
Report of the Meeting of IPA Presidents
Tuesday 28th July 2009, At the Hyatt Regency McCormick Place Hotel, Chicago

The topic for this meeting of IPA Presidents was ‘Institutional Issues and the Splitting of Groups’.
Dr. Eizirik reported that there were increasing instances of problems within IPA Societies and the IPA was receiving more and more requests for new Group status as a result of splits within existing IPA Societies.  Although splits within Societies were not new to the IPA he felt it was now time that the IPA addressed the issue by reflecting and trying to understand why it is happening.  The IPA should try to establish if there was something that the IPA could do to at least reduce the likelihood of splits occurring. 

Dr. Eizirik expressed that the meeting of Presidents’ was the perfect place to research, discuss and explore the issue as it is a unique opportunity to exchange views and learn from the experiences from many IPA Societies from each of the IPA’s regions.  

Dr. Eizirik thanked everybody for attending and hoped that the meeting would be a lively and fruitful one.

Drs. Marilia Aisenstein, Gunther Perdigao and Virginia Ungar each gave a brief presentation of their views on Splitting within Societies and Psychoanalysis.  The text of each of their presentations can be found in Appendix 1 of this document.
Dr. Monica Siedmann de Armesto explained how the day would be planned.  Each person had already been allocated to a small discussion group (of which there were 3).  Each group would have approximately 3 hours in which to discuss ‘Institutional Issues and the Splitting of Groups’.  Each group should appoint a person to record the discussion and report back to the final plenary.  
The reports from each of the 3 small discussion groups can be found in appendix 2 of this document. 

After each group recorder had reported to the final plenary questions and comments from the floor were taken. 
Although somewhat differing views were presented concerning the advantages and disadvantages of societal splitting, a consensus emerged that it would be desirable for the IPA to have the ability to help Component Societies with problems prior to splits taking place, in the hope of preventing a split.  It was so often the case that the IPA was only approached by a Society either while a split was taking place or afterwards.  

Prof. Hanly, President-Elect, made a commitment to the meeting to bring forward a proposal for a Committee on Societies to the IPA Board.  The committee would act on requests for help from Component Societies that are encountering difficulties and the Committee would serve a consultative function aimed at helping societies to find their own solutions to their problems in ways that would enable them to meet IPA requirements. The committee and its consultants might make recommendations but would not impose solutions.  

Dr. Eizirik thanked the Presidents of Societies and Regional Organisations for their contribution to what was an extremely fruitful meeting.  Several important suggestions had been made and much had been learnt.  It was important that the IPA continued to study the issue and work towards finding ways of assisting Societies and help them to avoid splitting.  
As this would be the last Presidents’ meeting that Dr. Eizirik would preside over he thanked everybody for their support through his administration and wished the new administration success in its endeavors. 

Appendix 1
Marilia Aisenstein

The question of splitting in psychoanalytical societies is a complex one. Before attempting to consider it briefly, I would like to refer to Freud and, in particular, to the theory of the drives. In Beyond the Pleasure Principle (1920), Freud replaced the opposition between the life drives and the sexual drives by the opposition between the libido, which includes sexuality and self-preservation, and the death drive. This change in his theory was due to the need to account for increasingly difficult clinical experience and to give a place to psychical destructiveness and the compulsion to repeat. And yet Freud never considered that the death drive was only destructive: like the libido, it is also in the service of life. In 1938, in An Outline of Psychoanalysis, he defines it as a movement of unbinding, a separating force which aims at dissolving unities and is dialectically opposed to Eros, which, for its part, aims to unite and establish ever greater unities.

For me, this second theory of the drives is as indispensable for clinical practice with borderline cases and psychoses as it is for the process of thinking: thinking requires us to bring elements together, to unite them, but also to separate, cut, and compare them.

Beyond the psychoanalytic method, what Freud is showing us here is the importance of the notion of measure: Eros in excess can asphyxiate and neutralize. Likewise, if, instead of simply separating, the death drive undoes all the links, it becomes pure destruction.

Freud’s answer to this question is given in 1924, where, in ‘The Economic Problem of Masochism’, he describes the fusion of the two drives which is achieved thanks to primary erotogenic masochism. The latter introduces measure and temporality by making it possible to invest waiting, even if it is painful.

I think certain rules can be derived from metapsychology which will help us reflect on a politics of psychoanalysis and, for example, on institutional splitting within psychoanalytic societies.

Splitting within psychoanalytical societies

The question of splits obviously comprises a political and an ethical dimension.  We should bear in mind that the ethics of psychoanalysis proceeds from, and is bound up with, its technical rules, for example, not making use of the transference outside the analytic setting. How can the circulation and exploitation of sometimes unresolved transferences be avoided in psychoanalytic societies?

This points up one of the aspects of the problem.

The fact that the split in an association is often a drama and that we try to avoid it by reconciling the parties involved is only too self-evident, but it seems to me that this statement needs to be assessed and qualified considerably. In my view, splits do not always only have negative results.

Here is an example of this paradox:

In the 1950’s, the Paris Psychoanalytical Society (SPP), which was founded in 1926, in Freud’s lifetime, went through the storm of the split caused by Jacques Lacan. A charismatic and talented thinker, and a highly appreciated training member, Lacan wanted to innovate and create his own rules. He was excluded from the Paris Society, and consequently from the IPA.

This split really tore French psychoanalysis apart. Many colleagues in analysis or supervision with Lacan were suddenly obliged to take sides.

This split was particularly painful and left deep scars for years to come. It was followed a few years later by the split in the first group which left Lacan to found the French Psychoanalytical Association (AFP), which was soon recognized as the second component French society of the IPA.

Even in the 1980’s, citing Lacan was still frowned upon in both these societies, because the grudges and wounds had still not healed.

Today, however, since the year 2000, I would say that if French psychoanalysis is so lively and productive, it is to a large extent thanks to the Lacanian phenomenon. With the change of generations, our analysts have been able to derive benefit from the theoretical research of Lacanism, and some Lacanians have moved closer to us, renouncing the Lacanian technical innovations. But, above all, the rivalry between groups has motivated our societies to work, to write, to do research, to produce, and so on

In 2005, a third French group joined the IPA, following a split in the society presided over by Piera Aulagnier, and both our associations are delighted about this outcome. In my view, nothing is more sterile for a group of psychoanalysts than the feeling of ‘tranquillity’ and the knowledge that it is the owner of a ‘psychoanalytic label’. Such associations do exist, alone in their countries or regions, which consider themselves unique; but they become complacent because without the stimulus of contestation, they cease to put their knowledge in question. This is a danger which we, too, should take into account very seriously.

The causes of splits

Splits are often attributed to theoretical and technical divergences, but we have the fine example of the British Society and the passionate Controversies between Anna Freud and Melanie Klein in London during the war.

London was being bombed, while psychoanalysts were fighting with words over psychoanalytic concepts.

Today, the Kleinians, the followers of Anna Freud, and the Independents (or Middle Group) coexist, not without tensions, but without having separated, within the British Society.

It therefore seems to me that divergences, even deep ones, can be fruitful provided dialogue is not broken off.

The deep and implicit causes of certain splits are linked to the confrontation of personalities and narcissisms which are unable to tolerate each other. But here, too, we would do well to avoid making an outcry; it is perfectly human and the rest of us psychoanalysts are no different from anyone else.

I am of course in favour of attempts at conciliation, and the IPA often takes on this role of third party, sometimes very fruitfully. On the other hand, I think that just as there are bad marriages, where it is sometimes in the interest of both parties involved to separate, toxic confrontations do exist.

Having chaired the International New Group Committee of the IPA, I would say that I prefer to have two good groups in the same room which are competing and working together than a bigger single group that is paralysed by conflicts and feelings of hatred. I think that here the mediating role of the IPA as a third party is crucial for fostering reconciliation, if possible, as well as for facilitating ‘a separation under favourable conditions’ which respects ‘the small differences’, to use Freud’s term.

The last point that I would like to raise is of a more general nature. We often hear the question asked: Why are there so many conflicts in our psychoanalytical societies?

The first answer would be that analytical societies are the same as all professional bodies, so why should they escape the usual rivalries?

But above all, it seems to me that we should not forget that psychoanalytical associations are founded on a paradox: psychoanalysis in itself is an intimate, personal, individualistic, and secret enterprise; it is only subsequently, and for reasons of transmission and teaching, that it becomes institutionalized. Our societies function by giving young analysts a paradoxical injunction: be free, individualistic, and creative, but at the same time you must submit to a series of restrictive rules. We will not escape from this paradox; it is a necessary one and also a vehicle of richness, but perhaps it is important not to deny certain effects it may have.

H. Gunther Perdigao

Marília, Virginia and I have been asked by Claudio to present our views on the frequent occurence of splitting in psychonanalytic societies.

Let me say at the outset that each split is unique and it is impossible to make a generalization.  Also I will only identify groups by name  if articles  about them  have been  published in psychoanalytic journals. There are many reasons  why splits occur in societies. This fragmentation of psychoanalysis has in a few cases proved beneficial but in the majority of cases it hasn`t worked out, leaving people wondering why psychoanalysts are unable to get along with each other.

Correa (1983 quoted by Pires Leal) wrote a paper about the feelings of patients regarding the institutional crises in psychoanalytic societies. And I quote  the comments of a patient “Why  don`t you treat yourselves! Don`t treat us  without taking care of your personal and institutional illness before hand. Treat yourselves or we the patients will die infected !! It is enough that we have to cope with our own illness without your troubles.” In the same issue Carlos Pires Leal (2001) writes about an experience he had when he gave an interview to a journalist. This woman had had previous analytic experience but commented  “it is better to take careful notes because if I get something wrong, to mistake one institution for another will create a lot   of confusion. Why do you analysts fight so much with each other?”

Heated disagreements among psychoanalysts have been the norm rather than the exception. More often than we care to acknowledge psychoanalytic societies have repeatedly had destructive schisms, forcing an unwelcome analogy to religious wars (Eisold 2003)

Schisms are qualitatively different from ordinary disagreements because the parties break off contact with each other  and thereafter develop in isolation. As a result of this isolation they cease to know each other  personally and begin to construct  fantasies about the rival group that are based on ignorance and fear.  

Sometimes  societies have become so big that a group decides to leave and form a new society. These splits have had beneficial effects but they are few and far between. 

The vast majority of splits result from personality clashes or about issues regarding psychoanalytic theory. This happens when one group accuses the other of straying from  orthodoxy of psychoanalytic dogma. Bitter splits have occurred when one group accuses the other of ethical violations and feels that the only solution is to form a new rejuvenated group. In malignant splits there is an intolerance of dissent and the “deviants” are forced out from the society. I can mention here the example  of the New York  Psychoanalytic  Institute and Society because many articles have been written about it. Their split was particularly vicious. Sandor Rado resigned from the NY Institute to form the Columbia Institute. Karen Horney was expelled and as a result  some of the early interpersonalists such as Erich Fromm and Clara Thompson left in protest and formed the American Institute of Psychoanalysis. Unfortunately that group also underwent a series of splits. Fromm and Thompson formed the William Alanson White Institute and William Silverberg and other interpersonalists left that group to form a university affiliated group with the New York Medical College.

 (Richards 2003) comments that the series of rifts among Horney`s adherents furnish   an important   lesson for students of psychoanalytic history. If divisions  with a Rebel camp replicate the one that generated the original schisms, this suggests that the two warring sides mirror each other. Mitchell in an interview with Peter Rudnytsky stated that the internal politics and generational battles  he witnessed at the W A W Institute and the NYU postdoctoral program were just as pernicious and crushing as any fight at the Freudian Institutes.

We have had splits resulting from a charismatic leader deciding that his approach and theories are the only acceptable truth and refusing to engage in a dialogue with his colleagues.  Another variation of this theme occurs when the governance of a society in an attempt to preserve the purity of psychoanalytic thought slips into a position of authoritarian zeal. This leads to an assumption of the moral high ground, promotion of elitism and exclusion of dissenters.  Arrogance and sectarianism have drastically limited the possibilities of constructive discourse  throughout our history. Societies tend to develop a bureaucratic structure, which resists innovation and change.  As an interesting historical note, Beck, the founder of of cognitive therapy was a candidate at the  Philadelphia Institute and had a fight with his analyst, who I believe was Leon Saul,   and left psychonalysis altogether. Saul was known for being very rigid and intransigent.

Competition for power can often degenerate into bitter fights as competing agendas within a society vie for dominance.  Political Power brings the risk of group regression to more primitive modes of functioning. The group regresses and turns inward,   competion becomes personal,   and primitive defenses develop with loss of  mutual respect.  Differences of opinion become personalized resulting in a polarization within the society.

Orgel in a series of papers has elaborated on the difficulties facing many societies as a result  of problems that date back half a century. Narcissistic and aggressive countertransferences of analysts a generation ago were less well analysed by their analysts  than seems to be case today. Idealization of the personal analyst with the analysand experiencing personal grandiosity through identification can be highly gratifying to both partners. Denying and splitting off  aggression makes it unavailable to both partners. 

In the days when analysts had long waiting lists, many older analysts were arrogant and autocratic and used their power of  the transference and their position in the society to create disciples. This behavior provided gratification for grandiosity, exhibitionism and the desire for power and control.  Society politics provided an acceptable and convenient outlet for aggression which was displaced on to those labeled as enemies of psychoanalysis. The inconsistencies  between what was preached and what was practiced continue to trouble us today.  We deny and rationalize that many of them  used their analysands, students and younger colleagues as allies after their training analyses, as supporters in their own professional rivalries and quarrels. Unfortunately much of our intolerance toward each other  is part of our transgenerational inheritance where in subtle ways many of us had to take sides in narcissistic institutional struggles. 

Sometimes national politics spill over into societies causing irreparable rifts. 

What is so remarkable is the dearth of of studies concerning the frequency of  dissension and splits in psychoanalytic societies. There has been a silence, a defensive omission, disinterest or an incapacity to reflect on our institutional turbulence using our psychoanalytic tools to understand the difficulties. Kaës (1992) has commented that we don`t have a psychoanalytic theory about the society as an institution. In the day to day life of psychoanalytic institutions there is a silence and phobic avoidance of reflection regarding institutional intrigues and the resultant unrest. It is puzzling that our most creative  psychoanalysts avoid using psychoanalytic theory to comprehend and transform psychoanalytic institutions when these very institutions show obvious signs of disarray.  In most cases silence prevails, making it impossible to understand the unconscious motives of the disarray.

Kaës (1991) highlights the fact that to take the institution as an object of study carries a risk to our psyche and hence the phobic avoidance of studies in this matter. He describes the risks as  mobilization of idealized and persecutory objects and the unpleasant confrontation with unrepresentable contents. 

Kirsner in his book Unfree Associations states: “The majority of psychoanalytic institutes are unfree associations of analysts, where the spirit of investigation has been substituted by the inculcation of received truths and annointing those that are supposed to have that knowledge.” He adds that the institution rewards conformity and punishes differences.

As you can see,  unfortunately our societies frequently become ossified and develop an rigid entrenched way of thinking.

I have to mention an exception to this grim picture.  During WWII a bitter conflict erupted in the British Society between Melanie Klein and Ana Freud each claiming to be the legitimate heir of Freud. A compromise was worked out that established 3 parallel tracks in the London Institute. The result of this compromise has been a sustained level of creativity. They were no longer wasting their time fighting each other and were able to devote their energy to creative pursuits.

The fighting in our societies has become a concern for the IPA. I hope that we can set up a system of amicable consultation to societies so that we can facilitate a dialogue between the warring factions, negotiate compromises and help groups find acceptable modus vivendi within the society and thereby avoid further splits.

I would further suggest that the IPA develop study groups to investigate  the phenomena  associated with  our institutional malaise and provide our association with a series of recommendations on how to address turbulences in our societies.

We  spend  our days listening to people but unfortunately we have enormous difficulties listening to each other. 

I hope that the discussion groups today can find  solutions  to this vexing problem in our institutions. 

Virginia Ungar

It seems to me quite fitting that we should discuss at this meeting, within the framework of the IPA Congress entitled ‘Convergences and Divergences’, the topic of splits in the Component Societies.

I would like here to put forward some ideas with the intention of stimulating discussion while, of course, not forgetting that the subject matter is a delicate one. We know that within the professional bodies it is wrapped up in politics, ideology and ethics and yet another important factor to be kept in mind is the relationship that exists between these institutions and the social surroundings in which they find themselves. This, I believe, will lead us to consider the weight that various and specific socio-economic situations encountered may exert on the evolution of any internal conflicts in a Component Organisation. In the same sense, the split is not going to have the same effect if it is in a large Society in a populous city that it has in a small Society in an area with a low density of analysts.

I feel that it is impossible to adopt a stance either ‘for’ or ‘against’ such rifts. As analysts we know that each case is different. Cases occur where there exists no possible solution to the conflict, while it is also the case that some Societies which are involved in prolonged power struggles end up sterilizing themselves if they don’t split. However, if the tendency for small Societies to split increases, this fragmentation will undoubtedly be to the detriment of the IPA as the process implies an enormous investment of energy and work, not to mention the high economic cost.

Faced with such a situation, what is needed is the maintaining of the psychoanalytic attitude: that of thinking, studying the problem and intervening at the behest of Societies in conflict. With analytic attitude I am referring to a complex of factors such as the ability to observe, receptivity, availability, the inclination to reflect before acting and the ability to maintain, in the words of Bion citing Keats, a ‘negative capability’.
 

In saying this, I am all too well aware of the fact that, when confronted with such a situation, there are two central circumstances which I must not ignore. Firstly, I am a member of a Society (APDEBA) which itself originated in a split. It was founded in 1977 and I was one of the first group of analysts to complete their training there. I experienced the initial period of enthusiasm within the newborn Society as a candidate. Secondly, I am a child analyst as many of you are and, as such, am often consulted by parents in the process of separation and also accompany my patients, of all ages, as they try to navigate this difficult time. In these, we can find some points of contact with the topic up for discussion today.

When a crisis arises in a Component Organisation, obvious reasons can be seen as to why this came about which are typically connected with political and ideological differences and disagreements concerning training matters, if they are not directly ethical questions. When referring to these manifest causes, it is common that a greater or lesser loyalty to the psychoanalytic tradition is argued. The latent motives, on the other hand, are much more complex as they tend to be connected with questions of power, intolerance of divergences and rivalry – in the end, to questions in which narcissism, at a greater or lesser level, undermines the possibility of institutional coexistence. At this point, I would like to turn once again to Bion whose contribution to the understanding of the functioning of groups is fundamental. In this instance, however, he comes to mind for his brief but beautiful work ‘Making the Best of a Bad Job’ which starts by saying that it is enough for two people to meet for an emotional storm to be raised. In this, he is referring to the fact that the analyst must work to overcome this ‘storm’ as best he / she can and that he / she must maintain the objective of continuing to think clearly no matter how difficult the situation. 

Thus, I arrive at a point which I think crucial: we are compelled to concentrate on the circumstances in which the divisions come about and the way in which the conflict may or may not be dealt with.

There are situations in which the conflict has gone beyond the point of no return. If the separation is carried out with respect, integrity and tolerance, while at the same time containing the emotional turbulence which always surges to the fore on such occasions, at some point in the future channels of communication can be reopened between institutions allowing for creative interchanges. For this to be possible, an ethical position must be maintained which allows for the conflict to be preserved in a space of the utmost intimacy. An effort must be made to ‘protect’ young members and candidates from the problem, something which does not imply excluding them from the situation but, rather, protecting them from being used in any power struggles that may take place.

What is then needed is time for the wounds to heal somewhat, even if we understand that there will always be scars.

A paradigmatic example of this exists in the attempt to give an institutional framework to the divergences which threatened to break up the British Society: the ‘Controversial Discussions’ which took place in London between 1943 and 1944, the most difficult years of the Second World War. At that time, topics were discussed which had been polemical since the 1920s when the ideas of Anna Freud and Melanie Klein on the technique of child analysis started to diverge – those differences emerged from two models of the mind which were at great variance.

The result of these discussions - from which works fundamental for the development of Psychoanalysis emerged – was the formation of three groups: the Anna freudian, the Kleinian and the so-called Independent group. As Riccardo Steiner has said: “It is difficult to weigh up the value of work by Winnicott, Heimann, Balint and others without making reference to the climate of opposition - at times virulent, but always tolerant – that was produced by the catastrophe that the ‘Controversial Discussions’ very nearly brought about”.

What he is referring to here is the fact that every initial period is pervaded by a great sense of enthusiasm, creative power and a readiness to carry out institutional tasks: the ranks are strengthened, the communication of psychoanalysis is reorganised and the participants live in a kind of dream in which the ‘enemy’ is on the outside. Sooner or later, however, as in all periods of illusion, this comes to an end and rivalries and tensions appear, small groups are formed and, unfortunately, these rivalries are transferred to the field of training where candidates are taken hostage as the pawns on the chessboard which represents the field of forces in play.

One of the missions of the IPA is the maintenance of a high level of Psychoanalytic practice both in terms of training and scientific production. Being the pluralistic institution it is nowadays, the Association accommodates not only three models of education, but also different member Society models. We have already mentioned the British Society with its Institute and three groups which offers the candidate freedom of choice but, at the same time, imposes the obligation of being supervised by analysts from the other groups and the taking of a mixture of courses. Another example of a model that is varied but which functions well is the German Psychoanalytic Association, the DPV, which has 14 Institutes in 14 different cities but operates with a centralised Training Committee. This model also functions in some Societies in Brazil where branches were opened in other cities, for example the San Pablo Society. There, furthermore, they have managed to create an umbrella federation, FEBRAPSI, which maintains ties between 13 Societies, while in Argentina, having assessed the high costs of organising a federation, the Presidents of the 6 Societies together initiated some time ago a project to encourage the creation of new affiliates in places distant from the main centres of population, integrating small Societies into larger ones in a out-reach project which aimed to bring the IPA closer to people who may have been considered distant from the Societies, or even out of reach.

To finish up, I’d like to make some proposals:

- The first is the setting up of a group to research the divisions in depth and look at what the current situation is. Moreover, it should carry out continued monitoring with the aim of analyzing what the long-term effects of the separation are on the organizations involved.

- Another proposal relates to the fact that it should be stated clearly in the mandate of the Exploratory Committee and also of the Site Visit Committees that, in situations of conflict, there is the necessity for a ‘cooling-down period’ similar to that used in mediation processes and to that which is becoming more and more common in law. For this reason, those people appointed to be in charge of the task must be chosen with utmost care to ensure that they are as free as possible from any preferences or other contingent factors which may influence the outcome. 

The ultimate goal then is to maintain to the letter our commitment to the analytic stance of listening and reflecting, a position which will always be the best one to transmit to others, all the time sustained by our enthusiasm for our work and the passion for the sharing of our experiences which are the best messages that we can possibly communicate.

Appendix 2
Report from Small Discussion Group A
(this group discussion was in English)

GROUP LEADER: Henk Jan Dalewijk
REPORTER:  Nadine Levinson

We met and organized the issue of splitting with emphasis on two aspects:  1) The organizational and 2) the psychological.

We all agreed what was said was to be confidential – which helped encourage participants in the group to open up. 

Some ancillary issues had to do with:
1.      What are the cultural and historical influences and how important were they?
2.      Do splits derive from personality factors of individuals, theoretical differences, or both?
3.      Do we have a special tendency to split? 
4.      How do we go about getting earlier intervention?
5.      Why are some psychoanalytic groups able to avoid splitting and develop a structure that works? 

Recommendations:
What can the IPA do on an Organizational level?:
1.      The IPA should first try to find ways to discourage splits, but help work through the psychological problems by providing space and time.  
2.      The IPA could give specific help by providing models of cohabitation vs. co-existence.
3.      It was suggested that the IPA could organize a peer group of IPA Presidents.
4.      The IPA should stay out of the role of being an active participant, by taking sides and judging.   
5.      The IPA’s International New Groups Committee should be mandated to try to resolve internal issues in Groups at an early stage. 
6.      The IPA needs to learn from problems that have occurred in the past.
What are the psychological issues?:
1.      Psychoanalysts are trained to work with the individual. The dyadic analytic relationship is always vulnerable to seduction and aggrandizement, as well as powerful narcissistic needs of analyst and patient. This situation is much more complicated in dealing with groups, and especially because the group is not the “designated patient”.  
2.      Psychoanalysts are not trained to think about or handle power and group conflicts.
3.      Cultural and unconscious factors are operational within all groups.
4.      The IPA should consider training that prepares our Members to work together and address differences. 
5.      The IPA must acknowledge the reality of the polymorphous training, divergences, without creating an analysis where anything goes. 

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS:
1.      There should be more flexibility/tolerance to power and intimacy issues surrounding splits. 
2.      More flexibility. EXAMPLES:  network organization and dual training tracks… as an effort to get an organizational answer to a psychological problem. 
3.      Consultation with professional consultants, rather than analysts. 
4.      IPA could form a working group to develop a toolbook/case book of examples where splits were avoided and how. 

Conclusions:
1)      Acceptance, tolerance and flexibility are vitally important. 
2)      Any split is a failure to change.
3)      Some splits under certain conditions can also provide positive/ creative solutions.
4)      The IPA should appoint a Working Party to study, document, discuss and then propose solutions. 
Report from Small Discussion Group B 

(this group discussion was in English)

Group recorder: Chuck Brandes, Ph.D., President, Psychoanalytic Institute of Northern California.

The experience of this group is difficult to summarize. I invite other members of the group to add comments.

First I want to comment on the forming of the group. We were a large group with 27 members. There were insufficient chairs and time was required to secure enough chairs for all the group members. 

Once we were all seated we proceeded with introductions. Group members represented diverse cultures and primary languages. Introductory comments included numerous descriptions of tensions within the histories of institutes as well as currently. Tensions and splits were very much on group members’ minds.

As the discussion progressed efforts were made to differentiate “bad” splits and “good” splits. Bad splits resulted from ideological differences, the aftermath of an ethical violation, conflicts involving money or social power or were unexplained. One situation was described as the “fundamentalists versus the antichrist.” Several members described the bad consequences that occurred when candidates were used as pawns in internal struggles among factions.

Good splits were discussed more hypothetically. One participant described a situation that he believed would be a good split. Several members proposed that a split resulting in an increase in creativity in the new institute should be considered a good split.

As the presentations continued we were all surprised to discover that the IPA does not have a process for reuniting institutes. Several members described how their institute, or institutes that they knew of, were provided help by the IPA in splitting into two institutes. However when institutes have asked for help with reuniting the IPA was unable to offer much.

At this point several group members commented that it seemed that our process had been one of individual group members making statements followed by another group member making a statement. We did not seem to be talking to one another. It was hypothesized that the size of the group was making it impossible to have a lively discussion and it was proposed that we divide (split) into two groups. 

After a discussion the proposal was put to a vote. The group voted to remain as one group.

In the opinion of this recorder the discussion then become more enlivened as group members increasingly talked about their own experiences. We began to talk to (rather than at) one another and to speak from our experiences as Presidents (or leadership role) of institutes.

Various group members described their efforts and the role of institute leadership in containing the tensions within an institute. The descriptions became personal conveying the issues and difficulties that we face as Presidents of institutes. Leaders must be able to facilitate a process that makes room for diverse voices, transparency and dialogue and to tolerate ambivalence and differences.

The group concluded by brainstorming. Several members described positive experiences involving the use of outside consultants. Members emphasized the difficulty and importance of containing tensions, fostering dialogue among factions, and making room for marginalized voices. An argument was made for the consideration of the dynamics of groups. The history of psychoanalysis and how it has been transmitted across generations of analysts must be considered. Links were made to larger social forces that appear to have influenced the dynamics of particular institutes. It was noted that even in the opening session of the day very little attention was given to group dynamics or to the effect of the larger society on institute life.
Report from Small Discussion Group C 

(this group discussion was in Spanish)

The discussion group ‘in Spanish’ was coordinated by Dr. Andrés Rascovski (APA) and the summary was written by Alicia Leisse de Lustgarten (SPC). 

The structural organisation of psychoanalytic institutions is such that conflict and tension exist in a wider context of collaboration and shared goals. This is an old problem that the IPA has had to face, and which forms part of the psychoanalytic life of the institutions. As such, most of those present have experienced splitting within their societies, albeit with their own particular histories. On the basis of these experiences from the various societies the material resulting from the discussion can be grouped under three headings.  

1. Aspects/events that lead or contribute to splitting 

· Aspects intrinsic to psychoanalytic practice.

· Transference and its effects. For example: subscribing to the ideas of the analyst or those associated with him/her, as well as idealisation and subsequent taking on board of these ideas by the individual concerned. 

· Alternatively, the analyst him/herself creates a network of followers.

· What we refer to as ‘the personalisation of theories’, which far from being discussed or questioned from various viewpoints, become treated as pillars of truth that close off the possibility of debate and which are followed blindly. 

· The burden that can result from having to maintain confidentiality as the guiding principle of practice, and the way in which narcissistic features can come to the fore.

· The exercise of power and the politicisation of functions according to the position of supposed wisdom occupied by the analyst.

· Socio-political events within the country that have an effect on institutional dynamics, revealed through arguments on ideological or political grounds; migrations.

· The repetition of — or the ‘compulsion to repeat’ — previous institutional separations that have been ‘inherited’, or rather ‘identified with’. 

· The equality, liberty and fraternity which underpin a democratic group functioning are, paradoxically, capable of generating conflict.

The personal and subjective aspects of us all run throughout all that we considered. 

II. Effects of splitting
There are “successful” splittings that cannot be postponed and others that could be avoided and which have damaging effects. We discussed the importance of having criteria for determining whether or not the division has been dealt with “properly” or worked through, which would be noted in the candidates (effects on their analyses) as well as in the work of the institution. The local ethics committee could monitor these aspects, encouraging those involved to consult with them or proposing initiatives for reaching agreements or opening up new avenues.

III. Given the discussion that emerged from the group, and in light of the proposed debate, we reached the following conclusions. 

It is not easy or straightforward to separate and create another psychoanalytic society. All attempts should be made to preserve the existing institution, pre-empting any split and without waiting for conflicts to go beyond a point of no return. Attention should also be paid to prevention, implementing favourable initiatives that enable possible problems or damaging clashes to be foreseen. 

Certain regulations that take cultural and regional differences into account could help to limit the quota of power:

· Maximum number of candidates per training analyst

· Reconfirmation of the training function

· Distribution of power

· Legitimisation and validation of political/institutional practice 

· Promoting, fostering and preserving the pluralism of ideas

On the part of the IPA there is a need for ways of intervening that move away from the notion of a ‘controlling’ body that sets out how things must be done towards an intermediary or interlocutor-type figure who listens, i.e. someone who gathers the details of events so as to develop responses to the collusion or threatening situation. This is linked to the point about early intervention, one guided by the aims of exploration and prevention. 

In this regard a key role is played by the representatives, with their linking function between the IPA and its constituent societies. These representatives can function as ambassadors of an IPA that is active, present, attractive and keen to contribute, thus moving away from the image of an organisation that is interested more in control, charging fees and keeping a distance. 

In light of the above it is clearly important to draw up common policies that can take things forward. Belonging to a psychoanalytic institution requires us to shake off the burden of that primordial image, the totemic figure of what is supposedly our one single father, so as to foster the symbolic thread that binds us all together: psychoanalysis.

� When a man learns how to live with uncertainty, mystery and doubt, without getting impatient in his search for facts and reason.
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