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January 5th 2009
Dear Marc, 

elpnosis 
You say in your recent letter objecting to my report about the December 4th PLG meeting that ‘you are entitled to hold those views and to express them as you wish’.

One of the things that writers like myself sometimes wish to do is find a mirror in language for highly aversive experiences that conveys or hints at the extreme quality of the experience. I saw that as a writing task following the December 4 PLG Meeting
Of course, it may be that you intended to offend.
We have spent hours together at your invitation discussing regulation, do you really think I am a proponent of idle abuse?
You don’t in your letter ask why someone like myself would seek metaphors for the HPC process that reach for the kind of potency you find problematic. I’ll  try to give an account of why they seem essential.

At the PLG meeting I watched in silence as the PLG willingly took the psychological therapies into metaphor 1, the straightjacket of HPC regulation.  

As we had anticipated, it amounted, metaphor 2, to the Administration of the Kiss of Death.
I’m not asking you to agree with this but to notice that these metaphors are reflective of wider dissent from what the HPC are doing. 

The most problematic aspect of the PLG/HPC meeting for me was the further evidence of the HPC’s propagation of a regulatory process rooted in force and coercion, backed up by legal sanctions. 
This embrace of domination and subordination was apparent in several places in the meeting, especially the demeaning of the carefully framed 2500 words of dissent in your distillation of the Call for Ideas. This ‘consultation’ was clearly an empty gesture, positive proposals for livable workarounds such as PNC were airily dismissed. And when Brian Magee of COSCA asked whether the meeting could reject regulation, he was given short shrift.
This was accompanied by an openly coercive approach to the PLG’s task of getting the work done, underlined by an abrupt, unexplained end to the proceedings two hours short of the announced schedule. I’d ask you and the PLG members to consider whether this forceful stance (6 days to make the new world of the psychological therapies) doesn’t reflect at the heart of HPC regulation a view of human nature in which dominance and subordination are presumed to be ‘human’ and ‘natural’. 
And as I have asked elsewhere, how can such an coercive regulatory stance fail to contaminate the loving, compassionate, non-coercive relations that are the hall mark of ethically sound therapies?

…

The writing task following our attendance at the PLG meeting was to find a frame that was a match for this experience.  A metaphor or an analogy that reflected not just the surface intentions of the meeting but the extremely aversive quality of what happened.
In responding to this I was attracted to a colleague’s notion that the PLG/HPC constitutes an invasion of the psychological therapies by a love-free toxic ideology.
And from that point of view the Vichy events were an obvious metaphoric candidate, mostly, in my mind due to their initial economic imperative, how to impose control on the vast territory of France with limited resources. 

I would expect someone who claims to be speaking for a caring profession to be able to conduct a sensible debate about regulation… 


I don’t ‘claim to be speaking for a caring profession’. My occupation is personal and professional development, with a special emphasis on group process. If I speak for anyone I speak for the clients whose experience will, as I and others have persistently argued, be degraded by the ideological invasion and the related culture of domination that the HPC embraces. And… many of us have indeed contributed to a rational ‘sensible debate’ for a decade or more, and yet we continue to be ignored – so to put it as mildly as I can, it really is a bit rich to suggest that it is me (and my colleagues) who are unable to ‘conduct a sensible debate’. 
Does it not occur to you that your implacable refusal to hear what we are saying is exactly the problem I'm aiming at with my writing? You occupy a position of power, State power, and seem happy to enjoy that privilege. It is an ethical point I make: how does it serve the interests of clients that you seem continue to seem unwilling to think through and work out the devastating medium and long term consequences that will come from your short term privileged position?

…without needing to resort to using offensive and demonising propaganda - ironically, a technique which was part of the Nazis' stock in trade.


It is always highly unfortunate when a carefully chosen analogy or metaphor such as Vichy Moment touches someone literally, and so far as anyone emerges in the readership who has personal history in the France of that time that has been demeaned by Administering the Kiss of Death, A Vichy Moment,  I’ll of course apologise to them for any hurt that the image may have evoked. For anyone not touched in that way by my Vichy analogy, one can only wonder about the strategic motivation that might underlie the affronted public reactions that it is has precipitated – or for which it has provided a convenient vehicle. 
This is not about you and me, or any personality who happens to be involved in the process. This is about preventing the destruction of a valuable and ethical tradition of work that not only relieves suffering but enables people to keep thinking even when their vanity is wounded.
Can I assume that you will circulate this response to the PLG members and other related HPC individuals?

Best wishes for the New Year.

Denis

