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Non-useless Suffering
George Kunz
Introduction to two articles
Emmanuel Levinas, 28 year old prodigy, published his article “De l’evasion” in 1935, translated into English and published as a book in 2003(OE).  This is a remarkable piece of phenomenological analysis. He describes the fundamental insufficiency of human existence and the need to escape from the suffering of being.  He points to self-sabotaging efforts to escape the oppression of existence by turning to more being in obsessions, compulsions, and addictions.  His last sentence points toward a real escape, “getting out of being by a new path” (OE, 73).  Then throughout his life he describes this path of escape where subjectivity gets out of itself to become a subject, that is, one subjected to others and finding subjectivity in responsibility.
The 76 year old wise elder, wrote “Useless Suffering” (US) in 1982, another remarkable piece of phenomenological description.  He describes what cannot be described.  Or better, he shows that suffering must be understood as that which cannot be understood, cannot be conceptualized; it is the very rejection of a meaningful experience.  “It (suffering) is a content of consciousness that is in-spite-of-consciousness, the unassumable,” (US, 91).  It is unable to be grasped.  Suffering, he writes, “…is at once what disturbs order and is this disturbance itself… it is a backwards consciousness, ‘operating’ not as ‘grasp,’ but as revulsion” (US, 91).  Suffering is undergone as what cannot be undergone.  It is not an intellectual contradiction, but “…a contradiction by way of sensation.  The ache of pain—woe,” as translated by Smith and Harshav  in 1998 (US, 92).  Cohen had translated “mal” in 1988 as, “the plaintiveness of pain, hurt,” (Cohen’s US, 157) 
Challenge to theodicy
Levinas’s specific point in “Useless Suffering” is that theodicy has appeared to explain “the horror of the Holocaust of the Jewish people under the reign of Hitler (which) seems to me the paradigm of gratuitous human suffering, in which evil appears in its diabolical horror” (US, 97).  Theodicy is a vindication of divine justice in the face of evil.  It is an explanation, often by those not suffering, that tries to make it meaningful and therefore sufferable by those who are suffering.  It subordinates suffering to a greater end held by faith, such as a “plan of the whole,” or “atonement for sin,” or “God’s will.”  But, Levinas asks if theodicy based on God’s will “…succeeds in making God present and guilty or absent and innocent?” (US, 96).  He asks if not either of these renunciations of God amount to a collaboration to finish the criminal enterprise of National Socialism, which aimed at the annihilation of Israel and its God?  (US, 96)   
Thesis: the client suffers.  The therapist suffers non-useless suffering because the client suffers useless suffering.
From these two articles, On Escape and Useless Suffering, I propose that the client’s suffering is more than useless, it is evil and the therapist’s suffering can be non-useless and good.
  The suffering of the client cannot be explained away by psychological theories, nor covered over by behavioral cosmetics. Suffering is not only from the scars of abuse and the victim’s bad choices defending himself.  It is rooted in the very oppression by existence, by Being itself.  Levinas takes, as did Heidegger, the word “Being” in the verbal not the nominal form. That is, be-ing, being be’s, being ex-ists, etymologically, ex-sistere, “to stand out.”  The job of Being is to perpetuate itself against the competition of others fighting to be.  Heidegger’s Dasein, as the “being that is there,” is the being that is “concerned about itself” by accumulating things, by pushing itself forth for a unique identity, by fulfilling its self-prescribed destiny by avoiding suffering, especially any suffering for the good of others.  Human beings, on their own, act like other beings, fearful of otherness, compressing themselves into capsules, hardening their shells into impenetrable and lonely beings, and eating themselves up from the inside through “cancerous individualism,” a phrase coined by Bellah and others in their excellent critique of American individualism (Habits of the Heart, 1985).  Levinas wrote On Escape in 1935 that the petit bourgeois is “…essentially conservative, but a worried conservative, …concerned with business matters and science as a defense against things and all that is unforeseeable.  His instinct for possession is an instinct for integration and imperialism as a search for security” (US, 50).  But this security into more Being to fill the needs he suffers is “…not a lack of being but, on the contrary, a plenitude of being (US, 69). 
The next point of the thesis:  The therapist (feminine pronouns) suffers because her client (masculine) suffer. The client’s suffering is not only beyond his own understanding, but also beyond the conceptualizing of the therapist.  It is beyond the client’s willful control, and beyond the skill and effort of the therapist.  His pain is a suffering he alone suffers and cannot be shared.  However the client’s isolation makes his useless and evil suffering intolerable for the therapist and commands a responsible response from her for his good.  Furthermore, the client’s escape away from being his imminent self toward a transcendent responsibility for others can be helped by the therapist’s efforts to escape from being herself and toward responsibility.  Healing happens by accepting the suffering of responsibility given by others.  Healing happens escaping oneself by and for others.
The violence of secular theodicy 
Hearing but not listening to his suffering cry for help, acting to fill her own but not his needs, and expressing sympathetic suffering to show compassion, these are clearly acts of violence by the therapist.  Her worst violence, however, is her effort to explain away his suffering with theories about pathology and healing.  There are no excuses: the client’s suffering is meaningless.  The therapist cannot rationalize his suffering into meaningfulness.  He suffers.  She suffers because her client suffers.  She further suffers herself as inadequate in knowing, powerless in acting, and apathetic in witnessing him alone in his agonizing pain.  She is left in shame with inadequate knowledge, incompetent skills, and her own “painless” suffering.  While the client cannot escape his pain, the therapist can escape painful responsibility by hiding behind abstract theories and practiced techniques.  Her effort to be Dasein, the being who is only there, concerned about her understanding, before her client present over there in his solitary pain, violates him more.  Her theories and techniques are efforts to make his suffering sufferable in order to make her suffering not even sufferable.  They let her escape her suffering.  His suffering is useless, meaningless, and evil.  
So what good is the therapist?  Paradoxically her suffering because her client suffers what she cannot is her only form of usefulness.  Her unknowing, her feeble gestures, and even her apathetic suffering can be her only form of useful suffering.  The commitment of responsibility without the expectation of success and anticipation of reward is all she has to offer.  To paraphrase Mother Theresa, Therapists are not called to be successful and rewarded, only to be faithful and to suffer.
Each client’s suffering is unique in intensity, frequency, duration, memory, and in meaninglessness.  Suffering comes and goes on its own terms.  It infects the psyche with new kinds of suffering.  Suffering has a voracious systemic effect.  It isolates itself in consciousness and absorbs the rest of consciousness.  It can be described only as negative, as “for nothing.”  Levinas designates it as more than negative: “in its hurt, suffering is the most passive of passivity, more passive than any other perceptual receptivity, more passive than experience itself” (US, 92).  It is what cannot be willed away nor felt any way otherwise than as the hurt it is.  Suffering is pure vulnerability, pure susceptibility to evil. Levinas says, “All evil refers to suffering… The evil of pain, the deleterious per se, is the outburst and deepest expression, so to speak, of absurdity” ...of evil (US, 93).  “It is intrinsically useless: ‘for nothing’” (US, 93).
What about the suffering of our clients? 
Therapists can take direction from Levinas who tells us that the pain of the Other, exposed as absurd and evil, commands responsibility, calls us to respond with whatever way we can to help with their suffering.  We suffer the inadequacy of ourselves as expert, skilled, and empathy therapists.  Levinas evokes the exasperating gift of the isolation of singularity.  In the face of suffering that is beyond us, what we can neither know, nor act on, nor suffer, we are commanded to reach across this absolute difference to be responsible for their suffering, to enter into their condition in the most intimate way: that is to sacrifice ourselves for the Other.  He writes, “(Does) not the evil of suffering—extreme passivity, helplessness, abandonment and the solitude of the sufferer—make  (every) moan, cry, groan or sigh an original call for aid, help from me whose alterity otherness), promises (for him) salvation” (US, 93).  But the other is totally other.  Separated from the Other, his call commands me to a duty.  Levinas evokes for the therapist with his extravagant images, “We are traumatized, persecuted, pained, held hostage.”  He softens only a bit when he says, “In a sense nothing is more burdensome than a neighbor” (OB, p. 88).    
Quick review of justifications for suffering
Levinas reviews in Useless Suffering several common attempts to make suffering useful, therefore sufferable.  And then he challenges each attempt (US).  1) The most common use of suffering is as a signal of physiological or psychological harm. But this rationale slips beneath any reasonable justification once the harm is located and in treatment.  Continuing pain is meaningless, especially of the handicapped, infants, the retarded, demented, those in the isolation of dying.  2) Another attempt to make pain useful is to claim that it can merit reward and therefore be hoped for.  He quotes Ecclesiastes, “he that increaseth knowledge increaseth in sorrow,” (1:18).  This says, “No pain, no gain.” But pain would make sense only if gain were guaranteed.  But pain mostly simply hurts without any guaranteed gain.  3) The administration of penalties to deter crimes and misdemeanors. But penalties look suspiciously arbitrary, repressive, and mostly fail to rehabilitate.  Too often motivated by revenge they make criminals more hardened and dangerous.  4)  Pain is useful as discipline for pedagogical purposes.  But we all know reward changes behaviors better than punishment. Recent research out of England shows that spanking may lower I.Q. 
Originality of Levinas’ thesis
What is distinctive for Levinas is that these justifications belong to the realm of ontology.  Ontology is the study of the ordering of being, the alignment and use of power over weakness.  His philosophy demonstrates ethics has priority over ontology.  Responsibility comes before self-preservation.  His constant critical theme against personal and political justifications for violence rests on his challenge to the absolute value of persevering existence, placing ontology over ethics, valuing Being over the good.  Ontology is the movement of the perseverance in being of an individual or a society.  The supreme and ultimate end for ontology is founded on the belief that freedom comes before responsibility.  He reminds us in Totality and Infinity (TI) that freedom as freedom is only freedom.  And responsibility is more than fulfilling previous contractual obligation.  It comes before freedom.  He continually challenged Heidegger’s ontology which he finds to be the culmination of in the tradition of Western thought.  He often criticizes social structures and habits of the heart which places freedom over responsibility.
Therapy is taking responsibility
If justification of pain is the violence at the source of all immorality, morality is founded on its contrary: regarding the suffering of others as evil, accepting one’s own guilt, and responding responsibly.  A helper is the one who sacrifices her own needs when called to work for the good of the Other.  It is the most upright relation with the Other.  Levinas says, “Accusing oneself in suffering is undoubtedly the very turning back of the I to itself.  It is perhaps thus that the for-the-other—the most upright relation to the other—is the most profound adventure of subjectivity, its ultimate intimacy,” (US, 99).  He beautifully describes, especially in Totality and Infinity how the subject develops by experiencing, fulfilling and enjoying beings, as the stuff of life, to fill lacks, and being in the unique position with an integrated past and a continuing existence.  Man is not the being toward death of Heidegger, but the being opposed to and avoids death (OB).  But the more fundamental source of identity is finding oneself present as the one before the Other, called to unique responsibility, subjected to being trapped in one’s own skin as hostage to the Other, and escaping oneself to become a subject by choosing to serve.  Therapy demands more than the resources of skill, and time, and provisions.  It demands suffering.  Suffering inspired by the suffering of the Other and transcending into a non-useless compassion is no longer ‘for nothing.’  This kind of knowing, acting, and feeling gives suffering therapeutic meaning.  
This inter-human suffering lies in a non-indifference of the self to another.  This non-useless suffering is prior to the reciprocity of obligation.  It is radical altruism (radix = root) and (altruism = otherism).  We are called to be responsible before we commit any act for which we are accountable. Doing the right thing follows from a pre-original and everlasting responsibility.  The ethical person is not the pre-emptive do-gooder, but the one who recognizes his responsibility prior to any call and responds when called.  One of our intellectual heroes (I think it was Camus) said “The really good man is the one who has the least lapses of attention.”  Our radical openness to the other, our willingness to help, and our vulnerability for sensitive compassion comes before the other’s calls for a response.
Psychotherapy, I think, more than any other profession as a unique face-to-face encounter, calls for this level of responsibility.  It calls for this non-indifference, this commitment to the good of the other, this radical altruism, this self-recognition of guilt, and the response to do good for the Other.  Psychotherapy is not a self-defined act of altruism.  Suffering for the Other must be suffering not for the self but for the Other.
  The therapist is held hostage, persecuted, burdened by the suffering of the Other.  Only this can make her suffering non-useless suffering.  
How far does Levinas take this notion of suffering responsibility? 
In Otherwise than Being (OB), Levinas offers an extraordinary description of the enigma of being human: 

The psyche is the form of a peculiar dephasing, a loosening up or unclamping of identity: the same (self) prevented from coinciding with itself, at odds, torn up from its rest, between sleep and insomnia, panting, shivering.  It is not an abdication of the self, not alienated and slave to the other, but an abnegation of oneself fully responsible for the other.  This identity is brought out by responsibility and is at the service of the other.  In the form of responsibility, the psyche in the soul is the other in me, a malady of identity, both accused and self, the same for the other, the same by the other. (68-69).

This quote contains a most extravagant claim: “the psyche in the soul is the other in me.”  And in an even more extraordinary and disturbing end-note, Levinas challenges further the traditional notion of human subjectivity: “The psyche, the one-for-the-other, can be a possession and a psychosis; the soul is already a seed of folly” (OB, 191). The needs of the Other calls the self out of itself, away from its own needs, beyond its self-righteous absorbance in possessing and enjoying, and into suffering (OB, 99). But despite itself, despite its tendency toward self-absorption and the avoidance of suffering, the self can be transformed into its full identity as the one responsible, against its own best interest.  Levinas says “…from the start, the other effects us despite ourselves” (OB, p. 129).  So again, how and why do therapists offer therapy?
The face of the client expresses to the therapist his uniqueness, his infinite otherness.  His being there cannot be denied.  His singular thereness suffering his being there facing the therapist challenges her escape from her singular hereness.  She is exposed.  She cannot get out of her own skin here before the Other there in his skin, in the presence of his incarnate neediness and infinite worthiness.  His escape from his existence as a trapped being can be helped by the non-useless suffering of the therapist escaping her obsessive/compulsive/addictive existence through her non-useless suffering of simplicity, humility, and patience. These are the exasperating gifts of the singularity of both client and therapist.  I will return to describe these gifts of simplicity, humility, and patience for therapy.
Five distinctions 
To support the thesis that the client’s suffering is useless, and the therapist’s suffering can be non-useless, let’s look at some distinctions of Levinas helpful for grasping this extravagant claim of responsibility by therapists for clients.  These distinctions reveal not only the tension between self-interest and the other’s interest, but also how responsibility for the Other coming before self-interest legitimates self-interest, and may help answer why therapists do therapy.  Let’s put Levinas to work with five astonishing distinctions, which are too often contrary to psychological theory and practice.  
The first distinction is between totality and infinity.  To totalize is to try to reduce the singularity of the other to a commonality with a label.  This makes the Other an anonymous other in order to make my singularity an anonymously detached bystander, or worse, a voyeur.  Totality is the reduction of the Other to nothing more than... just another being there, rather than the Other, and my reduction of responsibility to nothing more than… a self defined, perhaps self-righteous, helper rather than the singular one here assigned to be responsible.  


The Other reveals to me that she is never nothing more than… a label, but is always more than…  She reveals infinity.  Her infinite otherness awakens me from the slumber of self-absorption and calls me into question, assigning my responsibility.  She is an enigma, a mystery, simultaneously infinitely close and infinitely distanced, commanding me to serve her as this infinitely other, the one I cannot reach.  We don’t have time to discuss the reductionism of psychological tests and treatment plans.  These are the scandals of psychotherapy.    
The second distinction is between need and desire.  A need is a lack in the self.  It can be satiated when filled.  Fulfilling cognitive needs for understanding, behavioral needs for control, affective needs for indulgence are all exercises of the power of freedom.

Desire, on the other hand, is the experience of the self “transcending” itself for the sake of the Other.  It is insatiable, not because it is too great a lack to be satisfied, but it is deepened by desire.  Desire does not originate from the self but from the desirability of the fundamental goodness of the Other.  Desire has priority over need.  Reducing the client’s problems and suffering to only needs to be fulfilled can sabotage her capacity for desire, for love.  But to want him to desire (love) rather than to fill up needs seems to undermine the client’s primary problem of unfulfilled needs and encouraging self-righteousness.  Clearly needs and desire are not absolutely in opposition.  
The third is between self-initiated/self-directed freedom and invested freedom.  We initiate and direct our freedom to enjoy life. “Life is the love of life” (TI, p. 112).  We live from good soup, good music, good conversation.  Autonomy is precious.  However, freedom is invested in us by others, as if “on loan” to be used for the good of others.  We are called to responsible freedom, not capriciousness. The needs of Others do not undermine self-initiated freedom.  They question and invest it as responsible.  The goal of therapy is for the client to escape self-sabotaging freedom and be invested with responsible freedom.
  Valuing the notion of our freedom being loaned to us by Others rather than our self-reliably creating freedom goes against our culture.  It’s almost Un-American.  It is certainly un-psychological according to both the galloping humanism on the left and the scientistic psychologism on the right.
The fourth is between the said and saying.  The said is information passed on, the content of speaking or writing.  However, the face of the Other is the antecedent word saying, “Here I am,” before the exchange of any said.  The presence of the Other’s saying “Here I am” awakening my presence saying “Here I am,” is witnessing the truth of the Other saying, “Here I am.” When I responsibly face the Other I say, “I am here.  I am the one before you witnessing your saying ‘Here I am.’”  The Other’s saying “Here I am,” is the revelation of her infinite dignity, her infinite otherness, and her call for responsibility.  Saying is the breaking through of the Face, the revelation of the Other.  “The face speaks,” he writes in Totality and Infinity (66).  I repeat, speaking in psychotherapy is primarily saying “Here I am” to the face of the Other before speaking about needs and solutions.  The saiding of interpretations and treatment plans without the saying of the face of the therapist, “Here I am,” reduces all that information for healing to psychogogy.
The fifth distinction is between the there is… and the face. The haunting oppression of the bareness and heaviness of the existence of Being leaves a gaping hole.  “The there is… fills the void left by the negation of Being,” (OB, 4).  The there is…without facing and being faced by others, without an ethical escape, leads to lonely isolation. Levinas says in On Escape, “Thus, escape is the need to get out of oneself, that is, to break that most radical and unalterably binding of chains, the fact that the I is oneself before the there is…” (55).  The saying of the face of the Other, “Here I am, help me,” can break through the binding chains of mere existence in the there is…to inspire us to transcend our here and now immanence by being touched by the face of the Other and touching him in service.  
What does the client suffer? 
Isolation from ethical responsibility.  In A Different Existence, J. H. van den Berg defines the study of psychopathology as “the science of loneliness” (1972, 103).  The pathological individual is alone and isolated from the world while rooted in the world.  He is there but the world is “not there” for him.  He is disconnected from things, from his own body, from others, and from his past and future while existing in the frightening there is… of the weightiness of Being.  

Forms of isolation.  Cognitive isolation.  Haunted by obsessions of self-centered thoughts he denies himself openness to others and narrows his attention to guard against surprise by things, his own body, other others, and to genuine temporality as the astonishing inauguration of each moment.  He is held in a flat isolation of his own tranquilized “undisturbance,” or in an incessant chaotic rumbling of voices, sounds, lights, touches.  Suffering is being trapped in one’s own self-directed consciousness.
Behavioral isolation: constricted by compulsive habits, he limits his creative, efficient, and joyful encounters with Others among and across things as “furnishings” and tools of life.  Rituals narrow his opportunities to work with and for others.  He cannot grope by stretching out past what he already knows to search the unknown for reconnecting with things, own body, others, and time.  
Affective isolation: victimized by his own suffering, he limits his feelings for others. His addictions to escape suffering bring further self-destruction.  Unable to suffer the neediness of others, he restricts emotional possibilities of love and joy.  The addict’s enjoyment conspires to sabotage his freedom and condemns him to pain and paranoia.  
What does the therapist suffer?  
She suffers isolation because the client suffers isolation.  Let’s reread the powerful description of responsibility we quoted earlier from Otherwise than Being, when we asked, “How far does Levinas take this notion of suffering responsibility?

The psyche is the form of a peculiar dephasing, a loosening up or unclamping of identity: the same (self) prevented from coinciding with itself, at odds, torn up from its rest, between sleep and insomnia, panting, shivering.  It is not an abdication of the self, not alienated and slave to the other, but an abnegation of oneself fully responsible for the other.  This identity is brought out by responsibility and is at the service of the other.  In the form of responsibility, the psyche in the soul is the other in me, a malady of identity, both accused and self, the same for the other, the same by the other. (68-69).  
And in the note: “The psyche, the one-for-the-other, can be a possession and a psychosis; the soul is already a seed of folly” (OB, 191).  The psyche of the therapist is alone, possessed, and the seed of its own folly.
The uniqueness of the therapist is the impossibility of slipping away.  She is chosen and does not choose. “(Her) uniqueness … is traumatic; it is an election in persecution,” (OB, 56). The suffering of the client “traumatizes” the therapist.  Trauma is a strong word to describe the effect of the client on the therapist, but Levinas uses it so clearly to describe the interpersonal.  Like the client the therapist suffers confounding confusion, impotent futility, and numbing apathy.  
The therapist suffers cognitive isolation by being confounded by the client. He may resist disclosure leaving the therapist “working in the dark.”
  The client may try to disclose but the therapist may not understand.  She may not find any logical sense. The therapist may not cognitively understand but must responsibly understand (stand under) her client.  Confounded, she is frustrated by not understanding, especially his suffering.  She must not only hear, but listen to make sense of his narrative.
  She suffers isolation.  
The therapist suffers behavioral isolation by being impotent to manage the client’s self-destructive habits.  She suffers that she cannot change the behavior of those other others who abuse him (family, friends, others at work, neighbors), and those who could help him but don’t.  They are out of her reach. But she cannot do nothing.  As Dr. Gerber so often tells students, “Just sitting with clients may be all you can do.”  But just sitting seems like detaching and isolating the client which isolates the therapist.  Sitting can be “standing under.”  Impotent, she is frustrated by not resolving his problems and taking away the suffering he does not deserve, nor can she abandon him.  
She suffers affective isolation by being unable to suffer his suffering.  She may feel apathetic, insufficiently compassionate.  She knows her suffering is not his suffering but she suffers because he suffers.  Her suffering feels selfish.  She can’t live his suffering like he lives it. He does not deserve his suffering.  She deserves to suffer as he, but she can’t.  Her apathy is not only her inability to suffer his suffering, but also to adequately suffer the client.  One therapist told me she often feels “survivor’s guilt.”  Another said she feels bad when she can’t feel bad for her client: “what he has done to others, he deserves to suffer.”  She suffers not suffering adequately.

The absolute otherness of the other denies any possibility of fulfilling the demands asked of her: know your client, act to heal, and feel his pain, but she must try.
What is therapeutic about therapy?  
Answer: ethical responsibility in the forms of simplicity, humility, and patience. These are not virtues, in the ordinary sense, that is, active styles of moral excellence; they are not self-acquired habits.  They are not skills developed by practice. One cannot decide to be simple, humble, and patient. They are the exasperating gifts given from one to the other. These gifts are painful. 
Clients and therapists sit together as neither knowledgeable experts nor voyeurs of each other.  Neither can interpret his story to make it meaningful; he lives his story; she undergoes his telling his story. Their vulnerability to but inability to choose their suffering inspires both to simplicity, to be opened more deeply, deeper than each could imagine.  

They sit together impotent of proven skills.  She recognizes that the client is asking her to do something about his difficulties because he hasn’t been able to.  She can neither apply some tool or technique as a mechanic to cars, nor haul it off to the junkyard.  He is not a self-mechanic but neither is he a disabled klutz.   She is not a miracle worker but neither is she a disabled klutz.  They work in trust to help him make changes in his life.
They sit together in a kind of numbing apathy, unable to suffer what the other suffers.  The face of the patient says, “Be patient, don’t get upset with me, don’t dismiss me, do not abandon me. Do not do violence to me; suffer me so I know I am worthy.” Without speaking, the client asks the therapist to be ethically responsible, to use the freedom he has invested in her to attend to him.  Listening to, speaking to, and suffering the client in psychotherapy is saying.  Speaking about something is secondary, and empty without this primary saying.  
What does the good therapist want from her client?  Ethical responsibility.
Simplicity.  She wants an openness so he can know other others by not knowing them, not pre-judging them with his convinced and certain knowledge.  She wants the client to be open, even to see and hear painful events, to be vulnerable to pain and therefore to joy.  She does not want the client to negate himself and his knowledge about the world.  She wants him to be confident that what he already knows offers the foundation to know more.  She wants him to relive situations “as if for the first time,” as Dr. Halling tells his students.  She wants him to be curious, but not with voyeuristic curiosity.  She wants him to receive enjoyable surprises, to expect puzzles and confusions and laugh at his clumsiness as he tests himself in ways of work, play, and love. She wants him free from his isolation. She wants him to have authentic interpersonal ethical relationships. 
She wants him to be able to chat. Heidegger gave “chatter” a bad name. While “idol talk” can be used to escape the responsibility of facing another, facing in chit-chat can be healthy.  It is not simply what is said; it is attending and being attended to.  It can be the casual conversation about the weather, the sports team, the T.V. shows as the foundation for responsible relationships.  Not always heavy discussion, but a kind of play.  The therapist wants the client to ground himself with other others by share their same rain, their same Seahawks, their same stupidity from the tube.
Humility: she wants him to be humble, to act by not acting, to act free of compulsive acting in order to inaugurate the next moment as new, released from the rituals that dominate his life and hurt others.  Just as the therapist recognizes the vulnerability of the client asking her to not manipulate his behavior, so the client can recognize the vulnerability of other others asking to not be manipulated.  The therapist wants her client to serve others.  Not in slavish servitude, not obeisance, but obedience to others’ real needs.  She wants him to play with things, to hold and caress them as lovely pieces of nature or objects fashioned by others for enjoyment as common tools and furnishings that bridge the gap between him and others.  She wants him to test his own body as a means to serve others, to stretch beyond his stilted postures, to caress others.  She wants him to learn to grope, not the sexual violation, but the risky search in the dark for something he doesn’t know and have. Groping is stretching out with imaginative eyes, ears, legs, hands searching for others also risking awkwardness.  She wants him to have the courage to extend beyond his comfort zone.        

She does not want her client to be capricious, to be a prisoner of his self-centered freedom.  She does not want him to continue to hurt others and sabotage self.  His face says to his therapist, “Help me regain responsible freedom.”  The psychotherapist is responsible for the client’s responsibility, not the client’s behaviors, but his vulnerability and responsibility.  She does not want to take away his freedom but to open himself to allow others to invest in him responsible freedom.  She wants her client to be responsible for the responsibility of others.  The client can serve his own responsible freedom by serving the responsible freedom of others. 
Patience: not trying to suffer the suffering of others, the client can suffer others because they suffer.  The other other’s suffering is his own.  It cannot be shared. But the client can suffer because he suffers. The client does not ask the psychotherapist to teach him to suffer, but wants the suffering of other others to teach him. The psychotherapist can model genuine compassion; she suffers because the client suffers.  She wants her client to be able to suffer others because they suffer. 

Healing or redemption happens if another suffers.  The psychotherapist suffers the client because she values the infinite goodness of her client in his suffering.  He is good.  His suffering is not good.  The psychotherapist wants her client to have disinterested interest in others as she has disinterested interest in him. This is interest in his well-being but not for her interests.  The client can learn disinterested interest because the suffering of others is useless.  When clients suffer others with patience, healing happens. 
Saying without the said.  The following dialogue is a saying without any speaking. 
Client:  Here I am.  I am the one before you.  

Therapist:  And, here I am.  I see you facing me saying, “Here I am.” 

Client:  I’m alone.  I’m here and others are not here.  

Therapist:  I am here.  I am here with you.  Just the two of us here.

Client:  I am more than just here; I am exposed here.  I’m opened up.  I’m naked.

Therapist:  I see you there, as absolutely present without reservations.

Client:  I’m vulnerable here; more vulnerable than in the street.  Here I lower my defenses.  In the street I hide behind my lies and masks.  I don’t want to be deceptive in here.  But I am afraid.
Therapist:  I am here to help, not hurt.  I am not only here with you.  I am here for you.
Client:  How do I know you are here for me?  I am more vulnerable than you.  You have power to hurt me.  I have weakness to be hurt.
Therapist:  I know that you know I have power to hurt.  But I won’t. 
Client:  How do I know?  In here, I am weak because you are powerful.  

Therapist:  Your face says, “do not do violence to me,” I will not hurt you. 

Client:  I’m more than just here, more than just exposed, more than just vulnerable.  I am here in pain, in my unique pain.  The pain I suffer is not the pain others suffer; it is my pain.  You cannot know my pain.  Only I know my pain.
Therapist:  You are right; I can’t.  You are uniquely here in pain.

Client:  I am not asking you to suffer my pain. Don’t try to suffer my pain.  Suffer me!  Be patient!
Therapist:  I suffer you suffering. 
Client:  In a way I am not here.  This is not the me I want.  I want to be another, one without pain, one not so vulnerable.
Therapist:  You are more than your pain, more than your vulnerability.

Client:  I’m not here as a representative of a disorder called depressive, nor just in pain. You do not see a client in pain. You see me in pain.
Therapist:  I see your face asking me to listen to your story.

Client:  Will you hear me, or will a person playing the role of therapist just listen to me?
Therapist:  I’m not here to represent therapists.  You do not see just a therapist.  You see me seeing you. 
Client:  I am alone with you.  I have no witnesses, other than myself, to testify that the story I tell is true.
Therapist:  You don’t need others.  I witness that your facing me says that you are worthy, true, and good.
Client:  How can I believe you are here as true and good?

Therapist:  I am also alone.  I have no witnesses other than you to verify that I see you as infinitely worthy.  I have nothing to gain by lying to you.  Here I am alone facing you alone facing me.  Together we must trust.
Client:  My responsibility is to trust you because I’m exposed to you exposed to me?
Therapist:  My responsibility is to trust you so you can take responsibility to trust.

Client:  I want to take that responsibility for myself.  Yes, others have hurt me.  But, I have hurt myself.  I want to take responsibility for that. 
Therapist: You want to hurt neither yourself nor others?  

Client: I want to take my responsibility to not hurt others.  I want to say to others, “Here I am. Your face says back to me, ‘here I am.  Don’t hurt me.’ So I will not hurt you.”
Conclusion.  

What do we want of patients? To be free from the tyranny of self, to receive the freedom invested by and for others in the world of things, own body, other others, and time.  As Richard Cohen, a Levinas scholar, writes, 

…the healthy psyche… is not an armed self-enclosed fortress but an openness to the other, and hence also the possibility of malady, dishabilitating vulnerability, illness, mental breakdown, psychosis.  One can be mentally ill because one can be morally responsible!  The road from mental illness to mental health is not to create from a shattered ego a fortress ego, but to regain one’s obligations, one’s responsibilities to and for the other (In Gantt and Williams, 2002, p. 48).

Let me finish with an extravagant notion inspired by Levinas: psychotherapy is a religious event.  Levinas says in Totality and Infinity (1969), “We propose to call ‘religion’ the bond between the same (self) and the Other” (1969, p. 40). Religion etymologically comes from the Latin religare, to bond to others to whom we are already bonded: family, friends, neighbors, ancestors, descendents, all humankind. The primitive meaning of the word religion is to bind oneself in obligation, to transcend the self to serve others.  Psychotherapy is “attending to another to heal.”  The therapeutic relationship is religious.  The goal of therapy is to seek this primitive religion, to be committed.  The therapist must be bonded in obligation to her client to help him be bonded in obligation to those others in his life.
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� Besides many works by and about Levinas, a new book by a Romanian author, Adina Bozga, The Exasperating Gift of Singularity: Husserl, Levinas, Henry, has inspired me.  She reminds us that Levinas does not describe by cognition but by evocation and revelation with metaphor.  His strong metaphors are evocative ways to express both the abstract and concrete.  That is why his language seems extravagant.  Her fundamental thesis is that Husserl could account for neither the singularity of the Other nor of the self.  Levinas and Henry do this and show how it brings suffering.


� When I ask therapists why they practice, they usually answer, “I enjoy it, or “its fulfilling.”  It is not an enjoyable job like wine tasting, and they know this.  But to answer “to do good,” or “to serve others” appears self-righteous.  To be truly righteous it is better to appear self-serving than self-righteous.  Simplicity, humility and patience are essential not only for responding to the question, “Why do this?”  It is especially essential for therapy.  Levinas tells us that the suffering of this “…intimacy can only be (undergone) discreetly.  (And)… it cannot be narrated in an edifying discourse. It cannot, without becoming perverted, be made into a preachment, (US, 99)





� As it is for the therapist.  Let’s pick up later the necessity of simplicity, humility, and patience for the therapist.


� A favorite description of our beloved and deceased colleague, Dr. Jan Rowe.


� Dr. Krycka’s focusing exercises with our students goes deeper than the traditional “listening skills.”





