

[image: ]



Reflections on Contemporary Psychoanalytic Thought


Reflections on Contemporary Psychoanalytic Thought

The Lisbon Lectures

Edited by

Rui Aragão Oliveira
Maria José Gonçalves
João Seabra Diniz

[image: ]



First published in 2022 by

Phoenix Publishing House Ltd

62 Bucknell Road

Bicester

Oxfordshire OX26 2DS

Copyright © 2022 to Rui Aragão Oliveira, Maria José Gonçalves, and João Diniz for the edited collection, and to the individual authors for their contributions.

The rights of the contributors to be identified as the authors of this work have been asserted in accordance with §§ 77 and 78 of the Copyright Design and Patents Act 1988.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, without the prior written permission of the publisher.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data

A C.I.P. for this book is available from the British Library

ISBN-13: 978-1-800131-13-2

Typeset by Medlar Publishing Solutions Pvt Ltd, India

[image: ]

www.firingthemind.com




Contents

Acknowledgements

About the editors and contributors

Introduction

Part I: Psychoanalysis and contemporaneity

Chapter 1

Introduction by Maria José Gonçalves

The institutional dynamics of psychoanalysis: the effect of the “development threatening idea”

R. D. Hinshelwood

CHAPTER 2

Introduction by Maria José Gonçalves

Freud and culture

Éric Smadja

CHAPTER 3

Introduction by João Seabra Diniz

The disappeared: a sorrow without dreams

Leopold Nosek

CHAPTER 4

Introduction by Rui Aragão Oliveira

Virtual space, identity, and psychoanalysis: a new world or a dreadful voyage?

Andrea Marzi

CHAPTER 5

Introduction by João Seabra Diniz

Contemporary hysterical body

Fernando Orduz

CHAPTER 6

Introduction by Rui Aragão Oliveira

Connecting the International Psychoanalytical Association to our psychoanalytical community

Sergio Eduardo Nick

CHAPTER 7

Introduction by João Seabra Diniz

From the glass slipper to the glass ceiling

Virginia Ungar

Part II: Theory of psychoanalytic technique

CHAPTER 8

Introduction by Rui Aragão Oliveira

Towards a two-track model for psychoanalysis

Howard B. Levine

CHAPTER 9

Introduction by João Seabra Diniz

Who is killing what or whom: some notes on the internal phenomenology of suicide

David Bell

CHAPTER 10

Introduction by Rui Aragão Oliveira

Achieving the elasticity of technique: Sándor Ferenczi’s psychoanalytic project and journey

Franco Borgogno

CHAPTER 11

Introduction by Maria José Gonçalves

Ferenzci’s ideas in contemporary psychoanalysis: Ferenczi’s contribution to the psychoanalytic theory of trauma and further developments

Luis J. Martín Cabré

Final thoughts

Index




Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the Revista Portuguesa de Psicanálise for permission to use the following papers in this volume:

Chapter 2—Freud and culture, by Éric Smadja, Revista Portuguesa de Psicanálise (2015), 35(2): 6–12.

Chapter 4—Virtual space, identity, and psychoanalysis: a new world or a dreadful voyage?, by Andrea Marzi, Revista Portuguesa de Psicanálise (2017), 37(2): 7–14.

Chapter 8—Towards a two-track model for psychoanalysis, by Howard B. Levine, Revista Portuguesa de Psicanálise (2014), 34(1): 7–12.

We are grateful to the Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy for permission to publish:

Chapter 9—Who is killing what or whom: some notes on the internal phenomenology of suicide, by David Bell, Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy (2001), 15(1): 21–37.

The American Journal of Psychoanalysis has kindly granted permission to use the following paper:

Chapter 10—Achieving the elasticity of technique: Sándor Ferenczi’s psychoanalytic project and journey, by Franco Borgogno, American Journal of Psychoanalysis (2001), 61(4): 391–407.



About the editors and contributors

Editors

João Seabra Diniz is a full member and supervising analyst of the Portuguese Psychoanalytical Society (PPS) and International Psychoanalytical Association. He started his psychoanalytic training in Italy and continued it in Lisbon at PPS. For many years, he was involved in the formation of candidates for psychoanalysis. He is past president of the SPP and of the Institute of Psychoanalysis of Lisbon/PPS. He is the former director of the Social Action Service at Santa Casa da Misericórdia de Lisboa, and worked in the childhood and youth sector, where he collaborated in the launch of Adoption in Portugal. For some years, he collaborated with the Center for Judicial Studies, training in matters related to the abandonment and adoption of children. He is former national director of the Family and Child Support Project (PAFAC). He was a member of the National Commission for the International Year of the Child.

Maria José Gonçalves is a medical doctor, child psychiatrist, psychoanalyst, child psychoanalyst, and full member and supervising analyst of the Portuguese Psychoanalytical Society (PPS) and International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA). She is the former president of the PPS Board and Institute Board, and past director of the PPS Training Committee. In the PPS Institute, she promotes the training on psychoanalytic ethics. She was a former director of the Department of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry of the Pediatric Hospital in Lisbon, where she founded a mental health infancy unit. She has published numerous papers, especially on infant psychoanalysis and on clinical issues.

Rui Aragão Oliveira is a full member and supervising analyst of the Portuguese Psychoanalytical Society (PPS) and International Psychoanalytical Association. He is the director of the training committee of the PPS, past president of the PPS, past editor-in-chief of the Portuguese Psychoanalytical Review, and past editor of Psychoanalysis Today. He teaches at the Psychoanalytical Institute in Lisbon and has been working with clinical groups for the IPA with the three-level model. He has published on the theory of technique, paternal function, and clinical issues.

Contributors

David Bell is a past president of the British Psychoanalytical Society and has just retired from being consultant in charge of the Fitzjohns Unit, a service based in the adult department of the Tavistock, providing treatment for severe/complex disorder. He lectures and publishes on a wide range of subjects including the historical development of psychoanalytic concepts (Freud, Klein, and Bion), and the psychoanalytic understanding of severe disorder personalities. For his entire professional career he has been deeply involved in interdisciplinary studies—the relation between psychoanalysis and literature, philosophy, and socio-political theory. He has written numerous papers and chapters in books/monographs and edited four books: Reason and Passion: A Celebration of the Works of Hanna Segal; Psychoanalysis and Culture: A Kleinian Perspective; Living on the Border: Psychotic Processes in the Individual, the Couple, and the Group; Turning the Tide: The Psychoanalytic Approach of the Fitzjohn’s Unit to Patients with Complex Need. He has also written one small book, Paranoia. He is one of the UK’s leading psychiatric experts in asylum and immigration.

Franco Borgogno is a doctor in philosophy and psychology, and a training and supervising analyst of the Italian Psychoanalytical Society. Franco was scientific secretary/president of the Turin Centre of Psychoanalysis, and secretary of the Training Institute of Milan. He was full Professor of Clinical Psychology and founded the Doctorate School in Clinical and Interpersonal Relationships Psychology and the Specialization School in Clinical Psychology at Turin University. He has been chair of the Psychoanalysis and University Committee for the IPA; one of the founders of the International Sándor Ferenczi Foundation; and received the Mary Sigourney Award in 2010 and the Book Prize 2017 of the American Board and Academy of Psychoanalysis.

Luis J. Martín Cabré is a full member and training and supervising analyst of the Psychoanalytical Association of Madrid and the International Psychoanalytical Association; a training and supervising child and adolescent analyst; and a full member of the Italian Psychoanalytical Society. He is a member of the Spanish Society of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry and Psychotherapy; a member of the Psychosomatic Medicine Studies Institute (Madrid); a member of the International Association of the History of Psychoanalysis; founder member of the Sándor Ferenczi International Foundation; member of the European editorial board of The International Journal of Psychoanalysis, and of the American Journal of Psychoanalysis. He is past president of the Madrid Psychoanalytical Association and former European representative member of the board of the International Psychoanalytical Association (2015–2019).

R. D. Hinshelwood is a Fellow of the British Psychoanalytical Society, and a Fellow of the Royal College of Psychiatrists. He has worked for many years in the NHS in Britain, including a period as clinical director of the Cassel Hospital, and was subsequently Professor in the Centre for Psychoanalytic Studies in the University of Essex, where he is now Professor Emeritus. He has written widely on Kleinian psychoanalysis and has taken a special interest in the organisational dynamics of psychiatry and of psychoanalysis.

Howard B. Levine is a member of the American Psychoanalytic Association (APsaA), PINE, the Contemporary Freudian Society, and on the faculty of NYU Post-Doc’s Contemporary Freudian Track. He is also on the editorial board of the International Journal of Psychoanalysis and Psychoanalytic Inquiry; editor-in-chief of the Routledge Wilfred Bion Studies Book Series; and in private practice in Brookline, Massachusetts. He is the author of Transformations de l’Irreprésentable (Ithaque, 2019) and the forthcoming Affect, Representation and Language: Between the Silence and the Cry (Routledge). His co-edited books include Unrepresented States and the Construction of Meaning (Karnac, 2013); On Freud’s Screen Memories (Karnac, 2014); The Wilfred Bion Tradition (Karnac, 2016); Bion in Brazil (Karnac, 2017), and André Green Revisited: Representation and the Work of the Negative (Karnac, 2018).

Andrea Marzi, MD, is a psychiatrist and psychoanalyst, with a PhD in medical ethics, a full member of the International Psychoanalytical Association and of the Italian Psychoanalytical Society (Società Psicoanalitica Italiana), and active member of the American Psychoanalytic Association, holding in these fields several national and international functions in groups and committees. He has been Visiting Fellow at the University of Cambridge (UK), worked in the Department of Forensic Psychopathology, and he has been a former Professor of Developmental Psychology at the University of Siena. He is also supervisor in institutions and the NHS and was a member of the Committee for the review of the new edition of the Ethical Code of the Italian Psychoanalytical Society, and participated in the IPA Task Force on remote analysis in training. He has published several dozen scientific articles in national and international journals, and several books. The latest publications include: “Ciak si gira, psicoanalisi al cinema”, about the relationship between cinema and psychoanalysis, and as author and editor, Psicoanalisi, Identità and Internet (Psychoanalysis, Identity and the Internet, Karnac, 2016), the first survey in Italian about virtual reality and psychoanalysis.

Sérgio Eduardo Nick is a medical doctor, psychiatrist, psychoanalyst, child and adolescent psychoanalyst (COCAP/IPA), as well as a post-graduate in child and adolescent psychiatry and psychotherapy by the Child Orientation Clinic from the Rio de Janeiro Federal University (UFRJ), and a post-graduate in child and adolescent law from the Rio de Janeiro University’s Law School (UERJ). He is an effective member of the Brazilian Psychoanalytical Association of Rio de Janeiro/Rio II (SBPRJ) and a member of the International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA). He is co-author of several books and has been teaching at the SBPRJ’s Institute, where he is a member of the directory board of the SBPRJ, as first secretary (2003–2004), vice-treasurer (1995–1996), and professional department director (2007–2008). He is a member of the directory board of FEBRAPSI, as publishing and publicising directory’s secretary (2005–2007), as general secretary (2007–2009), and as superintendent (2009–2011). He is a member of the IPA’s Congress Working Group for the Mexico City Congress (2011). He is former vice-president of the Brazilian Psychoanalytical Association of Rio de Janeiro/Rio II (2012–2014); former director of the Child and Adolescent Department at the Latin American Psychoanalytical Federation—FEPAL (2012–2014); past chair of the Scientific Programme Committee for the IPA Boston Congress (2015); and former vice-president of the International Psychoanalytical Association (2017–2021).

Leopold Nosek is a full member and training analyst of the Brazilian Society of Psychoanalysis of São Paulo (BSPSP) and the International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA). He was awarded the Sigourney Award/IPA in 2014. He is a physician at the Faculty of Medicine of the University of São Paulo, former assistant at the Instituto da Criança, Faculty of Medicine, University of São Paulo; and former director of the Therapeutic Community Enfance. He is past president of the Brazilian Society of Psychoanalysis of São Paulo (SBPSP); past president of the Brazilian Federation of Psychoanalysis (Febrapsi); past president of the Latin American Psychoanalytic Federation (FEPAL); former board member of the IPA; and the current chair of the IPA’s think tank on the future of psychoanalysis committee. He is the editor of Álbum de Família—Imagens Fontes e Ideias da Psicanálise em São Paulo (Casa do Psicólogo) and author of A Disposição para o Assombro (Perspectiva). He is co-curator of the psychoanalysis and modernism exhibition at the Art Museum of São Paolo, Brazil; the Modern Art Museum in Rio de Janeiro; as well as Santander space in Porto Alegre, in 2000. Also in 2000, he was the organiser of the exhibition “Freud: Conflito e Cultura”, Museum of Art of São Paulo and Museum of Modern Art of Rio de Janeiro (curated by the Library of the American Congress in Washington). In 2005, he was curator of the exhibition “Dor, Forma e Beleza”, Estação Pinacoteca in São Paulo in association with Olívio Tavares de Araújo.

Fernando Orduz is a psychoanalyst, and a full member of the Colombian Psychoanalytic Society (SOCOLPSI) and the International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA). He is past president of SOCOLPSI (2012–2014) and former editor of the Journal of Psychoanalysis (SOCOLPSI) from 2008 to 2012. He is past president of FEPAL (Psychoanalytic Federation of Latin América) (2014–2016). He is also a psychologist with a master’s degree in communication and culture; and a Professor for over thirty years at the Universidad Javeriana and Universidad del Norte. He is the former director of Fundaurbana (1998–2002). He has had three books published around urban culture and in 2000 he earned the literary creation award from the Instituto Distrital de Cultura y Turismo de Bogotá.

Éric Smadja is a psychiatrist, a psychoanalyst, a couples psychoanalyst, a member of the Société Psychoanalytique de Paris, a guest member of the British Psychoanalytical Society, and a member of the International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA). He works both in Paris and London. He is also an anthropologist, an associate member of the American Anthropological Association, and a member of the Society for Psychological Anthropology. In 2007, he was awarded the IPA’s Prize for “Exceptional contribution made to psychoanalytical research”. He is an international lecturer and his works are pluri- and interdisciplinary in nature. He is the author of several books, most recently, On Symbolism and Symbolisation: The Work of Freud, Durkheim and Mauss (Routledge, 2018).

Virginia Ungar, MD, is a training analyst at the Buenos Aires Psychoanalytic Association (APdeBA). She lives and practises in Buenos Aires, Argentina. She specialises in child and adolescent analysis, was the former Chair of the International Psychoanalytical Association’s Child and Adolescent Psychoanalysis Committee (COCAP) and of the Committee for Integrated Training. She was given the Platinum Konex Award for Psychoanalysis in 2016. She was elected as president of the International Psychoanalytical Association in 2015, the first woman to hold that position since the institution’s founding. She served in that position from 2017–2021.




Introduction

The past decade of the twenty-first century was a period of organisational restructuring inside the Portuguese Psychoanalytical Society, and an opportunity to define new lines for the future.

Thus, between 2010 and 2020, Lisbon received a considerable number of the International Psychoanalytical Association’s outstanding psychoanalysts from all over the world. Always welcomed by the Portuguese Psychoanalytical Society, they presented their thoughts, reflections, and clinical investigations to a wide audience, essentially Portuguese psychoanalysts, but also to many mental health professionals, students, or other intellectuals.

We think that far beyond the simple exchange of experiences, these conferences, workshops, or working groups stimulated the psychoanalytic thinking, assuming a singular identity, expressed today with differentiated lines of work and a brilliant liveliness in Portugal.

We found it useful to bring together in one book some of the most significant works, historically contextualising the way they were received, the enthusiasm of their reception, and the transformations that they directly or indirectly promoted in the community of Portuguese psychoanalysts and many mental health professionals, students, or attentive and curious spirits of our culture.

In this sense, we did not limit ourselves to chronologically following the occurrence of events, but rather to group them in two large groups of lectures that took place in considerably different spaces and times, under the stimulating themes: “Psychoanalysis and contemporaneity”; and “Theory of psychoanalytic technique”.

Rui Aragão Oliveira

Maria José Gonçalves

João Seabra Diniz




Part I

Psychoanalysis and contemporaneity




CHAPTER 1

The institutional dynamics of psychoanalysis: the effect of the “development threatening idea”

R. D. Hinshelwood

Introduction by Maria José Gonçalves

Following the crisis that the Portuguese Psychoanalytical Society experienced between 2009 and 2010, several psychoanalysts, in conflict with the board, left the society and formed a new study group at the IPA. For their part, the non-dissident psychoanalysts felt the need to reflect on the movements that led to such a deep and hostile division within the group. They also wanted to understand how they could recover their thinking capacity in the face of the successive actings which had set in, as a reaction to what they considered to be an attack on their dignity.

It was in this context that in May 2011 we invited Robert Hinshelwood, a contributor to the field of research regarding the application of psychoanalytical thinking to the study of the dynamics of groups and organisations, to hold a conference at our society.

Robert Hinshelwood is a psychiatrist and psychoanalyst at the British Psychoanalytical Society, as well as a Professor at the University of Essex, Centre for Psychoanalytical Studies. Influenced by the thoughts of Klein and Bion, he developed forms of observation and understanding of groups in the light of the unconscious fantasies and anxieties of individuals which manifest themselves within organisations.

He has a vast editorial background which includes establishing journals as well as the publication of numerous articles and books, amongst which are A Dictionary of Kleinian Thought (1989), Observing Organisations: Anxiety, Defence and Culture in Health Care (2000), Thinking about Institutions: Milieux and Madness (2001), Suffering Insanity: Psychoanalytic Essays on Psychosis (2004).

At this conference, Hinshelwood, starting from the Bionian concepts of schism and development threatening ideas as defence mechanisms against “the pain of development”, states that the divisions inside psychoanalytic societies constitute social defences against tensions at work. Citing “narcissism of minor differences” (Freud), he considers that countertransferential anxieties, particularly the uncertainty regarding the therapeutic efficacy of theoretical ideas, the pressure to alleviate the suffering of patients, the ambivalence of love/hate experienced in countertransference, find narcissistic comfort in belonging to a group organised theoretically and cohesively in the rejection of rivals.

Hinshelwood quotes Riccardo Steiner: “The militarisation of rival psychoanalytic groups (then) allows an inner conflict within the individual to be re-experienced as a conflict between groups.”

As in the British Psychoanalytical Society, since the creation of the Portuguese Psychoanalytical Society, there have been two groups, Kleinians and Freudians, led by the two founders of the society, and in which the theoretical divergence between the groups maintained the balance necessary for the functioning of the society. When the ideological division which absorbed much of the tension inherent in group interactions faded away, individual conflicts of personal affirmation and power of some members surfaced, breaking the cohesion of the society.

To conclude, and as a way of diminishing the effect of these processes, the author recommends the inclusion of this theme in the training curricula of psychoanalytic societies, in the form of a study group for reflection on the unconscious phenomena of group dynamics.

* * *

I will start with a stern assessment:

… the militarization and polarisation of differences between groups and between members of groups themselves … can lead to an endless paranoid “ping-pong” of accusations. Groups, even when composed of psycho-analysts, have inevitably unconscious, unresolved components … Sometimes even psycho-analytic groups are defending themselves from primitive anxieties using primitive mechanisms of defence based on excessive idealisation and denigration. (Steiner, 1991, p. 918)

The International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA) was formed in 1911, and rapidly since then many national societies and institutes have been founded. This ensured the “movement” survived and flourished. Formed from the two groups in Vienna and Zurich, there was trouble from the beginning. There was strong rivalry over who organised conferences, and who took the most important official positions. This was so immediate it suggests hidden (in fact unconscious) dynamics (see Hinshelwood, 2018). Not only the IPA, but over more than a century, splitting and schisms within the member institutions have been more or less endemic. Psychoanalytic tribalism is our culture, or as some people suggest a religious fundamentalism:

[B]asically a humanistic discipline has conceived and touted itself as a positivist science while organising itself institutionally as a religion … It becomes problematic when analysts approach psychoanalysis with an inappropriate paradigm, “as if” it were a science or religion. (Kirsner, 2000, p. 233)

What is it about psychoanalysis which promotes religious war?

Trying to answer that question, we need to choose what terms to use: political (Kirsner, 2000); sociological (Rustin, 1991); or religious (Sorenson, 2000). However, we are of course at liberty to use a psychoanalytic framework for trying to understand this persisting phenomenon.

Although psychoanalysis is, in practice, a psychology of the individual it is an interpersonal psychology of the individual, as Freud claimed:

In the individual’s mental life someone else is invariably involved, as a model, as an object, as a helper, as an opponent: and so from the very first individual psychology, in this extended but entirely justifiable sense of the words, is at the same time social psychology as well. (Freud, 1921c, p. 69)

From Totem and Taboo (Freud, 1912–1913), his excursion into mythology with Jung (or maybe against Jung), Freud was promoting the understanding of society and social institutions in terms of psychoanalytic concepts. He contributed a series of notable contributions to this psychoanalytic sociology (Prager & Rustin, 1993), these were: Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego (Freud, 1921c); Civilization and its Discontents (Freud, 1930a); and The Future of an Illusion (Freud, 1927c). The importance of Freud’s efforts is to supplement the other disciplines with the notion of the unconscious and its specific dynamics. We can, therefore, augment the approach to problems of psychoanalytic institutions with psychoanalytic ideas that have been evolved to uncover social and cultural issues that occur unconsciously between the members of our societies.

The British Psychoanalytical Society (BPaS)

It has often been admirably related that the BPaS has not suffered a schism of the kind that many others did. This is not strictly true, in fact it could be the reverse. The BPaS is also renowned for its controversial discussions centring around a series of meetings in 1943 to 1944 in which the Klein group were required to present and defend their innovative theories (King & Steiner, 1991). They did so with powerful intensity, and indeed with talent. In fact there was no overall winner between the Kleinians and the orthodox Freudians who had emigrated before the war from the Nazi persecution in Austria. It is well-known that the BPaS did not suffer a formal split as so many other societies around the world have. However there were extreme conditions at the time. In 1942, the BPaS was the only major psychoanalytic society left standing in Europe (apart from small societies in Switzerland and Sweden), and the US was in turmoil with its home-grown and unorthodox eclecticism and interpersonal brand of psychoanalysis being strongly attacked by the invading Austrian immigrants from Vienna (see Kirsner, 2000).

With psychoanalysis itself teetering on the brink there was probably extreme need to hold together, however much disagreement there was. More than that the psychoanalytic movement must have been seriously jolted by Freud’s death in 1939, a reminder that nothing necessarily lasts.

The debates and group formations in the BPaS were attempting to deal with the contest between a commitment to innovation on one hand, and a reverential maintenance of the past on the other. The development of the Klein group was a venture, perhaps reckless, to push forward regardless of the rest of the Society. For instance, in a letter to Ernest Jones in 1941, Melanie Klein reflects on the problems of presenting her work to the rest of the Society:

I am not despairing and if I have fifteen or twenty more years left to work I should be able to accomplish my task. But I realise how difficult it is and what powers of presentation would be needed to give evidence for the truth and importance of these findings. (quoted in Grosskurth, 1986, p. 283)

On the other hand, Anna Freud’s work looked back in a persisting dedication to the work of her father. Young-Bruehl is explicit about this:

Her labour of checking and revising all her father’s maps of psychic life was not original in the sense that it revealed a mapless territory. But it provided her with a survey-making or synthetic sense that was without equal in her generation. (Young-Bruehl, 1988, p. 461)

One is clearly looking forward to original new work, and the other is looking back for consolidation not originality, so they were never going in the same direction.

Melanie Klein and Anna Freud were clearly very different people. And thus their relationships with psychoanalysis, and equally their relationships with children, with being a child (daughter) and with child analysis, were also very different. Following from these differences they developed different forms of analysis and different conclusions about child development. However, within their group context they came to represent a deep schism. Perhaps, partly on the basis of their striking character differences they become polarised into opposites.

In fact, their differences may have been previously exploited by Ernest Jones and Sigmund Freud to carry their own rivalry. The dissent by the British from the Viennese conformity had been controlled by the enduring loyalty that Jones and Freud had for each other. At the same time the quarrel between these two women seems to express some undercurrent, too. Jones was from a Welsh nonconformist background (religious protestant). He lived out a rivalry, one that was intermingled with his extreme loyalty to Freud. We might consider therefore that, by displacing one side of his relationship, his nonconformist rivalry onto a quarrel between their respective protégés, Jones could maintain his customary tactful adulation of Freud, so that their friendship and cooperation could continue unharmed. The complementary uncomplicated rivalry between Anna Freud and Melanie Klein allowed Jones and Freud an uncomplicated loyalty.

So, professional debate linked up with personal rivalries and formed a hostile group dynamic.1 In particular, during the lead-up to the controversial discussions in 1943, a to-and-fro process of mutual influence went on between Anna Freud’s group and Melanie Klein’s: the scientific committee had asked for a Kleinian paper on “The role of introjection and projection of objects in the early years of development” to start the discussion off on internalisation and internal objects. This is in the context of the mystique that seemed to exist about a concept so elusive as the “internal object” (Hinshelwood, 1997). This had been a matter of considerable interest and also incomprehension throughout the 1930s. However, Susan Isaacs first paper moved the debate to an adjacent area. Her paper was on “The nature and function of phantasy” (Isaacs, 1948). Isaacs developed the points Melanie Klein had made about unconscious phantasy in a response when Anna Freud gave a paper on sublimation to the Society in 1939. It would appear that the “sublimation debate” with Anna Freud had influenced the Kleinians. From this, the importance of the notion of phantasy must have emerged as a basic concept underlying the “internal object”. They had been only half appreciated previously, so the Kleinians attempted to clarify further and, as it were, “prove” their own point about unconscious phantasy. The conceptual details became territory for hand-to-hand fighting. It concerned the necessity for addressing the here-and-now, because we cannot change history. The influence of unconscious phantasy is active all the time, and not just when, under stress, regression to a fixation point occurs. So, the total situation of the analytic session is a transference experience.

Thus, between 1939 and 1943 the Kleinians had driven Anna Freud back to her classical work on fantasy, but she in turn had driven the Klein group beyond internal objects and towards more fundamental work on unconscious phantasy. We can see not just the linear search for a greater and greater approximation to a truth. Instead, the development of each group’s set of ideas and values was influenced, and pushed away, by the other. Mutual influencing of conceptual development came out of pressures from group dynamics and group identity, and it promoted greater and greater divergence.

The dynamic I am suggesting is that conflicts within individuals, an intrapsychic conflict, may be experienced instead as one between different groups, an intergroup conflict. It is comparable to Jaques’ description:

Individuals may put their internal conflicts into persons in the external world, unconsciously follow the course of the conflict by means of projective identification, and re-internalize the course and outcome of the externally perceived conflict by means of introjective identification. (Jaques, 1955, pp. 496–497)

Thus, the separation of the two groups was dialectically dependent on each other, their difference negotiated and exaggerated between them.

Personal stress and public defence

In this way differences of character may have emerged into intensely felt opposites between practising schools of psychoanalysts within the BPaS. But this is not the whole story since divergent groups within psychoanalytic institutes do not all have this specific constellation of conditions that applied to the BPaS in the 1930s and 1940s. When personal issues are depersonalised to become a group phenomenon—in this case a schism, as we will call it—makes us suspicious that a defensiveness is operating at the level of the group and organisation.

Menzies (1960) described how the common stresses can greatly influence and distort the work we do and the way we do it. She researched the nursing service of a general hospital and how an unconscious defensiveness was expressed institutionally as specific work practices of a maladaptive kind that hindered the task of the nursing service as a whole. Ordinary mature individuals can come to function in a setting in which they are induced to operate with a level of defensive splitting which is far below their level of personal maturity. Ken Eisold (1994) has specifically discussed how a similar organisational defensiveness against a work anxiety may operate within psychoanalytic institutions:

this social defence of intolerance … has to do with the nature of analytic work: the anxieties analysts encounter in the course of their work that lead them to feel the need to know with certainty what they believe. (Eisold, 1994, p. 787)

Eisold argued in line with Bion’s view, that schisms within psychoanalytic organisations are social defences protecting against the tensions in the work. So, anxieties in common in the work can form coordinated defences which manifest as institutional schism.

A factor common to many schismatic Institutes—in Paris, in London, in so many cities in the United States—is the stress of the work requiring considerable emotional effort by each practitioner for long periods of the day. In effect, the countertransference. Is there a sense that uncertainty arising from countertransference on our professional practice creates a stress, as Eisold argued, and it emerges as institutional schism within the psychoanalytic institution? Thus, in some way the group dynamic emerges as the schismatic problem of the institution that hides and protects the practitioner from his/her anxiety and uncertainty.

Schism and the development threatening idea

The BPaS presented a lively picture of a schism that contrasted a thirst for innovation with a stabilising focus on the original groundwork. Such a controversy over what constitutes the real psychoanalysis was never resolved. In 1921, Freud postulated what he called “the narcissism of minor differences” (Freud, 1930a) to describe how groups that are close to each other are the most aggravated by each other. This dynamic is reflected in the quote from Jaques above.

We can also turn to Bion’s description of a group schism:

The defence that schism affords against the development-threatening idea can be seen in the operation of the schismatic groups, ostensibly opposed but in fact promoting the same end. One group adheres to the dependent group … popularises established ideas by denuding them … The reciprocal group, supposedly supporting the new idea, becomes so exacting in its demands that it ceases to recruit itself. Thus both groups avoid the painful bringing together of the primitive and sophisticated that is the essence of the developmental conflict. (Bion, 1961, p. 159)

This was published in Bion (1952, p. 235) and might be a cryptic reference to the controversial discussions.

Though Bion’s early group work is not completely psychoanalytic, he moved to a much more psychoanalytic approach after he qualified as a psychoanalyst in 1950. He began to use the notion of defence (as in the above passage) as a motivating force. Bion’s hunch was that schism protects against the pain of development, and how could that be interconnected with the countertransference? Bion was not specific, but in this instance I shall suggest that, in this case, it is the development towards being able to tolerate uncertainty.

Uncertainty

If it is the case that a development-threatening idea presses itself upon analysts, then an institutional response can protect the members in the way that the culture of medical institutions protects nurses. Then maybe we can get a clue as to what the threatening idea is from the character of the institutional response. The characteristic responses are the fervent debates over conceptual correctness, and so I would suggest that schisms invariably take the form of intransigent attitudes towards theories.

Ideas have an important place in psychoanalytic work. Interpretations given to patients on the basis of their free associations always depend on general theories applied to particular cases. Psychoanalysts need ideas in order to work. They need the best ideas to work best, and to give their human patients the best chance. Not only do they need them to maximise their careers, but they need them to provide the best reparative care for those suffering patients. Although one can turn to the notion of a professional superego acquired through a long training, I suggest an added factor. It is the stress of working with those suffering people. There is a lot to say about such intimate contact with suffering others (Hinshelwood, 2004). There is something about our response to others who suffer. It engages an almost instinctual reaction. In the Kleinian framework, reparation has to undo the work of primitive omnipotent destructiveness—and hence are we in the realm of supernatural harm and cure? Someone who falls over in the street immediately gathers a small crowd, and an accident on the motorway ensures people slow down to look and create a traffic jam, even on the opposite carriageway. Our ideas have to be the best for the job, otherwise failure involves serious disappointment for both parties. The sufferer continues to suffer, but the helper fails to be a helper and becomes a sufferer too. And as Ricardo Steiner said above (1991, p. 918), even groups of psychoanalysts can use the primitive methods of defence.
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