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“Human beings are by nature relational. There is more to this assumption than meets the eye. It implies that our psychological life cannot be the life of the isolated mind; it must originate, grow, and change within the intersubjective contexts in which we find ourselves.”  - Orange, Atwood & Stolorow 1997: 27
Introduction

What is the nature of a human
? What does it mean to be a human being? These are in a way the most general questions of philosophy. Already for Kant ‘What is man?’ appeared to be the chief predicament of philosophy
 (Weiler 1980: 1). The centrality of these questions is due to the fact that they are intertwined at least implicitly in almost all philosophical debates ranging from epistemological and metaphysical questions to moral and political philosophy. Some kind of background understanding on the basic characteristics of mankind is needed in order to answer most of the questions raised in these disciplines. Therefore the history of philosophy can be read as a series of attempts to answer the question on human nature and as attempts to redefine and rediscover the question itself.
For a long time this quest for understanding human nature seemed to seek for universal answers. From the reasoning animal of Aristoteles to the phenomenological method of Husserl, the discovery of the unique and universal essence of human beings beyond appearances and contingencies was the target of philosophical inquiry. Recent developments have questioned the possiblity of this kind of inquiry. It has been more and more acknowledged that the human reasoning itself is limited by the human condition. As particular human beings we can never step outside our own condition and answer philosophical questions from an isolated view from nowhere; transcendent God’s-eye view does not exist for us humans engaged in our specific life-situations. Therefore the quest for universal and final view of human nature is futile. We appraoch this and other questions always from within a perspective that gives meaning to the question and at the same time structures and limits the possible answers. Instead of an universal answer we must be satisfied with more or less particular views on human nature developed by particular philosophers against the background of certain traditions and thought-patterns.
But the abandonment of the search for universal understanding of human nature immediately poses the challenge of relativism. If we must admit that there is no such thing as an universal conception on human nature mustn’t we acknowledge that there are as many perspectives on being a human as there are human beings. This indeed seems to be the strategy taken by existentialists like Sartre who see that understanding can only emerge from a situation so a writer can never claim to describe anything else but the view available from his particular situation. But what this relativism seems to forget is that although there might be unlimited possibilities for different perspectives, we approach these perspectives from within a situation – holding certain commitments, facing certain challenges – through which some perspectives appear to be more attractive than others.
Coming to terms with this possibility for pluralism of views on being a human the most fruitful way out seems to be to take a pragmatic attitude towards these different conceptions on human nature. Instead of searching for the most ‘correct’ or most ‘true’ account on human nature one should seek for the most useful one. Instead of engaging in theoretical philosophical debates about human nature far removed from any actual human lives one should ask what practical difference would a certain conception have on the life and conduct of one or another human being. As William James (1907: 200) states the question of pragmatism
: “Grant an idea or belief to be true [- -] what concrete difference will its being true make in any one's actual life? How will the truth be realized? What experiences will be different from those which would obtain if the belief were false? What, in short, is the truth's cash-value in experiential terms?”.

Taking the particularity of human condition as our starting point, the answer to this pragmatic question can only be particular. Instead of asking what practical difference some conception of humanity will have on anyone’s life we must ask what difference does it have on certain particular human lives or what difference does it make in certain particular situations in which human beings find themselves to be in. Certain conceptions of human nature might be especially useful in certain context while other conceptions might be more suitable for other context. Even a single person most probably entertains at least partially incommensurable background understandings about human nature depending on which context she finds herself to be in. Certain theory of humanity might be particularly well suited for family life while the organization one works for might demand a different theory. The ultimate test for the theories on human nature developed by philosophers is their use in practical context. What possibilities do they open or close in human action and in human interaction?
Taking all this as a background, the purpose of this essay is to describe one particular conception of human nature developed in one particular context: the therapeutic practice. The therapeutic context is especially illuminating context for testing theories of humanity for a couple of reasons. Firstly, in therapeutic situation the aim of the activity is to change the another human being. How the therapists conceive another human being has direct consequences on what possibilities and methods of change they see as possible. As the striking differences between the approaches of different therapeutic traditions reveal, therapists must be especially careful on what assumptions they base their therapeutic interventions on. Secondly, the instrument for change is the therapist himself or herself so to fully grasp the therapeutic situation one must apply the theory developed on oneself. This makes therapeutic work an especially reflective activity where the therapist must constantly be aware of their own humanity and their own conduct. Thirdly, it might be argued that because of the essentially social nature of human beings
 theories about humanity are perhaps best revealed in situations that emphasize the interaction between fellow human beings. In therapy the interaction between two human beings is in focus so to be applicable in therapeutic context one’s theory of humanity must include a concept of human interaction. Due to these and other characteristics of the therapeutic encounter the therapeutic context is perhaps more sensitive to these questions on human nature than most other context where the correct action is less dependent on one’s theory of human nature. Therefore I believe that insights gained in that context might have wider applicability even outside their primary context.
This essay presents an attempt to answer the question on human nature in a therapeutic context, namely the Intersubjective Systems Theory developed by Robert Stolorow, George Atwood and Donna Orange. It is based on the insights the authors have gained through decades of clinical work with their patients combined with their knowledge of contemporary psychoanalytic and philosophical theorizing
. In the field of modern psychoanalysis there are many theories that come quite close to the same insights as Stolorow, Atwood and Orange (e. g. Daniel Stern, Beatrice Beebe, the Boston Change Process Study Group and American relational theorist such as Mitchell or Aron) but none of them is as systematically developed and as philosophically informed as the Intersubjective Systems Theory.
One thing that inspires me in Stolorow, Atwood and Orange’s approach is that they are not interested in philosophy per se but attempt to form a workable synthesis of different philosophical perspectives to be used as a basis for practical therapeutical work. As philosophers, they are therefore somewhat of de facto pragmatists; they undertake a sort of pragmatism applied to philosophical history. They trace their view back to Gadamer, Heidegger, Peirce, Wittgenstein and Charles Taylor but it is not a matter of getting their interpretation right but rather of being inspired by their views and applying the most blossoming flowers of those views into their own philosophical synthesis. The context of psychoanalytic community where they have mostly written their contributions allows for this kind of approach because the main emphasis is on deeper understanding of the therapeutic encounter, not on scholarly exegesis.
Before starting the investigation of the Intersubjective Systems Theory a word of warning is in place: Although Stolorow, Atwood and Orange operate mainly within the psychoanalytic context their theory is remarkably different from the classical psychoanalysis of Freud. They have abandoned almost all central elements of Freudian theory:  instinctual drives, the Oedipus complex, the motivational primacy of sex and aggression are nowhere to be found in their theory. Same goes for the basic technical principles of Freud such as the analytic neutrality, the systematic frustration of the patient’s wishes or the regression to an infantile neurosis that have all been abandoned in many contemporary schools of psychoanalysis of which Intersubjective Systems Theory is not an exception. (Mitchell & Black 1995: xvii.) Disregarding the historical lineage, only two elements seem to connect Freud and Stolorow. For both psychoanalysis seems to be an encounter between a patient and an analyst the latter of which aims to help the former with his or hers problems, although the therapeutic encounter is conceptualized strikingly differently. Secondly, for both the unconscious plays a major role although their view on the nature of unconscious are totally different (Stolorow et al. prefer to use the term preconscious instead, in order to not be confused with Freud’s outdated concept). Looking at Intersubjective Systems Theory through Freudian lenses, comparing the theory against Freud’s theory or attempting to show how Freud already have said all that is important in their theory is therefore not interesting and distorts the reader from looking at the theory on its own merits. Attempting to understand the Intersubjective Systems Theory through Freud is like an attempt to understand quantum gravitation through Newton. With this caveat in mind, let’s turn to the theory.
Setting the context
A forceful contemporary movement is taking place inside psychoanalytic theorizing. It goes by many names: “the relational turn” (Beebe & Lachmann 2003; Mitchell 1988), “intersubjectivity” (Dunn 1995; Marzi et al. 2006) or “postmodern perspective” (Rabin 1995; Goldberg 2001). Compared to Freud’s classical conception of the human mind and psychoanalysis this new understanding of the psychoanalytic practice puts the emphasis on relationships, affective attunement, dyadic systems and contextual parameters. An essential element in this “revolutionary metatheory” (Rabin 1995: 468) is a shift from Cartesian, objectivist and positivist approaches to perspectivist approaches (Beebe et al. 2003: 743) as exemplified by a variety of theorists, including Reese and Overton (1970), Silverman (1994; 1999) and Hoffman (1998). In the course of this development the previously dominant Cartesian background assumptions of psychoanalytic thinking have been challenged among others by Kohutian self-psychology (Kohut 1959), by Marcia Cavell (1991; 1993), by American relational theory as represented in the work of Stephen Mitchell (1988) and Lewis Aron (1996), as well as by the work of the Boston Change Process Study Group (Stern et al. 1998; Stern 2004; Beebe et al. 2003; Boston Change Study Group 2003). Some of the most fruitful advances of this new psychoanalytic thinking have been drawn from developmental psychology - including the groundbreaking work by Louis Sander (1985; 1991), Stern (1985) and Beebe and Lachmann (2003). Other important openings take their inspiration from the findings inside cognitive psychology and neuroscience (see Fosshage 2005), or build on the dynamic systems approach developed by Thelen and Smith (1994). As a whole this movement is moving psychoanalytic theorizing and practice towards a more contextualist and sensibilities-attuned approach.

There is no doubt that this change in theory has had significant effect on the actual conduct of the psychoanalytic practice. For many this movement away from the strictly Freudian therapy based on the idea of a neutral analyst is truly liberating (Rabin 1995: 469). The practical benefits of the movement are most propably the primary factor speaking in favor of adopting it:
”From the standpoint of redefining therapeutic intervention, analytic posturing, and technical priority, relational analysis is a breath of fresh air. [- -] analysts now behave in ways that are more personable, authentic, humane, and reciprocal [- -] there is generally more dialogue than monologue, less interpretation and more active attunement to the process within the dyad, more emphasis on affective experience over conceptual insight, and more interpersonal warmth conveyed by the analyst, thus creating a more emotionally satisfying climate for both involved. [- -] here is what I believe is the relational position’s greatest contribution: the way they practice.” (Mills 2005: 177)
Inside this movement the Intersubjective Systems Theory stands out as one of the most prominent theories synthesizing the elements of the relational movement and one that has gone furthest in overcoming the Cartesian mind that according to Stolorow et al. (2002: 21) has provided the dominant background paradigm for psychology, psychoanalysis and our everyday understanding of human beings
. Therefore their first task is to “expose and deconstruct” these assumptions that have “undergirded traditional and much contemporary psychoanalytic thinking” (Stolorow et al. 2002: vii).
From the Cartesian perspective
 the mind is seen “in isolation, radically separated from an external reality that it either accurately apprehends or distorts” (Orange et al. 1997: 41). The mind is conceived as an essentially atomistic and self-enclosed entity detached from the world by the infamous subject-object split (Stolorow et al. 2002: 21-23). Calling this the Myth of the Isolated Mind they view it as an heroic myth that “portrays the inner essence of the person existing in a state that is disconnected from all that sustains life” (Orange et al. 1997: 41). The atomistic mind is “a thing that has an inside and that causally interacts with other things” of which it can have more or less correct ideas about (Stolorow et al. 2002: 31). The external world and the mind are thus two separate and independent entities that are somehow able to interact with each other. 
Although contemporary philosophical discourse have somewhat moved away from this strict dualism it still survives in disguised form in our everyday and even philosophical conceptions of human interaction. When perceived in terms of these often tacit Cartesian intuitions, a therapeutic situation is seen as involving the patient as an isolated subject and in terms of an objective analyst who is trying to influence the patient from the outside. The role of the therapist is to map out the inner reality of the patient in order to make external interventions into it that change it for the better. 

Too often this is connected with a strict contradiction being made between subjective and psychic inner reality on the one hand and objective and material external reality on the other hand. The mind is seen as a “container with ideas, fantasies, emotions, and even drives and instincts inside” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 25) that forms a more or less accurate depiction of the outer reality. This leads to the view of therapy where there is an “objective reality that is known by the analyst and distorted by the patient” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 91). Following this idea the analyst can become much too concerned with the accuracy or inaccuracy of the patient’s mental images and “lose sight of the processes of creating and recreating meaning, of organizing and reorganizing experience” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 30).

Left unexamined, these Cartesian assumptions “produce an illusion of solidity and definiteness in psychoanalytic thinking” that Stolorow et al. (2002: 2-3) see as unjustified given the true nature of the psychoanalytic encounter. According to Orange et al. (1997: 19) Freud reflected the spirit of his era in a tendency to see his psychoanalytic practice as a science in the tradition of exact sciences. Stolorow et al. want to challenge this picture of psychoanalysis where “there are ultimate truths to be discovered within the intrapsychic structures of the patient” and the analyst “is the definitive arbitrer of reality.” (Rabin 1995: 468)
. Therefore their second task is to “lay the foundations for a post-Cartesian psychoanalytic psychology” (Stolorow et al. 2002: vii) to which we turn next.
Intersubjective Systems Theory
Against the notion of Cartesian mind Stolorow, Atwood and Orange put out their alternative theory that is most explicitly elaborated in their book Worlds of Experience – Interweaving Philosophical and Clinical Dimensions in Psychoanalysis (2002).  Using Heidegger (1962) as one of the main philosophical sources of inspiration
 Stolorow, Atwood and Orange base their understanding of the human condition on “a post-Cartesian contextualism that recognizes the constitutive role of relatedness in the making of all experience” (Stolorow 2004:  553).  Here the Cartesian dualism between internal and external is challenged because the thing we experience as the external world is in reality only the product of our subjective understanding of it. Our experience is always shaped by our psychological structures “without this shaping becoming the focus of awareness and reflection” (Atwood & Stolorow 1984: 36). We never experience the world itself directly. The only thing we ever experience is our own interpretation of it.

Stolorow et al. call their stance about human knowledge epistemological perspectivism positioning it against objectivism and relativism (Orange 1995: 3; Bernstein 1983)
. It “embraces the hermeneutical axiom that all human thought involves interpretation and that therefore our understanding of anything is always from a perspective shaped and limited by the historicity of our own organizing principles” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 76). Following Gadamer (1991) they state that human understanding always takes place inside “our own present horizon of understanding” that is influenced by our past experiences and our own individual life histories. Every subject has subjective background structures or principles that organize and define how the world is experienced. These Stolorow et al. call structures of subjectivity (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 2) or organizing principles (Stolorow et al. 2002: 45)
. These structures are not static but amount to an experiential system of expectations, interpretive patterns, and meanings (Stolorow et al. 2002: 45). The subject cannot be viewed apart from these structures; the subject is both the product of these structures and the organizing gestalt that produces these structures (Stolorow et al. 2002: 35). These structures – operating mainly outside the awareness – determine what we can feel, know and experience in particular situations (Stolorow et al. 2002: 45). Because different contexts awaken different patterns and possibilities of interpretation, the subjectivity itself must be seen as “thoroughly contextualized” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 69).

Importantly, the structures of subjectivity are not formed in isolation. Instead, the development of personal experience “always takes place within an ongoing intersubjective system” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 22). “These principles, often unconscious, are the emotional conclusions a person has drawn from lifelong experience of the emotional environment, especially the complex mutual connections with early caregivers” (Orange et al. 1997: 7). The subject’s affect-laden social interaction is of utmost importance in the formation and continuous reformation of her world horizon. Thus the subject’s earlier experiences define what interpretations are possible for her in her future experiences; how she can understand them and what they mean to her. This explains the importance of childhood as the forming time of basic interpretive patterns. A growing body of research in child development shows how “recurring patterns of intersubjective transaction within the developmental system result in the establishment of invariant principles that unconsciously organize the child's subsequent experiences” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 24) 
. The structures of subjectivity crystallize “within the evolving interplay between the subjective worlds of child and caregiver” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 30).

The motivational primacy of affectivity is another essential feature of the Intersubjective Systems Theory (Stolorow 2002: 678; Socarides & Stolorow 1984/1985). This derives from the theoretical shift to contextualism and is part of a larger ongoing shift from drive to affectivity as the central motivational construct inside psychoanalysis, as exemplified in the works of Basch (1984), Demos & Kaplan (1986) and Jones (1995). Affects are subjective emotional experiences and they are “from birth onward regulated, or misregulated, within ongoing relational systems.” (Stolorow 2004: 551). Recent research has gone a long way to demonstrate that affectivity is not a product of isolated intrapsychic mechanisms; it is a property of the child-caregiver system of mutual regulation (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 26). Stolorow and Atwood (1992: 26) quote Lichtenberg (1989: 2) who says: “motivations arise solely from lived experience” and “the vitality of the motivational experience will depend [- -] on the manner in which affect-laden exchanges unfold between infants and their caregivers”. 

This background gives us a new understanding of human interaction. The key feature of the approach of Stolorow et al. is to understand that the interplay of subjective worlds of experience is not restricted only to childhood but continues throughout the subject’s whole life. The main thesis of the Intersubjective Systems Theory is that therapeutic interaction
 – as well as any direct interaction between human beings – always takes place inside an intersubjective field or an intersubjective system. An intersubjective field is defined as “a system composed of differently organized, interacting subjective worlds” (Stolorow et al. 1987: ix). It refers to the “relational contexts in which all experience, at whatever developmental level, linguistic or prelinguistic, shared or solitary, takes form” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 85)
. The experiential worlds have to be recognized as being “exquisitely context-sensitive and context-dependent” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 96). The essentially social nature of our subjective horizons ensures that a social situation involves “intersubjective reciprocity of mutual influence” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 4). Experiential worlds are “fluid and ever-shifting”, they are products both of the person’s unique intersubjective history and of “what is or is not allowed to be known within the intersubjective fields that constitute his or her current living.” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 47). Experiential worlds and intersubjective fields are seen as “equiprimordial, mutually constituting one another in circular fashion” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 96). 

This view of a social interaction is essentially a systems view. The interplay in a social system has to be seen as a dynamic, ever-changing process and amounts to “an ongoing intersubjective system” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 22). Drawing from the dynamic systems theory of Thelen & Smith (1994), Stolorow et al. view a social system as the interplay of self-organizing systems (subjects) in a process that can be characterized as being messy, fluid, nonlinear, multidimensional, and context-dependent (Stolorow 1997: 341). “A dynamic systems account of a developmental process, whether occurring during childhood or in the psychoanalytic situation rejects teleological conceptions of preordained end-states and preprogrammed epigenetic schemas. Instead structure or pattern is seen to be emergent from ‘the self-organizing processes of continuously active living systems’ ” (Orange et al. 1997: 75; inner quote from Thelen & Smith 1994: 44) Thus the systems view provides “a broad philosophical and scientific net in which all the variants of contextualism in psychoanalysis can find a home” (Orange et al. 1997: 75). The concept of an intersubjective system “brings to focus both the individual's world of inner experience and its embeddedness with other such worlds in a continual flow of reciprocal mutual influence." (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 18). 
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Figure 1 Two perspectives on human interaction

How Intersubjective Systems Theory transforms therapeutic practice
In order to appreciate the potential Intersubjective Systems Theory has for the revaluation of the therapeutic practice I have gathered here what I take to be the five major insights that can be seen as formulating an essential new comprehension about the intersubjective context in which we human beings, by nature, have to operate.

Firstly and most importantly human beings – including therapists – can never step outside their own experiential world or the intersubjective system they are embedded in. Our ‘experiential repertoire’ or horizon of experience is always partly defined and redefined by the intersubjective system we are currently embedded in. There is no “objective reality that is known by the analyst and distorted by the patient” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 91). This lack of an objective perspective shifts the focus to the subjective understanding of the analyst and her sensitivity to the unique intersubjective system in which she has to operate. No longer can the analyst be seen as manipulating the process of a psychoanalytic situation from the outside. Instead the analyst and the patient form an indissoluble intersubjective system, in which the analysts own subjective experiential world plays a crucial part being itself at the same time molded by the system. The impact of the analyst has to be seen “from a perspective within rather than outside the patient’s subjective frame of reference” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 93). As an analyst’s understanding of the situation is always partial and subjectively biased she has to be constantly aware of her own limitations and remain flexible in her thinking in order to allow new perspectives on the situation to emerge and manifest themselves. Thinking contextually means “ongoing sensitivity and relentless attention to a multiplicity of contexts – developmental, relational, gender-related, cultural, and so on” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 84). Analysts' awareness of their participation in the process (Stolorow et al. 2002: 35) and the limitation of their own understanding is thus the first key contribution of the Intersubjective Systems Theory. 

Secondly, the Intersubjective Systems Theory also demands that the affective nature of the analyst--patient relationship should not be ignored but instead it should be addressed and utilized. In therapy, the therapeutic impact of the analyst’s interpretations lies “not only in the insights they convey but also in the extent to which they demonstrate the analyst’s attunement to the patient’s affective states” (Stolorow 1997: 343). Stolorow (1997: 343) states as his belief "that once the psychoanalytic situation is recognized as an intersubjective system, the dichotomy between insight through interpretation and affective bonding with the analyst is revealed to be a false one.” Affect and cognition are seen as indissolubly united in lived experience, and their separation from one another is conceived to be a remnant of the Cartesian dualism. A major asset of the analyst is the intersubjective clinical sensitivity that requires the empathic connection, 'undergoing the situation' (Gadamer 1991) with the other (Stolorow et al. 2002: 118). All actions of the analyst – also the seemingly neutral ones – contribute to the affective nature of the system and thus create new options and fresh openings that are possible in that particular therapeutic situation. 

Thirdly, the intersubjective perspective demands a shift of focus to an empathic-introspective inquiry – understanding rather than judging the other. Stolorow et al. (2002: 106) state that “we analysts also seem to participate in a common human propensity to see one’s own perspective as the measure of truth and rather automatically to judge those with whom we disagree as unrealistic and misguided.” But given the non-existence of an objective perspective the task of the analyst can not be one of evaluating, classifying or judging the patient. In Intersubjective Systems Theory it is instead one of understanding the other. (Stolorow et al. 2002: 38.) “The foundations of a therapeutic alliance are established by the analyst’s commitment to seek consistently to comprehend the meaning of the patient’s expressions” and her affect states from a perspective within the intersubjective system (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 93). Analyst should not ask what is wrong with the patient but rather what is the patient’s personal world like (Stolorow et al. 2002: 38). 

Fourthly, the psychoanalytic encounter should be viewed from a process viewpoint where all influencing is embedded in the mutually constituted process that is the intersubjective system (Stolorow et al. 2002: 83). The change in the intersubjective system or in the patient's subjective world is co-constituted rather than the result of a one-sided intervention. “Central to the process of transformation is the understanding of the ways in which the patient’s experience of the analytic dialogue is codetermined throughout by the organizing activities of both participants. The patient’s unconcscious structuring activity is discernible in the distinctively personal meanings that the analyst’s activities – and especially his interpretive activity – repeatedly and invariantly come to acquire for the patient.” (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 96.) The potential change always happens 'from within' the process. Therefore the focus of the therapy should be on a codeterminated transformation of subjective worlds.

Fifth, successful psychoanalytic treatment “does not produce therapeutic change by altering or eliminating the patient's invariant organizing principles. Rather, through new relational experiences with the analyst in concert with enhancements of the patient's capacity for reflective self-awareness, it facilitates the establishment and consolidation of alternative principles and thereby enlarges the patient's experiential repertoire" (Stolorow & Atwood 1992: 25). The crucial source of change within the intersubjective system is therefore the expansion of the horizon of both the patient and the analyst. Expanding the analyst's theoretical horizons is important because it "will have a salutary impact on therapeutic outcome, to the degree that such expansion enhances the analyst’s capacity to grasp features of the patient’s experiential world hitherto obscured” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 65). Still more importantly, expanding the patient's experiental horizon should be seen as one of the central aims of psychoanalysis (Stolorow et al 2002: 46). The patients' problems are to a large degree the result of limiting world horizons, of disclosure and hiddenness (Stolorow et al. 2002: 49-50). By expanding the patients’ experiential horizons the analyst opens up the "possibility of an enriched, more complex, and more flexible emotional life” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 46). The process of expanding the patient's experiential world is thus a central feature in a systems view of therapeutic change.

Conclusion
Intersubjective Systems Theory paints before us an intriguing view of human reality entangled in human interaction. To answer the question ‘What is a human being?’ we cannot artificially separate a human from the context of her past experiences and the intersubjective systems she is a part of. Instead we have to see her as embedded in intersubjective systems; we have to see how the individual subjectivity grows out of the intersubjective fields she participates in.

To conclude, I want to draw attention to what I see as perhaps the most important principle in the Stolorow, Atwood and Orange’s search for an understanding of human being. It is the attitude of holding theories lightly, to learn to live with uncertainty and ambiguity, and to be always prepared to revise our views (Orange 1995: 3). In entertaining theories about human nature we should always be reminded of the Peircean spirit of fallibilism, constantly acknowledging that we may at any time be mistaken (Stolorow et al. 2002: 27; Orange 2002). Our current theory of human nature developed in a certain context might not fare well in some other context and we might need to entertain a number of different theories or perspectives on human nature to best cope with the challenges of our everyday life. “My own view [- -] must remain provisional and open to surprise” Donna Orange (1995: 205) states, “Only so can I join the other in the healing process of making sense together.” Adopting this pragmatic attitude towards our theoretical convictions is essential in any context where we don’t merely discuss them academically, but use them for some real purpose.
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� Traditionally the philosophers have asked for the nature of a man, but in order to avoid asking only half of the question, the more neutral word human is used.


� ”The field of philosophy in its cosmopolitan meaning (weltbürgerlicher Bedeutung) can be brought down to the following questions: (1) What can I know” (2) What should I do? (3) What can I hope for? (4) What is man? The first question is answered by metaphysics, the second by ethics, the third by religion and the fourth by anthropology. Basically, however, all these could be counted to anthropology, because the first three question relate to the last one” (Kant Werke, Vol. VIII, Hartenstein ed., p. 25; quoted from Welier 1980:1).


� This pragmatic maxim was first announced by Peirce: ”Consider what effects that might conceivably have practical bearings you conceive the objects of your conception to have. Then, your conception of those effects is the whole of your conception of the object” (Peirce, CP 5.438, 1878/1905).


� This of course is already a quite committed statement about the human nature.


� Donna Orange holds a doctoral degree in philosophy and as far as I know Robert Stolorow has one or will hold one in the nearby future.


�	 In this analysis Stolorow et al. avow their debt to Charles Taylor’s (1989) classical analysis of the modern concept of the self in western culture.


� Although Stolorow et al. (2002) freguently quote Descartes (Discourses on Method and Meditations)in here, this reading of Descartes should be understood as more an exposition of the dominant background assumptions of contemporary psychoanalytic thinking – or perhaps even the ”culture of Western industrial societies” (Orange et al. 1997: 42) of last couple of centuries – than a scholarly reading of Descartes himself. Descartes is thus used as a label for a larger phenomenon.


� The assumption that depicts psychoanalysis as a science has already been challenged by many observers of psychoanalysis as well as by many practitioners of it and it is no longer as dominating as it was fifty years ago (Orange et al. 1997: 19).


�	 Along with Heidegger, this view is inspired by the concept of Lebenswelt (lifeworld) of Edmund Husserl (1970), by the concept être-au-monde (being-toward-the-world) of Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1962) and by Wittgenstein’s (1961; 1953; 1958) ideas of contextuality of meaning, language games and forms of life (Stolorow et al. 2002: 33). Also gestalt psychology, hermeneutics, postmodernism and thinking of Mikhail Bakhtin (1981) have inspired the underlying contextual thinking (Orange et al. 1997: 71-73). 


� Another name for their position is perspectival realism. The main philosophical roots for this position include Brentano, Peirce, Gadamer and Habermas (Stolorow et al. 2002: 110-113).


�	 They are also called the prereflectively unconscious (Atwood & Stolorow 1980) because of their mainly unconscious nature. The name is meant to highlight a contrast with Freud’s view of unconscious, which is significantly different. While Freud’s view exposed that Descarte’s self-conscious cogito was “a grandiose illusion” the Freudian unconscious was still “deeply saturated with the very Cartesianism to which it posed a challenge (Stolorow et al. 2002: 39-40; see also Cavell 1993). For a more throughout discussion of the fundamental difference between Freud’s unconscious and Stolorow et al.’s prereflective unconscious, see (Stolorow et al. 2002: 39-65).


�	 The references here include Lichtenberg (1989), Sander (1985), Stern (1985), Beebe and Lachmann (1988), Emde (1988a; 1988b). As Stolorow & Atwood (1992: 23) themselves put it: ”An impressive body of research evidence has been amassed documenting that the developing organization of the child’s experience must be seen as a property of the child-caregiver system of mutual regulation”.


�	 It must be noted that here interaction is used in a more broad sense than is usually comprehended: “The very concept of interaction needs redefinition as only one aspect of the development of emerging, organizing, and reorganizing psychological worlds” (Stolorow et al. 2002: 33). The influence people have on each other goes beyond what we normally understand as direct interaction and in this context interaction has to be understood in this wider sense.


�	 Remarkably, this intersubjectivity of experience is more fundamental than the experience of subjective autonomy. Developmentally, only participation in intersubjective field creates a subject that is capable of thinking of herself as an independent unit.





