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What follows is a tentative summary of a variety of proposals that have been formulated in various quarters with the intention to energize, innovate, and optimize psychoanalytic education at the beginning of this new century. It attempts to spell out proposals that may, in part, be controversial, and, in part, self-evident, in an effort to bring all issues to the table rather than taking any particular stance regarding them. The background is our shared concern over the relative stagnation of our educational methods over many years, the concern over problems derived from our present educational structures -- particularly the authoritarianism and bureaucratization within many psychoanalytic institutes, and the concern over a changing social and cultural environment that requires an active response from our educational institutions. I shall assume that these concerns are well known and do not need to be stated more explicitly here. 

The proposals that follow are not listed in order of importance, nor do they pretend to be comprehensive. I do hope, however, that they touch some of the essential controversies raised recently in the Executive Council of the IPA. The purpose is not to impose, or even to propose a uniform set of educational methods and/or administrative arrangements to be adopted by the IPA, but to stimulate further discussions and creative innovations, and to work toward a reformulation of basic standards of training that support and foster such innovations. In expressing my views regarding specific issues, I may use a prescriptive expression about policies or approaches that 'should' be considered, but all these 'should's' are to be taken in a tentative sense.

1. The status of training analyst.

The question has been raised whether the institutional status of the training analyst has outlived its usefulness. Combining the functions of supervisor and seminar leader with that of training analyst implies that the talents and capabilities required by each role usually coexist in the same person: obviously this is seldom the case. Training analysts as a group have tended to constitute power hierarchies in some Institutes, distorting the educational process and leading to negative and regressive features of such institutions. The question could be raised whether all psychoanalysts with, say, five years of experience analyzing a certain minimum of patients (possibly including psychoanalytic psychotherapies) after graduation should be granted the right to carry out training analyses. 

In some Societies the status of Full Member confers the right to conduct training analyses. Unfortunately the change of status from Associate to Full Member in such Societies – and the criteria for such change – have become politicized, replicating the problematic politicization around the appointment of training analyst, in other Societies. Should the status of Associate Membership be abolished, so that bona fide graduates of our psychoanalytic Institutes become immediately Full Members, who may obtain the authority to carry out training analyses after, say, five years of clinical experience if they have maintained significant psychoanalytic work throughout this time?It could be argued that there are good reasons for exercising some kind of quality control before authorizing training analysis functions, and that, perhaps, all those members who have reached the five years experience point may apply for a specific examination that would assess their appropriate capacity for carrying out training analytic functions. Assuming that all members of psychoanalytic Societies would be willing and able to undertake such an examination, and that careful guarantees would be built into the process by which faculty members of the psychoanalytic Institute carry out such an examination, the politicization of training analyst status might be significantly reduced.

Some Institutes already are following such procedures with good results, and a significant reduction in the political distortions of this process. In any case, such a procedure, open to all Institute graduates would avoid the tendency to restrict the number of training analysts in order to assure a sufficient number of candidates to those elected. In any case, the number of training analysts should no longer be restricted to the 'market' of available psychoanalyst 

candidates.

The authorization of a large number of senior members of the Society to conduct training analyses would go a long way toward reducing the authoritarian temptations and pressures in psychoanalytic Institutes. These pressures and temptations would be further reduced by the construction of training analyst selection committees made up of faculty from several Institutes within the same region rather than from only the Society of the prospective training analyst.

2. Frequency and duration of the training analysis.

There now seems to be general agreement that reporting functions of the training analyst should be restricted to routine confirmation to the Institute that the personal analysis of a candidate has begun, is proceeding at a certain frequency, or has ended. The French model and the Eitingon model differ with regard to the frequency and total number of sessions required. One may raise the question whether we have enough experience with the French model to assert that a frequency of three sessions per week suffices for a standard psychoanalysis, but so far there is no indication that graduates of French Institutes are less competent than those trained with the Eitingon model. The French model, however, can be judged only in the context of the French theory of psychoanalytic technique, the nature of supervision, the focus and emphasis of seminars, all of which differ from the 'Anglo-Saxon' model of psychoanalytic education.The view that if three sessions were 'authorized' this would lead to 'two sessions' analyses per week or less, seems cynical. Of course, there are analysts who state that any treatment by a psychoanalyst carried out from a psychoanalytic perspective is analysis regardless of frequency; but it would seem reasonable to reject this view as highly problematic, often geared to avoid the complex issue of the relationship between psychoanalysis and psychoanalytic psychotherapies.

It seems reasonable to think about frequency in terms of the goals of the analysis. A higher frequency promotes greater intensity and more useful transference states, especially desirable as part of candidates' training, just as more than three sessions per week may be desirable during certain periods of personal analysis. Clinical experience indicates that the analysis of persons with certain types of pathology, such as narcissistic personality structures, often goes better with more frequent sessions; this might determine the frequency of a candidate's personal analysis and his supervised analyses as well.

The frequency of the analysis of patients treated under supervision should include three and four sessions per week analyses: the relationship between frequency and type of pathology is relevant here. One may also raise the question whether cases of psychoanalytic psychotherapy should be part of the panel of control cases. It seems reasonable that we should try to reduce the present discrepancy between the frequency of sessions of control cases and ordinary local clinical practice.

The total number of sessions of training psychoanalysis seems important: some Societies that train candidates on a three times per week basis, extend their analyses over significantly more years than some other Societies that require four or five sessions per week. Would it be reasonable to expect a certain minimum, for example, six hundred sessions of personal analysis as a minimum requirement, regardless of the frequency of sessions?

3. The supervisory experience.

It seems obvious that the supervisor is the one who knows the most about what the candidate is learning and his or her capacity to conduct an analysis. How the candidate thinks about and carries out the supervised analyses is likely the strongest test of his learning to understand his own Unconscious, as well as mastering the psychoanalytic theory of psychopathology and technique. It is, therefore, surprising how little emphasis some Societies place on the supervisory experience, while strongly stressing the importance of a high frequency in the personal analysis. Would it be reasonable to require a certain minimum of the total supervisory sessions - - for example, two hundred supervisory sessions, as a prerequisite for graduation?The quality of the supervisory process is easier to assess than that of the training analysis, given that the former is reportable and the latter is not. Furthermore the competence of the supervisor can be assessed by direct observation of supervision of clinical cases by a Society member over a long period of time. Junior faculty can observe a supervisor in a group, and this may be the optimal basis for a functional selection of supervisors. An important element in the assessment of supervisors, along with their ability to teach, is their capacity and willingness to share honestly with a supervisee their assessment of his or her work. So too is their ability to relate recommendations for specific interventions to a general theory of technique. The selection of a body of proven effective Supervisors and the establishment of an institutional structure that permits an open sharing of supervisory experiences as part of the evaluation of candidates' progression, in addition to an honest reflection back to the candidates, on an ongoing basis, of their evaluation, are essential aspects of a good psychoanalytic Institute.

4. Clinical and theoretical seminars.

Good supervisors and good training analysts may or may not be good seminarteachers. Seminar leaders should therefore be selected on their own merits, which will be apparent to junior faculty members who observe their teaching. Seminar leaders should have demonstrated pedagical capacities as well as knowledge, enthusiasm for teaching, a demonstrated capacity for stimulating students to take initiatives in the learning process. They should be free from the tendency to dogmatic imposition of their viewpoints, instead stimulating independent thinking in the candidates. If psychoanalytic Institutes want to attract the brightest and most creative, they have to generate a climate of intellectual excitement and challenge. Institutes need to avoid the monopolization of teaching certain seminars, and to include within the faculty highly qualified teachers from other fields at the boundary of psychoanalysis: -- neurobiologists, sociologists, anthropologists, philosophers should be part of the seminar structure of the psychoanalytic Institute, regardless of whether they are in agreement with basic psychoanalytic theories.Should a minimum of 'obligatory' seminars or areas be defined in combination with 'elective' areas of teaching and learning? The traditional 'monolithic' teaching of seminars in accordance with a local approach to psychoanalytic theory and technique -- as opposed to a broad spectrum of seminars that include the open and honest communication of alternative psychoanalytic approaches -- no longer persists as a problem in most contemporary psychoanalytic Institutes. It would seem reasonable that the 'obligatory' seminars include not only the basic areas of Freudian theory (regarding unconscious functioning, development, structure formation, psychopathology, and treatment), but also the cutting edge developments within contemporary psychoanalysis.It may no longer be controversial that candidates form part of Curriculum Committees, and that they be assured 'safe' ways of evaluating their teachers, in parallel to the teachers' evaluating them. Candidates and seminar leaders should be apprised of their evaluations. Meanwhile the Institute needs to assure an ongoing critical review of the content and the effectiveness of the 

Curriculum.

5. The research function and training.

I believe the time has come to pay more than lip service to research in psychoanalysis, and to cast aside the pseudo -controversy of 'empirical' research versus 'clinical and hermeneutic' research. Research refers to systematic observations geared to examine psychoanalytic concepts. It is a responsibility of every science to take cognizance of and participate in general scientific advances at the periphery of its field. The uniqueness of the psychoanalytic instrument and the nature of its subject, the Dynamic Unconscious, do not eliminate the need for the scientific development and new applications of this instrument, and efforts to link our findings with those of related sciences. The role of psychoanalytic Institutes to transmit knowledge cannot but lead to dogmatic 'imprinting' if not matched by an ongoing, thoughtful exploration of the limits of this knowledge and the means to advance it. I believe research methodology should be a required part of the psychoanalytic curriculum.

Expertise in research methodology is acquired through formal courses and through the presence of an active research questioning in all areas of teaching. Research projects and scholarly studies by candidates and faculty can serve as the nucleus around which research methodology can be taught and creative initiatives of candidates and faculty fostered. Research methodologists who are not psychoanalysts may provide crucial functions in this regard, particularly in the early stages of the development of a research faculty in a psychoanalytic Institute. The stimulation of writing of scientific contributions -- from case presentations to systematic review of a controversial area -- by those candidates with particular research capacity and interests may be a central responsibility of all seminar leaders. It has been said that, if 5% of our faculty and candidates develop an interest in research, our future is assured!The excitement of interdisciplinary research needs to be built into the core curriculum rather than being displaced into the problematic old-fashioned 'extension divisions' of psychoanalytic Institutes, where analysts who had not been given the status of training analysts (and hence were neither supervisors nor seminar leaders within the Institute) would have an opportunity to teach and relate to other professionals. Meanwhile the 'core subjects' of importance in psychoanalytic education were reserved to training analysts. Clinical and theoretical seminars of the regular teaching program need to be the focus for raising controversial questions and investigating them, possibly with collaboration of experts in disciplines at the boundary of psychoanalysis. All these functions require the establishment of a Department of Research within psychoanalytic Institutes, and a clear participation of that Department in the Institute's administrative leadership.

6. Psychoanalytic psychotherapy.

It would seem that the time has come to explore and teach systematically the application of the psychoanalytic method to derivative psychotherapeutic treatments, including the psychoanalytic psychotherapy of non-analyzable, severe psychopathologies, and the development of group, family, and couple therapies based upon the psychoanalytic method. The frequent institutional hypocrisy, by which psychotherapy is officially ignored in some psychoanalytic Institutes, while individual senior faculty members train psychoanalytic psychotherapists outside the Institute or psychoanalytic Society should be confronted. There is no reason why the psychoanalytic Institute could not train the best psychoanalytic psychotherapists, namely, advanced psychoanalytic candidates whose core identity as psychoanalytic clinicians has been sufficiently established to be able to absorb and carry out modified types of treatment. Such psychotherapy training may bring about an immediate, significant impact of psychoanalytic Institutes on their social surround, strengthen the position of psychoanalysis within the community and the mental health sciences, and provide an important area of challenging research. It is a common practice in Institutes of the American Psychoanalytic Association to offer psychotherapy training to clinicians who have not had psychoanalytic training. Energetic implementation of psychotherapy training within the Institute may prevent the self-inflicted wound of creating psychoanalytically oriented training centers in which our own faculty competes with the psychoanalytic Institute.

7. The administrative leadership of psychoanalytic Institutes.

I believe that the time has come to acknowledge the important contributions to psychoanalytic education of supervisors, seminar leaders, researchers, and experts in applied psychoanalysis, in addition to the function of the training analysis. Once such differentiated groups come to exist within a faculty, their role in the leadership of the Institute would have to be defined. Representatives of these faculty groups and of the membership of the Society at large would most appropriately constitute the executive body of the Institute. If a large number of the Society members were to have training analytic function, the selection of an executive committee representing seminar leaders, supervisors, researchers, and applied science experts may include sufficient analysts with training analytic functions so as not to be concerned about a specific representation of 'training analysts'. Such an organizational structure would, de facto, eliminate the monolithic 'training analyst career' as the only professional progression within psychoanalytic Institutes and Societies, and assure realistically 'parallel careers' of psychoanalytic development. Above all, the Institute leadership would include faculty with the specific function of monitoring and developing specific areas of psychoanalytic education, particularly supervisory excellence, intellectual excitement and stimulation in the seminars, and an ongoing research atmosphere.

8. Selection of candidates.

In general, while it is desirable to create a candidate body representing a broad spectrum of professional backgrounds, Institutes should maintain a significant proportion of candidates from medicine, psychiatry and post doctoral clinical psychology in order to keep a strong relationship with medicine and psychology as important boundaries of psychoanalytic and psychotherapeutic practice and as closely related scientific fields.

In the French method, of selection, the acceptance of candidates after several years of personal analysis, in order to ascertain whether they have been able to learn about their own unconscious functioning has the advantage of selection criteria that confirm analyzability and the candidates' optimal learning through their own personal experience. The disadvantage of this system is the extension of the candidate status as such over many years, and the postponement of graduation many years after the start of the personal analysis. The disadvantage of such an extended student status, that militates against the full authorization to participate in the scientific endeavor of psychoanalysis, and may foster a regressive infantilization, raises questions about this method. In so far as the French system remains very flexible throughout the seminar years, it counteracts that regressive potential, but puts an enormous emphasis on the conclusion of training with a graduation paper. It really is a 'post-selection' system, both in terms of the pre-candidate analysis, and the emphasis on graduation requirements.

The Eitingon method has the advantage of an acceleration of the training. In so far as candidates are accepted before the initiation of their training analysis, it implies a 'pre-selection' mode of accepting candidates, and it is much less certain in terms of analyzability of candidates and their capacity to learn about their own Unconscious. The supposed disadvantage of three sessions per week in the French model -- in addition to what has been mentioned earlier -- usually is significantly compensated by the prolonged personal psychoanalysis before the start of seminars. Most Eitingon model Institutes, in contrast, only require one year of personal analysis before the authorization of the candidate's attending seminars. 

Probably the most reasonable compensation for the shortcomings of each of these models would be to be particularly concerned about shortening the training and facilitating an earlier graduation of candidates in the French model, and to have open criteria for admission in the Eitingon model in order to avoid premature closure or rejection before really knowing who will evolve as a good candidate. 'Open criteria' does not mean 'no criteria': a selective process that assures a high level of intelligence, honesty, the absence of severe psychopathology of a kind not usually treatable by psychoanalysis constitute exclusion criteria that should be maintained. The present 'pre-selection' criteria of the Eitingon model, may, however preclude the acceptance of potentially creative candidates who don't fit the particular local idiosyncrasy of a psychoanalytic Institute. The 'post-selection' method of the French model -- where, after initial acceptance, candidates progress at their own pace, with relatively little ongoing evaluation until the point of graduation, to then be judged at least in part on the basis of a graduation paper -- also has significant disadvantages: the long duration of training fosters a culture of passivity and precludes or decreases active participation within the scientific activities of the Institute and Society on the part of the candidate.An optimal solution is neither a 'pre-selection' nor a 'post-selection' system, but the ongoing, step by step evaluation of candidates' work, particularly in the context of their supervisory experience. Supervisors have to identify with their function as principal monitors of candidates' progress, and honestly reflect their views to them, including the advice to discontinue the training when indicated. It would seem to be profoundly unfair to hide behind the anonymous voting system for accepting candidates' graduation or membership.While 'step by step' evaluation of candidates is surely preferable to the pre-and post selection systems, there is a risk of candidates' evaluation in the context of the seminar structure to include a 'high school' atmosphere of grading, with implicit fostering of submission to teachers and reduction of creativity. This is a danger of the Eitingon model. The supervisory experience should dominate over whatever weight is given to candidates' seminar performance. The particular educational culture within which psychoanalytic Institutes operate may influence the attitude toward the evaluation of the learning process more heartily than we realize.

9. Graduation requirements and Society membership.

The requirements of a scientific paper for candidates whose educational process has not been geared at all to develop in them a research attitude and a scientific posture is one of the ironies of psychoanalytic education, an institutional hypocrisy that should be confronted. It seems reasonable to demand of candidates that they should be able to describe intelligently in writing a case they have been treating, but not to require a scientific paper before or unless they have been actively stimulated to develop a scholarly, research oriented attitude.

It seems reasonable that graduating candidates should have satisfied the requirements of a personal analysis, successful completion of a minimum number of supervisory hours with at least two supervisors, and an indication of active participation and potential creative investment in the seminar structure (although the weight should be on the supervisory experience as a criterion). Creative candidates should be stimulated to become part of the faculty by being invited to teach seminars or participate as part of the Research Department of the Institute if they have particular interest and talents in this area.The graduation requirements should, of course, be consistent with the education emphasis of the Institute. Graduates should be accepted automatically as members of the Society. To require a scientific paper as a precondition for being accepted in the Society seems a bureaucratic and essentially questionable old custom, reflecting, at the bottom, the hierarchical rivalry between psychoanalytic Institutes and Societies. The psychoanalytic Society should be represented in the Executive body of the psychoanalytic Institute, carrying out a control function that assures the fair, effective, legitimate functions of the psychoanalytic Institute; and the Society should be able to trust the educational functions of its own Institute in graduating potential, valuable members for the Society. To invite new, already accepted members of the Society to give a scientific paper in order to become known, as a manifestation of honor and celebration of their membership, would create a completely different scientific atmosphere than that created by scientific papers being a bureaucratic requirement, often judged in a 'secret vote' by members who have produced very little scientific work after their own obligatory membership paper.

10. 'Demilitarization' of psychoanalytic Societies.

The question can be raised, why have an 'Associate' membership at all, rather than inviting all Institute graduates to become Full members of the local psychoanalytic Society? Often it appears that Associate and Full memberships are hierarchical steps along the road to becoming training analysts, and this hierarchical, monolithic pathway to power should be eliminated. By the same token, it would be reasonable to confer 'Associate membership' status upon psychoanalytic candidates, thus signaling to them that, in their capacity as students of psychoanalysis, they are already being considered as members of the psychoanalytic community, invited to participate in scientific meetings, and, I would add, in post-graduate seminars as well, if they so chose. If seminars for candidates are geared not only to transmit knowledge but to generate new knowledge, graduate members of the Society may wish to attend and participate in such seminars; by the same token, candidates should be able to attend post graduate Society seminars unless the confidential nature of the material considered in some then would make this unwise.The use of 'Associate' membership to control the appointment of training analysts seems particularly problematic in the light of the distortion of Society and Institute functioning around the political implications and power structure linked to training analyst status. It is painful to observe how much energy goes into the determination and struggles around membership status in some psychoanalytic Societies.

11. The scientific 'Face' of the Institute and Society 

The stimulation of scientific papers by the candidates, presentations at the local psychoanalytic Society, selective stimulation of talented candidates in the area of seminar teaching and research all may contribute to increase the scientific dynamics of the Institute and Society, provide a stimulus to the candidates' body and a message to the outside world regarding the excitement of the Institutes' educational process. The fulfillment of minimum standards for training should not constrain a psychoanalytic Society or Institute from adding requirements that seem functionally reasonable to assure the highest quality of work and to permit an Institute to compete in terms of prestige with potential rivals in their psychosocial environment. At the same time, the possibility of the development of arbitrary requirements and hierarchical pressures militating against early graduation and assumption of faculty functions need to be controlled by check and balances, particularly by a strong candidates' organization with a sense of responsibility for the well being of the entire candidates' body as well as its individual members. The requirement of a strong candidates' organization with demonstrated authority for participation in the entire educational process should be one requirement for psychoanalytic Institutes that complements the authority of the administrative leadership of the Institute, and the monitoring function of the corresponding psychoanalytic Society.

10. 'Minimal Standards' as code words.

Often the discussion of innovation in psychoanalytic education takes the form of 'flexibility' versus maintenance of 'minimal standards', as if these concepts were in conflict. The problem is one of semantics: our minimal standards for psychoanalytic training really refer to minimal requirements for the graduation of candidates, although they seem to allude to an optimal quality of professional functioning. I believe that, while we aspire to educate candidates to become high quality professionals, what constitutes a high level functioning clinician has been left open, while the insistence on determinate minimal requirements, particularly the number of hours of personal analysis, supervision, and control cases has been used as an equivalent of such optimal functioning.

We should work toward establishing criteria for an optimal level of professional functioning, and acknowledge that alternative requirements may lead to that same professional quality. Obviously, the understanding of the Unconscious in oneself and in patients, the capacity to promote this understanding in patients and facilitate psychoanalytical changes through it, and a continuous growth and development of these capacities in the analyst are essential aspects of optimal professional functioning of the psychoanalyst. There is no evidence, however, that there is only one way of achieving this desired goal. The term 'standards' should be rescued from its code meaning of requirements, and become a synonym for quality of performance.

13.The functions of the IPA.

The overall functions of the IPA, in terms of facilitating the development of new Institutes and Societies, facilitating an ongoing discussion of psychoanalytic education, and assuring the maintenance of minimal standards of training should be maintained, to assure an optimal psychoanalytic education, and the quality of professionals graduated in our psychoanalytic Institutes. The IPA should also continue to provide a forum for ongoing renovation of psychoanalytic education, respecting and fostering the autonomy of psychoanalytic Institutes and Societies to experiment with new educational methods, as long as a reasonable, broadly based, flexible set of minimal standards is maintained. The IPA should also act as a source of consultative teams to Societies and Institutes with problems in education with which they need help, and a final guarantee for the maintenance of high ethical standards and the protection of the rights and well being of Society members, faculty, candidates, and patients. The IPA should not function as an 'international police' attempting to maintain a uniformity of training procedures, but rather stimulate, by its fostering of open debate and experimentation, ongoing progress in psychoanalytic education. The mission of the IPA is not to restrict or coerce, but to be able to help when asked to, as an ongoing source of stimulation and information sharing, and as the accrediting agency that guarantees a reasonable, flexible, high standard of psychoanalytic education in each of its constituent organizations. 

Read the Discussion

Back to IPA homepage

http://eseries.ipa.org.uk/prev/newsletter/C6.htm
