EDITORIAL:  FOUNDATIONS REVISITED

Greg Johanson
I was born in the old days when the relationship was everything, therapeutically speaking. It wasn't the foundation of therapeutic change. It was the therapy! All this was according to the East Coast psychodynamically oriented womb I was in at the time. The interpersonal psychiatry of Harry Stack Sullivan, M.D. was celebrated. The personal, emotional involvement that Carl Whitaker and Tom Malone championed had great currency. Object relationship theorists, such as Fairburn, turned psychopathology from the exploration of intrapsychic drives to the exploration of early, formative relationships. Even those popular thinkers like Carl Rogers and Virginia Satir echoed the same sentiment from their perspectives. 

Theologians pointed to Carl Rogers and Virginia Satir echoed the same sentiment from their 

perspectives. Theologians pointed to Jesus as an expert in interpersonal relations and often quoted Martin Buber's I and Thou themes. Philosophers as different as Hegel and Kierkegaard agreed that we grew through our encounter with Otherness. Hippies suggested that if we made more love; we would need less war. Intimacy and encounter were where it was at. Interpersonal growth groups sprung up everywhere. "Bob and Carol, and Ted and Alice" even made sure waitresses were not excluded from the treasures of authentic dialogue. Men and women alike began to mourn both the quality and quantity of the emotional nurturance they received growing up. 

Since the relationship tried to be everything, it wasn't long before the limitations of interpersonal dialogue appeared. I had always felt burdened somehow by psychodynamic therapy in which the therapist constantly evaluated the nature of the therapeutic relationship and made interventions based on what he/ she felt was going on-a mystery to me as the mere, unanalyzed client. Of course, I knew this must be my problem. The therapy assured me of that. But still, I hesitated, entering doctoral studies in psychology with this vague uneasiness hovering about me. 

To make a long story short, God somehow engineered my escape from the unquestioned certainties of East Coast orthodoxy to the openness of West Coast experimentalism. Before 

long I found, through a number of experience near therapies in general, and Hakomi in 

particular, that one could be greatly empowered by being taught to mindfully study the 

organization of one's experience. This could lead with exhilarating swiftness (compared to a 15 year New York City psychoanalysis in which one finally introjected an archaic, validating, self- 

object tie) to considering ways to reorganize one's core beliefs, which in turn definitely affected the way one related to others. There was not simply the determinism of an Object. There was also the organic creativity of a Subject. 

It also became evident that metabolic issues, affected by diet, supplementation, structural 

alignment, movement, exercise and much more, could powerfully affect one's psychological state of being. Going the other way, it was clear that powerful dispositions to behavior came from the political, economic, cultural contexts we lived in. How one related to the realm of Spirit also was decisive. So, there was more for healers to consider than face to face interchanges. Happily for me, Hakomi principles gave a wide and integrative way of honoring all the parts of a 

system. Looking back on my East Coast days, I felt betrayed by an imperialistic imposition of a narrowly defined concept of the relational.  However, as I have tripped along, gaily teaching Hakomi principles and methods across the land, it has become apparent that not everyone else has been blessed and cursed by over-involvement with relationships as "the therapy itself". and 

assumes its importance while going beyond it. Some have come to think it is all at the intrapsychic level. It is still a mystery to me how this happens, since the unity and organicity 

principles bring such a wider perspective, but it happens. Thus, this edition of the Hakomi Forum which emphasizes the foundational nature of the relational aspects of the work. 

It does all come down to relationships widely conceived. As Ken Wilber puts it, we, and all the rest of life, are part-wholes, or holons. We are made up of parts and related to greater wholes ad infinitum. The meaning we experience in life is a function of how aware of, or in communion with, we are of the contexts within contexts we live in. Development has to do with how widely and deeply we can embrace life. Spirituality is a function of our connectedness with life. This can't be emphasized enough in a culture devoted to boring itself silly through demanding individual rights to pursue private pleasures. 

If a particular aspect of relationship is not covered in this or previous Forums, we would welcome more contributions that add to our common understanding of this issue. Finally, be sure to note the invitation to participate in a mini-forum over how inclusive Hakomi Principles are or are not in the article by Dyrian Benz. 

