The Guild of Psychotherapists’ Response to the HPC Call for Ideas

October 2008

1. Introduction

The Guild of Psychotherapists was founded in 1974 to provide training in individual adult psychoanalytic psychotherapy. The Guild currently has approximately 250 members and trainees and a lively culture of professional activity including a low-fee clinic for residents of Southwark, Lambeth and Lewisham. The Guild is a Member Organisation of the UKCP’s Council for Psychoanalysis and Jungian Analysis.

2. HPC Call for Ideas:  Questions 1-9

Broadly speaking The Guild supports the UKCP’s Submission Response No. 1, particularly with respect to the structure of the register and the number of protected titles: that there should be a single protected title ‘Psychotherapist’, without modality specific descriptors; that the entry level requirement for registration under this title should be those that the UKCP applies for all registrants. 

This is not to imply that there is no difference in nature or detail between the different modalities, but that these differences do not need to be established in law or itemised in detail and monitored by the HPC: that this is far better done by professional organisations like UKCP and individual training organisations. 

3. HPC Question 10: “Do you have any further comments?”
There are additional issues not dealt with by the submission made by the UKCP that The Guild of Psychotherapists thinks important to be brought to your attention.

3.1   There are a significant number of our members who, along with colleagues from other UKCP Member Organisations, are in principle opposed to the proposed framework of state regulation. In a recent survey of opinion on HPC regulation, conducted by the CPJA section of the UKCP, one third of the Guild’s members responded. 60% of these respondents were opposed to regulation of the profession by the HPC, and only 20% were in favour [survey results appended]. The following is intended to represent the 3:1 majority of respondents opposed to HPC regulation.

3.2   The main arguments of principled opposition to HPC regulation are as follows:

3.2.1  Whilst the rationale given for the introduction of state regulation is the protection of the public, the case for the need of further protection has never been demonstrated. In Australia, the State of Victoria Department of Human Services demonstrated their clear intention to establish the statutory Self-Regulation of Psychotherapy by publishing the report they commissioned from the Psychotherapy and Counselling Federation of Australia. www.health.vic.gov.au/pracreg/psychotherapy.htm 

This demonstrates that it is in the best interests of public safety to ensure that the regulatory framework be flexible and responsive to the varied and complex nature of the full range of psychotherapies and explicitly advocates Self Regulation as the model of Best Practice. 
3.2.2  The profession has so far managed to regulate itself with a degree of effectiveness which the current proposals have not convincingly shown they can better. What appears to be a distinct possibility is that the new standards set by HPC may fall well below the requirements presently made by the UKCP registered member organizations.

3.2.3 We recognise that it is the Government that has decided that HPC will be the regulator of Psychotherapy and Counselling. However, there is a significant difficulty with this as the HPC has up to now regulated exclusively Health Care Professions. A large number of psychotherapists (Guild members and others) do not recognise what they do as falling within health care or the medical model. 

Such a characterisation of the work poses for many of us a fundamental ethical dilemma in that our understandings of psychological suffering among our patients/clients and the treatment we offer is crucially different to the medical profession’s understanding of physical suffering and the role of the health worker. So:


• Suffering is a norm of psychological life while psychological health cannot be prescribed, quantified or satisfactorily described in relation to a set of established norms. 


• The symptoms of psychological suffering characteristically disguise as well as reveal their meanings. 


• The therapeutic relationship, unlike the patient/medical worker relationship, is the central tool of clinical work. 


• Each therapeutic relationship and treatment is unique and cannot be predicted in terms of direction and outcome.


• Psychological life is both the subject and the object of psychotherapy. The essential ingredients of psychotherapeutic work do not lend themselves to the epistemological framework of medical science, medical treatment regimes and associated evidence-based measurement. These latter for the most part do not fit the work done by the profession of psychotherapy, and their application to psychotherapy threatens the ethical heart of our practice.

The Guild of Psychotherapists supports those psychotherapists who argue that their practice, by its very nature, is not appropriately represented by the idea of provision of health care.

3.2.4 There is serious concern that health care descriptors of what therapeutic work is meant to entail (such as have been developed within the NHS, as well as the National Occupational Statements drawn up by Skills for Health) will undermine what most psychotherapists consider best practice. Many psychoanalytic practitioners do not recognize their own work in these descriptions and are concerned that, at the point where these descriptors become prescriptors, much of what is currently established practice may become marginalized by politically-driven policy towards psychological therapies. 

3.2.5  Having once accepted regulation under the rubric of health service workers, whatever the conditions of entry, our profession will have opened itself to the jurisdiction of a number of Dept of Health standards and regulators which are antithetical to the practice of psychotherapy, ethically and professionally [eg NICE’s RCT-based standards of evidence]. These are likely in the current culture to change with little or no opportunity for us to have an influence as a historically marginalized sector of the health service. 

3.2.6  Over time, the culture of regulation, competency and outcome, and narrowly defined evidence base might well take a hegemonic grip on the training and education of psychotherapists. Within a few generations, our profession could begin to look unrecognizable in terms of the educational quality and essential diversity of the field - with its capacity therefore to reflect and respond effectively to the diversity of psychological life.

3.2.7  A narrower, but related point concerns the make-up of HPC itself, including the composition of the panels dealing with complaints. Given the great number and the huge diversity of professions regulated by HPC it is likely that there will be only one person representing all of psychotherapy (itself a very diverse profession, to say the least). Given the very particular nature of the therapeutic relationship and the work involved it is feared that such low representation will leave our profession vulnerable to be swept along with other professions in directions that are potentially inimical to our work. 

3.2.8  In the area of complaints, under-representation of an understanding of  the psychotherapeutic relationship, the tension between conscious and unconscious psychological life, and the dynamics of  the transference could have a cumulative impact on the creative autonomy of clinical work and practitioners’ willingness to risk real emotional encounter  - with a consequent depletion of creativity and effectiveness in our clinical work.

3.3   We therefore wish to support those colleagues who claim the right to continue to practice outside HPC regulation, provided they meet the requirements for membership of their professional organisation and would therefore (since it is likely to set the higher standard) be eligible for HPC registration. We strongly suggest that the Register for psychotherapists now under discussion is established in such a way that there is provision for principled non-compliance recognized as a register of those eligible but opposed in principle to state regulation as health service workers. This could be thought of within the tradition of the rights of the individual to be a conscientious objector. Thus, psychotherapists who wish to adopt a position of 'principled non-compliance' with state regulation but who meet (at least) the same standards as those on the HPC register would be sanctioned to continue their practice in accordance with the requirements of their member organisations.

3.4  Given this situation The Guild of Psychotherapists strongly recommends that The HPC makes provision to ensure that the regulatory framework does not result in effectively making certain forms of legitimate and currently validated psychotherapy unlawful. There is potential danger of this, depending on how training and proficiency standards are defined. Standards of training and proficiency to practise should not be framed within a medical paradigm but should be consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of the model(s) to which they relate. The HPC should not attempt to itemise in detail the exact practice and function of what happens in any individual psychotherapeutic encounter/treatment. This kind of detail is engaged with by the training organisations according to their differing perspectives and is best left to them. A framework already exists for the careful assessment and monitoring of this kind of detail, as can be seen from the UKCP submission. 

 The Guild of Psychotherapists wishes to make particularly clear its view that the NOS’s developed by Skills for Health do not reflect the principles or practice of psychoanalytic therapy as carried out by the vast majority of its members, almost all of whom work in private contexts, and they do not reflect adequately the theory or the technique of psychotherapeutic practice that we foster in our trainees. Nor do they reflect what we would expect of our members in their Continued Professional Development. The CPJA section of the UKCP has developed a generic description of training standards and competencies which we do recognise.

4. Conclusion

4.1  Broadly speaking The Guild supports the UKCP’s Submission Response No. 1, particularly with respect to the structure of the register and the number of protected titles: that there should be a single protected title ‘Psychotherapist’, without modality specific descriptors; that the entry level requirement for registration under this title should be those that the UKCP applies for all registrants. 

4.2  However, in addition, we want to point out that the majority of our members are opposed on principle to HPC regulation of psychotherapy as detailed in the appendix below. We have therefore made the case for such principled opposition.

4.3   Whilst the rationale given for the introduction of state regulation is the protection of the public, the case for the need of further protection has never been demonstrated. We consider that HPC regulation will in fact weaken protection of the public from poor and unethical practice.

4.4  We recognise that it is the Government that has decided that HPC will be the regulator of Psychotherapy and Counselling. However, there is a significant difficulty with this as the HPC has up to now regulated exclusively Health Care Professions. A large number of psychotherapists (Guild members and others) do not recognise what they do as falling within health care or the medical model. 

Such a characterisation of the work poses for many of us a fundamental ethical dilemma in that our understandings of psychological suffering among our patients/clients and the treatment we offer is crucially different to the medical profession’s understanding of physical suffering and the role of the health worker.

The Guild of Psychotherapists supports those psychotherapists who argue that their practice, by its very nature, is not appropriately represented by the idea of provision of health care.

4.5   We therefore wish to support those colleagues who claim the right to continue to practice outside HPC regulation, provided they meet the requirements for membership of their professional organisation and would therefore (since it is likely to set the higher standard) be eligible for HPC registration. We strongly suggest that the Register for psychotherapists now under discussion is established in such a way that there is provision for principled non-compliance recognized as a register of those eligible but opposed in principle to state regulation as health service workers. This could be thought of within the tradition of the rights of the individual to be a conscientious objector.

Appendix

Survey of opinion of Guild members on HPC regulation April 2008

As part of the UKCP Council for Psychoanalysis and Jungian Analysis survey of its members earlier this year, members and trainees of the Guild were asked to respond to the following simple questionnaire. We were clear that this was not a poll and that we were interested in members’ opinion based on their current state of information and knowledge about the regulatory process. 

We have appended the results of the survey including the comments, because we feel they give a rich and varied range of articulate opinion on HPC regulation.

As far as we know, CPJA is the only organization of psychotherapists or counsellors that has, as yet, consulted its membership democratically. It is interesting that HPC has dropped its practice of requiring a poll before regulating a profession.

Your current position on state regulation


Based on your current understanding of the process, are you in favour of being regulated by the HPC?
  
 1. Yes

 2. No 
 
 3. Don’t know
  
 
Could you give the main reason for your answer ? [including the influence of your work context eg NHS/private practice balance]


Please return your response by email or, for an anonymous reply, by post to the Guild office
Thank you.

Paul Atkinson

Chair

	First Name
	Last Name
	Yes
	No
	Don't know
	Notes or Comments

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	Yes, I agree with registration with HPC which seems inevitably the way the statutory process is going.  I think we need some regulation in general, and although we have that in the Guild and U.K.C.P., we need it in terms of being part of the widerTalking Therapies spectrum.  

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	Yes i am in favour of regulation by the HPC as i would prefer that my training was more understood and respected by more external organisations

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	As a medical doctor this makes sense to me. But I am now 70 years old (with health problems requiring further surgery) and must confess not to be as concerned over this whole business as I would like to be.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	I am in principle in favour of state regulation by HPC. I think state regulation is necessary both to safeguard interests of those seeking psychotherapy and the profession as whole.  However in practice there still remains a lot that is unknown about what regulation will mean.  I am very much in agreement with what MAC has said in response to UKCP particularly re. ICO and CPD.  At the same time I don't quite understand if the Guild has any access/input to the Professional Liason Group which is due to meet in Spring '08 - it is seemingly dominated by BPC members.

	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	I think it is strategically necessary - or otherwise we will really be out in the cold, more than we are already. I also think it is ethically necessary as a means of being seen to value proper forms of sanction etc for unsatisfactory behaviour.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	
	 
	please see email

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	please see email

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	Yes to regulation by HPC on the basis that we will be regulated within the mainstream of psychotherapy and counselling provision.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	So that patients can be assured of a properly trained and supervised therapist.

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	Through my experience with UKCP - both when I worked there and now through another organisation, it is my view that statutory registration in the UK is inevitable (despite my reservations etc).  This being the case, I am of the view that the HPC presents us with the best of the current options for registration.  My knowledge of the HPC, and its predecessor CPSM, is that it is well-organised and has worked well in practice for a number of other professions.   My sense is of a well run organisation which will help keep costs down for professionals.  From a university perspective, as a staff member in a Faculty of Health and Social Science, I have sat on validation panels where the HPC representatives have been present and my experience of these, again, has been favourable. 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	Generally I am in favour of regulation but I feel reluctant to express my views as I believe that I am in a small (potentially vilified) minority. It will bring the profession into the mainstream and give it more credibility and will regulate things that need to be regulated. That should give everyone greater confidence.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	Yes, only as far as I understand it.  It is very difficult understanding the nuances when one cannot attend meetings, though the recent Members Affairs Commitee Report was very helpful.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	So that patients can be assured of a properly trained and supervised therapist.

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	The more transparency the better.

	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	It is a thorny issue. But I do think it is inevitable and also desirable as the pursuit of good practice will be more uppermost in members minds and keep the debate and self reflection alive.I am coming up to retirement and wonder how regulation will affect retirees who may want to keep some patients until they can finish appropriately.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I'm opposed to regulation because I passionately believe first that psychoanalytic psychotherapy is a highly unsuitable activity for state intervention and control (being by its nature potentially subversive of state values and norms)  and secondly that there does not exist any mischief serious enough to justify a remedy as draconian as regulation.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am not particularly in favour of HPC regulation as I currently understand it. My main reason is due to concern that a single approach may become the expectation towards working therapeutically based on a notion of 'outcomes' and CORE evaluations.  This could lead to a very narrow view of 'success' and style of working.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	My reply to the survey is 'No, I don't feel in favour of being regulated by the HPC'.

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	my opinion is that the HPC is not able to regulate a profession it cannot understand.  To do so would result in beaurocratic  administration which would not serve either the members of the Guild or their patients.  Regulation must be conducted by the profession itself with the addition of outsiders in order to provide fairness and balance.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I would like Council to oppose the government on this matter by all possible methods.

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am writing to let you know that I am NOT in favour of regulation by the HPC since there is nothing that allows me to feel confident that the composition of any adjudicating body would have sufficient or appropriate expertise related to the specific nature of the psychotherapeutic work that I do with patients – especially in the complex areas of transference and counter-transference and related unconscious processes brought into the therapeutic relationship by patients/clients.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am totally against this bureaucratic and ineffective proposal. It will not make 'the public' any safer, but will harass and constrain psychotherapists in the practice of our craft. It is part of a 'new Labour' myth of safety and micro-management. They beleive filling in forms is the holy grail of good practice, effectiveness and  patient protection.  Any notion of 'an unconscious' has no place in this corporate madness.  This body is not made up of therapists and is ignorant of how therapy works, and the necessary conditions for it. See what has happened to the art therapists -- a sad tale, if ever there was one. I would take whatever avoidance tactics are necessary and appropriate to avoid this. I could call my self by some other title, such an empathic listener or 'soul healer' (to translate the Greek of psyche therapist into more literal Englsih !).  I  have currently  chosen not to have  UKCP registration for similar reasons. By the way state regulation is a complete misnomer--it is nothing of the sort. Therapy cannot be 'regulated' as it is of the unconscious and of human inter-subjectivity and creativity

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	No, there is no advantage to the professioanls in the idea of state regulation. If there is regulation it should be by our own professional body. 

	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am not in favour because there is no evidence that the HPC will have an adequate understanding of how psychoanalytic psychotherapy works.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	From my current, very sparse, understanding I am not in favour of HPC Regulation of psychotherapy. The last ten years or so have seen increasing bureaucratisation of what is essentially a craft skill and which is in danger of being transformed into a mechanical set of procedures and predetermined outcomes.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	because its like trying to measure bananas with bicycles - you will have to break up the hands in the process, the measures will be dubious at best and the fruit will spoil. The premise of 'public protection' is fallacious to the core and is a questionable project from the outset. I also object to the way a huge body of variously skilled professionals end up financing a quango of largely non-professional functionaries. The myth of a 'higher authority' infantilises practitioners into a belief that the ultimate responsibility is not theirs but rises to some higher place they do not need to think about.  I think any money would be far better spent in educating the public to know that nothing can be guaranteed safe and risk free except death and in challenging a culture of litigation and insurance, while promoting respect for high quality professional relationships of supervision and collegial discussion alongside lifelong learning (a la Marion Milner at 96(ish) saying she wanted to go into therapy again as there were still some things she wanted to understand more about)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	Main reason: a suspicion that much that is implied by state regulation is antithetical to psychoanalysis.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	Reason: once, when I was training and still dutifully asked people for the names of their GPs, someone replied that she would not be giving me that information because she didn't consider our work together a medical matter. And I recognized that by and large I agreed with her and have practised on that basis ever since. Caveat: I understand why there is a move to regulate people who call themselves 'therapists' and in the public understanding thereby offer 'cure'. It may well be that there will be a need for another title for people who want to do something other than 'fix' people.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	No I am not in favour of HPC regulation. Are we leaving our profession in the hands of a body who may have another agenda? Will our interests be secure? Need to know more.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	Not in favour of regulation by the HPC  because I would much prefer a body that understood analytic psychotherapy and the role of the unconscious in our lives.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	HPC is not fit for purpose 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	

	 
	
	 
	X
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	The HPC covers a wide and diverse range of Health Professionals. I do not feel that the HPC has sufficient knowledge, experience or insight into any aspect of Psychotherapy training, or practice and cannot, therefore, appreciate the uniqueness of the modality sufficiently to make it an appropriate regulatory body.  I certainly do not think that Psychotherapy could or should be evaluated under a "one size fits all" model.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am retired and not practising so I shan't be directed affected by State Regulation. But I am not in favour of being regulated by the HPC because I expect they will start trying to regulate how our training runs - and I fear for the future of Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy because it doesn't lend itself to the sort of outcome assessment, which is currently the flavour of the month.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	On my current understanding, I am not in favour of being regulated by the HPC. In my perception, the HPC possesses a rather narrow and bureaucratic conception of the health professions. I am of opinion that regulation by the HPC is unlikely to be conducive to the creative growth and diversification of the field of psychotherapy.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	My response is delayed as I am reluctant to comment based on my currently very limited knowledge of the issues involved. If that does not matter, then my response at this point is to oppose state regulation, for one because I think the process is taking place too quickly and it is my impression that it may not allow for an in-depth consideration of the varied voices of different psychotherapy institutions. As I understand it, it seems that psychotherapists themselves would not have enough say in the process of state regulation. Another anxiety is that the HPC may put forward new requirements of suitability for training and completion of the training. One thing that could be lost is the ability for trainees from non-clinical backgrounds (i.e. those who are not already health professionals prior to training) to be accepted onto training courses and as members. More generally, the Guild, for one, promises to offer a way of thinking about the specificities of a person's experience; I am not sure the state can do the same for the psychotherapy profession(s). 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I did not reply to the question because it did not seem to make sense to reply to it  as it is put. I am completely against becoming regulated by HPC because the structure and procedures HPC operates are, in my opinion not suitable and even in some instances damaging to a psychoanalytic practice. Those reasons have been expanded upon in a variety of papers and are too lengthy to list here. However... if State Regulation is inevitable and there is no prospect of a Statutory Provision than HPC is the lesser 'evil' and better than the recent proposed alternatives.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I do not think that the HPC is the appropriate body to regulate psychoanalytic psychotherapy.
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	The reason I am not in favour is that I fear that the representatives on the council may not have sufficient understanding of what it is they are aiming to 'regulate'  in regard to analytical psychotherapy.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am in favour of State Regulation of some sort but feel HPC criteria are inappropriate for psychoanalytic psychotherapy.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am not in at all in favour of regulation. I find the idea of a non-psychoanalytical body regulating our work as lunacy, the world upside down. I know very little about the matter; however I don't imagine that anyone not familiar with analysis would have a clue what it was about. One of the things I value the most about psychoanalysis is the space that it offers to wide-ranging exploration and study of the unconscious; another is how it includes the thinking of philosophers and other intellectuals from around the world--what are government officials to make of all of this? I would have thought it would have horrified/terrified them and they'd want to systematise it/close it down to something easily understandable and manageable, like CBT. And I don't think it's possible to explain or describe psychoanalysis, even with the best of wills and intentions.... it's something that has to be experienced to be understood. (In my humble opinion!)
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I certainly don't feel I'm well enough informed and find it hard to stay connected to the debate - probably why I've delayed. But from what I have picked up, I am not happy about being regulated by the HPC, on the grounds that what they suggest is too blunt and inappropriate and not really applicable to us, and would not give proper attention to the vital particularities of what it is we do. I don't feel at all confident that we would be free to practice in the way we need to uphold the principles of psychanalytic psychotherapy. 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I cannot see that it will provide any more protection for patients and I'm not sure I see any advantages to the profession.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	NO I do not want to be regulated by the HPC, because they do not understand the nuances of psychoanalytic psychotherapy and its members and are not therefore the body best suited to regulating . 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	Currently and with what I know at the moment, I am not in favour of being regulated by HPC. My main reason is that I don’t believe that they have a clear idea of what it is that they are planning to regulate, neither do they have an understanding of what we do.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	Although my grasp of the issues is slight - from what I do know ii seems as if the regulation by the HPC are insufficiently subtle and flexible to encompass a complex art such as ours - how would they be able to understand, eg. a neg transference which may well render the patient demonstratably, clinically worse for a short ime?
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	My current understanding is limited but I suspect I would be broadly against HPC regulation because I would not have confidence that the regulators would have a sufficiently rich and deep understanding of what psychotherapy is and how professional trainings vary.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am against this as my fear is that it would result in some fundamental changes to the practise of psychotherapy which is antithetical to the (as I see it) hermeneutic process. My fear is that it will become a meeting of two ‘brains’ instead of a conversation between two ‘minds’. It would bring about the end of lay psychotherapy and it would become subsumed by psychiatry, the DSM4 (5) and so on. In the words of Margaret Thatcher: “No, No, No!”
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am not in favour of the regulation by the HPC primarily from the position that a body of health professionals should be able to operate under their own code of ethics, and not one superimposed by a third party who may or may not know what is really involved in the work itself. 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	I am not in favour of it but now believe it to be inevitable. I would not like to see the Guild put a lot of energy into fighting it. That should have been done many years ago. The really urgent question for the Guild is how our students and members can make a living in private practice and the public sector. There may be a window of opportunity to try and raise the (dire) profile of psychoanalytic psychotherapy right now for reasons including research about the uselessness of Prozac & government funding for a poorly trained counsellors but I think that should not be linked to questions about registration. We need to try and convince state organisations & the public of the benefits of psychoanalytic psychotherapy as opposed to CBT. Furthermore there may be some positive effects of registration. It might for instance make it easier to fight discrimination in favour of BPC members in the NHS and other publicly funded organisations. This is crucial given that people starting private practices now often find it difficult to get referrals.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	Based on my (not very well informed) understanding of the ramifications of REGULATION by HPC, I would say that NO I am NOT IN FAVOUR of it.
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	No, I am not in favour of registration, main reasons being that I think it may stultify practice, and places analysis in a ‘health’ camp where I am not sure it belongs
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	Don’t know.  This is because I am near retirement, I am busy trying to write something and I have a full practice. I am inclined to say ‘no’ because our work is so different from other therapies, and because the bureaucratic process would be tedious.  I am sure that the ‘yes’ argument would be about protecting people from ill-trained practitioners who do damage.  So you see it is very difficult to decide.
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	I think it depends on what criteria the HPC will be using to regulate us. It may or may not be a good idea but it is unclear at the moment. I think we need to have more information on who will be regulating us and what their credentials are for doing so. Might prove a bit tricky to be regulated by people who are not psychoanalytically trained.
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	difficult to know on this one, but generally I think I am in favour of this one if only to ensure it keeps the less professional people out, but having said that and at the same time it is yet more paperwork, and yet more chasing CPD days.
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	I'm so out of touch with the current issues, I couldn't make any sort of value judgement of the process currently being discussed. Sorry to be so unhelpful
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	My opinion on State regulation is Don't know./Yes. I am unsure of the implications of not being regulated. Regulation may be needed by those employed in the NHS
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	X
	I am not happy about being regulated by the HPC but having recently attended a meeting run by the UKCP about regulation I felt slightly less anxious. I do not know what the implications would be if we refused to be regulated.  Would we still be able to continue working as Psychoanalytical Psychotherapists?  How would we advertise ourselves?  Would it be much more difficult to find clients?  Are there other like-minded psychoanalytical organisations with whom we could group together if we choose to opt out of regulation?  Without some assurances on this I think I would prefer to say yes to regulation but if there are other good solutions I would be happy to hear more.
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	I think it is too late to be asking this - we will be regulated by the HPC. I have misgivings about BACP and how accredited counsellors now have a certificate 'accredited counsellor/psychotherapist' ( a counsellor can call themselves a psychotherapist). In January I received a letter from BACP giving me a year's  free membership to UKCP. Both are very mis-leading to the public ie conflating counsellors & psychotherapists. I wonder if BACP are hoping to be the one professional body that the HPC negotiates with?
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	While I am not against state regulation as such (it has a role in situating us in the public realm, making the profession more accessible and accountable). I believe it works best, for the state as well as the profession, if it is administered by those who understand the profession from the inside, ie  it should be a government sanctioned form of self regulation (such as the medical profession, lawyers, the church, the police and child psychotherapists etc have).
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	I feel that I'm not really up to speed on the pros and cons! The process seems to be so complicated that I have lost the arguments along the way
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	In the main I would prefer that regulation was not so prescriptive particularly in relation to CPD. I am aware of this within another profession regulated by HPC. I also felt that communication from and about HPC within this profession has created a fearful atmosphere as well as infantalising the profession. My response is a don't know - because apart from the latter point I actually haven't suffered from problems re CPD or ethical issues. 
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	I do not know, as I do not have enough information and clarification of all the issues involved.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	I'm afraid I don't know enough about regulation - primarily as I've dug my head in the sand.  Sorry.
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	How are you supposed to reply? I can't tick the yes or no options. Or make comments
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	My response is that I don't know enough, particulary about th HPC  However I was expecting state regulation and do think the profession needs some kind of regulation, but obviously am concerned how  this will be done.
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	I have just not had the time to think this through. I wish I had. So apologies for this but life is very full and demanding.
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