The Therapist as Muse

§1. A simple fundamental conception but difficult to convey

In what follows I map my vision, as it has developed in the writing I am submitting as claim for RAL 5.  I offer a linking introduction, and an overview, to give a context, which has to be longer than I would wish, as there seems to be so little starting understanding of what I am saying. In the process I explore the challenges of how it relates, has related, and will relate, to praxis (and leading on to how it has impacted, or not impacted, the field). 

It is an essentially simple vision (famous last words!) which has notoriously proved difficult to convey, and has sometimes been either misread or simply passed over altogether because of its apparent difficulty.  Some of the difficulty has definitively been due to stylistic idiosyncrasies on my part! But some is also due to the intrinsic difficulty in getting the hang of what it is I am saying. 

Five sections lead up to a survey of my work

§2. Introductory: the great conversationalists 

§3. Literary-philosophical paradigm

§4. Significance of Heidegger

§5. Developing the conception: live memory and significance 

§6. Undervaluation or one-sided valuation of the role of textual exegesis in Psychotherapy

Survey of my work

§7. The vision as expressed in my work so far

And reactions to it and their significance.

§8. Reactions to my work

I begin from sideways, in a way.

§2. Introductory: the great conversationalists 

From early adolescence, when I read George Bernard Shaw’s plays, full of garrulous witty people, and then discovered the life and work of Oscar Wilde, I was drawn to the great talkers, the great literary practioners of the art of conversation, to the extent that I was especially drawn, particularly in my youth, to those of my own contemporaries who represented something analogous. Shakespeare probably started all this in modern times (mediating the original influence of Socrates, and of Jesus the talker via Montaigne), and created at least two supreme instances of them, in Hamlet and Falstaff, and these ‘fictional’ figures hugely influenced the greatest and most famous ‘live’ conversationalists in British tradition, Dr Samuel Johnson, Samuel Taylor Coleridge, and Oscar Wilde.

What is the relation between the great conversationalists and psychotherapy? Closer than might appear. To be sure, they are ‘literary’ figures, but that is circular, and I am not claiming a special position in that; they are part of the creation of, and created by, literary tradition;  scientists will have their own mythic figures past and present and conversationalism as such won’t directly be an expression of it.  Any tradition will have its own ‘gurus’. And that these are the greatest conversationalists is only a particular, though defensible, point of view. 

Nevertheless, these reservations allowed, all three of them embody certain qualities or living principles. All three lived, as much in their conversation as in their writing, a certain vision, a vision which was embodied and enacted in and through that conversation in great part. The conversation of all three approximated to poetry and vision, either as supreme wit, or (in Coleridge’s case) as lyrical flight and speculation, or (in Wilde’s case) as both. All three had an embodied relationship with a huge range of thought and experience of their times, including the most developed and relational philosophical understandings of their times.  They were universal minds.

Of all three of them we could say their conversation as such was consecrated by the Muses, in the same way that George Steiner remarked that the muses only created two doctorates – Dr Johnson and Dr Leavis (that is, writers of whom we always think with the ‘Dr’ accolade). All three of them could have said, to slightly misquote Oscar Wilde, that they put their talent into their work, and their genius into their conversation.  Thus their being visited by the muse was embodied in their lives in a peculiarly paradigmatic way.

Laurence Housman, in Echo de Paris (the only evocation of Wilde’s conversation comparable with Boswell’s of Johnson’s), describes Wilde’s conversation thus:

‘But the impression left upon me from that occasion was that Oscar Wilde was incomparably the most accomplished talker I had ever met. The smoothly flowing utterance, sedate and self-possessed, oracular in tone, whimsical in substance, carried on without halt or hesitation, or change of word, with the quiet zest of a man perfect at the game, and conscious that, for the moment at least, he was back at his old form again: this, combined with the pleasure, infectious to his listeners, of finding himself once more in a group of friends whose view of his downfall was not the world’s view, made memorable to others besides myself a reunion more happily prolonged than this selected portion of it would indicate.’

Keats evokes, in his delightfully cryptic yet epitomising way, Coleridge’s conversation (writing, significantly, shortly before the composition of ‘An Ode to a Nightingale’, so that Coleridge was probably part muse of that opochal poem of Keats’s, the first to embody the tragic vision in English poetry since Shakespeare) as follows:

Last Sunday I took a Walk towards Highgate and in the lane that winds by the side of Lord Mansfield's park I met Mr [Joseph] Green our Demonstrator at Guy's [Hospital] in conversation with Coleridge I joined them, after enquiring by a look whether it would be agreeable I walked with him [Coleridge] at his alderman-after dinner pace for near two miles I suppose In those two Miles he broached a thousand things let me see if I can give you a list Nightingales, Poetry on Poetical sensation Metaphysics Different genera and species of Dreams Nightmare a dream accompanied by a sense of touch single and double touch A dream related First and second consciousness the difference explained between will and Volition  so many metaphysicians from a want of smoking the second consciousnessMonsters the Kraken Mermaids southey believes in them southeys belief too much diluted A Ghost story Good morning I heard his voice as he came towards me I heard it as he moved away I had heard it all the interval if it may be called so. He was civil enough to ask me to call on him at Highgate

(John Keats, letter to George and Georgiana Keats, April 1819)

I wont repeat what I have written about the poetic character of Dr Johnson’s conversation and of the significance of Boswell’s ‘reconstruction’ of it previously (‘Scenes and Episodes’, p10-11

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/EpisodesandScenes.pdf )

These conversationalists are also ordinary people living interactively their being in the world, manifesting a mysticism of the ordinary, as it were. All three of them, in context, are tragic figures, Wilde and Johnson particularly, and therefore supremely real.  All three are poets, whose poetry at moments achieves greatness, but mostly second order poets;  all three are very fine and important critics; and all three of them have profoundly shaped our vision of life and, in Eliot’s words, ‘altered consciousness’.  Each of them, in their own way, was a psychotherapist, a healer, a catalyst of creativity in others, a sage. And, as I have said, universal minds.   

Now, drawing out the connection here, we as psychotherapy practitioners are, most of us, not universal minds, but we do stand on the shoulders of giants, the innovators and founders of schools, in traditions which put us in touch with those universal minds.  Unfortunately, two trends have happened in the development of the psychotherapy field (I include counselling in this) which limit and distort the reality of this participation. 

First, there is the familiar development of schoolism, resulting in the loss of common languages for common problems in the various modalities, a common language which is constantly refound when practitioners of different modalities come together, for they commonly find their differences of dialect are marginal by comparison with the commonality of their understandings. (We routinely find this at the UKCP Professional Conferences, which are multi-modality, and the committee of which I have Chaired or Co-Chaired for about five years now.)  

Second, the field has tended to be defined, by default, in terms of scientific models, even where it has gravitated to qualitative models. This all, though not as such invalid, as far as it goes, is not capable of giving us a paradigm of psychotherapy which is genuinely congruent with its conversational and embodied nature.

These developments have left psychotherapy, or rather psychotherapies, in the position of specialisms with very insecure foundations, since the positive scientific basis of psychotherapy as such is dubious, for reasons I am coming on to, and other models of science are very much in dispute.  

This leaves psychotherapy’s community mode in the position, by default, of something in between a pyramid marketing organisation, and a religious community, or even cult. 

Psychotherapy’s natural relationship with philosophy, especially existential philosophy, and parallel visions (such as that of the later Wittgenstein and some vigorously phenomenological of the ‘ordinary language’ models, such as JL Austin’s), and with the literary and aesthetic traditions, are not activated, though there are promising exceptions here and there.  Psychotherapy is sucked into the university system, which has in its turn nowadays a strong pyramid marketing aspect.

How can we genuinely integrate into psychotherapy our mode of ‘standing on the shoulders of giants’? Clearly, Freud, Jung, and Lacan, in particular, and there are a variety of others also, as teachers perpetuated the ‘conversational genius’ mode;  they fascinated as teachers. Can we integrate this into psychotherapy without losing that universality which is still its potential heritage, but which has largely, so far, been squandered, exposing it to reductive critiques of a variety of kinds?  

§3. Literary-philosophical paradigm

If we allow our understanding of psychotherapy to shift to a literary-philosophical paradigm (or a mysticism of the obvious), such as is opened up by the comparison with the great conversationalists, then several things happen. I am not claiming more than partial originality here (I feel, in particular, deeply akin to Derrida); I am not saying no one, no tradition in psychotherapy, has articulated them before, but I don’t think they have been consistently articulated, and I don’t think they have been completely articulated. 

Indeed, a great deal of this is precisely ‘meta-level’ articulation of the obvious, but as such difficult to translate back into the obvious!

First, what we initially realise and take into account fair and square is that there is a kind of knowledge of human reality and the world which is not science. It is known as life-experience, or embodied knowledge, or existential knowledge, or first person knowledge, and so on. It is not the epistemic priority of transcendental subjectivity as in Bishop Berkeley and Husserl. It implicates fully ‘being-in-the-world’.  Heidegger and Wittgenstein, in their different, superficially divergent, ways, articulate this pre-scientific ‘commonsense’. 

The nearest familiar figure in psychotherapy, apart from Paul Goodman, to ‘get’ a good deal of this is Eugene Gendlin, here, for instance, writing about Wittgenstein:

“It is not true that what Wittgenstein showed cannot be said. It seems so because it cannot be said as a substitution in a theoretical language [Gendlin’s italics]. Of course it can be said, but only in the language he uses to show it, the same language in which we normally speak. 
Wittgenstein stands beyond the reach of what is currently called "the post-modern dilemma," since he employed nothing that postmodernism has undermined. What he showed depends neither on clean distinctions, nor on the assumption of something present and given, which we can represent. Wittgenstein points beyond postmodernism if we can go further in his way.6
For example, Wittgenstein can speak intricately about what is commonly called the "self" or the "subject:"

"If someone has a pain in his hand ... one does not comfort the hand, but the sufferer: One looks into his face" (286). 
In this mode Wittgenstein can speak about the intricate way in which what is usually called "the self" and "the body" are related, without setting up theoretical terms for how it is that the one we comfort is not in the hand, or how that one has (owns, observes, feels, lives in, lives with ..... ) the hand, and that we find (reach, communicate with .....) the person in the face. No existing theory approaches the intricacy of what Wittgenstein's simple statement says.

Of course there is nothing ineffable or unspeakable about what he showed. And, of course he said what he showed. One can say more in many further ways. (for example with the words in my parentheses), but only by what I call "naked saying,"7 without covering it with a theoretical version which then claims to be what we really said. Such a substitutional explanation is the only saying that is made impossible by what Wittgenstein showed.”

But of course here Gendlin is theoretically mapping (as does Wittgenstein) what he says cannot be said in a theoretical version, by way of what two thousand five hundred years of philosophy and theology have often argued, namely a via negativa form of theorising and explanation. Wittgenstein’s statement is theory, precisely the kind of theory which the matter admits of here. Heidegger’s systematic struggle to turn everyday terms into a philosophical terminology in Being and Time comes from the same imperative.

http://www.focusing.org/gendlin5.html
But implicit in Gendlin’s not recognising such a theoretical ‘going beyond’ is his failure to do justice to the textual dimension, which is, at the same time, the dimension which goes beyond sheer positive being-in-itself, the dimension of the negative. Despite his apparent rejection of ‘the assumption of something present and given, which we can represent’ I believe his model, like Wittgenstein’s, places language into a realm or mode of pure being into which language is absorbed without genuine differentiation of the textual mode, and to this I shall return.

§4. Significance of Heidegger

In the light of this we turn to Heidegger’s ‘being-in-the-world’, the fullest expression of such a theoretical ‘going-beyond’. This formulation (one of the turnings of colloquial speech into technical term I have mentioned) is a shorthand for a reality which is the reality of commonsense embodied existence, in the way invoked above, the kind of knowledge which is not science. His coinage (and in general his coinages across the board in Being and Time) enable us to raise questions which could never be raised before, to articulate something which is primary, but which ‘went without saying’ previously. 

What, in a sense, Heidegger is saying, the central thing he is saying, is so crashingly, crushingly, obvious, that no one noticed (and it is the same, centrally, as Wittgenstein is saying, which also was mainly missed or oversimplified).  Heidegger is saying – and of course it immediately sounds utterly platitudinous, but he was immediately portrayed as impenetrable! – that our existence, our real existence, as it is, in its embodied totality, in its relation to the world and to each other, is what there is, and is what gives us paradigms to understand everything else, above all the nature of time and temporality, and by implication the whole world order.  (In some ways it would have made things clearer from the start if the translators had translated with the word ‘existence’ instead of that of ‘being’. Later, Heidegger, - taking his own difficult detour, passing through the malignity of Nazism, something whose significance for his philosophy is still in dispute, - in effect concluded that it cannot be said systematically at all, and that there is no ‘Royal Road’, not even that of philosophical anthropology, to saying it, and then he develops an understanding based on the indirect exegesis of what is conveyed poetically! Which is not unrelated to what I am attempting here!) 

If we accept Heidegger’s conception, or variants on it from the existential and Wittgensteinian and literary traditions (Gendlin is a development within the philosophical psychotherapy realm), as prior to a scientific and empiricist conception of the world, then several things happen:

1. We recognise that there is an account of process and event which is not empiricist. This sounds so counterintuitive to us – that actually it dramatically and graphically illustrates how far we have gone, and how far we have lost any sense of event in the sense of human event, and how totally the objectivism, which underlies classical scientific models, and modern positivistic empiricism (though not necessarily science itself), has been carried into our implicit thinking. We think any account of an event has to be merely factual and empirical, sheer contingency. But this is not so. Neither an action, nor an event, are merely contingent. And nor is the non-contingent aspect something which can be filleted away from the contingent aspects, at any rate not as understood in empiricism.   

So, if this is allowed, we have to account for the a priori, in the philosophical sense, in terms of temporality, as Kant half (including with his concept of ‘practical reason’), and Heidegger very fully, grasped. What follows is that process and action, intentionality, are a priori, an a priori of praxis and enactment. I cannot recapitulate here accounts, above all in Being and Time, which make substantial sense of all this, but some indication is given in the examples I here offer below.    

2. The Heideggerian conception of Being-in-the-world, properly carried through, actually implies that each embodied being (in a way which is fully congruent with commonsense, as Buddhism grasped) is microcosmic; it invokes the whole metaphysical realm within it, a vision found in both West and East. Sticking to the terms of Western metaphysics it is implicitly Leibnizean (the classic formulation of everything, actual and possible, being connected to everything else), and is a Trojan Horse for the Leibnizean conception.  And the Leibnizean vision is in turn a Trojan Horse for the Hermetic-Alchemical conception, the underlying Rennaissance vision (he and Newton, half of whose writings are about alchemy, were after all contemporaries).  So it is near to being a transpersonal metaphysic, though one which simply transfigures commonsense.

3. If, in this way, we take something like the Heideggerian account as a basis, then psychotherapy becomes one form of practical philosophy in reciprocal parallel with aesthetic conceptions, and other situations. Religious rite, mystical experience, artistic creation, psychotherapeutic process, and the many situational forms of everyday life (which are massively performative, in JL Austin’s sense), are all permutations of this existential embodied human nature implicated in being-in-the-world, and transformations of it. They are all interrelatedly capable of enormously rich exploration, both in praxis and in exegesis. And conversely the Heideggerian vision is itself potentially psychotherapeutic – as he actually illustrated late in his life in the Zollikon seminars. It is not merely a framework for psychotherapy;  it is psychotherapeutic - as it is aesthetic, and so on!

4. This existential embodied human nature, in being microcosmic, invokes the entire Platonic realm of universals and ‘textuality’. And the intersection of this is what enables it not to succumb to empricism.

I think that if one misses the whole dimension of the ‘Platonic’, then the huge 'in the company of angels' aspect I wrote about at the end of the Stern paper (op. cit.) is much more easily missed:

“Is this psychoanalysis? Freud wrote to Groddeck (Groddeck, 1988) that the defining features of psychoanalysis were transference, resistance, and the unconscious. In such work as we are now envisaging, upon a spectrum, transference oscillates with dialogue; resistance oscillates with play; and unconscious or non-conscious are part of a total spectrum, to which total access even in principle is contradictory, but which exerts its awesome pressure moment by moment in our work, wherein we both study the sacred ‘Holy Writ’ of the ‘present moment’,—but in the company of angels, of the whole encompassing ‘kosmos’ of our human, animal, and cultural history brought to its heaad in this Kierkegaardian ‘instant’, or the ‘Moment’ of Nietzsche’s ‘eternal return’ (cf., Thus Spoke Zarathustra, part III, On the Vision and the Riddle,

Nietzsche, 1883); and all of these are in continuity with what has been known as

psychoanalysis; and constant and endless dynamic effects, in the fullest psychoanalytic sense (this is the core psychoanalytic discovery, not repression), play through all aspects of the process. And in the light of this, also, the distinction between ‘active’ and ‘verbal’ psychotherapies becomes minor, by comparison with the vast processes of pattern-enactments and explorations, and pattern transcendings, in the work.” (p.251-252)

If it is missed, a homogenized, purely developmental, quasi-scientific, or even pseudo-scientific, psychotherapy becomes more likely an ever present danger.

§5. Developing the conception: live memory and significance 

Our whole capacity to be, in the sense of being-in-the-world, rests upon memory, as Freud would have reminded us, and upon decisionality, as Sartre would have reminded us, and upon the recognition of negation and counterfactual possibility. Decisionality invokes an infinity of alternatives and of other possibilities.  Our decisionality and projection towards the future rests upon the apprehension of the past as massively shaping, but non-determinative, and as impacting the present.  My ability to recognize myself as myself in the present moment, facing this future, is absolutely determined by my capacity for a kind of memory which is mainly implicit.  Any element of it can be made explicit, but to make it completely explicit would be an infinite, and in principle impossible, task. 

“Sure, he that made us with such large discourse, 

Looking before and after, gave us not 

That capability and god-like reason 

To fust in us unused.” (Shakespeare, Hamlet, 4.4.ll.39-42)

Now, this system of implicit memory, which Heidegger calls ‘significance’ (‘Bedeutsamseit’) where it has reference to the usability context (tools, environment, artifacts, etc) of our world, actually implicitly invokes the whole realm of meaning and negation, including the counterfactual (the unnoticed ‘quantum dimension’ of the ordinary!). But it also relates, and can be replicated (Heidegger also talked of temporality as repetition, about the same time as Freud) as our inner world of significance. What post-modernism (Derrida for instance) has added to, or made explicit in, Heidegger’s account of significance in Being and Time, is the construction of reality as text. This is not a relativism or simple constructivism;  it is the unfolding of what is implicit in Heidegger’s evocation, of which I have spoken, of sheer existence in its totality and interrelatedness.  

An example: Suppose I encounter a transference repetition – for example of abandonment – in my work with someone, and I then manage to conceptualise it; and then in turn my conceptualizing of feels like an abandonment, a going away, but also a bringing back.  I then have a fantasy of a stone age hunter going away and hunting a woolly mammoth, dragging the prey back to the cave (this comes to me from Jean Auel’s ‘The Clan of the Cave Bear’), and I find myself reflecting that the philosopher and the hunter are both predators.  I reflect on the parallel, and on the emergence of a very primary pattern which we can explore, and react to in various ways, and my thought moves onwards to the Klein-Isaacs-Bion conception of unconscious phantasy as the primary content of mental life, and then to Jung’s concept of archetypes.  

I go on to reflect that the account given by object relations theory of an inner world, based on phantasy/fantasy and the implicit presence of the counterfactual at the core of psychic life, ‘psychic reality’ as Freud conceptualised it, runs parallel to the original dispute between Freud and Jung, with Freud, the empiricist, striving to anchor his view of transformations (and psychosis) in actual individual experience and self-experience, whilst Jung takes wing (and views psychosis as taking wing) to the collective and the Platonic universal 

(c.f., http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/TottonReview.pdf ). 

And this is what I was referring (Paper on Stern, quoted above) to when I spoke of ‘constant and endless dynamic effects, in the fullest psychoanalytic sense (this is the core psychoanalytic discovery, not repression)’, as I think the movement and development since Freud (and including Freud) of the psychoanalytic and para-analytic (for instance, Gestalt, TA, Core Process, Body Psychotherapy, Integrative Psychotherapy) field, has amply illustrated.
So there seems to be something of a watershed here, one perhaps never fully brought out into the open because of the pervasive influence and thralldom of empiricism (to which Jung also defers), but something almost as profound, in the divergence it marks, as the mediaeval dispute over universals.  Indeed I suspect it is the mediaeval dispute over universals we have walked right into!!

The world that opens up, again, is the microcosm, ‘ the company of angels’, the realm of possibilities in parallel with actualities, the world of fiction, fantasy, and so on, as equally primary with actuality, the realm of negations equally with sheer being, and so on, a kaleidoscopic sliding between frames and realms, which we associate with deconstruction, but which is far far wider than merely what is named as such (including Hegel, Nietzsche, William James, Erving Goffman, Robert Pirsig, AN Whitehead, and many others, including Freud himself, despite his gallant endeavours to remain an empiricist).  

In the writing of this I began my thinking with trying to present present encountering and text, as a matrix, and trying to use them to evoke what this matrix analysis adds to a ‘pure’ account of psychotherapy in terms of pure actualities and causal-developmental explanations.  In trying to bring out what reaching it via the great existential poetic conversationalists, and then Heidegger, conveys, my original conception has shifted, in that the reference to textuality now emerges from the account of primary existence. But I think the analysis and its exemplification further clarify what is involved. 

The use of the word ‘text’ here, in the sense it is given in Deconstruction theory, implies a reference to meaning systems as a vertical pole of the matrix, corresponding to the horizontal one of the actualism of the present moment, and what is happening in it.  As simple a happening as ‘hello’ is both event and text – as illustrated by the joke about the two psychoanalysts who passed one another, each saying ‘hello’, and went on their way thinking each to themselves, ‘I wonder what he/she meant by that’.

This is an utterly contextual matter. Another, more emphatic, example: if two of us are at the street side, and we see someone wobbling on their bike into a vegetable market to upset a  stall of bananas, which slide across the street, and involuntarily look at each other and laugh somewhat sheepishly – we instantly mutually understand one another without words.  Yet to ‘describe’ this situation fully, why it is funny, why we are also embarrassed, what it is about bananas, and so on, and so forth, would nearly involve describing the entire world and human order! And indeed, it in principle can’t even be done, completely (though much contextually relevant – and that is the point! - can be said).  Such is the extraordinary, well-nigh miraculous, depth and power of our grasp of context. There are masses of instances of this in our work – which is mainly comprised of such interchange.

In terms of the relationship to existing psychotherapy modalities of this conception, its nearest neighbours are such approaches as Gestalt (and related process-based approaches such as Core Process, Daniel Stern’s Present Moment approach, and Darlene Bregman-Ehrenberg’s concept of the Intimate Edge, and other process-emphasising psychoanalytic approaches). There are affinities with Gendlin’s work, and with John Heron’s feeling based integration in ‘Feeling and Personhood’, and related works. 

§6. Undervaluation or one-sided valuation of the role of textual exegesis in Psychotherapy

By contrast with psychoanalysis, there is little fundamental emphasis in humanistic-integrative circles on faithful textual exegesis, which tends to be seen as something merely academic and abstract. On the other side, psychoanalytic exegesis is often based on very positive or dogmatic models! But it does embody the fundamental principle of the textual aspect of the matrix.  Where humanistic-integrative approaches have the advantage is in their respect for the totality of actuality in the encounter.  But that totality of actuality, as we have seen, is likewise comprehensively textual. The split in the narrative-relational psychotherapy field is reflected in this difference. In the present convergence of relational psychoanalysis and humanistic-integrative approaches, the textual dimension is less fully represented than the relational, and so the principles of the present contribution, combining phenomenology and psychoanalysis, are highly pertinent.

Thus, if this ‘Platonistic’ step is taken the transformation is radical. The conjunction of ‘textuality’ as the vertical of the matrix, with ‘present encounter’ as the horizontal, gives it a koan-like emblematic intersection with the total situation in the total context, which I sought to convey in the later part of my paper on Daniel Stern.  Of course, the ‘textuality’ here is mostly implicit meaning, but is nonetheless meaning.

It is essential to this, that it is not merely contemplative;  to construe it as merely contemplative is to abstract the textual dimension from presence.  In this connection, my exposition of it has had an impact in a number of spheres, to which I return below, despite the fact that its difficulty has led to its being widely both misunderstood, as a merely contemplative approach, for one example, and also simply disregarded.

Because of the convergence, and coalescence, in it of phenomenological and textual (psychoanalytic) principles, it places psychotherapy absolutely at the heart of human knowledge – but this is praxis-knowledge, in a number of ways on which I have touched, and to which I shall come.
I think that the text/matrix-of-meaning dimension is what gives us the 'missing link', the 'third possibility', which makes it neither merely eternalistically conceptual (Platonic) nor merely empirical (or sunyata, pure event, pure process). This is what makes it 'embodied aesthetic' or 'enacted philosophy'. Gendlin, who is closest here, believes, I think in virtue of its enactive element, that he has found in it a new empirical dimension, which is why he goes on using the language of science and empiricism, despite the huge step he has taken, as is fairly clear from ‘The Responsive Order: A New Empiricism’, where, despite in his actual account ending up with the kind of account I am giving here, he does not take the step which places it prior to science, but assimates it to science.

http://www.focusing.org/gendlin4.html
This leads him into contradictions and tensions. He says things that make it sound as if they are completely independent of the conceptual order.

“Findings cannot contradict each other, even when contradictory theories led to them. It shows that a finding is not just the creature of a theory. Something empirical about findings makes it impossible to discard them.” (loc. cit.)

“Comparing and identity are less fundamental than empirical events.” (loc. cit.)

But when he goes on to define ‘the responsive order’ it becomes clear that it is utterly prestructured by being-in-the-world and its implicit and explicit conceptual structure. It seems to me that he then completely reverses his position, since he ends up saying that it is the human structural order which defines what is perceivable as event.

“The world presented by science is made along the lines of percepts. The perceived order is "already there." Human interpretations must be brought to it. It has only external relations, and even these must be lodged in observers. The relations are between points, locations, positions. The number 14 is defined by its position between 13 and 15 in the order of counting. But the continuity which defines the positions happens only if someone counts. The positions do not relate to each other of their own accord. Science presented organized entities whose relations are given to them by an external observer who maintains the continuity of their relations.” (loc. cit.)

In the following he seems clearly to go beyond empiricism (which he equates roughly with ‘perception’) to enactment (‘interaction’):

“We should not begin with perception. If we do not, then it does not seem strange that an interactional order is wider than positional logic. Perception and logic are inherently products that point beyond themselves. They point to interaction. We can build on the work of Wittgenstein and Heidegger: We do not first interpret things; we live and act in them. We inhale, cry, and feed. We are always already within interactions (situations, practice, action, performance .....).” (loc. cit.)

But then he slides back into scientism in the final sentence as he ends:

“So we can conclude that philosophy cannot begin with perception anymore than with patterns. We are always already in a wider responsive order which includes us and our comparing, and more importantly responds to us as doers, and as humans saying metaphorical phrases in originally crossed situations. A new empiricism [my italics] which honors both orders can enable us to move between them in many ways.” (loc. cit.)

Here he treats the two orders as equal. Whereas it is not as easy as that. The position based upon human existence and the microcosmic order assumes that it is more primary than scientific empiricism.   

I think, therefore, that the philosophy/aesthetics dimension is the inactivated dimension of psychotherapy, which means it does not fully clarify itself, even when, as in Gestalt and Core Process and Focusing we have something very much on the nail of what we are on about here. And so it slides back into scientific paradigms by default (with all the gravitation towards formulating empirical laws, which violate the true poetic idiosyncrasy of the 'phenomena', - which are not of course merely 'phenomena').    

A colleague has pointed out to me that Koans mean originally stories as ‘case histories’/conundrums. They as such clearly absolutely occupy this matricial space between event and text which I am trying to evoke.  

So do case narratives, and the dance of process in sessions, which are embedded within them – of which Freud first gave us our psychotherapeutic models, in the ‘scenic’ narratives of his Case Narratives (c.f., http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/EpisodesandScenes.pdf ). 

Such narrative paradigms are not ‘unfortunately expressed’ in an archaic artistic form, to be superseded by proper science, but are themselves paradigms of how knowledge is here!

§7. The vision as expressed in my work so far

I here address the following published papers and editorials, all published in International Journal of Psychotherapy, (and all available on my website:

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk  ):

1. Papers on the Integration of Psychoanalysis and Existential-Phenomenological Psychotherapy

'An inspired resurrection of Freudian drive theory: but does Nick Totton's Reichian 'bodymind' concept supersede Cartesian dualism?' Review article on Nick Totton' s The Water in the Glass: body and mind in psychoanalysis (2000)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/TottonReview.pdf
Conjoint review of: 'Relationality', by Stephen Mitchell; 'Beyond Empathy', by Richard Erskine, Janet Moursund, Rebecca Trautmann; 'The Evil We Do', by Carl Goldberg, (2001) 

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/3WayReviewPDF.pdf
'Impossible meeting: too strange to each other for misunderstanding', Review Article on Darlene Bregman Ehrenberg's The Intimate Edge  (2003)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/EhrenbergReview.pdf
Psychoanalysis as Finite Psychoanalysis as Infinite: Psychoanalysis’ Religious Potential: Review Article on 'Who is the Dreamer who Dreams the Dream?', by James S. Grotstein  (2003)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/GrotsteinPaper.pdf
'The Shadow of Freud: Is Daniel Stern still a psychoanalyst? The creative tension between the present and the past in psychoanalytic and existential psychotherapies, in Daniel Stern's ‘The Present Moment’, and his humanistic- existential partners in dialogue', Review Article on Daniel Stern's 'The Present Moment: In Psychotherapy and Everyday Life' and 'Creative License: the art of Gestalt Therapy', M. SpanioloLobb, and N. Amendt-Lyon, Eds  (2003)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/SternReview.pdf
2. Developments of the Phenomenological Causality thesis:  Integrated Field Theory of Psychotherapy 
The Significance of Julian Jaynes and Schizophrenia (1999)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/PaperonJulianJaynesandSchizophrenia.pdf
'The autonomy of psychotherapy - Why psychotherapy can be subordinate neither to psychology nor psychiatry',  (2003)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/AutonomyofPsychotherapy.pdf
3. Papers on Pluralistic Integration

Pluralism as Scientific Method in Psychotherapy (1999)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/PluralismasScientificMethodinPsychotherapy.pdf
The Power and Danger of Pluralism in Psychotherapy (2002)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/PowerandDangerofPluralismPDF.pdf
'Retrieving a posthumous text-message; Nietzsche's fall: the significance of the disputed asylum writing, 'My Sister and I' ' (2002)

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/MySisterandI.pdf
Discussion

In relation to 1., the issues about the scope of psychoanalytic and existential dimensions in approaches, the papers on Daniel Stern and Darlene Ehrenberg relate to the balance and interaction of present and past in the work, and I have already commented much on this. The link between those concepts and what I am saying here is direct.

The paper on James Grotstein relates to the psychoanalytic infinities of: 1. transcendent objectivity (Kantian); 2. transcendent intersubjectivity (Hegelian); and transcendent textuality (Freudian/Derridean). 

And the review article using Nick Totton’s work as a point of departure for a mapping of Freud identifies three aspects of Freud’s work, his focus on energy, on meaning, and on relationship and identification.  

The relation of both of these to the present encounter/textual dimension matrix is less clear.

Now, what I here in the Grotstein paper call the ‘transcendent textuality’ infinite is the same essential Freudian discovery, and is what relativises ‘the Present Moment’, as I explored in the papers on Daniel Stern. In general, it constitutes the matrix with which we are dealing here, constituting the pastness of the past as it is invoked in psychoanalysis.  

The Hegelian infinite of intersubjectivity is the general presupposition of relational approaches in psychoanalysis, and humanistic-existential approaches (including the aspect influenced by Rene Girard), and is therefore broadly (contextually) present-tense based.   The Hegelian infinite in this sense (despite Kierkegaard!) is the infinite of existentiality, that is the reality of having to experience in first person process to grasp and assimilate an insight. It is the present moment before it has been subjected to reflexive analysis (see my example above). As I illustrated, in a session where the existential first person dimension in dialogue is being acutely experienced, to move to reflexive analysis may be experienced as a deflection from the immediate experience of participatory fusion or confluence, until it too is brought back into the present moment, because it touches into the matrix of meaning and cross-referencing, rather than co-experiencing. But someone else might experience it as a relief, and as grounding.

These two then resolve into the time-structurings I am addressing.  Embodying intentionality, the Hegelian infinite also comprises the anticipatory relation to the future (which opens the way to considering phenomenological causality). 

As I wrote in the Phenomenological Causality paper:

‘The causality involved in psychotherapeutic process, like that involved in music, overturns the whole conventional concept of time and the present, because it affirms that every moment of such experience embraces the whole of a span of time and implicitly the whole of time, so that each moment of experience is causally related to all the others, but forwards, backwards, and sideways!  In other words, it abolishes linear time concepts and linear concepts of causality.

The implicit structuring of time, as Kant partly grasped in his account of ‘imaginative synthesis’, as the basis of time structuring of experience, in the first edition of the Critique of pure reason (Kant, 1964, Heidegger, 1990) , is also in a deep sense prior to our actual experience of time-succession, and is intuited and partly inferred rather than experienced;  the basis of causality is beneath and outside the time-sequence.  I shall refer to this dimension of the phenomenological causality hypothesis as grounding causation.’

(Any approach which, as mentioned above, like the Klein-Isaacs-Bion one based on primary unconscious phantasy, or one based upon archetypes, which places a primary autochthonous structuring – to use Grotstein’s term – before empirical experience, is a position which philosophically points towards the ‘grounding causation’ analysis.)

So, what, in this light, of the what I called the Kantian infinite, Grotstein’s overt concept of the infinite, as I examine it? This is based upon the concept of ‘reality-in-itself’.  It is the objectification of transcendental time-structuring.  In my terms – (thinking as positively as I can, in terms of the Kantian vision of transcendental imagination in the the First Edition Transcendental deduction, c.f., Heidegger, 1991) – it is the analysis of grounding causation in terms of phenomenological causality.  That is, it is foundational of time-structuring rather than a facet within it.  To the extent that it is objectivised it is related to the present-time concept, but we can view it as reaching towards a fundamental analysis. It would also be Lacan’s ‘Real’, the totality of sheer being prior to, and transcending, any experience of it, which first impacts us when we awaken to existence. 

As I quoted Grotstein as saying (the Hegelian infinite is interlaced with the Kantian in this passage) in my paper:

By agreeing to experience the event-object confronting me as ‘object,’ I, the subject, sample and prepare for the strange new event-object by anticipating its nature with inherent a priori categories (Kant, 1787) that I have at my subjective disposal. That is, I autochthonously ‘create’ it [here Kantian ‘representation’ and ‘creation’ merge] (see chapter 2) in order to make it

familiar (native) so that I can counter and countenance its strangeness. . . . . In this formulation, then, the subject comes into being when it experiences a lack, a lack that originates at birth when fetal completeness and perfection are shattered by the act of birth and the newborn is ‘thrown under’ (into) the breach of experience and engaged to the death (i.e., for a lifetime) with the minions of the Real (with infinity, chaos, Ananke, beta elements, noumena, things-in-themselves, O). . . . I have already posited that two subjectivities exist (as aspects of a Supraordinate Subject of Being and Agency): the

Ineffable Subject and the Phenomenal Subject. What characterises each of these subjectivities is an incompleteness that reminds each of its need for the other and for the external other.

[my italics] (p. 119)

We might also understand, and relate in these terms, to this, the three dimensions of the Freudian development (Totton paper).  The dimension of energy would correspond to the Kantian ‘reality-in-itself’, in that case, and meaning and relationality/support clearly to the other two.  What of this?  (The following remarks are perforce very compressed.)

At first I can see no reason why we cannot consider energy as foundational in the sense of phenomenological causality, as Nietzsche considers it, and this can bring us back to Gestalt and contact-boundary theory.  If we relate this to grounding causation, then we take Gestalt, always in danger of being conflated with the naturalistic, right out of that realm.   

But, is it not rather that textuality (metaphoricity included) is on the same level as relationship and energy, whereas  phenomenological causality encompasses all three within it (CONtextuality rather than merely TEXTuality, as it were)? Am I not rather committed, in agreement with Totton where energy is concerned (Totton, 1998), to the greater simplicity of a relational-embodied account, as already given, wherein energy becomes, firstly, just ordinary human and animal energy, not anything metaphysical in the Freudian or Nietzschean way, and, secondly, the dynamic aspect of the time-and-intentionality process?  (We get a very vivid paradigm of it in music.) 

That which enables us to hold the intentional-energetic whole together is phenomenological causality.  Text emerges in and as the intentional whole. As I write thinking forward, it is the future in my intention. Past-future it is.  Energy is the present aspect. Relation is intentionality and relating-narrating. 

So perhaps we return to the ‘phenomenological causality’ analysis as based in relationality and textuality. I leave this open.

In the ‘Conjoint Review’ I drew from Stephen Mitchell to map the ethical levels of intervention in psychoanalysis and psychotherapy, in a way which draws from developmental levels, in a manner analogous to Kohlberg’s, and at the same time point to the complexity which leads naturally to integrative approaches and grounds developmental understandings within a concept of the gradual emergence of the existential-ethical dimension. 

Thus in the psychoanalytic-existential papers I have returned in various ways to the Phenomenological Causality concept.  More direct expressions are as follows:

2. Developments of the Phenomenological Causality thesis:  Integrated Field Theory of Psychotherapy

‘The implicit structuring of time, as Kant partly grasped in his account of ‘imaginative synthesis’, as the basis of time structuring of experience, in the first edition of the Critique of pure reason (Kant, 1964, Heidegger, 1990) , is also in a deep sense prior to our actual experience of time-succession, and is intuited and partly inferred rather than experienced;  the basis of causality is beneath and outside the time-sequence.  I shall refer to this dimension of the phenomenological causality hypothesis as grounding causation.’ (Wilkinson, 1998)

We need not go so far as Nietzsche, as to say that all our structuring concepts of experience are illusory fictions, to recognise that they are rooted in something which we cannot conceptualise within them.  As already indicated, we enact it - and we can allude sidelong to that enactment in innumerable ways, but we cannot conceptualise what we cannot conceptualise! (And that is more than just a tautology!) Such enactment is profoundly present in the change process of psychotherapy, and its concomitants can indeed be described, ad infinitum, but, as is said, here, ‘the map is not the territory’; nor, of course, is ‘the territory’ a something else;  we just can’t conceptualise it, except in this sidelong way, that’s how it is. 

My most sustained attempt to evoke the nature of the presence of ‘grounding causation’ in the psychotherapy change process hitherto, is the paper on Julian Jaynes, in which I construe Jaynes’s conception of the historical transition from bicameral (hallucinatory) modes of decision-making, to consciousness-based modes, in terms of the ‘grounding causation’ analysis, by particular reference to its validity in terms of the mode of the transition from schizophrenic modes of experience to consciousness-based ones through psychotherapeutic process. I refer to Harold Searles’s, Marion Milner’s, and Daniel Dorman’s work, in particular, but also to Piagetian understandings of the development of children’s modes of thought and imagination, and to the great movements of civilisation catalysed by great transformers of consciousness. Socrates, Christ, the Buddha, and more modern innovators (Blake, Nietzsche, Freud, Jung, and Wittgenstein, Hegel and Heidegger), are all partly understandable as bicameral moving to post-bicameral. I end up with a sketch of the whole movement of civilisation understood in these terms.  This was a very global and compressed paper and I only partly managed to carry out the elucidation it envisaged.       

I have not directly carried further the ‘grounding causation’ analysis of the micro-process of change in psychotherapy;  this would be one of the directions of further enquiry opened up by the postulate. As indicated, I do come some way to returning to it in the paper on Daniel Stern, where I also revisit Jaynes and the social basis of consciousness. 

Rather I have circled round, creating a wider context, which I envisage as the unique province of psychotherapy, in which this can all be seen.  The ‘Grounding causation’ postulate is complemented by the consequent recognition of the huge breadth of the scope of mutative activity in psychotherapy, which is its unique province and gift. 

In 'The autonomy of psychotherapy - Why psychotherapy can be subordinate neither to psychology nor psychiatry' I formulated it thus:
‘Once again, the very pluralism for which psychotherapy is often taken to task would

precisely be its merit! It would fundamentally be defined horizontally, relationally and

contextually, in terms of its function and process, and its effortless capacity to turn virtually any form of human intellectual discipline and activity to good account, in one way and another, one form of psychotherapy and another, would fall into place as the basis of its pluralism. This would also account for its tendency to rapidly ‘fill up’ the entire ecology of the field over the hundred years or so it has been functionally nameable as such (for psychotherapy under different names has existed for thousands of years).

An inclusive general psychology
It would indeed lead us on to a new kind of general psychology and a new model of human science. This would be an account of human nature which would be inclusive,

comprehensive, descriptive, non-single-discipline based, non-reductive, inclusive of the value dimension, drawing from artistic and philosophic resources, as well as from ‘hard science’ resources, ecumenical and non-prescriptive, non-hierarchical and non-imperializing, in its trend, based upon dialogue and qualitative resources, as well as ‘factual’ and quantitative materials, which would be valued servants not masters of the process of enquiry, yet equally not rendered redundant either. Here and there today, unsystematically, there are signs of the emergence of such a general psychology and model of human science. William James’ catholic

and ecumenical conception of psychology is in this mould, as is the phenomenological psychology of Maurice Merleau-Ponty…….’

In the ‘company of angels’ passage I integrated the two strands.

3. Papers on Pluralistic Integration

From this it will be seen that my concern with pluralism is also the correlate of a catholic and ecumenical conception of the field, which regards the valuing of difference, and the rigorous articulation of such difference – but in vigorous pluralistic dialogue with alternative positions, rather than the anxious protection of ‘church’ doctrine in psychotherapy - as the means to an inclusive conception of the field facilitating mutual learning in it and its growth. I am not going to explore these papers here in detail, as the general idea is quite clear enough. 

Behind that sense of total interrelatedness, which I invoked in the ‘company of angels’ passage, lies the mystery, the unspeakability, at the heart of process and of the enigma of unfathomable change, which I labelled ‘grounding causation’.  And here we also return to the conception of pluralism as being also a perspective which enables us to glimpse a belief-free non-ideological psychotherapy, in which specific beliefs and world views are treated as gigantic experiments for exploration, and to be inhabited with an element of ‘as if’ freedom, which enables their meaning to be assimilated, whilst the dogmatic frame is suspended.  This somewhat Hindu feeling kind of conception, of a kind of Shiva’s dance of beliefs at the heart of psychotherapy, is most fully expressed in my paper on Nietzsche’s posthumous asylum writing,  'Retrieving a posthumous text-message; Nietzsche's fall: the significance of the disputed asylum writing, 'My Sister and I' '.  In the novel I hope to write after, and on the basis of the prolegomenal work of, this doctorate a novelistic commentary on this extraordinary book is envisaged.

§8. Reactions to my work

I have used aspects of this thinking in mapping the field in one professional context and another. Some of this, to be sure, predates the formalised thinking and led on to it;  this has been a spiralling process, so to say, over the years since I first became involved in the ‘Rugby’ Conference, predecessor of UKCP, in 1987. There have been some positive, and some negative, reactions in the public realm to my work, even if its difficulty and obscurity have diminished its impact.

Thus, the UKCP/Department of Health Project in mapping the field in Psychotherapy (2005) has an appendix (B, p 69) which is virtually entirely my work, and I am confident this will be taken further in due course.  

http://www.psychotherapy.org.uk/c2/uploads/ukcp%20_%20jp%20report%20to%20dh%20final1.doc
Rather than use the obscure, even if more accurate, concept of phenomenological causality, I there used the concept of ‘intentional causality’ to make the relevant points, for instance, in distinguishing ‘narrative-relational’ from ‘programmatic-outcome-based’ psychotherapies:

“The causality involved is intentional causality.  Scientific causality, as with systems of physical explanation, does not supersede intentional causality, even though scientific causality is not thereby prevented from being valid in its own terms.  The way in which it is valid in its own terms is simply as an analysis of the mechanical causality concerned, but this does not mean that the analysis of intentional causation is in terms either of its being reducible to mechanical causality, or of not being causality at all (Wilkinson, 1998).   For instance, if a couple’s eyes meet in a gaze, there are clearly and undeniably immense subtleties of mechanical causation of many kinds, which science and neurology can analyse indefinitely, yet the significance of the gaze, and its subsequent impact on the couple, is in principle at the level of implicit awareness, of intentionality, which may be made explicit in whatever respect may be chosen, by the couple, or by an observer.  This is even clearer in the analysis of linguistic exchanges, where the elements are analysable discrete linguistic units, whose significance in any context is determined by (though not reducible to) intentional causation.” (op. cit. pp. 71-2 )

The pluralistic modality model I have fought for for nearly 20 years is now enshrined in the body of James Pollard’s report to the DH and has now seemingly been accepted by them.  I was the author of the first model of the differentiation between Sections, based on differences in ‘Core Philosophy’, in 1989, and this concept, with the core differentiations reduced to their fundamentals, now underpins UKCP’s concept of the formation of ‘Colleges’ in its reorganisation process, which has been taking place alongside the Department of Health Dialogue process. 

I was also a major voice in the creation of the UKCP Professional Conferences, which have been genuinely multi-modality forums for many years now.  I was co-editor with Jenny Corrigall of ‘Revolutionary Connections: Psychotherapy and the new Neuro-Science’, and I have written the Introduction to the latest volume (Taylor and Francis, in press) derived from a Conference, ‘About a Body: The Embodied Mind in Psychotherapy’.  I am included in the Editorial Board of UKCP’s collaboration in a book series with Karnac Publishers:

http://www.psychotherapy.org.uk/c2/uploads/ukcp_kb%20flyer.pdf
James Grotstein, foremost American Kleinian, original thinker in psychoanalysis, and author of ‘Who is the Dreamer who Dreams the Dream’, my review article upon which I have commented above, mentions me along in his Foreward, with Allan Schore and Thomas Ogden, as one of his three main catalysts for his own thinking, and he referred, in The International Journal of Psychotherapy, to my paper on Phenomenological Causality as my ’93 theses’, (in reference to Martin Luther), which he also refers to in the book. 

I have had related dialogues with David Boadella, Louis S Berger, and John Rowan.

My advocacy, in the context of my concept of pluralistic integration, of Nietzsche’s putative ‘My Sister and I’, found the following response from the publisher:

‘Dear Dr. Wilkinson,

I was recently forwarded a pdf doc of your 2002 article about the book "My Sister and I" attributed to Friedrich Nietzsche. I am the publisher of the Amok Books edition which found its way to you in the alternative bookshop in Sheffield. 

I was very gratified to read your piece. It has motivated me to get a new edition out of "My Sister and I" in the next six months or so. Since you are the most impressive and public advocate of the significance of this work at present, I am contacting
you to discuss my plans for the new Amok Books dition. I would greatly like to include your piece (either as published in the "Int'l Journal of Psychotherapy" or in a revised version)as part of the next edition as an afterword.’

Of course, to be sure – an obscure publisher of a disputed work, but still…. 

The Julian Jaynes Society includes my paper on Jaynes as one of its references on its website.

Over eight years editorship of the International Journal of Psychotherapy I established a unique role for this journal as the only genuinely pluralistic journal in the field. As a result distinguished authors of international repute submitted their papers and the journal had an exacting but high quality reputation – which led to its eventually not being perceived as reader friendly enough to be sustainable within the EAP, and my editorship came to an end and the journal was launched in a new form. But a list of some of the major contributors speaks for itself: John Rowan; Richard Erskine; Petruska Clarkson; Raymond Battegay; James Grotstein; David Boadella; Tor-Johann Ekeland; Gill Straker; Len Bloom; Andrew Samuels;  Emmy Van Deurzen;  Jeremy Holmes;  Carl Goldberg;  Michael Moeller;  Serge Ginger; Barbara Jakel; Denis Postle; Luis Botella; Michael Pokorny; Phil Barker; Kenneth Newman; Dan Dorman; Paul Williams and Anthony Molino; Thomas Slunecko; Andreas Wehowsky; and Digby Tantam.

I had the mixed gratification and chagrin of a very detailed, but also peculiarly and puzzlingly hostile, response to my Stern paper from Professor Marilyn Nissim-Sabat, (Professor Emeritus, Department of Philosophy, Lewis University, Romeoville, IL, USA), who used my paper as a stalking horse for her own review of Stern’s book on the Mental Help Net: 

http://mentalhelp.net/poc/view_doc.php?id=2540&type=book&cn=28
I replied to her informally (this first response is on my website:

http://hewardwilkinson.co.uk/BookReview-Nissim-Sabat-on-Stern-and-HW-Comment.doc ) 

and then decided to take it up with Christian Perring, the book reviews editor of the Mental Help Net.  A brief follow-up dialogue, with corrections of mis-readings of my name and other details, ensued and is now posted there (loc. cit.).  I found the tone of these responses to me quite contemptuous in an out moded academic style (for example, my claims were described as ‘egregious’ more than once) and I am puzzled about what this signifies.

In the light of people’s reactions to me in feedback, in one quarter or another, I am inclined to the following hypothesis:

My writing disconcerts people, partly because it is difficult to follow (but this was not Professor Nissim-Sabat’s overt complaint, interestingly), and partly because of what it is saying.  This was a response to my fullest expression so far of my vision, on which of course I have drawn several times in mapping it here.  Some of this might be described as ‘narcissism of small differences’, for Nissim-Sabat and myself both agree that: 

1. psychotherapy is underpinned by some version of phenomenological philosophy (roughly, in her case, Husserl’s, and in mine, Heidegger’s), and                                  2. that this carries the implication that we need to winnow out from psychotherapy its remaining reliance on positivism or empiricism. 

Nissim-Sabat took issue with me for, ostensibly:

1. Dismissing Husserl, the phenomenological epoche, and Husserl’s cardinal position in offering a foundation for psychotherapeutic enquiry;

2. Falsely imputing reductionism/atomism to Stern, and devaluing and misconstruing his use of Husserl;

3. Failing to explore or consider the nature of the mutative effect of psychoanalysis/psychotherapy;

4. Failing to grasp the equi-priority of the ‘I’ with the ‘We’ in the foundations of psychoanalysis;

5. Identifying my position with the ‘linguistic reductionism’ of Heidegger, ostensibly making it impossible for me to maintain any form of developmental analysis (my appeal to Heidegger seems to give her the greatest offence and is her last word in the dialogue reply).

She completely by-passed, twice, my invocation, and partial critique, of Stern as one of those bridging the divide between the psychoanalytic and the existential-humanistic approaches (but only going ‘so far’), and she seemed incapable of envisaging me as having offered an approach which is not to be pidgeon-holed located exclusively with one philosopher or another. Whereas my use of Heidegger, and also of Nietzsche and Kierkegaard, at the end of my paper on Stern was to point to a vastness and multiplicity of effects and processes which was not to be reduced to any single foundation, or simple analysis, either within psychotherapeutic theory or within philosophy and aesthetics (as I pointed out in my response, to no avail). 

Whether my real offence was precisely this refusal to pidgeon-hole, to fit within one theory or another, I do not know, but suspect it possibly was.

This, I suspect, to the extent that it is not about style, is also at the bottom of what generally evokes offence in my writing and thinking. The significance of Nissim-Sabat’s response (for which I remain grateful to her) is that she does not appear to find me incomprehensible, indeed finds me well worth using as a stalking horse for her own views, and is responding to what she believes me to be actually saying, yet she still registers the hostile or exasperated response with which I am familiar, but which, on the whole, in my teaching can be overcome by dialogue and experiential process, which leads to the ‘aha’ which enables people to get what I am at, within their measure.        

