honesty, with
regard to individuals, is not more that the habit of actions be measured'," In fine, “that if the virtuous



man is not happy in this world, we are justified in exclaiming, O Virtue! thou are but an idle dream.”

The same sophister also says, that “sublime virtue and enlightened wisdom are only the fruits of those
passions called folly, or, that stupidity 1s the necessary consequence of the cessation of passion. That
to moderate the passions is to ruin the state. That conscience and remorse are nothing but the foresight
of those physical penalties to which crimes expose us.

That the man who is above the last can commit, without remorse, the dishonest act that may serve his
purpose.” That it little imports whether men are vicious, if they be but enlightened.

The fair sex too will be taught by this author, that “Modesty 1s only an invention of refined
voluptuousness: - that Morality has nothing to apprehend from love, for it is the passion that creates
genius, and renders man virtuous." He will inform children, that “the commandment of loving

their father and mother is more the work of education than of nature.” He will tell the married couple,
that “the law which condemns them to live together become barbarous and cruel on the day they cease

to love each other.”3?

The last sentence, no doubt, made Mary Godwin sit up and take notice. It was a fair description of
what had become the Godwin family tradition of denigrating marriage - by the older generation in
theory, and by the younger in practice. This was the “scientific” deconstruction of the moral tradition
of the West proposed by the Enlightenment, which Barruel “read backwards,” 1.e., retranslated back
into the language of classical ethics and politics. According to that reading, the French Revolution
was the result of passion; in fact, it was a crucial stage in the trajectory of passion leading to

death. Barruel saw the French Revolution as a calculated effort to unleash passion as the vehicle of
subversion, but one that failed to reckon with just how destructive those forces could be when
unleashed and attempts to rein them in proved impossible, as during the Terror, the logical outcome of
revolutionary principles. Moral decadence led to the Enlightenment, which was the rationalization of
passion. The Enlightenment led then to the Revolution, which was the projection of those principles
onto the political sphere, and the Revolution in turn led to the Terror, which was the logical outcome
of passions unbridled by reason leading to death. Barruel saw in the revolution, therefore, the entire
trajectory of horror laid out step by step according the tenets of Christian philosophy, in writings like
the Epistle of James. Mary

Shelley probably did not see things that way; but by the time she was done writing Frankenstein, she
didn’t see things Shelley’s way either. Frankenstein was her attempt to make sense out of the conflict
between the Enlightenment view of a Utopian future and the moral order at the heart of the classical
tradition of the West. The difference had to do with Newtonian as opposed to Aristotelian systems of
motion, extrapolated to moral systems where stasis/tranquility was good according to the latter
system and pas-sion/motion good according to the former. Barruel spends his time both explaining the
particulars of the conspiracy that led up to the French Revolution and at the same time explicating
these events in the light of the classical tradition of both politics and ethics.

To begin with, the Jacobin conspirators worked to get the Jesuits suppressed so that they could take
over education in France. “In many colleges the Jesuitsbeing very ill replaced, the youth, neglected in

their education, left a prey to their passions.”3* The same tactic was used to bring princes under the



conspirator’s control: “they relish them,” said Barruel about why princes protected the conspirators,
“because they flattered and unbridled their passions. This was the first step toward the revolution.”>

Subsequent steps follow the same trajectory:

The French revolution is in its nature similar to our passions and vices: it is generally known, that
misfortunes are the natural consequences of indulging them; and one would willingly avoid such
consequences: but a faint-hearted resistance is made; our passions and our vices soon triumph, and

man is hurried away by them.’

Barruel was well aware of the Newtonian dimensions of the revolutionary universe he criticized, but
he was careful to re-analyze the quasi-scien-tific transvaluation of values back into its classical
components. Self-interest, according to the Enlightenment, was the human equivalent to gravity, the
force which held everything in the universe together in dynamic motion. Just as the planets pursued
their own way through the universe and thereby brought about a dynamic harmonious whole, so those
who pursued their own self-interest in this life would find their oftentimes selfish actions reconciled
to harmony by some “invisible hand” or other convenient fiction. That being granted, the immediate
subsequent problem was to explain how things human would not degenerate into solipsism,
selfishness, terror, and death, as Shakespeare had predicted in Ulysses’ famous speech in Troilus and
Cressida. Adam Smith claimed that an “invisible hand” would intervene and, as if automatically, turn
individual actions of selfishness into a big picture of compatibility with the common good.Twenty
years after Smith wrote those lines, France was giving some indication that individual passions might
not turn out so benignly after all. If there was an invisible hand at work in France during the 1790s, its
most significant characteristic was its invisibility. “It was only a constructive revolt which the
philosophes had desired”;

Lester Crocker writes, “but they were unable to halt the dynamics of revolution, even as the men of’

89 could not prevent the coming of *93.”37 The trajectory from Enlightenment to death had two salient
characteristics: it was impossible to deny the consequences, and it was just as impossible (at

least among those who deemed themselves progressive) to relinquish the illusion of “liberation”
which led to those consequences. Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein was bom out of her inability to resolve
that contradiction.

The potential of using vice as a form of control, as Barruel made clear, was part of human nature:

Any fool may attract the people to the theatre, but the eloquence of a Chrysostom is necessary to tear
them from it. With equal talents, he who pleads for license and impiety will carry more weight than
the most eloquent orator who vindicates the rights of virtue and morality/

Classical Christian writers had always realized that there was an asymmetry in social motivation. It
was always easier to convince people to do what their passions were telling them to do anyway,
rather than to convince them to resist in favor of some higher good. The act of persuading people

to gratify illicit passion was known as pandering. It was the illusion of the Enlightenment, as
illustrated in texts like Bernard Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees, to see passion as the engine for
prosperity. Weishaupt took the same idea and molded it to his own ends. Passion would not only be



the cause of the Enlightenment; it would be its vehicle as well. Weishaupt was associated, like the
fictional Victor Frankenstein, with the University of Ingolstadt. Frankenstein was a student of
medicine, and Weishaupt a professor of law. Mary Shelley got her image of Weishaupt from Barruel,
who saw him as:

An odious phenomenon in nature, an Atheist void of remorse, a profound hypocrite, destitute of those
superior talents which lead to the vindication of truth, he is possessed of all that energy and ardour in
vice which generates conspirators for impiety and anarchy. Shunning, like the ill-boding owl, the
genial rays of the sun, he wraps around him the mantle of darkness; and history shall record of him, as
of the evil spirit, only the black deeds which he planned or executed/

Unlike Shelley, Weishaupt was not an aristocrat, but the rest of the description, including his nocturnal
habits, corresponds uncannily to Hogg’s description of Shelley at Oxford. There are other similarities
as well. Barruel tells us that “but a single trait of his private life has pierced the cloud in which he
had enveloped himself,” namely, that he had incestuous relations with his sister-in-law, got her
pregnant, and then tried to thwart the ensuing scandal by attempting unsuccessfully to abort the baby.

Incestuous Sophister! it was the widow of his brother whom he seduced. -Atrocious father! it was for
the murder of his offspring that he solicited poison and the dagger. - Execrable hypocrite! he
implored, he conjured

both art and friendship to destroy the innocent victim, the child whose birth must betray the morals of
his father.4?

“I am on the eve of losing that reputation which gave me so great an authority over our people,”
Weishaupt wrote to his co-conspirator Hertel. “My sister-in-law is with child.... How shall I restore
the honour of a person who is the victim of a crime that is wholly mine? We have already made
several attempts to destroy the child: she was determined to undergo all; but Euriphon is too timid.”

With Nietzsche and later Freud, who appropriated his “Oedipus Complex” surreptitiously from The
Birth of Tragedy, incest would take on a numinous significance for sexual revolutionaries, becoming a
way to force nature to reveal her secrets, but it had already taken on a similar significance in Shelley,
who made it the centerpiece of his attack on Christianity in “The Revolt of Islam,” which is dedicated
to Mary Godwin and her sexual daring:

How beautiful and calm and free thou wert In thy young wisdom, when the moral chain Of Custom
thou didst burst and rend in twain,

And walked as free as light the clouds among.

By the time Shelley and Mary and Claire Clairmont linked up with Byron at the Villa Diodati, their
menage was known as “the league of incest,” a description that refers to “The Revolt of Islam” and
the sexual congress Byron and Shelley were having with two half sisters. There is every
indication that the expression of the gossipmongers corresponded to Shelley’s intention as well.
Shelley knew that Illuminism meant controlling people through the manipulation of their passions
because he read this in Barruel. There is every indication that Shelley tried to use this [lluminist



technique, in combination with a double incest, to ensnare the most famous poet of the day to his
revolutionary cause.

With the concatenation of incest and abortion, we come to the heart of the esoteric gnosis of the
Enlightenment. The similarities between Weishaupt and later revolutionary adepts is too great to
ignore. To begin with the situation closest at hand, there was Shelley’s sexual relationship with his
sister-in-law Claire Clairmont. When she first met Byron she confided to the great poet that she had
already slept with Shelley, gotten pregnant by him and aborted the child. Then she proceeded to say
that since she believed in free love, Byron could do the same with her if he wished. Byron seems to
have been taken in by the offer, having sexual relations and eventually a child by Claire, but before
long revulsion overcame any attraction he might have felt. Byron would later refer to Claire as an
“Atheist and Murderer,” in reference to both the Illuminist ideology she adopted under Shelley’s
tutelage and the abortion she claims to have carried out on Shelley’s child. In the letter in which she
proposed becoming Byron’s mistress, Claire also held out her half sister Mary as an added
inducement to sleeping with her. “You will, I daresay, fall in love withher,” she wrote. “She is very
handsome and very amiable, and you will no doubt be blest in your attachment; nothing could afford
me more pleasure. I will redouble my attentions to please her ... do everything she tells me, whether it
be good or bad.”

Byron was the most important poet in England at the time, and Shelley seems to have taken a page
from Barruel by using Claire and the possibility of sex with Mary as a way of at first ingratiating
himself with Byron and then controlling him by controlling his dominant passions. What Claire
proposed in her letter Byron was a sort of double incest a la Weishaupt', Byron and Shelley would
share the same half-sisters. It was Weishaupt, after all who proposed that initiates to the [lluminati
should first give a secret autobiography and then be controlled by a combination of blackmail and
“secretly gratifying their passions, durch be gnugung ihrer leidenschaften im verborgenen. . . . And
this association might moreover serve to gratify those brethren who had a turn for sensual
pleasure."*? Byron was already notorious for his affair with his half sister Augusta. The possibility of
sleeping with the same half-sisters Shelley had slept with offered numinous possibilities, based on
the secret life of Adam Weishaupt, founder of the revolutionary cell Shelley hoped to resurrect as a
prelude to Promethean upheavals in the mode of the French Revolution. Shelley’s poem about the
French Revolution, the “Revolt of Islam,” originally had as its two main characters Laon and Cyntha,
brother and sister, who engaged in incestuous sexual relations as a way of producing good
occult/revolutionary juju.

Incest, as a result of Weishaupt, took on numinous significance in the secret gnosis of global
revolution. In the Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche refers to “the mother-wooing, riddle-solving Oedipus,”
who brings about “though oracular and magical powers, the force of both present and future, the
rigid law of individuation as well as the magic of nature are broken.”

“The preconditioning cause” of domination of nature, Nietzsche tells us,

1s the fact that beforehand a monstrous act against nature -something of the order of incest - [my
emphasis] must have taken place; then how is one to force nature to reveal her secrets other than by
victoriously going against her, that is, though an act contrary to nature. I see this recognition sketched



out in that hideous trinity of Oedipus’ fate: the same man who solves the riddle of nature - that double-
edged Sphinx - must also violate the most holy order of nature as both parricide and spouse of his
mother. Indeed, the meaning of the myth seems inescapable, that wisdom, and especially Dionysian
wisdom, is an unnatural horror, and that the man who through his knowledge plunges nature into the
abyss of annihilation experiences in his own being the disintegration of nature. “The point of wisdom

turns against the wise; wisdom is a crime against nature.”*

If the goal was the domination of nature through some violent unnatural act - as Nietzsche said,
“wisdom is a crime against nature" - then incest was the first step for the Gnostic, revolutionary
initiate, as well as a staple of English romantic poetry. The goal in each instance was to overturn the
moral order and, thereby, God’s hegemony on earth. The esoteric understanding went a bit deeper.
Since the moral law is the only thing that guaranteed man’s autonomy and inviolability, man without
morals was easily controlled, and those who broke the law in the first place were the most likely
candidate for the controllers of mankind. It was precisely this system of control which emerged from
Weishaupt’s writings. In fact, Barruel’s reading of Weishaupt goes out of its way to explain the
[Muminist cell as based on the arousal and systematic management of passion. The precondition for
this sort of “liberation” was the systematic overthrow of the moral order, another term for revolution.
It was to become the vehicle for revolution for the next 200 years.

Shelley took Barruel’s reading of Weishaupt as his model for the revolutionary cell, and there is
evidence that Byron was to be brought into this cell by seduction. Weishaupt’s goal was, according to
Barruel, “the most absolute, the most ardent, the most frantic vow to overthrow, without

exception, every religion, every government, and all property whatsoever, He pleased himself with
the idea of a distant possibility that he might infuse the same wish throughout the world; he even
assured himself of success.” “The French Revolution, "he said at another point, "is but the forerunner

of a Revolution greater by far, and much more solemn,”**

The means to this revolutionary end involved first finding the adept among the powerful: “Seek out
also those who are distinguished by their power, nobility, riches, or learning, nobles, potentes,
divites, doctors, quaerite - Spare no pains, spare nothing in the acquisition of such adepts. If heaven

refuse its aidance, conjure hell. Flectere si nequeas superos, Acher-onta movebo.”* Then after
identifying the adept’s dominant passion through study and the adept’s confession, manipulating that
passion as an instrument of control: “Study the peculiar habits of each; for men may be turned to

any thing by him who knows how to take advantage of their ruling passion.”*® Weishaupt admired
Ignatius of Loyola, and so the [lluminati were in many ways an imitation of the Jesuits and their
recruiting and control practices a parody of the Spiritual Exercises. Where faults are identified by
the Jesuit superior through examination of conscience to be then confessed and their power over the
novice thereby broken, the [lluminist parody of the examination of conscience first ferrets out
dominant passions to be preserved and manipulated by the Illuminist controller, rather than extirpated
through repentance and confession. Examination of conscience in the Illuminist sense of the word is
used by the Illuminist confessor as an instrument of control. Once the adept has confided his vices to
his superior as part of the initiation rite, his passions will be used as a way of controlling him. If he
discovers the ploy and objects, his past sins will be used against him in a form of blackmail that is in
many ways a demonic perversion of the seal of the confessional. “Study the peculiar habits of each;
for men may be turned to any thing by him who knows how to take advantage of their ruling



passions.”*!

“Now I hold him, ” Barruel writes of the newly initiated Illuminatus, I defy him to hurt us; if he
should wish to betray us, we have also his secrets.”

It would be in vain for the adept to attempt to dissimulate. He will soon find that the most secret
circumstances of his life, those which he would most anxiously wish to hide, are known by the
adepts.” Barruel maintains that the French Revolution happened after the French Masonic lodges
became illuminized, i.e., taken over by Weishaupt’s revolutionary cells. The interaction between the
lodges and the Illuminati was, however, a two way street. From the lodges, Weishaupt learned that the
main “advantage to be reaped from SECRET SOCIETIES” was “the arts of knowing men and

governing them without constraint.”* The goal of the Illuminati was three fold: “to teach the adepts
the art of knowing men; to conduct mankind to happiness, and to govern them without their perceiving

it.”*0 In reality all three goals involved the same thing; the release of passion and the subsequent
control of those who had abdicated self-control through adherence to the moral order.

Shelley, in other words, had a great plan. The only problem is that it didn’t work. The culmination of
the plot involved a seance at the Villa Diodati of the sort that used to unhinge Jane Clairmont after
Mary had gone to bed. Byron began the evening by reciting Coleridge’s poem “Christabel.” In

the course of a previous discussion of Coleridge’s poem, which the poet used to recite at the Godwin
household as Mary cowered behind sofa, Mary told Shelley that the original idea for the lamia’s
deformity was that she had “two eyes in her bosom.” The 1dea became an obsession for Shelley and
on the night of the seance caused what would have to be termed a mental breakdown on his part at the
crucial point when Byron was to be absorbed through the league of incest into Shelley’s power.
Shelley couldn’t shake the hallucination that the nipples on Mary’s breasts had become eyes. Since
eyes are traditionally considered the windows to the soul, the image bespoke a self-consciousness at
the moment of physical pleasure that could only bespeak a guilty conscience. As the monster would
predict in the yet-to-be-completed Frankenstein, “I will be with you on you wedding night.”

Guilt over Shelley’s treatment of his first wife Harriet, in other words, derailed his attempt to revive
[Iluminism and bring Byron under his control. Shelley was thwarted, as Weishaupt had been before
him, by his own guilty conscience.

It was the beginning of the end of the first sexual revolution. When Mary and Shelley returned to
England in the fall, they were greeted first by the suicide of Mary’s other half-sister Fanny Imlay and
then by the suicide of Shelley’s first wife Harriet, who was fished from the Serpentine after a six-
week immersion in early December. Frankenstein is the psychic protocol of that fall, when the dream
of sexual liberation collapsed into the reality of guilt, a guilt from which neither Shelley nor Mary
Godwin could escape.

In Gothic, Ken Russell’s film version of the famous Shelley-Byron seance, Mary Godwin is off in a
room by herself leafing through a book when suddenly she comes across a page of pornographic
drawings. The book is obviously Justine by the Marquis de Sade. We know that Byron had a copy
in April of 1816, and we know he linked up with Mary Godwin in May of 1816, so chances are he
had the book with him. There is also the internal textual evidence which links Frankenstein with
Justine, including the maid of the same name in the former book who is executed for a crime she



doesn’t commit just as Justine dies innocent in Sade’s novel. In Frankenstein, we see the f ulfillment
of Sade’s fantasies, not in a sexual utopia, as Shelley had planned but in a monster bom of guilt and

horror. What began in sexual desire ended in horror, which was the inchoate recognition of a moral

order which Mary Godwin Shelley could never acknowledge openly. Guilt is the rock on which the

first sexual revolution foundered.

“I am tom to pieces by Memory,” Mary wrote on February 12, 1 839, twenty-three years after she
began writing Frankenstein. “Poor Harriet to whose sad fate I attribute so many of my own heavy
sorrows as the atonement claimed by fate for her death... There are other verses I should will like to
obliterate for ever,” namely Shelley’s sad poems of 1818-1822. “One looks back with unspeakable
regret and gnawing remorse to such periods,” she wrote in her note, “fancying that had one been more

alive to the nature of his feelings and more attentive to soothe them, such would not have existed.”!
Shelley couldn’t exorcise Harriet’s ghost either, writing in one of his poems, about “the wandering
hopes of one abandoned mother.” On another occasion, Mary wrote to her half-sister: “O happy are

you, dear Claire not to be devoured by humiliating and remorseful thoughts.”>>

On July 8, 1822 Shelley set sail in the Gulf of Spezia in northwestern Italy with an American John
Williams and their boat boy Charles Vivian. Shelley, true to the principles he had espoused in Queen
Mab, was about to embark on an adulterous affair with Williams’ wife. Like the narrator in his “Ode
to the West Wind,” Shelley identified with the forces of nature that resembled his own unruly
passions. A storm was rising, and Shelley had already rendered the boat dangerously top heavy by
adding more sail than it could safely carry. Nevertheless, when the storm hit from the southwest

the last thing an observer saw was Shelley unfurling more sail. “Be thou me,” Shelley might have
said, when the storm hit. But no one will know for sure. His body washed up lacerated and
unrecognizable onto the rocky beach ten days later.

On August 4, 1822, the Examiner, an English paper, ran a laconic account of his death: “Shelley, the
writer of some infidel poetry has been drowned; now he knows whether there is a God or no.”>>

When Shelley died, the first sexual revolution died with him. What followed was the repudiation of
sexual liberation that has come to be known as the Victorian age. His widow dedicated the rest of her
life to effacing their sexual experiment from public memory. Shelley became at the hands of his wife a
Victorian angel and would remain so for another 150 years until another sexual revolution made
another interpretation of his life possible.

Paris, 1821

One year after Abbe Barruel’s death and one year before Shelley’s, on May 3, 1821, a young man by
the name of Auguste Comte was walking through the Palais Royale enjoying the weather and admiring
the young couples walking along its paths when a young woman caught his eye. Her name

was Caroline Massin, and she was used to catching the eye of strolling young men. She was, in spite
of her fresh looks, a prostitute, although the young man did not know that at the time. He got her
address and asked if he could see her again.

Comte was five months younger than Mary Godwin, having been bom on January 19, 1798, or the first



day of Pluviose in the year VI, since France, then under the rule of Napoleon, still reckoned that time
began with the founding of the French Republic. Comte’s parents were ardent Catholics

and Royalists, and wanted their child to be baptized, but the churches had been closed since 1793,
and the baptism of children was still against the law. Even if his parents were devout Catholics and
Royalists, Comte was very much a child of the French Revolution. If his parents wanted to transmit
the Catholic faith to their child, they did so, but not in the way they most probably had hoped. Comte
was a devout anti-revolutionary, and his philosophical system, which came to be known as
Positivism, came into being as a reaction to the revolutionary chaos of his youth. By the time Comte
reached manhood, he had lived under four separate governments and had seen his country, the most
powerful in Europe when his parents had been bom, ravaged by bloodthirsty mobs of Frenchmen and
marauding foreign armies. Comte and his fellow high school students formed their own military
brigade to defend the fatherland against the invading Russian army, and on March 30, 1814,

the Russian dragoons marched into town and dispersed them like the schoolboys that they were.
Twenty students were wounded and a number were also taken prisoner.

Yet Comte, for all of his hatred of Napoleon and revolution, couldn’t accept the religion of his
parents, and this meant he couldn’t become part of a resistance movement like the Vendee. Comte was
an atheist by the age of fourteen. Having rejected both Catholicism and the Revolution, the only

two political forces in France at the time, Comte would go on to fashion a philosophy, and ultimately
a religion, which was a weird combination of both. Positivism might be called the Church of the
Enlightenment, and through it,

Comte attracted a following that would make a significant contribution toward turning sociology, in
the broadest sense of the term, which is how Comte intended it, into a system of control which would
become the world’s dominant regime by the end of the twentieth century. Aldous Huxley would call
Comte’s Positivism “Catholicism minus Christianity,” and 1in this it was similar to Weishaupt’s
appropriation of Jesuit spirituality in the service of Freemasonry. Both men took what they found
appealing in the Catholic Church and ripped it out of its matrix and introduced it to a radically
different context which changed its meaning completely. Both took what were essentially mechanisms
of self-control based on Catholicism’s understanding of the moral order and turned them into
essentially heteronomous instruments of social control whose goal was the betterment of “humanity”
and whose validating principle was “science.” Herbert Croly, who had been baptized into the
Comte’s Church of Positivism by his Irish newspaperman father in the 1880s in America, would go
on to implement Comte’s ideas as editor of the New Republic, which among other things would
orchestrate America’s entry into World War I and the subsequent rise of the American empire.
Domestically, Croly and the New Republic were avid supporters of Watsonian Behaviorism and
Advertising, which meant the creation of national markets, which would, in turn, extinguish ethnic
loyalty and local government in the interest of a national consensus that had much in common with the
General Will so praised by French revolutionaries. Croly and the New Republic also supported John
Dewey’s attempt to turn the public school system into a national entity whose main goal was not the
transmission of skills but the inculcation of attitudes they found congenial to national consciousness
and the general will.

Comte almost went to America himself. In preparation for his trip he immersed himself in the
language and political thought of what he thought was going to be his new home, but at the last



moment the job fell through, and he became secretary to Claude-Henri Saint-Simon instead. It was
from Saint-Simon that he would make contact with what Marx and Engels would later call utopian
socialism or critical utopian socialism. Like Saint Simon, Comte’s intellectual trajectory was the
result of a parallelogram of intellectual and cultural forces which involved revolution and
Catholicism. Both lived to see the disillusioned aftermath of the revolution that failed, yet neither was
able to return to the Catholic social order which preceded the revolution. The same was true of
Charles Fourier, another utopian socialist closer in age to Comte.

With the dissolution of the ancien regime, morals were cast adrift. Revolutionary appeals to “virtue,”
Comte’s generation had learned, invariably meant murder in some form or other, and the utopian
socialists were realistic enough to see that revolution didn’t lead to any improvement in France.

In fact, to a large extent it had blighted their lives. Of the three, Saint-Simon was the least affected
because he was the most revolutionary. Having fought alongside George Washington in the campaign
against Cornwallis on the Yorktown Peninsula, Saint-Simon returned to play a leading role in

the French Revolution and lived to see the dreams he espoused go up in smoke when Napoleon
declared himself emperor and then went on to defeat at the hands of the Russians. Fourier was twelve
years younger that Saint-Simon, and even more so than Comte, who was twenty some years his junior,
Fourier’s life was ruined by the upheaval the revolution caused. Each man, in his way, saw the
passions which the Revolution aroused spin out of control; each man sought a mechanism whereby
that passion could be brought under control, and yet each man was incapable of placing faith in the
tradition which preceded the Enlightenment, the movement which had brought about the revolution in
the first place.

It was from Saint-Simon that Comte got the idea that Industrialism was to be the new form of social
order that would replace the old order which had been swept irrevocably away by the revolution.
The new order was to be based on science, not the now discredited religion, because no one could
argue with science, which as Shelley has said, was based on fact, not hypothesis. “Hypothesi non
Jingo” Newton had written, and Shelley had quoted the passage in a footnote to Queen Mab as the
marching orders for the New Man who would bring about heaven on earth. To substantiate Shelley’s
revolutionary pedigree, Friedrich Engels would arrange to have Queen Mab translated and
distributed during the revolution of 1848. Saint-Simon’s idea of heaven on earth meant using the
factory, or Phalantasery, as the basis of social order. Young people of both sexes were to be interred
in factories where they would produce useful goods, be kept under control, and be diverted from any
idea of rebellion by the sexual attraction which co-workers of the opposite sex would exert over
them. It was, in nuce, the workplace of the late twentieth century, and it was the first concrete
proposal of how to use sex as a form of control by integrating it into the emerging factory system.

Comte entered into a sexual relationship with Caroline Massin shortly after he met her in 1821. One
year later, Comte issued the pamphlet “Plan for Scientific Studies Demanded by the Reorganization of
Society,” published in 1822. Three years later, he issued an expanded version of that pamphlet with
Massin’s assistance as editor, under the title System of Positive Polity. That book was in effect the
core of his ideas and the core of the six volumes of the Cours de philosophic positive and the four
even heavier volumes of the System de politique positive added only details to the original idea. On
February 19, 1825, which is to say around the time his most important work was published, Comte
married Massin in a civil ceremony at the city hall of the 4th arrondissment in Paris. From the



outside, it might have seemed to be the consolidation of his personal and his intellectual life, but there
was evidence that looks were deceiving. To give one such instance, the witness for the bride was a
certain M. Cerclet, one of her first and best customers. The marriage did little to change the fact that
Comte, for all his involvement in the laws of human society, could never be sure his wife was being
faithful to him. She would disappear periodically, and then return to his life as if nothing had
happened, creating the nagging suspicion in his mind that she had returned to her previous metier,
either for fun or profit.

It may have been the insecurity which Massin’s conduct engendered which led Comte to his periodic
bouts of insanity, and ultimately to his suicide attempt. Comte eventually went to see Dr. Esquirol, the
man who had shut down the Marquis de Sade’s theatrical performances at Charenton, and Esquirol,
suspecting that Massin was the cause of his problems and that Comte would not leave Massin, was
unable to cure Comte. Comte, however, associated his mental illness with Massin in a different way.
“Now I will be cured, because I am with her,” is what he said as she picked him up in a cab from the
hospital. Given her proclivities, however, any cure based on her faithful presence could only be
considered temporary. Still suffering from bouts of depression, Comte decided to take the matter into
his own hands in April of 1827 by throwing himself into the Seine and putting an end to his lif e. The
minute he hit the cold waters, however, he was struck by a profound desire to go on living, and was
cured of his illness as well.

The pathos of Comte’s personal situation mirrors in many ways the lives of future reformers who
wouldalsotry to formulate the fundamentals of social organization (i.e., control) while in the throes of
sexual passion. John B. Watson springs to mind. Psychically plagued by sexual insecurity,

Comte created by way of compensation a scientific universe that was unable to change. He rejected,
for instance, the discovery of Neptune because that would mean that the laws of astronomical science
were not complete at the time he had formulated the tenets of Positivism. As a result, science,

could not provide the stability that the post-revolutionary order demanded. “Comte’s true ambition,”
according to his biographer, “lay in the scientific organization of society, the bringing about of a
scientific heaven on earth -and what is a heaven if not a perfect and definitive order of things and

conditions?”’> Again the pathos of the personal life of the great scientific reformer intrudes. Comte
may have been saved from incurable mental illness by love, but love had no place in the system he
created to bring order to a revolutionary world which had spun out of control. The man who needed
to be loved in order to be sane, erected a system which had no place for love. Hence, both he and his
system were suffused with an pervasive air of insanity.

The same could be said, mutatis mutandis, of the other utopian socialists. Like Comte, their project
was bom of the same need for order in the face of widespread social breakdown. Like Comte, they
sought in science what the previous regime had sought in the Church. Like Comte, Charles

Fourier sought the antidote to revolution in the Enlightenment, which had caused the revolution in the
first place, because he couldn’t conceive of finding that solution anyplace else. Fourier based his
social theories on a system which cast passion as the human equivalent of Newton’s force of gravity.
As a matter of fact, the opposite was sooner the case, since Fourier claimed that “everything, from the
atom to the galaxies, was an imitation of human passion™ A s a result of this reduction of the driving
force of human life to the psychic equivalent of the subatomic particle, passion is alienated from the
human soul, and reason is disinherited as the instrument which brings passion under control, being



replaced by will either individual or collective, as in the case of class interests. As a result, morality,
which was traditionally reason’s ability to apprehend the truth in the practical order, gets cut adrift
from its rational matrix and forced to find a home in “science.” All oughts now have to justify
themselves as ises, since fact is the only validator in any Positivist system. When morals were cast
adrift, sexual behavior was cast adrift with them. It was up to the utopian socialists to find anew
home for sexual morals. Unfortunately, all of them shared the Enlightenment’s essentially

voluntarist view of morals, later adopted by the Communists, which claimed that family, along with
religion, was an engine of oppression created by the propertied classes to insure their grip on the
levers of power. Once passion was reduced to an abstract physical force like gravity, sexual morals
become a function of broader forces as well, like the means of production, and as a result

sexual “customs” were to become fluid and a function of something other than the moral determination
of the people who got married. In this Fourier had much in common with the critique of Marx and
Engels, who pretty much adopted what he had to say.

By locating marriage and the family in a matrix of economic forces, Fourier and the Marxists placed
“liberation” at the center of family life. Given their economic premises, certain sexual conclusions
were unavoidable. If, for example, marriage was in its very essence asocial and based on the
domination of women as property, then the only real criterion of genuine social liberation was the
extent to which women could emancipate themselves from marriage. But what did that mean? Fourier
is clear on the matter. Emancipation from marriage means the integration of women into the
production process, which means, of course, getting a job in a factory. Once again liberation upon
closer inspection showed itself as a form of control. Women were to be delivered from the tyranny of
their husbands only to be handed over to the tyranny of their bosses in the cotton mills, who now
would exploit them for their profit. Le plus ga change, as the French would say. There were

other similarities as well. Since marriage, from the traditional point of view, was synonymous with
sexual morality, then emancipation meant “liberation” from the moral law. It was, in other words, the
same Enlightenment formula which had led to revolution fifty years before.

Therefore, it is not surprising that it should lead to revolution once again, which is what happened in
1848. Traditional French culture, already wearied by the revolution, proved resistant to utopian
schemes during the nineteenth century, but America, already populated by a rootless group of
immigrants whose very immigration showed they were sympathetic to some form of social
experimentation, soon became home to an number of utopian social communities, some of which were
based on the French model. Like Brook Farm, which Nathaniel Hawthorne immortalized in his novel,
The Blithedale Romance, all of them failed.

In the fall of 1824, shortly before Comte married Caroline Massin, a Welshman by the name of Robert
Owen, who had become famous in England for establishing a model factory and community in New
Lanark, Scotland, arrived in America to start another more ambitious community in New Harmony,
Indiana. Whereas New Lanark had succeeded, New Harmony failed, and Owen, after trying to
persuade Mexican government to let him try to found a still more ambitious community on the banks
of the Rio Grande, returned to England to figure out why it had failed. Marx concluded that

the experiment had failed because of “the deeply hidden conspiracy of the upper classes against the
rights of the poor and the working class.” When Owen suggested workmen’s compensation and higher
wages as the solution to the ongoing labor crisis in England, the Malthusians responded by saying



that those measures would only lead to overpopulation. With the defeat of Owen and the moderate
evolutionary approach of the utopian socialists, the field was left with only two major players: the
Malthusian/Manchester School defenders of the unjust status quo and the Marxist proponents of
revolution. With Marx’s verdict on Owen’s failed experiment, the world was ripe for revolution, and
in 1848, as in France sixty years earlier, the revolution took place once again. And once again it
failed.

One of the participants this time around was a young conductor and composer by the name of Richard
Wagner. Wagner had manned the barricades with Mikhail Bakunin in Dresden, and when the
revolution of 1848 collapsed there, Wagner went into exile in Switzerland. Wagner used the
opportunity to rethink his revolutionary priorities. His thoughts were published in a book called Art
and Revolution, and in the process of writing that book, he changed from being an unsuccessful
political revolutionary into being a very successful cultural revolutionary by the creation of an opera,
Tristan and Isolde, and a new musical form, chromaticism, which would become the anthem for

sexual liberation for the next fifty years.* One of the people most affected by Wagner’s Tristan was a
young gymnasium student by the name of Friedrich Nietzsche, who dedicated his lif e thereaf ter
(some said by deliberately infecting himself with syphilis) to promoting sexual passion as a form of
cultural terrorism. By the latter half of the nineteenth century, when Victoria was on the throne in
England, and France had yet to recover from its revolution, sexual liberation was almost exclusively
a German phenomenon, one centered largely around performances of Tristan und Isolde, as

Thomas Mann, no stranger to sexual liberation himself, makes clear.

By the turn of the twentieth century there were a number of small groups of people who devoted
themselves to the writings of Nietzsche, which was Wagner’s sexual liberation in a more toxic,
philosophical form. In addition to Bayreuth, where the faithful could see Wagner performed each year,
an-otherplace which drewthose interested in sexual liberation and its Germanic rationalizations was
the northern Italian resort of Ascona, where an ongoing German version of Woodstock was in session
for the first decade of the twentieth century. One of the famous habitues of Ascona during his

period was the son of a policeman by the name of Otto Gross, a man characterized by Richard Noll as

the great breaker of the bond, the loosener, the beloved of an army of women he had driven mad - if
just for a short time. He coaxed one lover/patient to suicide, and then another patient died under
similar circumstances. His contemporaries described him as brilliant, creative, charismatic, and
troubled. He was a Nietzschean physician, a Freudian psychoanalyst, and anarchist, the high priest of
sexual liberation, a master of orgies, the enemy of patriarchy, and a dissolute cocaine and

morphine addict. He was loved and hated with equal passion, an infectious agent to some, a healing
touch to others. He was a strawberry-blond Dionysos.

He was also an influence on C. G. Jung, even as his patient, and it was through Jung and Freud and
their resurrection of Illuminism as psychoanalysis that we return to the main thread of our story.



Part II, Chapter 1

Paris, 1885

In October 1885, one year before his marriage, a young Viennese medical doctor by the name of
Sigmund Freud went to Paris to study with Jean-Marie Charcot, the famous French neuropathologist.
Freud was not a religiously observant Jew, but he was a politically active Jew, a Zionist, as well as
socially ambitious, and as such he could not have been unaware of the anti-Semitism that was
sweeping France at the time. This anti-Semitism was part and parcel of the conservative reaction to
the spirit of 1789 and the secret societies which purportedly spread the spirit of revolution throughout
Europe. The most famous explication of what has come to be known as the conspiracy theory got its
start with the publication in England of Abbe Augustin Barruel’s Memoirs Illustrating the History of
Jacobinism, in the years 1796-99, the book which turned the tide against revolution in England. Young
Mary Godwin modeled Dr. Frankenstein, the “modem Prometheus,” on both Shelley the revolutionary
manque, and Adam Weishaupt, professor of Canon Law at the University of Inglolstadt, and founder
of the [lluminati, one of the three groups who along with the philosophes and the Freemasons brought
about the French Revolution, the most effective overturning of throne and altar to date.

Nesta Webster in her book World Revolution produces a chart which traces the influence of the
[Mluminati throughout the nineteenth century all the way up to the Russian Revolution of 1917. In
promoting what has come to be called the conspiracy theory, Webster proposed what amounts to a
revolutionary version of Apostolic succession, making the transmission of the idea dependent on an
interlocking chain of revolutionary organizations. Shelley’s use of Barruel proposes a different
paradigm of transmission. Instead of organizations begetting the idea, we have, in the case of Shelley,
a case of literary influence in which the idea begot the organization. Shelley’s example is telling
because the influence of the Illuminati in this instance is more literary than organizational. By writing
the book that he did, Barruel created a following for Adam Weishaupt and his ideas that his
organization never could have achieved on its own. “Illuminist ideas,” James Billington writes,
“influenced revolutionaries not just though left-wing proponents, but also through right-wing
opponents. As the fears of the Right became the fascination of the Left, [Iluminism gained a

paradoxical posthumous influence far greater than it had exercised as a living movement.”! Filippo
Buonarotti, the [lluminist heir presumptive in Italy, was a bona fide revolutionary, but he got the idea
by reading Barruel, not by joining Weishaupt’s organization. Sigmund Freud was just one more
example of the fascination of the Left being based on the fears of the Right.

Daniel Pipes accuses Barruel of what one would have to term post-hoc anti-Semitism on the basis of
the Simonini letter. He also cites Webster extensively in his book but ignores her claim that Barruel in
no way implicated the Jews in the French Revolution:

We should require more than such vague assertions to refute the evidence of men who, like Barruel
and Robison, devoted exhaustive study to the subject and attributed the whole plan of the Illuminati
and its fulfi llment in the French Revolution to German brains. Neither Weishaupt, Knigge, nor any of
the ostensible founders of Illuminism were Jews: Moreover, as we have seen, Jews were excluded
from the association except by special permission. None of the leading revolutionaries of France
were Jews, nor were the members of the conspiracy of Babeuf/



Barruel’s Memoirs may have been the source of the conspiracy theory, but his followers modified his
thinking at will, and one of the major modifications which took place during the course of the
nineteenth century was the conflation of Illuminatus, Freemason, and Jew. Throughout the course of
the nineteenth century, the conflation continued. Biberstein cites the Simonini letter in his history of
the conspiracy theory but claims that the major impulse for the conflation of Jew and conspirator
happened thanks to Napoleon when in 1806 he called a meeting a Jewish notables in Europe and gave

that assembly the name of the Sanhedrin.? In addition to giving credence to the belief that Napoleon
was the Antichrist, this gesture also gave the impression that a secret Jewish regime was already in
existence and that its loyalties were firmly within the revolutionary camp.

France was a hotbed of anti-Masonic thought throughout the period of reaction to revolution in the
nineteenth century. As a result of the conflation Jew and Freemason, anti-Semitism became part of
antirevolutionary thought. Since Jews were connected in the reactionary mind with secret societies
like the Freemasons as the major proponents of the revolution of 1789, the rise of counter-revolution
meant the rise of anti-Semitism. The drumbeat which continued in the wake of Barruel’s book (even
though it contradicted Barruel) reached a crescendo around the time Freud arrived in Paris to

study with Charcot. The conflation of Jew-Freemason-Revolutionary was given considerable impetus
with the publication of the Roger Gougenot des Mos-seaux’s book Le Juif, le Judaisme et
laJudaisation des Peoples Chretiens in 1869. Gougenot des Mosseaux took as the epigraph of his
book a quote from Disraeli’s Coningsby: “So you see, my dear Coningsby, that the world 1s governed
by very different personages to what is imagined by those who are not behind the scenes.” Gougenot
des Mosseaux hints that Freemasonry and secret societies of this sort have as their puipose the
destruction of Christendom and the erection in its place of a worldwide Jewish regime.

Five years later, from 1874 until 1876, the Rev. Nicolas Deschamps, S.J. published his Les Societes
secretes ou la philosophie de Vhistoire contemporaine, in which he mentions Barruel’s
A/emoirsexplicitly. By 1881 Deschamps book was in its fourth edition. In July 1878 the Paris review
Le Contemporain: Revue Catholique published Father Grivel’s reminiscences on Barruel, further
increasing his stature among the counter-revolutionaries. In 1881 Abbe Chabauty published his book,
Les Francs-Magons etles Juifs, in which he wrote that a Judeo-masonic conspiracy was then at work
preparing the way for a Jewish Antichrist who was going to bring into being Jewish hegemony
throughout the world.

Three years later, which is to say one year before Freud arrived in Paris, Eduard Drumont stated in
his pamphlet La France Juive: Essai d’histoire contemporaine that the Jews were exploiting the
revolution for their own purposes, that Adam Weishaupt was a Jew (!) and that Freemasonry was
just a front for Jewish influence. In 1893 theMost Rev. Leon Meurin, archbishop of Port Louis on
Mauritius published a pamphlet entitled La Franc Maqonnerie: Synagogue de Satan, in which he
mentions Barruel explicitly as well as the Jewish-Christian lodge in Frankfurt “Zur

Aufgehenden Morgen' and Simonini’s letter. Meurin’s conclusion - that “En verite, tout ce qui trouve
dans lafranc-magonnerie est foncierementjuif, exclusivement juif, passionement juif depuis le
commencement jusqu 'a la fin" - shows that by the time Freud reached Paris as a young medical
student the conflation of Jew and Freemason (Freemason being a synonym for [lluminatus) was

complete.* It was to continue unabated for the next ten years. In 1903, one year after the publication of
The Psychopathology of Everyday Life, Abbe Isidore Bertrand stated in his pamphlet La Franc



Magqonnerie: Secte Juive that the Jew and the Freemason were united by their hatred of Christ and the
gentiles, “and by that last word we mean Catholics.”

Eventually the Catholics took cognizance of the agitation sweeping Europe concerning secret
societies, and on April 4,1884, Pope Leo XIII issued his encyclical Humanum Genus, also known as
the encyclical on Freemasonry. In 1883 Armand-Joseph Fava, bishop of Grenoble issued a
pamphlet entitled Le secret de la franc-magonnerie, in which he accused the Freemasons of satanic
worship, sacrilegious violation of the eucharistic host and other crimes. Fava was a friend of Leo
XIII and known as the “hammer of the freemasons™ and, according to Biberstein, influenced the pope

in his writing of Humanum Genus © If so Humanum Genus is as significant for what it did not say as
for what 1t did. Leo XIII does not mention the Jews, and one gets the impression that in Humanum
Genus, Leo XIII sought to take control of the secret society mania and bring it back to its locus
classicus, i.e., Barruel’s Memoirs. In Humanum Genus, Leo XIII purged the anti-

Masonic, antirevolutionary movement of the anti-Semitic accretions which had become attached to it
during the course of the nineteenth century.

Humanum Genus makes clear that “the society of which we speak” is the “Masonic sect” which
“produces fruits that are pernicious and of the bitterest savor ... namely, the utter overthrow of the
whole religious and political order of the world which the Christian teaching has produced and the
substitution of a new state of things in accordance with their ideas, of which the foundations and laws

shall be drawn from mere Naturalism.””’

So much for the ends of the Masonic sect. The means whereby they achieve their ends are, according
to Leo XIII, the corruption of education, the corruption of culture, and, common to both, the corruption
of morals. In a world corrupted by Original Sin, Leo XIII sees the Masonic sect preaching its “gospel
of pleasure” as the main weapon in their arsenal. The Masons preach the “gospel of pleasure” as part
of'a concerted plan to gain political hegemony over Christian Europe:

Wherefore we see that men are publicly tempted by the many allurements of pleasure; that there are
journals and pamphlets with neither moderation nor shame; that stage-plays are remarkable for
license; that designs for works of art are shamelessly sought in the laws of a so-called realism;

that the contrivances of a soft and delicate life are most carefully devised; and that all the
blandishments of pleasure are diligently sought out by which virtue may be lulled to sleep. Wickedly
also but at the same time quite consistently, do those act who do away with the expectation of the joys
of heaven, and bring down all happiness to the level of mortality, and, as it were, sink it in the earth. ..
. For since generally no one is accustomed to obey crafty and clever men so submissively as those
whose soul is weakened and broken down by the domination of the passions, there have been in the
sect of the Freemasons some who have plainly determined and proposed that artfully and of set
purpose, the multitude should be satiated

with a boundless license of vice, as, when this has been done, it would eas-

8

ily come under their power and authority for any acts of daring.



Sexual liberation, to use a later term for what Leo XIII calls the “domination of the passions,” is a
form of political control. In this Leo XIII is consistent with Barruel’s reading of [lluminism, which
was according to Adam Weishaupt’s plan, a form of ruling people without their knowing it by secretly
manipulating their passions. Leo XIII mentions neither Barruel nor I1luminism, but his encyclical is
beholden to the former for his explication of the strategy of the latter-day Illuminists. In explaining the
destructive effect of uncontrolled passion on the soul, Leo XIII has recourse to classical psychology,
which is to say, the classical explanation of the relationship between passion and rational control.
Weakened by Original Sin and, therefore, more disposed to vice than virtue, man must reconcile
himself to a life of constant vigilance and strenuous moral effort:

For a virtuous life it is absolutely necessary to restrain the disorderly

movements of the soul, and to make the passions obedient to reason. In this conflict human things must
very often be despised, and the greatest labors and hardships must be undergone, in order that reason
may always hold its sway. But the Naturalists and Freemasons, having no faith in those things which
we have learned by the revelation of God, deny that our first parents sinned, and consequently think
that free will is not at all weakened and inclined to evil. On the contrary, exaggerating rather our
natural virtue and excellence and placing therein alone the principle and rule of justice, they cannot
even imagine that there is any need at all of a constant struggle and ” perfect steadfastness to
overcome the violence and rule of our passions.®

We have here an expression of the psychology which is the diametrical opposite of the one which
Freud would choose fifteen years later as the epigraph for The Interpretation of Dreams: “Fleetere si
nequeo superos, Acheronta movebo,” If I cannot bend the higher powers, I will move the infernal
regions. Leo XIII, as the supreme representative of the higher powers, was proving particularly
immobile, as was the Austro-Hungarian Empire at the time of the writing of Freud’s first two books,
and so Freud conceived of a “revolutionary” psychology, according to which the passions would at
first subvert and finally overwhelm rational control. Once again, as in revolutionary France,
repression, and not sinful passion, became the enemy. Reason, representing the King, was at first to
be subverted and weakened and finally swept away by the unruly mob that man’s passions had always
been. That Freud was consciously part of the revolutionary tradition is also indicated by the
Acheronta movebo quote. Peter Swales claims that Freud got it from Ferdinand Lassalle, another Jew
and revolutionary. As Freud’s use of the quote as the epigraph to his first book indicates,
psychoanalysis was a covert reaffirmation of the revolutionary tradition, which was now
reawakening as the alliance which defeated Napoleon and restored order to Europe in the aftermath
of twenty-some years of revolution started to unravel.



Part II, Chapter 2

Chicago, September 1900

In the summer of 1900, the same year in which The Interpretation of Dreams appeared in print, John
Broadus Watson, a young teacher from Greenville, South Carolina, wrote to William Rainey Harper,
the president of the University of Chicago, asking for either a full scholarship or a job that would
allow him to pay his tuition. Watson, who had received his undergraduate degree at the distinctly
lesser known Furman College, a religious institution for the education of Southern Baptist preachers,
now wanted to attend what he termed “a real university” because he wanted to make his way in

the world, and at the dawn of the twentieth century, it was becoming obvious that education was the
key to success.

Watson had grown up in what might be termed the archetypal American family i1f The Adventures of
Huckleberry Finn can be termed the archetypal American novel. His mother, who had died on July 3,
1900, right around the time he wrote his letter, had the moral fervor of the Widow Douglas, while his
father resembled Pap, not only because of his heavy drinking but also because he would periodically
disappear into the wilderness to spend time with one or the other of his Indian concubines. Then when
John was thirteen, Pickens Watson, his father, disappeared for good, leaving his son to be raised by a
mother steeped in the emotional religion typical of that region. Both parents would leave their mark
on Watson, who would become a heavy- drinking womanizer who was dedicated with all of the
fervor of a Southern Baptist preacher to the new religion of science in general and behaviorist
psychology in particular. In many ways, Watson, who was bom in 1878, was the typical man of the
1880s generation, the prototypical generation of “modems,” who came into their own in the decade
following World War I as a result of the social dislocations that war wrought. All of the “modems”
were fervent believers in scientific materialism and tried to shape the world to their new-found faith
with all of the zeal of the early apostles. ““You will find me an earnest student,” Watson wrote to
Harper, and in this he was telling the truth.

Perhaps because a Baptist seminary provided him with a background in Latin and Greek, Watson
initially hoped to study philosophy under John Dewey. We know this because he wrote to Dewey at
around the same time he wrote to Harper. By the time Watson’s application landed on the

president’s desk, John Dewey was in the middle of a ten-year stay at the university and at the apogee
of his influence there. Under Dewey, Watson took a course on Kant - twice, as a matter of fact - and at
the end of both could make neither heads nor tails of the Critique of Pure Reason, The only lasting
effect of Watson’s exposure to Kant was an abiding animus against philosophy of the German school
and “introspection,” which was the method of the new science of psychology, a science which had
come into existence at the university only eight years before Watson arrived. To be a psychologist
then meant becoming, in effect, a German, as G. Stanley Hall, the father of American psychology had
done, when he left for Germany in the 1880s to study under Wilhelm Wundt in Tubingen.

Germanic introspection is a long way from the disinterested contemplation of the truth, which was the
goal of the classical philosophical tradition, but it was still too far removed from the American
penchant for action and results that characterized both John Dewey and John Watson. Americans

had always tended to be a superficial lot, fumbling among the patrimony of the Western tradition like



a cargo cult without a can-opener. And this same impatience characterized the founding of modem
psychology. People like Dewey were known as pragmatists for good reason. They were interested

in the truth about the human psyche only insofar as that truth produced results. Like the physical
sciences, which were not so much a means of understanding nature as they were a means of
controlling it, the new science of psychology, as conceived by John Dewey, would be a way of
controlling the human mind. Dewey was one of the architects of twentieth-century liberalism, and one
of the goals of liberalism was social control.

Liberalism, in this respect, was both arsonist and fire department. Science was the solvent which was
to dissolve all of the old bonds associated with morals, religion and tradition, and once that
dissolution had been accomplished and the culture was on the verge of social chaos as a result,
science, specifically the new science of psychology, would provide the culture’s mandarins a way of
controlling the unruly masses along new, more “rational” lines, which also, by the way, would benefit
the controllers both politically and financially. Psychology, according to Dewey, was to become the
scientific arm of democratic reform, and the public school was to be the institution wherein the

democratic science found its application to life.! Dewey was, of course, reacting to the waves of
immigration which were sweeping over America’s shores from southern and eastern Europe at

the time. Dewey saw the schools as the main instrument of socialization, an instrument which would
produce a homogenized American citizen, purged of ethnic and familial affiliation, who identified
with progressive, national goals as articulated by the masters of public opinion in a mass-media
age. Schools would be “managed on a psychological basis as great factories are run on the basis of

chemical and physical science.” The schools would create Americans as Dewey defined them,
which is to say, people who believed in science but shared a skepticism about the institutions created
by the founding fathers. This skepticism would find its way into the writings of fellow liberals like
Walter Lippmann, Herbert Croly, and the rest of those who found their apotheosis with the founding of
the New Republic and the coming of Woodrow Wilson’s war.

The University of Chicago had come into being the year before the Chicago Exposition of 1892 with
the financial backing of John D. Rockefeller, and like its patron, the university was more interested in
results than disinterested contemplation. Watson, because of his temperament, imbibed the
imperatives of Enlightenment science with an avidity which soon impressed his teachers. He
abandoned his career in philosophy almost immediately and substituted in its place an interest in
psychology, which was being defined in almost exclusively mechanistic terms. Under the tutelage of
Jacques Loeb, who experimented with the artificial insemination of sea urchin eggs, he learned that
man was an “organic machine” which would soon be replicated in the laboratory, as soon as a few
physiological details had been worked out. It was Mary Shelley’s vision of Frankenstein purged of all
of the humanist misgivings and the sad lessons which the sexual revolutionaries of eighty years before
had learned in the expensive school of experience. Since man was a biological machine with no
“instincts,” much less an immortal soul, he was a complete tabula rasa, completely formed by the
intersection of his experiences with his biology. Man had gone from a being informed by a rational
soul, whose potentialities developed by exposure to the world as received by the senses, a being
which could discern the order in the universe and thereby order his own life according to that reason,
to being an organic machine, completely plastic, whose impulses were a direct response to

stimuli outside his control. Since man possessed no soul, no mind, and eventually -according to
Watson, at least - not even consciousness and since his biological make-up was a given, man was



nothing but what his environment made him. From there it was only a short step to concluding that he
who controlled the environment controlled the man. Given this radically truncated view of man, the
key 1ssue was understanding the mechanism whereby the imperatives of the environment were
transformed into the imperatives of the mind. The man who unlocked that secret would become the
ultimate pragmatist; he would know the science of controlling his fellow man.

The preceding worldview takes into account both the thought of the early Watson and the intellectual
milieu he imbibed from his teachers. Watson’s ability to embody and advance the spirit of his age was
either enviable or unfortunate depending on your point of view. If he were time-bound and his faith in
science now sounds hopelessly dated, that very same quality allowed him to move with ease to the
forefront of a new profession which thought it was going to finally unlock the age-old secrets about
human behavior and regulate them in a way which had proven impossible to both philosophy and
religion. Like Dr. Frankenstein, like Shelley upon whom Frankenstein was modeled, modem
Prometheans like Watson hoped to create the galvanized corpse of the new man out of
unacknowledged body parts pilfered surreptitiously from the graveyard of their own personal and
(more often than not) sexual biographies. Since Watson would eventually go on to assert that there
was no such thing as consciousness, it isn’t all that surprising that he would have a dim view of
autobiography. “I don’t see how anyone but a very naive person,” Watson wrote at the height of his
fame in 1928, “could write up his own life.”

Everyone has entirely too much to conceal to write an honest [autobiography] - too much he has never
learned to put into words even if he would conceal nothing. Thinking of chronicling your adolescent
acts day by day - your four years of college - your selfishness - the way you treat other people - your
pettiness - your daydreams of sex! Autobiographies are written either to sell the good points about
oneself or to vanquish one’s critics. If an autobiographer honestly turned himself inside out day by
day for six months, he would either commit suicide at the end of the time or else go into a blissful
oblivescent depression/

The last article John B. Watson ever wrote (one which never got published) was on why he and other
famous men of his acquaintance didn’t commit suicide. As the foregoing passage indicates, Watson’s
life as a young man was characterized by emotional and moral turmoil. After reading Hume at the
University of Chicago around the same time that he abandoned philosophy in favor of psychology,

Watson became convinced that reason was “the slave of the passions.”4 Hume, in this instance, was
probably only confinn-ing what Watson was learning from first-hand experience of a life

which seemed to alternate between acting on irascible and concupiscible passions with little rational
mediation in between. As a young man in Greenville, South Carolina, Watson was an avid participant
in what he called “nigger fighting,” something which was probably tolerated by the authorities.

The fact that Watson got arrested for doing it gives some indication that he let this passion get out of
hand, as do the circumstances surrounding his second arrest for firing a gun in the middle of the town.

The same is true of the concupiscible passions. Watson became sexually active at around the time he
entered Furman College, which is to say by the age of seventeen or eighteen. By the time he graduated
he had had an affair with an older women and had developed what would become a life-long habit of
lack of self-control in sexual matters. During the fall of 1903, while at the University of Chicago, he
suffered a nervous breakdown which caused him to “watch his step.” The breakdown was apparently



related to sexual matters because he would say that it led to his acceptance of a large part of Freud’s
thought later in life. Now even a superficial analysis of Freud and Behaviorism indicates that they
have little in common. Yet, when it came to matters sexual, Watson was a Freudian who felt that
things like the Oedipus Complex could be traced to bad habits acquired in the inf ant’s earliest
conditioning. If this sounds implausible now, it didn’t sound much more plausible then.

Watson’s biographers have noted the incongruity as well. Watson felt that Freud was useless to the

“laboratory psychologist,” but he agreed with his idea of the “sex references of all behavior.”® Freud
had retained the vocabulary of classical science (id = passion; superego = reason) in revolutionary
form. Watson was to abolish all of that in favor of what might be termed dramatized physiology,
according to which love was memories of sexual stimulation and “thought” was a function of the
motion of the larynx, a form of talking out loud. Love, according to the behaviorist point of view, was
tumescence. Yet when it came to explaining his own sexual behavior, Watson found Freud more
satisfying than his own behaviorism. The reason is simple enough. Ultimately the congruity between
Freudianism and Behaviorism was political and not scientific. Both Watson and Freud were
revolutionaries using science as a cover for their war on the moral order, as manifested in their minds
by Victorian society:

What behaviorism and psychoanalysis ultimately had in common was a belief in the plasticity of
human nature and in the temporality of social institutions. This signified a break with the values of
Victorian society. Standards of conduct that had been set and enforced by community and church were
being replaced by an ethos that stressed self-fulfillment and personal gratification. Far from being
liberating, however, this shift had the effect of casting the individual adrift in a sea of shifting values
that were determined more and more by styles of consumption.

After his nervous breakdown in the fall of 1903, Watson attempted to resolve the sexual conflicts in
his life by getting secretly married to a nineteen-year-old undergraduate by the name of Mary Ickes on
December 26 of the same year. Watson was always a sucker for adoring undergraduates

and apparently married Ickes on the rebound from being spumed by Vida Sutton, another student.
When Sutton returned to say that she was having second thoughts about Watson’s proposal, an affair
ensued. Ickes’s brother Harold, who would later become Secretary of the Interior in the Franklin
Roosevelt administration (his son would occupy a similar post in the Clinton Administration), was
apparently a good judge of character. He never approved of the marriage and, after hearing the
rumors, hired a detective, who presented the evidence to Mary. It was not an auspicious beginning for
a marriage which would eventually end seventeen years later, but the incident does provide some
insight into the man who would achieve fame for promising to come up with a technology which
would not only predict but also “control” human behavior. Watson was never in control of his own
sexual behavior, and, as a result, he was always being controlled by other people. He was controlled
by the “stimulus” whenever he saw an attractive woman; he was controlled by remorse, an emotion
he failed to explain convincingly according to behav-iorist principles, and he was controlled by
people who were willing to use the details of his sexual life as a form of blackmail. It is not
surprising therefore that control of human behavior was one of the goals he announced in his famous
lectures of 1913. In the book based on them known as Behaviorism, Watson insisted that psychology
was a “purely objective experimental branch of natural science,” with its “theoretical goal” being

nothing less than the “prediction and control of behavior.”®



Watson’s interest in controlling behavior was rooted in his own life, primarily his sex life, which
was, more often than not, out of control. God, Sigmund Freud once said, was an exalted father.
Watson must have taken this dictum to heart. He abandoned religion because his father had abandoned
it before him. Morals were associated with religion, which Watson associated with his emotional
mother. Morals had failed both in his father’s life and his own as a normative guide to behavior.
Science, then, was the only option that could offer the control of behavior which Watson so
desperately sought. Psychology would provide a technology of control, once Watson had jettisoned
the philosophical baggage of the past and had discovered an empirical law based on animal behavior.
Control of nature would then lead to control of human nature, since humans were organic machines
like rats anyway. Watson’s sexual impulses were, in ways he cared not to admit, closely analogous to
the responses he could measure in rats. They were completely other-directed. Rather than admit that
he had no self-control, Watson decided to create a psychology where the concept of self-control had
no meaning. “I get rather disgusted sometimes,” Watson wrote to Robert M. Yerkes, the famous
£>rimatologist, “with trying to make the human character amenable to law. The statement is either
poignant or arrogant depending on how it is taken: poignant if seen in response to his own lack of
self-control, arrogant when seen as an attempt to project his own failings onto mankind as a whole.

Harold Ickes was correct in his assessment of Watson. Watson had no character, if by character we
mean the ability to take rational control of passion on a consistent and dependable basis. Rather than
admit his own failures, Watson decided to remake mankind in his own image. Man was now remade
in the 1image of the superficial American, a man with no interior life, no morals, nothing but a seething
mass of desires and fears that could be manipulated at will by those who knew how to control his
passions. Man was an empty vessel, a tabula rasa upon which advertisers could write their texts.

In the name of freedom, his passions could be manipulated into a bondage congenial to those who
controlled the instruments of public opinion. Science was the mantra which Homo Americanus
chanted to himself to assure himself that his bondage was really freedom. This should not be
surprising, given Watson’s view of what psychology was and what man was. Ultimately, John Watson
was what he described: a response to a stimulus. His sex life was the model for behaviorism. Homo
Americanus gave up inner-directedness and rejoiced in becoming, like Watson, simple reaction to
sexual stimuli. Once certain influential classes of Americans made this decision to jettison sexual
morals, science was the only way of gaining control where morals had failed.

There was only one problem. For both Watson the behaviorist and Watson the man, there was no such
thing as self-control. This meant that behaviorism could explain reaction, but it could never explain
action. In this it laid bare the ultimate stupidity of American pragmatism, a philosophy which
eschewed what it considered to be outdated “metaphysical” concepts like truth in exchange for results
based on action, but then was unable to explain what action was because action, as opposed to
reaction, was always based on reason and its ability to apprehend transcendental values like the true
and the good. In addition to being a tacit admission of the moral failures which Watson the man had
accumulated during his life of sexual indulgence, behaviorism was a contradiction in terms as well. It
could never explain the thing it was based on. It could never explain action. It only made sense in a
world of controllers, which is why it proved congenial to the liberals and the world they would
eventually build on the ruins created by World War .

John B. Watson, in spite of rejecting the South, its religion, and its traditions, would remain forever



the farm boy from South Carolina, no matter how sophisticated his environment became. Shortly after
he got his job on Madison Avenue, he bought a farm in Connecticut. His definition of happiness was
being lost in activity, a fitting description for an American pragmatist, and he soon lost himself in the
activity of raising animals and building bams, all of the things he had left behind as a boy. Watson was
always more at home with animals than he was with human beings, and during the first decade of the
twentieth century, he spent much of his time studying animal behavior. In addition to rats in the lab, he
studied birds on the Dry Tortugas. H i s goal was to get at the basic building blocks of human
behavior and begin creating out of them a psychology which would explain the things he found

so troubling in his own life. “Emotions,” according to Watson, “when properly used, can be made to
serve us rather than to destroy us.” This statement leads one of his biographers to opine:

The terrifying specter of annihilation that he posed as the grim alternative to the subordination of
emotions helps to explain his obsession with their control.. . .Watson especially feared the unbridled
release of mass emotion. One of his favorite targets for criticism was evangelical

Christianity, especially as manifested in the increasing number of large, urban centered revivals.
“Every psychopathic clinic and hospital in the city feels the strain of a big revival meeting,” Watson
remarked to sociologist William I. Thomas.. .. Watson, who had so ostentatiously discarded those
values when he embraced modem urban life, registered his disapproval in clear, shrill tones.
Religjipn, after all, Watson argued, was but an outmoded form of social control.

Watson felt that religion was a form of social control because, in a world where there is no action,
everything is a form of social control. Given his psychology of stimulus/response, a psychology
which can’t explain action because it can’t admit reason, reaction is the only thing a man can do. And
if all man can do is react, his life is nothing but response to stimuli controlled by others. Behaviorism
is, therefore, not a psychology at all; it is a technology of psychic control. It doesn’t explain why men
act, but it does give a seemingly plausible explanation of how men may be controlled, which is why it
proved congenial to the powers that were seeking to transform America from a republic of yeoman
farmers into an empire of mindless consumers. Watson rode the crest of that political wave.
Modernity needed, in the words ofT. J. Lears, an “instrumental rationality that desanctified the

outer world of nature and the inner world of the self, reducing both to manipulate objects.”!! If there
1s no inner world, no consciousness, then there 1s no reason, and if there is no reason, man cannot act.
Practical reason is the science of action which explains how all action is predicated on man’s
perception of the transcendental good. If there is no inner world, then there is no psychology, and
what goes under that name is nothing more than a technology of control, “an instrumental rationality

for manipulating the control of emotions.”!?

In 1914 Watson published Behavior: An Introduction to Comparative Psychology, an introductory
textbook he hoped would also interest the general reader. The “technological” aspects of new
psychology were apparent almost from the beginning of the book: “The interest of the behaviorist

in man’s doings,” Watson wrote, “is more than the interest of the spectator- he wants to control man’s
reactions as physical scientists want to control and manipulate other natural phenomena. It 1s the

business of behavioristic psychology to be able to predict and to control human activity.” !> Man,
according to the view Watson learned under Loeb at the university of Chicago, was best thought of
“as an assembled organic machine ready to run.”'# And the mind or soul? The answer is equally glib:
“We can throw all of our psychological problems and their solutions into terms of stimulus and



response.” !>

Yet even in Watson’s rush to turn psychology into the psychic equivalent of chemistry and physics, the
personal still intrudes. In Behaviorism, Watson describes “Wives ‘who do not understand,’ sex
hungers from which there is no escaping (for example, marriage to an invalid or insane husband or

wife), malformations of the body (permanent inferiorities), and the like”!® as problems now well
within the realm of the solvable. By the end of his book, Watson tells us that “Some day we shall have
hospitals devoted to helping us change our personality because we can change the personality

as easily as we can change the shape of the nose, only it takes more time.”!” Until that time, however,
“The reactions that we now make to the permanent stimuli are often abortive, inadequate for

adjustment; they wreck our constitutions and may make us psychopathic.”!®

Watson here refers to his own nervous breakdown, his wife “who does not understand” and
conditioning as an escape from his “sex hungers from where there is no escaping.” The personal,
however, takes a back seat to the political. Behaviorism will solve social problems by making
psychologists into social engineers. And it is to this possibility that John Dewey reacted

so enthusiastically, announcing that he was a “well-wisher” of behaviorism. Dewey welcomed the
political implications of behavioral psychology, seeing in it not only a refutation of those who
claimed there was a fixed human nature - “the ultimate refuge of the standpatter” - but also the
fulfillment of Condorcet’s prophecy of a “future in which human arrangements would be regulated by
science.” Ultimately, it was the liberal social science establishment, with its interlocking network of
grant-giving foundations and organs of public opinion, which spread Watson’s ideas, and Watson
made contact with this network early on.

In the fall of 1908 Watson joined the faculty of Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore, Maryland.
Shortly after his arrival, Watson’s mentor and co-worker in the nascent science of behaviorist
psychology, John Mark Baldwin, was caught, quite literally, with his pants down when police
raided a Negro brothel he was frequenting. Baldwin was soon thereafter forced to resign, and, as a
result, Watson became head of the one of the most prestigious psychology departments in the country
and editor of the equally prestigious Journal of Animal Behavior, which he founded with Robert

M. Yerkes.

Yerkes was two years older than Watson and, like Watson, was raised on a farm. Like Watson, Yerkes
turned his early interest in animals into a scientific career after majoring in psychology. Both
abandoned the Christian faith in favor of science. In an unpublished autobiographical manuscript
entitled “Testament,” Yerkes wrote that “the assumptions methods, and daily experiences of the
natural scientist make for objectivity, disinterestedness, breadth and independence of mind, whereas
those of the religionist make rather for subjectivity, bias, limitation of view, authoritarianism, and an

attitude of dogmatic certainty.”?” Like Watson, Yerkes was convinced that science offered a “way of
life” superior to any moral system that religion had to offer.

Yerkes graduated with a Ph.D. in psychology from Harvard in 1902 and immediately joined the
faculty there. Over the 1916-17 academic year, Yerkes was elected president of the American
Psychological Association. Because he had become deeply involved with psychological testing by
that time, he was asked to head the Army’s psychological testing program in 1916. During that same



year, the National Research Council was created by
113

Congress as the working arm of the National Academy of Sciences. In 1917 Yerkes secured a position
with the NRC in Washington, D.C., where he demonstrated both his administrative skills and his
ability to foster the work of others in the same field. In 1924 Yerkes left the NRC and returned to
academic life, this time at Yale, and in 1929 his research work culminated in the crowning
achievement of his scientific career, the publication in 1929 of his book The Great Apes: A Study of
Anthropoid Life.

In 1910, at the height of Yerkes’s collaborative friendship with Watson, when the latter was involved
with the experiments that would lead to the 1913 lecture in New York at Columbia and the 1914 book
Behaviorism, John D. Rockefeller, Jr., had been asked to serve as foreman on a grand jury in New
York City that was looking into what was termed the “white slave traffic” at the time. The lurid tales
of respectable young white women lured into prostitution made for sensational headlines at the time,
but they also propelled the richest family in the world to become involved in sex research. In the
winter of 1911, Junior, as he was known in the Rockefeller family, and several other civic leaders
organized the Bureau of Social Hygiene. The social hygienists, according to Jones,

were looking to science to explain why people behaved as they did sexually, thereby furnishing
reformers with the data needed to understand and control human sexual behavior. Ultimately,
however, the joke would be on the social hygienists. Just as the shattering of the conspiracy of
silence had led to a public dialogue on a host of sexual questions, with far-reaching consequences no
one could have foreseen, the decision to impress science into the service of social control eventually
backfired. Social hygienists failed to recognize that scientific data could be used to support sexual
liberation as easily as social control, a point that Kinsey would demonstrate repeatedly in the

decades ahead.?!

Jones fails to see that the matrix of sex research, as the Yerkes-Watson connection makes clear, was
behaviorism, which did not believe in morals and had always been intended as a technology of social
control. As a result, Jones comes up with a false dichotomy, seeing sexual liberation as the antithesis
of social control, when it was really an instrument of social control, one which would become
absorbed into communications theory/psychological warfare research when the Rockefeller
Foundation began funding Kinsey -at Yerkes’s recommendation - in 1941.



Part II, Chapter 3

Bremen, 1909

In August of 1909 Sigmund Freud embarked upon a fateful journey. He, along with his psychoanalytic
heir apparent, Carl Gustav Jung, had been invited by G. Stanley Hall, the father of American
Psychology, to give a series of lectures at Clark University in Worcester, Massachusetts. Hall was
also the man who thought nature was more important than nurture and as a result ended up being the
occasion for Margaret Mead’s famous book to the contrary, Coming of Age in Samoa. Freud’s voyage
to America had an inauspicious beginning. Jung got drunk and started talking in a confused way

about the prehistoric bog corpses which he mixed up with the mummies in the lead cellars of Bremen,
the city from which they were departing by ship to America. Freud f elt that the talk of mummies was
a veiled attack on fathers in general and him and his authority in particular and in the middle of

their conversation Freud suddenly fainted.

Things then went from bad to worse. Freud and Jung agreed to analyze each other’s dreams during the
voyage, but when Jung confronted Freud about a dream involving his wife and sister-in-law, Freud
shut down the analysis, claiming that he could go no further. “I cannot risk my authority,” 1 s how

Freud framed the issue.! Which is exactly how Jung saw it as well. Freud’s authority involved
keeping something secret, and that secret involved his relationship with his sister-in-law, Minna
Bemays. If the true nature of that relationship came out, Freud would lose his authority - presumably
over Jung, of course - but one gets the impression that the issue was bigger than that and that Freud
was worried about losing it over the rest of his followers and over his nascent following throughout
the world as well.

Jung, of course, knew something that Freud didn’t know. On his first trip to Vienna to meet Freud in
person, he claimed that Minna Bemays, Freud’s sister-in-law, confided that she had been having an
affair with Freud. Biographers like Peter Gay found the claim implausible, but the very fact that
Jung was pressing the issue on the sea voyage to America argues in favor of believing that it
happened. Jung, of course, brought his own sexual baggage to the meeting. He had been having an
affair with a patient by the name of Sabina Spielrein and had gone to Freud for what amounted to
absolution, an act which confers power on the absolver. If Freud were involved in the same sort of
illicit sexual activity as Jung, then the act of absolution might seem more than alittle bit hypocritical,
and this probably fueled Jung’s resentment

toward his mentor and his determination to find out whether in fact Freud was involved in the same
sort of thing. A candid admission of guilt might have cleared the air, but it might also have taken the
wind out the sails of the psychoanalytical movement. Whether it would or wouldn’t have is beside the
point now. Freud clearly felt that he could not take the chance, that the risk was too great, that Jung
was onto something, and that if he admitted the affair, Jung, and not he, would have had the upper
hand in the relationship.

The relationship collapsed anyway. Jung later said that Freud lost his authority by not confessing.

“Freud,” he said, “was placing personal authority above truth.? The truth, in other words, were it
known, would destroy whatever authority Freud had. The simplest explanation of Freud’s reticence,



the one I pursued in Degenerate Modems, 1s that what Freud called the Oedipus Complex, the fact that
“all men” desire sexual relations with their mothers or sisters, is really nothing but the projection of

Freud’s guilt away from his affair with Minna Bemays.> Instead of admitting that he had done
something wrong, Freud engaged in a massive instance of rationalization. He subordinated the truth to
his desires. If his followers were to uncover the details of his transgression, they would hold the key
which explained his theory in terms of his behavior. As a result, the theory would lose its power to
explain the psyche, and Freud would lose his authority along with his failed theory.

All of that is true as far as it goes, but as much as it explains the personal sources of the Oedipus
Complex, it barely begins to explain the political ramifications of that idea. Both Freud and Jung
could read the signs of the times. Both were aware that they had discovered in psychotherapy not

so much a medicine for healing people as much as a tool for manipulating them. Psychotherapy was a
way of managing guilt, as Jung understood first hand, and both Freud and Jung knew that wealthy
patients were, in the name of psychotherapy, willing to pay large sums of money to be absolved of
guilt while at the same time allowed to hold onto the vices which caused the guilt in the first place.
Both Freud and Jung understood how powerful and how profitable this new discovery could be, and
the break between them is best understood in this light. It wasn’t over ideas, but over control of a
movement, over the control of rich patients and their financial resources that Jung broke with Freud.
Jung knew where the source of Freud’s power lay, and he wanted that source in his own right and not
as somebody’s gentile heir apparent.

At around the same time that Freud first received his invitation to speak at Clark University, Jung
received a visit from a wealthy American patient by the name of Medill McCormick, scion of the
wealthy Chicago family which owned The Chicago Tribune and International Harvester. “Fate,” Jung
wrote,

which evidently loves crazy games, had just at this time deposited on my doorstep a well-known
American (friend of Roosevelt and Taft, proprietor of several big newspapers, etc.. ..) as a patient.
Naturally he has the same conflicts 1 have just overcome, so I could be of great help to him, which is
gratifying in more respects than one. It was like balm on my aching wound. This case has interested
me so passionately in the last fortnight that I have forgotten my other duties.

McCormick was suffering from alcoholism and depression, and Jung, bolstered by Freud’s absolution
of his affair with Sabina Spielrein, decided that he had the cure. Jung prescribed polygamy. “He
rather recommended,” McCormick wrote later, “a little flirting and told me to bear in mind that

it might be advisable for me to have mistresses - that I was a very dangerous and savage man, that I

must not forget my heredity and my infantile influences and lose my soul - if women would save it.””>
Noll explains Jung’s infatuation with polygamy as part self-exculpation of his own behavior but also
as stemming from his increasing interest in “Aryan” mysticism, an infatuation which grew in direct
proportion to his alienation from the Jew Freud and what he perceived as the “Jewish”
psychoanalysis of the Freudian school.

The Aryan/Jewish conflict, much like the mystical/atheist polarity of an earlier age, was at root a
pretext for a struggle which was over control of a new psychic technology and the financial benefits
that went with that control. Freud had discovered a way of controlling people by alternately



manipulating guilt and the passion that caused the guilt, and Jung, after experiencing first of all how
powerful it was first-hand, and then discovering in Freud’s biography the source of that power,
wanted to control it himself. He first treated Medill McCormick in Zurich in late 1908, then again
in March of 1909, and then again, this time in America, in September of 1909 on the same trip with
Freud to Clark University.

Jung had just made contact with one of the wealthiest families in America and was rubbing his hands
in anticipation of the rewards which might accrue from that contact. After the break with Freud, Jung
was beating the master at his own game. Freud, as Swales documents, was obsessed with money
throughout his career. In a letter to Fliess in 1899, he wrote, “My mood also depends very much on
my earnings. Money is laughing gas for me.” Freud’s best explanation of his relationship to his
patients came in the form of a cartoon which appeared in the Fliegende Blatter, a popular

humor magazine of the time, in which a lion looks at his watch and mutters, “Twelve o’clock and no
Negroes.” Freud was the lion, and in his letters to Fliess thereafter he referred to his patients as

“Negroes,” which is to say, something to eat.® Freud had already established the predatory nature of
psychoanalysis in his relationship with Jung. Patients were to be either people of wealth or influence.
The latter instance applied to Jung, who was the Aryan heir apparent who would ensure that
psychoanalysis would become something other than a simply Jewish affair.

Jung learned his lesson well - too well, in fact - and the struggle between the two men quickly
became the struggle for who would control this emerging technology of psychic control. Jung could
apply the exculpation Freud had wrought on him to the wealthy young American and bring this man
under his control by simultaneously manipulating his vices and absolving him of the guilt which
flowed from those actions, just as Freud had done with him. The conflict may have been inevitable,
but the immediate context is also relevant. The rise of Jung’s quarrel with Freud corresponded

with Jung’s introduction to wealthy American patients. The struggle wasn’t primarily over ideas but
rather over influence. Who would get to eat the “Negroes”?

By the time, the break between Freud and Jung was complete in 1913, it looked as if Jung were
winning. After making contact with the McCormicks, one of the wealthiest families in America, Jung
had just made contact with the Rockefellers, the wealthiest family in America when Edith
Rockefeller McCormick, Medill’s sister-in-law, showed up in Zurich for treatment for depression.
When word got out that Jung had received a grant in 1916 amounting to $2 million in current funds,
Freud was both envious and bitter. The Aryans were triumphing over the Jews once again.

In order to soften the blow that Jung’s defection inflicted on the psychoanalytic movement, the
“Jewish” faction of the psychoanalytic movement came up with an idea of forming a secret society
around Freud. Its purpose was to maintain orthodoxy, to insure that the movement would continue

after Freud was gone, and, in Ernest Jones’s words, “to monitor Jung.”” In his partisan biography of
Freud, Jones said, “The idea of forming a brotherhood of initiates came from his boyhood memories
of ‘many secret societies from literature.’” L. J. Rather thinks that Jones is referring here to the novels
of Benjamin Disraeli, specifically Coningsby and Tancred, both of which talk about a Jewish
conspiracy to topple the thrones and altars of Europe. ““You never observe a great intellectual
movement in Europe,” Disraeli wrote in Coningsby,



in which the Jews do not greatly participate. The first Jesuits were Jews: that mysterious Russian
Diplomacy which so alarms Western Europe 1s organized and principally carried on by Jews: that
mighty revolution which is at this moment preparing in Germany, and which will in fact be a second
and greater Reformation ... is entirely developing under the auspices of Jews, who almost monopolize
the professorial chairs of Germany.

The fact that Disraeli was himself a Jew lent a credibility to his fictions that was both ironic and
compelling. Cosima Wagner thought it ironic that a Jew would make such a statement and said so to
her husband. The novels of Disraeli, with their purported revelation of Jewish conspiracies
revolving around the concept that “all is race” (Houston Stewart Chamberlain picked up the idea
from Disraeli) continued to be a topic of conversation four years later when Tancred appeared. Since
Nietzsche was part of the Wagner household at the time, he was probably in on the conversations
about Jews and secret societies. Rather traces Jones’s proposal to initiate a secret society at the heart
of psychoanalysis to Disraeli’s novels and indicates that psychoanalysis was at root a Jewish
conspiracy whose goal was the overthrow of Christendom. Phyllis Grosskurth, however, indicates
that the idea of creating a secret society at the heart of the psychoanalytic tradition might have come
from Freud himself. She cites the official explanation of the secret society as it appeared in Jones’s
biography along with the crucial passages Jones left out. Jones, she writes,

suggested that a secret committee be formed as a Praetorian guard around Freud. The unstated aim, of
course, was to monitor Jung, to maintain a watching brief in which they would report to Freud.
Freud’s response (August 1, 1912) was highly enthusiastic: What took hold of my imagination
immediately is your idea of a secret council composed of the best and most trustworthy among our
men to take care of the further development of and defend the cause against personalities and
accidents when I am no more. You say it was Ferenczi who expressed this idea, yet it may be

mine own shaped in better times, when I hoped Jung would collect such a circle around him
composed of the official headman of the local associations.

Now [ am sorry to say such a union had to be formed independently of Jung and of the elected
presidents. I daresay it would make living and dying easier for me if I knew of such an association
existing to watch over my creation. I know there is a boyish, perhaps romantic element too in thi

s conception but perhaps it could be adapted to meet the necessities of reality. [ will give my fancy
free play and leave to you the part of the Censor.

In the italicized section, which Grosskurth restored, Freud makes clear that the idea of psychoanalysis
as a secret society was part of his concept even during his association with Jung. After the break,
however, the Jewish nature of the secret society became more apparent. Eventually, the idea

was made reality during a secret ring ceremony in 1913, when Freud gave Hanns Sachs, Karl
Abraham, Sandor Ferenczi, and Otto Rank and Ernest Jones Greek intaglio rings embossed with an
image of Zeus. The fact that Freud acceded so readily and enthusiastically to the idea and even had
rings made to consummate it indicates that Grosskurth’s suspicions are justified. It was probably
Freud’s idea from the beginning. The same idea is also developed by Rather, who says Freud had
already been drawn to secret societies as young man. Freud admired his physiology teacher Ernst
Bruecke, who came together with Emil du Bois-Reymond and Hermann Helmholtz in 1852 to “form
... a kind of scientific freemasonry . . . whose goal was to destroy completely whatever remained of



the old vitalist ideology.” In addition to that, as a student at the Sperl Gymnasium Freud came under
the influence of fellow student Heinrich Braun, who “awakened a multitude of revolutionary trends in
me.” Freud was also a member of B’nai B’rith, and so it is not surprising that his idea of a secret
society revolved around the role of the Jew in a Christian and, more specifically, Catholic world, the
Austro-Hungarian empire, where conversion to Christianity, as in the famous case of the composer
Gustav Mahler, was the necessary condition for a career in the arts or sciences. Freud was a non-
observant Jew who hated all religion and saw it as an “illusion,” but he deeply resented the
hegemony of Christianity in Vienna as well as its chilling effect on his ambitions. Christianity may
have been an illusion, but that hardly changed the fact that that it was thwarting his career.

The resentment comes out clearly in a famous passage in the Psychopathology of Everyday Life, in
which two Jews meet by chance on the Croatian coast, where they are vacationing. One of them is
Freud, and the other a younger man who 1s familiar with his works and wants to know why he can’t
remember a certain word from a famous line in the Aeneid. The line is Exoriare aliquis nostris ex
ossibus ultor (“Raise up from our bones an avenger”) and the word which the young man can’t
remember is “aliquis,” which he breaks down into “a - liquis” and from which, after a long

involved analysis, Freud deduces, like a latter-day Sherlock Holmes, that the man is worried that his
lady friend is pregnant. The inability to remember bespeaks an ambivalence on the young man’s part
which stems from repression: He wants an heir to be his avenger against “Rome,” but he is afraid that
the heir might come from some unwanted source and endanger his career. That the young man is
concerned about his career comes out when the conversation turns to “race,” i.e., the Jewish question:
“We had fallen into conversation -how I have now forgotten - about the social status of the race to
which we both belonged; and ambitious feelings prompted him to give vent to a regret that his
generation was doomed (as he expressed it) to atrophy, and could not develop its talents or satisfy its
needs.”

The “Exoriare” line has direct relevance here. Taken from the Aeneid it is Dido’s curse on the
founder of Rome, Aeneas, for betraying her, and was used by Jewish revolutionaries like Ferdinand
Lassalle as the rallying cry against “Rome,” which is to say the Catholic Church and the states

where Catholicism was the established religion. The conflict between Rome and Carthage had
special meaning to Freud, who saw himself as a revenant of Hannibal, the Semite who attempted to
conquer Rome. Rather sees in Freud someone influenced by Moses Hess, the proto-Zionist and proto-

socialist and teacher of Karl Marx, whose book Rom und Jerusalem gave early expression to rising

Jewish expectation in Christian Europe.!!

The fact that the young Jew can’t quite bring himself to utter Dido’s curse leads Freud to return to the
Jewish issue and elicit more associations, and as a result, the psychoanalysis again returns to the
issue of Jewish social and political aspiration: “I am thinking,” the young man continued, “of Simon
of Trent, whose relics 1 saw two years ago in a church at Trent. I am thinking of the accusation of
ritual blood sacrifice which is being brought against the Jews again just now, and of Kleinpaul’s book

in which he regards all these supposed victims as incarnations, one might say new editions of

the Savior.”!2

Rather claims this is a reference to accusations of Jewish blood ritual murder in general and the
Tisza-Eszlar affair of 1882 in particular. However, the phrase “just now” could just have easily



referred to the Dreyfus affair. Alfred Dreyfus, a French army officer, was convicted of treason in
1894, and the conviction was overturned in 1906. The simple truth of the matter is that concerns about
Jewish conspiracy were quite common during the entire the last quarter of the nineteenth century.
Disraeli’s novels gave expression to a common obsession, a fear of a Jewish-Masonic conspiracy
which aspired to overturn both throne and altar on its way to establishing a Jewish worldwide regime
that many thought would bring about the reign of the Antichrist. These fears reached a crescendo in
the Dreyfus affair and beyond that found further substantiation in the Zionist congress in Basel in
1896, called in reaction to the Dreyfus affair, at which Theodor Herzl called for the creation of

a Jewish state.

Eventually Freud brings the psychoanalysis to a conclusion by tracing the young man’s ambivalence
and forgetfulness to a suspicion that he both wants an heir to avenge him and at the same time does not
because the avenger would come from an unpleasant and unexpected source “The contradiction,”
Freud concludes, “has its roots in repressed source and derives from thought that should lead to a

diversion of attention.”!3

Butdiversion of attention from what? In Degenerate Moderns, I discuss Swales’s explanation of this
passage in The Psychopathology of Everyday Life, according to which there is no young man. Freud
1s psychoanalyzing himself and making, in what I termed an expression of the Dimmesdale Syndrome,
a veiled confession about his affair with Minna Bemays, which was consummated near Trent in
September of 1900. That affair is the psychic source of the Oedipus Complex, which avers that “all
men” have a desire to sleep with their mothers or sisters. So Freud is the young man, and the

young man is very aware of his position as a Jew in society and the fact that he can’t make it in a
Christian world unless he capitulates to “Rome” and converts to Christianity. Just as the Oedipus
Complex is Freud’s guilty conscience projected into a “scientific” principle, a discovery of the real
nature of man, which absolves him of all guilt in the matter, so the inability to remember a key word
in the line from the Aeneid beginning with “Exoriare” is Freud’s covert expression of his Jewish
animus against Rome and, perhaps, a just-as-covert attempt to tell the reader what he plans to do
about that unacceptable state of affairs. In typical fashion, Freud makes use of a literary reference to
indicate his intentions, but as always in covert fashion. Like the young man who is really a disguised
version of himself, Freud is full of ambivalence. He wants an avenger and 1 s afraid of an avenger. He
wants to both reveal and conceal the source of his resentment and his plan for revenge.

Freud may have used the Oedipus Complex to justify his affair with Minna Bemays, but the idea did
not originate with him. He got the idea for the Oedipus Complex, not from self-analysis as he said -
Jones launched this myth in his biography - but rather from Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy.

with regard to the mother-wooing , riddle-solving Oedipus, an immediate interpretation comes to
mind, that where through the oracular and magic powers the force of both present and future, the rigid
law of individuation as well as the magic of nature is broken, the preconditioning cause is

that beforehand a monstrous act against nature - something on the order of incest-must have taken
place; then how is one to force nature to reveal her secrets other than by victoriously going against
her, that is, through an act contrary to nature. I see this recognition sketched out in that hideous trinity
of Oedipus’s fate: the same man who solves the riddle of nature - that double-edged sphinx - must
violate the most holy order of nature as both parricide and spouse of his mother. Indeed the meaning



of the myth seems inescapable, that wisdom and especially Dionysian wisdom is an unnatural horror,
and that the man who through his knowledge plunges nature into the abyss of annihilation, experiences
in his own being the disintegration of nature. ‘The point of wisdom turns against the wise; wisdom is

a crime against nature.” !

Freud corresponded with Nietzsche as a student, and so we know he was familiar with his work.

Torrey claims that “Freud was indebted to Nietzsche for the concept of the id,”!" without mentioning
the above-cited passage from The Birth of Tragedy as the source of the Oedipus Complex. We

know as well that Freud never mentioned Nietzsche because he was obsessive about covering his
intellectual trail. In the passage from the Birth of Tragedy, we see much more clearly than in Freud’s
heavily censored version of the “Oedipus Complex” a way out of the young man’s dilemma, a way for
an ambitious Jew to achieve his goals without kowtowing to “Rome” or more particularly the
Catholic Hapsburg monarchy which ruled the Austro-Hungarian empire at the time. Incest had long
been part of the [lluminist, revolutionary tradition. Shelley made incest the centerpiece of his
revolutionary poem, “The Revolt of Islam.” Incest, as Nietzsche makes clear, has a political
application. By killing the father and/or becoming spouse of his mother, the Oedipal revolutionary
“forces nature to reveal her secrets.” Knowledge, especially illicit carnal knowledge, means power,
the power to bring off a revolution like that of 1789 in France and, perhaps, even greater. The
epigraph for his first book The Interpretation of Dreams indicates in Freud’s typically cryptic way the
political program of psychoanalysis; Flectere si nequeo superos, Acheronta movebo (“If the powers
above ignore me, I will move the powers of hell”).

T

Freud is proposing here a revolutionary psychology in which the passions, before kept under the
control of reason, now act as secret agents betraying reason’s control by seemingly inconsequential
things like forgetting foreign words or substituting names. The id, Freud’s word for what the classical
world called the passions or appetites, corresponds to the powers of hell Dido calls on to avenge
Carthage. Unable to make use of the powers from above in the Austro-Hungarian empire to foster his
career, Freud in his veiled way begins to propose a revolutionary psychology which will allow him
to harness the i1d for political and economic purposes. The secret society is the vehicle for the
political program of psychoanalysis, whose power lies in being able to manipulate the confessional
relationship for personal, financial, and, ultimately, political gain. In keeping with the classical
allusion to Dido and her desire for revenge against Rome, Freud described himself in his letters to
Wilhelm Fliess as a latter-day Hannibal, a “Semite” who crossed the Alps (as Freud would have to
do) on his way to Rome. Like Hannibal, Freud planned to approach Rome by indirection and thereby
conquer 1t unawares. The Oedipus Complex and the psychoanalysis which it was based on had a
political purpose from the beginning. The purpose was to conquer Rome, i.e., to subvert the influence
of the Catholic Church and the confessional states like the Austro-Hungarian Empire based on that
religious order.

It is not surprising, therefore, that Freud would turn psychoanalysis into a secret society. The
destruction of Rome, the overturning of throne and altar, had been the purpose of secret societies
since their heyday in the eighteenth century. Psychoanalysis had always been the “Jewish” (at least
in Freud’s eyes) conspiracy to mobilize the powers of Acheronta against Rome and Vienna. It had



always been a revolutionary organization; when Freud’s hope for a gentile heir died with Jung’s
defection, it became even more explicitly so by adopting all of the tropes and paraphernalia attributed
to secret societies by nineteenth-century writers. Psychoanalysis became, in their words, a Judeo-
masonic conspiracy to overthrow throne and altar.

On September 1 1, 1899, Freud wrote to Fliess to say that he was “saddened and embittered” by the

Dreyfus affair.!® “There is no question,” he concluded, “on whose side the future lies.”!” Since Alfred
Dreyfus wasn’t acquitted until five years later, Freud must have meant that the anti-Semites were
winning. Or did Freud have something else in mind? By the time Freud mentioned the frustration of
Jewish ambitions in 1902 in the Psycho-pathology of Everyday Life, the conflation of Jew and
Freemason was complete. If he were familiar with any of the arguments of the anti-Semitic tracts -
and there is every indication he was - he was aware of the conflation as well. Jew and Freemason
had taken on an interchangeable character in the anti-secret society, anti-revolutionary literature of the
day. By the time Freud wrote Psychopathology, Adam Weishaupt, the student of the Jesuits and the
professor of Canon Law in Catholic Bavaria, was regularly called a Jew. If

Freud was aware of the rising tide of anti-Semitism and the conflation implicit in the commonly used
term judeo-maqonnerie” then he must have been aware of Barruel because Barruel was mentioned in
virtually all of the anti-Judeo-masonic tracts as their ultimate source. (In addition to the

French sources, two German sources on [lluminism appeared at around the same time: Ludwig
Wolfram’s book Die Illuminaten in Bayern und ihre Veifol-gung appeared in 1899-1900, the same
year as Interpretation of Dreams. Leopold Engel’s book Geschichte des Illuminaten Ordens appeared
in 1906.)

In his book. The Mythology of Secret Societies, J. M. Roberts, who is no admirer of Barruel (he calls
the Memoirs a “farrago of nonsense”) grants Barruel primacy of place as the fons et origo of the
conspiracy theory, calling his Memoirs “the bible of the secret society mythology and the
indispensable foundation of future anti-Masonic writing. T oute la politique anti- maqon-nique du
XlXesiecleases sources dans lelivrede I abbe Barruel,' remarks a standard authority on “French 18th

century [sic] thought.”!® If Freud were at all familiar with the controversy surrounding the “social
status of the race to which we both belong” he knew that Jews were being accused of belonging to a
secret society based on the Freemasons or the Illuminati; he knew that that secret society was
revolutionary in intent, seeking to overturn both throne and altar, and he knew that the man that all of
the anti-Semitic writings cited as their source was the Abbe Barruel. That Barruel never mentions the
word “Jew” in his 2,200 pages does not change the fact that those who called upon his name did. By
the time Freud wrote the Psychopathology of Everyday life in 1902, the conflation of Jew and
Freemason had been expanded to include the triad Jew-Freemason-Satanist. Vitz says Freud made

a pact with the devil 1888, on Walpurgisnacht in direct imitation of the corresponding scene from
Goethe’s Faust.

As all of the foregoing, but especially the allusion to Vergil and Goethe indicates, Freud operated not
primarily as a natural scientist but as a literary man under the conscious influence of literary models.
He got the Oedipus Complex from Sophocles by way (unacknowledged, of course) of Nietzsche, and
it is precisely as a literary figure from the pen of the Abbe Barruel that Adam Weishaupt, founder of

the Illuminati, exerted most of his influence. Nesta Webster in World Revolution claims a direct



organizational connection between the Illuminati and the Bolsheviks, a claim which has caused

the so-called conspiracy theory to fall on hard times. A stronger case can be made for literary
influence. By publishing the secret papers of the Illuminati in 1787, the prince of Bavaria granted
Weishaupt an immortality that his organizational skills could never have achieved on their own. That
fame was spread even farther by Barruel’s Memoirs, a best-seller in just about all of the countries of
Europe where it appeared at the turn of the nineteenth century. Mary Godwin Shelley immortalized
Weishaupt as Dr. Frankenstein, after

reading Barruel. Even a bona fide revolutionary like Buonarroti learned about the Illuminist
conspiracy not by any direct initiation into its secrets but by reading Barruel as Shelley did. We are
talking about literary influence here, not, as the Germans put it, “Drahtziehertheorie.” Freud like
Shelley and Buonarotti most likely found out about the Illuminist-Jewish-Masonic-Satanist conspiracy
by literary influences, all of which led back to Barruel.

That Freud does not mention Barruel is not surprising. He doesn’t mention Nietzsche either, and
certainly not as the source of the Oedipus Complex. As a matter of fact, Freud never mentions the
things most important to him in any direct way. He is a master of covering his intellectual trail. Ina
letter to Fliess dated December 3, 1897, a time of great turmoil for Freud, he connects his Jewish
animus against Rome with his boyhood hero Hannibal and then abruptly breaks off any more
associations lest he reveal either his sources or his intentions too clearly. “My longing for Rome,”
Freud writes, “is, by the way, deeply neurotic. It is connected with my high school hero-worship of
the Semitic Hannibal, and this year I did not reach Rome any more than he did from Lake Trasimeno.
Since I have been studying the unconscious, I have become so interesting to myself. A pity that one
always keeps one’s month shut about the most intimate things: “Das beste was Du weisst,/ Darfst du
den Buben nicht sagen. ” The quote “The best of what you know, you dare not tell the boys.” is from
Goethe’s Faust, and again we are given a cryptic reference to something Freud would rather not say
out loud, lest he lose his authority. Goethe’s influence on Freud is hard to underestimate, and cited by
many. Most commentators, however, fail to mention that Goethe was an Illuminatus, whose code name
was Abaris. Goethe 1s one of the literary figures who became a member of the organization while it
was still in existence and not, like Shelley and others, as a result of literary influence, chiefly
Barruel’s book. Goethe was intimately involved in trying to find a sinecure forWeishauptafterhehad to
flee Bavaria. (W. Daniel Wilson claims that Goethe was in fact a double agent, spying on the
[Muminati for Duke Karl August of Weimar as a way of keeping them under control.) Goethe wrote
about secret societies explicitly in his novel Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjahre, but the arcana of Faust
stems from that tradition as well.

Freud, in his letter to Fliess, adverts to his desire to conquer Rome, his identification with the Semite
Hannibal, and then, with a reference to Goethe, says he can tell us no more, the implication being that
he would lose his authority if he did. If we really knew what Freud were up to, then he would have no
power over us. Psychoanalysis, in other words, can only function as a form of manipulation from
behind the scenes. Because of this, it is quintessentially conspiratorial. Conspiracies work only if
they are kept secret. If their real intentions were clear, they would be ineffective. Freud, Vitz tells us,
burned his personal papers, not once but twice, as a way of throwing future investigators off the scent.
The only safe conclusion one can draw from Freud’s use of the line from Goethe is that if an idea or
source is important to Freud (““Das Beste was Du weisst”) Freud will not tell us what it is (“Darfst



Du den Buben doch nicht sagen™).

This, of course, does not mean that there is no evidence that Freud read either Barruel or the
[uminist manuscripts. The evidence is in the text itself. In describing the code names of the
conspirators, Barruel explains that Zwack, because of his hatred for kings, took the name “Philip
Strozzi, after that famous Florentine Conspirator, who having murthered Alexander de Medicis was
afterwards taken in open rebellion against his sovereign, and plunged a dagger into his own breast

reciting that verse with all the cry of vengeance: Exoriare aliquis nostris ex ossibus ultor."’

In a description of recruiting techniques that has direct relevance to Freud’s penchant, already
discussed, of seeking out wealthy patients, Weishaupt instructs his followers to seek out

the dextrous and dashing youths. We must have adepts who are insinuating, intriguing, full of resource
bold and enterprising; they must also be flexible and tractable, obedient, docile and sociable. Seek
out also those who are distinguished by their power, nobility, riches or learning, nobiles, potentes,
divites doctos, quarite - Spare no pains, spare nothing in the acquisition of such adepts. If heaven
refuse its aidance”conjure hell.

Fleetere si nequeas superos, Acheronta movebo.~

The similarities between Freud’s secret society and Adam Weishaupt’s become even more striking if
we look at the incident which threatened to bring both institutions down, namely, incest. When
challenged by Jung to explain his relationship to his sister-in-law, Freud retreated, saying by way of
explanation, “But I cannot risk my authority.” In a letter to his co-conspirator Hertel, Weishaupt
admits to having had an affair with his sister-in-law, who 1s now pregnant. Barruel relates the
incident in the following way:

“Now,” says Weishaupt to his adept, “let me, under the most profound secrecy, lay open the situation
of my heart. It destroys my rest, it render [sic] me incapable of every thing. I am almost desperate, my
honor is in danger and I am on the eve of losing that reputation which gave me so great an authority

over our people. My sister-in-law is with child.”??

Weishaupt goes on to ask Hertel’s assistance in procuring an abortion (“it is not too late to make an
attempt, for she is only in her fourth month”) but the thing that troubles him the most is the fear that
admitting that he committed incest with his sister-in-law will destroy his authority: “What vexes me
the most in all this is that my authority over our people will be greatly diminished - that [ have
exposed a weak side, of which they will not fail to advantage themselves whenever I may preach

morality and exhort them to virtue and modesty.”>

Incest may have been coincidental to Weishaupt’s scheme, but it became part of the occult
revolutionary program thereafter. It played a key role in Byron’s and Shelley’s writings and in their
lives as well. As part of his [lluminist cabal. Shelley first had sex with his sister-in-law,

Claire Clairmont, and then sent her to seduce Byron as well. The “league of incest,” as contemporary
gossip termed their menage, was to become complete when Byron seduced or was seduced by Mary
Godwin, but Shelley had a psychotic breakdown before the incestuous circle could be completed.
Taking his cue from Nietzsche, Freud saw incest as a way of forcing nature to reveal her secrets and



therefore her power to him, but he also understood that the secret which was the source of his power
over nature must be guarded if he were to retain his authority. If people like Jung were ever to find
out about his relationship with Minna his sister-in-law, they would have the key to Freud’s sphinx-
like riddle and that would mean the end of his authority and, therefore, his power. They would also
understand the real source of the Oedipus Complex in Freud’s guilty conscience.

But even more striking that the literary influences and the connection between incest and loss of
authority is the similarity between [lluminism and psychoanalysis. Both Illuminism and
psychoanalysis claimed that they could plumb the depths of the soul by carefully observing seemingly
random lapses and gestures. Both were based on having the patient or adept give in-depth, quasi-
confessional “examinations of conscience” during which they told the Illuminist controller or
psychotherapist details of their personal lives which could later be used against them. Both
[Muminism and psychoanalysis ended up as covert forms of psychic control, whereby the

controller learned of the adept's dominant passion and manipulated him accordingly. Illuminism
claimed to be a kind of “Zucht” or training, a way to perfection, but Agethen in comparing [lluminism
to its roots in the German pietist tradition, makes it clear that “self-knowledge was not the final goal
of a religious-transcendental longing for salvation; rather, self-knowledge and human knowledge

served as forms of control which were to bring about the creation of a utopian heaven on earth.”?*

Psychoanalysis and [lluminism were, in effect the same project - the [lluminist term Seelenanalyse is
simply the Germanified term of psychoanalysis or vice versa - with the details changed to suit the
sensibilities of a later age, an age which believed that “science” and “medicine,” rather than

secret societies, would lead to heaven on earth. Both psychoanalysis and Illuminism engaged in what
a later critic called “Seelenspionage,” spying on the soul. Both made use of what might be called a
Masonic doctrine of two truths as part of their very nature. What the adept knew was not the same

as what the controller knew. The patient saw psychoanalysis as a form of liberation; whereas the
therapist fostered this illusion as a form of control. Psychoanalysis adopted all of the essential
characteristics of [lluminist mind control, but Illuminism can just as easily be seen as an early form of
psychoanalysis, a project long cherished by the Enlightenment. Christian Thomasius, writing at the
very beginning of the Enlightenment in 1691, describes the “new discovery of a science that is both
well-grounded and highly necessary for the common good,” a science, namely, that “is able to
recognize the hidden things in the hearts of other men even against their will out of the details of their

daily conversation.”?

At the heart of psychoanalysis we find Freud, as the paradigmatic analyst acting out, in his own
words, the role of “father confessor.” The manipulation of both confession and examination of
conscience as the heart of [lluminism is a well-established fact. Adam Weishaupt was a student of
the Jesuits for eight years. In creating his secret society, Weishaupt simply took the Spiritual
Exercises of Ignatius of Loyola, most specifically the examination of conscience and illuminized
them. Weishaupt was a case study in ambivalence when it came to the Jesuits. He hated them and yet
told Friedrich Muenter that as a young man he almost became one himself (dass er als junger Mann

“selbst nahe dabey war, Jesuit zu werden ”).?° By stripping the examination of conscience of all
supernatural content and removing the controls on the confessional established by the Church (most
notably the notion of confidentiality intrinsic to the seal of the confessional), Weishaupt

turned confession into an instrument of manipulation and control. Examination of conscience taken out



of the confessional became Seelenspionage. Instead of liberating the penitent from sin, it rendered
him bound to his controller, liable to blackmail, but more often than not manipulated according to the
passions he described in detail to his “confessor.” Illuminism is not the adoption of the spirituality of
Ignatius; it is its perversion.

According to Barruel, Weishaupt “detested the children of Benedict, Francis or Ignatius, [but] he
admired the institutions of these holy founders, and was particularly charmed with Ignatius, whose
laws directed so many zealous men dispersed throughout the world toward the same object and under
one head.” Weishaupt, according to Barruel, “conceived that the same forms might be adopted, though

to operate in a sense diametrically opposite.”?’ Agethen cites the influence of the Jesuit Balthasar
Gratian in his 1647 book Orocula manual y arte de prudencia, in which he explains “how to control
others, how to have influence on their will, by knowing their inclinations and their weak points.
Observation of another and knowing as much about him as possible becomes the central means of

power.”?8 Weishaupt’s coconspirator Knigge called their technique of manipulating lower
rank [1luminati a “semiotics of the soul”: “From the evaluation of all these characteristics,” Knigge
wrote, “even the smallest and least significant appearing, one can draw the most glorious conclusions

in terms of both general results and human research, and gradually thereby work out a reliable

semiotics of the soul.”??

Weishaupt was convinced that his psycho-techniques held the key to understanding human beings by
paying attention to what otherwise seemed like insignificant lapses coincidences or gestures, the same
type of the thing Freud purported to explain in the Psychology of Everyday Life. Weishaupt also felt
that his system of controlling people without their knowing it involved in an “exemplary” form of
“education.” Weishaupt was able to train his Areopagites “how one can consciously organize a large
group of people without much effort.” He understand the art of “operation and manipulation” better
than “anyone else in the [Illuminati] organization” because he paid attention to the smallest nuances:
“O! Everything depends on that. I study each glance and gesture ... and train my people to go in
response to a wave of my hand, and so that I can without speaking read the meaning in their

faces.” Weishaupt concludes his enthusiastic description of his power over his the underlings in the
[Iluminati order by mentioning the case of his pupil Alois Duschl, also of Ingolstadt. “I keep him on
as short a leash as possible, give him much work. He 1s so compliant, like the best novice in any

Cloister. I lead him without him noticing it.”3! Here as elsewhere, Weishaupt thanks the Jesuits for
revealing to him the techniques of noncorporal compulsion. “In his mind,” Barruel wrote,

“[ Weishaupt] combined the plan of a society, which was at once to partake as much as convenient of
the movement of the Jesuits, and of the mysterious silence and secret conduct of Masonry.” Barruel
who was both Jesuit and (for a time) [lluminist, is quick to point out the difference between “the
illuminized and the religious obedience”:

Of that immense number of religious who follow the institutes of St. Basil,

St. Benedict, St. Dominic or St. Francis, there is not one who is not thoroughly convinced that here
exists a voice far more imperious than that of his superior, the voice of his conscience, of the Gospel,
and of his God.

There is not one of them who, should his superior commend any thing contrary to the duties of a



Christian, or of an honest man, would not immediately see that such a command was a release from
his vow of obedience.

This is frequently repeated and clearly expressed in all religious institutes, and no where more
explicitly or positively that in those of the Jesuits.

They are ordered to obey their superior, but in cases only where such obedience is not sinful, ubi non
centereturpeccatum.

Just as Freud’s unacknowledged appropriation of Nietzsche reveals the true source and real meaning
of the Oedipus Complex, so his unacknowledged appropriation of Illuminist psychotechniques
reveals that at its root psychoanalysis was not medicine or therapy but a form of psychic control.

It was a covert way of controlling people through the manipulation of both guilt and passionina
quasi-confessional relationship. It is precisely in removing confession and examination of conscience
from their religious matrix that Weishaupt changes them from an instrument of spiritual liberation and
turns them into an instrument of psychic control. Once the Church is seen as the enemy and the moral
order a form of repression, there are no controls on the controller. The controller can do with his
adept whatever he wants. Not only 1s there no seal of the confessional, obliging the confessor to keep
secret what he has heard; Illuminism is based on the systematic sharing of information. The
information, however, only moves upward; what the controllers have learned from their adepts is
passed on to the top. Information never descends in a secret society.

Both [lluminism and Psychoanalysis are in many ways the fulfillment of Bacon’s dictum, so cherished
by the Enlightenment, that knowledge is power. Knowledge of the in-most perturbations of the soul,
now liberated from the seal of the confessional and the moral order established by the Christian
religion, was seen as a form of psychic control. Illuminism naturally leads to exploitation and
manipulation, and it was precisely these psycho-techniques of controlling people as if they were
machines that caused the most outrage when the Illuminist manuscripts were published in 1787. The
French Revolution two years later only added to the suspicion that people were being controlled from
without by secret manipulators.

In his recent attack on Freud, Why Freud was Wrong, Richard Webster makes much of the Freud’s
role as father confessor. Freud, in his own words, stood “as the representative of a freer or superior
view of the world, as a father confessor, who gives absolution, as it were, by a continuance of his

sympathy and respect after the confession has been made” (Webster’s italics).>* He might just as
tellingly emphasized the first half of the quote because Freud’s Illuminist departure from the tradition
of auricular confession is every bit as significant as his imitation of it. Freud is “the representative of
a freer or superior view of the world,” and it is from this position that he gets his power over his
clients, for the clients who come to Freud for healing were for the most part wealthy people whose
psychic troubles revolved around illicit sexual desires and the guilt which followed from acting on
those desires, a fact which Webster misses completely. Instead Webster claims that psychoanalysis is
a “religion,” using the word in an obviously pejorative sense. But by locating the source of this
religion in Catholic confessionals of the Middle Ages, Webster overshoots the mark by about six
hundred years. Freud’s use of confession is Illuminist, not Catholic. Freud was not interested in
freeing people from the slavery of sin. He was much more interested in giving people permission to



sin and then reaping financial benefits by absolving them of guilt (or claiming to do so) in
psychoanalysis and thereby gaining control over them.

Like [lluminism, psychoanalysis became a form of social control whose purpose was the overturning
of throne and altar by the corruption of morals. Until the day when the final revolution arrived,
psychoanalysis fulfilled its purpose by providing “Negroes” or “goldfish” whose money was to line
the pockets of their therapist liberators. Confession done in the manner promoted by Illuminist
therapists was a form of covert control, not a form of medicine. That confession can have salutary
psychic effects, no one will deny. In psychotherapy Freud discovered a “scientific”” form of
[Iluminism, one based on the mythology of his own day and not that of the eighteenth century, but it
remained, as Freud’s ring ceremony in 1913 made clear, a secret society with all of the same goals
that secret societies from the Illuminati onward shared. Freud, like Weishaupt, proposed the
exploitation of the human desire for confession for his own personal benefit, but he also proposed it
as part of a revolutionary strategy, consonant with what he learned about the "judeo-mdgonnique”
secret societies from the anti-Semitic literature of the late nineteenth century. In Freud, the fears of the
right became the fascination of the left. In creating psychoanalysis out of his unacknowledged
borrowing from the revolutionary tradition, Freud became the subversive Judeo-Mason the anti-
Semites had been warning the world about. Freud created a “Jewish” secret society to bring them to
fruition in a conspiracy whose goal, like that of the [lluminati before him, was the toppling of throne
and altar throughout Europe. In exploiting his wealthy patients for financial gain by playing the “father
confessor,” Freud also promoted “liberation” from moral norms, the Nietzschean “transvaluation of
values,” and the subversion of a social order based on Christian principles. The only rules
established for psychoanalysis are those of Freud’s making, and they are there primarily, if not solely,
for Freud’s benefit. Guilt is a reality of human existence, something which Webster seems not to
understand. By fostering behavior that begets guilt, the psychoanalyst binds his patient to himself in
vampire-like exploitative relationship that is the exact opposite of sacramental confession but very
similar to Illuminism, Weishaupt’s attempt to control people through the manipulation of their
passions.



Part II, Chapter 4

Greenwich Village, 1913

The year 1913 was an annus mirabilis of sorts. The year before the Great War was the year during
which modernity surfaced, and it can only be compared with 1921, the year when The Waste Land
and Ulysses appeared, the year when the forces of dissolution freed by the war’s dislocation of
mores and morals began to be implemented on a wide scale. It was during 1913 that John B. Watson
gave his lectures on behaviorism at Columbia University, in competition with Henri Bergson, who
was speaking downtown, but the paradigmatic event of that year was the Armory Show, which
introduced New York and America to the trends which would dominate the art world after the war.
The most famous picture at the Armory Show was Marcel Duchamps’s “Nude Descending a
Staircase,” an importation of the cubist techniques which Braque and Picasso had developed, but
which one American perceived as an explosion in a shingle factory.

Plato said that changes in musical form presaged changes in the state. The same could be said of
painting. Cubism was, of course, a revolt against morals, but the new forms were so bewildering that
few people understood it as such. The few who did lived in Greenwich Village, and felt that the rest

of New York, the city above 14th Street, was “cut off from the Village like the Ego from the 1d.”! The
comparison gives some indication of how Freud’s theories took America’s Bohemia by storm during
the first decade of the twentieth century. As perhaps the opening shot in the publicity campaign that
would make Freudian terminology part of the cultural lingua franca by the 1920s, Max Eastman wrote
two long articles on Freud in 1915 in Everybody 's Magazine, which at the time had a circulation of
600,000 readers. Eastman, who would go on to become a Communist and then an anti-Com-munist,
described psychoanalysis as a new treatment “which I believe may be value to hundreds of thousands
of people,” a method for dissecting out “mental cancers . . . [which will] leave you sound and free

and energetic.”> The one thing Eastman never abandoned was his sexual libertinism, and before long
it became clear that this was the force driving the acceptance of Freud’s theory of psychoanalysis
among the bohemians in Greenwich Village. In 1916 fellow radical Floyd Dell, also associated with
Eastman on the editorial board at The Masses, went into psychoanalysis. He would say later that
“everyone at that time who knew about psychoanalysis was a sort of missionary on the subject, and
nobody could be around Greenwich Village

M

without hearing a lot about it.”" Dell’s psychoanalyst was Samuel A. Tannenbaum, an early proponent
of sexual liberation who felt that sexual abstinence was psychologically dangerous. Tannenbaum also
advocated the legalization of prostitution, feeling that if young men frequented prostitutes they would
dissipate dangerous amounts of “frustrated excitement.”

Another early convert to the gospel of Freud was a young journalist by the name of Walter Lippmann,
a man who would later be called “the prophet of the new liberalism.” Reading Freud was for
Lippmann an almost religious experience, something significant for someone who did not believe in
religion, organized or otherwise. Lippmann, the young Harvard graduate, when searching for the
epiphany which might be commensurate to his discovery of Freud could only compare it to the feeling
his father’s generation might have felt on discovering Darwin.



In 1914 Lippmann was named associate editor of the New Republic, the flagship of the new
liberalism, and with this new journal as his platform Lippmann and his friend Alfred Booth Kuttner,
one of the first people to be psychoanalyzed by Freud’s American student A. A. Brill, began to pump
out flattering accounts of Freud’s new theory. Freudianism through Lippmann would become a
constitutive part of American liberalism as well as one of the intellectual constructs Lippmann would
use to analyze social problems. Lippmann also brought the Freudian gospel to Mabel Dodge’s salon,
where it quickly spread further among the intellectuals there. Dodge was so taken with the new
theories as a possible explanation of her own bisexual behavior that she immediately began analysis
with Brill. Brill, a man with his own set of sexual compulsions and a penchant for smutty jokes, was
if anything more forthright than Freud when it came to advocacy of sexual liberation. “With a normal
sexual life,” he 1s quoted as saying in a Lippmann article, “there is no such thing as a neurotic.”

This excuse for sexual indulgence was just what the boho crowd in the village wanted to hear, and
during the second decade of the twentieth century Freud’s ideas were adopted by them as their own.
According to one observer, Freudian theory, which implicitly encouraged sexual freedom, became

a wedge used “to liberate American literature from pruderies and other social restrictions.... It may
well be thatthe freedom to write about sex, which was linked with other freedoms, would have been
won without the intervention of Freud. But the literary exploitation of Freud was a heavy

reinforcement at a decisive moment and materially assisted the coming of age of our literature.”®

Right around the time of the Armory Show, a twenty-one year old by the name of Eddie Bemays had,
at the urging of a friend, taken over the editorship of an obscure journal known as the Medical
Review of Reviews. Eddie had always had a perceptive ear for what people were saying, and
perhaps because the Freudian id was successfully seeping uptown from the village.

sex was on people’s minds, and Eddie saw an opportunity to make money out of it. Eddie understood
the words of one New Yorkeditor who announced on March 15, 1913, that it was “sex-o’clock in
America.” In the early months of 1913, Bemays received a review of a play called Damaged Goods.
Written by the French playwright Eugene Brieux, Damaged Goods told the story of a man who
contracts syphilis, then mames, then fathers a syphilitic child. The review was a frontal attack on the
sensibilities of the times and perceived as such by the magazine’s conservative audience.

Far from being cowed by the reaction, Bemays approached an actor who had indicated a desire to
produce the play, pledging the magazine’s support. “The editors of the Medical Review of Reviews,’
Bemays wrote to Richard Bennett, “support your praiseworthy intention to fight sex-pruriency in

the United States by producing your play Damaged Goods. You can count on our help.”’

bl

Bemays was so gratified by Bennett’s favorable response that he immediately agreed to underwrite
the costs of the production, an ambitious undertaking for someone who was making $25 a week.
Bemays understood intuitively that there was a market for sexual liberation and that he could tap that
market financially by turning the play into a cause celebre. Damaged Goods could stand for freedom
of expression on sexual matters, and in order to make his point he began to enlist the support of a
group of influential New Yorkers who shared his point of view. One of the first people to come

on board the Medical Review of Reviews Sociological Fund Committee to help in the fight against
prudery was John D. Rockefeller, Jr., who explained to the young Bemays that “the evils springing



from prostitution cannot be understood until frank discussion of them has been made possible.”®
Hundreds of checks poured in from people like the Rockefellers and Mr. and Mrs. Franklin D.
Roosevelt, and Eddie was on his way to becoming, as he would call himself later in what would
prove to be a very long life (he died at the age of 103), “the father of public relations.” Eddie Bemays
had parleyed his interest in sex into the creation of the first front group and a career that would ride
the crest of the advertising and public-relations wave that would break over the United States,
transforming the country into what it is today. The front group as a technique for manipulating public
opinion would dominate cultural life during the twentieth century, and the subterfuge whereby
economic interest would camouflage its manipulation would become increasingly sophisticated to the
point where “today. . . it takes a detective to unmask the interests behind such innocuous-sounding
groups as the Safe Energy Communication Council (antinuclear), the Eagle Alliance (pronuclear), and

the Coalition Against Regressive Taxation (trucking industry).”’

“It all started with sex,” Eddie would say, describing his remarkable career. If so, the beginning was
not auspicious financially. As soon as Bennett acquired the rights to the play, he told Bemays to get

lost. “I don’t need your damn [sic] sociological fund anymore,” he wrote to Bemays.!? Not one

too brood, Bemays decided that the money he hadn’t earned was ancillary to the lessons about
manipulating public opinion which he had learned, and so in the summer of 1913 he decided to escort
a young man to Europe to talk over the psychological implications of what he had learned with his
uncle. His decision was not based simply on familial ties. Eddie Bemays’s uncle was Sigmund Freud.

The details of their conversation as the twenty-one-year-old Bemays tramped through the woods
surrounding Carlsbad, in what was soon to become Czechoslovakia, with his by then famous fifty-
seven-year old uncle have been lost to posterity. The general tenor of their conversation,

however, was clear. Bemays had made his first foray into manipulating the public mind by appealing
to its sexual interests, and since his uncle was famous as an authority on sex, Eddie wanted to know
what he knew so he could apply it to mass man. “Whatever the specifics of their conversation,”
writes Tye, “it is clear that when Eddie returned to New York in the fall of 1913 he was more taken
than ever with the Viennese doctor’s novel theories on how unconscious drives dating to childhood
make people act the way they do. And Eddie was convinced that understanding the instincts and
symbols that motivate an individual could help him shape the behavior of the masses.”

In trying to understand the intellectual connection between Eddie and his famous uncle, Tye is
hampered unfortunately by certain misconceptions about Sigmund Freud and psychoanalysis.
“Bemays’s ideas,” Tye tells us,

reflected the profound influence of his uncle Sigmund. He talked about the use of symbols, as Freud
did, and of the centrality of “stereotypes, individual and community, that will bring favorable
responses.” He was as driven as his uncle to know what subconscious forces motivated people, and
he used Freud’s writings to help him understand. But while the esteemed analyst tried to use
psychology to free his patients from emotional crutches, Bemays used it to rob consumers of their free
will, helping his clients predict, then manipulate, the very way their customers thought and acted - all
of which he openly acknowledged in his writings. *

At another point, Tye repeats the same misconception of Freud:



Bemays is a philosopher, not a mere businessman. He is a nephew of that othergreat philosopher, Dr.
Sigmund Freud. Unlike his distinguished uncle, he is not known as a practicing psychoanalyst, but he
is a psychoanalyst just the same, for he deals with the science of unconscious mental processes. His
business is to treat unconscious mental acts by conscious ones. The great Viennese doctor is
interested in releasing the pent-up libido of the individual; his American nephew is engaged in
releasing (and directing) the suppressed desires of the crowd.”

And again, in the same vein, Tye claims that “while Freud sought to liberate people from their
subconscious drives and desires, Eddie sought to exploit those passions.”!*

As with James Jones in his analysis of the relationship between Kinsey and the Rockefeller interests,
Tye proposes a dichotomy where none exists. Eddie Bemays did not have a different goal in mind
when he proposed exploiting the sexual passion for financial gain. Bemays’s uncle Sigmund, as the
case of Horace Frink makes clear, had been doing this for some time. In fact, even Freud himself
admitted that psychoanalysis wasn’t really medicine. In his more candid moments with his friend and
confidant Wilhelm Fliess, Freud referred to patients as “goldfish” and “Negroes,” making it quite
clear that psychoanalysis was a form of psychic control for the financial benefit of the analyst. The
transaction was quite simple and transacted many times in places like Greenwich Village. In exchange
for permission to gratify his sexual passions, the patient would receive “absolution” from

the psychoanalyst acting as crypto-confessor for a financial consideration. Bemays and his famous
uncle were both involved in exploiting sexual passion for financial gain. The only difference was the
medium the younger man chose. Freud bilked his patients individually in psychoanalytic

sessions; Bemays tried to manipulate the country collectively through the mass media, by means of
advertising and public relations.

In both instances, the technique was pure llluminism, something which Bemays makes clear in his
writings, specifically his 1928 magnum opus, Propaganda, where he tells us that “we are dominated
by the relatively small number or persons - a trifling fraction of our hundred and twenty million -who
understand the mental processes and social patterns of the masses.” America was now ruled by a
group of “invisible governors,” composed of PR professionals like Bemays, who “pull the wires
which control the public mind, who harness old forces and contrive new ways to bind and guide

the world.”!> These “invisible governors” were necessary to “the orderly functioning of group life”;
in fact, the “invisible governors ... help to bring order out of chaos.” Democratic man, in other words,
needed control as soon as he was liberated.



Part II, Chapter 5

Zurich, 1914

Five years after Jung treated Medill McCormick, Medill’s sister-in-law Edith Rockefeller
McCormick showed up in Zurich to be treated for a depression stemming from the death of her
daughter Editha. Over the course of the next ten years, Jung corrupted Edith with a steady diet of
astrology and spiritualism, turning her into an agoraphobic woman who never left her hotel room. All
of this was done in the name of first therapy and then training, after Jung convinced Edith to become a
therapist in the Jungian mold. Eventually her withdrawal from the world brought about her divorce
from her husband and dying in poverty in a hotel in Chicago, but not before Jung exploited

his doctor/patient relationship withherby persuading her to give Jung’s organization the equivalent of
$2 million.

With the break with Jung and the formation of his secret society, Freud not only brought about a
permanent schism at the heart of the psychoanalytic movement, he also, in terms of financial influence,
seemed to come out on the losing side of the break, for psychiatry was now split between Aryan

and Jewish practitioners, and all of the wealthy patients, especially those coming from America, were
“Aryans,” specifically wealthy Protestants whose grasp on Christian principle was becoming looser
year by year. By granting Medill McCormick permission to gratify his passions, Jung gained a
foothold with one of the wealthiest families in America. By treating Edith, he was now par-laying that
foothold into contact with the wealthiest family in America. When Edith Rockefeller McCormick
showed up at Jung’s door, her father’s personal fortune comprised about 2 percent of the gross

national product of the United States of America.!

In 1916 Freud, hardly able to control his envy, wrote to Ferenczi complaining that Jung had latched
onto a rich American who had given him a building in Ziirich. Freud had often said that Americans
were good for one thing, money, and now the pupil was proving himself superior to his master in
exploiting rich Americans for financial gain. Freud was no stranger to the idea of exploiting his
patients for financial gain. “Freud,” according to Peter Swales,

had in psychotherapy some of the richest women in the world. On August 1, 1890, he wrote to
Wilhelm Fliess, declining an invitation to visit him in Berlin and certainly he was alluding to Anna
von Leiben, whom he would dub his “prima donna” when he explained, “My chief women client is

now undergoing a kind of nervous crisis and during my absence she might get well." [my emphasis]."

Freud feared that his patient “might get well” during his absence, a curious attitude for a doctor to
have. However, the attitude is not curious if psychoanalysis is nothing more than crypto-illuminist
psychic control. To say that Freud was involved in medicine belies his real intention. Patients, Freud
told Ferenczi toward the end of his life, are “trash,” “only good for making money out of and for
studying, certainly we cannot help them”; psychoanalysis as a therapy, he concluded, “may be
worthless.”> Swales goes on to say that several members of the von Leiben family regarded Freud as
a charlatan who kept Anna in a state of permanent “hypemervosity” by means of the “interminable
daily seances” that Freud called therapy. Freud’s biggest fear was that his patient “might get well.”



The “disease” was iatrogenic. The purpose of therapy was not cure but control, control in this
instance for financial gain.

Five years after Freud expressed his envy of Jung and the money he was receiving from the
Rockefeller family, Freud had his own chance to fleece a wealthy American, although not someone as
wealthy as John D. Rockefeller’s daughter. By 1921, the Austro-Hungarian empire was history,

and Austrian money barely worth the paper it was printed on. Since Freud charged his patients in
dollars, he was always happy when a wealthy American showed up at his door. Horace Frink showed
up in 1921. He was not wealthy - he was an aspiring psychoanalyst who had come to Vienna for

the analysis with the master which was necessary for certification - but like most analysts of the time
he treated wealthy patients. Frink was a physician and aspired to be a psychoanalyst in the Freudian
school and in order to do that he had to lie down on the couch and bare his soul to the master. During
the course of the analysis, Frink described his erotic attraction to one of his wealthy patients, a
woman by the name of Angelika Bijur. Sensing a financial killing, Freud capitalized on the situation
by telling Frink to dump his wife and marry Bijur. Frink initially resisted but, after six months,

finally came around to Freud’s point of view, eventually divorcing his wife. But the analysis wasn’t
over yet. Freud then persuaded Frink that he had a homosexual attachment to Freud, which expressed
itself in Frink’s desire to make Freud “a rich man.” “Your complaint that you cannot grasp your
homosexuality,” Freud wrote to Frink, “implies that you are not yet aware of your phantasy of making
me a rich man. If matters turn out all right, let us change this imaginary gift into a real contribution to

the Psychoanalytic Funds.”* Once again Freud was exploiting the doctor/patient relationship for
financial gain. In her account of the Frink affair, Edmunds says that “Freud openly encouraged this

sexual liberation.” In a letter to Bijur’s ex-husband, Freud explains his analysis of Frink in the
following terms:

I simply had to read my patient’s mind [my emphasis] and so I found that he loved Mrs. B., wanted
her ardently and lacked the courage to confess it

to himself.... I had to explain to Frink, what his internal difficulties were and did not deny that I
thought it the good right of every human being to strive for sexual gratification and tender love if he

saw a way to attain them, both of which he had not found with his wife.

Freud first discovered the dominant passion of his client through therapy; then, he urged the patient to
gratify that passion, absolving him of all guilt in his role as “father confessor”; then, when the patient
had succumbed to the temptation and was in most need of absolution, Freud exploited the situation by
trying to extort a financial contribution from the patient. The procedure was pure [lluminism.

It was most certainly not medicine. That becomes evident by the effect this therapy had on Frink, who
succumbed almost immediately after his divorce and remarriage to a guilt-induced depression which
he could not shake. The situation was madeeven worse when his wife died of pneumonia after being
driven from their home and spending years on the road in one hotel after another with theirtwo small
children. Frink, in spite of Freud's absolution, never recovered from his wife’s death. Less than one
year after being re-elected to the presidency of the American branch of the Psychoanalytic Society,
Frink ended up in a mental hospital himself, unable to shake the depression into which his guilt-
ridden soul had fallen. Eventually his second marriage fell apart under the strain, and Angelika Bijur



began to suspect Freud’s motives, feeling that he had arranged the marriage for his own financial
benefit. Her suspicions were confirmed when she received a telegram from Freud after the marriage

collapsed: “Extremely sorry,” Freud wrote, “the point where you failed was money.””

Swales claims that the problem of “undue influence ... is virtually endemic to a profession which,
after all, owes its very existence and propagation to a plethora of credulous individuals ready and
able to pay out good money for the luxury of abdicating their mental sovereignty to another, all too

often in a desperate bid to unburden themselves of moral responsibility for the wreckage of their

lives.”8

The “abdication of mental sovereignty to another” is the heart of the Illuminist project; however, the
sovereignty lies not with the patient but with the doctor. The thing which motivates the “patient” in a
relationship like this is the gratification of illicit passion, the permission to transgress the moral law
with impunity, with, in fact, the tacit approval of the therapist. That technique of control is pure
[Muminism, but the real motivation to place the power to control in the hands of the Illuminist
therapist is sexual liberation. Psychotherapy rode to its position of power in American in particular
on back of sexual liberation because people wanted permission to transgress the moral law and the
Freudian therapists were willing to grant that permission -for a price. Liberation, in this instance,
became a form of bondage, as people who acted out their passions - often at the behest of their
therapists, often with their therapists - quickly learned that they had to pay for the privilege

of absolution, and that the price they paid was an interminable and expensive regimen of therapy.
Sexual liberation, it turns out, was a form of financial control. “Rumors,” Torrey writes,

that psychoanalysts occasionally recommended sexual intercourse as a treatment for their patients
proved to be true, and as early as 1910 Freud tried to quiet such accusations with an essay titled
“Wild Psychoanalysis.”

A physician had told a woman who had left her husband, said Freud, “that she could not tolerate the
loss of intercourse with her husband and so there were only three ways by which she could recover
her health - she must either return to her husband, or take a lover, or obtain satisfaction from herself.”
In discussing the case Freud acknowledged that “psychoanalysis puts forward absence of sexual
satisfaction as the cause of nervous disorders,” but he said the physician in question had failed to

point out a fourth possible solution - psychoanalysis. Freud did not say in this essay, however, that a

recommendation to take a lover was necessarily wrong.”

Torrey documents Freud’s seduction of America in detail, beginning with the years following his
lectures at Clark University:

Between 1909 and 1917 Freud’s ideas spread rapidly among New York’s intelligentsia. According to
one observer, Freudian theory, which implicitly encouraged sexual freedom, became a wedge used
“to liberate American literature from pruderies and other social restrictions.... It may well be that the
freedom to write about sex, which was linked with other freedoms, would have been won without the
intervention of Freud. But the literary exploitation of Freud was a heavy reinforcement at a

decisive moment and materially assisted the coming of age of our literature.”!”



The nomenklatura wanted to be seduced, and the seduction, which succeeded beyond their wildest
dreams, had as its ultimate outcome, the destruction of one American institution after another.
Promising liberation to the gullible while granting covert control to the manipulators, Illuminism
has proved the most durable of conspiracies.



Part II, Chapter 6

New York, 1914

“Civilization’s going to pieces,” broke out Tom violently. “I’ve gotten to be a terrible pessimist about
things. Have you read ‘The Rise of the Colored Empires’ by this man Goddard?”

“Why no,” I answered, rather surprised by his tone.

“Well, it’s a fine book, and everybody ought to read it. The idea 1s if we don’t look out the white race
will be - will be utterly submerged.

It’s all scientific stuff; it’s been proved.”

‘Tom’s getting profound,” said Daisy, with an expression of un-thoughtful sadness. ‘“He reads deep
books with long words in them.”

The Great Gatsby F. Scott Fitzgerald

The year 1914, it turns out, was a crucial turning point in the life of Margaret Sanger. Having married
a Jewish architect by the name of William Sanger in 1902 at the age of 23, Margaret Higgins Sanger
moved with him to Greenwich Village in 1910, where they were almost immediately swept up into
the social and intellectual ferment that was brewing there at the time. Shortly after arriving there, the
Sangers joined the Socialist Party, and one year later Bill ran for office, an unsuccessful attempt to
become a municipal alderman.

More significant that any political education was the Sangers’ introduction to the intellectual theories
of the socialist cultural avant garde. The Sangers became regular habitues at the salon of Mabel
Dodge, where they met people like John Reed, Carlo Tresca, and Emma Goldman, who introduced
Margaret, in Ellen Chesler’s words, “to a Neo-Malthusian ideology then fashionable among European
Socialists, who disputed Marxist orthodoxies that condemned contraception as hopelessly bourgeois

and encouraged a high proletarian birth rate.””! In Sanger, Goldman found an apt pupil, one who in f
act appropriated her message and later ref used to give her credit.

But advocacy of birth control and free love was more than an intellectual exercise for Margaret
Sanger. Before long, she began acting on the theories she espoused, to the chagrin of her husband,
who unwittingly introduced her to the intellectual toxins that would destroy their marriage. In the
Dodge salon, Margaret became acquainted with Nietzsche, whose attack on religion and morality fit
in congenially with the life she was espousing, if not practicing. Then during the summer of 1913,
theory, as it usually does, led to practice. While vacationing at John Reed’s house in Provincetown,
Margaret would occasionally travel to Boston to do research on birth control at that city’s libraries.
During that summer, Margaret had an affair - if not the first since she married, then the first one
documented - with a magazine editor by the name of Walter Roberts. When husband William found
out about it, it seems to have changed his view of Greenwich Village. Within a period of three years,
the avant garde had changed in his eyes from being the cutting edge of a movement calling for social

justice for the working classes into a “saturnalia of sexualism, deceit, fraud and Jesuitism let loose.”?



It’s difficult to know which Jesuits he had in mind, but it is not difficult to see why his wife’s hands-
on experience with free love changed his view of the revolutionary worker’s movement. What he
previously saw as high ideals now seemed nothing more than a “hellhole of free love, promiscuity
and prostitution masquerading under the mantle of revolution.” Revolutionary politics, Sanger had to
learn the hard way, was nothing more than a thinly disguised rationalization of sexual promiscuity. “If

Revolution means promiscuity,” he said, stating the same idea in a different context, “they can call me

a conservative and make the most of it.”%

His disillusionment with socialism, though all but complete, came too late to save his marriage.
Margaret was now committed to a life of sexual and drug-fueled self-indulgence which would
continue until her death. When her son Grant refused to increase the dosage of the Demerol his
seventy-year-old mother would crave, Margaret would say, with a lifetime of experience behind it, “I
amrich; I have brains; I can do anything [ want.”

As the hedonism in her life increased, so did Margaret’s attachment to the cause of birth control, so
much so that it is virtually impossible not to see a correlation between the two. Birth control was the
cause which absolved promiscuity of whatever baseness it retained in her mind. Without the cause of
birth control, there was nothing but the base selfishness of her actions left confronting her, a prospect
she found intolerable, especially when the reproach was brought by her children.

Her third child Peggy had contracted polio during the summer of 1910 at around the same time the
Sangers moved to Greenwich Village. The more Margaret got swept up in revolutionary politics and
the affairs of the men who pursued those ideals, the more she neglected her children. During

the summer of 1913, Margaret’s affair with Walter Roberts coincided with a worsening of Peggy’s
situation. In spite of her husband’s admonitions that something needed to be done about Peggy’s leg,
nothing got done, and Sanger then decided that a trip to Paris might allow him to pursue the career
in painting he had chosen to the detriment of his family’s financial security and beyond that draw
Margaret out of the clutches of free love disguised as revolutionary politics.

Neither hope was fulfilled. Margaret, in spite of the opportunity to research Parisian methods of
contraception, was no scholar and after tiring of Paris abruptly returned to New York, abandoning her
husband and children.

Peggy’s condition seems to have weighed heavily on her mind at the time. She wrote letters to her
daughter, assuring her of her love and even started dreaming about her as well, dreams associated
with the number six. On the way back to New York, Sanger conceived a journal which she would call
the Women Rebel, a journal whose values included a woman’s “right to be lazy” and her “right to
destroy.” Gradually the idea of a new ideology based on something more immediately appealing than
struggle for the social justice of the working class began to take root in her mind.

But in 1914, Mrs. Sanger was still a creature of the left and so when in April of that year detectives in
the employ of the Rockefellers rampaged through a tent city populated by the families of striking
miners in Colorado, killing women and children, she reacted in a fashion that bespoke more

her uncritical allegiance to the left than anything else. She called for the assassination of John D.
Rockefeller, Jr. When later in life, she would explain the indictments that forced her to leave the
country in 1914 she would only mention sending birth-control material through the mails, not the call



to murder the scion of the Rockefeller family.

The fact is not surprising because by the time she was famous enough to be interviewed by the press,
she was also the beneficiary of Rockefeller money as well. Within a period of ten years, Sanger went
from a position calling for Rockefeller’s murder, to having him as one of her major benefactors. Of
all the benefactors she had during her lifetime, only one gave her more money than John D.
Rockefeller, Jr., and that man was her second husband Noah Slee, who devoted his entire fortune to
Sanger’s cause. The philosopher’s stone that worked this alchemy was contraception, and the alliance
between the left and the wealthy which contraception forged has proved enduring indeed. They say
that politics makes strange bedfellows, and if so sexual politics makes bedfellows even stranger. But
the alliance between John D. Rockefeller, Jr., and the woman who once urged Americans to rise up
and assassinate him is stranger than most. Yet after a little thought not so strange at all. In fact, the
alliance 1s with us still because the mutual needs it resolved.

The Ludlow Massacre precipitated a chain of events that would have far-reaching consequences for
both Margaret Sanger and John D. Rocke-feller, Jr. Sanger would eventually flee the country to
escape arrest f or the article in which she urged her readers to “Remember Ludlow.” In her exile

in England, Margaret lacked nothing in terms of sexual or intellectual fulfillment (although sleeping
with Havelock Ellis hardly seems to qualify on either count), but she did miss her daughter, and in
many respects f elt guilty of abandoning her.

1

“Dear Peggy,” she wrote “how my heart goes out to you. I could weep from loneliness for you - just

to touch your soft chubby hands - but work is to be done dear - work to make your path easier - and

those who come after you.”¢

As the letter makes obvious, the cause of birth control had become a panacea if not for the world’s
problems, then at least for Margaret Sanger’s guilty conscience. Sanger had abandoned her ailing
daughter to follow a life of sexual self-indulgence, and the only thing that made this act tolerable
to her guilty conscience was her crusade for birth control. Peggy, according to Sanger’s guilty
imagination, would eventually benefit from the liberation that her mother was carving out for all
womankind.

Unfortunately, Peggy never lived long enough to reap the benefits of her mother’s crusade for birth
control. Sanger’s only daughter died unexpectedly of pneumonia on November 6, 1915. It was an
event which would haunt Sanger for the rest of her life. Even Ellen Chesler, who applauds just
about everything Sanger did, no matter how selfish, as necessary for liberation, perceived the
devastating effects that the death of her daughter had on Sanger’s psyche:

Margaret never fully stopped mourning Peggy or exorcised the guilt over having been absent during
the final year of her brief life. For years later, she could not sit across from another mother and
daughter on a train, or in any other public setting, without losing control. She wrote in her journal of
recurrent sleeplessness, reporting that images of a child slipping away from her haunted her dreams
and left her to awaken in tears.'



The death of Peggy had two principal effects: It got Sanger involved in the occult, and it turned the
birth-control crusade into something even more personally necessary to her psychic well-being - a
personal obsession, in other words. Both effects were related to guilt. The main purpose of her
seances was to talk to Peggy, something she found consoling primarily because the mediums she
consulted invariably told her what she wanted to hear. Chesler’s reading of the connection between
guilt over Peggy’s death and the cause of birth control is fairly straightforward as well. Sanger
“could now satisfy a sense of maternal obligation without deviating from her chosen path, since Peggy
remained with her - in effect, if not in reality - as the justification for her own professional
preoccupations.”

The cause of birth control served the same purpose on a less personal level. Chesler again makes the
same point, citing Sanger’s claim “that personal feelings were a necessary sacrifice to ‘ideals that
take possession of the mind.” Even in Bill’s letters from the winter of 1914, clearly she had

already invented a calling out of her work, which rationalized her disobedience as a wife and a

mother.””’

Or as Chesler puts it at another point: “Through her work for birth control, [Sanger] would translate
personal, painful circumstances into public

achievements, and no one would stop her.”!? In the absence of repentance, the most common way to
assuage guilt feelings 1s by transmuting vice into a political cause. The birth-control crusade seems to
have fulfilled just this need in the lives of Margaret Sanger and the women she inspired. When

the cause failed to do its work, Sanger could fall back on the occult and attend seances where Peggy
would tell her that everything was okay, and if her conscience proved particularly imperious, there
was always Demerol and alcohol, anodynes she used with increasing regularity late in life. “I am
rich,” Margaret would repeat mantra-like, “I ha ve brains. I can do whatever I like.”

But sexual sin is not the only thing that weighs on the conscience. There are seven deadly sins, and
although lust seems to dominate the twentieth century as its vice of choice, avarice did well during the
nineteenth. In fact, liberalism’s attack on the moral order began by undermining the

connection between the moral order and economics. Having accomplished that, the undermining of
sexual morals was only a matter of time. Economics, it should be remembered, comes from the Greek
for household or family, an institution which has both a monetary and a sexual dimension. The oikos
was what suffered under both regimes.

The Ludlow Massacre in this regard provided a crucial nexus. Ensor and Johnson, Rockefeller’s
biographers, indicate that Junior was troubled by Ludlow, even to the point of traveling to Colorado,
there to dance with the wives of his workers, just to defuse the disastrous publicity which

resulted from the killing of over 700 people, many of them women and children. The symbolic
gestures, however, did not deter Junior from his determination to bring the strikers to heel, which
happened in December of 1914.

The Ludlow Massacre also brought about the birth of public relations. William H. Baldwin, a pioneer
in the field of public relations, didn’t deny the role Eddie Bemays played in the rise of that field, but
he located its beginning in another event. “I date the emergence of public relations,” he told Ber-



nays’s biographer, “from the work that Ivy Lee did for John D. Rockefeller Sr. in the Colorado
strike.”!! Baldwin was referring to the Ludlow Massacre.

The Ludlow Massacre is important because it is the starting point of a permutation that would have
long-reaching political consequences. In the world of economics and population, there are only two
alternatives: the Catholic and the eugenic, and these two alternatives would constitute the

two opposing sides in the culture wars surrounding sexual liberation in the twentieth century. Faced
with want, faced with poverty on a widespread scale, faced with the girl holding the empty bowl in
the Planned Parenthood overpopulation ads, we can either increase the amount of food or decrease
the amount of people. The Catholics advocated the former alternative; the Malthusians the latter.

In 1914 the picture was made a bit more complicated because the distri-

bution side of the equation was represented more by the revolutionary workers movement, which in
America was under the leadership of bohemia, headquartered in Greenwich Village. As socialists
their agenda went well beyond the condition of the workers, which was their ostensible raison d’etre.
The “liberals" in this situation, as represented by Margaret Sanger, were compromised by their
commitment to sexual liberation; while at the same time, the “conservatives,” as represented by John
D. Rockefeller, Jr., were compromised by their attachment to an unjust social order. Then, as now on
a world-wide scale, inequitable distribution was the cause of scarcity, but then, as now, it was easier
to grasp at a panacea than face up to the real problem.

Contraception was that panacea, but it was also the device which allowed the convergence of the left
and the propertied classes, which would become the basis of the New World Order which emerged in
the 1990s after the fall of Communism. Contraception allowed the left to hold onto its desire for
sexual liberation, just as it allowed the wealthy to hold onto the benefits accruing from an unjust
social order by thwarting economic reform. Once there was widespread acceptance of the liceity of
contraception, the poor could be blamed for their own lot in life, especially if they refused to

go along with the eugenic measures of the powerful. The tying of World Bank loans to the acceptance
of “population policies” based on contraception, abortion, and sterilization was the ultimate
expression of this belief. Contraception was the invention which made the alliance of the wealthy and
bohemia not only possible but a reality. The New World Order, as manifested in meetings like the
United Nations-sponsored conference on population in Cairo in 1994 was Pocantico Hills and
Greenwich Village united in imposing its Neo-Malthusian ideology on the entire world. Once the
United States government became involved in the promotion of contraception, an event which
happened over the summer of 1965, a radical redefinition of the role of government was the
inexorable result. When the influence of Msgr. John Ryan was determinative in Washington,
government was there to aid in development. When that influence was replaced in the *60s by the
spirit of Margaret Sanger, government’s main role became the suppression of population.

Even an observer as sympathetic to Sangerism as Ellen Chesler had to admit that it was impossible to
have it both ways:

Margaret attempted to reconcile her new vision of a society purified by the efforts of women with the
social ideals that had fueled her energies as a radical. She did not intend birth control to replace “any
of the 1dealistic movements and philosophies of the workers. ... It is not a substitute - it precedes.... It



can and it must be the foundation upon which any permanently successful improvement in condition is
attained.” Yet she could not have it both ways. By identifying birth control as a panacea, she cer-

tainly undermined the objectives of the revolutionary labor struggle, and by housing her abstract
arguments in a practical political framework focused wholly on one issue, she implicitly challenged
the value of even a more moderate agenda of progressive social reform.

Contraception, more than anything else, defeated economic development because it defined people
and not maldistribution as the source of the problem. Yet, in framing the issue that way, its supporters
made contraception attractive to both sides in the class struggle in the United States. The left got
sexual liberation, and the rich got to preserve economic privilege, and people like Margaret Sanger
got both in a convergence that would eventually subordinate the left’s desire for social justice to its
desire for sexual license. The effect of this convergence on people like Sanger and her lover H.

G. Wells is evident to even devotees of contraception like Chesler, who indicates that once they
became famous as promoters of the new world order by making the contraceptive the sine qua non of
progress, nay, identical with progress itself, Sanger and Wells “seemed reluctant to condemn the

maldistribution of wealth, goods and services that gave rise to widespread discontent in the

economies of the West.”!3

Thus it comes as no surprise that the Rockefellers became so amenable to the funding requests of the
lady who called for their assassination. Birth control, it turns out, created the racial fears of the * 20s,
the ones which found expression in The Great Gatsby. The more the upper classes engaged in non-
reproductive sex, the more they became concerned about those who didn’t. Thus, out of their behavior
was bom the fear of “differential fertility rates.” Taken at its most basic form, the fear over
differential fertility meant the fear that somewhere, someone was having more children than the

upper classes were. Eventually, the fact that all the best people were limiting the size of their families
meant that those who were not limiting the size of their families were not good people. Hence,
eugenics was the solution to the troubled Malthusian conscience of the wealthy classes during the
early part of the century. Contraceptive use, once established, became amoral imperative for all
humanity, at least according to the views of those who were using it.

With the depression and the efforts of people likeMsgr. Ryan the contra-ceptive/Malthusian ideology
suffered a setback, a setback that was only confirmed by general repugnance at the Nazi ideology,
which took the eugenics movement to its logical conclusion. But as contraceptive use persisted

and increased, so would the pressure to use it as the panacea for all social problems. The Birth
Control League changed its name to Planned Parenthood in 1942, and after the war people like
Bernard Berelson, using money from John D. Rockefeller 111’s Population Council, would take a
different tack, and use the newly burgeoning communications media to persuade people to do to
themselves what hitherto the state had to do to them with the threat of coercion.

Similarly, the discovery of the pill and the IUD in the early *60s was followed almost immediately by
the fear that the world was overpopulated. Contraception once again was being proposed as the
social panacea, and this time the Catholic Church, subverted from within by people like the

Rev. Theodore Hesburgh, C.S.C., who used Rockefeller money to fund secret conferences on
contraception at the University of Notre Dame from 1962 to 1965, was unable to stem the tide. The



Malthusian ideology was back in business, with government funding now, and one of the ironies is
that it was the Democrats, the party of John A. Ryan and the working man, who put it there. That shift
to the Malthusian ideology as the cornerstone of both domestic and foreign policy was the essence of
the cultural revolution of the 1960s. The Democrats, who once believed in fostering development by
defending the interests of the working man, at some point converted to the point of view of their
opponents and adopted the Rockefeller view that population was the problem. With the triumph of the
Malthusian ideology in the *60s, the role of government changed as well from an entity which
promoted the welfare of its citizens to one committed to increasing its control over them by limiting
their numbers.



Part II, Chapter 7

Baltimore, 1916

In the 1930 edition of his famous book which first appeared when Europe dissolved into war, John B.
Watson tried allay any fears his readers might have concerning social experimentation. “First we all,”
he assured them, “we all must admit that social experimentation is going on at a very rapid rate

at present - at an alarmingly rapid rate for comfortable, conventional souls. As an example of social

experimentation ... we have war.”!

When America entered the war in 1916 John B. Watson tried to enlist as a line officer. He was turned
down because of his eyesight, but a year later he would get another chance. In July of 1917, the
psychologist E. L. Thorndike, now on the War Department’s Committee on Personnel, wrote to
President Goodnow of Johns Hopkins asking him to release Watson for military service with half pay.
Watson, who was thirty-eight years old at the time, was commissioned as a major in August of 1917
and put to work administering aptitude tests to aspiring pilots. The tests he devised eventually
proved worthless, and given his temperament and his drinking habits, it was inevitable that Watson
would soon be quarreling with his superiors, which landed him a job training carrier pigeons, whose
value was rendered dubious by the improvements in the wireless. He was then sent to England to
interview British pilots, but when he arrived, they were too busy to talk to him. He was then sent to
the front near Nancy in France, where he remained within hearing distance of the war for three months
with nothing much to do until he got disgusted and askedto be shipped home.
Onthatvoyagehecameasclose to war as he would ever be as he watched a torpedo go sailing past the
stem of his ship. While away from home Watson also met with British psychologists and had
numerous affairs.

The war may not have been particularly beneficial to Major Watson but it was good for psychology.
War and behaviorism were made for each other. Unlike Germanic introspection, behaviorism was
pragmatic and American, and it promised results. Its greatest triumph during the war, 1f one can call

it that, was intelligence tests, which were promptly used by the racist eugenics crowd after the war as
an indication that the great majority of Americans, especially those of immigrant stock, were feeble-
minded idiots. A wave of sterilization laws swept the country’s legislatures as a result, the most
famous of which got contested at the Supreme Court level in Buck v. Bell, the

case which prompted Chief Justice Holmes to opine that “three generations of imbeciles™ were
“enough.”

The man more responsible than anyone else for the promotion of intelligence tests in the military was
Watson’s friend and collaborator, Robert M. Yerkes, who was commissioned as a major in 1916, the
same year he was elected head of the American Psychological Association, and the same year he was
appointed head of the National Research Council. War was the catalyst that brought big government
and big business and big science together in the project of social engineering, a project that would be
applied to the civilian sector as soon as the war was over. In March of 1919, in his “Report of

the Psychological Committee of the National Research Council,” Yerkes could announce with a
certain amount of self-satisfaction and pride that “two years ago mental engineering was the dream of



a few visionaries, today it is a branch of technology which, although created by war, is evidently to
be perpetuated and fostered by education and industry.”?

If that were 1n fact the case, it was the result largely of Yerkes’s efforts and of his collaboration with
John B. Watson. In the spring of 1916 Yerkes had received a letter from a jubilant Watson, announcing
that he had just been hired as a personnel consultant by the Wilmington Life Insurance Company.
Watson was involved in negotiations for a similar contract with the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad and
sure that a similar contract with them would be soon to f ollow. The merger of business and academe
seemed promising for both parties but especially for the university, which could now demonstrate its
usefulness to the business community in a concrete way while at the same time bolstering its prestige
on campus with increased funding. Watson was already offering a course in the “Psychology of
Advertising” at Johns Hopkins and hoped to expand future course offerings in the business economics
major to include courses which would explain to future managers how they could apply the insights of
psychology in controlling their employees.

The establishment of the NRC created the precedent that government should be involved in funding
scientific research, and it also established the premise that scientists like Yerkes and Watson, and not
politicians, would say how that money was going to be spent. The war also did much to win over the
public mind - especially the business sector - to appreciating the value of psychology. Having given
the impression that psychology was instrumental in the managing of a million men in uniform at a time
of rapid change, Yerkes and Watson went on to claim that behavioral psychology would now help
businessmen choose the right employees, control crime, and keep men “honest and sane and their

ethical and social life upon a high and well-regulated plane.”> Rather than have employers change the
working environment to suit clamorous (and increasingly unionized) employees, behav-

iorism offered the promise of changing employees to suit their jobs. It was an offer that the plutocrats
found hard to resist. The Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company showed an interest in the practical side
of “mental engineering,” and the psychology committee of the NRC received a large grant from

the Rockefeller Foundation for the development of intelligence tests. The NRC under Yerkes and in
collaboration with Watson played a crucial role in insinuating behaviorism's vision of social control
throughout the emerging but already interlocking complex of big government, big business, and

big science. A confidential memorandum outlining the purpose of the NRC emphasized the need to
stimulate the “growth of science and its application to industry.” According to its founders, the NRC
was organized “particularly with a view to the coordination of research agencies for the sake of
enabling the United States, in spite of its democratic, individualistic organization, to bend its energies

effectively toward a common purpose.”* Mental engineering would allow employers to find trainable
workers among the unskilled, allowing the employers to bypass the trade unions and pay lower
wages. Behaviorism was always seen as an instrument of control by its founder, and now it was being
implemented as such by those who controlled the means of production. While the first generation of
psychologists - people like G. Stanley Hall and William James - still retained the morals of the
Victorian era, Watson felt that morals were simply the response to a stimulus and that that stimulus
was the prevailing social order. “Behaviorism,” according to Buckley, “would make techniques of

social adjustment available to those who wished to determine that order.”> Might made right - that
much was clear. Behaviorism was simply a way to put that Nietzschean order into practice.



As a result, behaviorism began to be seen as an instrument of political control as well. Just as Dewey,
Lippmann, Croly, and the crowd at the New Republic wanted a war because they were interested in
social engineering, they were just as interested in promoting behaviorism as a way of continuing that
engineering in peacetime. Just what that meant became clear from their writings. In Public Opinion,
Walter Lippmann described a “Melting Pot Pageant,” which had probably taken place on July 4,1918,
when George Creel’s campaign to undermine the identity of ethnic groups in America reached its high
point:

It was called the Melting Pot, and it was given on the Fourth of July in an automobile town where
many foreign-bom workers are employed. In the center of the baseball park at second base stood a
huge wooden and canvas pot. There were fl ights of steps up to the rim on two sides. After the
audience had settled itself, and the band had played, a procession came through an opening at one

side of the field. It was made up of men of all the foreign nationalities employed in the factories. They
wore their native costumes, they were singing their national songs; they danced their folk

dances and carried the banners of all Europe. The master of ceremonies was the principal of the
grade school dressed as Uncle Sam. He led them to the pot. He directed them up the steps to the rim,
and inside. He called them out again on the other side. They came, dressed in derby hats, coats, pants
vests stiff collar and polka dot tie, undoubtedly, said my friend each

with an Eversharp pencil in his pocket and singing the star-spangled Ban-6
ner.

The anecdote gives an accurate view of the liberal project of social control which began during the
war and was carried over into civilian life during the *20s when the population at large was asked to
abandon its allegiance to the ethnic neighborhood and the small town and conform its habits to
national markets, brand names, and “science” as the ultimate arbiter of behavior. Lippmann, Croly,
Dewey, and the New Republic saw behaviorism continuing what the war had started, a consolidation
of power in a strong central state.

As the United States edged closer to the brink of World War 1, an influential group of American
progressives seized upon the conflict as a means of transforming American society. Herbert Croly,
who championed a strong central state to promote economic and political freedom, and his co-editor
at The New Republic, Walter Lippmann, saw the war as a “rare opportunity” to advance democracy
abroad and begin social reconstruction at home. By social reconstruction, Croly and Lippmann meant
the substitution of rational planning for the old authorities that had been discredited or destroyed by
the advent of modem industrial life. Lippmann and Croly were essentially articulating the position put
forth by John Dewey, “who urged that the war be used as an efficient means of achieving intelligent

control over the economic and political process.”” The same group of people saw the war as their
best ally in undermining Victorian mores and re-establish in its place “a modem way of life”” since “it

was the first time in history that an entire society was mobilized for total war.”®

In the theories of Lippmann and Harold Lasswell we have the beginnings of modem psychological
warfare. Lasswell’s theory of communication - “who says what to whom and with what effect” -
could also be used to suppress rival visions of communication, and this was precisely how it



was used in the rise of the age of modem advertising, which began around the time of the war. Mass
marketing, as Eddie Bemays realized, was an all-or-nothing proposition. It meant replacing one set of
values - ethnic, traditional, religious - with another - impulsive, suggestible, “scientific.” It meant,

in other words, the erosion of traditional societies by mass media and the substitution of local
products by national brand names. Mass-media advertising worked only with brand names in mass
markets served by a infrastructure like the railroad system.

Watson was at one with Lippmann and Lasswell in the vision they

shared of technocratic state in which, according to Lippmann, “science” would provide the bond that
would make democracy cohesive and effective. Behaviorism was crucial to that vision because
behaviorism gave man the ability now to shape the psychic and, therefore, social world, just as
physics had given him the ability to shape the material world. Lippmann saw the development of an
“infinitely greater control of human invention” in sciences that were “learning to control the

inventor.”® Dewey, likewise, saw in behaviorism the ability to control the most crucial environment,
the human mind. Once man could do that - and Watson had shown it could be done - man could take
control of the future. All that man had to do was to “press forward . . . until we have a control of

human nature comparable to our control of physical nature.”!? Missing from these utopian accounts of
the future was the fact that behaviorism had been used during the war- as Lippmann’s account of the
Melting Pot Pageant made clear - as a form of psychological warfare against recalcitrant ethnic
groups. In this respect, the liberal state which the Dewey et al envisioned was also a state ina
constant state of covert ethnic warfare. The triumph of man over nature meant the triumph of some
men over other men using “science” as their weapon.

Herbert Croly completed the liberal vision of the future by revising American history and coming up
with a politics more suitable to a scientific age. Jefferson, Croly felt, was too committed to the
maintenance of local communities. Instead of the division of powers proposed by the founding
fathers, Croly proposed a vastly strengthened presidency, which, responding directly to public
opinion, would give embodiment to the General Will of the national community. In Croly, we see the
link between the French Revolution and the Clinton Administration. His repudiation of the system
proposed by the founding fathers saw the creation of a “direct democracy” as its goal, a goal which
would find fulfillment in a president who could bypass the legal system and rule directly by
manipulating the passions of the masses and then present himself as the embodiment of their will. Like
Watson and Lippmann, Croly had faith in science. He, however, unlike them, got it from his

parents who venerated Auguste Comte. Together they embarked on a project to destroy the American
republic and erect in its place an empire based on the most sophisticated manipulation the world had
ever known.



Part II, Chapter 8

Paterson, New Jersey, 1916

Around the time John B. Watson got drafted into the army, a Russian emigre by the name of Alexandra
Kollontai was settling into life in Paterson, New Jersey. She had moved there to be near her son,
Misha, who had just enrolled in a course in automotive engineering. Madame Kollontai was in a
unique position to study traditional American life on the brink of the war which would destroy that
life forever. She talked about the women, bored or doing stupid housework, sitting on the porches of
their monochrome wooden bungalows on straight streets lined with maple trees.

Madame Kollontai talked so contemptuously of housewives because she was a revolutionary. The
year before her stay in Paterson, she had joined the Bolsheviks and, under the leadership of V. 1.
Lenin, she would devote her life to the overthrow of the Czar in Russia as a prelude to worldwide
revolution on the part of the working class. The year before she took up residence in Paterson,
Kollontai had come to the United States for the first time to give a series of anti-war speeches. Her
audiences were mostly German and for the most part mostly uninterested in revolution. She found
even the American socialists hopelessly undisciplined when it came to revolutionary work.
Apparently seeing in Kollontai a political organizer of rare linguistic and editorial ability, the
Communist newspaper in New York asked her to stay on as its editor, but she refused. She wanted to
be back in war-ravaged Europe, since it was obvious that no revolution was imminent in the United
States. And for some time now, revolution had been the sole reason for her life and work.

In fact, only her son could countermand her desire for revolution, and so planning to renew the
contacts she had made the year before with American socialists and Russian emigres, she was back in
the United States because of the promptings of “a mother’s heart,” as one of her Soviet biographers
put it. As a revolutionary, Kollontai hated the family. As a mother, she was devoted to her son, even
to the point of taking herself out of the heart of the revolutionary struggle when it was on the brink of
achieving its greatest success since the revolution of 1789 in France. Her life revolved in many

ways around the contradiction implicit in those terms. Kollontai hated the family, and yet she never
stopped seeking the love that most people find there and there alone. At the mid-point in her career,
but at the end of her life as a revolutionary writer and thinker, she framed the issue thus: “Love with
its many

disappointments, with its tragedies and eternal demands for perfect happiness still played a very great
role in my life. An all-too-great role! It was an expenditure of precious time and energy, fruitless and,
in the final analysis, utterly worthless. We, the women of the past generation, did not yet understand

how to be free.”!

Kollontai was forty-four years old when she arrived in Paterson and fifty-four when she wrote the
above-cited lines about her failed quest for love. The situation, however, is simpler than Kollontai
portrays it. Freedom for women, according to Kollontai’s reading of socialism, meant work outside
the home. Since her life was full of such work, she should have considered herself “liberated.” Yet
the actual dialectic of her life was much more complicated than that. In the years between her
departure from Russia in 1898 and the Russian revolution nineteen years later, Alexandra



Kollontai led the life of the quintessential rootless cosmopolite. Based in Berlin, she would travel
from city to city and congress to congress using her impressive language skills to propagandize for
revolution. Yet, in spite of her fierce and total commitment to revolutionary struggle, she would
inevitably succumb to a loneliness which would drive her into the arms of yet another man for

the consolations of love which she claimed could not be found in the family. The love affair would
inevitably turn sour, leaving Kollontai longing once again for the freedom from attachment, which
would quickly tum to loneliness, which is what drove her to the love affair in the first place. And so
the cycle from loneliness and longing to bondage and disgust would start all over again. It was a
dialectic which Kollontai attempted many times to explain, but one which she never understood
herself and one which she most certainly never learned to transcend, as the quote from her
autobiography indicates. Kollontai had dedicated herself to a life of study and activism in the
service of revolution, and yet even after the revolution arrived the comradeship in sexual matters
which it promised would recede forever before her eyes like the mirage of the promised land which
she, like Moses, would never occupy. She would carry this contradiction with her for the rest of her
life (she died in 1952 in her eightieth year at the end of Stalin’s reign of terror). By 1937,

the revolution’s failed promise of universal love still weighed heavily on her mind. Writing to an
aging comrade in 1937, at the height of Stalin’s purges, Kollontai wrote that

our romantic epoch is completely finished. With us, we could take the initiative, stimulate the
administration, make suggestions. Now we must be content with executing what we are ordered.
Between my colleagues and me there is neither camaraderie nor friendship. Moreover the activity
of each of us is strictly compartmentalized. Our relations are cold and distrust is everywhere.

The dream of “winged Eros,” to use Kollontai’s termforthe sexual liberation which the Revolution
promised, died long before Stalin’s purges of the

1930&. In fact, it died within ten years of the revolution itself, and Kollontai watched it expire in
spite of her efforts to keep it alive. Just why it died has been the subject of debate ever since.
Wilhelm Reich devoted his book The Sexual Revolution to answering this question, and subsequent
generations of sexual revolutionaries, following his example, have been unable to give this corpse a
decent burial, attaching it to any number of intellectual life-support systems that keep it twitching with
galvanic energy but are unable to restore it to life. Not even Kollontai’s biographers seem able to see
that the second sexual revolution, the one associated with the October Revolution in Russia, died of
its own excesses, every bit as much as the first one did. Faced with the unprecedented social
upheaval which sexual liberation had caused in Russia, the commissars themselves had to end it, for
in allowing it to continue they ran the risk of completely destroying what little social order was left in
the Soviet Union. Perhaps no one life epitomizes the rise and fall of the second sexual revolution
better than Alexandra Kollontai.

Kollontai ’ s hatred of domestic life came naturally. Which is another way of saying that she brought it
on herself by her own decisions early in her married life, decisions which set the course for her
subsequent life and laid the intellectual foundations for a feminism which could never reconcile love
and work. Bom in 1872 to an aristocratic but indulgent liberal father and a mother who had divorced
her first husband to be with him, Kollontai established a reputation for rebellion early in life by
marrying an impecunious engineer against the express wishes of her mother. Alexandra was appalled



at the marriage of her elder sister, at the age of nineteen, to a man fifty-one years her senior, and
vowed that this sort of marriage for money would never happen to her. And yet according to her own
account, the marriage for which she incurred family opprobrium, lasted “hardly three years” in spite
of the birth of a son in 1894. Kollontai’s account of her early life in her autobiography is written, like
all autobiographies, as a justification of the choices she made:

Although I personally raised my child with great care, motherhood was never the kernel of my
existence. A child had not been able to draw the bonds of my marriage tighter. I still loved my
husband, but the happy life of a housewife and spouse became for me a “cage.” More and more

my sympathies, my interests turned to the revolutionary working class of Russia. I read voraciously. I
zealously studied all social questions, attended lectures, and worked in semi-legal societies for the

enlightenment of the people. These were the years of the flowering of Marxism in Russia (1893/96).3

Just why a “happy life” should become a “cage” is something Kollontai never explains. She comes
close, however, by telling us close on the heels of that revelation that she “read voraciously.” The
“emancipation” of Alexandra Kollontai led to unhappiness via socialist writings. Socialism was, at
the

same time, the justification for her unhappiness in love. It led her on a quest for love that was such a
dramatic failure that she could only term it a “fruitless” and “‘utterly worthless” waste of time when
she looked back on her life in her mid-fifties.

It didn’t start out that way though. Early in their marriage, Kollontai’s husband was assigned to install
a new ventilating system in one of the cotton mills near Moscow, and accompanying him on that trip
she was given a tour of the factory and quickly became appalled at the working conditions she found
there. Her state of mind was compounded by the fact that they were staying in a pleasant hotel not far
away, where she was expected to dance in the evening after seeing the appalling conditions in the
factory during the day. Under Czar Nicholas II, Russia was undergoing the rapid industrialization that
England had experienced a century before, and the social dislocation caused by industrialization,
especially among women, was devastating the social fabric of the country. No longer an integral part
of the peasant family, women were herded into factories in the cities, where they were often seen as
desirable because they were more docile than male employees, a situation in which sexual
exploitation was also rampant. In the first two years of the twentieth century, the number of women in
the workforce in Russia increased by 12,000 while the number of men in the factories decreased

by 13,000. During the first decade of the century, the industrial workforce in Russia increased by
141,000 workers, and of that number 81 percent were women. There are a number of ironies
associated with the situation. The Czar was unwittingly revolutionizing Russia by bringing about its
industrialization, and he and those who profited the most from that industrialization would soon reap
the whirlwind of their own greed. But those who overthrew the Czar would continue the same policy
of forcing women from their homes into the country’s factories, now owned by the state, which is to
say, by and for the benefit of the Communist Party.

Having seen the social dislocation caused by the factory system first-hand, Kollontai turned to the
socialists for answers, breaking with the ameliorist liberalism of both her husband and her father. In
1895 Kollontai read an abridged Russian translation of August Bebel’s Woman and Socialism, a book



which she described as the “woman’s bible,” when she wrote her own introduction to the unabridged
version in 1918. Bebel, like Marx and Engels and the Utopian Socialists like Fourier and Saint-
Simon before them, saw marriage and the family as an essential part of the capitalist system

of ownership and exchange. Women, according to this view, were considered property, and morals
were simply a system whereby women were kept under control for the benefit of their exploiters.
Religion, following this line of thinking, simply reinforced morals, which in turn reinforced the unjust
exploitation of the worker. Women were, according to this line of thought, especially susceptible to
exploitation via their religious feelings. According to

Bebel, woman "suffers from a hypertrophy of feeling and spirituality, hence is prone to superstition
and miracles - a more than grateful soil for religion and other charlataneries, a pliant tool for all

reaction.”* Given this state of affairs, the socialist solution was clear. Abolish property and
everything else will take care of itself. This meant that only in the absence of property,

would relations between the sexes or “marriage” be based on love, something which Bebel saw as a
“natural instinct” which man would satisfy as simply he would other natural desires such as hunger
and thirst.

Once marriage had been separated from economic exchange by the abolition of property, man would
base his sexual relations on love alone, and a true system of sexual morality would come into
existence, one based not on property but rather “spiritual affinity.” To have intercourse without
spiritual affinity and oneness was immoral. That meant the erection of a completely new moral system
at the heart of which lay subjective states of mind which determined the morality of all sexual action.
Other consequences flowed just as inexorably from this premise. If a man suddenly ceased having this
sense of spiritual unity, then he was no longer “married,” and free to seek sexual gratification
elsewhere, especially from a woman who engendered the feelings anew. Just how this spiritual
affinity differed from passion of the turbulent, traditional sort never got explained. Indeed, in the new
age without property, there was no need of explanation, for as Shelley had said in Queen Mab,
passion and reason at this point were one. This, of course, also meant that a man could rationalize the
most brutal selfishness as well, as indeed Shelley had done, but any consideration of the actual state
of sexual affairs was usually postponed until after the revolution. Kollontai did the same sort of
postponing. The difference in her life derived from the fact that she was around when the revolution
actually arrived. It also derived from the fact that she, as the newly named Bolshevik minister of
social welfare, was expected to make sense of the contradictions the socialists had engendered in
their forays into sexual politics.

In the pre-Revolutionary meantime, liberation for women meant abandoning the family. “To be truly
free,” Kollontai wrote, following Marx, Engels and Bebel, “woman must throw off the contemporary,
obsolete, coercive form of the family that is burdening her way.”> Kollontai wrote this after she had
become a Bolshevik, but the principle was there in Marx and Engels and Bebel, which is what she
began reading as a young wife and mother in the mid-1890s.

In his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Marx had written that “one can judge the
entire stage of development of the human being” on the basis of a man’s relationship with a woman.
“From the character of this relationship one can conclude how far the human being, as a species

and as an individual being, has become him/herself and grasped him/herself.”® If this were the case



Marx and Engels had never developed very far. Marx had

an ongoing and exploitative affair with his servant, who bore him an illegitimate son whom he never
recognized. Engels likewise was sexually attracted to working class girls and would flit from one to
the other. Because morals had been subsumed into economics, they had been denied any

ontological validity of their own. As a result, it should not be surprising that the revolutionaries
behaved badly when it came to their relations with women. Revolution became the justification for
personal sins of sexual exploitation and that is what it became, mutatis mutandis for Kollontai, who
became both victim and victimizer. The revolution promised to change everything because it would
change the property relations which were the basis of all other relations, especially marriage. Women
were to be “liberated” from marriage, which meant being liberated from morals, which invariably
meant a kind of bondage. But no one saw it that way at the time. “Afterthe dictatorship of

the proletariat,” one of Kollontai’s biographers wrote, “the universal destruction of private property
would remove both the basis for male supremacy and the economic functions of the family. Women
would then work as full equals; through their labor they would become free. Public organizations

would assume all services previously performed in the home, including child rearing.””” Marriage
would continue as an institution based on “sex love” between equals, unlimited by any restrictions
save those the couple themselves established. When love ended, the marriage was over. “If only
marriages that are based on love are moral, then, indeed only those are moral in which love

continues,” Engels wrote.®

Since Engels arranged to have Queen Mab translated for the 1 848 revolution, it is not far-fetched to
see him here echoing Shelley, who was in turn echoing Godwin’s idea that marriage was only valid
as long as the partners were in love with each other. This was the new morality, and Shelley

had practiced it in an especially brutal way on his first wife Harriet. Now all those who had done
similar things to their spouses - Margaret Sanger, Kollontai, Inessa Armand, Max Eastman, Claude
McKay, Carl Van Vechten - could use it as a justification after the fact and see it as the beginning of a
new world. The Marxists were more susceptible than most in this respect because their lives were
based on the emergence of a future state in which all contention would cease. In many ways, this use
of the future to justify sins in the present is the main reason they were Marxists.

Sexual intercourse should be “judged” as “legitimate or illicit” by determining “whether it arose from
mutual love or not.” In a passage which gives some insight into its author’s sex life, Engels wrote,
“The duration of the impulse of individual sex love differs very much according to the

individual, particularly among men; and a definite cessation of affection, or its displacement by a new

passionate love, makes separation a blessing for both parties as well as for society.”® Sexual morality
in the socialist mode was a projec-

tion of the sexual practices of the men who authored socialist theory. It was also a function of the guilt
they felt for acting on those sexual imperatives. “Separation” in this instance is a blessing for
“society” only from the point of view of the man who has grown tired of his sexual partner.

Kollontai, like Engels and Bebel, claimed that in bourgeois society woman could choose only
between marriage and prostitution, two forms of the same bondage. “In the sight of the whole,”
Kollontai wrote with ill-disguised glee, “the home fire is going out in all classes and strata of the



population, and of course no artificial measures will fan its fading flame.” Liberation from the family
meant getting a job, and that meant the introduction to factory work. The whole project of
revolutionary “liberation” came full circle - in theory at least - when Engels announced that
“women’s liberation becomes possible only when women are enabled to take part in production on a

large, social scale.”'? Women can only become liberated, in other words, by working outside the
home. “Liberation” for women meant transferring the benefits of women’s labor from her immediate
family to the benefit of the factory owners, be they the capitalists or, as in the case of Russia after the
revolution, the state. Women’s liberation, as conceived by Marx and Engels and as put into practice
by Kollontai, was, as a result, a form of control. The system of transferring women’s labor was
already in place theoretically in the writings of the Utopian Socialists and then simply

appropriated by Marx and Engels. Those theories would then be put into practice by the Marxists in
Russia under Lenin, and ironically by the feminists in the United States under late capitalism. When
the Russian peasant women heard about the new system which Kollontai and her intellectual friends
had concocted for them in 1918, they were less than enthusiastic. What they wanted was not social
engineering in the name of liberation, but rather support for the lives they were trying to live in
support of their families. But Kollontai and her supporters were adamant in their refusal to entertain
anything less than the destruction of the family as their ultimate goal, no matter how willing they were
to compromise in terms of effectiveness on intermediary measures. Why this was so can only be
understood in the context of the decisions they had made concerning their own lives and families.

The fish, according to the French proverb, rots first at the head. Af ter this young and impressionable
member of the cultured classes immersed herself in the reading of Marx, Engels, and Bebel, it was
not surprising that she would come to consider marriage “a cage.” It is also not surprising that

she would act on what she knew. Action follows naturally from intellectual conviction. And, as was
the case with Margaret Sanger, introduction to the doctrines of socialism meant introduction to the
doctrine of free love as well. At some point during the mid-1890s, Kollontai asked her governess and
mentor Lyolya Stasova to introduce her to the Russian equivalent of Greenwich Vil-

lage, the revolutionary underground, which treated her as a dilettante and source of easy money rather
than the “intellectual,” writer, and party theoretician she aspired to be.

Ironically, it was with one of her husband’s colleagues that she found the intellectual respect she
sought from the radicals who failed to take her seriously. One gets the impression that Kollontai’s
husband treated her intellectual theories with a certain amount of condescension, although probably
no more condescension than they deserved. On the other hand when she told him she wanted to be a
writer, he was willing to hire the extra help she needed to devote herself more completely to her
work. So he can’t have been completely averse to her intellectual aspirations. On the other hand, he
was probably not as sympathetic to them as the colleague of her husband whom Alexandra identifies
only as “the Martian.” As his name implies, the Martian wasn’t particularly handsome, but he was
deeply versed in the intellectual currents of the day, and was willing to flatter Kollontai that she was
just as abreast of the issues as he was. The suspicion that the Martian may have had ulterior motives
in this regard is confirmed by the fact that he eventually ended up having an affair with Kollontai,
something which complicated her life much more than what she had been reading, although the
socialist denigration of marriage and morals in the books she was reading probably contributed
directly to the affair. Like the Victorian writers in England who were forever trying to decide



between sensual and spiritual women, Kollontai now had to decide which man she really loved: the
practical engineer who was her husband and the father of her child but was fatally compromised by
his relations with the state and the now equally discredited state of marriage, or the sympathetic
intellectual revolutionary who flattered her intellectual pride as a way of getting in bed with her. “Did
we really love both [men]?” Kollontai wrote, trying to understand this crossroads in her life. “Or was
it the fear of losing a love which had changed to friendship and a suspicion that the new love would

not be lasting?”’!!

Instead of choosing one over the other, Kollontai left both men when in August 1898, she left Russia
to study political economy under Professor Heinrich Herkner in Switzerland. “Therewith,” she would
later say, “began my conscious life on behalf of the revolutionary goals of the working-

class movement. When I came back to St. Petersburg - now Leningrad - in 1899,1 joined the illegal

Russian Social Democratic Party.”!? The laconic account in her autobiography belies her emotional
state at the time. Taking the f ast train from St. Petersburg to Zurich, Kollontai, then a young mother of
twenty-six, was plagued by the thought that she was destroying a perfectly good marriage for no good
reason. She was also tormented by the thought that she might never see her four-year-old son again.
Kollontai was so overcome with guilt and grief that it was only with the greatest psychic effort that
she was

able to stay on the train each time it stopped. Her natural inclination was to return to her family, but
she stilled that natural inclination by assuring herself, in her letters to her childhood friend Zoya, that
she was called to something more important than marriage, and that study in Zurich, which

had become a Mecca for syndicalist radicals and emigre revolutionaries, was essential to that end.
She hadn’t bothered to tell her husband that she was leaving for a year of studies, and the fact that she
didn’t indicates that the studies were seen as a way of dissolving the marriage, or of resolving the fact
that she was sexually involved with two men at the time and unable to choose between them. Instead
of admitting the sexual dimensions of the situation for what they were, she chose to dramatize them as
a pretext for her quest for “freedom.” “But [ was not as happy as he,” she wrote referring to her

husband. “I longed to be free.”!3 When Zoya responded by asking her what she meant by freedom,
Kollontai responded by naming what was bothering her the most: “I hate marriage. It is an idiotic,

meaningless life. I will become a writer.”!* The fact that Kollontai’s husband was willing to do
whatever it took to facilitate her career as a writer belies her assertion that marriage was a cage.
Kollontai was the daughter of an indulgent liberal father and the wif e of a man in the same mold. No
matter how much the economic conditions of the time cried to heaven for vengeance, they were never
more than symptomatic of a deeper spiritual crisis which revolved around what Augustine would

call the essence of all sin, namely, the desires of the “autonomous self,” which men shared with fallen
angels. We are talking about rebellion in its most basic sense, which is to say, rebellion against God
and the nature of his creation. “Rebellion,” Kollontai wrote, trying to justify her actions in

1898, “flared in me anew. I had to go away, I had to break with the man of my choice, otherwise (this
was an unconscious feeling in me) I would have exposed myself to the danger of losing my selthood.

... it was life that taught me my political course, as well as uninterrupted study from books.”!>

Man’s desire to be unhappy on his own terms rather than happy on God’s is the essence of Satan’s
rebellion: “Better to reign in hell than serve in Heaven,” is how John Milton put it in the famous line
from Paradise Lost. Acting on that impulse has significant consequences in terms of human freedom,



one which Clements is quick to perceive. Kollontai wanted both freedom and love, but she wanted
them on her own terms, a fact which imprisoned her in a dialectic of behavior which meant that she
would flee from human relationships into loneliness and then from loneliness into the anodyne of
sexual love, which she found degrading and imprisoning, which would force her to flee to “freedom”
and concomitant loneliness once again. Clements writes that Kollontai “would return again and again
to the theme of the individual seeking relief from solitude in a love relationship, then

fleeing possession, in a fruitless attempt to find solace in a ‘collective.” Kollontai

was obviously generalizing from her own experience; she was an individualist who could not
reconcile independence and dependence and who therefore looked for a solution in a communal

future.” 16

To say that Kollontai generalized from her own experience is another way of describing her
projection of her own internal moral and spiritual conflicts onto the working class, which was
supposed to be grateful for the attention. Kollontai could not accuse herself of infidelity, so she
indicted the institution of marriage as oppressive and inimical to the interests of women. “When [ was
appointed as Russian envoy to Oslo,” she wrote in her autobiography, “I realized that I had thereby
achieved a victory not only formyself, but for women in general and indeed, a victory overtheir worst
enemy, that is to say, over conventional morality and conservative concepts of marriage.” Because

b (13

Kollontai had broken with marriage and morality, they were now women’s “worst enemy.”

In 1899 Kollontai returned to Russia, only to find that her husband had found someone new and
wanted a divorce. Had he welcomed her back to their home, Kollontai’s story might have been
different, but as it was, the rejection only confirmed her in her belief that morals and marriage were
the enemies of women, and she plunged into her revolutionary work to ensure that history would
affirm that she was right in the path she had chosen. In the uncanny way that students of this period of
history have already noticed, especially in the spell Rasputin seems to have cast over Czarina
Alexandra, the Czar seemed to collaborate with a chain of events which was destined to bring about
his demise. In January 1905 a crowd of 100,000 peasants and workers marched to the Winter Palace
in St. Petersburg, carrying religious banners and portraits of the Czar, convinced that if he only
understood their plight he would bring about the changes they sought. Instead the Cossacks who
guarded palace charged the crowd on horseback and then fired on the unarmed demonstrators. When
the day was over 3,000 people were dead, and Russia was one step closer to revolution. Kollontai
was there when the Cossacks charged and remembered well the unbelief of the peasants and workers.
She also says that she was well known as a revolutionary at the time.

Perhaps because she was so well known, she was forced to flee Russian once again in 1908 and go
into revolutionary exile, an exile from which she would return only after the revolution had toppled
the Czar. In December 1908 Kollontai, still a Menshevik, crossed the frontier into Germany,

where she made contact with revolutionaries there. The German socialists were ahead of the
Russians in most things, and this was true as well of their efforts to mobilize women for revolution.
The SPD, the German socialist party, had begun publishing a paper for female workers called Die
Gleichheit as early as 1891. In Germany Kollontai met Rosa Luxembourg and Karl Liebknecht, who
would become martyrs to the revolutionary cause when the German



army, unlike the army in Russia, turned against the revolution at the end of World War I, and they were
murdered after presiding shortly over a Soviet republic in Berlin.

It was in Germany in 1908 that Kollontai also met Helene Stocker, a collaborator of the world’s first
sexologist Magnus Hirschfeld, who would go on to found the Institutfur Sexualwissenschaft in Berlin
in 1920. Stocker was head of the Bund fiir Mutterschutz, and Kollontai was much impressed with the
German women’s movement, and modeled the Soviet women’s bureau, the Zhenodtel, on this German
model. In doing that, however, Kollontai opened herself to charges that she was a “feminist,” i.e.,
someone who put the interests of sex above those of class and revolution. It was a label that would
stick, in spite of her zeal in promoting revolutionary causes as a Menshevik, and from 1915 as a
Bolshevik under Lenin.

Shortly after her arrival in Germany, Kollontai, who was by this time a strikingly beautiful thirty-six-
year-old woman who still retained the aristocratic taste, bearing, and speech of her childhood, fell in
love with another Russian emigre, an economist by the name of Petr Petrovich Maslov, and an affair
ensued which lasted for two years. It must have been a numinous period in Kollontai’s life because
twelve years later, in 1922, as she was just about to go into diplomatic exile and her plans for the
sexual reorganization of the Russian family were about to go up in flames, Kollontai wrote a

novel describing both the affair and the world as it existed in 1910. Actually, the book, A Great Love,
was a conflation of Kollontai’s affair with Maslov and fellow revolutionary Inessa Armand’s affair
with Lenin. Armand was two years younger than Kollontai, the daughter of an English mother and

a French father, both of whom were actors. When the father died, Armand’s mother took her back to
Russia, where she took a position as governess with the wealthy Armand family. Inessa aspired to be
a governess too but instead married Alexander, the eldest son of the Armand family, by whom she
bore four children. Inessa actually had five children before she converted to the revolutionary cause,
but the fifth was most probably fathered by her husband’s younger brother, Vladimir, who moved in
with his erstwhile sister-in-law after her marriage broke up. Vladimir was also a committed
revolutionary, and it is most probably through him that she made contact with the revolutionary
underground. Like Kollontai, Inessa Armand had abandoned a happy, child-filled marriage as the
result of a sexual affair, in this instance with her husband's younger brother, who also introduced
Armand to political revolutionary radicalism.

Like Kollontai, Armand regarded marriage thereafter as a cage which needed to be smashed if
women were to be free. Like Kollontai, Armand projected her own psychic needs onto the peasant
women she longed to “liberate” after the revolution. Unlike Kollontai, Armand didn’t live

long enough to see any of her policies put into effect. Shunted from one city to an-

other during the chaos of the civil war which broke out in 1918, Armand succumbed to cholera and
died in 1920. Lenin attended her funeral, his face swathed in a scarf that he hoped would hide his
tears. Kollontai wrote A Great Love three years after Armand’s death when Lenin was dying and
with him the revolution’s commitment to “winged eros,” which had characterized the first years of the
revolution. Kollontai’s book, written in the disillusionment of exile, was a frank description of how
liberation felt from the inside; it also granted a candid look into the psyches of those who had
liberated themselves from morals only to find themselves, as a result, the slaves of passion.

The book begins with Natasha, a revolutionary with important Party work, now living in France in the



aftermath of the brutal czarist reaction to the abortive 1905 revolution, reminiscing about the end of
her affair with the head of the party, Semyon Semyonovich. Semyon, like Maslov, is married to a
sickly wife who cares for their sickly children. He is obviously drawn to the vivacious Natasha, and
on one out-of-town congress, they consummate the longing by having an affair. In spite of his contempt
for “bourgeois morality,” Semyon is unable to leave his wife, and half out of scruple and half out of
the exigencies of a life in which both are at the beck and call of the party, they break of f the affair.
Natasha rejoices in her newfound ability to get work done, but then, out of the blue, Semyon writes to
say that he wants to resume the affair. He has been granted access to a professor and his archives

in G’ville in the South of France, along with three weeks to study. Would Natasha like to join him
there? And, by the way, would Natasha also like to pay for this three-week interlude? The element of
exploitation is there from the beginning, and Kollontai does little to disguise it. Semyon
Semyonovich is the typical radical intellectual who exploits his comrades both sexually and
financially and then goes on to rationalize his behavior by appealing to the cause of revolution. It is
the end which justifies any means, no matter how exploitative, and Natasha, fully aware of the
exploitative nature of the relationship, is unable to resist getting enmeshed in its coils. She is
vulnerable to this sort of exploitation precisely because she has abandoned the moral law as some
bourgeois construct whose purpose is her subjugation, but before long she begins to see “liberation”
as every bit as subjugating.

Eventually Natasha jeopardizes her work and borrows money to subsidize their rendezvous, only to
be disappointed when she finally meets Semyon at the designated city by his coldness, his
deviousness, and his sexual brutality. The anticipation of their moments alone is destroyed by the
dull reality of Semyon’s imperious lust. He can’t even wait until she takes off her hat and the pins
holding it to her hair.

By this time Natasha had abandoned the struggle to remove her hat and
was lying across the double bed. She felt awkward and uncomfortable.
Lying there underneath him, his hot breath burning her face, her hat drag-

ging at her hair and the pins digging into her scalp, she suddenly felt once more, and quite terrifyingly,
that he was a complete stranger to her. That unique and powerful joy which had given wings to her
journey here broke into a thousand pieces, crushed by Semyon’s rough and brutally hasty embraces.

Semyon falls asleep after gratifying his lust, and Natasha is left lying awake wondering why she
came. Liberated from reason in matters sexual, Natasha begins to see that her motivation in acting has
become a mystery. She no longer understands why she does what she does. “And to think," she
ruminates sitting next to the sleeping Semyon,

it was for him that I left work, ran into massive debts, rushed here, there, and everywhere organizing
this trip, one moment out of my mind with joy, the next moment worried sick about the whole thing - to
think 1t was he who gave me something to live for, and believe, and look forward to. . . .

What a fool I’ve been, what a fool!



Natasha now realizes that male and female are hopelessly out of sync. He wants to sleep when she
wants to talk. He is not interested in her ideas after all. Realizing that “his interest in her was
obviously so crudely sexual,” she wonders why she had come. It is a question she never gets around
to answering because to answer it would call into question her entire life. Natasha left work and
incurred massive debts to gratify her lust, and in gratifying it she made lust her master. Her
“liberation” became, in other words, a form of bondage. She is now ordered around by her passions
to do things she finds humiliating, but at the same time she finds herself unable to resist

passion’s demands no matter how demeaning. Gradually, the idea begins to dawn on her that the
freedom she coveted so greedily is really a kind of prison: “Natasha’s stay in G’ville,” Kollontai
writes, after it becomes apparent to her that she has been brought along to be a sexual appliance for
the time when Semyon is not occupied with the professor, “was rapidly turning into a kind of

voluntary incarceration.”?°

Kollontai stumbles here upon the essence of sexual liberation as a form of control; it is “voluntary
incarceration.” Because the will 1s more important than reason to the revolutionary, because in effect
will is the essence of reason for both the Marxist and the Nietzschean, the revolutionary is unable

to see how he is enslaved by his own will because he is unable to see the role that passion plays in
that self-sub version. All the revolutionary can see is his passion, and because his only thought is how
to gratify those passions - morals having been discredited as “bourgeois” - he is blind to how his
passions control him. When Natasha reproaches Semyon for his selfishness, he responds with a

question. “Tell me,” he asks, “have I ever forced you to do anything you didn’t want to do?””!
Semyon, in other words, manipulates Natasha by manipulating her passions. As a result the
manipulation remains invisible, disguised behind the choices which Natasha made. Natasha, hav-

ing been educated by socialist writings, lacks the psychological sophistication to explain how passion
leads to bondage when it is gratified outside of reason’s, which is to say morality’s, command.
Believing that all 1s will, Natasha fails to understand how Semyon has colonized her will by
manipulating her passions. All Semyon wants is “there to be complete equality between us.” Natasha
i1s dumbfounded by the appeal to revolutionary rhetoric and so can only respond by saying “Well, let’s

not go into all that now. I expect you’re right.””> Natasha is, in other words, completely

defenseless against the manipulation of her passions because she has so completely internalized the
revolutionary rhetoric about freedom and equality, which 1s two-thirds of the revolutionary triad
bequeathed to the Communists from the French Revolution. Her reason has been lamed by her
acceptance of revolutionary ideology, which is nothing more than rationalized desire. By giving into
that desire, she becomes captured by it and subject to the sort of exploitation, both sexual and
financial, which she never would have tolerated as a married woman.

Unable to escape from what she now terms “this ridiculous imprisoned existence,”?> she agrees to yet
another tryst in yet another town, this time involving still more money which she doesn’t have. On her
way there, Natasha bumps into a stranger at the train station who articulates the very things which
Natasha cannot bring herself to say, namely, that sexual “liberation” is more constraining than
marriage. Waiting for Semyon to arrive, she strikes up a conversation with a tall man with a small
square-cut beard and dark, lively eyes which seem “most sympathetic.” The man begins by

talking about his mother, who is on the same train with Semyon, and the conversation moves from
there to his assertion that the only love he can respect is a mother’s love “because it’s the only



unselfish love.” The tall stranger then goes on to say what Natasha can’t admit, not even to herself,
namely, that “I actually think that living with someone”/ou’re not married to imposes many more
chains than any legal marriage.”

“People,” he continues, “are still bound to each other by the same emotional chains, don’t you
agree?”?

Instead of giving the standard line about human relations being redeemed at some unspecified future
date by the revolution and the abolition of property, Natasha finds herself agreeing with what he had
to say. In fact, “Natasha, equally vehemently, began pouring out to this complete stranger everything

she’d been thinking and suffering these past months.””?

In their final confrontation, Semyon silences Natasha’s reproaches by asking her if he has ever forced
her to do something she didn’t want to do. She has no answer to that question because the life she has
led, based on the impulsive gratification of illicit passion, admits no answer. Freedom of this sort is
bondage. Natasha understands that intuitively, but she can’t articulate

it because both her ideology and her life deny it. So she remains silent, even though “she knew that by
staying silent she was courting her own slavery to another’s moods.”"”

The best she can do in the end is assure herself that love isn’t ultimately all that important.

“The great love which had made her heart beat all these years, which she thought would never fade,
had gone forever. It was dead, extinguished, and nothing, no tenderness, no prayers not even
understanding could reawaken it. It was too late.” But in its place, Natasha now has her “work.”
“Now she belonged body and soul to her work.”

“Kollontai,” according to her biographer, “said years later that she had been drawn to Maslov by his
intellect and that her sexual longing for him grew out of a need for spiritual closeness to an admired
comrade. She felt that his interest in her was only sexual; when he was physically satisfied, he

could no longer understand her need to be with him. Nor would he treat her as an intellectual equal,

pref erring to discuss economics with male colleagues.”?’

In “Sexual Morality and the Social Struggle” and “On an Old Theme,” articles she wrote around the
time of the breakup of her affair with Maslov, Kollontai blamed erotic love as the cause of women’s
inferiority with the same vehemence she used to level against bourgeois mamage. By the time she
wrote her autobiography in the mid-’20s, the attack on love as the cause of women’s bondage had
mellowed a bit, but the bitterness resulting from her affairs is still palpable:

I could still find time for intimate experiences for the pangs and joys of love. Unfortunately, yes! I say
unfortunately because ordinarily these experiences entailed all too many cares, disappointments, and
pain, and because all too many energies were pointlessly consumed through them. Yet the longing to
be understood by a man down to the deepest, most secret recesses of one’s soul, to be recognized by
him as a striving human being, repeatedly decided matters. And repeatedly disappointment ensued all
too swiftly, since the friend saw in me only the feminine element which he tried to mold into a willing
sounding board to his own ego. So repeatedly the moment inevitably arrived in which I had to shake



off the chains of community with an aching heart but with a sovereign, uninfluenced will.

Then [ was alone. But the greater the demands life made upon me, the more the responsible work
waiting to be tackled, the greater grew the longing to be enveloped by love, warmth, understanding.>”

We are talking here about a vicious circle. Life as a rootless, unmaiTied cosmopolite led inevitably to
loneliness, which led to an affair, which led to an even greater sense of alienation after it was
consummated, which led to a desire to be free from the chains of love, which led to more work,
which led to more loneliness. Kollontai’s new woman is a slave to her own passions, a slavery
which is all more effective because she can never identify its source.

blaming instead “the slavery” of marriage, “bourgeois morality,” and the extant social order. The one
thing Kollontai will not relinquish is her sexual passions:

But when the wave of passion sweeps over her, she does not renounce the brilliant smile of life, she
does not hypocritically wrap herself up in a faded cloak of female virtue. No, she holds out her hand
to her chosen one and goes away for several weeks to drink form the cup of love’s joy, however deep
it is, and to satisfy herself. When the cup is empty, she throws it away without regret and bitterness.
And again to work.

Kollontai, as the paradigmatic new woman, breaks off the affair, seeks solace in revolutionary work,
which means rationalizing her own behavior, and working toward creating a world that reflects her
experience. Work becomes the solution to guilt, just as it had earlier become the justification

for abandoning