Regarding the document by Shmuel Erlich

Rómulo Lander (Venezuela)
Shmuel Erlich is concerned for the future of psychoanalysis. He writes from his position as Chair of the IPA Education Committee and raises a number of issues related to the different models and requirements for training in – and the practice of – psychoanalysis. He mentions the dangers inherent in issues such as the frequency of sessions, condensed analysis, shuttle analysis, telephone or email supervision and, finally, direct membership, and considers the consequences these may have for the future quality of psychoanalysis. He presents these dilemmas so that the international psychoanalytic community may read, review and assess them. 

A set of responses from the three regions is already available, and reveals something of the way in which different analysts go about their work. These are different and highly respectable points of view, which reflect the important individual character of the regions. If this is a measure of the quality with which psychoanalysis is transmitted, despite its current variations, then I think we can all rest in peace. Psychoanalytic thought and practice have been satisfactorily transmitted. Freud’s torch has been passed from hand to hand.

Psychoanalysis, like the psychoanalytic institutions around the world, is in the midst of development. By the end of 2006 there will be around 11,500 IPA analysts, but it is estimated that there will also be close to 15,000 practising analysts who are not IPA members. Here I include Jungians, Lacanians and different types of analyst from the ego schools. But what I ask myself is this: do all these professionals work within the framework of the theory of the unconscious, and do they properly use transference in their practice? Likewise, I wonder if they work fundamentally on the conscious level, from a perspective based more on advice and pedagogy. At the end of the day we will no doubt discover that some of them do and some of them don’t, regardless of their institutional affiliation.

In my view, there is scope to demand that the various institutes around the world insist on promoting excellence in psychoanalytic training. The problem, of course, lies in the different ways in which this search for excellence can be understood. Fortunately, there is no uniformity in the way in which Freud’s teachings are transmitted, and we are all aware of the important personal and educational differences within the international psychoanalytic community. However, it is also clear that what is most important is the quality of the final product, and it is here that the vicissitudes of, and in-depth dedication to the personal analysis take on fundamental importance. We all know that nobody will work in their analytic practice beyond the limits imposed by the depth of their personal analysis. Therefore, it is on the field of personal analysis that the future of psychoanalysis will be played out. 

We may consider that, over the years, variations in technique have been inevitable; and in the future this will continue, just as Shmuel Erlich argues. I am one of those who believes that, despite variations in technique and teaching methods, psychoanalysis is in no danger provided we respect its specificity, that is to say: working with the unconscious, listening with a psychoanalytic ear and paying appropriate attention to the transference. 

Likewise, we can and should concern ourselves with other issues that go beyond technical and educational variations. There are new trends within the international psychoanalytic community, which are presenting us with changes, uncharted territory and a new set of risks. I am referring, first, to the risk of replacing conceptual investigation with empirical research, with the inevitable shift this implies in the object of consciousness. And, second, there is the questionable need to obtain recognition in the form of a university certificate. The latter issue, unfortunately, implies a progressive but invisible handing over of psychoanalytic training to the universities. We are all aware of the positivist academic requirements imposed by universities when awarding their qualifications. I should say that these changes are already under way, at least in certain institutes around the world; it is now possible to obtain a university certificate, a ‘Master’s degree in psychoanalysis’. However, I wonder if we are thus putting at great risk what is in fact our most valuable asset, namely, personal analysis.

Whatever the future may hold for us psychoanalysts, I don’t believe that I will be around to see it. Nevertheless, I think that these are two of the most important challenges that will be faced in the future.

