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Re: Statutory regulation of psychotherapists and counsellors – call for ideas
Abstract: 

The aim of this response is to persuade the Government and the HPC that an enforced statutory regulation of the talking therapies is a bad idea. For psychoanalysis in particular, such a move would wantonly destroy a practice that offers the suffering subject the scope to transform his/her suffering into the motor for a project of work. Further, to posit that what is not a good idea for psychoanalysis is not a good idea for the talking therapies generally; and what is not a good idea for the talking therapies generally is not a good idea for society. This being because falling under the banner of a standard is a road to uniformity, which itself erases the stabilising networks that are woven of meandering diversity. Sadly this meandering diversity has been misdiagnosed as constituting ‘part of the problem’, whereas, it is on the side of the multiple and various inventions and innovations that arise in the attempts to treat intractable problems. 

Points to note:

On Proper Authority

HPC is intervening in a top-down way in a domain of practice, which, if it is to be effective, draws it’s authority from ground up. That is, from the desire of the analysand to be rid of his/her suffering, through to his/her consent to the analytical work, through to the act of the practitioner in support of the desire of the analysand to “find anew the forsaken horizon of being.”
On Protection

Statutory regulation cannot protect the public through this form of regulation. To make such a claim is a false promise. 

This false promise of protection seduces practitioners and their analysands away the dignity and efficacy of subjective responsibility.  Sir Michael Rawlins, Chair of NICE is now raising this issue of calling a judgment and the necessity of struggling with questions in the interpretation of evidence. The political deployment of the slogan of EBM is having mind numbing effects, and worse, as it denigrates and undermines real decision making. The latter requires the making of a judgment for which a subject who is not anonymous can be held responsible. 

On Safeguarding

It is not possible to safeguard health and wellbeing, especially not in the mental sphere. Attempts to do so fall into the traps of eugenics on the one hand and ‘only fools rush in where angels fear to tread’ on the other hand.  

The HPC’s conception of practice is technique based, where there is a definable, pre-existing knowledge that can be brought to bear to ‘cure’ the analysand of their symptoms. 

Psychoanalysis posits symptoms as artefacts of the subject; prosthetic devices that enable him/her to ‘manage’ the imperatives of drive satisfaction; both of the subject and the Other. Hence, hasty attempts to separate the subject from their symptom can let loose something much worse. For example, an addiction can function as a treatment for an excess of drive, while a phobia is apt to protect a subject from invasive enjoyment much more effectively than the government can in the intimacy of their daily life. 
Hence, the principles underpinning psychoanalysis in the Lacanian orientation direct us to object to the statutory regulation of the practitioners of the talking therapies. 
On what constitutes Training:
· We object to any statutory regulation that pretends to guarantee or presumes to issue and enforce definitive competencies in this field. Hence, any statutory intervention should specifically exclude any prescriptions as to what constitutes a proper and sufficient training. This is because the HPC is not competent to decide on these matters and the Government is advised to intelligently withdraw its demand that the HPC be placed in such an impossible position. 
· To pursue this would amount to HPCification of the field; a reference to the eloquent term coined by Paul Krugman recently, ‘FEMAfication’. This was the systematic destruction of the infrastructure of institutions, such that it leaves them unable to function in the stabilisation of society. The training bodies should be permitted to continue to function as institutions producing an ongoing stabilising infrastructure. 
On Standards:

Although the idea of a standard is a much cherished idea in Britain, there must be no further pursuit of regulation according to a Standard. While this is appropriate to precision engineering, it is a dangerous misapplication in this context, where standards necessarily fall into a standardisation. 
· Thank heaven, this fails with humans. 

· Working to a standard fails - because pathogenic configurations soon become immune, and effective practice needs to sustain the scope for surprise, which requires the latitude to innovate. 
· The best formation (training) both arises from and supports a singular position, not a conformist, uniform one. ie, one that can respond to contingency – as the specifics of each situation – and is able to sustain its operations without prejudice. The notion of a standard entrenches prejudice and the consequences that follow from that. 
· The proper training of a counsellor/therapist/analyst is not a matter of being taught to apply a set of techniques, but the ongoing putting into question and, therefore, of putting to work of both experience and learning. 

· A great deal of what we do in the name of the psychological is closer to psycho-illogical. Underlying assumptions are often left as laurels of comfortable seating, so we become in attentive to point at which our conceptualisations break down and reveal their inconsistency or /incompleteness. In this way, we risk considerable misapplication. Instead of submitting to epistemological rigour, a position of questioning our assumptions, we concur around deified prejudices. 
The Lacanian orientation refuses standards but is “not without principles”.
Regulation/Registration

If some form of statutory registration is unavoidable, then it can amount to no more than a minimal statement to the effect that, ‘There is no known impediment to practice:  ie, why the aforenamed should not be alone in a room with another to practice a conversation based treatment of mental suffering. A double negative rather than a positive statement of competence or decency, since a positive statement can only fail in both obvious and obscure ways, with detrimental effects. We aim to fail better than that. 
Under compulsory: a CRB check, intelligently read. 
Under desirable, membership of a professional body (Institution) that 
a) formalises the practitioner’s social bond with society, 

b) gives access to engagement with peers in ongoing enquiry; an inescapable component of a mutative living process. 
Penny Georgiou

Practicing Analyst 

