DRAFT 3

Review and Revaluation of my Paper on Phenomenological Causality 

§1. Background

In 1997 I began to write a paper about the significance of Julian Jaynes, and his theory of the emergence of consciousness from the bicameral (hallucinatory) mind
, for the International Journal of Psychotherapy.  In my very first editorial in the Journal at its launch in 1996 I had mentioned Jaynes’s book The Origin of Consciousness in the Breakdown of the Bicameral Mind as having an epoch-making significance which makes it comparable to The Interpretation of Dreams.  I was at that time a member of a group of four of us, senior psychotherapists or university lecturers, which we called the ‘consciousness seminar’, which was organised around considering the nature and function of consciousness and related matters – usually in the genial context of good food and drink at the Royal Society of Arts, of which two of our group were members. The discussions ranged, impishly, from the sublime to the ridiculous, but some real thinking and wrestling was done, and this, along with conversations with one or two other friends, for me became a major catalyst for the explorations I am now considering.  

In the process of preparation for the writing of that paper on Jaynes, and making clearer what Jaynes was about and why he is important, I found myself, in preliminary fashion, formulating a conception of psychic change. Jaynes entitles one of his chapters, ‘A change of mind in Mesopotamia’; he meant it literally, and I wanted to conceptualise the implications, as a matter of routine exposition of him, as it were.

I first casually labelled it, merely in passing, with the label which eventually became part of the title of the paper:  ‘Phenomenological Causality’
.  But I soon realised that it was not something I could take as read, by any means, and eventually it demanded a whole paper in its own right (the beginning of an unfolding which is not yet finished), and I set about presenting the whole thing in two parts, which were published in successive years in International Journal of Psychotherapy.  

In it I laid down the template which was to govern my subsequent thought, albeit in an extremely compressed way whose full significance is still unfolding for me.  But this turned out to be, almost accidentally, my groundbreaking pioneer paper, the most important thing (though not the best thing) I have written, since I wrote my MA Dissertation on the Religious Studies MA Course at Lancaster University, in 1969, on ‘Kant’s Doctrine of Time’.  Philosophically and psychotherapeutically it created the template for my thinking at an Advanced Research level. As an initial indication, it is phenomenological, not empirical, research, but beyond that it is foundational in a way I shall try to indicate.

I also overloaded my exposition of it with such a multitude of inferences and linkages, which I did not explain from the ground up, that it was no wonder that virtually no one made anything of it at the time. (Except that James Grotstein appreciated it, felt I was on to something important, mentioned it in his next book, and dubbed it my ‘93 theses’!). My colleagues in the consciousness seminar were amusedly baffled by it. This overloading, with a second or third inference before the previous step has been assimilated, makes my writing in this paper very condensed and indigestible, except for anyone who has already been round these tracks many times.

But, even if expounded step by step (as far as that is possible with a conception offered as an analysis of a situation which is an ‘organic whole’), I still believe it is a difficult conception to grasp, because it is counter to Western/Anglo-Saxon canonical assumptions. My own difficulty lay first in the illusion which arose from the fact that the first steps seemed very obvious and evident.

I think I had in fact, almost inadvertantly, stumbled on something so fundamental methodologically that I did not then realise its full significance, and I shall now explore this here. 

§2. Methodological considerations

Despite the paper being so condensed and not fully clear as to its own intentions and scope, a central methodology is implied in it.   

My general meta-level aim in this paper, as it is in the Doctorate, (though not then fully articulated), may be summed up as: 

To demonstrate the philosophical basis of literary methodology in psychotherapy, (as well as the unrecognised breadth of the scope of, literary methodology in psychotherapy).

The full analysis and exploration of what literary methodology in psychotherapy means is the business of the Doctorate. I have also written about the higher levels of it in terms of Scenes in the RPEL presentation already submitted, ‘Scenes and Episodes’ (especially §7., et seq.). Here I will simply enumerate what it comprises without further analysis or justification:

1. Symbolic processes, particularly verbal forms of symbolic process, have, and enact, their own meaning and cross-referencing at their own level, and are not reducible to a quasi-positivistic causal analysis in terms of such things as units of behaviour, or developmental phases, or modes of transaction, or personality types, and so on.

2. The enactive symbolic processes involved, whether verbal or quasi-musical, cross-reference with one another, as a manifestation of process, indefinitely. (To take a corny example, if a Church is a Mother, or the Bride of Christ, c.f., Letter to the Ephesians, likewise, conversely, a Mother or a Bride may be a Temple, and indeed Paul also refers to the human body as a Temple. So there is no primary real which is the ultimate level of reference;  all is reciprocal.)

3. We may take metaphor, in an extended sense, as a paradigm of such cross-referential processes.  (There is a level of analysis of the aspect of enactment where music may be argued to be an even more primary paradigm – c.f., Schopenhauer, - but I postpone this complication!)

4. Classical interpretations, in Freudian or Jungian or related terms, are primarily metaphoric in this sense, even when they appear to present themselves, reifyingly, as developmental reductions, etc.  Jungian interpretations are close to operating within the framework of metaphor without reductivism, except that Jung’s thinking about archetypes and the collective unconscious does involve a good deal of reifying.

5. The paradox is that the reifying process itself, that all accounts aspiring to be positive science in psychotherapy involve, is itself dependent on the metaphoric framework!

The paper on Phenomenological Causality set out to provide an analysis of how this fundamental ‘metaporicity’ works, at the level of the engine room of the psyche, in terms of the process of the intentionality of temporality and its inherent causality.  

So, in arguing that phenomenological or intentional causality is genuine causality, whose basis is in the temporal nature of intentionality, I was developing the basis for recognising that the primacy of literary meaning in the psychotherapeutic process genuinely is a form of causal analysis. What this means is that the invocation of significance, as we do it in our innumerable interactions, not only in therapy, but in daily commerce and the full spectrum of human relationships – and equally in both fiction and fact – is genuinely mutative.  Words and meanings actually change things.  

Of course no one actually doubts this in practice.  But people have the mistaken idea that causality lies in something more ‘real’ than meaning, and therefore overlook it. This is the idea I am combatting in all my work.  My point is that ‘qualitative’ analysis, and ‘philosophical’ insight, are causal.  In this paper I was laying the basis for that recognition.  I addressed the heart of it, the temporal-causal nature of intentionality.  

This analysis opened a space for the richness of detailed enquiry, but it itself is mainly a prolegomena to that detailed enquiry (though I had to touch on such things as the understanding of transference/countertransference in its light to illustrate the potential).  As indicated, I am retrospectively clarifying something which was to a considerable extent implicit and inarticulate for me at the time.  It was also one part of a developing whole whose various ‘pieces’ have only gradually manifested their inner relationship.   

Since the phenomenological causality analysis of temporal intentionality overturns, in the name of another logic for which we have no analogy, our fundamental logic, but overturns it in the name precisely of temporal influence, which is ‘factual, empirical’, in the contingent realm, it occupies a ‘third realm’ between the contingent and the a priori, and by the same token between ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’, and so on.  This ‘third realm’ concept (which Jung also calls the ‘transcendent function’) is a concept shared between thinkers as disparate as Karl Popper, DW Winnicott, FR Leavis, Derrida, and CG Jung.  

As such, though it is phenomenology, it is neither simply a priori phenomenology nor simply empirical-observational phenomenology, but a third possibility.  At this point there is no disjunction between psychotherapy and philosophy, psychotherapy and literary enactment.  This is literary psychotherapy as practical philosophy.  Phenomenological causality is the most general form of psychotherapy as practical philosophy;  it is the foundational form and the foundational dunamis or dynamic.  As such it is neither philosophy nor psychotherapy, or rather it is both.

§3. Paving the way for later developments
So, despite, or rather perhaps because of, its apparent abstractness, this paper cleared the way, methodologically, for me to explore a mixed conception of psychotherapy-cum-philosophy, and gradually to assemble a mass of commentary on approaches akin, or creatively contrasting, to mine, mapping an approach which integrated substantially psychodynamic and existential elements, but within a wider frame which embraced literature, music, philosophy and theology, and, as such, offered an alternative to the positive science model of psychotherapy. Illustrating how I put all that into practice will be a later step in this Doctorate process, and the eventual aim will be the clarification, in the light of literary methodology, of the relationship between psychotherapy and philosophy.  

Heward Wilkinson

October 2005

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk
� � HYPERLINK "http://www.julianjaynes.org/" ��http://www.julianjaynes.org/�


� HYPERLINK "http://www.julianjaynes.org/pdf/jaynes_mind.pdf" ��http://www.julianjaynes.org/pdf/jaynes_mind.pdf�





� � HYPERLINK "http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/PhenomenologicalCausality.pdf" ��http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/PhenomenologicalCausality.pdf�








6

