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INTRODUCTION

This book would have been impossible to write ten years ago. On
the one hand, no publisher in the early sixties would have been
willing to sponsor a book on Reich and, on the other, the FDA
would not have permitted access to its file on the Reich case. It
became possible only in the early seventies, for within the wide-
spread social and ideological upheavals of the intervening decade
a new and rapidly growing interest in the work and writings of
Reich developed, and at the same time the Freedom of Information
Act was passed. It was the coincidence of these two events that
made this book possible.

The first of these—the rediscovery of Reich and the expanding
interest in his work, his writings, his ideas—merits some discussion.
After Reich’s death in 1957 there was diminishing interest in his
work and a cessation of work in orgonomy among his followers.
Reich’s Character Analysis was reissued in the early sixties as
well as a volume of Selected Writings. Neither of these attracted
much attention or was widely reviewed, except that Character
Analysis was still being used as a text in schools of psychoanalytic
training. Though a handful of orgone therapists still continued in
their practice, it was largely on an individual basis, for there was
no longer any formal, centralizing organization among them. Or-
gonomic Medicine, a journal begun in 1955, was discontinued.
Thus it seemed for a while that the basic purpose of the FDA—
to disrupt what in the fifties was the growing work and interest in
orgonomy and its ramifications—had indeed succeeded.

And yet some sparks of the fire Reich had lit remained un-
quenched. By the middle sixties the burgeoning wave of discontent
among students led to the beginning of a rediscovery of Reich among

11



12 INTRODUCTION

them. Dr. Elsworth Baker—a close co-worker of Reich’s during his
years in the United States—had trained a second generation of
orgone therapists. Dr. Alexander Lowen—also a former co-worker
of Reich’s—had published his book, The Physical Dynamics of
Character Structure (more recently reissued as The Language of
the Body), which launched an allied system of therapy that he
called bioenergetics, and which drew many adherents. So, by the
later sixties, the social climate was propitious not only for a re-
issuance of several of Reich’s books but also for the appearance of
books about Reich and about biopsychiatric orgone therapy, as
well as a new journal dealing with Reich’s work. Thus, Dr. Baker
came out with the first elaborated and detailed account of bio-
psychiatric orgone therapy, entitled Man in the Trap, in 1967. In
that same year, under Dr. Baker’s editorship, a new publication
was begun, The Journal of Orgonomy, which dealt with all aspects
of Reich’s many-faceted work. In 1969, Reich’s third wife, Ilse
Ollendorft, issued the first attempt at a biography—really a mem-
oir—of Reich, entitled: Wilhelm Reich: A Personal Biography.
And in 1970, Dr. Ola Raknes, one of Reich’s co-workers in Nor-
way, published a slender yet comprehensive volume entitled Wil-
helm Reich and Orgonomy. Following in rapid succession, other
books on Reich and his work appeared, some favorable and some
not. Notable among these is Orson Bean’s Me and the Orgone and
Charles Rycroft’s evaluative Wilhelm Reich. (In the latter book
Reich’s formulations concerning orgone energy are treated as psy-
chological symptoms.) As of this writing, a very personal and
moving book by Reic! s son, Peter, entitled A Book of Dreams,
has just appeared. There is, in addition, the recent interest of the
New Left in the politically oriented writings of Reich in his early
years. This interest is most clearly expressed in Herbert Marcuse’s
treatment of Reich in The Freudian Left and in the fact that in
1972 Reich’s early, tendentious political writings were published as
Sex-Pol: Essays, 1929-1934 (edited by Lee Baxandall). Both
books, in effect, explain why it was that Reich’s name became so
important in the abortive student uprising in France in 1968. (It
should, however, be noted that Reich wrote in 1945: “I would
have to protest at once, publicly, if anyone wished to exploit my
name or my work for the support of socialistic, communistic, par-
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liamentarian or any other kind of power politics.” * [Italics in orig-
inal.] In addition to these publications there is also the movie on
Reich, entitled W.R.—The Mysteries of the Organism, which won
a citation at the Cannes Film Festival in 1971 and for which its
Yugoslavian director, Dusan Makavejev is, at the time of this
writing, facing arrest in his country. In the course of the research,
I learned of some four or five other books being written on Reich
or his work. Notable among these are works-in-progress by Colin
Wilson—who sees in Reich’s life an exemplification of his view of
the Outsider; a book by Kenneth Tynan, British theater critic; and,
above all, a biography of Reich and an analysis of the development
of his work by Dr. Myron Sharaf. The latter will undoubtedly be
the definitive critical study of Reich for some time to come.

My own book is not essentially a biography or an analysis of
Reich’s work, though it involves elements of both. It is an attempt
to relate the ten-year process, in its legal and human aspects, that
began in 1947 and ended in 1957 with Reich’s imprisonment and
death in the Lewisburg Federal Penitentiary.

The highlights of the legal aspects of this process can be briefly
stated. In 1947, the FDA began an investigation of Reich and his
work, deriving its jurisdiction from the fact that this work involved
the shipment of orgone energy accumulators in interstate com-
merce. This investigation ended in 1948. It was resumed in 1951,
when the FDA decided to seek legal action. This latter investiga-
tion led to a Complaint being issued in 1954 against Reich, the
Wilhelm Reich Foundation, and Ilse Ollendorff. Reich decided
not to appear in court to answer the Complaint; as a result a de-
fault injunction was issued, prohibiting not only the interstate ship-
ment of orgone accumulators but also the distribution of the pub-
lications of the Orgone Institute Press. Fifteen medical orgonomists
sought to intervene in the case as persons affected by the injunction.
Their effort to have the injunction rescinded failed at the District
Court level and in the subsequent appeals to the Appellate and
Supreme Courts. In the meantime, Reich had refused to abide by
the terms of the injunction, and a suit against him, on the ground
of criminal contempt, was initiated by the government. The trial

1. Wilhelm Reich, People in Trouble (Rangeley, Maine: Orgone Institute
Press, 1953), p. xviii (published in a limited ed.:ion).
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took place in May of 1956, at which time a verdict of guilty was
rendered. Subsequent appeals to the Appellate and Supreme Courts
left the original verdict intact, and in 1957 Reich and Dr. Michael
Silvert—a medical orgonomist working with him at the time—were
incarcerated. Reich died in prison some eight months after his
arrest.

This book attempts to fill in the details between and within
these highlights, to elucidate the issues and influences, both per-
sonal and circumstantial, to determine how it was possible that a
person of Reich’s stature—in the thirties he was considered a pos-
sible candidate for the Nobel Peace Prize—was, in the fifties,
prosecuted by the American government and imprisoned as a
criminal.

I have tried to write this book with the highest possible fidelity
to the facts available to me, knowing, however, that there were
other facts that I did not have access to. Some people who were
involved on either side of the Reich case still felt so strongly that
they refused to speak to me about it. One FDA official’s only re-
sponse was: “They were bad people, a bunch of maniacs, coming
to court with guns.” And Mr. William Moise—who was closely in-
wolved with Reich in the latter years of the case—refused to let
rme come to interview him, writing me that “I consider the trial
«of the U.S. v. Wilhelm Reich to have been nothing but a farce;
stherefore to treat it seriously would lend it an air of respectability
:and rationality it does not deserve.” Others who had been in some
way allied with Reich during the last year of litigation did not
-actually refuse to speak to me, but they seemed to have inordinate
difficulty recalling things, and sometimes exhibited impatience and
irritation when pressed. Peter Reich writes that Makavejev had
a similar experience when he interviewed Reich people for his
movie. Makavejev commented to him that many of these people
seemed stunned—which may be an apt description. However, I
venture to add that what continues through the years to stun and
confuse them is not only the outcome of the litigation but also
Reich’s behavior and thinking regarding this litigation. The com-
plex matter of Reich’s apparently aberrant behavior and thinking
will be discussed in its proper place.

Besides the difficulty I have encountered in getting information
from certain key people involved in both sides of the litigation,
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there was another source of information that was closed to me:
the Reich archives. The trustee of Reich’s estate would not permit
me access to any material in these archives and refused even to
explain why. However, in this case, it was not a matter of strong
feeling about the Reich case, for Reich’s daughter wrote me that
she herself was not permitted access to any part of the archival
material. The reason for this policy on the part of the trustee, I
suspect, is a conviction that the time is not yet ripe or the cir-
cumstances propitious for exposure of this material—the contents
of which have not yet been listed.

Thus, though there was enough material available and enough
information forthcoming from some people to enable me to re-
construct the main lines and issues in the process that ended with
Reich’s imprisonment, it is possible that future information wilk
necessitate refinements or even revisions of some of my interpre-
tation. But, to repeat, I have made every effort to deal faithfully
with the facts that were available to me which, with the accessibil-
ity of the FDA material, were, at least from the governmental
aspect of the case, more or less complete.

I have no illusion that my treatment of the subject will please all
the people who were involved in it. The matter is still too highly
charged and at its depth too intertwined with basic issues of free-
dom and jurisprudence. I know that there will be FDA people no
less than Reichians who will take strong exception to my account.
I would hope, however, that at least some of these exceptions lead
to efforts of constructive refutation. Indeed, I do not regard this
book as the last word, but only the first, in the study of the ten-
year period of Reich’s trouble in America. As an event in Amer-
ican legal history, this case may well come to take its place along-
side the Scopes “monkey” trial or the Sacco and Vanzetti case;
like the latter, it may well become a legal event in which the socio-
psychological influences, values, and assumptions of a whole era
converge and come to their clearest focus.

In any writing about Reich, a key problem becomes the writer’s
attitude toward Reich’s formulations concerning orgone energy—
which Reich saw as a cosmic life energy. This is particularly so in
the present study, where the orgone energy accumulator occupies
such a central place. I have attempted consistently to avoid the
two extremes: the common one of regarding these formulations as
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nothing more than, at best, a fantasy, and, at worst, a psycho-
pathic symptom; and the one of orthodox Reichians who regard
these formulations as holy writ. An unbiased reading of Reich’s
writings on the discovery of orgone energy and all the ramifications
of this discovery leaves no doubt that he was a brilliant and highly
original thinker seeking new approaches to some of the most per-
sistent of nature’s secrets regarding man and his environment. The
scientific community as a whole has to date failed to accept the
challenge of his scientific formulations. No honest, comprehensive
attempt—despite the assertion of the FDA to the contrary—has
been made to confront and test the experimental work upon which
these formulations are based. I have, therefore, attempted to deal
with the matter of orgone energy as an open question.

The attitude I have tried to maintain in this matter is eloquently
expressed by Lev Shestov, a Russian-born philosopher. He de-
scribes an experiment in which a glass partition was inserted into
a fish bowl so that a pike was separated from the smaller fish it
usually fed upon. The pike repeatedly bruised its nose in trying to
get at its prey and eventually gave up the effort. Subsequently,
when the glass partition was removed, the pike made no further
effort to get at the small fish—even though they swam all around
him. Shestov then asks: “Does not the same happen with us? Per-
haps indeed a partition does exist, and makes vain all attempts to
cross over. . . . But perhaps there comes a moment when the par-
tition is removed. In our minds, however, the conviction is firmly
rooted that it is impossible to pass certain limits, and painful to
try. . . .” 2 My attitude, in other words, is that, until proven other-
wise, Reich’s formulations concerning orgone energy and all its
far-reaching ramifications may be the removal of such a partition
that, Shestov writes further, has separated man from what he has
come, through conditioning, to think of as being unknowable.

I come now to the most gratifying part of this introduction: the
acknowledgments. I cannot begin to list the names of all the peo-
ple who have directly or indirectly, knowingly or otherwise, assisted
me in the research and writing of this book. However, there were
some who were available for factual assistance, consultation and,

2. Quoted in Great 20th Century Jewish Philosophers, ed. Bernard Martin
(New York: Macmillan Co., 1970), pp. 7-8.
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when necessary, encouragement during my whole engagement in
this project and they deserve special mention. First and foremost
among these is Nathan Cabot Hale, artist, sculptor, and author.
He was the first to recognize the need for a study of the Reich case
and, though he never began to write his own book, made available
to me not only material he had gathered in his preliminary research,
his thinking and ideas, but also gave me generous encouragement
in the uncertain early stages of my work. I met him originally as
a source of information to be interviewed, and over the ensuing
months came to regard him as a friend. Myron Sharaf, who had
been working for some time on his biography of Reich when I
began my project, was also most generous in making available to
me his knowledge of the extensive bibliography on Reich as well
as his memories of his personal association with Reich and Reich’s
work. To Bernard T. (“Bud”) Loftus, Deputy Director of the Of-
fice of Compliance of the Bureau of Drugs of the FDA, I am most
grateful for cooperation extended to me during my research
through the FDA file on the Reich case and for his readiness to
take time then and in many telephone conversations thereafter to
explain the workings of the FDA and FDA law. His honesty and
open-mindedness, in combination with his dedication to the con-
structive and necessary ends for which the FDA was first formed,
are to me the best proof of what he often told me: that the FDA
of today is a different, more mature and sophisticated agency than
it was during the period of the Reich case. I can’t help feeling that
if there had been more people like him in FDA decision-making
positions in the fifties there would have been no need for this book
to be written. Herbert Ruhm, a former English department col-
league, was most helpful to me in the writing of this book. His
preliminary editing of the manuscript has helped to make this
book—whatever its virtues or faults—better than it would other-
wise have been. James S. Turner, lawyer and author of The
Chemical Feast—a Nader study-group report on the FDA—was
very helpful in clarifying the manifold intricacies of the legal pro-
cess. And, finally, I wish to express my gratitude to certain second-
floor department colleagues whose friendship has, during the past
year, helped make the milieu in which I teach so conducive to the
research and writing of this book.






REICH IN VIENNA
AND BERLIN

Before his trouble with the FDA began, Reich had already experi-
enced opposition from professional groups and governments in
Europe. The main difference was that the prosecution he was sub-
jected to in the United States represented the first time that a
governmental agency moved against him on legal grounds. It was
the shipment of Reich’s orgone energy accumulators in interstate
commerce that made this procedure possible. Such shipment, in
other words, enabled the deep and widespread opposition to his
ideas and his work on the part of governments, political groups,
and professional organizations to take, at last, duly constituted,
legal form. A look at Reich’s life—and, later, at the whole corpus
-of his work—is essential so that this extended opposition can be
‘understood.

Reich was born on March 24, 1897, the older of two brothers,
in a part of Galicia that was included in the Austrian Empire.*
His parents were well off and shortly after Wilhelm’s birth bought

* Much of the biographical information in this section is obtained from
Wilhelm Reich: A Personal Biography (New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1969) by Reich’s third wife, Ilse Ollendorff.
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a large cattle ranch in the Ukrainian section of Austria-Hungary.
Though Jewish by birth, his parents—especially his father—were
bent on assimilating. As part of this effort, young Reich was not
allowed to play with the Jewish children in the area. (Reich, un-
like Freud, never identified with the Jewish experience. In 1952,
when he was interviewed for his reminiscences of Freud,* he was
to say that Freud had been trapped by the Jewish family ethos in
a marriage that had gone sour, and that he, Reich, had never been
a part of this ethos.) Since he was also not permitted to play with
the Ukrainian peasant children in the area, his was a somewhat
lonely childhood. But he was an active, lively, curious youngster
and he was later to attribute his naturalistic attitude toward sex in
part to his early exposure to the sight of animal copulation on his
father’s farm.

He underwent in his early teens what must surely be one of the
most traumatic experiences a young person can undergo. His
mother had been having an affair with one of the tutors that used
to come to the farm to instruct young Reich. Although the circum-
stances are unclear, it appears that Reich revealed this fact to his
father, and shortly thereafter his mother committed suicide—
presumably as a result of this exposure. Her suicide devastated
Reich’s father, who died a few years later as a result of tuberculosis
incurred through deliberate self-neglect—actually, through indirect
suicide. The effects of this experience on Reich’s later development
remain yet to be adequately evaluated.

Reich was seventeen at the time of his father’s death. He was
forced to leave the gymnasium he was attending and return home
to run the farm. However, he continued studying on his own and
passed the final examination with distinction. In the following
year, 1916, he joined the Austrian army as an officer and saw
action on the Italian front. (“There are a few photographs in the
archives showing him as a dashing young officer. He wore a small
mustache, and was a very handsome young man. I think, on the
whole, he enjoyed his military life. He was not a pacifist by na-
ture.” 1

* Published in Reich Speaks of Freud, ed. Mary Higgins and Chester M.
Raphael, M.D. (New York: Farrar, Strauss & Giroux, Inc., 1967).

1. Ilse Ollendorff, Wilhelm Reich: A Personal Biography (New York:
St. Martin’s Press, 1969), p. 5.
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This early military experience may have some bearing on the
fact that during the last three years of his life, when Reich had
become entangled in litigation with the FDA and was being ha-
rassed by its agents, he began increasingly to regard the situation
as a war, with himself the commanding officer of an army made
up of a handful of co-workers, all of whom were required to be
armed.

After the war Reich began attending the University of Vienna’s
Faculty of Law. However, he quit during the first semester. (“[He
was] dissatisfied with the dryness of his studies, their remoteness
from human affairs.” ) But here again, brief as this experience
was, there might well be some connection with the fact that during
the same critical final years of his life, Reich spent much time
studying law books in the preparation of his various legal briefs.

Leaving the study of law, Reich turned to medicine—a course of
studies that, due to special arrangements made for veterans, he
was able to complete in four years instead of the usual six. It was
during the early part of these studies—with Reich supporting him-
self by tutoring other students—that, quite by accident, he attended
a seminar on sexology initiated by students who felt that this sub-
ject was being neglected in the regular university courses. In this
first exposure to Freudian concepts Reich was not very impressed.
(“The manner in which . . . sexuality was discussed . . . struck
me as peculiar, unnatural.” 3) Though in later meetings an experi-
enced psychoanalyst came to give talks on sexuality, Reich was
still not impressed. (“He spoke well and interestingly, but I in-
stinctively disliked his way of dealing with sexuality.” ¢)

He was an outstanding student, brilliant in his ability to grasp
new concepts and correlate them with previous ones, omniverous
in his reading, powerfully driven by curiosity—in short, well
equipped to make the most of the intense cultural ferment that
characterized Viennese intellectual life at that time. Though he be-
came enthusiastic about Freud after his first exposure to Freud’s
writings, he did not become an immediate convert. (“I absorbed
his discoveries . . . gradually and along with the thoughts and

2. Ibid., p. 6.

3. Wilhelm Reich, The Discovery of the Orgone, translated by Theo-
dore P. Wolfe, Vol. I, The Function of the Orgasm, (New York: Noonday

Press, 1970), p. 4.
4. Ibid., p. 4.
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discoveries of other great men.” ) He read much in natural science
and natural philosophy. He was much impressed by Bergson (“For
some time I was taken for a ‘crazy Bergsonmian’. . . .” %), read
Lange’s History of Philosophy with enthusiasm, sat in on lectures
by Kammerer, who believed in the existence of a specific biological
energy, and absorbed all of Darwin. (“The many-sidedness of my
sympathies later led me to the principle that ‘everyone is right in
some way’; it is only a matter of finding out in what way.” ?) He
studied Planck and Einstein and Heisenberg and Bohr. But his
interest in Marx—which was to preoccupy him for a large part
of this period—came later.

His brilliance and enthusiasm brought him the leadership of the
sexology seminar in that same year, 1919; and it was in that ca-
pacity—in order to obtain some literature for the group—that he
had occasion to visit some of the luminaries of the Viennese intelli-
gentsia. Of these, he was most lastingly impressed by Freud. (“[He
was] simple and straightforward in his attitude. Each one of the
others [Steckel, Adler, Kammerer, Steinach] expressed in his at-
titude some role. . . . Freud spoke to me like an ordinary human
being. He had piercingly intelligent eyes. . . . He asked about our
work in the seminar and thought it was sensible. . . . His manner
of speaking was quick, to the point and lively. The movements of
his hands were natural. . . . I had come there in a state of trepi-
dation and left with a feeling of pleasure and friendliness.” 8)

This meeting marked the beginning of Reich’s identification with
psychoanalysis and the feeling of deep respect for Freud that he
retained throughout his life, despite the fact that Freud later sided
with Reich’s opponents in the psychoanalytic movement and ac-
ceded to Reich’s eventual expulsion. “I am happy to have been
his pupil for such a long time [fourteen years] without premature
criticism and with full devotion to his cause,” ® Reich was to write
later: and then he added significantly: “Unlimited devotion to a
cause is the best prerequisite for intellectual independence.” 10

Several important events occurred in Reich’s life before his

5. Ibid., p. 15.

6. Ibid., p. 6.

7. Ibid., p. 7.

8. Ibid., p. 17.

9. Ibid., pp. 17-18.
10. Ibid., p. 10.



REICH IN VIENNA AND BERLIN 23

graduation in 1922. He married a student named Annie Pink,
winning her against much competition at the university. He read a
paper entitled “The Libido Conflict and Delusion of Peer Gynt” at
the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society as a guest and was subsequently
accepted into the Society as a full member. (This was a highly un-
usual honor since the Society did not ordinarily grant membership
to undergraduate students.) And he began, shortly thereafter, at
the age of twenty-three or twenty-four, to accept patients in analy-
sis. After his graduation, Reich, while continuing to analyse, went
into analysis himself, became active in the Psychoanalytic Society,
and contributed regularly to its journal. As early as 1923 he pub-
lished a paper entitled “On the Energetics of Drives” and in this
established the direction he was to follow in the subsequent de-
cades and which brought him to his formulations of the ubiquitous
life energy he called orgone.

It was not until 1924, when Reich became first clinical assistant
in the Psychoanalytic Polyclinic in Vienna—a job that brought him
into touch with working-class people—that Reich became inter-
ested in the social etiology of neurosis. This led him to immerse
himself, with his customary enthusiasm and energy, in the study
of Marx and involvement in the large socialist movement of Vienna.
During this involvement he wrote papers and articles seeking to
reconcile Marx with Freud—an effort that, together with his at-
tempt to bring psychoanalytic knowledge into the sphere of radical
politics, eventually got him expelled from both the radical and
psychoanalytic movements, as will be described in a later chapter.

Reich’s own analysis was, for obscure reasons, never completed.
After leaving his first analyst he hoped to be accepted as a patient
by Freud. For a while Freud considered making an exception to
his rule of not treating any of his co-workers—since he regarded
Reich as one of the most promising younger analysts—but in the
end he decided not to break this rule. There is some speculation
that Reich experienced this as a rejection. If he did, it did not seem
to affect his professional development, for in the meantime he be-
came, in 1928, the vice director of the Psychoanalytic Polyclinic in
Vienna and was lecturing to other analysts on his as yet embryonic
orgasm theory.

In the meantime Reich’s wife became a practicing analyst and
they had two daughters—Eva and Lore. Both became estranged
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from their father after the breakup of the marriage in 1933, but
Eva, the older one, eventually returned to Reich, became a doctor,
and was one of her father’s strongest supporters in the crucial
last years of his life. Among FDA people she was reputed to be
a “fire brand” in her devotion to her father’s work. Reich’s brother
died of tuberculosis in 1926, and Reich himself developed some
tubercular symptoms and spent several months in a Swiss sani-
tarium. It is at this juncture that, for the first time, the matter of
Reich’s “insanity” arose.

Annie Reich, as well as other of the Vienna psychoanalysts
around Freud, was to claim in later years, when Reich’s work took
him into vegeto-therapy and orgone biophysics (both to be ex-
plained in a subsequent chapter), that mental deterioration began
in him on his return from the sanitarium. One analyst in particular,
Otto Fenischel, was to propagate this rumor from the middle
thirties, both in Europe and America, with particular insistence.
Ilse Ollendorft, after interviewing Annie, rejected her interpreta-
tion, writing: “I met Reich in 1939 and until 1951 our life together
. . . did not make me feel that a ‘deteriorating process’ was going
on in him.” ' She regarded Annie’s view as “a rationalization of
her personal difficulties in living with Reich because he was an un-
usual person with unusual energy. Reich had a driving force that
made it very hard for anyone to follow him or live with him.” 12

However, there was something else involved in the readiness of
so many of the other psychoanalysts then and in later years, down
to our own time, to believe that Reich had gone off the deep end.
This was the mechanism that Reich himself was later to deplore in
a different context and which he termed “psychologizing.” Thus,
if a person engaged in radical politics, it was not that he was fight-
ing against the reality of intolerable living and working conditions,
but that he was symbolically rebelling against the introjection of
paternal authority into his own psyche. The essence of this mech-
anism is a reductive fallacy: the denial of objective validity to
any effort, activity, or formulation that goes beyond commonly
accepted limits. Though it became a convenient means for psycho-
analysts to avoid having to face the challenge of Reich’s discoveries

11. Ollendorft, p. 15.
12. Ibid., p. 15.
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of such things as armor and the orgasm reflex, at the same time it
marked the beginning of the process by which psychoanalysis
achieved respectability at the cost of the radical thrust of Freud’s
early writings. In other words, opposition to Reich’s approach to
sexuality and character formation went together with the gradual
drift of psychoanalysis from Freud’s early emphasis on the role of
sex in the formation of neuroses; and eventually, with the develop-
ment of the Freudian idea that the pleasure principle has to give
way to the reality principle, psychoanalysis began to see social
adjustment as a basic criterion of emotional health. Anna Freud
herself, in her book Psychoanalysis for Teachers, urged the restric-
tion of the motor activity of children at an early age in order that
they be capable of adjustment to “reality.”

On returning to Vienna from the sanitarium, Reich became more
active in the political work of the socialist party. He participated in
marches and demonstrations that often involved him in personal
danger from the violent countermeasures of the police. On the basis
of the close contact he had with the life of working-class people in
these activities—he later called it “practical sociology”’—Reich be-
came aware of their need for sex hygiene clinics. Accordingly, he
and several colleagues set up such clinics in 1929. Their purpose was
to make available to people information and counseling on sex in
general and on birth control in particular. Parents were able to
obtain help with problems pertaining to their children, which in-
cluded counseling concerning the sexuality of children; at the same
time, adolescents were also given counseling for their sexual prob-
lems and information on birth control. Besides these services, the
clinics also provided frequent lectures and discussions on related
matters. Though these centers were sponsored by the socialists,
their services were open to the public at large.

Reich’s rationale for these centers was twofold: on the one hand,
since he saw all neuroses as being caused by sexual dysfunction,
such clinics would help in the resolution of neuroses in the popu-
lace; on the other hand, the populace in turn would, through such
services as these centers provided, naturally gravitate toward the
party sponsoring them—whether socialist or communist—and sup-
port that party in its effort to effect a social order that would be
nonauthoritarian and nonrepressive. Such a social order would re-
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move the conditions behind the formation of neuroses. Thus, Reich
saw the work of these clinics as simultaneously curative and pre-
ventive.

However, Reich’s work in these clinics soon incurred the oppo-
sition of the socialist party, which began to be disturbed by the
radicalism of his sociological ideas. Finally, when he read a paper
critical of the sex reform movement before the Congress of the
World League for Sex Reform, he was accused by the socialists of
using “the sex hygiene clinics as a shop for communist propaganda,”
and the disaffection between him and the socialist party became
final.

In 1930, Reich decided to move to Berlin in order to begin anal-
ysis with Dr. Sandor Rado. But first he arranged for a trip to Russia
and there became particularly interested in studying the experi-
mental nurseries and child-care centers. He was well received in
Russia, gave several lectures, and met Vera Schmidt, a psycho-
analyst who was, in effect, Russia’s A. S. Neill. Though he was
impressed by her and by the progressive legislation in matters of
divorce and abortion, he felt that in general there was a lack of
basic understanding in the way Russian doctors and educators ap-
proached and handled the matter of sexuality in children and ado-
lescents. (“When I asked the Commissariat for Public Health how
masturbation in adolescents was being treated, I was told by ‘diver-
sion, of course’.”” 13)

On his return from Russia, Reich settled in Berlin with his wife
and two daughters and entered treatment with Rado. This analysis,
however, was short lived. After six months Rado left for the United
States; Reich had no further analytical treatment thereafter.

In the meantime, however, he had become intensely involved
with the radical politics of the German communist party. His first
significant action was to present the central committee of the party
with a plan to start a sex-political mass movement on a communist
basis. As a result, the German Association for Proletarian Sexual
Politics was formed and quickly grew to a membership of more
than 40,000 people. Sex hygiene clinics were established in the
large industrial cities of western Germany. The platform of this
organization called for better housing for the populace, abolition

13. Wilhelm Reich, The Sexual Revolution, translated by Theodore P.
Wolfe (New York: Noonday Press, 1970), p. 186.
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of all laws against abortion, homosexuality, and birth regulation;
reform of marriage laws; free birth control counseling and informa-
tion (including the free distribution of contraceptives); provision
for sex education on a mass scale; nurseries and sex-counseling
facilities at all large factories and businesses; abolition of laws re-
stricting sex education; and home leave for prisoners.

In addition to his work with the sex clinics, Reich gave lectures
on sexual politics and political psychology and wrote propaganda
pamphlets that were so politically biased that he himself later re-
pudiated them. And, again, he courageously participated in marches
and demonstrations—often attired as a mountain climber, but with
his knapsack full of medical supplies. His devotion to the commu-
nist cause was so extreme that he insisted on sending his two daugh-
ters to a communist children’s center. Though Annie Reich pro-
tested, Reich threatened separation and she eventually—although
reluctantly—acquiesced. ‘“Already in those days only the absolutes
were possible for Reich,” Ilse Ollendorff writes. “‘Something was
either black or white . . . and those close to him had to follow
him or get out. . . . He overlooked the fact that few of those
around him were equipped, emotionally or otherwise, to follow him
or to understand his theories. They would follow, if they did, out
of admiration, out of love, out of blind loyalty, or sometimes out
of fear of being kicked out of his orbit. The power of his personal-
ity was enormous and . . . difficult to withstand.” 14

This situation of people following Reich, whether out of loyalty
or fear, was to reach an extreme point at the time of his deepening
legal trouble with the FDA. As will be seen, the few associates and
co-workers who remained close to him during his desperate last
years were only those who were willing to identify with and accept
his often misconceived view of the nature of this trouble.

In the meantime, in Berlin, opposition to his work developed
among the communist party leadership. Increasingly, German com-
munist party officials took exception to his sex theories and to the
emphasis of his work on sex, fearing that such emphasis would di-
vert people’s attention from the class struggle. The party eventu-
ally ordered Reich’s writings withdrawn from its bookstores. Reich
himself was branded a counterrevolutionary: first, because he was
a psychoanalyst, and psychoanalysis was nothing more than a “phe-

14. Ollendorft, p. 24.
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nomenon of bourgeoise decay” and altogether “un-Marxist”; and
second, because his assertion that orgasmic disturbance was widely
present in all classes “‘denied the existence of class differences.”
Moreover, for his efforts in behalf of sexual health and his belief
that a sexually healthy population would strive more rationally and
purposefully for the new order of civilized existence that Marxism
promised, Reich was accused of “turning our gyms into brothels.”
The German communist party doggedly maintained that sexual
problems would solve themselves once the property relations of
society were radically altered.

Strangely enough, in this criticism the German communist party
was joined by the Nazi press. Ignoring the communists’ official dis-
avowal of Reich’s book, The Sexual Struggle of Youth, which came
out at this time (1932), the Nazi paper Volkischer Beobachter re-
ferred to the book as “the Communists’ call to German youth to
revolt against all moral regulations.”

It was during this same time that Reich was subjected to increas-
ing criticism by members of the Psychoanalytic Association. There
were, to be sure, personality differences and organizational politics
involved in this criticism, but the main reason for it was Reich’s
increasing emphasis on sexuality in his theoretical formulations and
his conviction that psychoanalysis should be committed to preven-
tive work no less than to curative.

A case in point was Reich’s criticism of Freud’s rather tentative
theory of the death instinct. In the way this theory was taken up by
other psychoanalysts as a clinically proven fact/Reich saw a desire
to evade the social responsibility of psychoanalysis. That is, as long
as the formation of neurosis could be attributed to an internal
mechanism of the psyche, psychoanalysis did not have to look at,
be concerned about, or deal with the social context within which
this neurosis-prone psyche was formed.

The extremity of Reich’s commitment to sexual-political Work
led to the breakup of his family life. Annie could not follow him
in this work and sided with the opposition to him that was growing
in the Psychoanalytic Association. In 1933, shortly after the Nazis
took power, Reich and his family left Germany and returned to
Vienna, and there his first marriage was dissolved.
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Reich had left a ten-room house, a car, many personal possessions,
and a lucrative practice in Berlin. When he returned to Vienna in
1933 he was almost penniless. His manuscript of Character Analy-
sis was ready for publication, but the director of the International
Psychoanalytic Press was afraid, because of the political situation
and Reich’s reputation as a radical, to fulfill the contract for the
book’s publication. So Reich had to borrow money and have it
published at his own expense. “By a supreme irony,” Boadella
writes of this circumstance, “the very book on which Reich’s prin-
cipal claim to ‘orthodoxy’ rests, which contains his central psychi-
atric achievements . . . had to be printed privately . . . ata time
when the analytic world no longer wanted to be linked with his
name.” !

Because of the generally unfriendly attitude of the Viennese psy-
choanalysts toward his work, and in response to urging from Danish
psychoanalysts and trainees, Reich moved again, this time to Den-
mark. The IPA (International Psychoanalytic Association), in a
further effort to dissociate itself from Reich’s name, refused to
grant its recognition to the psychoanalytic training and teaching
Reich wanted to do in Denmark. Even Freud, for the same reason,

1. David Boadella, Wilhelm Reich, the Evolution of His Work (London:
Vision Press, 1973), p. 89.
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refused to write a letter in support of Reich’s application for a
Danish work permit.

Reich arrived in Denmark on May 1, 1933, and there Elsa Lin-
denberg—a dancer with the Berlin State Opera who, in Berlin, had
been a member of the same communist cell as Reich (which, in-
cidentally, had also included Arthur Koestler) —joined him. Though
never legally married, she was in effect Reich’s second wife in a
relationship that lasted some six years—until the time Reich left
for the United States in 1939. (The similarity of her first name to
that of Reich’s third wife, Ilse, was later to confuse matters hope-
lessly in the FDA files on Reich, where the distinction between the
two women is never maintained.) In Denmark the students and
psychoanalysts who had had previous contact with Reich eagerly
awaited him, and within a few days after his arrival Reich was
working busily at teaching, training, therapy, and also in preparing
the manuscript of one of his most widely acclaimed books, The
Mass Psychology of Fascism, for publication. He even found time
to participate in the Red Help organization that had been set up to
aid German communist exiles in Denmark.

Mass Psychology came out in August 1933. Shortly afterward,
Reich was officially expelled from the Danish communist party.
The fact that he had never been a registered member of the party
was not important; the expulsion was in effect a gesture signaling
the official disavowal and condemnation of Reich by the whole
communist movement. Though there were other reasons for this
move—primarily communist opposition to what was regarded as
Reich’s psychologizing of politics—it was the appearance of Mass
Psychology that brought this growing opposition to a head. What
is perhaps most significant in this circumstance from the standpoint
of Reich’s later trouble in the United States is that the official atti-
tude toward this book was established at this time. Later, in 1946,
when the English translation of the book came out, this attitude
was to reappear in the New Republic, the leftist-oriented magazine
that played a central role in arousing the FDA against Reich. The
reason for the original communist condemnation of Mass Psychol-
ogy as counterrevolutionary was that it analyzed the mass-psycho-
logical reasons for the defeat of communism in Germany at a time
when the communist party itself had not yet realized it was defeated
and persisted in regarding the victory of Nazism as nothing more
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than a temporary setback. Reich, in recognizing the defeat, main-
tained that it was due primarily to the unwillingness of “vulgar
Marxists” to recognize that in any struggle for freedom the armored
human character structure and the conservative ideology anchored
in this structure have to be considered on the same level of im-
portance as purely political and economic factors.

To Reich the expulsion—even as a gesture—was painful. He
continued to identify himself with communist politics for several
years afterward in spite of the growing disagreements between him
and official communist dogma and in spite of his recognition, as
early as 1934, that things in Russia had taken a reactionary turn.
“The party was like a second home,” he was to write in 1937. “So
it becomes for everyone who gives up bourgeois security in favor
of the battle for a better future. For many it becomes the only
home.” 2

This sense of homelessness must, no doubt, have been intensified
in Reich by the fact that a very short while later, due to the con-
tinued unwillingness of the IPA to endorse his work, his Danish
visa was not renewed after its initial expiration. Undecided as to
where to move next, Reich went on a tour of Europe and England.
In London he met IPA president Ernest Jones and the anthropolo-
gist Bronislaw Malinowski. There had been an intense intellectual
polemic between these two men over the issue of the Oedipal con-
flict. Jones maintained, in line with Freud’s thinking, that this con-
flict was biologically given; Malinowski adduced anthropological
evidence—as developed in his Sex and Repression in Primitive So-
ciety—to prove that this conflict was not biological but sociological
in origin. Reich had read Malinowski’s writings in this matter and
found in them confirmation of his own views on the social responsi-
bility of psychoanalysis; that is, if the Oedipal conflict was socio-
logical in origin then psychoanalysis must address itself to the prob-
lem of altering the social conditions that produced that conflict.

The meeting with Jones was cordial (“Jones was, as always, ami-
able and very much a gentleman. . . .”3), but he politely opposed
Reich’s views in the matter of the social responsibility of science.
Though he expressed opposition to Reich’s expulsion from the IPA

2. Wilhelm Reich, People in Trouble (Rangeley, Maine: Orgone Insti-
tute Press, 1953), p. 157.
3. 1bid., p. 162.
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—there was, at this time, talk of that possibility—Reich later
learned that his expulsion had already been decided upon before
his meeting with Jones.

For a while Reich considered moving to London. Jones did not
support this idea, and besides, as Reich was later to write, “London
would have required a great deal of adaptation on my part. Lon-
don was puritanical and I lived with my partner without a marriage
certificate. Neither of us wanted to marry. We were very happy
without that. We knew that a marriage license . . . confers the
right to exploit and suppress.” ¢ Besides these considerations, Reich
felt close to his Danish students. They understood and sympathized
with his work and, in fact it was they who suggested that he move
to Malmo in Sweden since this would place him close enough to
Copenhagen so that contact could be maintained.

Reich finally decided on Malmo, writing: “I preferred quiet exile
to a new career in a distant capital city. I was not to regret it al-
though, once again, according to the usual way of thinking, it ap-
peared to be a ‘crazy’ decision.” ® Whether at the time of his trou-
ble in the United States Reich came to regret this decision there is
no way of knowing. However A. S. Neill—who met Reich during
this period of exile, went into therapy with him, and remained
thereafter one of his staunchest friends—was later to say that had
Reich gone to England he would never have been subjected to the
prosecution, harassment, and eventual imprisonment he underwent
in the United States.

Reich settled in Malmé in September 1933. Elsa remained in
Copenhagen, where she continued her work as a dance teacher and
choreographer, applying some of Reich’s findings concerning mus-
cular armor to her work. She came to Malmo regularly to be with
Reich for three-day weekends—an arrangement that seemed to be
very satisfactory. (‘“Four days of every week I was alone. I had
sufficient leisure for scientific work.” ¢) They had, in effect, what
has since come to be called an open marriage.

Reich’s expulsion from the IPA occurred in August of 1934, a
year after his expulsion from the communist party. The underlying
reason was the growing distance between his developing sex-

4. Ibid., pp. 166-67.
5. 1bid., p. 167.
6. Ibid., p. 168.
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economic views and the more conventional orientation of the
Freudians. The immediate reason was that the IPA still hoped to
avert the hostility of the Nazis by dissociating itself from the idea
of commitment to radical social action that had become attached
to Reich’s name. He received a letter before the Lucerne congress
convened on August 25, 1934, that his name would be omitted
from the list of German members. “I would be glad,” wrote the
secretary of the German association, “if you could appreciate the
situation and, setting the interest of the psychoanalytic cause in
Germany above any possible personal feelings, would give your
consent to this measure. Your standing in the international psycho-
analytic world as a scientist and author is so well known that this
omission of your name could not possibly do you the slightest
harm.” 7 But at the congress itself it turned out that beyond the
omission of Reich’s name from the list of German members,
Reich himself was to be excluded in person. He was permitted to
speak, but only as a guest. Jones was very concerned about this
concession, fearing that Reich would use the occasion to throw him
out bodily. “I confess,” Reich wrote, “that later I was sorry I had
not done it.” &

The newly formed Scandinavian group of psychoanalysts, among
whom Reich had been working, was threatened by exclusion from
the IPA because of its support of Reich at the Lucerne congress.
They would be admitted only if they did not insist on bringing
Reich in with them. There was much politicking about this issue,
but the Norwegian analysts stood firm and eventually were uncon-
ditionally accepted, though at the price of being separated from the
Swedish group. The Norwegian group later held out the offer of
membership to Reich. But because some among them were hesitant
about this offer, Reich suggested that the matter be dropped, which
it was. They, however, remained in friendly professional contact
with Reich for several years thereafter.

But one of Reich’s German associates, Otto Fenischel, who
worked with Reich during the period of exile, eventually did an
about face and became his most vicious enemy. It was primarily
with Fenischel—who through books such as the Outline of Clinical
Psychoanalysis and Problems of Psychoanalytic Technique became

7. Published in People in Trouble, p. 189.
8. Published in People in Trouble, p. 192.
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one of the important influences in the later development of psycho-
analysis—that the rumor of Reich’s insanity and even institutionali-
zation gained currency. These rumors were to dog Reich in the
subsequent decades and to make it easy for members of the psy-
choanalytic establishment to discount his work in the realm of bio-
psychiatric therapy; still later it was largely on the basis of these
rumors that members of the scientific community were able to shrug
off Reich’s scientific formulations without bothering to test them.

In addition to this expulsion, and perhaps partially as a result of
it, Reich could not extend the time of his Swedish visa. Forced again
to move, he this time, in October 1934, settled in Oslo, Norway,
where Elsa joined him.

As painful as the break with Freud and psychoanalysis was, as
underhanded as was the way in which it had been engineered, it
was bound eventually to come. Reich’s work had by then taken him
too far out of the framework of the IPA and the time was ripe for
him to become independent, free of all obligations to organizations
with which his own developing views came to have so little in com-
mon. In looking back on this period Reich wrote that psychoanaly-
sis was the mother and Marxism the father of his sex-economic
work.? It was time for the offspring of this union to strike out on
its own. “A weaker person might have completely broken under
the strain of such a loss,” Ilse Ollendorff writes, “but Reich, with
his unbelievable energy and optimism, bounced back and threw
himself into the building up of his own independent organization
with the help of the few courageous and devoted people. . . .” 10

In Oslo, from 1934 to 1937, Reich was able to pursue his work
without crisis and disruption. He had access to the facilities of the
University of Oslo which he made use of to test bioelectrically
what previously had been his speculative belief that pleasure and
anxiety constituted antithetical kinds of reactions. He started a
journal. He led a psychotherapy seminar. Socially he became
friendly with some of the intellectual and artistic luminaries of
Norway. He founded the Institute for Sex-Economic Bio-research,
which coordinated and centralized in one large building all the fac-
ets of the work he and his colleagues were doing. His therapeutic
method by this time had developed to the point where it was no

9. Boadella, p. 85.
10. Ollendorff, p. 32.



REICH IN EXILE 35

longer called character analysis but vegeto-therapy. Elsa, in the
meantime, was advancing in her own professional work. It was a
busy, productive, and fulfilling time for Reich.

But then, in late 1937 and lasting into late 1938, came the viru-
lent Norwegian newspaper campaign against Reich and his work.

During his stay in Norway, Reich had sought to avoid any ac-
tivity that might make things awkward for the Norwegian gov-
ernment. In spite of offers and invitations, he gave only three
public lectures and refused to write for the newspapers. Moreover,
the journal he and his co-workers issued (Zeitschrifte fiir Politische
Psychologie und Sexualékonomie) in which articles on Reich’s
work and the developments in sex-economy were published, ap-
peared only in German, which meant that only a tiny minority of
the population had access to its contents. And yet in spite of these
precautions, he once again became the focus of controversy.

And once again, he faced an alignment of social groupings that
ordinarily had nothing in common, or were even fundamentally op-
posed to each other: the communists, the fascists, the psychoana-
lysts and psychiatrists, as well as the pillars of society from various
medical sciences. For example, one of the psychiatrists who wrote
most vitriolically against Reich in the newspapers during the cam-
paign—implying that Reich’s scientific work in measuring skin
change during exhilaration and anxiety involved pornographic sex-
uality—was a Dr. Johann Scharffenberg, who became an outspoken
critic of the Nazi occupation in its early years; while Dr. Klaus
Hanssen, who attacked Reich’s experimental work with bions as
being “rubbish” and “nonsense,” later served a seven-year prison
sentence for major complicity with the Norwegian Nazi party.

Rumblings of this trouble-to-come could be heard in mid-1937
when Reich published the first report on his work in biogenesis in
the previously mentioned German-language journal. The newspa-
pers picked up this subject and sensationalized it in several articles.
These articles, then, provoked some doctors of medicine and physi-
ology at the University of Oslo to write official refutations—even
though they had read only that single report by Reich, which did
not include the details of the experimental background that led to
his formulations concerning biogenesis. One of these was the above-
mentioned Dr. Hanssen. Another was a Dr. Otto Louis Mohr who
was, among others, later interviewed by an official of the American
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Embassy in Oslo in response to a request by the FDA for details
on Reich’s trouble in Norway. The report of this interview states:
“Professor Mohr did not describe Reich’s experiments by which he
claimed to have created life [which, it should be mentioned, is in-
accurate, since Reich did not claim to have created life but only
to have duplicated under laboratory conditions a process that was
going on in nature all the time] and in general appeared not too well
acquainted with this specific aspect of Reich’s activities.” And later
this report continues: “I was particularly impressed by the violence
of Professor Mohr’s reaction in speaking of Reich’s sexual theories.
. . . It seemed to me . . . that Professor Mohr may simply have
been reacting as many elderly and conservative-minded men might
at what he considered to be an unnecessary and uncalled for dis-
cussion of a subject that he, Mohr, considered would be better left
undiscussed.” The report concludes: “It will be interesting to deter-
mine in the course of this investigation the importance of anti-
Semitism in the case. Professor Mohr made such an issue of the
fact that he himself was not anti-Semitic, that there may be some
possibility that anti-Semitism (Dr. Reich is apparently Jewish)
may have played a fairly considerable part in the case here in
Norway.”

This attack on Reich’s scientific work was followed, in the fall of
that same year, by an attack originating at several meetings of the
Norwegian Psychiatric Society. According to Dr. Ola Raknes, the
target of this attack was Reich’s emphasis on the centrality of sex
in the development of neurosis, on the right of children and adoles-
cents to a free development of sexual feelings and on the role of
society and social ideology in inducing the sexual inhibitions that
led to neurosis.!* Besides this, according to Raknes, Reich was ac-
cused at these meetings of having misused the findings of Malinow-
ski in his book The Sexual Life of Savages as a support for his
contention that neurosis was unknown in matriarchal societies
where the love life of children and adolescents was free and unin-
hibited.’2 (This contention was repudiated by Malinowski in a
letter to the Norwegian press at the height of the campaign. In this
letter Malinowski sided with Reich and said that science would

11. Ola Raknes, Wilhelm Reich and Orgonomy (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1970), p. 44.
12. Ibid., p. 44.
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suffer a great loss if Reich, an “original and sound thinker,” were
prevented from carrying on his research.?) ~

Following these meetings Reich was attacked by a Dr. Ingjald
Niessen, a psychoanalyst who had formerly welcomed Reich to
Norway, reviewed Reich’s book Mass Psychology favorably, and
referred to Reich as “one of the greatest psychoanalysts.” 1* Ac-
cording to the Embassy report, it was Niessen who ‘“touched off
the controversy” with a newspaper article in which he wrote: “Psy-
choanalysis in this country has become sort of a weedy garden,
where all sorts of parasites and climbers strike root and almost
choke what is of value.” Further, Niessen railed against the “quack-
ery” of “psychoanalytic sectarians” who practice “some sort of
quasi-medicinal relaxation analysis” that “only leads to sexual ex-
citation.” 15 Apparently his desire to discredit Reich remained un-
abated, for in the Embassy report he told the Embassy interviewer
“That Dr. Reich was sympathetic with the Trotskyite communists,
and since Trotsky had just left Norway for Mexico, leaving behind
him a rather unpleasant feeling among the Norwegians for the
Trotskyite persuasion of communists, Dr. Reich’s outspoken sup-
port and defense of Trotsky was not viewed with much favor in
Norway.” However, a footnote by the interviewer at this point
states: “Not confirmed by anyone else, including controlled Ameri-
can sources.” That is, one can assume, by American intelligence
information.

These two press attacks, then, became the springboard for the
storm of controversy that broke out in the Norwegian press when
Reich’s book on bions appeared in the spring of 1938. Entitled
Die Bione, it became—in spite of its being published in German—
a catalyst for hates and resentments against Reich that had little
to do with the scientific issues involved. Indeed, even the Embassy
investigation states in its summary: “It is, of course, very difficult
to assess with any accuracy the effect of the reaction of Reich’s
opponents to his sexual views on the central controversy over biol-
ogy. The reporting officer, however, was struck by the frequency
with which Reich’s sexual views were referred to by his opponents

13. Quoted in Gunnar Leistikow, “The Fascist Newspaper Campaign in
Norway,” in The International Journal of Sex Economy and Orgone Re-
search, Vol. 1, 1942, p. 272.

14. Ibid., p. 270.

15. Ibid., p. 270.
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when their opposition to Reich’s biological theories was the matter
under discussion.”

The invective in the anti-Reich articles and letters included a
characterization of Reich as a quack and cast aspersions on Reich’s
sanity. Besides this, one attacker called into question Reich’s claim
to being a medical doctor and continually referred to him as “Mr.”
rather than “Dr.” This was a matter that was easily disposed of by
documentary evidence but which nevertheless also became an issue
in Reich’s trouble with the FDA. The fascists then entered the free-
for-all, calling Reich a ‘“Jewish pornographer of the worst kind.”
Other papers ran articles with scornful titles such as “God Reich
Creates Life.” Altogether over one hundred articles and letters—
the bulk of them against Reich—appeared in the press while the
open season on Reich lasted. Though the tradition of a free press
in democratic Norway made the newspapers nominally open to
both sides, in actual fact the press was against Reich, and often
articles and letters submitted in his support by influential medical
people never appeared in print.1®

For the most part, Reich remained aloof from the controversy,
leaving the task of his defense to his supporters and co-workers. At
the beginning, however, he asked the public to defer judgment until
his experimental work would enable him to issue a more detailed
report on the matter of bions; and later he called for a public in-
vestigation of his experiments—a call that, with the exception of
one half-hearted response, went unheeded. Ilse Ollendorff wrote
about his reluctance to defend himself as follows:

It is one of the tragic aspects of Reich’s life, and one of the most
touching, that whenever he was faced with an irrational attack against
himself and his work he would put absolute faith in the power of
truth to win out in the end. He did not want to go down to the level of
his attackers and he did not want anybody around him to defend him
against what he later called the “emotional plague.” 17

This pattern was to be repeated in Reich’s legal trouble in the
United States, when again he refused to defend himself by means
of legal technicalities and insisted on fighting his case on the basis
of the principle of free scientific inquiry, which he saw as the funda-
mental issue.

16. Raknes, p. 45.
17. Ollendorft, p. 44.
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Though remaining publicly aloof, Reich was, nevertheless, deeply
affected by the campaign and released his anger among those
closest to him—primarily Elsa. “I know what Elsa must have gone
through in those days,” Ilse Ollendorff writes, “because 15 years
later [i.e., during the time of the trouble with the FDA] I went
through the same experience.” *®* The relationship between Elsa
and Reich had so deteriorated by the end of the campaign that
when Reich was ready to leave for the United States, Elsa decided
not to go with him and remained instead in Norway.

Besides this, Reich’s relationship with his co-workers was also
adversely affected. (“Nic Waal—who, I understand, was not easily
shouted down—had terrible fights with Reich, and other colleagues
and associates began to be afraid of Reich’s temper outbursts.” %)
Partially as a result of this, the Institute itself began to fall apart.
Its work was completely disrupted after Reich left and Norway
was invaded at the beginning of the war. Drs. Nic Waal and Ola
Raknes were the only ones of the whole group to reestablish contact
with Reich after the war. Though there was later estrangement be-
tween Nic Waal and Reich when she visited the United States in
the late 1940s, she remained, to the end of her life, grateful to
Reich for what she had learned from him. Of the effects of these
crises on Reich, she wrote: “They made him often destructive and
less and less patient, less loving as the years went on, and finally
pathologically suspicious and ‘socially insane’ in . . . that his iso-
lation prevented him from doing what he most loved to do. . .
He was never insane in the ‘psychiatric’ meaning of the concept.
But the isolation in which he lived hindered him from constructing
his connection with other people.” 2° There is today in Oslo an
institute, which she founded and which bears her name, for the
treatment of emotionally disturbed children along sex-economic
lines.

Iise Ollendorff observes in her biography that during the Scan-
dinavian period Reich’s relations with his students and co-workers
were very informal and almost everyone called him Willy. This was
in marked contrast to the formality he was to assume in the United
States, where he was always known as Dr. Reich. A couple of close

18. Ibid., p. 45.

19. 1bid., p. 46.

20. Nic Waal, “On Wilhelm Reich,” in Wilhelm Reich, ed. Paul Ritter
(Nottingham: The Ritter Press, 1958), p. 38.
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friends—Ilike Neill—were able to call him simply Reich. It is not
difficult to see the cause of this change in the disruptive experi-
ences he underwent during his period of exile. In writing of these

[ “events, Reich himself was to say in 1945: “The first clash with
human irrationality was a gigantic shock. That I survived it with-
out becoming mentally ill, is incomprehensible. . . . As if with
one blow one recognizes the natural-scientific nothingness, the
biological senselessness and the social harmfulness of ideas and in-
stitutions which up to the moment had seemed quite natural and
self-evident. . . . 1 would even like to presume that the schizo-
phrenic form of psychic illness is regularly accompanied with an
illuminating flash of clarity about the irrationality of social and
political processes. . . .” 2t

" Eventually the attacks on Reich, and the public interest in them,
began to wane and finally died out. They had, however, put into
question the matter of the government’s renewal of Reich’s visa.
This circumstance impelled him to accept an invitation from the
New School for Social Research in New York City to take a posi-
tion as associate professor of medical psychology. Though the cam-
paign against him ended in the fall of 1938, he did not actually
leave Norway until August 19, 1939—only a few days before the
outbreak of World War II.

21. People in Trouble, pp. Xv—XVi.



A BRIEF SURVEY
OF ORGONOMY

On arriving in the United States, Reich began lecturing at the New
School. He remained in this position for two years while he set up
a laboratory in Forest Hills in order to continue the experimental
work on bions that he had begun in Norway. From the time of his
arrival in 1939 to the fall of 1947, when the FDA investigation be-
gan, Reich worked in relative freedom from harassment. Besides
treating patients and training prospective therapists in his method
of biopsychiatric orgone therapy, he also during this period—with
his formulations on orgone energy—expanded his work into the
realm of biophysics. He met Ilse Ollendorff in October 1939 and
they married on Christmas Day of the same year. Their son, Peter,
was born in April of 1944. But before this, in 1942, Reich had
bought a 280-acre tract of land in the Rangeley area of Maine,
where he planned eventually to establish a center for the study of
the various aspects and ramifications of his orgone energy formula-
tions. He and his family spent increasingly extended periods in this
area until 1950, when he moved his laboratory there and, with
his family, became a permanent resident of Maine.

In the spring of 1947, the attack on Reich began. It was launched

41
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by the publication of two articles. The first, entitled “The New
Cult of Sex and Anarchy,” appeared in the April issue of Harper’s
magazine; the second appeared in the May 26 issue of the New
Republic under the title “The Strange Case of Wilhelm Reich.”

Both articles were written by a woman named Mildred Edie
Brady. She was an energetic and capable woman, according to The
New York Times obituary (she died of a heart attack in 1965 at
the age of fifty-nine), with an impressive background of accom-
plishments. In 1936, she and her husband, an economics professor
at the University of California, founded the Consumers Union. She
worked as the director of its western division until the outbreak of
World War II, when she and her husband went to work for the
Office of Price Administration. After the war she edited the con-
sumer news column of McCalls magazine and at the same time
worked as an industrial analyst. In 1950, she went back to the
Consumer Reports, writing a regular column on packaging, credit,
and related matters. She was often called upon to testify before
Congress on consumer matters, and in 1961 wrote “The Great
Ham Robbery”’—an article that drew national attention to the
meat packers practice of injecting water into ham to increase its
weight. She worked as editorial director of the Consumers Union
from 1958 to 1964 and then became its senior editor.

In the mid-1940s, while she worked as an industrial analyst, Mrs.
Brady had occasion to study the beer industry, and as a result had
become interested in the problem of alcoholism. Pursuit of this
problem led her to books on psychoanalysis, and it was in the
course of this reading that she first encountered the name and
theories of Reich. This encounter, however, did not arouse her
interest until she heard that a departmental colleague of her hus-
band’s, who was in the terminal stage of cancer, had had efforts
made on his behalf for possible treatment by Reich. Apparently at
the time Mrs. Brady had already established herself as an “author-
ity” on Reich because she was asked by a friend of the patient for
material on Reich. She refused to supply it. (She saw no reason—
according to the FDA record of an interview with her on November
11, 1947—to turn “a lot of ‘crack-pot nonsense’ over” to the pa-
tient.) Later Brady learned that the concerned friend of the patient
contacted a Berkeley follower of Reich who had a rented accumu-
lator. Though these efforts on the patient’s behalf did not lead to
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his being treated by Reich, they brought to Mrs. Brady’s attention
the extensive influence of Reich’s work and apparently led her to
do the articles.

In preparation for these articles, she came east in 1946 and
managed to finagle an interview with Reich in his Forest Hills
home-and-laboratory by telling him over the phone that she was
bringing greetings from a West Coast friend. Atfer being received
by Reich, she revealed that she was a writer and was thinking of
doing an article on his work because it seemed so significant to her.
No doubt she expected that he would welcome this opportunity for
publicity. Reich, however, told her very plainly that he wanted no
publicity, that he didn’t usually give interviews to writers, and that
he would prefer if she did not write about him or his work—a
preference that she, of course, had no intention of respecting.

Reich in later years became more curt with and suspicious of
curious and “interested” visitors largely as a result of several ex-
periences of this kind. He was to write in the early 1950s that he
had to overcome the restraint of his “nineteenth-century academ-
ism”, apparently regretting that he had not changed it in time to
show Brady the door. Even if he had, however, it would have
made no difference. Her articles rely, in their content, very little
on the experience of this interview. But his own courtesy and re-
straint, he later felt, had made him an unwitting collaborator in
the distortions contained in her articles. He described their meeting
in a rough draft of an article that was published in an unedited
version and was therefore full of errors attesting to his imperfect
command of English and the typewriter:

She . . . sneaked into my office with false pretense, driven by her evil
intentions. . . . She . . . represented . . . that I promised orgastic
potency through the use of the . . . accumulator. Now I knew well
why she said this when I recalled her sitting there in front of me in the
easy chair, with glowing eyes glowing from genital frustration, with
eyes as I had seen them many thousand times in many people of both
sexes, of all ages and professions. . . . I do not . . . tell public any-
thing about the burning eyes in a woman body who expected orgastic
potency from me the king of orgastic potency in the minds of so many
frustrated cranks and biopaths; who expected, I say, orgastic potency
from me, expressing this yearning clearly in her eyes, as she looks at
me and then smearing me up and down in public with that porno-
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graphic insinuation about the accumulator . . . who is supposed to
provide orgastic potency. Thus she turned her normal, natural desire
into mudd which she then throws into my decent face.!

But what was this “crack-pot nonsense” Brady felt so strongly
about, this “‘orgastic potency” she apparently yearned for so frus-
tratedly, the “accumulator” she maligned, and, in general, the
psychological, sociological, sexual and scientific ideas of Reich that
so many people and organizations, over the years, had opposed and
attacked with such vehemence? Here we must pause for a brief
survey of the main elements of Reich’s work.

Reich’s contribution to the development of psychoanalytic
thought and therapy is generally, though often grudgingly, con-
ceded by the psychoanalytic establishment. It can’t very well deny
this contribution since, as has already been seen, he occupied sev-
eral important posts in the early psychoanalytic movement; some
psychiatrists and psychoanalysts who later became well known in
Europe and America studied or worked under Reich during the
early thirties; and, finally, his book Character Analysis—pub-
lished in German in 1933 and in English in 1945—is still used as
a standard text in many schools of psychoanalytic training which
otherwise reject Reich’s work.

Character Analysis is devoted primarily to the method of carry-
ing out in practice Freud's idea of “resistance analysis,” that is,
the idea of focusing on a patient’s resistance to the analysis before
going on to deal with unconscious material revealed by the patient
in dreams or free association.* In the process of developing this
technique, Reich came to realize that resistance was less a matter
of what a patient said and did than of /0w he spoke or acted.®? On
the basis of this observation Reich developed a theory of character
in which various personality traits were regarded as forming a
single defense system against feelings that experience had proven

1. Conspiracy, An Emotional Chain Reaction (Rangeley, Maine: Orgone
Institute Press, 1954), item 381D (published in a limited edition).

* In much of what is explained in the following pages the author has
relied on Dr. Ola Raknes’ Wilhelm Reich and Orgonomy, the first book to
present a comprehensive view of Reich’s work.

2. Ola Raknes, Wilhelm Reich and Orgonomy (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1970), p. 19.
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as being, in one way or another, dangerous. Reich called this de-
fense system character armor.® M

Reich further observed that there were changes in bodily behav-
ior during outbreaks of emotion, and this led him to conclude that
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