
Dear David 

I don't often reply to book 
reviews, but your review of 
Ordinary Ec8tat~y <2nd Edition> 
was so aisleading that I feel I 
must say something. 

You say - "Humanistic psycho
logy does not have a way of 
linking the world of the 
individual with the world of 
the large group. It is strong on 
individual identity without any 
notion of social identity. It is 
not surprising that John Rowan 
ignores this i!Jsue... To integ
rate huaanistic psychology into 
society we need a good theory 
ot how society woris and how 
the transition to a person 
centred society can be developed 
and aaintained ... It would be 
good to read his views on how 
humanistic psychology, which is 
very well described in this 
.book, is developing as a part of 
our larger society." 

This aakes ae think that you 
aust have stopped reading at 
about page ao. After that 
there is: 

• A chapter on sex roles, which 
aakes soae very strong points 
about the relationship of the 
personal to the polttical. 

• A chapter on community devel
opaent, which is all about the 
application of humanistic psy
chology to society at large. 

• A chapter on the history ot 
how huaanistie psychology has 
spread and developed over the 
years, which shows how it has 
grown in its co-ltment to 
social action and social 
involveaent. 
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• A maJor chapter, the longest 
in the book, on social aspects 
ot humanistic psychology, which 
deals with all the things you 
say the .book ignores. 

Let me . say a bit more about 
this latter chapter, because it 
is not only quite long, it is 
also significantly different 
froa the corresponding chafter 
In the original edition. In t I 
say that there have been two 
phases in the way humanistic 
writers have spoken about 
society. In the first phase 
humahistic writers <Bay, Wright, 
Anderson, Hampden-Turner, Brew
ster Saith, Stein) talked aainly 
about humanity as a whole; 
while in the second phase there 
has been aore awareness of the 
depth ot the patriarchal spllt 
which has divided woaen troa 
aen. In dis·cussing this second 
ph~se, I bring in the work of 
people like Elizabeth Dodson 
Gray, Raya Dunayevs)aya, Donna 
Warnock, Hazel Henderson, Char
lene Spretnak and Peggy 
Kornegger and try to make out 
a case tor a valid way of 
looking at the very points 
which you say I aa ignoring. At 
the end of the chapter there is 
even a dis cuss ion of the 
iaportant question you raise of 
the transition froa the present 
society to a better one. 

So I really think you have 
aisled the reader on this one, 
and I would like to set the 
record straight so that poten
tial readers wlll not be put off 
by your words. 

Yours sincerely 

John Rowan 



Dear John 

What you say in your letter 
bears out what I was trying to 
say in my review. When humanis
tic psychologists write about 
society they tend to be naive 
about sociology. 

In chapter U you refer to: The 
subJugation of females, destruc
tion of the Earth's viability, 
competitive exploitation ot 
people by elites, distortion ot 
healing and personal develop
ment by the medical and educa
tional systeas etc. And on page 
22~ you list the shortcomings 
ot the political parties which 
are active at the moment. 
However, the remedies offered by 
humanistic psychologists often 
seea a bit thin. e.g.: 

<~~Bay's belief that political 
systems can be replaced by value 
systeas. 

<~~Wright's stateaent to the 
ettect that it would improve 
things if people controlled 
society instead of the other 
way round. 

<~~Or, to quote you when you 
discuss Anderson, <page 224.> " ... 
each citizen can and should 
have genuine participation, 
which means having a direct 
say in the political decisions 
which affect her ... " 

What are these statements 
supposed to mean in teras ot 
social structures and the devel
opaent of necessary rules for 
organisations that shape policy 
and impleaent it? 

The chapter on society that you 
draw attention to suggests that 
overcoaing patriarchy would 
improve society. The arguaent is 
partly . a tautology because you 
define those things we do not 
like as being patriarchal. And 
again there is the . problem ot 
how rules and policy would be 
decided and implemented in a 
non-patriarcal structure. 

The sort ot practical discussion 
about humanistic psychology 
that I would value would 
include: 

~~>what structures should contain 
the medical and psychotherapy 
services - ot which we form a 
part? How do we not perpetuate 
the ver1 things we deplore in 
'society when we cQntriliUte to, 
say, the Rugby Conference or set 
up practices ottering training 
and therapy as small businesses 
very much on Thatcherite lines 
<which we both deplore>? 

~~>why does humanistic psychology 
appeal aainly to the 'minor 
professions'? Are we not serving 
an interest group? 

Closely linked to this is the 
general question: 

II> how and when should resources 
be owned by individuals and 
what social structures should be 
developed to aake them account
able to coaaunities? 
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Readers of Ordinary Ecstasy 
will get a very good feel tor 
the history, development, philos
ophy and practice of humanistic 
psychology. But we still need a 
good tJieory of how society 
works and especially how a 
person centred society would 
work. 

Yours sincerely 

David Jones 
Dear Madam/Sir, 

I should like to take this 
opporttmity to offer my 
appreciation for the brilliant 
article by Courtney Young in 'New 
Age Spirituality' which appeared in 
Vol XVI No 5. I felt it a great 
comfort to know that other people 
have very similar views to myself 
concerning spirituality. 

Yours faithfully 
Susie Webber West Yorkshire 




