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            INTRODUCTION

            by Ed Corrigan

         

         Adam Phillips often suggests that what psychoanalysis needs is more good sentences. In the following pages there are many memorable ones, sometimes beautiful, often unexpected. In the two essays in this monograph and in conversation with the audience, recorded and transcribed here, one good sentence leads to another, and the reader or the listener gathers confidence that they are being led somewhere promising.

         This book begins with ‘The Magic of Winnicott: Playing and Reality, and Reality’, an essay many years in the making (Phillips read Playing and Reality as an adolescent). It starts off with a description of a wonderful and unanticipated encounter with the extraordinary Marion Milner. Their conversations years ago play into and influence this entire essay. Milner, in some measure, was conflicted by Winnicott’s ‘magic’. Phillips takes up her doubts and works them through or, better, works on them as he both re-examines and reimagines Playing and Reality. One experiences Phillips the clinician at work throughout this essay and throughout this monograph. Unself-consciously and seemingly without intent, Adam Phillips offers up a more open, non-essentialist, more inclusive psychoanalysis. It’s exhilarating. And challenging. xiv

         And the flow in these pages is more than one good idea or sentence leading to another … there is a momentum, driven in part by the exchange between members of the audience and Phillips. The range of questions and comments from the day and throughout the interview section is leading somewhere – for many – perhaps opening up new pathways (or questions) in their clinical work or approach to psychoanalysis. (See, for example, the delightful, diverse and original commentaries from several members of the Institute for Contemporary Psychotherapy (ICP) community.) But there was also a force building up in Adam Phillips. The array of questions and comments confronting Phillips during the day allowed him, encouraged him, so to speak, to examine and draw together his preoccupations, convictions, curiosities, affections, the pleasures and rewards of an analyst with his patients – 40 years of clinical work and thinking and writing about psychoanalysis – all in the space of one day.

         And the energy of the day carried Phillips – inspired him, I believe – to write his next essay, the title essay of this book, and its concluding piece, ‘The Cure for Psychoanalysis’. Phillips suggests that ‘the analytic patient and her analyst need to be adventurous. People don’t tend to come for psychoanalysis wanting an adventure, but perhaps they should. Or perhaps they do’.

         In between these pages is an adventure for the adventurous.
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            Welcome to A Day with Adam Phillips at the Institute for Contemporary Psychotherapy

            by Ron Taffel, PhD

         

         Every major teaching event expresses an organisation’s history and values; so it was with ‘The Magic of Winnicott’ featuring Adam Phillips on 3 March 2018. Hosted by the Institute for Contemporary Psychotherapy (ICP), the presentation drew close to 400 attendees. They came to hear Phillips, scholar and master teacher, relentless advocate for and thorn in the side of much that psychoanalysis holds dear. This joining of ICP and Phillips, the creation of the day, as well as this volume (neither of which would have happened without the uniquely effective skills of psychoanalyst and author, ICP supervisor and instructor Edward Corrigan, PhD), was indeed an expression of shared values. After all, ICP has been a force for change during its nearly five decades, a somewhat idiosyncratic presence in the field that resonates with Phillips and his writings.

         The Institute for Contemporary Psychotherapy was founded in 1971 by eight iconoclastic visionaries who broke off from mainstream psychoanalytic institutes to form their own training and treatment centre. I’m not sure they would 2have characterised themselves as iconoclasts or as visionaries, but history tells a different story. ICP’s irreverent prescience was apparent from its earliest days. Just as important, though, was an almost taken-for-granted set of values – that ICP would do its best to be inclusive, diverse, egalitarian and progressively alive. The founders believed, much as Phillips emphasised throughout the day in his comments on D.W. Winnicott, Marion Milner and many other psychoanalysts, that personal growth in treatment (and one would assume training) should not be about indoctrination, coercion or compliance. Rather, it is deeply personal, each of us taking what we can or choose to take from the unscripted, non-linear journey that is psychoanalysis. These values attracted me to ICP in 1975 as I was doing my doctoral research at the institute; they still do. And I believe the same spirit of ‘dissent’ led to the institute’s astonishing development over the years. Starting with a couple of patients and trainees, ICP grew almost entirely through word of mouth, from an exclusively psychoanalytic training institute to one that now has eight divisions, including its certificate psychoanalytic program, as well as, certificate programs specializing in trauma, gender and sexuality, eating disorders, families and couples, teens and children, and a two-year program in psychodynamic psychotherapy. All ICP endeavors are anchored by the basic principle that psychoanalytic training is about protecting choices in the kind of clinicians we are now and who we think we’d like to become in the future. 3

         ICP’s inclusive edginess attracted candidates who loved its creative (and sometimes disorderly) ethos. Many stayed on long after they graduated to provide psychoanalysis and psychotherapy, addressing newly emerging needs of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, as they continued with further training. It shouldn’t be, but it is still a bit surprising that since ICP’s inception we have provided over 1 million hours of sliding-scale treatment. At the same time the institute has trained many thousands of clinicians in its educational offerings and programs.

         With its psychoanalytic core, the key value at ICP (following in the tradition of our psychoanalytic grandparents) has been to serve populations in need – the often invisible ‘other.’ For example, in the early ’70s we established a low-cost treatment service for financially distressed college students – many of whom were recent immigrants – just around the time that free access to a college education was ending in New York City. In the late ’70s we began the first outpatient eating disorders program in the city, at a time when this crippling condition had not yet entered public awareness. In the early ’80s we initiated an affordable family and couples treatment service that worked with many young interracial and interethnic couples, addressing a heretofore ‘invisible’ population. At about the same time we received one of the city’s first grants to offer psychotherapy to struggling artists, who, like canaries in a coal mine, were just beginning to deal with the pervasive commercialization and gentrification 4that were emerging full force in the ’80s. In 1982 we began an HIV support group, again before the public and many mental health professionals had recognized the severity of the epidemic that was beginning its course of utter devastation. In the mid to late ’90s, ICP was awarded a major grant to launch a gay and lesbian affirmative psychotherapy program, a trailblazing initiative that became a model in the mental health field. Fast-forward, two days after September 11th, we spontaneously organized one of the city’s largest trauma counseling interventions for those who lost family and friends in the attack. And about ten years ago we initiated perhaps the first clinical conference worldwide for those who work with the transgender community.

         From its beginnings, then, ICP’s humanistic values inspired an adventurous community, especially for therapists and candidates who in different ways felt themselves to be ‘the other.’ A home and family were developing, an organism that in its DNA was not afraid to expand definitions of the treatment frame, stretch notions of ‘suitability’ for analysis and do so in an environment that attempted to promote (though not always successfully), kindness over competition, clinical rigor with as little pretentiousness as possible, and service without too much defensiveness about wanting to help others.

         ICP’s attempts to balance the demands of quality psychoanalytic training, all the while creating revolutionary treatment initiatives, became highly visible. Directors of institutes around the country would call, questioning how 5to start such programs, usually asking what ‘strategies’ ICP had used. I was always a bit taken aback and my response must have left them bewildered: ‘I don’t know what you mean by strategies; expanding the work is not an add-on, this is who we are.’ We were driven by a commitment, at first exclusively fueled by our psychoanalytic graduates, faculty and candidates, to make psychoanalysis and psychotherapy more accessible to the world at large – at the time, an almost subversive ethos.

         Here is where Adam Phillips and his writing about Winnicott come in – and why we were drawn to hosting this event. Treatment and its frame could not possibly remain static in a twenty-first-century environment, nor, as Phillips writes, did Winnicott or Milner believe in a static container anyway. With seismic changes in child development and child-rearing practices, startling fluidity in self and identity and the unimaginable impact of technology on the human condition, how could the container remain stuck in time? Or as an intellectual, philosophical pursuit, should it ever be allowed to remain still? Using his multigenerational view of psychoanalytic theory as a base and D.W. Winnicott and Marion Milner as his teachers, Phillips almost casually re-translates both of these icons, and in the process rattles psychoanalytic infrastructure. I believe (though he may not agree with this) he wants to change something about the soul of psychoanalysis.

         During the day together and beyond, Phillips raised post, post-modern issues by asking engagingly subversive 6questions. Phillips wonders, almost as an afterthought, is negative transference inevitable and necessary to a ‘cure’? In fact, in his accompanying paper, ‘The Cure for Psychoanalysis,’ he asks what a ‘cure’ for the analysand and for psychoanalysis itself would actually look like; is it even feasible when cure becomes the goal of the work? Doesn’t the increasingly goal-oriented structure of treatment these days (much like the commodity-oriented ‘premeditated’ parenting I describe in The Rise of The Two-Dimensional Parent) create an artificially constricted, lifeless connection? Phillips focuses on a mind-bending paradox increasingly relevant as we move far from analytic neutrality: to hope for an authentic, relational journey, while we unwittingly structure goals that increase the chance for impersonal relationships, diminishing autonomy and the ability to take from analysis whatever it is one chooses to take. In his subtle way, Phillips manages to address misconceptions about the container so distasteful to many twenty-first-century patients and to analysts themselves – clinicians who secretly break the rules in order to breathe life into an ossified misconception.

         Another, in my view, much-needed challenge from Phillips: What if the dense language we use to communicate and build our clinical infrastructure separates us from the ineffable vagaries and paradoxes of the human condition, cutting us off from ourselves and the meandering magic of curiosity, play and imagination in the treatment room? There is so much we can bring into the space simply by asking a question 7or posing a thought or reflection in a non-authoritative way, Phillips muses, and paradoxically does so with such an easy, off-handed authority.

         Phillips asks (I think being his most subversive here) what the role of kindness is in psychoanalysis. In fact, this is a question almost every patient I’ve consulted with, who has been in previous analyses or psychotherapies, has much to say about, a Winnicottian characteristic that is projected in both the content of his writing and the tone of his radio broadcasts. At what price do we ignore kindness in our theories, and especially in our analytic training and supervision?

         And, most pointedly during this political moment, with clouds of fascism gathering here and around the world, Phillips in ‘The Cure for Psychoanalysis’ looks back to Milner’s words: ‘Psychoanalytic treatment is an antidote to indoctrination; it is an enquiry into how people influence each other, into the individual’s history of living in other people’s regimes.’ Nothing could better describe his disarmingly provocative rattling of our discipline’s cage and at the same time embody the history of ICP. This non-compliant restlessness, an ever-expanding redefinition of psychoanalysis, resonates with increasing numbers of contemporary analysts, of course, just as it does with the unpredictable arc of ICP.

         By asking casually unsettling, often humorously paradoxical questions about ‘the givens,’ the basic conditions of psychoanalysis, Phillips invited us to join with him in ‘The Magic of Winnicott.’ Building on Phillip’s presentation, you 8will find in these pages the clinically descriptive and personal dialogue he had with Ed Corrigan in the afternoon of that day and substantive interactions with the audience’s questions throughout. And, to continue the conversation, a metabolizing of the many questions raised, this is followed by contributions from ICP’s analytic candidates, faculty and supervisors, written after the event. They are a mosaic of brief responses, beautiful bursts of light that contain varied reflections sparked during that day we all spent together.

         The Institute for Contemporary Psychotherapy and its Psychoanalytic Program welcome you into the world of psychoanalysis through Phillips’ lens, a remarkable curiosity that resonates with so much of our deeply felt work in the consulting room. We are fellow travelers, Phillips might say, struggling to accept the journey’s uncertainty, hopefully walking down divergent and unpredictable paths.

         Ron Taffel, PhD

Chair, ICP Board of Directors

      

   


   
      
         
9
            Winnicott’s Magic: Playing and Reality and Reality

            by Adam Phillips

         

         
            This paper is dedicated to Ed Corrigan whom I have loved talking to as a friend and colleague for the last 30 years.

         

         
            Nothing has happened until it has been described.

            Virginia Woolf

            … too great enthusiasm for the clarity of verbal interpretation can also, at times, disastrously distort what the patient is experiencing.

            Marion Milner

         

         I.

         When I got to know Marion Milner towards the end of her life, she was clearly vexed by her relationship with Winnicott, who had been her analyst, her supervisor, her colleague and, as she put it, her ‘friend’. She had read my book on Winnicott and asked me if I would come and talk with her and so, every so often, I would go over to her house on a Saturday afternoon, we would drink whiskey and we would talk. She was consistently admiring, grateful and affectionate when 10talking about Winnicott, though she had a recurring grievance against him that kept turning up in our conversations, which were wide-ranging, and about many things apart from psychoanalysis (one of the many wonderful things about Milner was that she was not consumed by psychoanalysis, but had been able to use it to do what she had wanted to do). On one occasion she said to me – and it was in entitling this paper that I recalled it, and recalled where I had noted it down – ‘Winnicott really believed, you know, that playing was the only real reality … he thought play, all creativity was sheer magic … that if people can play, anything can happen’. She said this with a strange mixture of delight and querulousness which was uncharacteristic because she was a good celebrator of people; she could make ambivalence sound like a form of generosity. So, I said to her, ‘What’s wrong with thinking playing is reality, that creativity is magic?’ And she said, ‘It meant that he believed he could help anyone and everyone, that he was magic because he could play’. I asked her if I could one day write about this and she wholeheartedly agreed, saying, ‘I just hope I’m still around to read it’. So, among many other things, this paper is a belated homage to her.

         Does a belief in the magic of play lead to an underestimating of reality, an idealisation of creativity and an omnipotently optimistic clinical zeal? And was any of this true of Winnicott as we come across him in his writing? These are the subjects of my paper. As is the Winnicott who could write in Playing and Reality that ‘psychotherapy has to do 11with two people playing together’ (1971, p. 51) and also write (p. 64):

         
            Play is immensely exciting. It is exciting not primarily because the instincts are involved, be it understood! [No psychoanalyst has more exclamation marks in his writing than Winnicott.] The thing about playing is always the precariousness of the interplay of personal psychic reality and the experience of control of actual objects. This is the precariousness of magic itself, magic that arises in intimacy, in a relationship that is being found to be reliable.

         

         There is excitement that is not to do with instincts; play is exciting not primarily because of the instincts, so the instincts are included; precariousness, used twice, is valued in magic, and especially in the ongoing interplay, another play, of personal psychic reality, and the experience of actual objects, which is also a way of describing reading and of the way Winnicott suggests we should read him (note that ‘reality’ is used to describe ‘personal psychic reality’, not ‘actual objects’). And then there is magic itself – a word Winnicott knows can be a bad thing, a dirty word, in psychoanalysis, and that he uses rather than defines, or defines by using – a magic that comes out of intimacy and reliable relationships, two things Winnicott values most. Of course, if magic could be defined, could be generalised or consensually agreed about, it wouldn’t be magic. Let’s just 12call it, in the context of Winnicott’s writing, life-enhancing possibility. Magic is a sense of life-enhancing possibility. For Marion Milner, in her exchange with me, it seemed as though Winnicott’s magic was the best and worst thing about him. The drawback, of course, of psychoanalysis as the pursuit of life-en-hancing possibilities is that it may be dangerously unrealistic. It may poison the patient with hope. It may poison the analyst with hope – that is, inspire a compensatory omnipotence. Though a psychoanalysis not committed to life-enhancing possibilities – not committed to the recognition and fostering of such possibilities when and if they occur – would be deadly. But then so much depends, of course, on what is assumed to be life-enhancing possibility. We can infer that, for Winnicott, the analysis helps the patient come to their own conclusions about what life-enhancing is for them.

         Marion Milner’s (1972) paper, ‘Winnicott and the Two-Way Journey’ (see Milner, 1987), a paper she read to the memorial meeting for Winnicott at the British Psychoanalytical Society in 1972, begins with a similar disclaimer to the one she had made to me, some kind of doubt or qualification of the value of Winnicott’s work that seemed and seems to me to open it up in interesting and useful ways. (‘The fact is,’ Winnicott wrote in ‘The Family Affected by Depressive Illness’ [1958, see Milner, 1965], ‘that the sense of doubt is very close to its opposite which is belief, and to a sense of values, and to the feeling that there are things worth preserving.’ I see Milner as struggling to work out what about Winnicott is 13worth preserving, an ongoing issue, clearly, for anyone who values his work.) ‘Often when I talked to people about Winnicott,’ Milner wrote, in her attempt at a more public, a more institutionalised evaluation of what Winnicott meant to her, and for her, ‘they would say, “Oh, but of course, he was a genius.” I do not know what makes a genius. All I know is that I must take as my text for this paper something he once said to his students just before a lecture: ‘what you get out of me, you will have to pick out of chaos’ (Milner, 1987, p. 246). She concludes her talk by saying, ‘Whatever it means to say that someone is a genius, I do wish to make clear that I believe Winnicott was on excellent terms with his primary process’ (ibid, p. 251). In not agreeing merely to call Winnicott a genius she is wanting to make space to let us have what Winnicott himself called ‘the full course of our experience’ of him, without being hampered by the collusive consensus, nor, it seems, by a flight into idolatry. Clearly Milner was unwilling to join in with the idealisation of Winnicott – she won’t call him a genius – but she will redescribe him on her own terms. (I would say, though, that the Middle or Independent Group had a genius for redescription, and above all for the redescription of psychoanalysis as always available for redescription.) She can’t say Winnicott is a genius but she can say something that he said, ‘What you get out of me you will have to pick out of chaos’; he can only give his chaos, and the listener chooses, consciously and unconsciously, what, if anything, there is for her in it. Winnicott is appealing here to the authority of dream 14work and not of dogma; a quite different version of authority; development according to the idiosyncrasies of the individual’s desire, as opposed to compliance and indoctrination (Winnicott’s chaos, like Freud’s ‘dream day’, is something out of which the audience might weave their own idiosyncratic dreams); just as Winnicott would say and write that it was not what the analyst said that was privileged but what the patient could make of it (so the issue, as I say, is not one of authority but of use: of dream work, not of indoctrination; of reading, not of learning by rote). In other words, Winnicott assumes that no one can know beforehand what is of value, until it is met and responded to; the joke cannot be too good for its audience (though the joke may take time). The value of anything is in what can be made out of it. Value cannot be superordinate to sociability or further unpredictable use. The materials are defined by what can be made out of them, and anything and everything may be material for use, in the dream work of everyday life. This, of course, complicates the idea that in psychoanalytic training a person could be taught what to say when.

         And so, Milner can go on to say that in her language, which uses Freud’s language, Winnicott was on excellent terms with his primary process. For Milner, as for Winnicott, the aim of psychoanalysis was to be on better terms with one’s primary process (the medium of the dream work), Milner implicitly associating Winnicott’s creative chaos with what Freud referred to as primary process. This is an extraordinary 15aim for psychoanalysis and an extraordinary redescription of what became known as the concept of cure in psychoanalysis (all versions of psychoanalysis are normative, of course, whatever their given norms happen to be). To be on excellent terms with one’s primary process, Milner intimates, is to be able to bear and enjoy one’s fundamental chaos (which may be a creative chaos if it can be used), and it involves the thinking of one’s chaos as something potentially creative and productive, that people might be able to pick good things out of, rather than as a form of authority, or intimidation, or genius (for Milner, I imagine, the source of genius, so to speak, could only be the primary process: could only be in the relationship with one’s primary process). To be on better terms with one’s primary process is a radical redescription of health, of adaptation, and of health as adaptation. We have to imagine what psychoanalytic treatment and training would be like – not to mention sociability and morality – if the aim of analysis was to be on better terms with one’s primary process. The chaotic analyst has not, on the whole, been an ego-ideal promoted by psychoanalytic institutions. Nor, indeed, has the aim of analysis been formulated as a freeing of the patient’s presentation of their chaos.

         I was so struck by what Marion Milner had said to me on the occasion I have reported that for the first and only time I went home and wrote it down. Writing, and keeping notes, is not a way of keeping things that I value, but there was something about her tone and her vocabulary – echoing, of 16course, the title of Winnicott’s book Playing and Reality – that I wanted to hold on to. And that has prompted, as I say, something about this paper. What would it mean to believe – if Winnicott did, and he often didn’t – that playing was the only real reality, or the only reality that mattered, and was in fact magic; and then to believe, in a psychoanalytic context, that all play, all so-called creativity, was magic when magic, as in magical thinking, was not, in the language of psychoanalysis, something to be aspired to, and was by definition at odds with reality, the so-called Reality Principle being something that psychoanalysis has always presumed was something worth acknowledging. We get used to Winnicott famously playing fast and loose with psychoanalytic language – playing with the reality of psychoanalytic language, so that he would write, for example, ‘Health includes the idea of tingling life and the magic of intimacy’, in his 1967 paper, ‘The concept of a healthy individual’ – ‘tingling’ is not yet a psychoanalytic term, but perhaps it should be.

         And then to, as it were, up the stakes – sounding rather more like Emerson or William James than Freud and Melanie Klein – to suggest that for Winnicott, at least in Milner’s words, ‘that if people can play anything can happen’, implying as it does that if the aim is to be able to play, that is because the real aim is to create the conditions in which anything can happen (or as Winnicott did say, to create the conditions in which the patient can surprise himself). And that the idea that anything could happen is a good thing to happen as though, in 17Milner’s formulation of Winnicott’s formulations, the aim of psychoanalysis is to create the conditions in which anything can happen. If anything can happen in psychoanalysis, then the onus is on any given psychoanalytic group to decide which are the good things that can happen and which are the bad things. And this, as we know, is where the trouble starts, and where the interest and the pleasure and the curiosity come in.

         Each stated aim of psychoanalysis, each concept of cure, presents us with a group’s picture of a preferred life; if the aim of psychoanalysis is to turn hysterical misery into human unhappiness, or to reach the depressive position, or not to betray one’s desire, or to be able to play and have the capacity to surprise oneself, we have to acknowledge that these aims and ambitions articulate very different forms of life (to choose an analytic training is to choose a form of life for oneself and for one’s patients). So, Playing and Reality we should read, among other things, as Winnicott’s addressing of this contemporary issue of an unavoidably pluralistic psychoanalysis and, as Winnicott’s own blueprint for the good society (which for him means a society not too tyrannised by consensus, but democratic and pluralistic). Or, as he would put it in Playing and Reality, ‘we have yet to tackle the question of what life itself is about’ (1971, p. 133). If ‘we’ psychoanalysts, or we contemporary people, have yet to tackle the question of what life itself is about, how can we possibly know what psychoanalysis is about?

         The idea that life is, or could be, or should be, about 18anything is striking – as though we might think, if only we could find out what life was about, we would know what to do, and not only in psychoanalysis. But then Winnicott goes on to make it clear that he is talking about what life is about for any given individual (which is, one might say, a democratic preoccupation). And it is the question of what life is about that inspires Winnicott’s signature revision of psychoanalysis, repeatedly reformulated in Playing and Reality (p. 133):

         
            We have yet to tackle the question of what life itself is about. Our psychotic patients force us to give attention to this sort of basic problem. We now see that it is not instinctual satisfaction that makes a baby begin to be, to feel that life is real, to find life worth living. In fact, instinctual gratifications start off as part-functions and they become seductions unless based on a well-established capacity in the individual person for total experience, and for experience in the area of transitional phenomena.

         

         Winnicott implies that we have been taught by psychoanalysis that what makes life worth living is instinctual gratification whereas in his view it is not this that ‘makes a baby begin to be, to feel that life is real, to find life worth living’. For Winnicott the question psychoanalysis addresses is how, if at all, developmentally the individual finds life worth living. That is to say, he doesn’t take it for granted that life 19in and of itself is worth living, any more than he takes it for granted that there is something called instinctual gratification that in and of itself makes life worth living (or is the only game in town; imagine a psychoanalysis that is more about what any given individual makes and wants to make of their so-called sexuality, rather than a psychoanalysis that presumes that sexuality is the paramount consideration and the essential perplexity). Winnicott is saying that it is not a consensual fact that life is worth living; indeed, finding it worth living is a basic problem. And Winnicott is notably not providing a solution to the problem but describing what he takes to be the preconditions for the individual to discover his version of the problem and its possible answers. He doesn’t say – though I think he would like to – that if a baby can begin to be, to feel that life is real, that he will then, automatically as it were, feel that life is worth living. He is saying, if through a sufficiently facilitating environment the baby can begin to be – being, as he says, coming before doing – and so to feel real, he can then begin to find out – to discover, to make – what, if anything, might make his life feel worth living. Without these fundamental preconditions, in his view, there is only compliance and desperate, violent psychic survival. But we can’t agree about what life is about, or that if we could that it would be worth living; yet each individual given the chance – the chance provided by an early environment, the chance provided by the psychoanalytic setting – can find out for themselves what they feel and think about this. 20

         If this bespeaks a wariness of ideology and institutions and the compliance they entail – a wariness of all the available cultural informants more than willing to tell us what life is about and why it is worth living – it is also, of course, a secular variant of the dissident Christian tradition that Winnicott himself was brought up on, each person finding their own salvation in perilous circumstances (it is useful to see the Independent Group as having evolved a psychoanalysis continuous with the diversity of British Protestantism; of this group as part of the legacy of the Civil War; Milner quotes Cromwell in the dedication to her collected papers, ‘To the British Psychoanalytical Society warts and all …’).

         Extrapolating from this we can say that for Winnicott the aim of psychoanalysis was to provide the individual with an opportunity to find out what, if anything, for them makes their life worth living; and if they are not able to do this, to then help them get into the position, the relationship, in which the question can be asked and explored. (Another way of saying this is that psychoanalysis helps the patient find out where their real enjoyment is and whether it is sufficiently sustaining.) Being able to find out what, if anything, makes one’s life worth living is taken by Winnicott to be a developmental achievement. Sex is not the answer, though it must be part of the answer if it is not to be a distraction or a refuge from the question. Sex, instinctual gratification, can be a seduction, that is to say, a leading away. Winnicott is peculiarly attentive to what the individual uses sexuality 21to do, developmentally, so much so that it can sometimes seem as though Winnicott is talking about sexualisation rather than sexuality (his description of the ‘use of an object’ is his sexual theory). But the individual comes for psychoanalysis, in Winnicott’s account, to tackle the question of what life itself is about for him or her. There is no sense in which the question has already been answered or could be.

         This is one of the things Winnicott was always working on and is working at in Playing and Reality. And if we and our patients are tackling the question of what life itself is about for them and for us, we are confronted by the cultural repertoire of answers that is available, from what Winnicott calls in this book ‘the cultural field and the tradition’ (‘It is not possible to be original,’ he writes in Playing and Reality, ‘except on a basis of tradition’ (1971, p. 134) – the individual makes his own original answers to the question out of the cultural traditions he or she has access to). So, the Winnicottian analyst and her patient are also unavoidably facing what is both a personal and a political predicament: the conciliation of rival claims in a world in which there is no available consensus about what is of value and what the valuable forms of valuation are. In which there is no agreement about what makes life worth living. It is, inevitably, a psychoanalysis informed by its contemporary political ethos.

         So Winnicott can be read as someone also involved in the attempt to construct a post-war democratic liberalism – a post-war democratic liberal psychoanalysis – in the shadow 22of fascism and communism and a fast-recovering western capitalism, political regimes explicitly based on a demanded compliance, to use another of Winnicott’s key words. (Winnicott was always implicitly asking, what kind of regime of mothering has the patient survived, and at what cost? And if, ideally, regime was not the word, what was the word?) Winnicott’s work is, among other things, a long consideration of what compliance entails, a cost and benefit account of compliance (the state is always a potentially depressed mother, to put it as crudely as possible; the psychoanalyst is always, hopefully, negotiating his or her compliance to the psychoanalytic group). Development is Winnicott’s word for what we have to do to find out what the good life, or the good-enough life, is for us, something made possible by a facilitating environment; development, of course, despite and because of its programmed biological unfoldings, is being a radically unpredictable project.
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