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Response to CommentaRies

W e were pleased and somewhat surprised by the broad agreement 
expressed by our discussants, and by the fact that most of their 

disagreements relate to the feasibility and implementation of our sug-
gestions, not to our principles or basic positions. We will first discuss 
several general issues and then address specific comments by each of the 
discussants.

GeneRal issues

Training Analyses

Everyone believes that the training analysis system has outlived its 
usefulness. Some, like Otto Kernberg, see it as a cause of major problems, 
and want to abolish it. Others, like Robert Michels, see it as a result of 
major problems and expect it to wither away as those problems are 
addressed. Practically, this makes little difference—we all envision a pro-
cess of change leading to a situation in which all qualified analysts are 
training analysts. The current multiclass system of analysts, with all its 
attendant problems, will disappear.

Standards, Objectivity, Transparency, and Certification

For every analyst to be a training analyst, we must have criteria to 
ascertain that every analyst is a good enough analyst. In the past, the most 
serious evaluation of analysts has been embedded in the process of assess-
ing potential training analysts. In the new system serious evaluation will 
occur at an earlier stage in an analyst’s progression—at graduation and 
certification. Several commentators note that developing such a system 
would be difficult and expensive, and that the result would never be per-
fect. We thoroughly agree, but the alternative is to give up our claim of 
being a profession deserving of public support. Yes, it will be difficult, 
expensive, and forever incomplete, but it must be done and we can do it 
better than anyone else.
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Education

The psychoanalytic educational system is old-fashioned; it should be 
modernized. Fragmentation among many relatively small freestanding 
institutes has delayed this modernization. Changes in the American 
Psychoanalytic Association, with a shift of focus to the goals and methods 
of education rather than requirements and regulations, should facilitate 
the enhancement of our educational programs.

Science and Research

We placed great emphasis on the need to support and strengthen psy-
choanalytic science and scientific research. Several of our discussants 
challenged this, and, surprisingly, we find that we largely agree with them. 
Our enthusiasm may have been misleading. Psychoanalysis is not only a 
science! Many aspects of it are not amenable to traditional scientific 
inquiry. However, some aspects are, and their pursuit is one important 
strategy for advancing the profession. We envision not a psychoanalysis 
that will be more scientific than it is today, but rather one that will include 
and welcome superior science and will therefore be influenced by it. We 
recognize that most candidates or students of psychoanalysis will not 
become researchers, but we believe that all psychoanalysts should be able 
to follow and understand research in the field. Several commentators 
pointed out that many students in clinical disciplines are bored by training 
that emphasizes nonclinical research and see psychoanalytic careers as a 
route of escape and a return to the patient experience. There are many 
reasons for this, but one important reason is that the research to which they 
have been exposed is irrelevant to their clinical interests. We envision a 
research enterprise that is relevant to psychoanalysis, one studying the 
comparative efficacy of different clinical strategies, the outcome of psy-
choanalytic treatments compared to other treatments, the notion of analyz-
ability, early personality development, parent-child interaction, and other 
areas of clinical relevance. Research on such issues is vital in establishing 
the profession’s credibility in the academic world and among the public, in 
recruiting the brightest and the best students, and in ensuring that as our 
method evolves it is tested and validated wherever possible.

University Relations

There seems to be no disagreement that psychoanalysis suffers from its 
isolation from the broader intellectual community. It has valuable 
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contributions to make to other academic disciplines, to the health professions, 
and to undergraduate education. It would profit from increased interdisciplin-
ary collaboration, from recruiting candidates from a variety of backgrounds, 
and from expert consultation regarding educational strategies. The leadership 
and governance of psychoanalytic organizations, societies, and institutes 
should be broadened to include nonanalysts. Our commentators advocate 
many of these specific goals. Achieving them would be facilitated by closer 
ties between the psychoanalytic world and universities. The arguments 
against such ties have been irrelevant for many years, but the outmoded pat-
terns of the past have persevered into a present in which they are maladaptive. 
For psychoanalysts this is a familiar pattern, and we have reached the point 
where it is limiting the profession’s development.

Several commentators point out that these are ambitious plans, that 
they require resources, particularly money, and that we don’t now have 
access to such resources. We agree. One even suggested that universities 
might provide such resources! But we both have spent our careers in uni-
versities, and that is not what they do. They may, however, do something 
more important. They provide legitimacy, social approval, and assurance 
to the general public that the enterprise is valuable to the community. 
Potential donors who are not themselves experts are immensely reassured 
by the imprimatur of a major university. It means that a program or proj-
ect has been evaluated, has passed muster, and will continue to be evalu-
ated in the future, ensuring that it continues to merit support. Without this, 
donors are understandably cautious.

speCiF iC  Comments

Peter Fonagy and Elizabeth Allison

Fonagy and Allison say very nice things about us, and are in general 
agreement with our position. However, they emphasize two concerns, 
both in areas where they feel we have not gone far enough. One is that 
psychoanalytic technique has throughout its history been based on tradi-
tion, whereas appropriate research should lead to a “dynamically chang-
ing collection of empirically validated techniques” (p. 499). We agree. 
Many of our proposals are designed to make this possible. Their other 
concern is that “psychoanalysis must open itself to external scrutiny” 
(p. 499). Once again we agree, with the addition that the first step in that 
process would be scrutiny by the academic and professional peer reviews 
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routinely provided by a university. In fact, we would predict that any 
general “external scrutiny” would begin with a request for appropriate 
academic and professional scrutiny. If the psychoanalytic profession pro-
tests this, the public should be cautious.

Lynne Layton

Layton identifies herself as an “outsider,” and we appreciate that as 
such she brings the eyes of a social critic to her reading of our paper. She 
feels that changes in society in general, and in the university in particular, 
have contributed to the marginalization of psychoanalysis. From that per-
spective, she sees our call for psychoanalysis to evolve so that it would be 
accepted and embraced by society and universities as hopeless, perhaps 
even undesirable. Rather, she wants psychoanalysis to join and perhaps 
even be a leading force for change in a revolution against the current 
social structure and institutions. We believe that politicization of this sort 
would be a fatal error for us. Psychoanalysis is relevant, valuable, and 
capable of thriving in a variety of political systems, and its understanding 
of the human condition can contribute to a variety of cultures. It would be 
tragic if its fate became so tightly linked with a specific political ideology 
that its very survival depended on the success of that ideology.

Her critique of social institutions extends to universities and depart-
ments of psychiatry and psychology. Based on her personal experience 
with them, she believes they are part of the problem. By contrast, our 
experience has been quite different, and we believe that these very institu-
tions may be essential for the solution. However, more important than our 
differing perspectives, we believe that the psychoanalytic community 
must be broad enough to include all of us, and to grow and prosper in a 
wide variety of political, social, and cultural contexts.

Steven T. Levy

We are in hearty agreement with Levy’s comments. Indeed, he has 
pioneered in demonstrating, through his leadership of the Emory Institute, 
how a university-based psychoanalytic institute can succeed and flourish. 
He challenges our timidity. Our educational program should include not only 
analytic candidates but undergraduates, graduates, and postgraduates in a 
number of disciplines. Our mission should not be restricted to the training 
of clinical practitioners, but should extend to educating practitioners and 
scholars in other disciplines dealing with the human mind, creativity, and 
behavior. Psychoanalysis has a contribution to make to education in 
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general, as well as to clinical training, and we should accept the challenge 
to develop its role in the academic world.

Nancy McWilliams

McWilliams agrees with our basic arguments, but adds some interest-
ing thoughts. She points out that building bridges with other disciplines 
should involve not only encouraging candidates to broaden their interests 
and education, but also recruiting scholars in other fields to receive psy-
choanalytic training. This has been immensely enriching in the past, with 
some of the leading figures in psychoanalysis entering training after 
achieving eminence in their primary discipline, and then contributing 
important interdisciplinary work.

She tells us that many candidates today enter psychoanalytic training 
to enrich their clinical skills. They are not interested in research or 
research training, and in fact may have fled their earlier discipline because 
of research requirements that seemed unrelated to their interests. We rec-
ognize this, but would respond that (1) our proposal would lead to changes 
in who seek analytic training; (2) the research we have in mind is clini-
cally relevant; and (3) the goal of training in research is not to develop 
researchers. Most trainees in any clinical discipline will never do research. 
The goal is to enable them to understand and appreciate it, to read a 
research paper and consider its possible implications for their clinical 
work. If our trainees are interested only in learning what their teachers 
already know, in tradition, and see the field as static with no route to new 
knowledge or any development, the field is doomed.

McWilliams also argues for a broad view of what psychoanalysis is 
about. She wants training not only in the clinical practice of traditional 
psychoanalysis, but in psychodynamic psychotherapies, family and group 
psychotherapy, and the application of psychoanalytic thinking to educa-
tion, law, organizational studies, and a wide range of social issues. We 
agree, and would avoid disputes about the definition and boundaries of 
psychoanalysis proper in contrast with the application of psychoanalytic 
ideas. We believe that the psychoanalytic community should embrace and 
applaud members who work in these adjacent areas.

Stephen Seligman

Seligman views us as having a “hopeful optimism” but fears that we 
may be “overambitious and perhaps unrealistic” (pp. 526, 528). He 
believes that our proposals would require resources that simply aren’t 
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available. We agree, but while he suggests limiting our goals and settling 
for survival with a reduced profession centered in local institutes operat-
ing largely independently of each other, we believe that this would lead to 
a static, moribund, and eventually shrinking profession holding little 
appeal for the best and brightest aspiring clinicians of the future.

Seligman largely agrees with our goals, his main concern being that 
they are not practical. We believe that they are essential for a thriving 
professional community and that the most impractical strategy is to sur-
render without attempting to progress. Though at present the resources 
are not available, an ambitious plan, representing a nationally organized 
profession and endorsed by leaders in health care and the academic world, 
will enable us to generate the necessary resources. The stakes are large, 
the potential social benefits great, and if we are not paralyzed by 
 pessimism, we should prevail. Seligman argues for decentralization—for 
centering authority and decision making in local institutes. That is, of 
course, the way psychoanalysis began a century ago. Today, however, it 
would be a step backward, suggesting that we can’t agree on who we are, 
what we do, or even how to tell whether someone is really practicing 
psychoanalysis. It is hard to imagine generating public, or even private, 
support for such an enterprise. It is even hard to imagine a troubled person 
seeking help from someone who is considered a psychoanalyst by one 
part of the community but not by another.

ConClusion

We are grateful for the close and serious reading by each of the commen-
tators. Several believe that we go too far and are overambitious and 
impractical. Others feel we are too timid and don’t go far enough. We 
agree with both, and hope that they, along with us, can contribute to the 
dialogue that will generate a twenty-first-century psychoanalysis that pre-
serves and builds on its past, while attracting and supporting the genera-
tion that will develop its future.


