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Abstract 

This paper is a loose commentary on Marcinów’s book (2017). The commentary is fo-

cused on the objects of psychopathological investigations and the role of psychology / 

psychiatry tension in the process of singling out, tracking, and describing them. As a con-

sequence, there are limitations of collaborative and integrative efforts between psycholo-

gists and psychiatrists where questions of psychopathology are concerned. 

Keywords: Mira Marcinów; psychopathology; history of psychology; history of psychi-

atry; bi ography of psychological objects; interdisciplinarity. 

 

 

Introduction 

Marcinów’s (2017) book is a very rich and comprehensive attempt to capture the history 

and sources of psychopathology based on Polish nineteenth-century works. Now, the first 

volume of the announced trilogy is available, dedicated to melancholy. Marcinów focuses 

on the formation of Polish melancholy terminology and the distinctively Polish approach 

of melancholy both in scientific research and in art or culture more generally. The book 

consists of three, rather distinctive, parts. The first one contains introductory, theoretical 

considerations accompanied by a rich historical analysis. The second one contains an ex-

tremely broad variety of historical resources (which, I believe, can be re-used in the future, 

in many interesting textual studies on the history of Polish psychiatry). The third one con-

tains paintings, pictures, and photographs related to issues from first part of the book. 
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Here, I will focus on the first part of Marcinów’s book. Even the shortest and most general 

outline of the Marcinów’s (2017) investigation directs our attention to two general issues. 

First of all, it is the birth or construction of terminology, and classification of mental prob-

lems in general.1 In Marcinów’s work, the formation of psychopathological terminology 

related to melancholy is studied in the works of Polish researchers and physicians. The 

second issue is the very nature of psychopathological research itself. This will be my start-

ing point and main topic for my comments on Marcinów work. As Berrios (1984) noticed: 

“[t]he history of psychopathology [...] is a powerful calibration technique by means of 

which the language of psychiatry is conceptually tightened and made ready for quantifi-

cation” (p. 310) and “[...] collaborative work between psychiatric clinicians and historians 

is urgently needed and suggests as the first common task the calibration of descriptive 

psychopathology” (p. 303). Therefore, Marcinów’s research on the birth of Polish psycho-

pathology should be an excellent opportunity to calibrate our (Polish) psychopathological 

dictionaries. But maybe it could also add a little Polish contribution to the psychopatho-

logical knowledge in general. 

In what follows, I focus on an unsolved tension hidden in the treatment of a psychopathol-

ogy and its objects by Marcinów. This is the tension between psychological and psychiat-

ric approaches to psychopathology.  

A few words of explanation. Here, I assume roughly but uncontroversially that psychiatry 

and psychology are different disciplines with different, sometimes entangled, histories or 

biographies (Danziger, 1993, 2003), terminologies, methods and objects of research. Psy-

chology is a behavioral science focused on human behavioral performances in the intra-

individual and inter-individual variability context, whereas psychiatry is a medical spe-

cialty, mostly focused on mental malfunctioning investigated in case or cohort studies. 

While psychology is mainly focused on psychological effects, the psychiatry is focused 

on symptoms. These differences have changed in history and possibly at the beginning of 

scientific psychology, the differences between psychology and psychiatry were elusive 

and hard to track. However, when properly investigated, they could be very fruitful for 

research on interaction between both disciplines.  

Without any doubt, this is a naïve and rough picture, and it’s possible to make more nu-

anced distinctions, including relations between particular schools, traditions, or ap-

proaches in psychology and psychiatry. Taking that into account, some of them are closer 

to each other (e.g., a narrative psychiatrist and a humanistic psychologist), and some are 

not related at all (RDoC proponents and psychologists form psychodynamic traditions). 

However, I believe that even a more nuanced approach to the issue will not be in conflict 

with my argumentation. 

It is so because I only want to argue that psychopathology is a peculiar area of investiga-

tion, where psychology (especially the clinical one) and psychiatry start to collide and 

merge. The mentioned differences can be helpful but sometimes also harmful. Therefore, 

                                                        
1 Marcinów seems mostly interested in history of terms (Sierra & Berrios, 1997, p. 214). 
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we should proceed even more carefully when focusing only on one of psychopathological 

disciplines, in Marcinów case on the psychological part of psychopathological history or 

biography (Danziger, 1993, 2003). If we neglect the distinction between the psychological 

and psychiatric aspects of psychopathological research, then we cannot say that we are 

talking about psychological part of the story. However, this is a minor issue. A more press-

ing problem is that we risk losing sight of the fact of emergence issues related to the psy-

chological or the psychiatric way of conducting psychopathological research. Some of 

these issues will be described later in the paper. 

There is a quite extensive literature on birth of scientific psychology (Brock, Louw, & van 

Hoorn, 2006; Danziger, 1993, 1994, 2013) and the maturing of psychiatry in the 19th cen-

tury, and they are quite independent at that time in Europe (mainly France, Germany and 

UK) and the USA (Berrios, 1984, 1988, 1996, 2008; Mora, 1970; Sierra & Berrios, 1997). 

There are even some studies of the conflict between these two in the context of research on 

mental pathology (Blustein, 1981; Clark, 1981). Therefore, looking on these issues in the 

context of Polish research could be very informative. However, which is a little disappoint-

ing, Marcinów did not take up this thread in her work. 

It’s possible to develop this commentary in two ways. On the one hand, one could focus 

on historical issues and present tensions in then research. On the other hand, one could 

show why the issue of tension between psychology and psychiatry is so important. I chose 

not to present any detailed historical or any similar analysis of development from the 19th 

century to contemporary psychopathology. There is no place for such a project in a short 

commentary such as this one. I focus on showing possible repercussions of neglecting 

these issues even in history-oriented reconstructions. I will try to look on issues discussed 

by Marcinów through the lenses of contemporary studies on interdisciplinary research.2 

In the first part, I present rough remarks on interdisciplinary research. In the second part, 

I focus on Marcinów’s remarks on the birth of Polish psychopathology and psychopathol-

ogy in general as having psychological or rather medical origins. Here, I will elaborate on 

the issue of ambiguity presented in Marcinów’s work (2017). In the third part, I will dis-

cuss some problems, mainly interdisciplinary ones in the case of psychopathology. In the 

fourth part, I will summarize the whole commentary. 

 

 

 

                                                        
2 Here, I will not propose any exhaustive account of interdisciplinarity of scientific research. However, for the 

sake of clarity, I propose to draw a general distinction between: (a) multidisciplinary research, as conducted by 

representatives of different disciplines, but without interaction, coordination and integration between these stud-

ies; (b) interdisciplinary research, where we can observe interactions, coordination or integration between dif-

ferent disciplines; (c) transdisciplinary research, where interactions, coordination or integration involve 

stakeholders that do not represent traditional research disciplines (e.g. artists, industry representatives, NGO’s, 

or local communities; Boden, 1999; Grüne-Yanoff, 2016; Klein, 2010; Koskinen & Mäki, 2016). 
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1. From Interdisciplinary Research to Psychopathology 

As we mentioned, in psychopathological research, psychology and psychiatry start to col-

lide or merge. We can say even stronger that psychopathological studies, historical and 

contemporary, are (or at least should be) interdisciplinary, where psychiatrists, psycholo-

gists, neuroscientists, and even philosophers or ethicists cooperate (see: Campaner, 2014). 

Therefore, if we want to separate one thread and focus on, for example, the psychological 

aspect of psychopathology, we should be cautious in disentangling it, because it easy to 

conflate threads from biographies of different disciplines. Although Marcinów rightly rec-

ognizes the complexity of psychopathological research, she does not notice its highly in-

terdisciplinary character, i.e., its disciplinary diversity and its consequences. 

Furthermore, contemporary literature is increasingly pointing to the plurality and diversity 

of psychopathological research. It is becoming more and more common to take a plural-

istic position (see: Campaner, 2014; Van Bouwel, 2014; Zachar, 2012).3 And although this 

pluralism itself is not necessarily related to the disciplinary diversity and vice versa, it 

seems that the possibility that this pluralism is the result of differences between disciplines 

involved in studying psychopathology is worth considering. In particular, Campaner 

(2014) points out, among various sources of pluralism in psychiatry, “a plurality of disci-

plinary fields involved” (p. 91). 

There will be kind of disciplinary pluralism, where different disciplines can come with 

different epistemological, methodological, or practical standards. However, the differ-

ences can go deeper. Borsboom with collaborators (2009), following Cronbach (1957), 

points to a significant methodological discrepancy between the two approaches to psycho-

logical research: experimental vs. correlative. Of course, this conflict is rather intradisci-

plinary, not interdisciplinary, but if one of disciplines is challenged by such conflict, then 

it is highly probable that an interdiscipline containing this discipline will also face these 

problems even in a higher degree. 

My commentary on Marcinów’s book will begin from directing attention to research on 

the interdisciplinarity. I am convinced that this will allow us to see an important, albeit 

unnoticed, aspect of her research. 

 

1.1. Some Issues Disclosed by Interdisciplinary Studies 

We must introduce some issues of interdisciplinary studies, if we want to show how they 

could help in our (and Marcinów) endeavor. Interdisciplinary studies, as I mentioned ear-

lier, focus on the conditions of interdisciplinary cooperation, the formation of interdisci-

plinary research teams, as well as the evaluation, and implementation of interdisciplinary 

research projects. One of the basic aspects of this research is the analysis of issues that 

                                                        
3 Marcinów could argue that even if contemporary psychopathology/psychiatry is interdisciplinary, her analysis 

was historical. Different replies to this argument are possible. For example, we can say that this interdisciplinary 

pluralism is an intrinsic feature of psychiatry, as determined by the complex and diverse character of its problems.  
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limit of the cooperation between stakeholders form different research disciplines. Such 

obstacles could arise from different reasons. Showing these differences can be very helpful 

for understanding the specificity of each discipline involved in interdisciplinary research, 

and its actual role in this project. 

There are not only obvious differences in theories and subjects of research, or methods 

used in different disciplines. Most often, less explicit sources of conflicts are indicated. 

For example: 

a. different approaches to what is considered as data and to what is considered 

proper ways of collecting and using these data; 

b. divergent attitudes toward theoretical research, its role and importance; 

c. various epistemic standards (e.g., validity and reliability procedures and results); 

d. different daily practices, habits, routines; 

e. various repertoires: material, behavioral social and cultural components of re-

search (Ankeny & Leonelli, 2016; Leonelli & Ankeny, 2015) and different ex-

perimental protocols (Sullivan, 2009); 

f. difference in the scope of the disciplinary field (Peterson, 2016, 2017); 

g. different significance of ethical and social issues in the conducted research. 

These differences could be further multiplied. It will be informative to consider psychol-

ogy vs. psychiatry interaction/divergences in psychopathology, and even in a broader per-

spective, the research of the mental in general. 

If my reading of Marcinów (2017) is correct, she insists that the history of psychopathol-

ogy—in particular, the case of melancholy—is the part of the history of psychology. 

Therefore, using Danziger’s terminology, the biography of melancholy should be consid-

ered as part of the biography of psychology (Danziger, 1993, 2003). However, without 

seeing simultaneous theoretical and also institutional development of Polish psychology 

as a scientific discipline and without seeing its further development in the 20th century 

(Marcinów focused only on the 19th century), the picture seems to be a little patchy and 

blurry. This picture could be more problematic as it seems, if we—for example—looked 

on research developed in the psychoanalytical tradition, especially on the involvement of 

the psychoanalytic movement in development of the 20th century psychiatric research (un-

til the formation of DSM-III, in particular).4 

Here, I limit myself to more general issue, in order to shed some light on tensions between 

psychiatry and psychology in the case of psychopathology. So, we can go back to the issue 

of interdisciplinary research. 

 

                                                        
4 Moreover, exposing not only the issue of melancholy but also the intricacies of methodological and institutional 

background of development of Polish psychiatry could help in Marcinów’s project, as it seems, which is the 

development of a comprehensive approach to the Polish way of living melancholy. 
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1.2. From Interdisciplinary to Psychopathological Studies 

In the literature, we can find an interesting and informative analysis of problems encoun-

tered by cooperating economists and ecologists (Armsworth, Gaston, Hanley, & Ruffell, 

2009; MacLeod & Nagatsu, 2018) as well as systemic and molecular biologists (MacLeod, 

2018; MacLeod & Nersessian, 2016). Field-based differences in using regression analysis 

make economist assess ecologist as poor statisticians (Armsworth et al., 2009). Both 

groups of biologists, systemic and molecular, strongly disagree on the proper use of data 

and the explanatory role of simulations (MacLeod & Nersessian, 2016). These are exam-

ples already studied in depth in the philosophical literature, but these are not the only ex-

amples, and the search for these differences seems to be extremely valuable and helpful in 

understanding both the prospects of improving cooperation in interdisciplinary research 

but also the character of individual disciplines (see: Wagenknecht, 2016). Although I 

could find no papers that would explicitly show the conflict between psychiatrists and 

psychologists regarding psychopathology, especially from the perspective of more prac-

tice-oriented philosophical studies or science studies (however, see: Peterson, 2016, 

2017), these differences, I believe, are possible to find, and it is worth considering: 

a. whether there are convergent attitudes towards data in psychologists vs. psychi-

atrists and others (case or cohort studies, experimental or correlative studies, 

studies on model animals and others); 

b. what role theories and models play in psychology and psychiatry (what exactly 

is modeled by psychologists vs. psychiatrists?); 

c. whether psychologists and psychiatrists share the same epistemic standards when 

assessing the correctness or reliability of research; 

d. what kind of daily practices, routines or research habits are most epistemically 

valuable; 

e. what differences in repertoires and research protocols between psychology and 

psychiatry are; 

f. whether ethical problems, issues or challenges in both disciplines are the same.5 

This can be summed up in one question: if we write biography of psychopathologies, will 

it be a more psychological—social-science-oriented biography, or psychiatry—more clin-

ically, medicine-oriented biography? Even though there is no space for answering all the 

mentioned questions, and most of them still await the answer. However, as I say, I suspect 

that such answers will not be meaningless for Marcinów project. 

We can search for these differences (and similarities) in the treatment of the subject and 

the manner of conducting research by psychologists, including experimental, correlation, 

clinical psychologists and psychiatrists, both scientific researchers and clinical practition-

ers or therapists. 

                                                        
5 Exhaustive answers on the questions are beyond the scope of this paper, however, more detailed remarks on 

some of them will be presented in section 3 of this paper.  
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2. Disciplinary Hodgepodge and the Polish Psychopathology 

As I have already mentioned, Marcinów’s work focused on the birth of Polish psycho-

pathology also allows us to look at the emergence of Polish psychiatric and psychological 

research.6 The moment of emergence of psychopathology, both in the clinical and research 

context, gives us a unique opportunity to notice and track possible conflicts between psy-

chiatric and pre-psychological works in psychopathology. Unfortunately, but maybe in 

accordance with her intentions, it seems that Marcinów’s work blurs rather than highlights 

differences between these approaches. 

Marcinów (2017, pp. 19, 39) emphasizes the psychological nature of her work. In other 

places, she underlines that her project requires precise tracking and “articulation of psy-

chiatric narration with psychological referents” (2017, p. 17) However, as it should be 

evident from the above remarks, this is neither in any way obvious nor easy task. Addi-

tionally, referencing mental concepts presented in psychiatry as psychological by 

Marcinów is problematic. Does “psychological” mean here the nonphysical? Or maybe 

whatever entity singled out as part of psychological research? My reading of Historia... 

suggests the second answer. However, can we really say that melancholy as an object of 

psychology and as an object of psychiatry is the same object with one biography (see: 

Danziger, 1993, 2003)? 

a. Marcinów describes psychopathological issues as psychological, not psychiatric. 

However, psychology as a scientific discipline was just born (naturally Marcinów 

is aware of this difficulty). Hence, it is difficult to describe the disciplinary frame-

work of the investigated and discussed inquiries. This is the first problem. 

b. When we look at the main theoretical part of Marcinów’s book (2017, pp. 59–

176) and the source materials gathered in the second part of the book, her research 

seems closer to the searching approach for some issues related to psychiatry as a 

branch of medicine. Such assessment of Marcinów’s work is also present in the 

review of her book contained in this volume (Zawiła-Niedzwiecki, 2019). 

Naturally, to draw a distinction between psychology and psychiatry in the context that is of 

Marcinów’s interest, is not an easy task. The nineteenth century is the age of the birth of 

psychology as a field of research. It’s born in the works of e.g., Ribot, Wundt and with the 

James’ classic textbook published at the end of the 19th century.7 Psychology starts emanci-

pating from both philosophical and medical studies of mental problems. But it is not neces-

sary to talk about a full-blooded psychological approach of mental disorders. However, 

                                                        
6 It is worth noting that it would be extremely valuable to embed the terminology development within the insti-

tutional development of both research and clinically-oriented work on the psychopathology of Polish research. 

Of course, this would be a difficult task, considering not only that psychology as a discipline was just emerging 

(in the second half of the 19th century), which is clearly stated by the Marcinów (2017), but also the political 

situation—the lack of a Polish state. 

7 It could be very informative to know the reception, degree and way of acceptance of these psychological clas-

sics among Polish 19th-century psychopathologists. 
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exposing links between the 19th century approach to mental disorders with the remarks on 

formation of psychology as a discipline could be very informative, even for contemporary 

research. Hence, the basic problem of this book is the lack of a clear outline of what is, we 

can say, the differentia specifica of the emerging psychopathology as a psychological disci-

pline.8 Moreover, in the initial part of Marcinów’s work (2017), she points to a strong dep-

osition of mental disorders in a cultural context, either by reference to Foucault’s works on 

control and power or Hacking’s study of transient disorders. I am convinced that a clearer 

sketch of the disciplinary distinctions could be useful in outlining the Polish dimension of 

psychopathology. It could help to outline the dimensions of Polish psychopathology.9 

Psychopathology is a really interdisciplinary complex endeavor, and neglecting its inter-

disciplinary dimensions could lead to problems: we can miss terminological discrepancies 

(e.g., differences in use of some basic terms like “validity”) or be simply misled by super-

ficial agreements and apparent progress in research. The history of psychopathology could 

be, I believe, very helpful in identifying and tracking such discrepancies. 

 

3. Tracking through the Boundaries 

Philosophical and theoretical research on the methodology of clinical psychology, psy-

chotherapy and psychotherapy, from the mid-twentieth century, was pioneered by Meehl 

(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Dawes, Faust, & Meehl, 1989) and his work is still of great 

importance. However, the current development of the discussed areas carries more chal-

lenges. For example, there are challenges brought about by RDoC10 in psychiatry, which 

is aimed to make psychiatry more research-driven (Insel et al., 2010; Insel, 2014), and 

related to this, an attempt to move from a binary account of mental disorders to a multidi-

mensional one (Haslam, 2013). In psychology, the psychometric approach on psycho-

pathology is gaining importance—whether it is network-based modeling of mental 

disorders, e.g., in terms of causal relations between symptoms (Borsboom, 2017), or 

searching for p-factors for psychopathology (van Bork, Epskamp, Rhemtulla, Borsboom, 

& van der Maas, 2017). Therefore, the image of psychopathology becomes even more 

complex. We can indicate here interdisciplinary issues related to psychopathology: 

a. Meehl with collaborators (Dawes et al., 1989) describe differences between more intu-

ition based—clinical and statistical—and psychometric based—actuarian—diagnoses. 

                                                        
8 Marcinów’s (2017) research is even more difficult when she starts to include in her investigation threats form 

the 19th century literature. Her research probably needs a more transdisciplinary oriented treatment, see: (Brown, 

Harris, & Russell, 2010; Koskinen & Mäki, 2016). Marcinów attempts to integrate not only different academic 

disciplines, but also the relationship between the beginnings of scientific psychopathology and the various trails 

from the 19th works of fiction and religious literature, etc. But here I leave this issue aside. 

9 By the way, it seems that another concept taken from looping effect studies would be useful in the Marcinów’s 

endeavor. One could ask whether there is a specific Polish looping effect in the case of melancholy.  

10 For example, there is a controversy between a research-oriented—multidimensional—and clinically effec-

tive—one-dimensional—approach to mental disorders. 
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Even they argue for superiority of the latter, without dismissing the earlier, however, com-

pletely. Further, in his autobiographic notes, Meehl describes the clash between a clinician 

and actuarian (see: Lindzey, Runyan, & Association, 2007), and the complete dismissal of 

clinical methods (in his time, based on psychoanalysis) by actuarians. Naturally, these 

differences don’t disappear, new ones emerge and problems intensify. 

To some degree, the mentioned conflicts resemble tensions between the advocates of 

DSM-I and DSM-II and the advocates of DSM-III and later versions of the manual, and 

most likely between current supporters of DSM and supporters of RDoC (Keeley, 2014). 

However, this is mainly related to the conflict between clinical and research-oriented psy-

chopathologists. This way, we can understand Bluhm calling for two ontologies: “an on-

tology for scientific research and a separate ontology should be developed to guide clinical 

practice. It may be that the explanatory ontology will inform clinical ontology, but there 

is no guarantee that this will be the case” (Bluhm, 2017).11 

b. Sullivan (2014, 2017) notes that the key to research in psychiatry and psychopathology 

in general is to share protocols, standards or practices, which will lead to the stabilization 

and standardization of constructs that will be used in psychopathology. And when we no-

tice that psychopathological research is interdisciplinary, “specific measures must be taken 

across different context of experimentation to ensure the stability of phenomena under 

study” (Sullivan, 2014, p. 258). 

Sullivan (2014) analyzes in some detail a project focused on schizophrenia called “CEN-

TRICS”. This project looks for animal models of schizophrenia and integrates cognitive 

neuroscience with cognitive neurobiology. Therefore, Sullivan compares cognitive neuro-

science—focused on task analysis, and trying to analyze specific mental functions, and cog-

nitive neurobiology—focused on specific experimental paradigms, and investigating 

behavioral effects. What she says is even more intriguing: “[…] neither cognitive neurosci-

entist nor cognitive neurobiologist are specifically concerned with mental states of organism 

they study” (p. 270). Integration or even coordination of such research is not an easy task. 

c. Another issue is related to recent initiatives to base psychopathology on searching on 

essential factor for it—so called p-factor. If successful, it could merge clinical judgment 

with the actuarian approach. However, in their recent paper (van Bork et al., 2017) find 

flaws of using such tools in psychopathology. They show that most conclusions in that 

research were not data-based but emerge as artifacts caused by tools used for analysis. We 

can suspect that different disciplines will use different tools for similar purposes. 

d. Peterson (2016, 2017) conducted interesting ethnographic research on mind brain sci-

ences [MBS]. Although it is not dedicated to psychopathology and interdisciplinary differ-

ences explicitly, it is extremely informative for my current investigation. In one of his 

papers, Peterson investigates the relation between broad and narrow research fields in MBS. 

He presents the clear lack of trust between stakeholders coming from fields of divergent 

                                                        
11 In an interesting way, Haslam (2013) interprets DSM as an identification device. We can also try to identify 

DSM as being part of clinical ontology or something between these ontologies. 
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scopes. Researchers discredit the problem choice, graininess of analysis, method choices 

and many more. These differences determine the results in different fields. Disciplines are 

considered without value because they are supposedly: 

i. methodologically flawed and sloppy (in broad fields); 

ii. precise but irrelevant (in narrow fields). 

This kind of analysis can be easily transposed to psychopathological issues and divergent 

treatment of mental issues by molecular neurobiologists, clinical psychologists and phe-

nomenologically inspired psychiatrists (see for example, debates on RDoC in 13(1)2004 

issue of World Psychiatry). 

e. With regard to the issue at hand, a non-surprising difference is related to the kind of 

validity found in psychiatry and psychology (Kendell & Jablensky, 2003). While in psy-

chology, we deal with constructs validity, in psychiatry, we are concentrated on diagnostic 

validity (Zachar & Jablensky, 2014, p. 6). Haslam (2013) investigated a similar issue, i.e., 

relation between validity (relation between the measure and what is measured) and relia-

bility (consistency in internal, interrater and intertemporal dimensions) in psychiatry (see 

also: Lefere, De Rouck, & De Vreese, 2017). For example, phenomenological approaches 

are validity-centered, where RDoC is reliability-centered. 

f. At the end we can mention that, in the context of Marcinów’s project, there is an inter-

esting issue of the role of case studies in psychiatry and psychology. More precisely, what 

value for psychologists do psychiatric presentations of individual cases of disorders have? 

Although the aim of the DSM and even more RDoC is to make psychopathological con-

siderations more intersubjective, there is no doubt that the role of the case study for psy-

chiatrists is not negligible. Possibly, this is the question of the role of clinical psychology 

and its methodology in psychopathological research. 

The above-mentioned examples show that investigations in psychopathology can face 

many, in fact, interdisciplinary problems. The pluralism present in psychopathological re-

search is still in need of coordination (Sullivan, 2017) and conceptual stabilization (Sulli-

van, 2014). Furthermore, these issues are accompanied by continuous questions of what 

type of kinds mental disorders are: pragmatic, transient, or diagnostic (Tabb, 2019)? There 

is no easy answer to this question. Therefore, quick merging psychological and psychiatric 

approaches can be more problematic than helpful. 

Because of that, I believe that tracking the emergence of this type of differences—not only 

terminological ones—at the birth of Polish psychopathology would be helpful when noticed. 

 

5. Conclusion: On Appreciating Interdisciplinary of Psychiatry 

In the light of presented remarks, I want to draw conclusions. Despite the fact that 

Marcinów’s project (2017) is extremely ambitious and rich, my main concern is that it ne-

glects to mention obstacles to interdisciplinary cooperation, and ignoring them can lead to 
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problems with the proper account of psychopathology, leaving unnoticed, superficial agree-

ments, which will make research progress merely apparent. However, an appreciation of 

the complexity of interdisciplinary relations between psychology and psychiatry can help 

to expose not only psychopathology itself but also the Polish way of living melancholy. 
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