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What Does an Elephant Think of Finnish Psychology?

Introduction

A German, a Brit, and a Finn each received an elephant as a gift. The German fellow said: ‘He will be a huge help at my farm.’ 

The Brit rubbed his hands together and smirked, declaring: ‘I’ll start a circus and become rich!’ 

The Finn walked slowly round the elephant, stopped, and muttered to himself: ‘I wonder what he is thinking of me…’

As I began to write this article about critical psychology
 in Finland – or more accurately, whether it even existed - I felt somewhat inadequate. How was I, a fifth-year psychology major, going to be able to give a satisfying account of the subject? In order to form the bigger picture of the current key issues and underlying themes apparent in the field, I started by reading through old Finnish psychology journals (Psykologia, published by The Finnish Psychology Society) and magazines (Psykologi, published by The Finnish Psychologist Association) I have been collecting since I started my studies in 2001. The more I buried my head in the articles and reflected on them (building on my personal experiences at the university), the firmer my first intuition became: there is no clear-cut or uniquely Finnish ‘critical psychology’. It seems that the closest thing we have to ‘critical psychology’ are qualitative approaches employed by individual scholars (e.g. discourse analysis). Furthermore, the joke above does not only reveal the deep-rooted insecurity of Finns, which is most apparent in our obsession to know what people in other countries think of us. Ironically, it also applies to mainstream psychology, as it is presented in the psychological publications, in the widely used research methods, as well as in the psychology education at the universities. 

In terms of Finnish psychology, the intimidating elephant makes itself known through standards that during a given period of time are seen to reassure the credibility and validity of psychology; standards that have been, as I will illustrate, especially in the past tightly intertwined with the political, academic, and media ‘apparatuses’ (Derrida, 1999). For this reason I will first sketch the historical background of the social and political reconstructions that took place in Finland after the Second World War. In the second part of the paper I will discuss how these changes may have led to the formation of the three themes – or three forms of elephant – that are apparent in contemporary Finnish psychology. These themes are: an attempt to measure up to scientific standards; the need to compete; and the ambivalence towards Anglo-American influences, especially the English language. I will also argue that due to these themes not only is the creativity and critical thinking of researchers and psychologists – working in result-seeking universities, research centres, and practices – compromised, but also that there is a risk of reproducing cultural stereotypes and distancing psychologists from their clients. In the last part of the article I will discuss how reflexivity and critical thinking could be developed among our psychology students so that these risks could be minimized. 

In order to build my arguments and to give elaborating examples, I will focus chiefly on the special issue of Psykologia (03/2005), in which the former editors of the journal look back on both the past trends of Finnish psychology as well as the forty-year voyage of the journal as a scientific publication. In addition, I will also be referring to the Psykologi magazines, historical sources, personal experiences, and email correspondences I had with Dr. Jussi Silvonen (University of Helsinki) and professor Markku Ojanen (University of Tampere) – both of whom emphasise and analyse the multilayered effects of socio-cultural phenomena in their work. 

Social Changes and Political Atmosphere after the Second World War

Throughout Finnish history most of the events have stemmed both from the small population of the country (nowadays around 5,1 million), and its peripheral geo-political location. Psychology makes no exception: most of its trends have been the consequence of the work of single individuals (i.e. researchers and professors), and of the political atmosphere which especially in the past has been entangled with the fragile balancing between the Soviet Union and the West (Ekonen & Kulju, 1998: 133). Hence, before addressing the issues in Finnish psychology, it is useful to take a look at the post-war Finnish society in general, both in terms of the structural changes, as well as the impact the overall politicisation of the nation had on academic apparatus.

Social Changes in the post-war Finland

After the Second World War the Finnish government had two paralleling priorities. The first aim was to repair the damaged relationship with the USSR by endeavouring to prove the nation’s dedication and loyalty to its great neighbour (Ihanus, 2005). One strategy was to immediately start paying off the imposed war penalties. In order to make this as efficient as possible, both infrastructure as well as the machinery of factors and power plants had to be drastically modernised. The fines, as a result, ironically gave an enormous boost to the metal and paper industries which are still an important part of Finland’s economy. 

However, the relatively late start of technological development caused efficiency and productivity to be higher than ever before. This in turn had a unique effect on the country’s social structures, whereas in the 1940s only 25% of the population lived in the cities or nearby districts, the figure two decades later was over 50%. Although in Finland – just like in most Western countries – the number of rural workers declined considerably as technological progress created new jobs in the growing cities, the need for factory workers did not increase significantly at any point of Finnish industrialisation (Ekonen, Kulju, et al, 1998: 139-41). Instead, a great portion of the work force, ‘freed’ from declining agriculture, skipped the factories and construction sites, and found jobs in the widening service sector. As the standard of living rose, so did the demand for hairdressers, shop assistants, and office employees. Consequently, there was no forming of a working-class whose identity would be firmly rooted in its socio-economical background; the often monotonous work was mainly a necessary evil in the new consumer culture (Zettenberg, 1987: 875-6). Instead, due to emigration, urbanization, and the growing variety of jobs, nuclear family became the locus of social life, as people in concrete blocks of flats did not know their neighbours or their co-workers (Zettenberg, 1987: 862-7).
The second aim of the Finnish government was to follow the lead of other Scandinavian countries and set up a functioning welfare state. From the late 1940s on, several changes in legislation and organization were made to improve the living conditions and financial security of the unemployed, the elderly, and families with children. For example, the Day Care Act of 1973 aimed at providing communal day care for all children who needed it. The most influential decisions - especially in terms of the academic circles - concerned education. As the baby-boomers began their educational journey in the late 1950s, not only did the network of schools and universities expand, but also the financial situation of the students improved remarkably. For almost fifty years now, students have been entitled to government’s student loans, and since 1972 they have been granted with a small monthly allowance to cover the minimum living expenses. (Zettenberg, 1987: 874)

The significance of these reforms becomes clearer if we take into account the world of the previous generations. When the parents of the baby-boomers were young, only the well-off families could afford to send their children to university or even to secondary school – still, as late as the end of the 1970s, only 2% of the population had received a university degree (konen, Kulju, et al 1998:139) - whereas the figure in 2004 was 10.6%  (Tilastokeskus: Oppilaitostilastot 2005). Thus, before the reconstruction of the country the students and the staff at universities came from financially stable families, or from the upper-middle class, which in Finland had traditionally been dominated by the fairly small Swedish-speaking minority (Finland was part of the Kingdom of Sweden for eight hundred years until it was lost in war to Russia in 1809). However, after the changes in legislation, this balance has been gradually reversed: today a majority of the highly educated professionals – including myself and most of my student colleagues – come from Finnish-speaking, lower middle or working class backgrounds. In other words, one’s socio-economical background has not been an issue for years as every Finnish citizen has been guaranteed both financial security as well as free education from pre-school to a university degree. 

To summarise, due to the technological progress and the establishment of the welfare state after the Second World War, the standard of living has been divided quite evenly among Finns. Consequently, there has not been a similar social class deviation as for example in Britain. Rather, most people – including psychologists and researchers – share more or less the same socio-economical background and equal opportunities. In addition, the common values and attitudes reflect greatly those of the middle class: namely consumerism and individuality, which have become the cornerstone of identity formation. Furthermore, even though the high educational level is generally speaking a good thing, it has nevertheless caused some unexpected challenges in the contemporary Finnish society that have effects on psychology as well. To this topic I will return later. 

Racial Hygiene in Post-war Finland: How to Use Psychological Knowledge to Rationalize the Governing of the Population

Although eugenics had been a popular subject in most Western countries since the mid- 19th century, after the horrors of Nazi Germany the aim of racial improvement through modern medicine became discredited. However, though the term ‘racial hygiene’ was used in a more moderate manner in the official rhetoric of the Finnish government, this did not mean that the mentally ill and ‘dull’, that is, handicapped people would have been accepted as equals. The case was quite the opposite: after the Second World War several sterilisation laws were issued (Harjula 2002). 

As a result of these changes in legislation, it became impossible to make an official appeal for a sterilisation decision; also, compulsory sterilisations (issued in 1935) of the mentally ill and handicapped became a frequent procedure in asylums and hospitals particularly at the end of 1950s and early 1960s (Harjula 2002). Indeed, quite often the person sterilised did not know such operation had ever taken place, as it was done during an abortion or the removal of an appendix. Even in the ‘best’ case the sterilisation happened in the name of the individual’s well-being, as it got a strong recommendation from the doctor’s part (Helén 2002). Furthermore, as the medical doctors during the 1950s were both part of the legislation system as well as agents in practice, their profession had gained power to decide what was normal and what was not. (Mattila 2002) However, such drastic measures – taken solely in the name of science – were rationalized by the government for the sake of the whole nation. In order to recover from the heavy dues of the war while providing social benefits, it was seen necessary to ensure the health of the population; i.e. the workforce. (Helén, 2002). . 

But even if the ‘quality’ of the population increased, so did the gap between medical professionals and the common people. Not only did the doctors and their patients have significantly dissimilar socio-economic backgrounds, but also the ‘scientific’ standards and practices did not necessarily have anything to do with the everyday reality of the common people. A good example of this incompatibility is shown in IQ testing. For instance, a country doctor (as was often the case) may have measured the intelligence by such questions as ‘What is the capital of France?’ - a question that may have granted a one-way ticket to a (mental) institution where majority of the sterilisations took place (Mattila 2002). Even though the question may appear as the easy-A type to us, in the 1950s’ Finland the case was quite the opposite, as most of the people lived in the rural areas, and often under extremely harsh conditions. In other words, most people did not have time for building up their geographical database - a requirement for giving the right answer. Even questions that were close to people’s everyday life experiences, such as ‘What is the difference between a horse and a cow?’ appear quite vague and unreasonable (Mattila 2002). However, an ordinary cotter from the backwoods of the northern counties hardly could have questioned the righteousness of an educated and government-authorised doctor. 

It was not until the arrival of the human rights movement in the mid-sixties that the attitudes started to change. As a result, the sterilisation laws were finally repealed in the early seventies; moreover, the mentally ill and the handicapped were no longer seen as a social threat – they became a mission of social integration instead (Mattila, 2002). One has to bear in mind that - due to the structural reforming of the society - simultaneously with these changes other discourses related to bodies and subjectivity began to emerge as well. In other words, as fashion, career, and hobbies became the expressions of a modern city-dweller’s unique individuality, the healthy and well-trimmed body became the requirement and the symbol of quality life (Zettenberg, 1987: 928-30). Physical exercise, hiking, and eating less were now interests of sport clubs, local environmental organizations, and glossy magazines, whereas only few decades earlier they were merely a part of the daily life of an agricultural country. Moreover, although the nation still has a state religion, ever since the 1970s an increasing number of Finns could be classified as ‘rarely practicing Lutherans’ for whom church is mainly a place to sing Christmas carols. 

The Development of Finnish Psychology in Relation to Politics since the 1960s

Next, I will explore some of the influences that especially politics has had on the development of Finnish psychology after the Second World War. I am going to use Valde Mikkonen’s  (editor of Psykologia in 1972) classifications of the three forms of ‘tensions’, which in his view can be identified from Finnish psychology since the 1950s. These three tensions are the form of research, social responsibility, and methodology – (2005: 250-1). I have two main reasons for employing Mikkonen’s classification. Firstly, it nicely ties together the views of other Psykologia editors expressed in the special issue at hand (03/2005). Secondly, although the tensions were most visible in academic psychology between the 1960s and the mid 1990s, their effects – as I will be arguing later in the paper – are still apparent in contemporary Finnish psychology today.  

According to Mikkonen (2005), whether we talk about ‘progress’ or merely ‘change’ in psychology, it has largely been related to the tension between the proponents of different approaches. To their believers they have been, ‘if not larger than life, then, at least, have had a considerable influence on directing one’s life choices’ (Mikkonen, 2005: 251). When Psykologia was established as the first Finnish-speaking psychological journal in the mid-sixties, the tension number one – the basic research versus applied psychology – had already been a heated topic for years. On one side of the battle line stood those who were eager to ascertain a scientific status for psychology by following the standards and measuring techniques of natural sciences. Although quantitative research had an upper hand – chiefly due to the cognitive and psycho-physiological tradition dating to the 1920s – in Mikkonen’s opinion, the exact and repeatable findings had little to do with the lives of common people. 

The supporters of the opposing line of attack took a more humanistic approach by classifying and listing different forms of anxiety and social behaviour. It is worth mentioning at this point that neither actual humanist psychology nor psychoanalysis ever really gained much popularity in Finland - apart from being a matter of interest to individual scholars. For instance, Eino Kaila – one of the most influential forefathers of Finnish perception psychology and empiric-experimental research since the 1920s – saw Freud’s account of humans as ‘romantic naturalism’, which provided a deeper level of understanding (Kaila, 1954: 19-21). For Kaila (whose own interests ranged from philosophy to Gestalt psychology via logical positivism) Freud’s view was a combination of natural philosophy and mechanism. However, in terms of research findings having true value on the field, the basic research and applied psychology had to find a common ground first (Mikkonen, 2005). Often such fruitful soil was discovered in mental and health care sectors as studies were done, for instance, in relation to the effects of language skills on school success, and to cognitive inventory and rehabilitation of brain injury patients. 

In the 1970s every part of Finnish society was influenced by the overall politicisation of the nation, as the Cold War intensified, and the USSR tightened its grip. When the Soviet Union indicated, for example, that it would not accept any other president than Urho Kekkonen, in 1973 he was re-elected for the fourth time in a row – this despite the fact that such decision pushed the limits of a constitution founded on democratic principles (Ekonen, Kulju, 1998: 132-3). As the left-wing ideas gained more weight in the Psykologia journal, in student organizations and research projects (Vartiainen, 2005; Mikkonen, 2005), it quickly became clear that the second tension – i.e. should psychologists follow only the values of science, or should they actively take part in public affairs  – was rather a question of the degree of political involvement. 

In reality this meant extensive writing in relation to the Soviet theorists (e.g. A. N. Leontjev and Lev Vygotsky), translations of their classic works, and co-operation with the current Soviet researchers. The key ethos of the Soviet psychology, roughly speaking, was that there were no intrinsic ideas, although inherited biological foundation did have a role in development. A child was seen as an active subject, whose conscious decisions shaped both the immediate surroundings as well as her or his own psychic abilities, such as memory and learning. This active orientating and reconstructing, however, always happened within the limits of given socio-historical settings. Especially for Vygotsky, language was the most important ‘tool’ of psyche as words did not only carry meanings, but also were the primary units of consciousness reflecting the reality. It was for this capability to join biology and culture together – in an appropriate political climate, of course – that the theories of USSR psychologists gained so much interest in Finland. According to Vartiainen (2005: 256) – the editor of Psykologia from 1988-1991 – the ‘operant psychology’ of such theorists was about to merge all other approaches, as it was ‘seen as the third road between mechanistic behaviourism and reductionistic cognitivism’. The brutality of Stalin’s dictatorship, under which the Soviet theorists had had to work, became known only many years later. 

The 1980s saw the upswing in both the economy of the welfare state, as well as in Finnish psychology. The intake of psychology students increased in the universities, psychologists’ services diversified, and ideas from several approaches were creatively combined (Hautamäki 2005). Although mutual projects with Soviet researchers were still going on, their theories were not declared with such puritan passion as they were a decade earlier. In Vartiainen’s view, the constantly recurring themes in the journal were at the time the effectiveness of different psychotherapeutic approaches, the translation and standardisation of foreign origin terms and tests, and the lack of Finnish-speaking articles, as the researchers were more motivated to gain recognition in the international journals (Vartiainen 2005: 256-59). These themes were amplified during the 1990s’ economic depression.
Therefore, the source of the third form of tension – a silent battle between traditional methodologies and paradigms such as phenomenology and positivism – can be seen, fundamentally, as an expression of the ‘publish or perish’ culture (Service, 2005: 262). Due to an overflowing supply of researchers competing over a constantly shrinking pile of money, one had to either aim abroad or do ‘popular’ research in order to keep one’s post in university or research centre. Moreover, since the quantitative research already had a secure foothold in Finland, most researchers withdrew quietly into their highly equipped laboratories to continue in the cognitive and psycho-physiological traditions (Vartiainen 2005). As a result, according to Liisa Hakamies-Blomqvist (the editor between 1992 and 1995), ‘the time-honoured virtues of a researcher, such as creative curiosity, autonomy, and independency from the immediate profits’ were being pushed into the background – a trend that has continued to the new millennium (Hakamies-Blomqvist, 2005: 260). 

To summarise, after the Second World War, the majority of politicians were eager to prove the nation’s dedication and loyalty both to the West and the USSR – often with great difficulties (Ihannus 2005). The tight grip the Eastern neighbour had on the political, academic, and media apparatuses, however, did not only promote the greatness of the Soviet theories, but also caused political tension throughout the society. The 1980s were a decade of novel ways of thinking, as the ‘Glasnost’ (openness and publicity) policy of the USSR allowed the Finnish academics to try more experimental approaches. Simultaneously, people’s interest in politics decreased as the yuppie ideology and awful hairstyles swept the country. The economic depression of the 1990s meant huge cuts to both mental health care and universities’ finances; it also made researchers play safe when it came to choosing their research projects. Overall, the period from the 1940s onwards has been marked by an overall technological advancement ranging from the new kitchen appliances to the more accurate measuring equipments in the laboratories. 

The Contemporary Forms of the Elephant: Big-boy Sciences, Competitiveness, and Anglo-American Influences

The themes of the 1990s are still alive and kicking in contemporary Finnish psychology. Therefore, especially the role of psychology in relation to social discourses, and the wrist- wrestling between different methodological approaches still exist as well (Mikkonen 2005). However, globalisation and the diversification of media have created new challenges such as multiculturalism and information overload, which are sometimes seen to threaten Finland’s sovereignty and cultural identity. For example, even in casual dinner table conversations the European Union frequently pops up, and its representatives are seen as an army of faceless bureaucrats who may have never been to Lapland but claim know how to rear reindeer better than the locals. 

In this section I will briefly examine how these new features may have transformed the tensions discussed above, and how the contemporary forms of the elephant – finding standards to one’s merits, competitiveness, and internationalisation – are perceptible both explicitly and implicitly in mainstream psychology today. Moreover, I will also outline the developmental ‘patterns’ of Finnish critical psychology (to the extent it has been present) that coexisted with and contradicted the mainstream ideas from the late 1960s onwards, and consider where the use of scientific standards in psychology might lead and how they may reproduce cultural stereotypes.

The Form Number One: Finding Standards to Justify Psychological Knowledge 

Of all the ‘professionals’, psychologists – in all their reflexive powers invested in them during the training – should be most sensitive to the values and beliefs they might be promoting in research projects, at counselling sessions, and in lecture halls – or on the pages of a national psychology journal. In the already nearly larger-than-life issue of Psykologia (03/2005) Raija-Leena Punamäki (editor from 1999-2004) provides us with a wonderful example of how this is not necessarily the case. Her article does not only introduce the measuring-stick the mainstream psychology uses, but also makes the first form of the elephant visible to us: an urge to justify the existence of psychology among traditional sciences. 

Punamäki’s wish to put psychology under the umbrella of hypothetic-deductive sciences becomes clear from her article Psykologia-lehti ja ristiriidat (Psykologia-journal and Contradictions), as she finds psychology ‘at the intersection of social sciences and natural sciences while getting ideas from the humanities and owing its gratitude to philosophy’ (2005: 267). But this aim - to be taken seriously in the eyes of scientific world by employing the methods and standards of natural science to psychic phenomena - is also evident on a more concrete level. For instance, as part of my Masters programme, students are required to complete almost all the basic courses in statistics (480 working hours) in addition to two courses of quantitative methods in psychology with intensive demonstration classes. Qualitative methods, in contrast, are mainly taught through lectures and self-organized study groups with two tutorials led by a member of staff; the sum total of the study time in qualitative methods rising hence to astonishing 180 hours. Surely phenomenology and discourse analysis would be taught more if they were as important as factor analysis.

Moreover, by merely ‘owing its gratitude’ to philosophy instead of seeing it as a valid and important part of psychologists’ tool kit, Punamäki tries to distance psychology from it non-scientific origins. Ironically, however, as she describes the long line of philosophers – that, after all, did play a significant role in the birth of psychology in the 19th century – merely as dead ancestors who should be honoured, but who have no significant value in today’s psychology, Punamäki herself (probably unaware of doing so) is using the blue-print of a subject that was formed by the very same philosophers. For example, she declares with a hint of bitterness seeping between the lines that: 

from time to time psychology seems to suffer from the curse of femininity, nursing, and silent knowledge as well as from the image of a shy, sympathetic, and imperceptible schoolgirl. (Punamäki, 2005: 267) 

In short, as is evident in the passage above, mainstream psychology desperately wants to be ‘one of the guys’ among the other big-boy sciences by exhibiting hard facts and symmetric diagrams while disowning ‘feminine’ traits (Oh dear! What would become of us if psychology was mistaken for being feminine?). 

However, according to feminist philosopher Sandra Harding (1993), such an aim shows how in the Western cultures the ‘homogenous group’ of knowledge formers (i.e. white and middle class) does not only share a similar educational background, criteria, and theoretical framework. It also demonstrates how the same paradigms and epistemology – derived from the natural sciences – have always been, and still are, promoted as the only road to valid knowledge. New study approaches (if someone dares to introduce such) are greeted with scepticism, and unexpected exceptions, should they appear in the data, are immediately excluded as anomalies or explained away as ‘measurement errors’ (Harding, 1993).
As a result, scholars employing such epistemological standards at universities, research centres, and government think-tanks can claim the exclusive position in knowledge formation, and hence simultaneously gain the power both to decide what is worth examining and how. For example, one of the most recent goals has been to demonstrate the structural and functional differences on a biochemical level between the ‘normal’ brains and those of someone with ADHD. Furthermore, to hammer psychosocial phenomena into the frameworks of natural science is at risk of marginalizing and segregating minorities in particular (e.g. homosexuals, teenagers, elderly and so on) by treating them as mere objects of study while sidestepping the socio-historical context within which the research takes place. 
To illustrate my point of contextual sidestepping, let us briefly consider the studies done on the effectiveness of different forms of therapies – a topic which gained special interest during the economical depression of the 1990s. In terms of comparing the cost-effectiveness of long-term and short-term therapies, I argue that the domination of quantitative research methods might have played into the hands of the latter even when no significant difference was found. This is to say that since quantitative research is mainly about averages – i.e. it is not concerned about individual cases and their differences – it has little to say about what in the given therapy is actually causing the change in the particular client (it is reasonable to assume that the form of therapy would differ depending on whether depression is caused by chemical imbalance, bankruptcy in the adulthood, or the mistreatment during childhood). However, because during the 1990s the matter of interest in therapy research was not the changing process itself, but rather the clearly measurable outcome at the end of counselling, the figure ‘>,05’ came to mean the victory of the more economical short-term therapies. Therefore, although the agents of the academic and political apparatuses – insecure researchers and penny-pinching government that was to provide the services – met each others' needs, this rather obscure support system might have left the melancholia-driven population in the shadow. 

To recap, by treating research projects and scientific methods as clear-cut templates that can be ‘objectively’ employed in examining the social and psychological phenomena ‘out there’, scholars of psychology may lure themselves into a form of ‘group fantasy’. That is, as Yrjö-Paavo Häyrynen (editor from 1968-1971) points out, to create an illusion that the influences of researcher’s personal history (e.g. as women, fathers and so on) can indeed be ‘bracketed off’. Furthermore, as majority of new students are expected to take the oath of parsimony principles, eager-minded novices may implicitly bias their own research findings with cultural values and socio-political agendas (as I argued above).  More crucially, culture-wide assumptions – such as gender stereotypes and evaluations explicit Punamäki’s comment – are slyly reproduced and amplified because, as Harding states:

… [the conventional] scientific method provides no rules, procedures, or techniques for even identifying, let alone eliminating, social concerns and interests that are shared by all of the observers. (Harding 1993: 57) 

In the worst case, the lack of reflexivity and self-criticism within the scientific research process not only obscures the findings of studies, but mushrooms from there to textbooks, theories, and even to the counselling sessions (Häyrynen, 2005: 245-6). Psychologists, unlike one of my student colleagues who claimed during a group-discussion related to our future occupation: need to know the history of their subject – the origins of the elephant.

The Form Number Two: Competitiveness

The question of money – or more accurately, the lack of it resulting from cuts in funding and increasing rivalry due to globalization – reveals us the second form of the elephant: competitiveness. As the pressure to succeed intensifies, we find that psychology is at serious risk of falling into the traps discussed in the previous section. What might be some of the outcomes, for instance, of a ‘play- it-safe’ attitude in terms of mainstream psychology? And what is the role of the word ‘critical’ in the past and present trends in Finnish psychology? In order to answer these questions, a quick socio-historical detour is once again necessary in order to understand why it might be so tempting for Finnish psychologists and researchers to follow more conventional route. 

According to Jussi Silvonen, at the turn of the 1970s the ‘radical’ elements of the leftist student organizations did indeed bring critical ideas to Finland, not only from the Soviet Union and Anglo-American countries but also from Germany (e.g. Klaus Holzkamp). Due to the open-mindedness of such professors as Antti Eskola and Yrjö-Paavo Häyrynen, these ideas – which were usually concerned with the individual-society relationship theorised within the light of historico-cultural tradition (Silvonen 1988: 281) – were soon introduced to the academic psychology. A unique feature of Finnish critical psychology was that it soon took the form of ‘constructivism’ or ‘reformism’ that often materialised in independent projects (for instance, Yrjö Engeström’s variant activity theory in relation to the developing work research). Particularly during the 1970s and 1980s there emerged a myriad of new, creative, and critical approaches and projects which often used a subjective experience as their point of departure. Examples of these would be Heikki Ketovuori’s (1984) study on using individual’s description of their pain in the diagnosis process, and Marjut Wallenius’ (1989) evaluation of Roger Baker’s ecological psychology in relation to individual’s surroundings. However, most of them were eventually extinguished or blended into ‘mainstream’ psychology. 

In other words, as research projects diversified towards the 1990s, the emphasis of the alternative theories shifted from the (leftist) ‘collective subjectivity’ of the groups to the phenomenological experiences of individuals. But reflexivity – which had been ignored by the ‘scientific’ psychologists for decades – was not only a task for the research participants to tackle; scholars themselves were now searching their souls and exploring how their values and background could affect the research process (see Silvonen 1988: 281-2). Moreover, the supporters of activity theory saw probabilities and averages of masses as a manifesto of ‘methodological paradox’ in a science that was supposed to address precisely the individual subjects (Silvonen 1991: 13). Today, the critical approaches are most eagerly employed by social psychologists or cultural theorists; although these researchers most often work within the academic apparatus as well, they nevertheless stand outside the domain of academic psychology and hence more controversial theories have little impact on the training of psychologists (see Silvonen 1991: 13).

To explain this phenomenon, Silvonen refers to the exceptional ability of the Finnish society to form a consensus by integrating everything into itself. It is noteworthy that the consent-driven tendency can be found in every level of the culture, whether we are talking about intersubjective communication (for example, it is very hard to start a ‘constructive’ debate in a Finnish classroom without running a risk of hurting someone’s feelings or being considered arrogant), or socio-political issues. The former editors of Psykologia also support this view. For instance, Vartiainen (2005: 258) describes Finnish academic psychology as being ‘a post-modern collection of different research topics and methodological approaches.’ On the other hand, Vartiainen’s remark also reveals the uneasiness that may be evoked in some researchers if the established scientific norms and boundaries are blurred by novel approaches. 
Moreover, the word ‘critical’, as Silvonen points out, often has a negative ring to it. That is, since our country is all about gender equality [sic], mutual care, and equal opportunities to all, to be critical is to threaten harmony, to cause unnecessary confrontation - and in some cases it is even associated with Soviet communism; for this reason few researchers or psychologists want identify with, for instance feminism, as that might lead to being labelled as a difficult individual. Or worse, it could lead both to personal and professional exclusion. In addition, once again one has to bear in mind the small population of the country; while in the United States or Britain even a relatively small ‘critical’ group might have several members, in Finland one or two people may easily be at once both the founder, developer, and the one to find applications to their findings. In this light it is not hard to see how one’s personal interests, motives, and life choices, as well as the lack of group support could easily lead to the assimilation – or to ‘breaks’ (Silvonen, 1988: 279) – of critical ideas, if not with the academic psychology, then at least with each other. 

On the other hand, due to the tendency to assimilate it is quite easy to start a project – relatively independent from the universities and other institutions – in the name of ‘development of the society’. Projects such as ‘family schools’ in Jyväskylä and Lahti that aim at teaching children with ADHD or learning difficulties to develop their own metacognitive skills in co-operation with the parents (usually founded on Vygotsky’s concept of ‘zone of proximal development’) have turned to out be successful and exemplary. Then again, if we wanted to be devil’s advocates, we might make a cynical remark about the warm welcome that was due to the project’s society-improving goals. To grow the horns on our head a bit more, we might even add that such pro-social projects are merely subtle ways to encourage competitiveness (which has become a mantra in today’s Finland) through inclusion; i.e. if a child with an ADHD diagnosis does not receive suitable support and develop proper social skills, s/he runs a risk of failing in math, being bullied and depressed, and eventually ending up either robbing a petrol station or living the rest of their life on the dole. The taxpayers naturally have to pay the bill.

To put it bluntly, the political, academic and media apparatuses declare as one that we have to be able to ‘compete’ both in terms of economics, education, arts, sports, technology, as well as individual achievements due to ever-increasing international competition (though Finland did win the Eurovision song contest this year - for many a definite sign of hell freezing over). To make this possible, we, as a small nation, have to pull as one, and focus our limited resources on clearly defined subjects such as technology and biochemistry. This applies to psychology as well: we must pick our battle and specialize. However, not everyone is comfortable with this progress. Mikkonen writes: 

“Research is channelled into fashionable topics and methods as this is the easiest way to increase the productivity based on international contacts and mutual quotation exchange. (Mikkonen, 2005: 251)

Last autumn the Academy of Finland – the biggest government-based funding organization in the country – decided to spend ten million euros on hiring researchers from abroad. This is one way of making ourselves more appealing on the international arenas dictated by a success-thirsty elephant - since we cannot drag the entire country to the Mediterranean. 

The Form Number Three: The Anglo-American Influences

The third form of the elephant – the Anglo-American influences, and especially the English language – exhibits itself on three levels, two of which are also the concerns of the former editors. The first level can be classified as ‘public’ as it includes everything from terminology to textbooks and psychological publications. In Saarinen’s view (2005: 263), for instance, one of the most important aspects of university education is to enhance teaching and writing in our mother tongue. Although this may not have been the case in the past, the changes made in the requirements of the Master’s degree in the autumn of 2005 might help to achieve these goals, as writing the Bachelor’s thesis is now compulsory for all students (in Finnish universities it is expected that one usually goes all the way to the Master’s degree). 

However, the harsh reality is, as Service (2005: 262) points out that ‘English is the new Latin of science.’ Based on the editors’ articles, there are ambivalent feelings towards this phenomenon. If one wants to do international research – whether we are talking about observing rats in mazes or discovering the genetic similarities between humans and seaweed – one has to use English and the terminology based on it. Nevertheless, Service (2005: 262) continues, with a hint of bitterness in her voice, ‘These are the times of globalisation and only making the appearance in the global markets has value’. During the 1980s and 1990s in particular this meant for the editor of Psykologia that almost any article offered in Finnish was a special treat and was published immediately. 

Punamäki (2005: 265) argues that one reason for the lack of Finnish-speaking publications lurks ‘in the division of psychology into “field” and “academic” psychologists’. In her view, this split takes place at an early stage in the formation of career identity; the results of this process also show in the Psykologi magazine. For example, the latest psychological debate in Finland has been whether projective tests, such as Rorschach Comprehensive System and Wartegg (widely used drawing test in which the subject draws a picture based on different ‘stimulus figures’ presented in eight small squares), are valid, and hence truly useful to psychologists. Roughly speaking, the camps have been divided into those who use these tests in practice, and to those who like to emphasise the statistical significance in the evaluation of tests (see for example, Toivakka & Santala, 2005). Unfortunately, the two sides are yet to reach common ground. In short, the tendency for consensus in Finnish psychology seems to apply mainly to one’s own group, while the alternative views are easily considered flawed (note the traps of science identified by Harding). 

This division between psychologists escorts us onto the second level of concern in relation to the influences of English language. In small countries like Finland which have their own unique language, the status of English as the academic lingua franca causes several problems, especially on the ‘private’ level – problems that are most severe in counselling and therapy practices and thus cannot be lightly pushed aside as a sign of petty nationalism. Since most of the textbooks and terminology are in English, the students do not often know the equivalent Finnish terms. This is particularly problematic among psychologists working among the ordinary people who speak the vernacular. As Punamäki writes: 

… the people psychologists consult, treat, and examine live in the Finnish culture; they express their feelings and pathologies in the manner described by Aleksis Kivi and Mika Waltari, and psyche themselves up for threat and safety with the rites of [the national epic] Kalevala. (Punamäki, 2005: 265) 

If these names appear unfamiliar, Punamäki has made her point (though with a hint of nostalgia) loud and clear: Finnish culture and language have their distinct nuances which even in the times of globalisation are forming the mindset of the population. 

Furthermore, there is even the third level of concern I hinted in first part of this paper: the formation of a new ‘elite’. Unlike in the case of most socially privileged groups that are usually based on socio-economical background or on inherited family status, the membership of a new Finnish elite is achieved through university education, and more crucially, through the adoption of the English-based lingua franca discussed above. In other words, those who have received university education may literally speak a different language from the rest of the population – not only do they use ‘Finglish’ which consists of English terms and expressions, but also build their identity on such jargon. It is a great tragedy if future psychologists – whether working on the field or in the universities – will even unconsciously take on such identity, as it might distance them from their clients while increasing the risk of power abuse (see Häyrynen, 2005: 245). 

In this section my goal has been to identify some of the traps Finnish psychology may easily fall into because of the increasing competition both among ‘field’ and ‘academic’ psychologists, as well in terms of other sciences and international recognition. I also briefly considered the possible outcomes such antagonism might cause - namely narrow research projects and the fading of intuitive curiosity, as well as to reinforce the formation of new elite based on education. All in all, my aim has not been to bad-mouth quantitative methods or natural sciences, for they do provide fruitful insights to psychology as well. Rather, I have wanted to stress the importance of setting ‘the relationship between knowledge and politics’ (Harding, 1993: 55) at the centre of psychology, whether we are talking about epistemology, socio-political circumstances, or professional identity. However, this would require openness to multiple methods, allowance of theories to modify themselves according to the current state of the world, as well as capability for critical self-reflection. Unfortunately, these other viewpoints are not often considered - let alone encouraged - in the current psychology education. 

Grow a Backbone or Two, Little Man!

I began this paper by sketching the historical background of Finnish society. First we took a quick over-view on the social politics of the post-war Finland ranging from sterilisation laws to the formation of the welfare state. After this, we saw how the small population of the country, as well as its remote geo-political location, and living next door to the Soviet Union have played a major role in every area of the nation’s history, ranging from the leftist student organisations of the 1970s to the theoretical influences still apparent today. After the historical account I examined the key themes and concerns of contemporary Finnish psychology: the aim was to gain a scientific status for psychology, the need to compete, and the ambivalence towards Anglo-American influences, especially in terms of the English language. Moreover, I also argued that due to all the factors mentioned above, there has been no room for critical Finnish psychology to develop. As Markku Ojanen describes the situation in his email reply, ‘nowadays mainly some qualitative researchers try to do critical study’ (therapy conventions, personality theories, and projective tests). Moreover, even if there are critical approaches, they rarely interact with academic psychology (The University of Tampere, where Ojanen also works, makes the most refreshing exception thanks to their active discourse research).
Now that we have some idea of the big picture, I will dedicate the rest of this paper to briefly considering potential options for developing critical thinking, especially among psychology students – something that is crucial in order to avoid the formation of ‘elite’ identity. In other words, since students, particularly at the beginning of their training, often take great pride in soaking up all the information provided during classes (all the psychology students must go through a two-phased entry examination, and thus it is easy to feel ‘special’ once accepted into training), it is the responsibility of the professors and lecturers to introduce them to alternative theories - even to ones that may be in direct conflict with the more ‘traditional’ psychological frameworks. But too often, at least in my experience, students are merely shown by power-point presentations about noble ideas of self-reflection, enhancing justice, and admitting the limits of psychology. In other words, they are not told in a more positive light what being ‘critical’ could mean in practice. 
One possibility to broaden the scope of critical, or ‘relativist’, thinking could be to organize panel discussions in which representatives of, for instance, queer theory, feminism, or different religions and cultures, could openly debate and discuss psychological subject matters. This would most certainly enhance mutual awareness and reflexivity – the small size and the intimate atmosphere of the country might even be an advantage in such project (e.g. forming connections between different departments, universities, and organizations). Furthermore, such an approach does not only reveal the blind spots of traditional frameworks, but it may also strengthen and renew the original theories as psychologists have to defend their standpoints more accurately. 
An additional bonus in encouraging students to take unconventional viewpoints is that it might also improve their self-understanding in relation to their socio-historical context. To put it bluntly, too often future psychologists are left alone with their unconscious beliefs and values that might be activated in unexpected situations – this is true particularly in the case of sexual identity, as the topic receives surprisingly little attention during the training. Moreover, while there has been more and more discussion in Psykologi magazine in relation to different sexual orientations (it is surprising why it took so long), the focus has been mainly on homosexuality. Nothing has been said about sadomasochism or fetishes, let alone how to handle such topics should they emerge at counselling; this despite the fact that sexuality in all its forms has become the cornerstone of contemporary Western self (Plummer, 1995). Therefore, in a psychologist-client situation such issues could cause anxiety in the psychologist, since no theoretical backup has been provided during the training. Hence, it is very easy to fall back on stereotypes received through the socialization process. Even good old Freud could be useful in the quest for self-knowledge.

Overall, my intention has been to draw attention to the pitfalls that lurk in privileging any one psychological approach or theory over others, as it can, among other things, put an extra spin on the logic of collective paranoia. In contemporary Finnish society – haunted by the three forms of the elephant – this means that so-called professionals as psychologists ought to be careful not to yell ‘fire’ when they see smoke. However, this might have already happened as the number of ADHD diagnoses and related products, for instance (e.g. drugs, training programmes, concerned parents) increases. Therefore the training of psychology students, in my view, should shift at least some of the weight from teaching statistics onto developing reflexivity as well as cultural and historical awareness. But too often time and money (or the lack there of) steal the limelight. However, appealing to these factors may also push the cultural blind spots even deeper into oblivion. In other words, there is no point telling the unconsciousness ‘Don’t you dare go on using those stereotypes and embedded anxieties as we do not have the resources to deal with them!’ After all, as Slavoj Zizék (2002: 22) has stated, ‘the opposite of existence is not non-existence, but insistence; that which does not exist’.
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� Contact: � HYPERLINK "mailto:tetuniss@cc.jyu.fi" ��tetuniss@cc.jyu.fi� 


� Social psychology is a separate discipline in Finnish universities. In Tampere and Kuopio it is more allied with sociology than psychology. So, even though I personally have also studied psychology, I could be regarded as an outsider to psychology proper in Finland. 


Another reason why this disciplinary issue should be mentioned first is that if there ever was a trend of critical psychology in Finland, it was more obvious within social psychology than psychology. In social psychology there are several researchers who could be mentioned here: For instance, Antti Eskola, Klaus Weckroth, Vilma Hänninen and myself. And if discourse and converstation analysis are included, then also Anssi Peräkylä, Johanna Ruusuvuori, Eero Suoninen, Pirjo Nikander etc. etc.


� As to the role of statistics in psychology it seems to vary in Finnish universities. As I told you, in social psychology almost all work is qualitative these days.
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