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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

To the Editor: 

I share Dennis Wynne’s concern for the health of Psychosynthesis and his objective to have Psychosynthesis accepted as a legitimate psychological area of study. It was disappointing to see him use his visit with Piero Ferrucci to again bring up the old bugaboo that the San Francisco Institute was somehow the shadow of Psychosynthesis and has irreparably damaged it as a creditable psychology. He could have used his time and his article in a better way: I want to know what moved Piero to write his new book on kindness. I want to know the state of Psychosynthesis in Italy. I want to know how he feels about losing his hair. 

I am angry about this. Dennis’ article implies that the SF group is responsible for the failure of Psychosynthesis in North America. This happened 30 years ago and it's time to move on. The former members of the Synthesis Graduate School, the Synthesis Journal, and the Institute have continued to publish, teach and train people in Psychosynthesis, straighten out our past distortions, and advance our discipline. Maybe the fact that “mainstream” psychology has refused to take Psychosynthesis seriously might have something to do with “mainstream” psychology, as well as the fact that so few people in Psychosynthesis (myself included) have published serious, scholarly, work.
Nevertheless, Psychosynthesis continues to face real challenges: I believe one of them arises from Roberto’s study of Theosophy and the esoteric teachings and from the “wall of silence” that was erected between Psychosynthesis and these teachings. When you split off something and erect a wall to keep it hidden, it leaks out, often in distorted ways. I think some of the early distortions in Psychosynthesis, as well as current ones, flow directly from these teachings — or from a misunderstanding of these teachings. I think that Psychosynthesis’ over-emphasis on the superconscious, the distortions of the “higher” Self, the confusion of dissociation with disidentification, the creation of dualities between I and Self, the lack of incorporation of the body, and several other problems flow from outdated esoteric teachings that were kept hidden and therefore not researched, challenged, and discarded as our understanding of psychology, spirituality, and consciousness grew and evolved. The question is, what are we going to do about it NOW? I would like to see a serious discussion of these issues as part of the ongoing evolution of Psychosynthesis. I agree with Piero: keep pouring in clean water, flush out the old concepts and distortions and train solid psychologists who will further the rigorous study and practice of Psychosynthesis and highlight its connections to other fields of modern psychology.  

Mark Horowitz 

Weston, Mass. 
Source: AAP News - May 2007
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To the Editor: 

While reading Dennis Wynne's article in the February 2007 AAP News I had several reactions. 

First, it is not surprising that Psychosynthesis was not accepted by the doctoral programs of several of his alumni. Not even transpersonal psychology has been included at this level in traditional universities. 

This lack of recognition is not unique to Psychosynthesis. Acceptance of both transpersonal psychology and Psychosynthesis in mainstream universities will come only as we think, innovate and produce writings that bridge to general psychology. I see this happening in the work of our doctoral students at the Institute of Transpersonal Psychology. Are members of the Psychosynthesis community willing to do this work and contribute, small step by small step, to the recognition and acceptance Dennis Wynne's alumni were seeking? 

A second response to Dennis Wynne's article was concerning the implication that the “shadow” of Psychosynthesis in North America is related to the activities of the San Francisco Institute of the 1970s. I must say that I am getting weary of the responsibility for the lack of acceptance of Psychosynthesis being placed on the San Francisco Institute. Personally, I believe the “shadow” of Psychosynthesis is esotericism and that as long as Psychosynthesis is wedded to esotericism it may be perceived as a religion rather than a psychology. What was sadly lost in the demise of the San Francisco Institute was a group of thinkers who were focused on psychology. 

Ann Gila 

Palo Alto, California
Source: AAP News - May 2007

Reading, Dialogue, Healing, a Path

of Growth Beyond Past, Present
The May 2007 edition of AAP News contained letters from Mark Horowitz and Ann Gila reflecting on Dennis Wynne’s article in the February 2007 issue, which touched on some of the history of psychosynthesis in the United States. Like many others who are committed to or associated with psychosynthesis, I understand that a variety of perspectives and orientations within the psychosynthesis community compete for affirmation. Among those who advance and advocate psychosynthesis are those comfortable with psychosynthesis’ longstanding affiliation with spirituality and even with the more esoteric dimensions of spirituality. Another orientation is represented by those who remain deeply concerned with the psychology of psychosynthesis, with the development of theories and models of therapy, and with a more experiential and less traditional or fundamental approach. There may be other views and visions as well, but my letter addresses these two perspectives in particular.  

I wish to call the psychosynthesis community’s attention to a body of fresh work emerging within or in direct relation to the broader transpersonal studies field, led by Jorge N. Ferrer (Revisioning Transpersonal Theory, SUNY Press, 2002), Richard Tarnas (Cosmos and Psyche, Viking, 2006), and Michael Washburn (Embodied Spirituality in a Sacred World, SUNY Press, 2003). This new work, which is expressive of a “participatory epistemology”, steps free of the grid of conventional transpersonal theory, especially its effort to achieve a certain type of scientific validity — and, I believe, provides an engaging option for liberation from the snares of internal debate within which we in the psychosynthesis community remain enmeshed. Since reading Jorge Ferrer’s work, I have been struck with the possibility that his vision may offer us all the larger and more encompassing perspective that would allow this internal debate to begin to resolve, partially because “both sides” (spiritualist/esotericists and inner empiricists alike) are challenged by Ferrer to consider a more sophisticated, pluralistic, and spiritually grounded theoretical approach. 

In Richard Tarnas’ recent book, Cosmos and Psyche, preceded by the widely read and lauded The Passion of the Western Mind (Ballantine, 1991), cultural history and astrology are linked in an effort to help us understand that we are part of and participative in a living universe that is intelligent. Since our debate over astrology is a part of the history of psychosynthesis and perhaps part of the esoteric “shadow” that we worry about, Tarnas’ approach to astrology and to participatory epistemology, sometimes referred to as “the participatory turn” in postmodern thought, might also offer us something to reflect on that has a basis in emerging theory but is not merely concerned with defending our own fundamentals or traditions or fussing about whether the lingering association of astrology with psychosynthesis is somehow ruinous to the theoretical and model-building endeavor. 
I empathize with the call for new theoretical models and for the engagement of psychosynthesis with the ideas and issues of the day, but I do not think we need to limit ourselves to theories that are strictly or solely psychological in nature in order to help psychosynthesis advance into greater theoretical and therapeutic clarity and resonance with emerging fields of thought and practice. Part of what is refreshing to me about Ferrer’s and Tarnas’ work is its solid and persistent engagement with the larger philosophical issues that are embedded within all of these concerns. Ferrer’s work, which addresses the field of transpersonal studies in a thoroughly interdisciplinary way, reaches out beyond psychology to include works in philosophy of religion, theology of mysticism, and other fields that counter the narrowing of the transpersonal concept to a concern with empirical validity in theory-making. And, on a note of interest to practitioners, Ferrer and Washburn both write of “embodied spirituality”, among other topics, and within our own midst we witness strong advances in body-oriented therapeutic work as well as a challenge to the dissociative effects of the traditional (esoterically based) disidentification from the body (cf. Firman and Gila article, May 2007 AAP News). 
My letter is intended to encourage some thoughtful reading and reflection and to open dialogue in our community about how psychosynthesis might engage this newer work that has been called “the participatory turn”. Since my own spate of reading in this area over the past year, I’ve been aware that we might find, first, some healing and, second, a path of growth beyond our past and present difficulties as a learning community in this shared work. 
Dr. Ellen Faith 

Memphis, Tenn.

Source: AAP News – August 2007

