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With this evidence, I am submitting several accompanying documents which contain previously published book chapters and academic papers on what I am calling here ‘the inadvisability of statutorily regulating the psychological-therapies field in general’. Most notably, I am attaching two chapters which I have recently co-written with Professor Arthur C. Bohart (of the Saybrook Graduate School and Research Center, and California State University, Dominguez Hills), and which are published in a new book on CBT which I have co-edited with Professor Del Loewenthal, and which will be formally published on 8 November 2008 (see attached flier for full details). In those chapters, Professor Bohart and I develop detailed critiques of what we term the ‘modernist’ ideology which is currently infecting the fields of psychotherapy and counselling, and which we believe to be fundamentally inappropriate in our field, for reasons that we develop at considerable length in those chapters. 
In my book Therapy Beyond Modernity (Karnac Books, 2003), I argue that therapy is a quintessentially post-modern or ‘trans-modern’ practice, whose momentous epochal task is to challenge and transcend the ideological Zeitgeist of ‘modernity’; and that the institututional professionalisation of the psychological therapies via statutory or state regulation represents an attempt to entrench or entrap therapy practice within the ideology of modernity, thereby neutering therapy’s intrinsically subversive cultural task of challenging prevailing norms and taken-for-granted modernist assumptions about the human condition. In this sense, for many of us, psychotherapy and counselling practice lie right at the centre of the Kuhnian ‘paradigm war’ that is currently raging in and around ‘Late Modernity’.
A number of us in the ‘psi-field’ have developed detailed and compelling arguments against the statutory (and state) regulation of our work over approaching two decades. Those arguments have been exhaustively developed in many different published forums; and those of us responsible for that literature probably share the view that if rational argument were to have been given due and appropriate weight in this debate, the argument for the statutory regulation of the psychological therapies would have been lost, sunk without trace, a long time ago. In sum, what we are arguing is that the HPC route to regulation entails values and assumptions that a substantial swathe of the therapy modalities simply reject outright.
In the view of my colleagues and I, the role of the therapist, and her/his institutions, should be to preserve a counter-culural space of critique of prevailing cultural values – for as David Smail and others have cogently pointed out, it is precisely such values and ideologies that have so often damaged the clients who seek help and support for that damage and its sequelae when they come to us for assistance. Just how authentic can any help a therapist offers to such clients be, if s/he has colluded with pernicious cultural forces which it should surely be the place of critically minded psycho-cultural commentators and therapists fearlessly to deconstruct and problematise? 
Perhaps we need to start speaking about a new kind of therapy practice –which we might call Authentic Therapy Practice (ATP). A practitioner can surely only claim to be offering ATP if they quite explicitly and self-reflexively undertake to strive for a deep congruence between their face-to-face work with clients and/or groups, and the approach they take to, and the relationship they have with, the cultural Zeitgeist and all its psycho-social machinations and vicissitudes. 
As an Independent Practitioners Network (IPN) participant,  I would argue that the IPN peer-group process is a most effective way for enabling such a congruence: not that it can ever be guaranteed, of course, for to claim such would be merely to mimic the worst modernist excesses of didactic professionalisation. But explicitly to aspire to ‘Authentic Therapy Practice’, and all that that striving entails, is a useful starting-point for driving a clear taxonomic wedge between those practitioners who really take a congruent self–society dialectic seriously as a core aspect of their work, and those who play fast and loose with the political shenanigans and vested material interests of the emerging ‘profession’. 

The White Paper of several years ago was shot through like a stick of rock with the ideology of standardization – and all the violence that such a mentality perpetrates on the rich diversity of therapy practice across the field. For example, on page 85, para 7.17 of the White Paper, we read the following extraordinary assertion: 
…the Government believes that all professionals undertaking the same activity should be subject to the same standards of training and practice so that those who use their services can be assured that there is no difference in quality. 
Now you really couldn’t make this up… – I could almost write a book on this single sentence, and the multiple misunderstandings grafted upon multiple misunderstandings about therapy practice that it betrays. Yet this is the ideology and worldview that is informing those who are planning to state-regulate our activity – and to many of us, the prospect is terrifying and depressing in about equal measure. 
It is the post-modern subtleties and nuances of our activity, then, that the policy-makers and state regulators seem either quite unable to grasp, or else are determined wilfully to ignore – and to some of us at least, it seems more a case of the latter than the former. There is also a great need for the therapy world to deconstruct and lay bear the erroneous assumptions of the ‘roles and competencies’ ideology, and how, again, its imposition upon therapy practice will do our work a peculiarly excruciating kind of violence. The same goes for the ‘NICE’ guidelines, and their wrong-headed and quite unwarranted promulgation of CBT as the favoured, ‘empirically validated’ ‘treatment’ in so many realms (for a concerted and comprehensively argued challenge to CBT’s clinical and cultural hegemony, see House and Loewenthal, 2008, to be published on 8 November – see attached flier). 
It also seems to us that not nearly enough has been done by the state to explore approaches to so-called non-credentialled registration, which are arguably far more appropriate to our activity, and also more effective, than is the regulatory regime currently being proposed (Postle, 2003; see attached file).
Final Thoughts

Of course it is very difficult to present such a view as that presented here to those who, we would suggest, are caught up in the very modernist project that those embracing post-modern perspectives are fundamentally challenging. We passionately believe that therapy practice needs to preserve and actively cultivate a delicate counter-cultural space that all mature societies need in order to facilitate the healthy evolution of human consciousness; and on this view, the entrenchment of ‘status quo preserving’ therapy practice is the very last thing that a mature, enabling state should be doing at this juncture. 
At the very least, we call on legislators to draw a clear and unambiguous distinction between therapy that is remedial and medical-model focused (as, for example, in the NHS), and therapy which is centred on freely chosen human-potential development and growth. The latter may well be terminally damaged by the encroaching of the state into the consulting room; and if government persists in its wrong-headed move to control and regulate all therapy practice in an undiscriminating way, rather than entering into a mature and reflective dialogue about our concerns, it can expect a concerted and highly organised campaign of Principled Non-Compliance with regulation (cf. my attached published article in Self and Society, October 2008), in which a coalition of practitioner-organisations will combine to resist and subvert any attempts to impose state regulation upon the psi-field as a whole. Such a campaign will cause government far more difficulty than any wrongs in the field that its regulatory actions are supposedly addressing; and we hope that even at this late stage, some semblance of sanity and mature reflection can prevail in what could well turn out to be a cultural and clinical calamity for thousands of professionals and clients offering and seeking support in these troubled times, if current regulatory proposals are imposed unchanged.
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