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Introduction
I would like to thank the EGATIN Committee for asking me to speak today in response to Farhad’s paper. I feel honoured to be able to do this.

I was very curious what Farhad would tell us about ‘Group Analytic Training and the Social Context’, because I have learnt to appreciate what he has to say. Hearing him speak is usually highly enjoyable, often controversial, interesting, clear and precise. This time, again, I have not been disappointed. 
It seemed to make sense that I should respond to Farhad’s talk, since while he places himself outside the group analytic training structure - he says, he has never been responsible for any of the official training courses -, I in contrast, have extensively been involved in training. I have been Convenor of the London Qualifying Course from 2002 until 2007; I was involved in the International Courses Committee at the IGA from 2003, and its chair until 2010; and finally I was running the London Foundation Course, which is the IGA’s Introductory Course, from 2010 until 2014. So, we will have to see if and how my perspective supports Farhad’s view or to what extent we will have to disagree with each other. 

Main thesis

Farhad has given us a plain and sobering view on how the situation in society, as well as in our training organisations, has moved more and more into the direction of a managerial model, approaching a rather bureaucratic regime akin to the New Public Management model (NPM). He points out how since the 1980s managerialism and neo-liberalism has increasingly taken over the public and non-profit-making sector in general and that many institutions, like for instance universities and training organisations, have come to be run as if they were businesses too. 

I think it is important to realise, that this is one of the reasons why IGA London lost its MSc training qualification and had to give up the connection with Birkbeck College and London University. The fees that Birkbeck College and the University were asking had become far too high for any of our students to afford them.   
The practice of freedom

Farhad started his talk with a quote from Bracha Shauli, an innovative language teacher at Gill University in Canada, who was awarded Best Teacher of the Year in 2000, 1998, 1994 and 1993. Shauli had been especially noted for being able to establish excellent relations with both young and adult students. I think what Shauli says is very important and I am going to read again the quote with which Farhad started his paper:

There is no such thing as a neutral education process. Education either functions as an instrument which is used to facilitate the integration of generations into the logic of the present system and bring about conformity to it, or it becomes the ‘practice of freedom’, the means by which men and women deal critically with reality and discover how to participate in the transformation of their world. (Shaull 2000, 34)

Hearing this quote, reminded me of my experience in the 1960s, when I was part of the students’ movement in Germany. We tried to establish new systems of education, of teaching and learning, in schools and universities, akin to Shauli’s idea of the ‘practice of freedom’.  It was also then that I heard for the first time about Summerhill School, an independent British boarding school in Suffolk that was founded in 1921. It was founded by Alexander Neill and was based on the belief that a school should be made to fit the child, rather than the other way around. Summerhill is probably the most famous alternative or 'free' school; it calls itself the oldest children's democracy in the world. The system that Summerhill employs, however, is not only about education - it is also a different way of parenting which eliminates most of the friction and many of the problems experienced by modern families – or so it says on their website. The school is still very much alive and seems to thrive. 
What kind of training do we offer in group analysis?

I value these ideas of freedom, democracy and the critical engagement with reality. And I believe it is valid to ask on this background: What kind of training do we offer in group analysis? What and how do we teach? What do we expect from our trainees? Do we want them to become conformist? Do we teach them to think of themselves as superior to others, especially their patients? What kind of values do our trainings convey?  Do we train people to deal critically with the world and with their reality? Do we allow for democracy and the practice of freedom? 
My conception of what a good training consists of, and this is in our case a good group analytic training, is along the lines Farhad mentions, like for instance transparency, responsiveness, engaged, relational, political and thinking. I actually believe, these values should be part of any psychotherapy training. Since group analysis claims by definition to take the social into account, these values must, I believe, especially be part of a group analytic training. We must teach the ‘practice of freedom’, and help people discover the way to deal critically with their reality and to participate in the transformation of their world. 
Changing our world

Winnicott (1958, p102) makes it clear that only mature adults have the capacity to participate in wider group activity. Only mature adults are able to engage freely with their environment, maintaining, shaping and modifying it. Most adults, in contrast, can maintain health only in a limited group, for instance in their immediate family or community. 
This is also because our current societies today, with their inherent diversity and multi-cultural groupings, come with a high potential for insecurity. We share a smaller common ground due to the underlying differences and cultural variations in our societies, and this generates a greater base of anxiety and aggression (Scholz 2004). The group analytic concept of the foundation matrix, which varies from culture to culture and also contains deprecations of other cultures, as well as their international history and power relations (Scholz 2003), offers an explanation for this and why it is so difficult to join the wider group. Every immigrant knows the experience of having to adapt to a new cultural environment, feeling a foreigner and an outsider. In order to feel secure, we all need to belong to groups familiar to us, which separate from, but also connect us with the wider community and with society as a whole. The capacity for that particular group membership to work towards environmental changes, which is so needed in society, is an adult achievement and constellates what Winnicott calls 'world citizenship'. This comprises the awareness of human destructiveness and suffering, as well as the capacity for concern and reparation.

If a human being can embark on the work of transforming our world, this is
…an immense and rare achievement in the development of the individual, scarcely compatible with personal health or with freedom from the depressed mood. (Winnicott 1958, 102)

The role of IGA London

IGA London sponsored the training course in St. Petersburg, in Russia, and I contributed to the teaching and supervision there. As chair of ICC, I also helped redefine or set up courses, for instance in Ljubljana and in South Africa. People in countries like these, which are in the process of undergoing colossal changes, are extremely eager and acutely interested to find tools and techniques to deal with their world. Psychoanalysis was illegal and forbidden in Russia until relatively recently, but now this way of thinking has found a way into a former totalitarian system and has an important role to play, especially in the democratic form of group analysis. This change from oppressive systems or apartheid, for instance, towards societies with more democratic structures is in no way simple, but any tools to deal with these changes are desperately needed. 
The role of group analysis

Foulkes initiated what he called the 'democratic' process of group analysis, where the variety of personal backgrounds, including class, sexual orientation, ethnicity and culture provides a rich tapestry of experience akin to that found in the wider social environment today. In one of my groups the group members come from 5 different countries, and an analytic group likes that is extremely useful in promoting a value system that embraces diversity. 
As Farhad reiterated in his paper, there is a strong orthodox side to psychoanalysis, which he wrote about in his first book ‘Taking the Group seriously’. The orthodox view of the authoritarian and hierarchically placed analyst is in my opinion, however, based on a fundamentally anti-group analytical stance. Psychoanalysis has, I agree, a deeply conventional and conservative side, which always has been and will be exploited by the market, as for instance by the advertising industry and their ‘MAD MEN’, and by the way politicians use demagogic power speech. But psychoanalysis, and even more so group analysis, also has a fundamentally revolutionary potential, which – and again I will quote Shauli – can teach us how to deal critically with our reality and can help us to discover how we can participate in the shaping and transforming of our world. This is Radical Foulkes – again presented to us originally by Farhad in ‘Taking the Group seriously’. 

Organisational structures

The relatively recent changes at the IGA London in their bureaucratic, as well as their training structures are a good example of this. While the former CEO managed to get the organisation out of a financial deficit, one of the national trainings also had to close at the same time. The latter is now under review, and the course is restarting already. In addition, there have also been important changes in the London training structure. For some time now, people who are already involved with running groups at their work place have the opportunity to embark on the Diploma Course, which offers them ‘Group Practitioner’ status after only two years. Many people, who cannot afford the full Qualifying Course or are not interested in it, are training in that way to apply group analytic thinking and understanding to how they run their groups and how they deal with their teams. This course is immensely popular, and has also increased the number of possible applicants for our Qualifying Course. 
Conclusion

I want to come to an end now. We can talk about this more together later. In conclusion, I want to underline Farhad’s plea for transparency and a relational attitude in relation to trainees and their training. The psychoanalytic notion of the importance of ‘truth’ is implied in this, I believe, and on this basis the infantilisation, that is part and parcel of so many trainings in the psychoanalytical world, could not be upheld. 

What seems to be important for me to add is the group analytic understanding of reciprocity and mutuality, which actually applies both ways. Both, trainers and trainees are involved and implicated in the process of training. Both are developing and learning, a simple fact, which has been confirmed over and over again for me, when I realise that I learn something new each year, while teaching the same subject, since my reading is always slightly different and the group I am teaching is certainly a different one each year.  

Reciprocity and mutuality are fundamental to group analysis, since in an analytic group you are challenged face-to-face to be authentic and take possession of your personal authority, as the conductor and as the patient. People are not lying on the couch, unable to see each other, but are all sitting in a circle on chairs; everybody can see everybody else all the time, all responses and actions. Farhad reminded us that in an analytic group the democratic ideal of group analysis reigns supreme, as captured in Foulkes’ famous statement, that group analysis is ‘a form of psychotherapy by the group, of the group, including its conductor’ (Foulkes 1975: 3). As Farhad points out, this principle has not yet been fully understood by the profession as a whole.
The conductor or the analyst is always fully embroiled and implicated in the process. What I do has an impact on my environment, and everything and everybody in turn has an impact on me. I believe it is essential that we make sure that our trainings take this notion of reciprocity and mutuality fully into account and keep us – trainers and trainees – on our toes, while teaching and preparing us to cope with this dynamic and use it constructively. 
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