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CHALLENGES IN TRAINING

David M. Sachs

I want to express my thanks to the Organizing Committee of this Symposium  

for the opportunity to express my views on the Challenges in Training.  Because  

the time limit of thirty minutes precludes a review of the vast literature on  

the subject, I find myself in the unusual and pleasing position of presenting a  

totally personal and totally unofficial view of the topic.  My goal is to  

present ideas in a form which most favors an open and fruitful discussion later  

in this Symposium.

I wish to note in advance that I have tried to make my generalizations apply  

to the majority of institutes with which I am familiar through my work in the  

American Psychoanalytic Association as past Chair of the Committee on New Groups  

and in my similar current capacity in the IPA; nonetheless, my generalization  

will not do justice to all institutes in all regions because psychoanalytic  

training takes a great variety of forms within the tri-partite paradigm.  Some  

of the challenges I note have been better resolved by some institutes than by  

others, but no institute has resolved all of them.  Since I cannot acknowledge  

each successful solution, my hope is that these institutes will share their  

solutions during the discussion period.

Psychoanalysis is confronted by changes in society that have created  

conditions markedly different from those that existed in the era in which our  

tri-partite system was first promulgated.  Despite its original merits this  

educational plan no longer appeals to many potential candidates even in parts of  

the world where psychoanalysis is popular and there are many candidates. Some of  

the common reasons given are the long years of training, its expense and the  

widespread belief that the training may not result in the graduate being able to  

practice clinical psychoanalysis as a primary expression of the training.  These  

factors, among others, both discourage applicants and exert pressures on our  

organization to change our traditional educational approach to adjust to these  

concerns.  In the current vernacular, we are being asked to make our training  

requirements `user friendly' by reducing the frequency of analytic  

sessions, shortening the length of sessions and of analyses, using concentrated  

analysis and decreasing the standards for supervisory time and didactic courses.  

 To some analysts any of these alterations is anathema, while to others they  

represent a sensible improvement over the old requirements which they believe  

are badly flawed and impractical in the modern world.

Here, I am not speaking of theoretical possibilities for changing the  

implementation of the tri-partite model, because many of these changes are  

already in existence in a limited and experimental form.  For example, in  

Eastern Europe candidates have little money and no resident Training Analysts.   

As a consequence, they must travel long distances to be trained and practices  

such as concentrated analysis, interrupted periods of analysis, and telephone  

supervision are common.  Although these modifications have not always led to the  

successful completion of training and acceptance of the candidate by the IPA,  

there have been a number of candidates whose training traversed atypical paths,  

reminiscent of the early periods of analytic training, who have been considered  

qualified for IPA membership.  These experiments in adapting training to new  

social milieus appeal to some analysts as valuable, and cause others to believe  

that the standards of the profession are being compromised.  It is interesting  

to members of the New Groups Committee that advocates of both positions seem to  

have little interest in basing their opinions of these experimental methods on a  

careful evaluation of the results.  I suggest that both of these polarized  

convictions need to be challenged because many of these candidates are able to  

internalize core analytic values just as well as those trained in more  

traditional ways.   These unusual training methods, developed under conditions  

of great adversity, can help psychoanalysts discover new ways to transmit  

psychoanalytic knowledge.

In some countries psychoanalysis has fallen from being an honored profession  

of unquestioned, high social value to one that is viewed as a possibly  

fraudulent therapy and socially irrelevant.  Such attacks have not been entirely  

successful, but neither have they entirely failed.  Although individuals may  

reject the claims of these attacks, governments and health providers have used  

them to justify  reduced coverage for psychoanalytic therapies in the name of  

economy. Potential applicants for training in countries in which psychoanalysis  

has a negative image must overcome that obstacle before embarking on training,  

and also must believe they can overcome this same disadvantage when they begin  

their practices.  These candidates need the support of older colleagues who  

demonstrate the viability of the profession in their words and actions;  

otherwise, serious morale problems occur.  In these countries I suggest that the  

purpose of training must be seen as broader than clinical analysis, a point to  

which I will return.  In countries where clinical psychoanalysis is currently  

popular, close attention needs to be paid to its fate in other countries where  

its popularity has waned.

The structures of any organization are an adaptation to the conditions at  

the time of its formation, a concept that is as true for psychoanalytic  

educational forms and procedures as it is for the role early childhood  

experiences have for an adult.  When the environment changes in unpredictable  

and unstable ways which either do not accept or are hostile toward these  

original structures internal conflicts arise.  Typically, these external  

stressors divide any organization into polarized groups: one wishes to preserve  

the old methods and the `standards' whether or not favorable external  

circumstances will return;  the other urges the organization to transform the  

old methods and to develop new `standards' because they believe they  

are better in any circumstance. Psychoanalytic training faces precisely this  

kind of challenge in many parts of the world.  Those who want to retain the  

established training methods argue that core concepts are already known and are  

immutable.  They oppose sacrificing them in order to adapt to a hostile culture,  

and prefer `maintaining standards' even if this means that the IPA  

would grow very slowly or even grow smaller.  Those who perceive the old  

standards as flawed do not regard changing them as a `weakening of  

standards'.   They become advocates for growth  as one means to enhance the  

importance of psychoanalysis.  These differences, of course, quickly take on a  

political cast.  The `conservative' group believes that a merit based  

educational system cannot be held hostage by an ignorant society and fear that  

psychoanalytic training will be sacrificed on the alter of social approval.  The  

'liberal' group also does not want to pander to social approval, but  

does believe change can be based on merit.  The former group is skeptical that  

new educational models can produce equivalently good outcomes as the old model,  

and is disinterested in evaluating the results of new models.  The latter group  

takes an opposite view of these matters.

To resolve these polarized viewpoints and to move toward a new consensus so  

that the organization begins to cohere, we are challenged to devise a shared and  

understandable language of those basic concepts which all institutes agree needs  

to be transmitted to candidates.  For example, if both extremes agree that one  

of the core concepts accepted by psychoanalysts is that the patient is not to be  

blamed by the analyst for the consequences of unconsciously determined actions,  

we can try to determine when this belief has been internalized by the candidate  

so that he can help the patient achieve choice over unconscious compulsion.  For  

example, does the candidate continue to blame the patient for having an  

unconscious or does he strive to make the patient responsible by working toward  

giving him more choice in his current behavior?  This requires teachers to be  

aware of the need to teach in terms of demonstrating this core assumption in  

addition to teaching `what to do' in specific situations.  In turn,  

teachers can assign themselves the task of revealing to the candidates the  

assumptions that enable them to think psychoanalytically.  In short, the  

profession can require itself to teach how to cook not just how to follow a  

recipe.

Trying to agree on core psychoanalytic values opposes the false dichotomy  

between the conservative and liberal positions.  Stating them in a form that  

makes their transmission a goal of all training is not a threat to our  

cohesiveness, but a means to that end.

The division of opinion that continues to exist between advocates of  

psychoanalysis as a science and advocates of psychoanalysis as an art is still  

with our profession, and remains as divisive as ever.  If this dichotomy is  

accepted as valid another source of serious internal conflict about how to train  

the next generation becomes inevitable.  For example, a determined attack is  

being made in the United States by philosophers, historians and others, on the  

credentials of psychoanalysis as a science.

These attacks are serious and are sometimes met with attempts by  

psychoanalysts to prove that we are a science in the Positivist tradition of  

physics and chemistry.  Such defenses desert our commitment to the idea that we  

are not that kind of science, but a new form of science that has elements of  

traditional science and elements of humanism in a mixture that is necessary to  

work with people who are affected by the process of being observed, a process  

that also affects the observer.  If psychoanalysis as a method only depends on  

techniques which belong to the `hard sciences' our profession  

dehumanizes our patients in the name of science.  Equally, to desert our roots  

in science exposes us to a form of personal subjectivism that can be organized  

into an `everything goes' form of relativism.  Psychoanalysts need to  

reject claims in favor of one extreme or the other both from within and without  

psychoanalysis so that this dilemma can be solved in favor of one side or the  

other. The tensional state that exists between these views is our means to  

preserve both the objective gains of psychoanalysis and the wonder and mystery  

of what we cannot understand.  It remains a compelling challenge to us all to  

protect this complexity from simplification, and to acknowledge that  

psychoanalysis as a science may provide a key to a new understanding of the `hard  

sciences'.

Next, please consider how the pressures to adapt our traditional educational  

methods to external demands, threaten the usefulness of the tri-partite model.

Because most institutes are non-reporting, it may go unnoticed that the  

training analysis has become a non-evaluated part of the tri-partite model.   

Although it remains an educational requirement, there is no direct evidence  

available about its success. Such determinations are made indirectly by way of  

the candidate's demonstration of her ability to conduct an analysis under  

supervision---the second leg of the triad.  Although supervision is properly  

considered an indispensable way to evaluate analytic skill, there are many ways  

in which supervision can fail as an evaluative method.  For example, some  

supervisors focus on the successful management of the specific case in analysis.  

 In this form, the supervisor is more concerned with techniques suitable for  

that patient and can fail to address the analytic concepts that underlie  

interventions so that the candidate can learn to apply them to other cases.  It  

is possible for a candidate to emerge from supervision having helped two or  

three patients, but ignorant of the principles that made this possible.  The  

widespread fact that supervisors often are not trained to transmit shared goals  

increases the possibility for this to occur.  In addition, there is significant  

variation in the amount of supervision received and in the ability of  

supervisors encountered by the candidate.  Unfortunately, accreditation can  

depend upon the completion of the minimum number of supervisory hours and  

reports on those cases, rather than on the demonstration of the ability to  

practice without supervision on a new case.

Progress has been made in recent years in training supervisors to accomplish  

the transmission of those values central to psychoanalysis, but it remains a  

challenge to the profession to broaden and deepen the acquisition of these  

skills.  Although research is needed to learn how to train supervisors better,  

immediate remedies are available if institutes would study the results of  

alternate methods, and share what they learn with others.  The following  

questions suggest some possibilities for innovation.

Is it wise for a candidate to remain with one supervisor for the entire case  

as opposed to her changing supervisors after a limited period of time?  Should  

individual supervision be used in conjunction with group supervision?  Should  

Training Analysts receive special training in supervision so that there is  

greater agreement about the basic values supervision is to transmit?   Should  

there be a separate category of Supervisory Analysts to conduct supervision?   

Should institutes find simple ways to reassess completed supervisions?

The third leg of the tri-partite model---didactic teaching---is extremely  

variable in its importance as an evaluative tool to determine the degree to  

which the candidate has internalized psychoanalytic values.  Many institutes  

require attendance in classes, but only give impressionistic evaluations.  Some  

institutes place great emphasis on the organization and content of the  

curriculum, and consider the completion of the program sufficient proof that the  

material has been learned without further evaluation.  Others have a loosely  

structured curriculum, and place little importance on it as a means of  

transmitting analytic competency.  The undisputed fact is that there is great  

variation in the didactic aspects of the tri-partite model.  Generally, the fact  

of variation is considered evidence of strength in psychoanalytic education, an  

attitude with which I agree.   Nonetheless, the question remains, `do these  

various didactic methods have a means to assist the reports of supervisors to  

deselect those candidates who do not successfully learn the material taught?'</P>  

<P>This brief overview permits me to conclude that supervision---a  

significantly flawed tool---has become the major means of evaluating clinical  

competency.  I do not believe this is fair to candidates, supervisors and the  

profession, and suggest that the didactic program should embody an evaluative  

process so that it can become an additional source of information about clinical  

competency.

Placed in the historical context in which the tri-partite model was  

developed we can remind ourselves of a significant difference between then and  

now in regard to the selection of candidates.  For example, in the fifties and  

sixties in the United States, pre-selection was the usual rule.  It was based on  

the judgment of experienced clinicians who formed an estimate of analytic  

aptitude prior to the beginning of training based on a similarity to the  

selectors in terms of background and performance.  Like those selected for my  

medical school class, few were expected to fail.  The tri-partite model, though  

weak in evaluative potential, was considered an excellent one in which the  

skills of the talented candidate---the overwhelming majority of those  

selected---could be refined.

Post-selection of applicants is the method that was employed in many  

professional schools as an alternative to pre-selection when the criteria for  

selection were not thought to be known in advance.  For example, medical schools  

and law schools in the United States frequently admitted at least one-third more  

students than would graduate.  The failure rate was enforced by strict  

evaluation procedures.  When either method is applied exclusively, the  

disadvantages of each is maximized. Pre-selection deselects talented applicants  

with atypical backgrounds; post-selection places great reliance on evaluation  

methods which may deselect the wrong students.  As a reaction against the  

shortcomings of post-selection, professional schools in the United States moved  

to the extreme use of pre-selection, the method in use when I was trained as a  

doctor.  In a balanced process, pre-selection would include a wider net of  

applicants than those similar to the selectors, and adequate evaluative methods  

would be employed to deselect those who were selected in error.

In my view psychoanalytic training has also oscillated between the extremes  

of each type of selection. Some psychoanalytic institutes, particularly in the  

United States, of the pre-selection type came to recognize the weaknesses of  

that method, and moved toward post-selection.  These institutes wanted to  

include more women and candidates from disciplines other than medicine, making  

the criteria of similarity in background inapplicable; changes in the law made  

it difficult to exclude applicants without giving them a chance to succeed; and  

psychoanalytic educators recognized that `in-breeding' selection  

criteria excluded many analytically talented applicants simply because they were  

different.  At the same time, institutes which already selected a wide range of  

applicants became concerned that there was no way to exclude anyone, and feared  

a dilution of standards.  They moved toward pre-selection criteria.

For these reasons, among others, some applicants in many institutes are  

selected who prove to have severe difficulty in training.  This places  

institutes in the position of using the tri-partite model to post-select the  

able candidates. Without adequate evaluative techniques, it has become a poor  

model.

An interesting parallel to this educational change is the clinical  

application of analysis to patients---the widened scope of patient  

selection---who cannot utilize the method easily.  Unlike the early analysts who  

excluded patients after a few weeks or months who were not a priori  adapted to  

the use of the method, these `widened scope' analyses may last many  

years because there are no criteria to end the analysis.  Instead, analysts have  

come to believe that patience on their part will favor a successful analysis.   

Because the `widened scope' phenomenon also occurs in selecting  

patients for training analyses, it is important to acknowledge that in  

non-reporting institutes there is no way to discover that the training analysis  

might have been a form of intensive psychotherapy.  Although this may have been  

the appropriate treatment for the analysand, these `analyses'  

contribute to a blurring of the distinction between analysis and psychotherapy.   

When Training Analysts stopped analyses quickly because the analysand could not  

utilize the analytic method, this was an important evaluative method that is no  

longer available in non-reporting institutes.  Psychoanalytic educators need to  

take this fact into account as they consider the problem of deselection of  

unsuitable candidates.

Psychoanalysis shares the burden society places on all professions to  

protect the public from incompetent professionals.  This responsibility combines  

with our responsibility to protect our own profession from accepting as  

qualified those candidates who have simply gone through training, but who may  

not have internalized the values represented by that training.   In my  

experience, all institutes sincerely try to discharge this responsibility, but  

are seriously compromised by the need to work without sufficient evaluative  

feed-back.  Innovative ideas are needed to evaluate the clinical skills of  

candidates over a wider range of clinical situations than currently is done, and  

I hope suggestions will be made during the discussion about how to accomplish  

this task.  Further, it would enhance the unity of psychoanalytic training  

world-wide if these methods were suitable for application within different  

psychoanalytic theoretical paradigms.  Although this is a formidable task, there  

is no reason in principle that it cannot be accomplished.

The still unsettled issue of the difference between psychoanalysis and  

psychoanalytic psychotherapy has assumed increasing importance in recent years  

because it further complicates the ability of institutes to evaluate candidates.  

   When a candidate was able to train in psychoanalysis and to earn his living  

from practicing psychoanalysis, this question did not arise as an important  

training issue.  Now, however, many candidates and a significant number of  

members are struggling to find analytic cases and are earning the major portion  

of their living from doing psychotherapy.  How does this affect learning and  

doing analysis?  What impact does it have on the tri-partite model if candidates  

present psychotherapy material intermixed with psychoanalytic material?  Do  

psychotherapy skills interfere with analytic skills or can they enhance them?   

These questions are crucial for our changing times because the issue of  

psychotherapy versus psychoanalysis exerts a great pressure on our institutes to  

modify their structures.  I suggest that the issue needs vigorous discussion for  

institutes struggling to transmit an identity as a psychoanalyst to candidates  

who are practicing little analysis and a great deal of psychotherapy. If  

institutes are expected to create a new generation of psychoanalysts who share  

the same fundamental assumptions, educators can no longer assume that analytic  

identity will be based exclusively on practicing clinical psychoanalysis.

As external pressures push psychoanalysts in the direction of combining  

psychotherapy and psychoanalysis in their practices, these same pressures are  

pushing analysts from their consulting rooms into the community where they try  

to apply their psychoanalytic skills to a host of situations for which they were  

not trained.  For example, although I was trained to practice both  

psychoanalysis and psychotherapy, I am largely self-taught in a wide range of  

activities I perform which I believe are expressions of psychoanalysis as a body  

of knowledge.  For example, I supervise candidates, consult with large and small  

business organizations to discover and interpret emotionally based reasons for  

poor functioning, help personnel departments learn how to do a modified version  

of psychoanalytic interviewing, design interviews to select executives, college  

presidents and museum staffs, conduct psychoanalytic interviews to evaluate  

disability claims for insurance companies, testify on behalf of trauma victims,  

initiate partnerships between the police and mental health workers dealing with  

children who witness violence, etc.  My colleagues could add many more examples  

of what an analyst does when he is not doing analysis. Because our candidates  

will face the need to do similar tasks in addition to psychoanalysis, it is  

timely to ask if these skills should be taught within institutes by those  

analysts who have labored to develop them on their own.  If this is not done, a  

psychoanalytic institute in some countries is only a trade school for an  

occupation that will exist for only a few of the trainees.  I suggest that this  

is devastating to morale, leads to misapplications of psychoanalysis as a  

therapy and does a great injustice to the unlimited possible applications of  

psychoanalytic knowledge which, in my opinion, only can be acquired through  

clinical training.  By validating such applications through their inclusion in  

training, tensions between clinical and applied practitioners can be diminished.  

The possibility that such changes may grant more organizational importance to  

non-clinical analysts and will alter the role of Training Analysts in the  

hierarchy of analytic educators is a matter that can be openly faced and  

discussed at all levels of the IPA.

Although I intended to depict challenges that would confront us in the  

future, I realized during writing this paper that the challenges have been with  

us for years and that solutions to these challenges have been developed in  

various ways and in various parts of the world.  These `experiments in  

nature' are learning laboratories that take analysts from theoretical  

appraisals to evaluations of concrete experience.  For example, we can study the  

merits of concentrated analysis and interrupted analysis and supervision, the  

teaching of psychotherapy in our institutes, the application of psychoanalytic  

concepts outside the office, etc. because they are all being tried at this  

moment.

Preparing these remarks convinces me that the major challenge confronting  

the IPA is to recognize that internal and external pressures can divide the  

complex task of transmitting psychoanalytic skills and knowledge into  

simplistic, polarized positions that threaten to fragment the IPA.  Consider  

some of the polarized tensions confronting psychoanalytic educators: the need to  

evaluate candidates competes with our interest to be non-judgmental in order to  

foster their growth; the requirement to analyze candidates in open-ended and  

thorough analyses lasting for years competes with the practical necessities of  

time and money that restrict, interrupt and compress analyses and supervisions;  

the wish to make everyone expert at clinical analysis is at odds with the fact  

that many analysts will use their training to apply analysis outside the  

consulting room;  the wish to work intensively in analysis with anyone who can  

benefit is at odds with the fact that less intensive therapy is a valued  

alternative for those who cannot enter analysis; the need to retain our  

traditional educational model because it has done so well is in conflict with  

new realities that make it unsuited for the responsibility of the profession to  

the public; etc.   Our best protection from extremes is to borrow from our  

clinical experience and recognize that they are signals for us to recognize that  

integration through transforming solutions is true to the psychoanalytic  

tradition.  At the same time, this imposes the burden on us to be willing to  

agree upon our fundamental assumptions so that we can determine what is and what  

is not psychoanalytic. We are obligated by the scientific aspects of  

psychoanalysis to reject those concepts which violate the advances we have made  

about human psychology; we are equally obligated to be open-minded about new  

understandings that may emerge which may challenge our basic assumptions.  To do  

so requires the ability to tolerate the tension between a desire for certainty  

and a knowledge that certainty can be an illusion.  Since I know of no field in  

which this ability---nurtured and developed in the clinical situation---is as  

strong as it is in psychoanalysis, I am confident that we can work through the  

challenges that confront us.
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