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שינויים פרדיגמטיים בהתפתחות ההיסטורית של האנליזה הקבוצתית

הרצאה שניתנה על ידי

יהושע לביא - פסיכולוג קליני

הסקירה להלן תתאר במלל ובגרפיקה את השינויים בפרדיגמת היסוד במדעי האדם שליוו את כינונה של האנליזה הקבוצתית כדיסציפלינה טיפולית בפסיכותרפיה. 

כמו כל שינוי גם תמורה זו עברה תהפוכות רבות וגם כיום, כ-50 שנה אחרי, עוד מתקיימים דיונים ערים: במעמדו של הלא-מודע החברתי, היחס בינו לבין הלא-מודע האישי, בשניהם כשני "פניו של מטבע אחד", "הרצינות" שבה אנו מתייחסים לקבוצה, הסובייקט שמשובץ בתרבות, החברה והתרבות שמכוננים את הסובייקט, היסודות המודרניים והפוסט-מודרניים של הטיפול הקבוצתי ביחיד, ועוד.

הסקירה תפתח בציטוטים מלווים באיורים, בבחינת: "תמונה שווה אלף מילים", ולא רק משיקולי מקום בחוברת... אלא גם בשל הקושי לעיתים להבין את רוח האנליזה הקבוצתית. על הקושי בהבנה זו עמד כבר פוקס בספרו האחרון מ-1975, שנה לפני מותו. בספר זה שנקרא: "פסיכותרפיה אנליטית קבוצתית: מתודה ועקרונות", הבטיח פוקס לכתוב ספר משלים שיעסוק בתיאוריה של האנליזה הקבוצתית. הספר על התיאוריה לא נכתב (עדיין?!...) משום שפוקס מת שנה מאוחר יותר. ושמא הספר לא נכתב עוד בשנות החמישים והשישים מחשש ומורא הפסיכואנליזה שלא יכלה בשנים אלה לקבל פרדיגמה רדיקלית שיוצאת חוצץ כנגד הפרדיגמה האינדיבידואליסטית שעומדת בבסיסה. פוקס תכנן להסתייע בכתיבת הספר בנורברט אליאס, שכסוציולוג, פוסט מודרני, לא היה חייב שום דבר לממסד הפסיכואנליטי ולכן יכול היה לבקר ולהוסיף על פרויד ביתר חופשיות מאשר פוקס. מכל מקום כדי לרדת לעומקם של הרעיונות שעומדים בבסיס האנליזה הקבוצתית צריך - כלשון המשתמשים בעגה עכשווית - "לשנות ראש". ומה יעיל יותר "לשנות ראש" מאשר להסתייע באיורים?
אחרי האיורים יובא טקסט באנגלית שעליו התבססה הרצאתי והדיון שהתפתח בעקבותיה. גם האיורים, גם הציטוטים וגם הכתוב לא נועדו אלא לעודד חשיבה ודיון ביקורתי באושיות האנליזה הקבוצתית.

Form a broad perspective of Cultural History and the History of Science, these two analogies (see: diagrams) shows us two different scientific paradigms
based on two different conception of man. The one which Freud held, puts the Individual Ego in constant confrontation both with the external world (especially other human beings) and with the history of his culture and society via his Superego.

The other scientific paradigm based on a totally different conception of man which Foulkes held, puts Individuality, Society and Culture altogether in a Network-Web-Matrix constituting the Human Being. In this paradigm, Individuality of modern civilized man is a product of a long development of western society across many generations and centuries. This conception sees Individuality, Culture and Society interwoven, so that the mentally healthy person is one that is interdependent with other people, embedded in his culture and developed to have a place in his society.

In Freud, we do not see the human being living in a Network-Web-Matrix composed of his own Individuality, his society and culture. Rather, his image of the human being, especially the mentally healthy person, still hold to the image of man stemming from the ideology of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment; an image which perceives man as a sovereign creature, rational, striving for freedom and progress  -in short: enlightened man. Now, this enlightened man with his hyper-individuality stand in front of the world, outside the world, always in a struggle and conflict with it.

Even if Freud regarded the impersonal forces of life: nature, culture and society inside the individual unconscious: in the Id and Superego-he was still holding the view, even after the First Great World War and the widespread views about the collapse of western civilization, that the solution to these forces lies in the strengthening of the Individual all-embracing controlling Ego against his Id and Superego.

                                                           *******

The changing of the paradigm in the human sciences took place in the cultural climate prevailed after the devastation of Europe in the First World War and between the two World Wars. This climate was characterized by a constant search for: what has happened to the enlightened man of western civilization? What has happened to the rationality, individual morality of this man?

Most answers looked back at the common basis of humanity: the communal aspects of people, their basic social nature and the common primordial myths that haunted their minds. Just recall Wilfred Trotter book ``The Herd Instinct`` that was published in 1915 during the war. Freud commented on this book in his monograph on groups right after the war in 1921. Bion, who was under the tutorship of the British surgeon Trotter, sure was influenced by him, as well as by his own  personal traumatic experiences in the First World War, to create theories about the group basic assumptions in the mind of individual civilized people.

Most of the community of scientists and intellectuals was concerned with those annoying questions. Part of them retreated to the ideology of the right wings (Le Bonn, for example), putting community and common primordial myths above individuality, thus reduced the individual autonomy and destroyed the individualistic ideology of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment. Others, thrived to preserve the enlightened ideology of western civilization but with a severe critique on some of its characteristics, especially the ``Cult of Individuality`` (as the great historian of the renaissance Burkhart had called it) and the neglect of the communal and group nature of the human being in spite of and together with his individuality. Moreover, they looked at what happened during and after the Great War as a ``revenge`` of this neglect.

The critiques aimed to save individuality from totalitarian views not by destroying or diminishing it, but by criticizing it scientifically using an interdisciplinary approach. This approach looked for assistance in the interface of the human sciences such as: history, psychology, sociology, anthropology and linguistics.   

In this context we see in 1929 in Germany the foundation of the Frankfurt School for Social Research putting an aim to save the Enlightenment and Individuality from the fascistic ideologies through a critique of it (``The Critique of Enlightenment`` was Horkheimer and Adorno basic book``). The new school of sociology with Norbert Elias as a member also functioned in this surrounding ( Norbert Elias was one of the founder members of the Group Analytic Society together with his close friend Foulkes who founded the Society in1951 in London- We will come back later to Elias to see his brilliant findings about the social and cultural foundations of Individuality during the Process of Civilization).

But not just in Germany. We see in Strassbourg- France in the same year 1929 the establishment of the ``Annal`` Journal (Annales d`Histoire e`conomique et sociale), that was the starting point of the `Annal School`. Mark Bloch and Lucien Febvre, the founder fathers of the school, looked at the group, and not at the individual, as the main subject of inquiry for the historian. This was the starting point for cultural history as a discipline, which spread from then on through the 20th century. Just note Michelle Faucault as a descendent of this tradition (In the 80th of the last century the Annal School also adopted Norbert Elias ideas, though 60 years later, to show us the deep intellectual connections between them).

                                                             *******

So this was the climate that enabled the first steps in the direction of changing the old individualistic paradigm in the human sciences. But do not delude yourselves that this change was anyhow easy! Just recall in our profession Ferenczi`s and Burrow`s destinies in the psychoanalytic circles in the late 20th, daring to stand against the ruling individualistic paradigm of the discipline. But  Ferenczi and Burrow were the revolting sons: so they were ``killed``! Therefore, the turning point in changing the ruling paradigm came with the ``grandsons``  after the Second World War in Foulkes`s formulations. Note that Foulkes was also a descendent and a part of the great change in the pervasive cultural climate between the Great Wars that was elaborated above. So Foulkes had to have a lot of aid from this developing tradition, aid which he mainly received from the great breaker of conventions, the eminent sociologist and cultural researcher, Norbert Elias.

Elias who had studied medicine and philosophy after the First World War ended up in philosophy, criticizing in his doctoral thesis the very foundation of Kantian philosophy: the conception of man as a closed system of perception and pure thought. He was severely criticized by his teachers that held on to the Neo-Kantian  philosophical  paradigm. Elias then left philosophy and turn to sociological and psycho-historical research looking for the real human being embedded in his history, society and culture.

Elias criticized the most prevailing conception, that haunts us all up to now, namely: that Individual and Society are separate entities. The individual-or, more precisely, what the present concept of the individual refers to-appear again and again as something existing outside society. What the concept of society refers to appears again and again as something existing outside and beyond individuals. The idea of the self ``in a case `` is one of the recurrent leitmotifs of modern philosophy, from Descartes ``cogito ergo sum``, Leibnitz`s windowless monads, and the Kantian subject of knowledge up to the most recent theories in sociology and psychology.

Elias in his Magnum Opus about the civilizing process demonstrated, that long-term transformations of social structures goes hand in hand with long term transformations of personality structures, that is: society became more complex while the individual became more individuated in this complementary process. Furthermore, Elias writes: ``From the Renaissance on, the balance between we-and I-identity titled more and more towards I-identity. More and more frequent became the cases of people whose we-identity was so weakened that they appeared to themselves as we-less I`s.`` 

To our discussion about the changing paradigm in psychotherapy that Foulkes was struggling to construct, lets look again in a quotation from Elias`s book `The Society of Individuals`: `` Paradoxically as it may seem in the present stage in the development of mental habits, the individuality and social relatedness of a person are not only antithetical to each other, but the special shaping and differentiation of mental functions that we refer to as `individuality` is only possible for a person who grows up in a group, a society.`` (1938). Now, if you recall Foulkes analogy of the tree-like nature of the human being from 1948, you can see how Elias and Foulkes went hand in hand in the formation of a new paradigm both in the human sciences in general and in psychotherapy in particular.

                                                             *******

A last word for this discussion. All of us who work in group psychotherapy and individual psychotherapy  knows from his and hers clinical experience, that most of our patients who have lost their individuality and their true self in the vicissitudes of their psychopathology: the more severe cases of trauma and personality disorders, can discover their true self and develop their individuality only and through their explorative participation in a group. The history of the clinical application of group psychotherapy also demonstrate this point.           
� Scientific paradigm in the domain of the human sciences.
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