Psychotherapy is to take that place in culture

 which earlier belonged to philosophy

The place in culture of any sphere of knowledge, activity or social institute cannot be fixed due to the efforts of certain people or even coherently acting professional communities. That is exactly why, for instance, for more than 2000 years all the educated humanity remembers and honours Plato’s dreams of a state governed by philosophers but has absolutely no intention to turn these dreams into reality. This place, I am talking about, in every single case clears up only with time, in historical perspective, and it is connected with our understanding of how the culture is set up in general.

Our understanding of the “culture” phenomenon is changing with time. And we realize this change that very moment rohen we say: the central figure of culture is this and not what we used to think of.

We may put it otherwise: at any moment culture as a self-organizing and developing organism necessarily has a certain centre around which its “flesh” is built up. Maybe, if we assume that culture is self-identical, then this centre, as well as the principle of self-organization, remains one and the same in all times. But this place, or source, is not marked on the “culture map” we have today, at this very moment. We perceive it mentally as a certain social institute, activity or phenomenon around which according to our notions all the rest cultural phenomena are centered. So the resultant picture is our today’s understanding of culture. And what served as the centre of the mentioned constructions gains in this case the sense of a visible embodiment of the very mehanism of culture existence and development as we perceive it now. 

Since antique times philosophy has been such a key figure of culture, its unifying origin and its own awareness of itself. Taking into account the aims of this discussion I will define philosophy as a concrete method of understanding. Moreover, in the longrun the method of understanding particular, everyday, quite ordinary things - all the things a human being deals with. Philosophy always strived to reveal something capable of serving as guidelines for the human being in his 

various activities in the world always caused in fact, by simple vital necessities and to equip the human being with the elicited guidelines.

But as its own method philosophy as well as the philosophy project chooses the issues far from the human subjectivity, some clearly defended, and well-known to you categories and notions and by focusing on them, by exposing them to reinterpretation it tries to elicit something that is a condition of obtaining any experience not being an experience itself. Being revealed, the saught for thing had to represent in the longrun, the scale or measurement for judgement about all other things that are of interest not only for philosophers. Having begun from afar, having chosen as the initial point the one that was as far as possible from the man-world the philosophy project strived to put all the things in the world in their places, to show their genuine meaning to every person. Another significant thing for us is that from positions of philosophy a person’s own understanding of the world simply cannot be indeed rich in content.

Today we can say with certainty that this project has failed. At no epoch Homo practic demonstrated a strong wish to organize his life according to the guiding lines offered to him by philosophy, And in most cases even a professional philosopher himself is inclined to build up his real life according to neither someone else’s nor his own philosophical system.

Philosophers were always worried about little response to their words of the indeed wide public. It was only the means to alter the situation that became different. There were times when the passing of philosophical truths to the uninitiated deserved death penalty in the Pythagoras’s school. Wasn’t it a means to convince people of the real value of the knowledge they tried so hard to conceal? Much later, already during the New time certain thinkers do their best to pass their  understanding of things to as large as possible circle of listeners.  They also try to convince these listeners beforehand of he fact that everything offered  to them is quite intelligible and comprehensible. The title which Fihte gave to his work – “As clear as the sun message to the wide public about the true character of the newest philosophy” simply demonstrates this general tendency. I think this line then leads to Nietzsche and breaks here. If Fihte says, “You must listen to me as I speak clear and coherently”, then the main Nietzsche’s intention may be represented in this context as follows, “You must listen to me as I speak in a very complicated, multi-sense and paradoxical way”.

And here this line breaks. In 1888 Nietzsche has an accident. Nietzsche finds himself in a medical sanatorium. The picture I’m describing would have been a complete one if it had been that very sanatorium where young doctor Sigmund Freud came  to work after finishing his medical education.

At this stage I’ll drop this theme but so far I would like to draw your attention to the fact that psychotherapy represented by Freud’s psycho-analysis appears  on the culture stage exactly at that moment when philosophy, at least classical one, philosophy of systems (and it was that very science which proclaimed the pathos of explaining the world to a human being), left this stage. The expression “after philosophy” which initially belonged to professional philosophers of the last XXth century (and due to its radical nature has been heard by many in this auditorium) speaks for itself. The XXth century philosophy all the range of problems of which according to Russian philosopher Victor Mayatsky fits in the problem sphere of psycho-analysis is obviously quite a different phenomenon.

What does the psychotherapy project, in contradistinction to the philosophy one, have to offer?

The blessed news which Freud brought to the humanity was as follows: a person, a person opposite us should not be preached but must be listened to. And this is the way for a person, we started to listen to, as a result to change his perception of himself, of the world and all the particular matters of his own existence for the one that is more relevant to reality, better co-ordinated with other people’s perception and more satisfactory for himself. It won’t be an exaggeration if we say that in the end a person to whom everything enumerated above has happened “coincides” with the world more than ever.

Now you will see that this project is consistently alternative in relation to the one I called the philosophy project. It is true that psychotherapy starts not with the farthest from a person, generally significant and immutably true but the most personal and private for a particular person. Further it is necessary not to explain to a person “the world in general” but to listen attentively to his understanding of his own world. Finally we should – at least temporarily and with reservations – see such understanding not just as a possible one that is equal in its right for existence to our own understanding but as a self-sufficient and unique one and thus valuable for ourselves.

In other words, it is necessary not to convince a person of our own “correct” way of understanding things but to start with the readiness to accept his way of perceiving  things and then not for a minute deviate from this way. And acting like this, we discover every time that the person revealing his world for us  finds his bearings in this world of his better and better.

The psychotherapy project, really creating for a person an opportunity to gain new and more constructive guiding lines in the world, is also effective in relation to the second task of philosophy which it (philosophy), has failed to solve. A person who completely disagrees to be taught turns out to be very interested in being listened to when he talks about himself.

So psychotherapy appears to be a completely new and radical solution of tasks which philosophy strived to solve earlier. But the tasks themselves are not revealed by philosophy. On the contrary philosophy as an opportunity was revealed by these tasks, was set up by the necessity to solve them.

Looking back on philosophy from psychotherapy allows us to see that in the history of philosophy some ideas were expressed and some integral approaches developed which may be perceived as stepping-stones for the later embodiment in psychotherapy of a fundamental opportunity to set up (or at least to  intensify) a person’s consciusness at the moment when the other person agrees for some time but with interest sincerely and completely, to share with this former subject his own perception of the world. Due to the lack of time – and this matter demands more time – I will touch upon only one name and then speak in detail about another one. Here in the first place I should  remind you of Socratic and his “Socrates dialogues” which began with listening to your interlocutor’s position (and even with the words “enlighten me”) and were supposed to finish at the second stage with the destruction of this position as an erroneous one due to revealing of its inner contradictions. After Socrates the idea that “a person on the contrary” should be listened to didn’t get it’s further development and was lost. It came back to philosophy only with F.M. Dostoyevsky’s works at the end of the XIXth century.

Dostoyevsky is important to philosophy mainly because of the characteristic feature of his creative method which was reflected without exception in all philosophic novels of his and was defined as “dialogism”. The heroes of these novels talk to one another as polar “voices” of the author’s consciousness. The presence of the writer himself in the text is also significant. It was revealed that “the author and his heroes’ numerous utterances as well as the creative method itself are aimed at overcoming of ...  “gnosiological” simplification of the human essence”. [1] However we must differentiate what was seen in Dostoyevsky’s works by the readers after these works had been published from what is possible to discover today from the position we have occupied in this talk. Dostoyevsky’s role was not only to overcome, as it has just been said, “gnosiological” simplification of the human essence”. He returned to the process of thinking and understanding the second subject who was last after Socrat. Only the second subject enjoyed equal rights with the first one.

But how does this second subject appear? Dostoyevsky’s consciousness parasubjects, or his subpersonalities, the heroes of the novels he created are people but not sounding ideas: each of them is represented for us both in his thinking, i.e. through what he says, and in his existence. According to Ukrainian researcher C.G. Tabachkovsky [1] “the aim of depicting the world in Dostoyevsky’s works was to establish another self not as an object but as another subject having given him complete freedom of self-expression. Dostoyevsky sees this self-expression ... in the integral life position of a hero, i.e. in combination of “impersonally scientific” and “personally moral” components of the consciousness. Every character represents a certain idea, a way of perceiving the world, and this idea is being gradually perfected and brought to logical completion exactly in course of the communication with other characters expressing different and contrary ideas.

Dostoyevsky couldn’t ask a question, which Kant did, whether the subject of contradiction between two statements being opposed to each other was insignificant. And Kant himself in his “Criticism of Pure Reason” considered these statements to be exclusively ideas. [2] The Russian writer’s creative method posessed such a specific feature due to which. Dostoyevsky’s and Kant were moving in opposite directions. In course of narration Dostoyevsky’s heroes – subpersonalities gained more distinctness and filling, obtained more and more independent of the author and one another existence. That is for Dostoyevsky himself subjects of his thought, characters of his books posessed the ability to become more and more convincing in course of narration. Dostoyevsky’s characters (ideas!)  more and more evidently exist with every following page of a novel.

Characters not only gain definition but also help to clear up the essence of one another speaking about the world and themselves. They as if create by their own self-expression both ground and space for another character’s self-expression in reply. This happens when a hero leads his thought to the end every time displaying as a result the world around us as it is, exactly from such a point of view. Both his interlocutor in the novel  and we, readers, are thus offered to consider the corresponding worldperception in its fullness and most complete embodiment in something absolutely current and concrete and discover common features of this worldperception and our own one or realize the differences. To realize – and thus name them, in the first place for yourself. The following answer of another hero in the text embodies such differences (which have just been discovered by this second hero for the first time) of his world from the world “out of which” the first hero speaks. And this is exactly something completely new for philosophy and it is something which leads straight to possibilities of psychotherapy. I’m speaking about the appearance of the second subject who is really equal to the first one in his subjectness, i.e. in his ability to bring new senses into the world. Here it is easy to recognize what in therapy is an opportunity which now client now therapeutist obtains to realize and  express oneself a little bit deeper, and this opportunity is obtained now by client now by therapeutist.

In Dostoyevsky’s works we trace not the method of depicting something that was  planned beforehand but the method of revealing something that was concealed from the author himself for the time being. The aim is to establish a hero for the writer himself but not to inform the reader of something the author had been quite sure of for a long time. Dostoyevsky worked on order to see how and by what the subpersonality he was creating, every concrete character of his books would be filled. That’s the next point I would like to draw your attention to. The very interchange of “widening” now one “subpersonality-idea” now the alternative “subpersonality-idea” up to overindividual scales is an embodiment in the text of the very course of the author’s thinking. In Dostoyevsky’s texts we are shown what is going on with the author at the moment when he puts, in his imagination, two consciousnesses created by his thought opposite each other. Now I will again refer to V.G. Tabachkovsky’s thought in relation to Dostoyevsky: there are three peculiarities of individual consciousness interpretation in his works. They are, firstly, its marked existential  character (the character of the consciousness – author’s remark), secondly, its openness in relation to another consciousness without which and beyond which it is simply  unthinkable and lastly impossibility of its complete objectification. [1]

It should be only emphasized that what Dostoyevsky has in common with the previous line of philosophical thought is placing dialogue subjects within the consciousness and experience – real Socrates’ interlocutors, his contemporaries and fellow-citizens become different voice of one thinking already in Plato’s “The Dialogues”. If we take  philosophy which directly preceded Dostoyevsky, then these very subjects are derived from the kinds of reason which Kant spoke about.  Having given the status of parasubjects to kantian kinds of reason, Dostoyevsky for all that already found himself in a different sense horizon. A subject, a self-willed consciousness and will aware of itself, differs from “just thinking” in the fact that self-transcending for a subject is a way if revealing one’s self-identity. Self-identity is something that is preserved during the process of subject alteration by himself which comes as a consequence of his own decisions. Only here a subject is and becomes himself in the first place for himself. Identity of thinking according to pre-Dostoyevskyian understanding of thinking as “Self” is established by an exterior subject-observer, he is a guarantor of this identity, here he lends a part of his identity to himself. And the identity of the subject is established in the first place by the inner observer. The subject, in his changes, preserves his self-identity in his own aware of itself opinion. Here opens a completely new prospect: M.M. Bahtin showed that the real life of Dostoyevsky’s heroes starts exactly at the points where they do not coincide with themselves, at the points where they go beyond all that which could be foreseen beforehand. [3] We can see here that the way towards the very potential of psychotherapy if free.

And this very potential appearing in the last third of the 19th century is being realized in the middle of the 20th century by C. Rogers who denied not only the finality and necessity but also the simple usefulness of expectations and scientific forecasts, of psychiatric diagnoses and psychodiagnostic profiles in relation to the Other Person as a result of his therapeutic experience. Speaking of “a  friendly nature” of the not  cognized waiting for the researcher, which can be found in the Other Person in the first place for the researcher himself, Rogers radically refuses the very intention to guess something about the Other Person in advance considering this human inclination – trying to guess in advance – to be if not completely removable then at least valueless.

In the 20th century the author became a psychotherapeutist in course of whose work now his client, now he  himself in turn makes his own understanding of himself more precise. (Or ... now his client, now he himself makes his own understanding of himself more precise). Already in the works of literary men we can find that their hero has his own logic of behaviour, so to say, his own will in relation to the author – and it was true for Dostoyevsky. But the hero’s will must manifest itself against the author’s initial ideas of what his hero should be like, so to say, to overcome these ideas. From the very beginning psychotherapy proclaims autonomy, and this also means an unforeseen nature of the Other Person, to be the most important value.  For instance, this is what C. Rogers says about the very beginning of the therapeutical work, “I started to wait with interest how the client would  manifest himself”. [5]

Dostoyevsky’s words that a person cannot be predicted up to his very death as he hasn’t said his last word about himself yet were heard by the world cultural communyticreating his characters (when as a part of every new “whole”, everything that had been done by a hero by this time, his past deeds as well as his past words obtain a new meaning, a new sense again) turned out to be the fore-runner of Hadamer’s or Ricer’s hermeneutics. On the contrary: Hadamer said that in the time of his youth, in 1920ies, Dostoyevsky’s novel “The Demons” (“Бесы”) was  “the  second book after the Bible” for him and the like-minded people [ ]. The mentioned Dostoyevsky’s thought became a part of the European humanity self-consciousness because it described the principle of existence of this very consciousness, because the “last” in the course of time word of any real person in our real everyday life very often was capable of representing for us his man-world and in some moments of destiny even our own world in a completely new, unexpected beforehand light. 

This opportunity opening for two consciousness and never for one, this common property of two consciousness  “comeing back to itself” after some efforts to look at things with the Other Person’s eyes, as if from the very center of his life world, to discover its world already a little bit more full, whole and as Rogers called it more “colourful” couldn’t reveal at a more suitable time butthis. Doesn’t all today’s social reality demand that we do exactly this – add up everything again and again realizing that either what we are gathering will become a better thing again or will result in nothing?

And psychotherapy turned out to be so effective in its help to a person of this social reality because the psychotherapeutic approaches created by its leaders’ efforts, every approach in its own way, restored the work of the appropriate, always one and the same, mechanism at the bases of a certain individual’s consciousness and selfconsciousness.

It is obvious that such  understanding of  psychotherapy means perceiving it as the successor of philosophy, i.e. a culture phenomenon which on the whole is the solution of the “man problem”. But the philosophy functions in western culture have never been restricted only to the search of the “man problem” solution?

In the first place philosophy was the school of thought, and in a broader sense – it was the culture of a conclusive thinking which made possible the appearance of exact sciences. The ideal of a conclusive thinking was the most general paradigm of cognition which philosophy gave to the sciences and which had been predominating up to the 20th century and later on, already in our time, revealed in itself deep inner contradictions.

Let’s point out that this ideal of the conclusive thinking developed by philosophy started to loose its persuasiveness exactly at the beginning of the 20th century, at the time when the authority of philosophy itself was shaken and when, as it had been said above, psychotherapy appeared on the culture stage. However if we observe this connection then the next issue of my report must be as follows: what new paradigm of cognition psychotherapy expresses in itself and what the embodiment of this paradigm already not for psychotherapy itself but for other sciences should look like. Moreover, if we emphasize this issue to the limit, it will mean for any sciences, for social, natural and exact ones.

In this connection I can express the following ideas. Today the approach of positive sciences leaning on “reason” and “Self” in the objectifying consideration of reality fragments is opposed with less success and just in the absence of a better one to the principle of leaning upon “Me and You” in psychotherapy, if we use Martin Buber’s term. [7] In psychotherapy the subject consciousness appears to be capable of “tuning on” the world better (and understanding something new about the world) at the moment which comes directly after this consciousness is fully leaning upon another consciousness like a person can regain his lost balance and the stand more firm on his feet if he just for a moment leans against another person.

Accordingly, knowledge in psychotherapy is a part of the current interaction with the Other Person, and what’s more the interaction that is becoming deeper. In other words, knowledge in psychotherapy is a part of the very process of psychotherapy but not its result [8]. And only that knowledge or understanding may be considered true in psychotherapy which appeared as a part o the deepening interpersonal interaction having a therapeutic effect. The process of education is completely subjected to this principle in psychotherapy – giving a student some theoretical theses is a part of personal experience acquisition as a basis of studying any psychotherapy method. That is, giving knowledge here is a part of being in the situation of deepening interpersonal relations. And, if we develop this thought, we strive to turn the life of any professional community of psychotherapeutists into a deepening process of interaction and understanding, while the exchange of knowledge is just a part of this process.

Perhaps I will point out the radical nature of the appearing opportunity more clearly if I “turn over” the sense of the last phrases and say the following: leaning on the experience of psychotherapy as a social institute and a method of cognition to define whether certain knowledge of any of the sciences is true means to reconstruct, to restore around this knowledge the context of the initial situation, within which the knowledge was obtained and find out if it was the situation of a deepening interpersonal understanding and trust.

So the new paradigm of cognition, the very possibility of which is revealed for us by a psychotherapy phenomenon, is a cognition as a part of the deepening process of interpersonal understanding and interaction. And the necessary pre-requisite of cognition then is the restoration of a researcher’s complete participation in such interpersonal relations which would meet the basic criteria of “the qualitative therapeutic relations” the way we know them in psychotherapy.

But what would the very methodology of exact scientific researches for the disciplines which would consider it sensible to take the psychotherapy experience as a basis look like?

And the experience itself is as follows: our clients who initially came to us with some personal problems in a number of cases turn out to be more successful then earlier in their professional activity. It can hardly be explained only by the increase of their psychical balance, the appearance of inner freedom in taking decisions and greater effectiveness of the interpersonal behaviour strategies. It is more likely that such subject’s very course of thought devoted to the issues of his professional activity, which are generally beyond psychotherapeutist’s comprehension, runs somehow better and more effectively within, conventionally speaking, an “energetic field” made up by the relations of this person with the psychotherapeutist. But on the basis of the aforesaid I’ll emphasize that what I mean is deepening, more and more confiding relations.

Then the universal methodology we are interested in  which concerns not only psychotherapy may be developed from today’s supervision experience of specialists – non-psychotherapeutists (for instance, doctors of general somatic specialities or teachers) which is conducted by a supervisor-therapeutist. [9]

The succession which is composed of:

1) a therapeutical interaction of a psychotherapeutist and his client itself where the subject of attention is the client’s  attitude to himself;

2) the same interaction but touching upon, for example, the client’s professional and official difficulties;

3) the supervision helping a psychotherapeutist who is being supervised to advance in  understanding of those situations in which he is not included  and which he didn’t see;

4) the same but in the process of supervising of a therapeutist  belonging to a confession different from the one the supervisor belongs to;

5) the supervision of doctors of somatic specialities by a supervisor – psychotherapeutist which helps a doctor to see his concrete professional situation at a deeper level, while this supervisor – psychotherapeutist cannot be a source of knowledge concerning this situation at all 

– is a succession of steps leading to this thought. The last point in this row is actually an example of a psychotherapeutic support of a natural scientific cognition.

If we present the possibility being discussed in a logically completed manner, then the point is to build any situation of cognition in any science according to the model of what in psychotherapy is defined as a “therapeutical situation”. And then we may consider that the process of a direct contact and dialogue between a subject of cognition, a representative of a certain science at the very moment of conducting some research procedures specific for his sphere, and a psychotherapeutist may be presented as a sought for new methodology of exact scientific cognition. The actual participation of two people (a representative of exact scientific cognition and a psyhotherapeutist) in cognizing procedures may be expressed as a “component cognizing subject”.

The functions of these two participants of such total “component cognizing subject” are different: a scientist, a researcher focuses on the subject of his scientific interest while a psychotherapeutist being in the process of direct interaction with him is engaged in arranging an interpersonal contact according to the principle we know due to the psychotherapy practice. This contact could be built up like a “therapeutical situation”. We may expect that in such a supporting paratherapeutical situation the subject of the scientific cognition will turn out to be able to get much deeper into the essence of his speciality matters being considered by him than by acting in his usual manner.

So, we have already heard some quite radical things: such as the statement that psychotherapy is a new opportunity to solve  “the man problem” in comparison with its previous solution known under the name of “philosophy”, the assumption that exact scientific cognition in any sphere may use criteria of the knowledge truthfulness deduced from the therapeutical  experience; and the thought that  a psychotherapeutist may participate in exact scientific research procedures of other sciences but playing his usual role. But I started my report with the statement that changes of such scale cannot be the result of the “ideas somebody managed to see”. With what then can we connect the appearance of such an opportunity exactly nowadays?

I would like to offer an explanation leaning upon the works written by the modern American psycho-analyst L. de Moz (Л. де Моз), to be more exact, upon his concept of “psychohistory”. [10] History, historical changes in social life, such understanding mainly comprises the aggregate consequences of the phenomenon that the attitude towards children in societies successively changes from estrangement (“keeping-them-at-a-distance”) to a respectful and confiding support (“movig-in-the-direction-of”). And it was the latter, supporting attitude that had become predominant in European as well as American culture by the 20th century. Thus, probably, it was by the 20th century that psychotherapy (in the person of psycho-analysis) had become possible as an occupation, to be more exact, both those who could ask for help and those who on the whole could provide this help, and Freud’s very intention to create a method that was able to serve “love” appeared at one and the same time and were different consequences of the process described by de Moz.

It goes without saying, that today, like during any other previous historical epoch, there exist considerable variations in parents’ sets in relation to their children. De Moz speaks only about the predominant variant. But then everything we deal with in our clients is different, sometimes very indirect, consequences of their parents’ still “estranging” position. When saying “very indirect” I mean the possibility to think that the lack of success in any sphere of life with leads a subject to psychotherapy may be understood in the end as the result of poor adaptive abilities which turned out to be low due to the parents’ position being discussed. Such understanding means that therapeutical procedures in any system must – every time in a particular way – solve two problems: 1) destruction of an individual’s experience of opposing the world and 2) accumulation of the experience of being connected with the world and development of the ability of acquiring such an experience in future.

How can an early child’s experience of parental withdrawal from a child manifest itself outwardly? Probably, in the form a person’s inclination – now, already being a grown-up – to an objectifying, withdrawing thinking. In this case I mean ordinary thinking and today such a thinking is a display of a passing away type of consciousness. And it was the dawn of this previous according to de Moz stage in attitude towards, children that resulted in establishment of Descartes’s paradigm in scientific cognition, in establishment of the idea that “Self” opposes external objects in cognition. Only due to the fact that such was the dominating, ordinary consciousness, its representatives created the scientific thinking of the epoch of natural sciences’ dawn. And this was exactly the objectifying paradigm of cognition. [8]

But it follows from this that quite a different, non-Dekartian, scientific thinking and a different cognitive paradigm must correspond to a new consciousness developing at our time (but not yet come into being) which is keeping in touch with everything around it, and in the first place with its children. In my opinion, it is psychotherapy that should serve as a source of this paradigm – this paradigm is simply embodied in psychotherapy. And it is embodied together with the mechanism of its transmission because, as it had been shown above, psychotherapy  can be interpreted as a procedure of accumulation and extension of the “being-connected-with” and “moving-in-the-direction-of” experience.
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