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Abstract

The scandal surrounding R.D. Laing’s work concerns bathfaiand his
theories. Given that there is sufficient biographroaterial on Laing already in
existence, this thesis focuses upon his theoreticalibotitms. No substantial
review and critique of the criticism of Laing is currentiyexistence. The main
objectives of this thesis are to evaluate the critiqpiésiing, and to examine
these in the light of his contributions to social tlyed he critiques of Laing fall
into three main categories: conservative critiques lpgipatrists, feminist
critiques, and left-wing criticism.

The methodological problems involved in the
production of a critique are highlighted within each categdicriticism. Some
of the critiques of Laing constitute little other thartticism of the critic’'s own
misreading and misinterpretation of his work, which ohmt fack of textual
evidence to support the critic’s claims. The lines ofedtgyment of key concepts
within Laing’s work, and his intentions for his projectgyne ignored. Laing’s
feminist critics view his work as prejudiced against wonTétis thesis examines
the lack of validity within this assertion, and providesaginal reading of
Laing’s work as of benefit to women, through Laing’s caintoncern of making
‘madness’ intelligible.

The importanceceftain of Laing’s ignored texts, such as
Reason and Violenc€l964) is highlighted through their centrality to his
theoretical contributions. This thesis aims to debunk smirtiee myths
surrounding Laing’s work, such as that it glorifies psychaSedgwick, in

particular, has been responsible for the promotiomwifesof these myths. The



poverty of his critique is replicated by other critics,iga similar poor approach
to the production of criticism. Critiques of elementd.aing’s work which lie
outside of the standardised criticism are provided,hitlwvthe attempt to avoid
reproducing the same errors as the other critiques is. maderinciples

required for a coherent critique of an author’s work areigated.



1) Introduction

The key objective of this thesis is to examine and aadlys validity of the main
theoretical critiques of Laing’s work. The criticismlafing falls into three broad
categories: conservative critiques by psychiatrists,rfesincritiques, and left-
wing critiques. A key part of assessing the validity ofdhigques of Laing
involves looking at the assumptions that the critic tm@ypperating upon. These
assumptions and values held by the critic may or maymibtthe extent of their
actual engagement with Laing’s work. A further importamtsigeration here is
the matter of how Laing’s work should be read and jmmeted. Some of the
criticism of Laing is unfortunately the product of a poeading and
interpretation of his work, which weakens the criticsaverely. Examples of
this will be explored by exposing the critic’'s misreagimisunderstandings, or
misconceptions regarding Laing’s texts. | will be usingregles from Laing’s
work itself as a response to his critics, if appropriéite lines of development of
concepts within Laing’s work may also be ignored, or emsesented by the
critic. Some critics omit aspects of Laing’s worktldo not fit into their
representation of his texts.

At thisipp | feel that it is worth making clear that |
am not denying that there are problems with Laing’s w8ikce | am aware of
this, I am including a section on my own criticism ofrigg which will follow
my review of the existing ones. However, many of thiggaes of Laing fail in

their aims, due to the above issues. Why look at theism of Laing? | feel that



it is important to assess which criticisms are vali] which are not. Kotowicz
does deal with some of the criticism of Laing, as welmaking his own
criticisms. However, his review of the critiques couldii@e comprehensive.
He deals implicitly with the psychiatric establishmergroblems with Laing’s
work, rather than giving its exponents a good examinakitmak there is a need
for a thorough review of the criticism of Laing, in orderdetermine which of
the critigues have some weight, and which do not. My aithan to productively
engage with the critiques, in order to advance Laingsridmtion to social
theory. This forms the other main objective of this hego examine Laing’s
work as social theory.

Any attempts taicise Laing’s theory via his biography
will be treated with suspicion. It is a well-knovact that Laing was an
alcoholic, and that his personal life was fairly chadtaing ‘is typically referred
to because of personal excesses rather than his stimtartdowever, Laing’s
theories cannot be simplistically written off becaas$ais life story. His theory
is of a sufficient quality, in my view, that it haslie met on its own terms, and
any valid critique must do this. As Burston puts it: ‘adty has to stand or fall
on its own merits — not whether the author was drursodorth.? To critique
Laing’s theory via his biography is a very low form oticism. Doing this may
even suggest that the critic was intellectually incagpabkriticising Laing at the

level of his theory. Also, since my focus in thisdises on Laing’s theory, and

! Kotowicz, Z, (1997)R.D. Laing and the Paths of Anti-Psychiatry London, Routledge,
p.90-105

EJones, A, (2001), Absurdity and being-in-itself. Thedtlphase of phenomenology: Jean-Paul

Sartre and existential psychoanalydisyrnal of Psychiatric and Mental Health Nursing

No.8, pp.369-370

3 Burston, D, (1996)The Wing of Madness: The Life and Work of R.D. Laing USA, Harvard

University Press, p.78



not his biography, | want to engage with the criticism Wwhe&cmost relevant in
terms of my project. There is quite enough materiatiegslready on Laing’s
biography. Indeed, in recent years there have beenlmageaphies appearing of
Laing than theoretical texts. Therefore, no biographyad. is provided here.
There may be a sense in which the scandal surrounding bas contributed to
a climate of poor scholarship with regard to his work.nkhhat a good way to
descandalize Laing’s theory is to offer a thorough repdnd interpretation of
his work, which may be enabled by the following review ofdniscs.

The next
short chapter lists what | perceive as Laing’s mainrdautions. Chapter Three
examines the critiques of Laing’s work that have beedywred by conservative
psychiatric critics. Reznek’s attempt at criticisingrigaconstitutes more of a
critique of his (poor) interpretation of Laing’s texts,oggposed to Laing’s actual
work. Clare, by and large, reproduces the same methadal@grors as Reznek,
in terms of criticising his (i.e. Clare’s) own assurop8 about Laing’s texts.
However, Clare introduces the problematic approach eflla Laing as an
‘anti-psychiatrist’, something which Laing himself denied.r€lalso contributes
to the misleading line of critique which proposes that g aomanticised
madness. This chapter additionally makes use of interwigilid_aing, where he
provides responses to this strand of criticism. It iedart these interviews that
attempts to criticise Laing’s work by claiming that he Wwasself psychotic
were made by the psychiatric establishment.

Chapter Four investigates Deleuze
and Guattari’'s comments on Laing. They provide both peaigecriticism of

Laing’s work. The first section of this chapter demonesdow Deleuze and
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Guattari develop, and commend, the idea of the schizophreysge. They
perceive the voyage as containing insights into the expaziof the
schizophrenic. This section draws upon Laing’s critique péipsanalysis in
order to demonstrate the difficulties involved within thggh®analytic approach
to forms of psychosis. The next section of this chagtatuates Deleuze and
Guattari’s direct criticisms of Laing’s work. Theytarise Laing for not
politicizing the voyage sufficiently, for not making adequate distinction
between social and mental alienation, and for an skaefocus upon
familialism within his work. My responses to these aspleicfislight problems
within Deleuze and Guattari’'s arguments in relationam@’s texts and the
overall focus of his work. Nevertheless, they ra@m®e productive points with
regard to omissions within theoretical discourse. The gection of the chapter
compares the theories of groups provided by Deleuze and Gaatldry Laing
in his summary of Sartre’s late thougRte@son and Violenfeand provides an
example of the critique of psychoanalysis from Sastv@rk, which is referred
to by Deleuze and Guattari. It also provides some of Laiggjsonses to
Deleuze and Guattari’s critique of his work.

Chapter Five examines Mitchell's
lengthy critique and assessment of Laing’s work. She proedesll some of
the most valid criticisms of Laing’s work which are wved in this thesis. The
production of such a critique is aided by the approach to Isaiegts taken by
Mitchell. Her chapters on Laing benefit from a readihglbof Laing’s texts,
and from the extent of her engagement with Laing’skwbowever, despite her
efforts to discuss the lines of development within Laingdsk, these do, at

times, go astray. Mitchell's discussion suffers fratack of comprehension of
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the aims of phenomenology. She has a tendency toitgpsehat | have termed
the Procrustean critique, where elements of Laingeribs that do not fit into
her account of them are ignored. She additionally temadapose views on to
Laing’s work, such as the psychoanalytic perspective,iwshe is sympathetic
to. This chapter criticises Mitchell’s claims that Lasmgiork demonstrates a
prejudiced view of women. It includes some examinatio@lofct Relations
Theory, and Winnicott in particular, which is used asm@mgarison to Mitchell’'s
allegations that Laing blames the mothers for theidohil’s distress to an unfair
extent, within his case studies. However, Mitchell dmake some substantial
contributions in terms of her identification of certaspects of Laing’s ‘science
of persons’. She attempts to make use of a fairly sogditisti method of
critique, where she tries to apply Laing’s development af&am concepts to
Laing’s own aims. This is, unfortunately, not as succgss it could,
potentially, have been. Nevertheless, Mitchell's agsest of Laing provides
arguably the best review of his work that is evaluatetlithesis.

Chapsex examines Showalter’s attempted
critiqgue of Laing. However, most of her criticism is m@ccurately viewed as
directed at Cooper and the anti-psychiatric movementltharg himself. Little
distinction is made between Laing and Cooper. Showsloapter simply
describes aspects of Laing’s theories and life, as opposdtkting any real
analysis or engaging with Laing’s concepts. Showalteoor approach involves
moralising over Laing’s biography. She essentially producdseacter
assassination of Laing. Her assertions are unsupportedtbgltevidence, and
make use of other claims which are either inaccurate abstentiated. Her

attempt to portray Laing as a misogynist is flawed dubd@bove issues.
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Showalter provides arguably the worst ‘critique’ of Laing ofuthose reviewed
in this thesis.

In Chapter Seven, | provide my owguanents for a feminist reading
of Laing. This chapter is intended to provide counter-arguwsrterthose made by
Mitchell and Showalter. My central premise is thatriges main project of
demystifying madness can actually be seen as of benefdneen. | also aim to
challenge the assumption made by the feminist ctiiaslLaing’s work is
prejudiced against women. The first section of this chagpta@mines empirical
evidence regarding levels of mental illness, and schizaghri particular, in
terms of gender. Up to the age of sixteen, more boysgiks tend to receive a
diagnosis of mental illness. However, statisticsomzophrenia in adults
suggest that it affects both genders in roughly equal propsrtiche empirical
evidence regarding the social circumstances of the@ggdsed as psychotic
suggests that men may fare slightly worse in livinghwiich a diagnosis. This
section is intended to demonstrate the problematic nafuhe assumptions
made by Mitchell and Showalter that schizophrenia iemale malady.’ It
includes some discussion of Laing’s desire to investigateethgon between
biology and the social, in the light of recent reskarhich is moving towards
the notion that extremely traumatic and stressful egpees may be a factor in
the experience of forms of psychotic distress.

The next section of this chapter
draws upon the evidence from the previous section in orgeesent my
arguments for a feminist reading of Laing. Laing’s cstselies, and other
relevant examples from his work, are utilised in otdgsresent my arguments.

Instances of Laing’s defence of women within his terescted. A large part of
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the analysis in this section is devotedsanity, Madness and the Fami(:964)
where | identify key themes and features of the tredtwiethe daughters within
that text. The featured families appear to expect totaflocmity to their wishes
from their daughters. They will not let them go, nottter own individuals.
Autonomy tends to be mistaken for a symptom of meiaks. The families
experience an excessive level of anxiety about whatdbes a threatening
outer world, which is then used to attempt to control ttheughters. However,
within some of Laing’s case studies, the parents appdx liwing in a world of
their own constructions, as opposed to any approximatiogetity. My reading
of these case studies suggests that they highlight tleigen of socialisation,
and of the abuse of female children by their familieg.iilerpretation also
draws upon some of the concept&®imason and Violence

Followingghs a
section on Laing’s defence of women within his reintetgtions of past clinical
descriptions. The first example of the latter aspetiaarig’s work that | examine
is his re-evaluation of an unpleasant clinical exatiom conducted by
Kraepelin. The second concerns Laing’s critique of Bimgyea's account of the
life and death of ‘Ellen West'. This is a harrowinggdic account of a woman,
where Laing provides some resounding criticism of Binswagsdailure to
conduct a proper existential analysis of the materta. final section draws
upon Laingian theory in relation to a recent femibest, in order to further
advance my development of Laing’s ideas along femimssli This section
critiques the cultural prescriptions placed upon women tesfopon the outer
realm, particularly in terms of appearance, and a fapos the other’s

expectations.
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Chapter Eight examines the left-wing
critiques of Laing. Jacoby’s critique of Laing is problemadiespite there being
some limited validity to some of his criticisms. Soafe¢he issues are produced
by Jacoby’s intention to view Laing’s work as constitgtanform of ‘conformist
psychology'. Laing and Cooper’s work are examined as thceghwere
practically identical. Jacoby criticises Laing for igimg wider social forces,
such as class. He claims that Laing’s work is lackagpcial criticism, and that
reification is present within it. Jacoby furthermore ssgg¢hat Laing’s work
consists of little other than a form of bourgeois pasin. | have critiqued
Jacoby’s criticism in this chapter, by noting that much ©f predicated upon
profound misunderstandings and misinterpretations of Laimgi&. Jacoby has
a tendency to engage in a selective reading and idaetibficof elements of
Laing’s work to criticise (the Procrustean critique)eTrankfurt School critique
of existentialism is examined in the light of Jacobyisasm of Laing. It is
apparent that Jacoby has transposed Marcuse and Adortigisesionto
Laing’s work, without sufficient adaptation. However, Mage’s critical essay
on Sartre neglects Sartre’s later work, which is lyighfluential upon Laing.
This may explain some of Jacoby’s misinterpretatiorisairig’s work.
Nevertheless, Jacoby’s critique of Laing is disappointing.

The nexttsen of this
chapter examines Sedgwick’s criticism of Laing. Despééddvick’s efforts to
present himself as left-wing, very little of his crision of Laing actually operates
from within that perspective. Sedgwick replicates sompects of Jacoby’s
critique of Laing. He criticises Laing for not maintaining thorrect’ Marxist

line. The poverty of Sedgwick’s critique of Laing is considde, despite him
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being one of Laing’s most quoted critics. Sedgwick is happgeosecond-hand
evidence, such as gossip, as means of critique. The vasitynaf his criticism
involves critiquing his own misreading and misinterpretatmirisaing’s texts.
Sedgwick’s ‘scientific’ criticisms of Laing have marecommon with those
produced by the conservative psychiatric critics, thah thiose of Jacoby and
Deleuze and Guattari. In this respect, Sedgwick has pro@dusasdplate for the
poor criticism of Laing, since his erroneous critique aoduced by others, as is
the same sloppy approach to Laing’s texts. Sedgwickpisyhp contribute to
the myth of an anti-psychiatric movement, or Laingiahool. He clearly was a
source of some irritation to Laing, whose responsdddemntification of errors
within Sedgwick’s critique are noted.

In Chapter Nine, | endeavour to produce
some of my own criticism of Laing. The aspects of hiskathat | examine are
the use of mapping and notational sets within his wordk Lamng’s comments
on birth and pre-birth experience within his later texisdeking to criticise
these aspects of Laing’s work, | attempt to avoid theretiat | have identified
in the poor critiques of Laing. | examine the lines of dgweent of these
concepts within Laing’s work, how they are deployed, artkmy criticisms
against the texts, in order to assess the validitgyodrguments. Through
applying these principles, Laing’s use of mapping and nota#tgets is rendered
more intelligible than I had previously assumed it mayThese elements are
used by Laing to examine different modes of experience, p&cions, such as
projection, that are performed upon experience. Therafase;onsistent with
Laing’s aims for a science of persons. With regard tod’aidiscussions of birth

and pre-birth experiences, it is noted that these consngan be related to
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Laing’s considerations that a form of ‘existential réimay occur after the
schizophrenic voyage, ifhe Politics of Experiencd967). However, | argue
that this aspect of Laing’s late work can be considesqut@blematic, since it
could be interpreted as suggesting that an unpleasant&irsles an unhappy
individual in later life. This element of Laing’s work apype to sit uneasily with
his other main contributions. In this section, | drawrupa interview with Laing
by Taylor, where the latter provides some criticismhig strand of Laing’s
work. Nevertheless, my critique of this element ofgés work is itself
problematic in some respects, which is discussed anthefdhe chapter.
Chapter Teavides
the conclusion to this thesis. In this chapter, | sunsadhe key methodological
problems involved in the poor critiques of Laing. Some of lidz work in this
area is drawn upon in order to highlight aspects of my aegtirAdorno and
Lodziak’s conceptions of the immanent critique (the bessible form) are
discussed in terms of how these notions advance theiges for a coherent

critique of an author’s work.
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2) A Summary of Laing’s Main Contributions

This short chapter is intended to provide a general overvievsammary of
Laing’s main lasting contributions to social theory. lgggncentral contribution,
and the one which is referred to most frequently in tasis, is that of making
forms of mental distress intelligible. This occumotigh demystifying and
explaining the situation of the individual within theird&r social context, such
as the family. The other aspects mentioned here aterel some ways to this
core element of Laing’s theory. Examples from Lairtg@Xgs are not provided in
this chapter, since they are cited within the main bddlgis thesis.

Laing’s
methodology and approach to the study of the personmspairtance here.
Laing endeavours to produce a ‘science of persons’, whklbe viewed as a
strand which is developed throughout all of his theoret@ds. It is not intended
to constitute another form of conventional sciencend.auggests that an
appropriate method should be used for what is being studiezlpersonal
should be studied in personal terms. His ‘existentiaihpimenological’ method
involves the attempt to enter into the individual’'s wowdthout preconceptions
as to the nature of their experience. For Laing, ag@menological science of the
person enables far greater objectivity than positivigines, simply because the
object of the study (the person) can speak for her/himselthe object is a
subject.

It must be emphasised here that Laing’sldpugent of concepts from
Sartre’s late work is a key element that enables hia praject of demystifying

mental distress. This conceptual development produceaaswf examining the
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individual and family context without conservative pneceptions. Laing
endeavours to deploy philosophical concepts as means ohatipfafor the
experiences of individuals and the apparent inertia affggoThis can be
considered in a similar manner to the efforts of Marcwé® presented a paper
at the Dialectics of Liberation conference in 1967, whiaimg helped to
organise" Laing’s work is highly original in terms of his creatiof an
alternative (and ignored) theoretical psychology. Bhispension of conventional
viewpoints enables Laing to produce critical materialhenfamily as a social
formation. There are occasions where Laing explictiicises the family.
However, the reader, particularly withganity, Madness and the Fam{o64),
is enabled to make up their own mind with regard to this eleofdraing’s

work. This, in many ways, produces a more damning verdith@families
concerned, and highlights the benefits of Laing’s phenofogital approach.
This criticism of the family is, in particular, myvaurite aspect of Laing’s work.
Much of psychology simply reinforces common assumptaimit the nuclear
family, whereas Laing’s work dissects this social ageament through its effect
upon the individual who comes to be seen as ‘insane’.

Far from the faes
concerned ‘knowing what is best’ for their childrere tmilies that feature in
Laing’s case studies are highly claustrophobic and wilpeomit their children
to become their own individuals. The confusion of thang person’s growing
sense of autonomy with a mental illness is a comrmeme. It is to Laing’s
credit that he is able to demonstrate how conservatiehry colludes with

the parent’s perspective. This specific aspect of Lamgik is rather dark and

! See particularly: Marcuse, H, (1956)0s and Civilisation — A Philosophical Inquiry Into
Freud, London, Ark
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unpleasant. This may provide some of the reason farrtfegtunate current
neglect of Laing’s work. It speaks a truth that socikigs not wish to hear
through its challenge to the institution of the family.

Further elementd aing’'s
approach involve examining the relation between behaviouexgretrience. The
focus upon the experience of the individual within thedew social environment
forms another of Laing’s main preoccupations. He arthegsthe omission
within forms of psychology of the consideration of asp@&’'s behaviour as a
consequence of their experience has led to forms of sthtyrwnay examine
the individual in isolation, and lack power as toolsrndering ‘madness’
intelligible. The importance of Laing’s work lies in lggestioning of some of
the fundamental assumptions upon which psychology is bbea&d)'s method
of study avoids causal relations and explanations, singglistic determinism
ignores the complexity of human experience. His appr@aapparent within the
large numbers of case studies, or psychobiographies, vdatlré in his texts.
Laing is happy to let the patients who have been diagrassedhizophrenic
speak for themselves, and to make the effort to congidat life events actually
meant for them. In this way, the patient is put atcire of the process.
Laing’s theory maintains a relevance to lived experienagugh this approach.
Laing enables the reader to step into the person’s woddyétk is like nothing
else that | am aware of in this respect. All of tHeeofpsychological theorists
that | have researched at some stage produce case stheiesthe reader is at
least one step removed due to the theoretical constpdamtsd upon the account.
Laing demonstrates considerable skill in this respectyinstef avoiding forcing

his view on to the material, and thus distorting it.
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Laing attempts to provide an
alternative theoretical psychology which radically opgs the prevailing
orthodoxies of the day. His critique of psychiatry, ahgsychoanalysis are key
elements within this aspect of his work. Laing criticisegchiatry because he
sees it as an inhumane approach to mental distress¢domle, with regard to
the use of electro-shock ‘therapy’, and other invasivegatores. Laing
considers psychiatry’'s mimicking of the methodology ofriatural sciences as
inappropriate for the study of the person. The individuaies/ed simply as a
diseased object, as opposed to a subject whose expsriaagee intelligible
within their social context. Laing’s work serves t@ese the conservative
assumptions at the core of conventional psychiatricogmbes. Laing argues
that the principles of general medicine are importeal fisychology without
being modified sufficiently to take into account the veifferent nature of
mental distress, which may not be adequately explainedfesence to bodily
ailments alone. One of Laing’s best criticisms of &3ty appears in an
interview from 1983 where Laing suggests that: ‘...the peoplehake
benefited humanity most in recent times have beeniapsi@and dentists.’

Laing’s critique of psychoarsadyalso raises the problematic
nature of its attempt to present itself as a form afnahscience. He takes issue
with this approach because it splits the individual up pdrts, such as the ego,
id, and super-ego, and has little means of conceptuallsngetations between
persons. Laing views psychoanalysis as a closed systasisting of jargon
which has little relevance to human existence. In maggyghoanalytic

interpretations, the analyst may be placing unneceseasjractions upon the

2 Taylor, L, (1983), Revisiting the explorer of experieriiee Times Profile: R.D. Laing;he
Times, 31% January, p.8
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person’s experience, which may have no relevancestoview of the situation
being considered. Freud never created an adequate theorglbégisy which,
since the majority of Laing’s work investigates whati@ved as schizophrenia,
may explain some of Laing’s dissatisfaction with timsthod of study.
Nevertheless, Laing criticises Freud’s work in a respegtanner — Laing
recognises the contribution that Freud made as a piohgsychology, whilst
producing arguments for moving beyond Freud. In this way, Lsicgficism of
Freud provides an example of the immanent critique whiefel to in Chapters
Four and Ten of this thesis. The critical elementsashd’s work, in terms of
examining the validity of the methodology behind psychiatrgt
psychoanalysis, are well-honed and highly significantfoy future research into
this area.

My consideration of Laing’s work as sbtmeeory is based upon the
ways in which Laing’s theories can be used as explan#iols — to explain the
intelligibility of allegedly ‘insane’ individuals’ actiswithin their social
context, and to explain the deficiencies of other thealgparadigms. These
aspects are what | perceive to be Laing’s main contribytiehish are referred
to within the more substantial chapters of this thesaoi | finish this chapter,
however, | wish to note some considerations as tohalmyg’s work is currently
neglected. Kotowicz suggests that: ‘...the relative séearound Laing is more
of a reflection of the times today than of the vadiédis work.? | agree in some
respects with this quotation, but consider there to beiaddi aspects which
need to be taken into account. The above quotation is nakatms of the fact

that funding for psychological research has, in conteargdimes, been

% Kotowicz, Z, (1997)R.D. Laing and the Paths of Anti-Psychiatry London, Routledge, p.9
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focussed upon biological explanations for mental distr&sch as a potential
genetic cause. However, in Chapter Seven, where liagaampirical evidence
regarding mental distress, it is noted that somenteesearch is moving towards
an examination of traumatic life events in relatiopsychosis. This strand of
research moves closer to Laing’s position. The faat psychosis is relatively
rare may mean that Laing’s work is only sought out logé¢hwith a specific
interest in this topic.

Earlier in this chapt have referred to Laing’s criticism of
the family, and that this is one of the main aspedasithead Laing’s work for.
Nevertheless, it may well be the case that whaidl 0 engaging about Laing’s
work is precisely what others do not. Questioning theturtgin of the family
may not be a task that everyone is willing to underta&end’s work may still be
considered highly controversial in this respect. Howetés the true realm of
critical theory to examine that which some may holdoelycriticism. This
thesis seeks to debunk received notions regarding Lairagls wuch as the idea
that he romanticised madness. There is the potelnéiitiie standard reception
of Laing’s work has become so ingrained that it is retgt&for this reason. The
fact that Laing was an alcoholic could be used as aemsexto dismiss his work.
Clearly neither of the above are valid reasonsgooiing Laing’s work, but
nevertheless this could be the case.

In a similar vein, neither age nor obsolescence
can be used to justify the neglect of Laing. One findsnazing how Freud’s
work is still approached with such reverence, even mesoporary times. This is
not to say that Freud’s work is lacking in any form ofghs which is of

continuing relevance. However, that the concept otitte®nscious is still
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deployed uncritically, despite the lack of evidence to supizoexistence,
suggests that Laing’s critique of this element becomé¢leamore necessary.
Freud and Laing can both be considered to be ground-braakingir own, very
different, ways. As | have mentioned previously, Fread wne of the first to
create conceptual, theoretical psychology. Laing progsdssa Freud in terms
of moving the level of analysis beyond the individuaheir wider social
context. Since Freud remained in the arena of exami@agpris whereas Laing
did so for psychosis, given that the latter presents aliegedly more
incomprehensible ‘symptoms’, Laing’s achievement in makgyintelligible is
rendered all the more remarkable. Laing’s case studagnise that human
beings are all unique in some ways, whereas the weidireud’s conceptual
framework squeezes out some of this awareness.

In all honesty, the negleic
Laing is something that | find utterly baffling. I find that hgis work is of
continued relevance. However, processes of detradisatian could eventually
produce less controlling, closed families. This could leske impact of Laing’s
critique of the family, but not that of his criticisrhgsychiatry, psychoanalysis,
and of the coldness of Western medical practice. \\dm&ins to be done in
psychology is to find the links between the family andwider social
organisation without simplistically reading one offrfiahe other. The fact that
Laing does not do this is not (contrary to some of higsjita matter for
critiquing Laing. This was not Laing’s project. Nevet#ss, the concept of
privatism, the idea that the public arena is shrinkirgytaat individuals are

becoming increasingly powerless to change anything beyondiviagepsphere
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could produce a link between Laing’s work on the family andt&al analysis

of wider social phenomena.
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3) Conservative Critiques by Psychiatrists

This section will examine the critiques of Laing’s theerby Lawrie Reznek in
The Philosophical Defence of Psychiatt®91), and by Anthony Clare in
Psychiatry in Dissent1980). Both of these authors are or were psychiatrists
themselves, and demonstrate a conservative point ofinidveir writings. There
are also some criticisms from the psychiatric estafment which feature in
interviews with Laing, which will also be dealt with hefechapter concerning
Deleuze and Guattari's comments on Laing’s ideaginOedipug1972) will
follow this one to show how some aspects of Laingg®tles which come in for
criticism from conventional psychiatrists are instpaaised and taken on by
Deleuze and Guattari. However, criticism of Lainglsdound withinAnti-

Oedipus which will also be examined in the next chapter.

Reznek’s Critique of Laing

The chapter of Reznek’s book which contains his critifueamg is entitled

‘Ronald Laing and the Rationalizing of Madness’. Reznakrd that:

Laing attacks the disease model of schizophrenia. Instead o
seeing the behaviour of schizophrenics as the symptom of
some disease, Laing sees it as rational — i.e. agiomnal
behaviour performed for reasons. Where an orthodox
psychiatrist sees a disease causing a symptom like thought
disorder, Laing explains the behaviour in terms of tleree

to avoid being understood and the belief that by talking mad
one will achieve this godl.

Reznek then proceeds to illustrate his interpretatidraofy’s theories by two

guotations fronThe Divided Self1960), and one frorhhe Politics of

! Reznek, L, (1991)The Philosophical Defence of PsychiatryLondon, Routledge, p.53
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Experiencg1967). | will assess the validity of Reznek’s intetatien of these
guotations later. Reznek’s main criticism of Laing is tiatwiews both madness
itself, and schizophrenic behaviour as rational. Thig@ih of Laing is found
throughout this chapter in slightly different formsisitepresented well by the

following example:

From the conceptual premise that if behaviour is expliécan
terms of reasons (desires and beliefs), then it isaeded by

a disease, and the factual premise that the behaviour of
schizophrenics is explicable in terms of reasons, [Laing]
concludes that the behaviour of schizophrenics is not caused
by a disease — i.e. the disease schizophrenia does not exist
Laing argues that the so-called signs of schizophrenia such as
incoherent speech are not symptoms of disease butséeadn
motivated by reasorfs.

Reznek then proceeds to criticise his own interpretatidraing’s work as given
in the above quotation. He uses various examples to suppariticism that
simply because behaviour may be motivated by ‘reasosgddend beliefs)’
this does not therefore mean that the behaviour is needaby a disease such as
schizophrenia. | will return to these examples afteamggout the rest of
Reznek’s criticism of Laing.

Reznek sigggéehat this argument that he claims
Laing puts forward ‘fails’, and that ‘this interpretatiopp&ars to turn Laing’s
argument into a straw mahReznek continues: ‘however, | include it because
Laing invents bizarre reasons that purport to make schizophrehaviour
rational but produces no evidence that schizophrenics acposbess thesé.’

Reznek argues that:

2 ibid, p.54
% ibid, p.55
* ibid
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There is nothing to stop us identifying the acquisition of
schizophrenic ideas and beliefs as a unique disease process
If schizophrenic behaviour is caused by the desire to appear
unintelligible to others and the belief that by adopting
schizophrenic behaviour this desire can be satisfied, we ca
still identify the processes leading to the formatioswafh
desires and beliefs as the disease process of schin@phre

Reznek poses the questiaw ‘o we gain access to someone’s
desires and beliefs if all we have access to is Hegiaviour? He then moves
on to critique Laing’s case study of Julie in the &Esipter ofThe Divided Sel¢
‘The Ghost of the Weed Garden: A Study of a Chronic $gizenic.” Reznek
notes that ‘the difficulty of interpreting speech specially relevant here because
the talk of schizophrenics often seems unintelligibldis criticism of Laing’s
interpretation of Julie’s speech is similar to thenponted by Reznek earlier
where he accuses Laing of inventing bizarre reasons &mtrynake

schizophrenic behaviour intelligible.

Laing argues that Julie speaks in a roundabout way that she
a ‘told belle’ ( a girl told what to do and be), thhegs an
‘accidental son’ (because her mother had wanted a ang),
‘tailor-made by her parents’ (because she had no idegitity
her own). If we attribute non-standard meanings to thelsvo
being used, we can turn apparently incoherent babble into
intelligible talk. But the fact that meaning can be ineerfor
schizophrenic babble does not mean that it actually has this
meaning. Our problem is to specify how we can have
evidence that the dialogue actually has some meaning and is
not simply a Laingian inventioh.

In the second part of his critique of
Laing, Reznek turns his attention to Laing’s theory thatfaimilies of those

people who end up being seen as schizophrenic may have tredtpdrson

® ibid, p.56

® ibid

" op. cit., p.58
8 ibid, p.58
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very badly, and this may have played a part in them rsndf@xtreme mental

distress. Reznek claims that:

...Laing fails to show that the schizophrenic behaviour is
caused by unlivable family situations (Sedgwick, 1982). To
show this, he needs to show that schizophrenic behaviour
occurs more commonly in such families than othershbut

fails to produce any control groups. In addition, he needs a
longitudinal study to show that it is the abnormal fars#y-

up that produces the schizophrenic behaviour rather than the
reverse. For it is quite possible that it is trying tpeavith the
abnormal behaviour of the schizophrenic that makes the
families abnormal. But he fails to do tfis.

Reznek insists that ‘even if we discover that schizempilerbehaviour is caused
by certain abnormal family situations, this does not ntbahwe cannot say that
such abnormal family situations cause diseaseof schizophrenia. To think
otherwise is to commit the essentialist fallatyy.’

The last section of Reznek’s
critique of Laing concerns Laing’s ideas that normal exris¢ may be a state of
alienation, and that the person who comes to beléabas insane has really
broken through this state of alienation, and may have iinsight than normal
people. Reznek is somewhat more accepting of this viewlthimg's theory that
schizophrenia is not a disease in the conventional baieaesense. However,

Reznek takes issue with Laing’s views on the positigpsgthiatrists in this.

...Laing assumes that psychiatrists judge people to be deluded
if they do not hold the majority view about reality. Bhis is

false. If the person can produce good evidence for hisfgel
psychiatrists will not judge him to be deluded. To be deluded
one must believe something tenaciously in the face of obvious
evidence to the contrary... But simply adopting socially
sanctioned facts is not harmful and is unworthy oftittes

° ibid, pp.61-62
19 op. cit., pp.63-64
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‘pathological’... Hence Laing’s account of how psychiatrists
judge delusions is wrong*™.

Reznek finishes his critique of Laing with a consideratbLaing’s much-
maligned comments in the later chapter$ioé Politics of Experienddat
‘going mad’ may be an attempt at a healing process. Rezmeading of this is
that Laing is suggesting that ‘schizophrenia has valuableegmences' which
Reznek suggests is not the case. He concludes his crifiyaeng with the

following summary.

...Laing has failed to show that schizophrenics are rational
and are in touch with ‘true’ reality rather than Hle has also
failed to show that schizophrenia is an intelligiblsp@nse to
intolerable circumstances, or that it is society thanad.*®

A significant problem with Reznek’s critique of
Laing is that his interpretation of Laing’s theoriesnisorrect. In order to
criticise an author’s work, an understanding of that workt rimss be achieved
prior to any criticism. The basis of the criticism malsio take into account what
the author most probably meant in their writing. | fihndge methodological
points to be lacking in Reznek’s critique of Laing. With relg® Reznek’s main
criticism of Laing — that Laing sees the behaviour ofzgptirenics as rational —
at no point in any of Laing’s theoretical texts is ghasnt actually made. Reznek
is labouring under some confusion about what Laing wast probably trying to
say. This confusion centres on Reznek having taken Laingjsgbrof making

madness and schizophrenia ‘comprehenstfilet, ‘socially intelligible’!® as

2 ibid, pp.66-67

2ibid, p.69

13 ibid

4 Laing, R.D, (1960)The Divided Self: An Existential Study in Sanity and Maadhess (2"
ed), Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.9
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actually meaning that Laing thinks that schizophrenics ai@nedt This gross
misreading of Laing is achieved by Reznek taking a verygbatigw of Laing’s
work. The quotations that Reznek uses to support hisignitiare taken out of
the wider context of the text they are located insT$ha problem found
throughout his critique. With regard to Reznek’s claims ltlaéng explains
schizophrenic behaviour ‘in terms of the desire to avoidgoenderstood and the
belief that by talking mad one will achieve this gd&iReznek jumps from a few
instances where Laing makes these sorts of remarks teeih what the
entirety of Laing’s work is actually about. This shoaveery poor reading of
Laing’s work on Reznek’s behalf.

To illustrate this problem, | will set out these
first two quotations from Laing that Reznek uses, and dimwthey are
abstracted from their wider context in the book theytaken from. The first

guotation that Reznek uses is taken frbime Divided Self1960):

A good deal of schizophrenia is simply nonsense, redrgerri
speech, prolonged filibustering designed to throw dangerous
people off the scent, to create boredom and futilitythers.

The schizophrenic is often making a fool of himself ard th
doctor. He is playing mad to avoid at all costs the pdggibi

of being heldesponsiblefor a single coherent idea, or
intention?’

This quotation is from Chapter 10 Dihe Divided Selfcalled ‘The Self and the
False Self in a Schizophrenic.” Rather than the alowe¢ation being

representative of a comprehensive statement by Laingsonews on

schizophrenia, it is part of a discussion of how thezephrenic seeks a measure

15 Laing, R.D, and Esterson, A, (1968gnity, Madness and the Family, Vol.1: The Families
of Schizophrenics (2" ed), Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.27

16 Reznek, L, (1991)The Philosophical Defence of PsychiatryLondon, Routledge, p.53
ibid, p.53.The Divided Self p.164
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of safety by attempting to be very difficult to understdAdy form of
understandinghreatenshis whole defensive system... The schizophrenic is not
going to reveal himself for casual inspection and examinab any
philandering passer-by. If the self is not known it is s¥f®eznek demonstrates
no awareness of this wider context of the quotation.akestit as more
representative of Laing’s work as a whole than itytrsll This quotation that
Reznek uses is not even representative of Laing’s pogitibhe Divided Self
Also lost upon Reznek is the fact that this quotation suggleat schizophrenics
find psychiatrists rather irritating, and so are uncooperaikeznek instead
interprets this as all schizophrenics do not want to berstwtel by anyone. A
closer reading of this chapter may have enabled Reznekatougénis confusion
regarding his idea that Laing thinks that schizophrenicsatiomal. Laing’s
point is rather that: ‘...if we look at the extraordind&ghaviour of the psychotic
from his own point of view, much of it will become underslable * It is an
extremely cheap form of criticism to simply lift opérts of a text, abstracted
from the wider discussion of the book, and criticis&n as it suits the critic.
Little engagement with a text is needed to do this.

This also applies with gezond

guotation from Laing that Reznek uses, frohe Politics of Experience

To regard the gambits of Smith and Jones [schizophrersics] a
dueprimarily to some psychological deficit is rather like
supposing that a man doing a handstand on a bicycle on a
tightrope 100 feet up with no safety net is sufferingrfran
inability to stand on his own two feet. We may well agky
these people have to be, often brilliantly, so devielisive,

'8 Laing, R.D, (1960)The Divided Self: An Existential Study in Sanity and Madness (2™
ed), Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.163
Yibid, p.161
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so adept at making themselves unremittingly
incomprehensiblé’

This quotation and the previous one frdhe Divided Selére rather ‘thrown in’
by Reznek. No further discussion of these quotationdeseaf, as would be
expected in good scholarship. These quotations are simpbnpeelsto bolster
Reznek’s incorrect version of what Laing’s theorgli®mut. The above quotation
from The Politics of Experiengearticularly suffers from being chopped off the
end of a ‘conversation between two persons diagnosezhasghrenic
Without this conversation being included the quotation used bydReas taken
completely out of context, with his intention perhépsg to present a quotation
from Laing which looks rather datft. | think particularlyghvould be easy to do
with The Politics of Experiencéo lift out a small section of this book, take uit o
of context, and criticise Laing based upon that. This beag problem that
occurs again with criticism of this book.

Reznek’s criticism of Laing also suffers
from Reznek’s use of very poor examples to try and suppoatdisnent.
Reznek offers the following example to attempt to@ss his notion that Laing

claims madness is ‘explicable in terms of reaséns.’

Suppose we are trying to understand a man who builds a
tower of bottle-tops and then proceeds to dance around the
screaming ‘Yobbol toddol tu’. We might suppose that he
believes that dancing around a tower of bottle-topsasurey
‘Yobbol toddol tu’, which we translate as ‘God is Greatill
keep him healthy, and that he wants to be healthy. Inviys
his behaviour is explicable in terms of reasons (deainds
beliefs)... To explairany piece of behaviour B, all we have to

20 Reznek, pp.53-54, Laing, R.D, (196The Politics of Experience Harmondsworth, Penguin,
p.85

“! The Politics of Experience p.85

%2 Reznek, p.54
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do is attribute to the agent any desire D, and the libh¢by
doing B, he will achieve B

It is this example that leads Reznek to then condibalethis turns ‘Laing’s
argument into a straw man’, and that ‘Laing invents b&zegasons that purport
to make schizophrenic behaviour ratiorfaWith regard to the above quotation,
it seems to have been created by Reznek to illustratedusnent, rather than
being a direct criticism of Laing’s work. Reznek offecsaoncrete examples
from Laing’s actual work to support his idea that Laing invesasons for
schizophrenic behaviour being understandable. This greatlymimoesr
Reznek’s critique of Laing. He cannot demonstrate thadrigsment has any
validity by reference to Laing’s actual work. This metret Reznek’s criticism
here is rather tangential and arbitrary. In a goodjaiti examples from the
author’s work which is being criticised must be offeredliow that the critic is
not just inventing criticisms. Since Reznek cannot do(dgsmentioned above,
he lifts quotations from Laing out of context), it woble better on Reznek’s
behalf not to accuse Laing of being a straw man, whetndisscription more

accurately fits his attempted critique.

Reznek also supplies various examples of a

bio-medical nature to show that individuals can have ualudesires and beliefs
which are caused by diseases. These examples are thtersigoport Reznek’s
view that schizophrenia is a disease whether it igligitde or not. Much of this
chapter by Reznek requires further explanation than hedes When he claims

that ‘there is nothing to stop us identifying the acquisibé schizophrenic ideas

% ibid, pp.54-55
* ibid, p.55
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and beliefs as a unique disease proc¢8dsiyould like to know why exactly he
makes that claim. The status of schizophrenia as a malatjsease is contested.
Laing contributed greatly to that debate, so one would ¢goece engagement
with this. Instead, Reznek simply asserts throughout haipter that
schizophrenia is a disease, and leaves it at thateRshnows little reflexive
awareness in his argument.

Reznel’gigue of Laing suffers from the impression
created by this chapter that Reznek either has not reddhamy, or that his
reading of Laing was so poor that he did not understand drgird’s work.
Alternatively, Reznek only read Laing in order to find snipjpétisaing’s work
to use as quotations to be criticised. When Reznek asksdbawve gain access
to someone’s desires and beliefs if all we have adodssheir behaviour? he
has completely missed and ignored Laing’s investigatidheoexperience of the
individual through phenomenology. The problem is that Reégrmitique
operates on such a shallow level that he cannot engadgéheitieeper levels of
analysis in Laing’s theory. This leads him into makingaghcriticisms of Laing.
It also means that some of his criticism may be foongktoffensive by the
serious scholar of Laing. | write this with Reznek'sicsm of the case study of
Julie in the last chapter @he Divided Selparticularly in mind. As | have
mentioned earlier, Reznek assumes that Laing simplinkiaated the
interpretations that Laing made of Julie’s spe®chhis is a further example of
Reznek leaving me with the impression that he has n@ kisrreading properly.
His criticism here would be fair if he at least acknalgled the lengthy

preceding psychobiography of Julie and her family contettappears before

% ibid, p.56
28 ibid
%" Reznek, p.58
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Laing makes these interpretations of Julie’s speechneatedl that he did not find
it convincing, or that there were problems with it. Hoee\Reznek does not
show any respect for this case study. It is writtersiofiplistically in one
paragraph, picking on Laing’s interpretations of Julipsexh which Reznek
assumes Laing has merely invented. He makes this assuragtiorst the
evidence provided in Laing’s case study of Julie which sugtfestshese
interpretations may have been correct. There is rdeaee in “The Ghost of the
Weed Garden’ to suggest that Laing has invented his intelipretatf Julie’s
speech. Reznek here provides an example of the psycliiitcle that Laing
has criticised — that all schizophrenic speech is nothinglhérish, and does
not deserve a close examination.

There are points in Reznek’s critique of Laing
where Reznek states that he is in agreement with aspexts of Laing’s ideas.
Reznek notes that ‘there is some evidence that schzaiphrintentionally put
on their symptoms to achieve various end€ However, as | have mentioned
earlier, this is a misinterpretation of Laing’s actidels regarding schizophrenia.
So Reznek is rather agreeing with his interpretatioraaid, than with Laing
himself. Reznek also agrees with Laing that ‘a wholeuceltan be deluded”

However, Reznek still takes issue with Laing’s positiartias matter.

Thus Laing is right to think that a whole culture can laelm
but he is right for the wrong reason — only if beliafe
adopted in a particular way are they delusions. Thepare
delusions simply because they are fafse.

2 ibid, p.62
“ibid, p.67
30 op. cit., p.68
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Reznek is keen to defend psychiatrists against Laing’s viethhy are quick to
judge individuals as deluded, when the person may not beisTios the place

to engage in a debate over views of what may or magenolassified as a
‘delusion’. Reznek takes a rather naive view of how psyustsijudge whether
someone is deluded or not. He assumes that psychiatitisjs/e/ people the
benefit of the doubt ‘if the person can produce good evidiemdes beliefs...**
However, doing this in real life may not be as singdeReznek assumes. This is
particularly the case with families.

One of the brilliant aspects of Laing’s case
studies is how he demonstrates that the ‘mad’ accusdtiat the child has made
against his or her parents actually have more validéag tvhat the parents have
said. Laing also points out that frequently psychiatbsigeve the parents’
version of events more than those of the child. Thimes across especially well
in Sanity, Madness and the Fam(j964). A good example is in the second

chapter on ‘The Blairs’. Here Laing and Esterson nuaé t

...the Blair family had been recognized as offering an
unfavourable environment for their daughter Lucie before this
investigation started. However, none of the numerous
psychiatrists in whose care she had been for twelve Yeal
ever suggested that the ‘schizophrenia’ from which she
‘suffered’ was in any way intelligible. The view helgs that
Lucie... was ‘suffering from chronic schizophrenia’, and that
her family unfortunately aggravated her condition.

From the case studies in Laing’s work, it seems asginohe powerful
psychiatrists and relatively powerful (in relation te tthild) parents collude

with each other.

ibid, p.66
%2 |Laing, R.D, and Esterson, A, (1968pgnity, Madness and the Family, Vol.1: The Families
of Schizophrenics (2" ed), Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.51
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Reznek himself shows ansamilar to that presumably held
by the previous psychiatrists of Lucie when he claims that quite possible
that it is trying to cope with the abnormal behaviouthef schizophrenic that
makes the families abnormdf. Here Reznek is giving the benefit of the doubt to
the families rather than the individual who is seemad. In doing this, he rather
undermines his own argument that psychiatrists are neumaabnpartial, and
will approach a possibly delusional person in such a mahigealso gives a
further illustration of the cold, conservative psychdaaattitude that Laing
criticises. Laing and Esterson counter this form @gicesm in Sanity, Madness

and the Familyin the chapter on ‘The Abbotts’.

It might be argued... that [Maya’s] parents might havenbee
reacting in an abnormal way to the presence of an alahorm
child. The data hardly support this thesis. [sic] Herlmanaind
father reveal plainly... that what they regard most as
symptoms of illness are what we regard as developing...
autonomy, ... eté?

Tleet that Maya'’s parents thought that she had
psychic powers, and experimented with her along thosedee®nstrates
further evidence that her family were not merely regchn an unusual way to an
insane child® Additionally, Reznek suggests that no control groups were
produced to support Laing’s idea that what comes to be giesschizophrenia
may be the product of awful family situatiofisReznek mentions that this
criticism originates from Sedgwick’s 1982 critique of Laihgill look at
Sedgwick’s critique later in this thesis. However, Il fbat it is worth making

clear now that it is a little-known fact that studashormal families (the control

¥ Reznek, p.62

34 Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.48
¥ ibid, p.37

% Reznek, pp.61-62
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group) were actually done f&anity, Madness and the Famify This is why the
full title of Sanity, Madness and the Famityits original editions contains the
endingVolume One — The Families of Schizophrerliesng said that he found
the normal families so boring that he could not beawrite up this second
volume?® To be fair to Reznek, Mullan’s book of conversatioiith Wwaing was
not published until a few years after Reznek’s critique.

The final aspect of
Reznek’s critique of Laing that | want to look at is s which | feel is worth
dealing with early on. This is Reznek’s reading of thetlage chapters dthe
Politics of Experiencas containing the argument that ‘schizophrenia has
valuable consequence®.This is far too strong a statement of Laing’s views in
these chapters. This is possibly the most misinterpegtédnisunderstood part
of Laing’s work, and the most heavily criticised. Whaingais really saying is
that the ‘voyage’ through madness that a person maygeoald be of benefit
to the person provided that the conditions were providedé&mnto do this.
However, Laing argues that this is not likely to bedase ‘because we are so
busy ‘treating’ the patient. ° There are frequent caveats that appear in these
chapters regarding madness as a journey that have liesadrby Laing’s
critics. Here the criticism again can be reduced to atbedereading of Laing.
Laing notes that the person may encounter ‘grotesque pessenn this
journey, and that ‘not everyone comes back to us afalthere are also many

occasions in the last chapteridfe Politics of Experience ‘A Ten-Day

3 Mullan, B, (1995)Mad to be Normal — Conversations with R.D. LaingLondon, Free
Association Books, p.274
ibid
39 Reznek, p.69
0 Laing, R.D, (1967)The Politics of Experience Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.102
41 5
ibid, p.109
2 op. cit., p.114
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Voyage’ - where the account of madness by Jesse Watkguests that it was
anything but a pleasant experience for him. Laing has ndtssahWatkin’s
account by removing Watkin's statements that ‘it waa@palling sort of
experience”®® which he would be afraid of going through ag#ithese points
are significantly omitted in critics such as Reznekésv of these chapters dhe
Politics of Experience
Ultimately, Reznekritique is more a critique of his

interpretation of Laing, rather than a critique of Lasngctual work. Since
Reznek’s interpretation of Laing is severely flawed, wugoor reading, this
means that his critique is also severely flawed. In dalproduce a coherent
critique, the totality of a theoretician’s work needseadad, and not simply a
couple of passages taken out of context from only two bddanek does not
engage with Laing’s work in any productive way. He operatethe same
assumptions held by conservative psychiatrists thaglamself criticises. This
means that Reznek’s critique does not get anywhere. Hetcamgage with the
more radical elements of Laing’s theory. Reznek’srpration (or rather
misinterpretation) of Laing over-simplifies Laing’s argemis, and in doing so,
tends to miss the point of what Laing was most probapiygito say. His
approach to the various issues raised by Laing’s workdaedtremely
simplistic.

Reznek’s argument covers the samengroepeatedly, as though
repeating a criticism will make it more valid. His argenhis also very unclear.
It requires further explanation, particularly with redjéo his insistence that

schizophrenia is a disease, even if it may be the pradutsturbed social

“ibid, p.122
*ibid, p.132
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relations, with no concrete biological basis. Rezrsgkimes that his argument is
self-validated by his bio-medical perspective and examples fact that
Reznek’s argument is so unclear may be a product ofibisnderstanding of
Laing’s work. The question may be asked: why have | beth&r spend this
time reviewing Reznek’s critique of Laing, when it is so fololnave felt that
Reznek’s critique was worth a critical review becabhgeproblems with it may
be reproduced by other critics. If this does occur, theellthat this is worth
noting, as there may be common mistakes in theisntiof Laing. Reviewing
Reznek’s critique has also given me the chance tiyclahat | feel are some
big misunderstandings regarding Laing’s work early omis thesis. Instead of
Reznek’s critique writing off Laing’s work, as Reznekuwaass, this critique
highlights one of the qualities of Laing’s work — the aifzseof a blind
conservative attitude. There is the danger that pooguessi and ‘interpretations’

of Laing, such as Reznek’s, become the received wisdont &aing’s work.

Clare’s Critique of Laing

Anthony Clare’s criticisms of Laing iRsychiatry in Disserdre found
throughout various chapters of this book. There is nglesichapter on his
critique of Laing. It will be necessary for me to use sdemgthy quotations
from Clare to set out his critique. In his second chapwadels of Mental
lliness’, Clare offers some discussion of various ephions of mental illness.
His first criticism of Laing (and ofhe Politics of Experiengappears in this
chapter.

There is also thpsychedelic modeh which mental iliness is

viewed as a metaphorical ‘trip’, the patient proceeding
through a state of ‘super-sanity’ and, if properly guided ,
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emerging on the far side in a more enlightened and sensit
condition. This last view, popularized by the imaginative
writings of Ronald Laing (Laing 1967), bears remarkable
similarities to the highly romanticized view of tuberi®
which held sway during parts of the last century and which
has recently been examined by Sontag (1479).

What is theiddl of
Clare’s criticism here of Laing? With Clare’s figtiticism of Laing — that Laing
romanticizes mental illness irhe Politics of Experience| have already dealt
with this sort of criticism in my previous section onzRek’s critique of Laing.
The central issue here is how romanticized reallyaiag’s account of mental
illness in this book? Only a highly selective readinghefiast three chapters of
The Politics of Experiengevhich misses out Laing’s warnings in these chapters,
can produce these sorts of criticisms. Clare does notysapplquotations from
The Politics of Experiend® support his interpretation of this book as presenting
a romanticized view of mental illness. As a comparsiomne, | find Clare’s use
of the old myths surrounding TB to be acceptable. Howetveeeds to be tied
more concretely to Laing’s work, for the criticismhave some weight. Clare

also needs to explain his criticism further.

Those afflicted with TB were often portrayed as highly
imaginative, sensitive, and artistic individuals, todungd
and cultivated to bear the horrors of a vulgar, cqoanse
brutal world... It is worth noting that Sontag dates the
destruction of the TB myth from the time when proper
treatment for the condition was developed... The impbeeti
for the romantic metaphor of mental illness and iesnéwal
decline are obviou®,

5 Clare, A, (1980)Psychiatry in Dissent: Controversial Issues in Thoughand Practice (2"
ed), London, Routledge, p.42
“ibid, pp.42-43
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Thetlaentence of the criticism above does seem
rather ‘stuck on’. What Clare appears to be saying ighleatomantic idea of
mental illness will disappear when real treatmenitfrdiscovered. However,
at present, this does not appear to be very likely, giverlisputed nature of
both mental iliness and forms of treatment for iar€lseems to have just
accepted the standard receptio bé Politics of Experiencevhich is that it
contains a highly romanticized view of mental ilinessisview of this book is a
misrepresentation, based upon misreading. Laing himself lagtipublished
book, the autobiographic#isdom, Madness and Fol{$985), provides his own

response to this sort of criticism.

| have never idealized mental suffering, or romangitiz
despair, dissolution, torture or terror. | have nevet gat
parents or families or society ‘cause’ mental illness,
genetically or environmentally. | have never denied the
existence of patterns of mind and conduct that are
excruciating®’

To be fair to ClareyVisdom, Madness and Follyas published a few years after
Clare’s second edition éfsychiatry in DissentHowever, the evidence against
his reading offhe Politics of Experiencean be found within that text itself, had
Clare taken more notice of Laing’s warnings. Clareit&cing the received
‘wisdom’ regardingThe Politics of Experien¢eather than giving a concrete
criticism of that text itself.

Clare dentoaies a better interpretation of Laing for
the most part in his assessment of Laing’s re-evaluatidraepelin’s account

of one of his patients ifihe Divided Self® This occurs in a chapter on ‘The

a7 Laing, R.D, (1985)Wisdom, Madness and Folly — The Making of a Psychiatris1927-1957 London,
Macmillan, p.8
“8 The Divided Self pp.29-31
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Diagnostic Process.’ Here Clare agrees with Laingt&jae of Kraepelin's
approach to some extent. However, Clare takes issud.aiitly’s explanation of

Kraepelin’s patient’s behaviour.

In the case described above, it is not because the tpatien
resents and does not understand what is happening (Laing’s
suggested ‘explanation’ for his behaviour) that he is
diagnosed a schizophrenic. It is because he exhibitsrcertai
psychological and behavioural phenomena...that his conditio
is so classified?

Clare’s criticism of Laing’s explanation of Kraepe8matient’s behaviour is
problematic. There is evidence to suggest that Kraepelintdkesis patient’s
resentment and lack of understanding of the situatidhealsasis for a diagnosis
of schizophrenia. Laing interprets Kraepelin's patientisaveur in the

following way.

What does this patient seem to be doing? Surely lerngirng

on a dialogue between his own parodied version of Kragpelin
and his own defiant rebelling self... Presumably he deeply
resents this form of interrogation which is being cdroet
before a lecture-room of students. He probably does rot se
what it has to do with the things that must be deeply
distressing him. But these things would not be ‘useful
information’ to Kraepelin except as further ‘signs’ of a
‘disease®’

Clare has missethggs point with his criticism. Laing is
suggesting that Kraepelin does take his patient’s distsesgnaptoms of
schizophrenia, when the patient’s distress is realiptafiigible reaction to the

unpleasant situation that he is being put in by Kraepeélis.interesting that

Clare chose to look at Laing'’s critique of Kraepeliire Divided Selfand not

“9 Psychiatry in Dissent p.84
%0 Laing, R.D, (1960)The Divided Self: An Existential Study in Sanity and Madness (2"
ed), Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.30
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his critique of Kraepelin iThe Politics of Experienc®, which is equally as
incisive. In a radio interview that Clare conducted wigimg, Clare admits that
he was ‘enormously influenced’ as a young psychiatrisii®y/Divided Selfand
its project of demystifying madne5s.

Clare seems to assume fha¢ Divided
Selfis worthy of less criticism than the rest of Laing'sni. It is the book which,
out of all those by Laing, attracts the most praisethedeast criticism.
However, it is worth noting that this criticism thaef@ makes of this part dhe
Divided Selfis only a minor criticism. Clare uses this sectiorLhing to show
the problems involved with diagnosis in psychiatry, and mé#fke point that
Laing’s critique of diagnosis here is ‘valitf Laing himself offers the best
criticism of The Divided Selfin the preface to the Pelican edition of this text,

dated 1964, Laing states that:

...even in focusing upon and attempting to delineate a certain
type of schizoid existence, | was already partiallyrigllinto

the trap | was seeking to avoid. | am still writing s book

too much about Them, and too little of &s.

Laing criticisesThe Divided Selfor retaining a certain level of distance from the
patient. This maintenance of more conventional bouesamiay provide one of
the reasons for the praise of the text from consmevatandpoints.

Later in his
chapter on ‘The Diagnostic Process’, Clare presamtg<riticisms oSanity,

Madness and the Family

*1 The Politics of Experience pp.88-90

2 Clare, A, (1996), Interview with Laindp the Psychiatrist’s Chair, BBC Radio 4, (original
interview with Laing 1984)

>3 psychiatry in Dissent p.105

** The Divided Self p.11
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But don’t define the concept [of schizophrenia] at a¥, the
critics. It is reductive, destructive, and dehumanizinghSuc
view is implicit in much of Laing’s writings and indee i
explicitly stated in the introduction to the study &ven

families conducted by himself and Esterson (1964)...Yet their
study is a clear case of having your classifying cake and
eating it; they disagree with the whole idea of thecept of
schizophrenia yet one crucial factor that is commoheo t
families in question is that such a diagnosis has bppled

to a family member®

Unfortunately he here returns to making criticisms ahlg which are somewhat
unclear, and only tangentially related to the pointsltaing and Esterson were
attempting to make in this text. Offering a clear defimitcd schizophrenia was
not Laing and Esterson’s taskSanity, Madness and the Familgdeed, a
thorough reading and interpretation of this text shouldenthils abundantly
Clear.

It may instead be more the case that Laing ater€on are suggesting that
the diagnosis of schizophrenia (however it is definedpdittle to actually help
the person so diagnosed. Again, Clare needs to providerfestioence in the
form of quotations from the text to support his argunmemne. Since Clare does
not do this, this may suggest that his interpretation aoatlde supported in this

way, as there is a disparity between the actuabtextClare’s reading of it.

‘We are concerned with persons, the relations between
persons and the characteristics of the family as&sy
composed of a multiplicity of persons.’ This declaration
appears to suggest that the deductions they make can be
applied to family lifein genera) that they are napecificto
families containing schizophrenic members. In which cdse, o
course, any psychopathology they unearth in the family
dynamics does not cast any helpful light on why sontaef
family members manifest their disturbance infidmen of

5 ibid, p.112
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hallucinations, persecutory delusions, obsessive-compulsive
rituals, and ruminations, eté.

The only quotation that Clare uses fr@anity, Madness and the Famiythe
guotation above is, in a similar manner to Reznekedifbut’ of its wider context
in the text it inhabits. ‘We are concerned with perstims relations between
persons, and the characteristics of the family ast@s composed of a
multiplicity of persons?®” is not, as Clare takes it, a statement by Laing and
Esterson meaning that their ideas in this book are apfdita all families in
general. It is instead, a statement with which theynbgetting out their method
in this book. This means that Clare’s criticism hegaim@ is more a criticism of
his interpretation o$anity, Madness and the Famibather than a criticism of
the actual text.

A good response to this sodraicism can be found iBanity,
Madness and the Famiitself. In the preface to the second edition of tloisky

Laing and Esterson state that:

There have been many studies of mental illness and the
family. This book is not of them, at least in our opmiBut it
has been taken to be so by many people. The resuditis th
much of the considerable controversy that the firgtogdof
this book has occasioned is entirely irrelevant to our ow
stated aims and methdd.

Clare’s criticism does seem to be of this order. He dwkeed ignore the central
guestion ofSanity, Madness and the Familhich Laing and Esterson explain

in the following quotation.

% ibid, pp.112-113
>" Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.19
*8ibid, p.11
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This is the position from which we start. Our quest&rare
the experience and behaviour that psychiatrists take as
symptoms and signs of schizophrenia more socially
intelligible than has come to be supposed?...]

This severely undermines his criticism, because hetisising Laing and
Esterson for not doing things which were irrelevant &rtproject. They show
an awareness of this problem with the receptio8afity, Madness and the
Family in the preface to the second edition.

A common reaction has been to forgat question, and then

to accuse us of not going about answering other questions

adequately. Eleven cases, it is said, all women, protrengo

There are no controls. How do you sample your data? Wha

objective, reliable rating scales have you employed? g&n

on. Such criticism would be justified if we had set outest

the hypothesis that the family is a pathogenic variabilean

genesis of schizophrenia. But we did not set out to doahdk,
we have not claimed to have done’%o.

It could be argued that Clare used a first edition oftibek, which did not
contain this preface to the second edition. However;, tentral question is still
clearly stated in the original introductict.

Clare’s ignorance of this showsrpoo
scholarship on his behalf. Surely a critique of somethingtrangage with what
is being criticised in such a way that it properly takés account the main point
of what is being criticised. Not doing this produces caticithat is invalid, and
irrelevant. Clare ignores Laing and Esterson’s cleplagation of the focus of

their research withigsanity, Madness and the Family

We set out to illustrate by eleven examples thateiflook at
some experience and behaviour without reference to family

%9 op.cit., p.12
®ibid, p.12
®ibid, p.27
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interactions, they may appear comparatively socially
senseless, but if we look at the same experience dvadiber
in their original family context they are liable to keamore
sense?

There are also serious probleitis Clare labelling Laing as an
‘anti-psychiatrist’.
At times, Laing and other self-styled anti-psychiatregipear

to be denying@nyvalid basis to the diagnostic process in
psychiatry®®

Firstly, it is a gross over-simplification of Laingi®sition to say that he is
simply against psychiatry. Laing was concerned with shpwie inhumanity of
psychiatric treatment, and the problems involved in psychibtit this does not
mean that he thought that psychiatry should be simply dwag with. The
labelling of Laing as an anti-psychiatrist is a recurggnblem, which shows a
big misunderstanding of Laing. Kotowicz insists on using tha te the title of
his book on Laing, despite the fact that he acknowlettggghere are problems
with this label®* In Wisdom, Madness and Fallyaing includes some responses
to being called an ‘anti-psychiatrist’. In a footnote,dgareminds the reader that:

The term ‘anti-psychiatry’ was coined by the psychiatrist

David Cooper because he felt that psychiatry as the tlaeory

practice of medical psychiatry was and is predominantly

repressive, anti-psychiatric in the sense of the seiand art
of mental healing®

2ibid, p.12

%3 ibid, p.114

8 Kotowicz, Z, (1997)R.D. Laing and the Paths of Anti-Psychiatry London, Routledge,
pp.4-5

% Wisdom, Madness and Follyp.2
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There does seem to be some confusion between Laiogks and that of his
colleague David Cooper. This confusion can be found witlarcthicism of
Laing, with Clare calling Laing an ‘anti-psychiatrist’ asexample. Perhaps
Laing became rather sick of this confusion, and includedbilmaving in

Wisdom, Madness and Foliy try and clear this up.

| have never called myself an anti-psychiatrist, anahav
disclaimed the term from when first my friend and eadjue,
David Cooper, introduced it. However, | agree with the ant
psychiatric thesis that by and large psychiatry functions
exclude and repress those elements society wants excluded
and represseff.

The confusion of Cooper and Laing’s work causes serioudgms, when
criticism directed at Laing should perhaps more apprigbyide directed at
Cooper’s work. No doubt there are substantial differetetween their
positions. However, this is not my main concern in thésis. What is my
concern is to take note of whether criticism directeldaang is appropriate in
terms of actually matching up with Laing’s position its8lo far, Clare’s
criticism of Laing can be found lacking in this respect.

However, Coopereriv
itself supports Laing’s account of it in the above quotat and demonstrates
differences from that of Laing, which | will summagikere. | wish to note some
general distinctions first of all. Laing himself neveredily published anything
with the phrase ‘anti-psychiatry’ in the title, nor ddhis phrase actually feature
in his texts. In my later section on Sedgwick’s critigii¢.aing, it is noted that

Laing was extremely unhappy with the publication of théectibn of essays

% ibid, pp.8-9
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entitledR.D. Laing and Anti-Psychiatr@1974j57 precisely for this reason. The
only directly co-authored piece by Laing and Cooper isrtineduction to
Reason and Violenc@he other chapters of that text were written sepbrathe
fact that Laing and Cooper address the same, or verfgaistiremes, is not a
sufficient justification for presenting these authassdentical, due to the key
differences which | will now outline.

Cooper presents his arguments in a much
stronger manner than Laing. For example, Cooper is mucé fmareful in
expressing his comments regarding the idea that normslhtyerely a form of
conformity. Cooper argues Psychiatry and Anti-Psychiati§1967) that ‘most
people are developmentally arrested in this state ofaliaym®® He suggests that
a minority are able to progress onto sanity, whereasobneak down into
madnes$® Cooper does not pull his punches in the manner that Laing does.
Ironically, Cooper’s written style is arguably much cledhan Laing’s. It is
more scholarly and less poetic. An important differeadée fact that Cooper is
much quicker than Laing to move his discussions on t@isgtthe larger social

scale. Society is Cooper’s target much more than [saing

...If one attempts to break out of the system of false
rationality of the family, particularly when this $gm is
reinforced by the collusion with the family of agentsied
wider society, then one runs the risk of being called
irrational... To a quite remarkable extent the “ilinessthor
illogicality of the schizophrenic has its origin in tileess of
the logic of other peopl€.

" Boyers, R, (ed), (1974R.D. Laing and Anti-Psychiatry, New York, Octagon Books

% Cooper, D, (1967)Psychiatry and Anti-Psychiatry, London, Tavistock, in Brown, P, (ed),
(1973),Radical Psychology London, Tavistock, p.131

%9 ibid

ibid, p.142



The argument that families and psychiatrists collugeasent in Laing.
However, Cooper moves beyond this to include general poaetis and the
police*

Cooper’s work contains far more explicitisberiticism than that of
Laing. Cooper is happier than Laing to move from the faonl to the larger

social scale. An example of this is provided in the qumtabelow.

One very obvious manifestation of the operation of unsaen
insufficiently seen, internalized family structuresnigolitical
demonstrations where the organizing group is lacking in
vision of this sort of reality in themselves. So we find
demonstrators getting unnecessarily hurt because they
unknowingly project bits of their parents in their negati
punishing, powerful aspect onto the poliée.

Cooper’s argument here is rather bizarre. He appearsdiaib@ng that the

projection of negative aspects of individuals’ parentsodhe police serves as an

explanation for violence at protests. | am not convirmethis. This quotation

appears in a chapter where Cooper is concerned with *...thergd the internal

family...””® Following the above discussion, Cooper proceeds to cl@m t

following.

If we are to regard paranoia as a morbid state of existence
any sense any more, | think that the only place in whieh w
find this as a social problem is in the minds of policemen
administrators of the law, and the consensus politiadtise
imperialist countrie$?

@eo appears to have been less conscious of the

difficulties involved in moving from the micro-social the macro-social scale

" ibid, p.149

2 Cooper, D, (1970)The Death of the Family London, Penguin, in Brown, P, (ed), (1973),

Radical Psychology London, Tavistock, p.164
3 ibid, p.162
" op. cit., p.165
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than Laing. He describes both the family and psychiatty . @ambued with the
frightened archaeo-ideology of the bourgeois watchddgl.dam aware of
nothing within Laing’s work that quite matches the venor@obper’s social
criticism, even if it is misguided in some respectss ititally important for the
reader to take note of this substantial difference betwaiy and Cooper. This
distinction is also apparent in Cooper’s argumentsrtizatness has a
revolutionary use, and that therapy could also serve spalpase. He suggests,

with regard to those suffering mental distress, that:

...the people so stigmatized may find a social revolutionary
use for their “aberrations” instead of letting them simtk ia
private neurosis which always confirms “the system” and
plays endless, joyless games witffit.

Cooper claims that such a revolutionary moment could dboough a radical
...destructuring of the family..”” There is some substance in this argument,
since a significant change in the structure of the andéamily would alter
society. However, later in this chapter Cooper preserdthar more
controversial line of thought in a discussion of thesgmkty of undoing
repressive processes of socialisation through psychothélfays happens on a
wide enough scale, therapy becomes dangerous to the bewstaeiand highly
subversive because radically new forms of social lifératieated.”® This latter
argument is entirely that of Cooper and not Laing. Thieralifference is highly
relevant to Jacoby’'s misguided criticisms of Laing iragter Eight, where
Jacoby makes criticisms of Laing which more accuratatyapeto Cooper. In

summary, Cooper and Laing’s work should not be viewed asiceé since

S ibid, p.166
% ibid

" op. cit.

8 ibid, p.170
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Cooper presents arguments which are either absent faomg’& work, or are not
developed by Laing in the more explicitly socially catidirection that Cooper’'s
work takes.
Laing gives further clarificationtw$ position on psychiatry in

Wisdom, Madness and Fallfe states that he wanted to try and change the
practice of psychiatry, not get rid of it, as would be suiggkes$ he was indeed an
‘anti-psychiatrist’.

| wanted to clear a space where people, either defined as

patients or not (that is a matteretiquett®, could be treated

by me, if they wanted to be treated by me, in completely

different ways, in many respects thgpositeways, from

those in which | had been trained to treat them. Then we

would see what happened. But, | was told, how can you? You

are abdicating your medical responsibilities. It’s ik&ising

to give a diabetic insulin. To encourage a schizophrenic to

talk to you is like encouraging a haemophiliac to bleed. |

knew that eventually | would have to have the courageyof
lack of psychiatric convictiong?

It is easy to understand how a simplistic reading ofig'aiwork could produce
the misunderstanding that he is actually ‘anti-psychiafityose who are
psychiatrists themselves may more easily jump to tmslasion, because of
Laing’s fierce attack upon their profession. Clare’stakis here is at least
understandable, more so than those made by Reznek.

Further misundersiagd
that can be generated by allocating Laing the ‘anti-psyatiikbel, are that
Laing is completely against the use of psychiatric drugsttatdce thinks that a
person should just be left alone if they are suffefingh some sort of mental
illness. Again, responses to this sort of comment aregedunWisdom,

Madness and FollyHere Laing argues that: ‘Drugs can be a great boon in

"9 Wisdom, Madness and Follyp.19



54

psychiatry or any other style of mental healing. It alledefs on how they are
used or abused®He also suggests that: ‘| would welcome interventiomfro
others whether I liked it or not if | went into sometloé hypermanic states I've
seen in which | would die of exhaustion if | were nopgied.®! Laing also gives
voice to these lesser-known opinions of his in the rad&rview that he gave
with Clare. Laing must have felt that these sortriticecsms of his work required
responses and further clarification on his behalf. Hamnevaing’s explicit
statement that he is not an ‘anti-psychiatrisstNisdom, Madness and Fallywas
not published until five years after the second editio@lafe’sPsychiatry in
Dissent Nevertheless, | feel that this is an important erdtt clear up early in
this thesis.

A problem with Clare’s critique of hgithat occurs within the chapter
entitled ‘Causal Factors in Schizophrenia’ is the vehy tf that chapter itself.
Again, Laing deals with this sort of criticism in thesfiquotation that | have
used in this section froMisdom, Madness and Fqllwhere Laing states that he
has never said that families, etc, cause schizophremithelcareful reader of
Laing, it should be apparent that the language of causeffaentlis absent from
Laing’s work. This throws doubt upon the remainder of€sacritique which
proceeds upon the lines that Laing does say that farodiese schizophrenia.
Clare argues that:

If Laing claims that certain types of family communiocas

cancauseschizophrenia then this can only be tested by having
some operational definition of what ‘schizophreniznsl

8 ibid, p.23
*'ibid, pp.25-26
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then looking for the allegedly pathological patterngamilies
with schizophrenic members and families without tfém.

Clare’s critique here is based upon a misinterpretatimaisreading of Laing’s
actual work. With Clare’s first criticism of Laing ihis chapter, that Laing
supposedly claims that families can cause schizophrigariticism is based
upon the idea that Laing is claiming something which he does his criticism
by Clare is very similar to one made by Reznek, whicivehevaluated in the
previous section. It can be seen at this early stagesafitesis that mistakes in
the criticism of Laing are indeed being reproduced by diftecatics. Laing and
Esterson’s responses to these types of criticism whHiclvé noted earlier are
sufficient to address these criticisms. The poirBarity, Madness and the
Family, as they argued themselves, was not to say simpligtibat families
cause schizophrenia.

Clare further reprodunastakes committed by Reznek in
his section on ‘Family Life and Schizophrenia’, whereatiempts to criticise
The Politics of Experiencélere Clare also lifts a quotation from this book @fut
its wider context, and takes it as more representafi@ing’s position on the

family than it really is.

Some analysts, such as Laing, do appear to hold the view tha
the contemporary family is a ‘pathogenic’ institution. Isac
view hardly tells us much about what kind of family
psychopathology ‘specifically’ predisposes its members to
develop schizophrenia. ‘We are all prostitutes and murderers
now’, Laing once declared passionately (1967).

®2 ibid, pp.170-171
8 psychiatry in Dissent p.192
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Laing’s statement that: ‘We are all murderers andtjpuoss...** does not even
occur in one of the chaptersie Politics of Experiendhat deals with Laing’s
views on the family. It occurs in the introduction te thook. This invalidates

Clare’s criticism of this statement, which proceedblgws.

Such a judgement, stressing as it does our common innate
potentialities to self and mutual despair and destructiorg doe
not provide us with any helpful discriminating informat@as

to what it might be inside the family which provokekalb
possible responses, the schizophrenic respBnse.

This is a het example
of the cheap, unproductive criticism of Laing produced by @masive
psychiatristsThe Politics of Experienadoes seem to be particularly beyond
their comprehension. The only way that conservativelpayrists can attempt to
criticise this book is on the basis of a complet& @cengagement with the ideas
in this text. Clare does, at the very least, showesawareness thahe Politics
of Experiences a book about alienation and repression. However athareness
does not broaden out to inform his critique of Laing. ®reainder of Clare’s
criticism suffers from very much the same problems thave pointed out
earlier in relation to his misunderstanding that Langork is based upon a

cause and effect relation.

The other question which remains to be resolved condeens t
difficulty of separatingcausefrom effect Confronted by
evidence of serious family psychopathology and a member
manifesting schizophrenic symptoms, one may be tempted to
opt for a cause-and-effect model and ‘diagnose’ thefyam
disturbance as theauseof the schizophrenia. But confronted

8 The Politics of Experiencep.11
8 psychiatry in Dissent p.192
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by any vicious cycle, the diagnostician has a thoasi( in
deciding which causes whét!

It is too strong a reading of Laing to argue that his workatns a ‘gigantic
insistence... that is the family who has driven the schizophrenic ma@’. As |
have already argued, Laing’s work avoids the use of @tigtieterminism.
Clare’s criticism here may be the result of his éffdo impose a deterministic
cause-and-effect relation onto Laing’s work. Clare alsts forward the

argument that:

...the family model of causation in schizophrenia labels,
scapegoats, and stigmatizes every bit as much (an®)yrage
the much-maligned medical model. In the family model,
however, the targets for blame tend to be the parémts, t
family, and to a lesser extent society whereas imtbeical
model the targets, in so far as there are any, alarty
impersonal ones of brain, biochemistry and blood Iefels.

This gives a further example of the problems with theservative psychiatric
view. | cannot see the worth in Clare’s idea hereithsitbetter to ‘blame’
impersonal biological things for mental iliness, ratlmant ‘blaming’ actual
human beings. Clare shares our culture’s assumptiothéh&mily can only be
a good thing, and that it deserves to be a cherished imstitihis leaves him
without enough of a critical position when it comes\aleating Laing’s
theories involving schizophrenia and the family.

Clare’s attempted critique of
Laing is slightly better than that by Reznek. EarlielPgychiatry in Dissent
Clare shows that he agrees with Laing’s argumeiha Politics of Experience

that living in a capitalist society may lead to peopleegiencing mental distress.

% ibid, p.192
8 ibid, p.194
8 ibid, p.195
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Clare notes that ‘it is a common belief that weadra little mad.®® He
continues:
A more spirited version of such a view is that provided by
R.D. Laing inThe Politics of Experiencélhe madness that
we encounter in “patients™, he insists, ‘is a grossésty, a
mockery, a grotesque caricature of what the natural hedling o
that estranged integration we call sanity might be’ (1967

119). A number of epidemiological studies would seem to
bear out such a vision of widespread madn®ss.

The quotation from Laing that Clare uses here is fromodtiee heavily
criticised last three chaptersiie Politics of Experiencd he fact that Clare is
in agreement with this shows a further similarity wikéznek, who also agrees
with this idea of Laing’s. Conservative psychiatristsnsée accept the notion
that cultures can be pathological. However, this fraas they appear to go
with engaging with any critical arguments put forward byngai
Laing himself, in an interview rfino

1978, offers a reason for the psychiatric establishmeritisism of, and lack of
agreement with his ideas. | will be reviewing further epla® of criticism of
Laing found in interviews with him in the next section.

Putting himself in his ex-colleagues’ places, Laing can see

why they remain silent even if they also deprecatethsent

state of psychiatry: “They’ve got to keep their mouths sbut s

they don't lose their jobs or find themselves nevermgptt
promotion.®*

There is the matter of conventional psychiatrists rettiag to end their careers
at an earlier stage than they would like, and perhagsnhieg unable to draw

salaries to which they are accustomed. This lends Hweteof criticisms an aura

8 ibid, p.30

% op. cit., p.31

1 Hennegan, A, (1978), Interview with Lain@ay News No. 153, 18 October (The page
number is not discernible in the photocopy provided lyitker-library loan service.)
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of expediency. This also may be why Laing’s theoriestddically challenge
the conventional bio-medical psychiatric view comeoinsuch a great attack
from these quarters. Conservative psychiatrists probabhptwant their
profession to be completely invalidated.

Clare also states that his section on iffam

Life and Schizophrenia’ is not intended to:

...dismiss family approaches, for that way we return to
ideological confrontation and polarization. Family stedie
have provided and are providing systematic insights into
family communications and relationships which may yet have
immense implications for psychiatry in the futdfe.

Clare does at the very least show some respect fog La feature which is
completely absent from Reznek’s chapter. In theoraderview Clare conducted
with Laing, Clare says that ‘everyone in contemporaggpstry owes
something to Ronnie Laing’, and that ‘even his many cntiosld admit he was
one of the most controversial and influential psyclsetrof modern times
Clare does show some evidence of actual engagemeritaintgy's work.
Nevertheless, there are still massive problems witbritigue of Laing. In a
similar vein to Reznek, his critique is based upon a rededesa of Laing’s
work, rather than the critique proceeding through a detraiim of Laing’s
actual work through a scholarly reading. The aforemaatiaadio interview
between Laing and Clare was used as evidence against Laing Ggneral
Medical Council. The GMC took Laing’s candid admissiohgepression and
alcoholism as evidence sufficient for him to be struitkle doctors’ register as

unfit to practice. In a commentary on the original intenwby Laing’s son

92 psychiatry in Dissent p.195
% Clare, A, (1996), Interview with Laindp the Psychiatrist’s Chair, BBC Radio 4, (original
interview with Laing 1984)
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Adrian, he suggests that that interview ‘unwittingly trdouted to [R.D.] Laing’s

downfall.”®*

Criticism of Laing by the Psychiatric Establishment in Interviews

Additional examples of the sort of criticism dirett@ Laing by the psychiatric
establishment are found in interviews with Laing. Inr@erview from 1973 in
Rolling StoneJonathan Cott argues that after reading Laing’s workt, *
became easy for [him] to understand why many psychiatvests calling Laing
himself a paranoid schizophrenic, for his books functiongmhihas a kind of
mirror that reflected the reader’s own delicate badaheean, if Laing’s
thoughts were a product of a deluded mind, why get upset or mels?&® Here
Cott is suggesting that these types of criticism of §aray have more to do
with whoever is actually producing the criticism, rattiean Laing himself. The
psychiatric establishment have utilised almost any possibthod to criticise
Laing, includingad hominemattacks. Attacking the person rather than the theory
is an even lower form of criticism than those atiesi have reviewed earlier. At
the very least Reznek and Clare try to criticise Laitigeory, rather than making
personal attacks upon the man himself, even if thesmgits are based upon
profound misreadings. As Cott says, there would be no we¢le psychiatric
establishment to get so upset about Laing’s ideas iftleeg merely the result of

a person in a state of mental distress.

94 i1 s
ibid

% Cott, J, (1973), Knots, Tangles, Fankles, and WhirligégSonversation With R.D. Laing,

Rolling Stone, 30" August, p.40
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InWisdom, Madness and Falliyaing puts
forward the argument that many respected philosopherssarsegn as mentally

ill by the psychiatric establishment.

| cajoled one of my psychiatric superiors to read
Kierkegaard’'sThe Sickness Unto Dedic]. He did. ‘Thank
you. Very interesting. A very good example of early
nineteenth-century schizoid psychopathology,’ he
commented. At the same time, | dreaded much more tlean ev
becoming like them and felt an enormous relief and seinse o
gratitude that | was not one of them. What was | to ddeun
these circumstances? Insofar as my mind was akin to
Kierkegaard'’s, it suffered from the same psychopathology
schizoid, or worse. My mind went along also with such
diagnosed psychotics as Nietzsche, Joyce, Aviaud

Worse! Definitely. | had been trained to diagnose rfyase
schizophrenic... | had been trained to diagnose myself as
psychotic?®

In a footnote to this piece from Laing he includes thevailhg:

On reading this passage in the typescript Dr Leon Redler
wrote me the following note:

When | was a psychiatric resident at Metropolitan Hasm

New York City (1963-65) the consultant on ward rounds used
as a criteria for diagnosing a man schizophrenic taalld

not understand what he was talking about. A fellow resjdent
now on the faculty of the Harvard Psychiatry Dept.,
commented that he had real difficulty understandingtwh
Hegel was talking about. Would the consultant, if he had
similar difficulty and indeed could not fathom Hegékiteby
diagnose Hegel as schizophrenic? The consultant psyshiatr
replied: ‘I certainly would®’

These examples suggest that the psychiatric establishraenas pathological
anything that they do not understand. This may be an exarfat their view

of Laing’s work as the creation of a distressed minds @ilamonstrates a very

% Laing, R.D, (1985)Wisdom, Madness and Folly — The Making of a Psychiatrist 1927
1957 London, Macmillan, pp.12-13
*ibid, p.13
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simplistic approach. Laing himself suggests that psychiatiicing leads to a
rather closed view of the world.
fixther example of criticism of Laing from the

psychiatric establishment is found in an interview from li8@ay News

R D Laing is no longer relevant to modern psychiatry. He
knows so, because tBeitish Journal of Psychiatryold him.
“This book has nothing to say to psychiatry” pronounced the
Journals reviewer, writing of Laing’s recent worhe Facts
of Life. Other people still listen though. Even his own
profession can't dismiss him entirely. “Books likbe

Divided SelfandThe Self and Othetheyhaveto take

account of. They teach them at the London School of
Economics, you see,” Laing explains dryly, poker-faced. He
continues to see patients, though two colleagues who dpplie
for licenses to work with him were told licenses waotlide
necessary, “because their work with me would not involve
practising psychiatry®®

Out of Laing’s ten published theoretical works, | fillkde Facts of Lif¢1976) to
be arguably the weakest. | will offer some further dismusof this later in my
critique of Laing. The most significant problem withe Facts of Lifés that the
book has no central focus. It jumps between Laing’sidpgons on how birth
may affect the later personality, autobiographical rectibns, and the critique
of science and psychiatry. No main thread through thepardi® aspects of this
book is provided to enable the reader to piece together thikésrent views in
any coherent way. As a result, the stronger and migieat parts of this text
become submerged within the overall lack of structureerAttading the book, I
was left with the impression that Laing had been raglogpy with regard to

organizing and editing this text.

% Hennegan, A, (1978), Interview with Lain@ay News No. 153, 18 October (The page
number is not discernible in the photocopy provided lyintker-library loan service.)
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Hever, the issue here is whether it is relevant to
psychiatry. The reviewer from tlgritish Journal of Psychiatrynentioned in the
above quotation seems to have missed Chapter Elevidredfacts of Life- ‘A
Lecture’. This is by far the strongest chapter of thiskbdt is relevant to
psychiatry because in this chapter Laing continues higueiof psychiatry. The
material on electro-shock ‘therapy’ and its originpasticularly gruesome. The
fact that the reviewer thought that this book has ‘nottongpy to psychiatry’
does seem rather arbitrary given the quality of this enaperhaps the reviewer
had committed the same crime that | highlighted easlidtr Reznek and Clare’s
critiques, that of not doing their reading properly.

Nevertheless, this pattc
criticism of Laing may have been generated because Laingtdsm of ECT
within The Facts of Lifevas not making any original criticism about this method
of treatment. In Clare’s critical but balanced assest of ECT inPsychiatry in
Dissent a number of critiques of ECT which pre-date thathe Facts of Life
are noted? A full evaluation of the history of the critique of EGs beyond the
scope of this thesis. However, it is clear that Laimgitique of this form of
treatment was not necessarily offering anything new t@slehiatric
profession, who were fully aware of the problems \hils treatment at the time
thatThe Facts of Lifevas published. Therefore, this may offer a coheresbrea
for the above criticism. It is also possible to sdw the people who applied for
licenses to work with Laing did not have to acquire thegahse Laing ‘was not
practising psychiatry’. | can see some validity in ths)] aing’s views on what

may help a distressed person, and the psychiatric ebtablid’s views on what

% psychiatry in Dissent p.252, 256, 270
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help can be given, are very different. Perhaps in®st some sort of
backhanded compliment to Laing that he was not sepraatising conventional
psychiatry.
Laing himself hits back at the cigim mentioned in this interview.

As far as Laing is concerned most of the ex-colleagues wh

have rusticated him aren’t practising psychiatry, either.

“Institutional psychiatry in this country keeps people in

prisons, drugs them, gives them electric shocks. It desnea

them and subjects them to humiliating experiences. # put

them in situations which even those in their rightasi would

find shaking. If it does anything, it helps to drive people a
little more crazy — and we call that ‘psychiatry®”

A consistently bizarre aspect of the criticism ofrigafrom the psychiatric
establishment is the lack of any reflexive awarene#sein criticism. It is
assumed that the conventional psychiatrist’s poinie is simply correct, and
that no counter-argument can undermine their own vigwsay be the case that
accepting any radical challenge to psychiatry would be enausgiatter their
framework of beliefs. | cannot help but feel that Laingdsnments at the end of

this interview are indeed directed at the psychiatrialdishment.

“I hope to live long enough to get my revenge on those
characters who say I'm finished by letting them habd a
more of the stuff they don't like to hear and by wagtstuff
which, even itheydon't like it, other people find worth
reading and listening to!™

This review of the critiques of Laing by
conservative psychiatrists has shown that there anenber of problems with
their criticism. It has been a relatively simplektagiven my familiarity with

Laing’s texts and ideas, to demonstrate the errors matleebsg critics. There are

1% Hennegan, A, (1978), Interview with Laingay News No. 153, 18 October
101 ;pai
ibid
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a number of methodological principles required to produseuad, scholarly
critique which are lacking in the psychiatric critiquesziek and Clare have
shown that their reading of Laing’s work is inadequate. fff@s leads to the
production of poor interpretations of Laing’s ideas andribeoTheir imprecise
reading causes them to take quotations from Laing’s wdrkfaxontext, and
argue that these quotations are more representativengf $ @osition than they
in fact are. Their arguments are not properly supportedfeyence to clear
examples from Laing’s actual work. Additionally, misiesy by these critics
produces fundamental misunderstandings on their behélfregard to Laing’s
work. These inadequacies lead to these authors criticighney ¢he standard
reception of Laing’s work, or their own incorrect irgestation of his work, and
not Laing’s specific texts themselves. Thereforedlegiques are rather instead
more like pseudo-critiques. All of the above strongly suggdstt Reznek and
Clare provide indirect criticism of Laing, because they aibemgage with
Laing’s theory properly on its own terms. A fair critigolean author must take
into account the author’s intentions with regard tortheirk, the author’'s own
definitions of their projects, and interpret their pasitcorrectly. It must not
claim that the author makes arguments which they do rate @hd Reznek
demonstrate only a limited or non-existent engagementhwitig’s theories in
their critiques. A critique of an author’s work couldused to move a theory
forward by acknowledging problems and suggesting solutions. Howieeznek
and Clare’s critiques cannot be used in this way, singeaiteeunproductive due
to their poor scholarship. They only advance Laing’s dauttions in a negative
way, as Laing’s work has much greater quality and depthishshown in these

pseudo-critiques.
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4) Deleuze and Guattari’s Laingian Voyage

This chapter will evaluate the commentary on Laing’skywovided by Deleuze
and Guattari within their 1972 tefinti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia
Some critiques of Laing’s theories are offered within texd. However, the
reception of Laing withiAnti-Oedipuss more positive overall than that
provided by the conservative psychiatric establishmenttgtapeaking, this
section should appear later in this thesis when | exathenkeft-wing critiques
of Laing. Nevertheless, Deleuze and Guattari’'s engagemt#ntaing’s work
provides an interesting counterpoint to the conservativehgesyic critiques.
Aspects of Laing’s theories which are critiqued by thetagtoup are praised
and developed withiAnti-Oedipus The tension between these two opposing
receptions of Laing’s work means that a more cohersntidsion of these
divergent views will be enabled by these chapters foligu@ach other. The
discussion within this section is centred on the chamtEknti-Oedipuswhich

refer to Laing directly.

Deleuze and Guattari’'s Commentary on and Praise of Laing’s Work

In addition to commending aspects of Laing’s ideas, ixeleind Guattari also
offer some general comments on his work. Their critofueaing will be
examined in the section following this one. Their comim@md praise regarding
Laing’s work are largely centred around Laing’s expositibthe schizophrenic
journey or voyage withifhe Politics of Experiencé his aspect of Laing’s ideas

is viewed by Deleuze and Guattari in a positive lighgharp contrast to the
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severe criticism of this notion by conservative psyclsigmhich was reviewed

in the previous chapter. Deleuze and Guattari contend that:

R.D. Laing is entirely right in defining the schizophrenic
process as a voyage of initiation, a transcendenparence

of the loss of the Ego, which causes a subject torkertia

had existed since the very beginning...from the lowest form
of life [the body without organs] to the present timéwas
looking ...- not looking so much as julgeling— ahead of me
was the most horrific journey.”

Instead of rejecting this concept outright without furtt@nsideration as Reznek
does, for example, much of the material within the advgpdfAnti-Oedipughat
concern Laing’s work seeks to develop this idea of the gphiznic journey or
‘process’ as it is referred to within this text.

In this way, Deleuze and Guattari
attempt to advance Laing’s ideas concerning the journeynaitie Politics of
ExperienceReznek’s critique of this aspect of Laing’s work as imgkhe claim
that ‘schizophrenia has valuable consequefdgsiewed from an alternative
perspective by Deleuze and Guattari, who see the muchsredligst three
chapters ofhe Politics of Experiencas containing insights into the experience
of the schizophrenic. Laing notes towards the end oftiapter entitled ‘A Ten-
Day Voyage’, which provides an account of a schizophrening@y largely from
the perspective of the person who went through it, thete is a great deal that
urgently needs to be written about this and similar éepees,® but that he has

only covered a few ‘fundamental’ matters in relationthis subjectf.Deleuze

! Deleuze, G, and Guattari, F, (197&ti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenig (trans.
R.Hurley, M.Seem and H.R. Lane), London, Continuum, p.84ir Guetation here fronThe
Politics of Experiencerefers to pp.126-127 of the edition that | am using, with thddition of
‘the body without organs’.
2 Reznek, L, (1991)The Philosophical Defence of PsychiatryLondon, Routledge, p. 69
j The Politics of Experience p.136
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and Guattari’'s discussion of this concept builds upond’sicomments in a
manner which engages with Laing’s work on a higher lehagl the critiques
provided by conservative psychiatrists.

The above quotation from Deleuze and
Guattari, and many of their additional comments, serwepick the line of
thought behind the conservative psychiatric establishmezéstion of the
schizophrenic voyage. Deleuze and Guattari describe theogtinenic journey
as ‘a transcendental experience of the loss of the Hego-loss tends to be
viewed as pathological from a conservative psychiatritdgt@int. The loss of
the ego within forms of psychosis illustrates the litnit psychoanalysis reaches
in terms of being an appropriate, useful form of analgsishe treatment of
these forms of distress. Psychoanalysis requiresdavidual to be in possession
of a ‘normally’ functioning ego in order for the analygsoccur. The
psychoanalytic distinction between neurosis and psysipasints up this
characterisation of psychosis as involving the loslitiag of the ego.
Laplanche and Pontalis explain the role of the Idskeego in psychosis in

Freud’s work.

Whereas in neurosis the ego bows to the demandsliby rea
(and of the super-ego) and represses instinctual clairtig in
case of psychosis a rupture between ego and realitysoccur
straight away, leaving the ego under the sway of the®id...

In Freud’s other conception of psychosis as involving pigiag of the ego,
only a part of the ego loses its relation to redliccording to Laplanche and

Pontalis, Freud never considered these explanations ctigsyg to be

® Anti-Oedipus, p.84

6 Laplanche, J, and Pontalis, J.B, (19718 Language of Psychoanalysigtrans. D. Lagache),
London, Karnac, p.372

"ibid, p.427
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satisfactory. In his later work he attempted to uncoveetér explanation for
psychosis by means of the disavowal of castration.
However, both Laing and

Deleuze and Guattari view these interpretations of psislas completely
inadequate. The self-referential nature of psychoanalysaaithat it cannot
move beyond its own terminology, even when this jarngdimiting of its
explanatory power, as in the case of psychosis. Langges that psychiatric and
psychoanalytic jargon:

...consists of words which split man up verbally in a way

which is analogous to the existential splits we have sordee

here. But we cannot give an adequate account of the

existential splits unless we can begin from the conckat

unitary whole, and no such concept exists, nor can any such

concept be expressed within the current language system of
psychiatry or psycho-analysls.

Whilst Laing (at least in his earlier work) is happy tplain schizophrenia in
terms of the splitting of the self, he is not contenimit his analysis to the
closed framework of psychoanalysis. For Laing, thec@ihot be adequately
described within Freud’s topography of the id, the ego anduper-ego, nor can
the splitting of the self that may occur within schizagstia. Deleuze and
Guattari share Laing’s discontent with psychoanalgtigon in terms of its
inadequacy to explain forms of psychosis. For the psictmbe suffering from
the disavowal of castration, psychosis must therdderexplicable in terms of
the Oedipus complex. However, Deleuze and Guattari suggeshis is a ‘false

110

criterion™ with which to view psychosis. They note that psychbemhere

follows *...an idea dear to traditional psychiatry: thatdmass is fundamentally

8 ibid, p.372
° The Divided Self p.19
10 Anti-Oedipus, p.123
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linked to a loss of reality** They then proceed to question where and how this

loss of reality occurs.

Could it be that the loss of reality is not the effef the
schizophrenic process, but the effect of its forced
oedipalization, that is to say, its interruption? Must ..
suppose that some tolerate oedipalization less well tha
others? [The schizophrenic] ...is ill because of the
oedipalization to which he is made to submit...and which he
can no longer toleratg.

Deleuze and Guattari suggest that the psychotic
loss of reality is not a symptom of an iliness, btihi@aa reaction on behalf of
the person to having a psychoanalytic frame of referenpesed upon their
experience, which the person cannot cope with. Deleut&aattari utilise
some of their analysis iAnti-Oedipusn expanding upon Laing’s idea e
Politics of Experiencéhat the schizophrenic voyage is rarely or never a&tbto

proceed through its own course without being arrestedne soanner.

As Laing says, they are interrupted in their journey.yThe
have lost reality. But when did they lose it? Durihg t
journey, or during the interruption of the journ&y?

Within The Politics of Experiengéd.aing offers some reasons as to why the
voyage is interrupted. He refers to an introduction touobaographical account
of schizophrenia written by Gregory Bateson, in whicheBah puts forward the
idea of the schizophrenic journey as similar to an tmtieceremony found in

other cultures.

What needs to be explained is the failure of many who
embark upon this voyage to return from it. Do these @mes

Y ibid
12 op.cit.
Bibid, p.124
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circumstances either in family life or in institutiorzare so
grossly maladaptive that even the richest and best oaghniz
hallucinatory experience cannot save thEm?

Following this quotation from Bateson, Laing states kieais ‘in substantial
agreement with this view” Bateson’s quotation cleverly turns the focus away
from the distressed person as the one suffering frauaie of adaptation to the
wider social context around the person being the locusatddaption. This is
similar to a view | have heard expressed regarding digghbilhere rather than
the person having the disability, it is instead the sptiet has the disability
because it cannot adapt to a person who is ‘abnormailé Haing, through
Bateson’s quotation, suggests that the wider sociakgboannot support the
self-healing of the individual who has embarked upon tyage. It is noted in
the above quotation, and within the chaptefloé Politics of Experiencentitled
‘A Ten-Day Voyage’, that there are accounts of peogle Wwave been through
the schizophrenic journey, and who have eventually reuimeollective reality
afterwards, with no outside interference in this pre@esurring.

With regard to

the voyage, Laing argues the following:

Sometimes (not always and not necessarily) these ahusu
experiences that are expressed by unusual behaviour appear to
be part of a potentially orderly, natural sequence of
experiences.

This sequence is very seldom allowed to occuausec
we are so busy ‘treating’ the patient®..

14 Bateson quotation taken frafine Politics of Experience pp.97-98, Laing’s italics
5 ibid, p.98
16 op.cit., p.102
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Laing suggests that the treatment that the person maiyedtas the effect of
interrupting their journey, which then may serve to wotbkeir condition. No
doubt psychiatry has a vested interest in stopping thisggpysecause if it was
found that schizophrenics, for example, may eventuatlyne round’ without
any help (provided that they were in a safe environmhat) psychiatry would
be of little remaining use. The problem is that it isdlooibt seen as an abdication
of medical responsibility not to treat a person who vesay distressed, and the
wider social context cannot support this. Jesse Watkihgse experience of a
schizophrenic journey forms most of ‘A Ten-Day Voyaggéates that in order
for the voyage to be facilitated, the person requiresomessort of sheet anchor
which is holding on to the present — and to himself as.hg’ with the addition
of the person having other people there to look after thibam they trust’
Deleuze and Guattari also note that it is rare for
a person to complete the voyage, as Watkins did.y'¥ew people accomplish
what Laing calls the breakthrough of this schizophrenic ardiimit: “quite
ordinary people,” nevertheless. But the majority draar ke wall and back
away horrified.*® The lack of support for such a journey outside of a mésézh
environment cannot but make this more difficult for a per3dwe very culture
that we inhabit, with its focus upon experience in thewordather than the inner
world, makes the likelihood of a person encounteringladuhpletion of the

journey into an impossibility. With regard to the voyagaing states that:

| have listed very briefly little more than the heaydirfor an
extended study and understanding of a natural sequence of
experiential stepping stones that, in some instarges, i
submerged, concealed, distorted and arrested by the label

7ibid, p.134
18 Anti-Oedipus, p.135
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‘schizophrenia’ with its connotations of an illness-t®-b
cured:®

It is clear that, as | have mentioned earlier, DelamkGuattari saw a great deal
of intrinsic merit in Laing’s work on the journey besa (from my reading of the
text) many of the chapters Ahti-Oedipughat cite Laing contain a fair amount
of exposition which furthers Laing’s comments on th@¢o‘Laing’s

importance lies in the fact that, starting from certatuitions that remained
ambiguous in Jaspers, he was able to indicate the int@edope of this
voyage.?® In a direct juxtaposition to the psychiatric establishrsagriticism of
this idea as ‘romanticising’ madness, Deleuze and GuaitaviLaing’s sketch

of the voyage as one of his major contributions. Unfuately a full comparison
of the ways in which they add to Laing’s discussiothas concept is beyond the
scope of this thesis.

Deleuze and Guattaterihat:

In the whole of psychiatry only Jaspers, then Laing have
grasped what process signified [sic], and its fulfillmeraind
so escaped the familialism that is the ordinary bedbaadd
of psychoanalysis and psychiaffy.

Following this comment, they proceed to give a long quotat@mm The Politics
of Experiencetaken from two of the last three chapters of thet®eThe above
guotation fromAnti-Oedipudllustrates why Deleuze and Guattari see so much
importance in Laing’s setting out of the nature of ttl@zophrenic voyage. They
view that particular concept as a way of moving beyondabgs on the family

which is found within psychiatry and psychoanalysis. Sineevttyage involves

9 The Politics of Experience p.107

20 Anti-Oedipus, p.362

ibid, p.131

%2 1n the edition ofThe Politics of Experiencethat | am using the quotations appear on pp.107,
110, 113, and 118-119.
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the person moving into a state which transcends the indikgdiypical
perception of reality, the person experiencing the voylrge(the accounts
given by Jaspers and WatkinsTihe Politics of Experiengeshifts into a state
beyond family-bound experience.

Deleuze and Guattari are highly critical of the
focus on the family within psychiatry and psychoanalysisich they see as
excluding wider social, political and historical factors evhimpact upon the
individual and their experience of distress. The questiavhat really it is that
makes the schizophrenic ill in some manner is a recuoneghroughoufnti-

Oedipus

...What reduces the schizophrenic to his autistic, hospitalized
profile, cut off from reality? Is it the process, siitirather the
interruption of the process, its aggravation, its continnan

the void? What forces the schizophrenic to withdraw to a
body without organs that has become deaf, dumb and Blind?

As | have noted earlier in this chapter, as Deleuzearattari’'s argument
progresses, they decide that it is not the procedk(ifse voyage) that makes the
schizophrenic ill, but rather its interruption or ‘oedipation’. They critique the
focus on the family within psychiatry and psychoanalpsisause ‘all delirium
possesses a world-historical, political, and racialeatit* which Deleuze and
Guattari suggest is ignored within the familialism of psgtry and
psychoanalysis. They view it as an error to lead *..hiktorical and political
content of the delirium back to an internal familialedenination.”® This is a key
element of their critique of the Oedipal complex. Yhensider this Freudian

concept as closing off the influence of wider factors upenndividual.

2 Anti-Oedipus, p.88
% ibid
% op. cit., p.89
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As | have already noted, Deleuze audttari argue that only Laing
and Jaspers have provided illustrations within their workraftwhe
schizophrenic journey may consist of. Laing refers tatte®unt of the voyage
given by a patient of Jaspers’ in dgneral Psychopatholodit962) withinThe
Politics of Experiencé® The process of ego-loss is described within this account
which is provided in Jaspers’ work: it involves the losshef'...protective and
successful deceit of the feeling of personal existefide.a similar nature to the
account given by Watkins in ‘A Ten-Day Voyage’, the jayritself does not
appear to be a pleasant experience, although this individuad fsEome benefit
from having experienced it, in the form of the achieveroér ‘higher self?

However, Laing critiques the comments that Jaspers niek@sing the

account of the journey that he cites.

Jaspers still speaks of this experience as morbid, add ten
discount the patient’s own construction. Yet both the
experience and construction may be valid in their own
terms?®

Jaspers views the account of the voyage provided by thatpasisimply a
delusory experience which is a symptom of schizophrembkéJLaing, Jaspers
is not happy to let the patient’s view of their expezegestand on its own, without
dismissals, interpretations or the imposition ofsedse-entity upon the account.
Laing’s willingness to let patients’ self-descriptiongluéir experiences stand
without further interference is a theme that runsugtoall of his theoretical
work. A parallel can be made here between the psyihattion of stopping the

journey (by drugs, for example), and between the psyahetd psychoanalytic

% The Politics of Experience pp.110-112
27 Jaspers, cited in ibid, p.110

2 ibid, p.112

2 op. cit.
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tendency to act upon the other’s experience by makingpnet@ations, imposing
a disease categorisation upon the experience, and BoAgdin, the
philosophical influence of phenomenology upon Laing’s worlpfsaeent in this
attempt to view the experience of the person withoutpnééing it in a
classically psychiatric or psychoanalytic fashion.

There are occasions (paenty
within The Divided SelandSelf and Other§1961) ) where Laing provides
psychoanalytic interpretations of patients’ experienbesertheless, at other
points in his discussions he notes that making inteyagain this manner is
unnecessary, and may be unhelpful to the patient. ChapeeofSelf and
Otherscontains a case-study of a woman who underwentxperience of ‘The
Coldness of Deatf (which is the title of this particular chapter). Foliog this
case-study provided both in Laing’s and the woman’s owgulage, Laing
argues that: ‘confronted with this woman’s experiencajaai psychiatric

terminology... is completely inadequaté.He continues:

One glimpses here the naked, intricate actualithef t
complexity of experiences that those of us who daleaty
what we cannot explain or even describe are struggling to
understand. Theory can only legitimately be made oalbeh
of experience, not in order to deny experience which the
theory ignores out of embarrassmént.

With regard to the schizophrenic voyage, the negative oea(r over-reaction)
to this aspect of Laing’s work by the conservative psyadbiastablishment may
have been occasioned by Laing’s willingness to moyetwet the closed systems

of psychiatric classification and the jargon of psycladgsis.

% Laing, R.D, (1961)Self and Others (2" ed), Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.69
*ibid, pp.74-75
*ibid, p.75



77

In The Divided Selfin a discussion following
another case-study of a woman who experienced anxiety steefelt alone,
Laing sets out a psychoanalytic interpretation of hemgtaint. However, he then
proceeds to demonstrate the irrelevance of a psychoanatgrpretation in

terms of grasping and addressing the root of this individuadtseds.

...The central or pivotal issue in this patient’s lifenet to be
discovered in her ‘unconscious’...

The pivotal point around which all her life is centrsdhéer

lack of ontological autonomyf she is not in the actual
presence of another person who knows her, or if she tanno
succeed in evoking this person’s presence in his absesice, h
sense of her own identity drains away from Her.

Both Laing and Deleuze and Guattari can be seen as @fitlereud, although
Laing is more sympathetic to Freud, in some respects,Rbe&euze and Guattari.
Despite their critique of Freud’s theory of the Oediposiplex, and of the focus
on the family within psychiatry and psychoanalysis,eDeé and Guattari still
retain the usage of such psychoanalytic terms as tlmscious and
preconscious withidnti-Oedipus| found their use of such terms to sit rather
uneasily within their scathing critique of other aspectSrefidian theory.

With regard to the schizophrenic voyage, it is not
noted either by the conservative psychiatric critics &f ¢bncept, nor by
Deleuze and Guattari that the idea of the journey asdlozophrenia as some
form of ‘breakthrough’, have a history which runs from teey beginning of
Laing’s work. These notions are not found witfiine Politics of Experience
alone as tends to be assumed. They originate TitwarDivided SelandSelf and

Others which tend to receive much less criticism tfdue Politics of Experience

* The Divided Self p.56
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itself. Within The Divided SelfLaing makes a statement that is akin to his
arguments in the heavily-criticised last three chapi€fi$he Politics of
ExperiencelLaing suggests that it is paradoxical that there are ohangerous
people within our society which are not regarded as psy¢lawtitputs forward

the notion that he is:

...aware that the man who is said to be deluded may be in his
delusion telling me the truth, and this in no equivocal o
metaphorical sense, but quite literally, and that thekegh

mind of the schizophrenic mégt in light which does not

enter the intact minds of many sane people whose mieds a
closed®

I8elf and Otherdaing refers to ‘...the possibility that what
we call psychosis may be sometimes a natural praddssaling...3* There are
lines of development of certain ideas which run througtimumajority of
Laing’s theoretical work. These recurring concepts cay loalidentified by a
careful reading of the entirety of his work. The fdetttboth the ideas that there
is something of worth within the experience of madnass tlae
conceptualisation of this as a process or journey o@iy @n within Laing’s
oeuvrerenders the conservative psychiatric critiques cfe¢hdeas as even more
groundless. Additionally, the cheap tactic of isolatiraggments of text away
from their context increases the likelihood of suatiosr missing these lines of
development of concepts throughout Laing’s work. The seation will
evaluate Deleuze and Guattari's direct criticism ahgaand will additionally
contain some comments on their critique of anti-psychiavhich is bound up

with their criticism of Laing.

¥ The Divided Self p. 27
% Self and Others p.74
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Deleuze and Guattari’s Direct Criticisms of Laing

There are two main criticisms of Laing made by DeleuzeGunattari inAnti-
Oedipus Their first criticism occurs within a section whichticises the anti-

psychiatric movement.

Most of the modern endeavors — outpatient centerstiempa
hospitals, social clubs for the sick, family carestitutions,

and even antipsychiatry — remain threatened by a common
danger,... how does one avoid the institution’s re-forming an
asylum structure, or constituting perverse and reformist
artificial societies, or residual paternalistic or hering
pseudo-families”

Deleuze and Guattari here express the concern teatatiive communities or
housing for those experiencing mental distress, suchrgsl€y Hall (which
Laing was involved with) may only serve to replicate @aea problems that are
encountered by conventional asylums and institutions. Titeeglso concerned
that the structure of the social relations within suettgd may form another
group which is similar to that of the family, with aidividual or individuals
taking the place of an authority over the rest ofgiteeip. From Laing’s own
account of Kingsley Hall iMad to be Norma{1995), Mullan’s collection of
discussions with Laing, an attempt was made to try antheihousehold with
all who were living there (whether they were seemsarie, or were therapists)
having an equal say in how the place was to function.

This avoidance of a
traditional structure of authority in Kingsley Hall brougistown problems as

Laing recounts.

3 Anti-Oedipus, p.319



80

The contradiction was that without an authoritativactture
anyone could do almost anything. But everyone was so daft!
[Laing then tells the story of how one resident wayddround
slamming doors as hard as he could between two and four
o’clock in the morning, which greatly irritated a therapis
called Noel Cobb.] ...Noel said that he wanted to get a’sigh
sleep. So, this guy who was doing this was articulategino

to argue that ‘time and space’ belonged to everyone and why
should he [i.e. Cobb] impose his silence rather than him
having the right to make a noisé’..

One can clearly see here the profound issues that canwithout any system
of authority functioning within a group. If all have an elggey, then no one has
the right to tell another individual what they carcannot do, and it is unlikely
that people will always agree with one another. Tiseses of problems form
what Deleuze and Guattari call ‘impasses’ in term$iefstructuration of a group
within an alternative therapeutic household such asdtaygHall.

However, their
critique of Laing, which follows this raising of the problemanature of such

households, occurs on a more theoretical level.

The only thing that can save us from these impasses is a
effective politicization of psychiatry. And doubtlesstiwi
R.D. Laing and David Cooper antipsychiatry went veryiriar
this direction. But it seems to us that they still cawe of this
politicalization in terms of the structure and the eyeather
than the process itseft.

| have critiqued the labelling of Laing as an anti-psycts&arlier in this thesis,
in my section on Clare. The mistake made by othdcsitf conflating Laing

and Cooper’s work is not as blatantly apparent wignti-Oedipus since they

3 Mullan, B, (1995)Mad to be Normal — Conversations with R.D. LaingLondon, Free
Association Books, p.183
38 Anti-Oedipus, p.320
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do make a distinction between the two earlier withentéxt*° Laing suggests
that many French psychiatrists and theorists did confusevithmCooper
because Cooper spent some time living in Frdhtethe above quotation,
Deleuze and Guattari suggest that Laing and Cooper coutdgaae further
than they did in terms of politicizing the schizophreniarpey, or process, itself
rather than only politicizing the event of becoming mathe structure of the
experience. | consider it to perhaps be rather arbitcasplit off the voyage
itself from its being viewed as an event, and fromtitscsure. However,
Deleuze and Guattari's criticism here provides a re&sotieir own exploration
of the journey, which does consider it in a politicalune.

Neverthelegssm my
reading of Laing, | consider this criticism to be ovetad because Laing does
place the voyage within a wider social and politicaltegn The journey has to
be a form of experience itself. Throughout the laste chapters dthe Politics
of ExperiencelLaing does consider the political implications of¢havithin a
culture who do not experience the world in the samegdhaay as the other

individuals within that culture.

The person going through ego-loss or transcendental
experiences may or may not become in different ways
confused. Then he might legitimately be regarded as mé&d. B
to be mad is not necessarily to be ill, notwithstagdhat in

our culture the two categories have become conftised.

Laing argues that a person who is experiencing the worldadieally different
way to other people tends to become labelled as ill,vehehis experience is

symptomatic of an illness or not. It would be of benéfteleuze and Guattari

39 Anti-Oedipus, p.95
0 Mad to be Normal, p.365
*1 The Politics of Experience p.113
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had further explained this aspect of their critique ohgaas it is somewhat
incoherent. They move far beyond Laing’s consideratidribe voyage in

making claims that the voyage itself has revolutionarynite

The schizo is not revolutionary, but the schizophrenicgss
... is the potential for revolutioff.

Deleuze and Guattari view the voyage as a means ofgatithe shackles of
repression. In making such assertions they provide a bigggatthan Laing in
terms of claiming that ‘schizophrenia has valuable conseqsiehzeagain twist
Reznek’s phrase against itself.

Dete and Guattari’'s next criticism of Laing
immediately follows the above criticism where tlseyggest that Laing does not

adequately politicize the process itself.

Furthermore, they [i.e. Laing and Cooper] localize alcand
mental alienation on a single line, and tend to consiteEm
as identical by showing how the familial agent exteihes
one into the othe¥®

For Deleuze and Guattari, Laing does not make a suffidistihction between
social and mental alienation, and they consider thdyfambe utilised within
Laing’s work as a way of showing how these two formal@ation are related.
The above criticism is followed by a footnote to a pieE€ooper’s work? The
problem of the differentiation between social and @mleaiienation, and between
different social contexts, are sound points to rdiaeg provides a statement
regarding this issue in his paper entitled ‘The Obvious’, wh&lpresented at

The Dialectics of Liberation conference in 1967, along€ideper and Marcuse.

“2 Anti-Oedipus, p.341

3 ibid, p.320

*4 Cooper states that: ‘Social alienation comes fonibst part to overlap the diverse forms of
mental alienation...Anti-Oedipus, p.320
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We have a theoretical and practical problem of findimgy t
mediations between the different levels of context$ween
the different systems and metasystems, extending alldle
from the smallest micro- to the largest macro-soxyatemd?

Laing clearly was aware that there is no simplisteat fit between social and
mental alienation. The family’s role as a medidietween the social and
individual levels can be contested. A family may not shibe wider social
norms of the culture that they live in. Deleuze and (auia suggestion for a
way of viewing this relation is that it is ‘ancluded disjunctiori*® This idea
suggests that there is a relationship between sociahanthl alienation, but that
this relation is a complex one.

Thepression that social and mental alienation are
considered in a linear relation, and are viewed as alisestical through the
transmission of these forms of alienation by theifamisses Laing’s critique of
the educational systemirhe Politics of Experienc¢eavhich is as fierce as his
critique of the repressive nature of the family. Laingwaeschooling itself as a

means of creating self-alienation.

The condition of alienation...is the condition of thermal
man.

Society highly values its normal man. It edesat
children to lose themselves and to become absurd, andthus t
be normaft’

Laing’s critique of schooling here contains a great dealio¢al insight. The
activities which children have to perform at school usuadiye little wider

relevance to their own lived experience. With the lemjtine day spent at

“5 Cooper, D, (ed), (1968The Dialectics of Liberation Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.16
“6 Anti-Oedipus, p.320
*" The Politics of Experience p.24
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school virtually replicating the length of the averag®king day in this country,
and with both work and school usually entailing the perfoomant abstract
tasks, the alienation produced by schooling can be seepraparation for the
alienation that many people may experience whilst akwater inThe Politics
of ExperiencelLaing makes use of some quotations from Jules Henrghwhi
highlight the use of education for socialising children mtarutally competitive
culture?® The education system, like the family, is anothediaténg force
between the individual and the wider society.

Here Deleuze and Guattari seem to
have fallen slightly into the very trap that theyrtl®y — that of viewing the
family as all-encompassing, and of transposing this view baing’s work.
Their above criticism adequately applies to the quatdtmm Cooper that they
provide, but seems tangential in relation to Laing’s workweler, because their
reading and interpretation of Laing’s work throughaati-Oedipusare
considerable improvements upon those attempted by the eatmgepsychiatric
critics, this criticism occurs on a more adequate oMenal. The impression
could remain with the reader that Laing is making a sstiplrelation between
social and mental alienation. Nevertheless, | woudi@that this involves
confronting a major theoretical problem of mediating lesmvdifferent levels of
social contexts, which was not Laing’s primary conaarhis work. As a result,
he should not be critiqued on this basis. Laing also denadedthis awareness
of this issue in ‘The Obvious’, as | have earlier staktéalvever, despite the fact

that Laing was aware of the macro-context, and itsence on mediating

“®ibid, pp.57-61
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agencies, such as the family and schooling, he doesasatychnalyse their
relation.

Deleuze and Guattari’'s next direct criticishhaing also follows some
criticism of anti-psychiatry, and of approaches to #mily such as ‘...Bateson’s
“double impasse” or double bind* After their criticisms of these perspectives,

Deleuze and Guattari argue that:

If there is a veritable impasse... it is the one into Witihe
researcher himself is led, when he claims to assign
schizophrenogenic social mechanisms, and at the saméotime
discover them within the order of the family, whichibot

social production and the schizophrenic process estape.

This criticism of these theories relates to Deleuzk@uattari’s view, which |
noted earlier, that the focus on the family withingisgtry and psychotherapy
creates a form of reification where the focus onféimeily ignores the wider
social and cultural context. In the above quotatiogy $uggest that
‘schizophrenogenic social mechanisms’ cannot alone bel faithin the family
because both social production and the schizophrenic praeesst reducible to
the familial order.
Deleuze and Guattari thedate this argument to Laing’s work.

This contradiction is perhaps especially perceptibleaind,

because he is the most revolutionary of the antipsydigat

At the very moment he breaks with psychiatric practice

undertakes assigning a veritable social genesis to psgchosi

and calls for a continuation of the “voyage” as a pse@nd

for a dissolution of the “normal ego,” he falls bankoithe

worst familialist, personological, and egoic postulaseghat

the remedies invoked are no more than a “sincere
corroboration among parents,” a “recognition of the real

9 Anti-Oedipus, p.360
*%ibid
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persons,” a discovery of the true ego or self as iniMart
Buber®?

This particular criticism, in the latter part of tHeoae quotation, is dbelf and
Others as is stated in their reference to this book at mideoé this quotation. The
parts placed in quotation marks are not directly taken ffositext, but reflect a
paraphrasing of Laing’s work within the partsS#lf and Otherghat Deleuze
and Guattari are here referring to. There are a nuaflioblems with regard to
this critique of Laing. Deleuze and Guattari are esseyntailicising Self and
Othersfor not beingThe Politics of Experiencd he fact that these two texts are
radically different in terms of their focus, contanid tone is unfortunately not
addressed here. It is highly inappropriate to lump thesettaygsher in this
fashion, which ignores the lines of development of aedancepts within the
majority of Laing’s work.

As | hgweeviously mentioned in this chapter, both
the idea of schizophrenia as some form of enlightennaentthe idea of the
voyage originate withiThe Divided SeldndSelf and Othersbut do not receive
a fully comprehensive treatment uritthe Politics of Experiencé he
chronology of the publications of Laing’s texts is igribhere by Deleuze and
Guattari. However, the order of publication of thesestéxtrance may have
been different to that in this country. In the ‘refece notes’ section at the end of
Anti-Oedipus Self and Others noted as having a later date of publication than
The Politics of Experienc&he latter text is given the publication date of 1967,

which is the original date of first publication in thisuocdry, wherea$elf and

> op. cit.
*2ibid, p.387
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Othersis given the date of publication of 1970which is nine years later than
its first publication in the United Kingdom. The above ci#im may have
originated from this different sequence of publicationran€e.Self and Others
would no doubt be something of a deflation for theoriste have been so keen
to engage with the more controversial and radical aspddtaing’s thought.
However, an original date of first publication is usugligvided within books in
the information about the publisher, so it seems sloppRéeuze and Guattari
not to make this chronological distinction betweessthtexts, and between the
level of development of the ideas contained in them.

A further issue withs
particular criticism, and specifically the accusatioat thaing falls back into
familialism in Self and Otherss that it contradicts two other pieces of
commentary on Laing by Deleuze and Guattari where thé i assertion
that Laing does escape what they see as the trap ex¢hesive focus upon the
family within psychology and psychiatry. | have referte one of these
comments earlier, where Deleuze and Guattari claitmothigt Jaspers and Laing
have truly understood the voyage, ‘...and so escaped thikafeam that is the
ordinary bed and board of psychoanalysis and psychiétwithin an earlier
section of critique of the view of the family as meuohg wider social alienation

through to the family member, Deleuze and Guattari dtetéollowing.

It seems to us that such a viewpoint is present evenape&zo
(In this respect Laing is better able to disengage hinfreaif
familialism, thanks to the resources of a flux froma th
Orient.}?

>3 ibid, p.395
**ibid, p.131
%5 op. cit., p.95
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On two occasions, Deleuze and Guattari demonstrateitargesistencies
between their praise for Laing, and their criticisnhisfwork. They do not make
clear whether they consider Laing to escape closed &isnti or not. An
additional inconsistency lies between their positives@®ration of Laing’s
Eastern influences upon his thought in the above quotatmhbetween the
section that follows their critique of Laing as fallibgck into familialism irSelf

and Others

Even more than the hostility of traditional authostiperhaps
this is the source of the actual failure of the antipgtcic
undertakings, of their co-optional for the benefit of
adaptational forms of familial psychotherapy and of
community psychiatry, and of Laing’s own retreat to the
Orient>®

In a similar manner to Deleuze and Guattari's incaeeegarding the
strengths and weaknesses of Laing’s work in terms déwtel of familialism, a
contradiction is also present between their praiséhiEastern influence upon
Laing’s thought, and between the above critique. Hereuiddoe argued that in
the above quotation, they are referring more to Laiagtsal time spent in Sri
Lanka (then Ceylon), which was (allegedly) a sourcgisdatisfaction to the Left
at the time. This specific critique will be dealt withelaon, when | examine
Sedgwick’s criticism of Laing.

Hever, these differing views on Laing’s Eastern
influences do not sit easily together. If this influenpen Laing’s work is
considered to be a benefit by Deleuze and Guattari, thgrshould they view
Laing moving to that part of the world as a signal of faifuwould it not rather

be an example of Laing’s commitment to practising nagidi, which can

*% ibid, p.360
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facilitate an individual moving beyond their ego-bound stsenething which
Deleuze and Guattari view as necessary? The mainhsseaas that Deleuze and
Guattari have produced the effect of nullifying their owitiqere of Laing by
containing arguments withiinti-Oedipughat directly contradict their criticism.
This then renders their critique into a state of inceheg. | find this to be
extremely disappointing, given the extent of their engagrand thinking with
regard to Laing’s ideas. It could be noted #ati-Oedipuds a voluminous
tome, and that these contradictions may have slipped timelauthors’
awareness. However, this cannot be justified on an acadval. It would be
preferable if Deleuze and Guattari did not accuse Laingikwf suffering from
a serious ‘contradictior™’ when one is apparent between their praise and
criticism of Laing’s theories.

| wilbw briefly summarise the nature of Deleuze
and Guattari’'s direct criticisms of Laing. Their threain criticisms of Laing are
as follows. 1) Within his work, the process itself is ffisiently politicized. 2)
Social and mental alienation are viewed in a lineaticel, with the family
simplistically mediating wider social alienation thgh to the child or family
member. 3) A paradox occurs within Laing’s work betweerrhisscendence of
familialism in The Politics of Experienc@nd his alleged return to it 8elf and
Others My previous review of these criticisms in this sectias identified a
number of weaknesses with regard to these critiqueseliveaknesses severely
undermine the validity of their attempted criticismd.aing. Additionally, the
distinction made between Laing and Cooper’s work could be mearcisely

stated. Deleuze and Guattari's reference to Laing astapsychiatrist does not

57 ibid
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aid this distinction being made with sufficient clarityeir critique of Laing and
Cooper as insufficiently politicizing the process appearsaw these authors as
one homogenous mass, whose ideas exactly replicanotiger’s. | have set
out the key differences between Laing and Cooper’s wonkyiprevious section
on Clare’s critique of Laing. Given the nature of theéferences, it is therefore
a mistake to conflate Cooper’s work with that of Laing.aAsethodological
principle for the operation of a grounded and valid critiqueh distinctions
must be made in order to avoid the error of criticisingathor on the basis of
another’s work. In a similar manner, a coherent critiouist also clearly
distinguish between different aspects of differertserecognise their original
chronology, and show an awareness of the developrenhoepts throughout
an author’s work. These principles are lacking in Dedeand Guattari's direct
criticism of Laing, in addition to the further issuestthhave raised in this
section.

However, these criticisms can be segir@ductive in some respects.
Deleuze and Guattari’s raising of the problematic issuaetfiating between
different levels of context introduces the notioragap within theoretical
discourse with regard to this matter. As | have alrestatyd, Laing should not
be criticised on this basis, since he did not setmattress this issue as the
main focus of his work. Deleuze and Guattari's criticihiat Laing lapses into
familialism could be supported (on a surface reading) éyatt that Laing
produced a text entitlethe Politics of the Famil{1969). Nevertheless, | would

like to argue that Laing’s work, including the lattertf&does move beyond an

*8 See, for example, Laing’s comments that schizophreaiabm iatrogenic in: Laing, R.D,
(1969),The Poalitics of the Family and Other EssaysNew York, Vintage, p.46
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exclusive focus upon the family, even if comprehensivtestants upon the

relation of social alienation to the family are notypded and developed.

Some Additional Comments

The fact thaAnti-Oedipuss arguably the most Laingian text that | have read by
an author who was not a direct colleague of Laing’s addslzer level of
disappointment to the poverty of their critique of Laiighe introduction to

this text by Mark Seem refers to Laing a number of tifi&¥ithin the

introduction, Seem notes that Deleuze and Guattari's ofdwe journey goes
much further than Laing’s do85A Sartrean influence is also apparent upon
Anti-Oedipus particularly the late Sartre 8etween Existentialism and Marxism
(1974) andCritique of Dialectical Reaso(1960). The latter text was
summarised by Laing in his co-authored text with Co8pBeason and
Violence(1964), which Sartre praised as being ‘...a very clear, \atiyftl

account of my thoughf? Deleuze and Guattari make a distinctiorinti-
Oedipusbetween two different sorts of groups, the subjugated groughand
subject-group? which has parallels with Sartre’s analysis (as erplhiby

Laing) inCritique of Dialectical Reasoaf the differences between the series, as
a form of grouping, and the group-in-fusi®rhis link is strengthened by a

reference tcCritique of Dialectical Reasowithin Deleuze and Guattari's

%9 For example, Estersoriiie Leaves of Spring(1970) has a tone and style of writing which is
almost identical to Laing’s.

€0 Anti-Oedipus, pp.xvii, Xix, xxii

L ibid, p.xix

62 wish at this point to remind the reader that onlyittieduction to this text is directly co-
authored, and the other sections were written separate

8 Laing, R.D, and Cooper, D, (196&eason and Violence: A Decade of Sartre’s Philosophy
London, Routledge, p.6 (Sartre’s foreword trans. A.Mriglha Smith)

& Anti-Oedipus, p.377

%5 Reason and Violencgp.130
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discussion of group¥, although the influence had become apparent to me whilst
readingAnti-Oedipus

In Deleuze and Guattari's formulation of these
two groups, the subjugated group is self-explanatory. The $uhjeap,
however, is a liberated, revolutionary form of groupimReason and Violence
Laing sets out the differences between Sartre’s alterconcepts of groups. The

following example of a series as a group formationvsmi

Consider a group of persons waiting for a bus... They are a
plurality of solitudes.. The girl in a hurry on her way to the
office, the man absorbed in his newspaper, and the other
members of the queue, are all in their own worlds, aeg th
live their present relationship to each other as memlf¢he o
gueue negatively, that is, they take no notice of eadr oth
except as a number in a quantitative seties.

The group as series is a formation of individuals vaok b true group unity,

they only form a group because of a negative relatiseh as waiting for a bus,

in the above example. ‘... A series finds its tentatiméy in an object held in
common by each member of the serf8Such seriality is expanded upon further

in Reason and Violenas also encompassing forms of conduct and concepts.

The evidence of a serial idea is in my double incapacity to
verify it or to transform it in the others. Its opgcimy
powerlessness to change it in the other, my own and the
other’s lack of doubt about it, are offered as evidengts of
truth. The ideas of racialism and colonialism are sesfal
ideas®

The group as series, and serial ideas are akin to fofredgenation. The concept

of the serial idea links to reified notions, which hagedme ingrained ways of

% Anti-Oedipus, p.395

67 Reason and Violencegpp.121-122
%8 ibid, p.123

% op. cit., p.125
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thinking. These unquestioned ideas have as their bagiof the very fact
that they are accepted uncritically. The transformatiba series into a group
proper occurs through the group becoming fused through praxiagthits own
action, and through *...the resurrection of freedéThere is more of a parallel
between the group-in-fusion and Deleuze and Guattariseparof the subject-
group, than straightforwardly between the series amdubjugated group.
Nevertheless, the philosophical enquiry into the natfitleeohuman group forms
a major line of investigation which runs between Sartcelanng’s work, and
that of Deleuze and Guattari, which is worth noting. Asgaied group could
take the form of a series, if the subjugated group wasedronly through
having an object held in common by its members.

A parallel between thesénarg
also appears in Deleuze and Guattari's reference to #mestentitled “The Man
with the Tape-Recorder’ iBetween Existentialism and Marxidm Sartre.

Deleuze and Guattari argue that:

...the benevolent neutrality of the analyst is verytiedi it
ceases the instant one stops responding daddy-mommy. It
ceases the instant one introduces a little desiring-machi
the tape-recorder — into the analyst’s officé...

‘The Man with the Tape-Recorder’ was originally publishetdes Temps
Modernesin 1969 and proved to be hugely controver§idt.is composed of four
texts, which centre around a transcription of a coaens entitled

‘Psychoanalytic Dialogue’ between a patient (‘A’, wh@vided the title for the

ibid, p.132. It is worth noting that the influence of thter Sartre upon Laing is highly
apparent in the use of the term ‘praxisSanity, Madness and the Famind within other
theoretical developments.

" Anti-Oedipus, p.312

"2 3artre, J-P, (1974Between Existentialism and Marxism (trans. J. Matthews), London,
Verso, pp.198-223
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piece) who made the decision to tape-record their disep and a psychoanalyst
(‘Dr X7), which occurs within the analyst’s office. i§ introduced by Sartre, with
replies to his comments following the dialogue from Pa&aid Pingaud, both
of whom were members of the editorial board.e$ Temps Moderneand
disagreed with ‘...the journal’'s decision to publish the tagm®ded document
in question.’® The context for the dialogue is that ‘A’ has beentiepaof ‘Dr
X’s’ for some time, and whilst in a session with timalgst, ‘A’ decides to get
out a tape-recorder because ‘A’ wants the analystgtaexwhy he has not been
able to either help or cure ‘A’. As ‘A’ puts it, he wamts'... make the
psychoanalysts stand trial now’?. The ‘benevolent neutrality of the analyst’ (as
Deleuze and Guattari call it) can be seen to evapasaseon as the tape-
recorder is introduced into the session. The analystg&adly to the bringing in
of the tape-recorder, immediately becomes angry ahaandtasks ‘A’ to ‘cut it
out’.” ‘A’ argues that the doctor is frightened of the mactaind its
implications, when the analyst tries to ring the golbecause of this situation,
and then proceeds to accuse ‘A’ of being violent and dangerous
hi§ dialogue has

parallels with Laing’s statement The Politics of Experiengdollowing his
critique of Kraepelinian clinical examination) that:

A feature of the interplay between psychiatrist aniepais

that if the patient’s part is taken out of context... igyinh
seem very odd...

3 ibid, p.198

" ibid, p.219

5 op. cit., p.206. ‘A’ makes much fun of making parallels betwthe analyst asking him to ‘cut
it out’, and the analyst’s previous suggestion that ‘A’'téa wanted to cut off ‘A’s’ penis, cf.
p.207.
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But if one ceases to identify with the clinipaisture, and
looks at the psychiatrist-patient couple without such
presuppositions, then it is difficult to sustain this naiesv
of the situatior(®

In the example of ‘The Man with the Tape-Recordeven without abstracting
this conversation from its wider context, the anasy/stactions to the use of the
tape-recorder ‘seem very odd’, compared to the patient'®dds for an
explanation of why he is kept in a powerless situatiaeliation to the analyst,
and why no improvement to his condition has been made.dnthéeseems to
be attempting to reclaim some power over this situafibe.role reversal which
occurs within this dialogue (which is noted in Sartratsaductiori’), with the
patient taking command and the analyst having to maketdémag to deal with
this is striking. ‘A’s’ comments and questions seem farentmherent than the
responses of the psychoanalyst, who ends up screaminglgaattithe end of the
conversation.

The conversation is both hilariaand disturbing, with the latter
aspect being most apparent in the dismal lack of recigroetween these two
individuals. The doctor may well have been frightened, with some reason.
The exact physical movements of the patient and doaaordy briefly outlined,
with it being noted that the telephone had been knockedtbatfloor after the
doctor attempted to dial 998 and with ‘A’ strategically leaning against the only
door in the office later in the conversatiOrp prevent the analyst’s escape.
However, one wonders whether ‘Dr X' could have madeenod an attempt to

explain to the patient exactly what his objections ¢yeaere to the use of the

® The Politics of Experience pp.89-90

" Between Existentialism and Marxism p.202
8ibid, p.213

ibid, p.217
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tape-recorder, rather than over-reacting immedia8sytre refers to Laing in his

introduction to the conversation.

A..., the indisputable subject of this episode, might find valid
interlocutors in England or in Italy: a new generabén
psychiatrists are seeking to establish a bond of redigroc
between themselves and those they are tre#fting.

A translator’s note added to the above quotation sth#tshis is ‘a reference to
the work of Ronald Laing and others in London, and of... §éesa.’®* | am
unaware of any direct allusion to ‘The Man with the FT&aeorder’ within
Laing’s work, but given his immense knowledge of Sartraybeld have been
aware of it.

I now wish to finish this chapter witmge concluding comments on
Deleuze and Guattari’'s use and critique of Laing, and wiimesfurther
methodological comments upon the principles for an adequiique. However,
first | would like to note that Laing lis&&nti-Oedipudgn the bibliography for his
last published theoretical woflthe Voice of Experiend@982)%? No direct
guotations fromAnti-Oedipusare found withinThe Voice of Experiencdespite
this listing. Guattari is also mentioned in the ‘ackrexigements’ section at the
beginning of that text, as having participated in conversatwith Laing on the
themes of that book. Despite this, Laing is scathing reitfard to Guattari in
Mullan’s Mad to be Normalln a discussion about alternative therapeutic
communities in other countries, Laing makes the follgaallegations about

Guattari's efforts in that direction.

8 op. cit., p.204
& ibid
82| aing, R.D, (1982)The Voice of ExperienceNew York, Pantheon, p.173
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Guattari in Paris, he was the director of the stedal
therapeutic community, and on the one hand he was playing
this as a development of a Cooperesque anti-psychiatrgfsort
thing. But inpracticeit was fuck all, it was just like any other
psychiatric clinic. He was using electric shofks.

It can be considered to be easier to be radical in thbaryin actual practice.
Laing’s criticism of Guattari continues later in

Mad to be NormalLaing claims that he and Guattari never really gotod,

that he thought thanti-Oedipuswas *...just intellectual wankindg? Laing then

states that Guattari asked for his autograph, but Laingdwwver the piece of

paper and ‘...found out that it was a petition to the presideRrance to release

a terrorist hijacker® Understandably, Laing was extremely angry about being

tricked into nearly signing such a document. He continues:

| thought they were all completely phoney — all thagsi
Szasz might have to say about the phoney radical salo
revolutionary left, well this was them, the Guattadived 2°

There is an issue of my inability to verify what Laisgsaying here. The issue of
claims being made about Laing, and of Laing’s responséto, when these
occur outside of his theory and actual texts, will bgechagain later in this
thesis with regard to Showalter’s critique of Laing. Thebfgm is that | cannot
jump into a magical time-travelling machine and checlkvdracity of these
statements myself. It is problematic to rely on thes#s of accounts totally.
However, | will lend Laing the benefit of the doubt,|@n aware from life
experience that it is all very well to make radidaimos, but it is entirely another

matter whether these individuals actually live out thadlicalism. It is clear that

8 Mad to be Normal, p.182
8 ibid, p.365

8 ibid

8 op. cit., p.365
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between 1982 whehhe Voice of Experienagas published, and 1988 when
Mullan’s interviews with Laing took place, Laing had lost somspect for
Guattari. The above incident, with regard to the petit®cited by Laing,
however, as having occurred in the early 197Gs potentially Laing never
voiced his views on Guattari prior to his interviews withllan.

s Ahave already
stated, | found Deleuze and Guattari's critique of Laingetdnighly
disappointing. Their engagement with Laing in terms aof tthevelopment of the
idea of the voyage does not extend into a thoughtfulyaateand direct critique.
Their most serious error is to attempt criticism oihigawhich contradicts other
statements and praise that they have offered of hik witinin Anti-Oedipus
This cannot be seen as a valid manner of procedure famaer In a section of
Anti-Oedipusvhere Deleuze and Guattari attempt to anticipate ismiof that
text, they argue that: ‘...we don’'t know which is bettebad reading or no
reading at all® | do not consider the deficiencies of their critiqué.aihg to be
the result of a poor or non-existent reading, becawesesttent of their interaction
with Laing’s work would not be possible if they had not propesad and
thought about his theories. Deleuze and Guattari's atmvenent is more apt to
describe the poverty of the conservative psychiatrd@uogs. | was hoping for
Deleuze and Guattari to reach what can be considetbe agyher level of the
immanent critique. This is an idea that comes from Adorn

Our critique of the ontological need brings us to an immanen

critique of ontology itself. We have no power over the
philosophy of Being if we reject it generally, from outside

* ibid
8 Anti-Oedipus, p.379
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instead of taking it on in its own structure — turning g0
force against it, in line with Hegel's desiderattfm.

This concept of the ‘immanent’ can be defined as ‘opegdtom inside a thing

or person: not external or transcendéhiTherefore an immanent critique can be
defined as a critique which operates from within a theseffj ‘turning its own
force against it’.

Deleuze and Guattari themsehaention a similar concept to the
idea of the immanent critique when they refer to thigon of the ‘autocritique’,
which involves leading a theory *...to the point of its swifique.®*
Unfortunately their critique of Laing fails to embrace tidisa. Although they are
aware that there are differences between Laing and €sapmk, many of their
criticisms seem more appropriately directed at Coopeln, thwé criticism of
Laing tacked on to this. A further serious error committe®élpuze and
Guattari, other than manifesting a huge contradiction detviheir praise and
criticism, consists in ignoring the original chronolagfyjthe publication of
Laing’s work, as they do with criticisingelf and Otheras lapsing into what
they view as problems that were transcendekhim Politics of Experience
However, Deleuze and Guattari are stronger in theigee of anti-psychiatry,
and raise some valid points for debate, such as the roéaanceiving
theoretically the nature of the relation betweenad@nd mental alienation.
Their exegesis of the nature of the voyage is commendaiddaudable to see

some engagement with this concept. The next two clsapi#tinvestigate the

feminist critiques of Laing.

8 Adorno, T.W, (1973)Negative Dialectics (trans. E.B. Ashton), London, Routledge, p.97
% Blackburn, S, (1996)xford Dictionary of Philosophy, Oxford, Oxford University Press,
p.187

1 Anti-Oedipus, p.310
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5) Feminist Critiques of Laing |

This chapter, along with the following one, will evalutite feminist critiques of
Laing by Juliet Mitchell irPsychoanalysis and Feminig®974), and Elaine
Showalter inThe Female Malad{1985). Furthermore, | will be presenting my
own arguments for a feminist reading of Laing, in theeséh chapter, which is
intended to argue against the feminist critiques. Mitchédicussion and
critique of Laing’s work occurs within two substantial seesi ofPsychoanalysis
and FeminismHer critique of Laing is much greater in scope and degit th
those previously examined in this thesis. Her criticiswids some common
errors that | have identified in the critiques of Lgaso far. Nevertheless, some

aspects of her critique are problematic.

Mitchell’'s Critique of Laing

Mitchell’s discussion of Laing forms the basis of seghapters of
Psychoanalysis and Feminismith an additional preceding section which places
Laing’s thought within the broader historical context of p&&trid War Two
Britain. Her first theoretical chapter is entitled “Bcience of Persons™, which is
taken from the title of the first chapter e Divided Selfand deals with the

formulation of this within Laing’s work.

Criticism of The Divided Self and Self and Others

| have noted previously, in my section on Clare, T Divided Selfends to
receive less criticism than Laing’s later works. HoereWlitchell suggests that

this text is not as unproblematic as the lack of othiques would suggest. She
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provides a quotation from Laing’s critique of Freud'lme Divided Selivhere
Laing suggests that Freud used his theories as ‘an instrofgefence® against

the ‘terrors’ of dealing with mental distress. Mitcheaijues that:

...at that stage Laing’s wish to break down the defercady
between the scientist and the object of his research...
extended only to empathizing and treating as authentic
experience all that the psychotic claimed to feel; tlyelpstic
is the person with misunderstood problems, but problems
nonetheless.

| do consider this criticism of Laing’s first text be valid. WithinThe Divided
Selfthe reader is taken on a journey into what the expegief the
schizophrenic is like, but there is a distancing that ecatnere Laing’s
presentation of the material suggests that schizophresmamsthing that
happens to others rather than to the reader, the autbtres ‘normal’
individuals® However, in the praise dhe Divided Selit is never mentioned
that this is an extremely dark and claustrophobic boodrimg of its tone, which
is undoubtedly occasioned by the content of the text.

Mitchell puts forward a

additional similar criticism oThe Divided Selfater in this chapter.

At this stage in Laing’s thought schizophrenic symptoms may
certainly be intelligible, but the schizophrenia is shiére

and that minority of people who thus regard themselses a
automata ‘are rightly regarded as crazy’.

Again, | regard this as a legitimate criticism of tl@gtt SinceThe Divided Self

the closest to conventional psychiatry of all Laingsrks, it may have received

! The Divided Self p.25

2 Mitchell, J, (1974)Psychoanalysis and Feminism: A Radical Reassessment of Fdlen
PsychoanalysisHarmondsworth, Penguin, (2000 edition), p.234

3 Laing himself noted this in his self-criticism of thét, which | have referred to in my section
on Clare.

* ibid, p.242
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less criticism than his more radical works. As it wasfirst published work, as a
young psychiatrist, Laing’s thinking in this text has yettake the substantial
breaks with standard psychiatric thought that are foundsitater work.
Nevertheless, some aspectd b€ Divided Selflo make important advances,
such as the attempt to enter into the patient’s wardtita not discount their
experiences and speech as invalid.

It is worth noting that Laing stated in a 1978
interview that he had writtehhe Divided Selfs an expression of his discontent
with his chosen profession of psychiatry. “If | hadh&d the capacity to express
myself in writing, | would have blown my top”The Divided Seléan be viewed
as a transitional work, where the tensions betweangd's criticism of psychiatry
and his interest in the subject have yet to evolve irsgdrinscendence of
conventional psychiatric thought. Mitchell’'s critiquelafing is based upon a
thorough reading of all of Laing’s work up until the dateist foublication of
Psychoanalysis and Feminiam1974. Mitchell's reading of Laing is admirable
as it enables her to avoid some (but not all) of ttfallsi that | have identified
with the previous critiques of Laing that | have analy§ed.the most part, her
interpretation of Laing’s theories is correct, anduigmorted by textual evidence
in the form of direct quotations from Laing which are abstracted from their
context. Mitchell's reading of Laing is not restrictedhis most well-known
texts. She additionally evaluates texts sucReasson and Violencand
Interpersonal PerceptiofiLl966), which are not usually considered by critics of
Laing. This substantial reading of Laingisuvreenables Mitchell to trace the

lines of development of ideas throughout Laing’s workciwhiidentified in the

® Hennegan, A, (1978), Interview with Lain@ay News No. 153, 18 October (page number
not discernable on the photocopy provided to me througlibtiaey service)
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previous chapter as a necessary component of a schaitidue of an author’'s
texts.

Mitchell suggests that there is a consideratdegd in thought that occurs
between the viewpoints and concepts presentétieDivided SelandSelf and

Others She argues that ihe Divided Seltthe patient’s

...symptoms expressvaay of interacting; but by the next
book... Self and Others.. theway of interactings the
‘disease’. This shifting emphasis — indeed, changing
conception — is marked by a new definition of the fieh: t
relationship between how we behave and how others
experience our behaviour and we experience theirs.

Mitchell identifies earlier in this chapter that théat®n between behaviour and
experience is a key aspect of Laing’s ‘science of pestsorhe Divided Sefind
Self and Othersertainly are very different texts. However, theseks were
originally intended by Laing ‘...to be one book or one boothenform of
volume one and volume two. But the publishers wanted gegarated as two
books.? The differences between these texts are composedtiedifferent
objectives of each on&he Divided Sel purpose is to make schizophrenia
comprehensible through offering a theory of the splittihthe self, and through
a phenomenological account of the experience of thditon. The purpose of
Self and Otherss to offer an interpersonal theory of human refaiin terms of
both experience and action. The latter text, in alaimein toThe Divided Self
tends to receive little critique, with the exceptiorDeleuze and Guattari.
Nevertheless, Mitchell offers some criticism

of Self and OthersShe argues that the distinctions that Laing makdsnegard

® psychoanalysis and Feminispp.242
" ibid, p.236
8 Mad to be Normal, p.262
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to the falsity and / or truth of behaviour and experieareenot clearly drawn
within Self and Othersand that thus *...Laing’s language gets a bit confudétd.’
is fair to say that on occasions Laing does not fullyarphhat he means, and
that his sentence construction can be over-long. MitphaVides an example

from Laing’s work to illustrate her criticism.

If we examine carefully Laing’s use of the term ‘expade’

we can see that he uses it in two ways which oftea ha
tendency to be either contradictory or mutually exclusive.
‘Experience’ as a noun, is thus Laing’s existential, retgest
‘existence’ — always ‘true’ — and experience as a vett is
perceive or conceive of something and these concepiins ¢
play us true or fals&

This point raised by Mitchell is not something that hadctrme before with
regard to Laing’s use of the term ‘experience’. It imomn for words to have
more than one typical usage in the English languagkthese different uses are
not then seen as contradictory. | am happy to shaah®l's concern that some
of Laing’s writing could be more precisely stated. Howeveo not consider his
specific use of the term ‘experience’ to be problematite way that Mitchell
states. Nevertheless, her semantic quibbling here arptigress that her
argument takes following the above quotation introducedihgs of critique
which are present throughout her two large sections oglemtitled ‘R.D.
Laing: The Family of Man, | and II'. The first is hargument that a confusion
and a lack of clarity is present in Laing’s work. Theosel is that Laing’s
‘science of persons’ is insubstantial and not reafigiance at all. | wish to deal

with this latter line of critique first.

® psychoanalysis and Feminispp.243
1%ipid
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Criticism of Laing'’s ‘Science of Persons’

Mitchell argues that due to her perceived problem withd’aiuse of the term
‘experience’ as a verb, this has the result of degradamggls ‘science of
persons’ to a lesser status than an evaluation oethigon between behaviour

and experience.

So really Laing’s achieved ‘science of persons’ amountsst
demonstratinghe difference between behaviour and
perception of behaviour — the project he set himself to
analyse. Given his premises, it is ultimately onlygias to
show, at the most, the degrees of disjuncture that octur

The implicit criticism here is that Laing’s ‘sciemof persons’ is a limited
undertaking. A recurring problem with the criticism ofth@i(and one that | will
return to later in this chapter) is that Laing appeatsetexpected to have done
absolutely everything, and to have covered all possiblesiodresearch. | find
it probable that if a theorist has made some impodantributions, as Laing has,
then this sort of expectation is more likely to be gateal. It is understandable
that critics should raise such points, as their own viake brought to bear upon
Laing’s work. However, this cannot form the basis gébd critique of Laing.
The limited nature of his ‘science of persons’ as sebgMitchell achieves a
sufficient level of analysis to highlight the issuesttarise when a person’s
behaviour is perceived as the result of an illness, réthe as an intelligible
response to being placed in an intolerable interpersinakion.

Mitchell's
critique of Laing’s ‘science of persons’ includes the astitthat confusion is

present within Laing’s schemata for this concept. This oetitjue is located

1 op. cit.
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within a chapter entitled ‘Laing and Psychoanalysis’, Whscvaluable in terms
of its analysis of the relationship between Laing’skwand that of Freud.

Mitchell puts forward the argument that:

The nature of the ‘object’ is the primary confusioh.ang’s
‘science of persons’. It is precisely what maketoita

science, or even the beginnings of one. Looking at a perso
and saying ‘that’s our object’ is like looking at the skgirlg
has got caught up in his protest against treating a persan as
object’... and merely transposed his ‘cleansed’ object o t
object of sciencé&?

Her criticism here appears to be directed at Laingitestent inThe Divided Self

that:

If it is held that to be unbiased one should be ‘objeciivéhe
sense of depersonalizing the person who is the ‘objectiof
study, any temptation to do this under the impressiorotieat
is thereby being scientific must be rigorously resisted.

Mitchell’'s conception of science, which she criticik@ing for not adhering to,
is far closer to conventional positivist science thamg’s suggestions for the
principles of a ‘science of persons’. Here she orhiesitfluence of
phenomenology upon Laing’s work, which provides the reasobding’s
refusal to view the individual within standard scientifiethbdology. Mitchell
argues that: ‘Ara priori existent object, in this case a person, is not anctbje
of science until it is transformed by the knowledge th@rought to bear on it?
She then proceeds to put forward the view that only wineefining feature of
the object of study has been isolated can it becocoeract object of scientific

study’® One can see the point that she is making, in theg¢cific aspect of a

2ibid, p.258

13 The Divided Self p.24

14 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.258
15 ibid
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person requires definition before it can become an obfesatientific
investigation.

However, it is a principle cdibg’s ‘science of persons’ that the
researcher must take care in this respect that theyoasemply imposing a view
onto their object of study, under the illusion that they therefore being
scientific. This is an issue of special relevance wiheames to the study of the
human being, as to extrapolate certain features qfdfgn means to ignore

other inter-related elements. As Laing notes:

There is a common illusion that one somehow increase’s
understanding of a person if one can translate a personal
understanding of him into the impersonal terms of a seguenc
or system oft-processe$’

Mitchell’s criticism here has the unusual aspect ofasinng Laing on the basis
of what he himself criticises. By a ‘science of pessphaing is not referring to
the creation of another form of conventional sciefides transformation of the
object of study into its defining features is not the afrhaing’s ‘existential-
phenomenological’ method. The aim of this method rurtkeropposite
direction to that stated by Mitchell, as Laing’s projisdio attempt to investigate
the phenomena of schizophrenia, without placing unnecessiastractions
upon it.

Existential phenomenology attempts to characterizedhere

of a person’s experience of his world and himself. hoisso

much an attempt to describe particular objects of experienc

as to set all particular experiences within the corgékis
whole being-in-his-world’

8 The Divided Self p.22
Yibid, p.17



108

There &urther problematic elements contained in
this particular critique of Mitchell’'s. Firstly, giverehconsiderable reading of
Laing’s work, these issues with this specific criticisinould have been apparent
to her. Mitchell provides a quotation frohe Politics of Experienc&here
Laing makes an explicit statement regarding his views @dimposition of a
science in her chapter on the ‘science of personsstétes that:

Natural science is concerned only with the observer’s

experience of things. Never with the way thiegperience
us...

Natural science knows nothing of the relation between
behaviour and experience... But this relation is the copula of
our science — if science meam$orm of knowledge adequate
to its subject®

Since Laing has identified that positivist science isnadequate method for the
study of human mental distress, he puts forward the anmguitmet to be scientific
means using a form of inquiry which is appropriate in tesfnghat is being
studied. Mitchell's above criticism runs counter to hewrjongs identification of
Laing’s views on the nature of a ‘science of persomsl, the fact that she
correctly elucidates Laing’s critique of science intielato the study of the
human itself.

Laing makes three quite clear objections to previous sbeenti

procedure: the language of science dissects the whole-man

in his total selfhood; all sciences treat the indivichsa

isolated from other individuals; human sciences mimaitral

sciences in treating people as ‘mechanical things’, simply
because they are tbjectsof study..®

18 The Politics of Experience p.17.Psychoanalysis and Feminispp.236. The last two
sentences of this quotation are used by Mitchell.
19 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.238
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However, there is some limited validity to Mitchel€sticism, if it is taken to
refer to a plea for greater clarity on behalf of Laingarms of stating what
aspects of the human he is analysing.

A further problematic facet of this element of
Mitchell’s critique is her assumption that psychoanalytself is a science, and is
more scientific than Laing’s theories. She presdmsassertion that Freud’s
concept of the unconscious has a greater scientiis bi@aan Laing’s ‘science of

persons?® She then proceeds to argue that:

It is not, in fact, Laing’s radicalism that is ahgtical to the
spirit of Freud’s work; it is its ‘scientific’ claimthat go
counter to psychoanalysis as to other sciences. As Faglid s
‘The true beginning of scientific activity consists... in
describing phenomena and then in proceethrgyoup,
classify and correlate thenBut Laing...does everything he
can to restore things to their pristine, unanalysed tiondt

This provides an additional example of Mitchell's igna@of the aims of
phenomenology, despite her awareness of this influenae LLaing’s work??
Her consideration that psychoanalysis is more séietiten Laing’s theories
appears to have the sole foundation that psychoanatiesispds to mimic
positivist science, in a way that phenomenological esigeek to avoid. As
Laing argues:

Too many, not all, psychoanalysts plunge right in ancdbbat

revolving door at the threshold of phenomenology, and a

second lunge carries others right away from sciene@yf
kind.?®

2ibid, p.258

ibid, p.259

2 op.cit., p.237, pp.250-251
% Self and Others p.29
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Themodus operandof phenomenology is not to place unnecessary
constructions upon what is being studied. The methods of gigugassifying
and correlating, especially when carried out througldtwtrine of
psychoanalysis, run entirely counter to Laing’s intard for the study of the
human individual. As Mitchell's career changed front thfean academic to
training as a psychoanalysis a few years before thecatibln ofPsychoanalysis
and Feminisnf* she appears to let her regard for Freud’s work nullify any
greater reflexive awareness in terms of her comparistirescientific basis of
Freud and Laing’s work.

The view tipstychoanalysis constitutes a science has

become a serial (or received) idea. Laing himseligcrs this notion.

Freud’s development of metapsychology... drew its impetus

from the attempt to see man as an object of natueaitde

investigation, and thus to win acceptance for psychoanalysis

as a serious and respectable enterprise. | do not thinkasuch

shield is now necessary; or even, that it ever wasl. the

price paid when one thinks in metapsychological terms is

high2°
Mitchell has become confused by the imitation of scidncpsychoanalysis, and
by the adoption of scientific methods by psychoanalysitheé extent that she
considers psychoanalysis therefore to be a sciemeeo00L_aing’s contributions
to the critique of psychoanalysis is his identificatadthese shields and defence
mechanisms contained within psychoanalytic theory. Bt forward in the

above quotation, and in the instance referred to eari@he Divided Se|f

where Laing argues that:

* ibid, p.xvi
% The Politics of Experience p.41
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Freud... carried with him his theory as a Medusa'’s head
which turned these terrors [of dealing with mental déstéo
stone... We must see if we can now survive without using a
theory that is in some measure an instrument of defénce

The mimicking of the methods of natural science, andgsration of a
dogmatic theoretical system by psychoanalysis areiftehby Laing as ways
that it tries to defend itself and assume a respecgaide. It should have been
apparent to Mitchell, given her reading of Laing, herrawass of his criticism
of positivist science, and largely correct interpretatd Laing’s work, that
Laing’s ‘science of persons’ was never intended to lmeace in the standard
meaning of that term. It is surprising that a full compnslen of this is never
achieved in her analysis.

There arecomcrete grounds for her assumption that
psychoanalysis is more of a science than Laing’s ibedDeleuze and Guattari's
critique of psychoanalysis is worth recalling here hey targue that

psychoanalysis is in fact highly unscientific.

At its most autistic, psychoanalysis is no longer snead
against any reality, it no longer opens to any outside, but
becor;?es itself the test of reality and the guarantds @wn
test..:

Psychoanalysis, from my perspective, is largely an pl@of hypostatization,
of treating something conceptual as though it were real.uflconscious itself,
which Mitchell claims as one of Freud’s most sciéntfiscoverie®’, is a good
example of this. Laing’s critique of the idea of uncongsiexperience in the

first chapter ofSelf and Othersaises the problem that psychoanalysis itself is

% The Divided Self p.25
27 Anti-Oedipus, p.313
28 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.258
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based upon inferences. This is because a person cannot re@éhie experience
of the other. ‘Yet the whole of psychoanalytic themrsts upon the validity of
such inferences; if they are wrong, everything built ugh@m loses itsaison
d'étre.’?® Additionally, Laing argues here that because of the remeint to

make such inferences, psychological theories are dealihgpiwtnomena that lie
outside of the realm of natural science. ‘No branchatéiral science requires to
make the peculiar type of inferences that are requiradsaience of person¥’

In consideration of this fact, the suggestion can beepted that such inferences
may be liable to have a greater validity if they aremade through the use of a
closed theoretical system such as psychoanalysis leechti®e danger, that
Laing sets out, of making interpretations which are inobyeend which have no
relevance to the individual concerned.

Mitchell's psychoanalytic persuasion
produces a related set of criticisms of Laing which proedeat the line that he
does not engage sufficiently with psychoanalytic theoryts own terms.
Despite her consciousness that Laing sets ‘...himsel gpposition to most
generally accepted tenets of psychoanalysisicluding the idea of the
unconscious, Mitchell nevertheless criticises Laingnfat taking into account
specific aspects of Freudian theory. She draws somkasims between Laing
and Freud in terms of the assertion of both of ‘...thginaom between sanity
and madness...” She then goes on to suggest that Laing dovakeoa
substantial difference between neurosis and psychosisivohis* This clearly

was not Laing’s aim. The study of the neuroses hasvegtenore attention than

29 Self and Others p.30

*ibid, p.28

31 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.253
%2 ibid, p.260
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that of the psychoses historically within psychiatrg asychology. Laing’s
focus is on making forms of psychosis, such as schizoghremmprehensible,

rather than on studying types of neurosis. Mitchell eggests that:

It is, of course, possible that Laing, in company wdins
other analysts, implicitly regards psychosis merely m®ige
severe form of neurosis. Such a position seems to nte not
recognize that the later event of the Oedipus comptér —
nucleus of the neurosis — is an ever-in-waiting ‘overfay

Sucbrgicism would be appropriate had Laing
attempted to fit his theories into a psychoanalytic &aork. However, Laing
does not do this, and the Oedipus complex is not refasriedhis work in any
positive manner. Therefore, Mitchell either needsqaaen further why she
considers that Laing should use this concept, or she te@dknowledge the
fact that Laing would not have used this idea, due toattetihat he regards
psychoanalytic concepts as obscuring more fundamestas in patients’ lives.
Instead, Mitchell assumes that the imposition on kéall of a psychoanalytic
frame of reference on to Laing’s work has a self-euidahdity. This constitutes
one of her most serious errors in her critique of Laivigch is compounded by
her (otherwise) fairly accurate explanation of his wdtrks as though Mitchell's
respect for psychoanalysis blinds her to Laing’s critiqug @vhich she deals
with only very briefly.

Earlier in her pher on ‘Laing and Psychoanalysis’,
Mitchell criticises Laing for ‘...conflating some Freudieoncepts with more
generally debased and popular notions deriving from tHéstete | am

reminded of Fromm’s retort to Marcuse’s critique of his kwarEros and

33 op. cit. Mitchell also criticises Laing for ignoririlge Oedipus complex later in this chapter,
p.266, along very similar lines.
* ibid, p.255
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Civilisation (1956). Fromm accuses Marcuse of making ‘...elementaryakast
in presenting Freudian concepl3It appears to be a popular response to make
the claim that an author’s interpretation of psychbaitadeas does not
conform to the orthodox view. No doubt such issues ketylio arise with
psychoanalysis making use of such a complex jafgblowever, it is not my
concern here to engage in an investigation of whethieglsause of such ideas
in the paragraph fror8elf and Otherghat Mitchell cited’ conform to the
standard psychoanalytic doctrine. What is my concetm igdentify the arbitrary
nature of the criticisms that Mitchell makes throigh failure to bring to bear
Laing’s critique of psychoanalysis on to her analysisaong’s work.

She takes
issue with Laing’s criticism of the concept of the anscious, and his reframing
of it as ‘...what we do not communicate, to ourselves or to one antther

Mitchell considers that therefore:

Laing thus wants to change the whole meaning of the
psychoanalytic concept of the unconscious, making sutre tha
there is nothing distinctive about it... what he is irt fdaing
destroys the entire conceft.

Here she fails to recognise that destroying the condepeanconscious was
precisely what Laing wanted to do, as he consideredt teseless in terms of
comprehending the individual. With regard to the failurefchoanalysis to

achieve a substantial theory of psychosis, which | hafezred to earlier, in my

% Fromm, E, (1971)The Crisis of Psychoanalysisin Bronner, S.E, and Kellner, D, (eds),
§1989),Critical Theory and Society: A Reader London, Routledge, p.248

® The use of such jargon may be a way that psychoanphgsients itself as a ‘scientific’
enterprise. However, science and impenetrable compkettwo different matters.

37 Self and Others p.29, second paragraph, Mitchell’s quotation begiris \Bieyond the mere
attribution of agency...’

3 ibid, p.32. Laing’s italics

39 psychoanalysis and Feminisppp.255-256
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chapter on Deleuze and Guattari, Mitchell notes thatid-did have an
‘...emergent theory thereof. Some recognition of a pofirteparture from the
tentative tenets of psychoanalysis could then be eggexrtd yet Laing offers no
such recognition® This provides a further example of Mitchell’s omissafn
Laing’s critiqgue of psychoanalysis. Whilst it is cleartthaing respected Freud’s
work, Laing’s work attempts to offer a radically diéet means for the study of
mental distress to that of Freud. Therefore, givere#tent of his critique of
psychoanalysis, why would Laing seek to employ such bizdeses as the
disavowal of castration in his work? Such a concept consiter to Laing’s wish
to engage with the patient in the language of persongrridiéin the jargon of
psychoanalysis. Mitchell’s critique of Laing also callly assesses this attempt
on behalf of Laing to use the language of persons, whicheweviewed
shortly.

During Mitchell's criticism that Laing’'science of persons’ is not a
science, she elucidates a perceptive aspect of thieeteof Laing’s work. In a

chapter entitled ‘The Schizophrenic World’, she obsetlredollowing.

Laing’s ‘science of persons’ would, he hoped, be a perfectly
homologous structure. That is, the ‘science’ wouldcerfits
object. Its ‘object’ is the ‘person’ and the science ntliss be
personal... Such geflectionis notscience.. A science must,
from within its own domain, offer the possibility of
consistency and some form of prébf.

With regard to the latter aspect of the above quotaticonsider my preceding
discussion to be sufficient as a response. Nevedhelditchell’s identification
of the ‘homologous structure’ of Laing’s ‘science of p&1s is a particular

aspect which | have not previously seen in other workaong. Her pin-pointing

“Cibid, p.261
“Libid, pp.272-273
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of this enables her to then apply a critical view astiether Laing does fully

achieve his aim of viewing the person in personal terms.

...Such an echoic relationship between the object and its
science is, as we have seen, Laing’s aim: a ‘seieic

persons’ uses a language of persons. Except, of course, in...
becoming ‘technical’ it doesn’t: process, praxis, seriesus,
totalization.. *?

This criticism of Mitchell's is located in a chaptetled ‘The Various Scientific
Methods’, which deals with Laing’s engagement with i@&stlate work within
Sanity, Madness and the FamigndReason and Violencé&he chapter
additionally investigates Laing’s use of mapping. With rddarthe latter aspect,

Mitchell produces a critique of this.

The mathematical formulations ®he Politics of the Family
must seem to most people to be further removed from an
ordinary ‘language of persons’ than the ‘defensive’ and
depersonalizing way of expressing things that Laing originally
objected to in Freudf

The system of mapping, or the ‘topological scheffi@’s Mitchell refers to it is
utilised inThe Politics of the Familg1969) within the second section of the text.
However, this method of notation of the varying perspestheld of each other
by two or more people originates witlelf and Others the appendix ‘A
Notation for Dyadic Perspective® Mitchell does not note this within her
chapter on ‘The Various Scientific Methods’. Howevtis feasible that this
appendix may have been added in later editior&etifand Others

It is fair to say

that Laing’s use of mapping is most prominent witlhiterpersonal Perception

“2 op. cit., p.245

“3ibid, p.248

* ibid

“5 Self and Others pp.174-180
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andThe Politics of the Familyas Mitchell states. Her critique here of Laing
benefits considerably from her tracing of the lines oktigoment of concepts
throughout his work. Her main criticism at this point itves the argument that
Laing’s aim in his early work of addressing the person is@®l terms
becomes lost in the middle period of his publicationss Tha relatively
sophisticated method of critique, as Mitchell endeavoucsiticise Laing’s
work in such a way that she evaluates his work througlaiths and methods
that Laing set for himself. With regard to Mitchell’stimism of Laing that
mapping itself is further removed from a language of perdmrsthe aspects of
psychoanalysis that Laing criticises, | find this debataltes is a further
example of Mitchell's psychoanalytic influences lessemegawareness of the
problems with that perspective. | would argue that a ‘leggr@ would have the
capacity to find Laing’s use of mapping intelligible, ais gufficiently explained
within his work for that to occur. The jargon of psychogsial however,
requires far more specialist knowledge for it to berimteted'®

\Netheless,
Laing’s use of mapping is arguably one of the lines thathmough his work
that | dislike the most. However, my discomfort wtitiis form of notational
representation may provide the reason for this. | caceper that there is some
value in having a method whereby the disjunction betweepérspectives of
two or more people can be noted and analysed. Since Latoglies of families
frequently found such disjunctions, it is unsurprising tletvould want to make
use of such a method. Nevertheless, | do consideovkisll criticism of

Laing’s work to be fair, despite my issue with Mitcteframing of it within the

“ ] find Laplanche and Pontali¥he Language of Psychoanalysig€973) to be valuable in this
respect.
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last quotation from her that | have used. In some wagisg does move away
from the language of persons within the middle period obéis/re However, it
could be argued that this is a result of the changing airhs work as his career
progressed, but | feel that there is value in Laingiyedtempt to meet with the
individual on personal terms.

Theusgemains that Laing utilises mapping and the
Sartrean terms that he develops frGénitique of Dialectical Reasoim order to
make important advances in terms of his theory. To omythes quotidian
language of persons in his work would have restricted Laitlggsrmanner.
Laing’s use of ‘praxis’ and ‘process’ Banity, Madness and the Famiges not
occur in such a way that a non-specialist in such thtoughld find these terms
to be alienating. Indeed, these concepts, and Laing and&stedeployment of
them to explain how the family interactions, andpbsition of the person
designated as ‘mad’, become much more comprehensiblekayeaspect of this

study. Mitchell correctly recognises this.

What [Laing] takes from Sartre@ritique was formulated as
a method for making behaviour intelligible: what you hte
do is to find out who did what and why; you have to
‘personalize’ the apparently impersonal, restore ‘thegss’
to ‘the praxis™’

Mitchell is more critical of the use of mapping withinihg's work than of his
development of late Sartrean concepts. The extdmrodngagement with this
aspect of Laing’s work is unrivalled as far as | am awa@his is demonstrated in
her chapter ‘Dialectics and Totalizations’, where shenagiakes use of a fairly

sophisticated method of critique.

" psychoanalysis and Feminispp.244
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Laing’s Deployment of Sartrean Concepts

Mitchell argues that: ‘...given the preoccupations of theéyof Laing’s work,
we can quite legitimately apply his explanation of ihgerests him in Sartre’s

thought to his own positiorf® She is correct in noting that:

Laing... is interested in finding a dialectical method of
totalization This latter concept runs through his work like a
theme-song. In first trying to attain ‘totalizatiorhat is to say
a view that looks at the whole in its entirety without
destroying the parts, Laing deploys Sartre’s ‘dialectical
method?®

Mitchell’'s approach within this chapter moves close todings of an immanent
critique. She sets herself the task of using the infleerfiche late Sartre upon
Laing’s work as a method of evaluation, and a basisritgue. She avoids the
pitfall of picking out decontextualised snippets of Laing@rkfor critique
through her reading and awareness of the majority eig.aiwork, up until the
date of first publication oPsychoanalysis and Feminisker first criticism of
Laing within this chapter is directed at his very use aladtics itself, and is
additionally directed at Reich’s use of dialecticshesttvo sections prior to those
on Laing inPsychoanalysis and Feminisame concerned with Reich’s ideas. In
her explanation of the use of dialectics witReason and Violencshe states
that ‘dialectic, as used in these instances, witHmitbncept of contradiction, is
meaningless>’

With regard to this specificicigm, it is not clearly stated by
Mitchell whether this is a criticism more of Sartrase of dialectics, as set out

by Laing in the section that he was responsible fanfReason and Violence

“8 ibid, p.249
“9 op. cit.
*0ibid, p.250
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rather than a direct critique of Laing himself. Laingdtribution to the latter
text is a summary of SartreGitique...as opposed to an original piece by
Laing. A full inquiry into this is beyond the scope of tthiesis. However,
Mitchell appears to view the concept of the dialecticre®mpassing alone

Hegel's original formulation of this idea.

Hegel thought that all logic and world history itselfidated a
dialectical path, in which internal contradictionsreve
transcended, but gave rise to new contradictions that
themselves required resolution. Marx and Engels gave
Hegel's idea of dialectic a material basi¥'...

Laing’s explanation of Sartre’s thoughtReason and Violena#es note a
similarity with the above quotation, when Laing stdted ‘...dialectical
reason... is seen in the material conditions of histrievertheless, the notion
of contradiction does not take a central place withir&a theory, with the
exception of the concept of counter-finality. Laing putsvird Sartre’s

argument that:

...we must try to understand the nature of the relatiadgheof
material field to many of the passive actions... whereby
materiality exercises power over men, in returning éorthhe
praxis that they have put into it, but now as though stolen
from them and coming back to them as a contra-finalgyan
end that contradicts the ends of mat...

Counter-finality can be defined as the ‘...tendency of mattehannel the

labour it absorbs in directions that run counter tes¢hatended by the people

*1 Honderich, T, (ed), (2005Y;he Oxford Companion to Philosophy (2" ed), Oxford, Oxford
University Press, p.212

2 Reason and Violencgp.100

*3ibid, p.113
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whose labour it is..* Therefore a contradiction occurs between the intended
aims of the human praxis and the result that evegttedes place.

Many
instances of counter-finality can be seen at this stagestory. For example, an
individual may decide to drive to work rather than takinghihg as public
transport is expensive compared to car use, is over-burdepedlahours, and
time can be saved by driving as the person can drive lgitedheir work place
as opposed to walking between bus stops. However,¢teasing use of cars in
this country is adding to road congestion, which then leadseater traffic jams,
slowing down travelling times. The pollution derived from&xt fumes adds to
the threat posed to our species from environmental deleast8artre makes the
argument that counter-finality ‘...occurs precisely becahseaction in question
is that of isolated individuals® The example given by Sartre is that of the
deforestation of Chinese land, which has had the uninteedatl of rendering
the land incapable of holding silt and topsoil in plaberéfore raising river
levels and leading to flood disast&t$n this manner, *...the worker can become
his own material fatality, in that he produces the intindatthat ruin him?>’
This notion of counter-finality is one of the mostilstrg concepts found within
Reason and Violencand the idea of contradiction forms a key aspect of this
Mitchell does not refer to this concept in her chaptetDialectics and

Totalizations'.

> |evy, N, (2002)Sartre, Oxford, Oneworld, p.127
5 ibid, p.127

%% op. cit.,Reason and Violencep.116

" Reason and Violencgp.116
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Lasch identifies in his exteresnotes td'he Minimal Sel{1984)
that ‘...Mitchell clings to a Leninist conception of politics®® It may be the
case with her criticism of Laing and Sartre’s use aleditics that, in a similar
manner to her clinging to psychoanalytic orthodoxy, hitis adhering to an
old-fashioned conception of socialism and dialecticakbnmaism. Sartre’s use of
dialectics arises from a critique of such orthodoxyl #hrough criticism of
Hegel and Engels. With regard to counter-finality, Laingeadhat ‘this dialectic
is lost in simplistic Marxism®® In the introduction, a distinction between the
‘dogmatic dialectic and critical dialectic’ is drawhhe argument is proposed
that ‘there are certain basic principles of diatedtmaterialism... But these are
principles not dogmas® Dogmatism is identified in this chapter as having lead
to a ‘theoretical paralysi®* in Marxist theory. Engels comes in for a substantial

amount of critique here.

Engels’s error was to suppose that he could derive tedéc
laws of nature from procedures which were themselves non-
dialectical: comparisons, analogies, abstractiomsidtions®?

Hegel is later criticised for having suppressed ‘... mattéhesnediator between
individuals.®® Mitchell, in a similar vein to her omission of Iogj's full critique

of psychoanalysis, fails to include this critique of arggtconceptions of the
dialectic in her chapter on this subject. Her criticihat the use of dialectics in
Laing and Sartre’s work is meaningless without the condeggrdradiction is

made in a footnote to a quotation fréteason and Violenc@&his is one of the

%8 Lasch, C, (1984)The Minimal Self: Psychic Survival in Troubled Times New York,
Norton, p.294

9 Reason and Violencgp.113

®ibid, p.93

®1 op. cit., p.94

®2ibid, p.100. See also p.98.

%3 ibid, p.110
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most disappointing aspects of her critique of Laing. Herdance of certain key
lines of critique (because she is sympathetic to whabé®s criticised) has the
unfortunate result of generating criticisms that failshese they are presented
from a standpoint that has already been critiqued by ttyeawghor that she is
attempting to criticise. If a crucial aspect of a tlygemissed in a critique, this
has the tendency to displace at least some aspetis afticism, as they lack
the foundation derived from the element that has beemwegnFrom my
perspective, through Laing’s summary of Sartre’s thougRieiason and
Violence substantial contributions, such as the concept of eodingality are
offered by Sartre, which cannot simply be written sffraeaningless’.
Mitchell's
next criticism of Laing in this chapter follows an intigation on her behalf into
how truth is constituted in his work. She argues thatd_makes use of ‘...a
romantic concept of truth for his ‘science of persqffsivhich involves the
‘...Greek notion of truth as an unveilin®. Mitchell links this latter conception
of truth to the idea of ‘phenomenological truthivhich she argues provides a
means for Laing to do away with the problem of thetisiabetween the person

conducting the study and the individual or group being studied.

Phenomenological truth thus gets rid of ‘artificigfustures,
it gets rid of the doctor and rid of the patient. It getof the
sane and of the mad. All is communication — good or B4d...

Mitchell then provides some further discussion of Laings of the idea of

experiencé?® She then makes the following criticism.

¢ psychoanalysis and Feminispp.250
65 . .
ibid
% op. cit.
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As a breaking of boundaries was his original projectausd

come as no surprise that any categories of ‘normal’ and

‘abnormal’, health/ psychosis, ultimately all but disagpler

Laing... But it seems to me that it is Laingpasic

philosophical positiorthat eradicates the locatable ‘disease’

schizophrenia; not, as is usually contended... his empirical

demonstration of its absence — his elucidation of its

intelligibility.
This is an interesting criticism because it achieviev@l of operation above the
standard critique of Laing that claims that schizophren@adisease after all,
despite Laing’s arguments. This is an achievement orhblits behalf, as she
attempts to engage with Laing in terms of his philosophidhiences.

However, is
this a valid criticism? | do consider there to be soggé@imacy to this claim,
because the phenomenological view as an attempt to igatesa phenomena
does make the effort to perceive what is being studied withlaging
constructions, such as the label of schizophrenia, dretpérson being studied.
Therefore, this perspective extirpates the disease dogirenia by not viewing
the person in that primary manner. Neverthelessnistithe very point of
Laing’s methodology that the perspective used enablesrdugation of
schizophrenia in this way? Rather than providing a cniticthe above quotation
from Mitchell serves to highlight the value of the eaigtal-phenomenological
method. However, Mitchell's suggestion that this isghmary reason for
Laing’s destruction of schizophrenia as a disease erdttyer than the
intelligibility of the situation of the labelled persas something that | take issue

with. 1 would suggest alternatively that the former litaties the latter — by not

imposing the view of the person as ill upon the individtred, comprehensibility

% | have examined her critique of the use of this tefthimLaing’s work earlier in this chapter.
% ibid, p.251
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of their social context becomes apparent. Mitchelbsmiments on Laing are
frustrating in this manner. She raises issues whichatgpen a more complex
level than many of Laing’s critics and commentators, tmigonfound the
central matters through slight misunderstandings andsioms of some aspects
of Laing’s work.

Mitchell ultimately doestrachieve her aim in this chapter of
turning what interests Laing about Sartre into a cohemgijue of Laing
himself. Nevertheless, she does achieve the highlighfisgme aspects of
Laing’s work that are not usually recognised in the standaeption of Laing.
Following her criticism that | have cited above, Mediltlaims that in Laing’s
work ‘the demand for intelligibility is as such a merebistic one.” This
stands in contradiction to some aspects of her praideaing, which | will
review later in this chapter. As an example, latemodlitchell’'s sections on
Laing, she puts forward the argument that he: “...lucidlyoses for us how
most of us in Western capitalist culture live, then®of our lives, what
constitutes our illusions, our reality, our hopes and despait can be argued
that viewing the experiences which become categoriseche®pbrenia as an
illness is a peculiar aspect of Western capitaligucalitself. Laing himself notes
this in the last chapter dihe Divided Selfthe psychobiography of Julie. With
regard to schizophrenia, he suggests that: ‘Il am, howaescribing something
that occurs in our... Western world, and perhaps not, in theteame terms,
anywhere else’? If Laing’s efforts at rendering schizophrenia intelligilslre
‘merely truistic’, then Mitchell’s praise for his workadhe family and his wider

cultural criticisms become negated by her own critiquemAmy perspective,

ibid, p.252
"ibid, p.273
"2 The Divided Self p.180
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Laing’s work in terms of making madness comprehensildeah@ore substantial
basis than Mitchell here accords it. This elementahg’s work provides a
central aim for many of his studies, so it seems rdtlte for Mitchell to write
this off so easily, even despite her perceptive ideatiba of this aspect.
Deleuze and Guattari argue that there is an extrerfodg celation between
capitalism and psychoanalysis, which they explain thraoghe criticism of

Reich.

When Reich denounces the way in which psychoanalyisis jo
forces with social repression, he still doesn’t goefaough,
because he doesn’t see that the tie linking psychoanaliyhkis
capitalism is not merely ideological, that it isimifely closer,
infinitely tighter... Oedipus as the last word of capitalist
consumption..”?

| find their argument to be valid. Mitchell’s defencepsfychoanalysis renders
her unable to comprehend that Laing’s critique of this thesocgntral to his
wider cultural criticisms, as psychoanalysis has anwecisely out of capitalist
culture. ‘...Psychoanalysis is content to live off Oedigagjevelop and promote

it, and to give it a marketable medical forff1.’

Criticism of Laing’s Case Studies

Earlier in this chapter | referred to two main lineswtique of Laing which are
made on Mitchell’s behalf: that his ‘science of persaaot really a science,
and that a confusion and a lack of clarity are preselmimy’s work. An
example of this latter line of critique is found towards énd of her chapter on

‘Dialectics and Totalizations'.

3 Anti-Oedipus, p.312
" ibid, p.365
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What is needed is... some explanation that accountsHgr w
one thing leads to another, why a certain responseddan
situation produces this and not that particular résult.

Mitchell here shows herself to be in some agreeméhtthis form of critique
which has been produced (and evaluated already in this)thgClare.
However, Laing does suggest that there is one partiastgct of the social
context surrounding the person who comes to be regardmthiasphrenic that
aggravates their condition — the lack of any availabtegreto confirm what is
really going on for the ‘schizophrenic’ individual. In ‘Ti&host of the Weed
Garden’ inThe Divided Seliwithin a discussion of Julie’s ‘bad’ phase (from

around the age of fifteen), Laing states the following.

What | feel must have been the most schizophrenogactiorf
of this time was not simply Julie’s attack on her neotlor
even her mother’s counter-attack, but the completeraiesof
anyone in her world who could or would see some sense Iin
her point of view, whether it was right or wroffg.

Later in this chapter | will return to Laing’s discumss of Julie’s family in order
to assess the validity of Mitchell’s criticisms thaing is ‘prejudiced’ against
women, and mothers in particular, and blames the lgtberp solely for creating
schizophrenic individuals.

It is additally made clear in some of the case studies
in Sanity, Madness and the Famitiat this lack of a person to confirm the
‘mad’ individual’s point of view served to increase thanfusion. In the
chapter on ‘Family Two: The Blairs’, Laing and Esterstate that, with regard

to Lucie:

S psychoanalysis and Feminispp.252
® The Divided Self p.192
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Her inability to find significant others with authority t
confirm or validate her point of view left her, as vesvs
mistrusting the fabric of her experience. More than thleft
her disheartened and dispirit€d.

| am sure that | am not unique in having experienced sitsatiere either
another person or myself was being kept in a state sfificgtion by others.
Laing’s above statement frolhe Divided Selis arguably the closest that he
gets to providing a fully explicit statement with regaravitat he sees as the
main maddening aspect of the families of schizophreniasd lifiintelligible that
being kept in such a condition of having no bearings by wibichient oneself
in a social situation, particularly within the familyhere the parents have
complete control over their children (which they abuseany cases cited by
Laing), could lead an individual to become ‘disheartened’vaithdrawn.
Another statement by Laing and Esterson
regarding what they view as particular about the famdieschizophrenics is

provided inSanity, Madness and the Family

Our impression, comparing the families of schizophrenics
with other families, is that they are relatively sdal systems,
and that the future patient is particularly enclosed withe
family system’®

It is probable that Mitchell, and other critics, wouleklto see more of these
kinds of statements on Laing’s behalf. However, | haarer found this to be a
major deficiency with Laing’s work, because | have alwysd it clear within
Laing’s work that if a child is placed within a suffocafj closed family

environment, that stifles their personal developmenmt that if the family

" Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.64
"% ibid, pp.224-225
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continually mislead the child, then the child standlithance of achieving

some degree of happiness in their life. As Laing puts it:

...what can happen if the mother’s or the family’s schefme
things does not match what the child can live and brea®he
The child then has to develop its own piercing vision and t
be able to live by that... or else become rffad.

What | find the most surprising is that critics such achll and the
conservative psychiatric critics cannot understand thedhgdasuch an
environment and treatment upon a young, vulnerable perssral$o likely that
not all case studies will follow a simplistic ‘onleitg-leads-to another’ format,
and that there may be no easy way of expressing exalcdliyis the key factor
for all cases, as this will ignore the specificittdseach one. As | have stated
earlier with regard to Clare’s critique, reductive causd-efifect explanations
operate on a level below the aims of Laing’s work. &fee they do not provide
a valid means of critique of his work.

Mitchell provides some specific criticisms of
the case studies ithe Divided SelindSanity, Madness and the Famiyhich
are worth an evaluation at this point. In her secontiseon Laing, in a chapter
entitled ‘Rebels with a Cause’, she again provides exasrgdlher criticism that
Laing’s work is unclear in some respects. Mitchell suggstt inSanity,
Madness and the Famjlizaing only manages to remove the schizophrenic label
from the person so diagnosed in order to transfer gneiddatory value
judgement®® to the rest of the members of the family. Mitchelbears to view
this as a theoretical conjuring trick, rather than atuat®n of the family

environments by Laing and Esterson. She sees this as prablemman extent

" The Divided Self pp.189-190
8 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.282
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that has never arisen to me, since | am fully aw@aehuman groups, with the
family as an example, can act in ways which cannot beritbed as ‘sane’.
Therefore, it is not a matter of ‘transposing distimesi®* for the sake of it, but
rather of setting out the conditions of the familyxuethat encircled the
individual who came to be seen as ‘mad’. Mitchell thats forward the

argument that ilsanity, Madness and the Famibaing

...by drawing into the same strange ladigthe members of
the nexus,... often fails to point out what is reallgldo— at
least from the standpoint of our sociéty.

Here Mitchell is operating on the assumption thattlagority of our society
regard keeping children in a state of mystification, andfsigy out their
developing autonomy and sense of themselves as sepamtiéio family,
which | regard as two main characteristics of the li@asmstudied irSanity,
Madness and the Famjlas not unusual practices. This may well be the case.
However, her failure to note these (to my mind) glasimgilarities between the
eleven families, in order to make the criticism thainlg and Esterson do not
distinguish some key unusual aspects of them, does ablkedmer to reach this
level of awareness. Such a failure of a reflexive examinaf her own
assumptions, and how these influence her critique, i®bRtchell's greatest
deficiencies.

From my reading 8&anity, Madness and the Famihere are some
prime examples of the treatment by these familigbeaf daughters in ways
which, arguably, many of our society would view as odd. Rubiharcase study

of ‘Family Five: The Edens’, became pregnant at the &geteen, and *...had a

8 ibid
82 op. cit.
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miscarriage at four month&'It is not stated in this chapter whether the
miscarriage was the result of the following treatnsd received (essentially a

forced attempted abortion) from her family.

As soon as they could after hearing about it from Ruby,
mummyandmothergot her on the sitting-room divan, and
while trying to pump hot soapy water into her uterus, teid h
with tears, reproaches, pityingly and vindictively at@n
what a fool she was, what a slut she wés...

No definitive statement is provided of whether Ruby hergelfld have liked to
have kept the baby. However, it seems clear thatneityf would not have let
her make up her own mind about that (let alone whethérademily would
have provided a decent environment for a baby). Her ‘co(shm was really
her brother) stated in an interview that she was ‘t.atlowed to make a
decision.® In the case study of ‘Family Six: The Fields’, thether mentions in
an interview that because June (her daughter) had a fotaig#islocation of the
hip’® and thus had to wear a special plaster cast to cohiscthe mother
proceeded to tie her with dog leads to a bed in ordeofoJsine from wearing
out the plastet’ From the account given, this went on for at leastyears®®
Here | find it debatable whether Laing truly needs to pouttwhat exactly is
odd about these families. Is it standard practice foili@as to give their
daughters forced home abortions, or to tie them up? Wtalst ¢onscious that

the family in our society is far from the Disney pasfals in reality, nevertheless

these chilling examples may well be seen as odd frorstémelpoint of our

8 Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.133
8 ibid, p.134
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society. What is additionally disturbing is that boté tamilies in these cases
failed to see anything wrong with treating their daughtessiain a manner.
Mitchell ignores these instances in order to
make her criticism, but provides examples framity, Madness and the Family
andThe Divided Selvhich she sees as bolstering her argument. She does
mention Ruby’s family, but fails to include the aboverliging incident. Instead
Mitchell decides to pick upon the confusion occasioned by Rdagnily’s lies

about their real identities.

...The factor that seems to me to have been a constant
problem... is not even commented on by Laing and Esterson:
this child has simultaneously a ‘mummy’ and a ‘mother’ —
surely an obtrusively abnormal state of affairs in our
society?®

It is a correct statement that no further commerthanstate of affairs in the
manner suggested by Mitchell is provided by Laing and EsteRsdyy was
taught by her family to address them by titles othen thase that actually
corresponded to her relations’ real biological statugtofFor example, she was
trained to refer to her biological mother as ‘mumnayid to her aunt as
‘mother’.® This was presumably due to the fact that Ruby was agitiieate
child’.®* However, Laing and Esterson do provide a table of Ruflaysly where
her relatives’ biological status is noted next torthenes that Ruby was taught to
call them. In the following discussion, the former sehames are given in
standard typescript, and the latter are given in italBosh of these clarifications
of a highly mystifying situation are provided by Laing and Estefs order to

spare the reader the initial confusion of the investigatwt to say of this

8 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.283
% Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.133
91 . .
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girl...” % Therefore, an awareness of the bizarre nature ofatmidy context is
given by Laing and Esterson. It could additionally be argbatithe complex
dislocation between each family members’ biologitatiss and the names that
Ruby was taught to use for them, as a totality, is at &sasnusual as having
both a ‘mummy’ and a ‘mother’.

In one example of Mitchell's praise for Laing,
she argues that ‘...Laing’s work has the merit of lucidiyng us new (and
forgotten old) aspects... for future analystsHowever, | consider this to
provide a greater insight into some of Mitchell's reasfam criticising Laing,
rather than offering a substantial commendation of Lawgrk. She criticises
Laing, through her ignorance of the aims of phenomeolog not sufficiently
interpreting the case studies that he uses. With regdrer above criticism of
the study of Ruby’s family, and in the following quotatidfitchell critiques
Laing for not providing any analysis of gender relations. qinaation below
refers to Laing’s use of the descriptions of her ikngsen by Joan in chapter

ten of The Divided Self

Joan in her ‘separated’ persona always refers to hassel
‘he’; later, almost by accident, in the general analye learn
her parents had wanted a boy — but surely the persistently
transposed gender was worth a specific comment?

It is of note that Joan’s account was not provided tlrés Laing himself, but
was reported by two other authdraviitchell’s above criticism is not supported
by any textual evidence in the form of direct quotationseterences providing

an indication of the exact pieces that she is ciitiguHer attempt at elucidating

ibid, p.132
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some feminist criticism of Laing appears to involve delgcsome incidences
where Laing could have made some further comment on gagd&his clearly
was not Laing’s main project, and he cannot be cséition the basis of this.
However, the above criticism by Mitchell is
erroneous according to my readingltie Divided Seliwhen Joan uses the term
‘he’, she is not referring to herself, but to an idgeheralised patient which she
uses as a means of explanation of her experiena@hzbphrenia. For example,
Joan states that ‘the patient hates the doctor fariegpéhe wound again and
hates himself for allowing himself to be touched ag&idoan also refers to the
generalised doctor in her statements as ‘he’. Thistigheoonly example where
Joan refers to a patient in general as *iéit other stages in this chapter Joan

clearly demonstrates an awareness of the facshigais female.

If you had actually screwed me, it would have wrecked
everything... It would have meant that you were using me like
a woman when | really wasn’t one... It would have meant you
could only see my body and couldn’t see the real me which
was still a little girl®®

When Joan uses ‘I’ she clearly refers to herself ambke Mitchell fails to note
this, which provides a further instance of her unfortuterdency to erase
aspects of Laing’s work and texts in order either to makwiaism or to attempt
to support one. Whether Joan’s use of ‘he’ as referringotiant in general was

prompted by the doctors that she conversed with origirsafipt stated by Laing.

% ibid, pp.166-167
ibid, pages 172 and 175
% op. cit., p.166. Further examples can be found on p.173.
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‘Feminist’ Criticism of Laing

These ventures by Mitchell into criticising Laing on basis of ignoring gender
relations demonstrate a tendency within her ‘feministiquie to criticise Laing
on the basis of non-existent textual evidence, and tagengavhat | call
‘playground feminism®® where examples of the absence of an explicit sextem
by Laing on gender relations are taken as far more signifibhan they really
are. Mitchell is far less interested in any analy$igemder relations when the
individual in question is male. For example, David’s cstsely inThe Divided
Selfcontains some discussion of his acting and dressindeimiaine mannet®
Mitchell’s discussion contains no reference whatsoyénis. It is not explained
why she sees alleged gender confusion on behalf of a wimniwenmore
significant than David’s case. | will later argue, ig section on a feminist
reading of Laing, that Laing’s project of demystifying mashis itself of benefit
to women, since we tend to receive a greater prevatdrite diagnosis of
mental illness than men.

Mitchell demtnages a further similarity between her
critique of Laing and that of the conservative psychiatritics when she
suggests that Laing

...resists classifying the patient ‘schizophrenic’ only to

classify those that drove him thus (and by classifyiegend
to mean blame).**

% Additional examples of ‘playground feminism’ include womeniggttipset when they are
referred to as ‘man’ or ‘guys’ in a casual manner oésheHow this advances women'’s
situation is beyond me.

1%bid, p.101
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| am unaware of any point Banity, Madness and the Famiijnere Laing and
Esterson explicitly state that they have classiéieg of the families in such a
manner. Remarks such as those made in the following quothti not constitute
classification as such, but rather explain the fawulgtext of the individual

concerned.

Neither of Lucie’s parents had emerged from their i@teti
with their parents as persons in their own right. Bl been
hopelessly immersed all their lives in fantasy unrecseghas
such!%?

Mitchell’s interpretation of Laing’s work sharply dewds in its validity as her
critique proceeds into attempts at feminist criticisime Sperates on the
assumption that the families of the individualsSenity, Madness and the
Family, and the mothers in particular, are seen as to blantbdir daughter’s
condition. She seems to assert that mothers are lelssr@mply because they
are female, and that females are blameless becatdeeMis a feminist. | do
not consider feminism to comprise a blind defence of wosn@ply for being
women. Mitchell's above criticism highlights a furth@esumption on her
behalf. She equates classification with blame. Thablematic for a number
of reasons. Firstly, as | have stated, Laing doeslassify, in the standard use of
the term, the families that he studies. Secondlyctimélation of the former term
with the latter is a misrepresentation of Laing’s kvdt is additionally
something of a leap to equate one with another, ewitahell is here drawing
upon Laing’s theories of diagnosis and labelling as gzadeng an individual.
Thirdly, no direct statements are provided by Laing anddyisuthor that the

families or mothers are directly to blame in this wiagtead, this attribution of

192 3anity, Madness and the Familyp.73
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blame is something that Mitchell is reading on to Langork. There may be a
greater danger of this occurring with work such as Laindjisre/ explanations,
in accordance with his phenomenological influencesnatg@resented as a
finished totality. Nevertheless, this does not excuse imp@surgw on to a text
which cannot be supported by evidence from it. The followlisgussion will
serve to illustrate these deficiencies in Mitchelfgique.

Mitchell argudat
‘...Laing’s... more concrete illustrations... seem, if in ams@le fashion, to
blame parents, or more particularly the motfi&t She then provides a long
guotation fromrhe Politics of Experiencevhere Laing discusses the
methodological break-through of considering the whole lfamgxus as opposed

to simply the mother.

At first the focus was mainly on the mothers (whe alkvays
the first to get the blame for everything), and a
‘schizophrenogenic’ mother was postulated, who was
supposed to generate disturbance in her ¢Hild.

Mitchell then claims that ‘as Laing’s theory revertfes sane-mad situation :%°
this has the result of making ‘...comparable conclusions. théo
schizophrenogenic mother *...inevitable, if implicit® Here | would consider it
to be more the case that Laing’s mother-blaming istedl or ‘implicit’ as
Mitchell claims because it is non-existent. Her usthefabove quotation from
The Politics of Experiendeas the effect of undermining rather than reinforcing

her assertions, as Laing explicitly states thereitlgtvrong to blame the

103 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.279
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mothers alone. Laing’s idea that the absence of ey @alidating point of view
for the individual who comes to be seen as ‘mad’, whicaive referred to
previously, is not solely directed at the mothers. Hegemany people would
expect the mother in a family to perform such a fumgtadong with other family
members. Neither is the indication given by Laing an@iiSen that the families
of schizophrenics are suffocating, closed environments mextas the fault of
the mother. How does Mitchell come to such a conah¥siehe provides very
little textual evidence to support her idea, other than theatjantfromThe
Politics of Experiencewhich fails to bolster her views, and the exampldsvihe
Mitchell states that isanity, Madness and the
Family, the only time that the father is criticised ishe thapter on ‘Family
Four: The Danzigs’, where she claims that Sarah @anfather is let ‘...off the
hook...” by Laing*®” and that ‘...this is the only time the father is thus
criticized.™® This comment appears in a chapter which is muddied by &itsh
insistence that Laing ignores ‘...the absence of thef@étither''*in a way
which does not further her analysis of Laing, and whichhis aspect,
contributes nothing but another forcing of psychoanalysito Laing’s work on
her behalf. With regard to this example, Mitchell is agaiisting the material to
fit her critique. Laing’s comments found in his texts relgag the Procrustean
nature of psychoanalysis, psychiatric theory and soaiais itself*° — that they
all involve chopping off aspects which do not fit in, in #8ne manner as the

Greek robber who cut off the limbs of travellers tdehthem in his bed — can be

197 op. cit., p.289

1% ihid. The sections frorBanity, Madness and the Familghat Mitchell provides quotations
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applied to Mitchell’'s critique. She uses a Procrusteanadedhcriticism, where
she chops off any ill-fitting aspects.

It is not Laing himself who lets the father of
the Danzig family ‘off the hook’, but instead it is madear in the study of this
family that negative feelings towards the father hachlgsmerated by the mother
and brother, and that Sarah Danzig was ‘...the one persomasreally
expected to comply with her father's wish&s.Here it could be expected that
Mitchell would take note of the recurring theme witBanity, Madness and the
Family, which an example is here provided of, that these ksl seem to
expect total compliance and obedience from their daughttecause they are

daughters. However, she does note that:

...remaining in the family [is]... something in our culture that
women are certainly supposed to do. Laing’s descriptions
show us forcefully the difficulty the girl will encmter when
she must leave this famify?

This perceptive element which is raised by Mitchell heraeaunderstates the
extent to which the daughtersSanity, Madness and the Famaie expected to
behave like docile robots that do as their families ball flesh this argument
out further in my later section on a feminist readihggang. Mitchell makes
some moves in that direction, but does not achievé disgussion. Her above
comment gets lost in a mire of psychoanalytic views ¢ha relates to this
material regarding how girls have a ‘weaker superego’, ammhs

In the example
of the Danzig family, Laing and Esterson do not let thieefaescape

uncriticised. Mitchell’'s misinterpretation of the maa¢instead generates her

11 3anity, Madness and the Familyp.112
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criticism of it, and the textual examples that she glesido not support her
claim. Fathers do not receive as uncritical a treatmemitchell claims in
Sanity, Madness and the FamiBoth the mother and the father of the Abbott
family are criticised for regarding their daughter’s depe&lg autonomy as
symptoms of an illnes$3 The father of the Blair family is presented by Laing

and Esterson as a highly unsavoury character.

Mrs Blair said that her husband watched over all Lucie’s
movements, required her to account for every minute she
spent outside the house, told her that if she went oné abe
would be kidnapped, raped or murdered... He would ridicule
any feelings she had***

Lucie herself states that her father *...doesn’t believe emancipation of
women.*® Laing and Esterson are highly critical of this patriatctiamineering
father of the Blair family. ‘Mr Blair appears to hanede it quite clear what he
wanted of Lucie, and he made it clear enough to us, withetuying the
slightest impression that his expectations were unui$ifat is noted that the

mother had effectively surrendered to the father’s wisHes

It was clear that Mr Blair did not feel his conceboat his
wife and daughter to be excessive, and it was clearwhas
he wanted his daughter to be — a pure, virginal, spinster
gentle-woman. His occasional physical and frequent Verba
violence towards her were prompted by his view of her as
sexually wantort*®

The example of the Blair family shows a father whossire to control his

family exceeds what can be considered as ‘normalchidit fails to examine

113 sanity, Madness and the Familyp.48
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this case. | find the absence of discussion of thislyamund the father in
particular, on Mitchell’s behalf to be significant. Hglence on certain aspects of
Laing’s work, and her selective identification of elenseof it which are
abstracted from other parts, facilitate her critiquieilst additionally
undermining it.

It is Mitchell's contentidhat ‘...the absence of the Oedipal

father®

Is apparent within Laing’s case studies. She idengfi@snples which,
from her point of view, reinforce this assertion. Howevwee father was all-too-
present within the Blair family. Mitchell's commerdsa Julie’s case study ifhe
Divided Selfoperate on a greater level of validity. Nevertheldss conclusion

that she draws at the end of the following quotatiamsarranted.

...Laing comments: ‘The father, indeed, as he said, had not
much to tell me, because he had “withdrawn himself
emotionally” from the family before Julie was bdr&o Laing
lets him withdraw once more, though surely this very
statement by the father should have told him a lotwiaat
worth pursuing? But Laing’s prejudice is, in itself, very
interesting*?°

| would agree with Mitchell that some interesting asalycould have been
generated by further discussion on Laing’s behalf of '3uieher. However,

Laing does state that, as opposed to Julie’s older sitkerfather had a more
obviously significant part to play®* It is made clear in the psychobiography that
relations between Julie’s parents had severely bra&@em prior to her birth.
Given Mitchell's tendency towards a Procrustean metiaditique, she seems

to have avoided the issue that Julie’s father’s withdtdsmem the family was

119 psychoanalysis and Feminisp290

120ihid, p.289. The quotation that Mitchell uses fréhe Divided Selfappears on p.191 of that
text.

121 The Divided Self p.191



142

due to this, rather than it being a case of Laing beingugiegd’ against women
and mothers. If Laing was such a misogynist, would he hatleered to present
the intelligibility of the female case studies thatmakes use of¥ Given
Mitchell’'s attempts at a feminist analysis of Laingeamould expect some
awareness to be shown of how gender roles are soaralgulturally
conditioned, and some bringing to bear of this upon heysisaMothers are,
still, generally expected to perform child-rearing functiengn in this day and
age. It may be the case that this withdrawal or alesefitathers, which Mitchell
views as an intentional act on behalf of Laing asitewymay be rather more
boringly a statement of fact with regard to specifisesa

Mitchell’'sew that
Laing blames the mothers alone for creating ‘mad’ childsebased upon a
number of assumptions. In her above discussion, siier@s that because Laing
does not blame the fathers to the extent that shedwi@al therefore Laing must
be blaming the mothers. Here | would like to add to thisuexmin another
mundane fact that Mitchell avoids — not all mother$ lvea good mothers, and
some mothers may treat their children very badly.ik@mation to see all
women as good, because she is a feminist and theredotts to defend women,
no doubt has good intentions. However, | would like to nilaklear that this
thesis would not have been written if Laing was as ‘piegdd against women
and mothers as Mitchell states. She attempts to supgovidw of Laing in this
way through providing a long quotation frérhe Divided Selih which Laing

states that the mother is the first mediator ofwbeld to a child, and that the

122t is a frequent misrepresentation of Laing that all sfdaise studies are of women. This is
certainly not the case ifhe Divided SelfandSelf and Others
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father and other adults play a role in this in latages of development®
Mitchell argues that in that quotation, ‘Laing... explicitiygs a different role to
the two parents..*** It is fair to say that Laing places more emphasisithe
role of the mother in the quotation that Mitchell sitelowever, the influence of
his tutors, such as Winnicott, cannot be discounted inglsaarly work. This
will be discussed shortly.

Mitchell sugtgethat Laing implicitly includes these

different parental roles in his later work.

...By the time ofSanity, Madness and the Familg seems to
have so absorbed this feature as to echo it in hisrotssa
without either comment or conclusion therefrom, andhey
time of The Politics of Experiendae implies that he has
outgrown such notion?>

In this example, Mitchell’s tracing of the lines of é&apment in and influences
upon Laing’s thought goes astray. The very purposaaity, Madness and the
Family is to show that the whole family context is involvecrcircling the
individual who comes to be seen as ‘insane’. Nevertbedde is correct in
stating that Laing moves somewhat beyond that vietha Politics of
Experiencealthough some comments on the family are providedithetier
critique of Laing as blaming mothers sits uneasily withde&titional line of
criticism that runs through her second section on Lalma he ignores the
Oedipus complex. In this manner, Mitchell claims thaihl loses ‘...the

particularity of the mother-child relationshilf® but then proceeds to criticise

123 psychoanalysis and Feminisnp.289. The quotation she uses is taken fidra Divided
Self, p.190. It begins: ‘It is out of the earliest lovingids...” and is directly quoted through to
the end of the paragraph.
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him for discussing this very relation as (from Mitchelberspective) Laing
therefore blames the mother if this relation goes gréiwrthermore, for a
psychoanalyst to be criticising Laing on the basis oahegied ‘prejudice’
against women, seems to be darkly amusing given Freuad sekism. There is
also a considerable tension present between Mitclieditschapter on Laing, a
piece of social history entitled ‘Social Psychothgrapd Post-war London’, and
these later criticisms made on her behalf. The infleeof Object Relations
Theory upon Laing, particularly ihhe Divided Selfis only noted in this chapter.
It is by far the best by Mitchell in her sections arlg, as the way in which
gender roles were disrupted during World War Two, and thesteged in their
conservative form following the war is highly informativéer bringing to bear
of this historical context upon Laing’s work becomest las she proceeds.

The following quotation from Mitchell

regards theeitgeistof the late 1950s.

Within psychology the stress was all on mother-coan the
psychoanalyst John Bowlby, whose work was popularized o
radio and in women’s magazines, we learned that a person
sucked his emotional stability literally with his motlser’
milk.**’

Mitchell criticises this as being part of “...a heritageaahother-child
obsession’?® She additionally briefly reviews Winnicott and others vitnaned
part of the Tavistock Clinic. Mitchell suggests that Igggrwork was produced
as a reaction to the focus on the infantile mothedakiationship within Object

Relations Theory”® With regard to Winnicott she claims that his:

127 op. cit., p.228
128ihid, p.229
129ibid, p.231
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...very sensitive work nevertheless had an effect somewha
like Bowlby’s in its earliest popularizations. Paeansto t
family obscured its more interesting content thoughatey
work in the sixties... was, | think, exempt from this.

At this stage | consider a review of Winnicott's thoughteirms of making a
contrast between the extent of mother-blaming withintiott’s and Laing’s
work to be valuable. This evaluation will additionallystrate that some
residues of the influence of Object Relations Theonyaia inThe Divided Self
The examples from Winnicott’s work that | will be usimg &om publications in
the 1960s and early 1970s. Mitchell's above quotation doeseatycktate
whether the work that she is referring to from the 1968s n@searched or
published during that decade. If she is claiming that Winnicptitdished work
in the 1960s and 1970s is free from ‘paeans to the familyfalfowing
examples, which concern the mother-child relationshipvitihis into doubt.
The first paper by Winnicott that | wish to
examine dates from 1960, and is titled ‘Ego Distortion immgeof True and

131 There are some considerable similarities betweamiabtt’s and

False Self
Laing’s conceptions of the true and false self, partibulaith regard to Laing’s
views on this inThe Divided SelfHowever, a full review of this would take me
far out of the orbit of my present discussion, althoughesparallels will be
drawn. The development of a false self is regarded witistheoretical
tradition as a key aspect that is involved in schizophrémitnis paper,

Winnicott explicitly places the full focus upon the et in terms of the

generation of a false self within the infant.

130 op. cit., p.229

131 This paper is found in the collection: Winnicott, D.W,&%8 The Maturational Processes
and the Facilitating Environment: Studies in the Theoy of Emotional Development
London, Hogarth Press, pp.140-152
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It is necessary to examine the part played by the mathdr,

in doing so | find it convenient to compare two extremes; by
one extreme the mothe&r a good-enough mothand by the
other the motheis not a good-enough mothEf

Winnicott provides clear examples of his consideratiamh tlot good-enough

mothering is to blame for the creation of a false wéHin the child.

The mother who is not good enough... repeatedly fails to
meet the infant gesture; instead she substitutes her own
gesture which is to be given sense by the compliancesof th
infant. This compliance on the part of the infantis éarliest
stage of the False Self, and belongs to the motetslity to
sense her infant’s needf$.

There are some similarities between the above
statement by Winnicott and Laing’s analysis of Julegise study in the last
chapter ofThe Divided Selfparticularly in Laing’s reconstructions from the
mother’s accounts of Julie’'s behaviour as a baby amdiagychild. Julie’s

mother recalls:

...that she played a ‘throwing away’ game with the patient
Julie’s elder sister had played the usual version ofjdoise
and had exasperated Mrs X by it. ‘Il made sureghafJulie)
was not going to play that game with rhéarew things away
and she brought them backre®’ as soon as she could
craw!'®

Laing comments upon this example that: ‘it is hardly n&sigsto comment on
the implications of this inversion of roles for Jusidailure to develop any real

ways of her own’*® The above quotation froffthe Divided Selélearly

132 Winnicott, D.W, (1960), Ego Distortion in Terms of True &mdse Self, in Winnicott, D.W,
(1965), The Maturational Processes and the Facilitating Environrant: Studies in the
Theory of Emotional Development London, Hogarth Press, p.145
133 i
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demonstrates a child who is having to comply with the nmath#he way that
Winnicott sees as characteristic of the ‘not good-enoogtther.

However, a
significant point of divergence occurs between Winniaatt Laing in terms of
their consideration (or the absence of it) of thet of the family nexus as
additionally playing a part in reinforcing the situatiortled individual who
comes to be viewed as schizophrenic. Winnicott, in anfare strident manner
than Laing, assigns different ‘natural’ roles to the éatdnd mother. Here
Mitchell would have perhaps aided her critique of Laing thraugh
acknowledgement that Winnicott presents such views inadae absolute and
conservative fashion than Laing. An example of Winnisotitws on this topic

is provided in the following quotation.
The assumption made by me in this paper is that, in heladth
mother who becomes pregnant gradually achieves a high
degree of identification with her infant... This special
orientation... not only depends on her own mental hellth,
also it is affected by the environment. In the simptase the
man, supported by a social attitude which is itself a
development from the man’s natural function, deals with

external reality for the woman, and so makes it aate
sensible for her to be temporarily in-turned, self-ceati®

At the very least Winnicott exposes his main assumptidns paper in this
guotation. However, further assumptions are bound up in shefais
discussion. He regards the mother, and the mother a®ohaving a ‘special
orientation’ in terms of having the ability to identifyth the child. The father is
allocated a different role of dealing ‘with externalltgeor the woman'.
Winnicott’s ideas here seem like something dating from 186@r#han 1960,

particularly in contemporary times, where many womenkwvhilst pregnant,

136 Winnicott, Ego Distortion in Terms of True and False Selfp.147
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and where economic pressures mean that two incomescariesd. In this
guotation, Winnicott also states that the identificabbthe mother with her
infant is something that occurs if the mother is itadesof good mental health.
This placing of absolute responsibility upon the motherHerdhild’s future
welfare does essentially promote the idea (far mone lthang does) that the
mother is the key problem if a child eventually becomessd’. In Winnicott’s
work, women appear only as producers of babies and as#neis. Men,
however, have to deal with the ‘real’ world. This asgig of ‘natural’ gender-
based roles to the parents by Winnicott additionally ceésnteis blaming of
mothers, as does his label of the ‘not good-enough’ eno®ne would expect
fathers also to identify with their new-born childrgat Winnicott sees this as a
maternal role alone.

No consideration isd@@n Winnicott’s behalf of the impact
of siblings and other family members upon the infant. béher is all.
However, Winnicott does provide reasons for this earlindns paper on the

true and false self.

| leave out infant-father relationships in this contexiduse |
am referring to early phenomena, those that conbern t
infant’s relationship to the mother, or to the fatheanother
mother. The father at this very early stage has acdime
significant as a male persot.

| have no means of corroboration of whether young childgerecognise their
parents early on as gendered. Winnicott offers no supgatilence for his
assertiort>® Laing’s studies far surpass those of Winnicott in seafthe

consideration of the influence of the wider family netk Even inThe Divided

137 ibid, p.142
138 | have often thought that much child psychology is highbcslative in this way, and
therefore dubious in some respects as a young child ceomoborate the inferences of another.
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Self which, as | have previously mentioned, stands the stlasell of Laing’s
work to conventional psychiatry, comments are madehvhote the collusion of
the rest of the family in maintaining the compliantiaubordinate status of the
individual who comes to be regarded as ‘mad’. Indeed,dhsiderable
influence of Winnicott upon this work provides a reasamit conventionality in
some respects.

In the case study of Julieingarefers to all of her family,

including her aunt in the following manner.

...None of the adults in her world know the difference
between existential life and death. On the contrayndg

existentially dead receives the highest commendation from

them?3°

Julie’s profound inability to develop a sense of hersetftaenomous was
supplemented by all of her family regarding this as beingdgd.aing further
comments that: ‘...all of the others in [Julie’s] wottibk this very feature as a
token of goodness and stamped with approval the absenel-a¢ton.**°
Mitchell seems to assume that Laing’s ‘mother-blamiagimply an arbitrary
product of what she sees as his desire to not blame tlenpens is labelled as
‘insane’. However, in Julie’s case, according to Langgrsion of events, neither
can her mother be considered to be blameless. Julalgemcannot be
considered to have treated her child in a ‘normal’ fashsorte she too saw
Julie’s lack of autonomy as nothing to raise alarm. Nbeedgss Laing’s
statements frorihe Divided Selifllustrate the aspect of his theory that | have

identified earlier — the lack of any other individual tonfion what is happening

for the person designated as ‘mad’. Julie’s mothaoisalone singled out for

139 The Divided Self p.183
140ibid, p.184
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criticism. From my perspective, rather than this cgady providing an example
of Laing’s implicit ‘mother-blaming’, as Mitchell viewthis, it alternatively
gives us an example of Laing’s implicit social cigmm. The assumption made
by Julie’s family that the inability to act independerdiyone’s own behalf
therefore constitutes being ‘good’ speaks volumes abeutdly in which some
families may not want their children to become tlosin people, and instead
may encourage them to merely conform to the family’sadeta. No comment
on this aspect is made by Mitchell. The possibility magtehat psychoanalysts
may not be so keen to criticise the family itselfitas the very foundation of
much of psychoanalytic theory.

drater text by Winnicott, published in 1971, he
provides a further explicit statement that the mothi¢o blame for not being
‘good-enough’ if the child then develops a mental illnessThere is no health
for the human being who has not been started offevellgh by the mothet?*
This statement occurs in a chapter on ‘Transitionaé@bjand Transitional
Phenomena’. It condemns possibly many individuals to a efahental ill-
health, as whether many mothers would be considered ‘gandiyenby
Winnicott is subject to debate. It is such a sweepiatgstent, allied to his
comments that | have reviewed so far, that Winnicotgsudisions of mothering
contrast with Laing’s to the extent that the formeuld generate anxiety, guilt
and feelings of blame if a mother were to attempt to juekgyself by those
standards. It could be argued that the very term of thed*gmough’ mother is
intended to include the proviso that the mother only has redching the

minimum standards for adequate mothering. However eaetin remains

141 Winnicott, D.W, (1971)Playing and Reality, London, Tavistock, p.11
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couched in studies which are laden with conservativengssons about the
‘natural’ mothering inclinations of women, it connoteseager degree of
mother-blaming than anything that | am conscious of in Laingrk. There is a
difference between blame where it is due, and Winnicalitse/e universalising
statement. It is a credit to Laing’s achievementsttiafact that his work and
that from Winnicott, which has been subject to thisflbegiew, were
contemporaneous seems remarkable. As | have previouslhdalyiicott’s
work seems like a prehistoric relic in comparison tonga work, which | still
find to be fresh and of value in present times.

Mitchell claims regarding the
advances and corrections that Laing’s work makes ovexcDBjlations Theory
seem misguided in the light of the above review. Wioittis work from the
1960s and 1970s still heralds the conventional family asaio of the
production of mentally well individuals. Her descriptionvidinnicott’s work as
‘very sensitive**? ignores his mother-blaming, which is an aspect thatistls f
to be unacceptable in Laing’s work. Another membehefTavistock Clinic in
the post-war era was Susan Isaacs, who is subjeati® Isitsstering criticism
from Laing inSelf and Othersvith regard to her concept of ‘unconscious

experience®® The following quotation from Mitchell concerns Isaawsrk.

...She would write of how the mother, feeling her child as a
possession, also therefore saw it as an extensibersélf,
rather than as a person apart. One can see thattishen
reaction set in with Laing and others in the vanguardag to
this sort of formulation perhaps as much as anythingtledde
they were objecting™

142 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.229
143 5elf and Others pp.17-32 (Chapter One)
144 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.229
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| am not knowledgable of Isaacs’ work, so | thereforeuaable to assess
whether Mitchell’'s comment on her work is correct.

However, despite hisque
of Isaac’s work, Laing’s case studies reveal simiesitvith the above quotation
in that the mothers concerned fail to see their afiiigrs separate individuals.
Julie’s case study ifhe Divided Sel€ontains this element, as do some of the
case studies iBanity, Madness and the Familor example, in the chapter on
‘Family Three: The Churches’, Laing and Esterson prongestatement. ‘One
notes here the imperviousness of the mother to the dawaht person separate
and different from herself. She cannot understand #ratidqughter does not
seem to like what she like¥? In the chapter on ‘Family Nine: The Irwins’, the
recurring theme of the text that the daughter’s develogurignomy is taken as
signs of a mental iliness is again apparent. Laing anddeststate the

following.

This is by now a familiar story. What Mrs Irwin finds
particularly upsetting is the developing distance between
herself and Mary. They used to be the same, and novathey
different. It is this difference that, for her mothseems to be
the essence of the illne¥s.

One wonders whether Mitchell had written her firsatier on the historical
context surrounding Laing’s work prior to reading any ofigr summary of
Isaacs’ work rather neatly parallels these case stdicien Laing, in direct
opposition to Mitchell's claim that Laing was reactirgaanst this.

In a similar

vein, her claim that Laing ‘...attempted to discredit theat@n of psychosis in

145 sanity, Madness and the Familyp.86
148 ibid, p.208
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the child’sinfantile relationship with the mothet*’ does not sit easily with
certain examples from Laing’s work where he indicéites the problematic
mother-child relation does begin with the very youngdchilhe clearest
expression of this is found again within Julie’s psychobiplgyan The Divided
Self This life history begins from Julie as a baby, anachganakes it clear that
her profound lack of autonomy was in existence from #rg eginnings of her
life.**® In Sanity, Madness and the Familizere is not such a great emphasis
upon taking histories of the infancy of the individuals wbone to be seen as
‘mad’. However, there are occasions where such infoomasi provided. | have
referred earlier to ‘Family Six: The Fields’, where thether of the family saw
fit to tie up her daughter, due to her daughter’s hip problemmidrsection, some
discussion is devoted to the daughter’s early y&€arghis is additionally the
case in three further chapters of this téXfThese studies of the early years of
the individuals parallel Julie’s case study in the resiat a lack of self-action
and autonomy were present in these cases from théoggiynings of their lives.
However, Mitchell's statement may be referring toriggs broadening of the
time-span in which psychosis is alleged to occur. Objetti®ns Theory, with
Winnicott as an example, tends to place an emphasissinespect upon the
infantile stage of life alone. However, some furtblarifying discussion would
benefit Mitchell’'s comments in this area.

With regard to the specific criticismttha
Laing blames mothers for the generation of psychostamtheir children, my

most important objection to this, other than the latctextual evidence to

147 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.231

148 The Divided Self pp.182-187

149 Sanity, Madness and the Familypp.146-149
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support this, is that | feel that it is an easy csticito make of Laing’s work.
From my perspective, the accusation made by Mitchelllthing engages in
mother-blaming is a product again of her forcing a partidatarpretation on to
Laing’s texts. If his work is read in such a manner thatassumption of mother-
blaming is heavily foregrounded in the reader’s mind, thenrtterpretation of
the text in such a manner becomes a self-fulfilling pegghThis is especially
the case with critiques operating from a feminist petsgecas any aspects
relating to women within Laing’s work run the risk of lgiinappropriately
selected for a greater amount of attention than they deserve. There is the
additional issue, which | have confronted briefly beforéhis thesis, that
Laing’s criticism of the family strikes at the heaftome of this culture’s most
cherished institutions. An individual who | had a fruitfliscussion with
regarding Laing, as she is an older person who did heralagthe time of
Laing’s fame, suggested that Laing’s critical work on #Hrmaify received such a
large degree of critique because it speaks a truth thatulise does not like to
hear®!

| do feel that some of the criticism of ihgiis reactionary in this manner,
and is produced because his critics dislike the way intwlbaing’s ideas
challenge conventional assumptions, such as the hdealt families adequately
nurture their offspring. At some unfortunate stage in astohy, the truth
became controversial. Laing’s conception of trutthé bf negative truth, what
is true is what is not the case. As an exampl8ainity, Madness and the Family
the truth contained in this text is that it is ncg ttase that the individuals studied

therein are suffering from a biological disease. Baihmay be more the case

151 | would like to extend my thanks to Patricia, who | miethe Eclectic Criticism conference at
Nottingham University on 18/4/08, who suggested this goine.
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that they are suffering from their family’s inability tet them become their own
individuals. Laing’s work is counter-intuitive in this fashjand is therefore
subject to a greater degree of misinterpretation if thge@ds not
comprehended. It is facile to claim that Laing blamesherst if one goes
looking for this and ignores the ways in which the weh@aimily environment
reinforces the individual's position.

A further counter-intuitive, but nevertheless
highly perceptive and unpleasant, element that Laingifeeesnwith regard to the
families that he studied is how the attribution ofalis is used by the families to
relieve the blame from their shoulders. Julie’s mothates that: ‘In a way, |
blame myself but, in a way, I'm glad that it was analis after all, but if only |
had not waited so long before | took her to a doc¢fér&n additional example of
the way in which the child’s alleged iliness is used leygarents to relieve the

blame can be found Banity, Madness and the Family

Mrs Abbott finally told us (not in Maya’s presence) tbhe
prayed that Maya would never remember her ‘illness’ because
she (Mother) thought it would upset her (the daughter) to do
so0. Indeed, she felt this so strongly that, that tildde

‘kindest’ if Maya never remembered her ‘illness’, evet if
meant she had to remain in hospitgl!

Here Mrs Abbott appears to have forgotten that peoplettebd in hospital
because they are ill. This quotation demonstrates a fuekaenple of the
mother’s lack of recognition of the daughter as a pergtinthe capacity for
autonomous thought. | also find this statement to be higirgnving, as whether

‘what is best for Maya’ is a substitution for ‘whatbest for us, the parents’

152 The Divided Self p.181
153 sanity, Madness and the Familyp.47
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appears to be all but explicitly stated. The accusationother-blaming rather
neatly reinforces the status quo, and the subordinate @aisghdsition.

One would expect a feminist analysis to
identify this as a matter for critical analysis. Whg daughters expected to
conform to their families’ wishes? Mitchell simply v&$ this off as giving
...support to teenage protest.> whereas | consider this to be a more telling
aspect than Laing’s supposed ‘mother-blaming’. As Mitchelbiga this, | will
address this absence in Chapter Seven. A comparativaasitt@aiMrs Abbott’s

above comments is described by Laind e Politics of Experiencé.aing

discusses the study of the individual within their widsrial nexus.

Something is wrong somewhere, but it can no longer éxe se
exclusively or even primarily ‘in’ the diagnosed patient

Nor is it a matter of laying the blame mg@ne’s
door...Very seldom is it a question of contrived, deliberate,
cynical lies or a ruthless intention to drive someom@&\cr
although this occurs more commonly than is usually
supposed. We have had parents tell us that they would rathe
their child was mad than that he or she realize tita1°

This is another unpleasant matter that Laing raisesoosideration. The very
idea that Laing places blame on to the mothers ofamdlies that he has
investigated is, to summarise, either an attribution ohblavhere it is du&® or
is the product of the imposition of this point of viewtorhis work. Mitchell
assumes that Laing blames mothers because he is prdjagiamst women.
Whilst it may not be nice to ponder the idea that msthaay severely mistreat

their children, nevertheless this is liable to be teedn some instances. Laing’s

154 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.279

155 The Politics of Experience p.96

16| find it remarkable that Mitchell does not see pineblems with the mothers’ treatment of
their children inSanity, Madness and the Family
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critics, with Mitchell as an example, would fare leeft their critiques were not
based upon naive assumptions, such as that held by Miteditedlll mothers are
good mothers and are therefore blameless. A further pnobléh the issue of
blaming an individual, such as the mother, for the staatdescribed by Laing
is that it reduces any analysis of his work to a rgpoerile level. | find it
intelligible that a reader of his case studies may tezide to try and identify
‘the cause’ of it, or ‘who is to blame’. Howeverista credit to Laing (and
Esterson) that such simplistic notions are avoidealidin their presentation of
the material. It is liable that, as Laing statedhmabove quotation, no one is to
blame in the conventional sense of the term, bedesadividuals concerned
do not realise the damage that they are occasioning.

Mitchell further ccises

Sanity, Madness and the Famitythe following manner.

...The number of interviews with the patient’'s mother far
exceeds those of the father, who receives in alalbsases

two interviews, whilst the mother may be given as masy

twenty-nine™’

This criticism is simply a re-statement of a probleitihvihe methodology of the
research which is acknowledged fully in the text byngaand Esterson. ‘As
such, the focus remains somewhat on the identified patieonh the mother-
daughter relationship, ... rather than on the nexus itS&Mheir self-critique of
Sanity, Madness and the Famitythe introduction goes much further than the
above problem. They note that ‘...an interview is iteelf a naturally occurring

family situation’™*® that they are dissatisfied with their method of rdamy the

157 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.290
158 Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.26
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interviews>®® and that the material is intentionally limited, pawtarly in terms

of making interpretations ‘...whether existential or psatmelytic.*®* This latter
point is of relevance to Mitchell's views, since shiéiques Laing for not
offering further interpretations of the material thamnmakes use of. However,
with a fair amount of problems identified by the reskars themselves, with
regard to this text, Mitchell only sees fit to crisieiit on the above grounds. In
this way she amplifies one problem with the text, $impan attempt to
reinforce her claim that Laing is prejudiced against wamen

Mitchsliggests that
*...by chance, all Laing’s detailed accounts are of ‘schirepic’ women.*®?|
argued in an earlier footnote that this is a misrepresentaf Laing’s work,
since not all of Laing’s case studies are of women,imiithe Divided Seland
Self and Othergpsychobiographies of male patients are highly prominerikeln
former text, a great deal of attention is paid by Lamthe case study of James,
who additionally shows a similarity in terms of a ladlautonomy with many of
Laing’s other case studies. | referred to David’s psychoapgyr earlier in this
chapter, due to his gender confusion issues, which are droytt®litchell. He
also receives a substantial amount of attention withm Divided SelfAn entire
chapter is devoted to ‘The Case of PeterSéif and Otherswo male examples
are used in Laing’s chapter on ‘Complementary Identitytchell again appears
to be engaging in her Procrustean method of analysisevshercuts out any
aspects which do not fit into her discussion. It is ssirpy that Mitchell did not
see fit to criticise Laing on the basis of her clénat all of his lengthy

psychobiographies are of women.

180 op. cit.
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In Mitchell’'s 1999 introduction to
Psychoanalysis and Feminisshe produces one of her most coherent critiques

of Laing’s work. She notes that in an earlier essag hstul

...tried to intervene in those accounts of the family that
presented it as a unit, either functional... or dysfuncti(as
with the 1960s assaults on it typified by R.D. Laing). Saich
unity echoed rhetorical positions and froze the conceteof
family in any given timé®?

In the above quotation, Mitchell is suggesting that thalfais presented in a
reified form within Laing’s work. | consider this to befair criticism of his
work, as the relation of the family itself to theader historical context is not
explicitly commented on by Laing at any stage. This adzserithin his work is
additionally identified by Scorpio in his 1969 interview withing. Scorpio puts
forward the suggestion that the family was viewed then asstate of near-
breakdown:®* and proceeds to enquire whether Laing thought that thedér
the family would alter. Scorpio notes that in Laing'sriwhe regards the family
as ‘...a sort of primal unit... which will probably go o> Laing himself shows

an awareness of this omission in his work.

| don't think I've ever written anything to the effecttH

regard the family as we know it, the urban westernaaucl
family, two generations, parents and children, as anythseg e
but a very unusual social form that has developed rgcentl
particular socio-economic circumstance®..

The discussion in the interview is highly informatiegarding the nuclear

family. We tend to regard the social arrangementswhahhabit as having

183 ibid, pp.xvii-xviii

184 These sorts of suggestions have clearly been in eddenmany years. In contemporary
times, they tend to be made by right-wingers, whaadeemology between the breakdown of the
traditional family, and that of society. The evideb@support this is, however, unclear.

185 Scorpio, F, (1969), Dr Ronald Laing Talks With Felix $90r1T, No.59, July 4-17, p.7
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always existed. To think of the nuclear family as only hgyrevailed for
around one hundred and fifty yefss a staggering thought, as is the fact that
...it still doesn’t exist anywhere else than in the indatised complex®

Nevertheless, with regard to Laing’s work, |
regard this as an absence rather than as a matfall friitique. If this element is
taken into account, Laing’s critique of the family tfere becomes criticism of
this specific social form. However, if the recent aoduwrally specific nature of
the nuclear family had been discussed at some polating’s work, this may
have added to his critique of it. Despite this, | condidéng to have made a
sufficient contribution in terms of his analysis bétpeculiar and suffocating
form that the nuclear family can take. The familyaasagent of conformity is an
idea that is present within Laing’s work. The relevancehisfto the wider
cultural expectations of our present society liethenfact that repression and
conformity are facts that we historically continue tduwne in the wider world
beyond the family, especially in the arena of paid eyypknt. To consider the
nuclear family as a recent and unusual social forma&tsnarge implications for
psychoanalysis, which, other than in Freud’s theorhefrimal family*®®
additionally considers the family in a reified form.

In the interview with@pio,

Laing does suggest that the nuclear family will ‘...no doulsbme and go

187 n the interview with Scorpio, Laing dates the nucfaanily as having existed for ‘...not
much longer than 100 years in Europe.’ Op. cit.
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according to circumstances? Laing additionally suggests that the nuclear

family itself puts a great deal of pressure upon the patleaisselves.

...It’s difficult to think of any social form where so muish
expected of two people by others, where they expect sh muc
of each other and of themselves. These two people have got
find their total sexual satisfaction and any form ofnracy

and most of their consolation and support... and delighiein
from each other and no one else: | refer to whatlighse

‘ideal’ in terms of which people still feel failurés:

A further aspect that is not commented upon in Laingiskvis the matter of
why the parents, and the other family members, treatdhiddren so badly. |
consider this again as an absence, rather than asex foacritique. The above
guotation suggests that the huge amount of social pressuite bdacs down on
the parents may provide a clue as to an explanation forithe mothers of
families, in particular, seem to suffer the mostantemporary society, where
free time is becoming increasingly scarce. Unfortugatamans have a
tendency to take out their frustrations on others, whizally are the weakest
and most powerless individuals. Children fulfil bothluége latter criteria.
However, a problem here is that as Laing frequently stggehis work, the

parents, and the rest of the family, may not evena@eaof what they are doing.

Responses to Other Critics, and Praise of Laing

In Mitchell's substantial sections on LaingRsychoanalysis and Feminisshe
additionally provides some responses to the criticismaafd, and some praise
for his work. These will be subject to a brief revieviobe this chapter is

concluded. In terms of Mitchell's responses to Laimgiscs, she argues against

170 Scorpio, F, (1969), Dr Ronald Laing Talks With Felix $9or1T, No.59, July 4-17, p.7
171 ipAi
ibid
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Sedgwick’s criticism ofnterpersonal PerceptiarSedgwick is Laing’s most
cited critic, and his critique will be subject to a reviater in this thesis.
Sedgwick suggests thiatterpersonal Perceptiosimply reflects the assumptions

of *...orthodox marital counselling..*’? and is therefore merely a *...liberal-

reformist...*"®

work rather than a radical one. Mitchell argues thatitha true
statement to a certain extent, but that ‘...the aithefresearch is to discover a
system of rapid testing which can be used therapeuticalfyy Mitchell’s
identification that Sedgwick’s criticism dfiterpersonal Perceptioruns counter
to the stated aims of that text is valuable. Howevisellithat both accounts
ignore the significant discussions and criticism offdeus on the individual
within psychology to the exclusion of their wider sdcontext that is present
within this text. These comments are located withinfitisé section of
Interpersonal Perceptigrwhich is comprised of three chapters pertaining to the
theory behind the method, but additionally run throughcaitett. The
theoretical chapters contain some further critiquesgthoanalysis, and of

Object Relations Theory as scarcely having developed belenuremises of

psychoanalysis.

Object-relations theory is concerned witkernal dynamic
structure, supposed to consist of a central ego and @bsy e
each with correlated objects. Once more, objects nobpers
are involved; once more the relationshgtweemersons is
undeveloped theoretically... The “objects” in object-relasio
theory ardnternal objectsot other persons’

172 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.246
173 i
ibid
74 op. cit.
75 Laing, R.D, Phillipson, H, and Lee, A.R, (196Biterpersonal Perception London,
Routledge, p.7
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Mitchell's response to Sedgwick’s criticism loterpersonal Perceptigrand her
own omission with regard to it, suggest that Laing'sayimay have a tendency
to select the easiest element of a given text to critigie then ignore other key
aspects. The fact that this text was not authored &lph@ing is also omitted.
Laing’s co-writers fall under the shadow cast by Lasnigme.

tbhell notes
that: ‘many critics have decried Laing’s descent / ascémtmysticism, but it is
clearly the completely logical progress of his preoccopatf’® Here her tracing
of the lines of development within Laing’s work serve Wetil (although they do
at times go astray). | have argued a similar point irpreyious chapter on
Deleuze and Guattari that Laing’s mystical commaeuwits) the voyage as an
example, do not make a sudden appearance in his worlassiimed by some
of his critics, but instead are the product of the advanckeaieertain concepts
throughout his work.

It is interestingatiMitchell notes in her 1999 introduction
that ‘...neither at the time of publication nor at anyigince, did anyone really
notice the sections on Wilhelm Reich and R.D. Lafd§Mitchell's sections on
Laing are briefly evaluated by Kotowicz in his 1997 book omdLaKotowicz
argues that despite Mitchell’'s proximity in her views tthodox psychoanalysis,
her critique of Laing is ‘...thorough, the least emotionaltarged, and the least
ideologically determined:’® | agree with this comment by Kotowicz to some
extent. She does avoid the error of only examining srspgfdtaing’s work, and

avoids criticising Laing in a reactionary manner.

176 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.278
Y7ibid, pp.xv-xvi
178 Kotowicz, Z, (1997), R.D. Laing and the Paths of Anti-Rétry, London, Routledge, p.105
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Certain aspects of Mitchell's praise for Laing
do elucidate key aspects of Laing’s contributions. At thig gad of her sections
on Laing, she provides a quotation from Freud where he shatelse is glad that
biochemical explanations for forms of neuroses hacere obsoleté’®
Mitchell comments that schizophrenia can be added tosthef types of distress
identified by Freud that are beyond the reach of ‘...naiveheimists...*° and
that this is ‘thanks to Laing. ! However, this praise for this element of Laing’s

work suffers from being placed at the very end of heticges; and from

receiving no further discussion. In an earlier chaptetchdil suggests that:

Laing’s work demands attention both because of his
popularity and influence... and because he claims a lot for his
discoveries... The fact that he has a coherent attdandea

battle to fight make him... stand out. Like Wilhelm Reich he

is a dominant psychopolitical ideologt&t.

This latter view of Laing’s work is thought-provoking becabsework is not
typically viewed in such a manner. However, Mitchelisw of Laing as an
ideologist does link to her critique of his ‘science of pers@iace she views
this aspect of Laing’s work as not constitutive of a prgoeence, she therefore
decides that it is reflective and ideologit&INevertheless, the way in which
Mitchell throws in praise for Laing in the midst oft@ism of his work dilutes
both of her efforts in these areas. This mixing ofsgand criticism could have
been avoided on her behalf by structuring her discussisucim a way that these

elements were discussed separately. It may be atiefleof her respect for

179 psychoanalysis and Feminisppp.291-292
180ibid, p.292

181 op. cit.

182ibid, p.277

183ibid, p.273
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Laing that these identifications of the benefits ofvinisk do appear within her
critique.
In her first chapter on Laing and the aband historical context

surrounding his ideas, Mitchell asks an important question.

Does [Laing’s work] show us a way forward in understagdi
the oppression of women as it takes place within théyam
that is supposed to give them both their definition and thei
rationale %

| was expecting a substantive response to this questianpgmbided within
Mitchell’s later discussions. However, it never appeahng later sections in
which she comes close to a reply are rather inchaateadditionally may have
been better developed in a separate section. Too maesirtiftrains of analysis
are run together in Mitchell's chapters on Laing, vaittesulting lack of clarity
in some respects. Since Mitchell does not truly respomldet above question, |
will deploy this as a line of enquiry in my chapter dieminist reading of Laing.
One of the benefits of Mitchell's considerable analydiLaing’s work is that
she does evaluate his work in a manner that regardfuifiyadistinct from that
of Cooper. She additionally does not conflate Laingiight with the wider
anti-psychiatric movement. These two elements compreemsiderable advance
upon the critiques that have been evaluated thus far ithgsgs, where at times
it is unclear whether Laing himself is the subject ofdhieque.

héaccusation of
only having read a small quantity of Laing/suvrecannot be levelled at
Mitchell, and she provides some discussion of lessduaeal works such as

Interpersonal PerceptioandReason and Violenc&he takes a scholarly

184 op. cit., p.231
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approach for the most part of her sections on Laingrd'ts only one occasion
where she cites a piece of Laing’s work as originatingnfa text incorrectly®
This approach, allied to her tracing of the lines of dgumlent throughout the
majority of Laing’s work aids her discussion. For thesgsons, | remain
sympathetic to Mitchell’s critique of Laing, despite thediciencies with certain
aspects of it. A substantial problem lies with her teogiéo critique Laing for
an alleged prejudice against women. | feel that this isrgéed more by her
defence of the mothers featured in Laing’s work, ratih@n by any real textual
evidence being in existence to support her claim. Mit@pgears to assume that
because the mothers are female, and Mitchell is anfsintherefore she must
defend the mothers. However, this does not extend tdatinghters of the
families studied in Laing’s work. An analysis of ghesitions of both would
contribute to an evaluation of how Laing’s work mawyteon some insights into
the position of women, and how women may be subjugatiédwiheir families.
With regard to Mitchell’s critique of Laing, it is appareéatme that her
misunderstanding of some key elements of his work Heveffect of throwing
her critique out of line. Her lack of comprehension ofalmas of
phenomenology is a key problem involved in this respecteSufrher criticism
does view Laing’s thought as more simplistic thanttialty is. Her comments
on Laing'’s ‘science of persons’, and the way in wiibh assumes that this must
constitute a form of conventional science in orderet¢elgitimate is a good
example of this. Mitchell's forcing of psychoanalytiatarial on to Laing’s
work, and her critique of him as not taking sufficientiyo account certain

psychoanalytic concepts is a further problem. Additignale has a tendency to

1850n p.272 oPsychoanalysis and Feminisira quotation fronThe Bird of Paradiseis
incorrectly stated as originating froiie Politics of Experience
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engage in what | have termed a Procrustean methodiqtieriwhere she cuts
out any aspects of Laing’s work that do not fit into hee Ibf criticism.
Nevertheless, Mitchell's criticism of Laing containgr@ater level of validity,
and is far more admirable in terms of its scholaplgraach, than that of

Showalter, which will be evaluated in the next chapter.



168

6) Feminist Critiques of Laing Il

The purpose of this chapter is to evaluate the validiBlane Showalter’s
critique of Laing inThe Female Malad{1985), which attempts to criticise Laing
along feminist lines. Showalter’s critique of Laing falensiderably short of
making cogent criticisms of his work. However, it is toain examination
because it serves to highlight further some of the prafanisunderstandings
that exist regarding Laing and his work. Showalter’s attethptiéique of Laing
additionally illustrates negatively the principles taeg required for an incisive

critique of an author’s work.

Showalter’s Critique of Laing

Showalter’s criticism of Laing occurs within one smghapter oThe Female
Malady. The very title of the chapter itself is significas the problem contained
therein resonates throughout the entire piecechlled ‘Women, Madness and
the Family: R.D. Laing and the Culture of AntiPsychidtifhe complications
involved in the conflation of Laing with the wider anti-phjatric movement
once more rear their head. My previous discussion earltéis thesis, in my
section on Clare, with regard to the fact that Lairag wot a true anti-
psychiatristper sedoes not require restating, other than in the respactttis is
a frequently recurring element in the problematic critiquidsaing. The lack of
clarity that results from this conflation leads oné¥® consideration that Laing
becomes the ‘fall guy’ for the entire anti-psych@amovement, and Cooper in
particular. This is highly in evidence throughout Showaltehapter on Laing. |

will deal with this particular aspect first.
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Showalter doesertbiat it was Cooper, and not Laing, that
gave anti-psychiatry its namiédowever, this brief comment is not given its full
due, as Cooper’s and Laing’s ideas are run together throutigocthapter. It
would have been far better for Showalter to have censitithese authors
separately in separate sections. In a similar vein tohdil, Showalter makes
some under-developed comments that ‘Laingian theorypirgerd female
schizophrenia as the product of women’s repression and opprasghin the
family.’? Whilst there is some validity to this interpretatibey first few pages of
discussion of Laing simply describe some fairly welb¥wm aspects of his work,
such as Laing’s questioning of the medical model of psygfizabdistress. This
is a further issue with Showalter’s critique of Laingr 6o much of her chapter
simply describes aspects of Laing’s work and life as ogptusenaking the
effort to analyse or offer anything new with regard té\dditionally, Showalter
has a similar taste for providing unanswered questionstth&ll. Showalter
guestions: ‘...did radical antipsychiatry finally have any ntoreffer women
than did its predecessors, and did R.D. Laing... fulfilleRpectations his
studies had created?’

Some further questiare posed by Showalter which
expose the poverty of the approach that she takes tg’'tawork.

But what of the therapy itself? And what of the peediby

and ideology of its central figure? What happens if vod lat
antipsychiatry from a feminist perspective?

! Showalter, E, (1985);he Female Malady: Women, Madness and English Culture, 1830-
198Q London, Virago Press, p.221

2 ibid, p.222

% ibid, p.221

* op. cit., p.222

® ibid, p.223
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The very fact that Showalter takes this approach isousi in terms of
indicating what form the rest of her discussion vake. It may be a fair
consideration that biographical work on Laing could potemtlzive been far
more interesting and unusual in 1985 wh&e Female Maladwas published.
There are a number of biographies of Laing available botin of which were
published in the 19905Therefore, Showalter’s biographical considerations in
her chapter on Laing may have had a greater relevaree dr text was
originally published. In this manner, her text has not ageltl ter desire to
moralise over Laing’s life leads one to the suspiciat SEhowalter was not able
to take a full scholarly approach in terms of her abergtion of Laing, unlike
Mitchell. Showalter prefers to malkel hominencriticisms, as opposed to
criticising Laing'’s theories themselves.

However, some of Showalter’s criticisms of
Laing closely echo those made by MitchBlsychoanalysis and Feminigm
cited within Showalter’s chapter on Laing, where somilibéhell’s praise for
Laing is identified. However, in the footnote to Showalter’s reference to
Mitchell, the former suggests that there is an ‘...extremesm...” apparent in
...Laingian therapy in its later phases®.No evidence, textual or otherwise, is
provided in order to support this assertion. Instead, thargggn of sexism on
Laing’s behalf is an interpretation which is conjured up byvi&titer. The

following quotation provides an example of this sloppy apgroac

In antipsychiatry... the typical patient... was female, el
woman'’s role remained that of patient rather than dobtor

® Burston, D, (1996)The Wing of Madness: The Life and Work of R.D. Laing USA, Harvard
University Press; Clay, J, (199®,D. Laing: A Divided Self, London, Hodder and Stoughton.
Burston’s text is the one that | would recommend, duestemgagement with Laing’s theories.
" The Female Malady p.222

8 ibid, p.284
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Laing’s early work, the majority of case studies degcrib
women struggling with conflicting messages about femiinit
from their family and the society, but these potenhiabries

of gender are not developed in the studies themsglves.

Showalter provides no evidence of the numbers of maldeanale ‘patients’
who resided in alternative therapeutic households suklngsley Hall. The
above statement is a generalisation made aboutther farid and biased
account of Mary Barnes’ time spent at the above pl&bis will be investigated
shortly. Whether Showalter’s first sentence indheve quotation properly
reflects an intentionally male-dominated power strucatit€ingsley Hall, or the
fact that the role of doctor tends to be taken on byimenr culture, and the
role of patient (particularly that of the psychiatricipat) tends to be given to
women, is something that is not considered.

Here | would like to remind the reader
that male case studies do feature prominently in Lamay'ly work, which | have
referred to in my chapter on Mitchell. The above quotatiom Showalter
conveniently ignores this. It is also worth bearing indrthat in Laing’s day,
psychiatric wards were single-sex, as opposed to mixedxseRey are now.
Laing describes the excitement of female patients atge@enew male on the

ward, during the beginnings of his career in psychiatryen860s.

Hospital wards at that time were either all womenlbmen

so if it was a man, apart from a workman, a guy doing the
windows or plumbing or something like that, to actually be in
the ward was very unusugl.

This provides the reason for all of the case studi€&amty, Madness and the

Family being of female patients. They were selected fromgpezific hospitals,

° op. cit., p.231
19 Mad to be Normal, p.131
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both of which housed female patieft&Rather than demonstrating misogyny on
behalf of Laing, his focus on such female case studimsiie mundanely a
reflection of the way in which psychiatric wards wereictured at that stage in
history. However, nothing was preventing Laing from condgdtis research in
a male psychiatric ward.

Neverthelebs®se unexamined assumptions lead
Showalter to the conclusion that ‘like other radic@vements of the 1960s,
antipsychiatry in practice was male-dominated, yet unaofite own sexism'?
| am aware of no evidence that anti-psychiatry was tiateally excluding of
women in the manner that Showalter suggests. Herignitimay be indicative of
a more substantial point than she actually makes. Rmpmxperience, counter-
cultural movements, in general tend to be male-domirfatein are given
greater room to rebel within our culture. Women aréestpected to live a
largely conformist life, or they receive a huge amourdribicism. The way in
which female existence is still seen as embedded withifathily forms, in my
view, one aspect of the pressure to conform which igdlapon women.
Showalter fails to bring in further considerations awly anti-psychiatry was
male-dominated, and views this simply as a reflectiosegism on behalf of
those that participated in this movement. | do not demssuch a simplistic view
of this to be fully valid. Rather, all Showalter higlhnitg, without this being stated
as such, is that counter-cultural movements tend to kedoaninated, and that
this is a product of the cultural prescriptions placed uperdifferent genders. In

this vein, Showalter does not demonstrate an abilityaitscend the issues that

1 sanity, Madness and the Familyp.15

2 The Female Malady p.246

13 An exception to this was the ‘Riot Grrl movement thaas part of in the early to mid-1990s,
which was a feminist punk movement.
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she identifies with Laing’s work, in terms of the notibat Laing ignores gender
relations. | have assessed this claim in my previous ahaptielitchell.
Showalter does not present a critical discussisuoh issues herself. She
instead also engages in ‘playground feminism’. In this marshe ignores the
wider social and historical context, which may have esthhlgreater depth of
analysis on her behalf, had she drawn upon such congihstat

d®Valter does
note that Laing did later clarify his position on gogiychiatry, arguing that he
was not happy to be labelled in such a maftheiowever, she views this as an
attempt on Laing’s behalf to simply change his viewsnia With differing times,
rather than as a statement of his actual posititrmay be of relevance here that
if Showalter had given this matter its due, then it \wdbrow her previous
discussions into some considerable difficulties. Héreeohapter is predicated
on the assumption that Laing was an anti-psychiasmgt,that there was little
substantial difference between Laing and Cooper. Theaenptisns render her
critique unclear, as the subject of her criticism is raohg; alone. Showalter does
note that Cooper was ‘...the most politically radicille Kingsley Hall

group...®

In The Grammar of LivingCooper advocates sex with

patients, which he calls “bed therapy”, as a useful tway
establish contact... Cooper seems blind... to the ethical issues
involved when he picks up a beautiful twenty-year-old
schizophrenic Dutch woman... whom he takes home, feeds,
and “makes love with*’

1 The Female Malady p.246
15 ibid

% ibid, p.247

7 op. cit.
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This somewhat worrying account is however, thrown inattry end of
Showalter’s chapter. This leads me to the consider#iarshe should have
provided a more sustained and direct critique of Cooper rriitaie tangential
criticism of Laing. However, to compare the above ‘.thte rape of asylum
patients by their keeper¥ shows that Showalter is happy to stereotype women
as helpless, pathetic individuals who simply obey thase have a greater level
of social power than themselves. The above accountitfagr be more innocent
than she claims, or may well be exploitative on Cosperhalf. The precise
relevance of this to a critique of Laing, other than sugygesat his colleagues
were not angels either, is not stated.

| now wish to look at Showalter’s claims
regarding the psychotic voyage, and the way in whichrsimsposes her
comments on it on to her account of Mary Barnesétgpent at Kingsley Hall.
Showalter makes some profound errors in terms of heofusaccurate evidence
with regard to these elements, both actual and texttidl.regard to the chapter
of The Politics of Experienddat features Jesse Watkins’ voyage, Showalter

makes the following suggestion.

Laing imposed his own terminology of spiritual death and
rebirth on Watkins’s narrative, and added his own
interpretation of the role of the “physician-priesthav
accompanies the patieft.

In my earlier chapter on Deleuze and Guattari, | pwvdod the argument that
one of the contributions made in Laing’s case studhesjding Watkins’
account of the voyage, is Laing’s willingness to let patient or person speak

for themselves. Showalter’'s statement in the aboveatjontis a complete

18 ibid
Yibid, p.230
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misrepresentation of ‘A Ten-Day Voyage’, since thstvaajority of the chapter
is directly quoted from Watkins. The notion that thavithhal undertaking the
voyage requires a guide is a suggestion made by Watkins hithsstead of
being a construction placed by Laing upon the account,céainsed by
Showalter. This example is indicative of a tendency umarbehalf to merely
describe aspects of Laing’s work in a manner which is nlytinaccurate, but
which also loses something of the quality of the original

Showalterisission in
her critique of the fact that Laing does allow his pasi¢a speak for themselves

nullifies another of her claims.

...Men speaking for women — even with love — may stifle
their language and being... Over and over again, Laing’'s
women, the women of antipsychiatry, appear as latter-day
Ophelias and Cassandras whose voices are silenced and
whose prophecies go unheedéd.

The first point that Showalter makes is adequate. Hewéwould view any
individual speaking for another (if it was an imposed sitvgtas stifling the
other person. The way in which Showalter views this giseaific situation in
terms of men speaking for women has some validiifywés referring to the
overall social situation in terms of power relatioe$ween the genders, but no
evidence is provided to support her relation of this tod’aiwork.
Alternatively, Showalter’s above criticism follovaslengthy discussion of
various pieces of fiction and dramas which were eitispired by Laing, or

which contain Laingian themes. It does not follow iiaal evaluation of Laing’s

2 The Politics of Experience p.134
% The Female Malady p.243
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actual work. Many of the critiques of Laing have an aurexptdiency about
them. Showalter’s criticism reaches the nadir dfoere for critique’s sake.

dslalter provides a quotation frofihe Politics
of Experiencavhich she interprets as suggesting that the voyagewsdiby
Laing as ‘...archetypally epic, heroic and masculiné?Her perception of
Laing as being obsessed with ‘the metaphors of heroic ageeand
conquest.. 2 is a theme that she builds up throughout her chaptahan is
essentially a re-hash of Laing’s memories of his ddelyn The Facts of Life
Showalter claims that: ‘in Laing’s personal vision... wes clearly destined for
heroic action from the staft”In her account of his time spent at university,
Showalter suggests that Laing had a ‘...constant preditefdioextreme
experiences through which he could test his capacitidsefmism.*
Showalter’s view of the journey as masculine and hascamn interpretation
which she imports from these portrayals of Laing’s lifeave never considered
the voyage to be specifically gendered in this wayast dlways been my view
that the journey could be something undergone by any individiiether male
or female. Laing’s accounts of it are not exclusivelgated a male protagonist.
Arguably, given greater overall rates of female mentafess, the voyage may
be a female one, rather than a male one.

The example of the voyage cited by

Jaspers that Laing utilisesTilme Politics of Experiencdoes not contain a

% bid, p.230. The quotation froffhe Politics of Experiencethat Showalter makes use of
appears on pp.104-105 of the latter text in the editiorl #ratusing. It begins ‘We do not regard
it as pathologically deviant...” and is used through to ‘..ithreer space and time of
consciousness.’

% The Female Malady p.230

#ibid, p.224

% ibid, p.225
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statement of what the gender was of the individual poyithe accourtt®
Showalter appears to be taking the fact that Watkinsmeds as far more
significant than this aspect truly is. A further simthiacan be noted here with
Mitchell's critique of Laing. Showalter’s constructiohtbe journey as male,
which is an assumption that is derived from non-exigexitial evidence, is then
imposed on to her account of Mary Barnes’ time which s@ent at Kingsley
Hall. Barnes was the most famous resident of Kingdiely, due to her
experiences within the alternative therapeutic comm@hiBhe co-authored a
book with Laing’s colleague and fellow therapist adsley Hall, Joseph
Berke?® However, Showalter’s claims are not supported by Bamamual text

itself.

At Kingsley Hall... Laing’s model patient was a woman.
While he may have been hoping for a Sylvia Plathnor a
Antonin Artaud to guide through the void into hypersanity,
only Mary Barnes, a Catholic nurse in her forties yatu up
at Kingsley Hall to take the round tAp.

Where any explicit statement regarding what Laing viewea ‘a®del patient’,
(which is in itself a most un-Laingian concept) is tddaend within his texts is
not stated by Showalter. Laing himself argued that henbadr ‘...used her as
an example or a paradigm case or set her up in anythmgvlitten or in

lectures I've given®

% The Politics of Experience pp.110-112

%" Laing recounts itMad to be Normal that Barnes *...went out on the roof once covered in shit
and danced.. naked...’, p.180

% Barnes, M, and Berke, J, (197M)ary Barnes: Two Accounts of a Journey Through

Madness Harmondsworth, Penguin. The sections by Barnes and Beglauthored separately.

% The Female Malady p.232

30 Mad to be Normal, p.185
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The above quotatiomfr8howalter, in addition to the
following one, demonstrates two severe problems witw@her’s attempted
critique of Laing.

Although Laing made the most of Mary Barnes’s “recovery”

| suspect that her voyage was disappointingly unlike his
expectations... The image of the schizophrenic voyage that
Laing had created... was a male adventure of exploration and

conquest... Faced with the obligation to play mother on the
psychic journey, Laing seems to have lost enthusiasm¥or i

The first substantial problem with the above criticisrthat Showalter simply
presumes that she knows what Laing would have been thinkihg ime of the
events that she describes. Imaginative assumptionstdanmothe basis of a
valid critique of any author’s work. The reliability ofgsuming to know what
another individual was thinking cannot be guaranteed. Timndesubstantial
problem with these comments by Showalter is that asenbt identified the facts
of Mary Barnes’ time spent at Kingsley Hall correcttywas not Laing himself
who had ‘...to spend three years changing diapers, giving hatidsggenerally
wiping up after a noisy, jealous, smelly middle-aged wdnfabut Berke,
amongst others. Therefore, Showalter’s claim tlaaed with heavy
responsibilities of care, Laing lost his interestha voyage is unfounded. This is
also abundantly clear from Barnes’ text itself. BardesperatelwantedLaing

to be her therapist, but before Berke took over, Bstewas her therapist, which
Barnes was angry abotitindeed, Barnes had a number of carers whilst she was

at Kingsley HalP* However, none of those individuals were Laing.

31 The Female Malady pp.235-236

*2ibid, 236

¥ Barnes, M, and Berke, J, (197M)ary Barnes: Two Accounts of a Journey Through
Madness Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.72

% ibid, p.113, 114, 117, 119, 121, 150
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The fact that Showadter
critique is not based upon correct and reliable evidemogvhits validity into
strong doubt. Laing himself notes that Berke was Barthesapist irMad to be

Normal®®

Kotowicz additionally raises the point of the inaccyrat
Showalter’s critique, and suggests that her reading of Lasxgual work is
poor>® He further argues that Showalter’s piece is not reatljitique of Laing,
but is instead simply a character assassindfibter tendency to makad
hominemattacks upon Laing within the chapter does support Kotowicz’s
conclusions. A scholarly critique should have no neegé&vaie upon this level.
It may be easier to launch a personal attack upondavidual, as opposed to
engaging with actual theories themselves. Showaltaimdhat the text co-
authored by Barnes and Berke permits a comparison betheemle
psychiatrist and the female patient’s accounts of theierience® is not
developed in any substantial analytical depttiMad to be Normalsome
sections of Mullan’s discourse with Laing are dirediyvoted to identifying
these falsities in Showalter’'s work. As | have previpasentioned, Laing noted
that he was not Barnes’ therapist. Laing also sugtiest$ie was far more

sympathetic to Barnes’ sections of the text thatpsircipated in with Berke,

than he was to the parts written by Berke.

| think that whatshewrote in that book, as | remember it,
really pleasantly surprised me. What Joe wrote... didn't
impress me at the time... But Mary was seriously baring her
heart and soul and her experience to try to convince other

% Mad to be Normal, p.198. Laing states on p.185 that he never took on Bamapatient.
3 Kotowicz, Z, (1997)R.D. Laing and the Paths of Anti-Psychiatry London, Routledge,
p.102

*"ibid, p.105

3 The Female Malady p.232
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people that there was something to be said for the wagidhe
it and | quite respected th#t.

| fully agree with Laing’s comments in this quotation. 828’ sections of her
text with Berke are excellent. Showalter’s accounth@ does not do it justice.
Barnes has provided another first-hand account of expe@rgepsychosis, in a
similar manner to Watkins’ account, ‘A Ten-Day Voyage'Thre Politics of
Experiencé She provides excellent descriptions of her mental.state

A sigdint omission in Showalter’s account of
Mary Barnes and her residence at Kingsley Hall, and gongewhich is absent
in other biographical accounts, is that Laing suggedtaith to be Normathat
Barnes was a self-publicist, and that she was ‘...angal@hfor a certain type
of trip — going down and coming up: These comments are not made in such a
manner as to deny the validity of Barnes’ experiena@selier. Nevertheless,

Barnes’ brother was, according to Laing, in arguably ssestate than herself.

| had a great deal of concern for her brother who hasdal

— you’ve got to say this with double treble irony — tbal
schizophrenic... He was in real despair and was seriously
struggling his way out of it... Mary had a mission to save
him... We completely agreed about mental hospitals and the
use of heavy medicatich.

This may be viewed by feminist critics of Laing as him simgva greater level
of concern for a male individual who was suffering frextreme mental distress,
as opposed to for the female Barnes. However, | woeld this from an

alternative angle as providing a further example ofathg in which female

39 Mad to be Normal, p.201. The discussions are based upon Mullan and Laingyirect
examining Showalter’s text.

“01t is worth noting that Barnes and Watkins knew eahleraduring their time at Kingsley Hall.
Mary Barnes: Two Accounts of a Journey Through Madnessp.9, 154

1 Mad to be Normal, p.200

“2 op. cit.
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mental distress is viewed as far more significant thate distress by feminist
critics. Such arguments are insufficiently groundedughothe suggestions made
that women deserve to be seen as special casesy diegaluse they are female.
Barnes’ text additionally supports Laing’s
suggestions here, with regard to her brother. Mary waraddherself and her
brother Peter to *...live together in a psychotherapeuticranity.** Peter
spent most of his time in mental hospitals, and Masgdiees him as being
suicidal®* Laing met both of them when Mary was trying to get hetp their
mental distres& Mary Barnes originally wanted Anna Freud (Sigmund’s
daughter) to be her analyst, and was upset when she eetedepy hef® Mary
appears to have been unaware of the limitations of payeltysis for dealing
with schizophrenia. Some of Barnes’ text does supporngiaclaim that she
was a self-publicist. She describes herself as wahtitg be on T.V. or in
books...*” However, this consideration should not lessen thettiat she was
clearly experiencing extreme mental anguish during the tivat she was writing
about.

Laing’s fame has attracted some very poakwegarding his life and
ideas. An article claiming to be an interview with Lain¢g/oguefrom 1969
operates on a similar level to that of Showalter viathiout attempting any
critique of his work® The article is not written from a feminist point\aéw, but

shares with Showalter a tendency to make unsubstantiaiets about Laing.

The first false claim made in théguearticle is that it is an interview with

3 Mary Barnes: Two Accounts of a Journey Through Madnessp.62
44 i1 s
ibid
“ibid, pp.64-65
“% op. cit., p.63
“"ibid, p.106
8 Inglis, B, (1969), Society and Psychiat#ogue, 15" March, pp.114-117
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Laing. However, no actual dialogue with Laing is provided.elag} Inglis

merely states that he had met Laing on a few occa$larhe reading and
interpretation of Laing’s work contained in the artiotecurs on a highly
simplistic and inaccurate level, with Inglis claimid@t Laing has *...given us a
glimpse... of the treasure house of the unconscious mirithe article further
shares with Showalter a tendency to merely describgylsabiography and basic
ideas, and to attribute ideas to him which do not actuatiynate from Laing
himself. TheVoguearticle demonstrates that both critique as character
assassination, and hagiography (which is essentially wicantained in the
Voguepiece), as approaches to an author’s work produce irre¢lenaterial.
However, | remain unsurprised that an article in a ashmagazine failed to
contain a high level of analysis of Laing’s work. Wisatemarkable was the
extent of Laing’s celebrity, which is reflected iretfact that such publications as
Voguesaw fit to run articles on him. In contemporary timesdjviduals become
famous for having made no real contributions to any arstud¥ or life.

To conclude this section, Showadtattempted critique of Laing
contains the least valid criticisms of his work out iy af the critiques that have
been reviewed so far in this thesis. Even the congeevasychiatric critiques
make at least the effort to try and engage with Lairtggeties themselves, as
opposed to his life, even if these attempts are sutgenisreadings and
misinterpretations. Showalter’s critique of Laing, wisée does try to deal with
his theories, simply parrots Mitchell's criticisms, aut offering any new
perspectives on these views. Showalter’'s chapter on Lamgine far too much

pure description of his biography and concepts, with no sutistar subtle

*ibid, p.116
*Cibid, p.117
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analysis of either. It further contains a great dealisfussion of secondary
sources, which are only tangentially related to Laimgisk. Her chapter is more
of a critique of anti-psychiatry and Cooper than Laing kimShowalter
assumes that guilt by association is sufficient to tndaing with the problems
that she attempts to identify with Cooper and the waah¥psychiatric
movement. Very little of her chapter on Laing fulglates to Laing and his work
itself. The evidence that Showalter makes the effoutitise is flawed.

However, speaking as a woman, | find the fact thatishssipposed to be a
feminist critique of Laing to be the worst aspect of dibBalter is happy to
deploy stereotyped gender roles in order to try and justifyaBsumptions
regarding Laing. Her view that all female patients aeedtore helpless, pathetic,
victims is an example of this. It may be the case dbate female patients are
placed in such positions. Nevertheless, from my perspeéet feminist analysis
should be precisely questioning these sorts of stereotygibier than providing
them with further reinforcement. The fact that Shorédtcritique operates in
this manner, and claims to be speaking in women’s namteef illustrates my
consideration that this is the worst critique of Laingttl have evaluated thus
far. The next chapter is intended as a necessaryctwer¢o Showalter’s and

Mitchell’s criticism of Laing as being prejudiced against veom
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7) Arguments for a Feminist Reading of Laing

This chapter is comprised of my arguments that Laingikwan be read in such
a manner that it can be seen as of benefit to wolhelentifies aspects of his
work which either stand in sharp contrast to Mitched &howalter’s claims that
Laing is prejudiced against women in some way (claims wihvaedw as lacking
in any real textual or other evidence), or which have peenly developed or
missed by Mitchell and Showalter. Empirical evidenagmarding levels of
psychosis and the life circumstances (including gendandofiduals who are
seen as suffering from some form of psychotic distaessadditionally reviewed,
as a means of identifying whether women should be accandexpecial
treatment that Laing’s feminist critics claim is apprate.

I have faullitchell
and Showalter’s accusations that Laing is extremedigs® be shocking, as
these claims have never occurred to me previously. In mlyadecade-long
engagement with Laing’s work, one of the benefits sfidheas for me has been
precisely the absence of statements that women amoinfo men, or any
implicit suggestions to that effect. Some of MitchelWark, in particular, will be
revisited in this chapter, since some of her arguméatd.aing’s work contains
insights into the position of women within this cultureneen undeveloped and
unresolved within her own discussions. | feel here thuted account of my
point of view and approach to Laing’s work is worth ngtihregard myself as a
feminist, but | am, however, not willing to defend womangy for being
women. Neither do | consider myself to be a conveati@male individual, as |

have spent much of my life trying to undo the repressiec@bsation to which
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women are subjected. Therefore, some of my commeatseing made from a
radically different point of view to that typicallkpected from women.
However, | view this as a benefit rather than asmapdete limitation, as a
different vantage point can enable an individual to peecaspects of theories
which will be missed by more conventional standpointsel that Mitchell,
particularly, would have aided her critique of Laing bynigeclearer about her
assumptions and views, especially in terms of her useyohpanalytic
concepts. My brief comments here are intended todotte some reflexivity into
my following discussion.

The questiongmbby Mitchell that she remains silent
about in her chapters on Laing concerns whether his vinonkss‘...us a way
forward in understanding the oppression of women as it tgiges within the
family that is supposed to give them both their definidiad their rationale?®’
My answer to this is to respond affirmatively. My discassn this section will
serve to highlight this. The first point that | wish &ase has been noted briefly
in my chapter on Mitchell. Laing’s main overall projéleat is expressed
throughout the majority of his work is the project of magkwhat is seen as
madness intelligible and comprehensible. | wish to alguwe that this central
focus itself is actually of benefit to women, sinbe tatter group tend to receive
the diagnosis of some form of mental iliness in greatienbers than men. This
aspect that | have identified stands in sharp cortwabke claims made by the
feminist critics of Laing, who view his work as excludinglahscriminating

against women. | view Laing’s main project as alternagio@lening up a space

! psychoanalysis and Feminispp.231
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in which the attribution of madness to women canrmetstood through their

expected conformity to the family.

Empirical Evidence of Levels of Mental lliness

Recent mental health statistics confirm that wonwntioue to be diagnosed in
greater numbers than men with some form of clasksthental disorder. ‘20 per
cent of women and 14 per cent of men in England have gmmeof mental
illness.? Women are diagnosed in greater numbers than mer forrak of
neurosis, with the exception of panic disorder, whicac#f both genders

equally according to reported levélsVithin the statistics that | have available to
me, a matter that is of further relevance to Laingisk regards the levels of
mental iliness within children and young people. In the tiivsixteen year-old
age group, boys have a higher rate of mental illnessgihianwith the exception
of ‘emotional disorders’ such as anxiety or depressicepraling to statistics

from 2004%

Among 5-10 year olds, 10 per cent of boys and 5 per cent of
girls had a mental disorder. Among 11-16 year olds, the
proportions were 13 per cent for boys and 10 per cent for
girls.®

However, in the sixteen to nineteen year-old age gredevels of mental

illness among young women rise sharply in compariséheg@ame age group

for males. ‘6 per cent of boys and 16 per cent of ggéslal6-19 are thought to

2 Mental Health Foundation, (2008tatistics on Mental Health [online]. Available at
www.mentalhealth.org.uk [Accessed 19/5/06]
% National Statistics, (2006)lental Health: 1 in 6 Adults Have a Neurotic Disorder [online].
Available at: www.statistics.gov.uk [Accessed 19/5/06]
* National Statistics, (2005)lental Health: 1 in 10 Children Has a Mental Disorder [online].
?vailable at: www.statistics.gov.uk [Accessed 19/5/06]

ibid
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have some form of mental health problérespite the fact that these statistics
derive from different sources, and from slightly diéfiet years, a change in the
levels of mental iliness by gender and age group can be noted.

Thasof relevance
to Laing’s work since his case studies tend to concelimiduals whose
‘symptoms’ were alleged to begin in adolescence. Forrpsyathosis, including
schizophrenia, are recognised as first occurring withinlattisr age group.l
have previously noted that the majority, but by no mednsfd.aing’s case
studies are of female individuals. There are, of coymsxblems with statistics
such as those that | have cited above, since manygetpl are suffering from
some form of mental distress may not report thisdoaor, and within the
younger age groups, mental distress could be confused widnti&ahaviour.
However, these statistics are sufficient to providersegd indication of the
numbers of those diagnosed with a mental illness, lng@roportions involved
by gender, and by age group. The suggestion provided by thesecstaiat up
until the age of sixteen, more boys than girls tenoetdiagnosed with some
form of mental illness may lead to the possible explandhat the socialisation
of girls, and the social expectations placed upon tleawh young women to
display what comes to be regarded as some form of madMst happens
around the age of sixteen that may lead to the largenrisental illness amongst

adolescent females?

® Mental Health Foundation, (2008tatistics on Mental Health [online]. Available at
www.mentalhealth.org.uk [Accessed 19/5/06]

" Zeman, S, (1997))nderstanding Schizophrenia (Mental Health FoundatiorBooklet),
[online]. Available at www.mentalhealth.org.uk [Acoed29/9/08]. In this document it is stated
that ‘schizophrenia usually starts in the late teeready twenties, but can also affect older
people for the first time,’ p.2.
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At this stage, a furthiew of mine is worth expounding as it
relates to this particular discussion. | am uneasy thehdea that mental illness
is an illness in the same manner as diabetes or gshmexample. | am fully
aware that neurological abnormalities, or other biomigicoblems could lead to
an individual displaying what are seen as symptoms of $ommeof madness.
However, | am unaware that any definite conclusiotodke biological cause of
mental illness is currently in existence. My views e, of course, influenced
by Laing, and his skill in making what comes to be regardedsasess socially
intelligible. Therefore, | prefer to view the high paégence of forms of mental
illness among the general population of this cofrasyindicative of a broader
malaise of a general sense that individuals are unhappy withdbkes and
their lives. According to my views, | am reinterpretihg tise in mental illness
in young women around the age of sixteen as indicafimesabstantial level of
unhappiness and stress amongst this age group.

Nevertheless, a significamtigbem
with the empirical evidence that | have reviewed thussfénat no clear division
is made between forms of neurosis and psychosis istahistics on children.
Laing’s work is primarily concerned with comprehending femwh psychosis,
and schizophrenia in particular. In the statistics o@sraf mental illness
amongst children, forms of psychosis would fall into¢heegory of ‘less
common disorders’, within which boys still display higtesrels than girls.Far

more statistics are available on forms of neurosia tin psychosis itself. This

8 Statistics from the Mental Health Foundation suggesoinain four individuals will suffer
from some form of mental illness over the coursa péar. Mental Health Foundation, (2003),
Statistics on Mental Health [online]. Available at www.mentalhealth.org.uk [Acsed
19/5/06]

° National Statistics, (2005)lental Health: 1 in 10 Children Has a Mental Disorder [online].
Available at: www.statistics.gov.uk [Accessed 19/5/06]
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reflects the fact that the numbers of those affebyedhat is seen as some form
of psychosis are small in comparison to those affdayesbme form of neurosis,
and that the rates of individuals who are suffering femme form of psychosis
have remained stable over long periods of tifriehave been unable to access
any statistics from the 1960s regarding levels of schizorelowever,
research suggests that ‘there was no significant change incidence of
schizophrenia over the 114-year period 1881-149déspite overall increases
...in both local and national official statistics p$ychiatric morbidity...*?

Further research has confirmed that little change
in the incidence of psychosis has occurred over tintteowdh ...substance-
induced psychosis has increased® Kirkbride et als research suggests that
rather than any decline occurring within levels of schizepiar, there has instead
been a change in the diagnosis allocated to such indigiduaway from
schizophrenia towards other non-affective psychd$é=or example, the more
recent creation of the ‘personality disorders’, whacé viewed as highly
controversial diagnoses, include both ‘schizoid per#yrdisorder’ and
‘schizotypal personality disordef’.It would have been interesting, if he had still
been alive, to hear Laing’s views on such classificatibhe organisation Mind

are highly critical of the use of ‘personality disord@sa form of classification

9 Bark, S, and Hatloy, |, (2008rivate Correspondence via emaill would like to extend my
thanks to Inger Hatloy (Mind Information Officer) forlping me to find much of the
information on psychosis and schizophrenia which is uiilisghe remainder of this section.
Y Nixon, N.L, and Doody, G.A, (2005), Official Psychiathitorbidity and the Incidence of
Schizophrenia 1881-199Rsychological Medicine Vol.35, pp.1145-1153. Abstract available
?znline at: www.journals.cambridge.org [Accessed 8/10/08]

ibid
13 Kirkbride, J.B,et al, (2008), Is the Incidence of Psychotic Disorder in Dedli
Epidemiological Evidence from Two Decades of Resedntérnational Journal of
Epidemiology, Oxford, Oxford Journals. Abstract available online at:
\l/wa.ije.oxfordjournaIs.org [Accessed 8/10/08)

ibid
15 Gorman, J, (2005))nderstanding Personality Disorders(Mind Information Booklet),
[online]. Available at: www.mind.org.uk. [Accessed 17/11/G5B
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of mental illness, since the categories are very bfoadany of these diagnostic
labels have been used in a way that stigmatises pedpleould be that medical
professionals gave people these labels simply becayser¢ne ‘difficult’ in
some way’ The social control implications of designating cerfaénsonalities
as pathological in some manner are clear from my @diew.

The above
research suggests that rates of psychosis and schizophagaisemained fairly
constant over long historical periods. The growth poreed levels of forms of
mental distress has occurred within the neuroses ridtdnethe psychoses. The
following discussion makes use of the most reliablermédion that is available
on psychosis and schizophrenia in this country. Howevisrdifficult to make
any full distinction between neurosis and psychosigesindividuals who have
been diagnosed with the latter may additionally dgispects of the former
classification. In the most detailed report which igently available at the time
of writing on adults in the U.K. who have been diagmbwith some form of
psychosis? the individuals from the sample who also display hegfels of
neurotic symptoms suffer the greatest in terms of be&iogriomically
inactive’!® of perceiving themselves as having a severe lack of sopipbs?°
and of reporting having suicidal thoughtsThis calls into question Mitchell’s
criticism of Laing as making an insufficient distinctibetween neurosis and
psychosis, since this evidence suggests that making satdd distinction is

highly problematic.

% ibid, p.6

7 ibid P

18 O'Brien, M, Singleton, N, Sparks, J, Meltzer, H, Brughia(2002),Adults with a Psychotic
Disorder Living in Private Households, 2000London, TSO (National Statistics Publication)
Yibid, p.32

2 ibid, p.40

% op. cit., p.51
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The prevalence of pgychforms of distress is typically
given as affecting one in two hundred individuals at saamgesin their liveg?
Specific information on schizophrenia is difficult to aibbt However, the Office
for National Statistics suggests that there is a par yevalence rate for
schizophrenia of 0.5 % of the population, with a furthedgtsuggesting a
prevalence rate at any stage of life of 0.2°3n contrast, depression is far more
common, with a prevalence rate of 10 % of the populatidhe U.K. at any
time** Further analysis of the rates of schizophrenia by geamtéage provide

some interesting information which is of relevancéamg’s feminist critics.

While prevalence rates are the same for men and wagen,
and gender together is an important factor: one studysho
the incidence for men aged 15-24 is twice that for women,
whereas for those between 24-35, it is higher among women.
This reflects a common late onset of the illnessfomen?

Prevalence rates refer to ‘...the number of people avpplarticular diagnosis at a
given time,?® whereas rates of incidence refer to *...the numbeeuf cases...
that appear in a given time peridd The above evidence, in addition to further
examples in the Office for National Statistics remmor ‘Adults with a Psychotic
Disorder Living in Private Households’ (2002) (which will sttypbe reviewed),
allied to the greater levels of mental illness amohggs rather than girls
strongly suggest that psychosis and schizophrenia are pofemble maladies,’

to borrow the title of Showalter’s text.

22 National Statistics, (2006)lental Health: 1 in 6 Adults Have a Neurotic Disorder [online].
Available at: www.statistics.gov.uk [Accessed 19/5/06]

% Hatloy, 1, (2008)Mind Information: Statistics 1: How Common is Mental Distress?
[online]. Available at: www.mind.org.uk [Accessed 19/9/085 p

“4ibid, p.3

% ibid, p.5

% op. cit., p.1

#ibid, p.2
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The fact that there is no difference bemve
the genders in terms of the prevalence of schizophramibthat younger men as
a group have a higher incidence rate than women of scheaophsroadly
indicate that Mitchell and Showalter are wrong to ardpa¢ & special case
should be made for Laing’s female case studies, singagiuse they are female.
This is, at least, the case in contemporary Brittghety. Alternatively, more
attention should be paid to the detailed male case stigdiesed by Mitchell and
Showalter, since they are as representative of &&lschizophrenic as Laing’s
female case studies are. The above report from theeQdir National Statistics
provides evidence that men who suffer from some forpsgthotic distress are
more likely than women to encounter difficult life ecirastances. Being male
increases the likelihood of an individual not being ablddk due to iliness or
disability amongst the sample used in the reffidftwenty-nine per cent of men,
compared with 15 % of women, were classified as havingexedack of social
support...” The level of perceived social support that an individee¢ives was
gauged through the direct responses of those that toolnphe study® Men
were additionally more likely than women to be consumingydeous levels of
alcohol*!

Therefore, men were more likely thaomen to be existing on a low
income due to illness or disability, to be socially iseda and to self-medicate
through alcohol consumption. Overall, however, litiderence in the social

circumstances of men and women with some form of paycHistress was

2 O'Brien, M, Singleton, N, Sparks, J, Meltzer, H, Brugha(2002),Adults with a Psychotic
Disorder Living in Private Households, 2000London, TSO (National Statistics Publication),
p.xi, p.33

“ibid, p.40

*ibid, p.39

31 op. cit., p.43
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identified in the report. Nevertheless, women wereentigely than men to turn
down offers of help or the provision of servi¢é$The main reasons given for
not seeking help were that they did not think anyondddaeip and that they
were afraid of possible treatment or tests... The tyged most often
mentioned as offered but refused was counselffhgHave previously noted in
this thesis the limitations of psychoanalysis as mfof therapy for individuals
who are experiencing what is seen as some form of psigtDespite this, the
largest number of the sample used for the Office fdioNal Statistics report
were receiving psychotherapy or psychoanalysis as sommedf treatment?
This was “...reported by almost half (49%) of those receiecmgnselling or
other psychological therapy’’| have found this rather surprising, given that
psychoanalysis is predicated upon the study of neura$es than psychoses.
No proportions were given for the amount of individuaceiving
psychoanalysis alone. The next two most common farfrtiserapy that people
with some form of psychosis were receiving were coungef#2 %), and
behavioural or cognitive therapy (14 8)Other forms of therapy were much
less common.

A further issue that | have touchpdn in this thesis concerns the
disputed nature of any causal explanations for psychogis@izophrenia. |
view the focus upon genetic and other biological explanatior schizophrenia
as potentially a result of greater funding for such sifieenterprises, rather
than as a suggestion that ‘the cause’ for schizophrefliaegessarily be found

through such research. In contemporary times, motheridphas taken on a

% ibid, p.25, table 2.16
ibid, p.17

3 op. cit., p.15

* ibid

% ibid p.21, table 2.8
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new biological slant. A recent article suggests thaitdcen whose mothers
suffered severe stress in pregnancy may have an indregisef developing
schizophrenia, according to new researéfi-he study was carried out by a
researcher in the U.K, but was based upon the Danishgimpullt suggests that
‘the exposure of expectant mothers to serious life clsaimgihe first three
months of pregnancy could affect the balyThe research is seen as innovative,
but not as a reason for major concern ...becausebs®iee risks are smafl”

In Laingatér work, he proposes the idea that life
inside the womb could have an effect on the individdater life. Intimations of
this idea are present in the middle period of Laing’s wiorkhe Politics of
Experiencewhere he suggests that the schizophrenic voyage invofees) af
rebirth?® More lengthy discussions of this topic are to be found wifhie Facts
of Life, and in Laing’s last published workhe Voice of Experiencevhich
constitutes something of a return to form in the cilitiicst four chapters, after
the vague ramblings contained in mucibé Facts of LifeThe views
expounded in these latter texts suggest that life in tdmabyand the process of
birth itself could have an effect on the individualatek life. The detour that
Laing’s work takes here into a more biological view imething that | am
uneasy about, given that my interest in Laing waggeatrated by such
musings. This is examined later in this thesis.

Nevertheless, in the middle te la

period of Laing’s work, a further view of his is proposed Wwh&worth drawing

37 Mental Health Foundation, (2008)atest News and Archive: Pregnancy Stress
‘Schizophrenia Risk for Child’, [online]. Available at www.mentalhealth.org.uk [Assed
29/9/08]
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in at this stage. He suggests that both the biologicallensocial areas of
research into psychosis, and other forms of mentakdstrequire closely linked
investigation. In Laing’s 1969 interview with Felix Scorpi@ing suggests that

if the funding were made available to him, he would Hékesl to:

...have a place where one could get down to discovering what
the biochemistry of SOCIAL patterns is... If one thinkghef
social field of a number of people, a family or a groupo

live together, ...the biochemistry is very intimately cected

with the fluctuations... and positions and movements within
the social field... If someone was got into the positiothe

social field that was untenable, there would be a
corresponding biochemical transformation in that peraod
around him as weft*

Here Laing is suggesting that simplistic causal explanatior schizophrenia
cannot provide a full appreciation of the complex intdoas between the
biological and the social. Recent articles have adledt for a more subtle
approach to understanding psychosis. Beveridge (2002) provitks account
of the difficulties involved in the reductive biologiaproach in psychology
and psychiatry? Laing’s contribution to this debate is acknowledged in the
article, alongside the wider influence of existentialismrupsychology.

Beveridge also notes that:

Contemporary psychiatry has increasingly adopted [the]
bioscientific approach. This is ironic, coming at a tinfeew
those in general medicine have been voicing their @neas
about the limitations of the scientific mod&l.

1 Scorpio, F, (1969), Dr Ronald Laing Talks With Felix $6oyIT, No.59, July 4-17, p.6
“2 Beveridge, A, (2002), Time to Abandon the Subjective-Ohjedliivide?,Psychiatric
Bulletin, No.26, pp.101-103

*3ibid, p.102
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Towards the end of the article, Beveridge suggests thdte.gteat challenge for

the future is to integrate the neurobiological withgbeial and psychological®
Laingestan example from his own experience,

which is given in both the above interview with Scoy@iod inThe Facts of

Life, which provides a good illustration of this matter. Laiiggdsses the

introduction of tranquillisers for use in the clinicaintext. One of the nurses that

he worked with asked whether these particular drugs hadffacy en height,

45,

since a ‘...somewhat wild woman.>>’had appeared to diminish in height since

she had been on tranquilliséfd.aing provides the following comments.

There’s nothing that affects our chemistry more iatiaty

than other people... In the case of the wild woman, a dami
agent had modified her behaviour, and there was a reportable,
measurable change in another person’s perception, so that
person experienced her as smaller.

The consideration may be posed that purely biochemiudihfys that
schizophrenics, for example, have a different blood chigyis other
individuals may alternatively be a product of extreme ppheess. An individual
who is experiencing considerable distress may well halrfesient blood
chemistry to an individual who is happy. The isolatidbiological research into
forms of mental distress from social research prosléaens of knowledge
which have only a limited validity in their given domain

Investigatidnto the
alterations involved in the bio-chemistry of individuedso are distressed

compared to individuals who are not suffering in some macodd form a

**ibid, p.103

> The Facts of Lifg p.112
“% ibid

47 op. cit.
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control group for comparison with people who are allegdaktsuffering from a
mental iliness. A further problematic issue concerngrtagner in which
research is structured in such a reductive manner. \\gn ¢he complexity of
human experience, do we seek ‘the cause’ of menta¢ssst The assumption
that one perspective can provide such an answer appearsdadma key factor
that is involved here. However, it is becoming cleat thless simplistic
approach is required in order to match the complicatagaaf the human
individual within her or his social networks. Laing’s id@s expounded by
Mitchell) that there should be a homology between whbeing studied and the
method used to study it is of considerable relevance here.

Much of thesearch that
| have reviewed for this section suggests that severe atauand stressful life

events are now seen as playing a part in the geneddtgsychotic experiences.
There is now a considerable body of evidence that pturds
link between traumatic life events and the development of
psychosis. For too long this sort of research has been
discouraged by an overemphasis on neurons and genes. Fear

of “family blaming” has also contributed to decades @ik
on this issué®

A chapter of the Office for National Statistics repamtadults with some form of
psychosis is devoted to ‘stressful life events, suldiughts and behaviour®’.
It supports to some extent the idea that traumatictewernhe lives of

individuals are linked to forms of psychotic distress.

“8 LLarkin, W, (2007), Mind over Medicin&ociety Guardian[online], May 11. Available via:
www.societyguardian.co.uk [Accessed 16/05/07]

9 O'Brien, M, Singleton, N, Sparks, J, Meltzer, H, Brugha(2002),Adults with a Psychotic
Disorder Living in Private Households, 2000London, TSO (National Statistics Publication),
pp.48-55
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The proportion of people reporting experiencing stresgéul |
events was far higher in this sample of people with pgycho
illness than in the general household population aged 16 to 74
Almost everyone in the sample (97%) had experienceadbne
the events in the group concerning relationship problems,
illness and bereavemettt.

When these statistics were further analysed in
terms of gender, men were more likely than women tortegressful
experiences relating to employment and financial dillies, and to having had a
problem with the police and an appearance in cousthigh proportion of the
individuals in the sample also reported being victimisesbme way. However,
women were more likely than men to report the speeifjmeriences of ‘violence
in the home’ (as it is termed in the report), and seabase’? The report also
cites research which suggests that ‘...the number okfliidfe events was a
more important predictor of suicidal thoughts and behavithans the individual
events experienced”In the sample used for this report, 57% had experienced
six or more stressful life events, and 17% reporte@tenore of them® The
indication that severely stressful and traumaticdifents are linked to
experiencing psychosis is of relevance to Laing’s wamld, fas case studies in
particular, since many of the individuals that he ingasés have had such
experiences. This will be further reviewed in the negtise.

Rethinking
Psychiatry(1988), Kleinman makes use of an extensive range of eméegidal
evidence relating to mental illness. | will look at somdéiis comments on the

family, and the social situation of women before Idode this section. With

*0ibid, p.49

*Libid, p.50, p.52 table 7.2
2 op. cit., p.52 table 7.2
>3 ibid, p.50

** ibid



199

regard to the family, Kleinman notes that: ‘familypeassions of hostile,
negative, and overinvolved emotional response to schieajghmembers have
been found to be valid predictors of relapse and worseoingse > This is

highly relevant to Laing’s work since many of the fansilef schizophrenics that
he investigated can be seen as hostile, negative anceuoaaparate
emotionally from their children. Kleinman additionalyggests that the genetic
theory of schizophrenia is ‘controversial’'With regard to the social situation of
women, Kleinman suggests that: ‘worldwide, women in rststies bear higher
rates of mental illness than men, and research poitie timportance of their
relative powerlessness.>"Earlier in his text, Kleinman cites one such study

which bears out the point above.

In a classic study, Brown and Harris (1978) convincingly
demonstrated that among working-class women in England,
relative powerlessness, absence of affective supputthe
social pressures of child rearing and no job outside theeho
significantly increased their vulnerability to serious Event
stressors,... those with marginal self-esteem were pusber
the edge.>®

However, the research that Kleinman cites relatdsrims of depression, as
opposed to psychosis. Nevertheless, the contributigeglay the lack of
relative social power on behalf of women is an igba¢ | wish to raise in
positing my arguments for a feminist reading of Lainghmnext section.

| wish to conclude this section by
summarising my key findings from the empirical data thetve reviewed. The

contemporary statistics from the U.K. that | haweestigated in terms of those

%5 Kleinman, A, (1988)Rethinking Psychiatry: From Cultural Category to Personal
Experience New York, Free Press, p.2

*% ibid, p.35

> op. cit., p.57

*8 ibid, p.38
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individuals suffering from some form of psychotic diss;eand the proportions
of those affected by gender, and by life circumstancege $e debunk certain
received ideas and common assumptions, particularle thiolsaing’s feminist
critics. Rates of mental iliness are higher for nwigdren who are under the age
of sixteen than they are for the same age group fftst ihere is no difference
between the genders, however, in terms of the prevatdrsmhizophrenia. In
the detailed Office for National Statistics report oypgh®sis, the evidence
presented suggests that men suffer more than womemm raspects in terms
of living with such a diagnosis. The material thaavé reviewed in terms of the
possible ‘causation’ of psychosis and schizophrenia iteBdhat severe trauma
and stress have at least as strong a role to play getreration of this form of
distress as biological factors. This supports my theshjch is influenced by my
reading of Laing, that forms of mental distress aegtoduct of unbearable life
experiences which lead the individual to ‘crack up’, andttimatis particularly
the case if the person concerned is already operatimdnanLaing would term a
low basic level of their sense of security. The evigenom this section is

intended to support the arguments in the following one.

Arguments for a Feminist Reading of Laing

In this section, | will mostly be presenting argumenteelation to Laing’s case
studies. However, other material from Laing’s work wél drawn upon, where it
is necessary. A great deal of my discussion will lneidsed upoBanity,
Madness and the Famijlput not to the exclusion of other relevant examples
from Laing’s texts. My basic premise for this sectiswhjch | have alluded to

previously, is that Laing’s overall main project of nmgkmadness socially
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intelligible is of benefit to women, since we tendtdiagnosed with forms of
mental distress in greater numbers than men. Thi®wgever, problematised
somewhat by the indication in the empirical evidengarging schizophrenia
that it affects men and women equally. Nevertheleds,feel that Laing’s work
contains insights into the social position of women civliemain undeveloped
within Mitchell, although traces of such arguments cafobad within her work
on Laing. My intention is not to suggest that thereusthde a higher incidence
of psychosis among women, but to argue against MitchelSaoavalter’s
interpretations of Laing’s work. Neither do | wish to suggkeat all women will
be crushed by the factors that | examine within this aecti is possible to
survive the experience of repressive socialisation, &énavithin a
claustrophobic family environment.

The first matter with regard to the eleven case
studies inSanity, Madness and the Famthat | wish to deal with is the fact that
they are all of female individua®s.Mitchell suggests that this is a chance
occurrencé? rather than an indication of Laing’s alleged sexisnteHavould
like to add that there were strict criteria that pasdrad to meet in order to take
part in the studies written up 8anity, Madness and the Famifsor example, a
minimum and maximum quantity for electro-shocks reaklwethe patient was
statec?’ and the patients had to not have been subject to ‘...any organi
condition... that might have affected those functiegarded as disturbed in

schizophrenia..® However, within these criteria, it is stated thatrlg and
p

%9 Thanks to Matt Connell for raising this issue in a tafori
€0 psychoanalysis and Feminispp.285

®1 Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.15

%2 ibid
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Esterson did want to investigate the families of womserifically®
Nevertheless, | do not wish to fall into the sana@ tas Laing’s feminist critics in
terms of taking this as more significant than it pdgsg From my perspective,
the focus upon families of female individuals enablesrtbights that | wish to
discuss in this section. | also would like to re-statesyier consideration in my
section on Showalter that psychiatric wards in Laiig'® were single-sex, and
that this may have played a part in the selectiondi¥iduals for study.

The main way in which Laing’s work
offers a view into the social situation of womenhrsough the way in which
socialisation is gendered, and through the exampldssofvhich are largely
implicit within Sanity, Madness and the Familg other words, in the latter text,
such examples do not receive explicit commentary froimg_and Esterson, but
have become apparent to me through my reading of it. Haweemments on
the socialisation of female individuals are found ineottexts by Laing,
particularly inThe Politics of Experienc&levertheless, | wish to first provide an
instance fronThe Facts of Lifewhere Laing defends women. In the latter text,
Laing notes that he spent a great deal of his earlyas@epsychiatrist in a
mental hospital in Glasgow in a specifically femakra?* He provides an
account of what is sometimes referred to as the ‘RurRpasn’, where,
following Laing’'s observations of the female ward thawaes allocated to, he
enabled a room to be set aside for ‘the twelve most espehatients..®® The
room was set out like a normal room, as opposed tad wad two nurses were

assigned to look after the patients there.

&3 ibid
® The Facts of Lifg p.113
% ibid, p.115
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On the first day, the twelve ‘completely withdrawn’ ipats

had to be shepherded from the ward across to the day room.
The second day... | had one of the most moving experiences
of my life on that ward. There they all were clusttaround

the locked door, just waiting to get... over there... So much
for being ‘completely withdrawn®®

Laing notes that these twelve patients #ll le
hospital after eighteen months from when the prdjegan, but after a year, they
all returned to hospital agaihFollowing this discussion, Laing provides one of
his most explicit criticisms of the male-dominated psatifu establishment, and
the impact of this upon women. ‘The statistics forribenber of women to men
whose brains have been cut up in America are 3 to ly allen.®® Laing then
proceeds to (somewhat unclearly) suggest that large numiiies female
European population were dragged away from their homes imiddle of the
night, ‘...and then trundled off into the inquisitorial Epean dungeon$? in the
past history of this continent. The lack of clarityisesult of Laing not
specifying exactly what historical events he is refgrtm However, he draws a
parallel between these events and what happens with agycHit’'s done so
neatly today that most people don’t know it’s happenifighe point that | wish
to illustrate with this example froifhe Facts of Lifeand with the following one
from The Politics of Experiencgés that Laing cannot be considered to be
prejudiced against women in the manner that his feminigtscclaim.

He would not bother to include the above
remarks if that was the case, nor would he provide thieism of the

socialisation of girls that is found in Chapter Thoé¢he latter text, entitled ‘The

% ibid, pp.115-116
7 op. cit., p.116

%8 ibid

% ibid

0 op. cit.
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Mystification of Experience’. Laing cites the exampleaagfchool class where the
girls had to bake a cake and the boys were to judge whicthedéest. He

provides these comments.

1. The school is here inducting children into sex-linkedsole
of a very specific kind.

2. Personally, | find it obscene that girls should be taught
that their status depends on the taste they can produce in
boys’ mouths’*

These are the most explicit comments by Laing onubgigation of women that
| am aware of in his work. My following discussion vhilghlight aspects which
do not receive such a full commentary, but which senseagical tool for
highlighting certain aspects of the socialisation om&a withinSanity,

Madness and the Familydisagree with Laing’s feminist critics’ notion tithe
absence of an explicit comment on the situation aheo is therefore evidence
of Laing’s sexism in the latter text.

A comparison of the differing treatment of the
daughters of the families featured3anity, Madness and the Famédyg opposed
to the sons provides some revealing material. This aspbgghly apparent in
two of the families in the text: ‘Family Four — Thaixigs’, and ‘Family Seven
— The Golds’. In my earlier chapter on Mitchell, | edthat the Danzig family
expected complete compliance from their daughter Saraccordance with her
father's wishe<? Her brother John, however, receives different treatrfrom

the family to that of Sarah. He was permitted, unlikeslster, to criticise his

" The Politics of Experience p.60
2 sanity, Madness and the Familyp.112
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father, *...but not in public”® John was also allowed to misbehave, without
receiving the severe criticism that his sister did fiersame action.It is
suggested by Laing and Esterson that John did support hisisiselier times,
but when that fell apart, he engaged in a collusiverskiavith their mothef It

is additionally indicated that the mother of the Darfaimpily may have been
responsible for encouraging this split between John arahSand of using John

against his father for her own en@s.

This family therefore functioned largely through a seaé
alliances... Sarah was left out... These alliances affere
protection against impossible ideals. Sarah, with no\atg,
expected to conform with no let-up to the rules thaothers
all managed to bredK.

Sarah, unlike John, was permitted no room for
manoeuvre by her family. Her parents thought that it ‘wasecessary.!.for her
brother to live by the same double standards as the fatiten Sarah'’s case,
‘...they insisted that she adopt their point of view withaservation The
parents of the Danzig family also saw Sarah’s timatsipenking, and putting
efforts into reading the Bible as clear illustrationhef mental illness, in a
manner which | find to be, at best, highly unusdaigain, the different
treatment accorded to the different genders of the chdgparent. No
incidences of John being accused of thinking are put forwardelyyattents,

despite Sarah claiming that he (like many typical iittlials) also think&°

3 Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.118
" ibid, pp.118-119

Sibid, p.121

% op. cit.
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‘Reading the Bible was also a very doubtful activity, esdly for a girl.”*

Laing and Esterson’s paraphrasing of the Danzig pareists5won their
daughter’s religious studies provides one of their moghright comments on
gendered parental expectations. It is a shame th&taheig family did not
permit their youngest daughter, Ruth, to be included intieeviews®? as her
participation may have shed further light on whether trescriptions for total
conformity with the father’s views applied to the feenahildren of the family
alone. The Danzig family provide an interesting countertptoi Mitchell’s
claims that most of the interviews were with the daeighhd mother, since the
father was present for the majority of the intervieasopposed to the mother
alone®®

The differing treatment of male and fencdiddren is also apparent in
the study of ‘Family Seven — The Golds’, in terms ofdlierations in the

parents’ views of Ruth Gold’s artistic leanings comparetthdse of her brother.

Her brother realized, as he put it, that his parents weamne

‘limited people’... They had accommodated themselves to

some extent to his ‘artistic’ pursuits, but they could sex

any validity whatever in Ruth’s propensities in that

direction®*
Once again, total compliance with the parents’ viewsexagcted from the
daughter, rather than the son. It is a recurring thersaoity, Madness and the
Family that the families described therein will not let tldaughters go, or be

their own individuals, even to the extent that the deerghare traumatised by

this treatment. The psychiatric system itself is us®ed means of enforcing the

ibid

82:At her parents’ request, Ruth was not included in thestigation.’ Ibid, p.110.
ibid

8 op. cit., p.163
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parents’ domination of their daughters. In many of tlee ctudies, disagreement
with the parents (a fairly normal occurrence, esplgdial teenagers), is taken as
a sign of schizophrenia. Ruth Gold expresses this hetdbl @nd of the chapter

on her family.

INTERVIEWER: But do you feel you have to agree with
what most of the people round you believe?

RUTH: Well if | don't | usually land up in hospit&t.

In tbleapter on
‘Family Three — The Churches’, it is mentioned thatr€l&€hurch’s younger
brother had had an episode of schizophrenia himself. Laishdaterson were

not, however, permitted to interview him.

We have not been able to form a picture of this fainayn
every angle because no one in the family wished... Micha
to be interviewed. He had had a schizophrenic breakdown
when he was sixteen, but is said to be quite well Mdany
things point to this not being the c&Se.

The latter comment provided by Laing and Esterson isrratheous, but they
do not expand on this. From my perspective, it is a shaatéMichael was not
permitted to be interviewed, since his views may have shdwefuight on both
Claire’s treatment by her family, and upon his own predeaanin this chapter,
it is noted that Claire was seen as insane becaese dacked normal feelings
of affection for her parents and othetsdnd because she was said *...to lack
warmth...®® Given the differing cultural prescriptions which arecgla upon the

genders in terms of expected behaviours, here | wish tompuard the

8 ibid, p.175
% ibid, p.76

8 op. cit., p.75
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consideration that lacking warmth and affection magd®n as more of an issue
for girls and women, since we tend to be expected toveehasuch a manner.

The Church family provide a good example
of a further recurring theme &anity, Madness and the Famiyhich | have
referred to previously in this thesis — the way in whidpldiys of autonomy on
behalf of the female children are taken as signstazephrenia by the families
and most of the psychiatrists. The daughters are notedidavlive their own
lives. If they do try to, then they are seen as insdfielst these aspects may
receive little explicit comment from Laing and Estersib is to their credit that
they come across in the te®anity, Madness and the Famigya book which is
concerned with the phenomenology of families in winok member has been
diagnosed as schizophrenic. Given their restricted fintbe study, the lack of
such commentary is not a matter for critique. Howetrex presentation of the
material lends itself to the tracing of recurring thenmethe text, some of which
| have identified here. It can be argued that women asmg@vmore restricted
identity in the first place, through their socialisatibhan men. If a woman does
not conform, then the social disapproval seems taibgreater than that for
men. The latter group are permitted to rebel, wheresafethale identity in this
culture seems to me to consist of little other thamdpldocile obedience to
others. These issues are highly relevant in today’sreyltvhich from my
perspective, constitutes a new misog§fhyith women reduced to their
ornamental value and little else. | have always viemgsdelf as a person first,
and as a gender secondly, which has enabled me to ignst@ihtbe

Procrustean socialisation of women.

8 |rvine Welsh has referred to the current context aheo as a ‘...regressive post-feminism...’
Welsh, 1, (2009), Up From the Stre@uardian Review, 14" March, p.20
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What is apparent to me within the case studies
in Sanity, Madness and the Famigythe exploitation by their families of
relatively powerless female children. From my poinviefv, to identify and
analyse this, as | have been attempting to do, comrstitnbre of a feminist
analysis than Mitchell and Showalter's accusatioas tthing blames the
mothers, and is therefore prejudiced against women. Bbrtaen here is
problematic to some extent, since the mothers featnrius text have probably
not had the easiest of lives themselves. Howevedahghters featured in these
families have arguably even less social power than thathers. For me, an
analysis of their situation is valuable in terms oftobnting to a feminist
reading of Laing. At this stage, | wish to draw upon soiffidhe empirical
evidence that | have reviewed in the previous section.

Kleinman’s argumeihtat
hostile, negative families tend to worsen the condigbschizophrenic family
members, and his citing of studies which have linked a lac&lative social
power to an increased chance of experiencing mentalstisire highly relevant
to Laing’s work, andanity, Madness and the Famityparticular. Kleinman
provides evidence which backs up my hypothesis with regard teldiee
powerlessness of female children in relation to theemqa, and the way in
which this seems to aggravate the mental distress#natve experienced.
The daughters that are feature®anity, Madness and the Famdge placed in
an extreme double-bind situation — to try and be autonomat#dn be seen as
insane and treated accordingly, or to conform to tlenlfes’ demands and
therefore suffer existential death. The evidence widts traumatic life events

to an increased chance of experiencing what is seen dsgsy/c additionally
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relevant to this text. | feel that | am fairly safiearguing that living with a family
which does not recognise you as a person, which sees ybii wsu do not do
as they wish, and in the more extreme case studessioiBanity, Madness and
the Family tie up their children or give them forced attempted &t would
be traumatic for an individual. Such trauma-inducing famidiee a feature of
Laing’s work, and he appears to have been ahead ofihe th terms of
recognising this. Most of the research that | am awhtigatd links traumatic life
events with psychosis is fairly recent.

The conformity to the family which is
expected of the female children feature@anity, Madness and the Famdsn
be further analysed by examining Laing’s summary of Sar@etique of
Dialectical Reasoiin Reason and Violenc€hapter Four of he Politics of
Experienceentitled ‘Us and Them’ is used by Laing to further sahhese
Sartrean concepts. Laing himself notes that the lelti@pter is heavily
influenced by Sartre’s texf.Sanity, Madness and the Familgiditionally
deploys concepts which are derived from Sart@isque..., so | therefore
consider an analysis of some of these concepts tbuadue in terms of
identifying certain aspects of the families which aréuiesd in this text. These
sections of Laing’s work represent some of his mositifgignt applications of
Sartre’s theory to the social field. | have refereadlier in this thesis to the study
of groups and group formations which Laing explainR@ason and Violence
my chapter on Deleuze and Guattari. Sartre puts forvaardiea that human

groups are essentially our own inventions.

% The Politics of Experience p.83
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In the last and crucial resort, even the most apparentl
permanent institutionally preserved human group is ulgipa
maintained by the concerted invention of its béihg.

The nuclear family itself can be seen as an inventegpgiarmation, which is
specific to advanced capitalist societies. Sartre fudhggests that groups seek
to create a sense of cohesion, and permanence, thrdwagtevcalls ‘the
pledge’®? Families can be seen as examples of such pledged groups. |
example of the case studies witlanity, Madness and the Famitiie pledge
that these families expect their daughters to follethat of obedience to the
family.

Every individual who is born into a pledged group finds

himself in a situation where pledges have already beemg

on his behalf. He is pledged by proxy, as it were, ahead of
himself?®

The daughter$Samity, Madness and the Famiilgive been
pledged ahead of themselves. They were expected to belswehia manner as
though they had freely accepted their families’ demantien it appears not to
have been the case. Laing and Sartre note that the mladde used to try and
enforce group conformity and obedieriédt is a means of ensuring the *...inert
permanence..?® of a particular group, such as the family. The concefiief
pledge is directly related to the family within the clemmif The Politics of
Experiencehat | have referred to earlier. The dark side of pldageups is

made apparent in this chapter.

1 Reason and Violencgp.14
*ibid, p.135
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In the nexal family the unity of the group is achieved ulgio

the experience by each of the group, and the danger to each
person is the dissolution or dispersal of ‘the family’... A
united ‘family’ exists only as long as each person acts in
terms of its existenc®.

In Sanity, Madness and the Famitize lack of recognition of the parents as a
positive force in their lives by the daughters threatbagamily with such
dissolution. The pledge of family loyalty weighs heawupon the female
children. Their unwillingness to bear this burden app&abe tthe main reason
that their family view them as insane. Their brotl@esallowed to ignore the
pledge, or conform to it if they wish, but the daughteesmat permitted that
luxury.

Tradition itself is, for me, a key parttbé pledge that binds families
together. The family should, in the traditional viegproduce itself in the same
form throughout the generations. However, processdstadditionalisation are
at work in contemporary society, and | take hope in tf@ases. The fact that
two incomes are now needed in order for a family to sunviag eventually
undermine the traditional nuclear family structure. Howethe requirements of
child care remain set up in such a manner that womenaesidl have to stay at
home to look after younger children. Paternity leaveinaas to be of a lesser
proportion to that of maternity leave. Given that hawang raising a child
requires no prior qualifications, | almost feel as thouglould be of a lesser
status were | to stay at home with children. The fasgrves as a means of
reinforcing the subjugation of women. Gender roles Inedesomewhat in the
1990s, but as | have already alluded to, mainstream sagcidtthe media’s

portrayal of increasingly unclothed women, serve geesssive forces. | consider

% The Politics of Experiencep.73
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many traditional ways of life to be of little use tonwen who would like to live
emancipated lives. The family needs to be transcendesidarrent patriarchal
form.

Laing’s explanation of Sartre’s thoughReason and Violengaoposes
that the pledge itself is insufficient to maintain thaty of a group. A threat (real

or invented) is needed in order to keep the group together.

In the pledged group,... nothing material binds the members,
the danger is not real, it is only possible. The orajithe

pledge is anxiety... The danger to the permanence of the
group is from dispersion and seriality... Fear must be
reinvented”

In Sanity, Madness and the FamégdThe Politics of Experien¢é¢he threat
examined by Laing which is used to maintain group unity is tteatlof creating
a scandal concerning the family. | will examine Laing’'snatents on this idea in
The Politics of Experiendest, in his chapter examining the creation of ‘Us and

Them'.

Gossip and scandal are always and everywhere elsewhere.
Each person is the other to the others. The members of a
scandal network may be unified by ideas to which no one will
admit in his [or her] own persdfl.

Here Laing suggests that what are seen as scandalow®behare not the
product of a rational process with a definite origin, vetdriven instead by
irrational anxieties. ‘There is conformity tqpaesencehat is everywhere

elsewheré®® Laing’s discussions of the functions of scandal imgeof

" Reason and Violencep.136. Seriality refers to the lack of a true group unity
% The Politics of Experience p.68
“ibid, p.71
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maintaining group cohesion are somewhat ironic, givahht was himself the
subject of more than one scandal during his life.

Laing illustrates the ‘scahd
network’ in this chapter by utilising an ‘...inverted Romeo dutiet
situation’°® which he has, presumably, concocted himself. Howeere are
instances irBanity, Madness and the Famiyhich | consider to be better
exemplars of this issue. Laing and Esterson themsebtedimt ‘...the spectres
of scandal and gossip. ! are features of all of the families examined within
that text. | have already referred to many of thesalies within this thesis. |
wish to begin by first examining ‘Family Two: The Blair§he reader may
recall that Lucie Blair’s father was a highly unpledsadividual who told his
daughter that she would be raped or murdered if she so muchtasedevutside

of the house alon€? Within this case study, both parents appear to be

excessively concerned about what other people outsidarthly think of them.

Theothersoutside the family, the ‘Them’ who were the
concern of Mr Blair, were all alike for him. Noneuwd be
trusted'®

The concept of ‘the They’ is a feature of Heideggdraught inBeing and Time
(1927). 1 wish to restrict myself to some brief comnsemt this theoretical link,
since a full examination of the relation between Laind Heidegger’'s thought
would require another thesis in itself. However, Iwmtis note that Laing was
aware of Heidegger’s work, and that frequent refererctset ‘they’ are made in

Laing’s chapter imhe Politics of Experiendiat | am here discussing.

190ihid, p.69

191 sanity, Madness and the Familyp.133
192ihid, p.55

193 op. cit., pp.66-67
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Governing one’s behaviour according to

what ‘they’ think is a form of lived inauthenticity, acding to Heidegger.

In so far as | refuse or fail to consider certain@mifor the
reason that ‘they’, ‘one’, or ‘we’ do not do such thingsy
condition is one of ‘inauthenticity’ rather than ‘aatfticity’,
and | have ceded my decision to ‘others’ or rather to the
anonymous ‘they*?*

A key feature of the scandalisation of their daughtersab®ur by these
families is the fear of what ‘they’ will think and gossipoait. This is used as an
attempt to regulate the daughters’ actions, but serveystfy them further. It is
a most curious feature of human relations that theuldibe conducted in such a
manner. Why bother oneself about what no specific, actda&idual thinks?
The anxiety of social disapproval appears to be great enotlse families to
not require a definite origin. As Laing suggests in histéecal considerations
on this matter that | have cited above fréhe Politics of Experien¢é¢he
disparaging ‘they’ are everywhere and nowhere at.ohe@n individual such as
myself, to live one’s life in such a manner is insane h3boughts could be
considered as psychotic, since they do not correspongetbrigality. Social
norms have been internalised by such parents to the éxéémeality fails to
temper these considerations.

Mr Bfairidiculous views on what would happen to
a woman were she to venture out alone, and his distfratters, were shared by
his spouse, albeit in a slightly different way.

[Mrs Blair’s] view of the world was no less fantasticbut her

fantastical ‘others’ were women. She lived in a woffld o
scandal and gossip. Everyone else knew everyone else’s

194 Inwood, M, (1997)Heidegger, Oxford, Oxford University Press, p.26
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business, or wanted to. ‘They’ were, once more,lik alt

was best to keep oneself to oneself and never tell anyon

‘your business*%®

Laing and Esterson make it apparent that with Lucie lahggswithin this
prison of a family, cut off from others, she was lafable to make any sense of
social relations®® Laing and Esterson additionally note that her pareres lin
*...what in clinical terms would be regarded as a typicplyanoid world.. **’
The attempt to maintain family group cohesion destrogsitughter’s
possibilities of sanity. The parents treat an inventelityee though it was real.
In the chaptar'Bamily Three: The Churches’, the
mother fails to see her daughter as an individual weeparate and distinct
from herself. Here Laing and Esterson argue that: ‘Speitta.. is the very
heart of subversion to institutional mores, to prerslettaking and assigning®
The parents of the Church family were threatened by spehtaneous actions.
Once again their family appears to provide little othen eéh@rison-like
environment for their daughter. They also live in a wooldried of their own
constructions, rather than any approximation to realiéynd. and Esterson
additionally make it clear in this case study, as wh#hBlair parents, that both
parents were involved in this shared fantasy, as opposaaipdy the mother.

The total family structure reinforces the invented wofithe family.

Almost totally lacking in spontaneity, Mr and Mrs Church
were particularly fearful of gossip and scandal. Another
aspect of this was their fear of what they calledréand’. ..
One aspect of a crowd is that it is a collectiop@dple not

195 sanity, Madness and the Familyp.67
108 ibid
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1%8ibid, p.99
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bound together by... organizational or institutional
safeguards®®

With these families, fairly commonplace elementéfefare elevated to highly
anxiety-producing danget$’ The fear of gossip and scandal serves to produce
and amplify these anxieties. This lack of spontaneitgiisething which is noted

by Laing in his summary of Sartre’s late theory asatuiiee of the pledged group.

With the pledge, reciprocity is centrifugal. It is a bond
sustained in the absence of the others, not only livetein t
presence. Each in his [or her] solitude has guarantees and
imperatives, rights and obligations. No more is there a

spontaneous living invention of relatedness, but a reciprocal

inertial?

The family as an inert, unchanging form of social groggioes characterise the
series of families that feature $anity, Madness and the Familyhe idealised
version of the family appears to be as important teeedividuals as their
actual family members in their unique reality. Howevee, rights accorded to
each member of the pledged group are not distributed equally.

Givédmat, as | have
previously discussed, the male children of these fanajip®ar to be permitted
to leave the family prison, these case studies illtesttat it is gossip and
scandal about the female children that these fanaiheso terrified of. It remains
doubtful if this is intended to try and help the daughtémsay be more the case
that the fear of scorn being poured upon the whole familye origin of the

anxiety. However, Laing and Esterson problematise myhdea by suggesting

19ibid, p.102

110 aing himself notes this ifihe Politics of Experience p.74. He argues that some families
have ‘...a phantasy of the external world as extraordinaaihgdrous...’

11 Reason and Violencep.143
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that in this case study, the family have failed totke& daughter as a person

who is subject to real potential dangers.

... The ‘Claire’ who was the object of Mrs Church’s cent
was much more an object of her fantasy than a reabpars
her own right in a real world. Actual real dangershm teal
world hardly seemed to concern Mrs Church at all... Cladre
a little girl was allowed to work in the top storeyeohouse, at

the height of air-raids in one of the heaviest bainbe

areas. !!?

That this family are more concerned about their imagjiversion of their
daughter than her actual self is indeed disturbing. Theydrag become so
engrossed in their fantasy world that they lack in aop@r caring
responsibilities for their daughter. That the daughtdras expected to share in
this lunacy or be seen as insane becomes the ribé coffin.

elparents
featured in ‘Family Four: The Danzigs’ ‘...regarded Saralegsiness as a
calamity visited on the family** The mother utters a similarly bizarre statement
to that contained in worrying about what ‘they’ will thirtke idea that such
things only happen to other peopté Frequently when terrible things happen,
individuals say that such things do not happen to peoplehiéma.tThis begs the
guestion of precisely why people see themselves as soediffto others? Sarah
Danzig’s parents were full of *...shame and fear ohged .. They regarded her
as a ‘breaker of the family front'*® They perceived Sarah as a breaker of the
pledge that attempted to keep the family together. Howevéris case study the

gossip and scandal referred to real events, as opposedabdinact anxiety of

112 3anity, Madness and the Familyp.105
13ibid, p.116

1 ibid

15ibid, p.117
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what ‘they’ will think. Sarah went to work at the saplace where her father
was the boss, and it leaked out that she had had &dmea’'® However,
Sarah remained in a position of mystification becabsaitpleasant gossip
occurred behind her back. ‘Sarah felt their hostilitthaut being able to get the
feeling confirmed by anyoné®”

Soaofdhe ‘scandals’ featured Banity, Madness
and the Familyare to do with the daughters becoming pregnant. Such
pregnancies outside of marriage were, during that hisigreriod, more of an
occasion for controversy than they arguably are ndws Was the case with one
of the families that | have already examined: ‘Faniiyo: The Blairs’. With

regard to Lucie Blair:

...a pregnancy had been terminated and she had been
sterilized. She had never married, but had had a baby girl
during the war, who was adoptt4.

| have already referred to ‘Family Five: The EdensSpense to Ruby’s
pregnancy — to give her a forced attempted abortion, whalklted in a
miscarriage'*®
The whole family was choked with its sense of shange an
scandal. While emphasizing this to Ruby again and again,

they told her that she was only imagining things when sh
thought that people were talking about Hér.

It is to Laing and Esterson’s credit that the perceptdader can see how the
patient’s ‘delusions’ mirror those actually held by thH@rarre and suffocating

family environment. Whilst her relations were attemptm@iort Ruby’s

116 ipid

17 op. cit.
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pregnancy, they told her ‘...pityingly and vindictively at onetat a fool she
was, what a slut she was'?* Ruby *...complained of... voices outside her head
calling her ‘slut’, ‘dirty’, ‘prostitute’... [She] had givehirth to a rat after she
was admitted to hospital.’?* The ‘rat’ that Ruby was referring to may have
been the miscarriage. The voices that she heardspmnded to her family’s
opinions of her. In this case study, the relations’ se&iscandal and gossip have
become internalised by Ruby. In order to believe theiraethat they held
these views, she has then attributed these accusatiogs\to some other, non-
existent presence. The role of mystification in leaWudpy with no means of
orienting herself through such confusing messages hasrezhter as having to
project out certain aspects of her relations’ disqusd, to internalising others.
The final family that |1 wish to examine in this
section is ‘Family Eight: The Heads'. This particutase study contains some of
Laing and Esterson’s most explicit commentary on tiasm between ‘average’
social beliefs and the strict codes held by the famfiatured irBanity,
Madness and the Familfhe patient featured in this case study, Jean, is
described by Laing and Esterson in the following way. ‘... [Hbe€vailing
manner was that of a puzzled child doing her best to meeletimands of adults.
There was a puppet doll-like quality about het?>\Women are conventionally
assumed to be more other-directed than men. | would vievastine product of
socialisation, as opposed to any innate tendency inlitieistion on behalf of
women. Other than the obvious biological differenceween the genders, |
view the social differences between the two as lgrigee product of the

consequences of socialisation. In my next sectial] nalyse such a focus

121 op. cit., p.134
122ihid, p.131
12 ibid, p.176



221

upon the other on behalf of women, by drawing upon other tsspkttaing’s
theory. However, worrying about what ‘they’ will thinkésay is not
exclusively the preserve of women.

Both Jean’s biological family (the Jones) and
her husband’s (the Heads) are noted as ‘...fervent Nofeguaist Christians of
fundamentalist leaning$? It is in their discussion of the tensions between the
attempt to live one’s life according to such a doctrimé, the ‘typical’ views of

‘everyday’ society that Laing and Esterson demonsti@tsiderable skill.

...Every family in this series presents its own peculiar
difficulties... In this case, much of the difficulty aeis from
the fact that none of them... even think, much less egpres
any unchristian thought§®

Jean’s elder brother managed to escape the family, amelged Jean as much

as he could until he left hont& He *...described vividly his own technique of
developing his own life..?” Jean’s brother (lan) was adopted *...to give him a
good Christian home'?® He appears to not have been treated in any substantially

better way as a child than Jean was.

...He bit his nails ‘down to the bone’, for which his armsl a
hands were put in bags and strapped to his body by attached
cords tied behind his back.

[...] Jean'sgrats and husband
show a notable inability to see the other person’stdin
view, and are completely unaware of this inabty.

124 op. cit., p.178

125 ibid, p.178
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The main difference between Jean and her adopted bro#tyebe that he was
allowed to eventually leave the family, both physicalty socially, whereas
Jean’s separation from her parents ‘...was at the pfibeanming equally
attached to her husband® She never managed to achieve a full sense of her
own autonomy.

This case study is the only enehich both genders of child
receive an equal treatment from the family. With refiee to Jean, Laing and
Esterson summarise well the double-bind situation thatictexises these

families.

...They implicitly set her an ideal, deny that they hasfeits
then put the onus on her for taking too much out of Harsel
trying to live up to it, and thus breaking dowh.

The idea of the family as a pledged group has been oneharge examined in
this section. The pledge that binds Jean’s family and hdsbahat of their
religious beliefs. The pledge can take a more abswatt, fivhen it requires
adherence to social and moral codes which are not comrsbated among the
wider population. Social conformity is taken to a paramxileme in these
families that live in terror of what ‘they’ will thinland say.

Freud natehis
essayCivilization and its Disconten{d929) that there are: ‘...two main types of
pathogenic methods of upbringing — over-strictness and spoilittg THis
comment becomes rather lost in Freud’s discussioti'eampact of this upon

the ego and super-ego. However, the initial point is efzegice to my

130 op. cit., p.182

131ibid, p.186

132 Freud, S, (1985 ivilization, Society and Religion: Group Psychology, CiVization and
its Discontents and Other Works (trans. J. Strachey), Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.323



223

discussions here. The series of families which arteifed inSanity, Madness
and the Familall exhibit tendencies towards over-strictness witjare to their
female children. From my reading of the text, these cdudies are examples of
the psychological abuse and neglect of these young wbyneheir families. It is
a credit to Laing and Esterson that the reader is enabj@elceive this, given
that these families behave and communicate in a waghwibest described as
highly confusing. This clearing away of the levels of nfigsttion that shroud
these women'’s lives constitutes a defence of relativellyless and abused
female children. Laing’s phenomenological approach, wsthitbiased view of
the wider social network that comprises the familg ey element that enables
this to occur.

From my standpoint, with regardhe women featured iBanity,
Madness and the Famijlit would arguably aid their recovery from the mental
distress that they are experiencing to be permitted sameaway from their
family environment, if not to attempt to separate fronir tfaenilies altogether.
In Laing’s development of Sartre’s theory in the chafife and Them’ from
The Politics of Experiencghich | have been using in this section, he posits the

following argument.

Some families live in perpetual anxiety of what, to thesnan
external persecuting world. The members of the fanvigyih
a family ghetto, as it wer&®

Examples fronBanity, Madness and the Famiilgive been utilised in this section
in order to provide illustrations of this excessive anxaigut the world outside
of the family. This irrational fear may then be useda way of controlling the

rest of the family group. However, Laing notes thavilegthe group is made as

133 The Politics of Experience p.74
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difficult as possible for the person who may want s/éethe ‘family ghetto’.
One feature of a ghetto is that no one wishes to rethare, but it is virtually
impossible to leave.

The individual is alsxpected not to want to leave. *...The
simplest and perennial threat to all groups comes fromaithgle defection of its
members*** This problem is additionally discussedReason and Violence

Being-in-the-group, in its interiority, is manifested by a
double failure to which each has given his [or her] cansen
powerlessness to leave, and powerlessness to be irtegrat

powerlessness to dissolve the group in oneself or to be
dissolved in it**

However, the females that have been traumatised hyféimeilies which feature

in Sanity, Madness and the Fanlilgve not been given a choice or a voice over
the abstract rules which govern the behaviour of themlf group. There is
something of an absence with regard to this matteesson and Violence
These women have been pledged ahead of themselves, Ivilareh referred to
earlier. Their consent to being treated in such a masmssumed, rather than
explicitly given.

Nevertheless, it is notedt tstaying in the group can actually
harm the individual*® Sartre suggests that forms of reciprocity are shapedeby th
structure of the groups that such relations are embedded.withi

There are no longer any unmediated reciprocities, but

reciprocities that have been formed and deformed ‘by the
group’. Group work has been done on tHém.

134ibid, p.78

135 Reason and Violencep.158
13 ibid, p.151

37 ibid



225

Gender relations do not feature as a matter for critig&e=ason and
Violence™® | would like to add to the analysis offered in that texi] developed
by Laing, that the different genders are treated differebdth in terms of their
place in the family group, and in terms of the levaleziprocity that is expected
from them. The fact that many of the women featuresiainity, Madness and the
Family are seen as mad because they lack the ‘correct’dévetiprocity
towards their family is illuminating. Men are allowexlléave the family, and
lead their own lives, but women are expected to ledé afliperpetual
obedience to their family, however insane that fanmay be. Throughout this
section, | hope to have demonstrated that Laing’s warkbe read in such a way
that it can be seen as illuminating with regard togigmedering of socialisation, in
contrast to Mitchell and Showalter’s claims that L&ngork discriminates

against women.

Laing’'s Reinterpretation of Past Clinical Descriptions

In this section, | will be examining two instances vehkeaing defends women.
The first occurs imhe Politics of Experiencevhere Laing re-evaluates a clinical
examination of a young woman by the early psychiatnisefelin'*® The

second is taken from Laing’s last published wditke Voice of Experiencén

this text, Laing provides a resounding critique of Binswasgetistential

analysis of ‘Ellen West’ (1958¥° 1 am including these examples in order to

further reinforce the fact that there is no textuatlemtce to suggest that Laing

138 However, racism, colonialism and class are criigjsbid, p.125.
139 The Politics of Experience pp.88-90
140 The Voice of Experience pp.53-62
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was in some way a misogynist, and to demonstrate additexamples of his
defence of relatively powerless, exploited women.

Laing’s reinterpretatioh
Kraepelin's account of a ‘clinical examinatidtf of a ...servant girl, aged
twenty-four...” uses Kraepelin’s own words. However, Laingcps Kraepelin’'s
actions (the things that he does to the woman) liestaKraepelin’s actions
include stopping the girl from moving, taking hold of herepting to force a
piece of bread from her hand, and (most horrifyingly)kang her in the
forehead with a needté? Given that this all occurs in front of an audiente, t
account becomes even more chilling. It constitutds litther than an exercise in
dehumanisation and degradation. The point that Laing isngddi italicising
Kraepelin's actions is that if they are taken ‘...ouths tontext as experienced
and defined by him, how extraordinaheyare!™*® Laing uses this account in
order to demonstrate the disjunction between who is&&eane and who is seen

as insane, and to show that these lines are drawsamewhat arbitrary manner.

A feature of the interplay between psychiatrist aniepais
that if the patient’s part is taken out of contextisagdone in
the clinical description, it might seem very odd. The
psychiatrist’s part, however, is taken as the very toockst
for our common-sense view of normality.

This point made by Laing links to my discussions in my preveaasion, since a
disjunction occurs where the familiesSanity, Madness and the Famdie seen
as sane, whereas the daughters are seen as insane beedarsely claim that

they are. Conventional psychiatry appears to reinfmm@en’s subjugation, by

141 The Politics of Experience p.88
142ihid, p.89
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claiming that a woman is insane if she does not sulonhiet lot in life. The
relevance of looking at the wider social context idesrto comprehend a
person’s behaviour is demonstrated both within Laing’s thandyin his case
studies.

Kraepelin also features in Binswanger’s stfdfzllen West’, since he
was one of the many psychiatrists that she'$aihe name Ellen West is a

pseudonynt?®

Existential analysis... seems to offer a way to understand a
human situation in human terms.

...Binswanger’s existential analysis of Ellen West (1958) is
generally taken to be a standard work in its field, an
exemplary model of its kintf

Throughout his section on this study, Laing proceeds to deratenthe poverty
of Binswanger’s attempted existential study. This critiquetiaaclly
constitutes one of Laing’s most resolute defences oftariyupowerless (within
her social context) woman. Binswanger did not knowittds/zidual before she
was admitted to the hospital where he worked, durindirstepart of the
1900s™*® He interviewed her only occasionally during her stayoispital'*® ‘He
states that he regards hask of first-hand personal or clinical knowledge of
Ellen West as an advantage for the purposes of exaitanglysis.**°

Binswanger’s account is not of Ellen West herself,dfut..the existential

145 The Voice of Experiencep.58
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Gestalt that is Ellen West.™! His study is not based on evidence which was

taken from the individual herself directly,

...but from various written documents: poems, diary entries
letters, and a report by her husband on her recallecti her

life, elicited by him under hypnosis at Binswanger’s

instigation®®?

At this stagefdre Laing moves on to assess these
accounts of West’s life, methodological problems desady be perceived,
particularly in the light of this study’s claim to ba existential analysis.
Binswanger’s methods divert considerably away from tivecimles of a
Laingian approach. They could indeed be seen as theqppasite of a social
phenomenological methodology. Binswanger spent vely tithe with Ellen
West. Laing, on the contrary, spent as much time aslgesvith the individuals
that featured in his case studies. Binswanger’s studyler BVest is based on
second- and third-hand material. Laing attempted as farsziopeoto use the
patient’s own accounts of their life. Issues of religband validity are of
concern here, since material from others regardinghanperson may well be
biased. After various sessions with psychiatrists andssiloms to hospital, Ellen
West committed suicid€? Laing argues that Binswanger ...is dissecting a dead
butterfly of his fancy, not depicting the pathetic lifesodlefeated persofr?

This problemBifiswanger’s reliance on accounts of
West’s life which are taken from individuals other thamself lead Laing to
frequently criticise Binswanger’s study for failing to cioles what the events in

West’s life actually meant to her as a person. Westaw@oman whose life was

5 ibid
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entirely controlled by others — by her family, by othensd by the psychiatrists
that were supposed to help her. West had an ‘infatuatiagheatge of sixteetr>
Laing questions the fact that Binswanger presents thissmtanner without
enquiring what this ‘infatuation’ actually meant to W&5tLater, when she was

twenty,

...she had become engaged to a romantic foreigner, but broke
off the engagement, at her father’s instigation... Wdedte
forever to guess what it meant to her to have to give up the
man she loved. At any rate, this emotional catastroplye ma
possibly have some remote connection with her losing her
appetite, going on hunger strike, or whatevér.

This issue of eating or not came to be a prominentmherilife. | am aware that
eating disorders can be a measure that individualseutilierder to achieve
some degree of control over their lives, since othgeas are beyond their
control.

West had some form of psychological snghen she was twenty-three,
...about the time “she has an unpleasant love affair avitiding teacher”**®
Laing again demonstrates that this value judgement is eomade by West
herself. He suggests that this love affair may have described as unpleasant
because the material came from West when she was lypieosis which was
conducted by her husbaftf. Therefore, this may be a construction placed upon
West’s experience by her husband, rather than it beirgi#uentic description

as such. It is possible for a person under hypnosis tofaleememories

implanted or to be made suggestible to other ways of comgtewents. Laing

155 op. cit.
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sees the absences and inaccuracies in Binswangerisnd@soat least, if not

more, significant than what is directly told to thader.

However, whatever it may have meant to Ellen, llkese
other relations of hers which may have been as imiiatzad
significant to her as they were trivial and meaninglesbose
in whose control she was, and in whose control simaireed
until she died,...we hear no more abodfft.

Laing’s re-evaluation of Binswanger’s study of Ellen Werstisents the reader
with some of his most forthright comments on the a@ton of a woman by the
(mostly male) others around her.

In a parallel to the case study of Jean Head in
Sanity, Madness and the FamiBllen West went from being under the control
of her family to being under the control of her hugsba@inswanger notes that
her husband had a good ‘rapport’ with West, but in ternas‘loypnotic rapport’,
rather than a good relationship in the customary meanirgeaétn
Binswanger himself notes, rather ominously, that: titee of the term at this
point may be taken to indicate the extent of the mlsanfluence over
Ellen.”*? West underwent two periods of psychoanaly/&i®uring the second
session of analysis ‘...her husband leaves her, aetheest of the analyst but
against his own wishe$® Laing argues that: ‘what wishes she had in the matter
are not part of the discours&€>He also suggests that: ‘the list of recorded
enforced separations is quite impressiV&None of these separations were

directly the result of West’s own will. The list different attempts at therapy,
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different diagnoses and differing psychiatrists is ats@lle. It is not stated with

whom the first two periods of psychoanalysis were with

...Kraepelin diagnosed melancholia, and shortly thereafter
another doctor advises that her analysis should bentated,
and she was admitted to Kreuzlingen, where Binswanger
comes into the picture for the first timf&.

West’s first analyst thoughat
she was suffering from hysteri& her second thought that she *...was a severe
obsessional neurotic with manic-depressive oscillatiffisfowever,

Binswanger diagnosed her as having schizophrenia, as dichthe/ho invented

the ‘disease’ itself, Bleuler?

Only Binswanger and Bleuler with their master visionldo
see the truth her Gestalt revealed: schizophrenia.

For Bleuler, the final authority on the diagnosishiae
himself invented, the diagnosis was indubitdfte.

Binswanger and Bleuler decided to discharge West from lahsipitaccordance
with her wishes, since she was *...virtually a hopeless emyway.. "> West
said that she intended to kill herself. She did sor afiing normally for the first
time in many years, by taking poisbfi.Some of Laing’s most sarcastic venom
that is expressed in any of his texts is directed amiinger’s account of the

tragedy of this woman'’s life. However, it is worth riiog that it is not an
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account of a person, but of her ‘existential GestaltBinswanger assures us on
no less than seventeen occasions... that her suicisliéawthentic”.>”®> What
Binswanger would have been referring to by an inauthent@sus not made
clear. Nevertheless, this remains a highly distasteimincent, which may have
been intended to shore up Binswanger’s attempt at aeetigdtanalysis rather
than being an illuminating comment on this individual'stdea

shiould be clear
to the reader that Binswanger’s study of Ellen Wess ¢hmé¢ constitute an
existential analysis. At no stage does Binswangereamito West’'s world itself,
nor does he view her as a totality. West, as a peisaont examined in personal
terms. Laing’s anger at the treatment of this womamnagched by his disgust at

this study’s claims to be an existentialist one.

...In this attempt at an existential analysis, we seehalye
diagnostics carried to... the extreme of absurdity...dt is
tragi-comical paradox that Binswanger’s account is... a
perfect example of just what he is striving,...not self-
reflectively and self-ironically enough, to eschew, asalé
behind*"®

Laing perceives Binswanger’s attempted existential arsafsscarcely an
improvement on psychoanalysis, in terms of the ladngigement with the

actual individual herself.

[Binswanger’s] ‘existential’ look turns out to be a fuet
sophistication of the very institutionalized depersondlize
depersonalizing objectivizing psychiatric diagnostic look,
from which he is trying to disencumber hims€lff.

174 ibid

75 op. cit.
7%ibid, p.54
7ibid, pp.61-62
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| am unaware of any other instances where Laing attheks\¢thodology of
supposedly existentialist approaches, other than hisdoitigue of Jaspers’
account of the voyage which is givenTihe Politics of Experience

This re-
evaluation of the case study of Ellen West is illuamiimy in terms of the ways in
which the problems that she faced do appear to be oriem¢hdy and large,
encountered by women. Her difficulties with eating, ot @ating, are explained
by Laing in terms of her experience of the world and tlygeseof others’
control that she was subject ithe Voice of Experienagas published some
years after Mitchell'$®sychoanalysis and Feminishf | am not aware of any
evidence to suggest that Laing was influenced by, or consaiptige feminist
critiques of his work, other than his criticism of Shoe&# comments iMad to
be Normal However, this may have been the case. Neverthdissell's and
Showalter’s claims that Laing is prejudiced against woarerthrown into
further doubt by Laing’s defence of women within thesetegpreted case
studies. Showalter’s chapter on Laing occurs after thegatioih ofThe Voice of
ExperienceThe latter text remains largely ignored within thedgtand critique
of Laing, but moves closer to a ‘classic’ Laingian t@etticularly in the first

part of the book.

Additional Comments

Ariel Levy’'s Female Chauvinist Pigs: Women and the Rise of Raunch Culture
(2005) constitutes, in my view, one of the best piecdsminism that has been

produced in recent years. It is a realist critique ofthg in which pornographic

78 The Voice of Experiencewas published in 1982, wherd@sychoanalysis and Feminism
was originally published in 1974.
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‘culture’ has infected mainstream culture, and how thssitmpacted upon
women and our perception of ourselves. | wish to exarhisddxt, and relate it
to some of Laing’s theory in order to demonstrate HmeMatter may be used to
advance a feminist analysis. ThroughBamale Chauvinist Pigd.evy teases
out well the contradictions involved in the sale of@assimarket ‘raunch culture’
to women who are supposed to view this as some form of eanpuamt.

‘Female chauvinist pigs’ are defined as ‘...women who makeobjects of other
women and of ourselve$’® The aspect of this text that | wish to examine is a
chapter that focuses on teenage girls, and the impaonahercialised ‘raunch
culture’ upon them. However, | wish first to turn to #teands of Laingian
theory that | will be drawing upon in order to make timalgsis.

The focus upon
one’s appearance that is expected of women in this eufturno substantial
reason, involves a focus upon the outer self to theusixai of the inner self.
Laing’s theory does include an examination of the wayshich our culture

draws such lines between the inner world and the outer world.

Our culture, while allowing certain marginal licence, esm
down very sharply on people who do not draw the inner /
outer, real / unreal,... private / public lines where thsught
to be healthy, right, and normal to do'8b.

Laing is referring to the experience of people who are aseschizophrenic,
people whose perception of the world can differ radidadim the ‘norm’.

However, is our culturally-specific sense of the défaration between the inner

19 Levy, A, (2005),Female Chauvinist Pigs: Women and the Rise of Raunch Culte, New
York, Free Press, p.4. | find the term ‘female chaistipig’ to be a confusing one, since if the
definition of a male chauvinist pig was applied in thesamanner, a ‘female chauvinist pig’
would be a woman who saw women as better than men.

180 5elf and Others p.34
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and outer spheres of experience necessarily healthglf? itsvish to argue that
our culture’s encouragement of women to focus on thé@ra@appearance serves
to deny women more substantial, and possibly lasting fofsstizfaction in

life. In The Politics of Experieng¢é.aing’s analysis of the drawing of such
boundaries takes a more culturally critical turn. He ntitas‘this identity-
anchored, space-and-time-bound experienc&' is specific to a particular

historical and social organisation. Laing then proceedsggest that:

Our time has been distinguished, more than by anything else
by a drive to control the external world, and by an alntotal
forgetfulness of the internal wor8?

In Levy’s chapter where she
interviews American teenage girls about how they peeddiemselves, the focus
on outer appearance that is expected of women isuairegtheme. One girl
(Anne) ‘...seemed to have only one truly engrossing pass@mpoks.*®* This
is in sharp contrast to a teenage boy that Levy hadvieteed, whose plans for
his later life, and wider interests, formed his topitsamversatiort®* Levy is
highly critical of the other-directedness that is involuied/omen’s focus upon
their appearance. She suggests that it is directed owaeds what men want to
see, rather than what women would like. In what | fmt#¢ a shocking moment

in the text!®® Anne says the following. ‘I definitely feel like because put so

181 The Politics of Experience p.113

182ibid, p.115

183 Female Chauvinist Pigsp.152

184 ibid

185 The text is full of unpleasant anecdotes. A crowd of pebgling at young women to expose
their breasts on a beach, for the American televigiogramme ‘Girls Gone Wild’ (which
consists of female members of the public flashingtie cameras), is a further example. bid,
pp.15-17
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much consciousness into my appearance in the past, gewstared of having a

relationship that's based on what's inside of m&® 'evy comments that:

If her looks were a kind of hobby — if dressing and
grooming...were things she did fpleasure- then the

process would be its own reward. But she spoke of heripursu
as a kind of Sisyphean duty...

[Such] girls seem more focused on what is expecteckof th

than on what they want*®’

In schizophrenia, the individual loses contact
with the outside world, and takes refuge in the attemgtelties of their own
inner world. | here would like to postulate on another fofrharmful
experience, where the individual loses all contact wigir own inner world. To
be starved of self-knowledge through focusing upon one’s apmeacan only
be seen in a negative light. Is Anne suffering fromecort of reverse
schizophrenia, where the self becomes little other iteayuter display? Laing’s
female case studies demonstrate this expectation placedvwapaen to be more
focused on what is expected of them, rather than o tlveg themselves would
like from life. If conformity to these social expedtats is lacking, then the
woman is seen as insane. At this stage, | would like tidopward the argument
that Western societies, in this manner, do not encouragewtowards
psychological ‘health’, but more towards a life of aéigon. This may constitute
an explanation for the overall higher levels of meiitadss amongst women as
opposed to men. My solution to this issue is to avoiddiwut a gender
stereotype, and to live one’s life as one sees fit. Hewekie courage that this

takes may not be achievable for an individual with atlongshold of

186 ibid, p.155
187 ibid
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psychological security. These comments are intendedntortgrate that Laing’s
theory can lend itself to a feminist analysis. Thesabe of any misogynist
leanings in his work enables such an enquiry to be madeofgdén-ended nature
of phenomenology additionally promotes such an anabgsiause the
construction of the theory does not have to involvettamgi elements that do not
fit into a dogmatic schema such as that found in psychysasa

féxther benefit
of Laing'’s theoretical framework is that it maintaaselevance to lived
experience which may be lost in other perspectives glsawmork is of benefit to
those who may be having difficulties in their famikadvironment. The
relevance of theory to lived experience is something thlast, could consign
academia to perpetual irrelevance. Human experiene#, ttanscends even
language and culture at its most extreme. It is the trasinatic and pleasant
experiences for which we tend to be lost for wordswvehexperienced
indescribable pain when | have been ill in the past. T&er@o words to match
the experience that | underwent. Experiences whichaireutturally validated
tend to be seen as insane or mystical, as Laing angié iPolitics of
Experience Any theory which regards human experience as purelydbyn
language dismisses that experience as a quality in iselfleaves humanity in a
prison of language, bound forever. | wish to make it céainis juncture that |
am not saying that culture and language do not shape exgetea large
degree. | merely wish to suggest that experience casctad language and
culture.

It could be considered that some small spaicesw freedom are available

for women in contemporary society. Processes of diétraalisation mean that
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women may be able to leave their families and seek pgtbgment. However,
these spaces are subject to the retrograde view of wdnakappears to largely
dominate our culture. The idea of the family as an inwkegteup, which derives
from Reason and Violenceould be used as an argument that we invest too
much emotionally in what is actually an arbitrary, cogéint social formation.
With regard tdSanity, Madness and the Famiiy addition to Laing’s other
detailed female case studies, Laing resurrects the yragedomen’s lives in a
manner which many others may find echoes of their oves lin. One can only
wonder whether these individuals ever managed to find hagpimewhether
their despair devoured them for the remainder of theitengss. In this chapter,
| hope to have demonstrated the relevance of Laing’s tlzooyne which can be
developed in order to produce a feminist analysis. | wiskmphasise again the
point made at the beginning of this chapter: my argumenesdre not intended
to be of a causal nature. Not all women will be crusheprbgesses of
socialisation. My main intention in this chapter bagn to demonstrate the lack
of textual evidence to suggest that Laing was biased agans¢my and the lack
of empirical evidence to support the idea of schizophresilag a ‘female
malady.’” The next chapter will examine left-wing critiquwéd.aing, and those

by Jacoby and Sedgwick, in particular.
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8) Left-Wing Critiques of Laing

This chapter examines the left-wing critiques of Laing. fifls¢ section analyses
Jacoby’s (1977) critique of Laing which is provided in his ®atial Amnesia: A
Critique of Conformist Psychology from Adler to Laifidpis section will
additionally utilise the wider Frankfurt School critiquieeaistentialism in order
to draw in the wider theoretical influences that impaain Jacoby’s criticism of
Laing. Jacoby was supervised by Marcuse for his thesis, wigsteventually
published aSocial Amnesia The next section will appraise Sedgwick’s
critiques of Laing. This occurs across two separate:t8etdgwick’s chapter in
the text edited by Boyers entitl&D. Laing and Anti-Psychiat§i974)% and

Sedgwick’s chapters on Laing in his t&gycho Politic$1982).

Jacoby'’s Critique of Laing

An initial problem with Jacoby’s critique of Laing is comid within the very
title of his text. The categorisation of Laing’s wa occurring within the orbit
of ‘conformist psychology’ is highly problematic. Theatfto provide an
alternative theoretical psychology which is opposetthégprevailing orthodoxies
of the day can be seen as one of Laing’s main projégateby does acknowledge
this issue. He states that it is ‘...unjust to include ga@ind Coopef within this
grouping, since ‘the intent of their psychology is paditiand critical...?

However, residues of this point at issue do remain thrautglacoby’s critique.

! This information was provided by my supervisors, Matt @tirand Conrad Lodziak.
2 A further version of this text was published in 1972 ageddiy both Boyers and Orrill.
3 Jacoby, R, (197750cial Amnesia: A Critique of Conformist Psychology fromAdler to
Eaing, Hassocks, Harvester Press, p.131

ibid



240

Furthermore, the issue of Laing and Cooper’s work being eexhiogether is

additionally noted as problematic by Jacoby. He suggests th

...it should be emphasized that while no distinctiodravn
here between Laing and Cooper, this does not mean #yat th
are identical... The justification for limiting this disgsion to
Laing and Cooper is found in their theoretical closenéss...

The difficulty contained within appraising Laing and Coopesunh a manner is
one which | have raised as a recurring problem in thigweess of Laing on more
than one occasion in this thesis. The above comnbgniacoby appear to serve
as a damage limitation exercise which is intended tqeosate for the
deficiencies created by his structuration of the mathaadelects to study.
Jacoby’s main criticisms of Laing are closely
interrelated. Despite this, | am separating out eachrooeder to closely
examine each element. The first aspect of Jacobyigueithat | wish to
examine is his perception of Laing’s work as lacking itiaisim of society, and
as lacking in a coherent view of society itself. Eanyin Jacoby’s chapter, he
argues that in Laing and Cooper, ‘the critique of soagetegraded to externals
against the inner drift of their own workJacoby later presents a quotation from
Laing which refers to his concept that schizophrenia isatesty created by
schizophrenics in order to live in an untenable situdtidacoby critiques this on
the basis that ‘...the content of this unlivable realitysttled down to that of
interpersonal relations, especially of the family.However, are not familial
relations themselves infected by the kind of culturetthey are produced and

reproduced within? In this respect, Jacoby contradicts otitiersens that he

® ibid, p.132

® op. cit., p.131
"ibid, p.133

8 ibid
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makes by not applying his criticisms of Laing and Cooper to hisremwarks,
particularly Jacoby’s identification of reificationtiin their work. This latter
aspect will be appraised shortly.
would have been arguably one of the most

significant achievements historically within theory dihg had managed to
produce a text which worked from the individual, through oty groups such
as the family, through to wider society itself. Howe\has texts may have then
been criticised for a loss of focus. The fact thahgys sphere of analysis
remains limited to the inter-personal realm is a necgssomponent required for
such an examination to occur. Wider social criticisns wat Laing’s main
project, despite some of his comments in this direcfitwerefore critiques on
this basis fall short in terms of matching Laing’s aiarg] proceeding
appropriately from that origin. The further recurringis®f criticising Laing for
a lack of inclusion of aspects that the critic would t&éave perceived again is
a problem here.

Jacoby claims that becaws@scriticism is not foregrounded in
Laing’s work, it is therefore ‘...a front for establishmesychology, [and]
political passivity...? | am aware of no textual evidence from Laing’s work to
support the first assertion. The latter one is derivenh the alleged absence of
social critique within Laing’s work. Particularly ifhe Politics of Experience
some minor criticism of capitalism and Western culiargrovided. However, |
wish to examine this later in this section, as it providgood counterpoint to

other related criticisms made by Jacoby. He claims that

% ibid, p.131



242

While there are sufficient statements designatindeairely as

a mediating agency between society and the individu#ein

main it is accepted as the cause of social oppresstbnan

also its victim*®
This criticism is repeated in slightly different forms two other occasions
within Jacoby’s chaptéf- No quotations from either Laing or Cooper are
provided by Jacoby to support his above statement. The aludearcexplicit
comment upon this matter is taken as indicative of aa@ance of the family as
the cause of social oppression. | am aware of no esédienLaing’s work to
validate Jacoby’s claim. However, Laing was awaretti@afamily was impacted
upon by wider social relations. | have provided a quotatiam fraing’s
interview with Scorpio in 1969 where Laing states that bevsithe nuclear
family as a peculiar form of social grouping that hesuored specifically in a

certain historical form of society in my chapter oitdtlell.*?

This flags up the
importance of examining interviews with an author ad atheir texts, since
interviews may provide clarifications of their projedtish may not be so clearly
articulated within their published works.

However, some validity in Jacoby’s

critique can here be perceived.

... The family does not exist in a no-man’s land. It isrkedh
in a historical dynamic; it has changed in the past,tarsd
changing now. It is as much victim as victimiz&r.

It may have been beneficial for more comprehensivadsons of how the

specific historical form of the family impacts uponntembers to have been

Yibid, p.133

" These occur on p.137 and p.139.

2 Scorpio, F, (1969), Dr Ronald Laing Talks With Felix Seorpr , No.59, July 4-17, p.7
13 Social Amnesia p.139
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included in Laing’s work. However, the crucial issue is thbethis may have
produced a loss of focus in his work. A class analysis coelate the difficulty
of pre-defining the research in such a manner that itresuwit in simply
confirming only what it set out to find. Neverthelesajrig was aware of the
problem of the impact of wider society upon the individunal the family as a
mediation between the two. Some of his most exg@mihments upon this matter
are provided in Laing’s paper entitl@the Obviouswhich was presented at the
Dialectics of Liberatiorconference in 1967 Marcuse also presented a paper at
this event. InThe ObviousLaing argues that: ‘...the intelligibility of social
events requires that they be always seen in a dahigxextends both spatially
and in time. The dilemma is that this is often as issjigle as it is necessary.’
Therefore Laing, during the period of his
work which Jacoby is critiquing, demonstrates that he hwmaself well aware of

this issue with his work.

As we begin from micro-situations and work up to macro-
situations we find that the apparent irrationality didaour
on a small scale takes on a certain form of intiélligy when
one sees it in context... These larger contexts do nstt @xi
there on some periphery of social space: they pervade th
interstices of all that is comprised by thé.

The example that Laing provides is that of seeing thaneitr of a person
diagnosed as psychotic as intelligible within theidevifamily context. It could
accordingly be posited that placing individuals within a bevacontext was one

of Laing’s aims. Jacoby’s criticisms suggest that thpeetsof Laing’s work

4| have referred to Laing’s paper earlier in this thésisyy chapter on Deleuze and Guattari,
who raise similar criticisms to those made by Jacoby.
15 Laing, R.D,The Obvious (paper presented in 1967), in Cooper, D, (ed), (1988,
lDeialectics of Liberation, Harmondsworth, Penguin, p.15

ibid
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should have been expanded. One can comprehend Jacobyatifsas here,
despite the limitations that | have noted above. Howelaoby's comments can
be seen as productive criticisms highlighting avenues fendig Laing’s

work. Laing notes that there is:

...a theoretical and practical problem of finding the
mediations between the different levels of contexiBhe
intermediate systems that lie on this range have siusked
not only in themselves, but as conditioning and conditione
media between the individual parts and the whole.

It is surprising that Jacoby’s critique of Laing demonstrateawareness dihe
Obvious particularly since Marcuse was one of his tutorsoldg restricts his
criticism to Laing’s main published texts. Tine ObviousLaing argues that
‘...the context of the individual at first appears as tmmediate network, and the
contexts of that network come into view as largeraddameworks that have
not by any means been adequately identiff@dlaing notes that there is a gap
between theory and empirical research in this respexte ‘...we can
theoretically reach farther than our empirical rese@an go..*
Jacadbygriticising
Laing from the societal end of the scale. Some oflddsariticisms relating to
the position of the family within society contradibeimselves within the overall
flow of his argument. In some instances, Jacoby isnatgy that the family is
influenced by wider social relations, and that Laing takssinsufficiently into

account® At other occasions within his critique of Laing, Jacobynesathat the

7ibid, p.16

18 op. cit., p.20

Y ibid

20 Social Amnesia p.136 and p.137
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family cannot form a basis for social criticiStnJacoby’s view of the family and
its role as a social mediator is rendered rather iog@ddy his differing accounts
of it. The family can be a means of oppressing andraling its members, and
this may reflect the wider repression at large in $gciiacoby appears to be
somewhat naive with regard to families and the destrigtfluence that they
can take upon their members’ lives.

Jacoby may be labouring the somewhat
obvious point that powerful wider social forces dingstiructure the lives of
individuals, and indirectly through the mediating agenctheffamily. However,
this hardly constitutes a relevant criticism of Laimgno makes this very point
himself. Alternatively, Jacoby, who almost drifts irt@ocial determinism,
might be interpreting Laing’s focus on the family agratication that Laing has
reduced social determinism to family determinism. Needetis, this would be a
bizarre criticism since Laing is radically opposed to ang lof determinism.
This, it is clear, is a major source of Laing’s opposito positivism in
psychology, and also to the prescriptive use of psychdanatncepts in
shaping the (mis)diagnosis of individual patients. ihgructive here to note
that Laing cites John MacMurrayihe Self as Agerf1953) as an important
influence in the development of his thoughtaing is acutely aware that
however powerful the social forces impinging on thaifpa and the individual,
the latter retains the capability of exercising agehoyever insignificant that
may be.

This reminder of Laing’s unwillingness toleace determinism in any

shape or form, in conjunction with the numerous wayshich he highlights the

ibid, p.138
% The Divided Self p.23
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sickness of conformity to self-alienating social ngromes enable a corrective to
the simplistic positivist tendency in sociology evidenthe 1950s and 1960s to
‘read-off’ the values, beliefs, and attitudes of individueom their socio-
economic statu® It is useful to bear this in mind when considering Jacoby’
criticism of Laing for *..the omission of a class analysis of mental illrféss’
within his work. It can be additionally argued that thiswat a feature of
Laing’s main project. However, particularly $anity, Madness and the Family
and in Laing’s other substantial case studies, one woulsl &ygweciated even
some brief detailing of the occupational and class backgrairitie featured
families and individuals. | feel that this may havelded a more comprehensive
perception for the reader of the wider family contexid, for example, whether
financial pressures were aspects of their lives or not.

Nevertheless, infotioa
regarding these families was included in a confident&imer in the above
text?® so there would have been an issue with presentindas® lsackgrounds
of the families in respect of this. Laing’s most dirstettement on such a matter

occurs inThe Divided Self

The socio-economic factors of the larger communityloich
the patient’s family is an integral part are doectly relevant
to the subject matter that is our concern. This isameay that
such factors do not profoundly influence the nature ®f th
family and hence of the patiefit.

One can appreciate that structuring a psychobiography inesoamner as to

include a class analysis and to fully do this justice celaldt the material away

2| am grateful to Lodziak for noting this line of argurhen
# ibid, p.139

% sanity, Madness and the Familyp.25

% The Divided Self p.180
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from a study of interpersonal relations on that letgalli. However, it has been
noted in research on psychiatric diagnoses that ‘psyichthsorders and suicidal
attempts were more likely to occur in people facing secmnomic
disadvantage..?” Nevertheless, one is here arguing with the ben&fiieo
empirical research that has been conducted betweng’sdime of writing and
contemporary times. As Laing states in the quotation ffaenObvioughat |
have utilised earlier, there is a gap between whabedheorised and what can
be supported by empirical evidence. Such a consideratidd be useful for
tempering some of Jacoby’s criticisms.

Jacoby’s criticism that ‘...society is
shuffled out...*®in Laing’s work relates closely to one of his otheximmstrands
of criticism of Laing’s theory — that reificationggesent within it. This criticism
is additionally levelled at Sartre and Heidegger’'s vaisiof existentialism by
Marcuse and Adorno respectivéRil will be drawing upon these wider
theoretical influences on Jacoby’s critique of Laing poceed. | will
additionally utilise some of Laing’s commentsTihe Politics of Experience
order to provide responses to Jacoby’s claims. Jacoby thatelsaing’s thought
is influenced by both social psychology and the sociowfgyroups, alongside
continental existentialisif.‘Both, however, ultimately work to eat away the
social context of these human relations; they redacrlsrelations to immediate

human ones® Jacoby suggests that ‘...the concept of society disapfears

2" National Statistics, (2006)ental Health: 1 in 6 Adults Have a Neurotic Disorder
Lonline]. Available at: www.statistics.gov.uk [AccedsE9/5/06]

8 Social Amnesia p.136

% Marcuse, H, (1948)5artre’s Existentialism, in Marcuse, H, (1983)rom Luther to
Popper, London, Verso; Adorno, T.W, (1973)he Jargon of Authenticity, (trans.
K.Tarnowski and F.Will), London, Routledge, (2003 Edition)

%0 Social Amnesia p.135
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make way for endless empirical observations on groupnigsa®? However,
this latter criticism appears to be targeted more adtiindy of group dynamics
itself, as opposed to Laing’s work directly. Nevertbs|elacoby proceeds to
apply this criticism to Laing’s work. | would like to restany earlier comment
that to maintain focus in a piece that moved frodmidluals and groups through
to the wider society would be extremely difficult. Jags irritation here is
understandable, if unfounded as a valid criticism. ThetfadtLaing’s work has
served to contextualise the individual within wider humatworks could lend
itself to a wider analysis of such networks. Jacolygoaes Laing for not taking
this aspect further.

Later in his chaptecalay compares the critique of
Feuerbach’s work by Marx and Engels to the critique afd.airhe human
community shrinks to the immediacy of the | / You anger, and this is
abstracted from the historical and social reafifylacoby additionally suggests
that Laing’s work is lacking in “...the conception of masactivity, as praxis’
Jacoby’s first criticism can be countered by referengayt previous comments
that this aspect of his critique addresses aspectsdlmitkide of the realm of
Laing’s main project. Jacoby’s second criticism has deefvalidity attached to
it. He appears to have simply transposed Marx, Engels andulgk’s criticisms
of Feuerbach onto Laing (and Cooper’s) work. The conzigptaxis is as
foregrounded in Cooper’s work as it is in Laing’s, patacly in Sanity,

Madness and the FamilCooper argues that ‘the free action (or praxis) of a

*ibid, p.136
3 op. cit., p.146
% ibid, p.147
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person can destroy the freedom of another or atieaatyze it by
mystification.

Praxis is an idea that rezgiwonsiderable commentary in the
methodological introduction t8anity, Madness and the Famiyertain wider
cultural criticisms are provided by Laing e Politics of Experiencdacoby
does not support his above criticisms by reference tolagiogations from
Laing. He instead utilises the theoretical traditiort tieais operating in in order
to attempt to bolster his claims. Jacoby appears to kg gt further academic
crime that is committed in the poor critiques of Laindpat of selective reading
and identification of aspects of an author’s work. Séhthat do not fit are
ignored (the Procrustean critique). The concept of pisxised irSanity,
Madness and the FamiBs a means of rendering group behaviour intelligible.
‘...What happens in a group will betelligible if one can retrace the steps from
what is going on (process) to who is doing what (praXisyhe objection could
here be raised that Laing’s use of the term praxisrditfe Jacoby’s deployment
of it. However, Jacoby does state that it is humamipras action, and the impact
of this in shaping the wider environment that he is rigfgrio>’ In The Politics

of Experiencelaing suggests that:

The inertia of human groups... which appear as the very
negation of praxis, is in fact the product of praxis antiingt
else3®

Therefore, Jacoby’s crémithat Laing ignores praxis is

somewhat rather baffling. As | have argued in my previbapters, a Laingian

% Cooper, D, (1967)Psychiatry and Anti-Psychiatry, London, Tavistock, in Brown, P, (ed),
(1973),Radical Psychology London, Tavistock, p.134

% Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.22

37 Social Amnesia p.147

3 The Politics of Experience p.80
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analysis of groups can lend itself to wider social@stn, and to enabling a
defence of individuals who are more or less powerlegsnitheir social context.
It could be argued that certain aspects of Laing’s warle been ignored by
Jacoby, in order for the chapter to fit into the oltéheme of the text Social
Amnesialt appears that Jacoby is over-stating the lack adasengagement in
Laing’s work in order to portray Laing as more societhllgd than his work
truly is. | will provide some examples of Laing’s soa@aiticism shortly, after
examining Marcuse and Adorno’s critique of existentialismish to examine
whether Jacoby is transposing their criticism of erisaéism onto Laing’s
theory, without adapting it suitably. Marcuse’s essagartre’s Existentialism
(1948) has as its main locus of critique of existentiatisennotion that it is a
reified philosophy.

In so far as Existentialism is a philosophical doctrine,

remains an idealistic doctrine: it hypostatizes specific

historical conditions of human existence into ontolaband

metaphysical characteristics. Existentialism thus becqaes

of the very ideology which it attacks, and its radicalis
illusory.

Marcuse’s criticism above runs very close to that nmd@acoby with regard to
Laing’s work, which | have cited previously. The idea of statization refers to
treating something conceptual as though it were somethinghratheory

could encounter this danger.

Jacologes that:

39 Marcuse, H, (1948Bartre’s Existentialism, in Marcuse, H, (1983From Luther to Popper,
London, Verso, p.161
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...In general the Sartrean existentialism as filteredugh
Laing and Cooper does not contain its original weaknesses
some of which Marcuse has indicaf8d.

Nevertheless, Jacoby appears to replicate Marcusetyuerim his chapter on
Laing, without utilising sufficient textual evidence to supgustclaims. Jacoby
additionally claims that Laing’s radicalism is illuy by suggesting that Laing

confuses mere therapy with social change.

What Laing and Cooper tend to forget is that if familgl an

extrafamily therapy is progress over clinical therapg

analysis, this is progress in therapy, not in sobibty or

praxis®*!
Towards the end of his chapter, Jacoby argues that: titiags of Laing and
Cooper more and more suggest the confusion of psychicitiratit
liberation.*? Precisely which aspects of Laing’s work Jacoby is hefierring to
are not stated. | am aware of no instances in Laingi& where he asserts that
progress in therapy and social liberation are one andaime. Indeed, Laing’s
work contains few prescriptions as to how the practigesgchotherapy should
be conducted. Instead, Laing provides a methodology fagheach to the
study of humans and our groupings. The argument thapthbes revolutionary
potential is entirely Cooper’s and not Laing’s.

Jacoby’s view of Laing as

confusing therapy with liberation is produced through his groupigether of

Laing and Cooper without taking sufficiently into accoum& distinctions

between these authors.

0 Social Amnesia pp.145-146

“Libid, pp.141-142

“2ibid, p.150

3 Cooper, D, (1970)The Death of the Family London, Penguin, in Brown, P, (ed), (1973),
Radical Psychology London, Tavistock, p.170
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[Laing and Cooper] tend to equate individual psychoses and
madness with social liberation... Hence, the noticeable
glorification of schizophrenia, especiallyRolitics of
Experienceas a “natural healing process,” and “existential
rebirth.”*

| have already spent some time dispelling the hoarph it The Politics of
Experiencecontains little other than the above idea in thisishdtsis a shame,
given the academic nature of Jacoby’s chapter, thabdid aot have engaged
with some of the more concrete theories profferdtiam text. He instead resorts
to criticising a myth, as opposed to an actual theoryva¥er, the above strand
of critique enables Jacoby’s claims that therapy ia asdantamount to
emancipation within Laing’s work.

The affinity between Jacoby’s critique of
Laing and Marcuse’s critique of Sartre is also evidethénfollowing quotation

from Marcuse.

...Against this proclamation of the absolute freedom of man,

the objection arises immediately that man is itityea

determined by his specific socio-historical situation, wiich

turn determines the scope and content of his liberty and th

range of his ‘choice®
This argument has a similarity with Jacoby’s claineg ttaing’s work lacks in a
coherent conception of society, which | have reviewatiez in this chapter.
Adorno’s critique of existentialism ifihe Jargon of Authentici{i973)
additionally displays similar criticisms of existaitsm. Adorno’s critique is

referred to by Jacoby in his chapter on Laifige Jargon of Authenticitypy and

large, criticises Heidegger’s work. However, Marcusestdhat Sartre’Being

** Social Amnesia p.132
5 Marcuse, H, (1948Bartre’s Existentialism, in Marcuse, H, (1983From Luther to Popper,
London, Verso, p.172
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and Nothingness..is in large parts a restatement of... Heidegg&esm und
Zeit'*® Again, Adorno’s critique of existentialism focuses effication as a
problem with this philosophy. Whilst problematising the coreeptuthenticity

and inauthenticity, Adorno argues the following.

The subject, the concept of which was once createdntrast

to reification, thus becomes reified... Such a philosophy need
no longer be concerned with how far society and pdgglyo
allow a man to be himself or become himself, or wheithe

the concept of such selfness the old evil is concedtate

more time?’

The Frankfurth8ol's critique of existentialism has as its
context the affiliation of Heidegger with the Nazifyaduring the Second World
War*® This would seem to give Adorno’s critique an extra edgesh vo make
no comment upon whether this affiliation of Heideggerés a matter of
expediency, or altogether more darker. My intention Witk comment is to
permit the reader to be aware of this historical coritette Frankfurt School
critique of existentialism. Adorno’s other main linecoitique of existentialism
is that it is based upon the use of impenetrable languagegonj— hence the
title of his text. Adorno argues that ‘by means of theimfmymula of existence,
one disregards society, and the psychology of realicshgas which is dependent
on that society® Jacoby'’s critique of Laing shows a further similarityhnthis
work of Adorno. Therefore, it does appear that Jacobyshmaply transposed the
Frankfurt School’s critique of existentialism on to Laing/srk, with little

change or adaptation.

“%ibid, p.162

47 Adorno, T.W, (1973)The Jargon of Authenticity, (trans. K.Tarnowski and F.Will), London,
Routledge, (2003 Edition), p.94

“8 For a text that deals with this matter, see: Wolin(el), (1993)The Heidegger

Controversy: A Critical Reader, (2" ed), Cambridge, Massachussetts, MIT Press

9 The Jargon of Authenticity, p.55
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Jacoby’s criticismlLaing as presenting a reified theory are
somewhat ironic given that Laing devotes a considebleunt ofThe Politics
of Experienceo the critique of reification itself. A substantiahaunt of social
criticism is additionally present within this text. Jags chapter demonstrates
no awareness of these elements. Laing'’s critiqueitiéation is largely directed

at psychoanalysis.

Few now find central the issues of conscious and un@rssc
as conceived by the early psychoanalysts — as two reified
systems, both split from the totality of the persorand both
exclusivelyintrapersonal.

It is the relatiorbetween persortbat is central in theory, and

in practice>’
Jacoby claims that ‘the drift of [Laing’s] analysisnist distinct from that of the
neo- and post-Freudians; it ignores the psychic depththanmhst for the present
and accessible interhuman dynamitslacoby does appear, within this chapter,
to be operating from a psychoanalytic perspective, #natdarly believes is
faithful to Freud. His very criticism in the above qumta is suggestive of this,
since Jacoby claims that Laing ignores the past and dpsysric realms, which
are both features of Freud’s theory.

That Jacoby is himself operating from within a

psychoanalytic perspective is further supported by thewiisevhich he uses

Freudian language to (mis)represent Laing.

The ego, frightened over its own fragility, seeks esslle
confirmations it can neither give nor receive... Multiple

0 The Politics of Experience p.42
*1 Social Amnesia p.142
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reflections are the opium for the multiple woundsdbe has
suffered®?

In this instance, Jacoby'’s criticism of Laing is ratimeoherent. He appears to be
claiming that the confirmation of one person by anotivbn perceives that
individual as more or less who they are, is nothing ldeebo for mitigating
against the psychological destruction of the self thatbeaoccasioned within
Western society. This illustrates a tendency by Jacokythier misinterpret or
misunderstand Laing’s work. It additionally demonstrategaorance by
Jacoby of the fact that he is criticising elements lthaéng himself criticises. This
is the case with reification, as | have alreadyn@rad. ‘Why do almost all
theories about depersonalization, reification, sptttidenial, tend themselves to
exhibit the symptoms they attempt to describe&yain, Jacoby appears to be
oblivious to the fact that reification is critiqued byihg Given the prominence
of Laing’s critique inThe Divided SelfSelf and OtherandThe Politics of
Experienceit is extremely difficult to confer any credibilitynaJacoby’s
‘criticism’.

This is additionally the case wiglgard to Jacoby’s criticism that
Laing omits the idea that interpersonal relations thkddrm of alienated ones
within contemporary socieflf.In order to make this criticism, Jacoby has to
ignore the central strand of Laing’s argumentlire Politics of Experience
which consists precisely of the idea that alienationguis all of human life to
some degree, within present society. ‘Our alienation go#e roots. The

realization of this is the essential springboard for serious reflection on any

*2ibid, p.144
>3 The Politics of Experience p.44
** Social Amnesia p.144
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aspect of present inter-human lif8 The Politics of Experienceontains some of
Laing’s most strident social criticism, and for thissea is arguably my
favourite of Laing’s texts. The agencies that mediatevben the individual and
larger social groupings, such as the family and the educsyistem, come in for
some hetfty critique from Laing as reproducing alienatedhboslations. ‘In a
world where the normal condition is one of alienatioost personal action must
be destructive both of one’s own experience and of ttthiecother >® Chapter
Three — ‘The Mystification of Experience’ — contaiasre blistering criticism of
socialisation processes as constituting little othen florms of alienation. Jacoby
may have perceived the fact that Laing’s analysis iesvat the level of
critiquing such mediating agencies as reinforcing higcih that wider social
relations are ignored within Laing’s work. However, Iwi€he Politics of
Experienceas presenting a shift of emphasis within Laing’s work wacker
social engagement. However, this strand within Laingiskvdoes go into
decline after the publication dhe Politics of the Familywhich in itself is
essentially about alienated social relationships.

The mimicking of Marcuse and
Adorno’s critiques of existentialism continues with Ja¢slsjaims that Laing’s

work represents a bourgeois perspective, and servesitp qagtitalist society.

...Laing and Cooper... make the elementary bourgeois error:
they mistake the phenomenon specific to one histonezae
universal and invariant. In brief, they take the huméatioms
that prevail in late bourgeois society as human ozlatas
such®’

* The Politics of Experience p.12
*% ibid, p.29
" Social Amnesia pp.143-144
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The reader should be able to perceive here that this iedradsimilar criticism
to that of reification being present within Laing’s wofke accusation that
Laing’s work is bourgeois in such a manner is one thatlalmost as
outrageous as Laing’s feminist critics’ claims thatn@es a misogynist. It is
precisely the lack of such an elitist outlook that bnds to be of merit within
Laing’s oeuvre Jacoby appears to be taking the absence of expli@nstats
against the present social organisation as evidence ofrsdgpib. The notion of
existentialism as a bourgeois philosophy is criticised #grAo inThe Jargon of
Authenticity®® In Marcuse’s essay ddartre’s Existentialisnsimilar claims are
made regarding Sartre’s philosophy, albeit with a greatet & validity than is
found in Jacoby’s critique of Laing. However, this essags not take into
account Sartre’s late work, in which he himself critisibés earlier ideas.
Marcuse is highly critical of Sartre’s notion of freadavithin Being and

Nothingnesswhich he sees as legitimising domination.

... These philosophical concepts have declined to the lexel of
mere ideology, an ideology which offers itself as atmo

handy justification for the persecutors... Behind the nitlis
language of Existentialism lurks the ideology of free
competition, free initiative, and equal opporturity.

Further residues of Marcuse’s critique of Sartre
are present within Jacoby’s chapter on Laing. Jacoby sugbasisaing’s
theory of self-identity, a combination of how an indivitlsees themselves and
how others see them, is little other than ‘...the thexdyhe spectacle; the
passivity of the consumer is elevated into a theotyuofian identity®® No

explanation of how Laing’s theory of self-identityeprsely relates to ‘the

*8 The Jargon of Authenticity, p.13, p.15, p.16, pp.38-39, p.100
9 Marcuse Sartre’s Existentialism, p.174
0 Social Amnesia p.148
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passivity of the consumer’ is elaborated. As Jacotwtgjue proceeds, it
becomes less clearly related to the actual mategslttis alleging to criticise.
Marcuse’s critique of Sartre takes much more care netttmlraw excessively
from the orbit of what is being criticised. At this pgiitis worth noting that in
Wiggershaus’ (1994) lengthy text on the Frankfurt Schoolsuggested that

Marcuse and Sartre eventually moved closer towardsikasposition.

With his essay on tolerance, however, Marcuse took sides
with Sartre, who in 1961 had written an introduction tanEra
Fanon’sThe Wretched of the Earéxpressing unreserved
solidarity with it.. ®*

Wiggershaus notes that the conclusions reached by both awtrersery
similar in terms of their comprehension of violencebehalf of the oppressed as
of a legitimate natur® | am including this consideration because | do not want
to create the impression in the reader that the wittkeoFrankfurt School and
existentialism itself present diametrically opposed tiesot prefer to view them
as paradigms which have large tensions between thermpbutvhich a fruitful
intellectual dialogue has been produced. Indeed, one couldthajugartre’s
Critique of Dialectical Reasowas influenced by such a dialogue.

Arguably
Jacoby’s most valid criticism regards the notion thgstinism can become a
form of privatism and social withdrawal. However, thi€ars more at the level
of a general observation than a full criticism of thygstical elements of Laing’s

work. The latter element does form a strand that tlareaigh the majority of

®1 Wiggershaus, R, (1994Jhe Frankfurt School, (trans. M.Robertson), Cambridge, Polity,
p.611
%2 ibid
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Laing’s work, but which receives its full expressiorhe closing chapters of

The Politics of Experience

If “our time has been distinguished... by an almost total
forgetfulness of the internal world,” to follow Lainigjjs not
to be called to life by forgetting the outer world thagfat the
inner one. [...]

Mystical politics produces mysticism without politichel
very recent interviews with Laing suggest this progres¥ion.

This last remark on behalf of Jacoby is not referenckd.vast majority of the
interviews with Laing that | have been able to obtaioup after the publication
of Social AmnesiaTherefore, | cannot verify Jacoby’s comment. Fooma
perspective, | agree with Jacoby’s notion that formmeditation and spirituality
can involve a withdrawal from wider social engagemengyldould become a
privatistic pursuit. Nevertheless, this does not necigave to be the case.
Spirituality could form the basis of a belief systetmich is opposed to Western
materialism. Laing’s mysticism, from my reading of tater chapters ofhe
Politics of Experiences not intended as a prescription for social refimattas a
corrective to an ego-centric culture, where shallovedtakes precedence over
lasting relationships. Self-knowledge and political engage@es not mutually
exclusive.

The problem with Jacoby’s above cstitiis that it occurs at a juncture
in his argument that follows a profound misinterpretatbbhaing’s mystical
turn. This is not to say that some level of misundeding is present within
Jacoby’s previous criticism. Jacoby argues that: ‘theragson that

mystification is a response to alienation, “inner’&p#o the lack of “outer”

83 Social Amnesia p.149
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space, was advanced long ago and has gained nothing in tira.ifitelacoby is
here confusing spirituality and mysticism with mystifioatproper. Again, one
can perceive a level of validity in his argument, sinpeemccupation with
mystical theories could lead an individual to conceivénefworld in unusual
ways. However, Jacoby considers that his assumptionseedf-validating. He
does not unpick further his linking of mysticism and mystif@atHe again uses
Marcuse and Adorno’s work to attempt to shore up his critiquieagain does
not tie this concretely to Laing (or Cooper’s) worlkcalay demonstrates no
awareness that a substantial theme in Laing’s workvegdhe critique of
mystification, both within theory and as socially prodlicét no stage in Laing’s
work is mystification proposed as a solution to aliema Where Jacoby’s line of
critique is derived from here (other than from the FrankSchool) is itself
mystifying. Sedgwick produces a similar line of criticisnLafng’s ‘mystical’
comments, which is evaluated in the next section.

Further misinterpretati@ms
behalf of Jacoby regarding Laing’s work involve the Isvof psychotherapy and
the extent to which it can produce real change to awmidhdhl’s life. Jacoby
claims that Laing suggests that therapy is tantamougnmcipation, which |

have briefly referred to earlier.

... There can be talk of therapy, but therapy as theramt as
radical therapy or social change... In this way therapy
becomes self-conscious, adequate to its own notion; it does
not mystify itself as radical cure or liberation while

responds to the emergency of the individual vicim.

® ibid, p.148
% ibid, p.134
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Later in his chapter, Jacoby suggests that ‘inasmuch disntations of family
therapy are not acknowledged, the therapy begins to smitkelf with social
change ® | am aware of no instances where Laing assertsh@edpy can be
equated with social change. The first criticism is teedeat both Laing and
Cooper. It must be emphasised that the idea that theoapd have such
potential is entirely Cooper’s, as | have stated earlighis chapter. However,
the second quotation features in a discussid@®eoity, Madness and the Family
This latter text is certainly not a work devoted to priggions for the practice of
family therapy. It is instead a study, with limited ajrocertain families where
one female child has been diagnosed as schizophrenievudowlacoby
continues his rather irritating tendency of mixing in paaticism with good
quality critical observations on the matter thatshdiscussing. | would have
been surprised if Laing had argued against Jacoby’s notiothdrapy is a

limited pursuit.

...The therapy, conceiving itself as dealing with the real
context, inches out to include more and more peoplaisn t
context and finally is damned to impotence, confronted by
more people than any therapy could hope to “tr¥at”.

In anane society, all of the population may require
psychotherapy. With regard to the limits of therapynse of Smail’s discussions
in Taking Care: An Alternative to Therafy987) are worth briefly noting.
Smail, for whom Laing is inspirationf,conceives of therapy as having a very
limited scope. He views one of its best possible outcasaemystifying the

individual about the wider influences that shape theitence.

% op. cit., p.137
7 ibid
% | odziak, C, (2009Personal Communication
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...Though their stated profession and unstated interesbmay
to offer cure, most therapists of good will also play an
inadvertently subversive role within the society which
damages us so profoundly... This almost inevitably means
that patients begin to criticize aspects of a socality’

which before they had always taken for granté&d...

It may have been interesting to see if Jacoby would adaéionally levelled
accusations at Smail that his conception of sociahadequate, in the same
manner that he has done with Laing. In a chapter ent@leginge: The Limits of
Therapy’, Smail problematises arguments regarding tieaeff of therapy.
‘...The actual suffering caused by the injustices and inequabtiear society
cannot easily be concealed under a blanket of thef3pggcoby is correct in
arguing that the only adequate response to a sick sogistgial change itself.
Jacoby views therapy as yet another form of mystiboain some ways. Smalil

suggests that:

Theactualpossible achievements of therapy may thus be
summarized very briefly as establishing what is the case
(‘demystification’), and providing courage and
encouragemerit.

| view Smail’s contribution in terms of arguing for alifical purpose for therapy
as an agent of social demystification, albeit withiied aims, as a significant
one, and one that is compatible with Laing’s work.

Prior to my conclusiontbis
section, | wish to examine another of Jacoby’s mystgfyariticisms of Laing —
that the approach in his work constitutes a positivistia some instances.

Jacoby suggests that Laing and Cooper’s work ‘...finally dribinkssblind

%9 Smail, D, (1987)Taking Care: An Alternative to Therapy, London, Constable (1998
edition), p.4

Cibid, p.90

"ibid, p.4
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therapy and positivism, pop existentialism and mysticiStithis criticism is
additionally repeated towards the end of Jacoby’s chaptérave already dealt
with Jacoby’s accusations of Laing’s work consistfgolind therapy’ and
‘mysticism’ previously in this section. No substantiahlysis of whether ‘pop
existentialism’ is a factor in Laing’s work is oféat within Jacoby’s piece. One
wonders whether because Laing’s work was popular in itsashalyjt operates
from an existential perspective, if Jacoby has cordl#te two elements. Jacoby
does, however, attempt to flesh out further his claimasLaing’s work contains
positivist elements. Jacoby identifies the other int&liel tradition that Laing’s
work operates within as *...a neo-positivist social psysggland sociology
focused on the group and group dynamic¥ Jacoby’s error here is to assume
that this constitutes one homogenous perspective, wiheadag's
phenomenological approach differs radically from stashaaethodologies.
Jacoby argues that Laing’s work on the

family consists of:

...endless empirical observations on group dynamics. These
empirical observations skirt the antagonistic relatiom that

is outside the laboratory — the individual and society — |
favor of the safe, sound, and verifiable one of indivicural
individual.”

It is stated in the preface &anity, Madness and the Famihat the majority of
the interviews for that text were conducted in psychidtoispitals’® | have
already referred to Laing’s dissatisfaction with hitve interviews were carried

out for the above text in my chapter on Mitchell. \m&s also unhappy with the

2 Social Amnesia p.131

3 ibid, p.149

" ibid, p.135

S op. cit., p.136

' Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.9. This is also stated in the introduction on p.15.
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fact that *...the majority of these interviews werexdacted in our own
consulting rooms, and not in the family homeg’ However, even a hospital
consulting room is not the same environment as a ladgratespite it still
constituting an ‘unnatural’ environment. Jacoby’s commaggsests that Laing
was a conventional scientist, which was not the.cissoby’s above criticism
provides a further example of his parroting of Frankfurt $thotiques, without
adapting the material appropriately, since Adorno and Harldreare referenced
by Jacoby as criticising group studies in the same ‘Yelacoby additionally
appears to be confusing an element of positivism — estgomi— with positivism
itself. He continues to ignore aspects of Laing’s wibet do not fit into his
argument, such as Laing’s substantial criticism of pasih as an approach to
the study of humans and groups. Later in his chapter, Jacibibises Laing’s
use of mapping within his work, which he sees as forming move from
existentialism to positivism..”® Mitchell additionally criticises this aspect of
Laing’s work. | will briefly summarise my earlier conents from that chapter.
Whilst | can perceive the value of having a system ahgdhe differing
viewpoints of individuals in a group, | do find this strand.aing’s work to be
somewhat alienating. This element receives a more @mapsive commentary
in Chapter Nine of this thesis.

| Witd conclude this section by noting that Jacoby
does praise some aspects of Laing’s work, before rounghirige main problems

with his critique of Laing. Jacoby notes that Laing andg&os work:

...seeks to indict, not absolve, a maddening society. Their
work seethes with discontent. In this as well ahéir serious

ibid, p.25
8 Social Amnesia p.135
"ibid, p.145
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philosophical interests they radically diverge from the
conformist psychologie¥.

However, this comment occurs in the first paragraptacdly’s chapter. The
content of the above quotation becomes lost as the pm®ceeds. Jacoby
additionally claims, in the introduction to the chaptbkat: ‘the intention of the
following is neither to sum up nor write off Laing anddper, but, hopefully, to
be suggestive®™ Nevertheless, given the strong way in which many afldgs
criticisms are asserted, this qualification become$édéurdiluted as the chapter
proceeds. Towards the end of the chapter, Jacoby emghasithe strength of
the writing of Laing and Coopet? This again appears to have been included in
an effort to counterbalance an over-emphasis uponrcerablematic issues
within Laing’s work.

In conclusion,sta shame that one of the benefits of
Jacoby’s critique — its deployment of Frankfurt Schoebtly — is additionally its
downfall, since the latter’s critiques of existentialiare insufficiently modified
by Jacoby to be relevant to Laing’s work. However,ustrbe emphasised that
Marcuse’s criticism of Sartre neglects Sartre’s \abek. This may provide the
basis for some of Jacoby’s misinterpretations. Jasodntique is extremely
repetitive in terms of the aspects that it identifiise criticisms that Jacoby
makes appear to be produced more by his squeezing of Laingggaheto the
orbit of a theory that is suffering from ‘social ammesas opposed to being
genuine deficiencies with the texts themselves. Itlistnally disappointing
that Jacoby’s critique replicates the majority of éheors with the other critiques

of Laing that have been reviewed thus far. Certaindidhiispects of Jacoby’s

8 ibid, p.131
& ibid
8 op. cit., p.149
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critique do have some validity. However, these tencctmoat the level of
general observations on a topic, as opposed to beingetelydied to Laing’s

work itself.

Sedgwick’s Critique of Laing

Peter Sedgwick is described as Laing’s ‘chief cAfiby Mullan in his text of
conversations with Laing. Sedgwick’s critique occurs withia tifferent texts —
a chapter within the unfortunately titl&D. Laing and Anti-Psychiatr{d974),
edited by Boyers, and within Sedgwick’s ba@gycho Politic§1982). The first
of the two chapters within the latter text that are tkstdo Laing, entitled ‘R.D.
Laing: The Radical Trip’, is, for the most part, ideatito Sedgwick’s paper
R.D. Laing: Self, Symptom, and Societlich occurs in the text edited by
Boyers. This replication is not noted by Sedgwick in tigt@mary fashion in
Psycho PoliticsHowever, some differences are present betweetwthe
versions, in the form of editing, corrections, and &aolds. Sedgwick’s critique
has been utilised and quoted by other critics of Laing, ssiéteanek and
Mitchell. Both of these instances have been referrea tioe relevant chapters of
this thesis. Sedgwick proposes to offer a *...scientift lagical evaluation of
Laingian concepts of psychosis and its treatnénitshall argue that Sedgwick’s
critique of Laing is highly problematic. Furthermore, | shflempt to show that
tensions and contradictions within the structure of Seddgsvargument itself
serve to undermine the clarity of his critique of Lainge3éissues will be

highlighted as this section proceeds.

8 Mad to be Normal, p.10
8 Sedgwick, P, (1982Rsycho Politics London, Pluto, p.8
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First, it will be useful to provide a little
background in order to attempt to make better sense of Sédgatance
towards Laing. Sedgwick claims to be operating from anafg perspective,
despite very little of his critique displaying any evidentéh®. The main left-
wing criticism of Laing — that he does not engage to a sefficlegree with
wider social forces — is put forward by Sedgwick, in alsimiein to Deleuze
and Guattari and Jacoby. Jacoby’s critique is directgrmed to by Sedgwick
within Psycho Politic® He notes that he is ‘particularly indebt&db Jacoby’s
critique of Laing, within a footnote. Indeed, certain of Seid@gis criticisms of
Laing are virtually identical to those produced by Jacobgig®ek claims that
Laing’s ‘...radicalism was less an implication than asaive insinuation®” He
further suggests that Laing’s knowledge of any social groupgigsing a larger
unit than the family is limite&® | have already evaluated such criticisms
previously in this thesis. Sedgwick appears to be keengio kilmself with the
main orthodoxies of the left-wing critiques of Laingd§eick additionally
criticises Laing for not maintaining the ‘correct’ lefing line. ‘Laing’s retreat
from socialism is tragic for his left-wing admirefS.The precise content of this
‘retreat’ appears to be the product of Sedgwick’s framingaafg’s career as
constituting a ‘radical trip’ and a ‘return to psychiatmithin the respective titles
of his chapters on Laing iAsycho PoliticsThe evidence provided to support
this by Sedgwick is flimsy at best, and ignores Laingtijeies of psychiatry

within his later texts.

&ibid, p.111
% ibid, p.267
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Sedgwick is keen to @yriLaing as being a Marxist at the
height of his fame, but claims that Laing later renaggah this. | have not seen
any other claims of this nature within the literaturd_amg that | have
reviewed. These claims that Laing was a Marxist featutlee altered text in
Psycho Politicsbut are not present within the earlier version. Sedgpsiovides
a second-hand account from an individual claiming thatd_a..declared
himself as a marxist® during a private lecture. Sedgwick also suggests that
Laing put his name to ‘...the May Day Manifesto,... a militard developed
anti-capitalist statement.?”in 1967. In his second chapter on Laind®8ycho
Politics, Sedgwick states that Laing eventually denied ‘...ever having &dee
marxist in the political sensé”The footnote to this specific comment is
illuminating. Sedgwick alleges that he confronted Lainghisissue. ‘When |
reminded him that he had signed the New Mdly Day Manifestphe said:
“Which one was that?®® A fair amount of discussion of Sedgwick’s criticism of
Laing is provided irMad to be NormalHe was clearly a source of some
irritation to Laing, who states that he ‘...never meteP&edgwick except
glancingly in the early ‘70s after he had contributetd@amg and Anti-
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Psychiatry' ”" The fact that Sedgwick uses second-hand sources, and upholds
them as ‘the truth’ clearly does not add to the prodoatican incisive critique.
Gossip and textual evidence are treated as one and the Bagnfact that Laing
suggests that he did not really know Sedgwick leads onglievé that the above

confrontation may never have actually occurred.

ibid, p.95. Marxism is not given a capital letter irsteéction from Sedgwick, nor on p.103.
L op. cit.

*ibid, p.103

% ibid, p.266

% Mad to be Normal, p.356
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Mullan perceives Sedgwick’s
criticism as indicative that the basis of it wag thaing was not following what
Sedgwick considered to be *...a “correct Marxist” lin€”> I'aing responds in

the following quotation.

| thought that Peter Sedgwick in particular, his absolute
impertinence, to accuse me of not following a correctddar
line where as far as I’'m concerned Marx is an imparta
intellectual... that | respect. But | never would have régdr
myself as committed to following a correct Marxist
line...What the fucking hell is a correct Marxist lifie?

Laing notes that he did read Marx whilst he was at uniyetsiind that he had
friends who were members of the Glasgow Communist Earipg that stage of
his life.?® In these discussions, Laing demonstrates that hevethaware of this
perspective. In his response to this aspect of Sedgwickiuer, Laing states

that:

...I never could see how you could extrapolate Marxist
apocalyptic revolutionary writings of the "1@entury to the
present-day world...l had a contempt for these ideological
amateurs who’d get a few juicy phrases and think they turn
around the world. [si¢}

Laing’s discussions on this topic are of a more sophistit nature than
Sedgwick’s criticism in this vein. Laing had genuine, weltsidered issues with
‘champagne socialists’, and the application of Marthtt era. Therefore, like
any intelligent individual, he was not going to confoovaty orthodoxy of the
Left. One considers thinking for oneself to be mora t#ft-wing value than

blind acceptance and docility.

% ibid, p.91

% ibid

" op. cit., p.88
% ibid, p.89

% ibid, pp.91-92
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Thisnstderation of Laing as a breaker of the left-
wing front is additionally present within Sedgwick’stmism of Laing’s travels
in 1971 to Sri Lanka (then Ceylon) and India, to ‘...furtherldwg)-standing
interest in yoga and certain Buddhist meditatidfi&No explicit criticism of this
episode of Laing’s life is present within the main teixPsycho Politicsbut is
instead put forward within a footnote. Sedgwick notes that Laegtioned in
an interview that genocide was occurring within Sri Latikeing the time that

Laing was theré®*

We can observe Laing’s extraordinary state of dissociat

from the left which enabled him to sit meditating in a
monastery which was part of Sri Lanka’s landowning
Establishment while peasants, students and trade unionists
were being slaughtered and rounded up by the government’s
forces of repressiof??

One finds it unusual for such a criticism to be presewitddn a footnote. The
wider context of the left’s views on this specific sttoa at this time is not
stated, which leaves the reader somewhat devoid of a raéarientation with
regard to this matter. It is disturbing that history leggeated itself in Sri Lanka
in contemporary times, with the Tamil Tigers having bleegely eradicated by
means of military violence. Nevertheless, the issu®oef to relate these
situations to the theoretical content of Laing’s warkioblematic. Sedgwick
makes no distinction in his critique of Laing betweerhsad hominenattacks,
and between criticism of Laing’s work. It is difficdtir me to assess the validity
of Sedgwick’s claims, since | am unaware of whether the® substantial left-

wing opposition to the events in Sri Lanka at that tithevould be of benefit if

190ibid, p.228
191 psycho Politics p.267
192 ibid
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Sedgwick were to state his precise problem here. Is hengrthat Laing should

not have gone at all, due to the situation in Sri Lakeétnatively, is he

claiming that Laing would not have made this trip if heswraly left-wing? It

would be consistent with Sedgwick’s utterings to suggesthihavas adopting a

‘lefter than thou’ form of moralising that produced a tgbgolitical correctness.
Laing responds to this element of

Sedgwick’s criticism irMad to be NormalMullan argues that Sedgwick is being

extremely cynical with regard to this episode in Lainig&s'”® Laing’s main

retort is that Sedgwick’s criticism is based on an ifisieht knowledge of the

political context of the situation in Sri Lanka attttiene ***

This had to do with very complex issues about people
struggling for opportunities and advantage between Asian
merchants and families and politicians and lawyeisadt
nothingto do with this simplistic thought that Sedgwick
referred t0-%°

Laing’s discussion of this matter enables a greater cdrepsson of the situation
than Sedgwick’s footnote. According to Laing, Sri Lanka (easl presumably
still is) split between the powerful Singhalese ared¥amil minority. The crux
of Laing’s response to this element of Sedgwick’s criticis that Sedgwick had
reduced the situation to a simplistic scenario. Laingueisoa story told to him
by a monk where Tamils were rounded up, tied up, and thex lkij} a steam
roller. This occurred ‘...while they sold coca cola andiids and everyone
turned out to cheer them being squashed into the ground... &verfien the

Singhalese do this to their next-door neighbotffsThis shows that Laing was

193 Mad to be Normal, p.228
19%ibid, p.244

1%5ibid, p.245

198 op. cit.
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well aware of the problems in Sri Lanka at the tinmel so were the monks with
whom he studied. If Sedgwick’s criticism in this vein hadusced within a
mature discussion both of the context within Sri Lartiikhatime, and of the
Left's views on this, it may have acquired a greateglle¥ validity. However,
since it is relegated to a footnote which is part of onlyief description of this
episode in Laing’s life, | consider this to be littldet than a passing shot.
Sedgiis critique displays an additional
similarity with that of Jacoby in terms of the crig of the mystical elements
within Laing’s work. Nevertheless, this aspect of Sedgiwickitique is present
within the earlier texgelf, Symptom and Societynd was therefore produced
prior to Sedgwick’s incorporation of Jacoby’s critique. Sedigwlioes attempt to
trace the lines of development of certain concepts mithing’s thought.
However, some of these attempts are erroneous, parljcwithin Self,
Symptom and Societgnd Mitchell provides a more coherent account of the
developments within Laing’s work. Sedgwick argues Tita Politics of
Experienceaepresents a radical alteration within Laing’s thoutyuhy did the
switch in Laing’s theory take place, and why in the twedtions of social
radicalism and personal mysticism? It was not a sacgsonsequence of any of
his previous doctrines®’ | consider this to be less of a substantial break in
Laing’s thought than Sedgwick claims it to be. | have arguedqusly in this
thesis that elements within Laing’s earliest textsitb at the content dfhe
Politics of Experienceparticularly within my chapter on Deleuze and Guattari.
Sedgwick’s vague criticism of Laing’s mysticism is clgsedlated to his critique

of the voyage. It also relates to Sedgwick’s criticidrhaing’s travels to Sri

197 Sedgwick, PSelf, Symptom and Societyin Boyers, R, (ed), (1974R.D. Laing and Anti-
Psychiatry, New York, Octagon Books, p.39
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Lanka and India. One wonders if Laing had made such agguon purposes
other than engaging in the practice of meditation, warethch criticism would
have arisen.

An example of Sedgwick’s poor atteatgtacing the developments

in Laing’s work is provided in the following quotation.

Up to his psychedelic phase, Laing accepted the typical
medical and psychoanalytic descriptions of [schizophrenic]
states of being... But if the schizophrenic experience was to
become completely validated,... ego-loss and de-realizatio
had to become positive virtues®®

The first sentence of the above quotation can onlypéeal toThe Divided Self
Even then, it omits Laing’s scathing criticism of psyaralgsis itself and the
positivist, medical view of the individual which is preseiithin that text. The
remainder of the quotation is based upon a complete misgeand
misunderstanding of Laing’s commentsTine Politics of Experiencé&aing does
not state that ego-loss is a ‘positive virtue’, but thatay form a part of the
experience of the voyage. Laing actually describes tiiageas something that
may leave the individual ‘...lost and terrified 1%°

In the next paragraph,

Sedgwick then proclaims:

| do not believe that Laing’s mysticism can run veéegp. He
himself, after all, must utilise ‘the egoic mode’ very
frequently, in seeing patients... and so'th.

Laing’s mysticism and the voyage become conflated withdg®ek's

argument. The voyage is not promoted by Laing as a contimaods of being,

1%8ihid, p.44
19 The Politics of Experience p.103
110 5elf, Symptom and Societyp.45
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nor as some sort of lifestyle choice. Sedgwick isotsing his
(mis)interpretation of Laing’s comments. With theselear gripes about the
mystical elements in Laing’s work (which | have no proldemith), any
similarity with the other left-wing critiques of Laing’sonk finishes completely.
Sedgwick’s critique, instead, has far more in common thighconservative
psychiatric critiques of Laing than it does with those preduzy Jacoby and
Deleuze and Guattari. Indeed, Sedgwick has produced a terigpldte critique
of Laing which is replicated and praised by Reznek and Clde more
‘scientific’ criticisms of Laing which are produced by Sedgwwill be
discussed shortly. Since the vast majority of thesmehts of his critique have
been replicated by others, and have already been &@lmethis thesis, they
will receive only a brief treatment.

In Self, Symptom and SocieBedgwick claims
that Laing’s texts prior t@he Politics of Experiencefrain ‘...from any
celebration of a super-sanity achieved by the psychotisiadyage into inner
space ! The usage of ‘his’ for all individuals suffering from meindistress
within this former text of Sedgwick’s appears to be highppropriate,
particularly when he is referring to female individzialich as Julie, from the last
chapter ofThe Divided Self* This problem is corrected withifsycho Politics
Sedgwick appear to be one of the first of Laing’s critickave produced the line
of critique that Laing celebrates and glorifies schizepla. In the incoherent,
rambling, first chapter dPsycho Politics** Sedgwick suggests that he was

‘...very, very sceptical as to the value of Laing’s inferes on the supposedly

11 Self, Symptom and Societyp.20
12 However, | am aware that this was written at a timemihis was standard practice.
113 | will further expound upon the problems with this chasiter in this section.
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normal and life-enhancing qualities of the schizophrenizfre.”*** As | have
argued previously:® this involves criticising a misinterpretation, as oppbse
Laing’s actual statements on this matter, which are mumie cautious than they
are portrayed to be.

Sedgwick has further dittee production of a standardised
critique of Laing with his comments regarding Laing’s altHigéromantic
conception**® of psychosis. This misreading and misinterpretationairdy’s
work has additionally been parroted by Clare, who isufealin the list of
acknowledgements iRsycho PoliticsThe acceptance and promotion of
Sedgwick’s critique of Laing as valid and unproblematic is sbimg that one
considers to have been highly damaging to the studyiofLA simple
comparison of Sedgwick’s claims with the actual texevadence contained in
Laing’s work demonstrates, through the effort to not eesgmkcts into a text that
are not present, that the vast majority of SedgwicktEisms are unfounded or
invalid. Laing noted that he ‘...thought of writing to him anglisg you're
putting some sort of ideological map in front of youterms of which you see
me, but it doesn’t correspond... Meditation isn’t a betrajahe cause'’

Laing additionally highlights Sedgwick’s profound misreadifidpie work with
regard to the voyage, Mad to be Normal
...What | thought was important that led me to write thieghi

was being lost by this misunderstanding criticism which was
impervious in its tone really. It was belligerent amdepical.

14 psycho Politics p.6

15 please see my section on Reznek’s critique of Laing handiscussion of the voyage in my
chapter on Deleuze and Guattari.

18ibid, p.124. This claim is also repeated on p.110.

7 Mad to be Normal, p.357
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It wasn't the tone that you could answer in a quie¢toh
voice'®

Laing argues that this element of his work was taken tadre substantial than
it really is, since it comprises only one chapter asdhall section oThe Politics
of Experience™®

This issue with critiquegsiod voyage is additionally noted by

Kotowicz in his text on Laing.

The intensity of the reaction to this part of Laing’srkwaras
quite out of proportion to what Laing seemed to be gfatin
Views that he never held were attributed to him, vidvas$ he
did hold were exaggerated, taken out of context and given a
new meaning. He was, and is, said to be romanticizing
madness?°

In sharp contrast to Sedgwick’s claims to be producinggcal’ critique of
Laing, his criticism is more suggestive of someone wisblegome ‘carried
away’ by their own (mis)reading of the texts, and thesteeds to criticise Laing
on that basis, as opposed to using any real textual eeid€he fact that
Sedgwick’s criticisms are replicated unthinkingly by oshisran error. It is even
more of an error to replicate the same methodologicddlipm of not criticising
Laing’s actual work. Kotowicz further argues (as | haveeddhat Laing is not
promoting psychosis ifihe Politics of Experien¢cand is, in fact, rather more
hesitant about this notion than his critics seermetaware of?*

Laing himself
points out that the idea of the voyage has precedents @aHier work. He refers

to the chapter entitled ‘The Coldness of Death’, whimimgrises the fifth

M8 ibid

19ibid

120 Kotowicz, Z, (1997)R.D. Laing and the Paths of Anti-Psychiatry London, Routledge,
p.65

2L ibid
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chapter ofSelf and Other¥? | have referred to this chapter in my earlier section
on Deleuze and Guattari, since Laing makes use of a womgresience in
order to illustrate the irrelevance of clinical psycheaand psychoanalytic
jargon and concepts for making sense of this individualage. This particular
woman'’s experience involved feeling ‘the coldness of deaithiout ever
actually thinking that she had diéd.She experienced her body as dying, and
her perceptions were related to various experiencelmesd within her family
members?* In this account, Laing states that he has ...alluded élsexto the
possibility that what we call psychosis may be somesia natural process of
healing (a view for which | claim no priority}** In Mad to be NormalLaing
notes that this particular example of the voyage imbisk has been totally
ignored*?®

...People treated it as some sort of salon fashionaldeaide

never related it to Jesse Watkins... This had been afrell o

experience for him that he had come through... And no one

seemed to be interested that this referreatctoal peopleand
that | wasn't glorifying madness or anythitfg.

It is of @mest that, with
regard to the voyage, Laing is keen to highlight the faett his brief
engagements with this notion are derived from the aetymdriences of
individuals. In the light of this, Sedgwick’s claim thatthe “nature” of the
Laingian psychosis is, in part, that of an elaboraseged artefact?® is rather

offensive. Equally displeasing is the fact that Sedgwidk fa base this

122 Mad to be Normal, p.357
12 gelf and Others p.74
124ibid, pp.72-76

125ibid, p.74

126 Mad to be Normal, p.357
27 ibid

128 psycho Politics pp.123-124
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allegation on anything from Laing’s actual texts, but instea@lancy Sigal's
Zone of the Interiofa fictional account of Sigal’'s brief associatiorttwlLaing),
and on Mary Barnes’ published té%f.Sedgwick shows no awareness that Laing
was not her therapist. Sedgwick also appears to be lalgoumder the illusion
that the voyage was suddenly discovered by Laing magicaitygf nowheré
‘...What can explain Laing’s sudden discovery of the autbdlhiminations that
are conferred on fortunate schizophrenics by their delg8” This particular
discussion irBelf, Symptom and Socigtyedited out of the version that appears
in Psycho PoliticsThis may be because Sedgwick realised that he wamgvoo
make this assertion. Nevertheless, much of his discuss$itwe voyage is framed
around this assumption. Laing clearly became sick o$¢hedal surrounding

such misinterpretations of the voyage in general.

| sometimes wished I'd never written those few pageaums
they were picked up with such excessive dust around them, it
was obscuring the whole sober, non-acid, non-trippy,
ordinariness of, and misery of, a lot of that sortharig. The

idea that | was glorifying it, or recommending it was

ridiculous®®?

However, Sedgwiclesionake one criticism of the voyage
which has a somewhat greater level of validity thamotihers, which is not
blindly repeated by other critics. Sedgwick suggests thdotheof
schizophrenia that Laing describes is not the typicakbatindividuals usually

experience.

129 Sjgal’s text does not contribute to the theoretichhties regarding Laing’s work. It was only
published recently (2005), despite being written in 1975,Usechaing threatened legal action
over the contents of the novel, which are allegedly higldgaraging towards Laing. Sigal, C,
(2005), A Trip to the Far Side of Madne$he Guardian Weekend December 8, p.109.
Barnes, M, and Berke, J, (197Mary Barnes: Two Accounts of a Journey Through

Madness Harmondsworth, Penguin

130 5elf, Symptom and Societyp.40

3L ibid

132 Mad to be Normal, p.358
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The course of schizophrenia as described by Laing for those
patients who have been treated by his methods resembjes onl
one type of schizophrenic career: the case of the acute
psychotic episode,...which clears up after its first appearanc
without any further sequel in the patient’s fifé.

There is some evidence to support Sedgwick’s argumentlheyae of the
Mental Health Foundation’s booklets on schizophrenig,nbted that: ‘About a
third of people who experience an episode of this sortrriiexee another, while
others may have continuing problems and repeated episgt&herefore, a
proportion of around a third of individuals who experientatis seen as
schizophrenia only have one episode. However, Sedgwick'sfusapirical
evidence, only a few pages before the above commeritsr cintradicts his
own argument. He cites a number of studies which showedifable results
when medication was not given to psychotic pati&fitSedgwick then claims

that:

...the model of a condition that will terminate itsélfft to
run its natural limits, and will only be worsened if the

physician meddles with it, is an ancient but reputabheept

in medicine..*®

It cdude argued here that Sedgwick is referring to
different aspects of schizophrenia, so he is therefotelirectly contradicting
himself. However, it is the lack of consistency of angut which is troubling,
alongside the fact that Sedgwick appears to be whollywargof these tensions.
| will expose further of these examples of tensiorts @mntradictions later in this

section. There are a number of problems with the qoot&bm Sedgwick that |

133 psycho Politics p.122

134 Zeman, S, (1997nderstanding Schizophrenia(Mental Health Foundation Booklet),
[online]. Available at www.mentalhealth.org.uk [Acoed<29/9/08], p.1

135 psycho Politics p.118
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have used, which raises the idea that schizophrenia doggitally take the
form of only one episode. Firstly, he refers to paseghat have been treated by
Laing’s methods. At no stage in Laing’s work does he pitesenethods of
treatment, so these methods are assumed or inferrestigyviek. Secondly,
Sedgwick does not direct the reader to any specific insdamitkin Laing’s texts
where Laing states that schizophrenia occurs only withgnepisode. Since | am
unaware of any such examples, this is a further inferenassumption. The
comments that this criticism is couched in serve tdh&rrtindermine what is an
interesting point, even if it is one that is unfoundethw its relation to Laing’s
actual work. Sedgwick presents Laing as someone who igiontally lying
about this matter, and as someone who does not havkcaéstiknowledge of

schizophrenia to be making such comments.

For anyone with a knowledge of severe mental illnesglad
fate of its victims, the only possible conclusion canHae
Laing is talking about a ‘schizophrenia’ quite differeninfro
the range of the disorders encountered under that label by
other practitioners... For the counsellor or befriendehef t
schizophrenic with a recurring state of iliness, Laingsk
appears as either misleading or irreleVant.

The very notion that
schizophrenia is real is an assumption that underpins ofdsédgwick’s
criticism of Laing. This strand influences Sedgwick’s ‘sti@i criticism of
Laing, which is replicated by other critics, and which W briefly discussed
shortly. The idea that schizophrenia is real is oneSkdgwick attempts to
reinforce by emotional appeals to the reader, as opposbbugh well-
considered argument. The above quotation is an examplebfan appeal. In

the poor first chapter d¥sycho PoliticsSedgwick makes use of a story about

137ibid, p.122
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‘...two parents of schizophrenic children’*® and himself giving a talk to a
group of trainee social workers, who appeared to have ladastine critique of
psychiatry, and were, as a result, very critical afgvack and the parents’
claims that schizophrenia is a real illness. Accordin§edgwick, the situation
became very hostile. Rather than working through thereaf the hostility,
Sedgwick simply dismisses it by using a quotation from drieeoparents.
‘...Only a few years ago, | read Laing and accepted his stonpletely — before
we had any knowledge at home of what these things wetg likal’ **°
Precisely what ‘story’ of Laing’s the parent was refg to is not stated. It is
impossible to ascertain what the differences betweamgls work, or the
assumptions made about it, and the experiences of thetpaere. This is only
one of numerous instances of poor scholarship within Seétpwork on
Laing.

The reason for Sedgwick’s over-emotional apgrda Laing’s work,
which does severely cloud his judgement, is hinted Bsycho PoliticsHe
notes that a close relative of his was admittedhiotgpital in a psychotic state,
and that she died not long after in the wdfd.aing notes irMad to be Normal
that ‘'someone said that he [i.e. Sedgwick] had a sigterhad been diagnosed
as schizophrenic** This is included in a discussion where Laing notes the lac
of real textual engagement with his actual (as opposassiomed) ideas which
is present within Sedgwick’s attempted critique. | am awlaael am running the
risk of being very harsh, and | am conscious that su@vant would influence

an individual's view of mental illness, neverthelesss ttues not excuse the

138 ihid, pp.6-7

139ihid. p.7

140 op. cit., p.3

141 Mad to be Normal, p.358
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poverty of Sedgwick’s critique. It is a blind polemic, as cggubto a considered
intellectual engagement with Laing’s work.

The idea that schizophrenia is real
links with Sedgwick’s ‘scientific’ criticisms of Laingyhich are parroted by
others, particularly the conservative psychiatriccsitSince these criticisms
have been dealt with previousff they will receive only a brief treatment.
However, it is worth noting that Sedgwick is the origirmuch of this line of
critique. The same comments are found within I®&H, Symptom and Society
andPsycho Politicsalthough there are minor rearrangements and edite of
material. Sedgwick criticises the fact that the studyofmal’ families (what
would have been Volume Two 8fanity, Madness and the Famitize ‘control’

group) was never producét.From this, he argues that:

...the descriptions of the girls’ families in the 1964 study
contain remarkably little that might be specifically
schizogenic... The theoretical framework outlined in the
introduction is again non-specific to schizophrenié?..

| would like to remind the reader that neither of thegéecisms fully address the
actual stated aims &anity, Madness and the Familghe main aim of the study
is to investigate whether what is seen as schizophrenmaiie socially
intelligible than has previously been supposed. This pro@desplanation for
the tangential nature of Sedgwick’s second criticisnhénabove quotation. The
theoretical framework ddanity, Madness and the Famigycentred around the

social intelligibility of behaviour and experience, nchigophrenia itself. |

142 please see my earlier sections on Reznek and Ctaitisies of Laing.
143 Self, Symptom and Societyp.26
144ibid, p.27
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disagree considerably with Sedgwick’s first comment, ane largued against
this type of claim in my chapter which provides a femimestding of Laing.

Sedltkis criticism here is focussed around his
desire to look for the cause of schizophréfitdde notes thaBanity, Madness
and the Familyhas other aims than this, but does not permit this awss¢oe
temper his critiqué?® This form of critique has little other substance thaat t
Laing did not create the sort of study that Sedgwick wouleé f&ed to view.
Sedgwick states that he studied in the area of the ‘plgibal sciences*’ in
Psycho Politicsso he is somewhat influenced by a ‘scientific’ perspect
However, with regard to Sedgwick’s claims to be a morheaatic left-wing
representative than Laing, one can perceive little dtizar a conservative
psychiatric stance within these criticisms.

At this juncture, | want to provide some
comments that | have not previously raised. | findvdg idea of the scientific
nature of mental ‘iliness’ to be itself a highly unsciimconcept'*® Science can
take the form of producing a hypothesis, regarding whiclattieenpt should then
be made to disprove that hypothesis as rigorously as pmséibere has the
effort been made to disprove the hypothesis of theamastof mental illness?
Attempts to find a biological basis for schizophrenia Hasen, thus far,
inconclusive. As | have stated in an earlier chaSterurrent research is moving

more towards traumatic life experiences as influencdipsychotic

145ibid, p.28

1% ibid

147 psycho Politics p.3

148 Despite being critical of science in some respeals, donsider there to be value in the
conventional scientific method, provided that it islagzbcoherently to the object of study, and
that it is not being used inappropriately. Clearly thi®lves a different methodology to Laing’s
‘science of persons’. Ben Goldacre’s weekly ‘Bad Scienokimn inThe Guardiarpoints out
the unscientific nature of allegedly scientific studies.

149 please see my section on empirical evidence in Ch@pten.
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experience. Other than Laing, and Szasz (from a rightrapproach), little
effort has been made to disprove what remain hypothebeetructs. From this
perspectiveSanity, Madness and the Famigymuch more scientific than its
critics claim. It contributes to a ‘science of persassopposed to an alienated
science which treats humans as mere objects. Laing pravsiaslar comment

to my above discussion TThe Politics of Experience

Many people are prepared to have faith in the sense of
scientifically indefensible belief in an untested hyesib.
Few have trust enough to testf.

Sedgwick’s ‘scientific’ criticisms sit
very badly with his attempts at criticising the posithdapproach to psychology,
which he notes in his poorly-crafted first chaptePsycho PoliticsThis is one
example of the unresolved tensions within Sedgwick’pigra on Laing, which
greatly undermine the coherence of his arguments. Wjtrdeto the variation in
diagnoses that an individual may receive, Sedgwick nbtg¢sstich
classifications can be seen as ‘...hypothetical constafadur own
devising...™* Such considerations are not brought to bear upon Sedgwick’s
claims that schizophrenia is real, and that Laing cacriteised on this basis. In

his second specific chapter on Laing, Sedgwick suggestslitreing.

...The battle against clinical positivism remains as urgent a
ever... Laing’s capacity to entertain and dramatise aliema
models of psychic deviancy remains a valuable resource, the
weapon of the sceptic against categories which tend to
congeal in the hands of the classifiers with vastato

chemical and even surgical powers over those clagstfie

150 The Politics of Experience p.118
151 psycho Politics p.23
152ibid, p.110
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Despite the validity of Sedgwick’s praise for Lainglwe above quotation, his
criticisms which | have previously discussed are ofstpust nature, and do

rely upon accepting the classification of schizophreniae@isgy a correct entity.

At the end ofSelf, Symptom and Socie8edgwick suggests that ‘any critique of
Laing cannot possibly answer him by brandishing the lates¢ piEblotting

paper on which the chemical juices of a hospitalisedsphrenic have been

analysed®?

Nevertheless, Sedgwick does attempt to criticise Lainguoh a
pseudo-scientific basis, so he ends up negating his otiaisen.

edgwick simply
cannot form a consistent line of argument with regangtiether mental distress
is a real iliness, or whether it is simply a soc@hstruction. He oscillates
between the two in an alarmingly casual fashion. Thismi$athe basis for my
dissatisfaction with the quality of his work — it is plyasrganised and structured
in terms of failing to address the tensions present witl@rargument. Sedgwick
claims that the schizophrenic is really ...a disabled wicti’,*>* but fails to
clarify what he is referring to exactly by this. Eerlin his discussion, he asserts
that ‘mental iliness is a social constructiort>>However, much of his criticism
of Laing is predicated upon the assumption that memtalsitl, and schizophrenia
in particular, is really in existence. Therefore,amwf his criticism is cancelled
out by the tangles, tensions and contradictions witbalg®ick’s own argument.
The first chapter oPsycho Politicontains a spectacularly feeble effort at
discussing the nature of iliness, in which every possibEnsief conceiving of

illness is thrown in, with no coherent thread of argntrcontained thereifi® In

153 Self, Symptom and Societyp.50. This section is edited out of Psycho Politics.
154 Self, Symptom and Societyp.46;Psycho Politics p.100

155 psycho Politics p.25

1%%ibid, pp.27-38
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this section, he goes so far as to assert that albséseare social constructions,
and claims that schizophrenia itself is virtually a uselabel*>’

The other main
problem with Sedgwick’s criticism of Laing is that itakistered around the
assumption that anti-psychiatry is an adequate labékfiog’s work, and that it
is an unproblematic one. The first chaptePsycho Politicswithin which a fair
amount of discussion of Laing is contained, is entidedi-Psychiatry, lllness
and the Mentally III'. This is a matter which has abitg been dealt with in this
thesis, since it is a recurring problem in the critigofelsaing*® Sedgwick labels
Laing as an anti-psychiatrist despite the fact thatatesthat Laing himself
denied being of that ord&t? Indeed, Sedgwick’s first text on Laingélf,
Symptom and Socigtgccurs within the collection of essays on LaingezdR.D.
Laing and Anti-PsychiatryThis text is discussed by Laing and MullarMad to
be Norma) in one of the sections where Sedgwick’s ‘contributisrdebated.
Laing was not happy about the publication of that tertcHticises the literary
agent and publisher, who, according to Laing, were adnaretgriends of
Cooper:®® because he was done ‘...a publishing disservice by encourighg [
alleged association with anti-psychiatt{Laing suggests that many journalists
were blinded by this label, and failed to correctly rep@taatual statements in
interviews ‘...because they were determined to have thisaiogltal storyline

of anti-psychiatry and an anti-psychiatric movement tieaer existed in the way

57ibid, p.38
1%8 please see my previous sections on Clare’s critiquainfy, and on Deleuze and Guattari.
159 i
ibid, p.118
150 Mad to be Normal, p.356
%L ibid
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that they said'®? According to Laing, Cooper encouraged it to intentionally
confuse peoplé®

Sedgwick’s writings on L@icertainly do refer to Laing and his
colleagues as more or less one coherent movemenewdoyhe does state that
Laing and Cooper’s work were not identic4|Nevertheless, he conflates the
two when he proclaims the existence of a Laingian ‘meehor ‘school’. Both
are referred to as part of the ‘Laing Schd8kvithin Sedgwick’s rambling
discussions in the first chapterdycho PoliticsA few pages later Sedgwick
proceeds to contradict himself again by suggesting thatutdabe wrong to
think of one anti-psychiatric school of thoughif, despite the fact that he is
happy to lump very different theorists such as Goffmah$zasz together
earlier in the chapter. Sedgwick refers to the ‘antehitry movement®’ in his

first chapter on Laing.

The movement for a critical psychiatry had... its leaders
who became prophets and sages... It was R.D Laing who
dominated the scene longest, as arch-seer and prophet-in
chief1®®

| am aware that Laing’s work was very popular. Newagss, Sedgwick’s above
comments seem rather excessive. In his second chapdgryiSle refers to ‘the
Laingians*® in a section discussing Kingsley Hall and Cooper’s rétive
therapeutic community. He clearly was more than hapmpntribute to the

mythology of anti-psychiatry.

162 op. cit.

153 ibid

164 Self, Symptom and Societyp.2; Psycho Politics p.68
185 psycho Politics p.18

%6 ibid, p.22

%7 ibid, p.66

188 op. cit., p.67

19ibid, p.119
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Sedgwmkkes some rather sweeping criticisms of
what he perceives to be the anti-psychiatric movementahny theorist that
broadly falls under this orbit). For example, ‘...the qugtychiatric critics
themselves are wrong when they imagine physical illreebs essentially
different in its logic from psychiatry-.*® No reference to any specific author is
made with regard to this claim. It certainly could notpelied to Laing,
because he argues, in many of his texts, that the dasayb physical medicine
are transferred over to psychiatry in an inappropriate exafsychiatry is a
division of medicine, after all. Sedgwick even goes s@saio claim that critical
psychologists have helped to reinforce the under-fundingeotahhealth
provision. He claims that their work:

...chimes in with the cautious, restrictive tones ofadheese-
paring politician who is out to deny the priority of resmaur
allocation for the public psychiatric services... Public
psychiatry, as the result of the onslaughts of SZas#fman,

and Laing... has become thoroughly unpopular with the
general reading public?

On the one hand, Sedgwick’s plea for greater help fuselin mental distress is
laudable. Laing may have agreed with this. On the other hamekver, he
provides no evidence to support his argument, and, agaitofaiitaw from any
of these specific authors’ work in relation to this iai

Even worsertha
Sedgwick creating the false impression of a Laingianad(itaos worth recalling

that Laing, Cooper and Esterson had all fallen out eaith other by the

70 op. cit., p.38
ibid, p.41
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197089, Sedgwick goes so far as to allege that Laing’s worleseag a means
of indoctrinating readers, and that it became a fororihiodoxy. This is highly
ironic given that Sedgwick criticises Laing for not folliogy the ‘correct’ left-
wing line.

...Virtually the entire left and an enormous proportion of

the... reading public was convinced that R.D. Laing and his

band of colleagues had produced... essentially accurate
renderings of what psychotic experience truly signified. [...]

The thrust of Laingian theorising accomisvell with
loose romanticism and libertarianism implicit in a menof
contemporary creeds and moods that it can easily generat
support and acquire plausibility?

One finds this to be very insulting towards Laing’s resdand additionally an
underestimation of the quality of Laing’s work itsdlhis jibe appears to have
little other foundation than that individuals were umwg to listen to
Sedgwick’s criticism of Laing at the time. (He notes thefore the above
guotation. The story of Sedgwick and the parents of schizoijgkrgaining a
hostile reception from an audience of trainee soetakers appears after this
guotation.) Sedgwick claims that his criticism of Laing wesduced in order to
combat ‘...the potential tenacity of Laing’s influence upon fugggeerations of
the credulous..’™* Additionally, one finds this to be offensive. In this respe
Sedgwick’s aim of his critique fails completely, sintesiof such a poor quality.

Any reasonable intellectual with a knowledge of Laingial work, which has

"2 Mad to be Normal, pp.280 — 281. Laing states that his break with Estersoia weal one,
but he kept in touch with Cooper. Laing states that Estetisbnot write any oSanity, Madness
and the Familybut he was presented as a joint author because ettt of his research for
the text. Ibid.

173 psycho Politics p.6

4 ibid, p.8
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been read accurately, will be capable of noting thereeareors in Sedgwick’s
criticism.

In conclusion, this evaluation of Seddwa critique has somewhat
taken this thesis in a full circle, since Sedgwick provithestemplate for much
of the erroneous criticism of Laing. It is ironic tlzat allegedly left-wing author
has produced the standardised line of critique which is eg¢pticby the
conservative psychiatric critics. What is most alarm@gat just that
Sedgwick’s criticism is unthinkingly reproduced by otherd,that the same
sloppy approach to Laing’s work is also reproduced. Tiselittle real textual
engagement in Sedgwick’s work. It is more a critiquevioét he perceives to
have been theeitgeist Gossip is taken as seriously as actual textual evidence.
Sedgwick seeks to create a scandal around Laing’s work, aseipfm engaging
with it on its own terms. Sedgwick’s critique is dangerpumisleading, in a
similar vein to Showalter’s attempt at criticising Laitigs certainly not what
Sedgwick claims it to be — a scientific and logical euvadueof Laing’s work. In
the next chapter, | will be providing some of my ownicism of certain aspects
of Laing’s work, and drawing upon an excellent critique takemfan interview

with Laing.
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9) Further Sources of Critique

This chapter will provide some of my own criticism ofihg with regard to
certain aspects of his work. In particular, | will beamining Laing’s use of
mapping and its notational representation within his wionkll additionally be
evaluating Laing’s comments on the nature of birth withenlater texts. These
aspects of his work receive only a brief treatment ft@ing’s other critics,
which will be drawn upon at the relevant junctures. Tiadlyoutside of the main
standard criticism of Laing’s work. Both mapping and Lairggsaments on
birth are elements of his work that one finds to bddast engaging. To an
extent, they do not contribute to what | read Laing Tdve more critical aspects
of Laing’s texts are the most engaging from my perspeckHowever, | wish to
avoid producing criticism that replicates the same easithose that | have
already identified previously in this thesis. Therefdnsill be looking at the
lines of development of these ideas within the chroncédgrder of the texts
that they feature in, and then seek to check my commagaiast the way that
these concepts are embedded within those texts. Thaneeed to refer criticism
back to the texts themselves, because | wish to avoiortiidem of abstracting

these elements from the texts.

Mapping

In order for the reader to be clear with regard to prgcigkich element of
Laing’s work is being referred to by mapping, and Laing’s usetdtional sets,

| am providing the below quotation as an example. dken from the appendix



292

of Self and Othersentitled ‘A Notation for Dyadic Perspectives’.dtused as a

means of noting the different perspectives of individuatglation to each other.

The following is a short ‘exercise’ in this area, usangimple
notation.

the own persorp

the way the own person sees himgekp

the way the own person sees the otpefp

Similarly,

the other persom

the way the other person sees himsel,0

the way the other person sees the own persep,

the way the own persop, views the other'sp’s, view of himself,

p—(0—0)

the way the own persop, sees the other's;s view of him,

p—(0—p)*
This is an aspect of Laing’s work that | have foundeo/éry alienating. It is
very different to his other contributions. Howevetrthis a valid basis for
critiquing this element of Laing’s work? Other critiag &appy to criticise Laing
because they dislike an aspect of his work, but ong dokeconsider this to be
the correct methodological approach to producing criticAmexamination of
the ways in which mapping is utilised within Laing’s workders it more
intelligible than it first may seem. | wish to examaithis shortly.

hdve referred to

my issue with this aspect of Laing’s work briefly in eiyapter on Mitchell's

critique. She correctly notes that mapping features witherpersonal

PerceptionandThe Politics of the Familybut fails to state that the origin of this

! Self and Others pp.174 — 175. The above quotation reproduces the exact fofthig within
the text.
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strand of Laing’s work is withielf and Otheriself.? Mitchell criticises this
aspect of Laing’s work because she sees it as flawedms of Laing’s aim of
contributing to a science of persons, which addresseddndis and groups
within personal terms.

The mathematical formulations... must seem to most people

to be further removed from an ordinary ‘language of petsons

than the ‘defensive’ and depersonalizing way of expressing
things that Laing originally objected to in Frelid.

Kotowicz agrees with this line of critique. He sees Lasngse of mapping as
‘...going in the opposite direction from the phenomenalabdescriptions that
we find inThe Divided Self.’* At first, | did agree with these comments.
However, after applying my principle of referring my cigim back to the texts
themselves, my perspective on Laing’s use of mapping, @tadional sets as a
form of representation of this, has changed. It isemmatelligible than it first
appears, and has more of a clear relation to Laingi®écreating a science of
persons than is apparent from the above criticisms.

In the ‘Preface to 8econd

Edition’ of Self and Otherd.aing states that:

Some of the puzzles posed by the concept of unconscious
phantasy may be resolved by bringing into play the thebry
mapping... As a function, phantasy can be regarded as an
operation of mapping, from any domain of experience to any
range of experience.

2 Mitchell, J, (1974)Psychoanalysis and Feminism: A Radical Reassessment of Falen
PsychoanalysisHarmondsworth, Penguin, (2000 edition), pp.246-248

% ibid, p.248

* Kotowicz, Z, (1997)R.D. Laing and the Paths of Anti-Psychiatry London, Routledge,
pp.40-41

> Self and Others p.7
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The problematic nature of unconscious phantasy formssassiulal amount of
discussion within the first chapter of this text. Laingsumapping, within this
chapter, as a means of examining different ‘modes ofrixme,® such as
imagination, memory and perception. Through investigatiagmy in which
Laing deploys mapping, it becomes clearer that it is usddnbyas a means of
noting and analysing these differing modes of experiehmeg avith (in Laing’s
term) ‘operations’ that are performed upon experience, asi@nojection. In the
chapter on ‘Collusion’, Laing inserts notations into atgtion from Bubef.The
alternative to using such notations is to state tbagxample, Sam thinks that
Graham thinks that she thinks that he thinks thatisles not like him. To state
this in notational sets is, however, a rather cleasgy of stating this. This is
where some of the value lies in this method of Lairgitssaves using an endless
tortuous, confusing, sentence. The use of such notatiaths) the main text of
Self and Otherss largely kept to a fairly simple form. Laing stateshe
appendix that different modes of experience are a feafunéerpersonal life,
and that this form of notation could be an aid to cngatilid inference& There
could be no greater mistake than to suppose that tisessiare mere
‘theoretical’ complexities, of little practical relemce.®

The way in whitte use
of mapping is embedded within this text does suggest that kamghis method
as contributing, rather than detracting, from a sciefigersons® This is

additionally the case with regard to its use witlmterpersonal Perceptian

® ibid, pp.30-31

" ibid, p.109

8 op. cit., p.174

% ibid

19| am unaware of any specific commentary by Lainghisparticular aspect of his work within
interviews.
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Laing states that the ‘Interpersonal Perception Metfwdich is a more

sophisticated version of the notations discussed above):

...takes the fulcrum of understanding away from the
professionally developed and controlled transference-
countertransference relationship and places it inside the
dyadic experience and interaction of everyday lifeengh
[these] processes commingle [sic] in ways that ang onl
beginning to be studied, much less understdod.

This provides a further example of Laing’s emphasis onrd# life’ relevance

of the use of mapping and notational sets. Sedgwick prowiaes sriticism of
this text, which | have not discussed in my previous @rapilitchell’s retort,
however, has been previously noted.) Sedgwick suggesth¢hassumptions of
Interpersonal Perceptigrand the method itself, are largely conservative bnes.
‘The postulates of the study could hardly be in greatetrast with the rest of
Laing’s work.™® Since Sedgwick does not place this text within the widesl

of development of this aspect within Laing’s work, hatseat as further removed
from other texts than it actually is. Confusingly, Seddwdlaims, only a few
lines later, that:Ihterpersonal Perceptiodoes not, however, represent a break
or interlude in the development of Laing’s thoudfit.’

The latter ofdgwvick’s
assertions above is valid. However, the theoretisdlmethodological sections
of Interpersonal Perceptiodo not sharply contrast with the rest of Laing’s
oeuvre Much of the theoretical review is concerned with¢hgque of

psychoanalysis and other perspectives, since they itcisatty deal with the

™ Interpersonal Perception pp.38-39

12 Sedgwick, PSelf, Symptom and Societyin Boyers, R, (ed), (1974R.D. Laing and Anti-
Psychiatry, New York, Octagon Books, p.30

13 ibid

4 ibid
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interpersonal realrff. Laing is critical of approaches that assume that each
person in a nexus only has one perspective on each otiere wany levels of
perspectives could actually be in existence, and eachmefisethe other. ‘The
failure to see the behaviour of one person as a funcfitre behaviour of the
other has led to some extraordinary perceptual and contapgraations that
are still with us*® A key feature of the Interpersonal Perception Methdd it
abstract the individual from their wider social relaoLaing notes that the
method aims to overcome difficulties that origingitan approaches that split the
‘inner’ world of experience, and the ‘outer’ woriiHe additionally argues that
these problems are substantial, since ‘there is nplsiisomorphism running
from the relation of self to self, through person tespa, to person and
society.*® Thereforenterpersonal Perceptionan be seen as a text which has
more coherence as a feature of Laing’s work than cgreteeived by an
examination of the empirical method (matching variouslewf perspectives
between individuals), and Laing’s use of notations alone

Laing’s udentapping
is further developed withifthe Politics of the FamilyA substantial amount of
Part Two of this text makes use of mapping, and contams & Laing’s most
explicit comments on this element of his work, particiylin the chapter
devoted to this. He notes that both projection and irgtioje are ‘mapping
operations*® that can be performed upon experience. Examples ofctimjeare

discussed earlier in the text, with either sets, mglsiletters, being used. Many

15 Interpersonal Perception p.3 and pp.6-8

% ibid, p.8

7ibid, p.37

18 op. cit., p.137

9 Laing, R.D, (1969)The Politics of the Family and Other EssaysNew York, Vintage, p.117
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of these examples are to do with projection upon famgynbers, or more
specifically, the projection of one generation of mifg upon younger family

members.

Each generation projects onto the next, elements defrioen
a product of at least three factors: what wagp({@jectedonto
it by prior generations, (2hducedin it by prior generations,
and (3) its response to this projection and induction...

As we say, Johnny is the ‘image’ of his grandfaffier.

In Part Two ofThe Politics of the FamilyLaing resumes his discussion of the
‘Forms of Interpersonal Action’, which constitute P&wto of Self and Others
and are drawn upon Banity, Madness and the FamagdThe Politics of
Experienceln Self and Othersn the chapter on collusion, Laing notes that he
uses the term ‘projection’ in a different way to gsgychoanalytic use of the

term.

The one person does not use the other merely as adook t
hang projections on. He strives find in the other, ontluce
the other to become, the veegnbodimenof projection. The
other person’s collusion is required to ‘complement’ the
identity self feels impelled to sustéih.

The concrete relatiorLaing’s
use of notational sets, and mapping, to lived experienes mder it more
coherent. It highlights well the inter-generationaldoy of perceiving dead
grandparents in newly-born babies. Laing provides onesahbst explicit
statements on the value of this aspect of his workarchiapter on mapping in

The Politics of the Family

Dibid, p.77
2 Self and Others p.111
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It is not a question of the ‘scientific’ truth, orlue, of such
mappings. We are however in the true realm of sciefssaw
we study what these mappings are... But they are very
inadequately studied ‘scientifically’... when it comes to
‘ourselves’ rather than ‘primitive’ societiés.

In the above quotation, it is clear that Laing percethesiaspect of his work as
contributing to a science of persons. There is a fudbetribution made by this
aspect of Laing’s work, since it raises the problematfsimply considering
what effects projecting aspects of others onto other®hdhe person creating
the projections, but he also considers the effecth®@person being projected
upon. By induction, Laing is referring to the operationnallicing a person to
embody the other’s projectidi‘We have actually no word for the
transformation of thether's experience under such inductidfThis noting of
an absence in this area is reminiscent of Laing’s cathiné&anity, Madness
and the Familythat ‘we have clinical terms for disturbed, but notdsturbing
persons?®

Prior to researching this section, $ st@ongly considering critiquing
Laing’s use of mapping and its notation within his workwedwger, after
considering the place that this element of his workdakiehin his texts, and the
relation of mapping to discussions of projection, and otperations performed
upon experience, it is clear to me that this aspectioflsawork has a greater
degree of coherence than | had previously assumed.tithzdres to Laing’s aim
of rendering experience intelligible. Since experiesadtself complex and multi-
layered, such notations are of use in terms of settinthese facets of human

relations. 1t would have been tempting for me to produeeike critique based

2 The Politics of the Family and Other Essayspp.118-119
Zibid, p.119

% ibid

% Sanity, Madness and the Familyp.149
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on my dislike of this element, and the fact that,l@ngurface, it seems not to fit
with Laing’s overall main projects. NeverthelesspWwiind this aspect of
Laing’s work to be less alienating than | had previouslystdered, and can
perceive the relevance of mapping to a science of perasnsiso worth noting
that Laing’s interpersonal theory that | have drawnnuipahis section is an

aspect of his work that is missed by his critics and athermentators.

Laing’s Discussions of Birth

Laing’s comments on the relationship of birth and pre-batbxperience may,
however, provide a more coherent line of critique. Thieeisof his work occurs
within his later textsThe Facts of LifendThe Voice of Experience

particular. Nevertheless, the origin of this strantlaihg’s work derives from
The Politics of Experiencdhese comments in the latter text are not directly
concerned with the nature of the experience of beinlgerwomb, and being
born, but instead discuss the voyage as a form of nebiitte process of entering
into the otherworld from this world, and returning this world from the other
world, is as natural as death and giving birth or being.f8imater on in the
text, Laing describes the voyage as a movement ‘...reimg outside (post-
birth) back into the womb of all things (pre-birth)?/.He states that the return
may involve the transition ‘...from a cosmic foetalinatto an existential
rebirth.?® The idea of such a rebirth within later stages ofidifenly briefly

taken up within Laing’s later texts that | have refercedhove.

% The Politics of Experience p.103
*ibid, p.106
2 op. cit.
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Chapter Six dfhe Facts of Lifesimply
entitled ‘Birth’, mentions such rebirthing of adults. Laneders to an American
psychotherapist who was in a session with an ‘...incerpsychotic...?°, who
went into movements that she perceived as akin tagtigilbe born. ‘...She
enacted with him his birth, playing the part of the midwifeAccording to
Laing, this individual went through many other such ‘birthingsid had, at the
time of writing, recovered somewhat from his mentalrdss. Laing states that
this psychotherapist (Elizabeth Fehr) came over to Lemild973, and spent a
fortnight doing such ‘birthing’ sessions *...with people in tlmseholds and
network in our scene in Londot.’Laing claims that these sessions brought
about ‘...remarkable changes?2in the people involved. However, he provides
no further analysis of this matter, and abruptly ends/éry short chapter soon
after the above comments.

This magééfrom The Facts of Lif@rovides the only
clear relation between Laing’s earlier comment$he Politics of Experience
regarding ‘existential rebirth’, and the focus on birth exidtence in the womb
in his later texts. There is no other hint at the suibistidy different turn that
Laing’s work takes in its speculative discussions of birthny of his other texts.
The main issue is that Laing could be interpreted asiirlg that biological
processes condition later personality and life problemgproblematic birth
creates an unhappy individual. This provides arguably the ddd¢eting’s work
which may be the most dislocated from his other mantrdgmtions, and in

which the relation between this element of his work aagievious

2 The Facts of Life p.68
% ibid

*ibid, p.69

32 op. cit.
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achievements could be seen as a paradoxical one. | wisbwioe some
concrete examples of the difficulties posed by thanstrof Laing’s work after
drawing upon other critiques of this element. Neverthelessyorth stating at
this juncture that, despite the potential problems withdg’a comments on birth,
it is not a main feature of the criticism of Laing.

Sedgwick provides some criticism

of this aspect of Laing’s work.

A serious discontinuity between this latest approachthe
whole of Laing’s previous intellectual career is strgiit
affords no connection with any general social theotaing
will be remembered for more important reasons tharates
interest in ante-natal and post-natal complicatidrikis
idiosyncratic sort>

In this instance, Sedgwick manages to provide some relatigéty criticism of
this turn in Laing’s later work. Since the vast majoafythe ‘classic’ texts by
Laing are focussed upon the critique of biological reductionisism shocking for
Laing to have then become what could be read as a prdpmfrerch an
approach in the relevant sectionsToe Facts of LifendThe Voice of
Experience Within both of these texts, most of the mater@itained therein is
devoted to experience within the womb and the experienoetbf with more
critical chapters only featuring as less substantiahetes of the texts. Here |
would like to make it clear that | am not fully ‘writirgff’ both of these texts,
since they do contain some important material thatfith the more typical
concerns of Laing’s work. For examplghe Voice of Experienamntains
Laing’s re-evaluation of Binswanger’s study of ‘Ellen Wewhich | have

examined in my section on Laing’s reinterpretation of plsical descriptions.

3 psycho Politics pp.109-110
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The Facts of Lifés Laing’s weakest text, since it is a rambling, unfocussed,
jumble of discussions, some of which are presentedoash they were poetfy.
It contains both autobiographical notes, discussions df, lartd some critical
material on psychiatry and science.

This diversion within Laing’s last published
theoretical texts is subject to a reasonable critigusniinterview with Laing in
The Times, conducted by Laurie Taylor (then a profeskso@ology) in 1983.
Taylor’s criticism benefits from his desire to avdm tstandard approach to

critiquing Laing. Taylor was glad that he had decided:

...to ask no questions about [Laing’s] acid trips, or his
mystical interludes, or his brief affair with the love
generation.

In any case he’d written quite enough since thosetdays
deserve some clear space in which to stand. | wanted much
more to talk about his lifelong concern with “experiencé

Taylor additionally notes that he took this approach bee#e did not ‘...want
to go backwards in the argument®® with regard as to whether Laing had, at
some stage, been romanticising madness. He statdwetheats aware that this
was not the case. Taylor’s criticism is directeddaodgThe Voice of Experience
and its concern with experience in the womb, anddhbirth. He questions:
‘Wasn't this making altogether too much of this intra-utenperiod?’ | agree to

some extent with Taylor’s raising of this issue. ffiais to consider that

34 A reason for this is provided in Laing’s book of convewsaiwith his children, where he
describes himself as sitting ‘...on the floor, surroundetl sliteaves of paper, reading what [he
had] written, scoring out, tearing up, cutting and pieciggtioer, arranging and rearranging’,
and states that this ‘turned out toTdee Facts of Lifé Laing, R.D, (1977)Conversations with
Adam and Natasha New York, Pantheon, p.52

% Taylor, L, (1983), Revisiting the explorer of experieribee Times Profile: R.D. Laing;he
Times, 31% January, p.8

% ibid
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experience may begin either in the womb or at bidtbwever, one considers
actual post-birth life experiences, and the accumulatiauch experiences
through interaction with the wider environment, to be ofuech greater
significance in terms of shaping personality and thietlseh birth or existence
within the womb. I, for example, cannot remember eithg birth nor being in
the womb® From my perspective, it is simply ridiculous to evensider that
such events have had a profound effect upon the individudl @inainow.

Laing does not aid his cause
providing only vague responses to Taylor's questions iratieia. To Taylor’s
above question, Laing produces only a tangential respoas®jra that he
could have taken the credit for starting off *...a pre-hgémetic account..>®,
and arguing that it was a burgeoning field at that timend_additionally claims
that many people feel that experiences in the womb ho@nd resonate
throughout life.*° This latter type of assertion is one that Laing repeat
frequently inThe Facts of Lifé* Rather than providing specific instances and
using studies in this area, Laing resorts to claimindl,w&ny people agree
with me’. This is arguably as uncritical as Laing’s wgskts. He fails to
corroborate his speculations by reference to any hard eed€&aglor is not
satisfied with Laing’s response either. He stateshbatvas not asking whether
this area was fashionable, but whether *...intra-uteripehEsogy.. ** was

actually compatible with the rest of Laing’s work.

38 A relative of mine’s daughter did, however, stategorhother that she did not like it before
she was born because it was dark and she could not move

3 Taylor, L, (1983), Revisiting the explorer of experieribee Times Profile: R.D. Laing;he
Times, 31% January, p.8

“ibid

1 See, for exampldhe Facts of Life p.72

*2 Taylor, L, (1983), Revisiting the explorer of experieribee Times Profile: R.D. Laing;he
Times, 31% January, p.8
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Was he really suggesting that the density of experiendld co
somehow be reduced to, or explained by, intra-uterinetgven
which occurred well before the advent of the languadbeor
possibility of sensory discriminatiof??

Laing’s response is agague
in some respects. He argues that he was ‘...scepticalytfiag causal..™ but
fails to connect this with his musingsTihe Facts of LifandThe Voice of
Experiencelt may have been of immense benefit if Laing had adatihis
comments regarding the notion that mental patternsreféect the human
genetic life cycle, and the idea ‘...that all our expergeimcour life cycle from
cell one is absorbed and stored from the beginning, pedspesially in the
beginning.*® Given that there are no statements to the contmaryeading of
this is that this does appear to be laying a causal pattemhupnan life —
something which is subject to much critique in the ‘ctddsaingian texts. In the
interview with Taylor, Laing suggests that the analogmesgatterns between
experience in the womb and that of birth, and laterlpsiggical events, formed
the reason for his interest in this maffef.aylor ends up deciding not to pursue
this further in the interview, but provides some additi@naéilque of this strand
of Laing’s work. He notes that ‘it seemed the sort dif lsaingian impressionism
which detracts from the many insights which still rurotfgh his work?’

fully agree with this. Taylor's comments on this
aspect of Laing’s work are incisive and valid. He notebeabeginning of the

interview that he was well aware of the entirety.aiing’s work. This puts him

*3ibid

*ibid

> The Facts of Life p.36

8 Taylor, L, (1983), Revisiting the explorer of experieriiee Times Profile: R.D. Laing;he
Times, 31 January, p.8

*ibid
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in a good position to make criticisms of the biologutigkrsion in Laing’s later

texts, and to point out the paradoxical nature of this.

What Laing’s admirers find... worrying about some of his
present work is the apparent confusion of levels: thesmgit

to describe the shifting modes of consciousness by biologica
analogy. After all, one of Laing’s great strengths s
ability... to locate the forms which madness took withinhsuc
appaaegntly normal cultural settings as the to-and-fifamily
life...

This quotation reinforces my earlier comments on the thatythis element of
Laing’s work sits very uneasily with the rest of higaments. Taylor
additionally notes that it could also be seen as gptEimwithdrawal from any
engagement with the social world. *...Finally the socad Hisappeared entirely
as Laing burrows back within the womb for clues to our adaladjustments?®

| cannot find faulttiviTaylor’s critique of this strand of
Laing’s work. | also agree that ‘it would be a pity... iitics did not hold
[Laing’s] achievements in more stable regafdThere are, however, further
problems with this matter. Despite Laing’s commentseatoirth inThe Politics
of Experiencethe material contained ifhe Facts of LifandThe Voice of
Experienceon birth and pre-natal experience does appear to arisenioo
substantial precedents within Laing’s previous work. Howetvepuld be
argued that it retains Laing’s central focus within his nogibates on the nature
of human experience. Nevertheless, this strand of Lawgik does not
investigate the experience of mental distress, otharrdeding this as the
consequence of traumatic events in the womb or during liiris fair to claim

that experience begins at birth, as | have alreadgdstelowever, is Laing

“8 ibid
“9 op. cit.
0 ibid
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committing the same error as psychoanalysis in suggest very early
experiences can condition the remainder of lifePHa Facts of LifeLaing notes
that he is not simply suggesting that the past diratlliyences present

experience.

How we now feel about a past that is beyond consceca|r
does not necessarily tell us anything abouip as it was
then. It may only tell of our present reactions, of prasent
fantasies of thePt.

The lack of structure of the argumentsi'ime Facts of Lifefrom my perspective,
only serve to increase my confusion as to whetherd_&i implying a causal
relation here or not, as does the lack of any subsearglation to his previous
ideas. The only other linking threads between this elewfdrding’s work and
his former texts, (other than the nature of experietieayithin the idea of
mapping, (‘...that prenatal patterns may be mapped ontoaraglostnatal
experience™), and within some criticism of the scientific approaahbirth.

The medical terminoldggt
these discussions are couched in is extremely alignataontinue to be
unaware of what such terms as ‘blastdfdzona pellucida®* ‘chorionic villi, >
and so forth, actually refer to. Laing does not bothénfarm the reader as to
what these are, in ‘layperson’s’ terms. This can le@ & contradicting Laing’s

principles for a science of persons, where the pershaaild be addressed in

personal terms. The use of confusing medical jargoridatare of botihe

*1 The Facts of Lifg p.71
*2bid, p.57

3 ibid, p.44

> ibid

%5 ibid, p.47
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Facts of Life andThe Voice of Experienc However, in the latter text, Laing
does attempt to relate his discussions to a wider themrand anthropological
context. The problem of the lack of evidence to suppord aiclaims is most
apparent within the former text, where, as | have roeatl, he tends to resort to
assertions such as ‘thousands of people in every wéilie of claim to
remember their birth and befor¥.Laing does not present these discussions
within case studies of a comparable quality to those iedriger texts, but within
very vague statements of others’ experientes.

Since | am addressing this mdteria
from a female point of view, it concerns me thabitild give credibility to an
anti-abortion perspective. If the experience of th& tells that eventually come
to comprise a baby is considered as important as tleapos$t-birth child and
adult, it could be used to argue that abortions should noarpied out. | do
consider some of Laing’s arguments to be dangerous in #yiskowever,
Laing’s inclusion of daft statements such as ‘one caardaiin in love with one’s
placenta the rest of one’s lifé'should serve as a reminder to the reader that
Laing’s speculations should not be taken so seriouslyeSdraing’s claims in
these texts are far more outrageous, and mysticalhne sespects, than those
made in the much-maligned last few chaptershed Politics of Experiencé&or
example, ‘is it possible that mother and embryo magroanicate in some
telepathic transpersonal wa§?This comment occurs in a chapter discussing

‘The Prenatal Bond’, where a woman’s dream of a kitteing trapped inside a

%% See, for example, the use of the term ‘trophoblasp.@d1 ofThe Voice of Experience
" The Facts of Lifg p.56

8 See, as an example, p.57Tolke Facts of Life

*9 The Facts of Lifg p.63

0 The Voice of Experiencep.105
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box was interpreted as indicating that she was pre§hahis example is
indicative of much of Laing’s material on birth and befasince it is possible,
and even plausible, but nevertheless raises profoundudtitis of validation.
Nevertheless, Laing sets this discussion within comnentbe nature of how
Western culture excludes the feasibility of such o@nges, and notes that it
...challenges a strategic checkpoint of possibilfSuch qualifications do not
occur withinThe Facts of LifeThe Voice of Experiendg the better text for
including the awareness of the incredible nature of whatd_is discussing.
However, some of Laing’s comments within this
element of his work do link in with his wider criticismtbie scientific method.
Laing criticises the medicalisation of birth in bdthe Facts of LifandThe

Voice of Experience

The preference for unnatural childbirth practices... has led
birth, in many places, to be a major psychobiologicsdster
zone, in which almost everything is done the exact ofgosi
way from how it would happen, if allowed tb.

| do find this aspect of Laing’s comments on birth to im@@g the more
coherent of his claims. However, it is worth recglthat giving birth is amongst
one of the most dangerous things that a woman can dohanidherefore
medical intervention may be necessary, as opposedadrary interference,
as Laing appears to view it in the above quotation. It doailtlirther suggested
that such comments appear to be little other than aspeaking for women. The
blunt, inchoate nature of Laing’s remarksTime Facts of Lifeould be construed

in this way. Nevertheless, The Voice of Experienceaing notes that the

®%ibid, pp.104-106. The interpretation was not originalde by Laing, but is cited by him as
provided by Schneider (1956). However, Laing agrees witmtieepretation.

ibid, p.104
% The Facts of Lifg p.64
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experience of birth for the mother herself is alswigd®* He also much more
clearly relates his concern over the medicalisatiochdbirth to a wider debate

of the coldness of science.

...We do not see childbirth in some obstetric units any more
What goes on there no more resembles birth thancatifi
insemination resembles sexual intercourse or a tube feed
resembles eating.

The obliteration of birth takes its plateng with the
obliteration of mind, and death, as footnotes to the s8ieen
abolition of our world and ourselvés.

These comments move closer to the ‘classic’ Lamgiitique of the inhumanity
of science. This aspect of his comments on birth angddhsibility of experience
within the womb form the only aspect of this strand efvork that | can engage
with to some extent.

Unfortunately the vastjority of this material is, from my
perspective, simply an exercise in speculation. Thedparbetween Laing
having spent much of his career debunking the medical Viemental distress,
and then apparently claiming in these later works thatwanatic birth may
produce a traumatised individual in later life is strikingisTradical change is
one that was not properly addressed by Laing in any otskanices than the
Taylor interview that | am aware of. Even then, Laimgvides only vague
responses. It would appear that Laing may have becoher s#lf-indulgent in
later life with regard to what he saw as fit for pubimat Since the vast majority
of the critiques of Laing that have been reviewed inttiesis were produced

prior to the publication of he Facts of Lif@ndThe Voice of Experiencthis

® The Voice of Experiencep.82
% ibid



310

highly problematic strand of Laing’s later work has ne¢ subject to criticism,
other than in this chapter, and by Taylor and Sedgwick.
However, haviallen

into the traps that | have identified with the poorigués of Laing in my above
criticisms?#° All of the other texts by Laing that | have examinethis thesis
are theoretical texts — they seek to explain aspét¢heantelligibility of what is
seen as mental iliness, or,Reason and Violencé& summarise a theory. In this
section, | have treatethe Facts of Lif@endThe Voice of Experienaes though
they were theoretical texts, when this is not acguak case, since these latter
texts are not seeking principally to explain anything. Ty provide a reason
for the lack of coherence between these later worttslair predecessors. It
may therefore be considered unfair to judge these textselsaime standards as
the ‘classic’ theoretical texts by Laing. Neverthelglssre is theoretically-
relevant material, if not actual theory itself, witAihe Facts of LifandThe
Voice of Experience

As | have noted irstbection, the theoretically-relevant
material within these texts is consistent with Laingrsphasis upon human
experience within his work. As a result, my above @sths do involve picking
out the speculative elements of these texts facismih, and abstracting these
aspects away from the coherence of these texts viting’'s focus upon
experience in his wider work. My reading of the mateyiabirth and pre-birth
experiences as reflecting a form of biological reducsioncould be seen as too
strong, since Laing did state in the interview with Taytat it was not intended

to be of a causal nature. | could be potentially takingabs®nce of statements to

% | would like to extend my thanks to Lodziak for providsame of the criticism of my critique
that | am discussing here, in an email dated 9/9/09.



311

the contrary within these texts as more indicatiantih may be. | am also
concerned that | may be taking my dislike of Laing’demal on birth and pre-
birth experiences as more of a valid basis for egaetithan it truly is.
Nevertheless, | remain perplexed by this strand of Lamwgik, and still retain

the view that it is problematic in some respects.
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10) Conclusion — Principles of Critique

To conclude this thesis, | would first of all like to stéhat it is shocking and
surprising how poor the vast majority of the criticisnmiLafg’s work is. In this
conclusion, | wish to summarise the key problems involagtie critiques of
Laing that have been reviewed in this thesis. | would lddedo make some
suggestions as to how these methodological errors coutkehtadty, be avoided.
| will additionally be drawing upon some of Lodziak’s wamnkthis area, which
serves to reinforce the arguments that | will be n@kin

The worst apptoaxthe
production of criticism is that of makiregl hominenattacks upon the author
concerned. This can take the form of a charactersisaéisn, or moralising over
the author’s life. Examples of this have been notatigithesis within
Showalter’s, Sedgwick’s and the conservative psychiafiiiques’. It does
appear to be of relevance that such a poor approach sedtdy critics who
fundamentally fail to engage with Laing’s work on its ot®ms, and who lack
in a real understanding of his work. This may rendectiie incapable of
producing a critique of theoretical material itself. Rertproblems involve using
unverified second-hand evidence to create a characterinasass or
promoting myths about an author’s work.

The main set of problematic approaches
to the production of criticism occur within issues surrongdhe reading,
interpretation and understanding of theoretical texte. omplications appear to
arise from an inaccurate or virtually non-existent megqof the text, which

produces a poor interpretation and understanding of theythBoe majority of
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the criticism of Laing that has been reviewed in thesidhis subject to this
particular cluster of methodological problems. All loése issues are closely
related. Poor reading is demonstrated within critiques wherapparent that the
critic has not read all of an author’s work. Theda#tispect is important in terms
of tracing the lines of development of concepts. Paadling is also
demonstrated through a lack of textual evidence being deploitfed the
criticism. Some of Laing’s critics appear to have onlycilyi scanned through
his work, since no evidence of a thorough reading of amysakexts is apparent
within the criticism. This can take the form of abstirag quotations away from
their context within the text that they inhabit, andhswn in a lack of
engagement with the theory.

Thessues can also be related to interpreting a text
in such a way that the critic considers it to meanetbimg substantially
different than the meaning derived from a close readiniyeotext. Many of
Laing’s critics, such as the conservative psychiatiicsrand Jacoby, appear to
have approached Laing’s theories with a pre-defined viemhat his work
consists of. Their criticism of his work then becorittle other than a critique of
their misconceptions. Lodziak, rather worryingly, refeo these problems as
‘...standard academic practices, which in conjunction witkrepiresentation,
can transform critical discussion into an irrelevatidde identifies these two
practices in the following quotations.

The first of these practices involves the articulabbthe

critic’s own position under the guise of criticism ab@ok or
theorist. It is normally the case that the ensuimicesm’

! Lodziak, C, and Tatman, J, (199&ndre Gorz: A Critical Introduction , London, Pluto
Press, p.94
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reveals more about the critic than about the object of
criticism?

The second standard academic practice that can generate
irrelevant criticism can be referred to as superfluoudeaoi
production. Essentially the critic misreads a theofast,
example, and then proceeds to criticise the theoritlas
misreading is in fact a truthful readifg.

The misreading of Laing as glorifying the schizophrenic voyagd therefore
romanticising ‘madness’, can be seen as an exampie gecond
methodological error that Lodziak identifies in the abquotation.

A poor
interpretation of a text can involve an ignorancéhefauthor’s intentions for the
work concerned. This is the case with much of thecaiti ofSanity, Madness
and the Familywhere this text is critiqued for not following standacikntific
methodologies. Lodziak notes that theoretical textstrna approached in a way
that takes into account the fact that they are d@iffetypes of texts to, for
example, works of fiction. He emphasises that ... {necticity of theoretical
texts is such that their interpretation requires gnwagch radically different from
currently fashionable practices in literary criticishl.odziak argues that
...authorial intent...” is key in terms of ‘...understanding theoretical teXts.’

A poor understanding of a text can be
demonstrated within a critique through criticising an autbondt doing what
the critic wanted them to. This occurs within Mitchetiigtique where she

criticises Laing for not producing psychoanalytic interpretet of the material

2 ibid, p.94

3 op. cit., p.95

* Lodziak, C, (1985), Notes on Theoretical DiscoursesiEra of Expediencylrent Papers in
Communication, Vol.3, p.171

® ibid, p.178

® ibid



315

in his case studies. Many of Laing’s critics approactwigk with excessive
expectations for him to have covered all possible angfieesearch. This is
particularly apparent within left-wing critiques of Laing.e€lproblematic
approach of cutting out aspects of a theory which do nwitfitthe critic’s
representation of it is what | have termed the Proeauscritique. From my
perspective this demonstrates a lack of understandinghebay, since theories
are usually constructed in such a way that omittingergs may ignore key
features of the theory. Mitchell and Jacoby are pdatituguilty of this. They
also share a tendency to engage in using inappropriate ofeaitgjue, such as
using psychoanalysis to criticise Laing’s work, whilstagng his criticism of
this approach.

A further disquieting aspect of théiques of Laing is the blind
reproduction of inaccurate criticisms by other critarsd the replication of the
same poor approach to the production of criticism. Only iilcand Deleuze
and Guattari manage to transcend in some respects thermpsotbiat | have
summarised so far in this conclusion. At this pointplld like to draw upon
two different conceptions of the best form of critiquéhe-immanent critique.
Adorno’s conception of this method of critique has alydaeen referred to in
my chapter on Deleuze and Guattari. | am aware thdolbe/ing quotation has
already been used in this thesis. However, | am inclutdeggin in order for the
reader to be clear about the differing views of the inenaaritique.

Our critique of the ontological need brings us to an immanen

critique of ontology itself. We have no power over the
philosophy of Being if we reject it generally, from outside
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instead of taking it on in its own structure — turning g0
force against it, in line with Hegel's desideratim.

Adorno’s conception of the immanent critique
involves the production of criticism which is not based uth@nrejection of a
theory from outside of its proper domain. The vast nitgjof the critiques of
Laing do involve such an outright rejection of Laing’s tie® Lodziak’s

definition of the immanent critique is slightly differteto that offered by Adorno.

To properly criticise a theorist’s work..., or a particukxt,

is to make judgements about the extent to which the substance
of the theory fulfills the author’s self-presentatairis/her

total project. We can refer to this as ‘immanent critique’
practice..., immanent critique necessarily involves csitici

of the particular (a single text, or an idea, forragée) in

relation to the total project, and as such demandshéatritic

is familiar with the total project.

Lodziak suggests that the immanent critique should evaduditeory in terms of
its relation to the author’s overall intentions foeithwork. The above quotation
emphasises the point that | have raised that knowleidglead an author’s texts
is necessary for this to occur. Adorno’s conception efitimanent critique
involves moving within the same theoretical structure aat \/ghbeing criticised.
In the previous chapter, where | have attempted

to produce some of my own criticism of Laing, | have exndaeed to make use
of some of the approaches to the production of criticisted by Adorno and
Lodziak. My examination of the lines of development airg’s use of mapping
and its representation in notational sets, and itsvitbé his texts (Laing’s

intentions for this aspect of his work), rendered it asencoherent than it may

" Adorno, T.W, (1973)Negative Dialectics (trans. E.B. Ashton), London, Routledge, p.97
8 Lodziak, C, (1985), Notes on Theoretical DiscoursesiEra of Expediencylrent Papers in
Communication, Vol.3, p.180
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have been through using a less considered means of criliogse
methodological principles also enabled me to criticipees of my critique. The
need for such a reflexive analysis (to critique the crijigeiéacking within the
majority of the critiques of Laing, as is the provisidrany counter-arguments
against the criticism. The production of a critique shoalke: a dialectical form,
as opposed to assuming that any criticism has absolidéywavitchell's aims
for her critique of Laing are close to Lodziak’s viewtloé immanent critique.
She attempts to evaluate Laing’s work through his appicatf Sartrean
concepts. This is laudable, despite the fact that thedfioduct is not of the
expected quality. Deleuze and Guattari also demonstratesaerable level of
engagement with Laing’s work. Their criticism of Lairgnde related to
Adorno’s idea of the immanent critique, since they gbteim criticise Laing out
of the need for his work. No other authors, out of¢h@viewed in this thesis,
other than Mitchell and Deleuze and Guattari, develop Lsingrk to any
extent. Critique should additionally serve this purposeatteampt to move a
theory forward.

| wish to summarise some wiayshich the production of a poor
critique may be avoided, before concluding this thesimalt be assumed that
reading a text is a simple matter. However, it igaapnt that this is not the case,
given that the poverty of much of the criticism ofrigahas bad reading as the
origin of the problem. The effort must be made toreati meanings into a text
which are non-existent, or contrary to what the autes most probably
attempting to say. Standardised lines of criticism @amlsleading, as they are
with claims that Laing romanticises mental distrdd®e critic must attempt to

evaluate such lines of critique without assuming that éneycorrect, unless
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textual evidence from primary sources is available to supip@wtriticism. The
critic’s interpretation of the text or theory must ¢thecked against the text itself.
Close attention must be paid to the lines of developwofectincepts within the
author’s work, and to their intentions. This can onlydmlitated by reading all
of the author’s work. As | have already stated, theeeneed to critique the
critique, to not simply assume that any criticism produsesihnply correct. |
would like to make it clear that | am not ‘writing offfitque as an intellectual
pursuit, but | wish to emphasise that a more carg@pit@ach needs to be
undertaken than has been apparent within the majorttyeadriticism of Laing
that has been reviewed in this thesis.

In my final comments, | wish to state that |
consider my undertakings in this thesis to have bearalld. My review of the
criticism of Laing has shown that much of it is extedyrdeficient in terms of
actually critiquing Laing’s theories. Since no extengvaluation of these
critiques is currently in existence, this thesis serves@sdde to the
methodological errors that can occur in terms ofhateng to criticise an
author’s work. In a negative way, the poverty of thaqures has enabled me to
present the value of Laing’s contributions to sociabtiifeHis phenomenological
science of persons continues to be his main contribdtloope to have shown
within my chapter on arguments for a feminist readingamfig that his project
of demystifying mental distress is one which can be deeelan the light of
more recent empirical evidence. Now that the mythosuding Laing’s work
have been debunked, one can only hope for more schafgtpaches to his

work in the future.
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