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Unthinking the Closed Personality:
Norbert Elias, Group Analysis and Unconscious Proases in a Research Group

Leitmotifs:

“The theory of civilization can be distinguishedrin most of the sociological theories which
preceded it among other things by the fact thatt@mpts to develop the conceptual symbols
of the social sciences in a manner which allowsépeesentation of man himself and not
merely of something abstracted from man. It is @$aky a theory of man, of man in the
plural, mark you, and not in the singular.”

“ The development of group therapy is a good exampkthe way in which a highly
promising psychotherapeutic technique suffers uttteeburden of a powerful professional
theoretical tradition which is still essentiallydea solely upon the biologistic-medical
conception of man as a self-contained, interngtigrating organism >”

“Intellectually all are agreed that in sociologistlidies the observer forms an integral part of
the situation or field, but persons vary greaitytheir sensitivity to the application of this
principle in their own case’”

l. Knowledge and the Unconscious: A bipolar civiliational tension field.

Unthinking the closed personality — a life-timertreeof Norbert Elias, the theorist of
civilization. It is not, however, a person but lifemodern civilization itself which lends
weight and significance to this theme of the sarideneliness and isolation. It can,
nonetheless, be grasped by taking the person esaample. Unthinking the closed
personality, the homo clausus, the affective arnpbating of civilization, is a battle on two
fronts: it is a battle against an intellectiddaof which only a small part is on the surface of
consciousness, like an iceberg, namely the idagtaple first and most truly exist as
individuals and only afterwards come together tonfgroups of the most various kinds and
levels of integration from the family to confedéoas of states and all humanity. This battle
was taken up by Elias not least in his sociolobymmwledge. And it is a battle against the

! This article is dedicated to my two favourite ggsumy encounter group in the Seminar for Grouplysis
Zirich (SGAZ) led by Hymie Wyse, and my family, Mi&ela , Kevin, Laura-Isabell and Clara Marie, in
encounters with whom | also discover many thirgsua myself. | also owe thanks to Michael Schré@ied
Sally Willis, and especially to my wife MichaelatArann-Waldhoff, with whom | spent some fine days in
London preparing this article and who was of gesaistance in the exciting research at the Wellcome
Foundation and, together with Michael Fischerhim Elias-Archive in Marbach. And | owe thanks talKa
Oeter, from whom | learned among other things atgleal about Bion.
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feelingof being locked up inside oneself. Psychoanalgsid, even more so its application to
groups in group analysis, can be of service i piairt of the battle.

Thinking is not enough. In his poetry Elias regdai awareness of thathoughtdepths. In
his lyrics he depicts the battle over his scientifooks as a struggle proceeding from ,not-
yet-life“ to life.”

At first, however, Elias’ approach to psychoanayand group analysis was emphatically
thought outand scientific, even when he submitted himseéixperiencing it personally. In
what follows a number of hitherto unknown documenitsbe discussed which reveal Elias
in the triangle between psychoanalysis, group amabnd research, but above all in a bipolar
tension field which he describes in numerous viamatand which can be characterized as
moving between an intellectually distanced, sciiatiy disciplined procedure appealing to
the conscious ego on the one hand, and a moregstremotionally involved technique such
as free group association which takes the uncousdido account on the other.

As a theorist of civilization Elias outlined a lay@ dimension of this multi-layered tension
field existing between ,knowledge*, ,the uncons@band research upon them in the 1930’s
as follows:

“The idea that the human ,psyche* consists of défe zones functioning independently of
each other and capable of being considered indiepdlly has become deeply rooted in
human consciousness over a long period. It is camimahinking about the more
differentiated personality structure , to sever ohis functional levels from the others as if
this were really the “essential” factor in the wagn steer themselves in their encounter with
their human fellows and with non-human nature. Tiheshumanities and the sociology of
knowledge stress above all the aspect of knowladgethought. Thoughts and ideas appear
in these studies as it were as that which is tbstimportant and potent aspect of the way
men steer themselves. And the unconscious impulsesyhole field of drives and affect
structures , remains more or less in the dark.A.real understanding, even of the changes of
ideas and forms of cognition, can be gained onbné takes into account too the changes of
human interdependencies in conjunction with thecstire of conduct and, in fact, the

whole fabric of men’s personality at a given stafjsocial development.

The inverse accentuation, with a correspondingtéitiuin , is to be found often enough in
psycho-analytical research today. It frequenthydgenin considering human beings, to extract
something “unconscious”, conceived as an “id“ withbistory as the most important thing in
the whole psychological structur®.”

Now these splits in the reflection by men on menmctltlias criticizes can be better
understood sociogenetically and psychogenetically tie help of his own outline of a
theory of civilization:

“Decisive for a person as he appears before usiibar the ‘id’ alone nor the ‘ego’ or ‘super-
ego’ alone, but alwaythe relationship betweethese various sets of psychological functions,
partly conflicting and partly co-operating in thawan individual steers himself.. It is they,
these relationships within mdretween the drives and affects controlled andthik-in
controlling agencies, whose structure changesarctiurse of a civilizing process, in
accordance with the changing structure ofrtHationships between individual human beings

° Elias, N., (1988), Los der Menschen: Gedichte/Natftdngen, Frankfurt/M., p.. 67
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, In society at large. In the course of this precés put it briefly and all too simply,
‘consciousness’ becomes less permeable by driviesdaines become less permeable by
‘consciousness’™ (ltalics of the original German text reintrodudeste.)

When, in the process of rationalization as theshafsthe process of scientization and as one
of the strands of the process of civilization, @ogsness becomes less permeable by drives
and the drives less permeable by consciousnessdiease in this type of consciousness and
knowledge paradoxically brings about at the same & growing unconsciousness and
precisely that more clear-cut separation of feedind thinking, of affects and the control of
affects, which Elias attempts to overcome in hisnfof scientific thought by means of a
synthesis of the approaches of the sociology oiedge and psychoanalysis.

It is clear at this point that Elias attempts toreot, and indeed to civilize the process of
civilization which he diagnoses in ,The CivilizilRyocess" — whose developmental stage
could be characterized sociogenetically as thaissfiplinizatiorf - in the form and in the
microcosm of his diagnostic work in such a way thatrcoming these splits and the
automatisms of affect controls could open up psgehetic room for manoeuvre for less
violent forms of self-control of feelings, actioasd thoughts, including scientific perception.

Such a second stage in the civilization of civiieg mechanisms is referred to by Elias
himself in his later theory of informalization dsetdevelopment of highly controlled
standards of behaviour aiming atafitrolled decontrolling of emotional controlsit a later
stage of civilization, which can be described dexéve. ° His later sketches towards a theory
of sublimation run along the same lif8#nd in the involvement-detachment model
developed in the context of his sociology of knalge and science Elias proceeds over the
decades from an emphasis on detachment and satfhale¢nt as the most promising
scientific behavioural model to a more even balasfagavolvement and detachment, and then
to the concept aecondary involvememt Here too, in the development of his thinking
techniques, he takes up a particular civilizatidrexid in society - the controlled

decontrolling of emotional controls - and advanitess a model through the medium of his
production of knowledge.

Michael Schréter has thematized the psychologicaind) forces on which this intellectual
development is basebhvolvementandDetachmentepresent two different, often conflicting
tendencies in Elias’ theory formation and a furttienension of the polar tension field
outlined above. According to this approach, wies behind his preoccupation with
violence, authority and the mechanisms of compuolg@ppsychogenetically speaking, the
father motif of his thinking. This side of him itsa revealed in the original version of his
theory of sciengewvhich sailed under the flag of detachment andiglise. The wind in the
sails comes from elsewhere:

»He consciously emphasized the endeavours to aglaesynthesis or a controlled to and fro
between theory and empirical knowledge (...); am beyond this he carefully cultivated the
preconscious, imaginative associative aspect ahiti&ing™?

" Ibid. p. 286.
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This scientific praxisand his struggle against themo clausushis thinking against the
closed personality, his “endeavours to dissolved you in a we*, his avoidance of humanly
empty abstractions, his emphasis on human figuratimter-connections and inter-
dependencies, and, finally on what is processudflawing — all of this accordingly reflects
psychogenetically the mother-motif of his thinkilg.

This motif is also typified by psychoanalysis, urted by the choice of a female analyst for
his own analysis, and by group analysis, whichegeg@nts and underpins all his endeavours to
achieve a radicaheory of man in the plural

These father and mother motifs present a furthezllof the bipolar tension field whose
elucidation is at issue here. They play a parhentechnique of perception, thinking and
representation and in the perceived structure @ftwghrepresented.

How do the strands of reflection on the thinkingradn about himself deriving from
psychoanalysis and the sociology of knowledge twiae in the case of the thinker Elias?
Wolfgang Engler writes abouhe reflexive project of the sociology of knowledgking

Elias’ human science as his example:

“When reality fails to sustain thought guided bysmlerations of humanity, and hope cannot
placate that thought, then thinking arrives atfitdesteers its utopian energies towards
change in thenannerof thinking and anticipates the future without isgjta foot outside the
present.”(62).

But what holds such a model formation togethetannnermost reaches? Perhaps it is the
civilization of the manner of thinking itself. Théd least is the question we will deal with
here. And if the emphasis is placed on the prooeswilization, this involves not least the
manner in which the objects of reflection are deatlh and, above all, the degree of
systematic destructiveness involved in the reflectieatment of objects as replicas and
anticipations of actual dealings.

In Poetry and TruthiGoethe reports:

,I remember that as a child | picked flowers teqas in order to see how the petals were
attached to the cup, or plucked birds in orderiseove how the feathers were inserted into
the wings. Children are not be blamed for thisg\aen natural scientists believe they learn
more from separating and splitting than from ugtamd linking, more from killing than from
breathing life into things”®

From a contemporary point of view one could alsmr&oethe’s comparison of the
procedures of scientists and children as an indicatf immature or even regressive and
aggressive object relationships as the dominargnswous behavioural model of science at a
certain stage of development..

At the same time, at the level of the reflective amuisitive experimental action, this
corresponds to what Freud grasped conceptuallyeasilent mode of action of the death
instinct

Georges Devereux has presented innumerable casdsdgmonstrate that precisely this
destructive tendency predominates in what he balsvioural science and what Elias calls
human sciences. Elias’ fundamental approach viargdination, or better synthesis, operates
decisively against this at the bipolar level ofdiem between linkage and separation.. He is

13 H
Ibid. p. 224
4 For numerous pieces of evidence in favour ofélxjglanatory model and for an unabbreviated accsemt
Schréter 1992
15 Goethe, J.W., (1984), Dichtung und Wahrheit, Beulid Weimar, p. 116



not interested in aattack on attachmen{8ion). But: How much active autonomy can the
researcher Elias with his pursuit of generalizaatbow the group analysts under study in the
case of th&€€ongress-Groupliscussed below?

How much aggression warded off by synthesis wangiecensciously into the defence, into
the technique of synthesis, itself?

II. A Theory of Man in the Plural: Elias’ Sociology und Foulkes’ Group Analysis

After the First World War and under the impressabthe enormous human destructivity
unleashed by state societies which characterizgdgblves as civilized Sigmund Freud wrote
on the evolution of culture or the civilizing pr@se “ We owe to that process the best of
what we have become, as well as a good part of waauffer froni *°.

Whereas Freud attempts here to integrate his etperiof the First World War into the
development of his psychoanalytic theory, Norbdidas who was born in 1897 and was
himself traumatised as a German soldier in this feams his theory mainlynder the
impression of German National Socialism, which kgegienced and described as the
collapse of civilization

As the core of what he characterizes by the cormieptivilization”, Elias discovers beneath
all the ideological camouflage the developmentefdtructure of human affects and their
control in the direction of a more even regulatioater, with express reference to Sigmund
Freud and, less expectedly, Anna Freud, he writésan individual self-regulation of
momentary drive- and affect-conditioned behaviourglulses or their diversion from
primary to secondary goals and in some situatiensublimatory transformatioti:’ — all of
this closely interconnected and in interaction wite way in which men have to live and with
the given social structure of their co-existence.

Although the two volumes on the ,civilizing proce¢sThe History of Manners® and

“Power and Civility”) concentrate practically indir entirety on the reconstruction of a
process, Elias permits himself towards the endkésch briefly some possible futures, and in
the final sentences he even outlines so to speaklizatory utopia. Only when the personal
needs of men and the demands of social existeecattamned to each other will it be possible
to say with more justice that we are civilized.

At this point it becomes clear once again what wadéid Elias from the 1930’s to become one
of the first to join the ranks of those who atteetpto integrate psychoanalytic knowledge
and sociological knowledge and to develop an ambrod his own. At the focal point of the
past and the future of civilization or decivilizai, and hence of civilization theory, he sees a
certain interlocking of individual and social belmwal constraints and behavioural room for
manoeuvre.

For the founder of group analysis, Foulkes, digatiory utopia also has an important role to
play. In the materials he collected towards the @rus life for a major theoretical work
which was unfinished at his death we find the feileg excerpt:

% Freud, S., ,Why War?“, in: The Standard Editiorttef Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud,
London 1974. Vol. 22, p. 214.

" Elias, N., ,Zivilisation®, in: Schéfers, B. (Hg.rundbegriffe der Soziologie, Opladen 1986, S-388, at p.
382
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»1he great secret of the coming age of the worlidhad civilization rests not on reason but on
emotion. (...) It is the control of emotion, noethbsence of it, which is the mark of high

civilization®.*®

Between civilization and its obstruction, as it eeElias analyses, with a life-long energy
which never quite sufficed for him to reach hislgaacertain hardened deposit of earlier
phases of the civilizing process : what he called“homo clausus”, the “closed personality”.

He sees this personality type with its armour-glatiects as a main source of the suffering
caused by civilization, or rather a certain typeivilization, and at the same time as a main
source of perceptual armour-plating and, in paldr, of a dominant thought disturbance
accompanied by a mistaken strategy for the formaifaconcepts.

Elias once presented his counter-model to the hdensus, the homines aperti, who are open
and dependent upon one another, in diagrammatic.forin some respects this diagram is
similar to the symbol of Foulkes’ group analysibeTsociology of Elias had a profound
influence upon early group analysis theory fornmati§ inversely, we enquire about the
influence of group analysis on Elias’ theory fotra our attention will be directed not only
or merely marginally to theoretical influences; pethaps Elias’ experience of group
analysis, which will be discussed in what follogrsthe basis of extracts from hitherto
unknown documents, can be taken as a mental stdiose long-term effects can work
against the conception of the closed personalibychvElias considered to be a civilizatory
and intellectual cul-de-sac.

In a lecture Elias says:

“The theory of civilization can be distinguishedrin most of the sociological theories which
preceded it among other things by the fact thatt@&mpts to develop the conceptual symbols
of the social sciences in a manner which allowsépeesentation of man himself and not
merely of something abstracted from man. It is e$aky a theory of man, of man in the
plural, mark you, and not in the singul&.”

Approaches towards integrated sociological-psyajiodd, and especially sociological-
psychoanalytic thinking were developed by Eliathie 1920’s and 1930’s during his years at
Frankfurt as assistant of Karl Mannheim, but he matsalone. The Frankfurt School, which
gathered around Horkheimer and Adorno, also tadkiesdproblem, although in a different
manner. In the case of Mannheim and Elias this wa& complemented by the development
of new approaches to the sociology of knowledge.

The head of the Frankfurt Psychoanalytic Instit@iegmund-Heinrich Fuchs also had a
strong interest in this holistic image of man armintained close contacts, physically and
intellectually, with the intellectuals mentiondaoae. In his English exile, as S.H. Foulkes,
he developed the most important practically andrgtgcally well-grounded approach to date
to an integrated image of men as individuals awodgs, as aociety of individualsas Elias
would term it. Neurotic and psychotic disorders@odonger located by Foulkes in the

18 A passage excerpted by Foulkes and publishedenjanin Kidd, The Science of Power, London, ,feein
my theoretical book", May 1974, cf. the Archivetbe Wellcome Trust, London, PP/SHF/F.5/3 (Box 30).
Foulkes died before this projected book could brepeted. .

19 Elias, N., (1978) What is Sociology?, New York1p.
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individual but in social networks and, if it waslinated, they were accordingly treated in the
intensified microcosm of therapeutic groups.

The radicality of Foulkes approach becomes pasdrtykvident if we review the unpublished
materials in his estate, for example those desgri planned research project on
“Psychoneurosis: A Multi-Personal Syndrome”, orrewaore clearly in his “Notes on concept
of mind as a transpersonal phenomenon” They waraeikstted and deepened in their
development by Elias’ radical critique of the fegk and the conception of the “homo
clausus”.

In a treatment of “Sociology and Psychiatry” ENastes:

“ The concept of valence figuration could be ofvemr in diagnosing and researching the
guestion as to how the personal figuration of vedsof an individual fits into the structure of
the figurations which he must effectively enteoimtith others in accordance with the
dynamics and the structure of what is characterazesbciety.

The development of group therapy is a good exawipee way in which a highly promising
psychotherapeutic technique suffers under the Ibuofla powerful professional theoretical
tradition which is still essentially based solepon the biologistic-medical conception of man
as a self-contained, internally operating organi&m

It is not difficult to recognize in this positionspecifically therapeutic concretization of the
utopian energy of the final passage of “The CiuiligProcess” quoted above.

It is not by chance that the founder of psychoasialywas one of the first persons to whom
Elias sent a copy of his book on the civilizing ggss, for which Freud briefly thanked him in
a postcard sent from Vienna to London shortly keefos own emigration on 3. January 1938.
Elias treasures this postcard for the rest ofifesbut it is Foulkes who is invited to a
meeting by Freud.

For some time it was even planned that FoulkesldHmure as the co-author of the
psychoanalytic parts of “The Civilizing Processiind although Elias then preferred to
publish alone, Foulkes wrote the first importesiew of the work — not without mentioning
that his co-authorship would have benefited thelpsgnalytic passages of the book.

The years-long reciprocal interest and also thegealationship between Elias and Foulkes
and between Elias’ theory of civilization and trsyghoanalytically oriented group methods
of Foulkes must be seen against this background.

In 1948 Foulkes again called on the support ofSdisa social scientist, this time for a group
which was to present group analysis at the intevnal “Congress on Mental Health” in
London, and subsequently did so. This so-calledhtftess-Group”, in which Elias played a
leading part involving both cooperation and confliith Foulkes, strengthened a
development which had momentous institutional cqueaces:

On Tuesday 3. June 1952 the Group-Analytic Society founded in 22 Upper Wimpole
Street, London. The six founding members, of whouor had been in the C-Group, were:
W.H.R. lliffe, Jane Abercrombie, James Anthony, .RI& Mare, Norbert Elias and S.H.
Foulkes, and, as secretary, E.T. Marx, Foulkes laife.

L Elias, N., Soziologie und Psychiatrie, in: Wehlé#l., (ed.), Soziologie und Psychoanalyse, Stuttt@72,
pp. 11-41, at p. 33.



Almost all of those mentioned here subsequentlygulaan important part in the development
of group analysis over a long period of time.

Two of the members were not therapists, but enjdlyednformal special status of “scientific
members”, namely Jane Abercrombie and Norbert Hie$953/54 Elias then participated as
a candidate in the T-Group, one of the first grampdytic training groups. Hitherto unknown
records of both groups, the Congress Group and@-@eoup, are now available for study.
Against this background a part of Elias life anceea which has been little studied to date
took its course: Elias as an analysand and asugp gnoalyst.

lll. The Search for Individual and Group Analysis from the Standpoint of Detached
Scientific Interest? Norbert Elias, S.H. FoulkesKarl Mannheim and Kate Friedlander

The critical aspect of Elias’ theory of civilizatipviewed as it were from the unspoken
perspective of a civilizational utopia, is nowherere precisely visible than in his group
analytic work.

But what does “group analytic” mean here? In a pagad at the “first general meeting” of
the Group-analytic Society on 31. January 1955andon Foulkes undertook a definition of
the position of group analysis, of which the panrkihg psychoanalytic and sociological
knowledge is of particular interest here:

.If we ask what is Group-analysis in the widense, as for instance used by the sociologist,
the late Karl Mannheim, the meaning is clear:ahalytic study of various groups within the
community. In the more specific sense, as a mogsyfhotherapy and psychodynamic
research, | may claim a right in its definition)(..

»+Analytic* can for all practical purposes (...) bensidered synonymous with psychoanalytic,
but we have always maintained the other part tofl@gual importance, namely the group as
social aspect. In this our work links up with tleeislogists and more specifically with that

of J.L. Moreno, Kurt Lewin and Norbert Elias.)(...

All of our fully qualified members at present hamdact had a very thorough experience of
their own with psychoanalysis (...) In very exeepéal circumstances other experiences in
groups may be counted as an equivalent. This rptaticularly to those full members who
want to qualify as therapists and group analysimelves, whether medical or lay, and not
necessarily as strictly to those full members obmhwe think as ,scientific members*, who
work in related fields. A good example of the |attategory are Dr. Elias and Mrs.
Abercrombie and her work.*

Elias is drawn closer here to group analysis @ihthe other sociologists whose work is
referred to by Foulkes. But although he was alresidizis stage a participant in a training
group, he still only enjoyed the special statua stientific member. This meant that to a
certain degree he played the part of an outsidlegjtaan honourable outsider. Foulkes
thought very highly of the role of scientific resgain the development of group analysis
and, vice versa, also saw group analysis as atmtgivaluable research instrument,
particularly for psychoanalysis, sociology, peddage@nd medicine.

For example, in some letters written to Foulke¥lyl Mannheim in 1945, we find evidence
of shared research interests . On 11 June 1945 Mannas the editor of “The International
Library Of Sociology And Social Reconstruction” ves:



“Dear Dr. Foulkes, Dr. Kate Friedlander, who is a@f¢he contributors to the above series,
drew my attention to your recent work relating tm@-Analysis. As | am very much
interested in this subject, and should like toE®eho-analysis adequately represented in
the Series, | should be glad to know whether yould/bke to contribute a volume to it

(...)."%

These lines are instructive in more than one rdéspece primarily in regard to the question of
the lack of reference to the figuration analysaglin the small figurational network indicated
here. Although he had been Mannheim’s assistahedtrankfurt Sociological Institute and
had long established himself in England, therenaretters to him, but only to Foulkes, for
whom he seems to have worked as a kind of inforasalistant with special responsibility for
guestions of theory in the early formative phaisgroup analysis. And Foulkes is
recommended to Mannheim as an author by Kate Enelér, under whom Elias had
undergone analysis, as he much later reveals witheuationing her name,

One has the impression here that Elias resemlstargger in Simmel’s sense of the word,
one who belongs and yet is at the same time distant

Is there a connection here with the strange tenni@ias’ relationship to psychoanalytic
experience, to the manner in which he sought cleseand distance at the same time? At all
events, Elias always approached not only psychgaagiroup procedures but also
psychoanalysis itself emphatically as a thinkehails meant here is not his incorporation of
psychoanalytic knowledge in sociology, but rattier fact that he himself underwent
analysis. He spoke publicly of this in his old alget without naming his analyst.

On the basis of circumstantial evidence, howeMechael Schroter has expressed the
assumption that it could have been an analyat tiee circle of Anna Freud, possibly Kate
Friedlander, or Kate Friedlander as she was chliddre her emigratioft. Four letters from
Kate Friedlander to Norbert Elias from the yeard3:2948, which are now available to me,
clearly confirm this assumptidi.

On 4. January 1943 Kate Friedlander writes tosHheher own hand and in German:

“Dear Dr. Elias,

Many thanks for your letter and the cheque. Forpery | would probably have proposed
much more energetically that you should contact@uet indecipherable word), if | had not
known that there will be no vacancy for some tigebe of the analysts to whom | would
send you with a really good conscience. But yowehavidea which can perhaps be realized,
namely to get a small loan ("Anleihe” in the Germ@nm could it be Analyse ? = a short
analysis). | will speak with the people who com iconsideration and find out whether it is
possible on the basis of your scientific interasamalysis. But it will take some time, as | am
ill at the moment and will only be able to go ogamn in about 14 days.

With best wishes for the New Year

Yours Kate Friedlander

And on19. February 1943, much more briefly:

22 \Wellcome Library, Archives and Manuscripts, PP/#B{EO0

% See. Schroter, M., Triebkrafte des Denkens bebsioiElias: Ein Versuch psychoanalytischer
Theoriedeutung, in: Schréter, M. (1997), Erfahrunget Norbert Elias, Frankfurt/Main, p. 204, foota®4.
See also Elias, N. (2005), Autobiographisches atelVviews, Gesammelte Schriften Vol. 17, Frankiatih,
p.. 261: “It was very difficult for me, as | did hbave enough money. Nonetheless | was acceptad/bgy
good orthodox Freudian (female) analyst — moregtbe lines of Anna Freud. | have really grown miphie
orthodox tradition, at least for a part of the Way.

24 DLA-Marbach, A: Elias 36,1-5.



“Dear Dr. Elias,

Many thanks for your letter. Could you perhaps camé&Vednesday at 9 o’clock, so that we
can discuss the matter. | don’t see any real pisgilbut it is better if we talk about it
personally

Yours sincerely

Kate Friedlander”

Even more instructive is the brevity of the twdéde$ written much later, in the meantime
typed and in English, which can be found in Eligsrary estate.
On 19. August 1945:

,Dear Dr. Elias,

| could see you on Thursday, 23rd of August, abtlbck. If | don’t hear from you | shall
expect you.

Yours sincerely

Kate Friedlander”

And on 9. October 1948:

“Dear Dr. Elias,

| am afraid | shall not be able to work next weak,| am ill.

Could you kindly give me a ring at the end of nerek to find out whether | can start again
on Monday, Oct.18th?

Yours sincerely,

Kate Friedlander”

| interpret these documents to mean that EliaschKlete Friedlander to arrange an analysis
for him, with specific reference to his scientifiterest in psychoanalysis. The attempt failed
or was never undertaken. At some point in time betw1943 and 1945 Friedlander then took
on the analysis herself. If we follow up the reletvstatements made by Elias in other sources,
we can conclude that he sought an analysis notarlgf scientific and theoretical interest,
but also for practical reasons, which were howegkated to his theoretical interest, as he
wished to overcome inhibitions about writing whigkre preventing him from continuing his
own scientific work. We can also conclude that betimued this analysis until it was brought
to a premature end by the death of Kate Friedlander

Friedlander’'s death meant retraumatization for&lgarticularly a repetition of the serious
trauma caused by the death of his mother in a ctraton camp> All the indications
suggest that this was also preceded by a war traesodting from Elias’ experience of the
First World War?®

Elias’ scientific treatment of the topics of deatlglence and the control of violence was
predetermined by life itself. He dedicated the twwtumes of “The Civilizing Process” to the
memory of his parents (especially: “Sophie Eliagugschwitz 1941(?)").

But under these circumstances what is the meariiagoientific approach to psychoanalytic
and group analytic experience, which means not teasexperience of the unconscious
dynamics of the psyche?

% Elias, N. (2005), p. 261
% |bid. p. 214 ff.
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The application of knowledge-based scientific mdthoould possibly lead, for example, to a
more profound shaping of experience or, on therdthad, to a defence against certain
experiences; or, thirdly, as Elias puts it, to ftakthe long way round via detachment.”

How then, one might ask in this context, takingrbgearcher Elias as an example, do dealing
with one’s own affects and their control and thiesstific perception of the structures of
human affects and their control interlock in theadhof the person who does research on
them?

On the second question Mario Erdheim has made stiservations on the manner in which
Elias worked the massacre of cats during the fisgench absolutism, of court society, into
the two volumes on the civilizing process, andyagall, on the fact that he mentions the
massacre of cats but not the burning of women &hes and that he thus makes no reference
to possible connections between the two and tivegriourt society with its dark unconscious
aspects or to the unconscious in the process iizeivon in generaf’

For the purposes of our enquiry it is interestingote that Elias’ analyst stood close to Anna
Freud’s circle and thus to the ego-psychologichbst of psychoanalysis. The latter is also
true of Foulkes, who was in contact with both Ainaud and Kate Friedlander and also with
the sociological “group analyst” Mannheim, in whaeeiology Erdheim — as in the case of
Elias’ theory of civilization — sees a high degodaffinity with the ego-psychological school
of psychoanalysis at that time. He relates thetainconscious fear of the unbearable
irrational aspects of the tyranny of National Sbem. The attempt to strengthen the ego
against the pull of the fascination of the massitls Wational Socialist rule could, however,
lead to a fading out or under-exposure ofttheonscious in the process of civilization

One could then ask what part remains for the ursouns to play in the process of theory
formation, not only in what is perceived but alrpadthe perceiver.

For Elias the bearer of thought processes is mohtimo clausus, but, to use the terms of
Ludwig Fleck, thought collectives.

What could be more obvious than to examine thegases of collective thinking in micro-
studies, as has been done already by Jane Aberneroniio also repeatedly drew the
attention of her scientific and group-analytic ealjue Norbert Elias to this point.

Perhaps we can find out more, if we consider thailgel records of a scientific group process
in which the analytic and therapeutic experienfcd® group was to be scientized and was
thus present in the group itself in both form aondtent.

V. “A group studies its own communication”: a publishel result

In his standard worKherapeutic Group Analysioulkes also published alongside numerous
studies of groups a text by a group about gro8psdy of Communication in a Group by a
Group™®. However, the text was only given this title supsently®® Besides Foulkes Elias

%" See Erdheim, M., (1996), Unbewusstheit im ProzefZuldisation, in: Rehberg, K.-S., Norbert
Elias und die Menschenwissenschaften, FrankfurtiMai

28 Foulkes, S.H./Elias, N., et. al. in : Foulked; $. Therapeutic Group Analysis, London 1964.
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also played a decisive part in this work. But iftespf its prominent authors, it has
nonetheless remained almost unknown.

What is interesting for the development of Elid&dry and for the history of psychoanalysis
is the explicitly stated psychoanalytic orientatirthe group™

Of further interest is the self-reflexive approadhich is hinted at in the title of the work. The
following statement is momentous from a methodpcaht of view: “In group analysis, the
total situation, including the observer, is impli&d This principle is then transferred to
sociological researcH.Here, at an early stage in the historical devalept of this scientific
field ideas are touched upon which are most cadigtelaborated much later in
ethnopsychoanalysis or in the sociology of PiemerBieu.®

This question corresponds to a central problem kvttie group communicates and which
here emphasizes, above all, characteristics whight distinguish analytic or therapeutic
groups from scientific groups.

“Disciplined or formal group discussion we feelass productive or stimulating than free,
shifting undirected talking. It creates an atmosphe which problems obtain freer
expression and ventilation. Individual contribuscare more than interrupted monologues.
(...) On the negative side the method allows a goadynntriguing problematical fish to slip
through the nets of formulation. For those concgnuith exact formulation the less
disciplined form of discussion was at first irksafié

“Even in purely scientific groups the swing betwelea therapeutic and the academic is
apparent.*

The question at issue here corresponds to theotefisid between intellectually detached and
emotionally involved procedures mentioned earlrealso to that between research in the
sociology of knowledge and in psychoanalysis. Sgenetically and psychogenetically it at
the same time calls to mind different phases oedyqf the civilizing process, the one more
disciplined and formal, the other more reflexivel amformalized. Against this background
the group-analytic and perhaps even all the psydigtc procedures seem to be processes of
informalization. Elias, who elaborated the cenp@gition of the tension field between
involvement and detachment in his scientific themigting to the sociology of knowledge,
and as a theorist spoke out in favour of detachymem¢als quite other interest in his
scientific praxis at an early date. It is instruetthat he excerpted the following statement
made by Freud on the way he worked:

“Today several highly remarkable things have ocadito me, which | cannot yet properly
understand. There can be no question of my refigatpon them. This way of working
happens in fits and starts. God alone knows the afathe next impetus®

29 The original title was: Report of the Preparat@gmmission dealing with communication, particularly

verbal communication, with reference to group asialy(Prepared for the International Congress ontie

Health, London 1948.)

30Foulkes, S.H., Therapeutic Group Analysis, Lonl664, p.252

*Libid.

#ibid. p.. 278.

33 See Heilbron, J., (1999), Reflexivity and its Conseqees) in: European Journal of Social Theory 2(3), pp

298-306. This also obviously has momentous consexpsefor the authors and readers of a study ofpgrou

processes. As observers of a group we also bednraeertain sense indirect members of that graw@praeta-

level, so to speak, although at a distance in imespace..

j:' Foulkes, S.H./Elias, N., et. al. in : Foulkes, $S.Aherapeutic Group Analysis, London 1964, p..275
Ibid.,p. 277.
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Freud characterized this manner of working as arvehiich in a certain respect we give free
rein to our unconscious. Perhaps Elias describedubrking process more precisely, and
interestingly enough in a poem, as one of balaetedenDreams and Strivingl’ or in the
case of Mozart (and I think with a hidden self-refece) as a balance between the inner-
psychic instances id, ego and super-&gor in the final version of his theory of knowledge
as an equal balance between involvement and detathwhich in my opinion includes a
controlled decontrolling of emotional controls Iretsense of the informalization thesis.

Another variant of this bipolar tension, which guteel the ambivalence, was also a concern
of the Congress Group in 1948:

“We have had to choose where, on the scale of googgnization, we wished this
preparatory Commission to stand. At the one extridmae was the definite feeling that
personalities should not obtrude, so that we magibid the therapeutic pole. On the other
had, in order to accumulate material we could fforéto organize an agend”

Finally, in the formulations of the group articheetmajor concern was “less with what we
have done than with what we have to &b.This can be applied in particular to the title
subsequently given to the article. Although it igraup which studies groups and reports on
them in the first part of its work, there are oalfew slight indications that it studied its own
communication to this end. But why do I thinkhiosild indeed have done so? The second
part of the group’s work offers clues to the answer

The Congress Group continued its work after thegoess. Although publication was planned
there are no published results of this phase oivibré, but there is a series of largely literal
records of the group meetings. They provide thésldas the analysis of what was actually
done instead of normative statements. Again theveashto generalize scientifically on group
analytic experience. And again the question aasa® the position of this group studying
groups on the scale of group organization. At firseems to be clearly answered by its
definition of itself as a research group.

It was above all Elias who in 1948 explicitly adated the position he first formulated in
published form in 1956, namely scientific geneiiian through detachment, formalization
and the appeal to the intellectual and ego funsti&uit in its publication on communication
from a group-analytic point of view the group haetady formulated the fact that even in
purely scientific groups a swing to and fro betwésntherapeutic and the academic poles
can be observed. And from the analytic point ofwihat lies behind this therapeutic pole is
not least the conscious treatment of the unconsciawgroup practice this axis of tension
comes to light as opposition between control ofdiseussions and free-flowing
communication, the group-analytic equivalent ofgh®analytic free association, in the
discussion of the C-Group on therapeutic group e&pee. In the form of its own discussions
it manifests itself at the level of polarizationween the attempt to achieve disciplined

% Sigmund Freud, Letter to Wilhelm Fliess 11.10B%cerpted by Elias, DLA Marbach, A: Elias Misc-D-

XXIlI=Freud 2. For the purposes of the present gtiids worth underlining, above all, the fact thdtas made

an excerpt of this passage. This quotation shieellcead in connection with Freud’s metaphor ofjltiie

Sunday rider.

%" Elias, N., Los der Menschen: Gedichte/Nachdichemd rankfurt/M. 1988, p. 67

% Elias, N., Mozart: Portrait of a Genius, Cambrid§®3.

43: Foulkes, S.H./Elias, N., et. al. (1992), in: kes, S.H., Therapeutic Group Analysis, London4,96 272.
Ibid.
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scientific generalization of therapeutic experieand stubborn resistance to at least this form
of scientization.

Further levels of tension can be observed betwewara sociological and a more
psychoanalytic and group-analytic perspective atdiéen the positions of theorists and
practicians.

Often these perspectives seem to change like eradddiylires, without at the same time
becoming clearly visible.

The frequent references to the competing groupytioapproach of Bion prompts,
furthermore, the question, as to whether a resegmlp which is attempting to be a .pure
working group and consequently, in its own caselugles the so-called therapeutic pole
about which it is discussing must not reckon witletairn of what it has repressed, for
example in the form of the Bionian polarity betwebe conscious working group functions
and the unconscious basic-assumption functionshwdigturb the character of the working
group. In order to find out more about this, ihexcessary to pay attention to two types of key
passages. Firstly, there are those in which theism@xplicitly overcome and put up for
discussion, so that reference is made not onlytterdherapeutic groups but also self-
reflexively to the group experience of one’s owrestific discussion group. The quotation
from Elias which serves as the title of the follagicase study derives from such a passage.
Secondly, there are those in which this does ngli@tty occur, but in which a reference not
convincingly motivated by the manifest theme uraiscussion crops up, which in fact is
directed at other, therapeutic groups but cowdd Bk valid for one’s own group.

In other words: a projective reference to sometlexigrnal which — if it were consciously
registered — could be fruitfully redirected to theernal relationships, in order to see the
external situation subsequently in a clearer light.

V., Asking anxiously for regularities“:Elias in the Maelstrom of theCongress-Groufy

On 19. November 194 Foulkes writes a letter to Elias with the handti®@n remark
“confidential:

,Dear Dr. Elias, | am convening a study group ilatien to the World Conference on Mental
Health. The nucleus will be some group analysts wbik with me, who have a lot of
interesting experiences to offer. We want to askes representatives of other disciplines like
sociology, anthropology, psychology and so on. hder whether you would be interested to
join us? | should be particularly pleased in vidwaur interest in and understanding of this
matter, and | think this would develop into a reption of our co-operation in group work

(...) With kind regards, Yours sincerely, SH Fogtke

At the London World Conference Foulkes was onénefléaders of the working groups — a
second group was led by Kate Friedlander — andElag was invited to join in this work. It
can be said in advance that he accepted the ilovitahd that the group wrote a short undated
“summary report” and an also undated longer repoits work. It is conceivable that at the
time of the “International Congress on Mental Heatinly the shorter text was available.

We have already discussed the contents of the topgblished text in the previous section.

“1 Unless otherwise indicated, all the following catains are taken from the group records of the Gzsty
Group and the accompanying correspondence. SeeNdrhach, A: Elias 983
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The date for the beginning of the working group weisfor 28.11.1947 but then all trace of
the documents handed down by the main participamést for some time, until a hand-
written letter of Foulkes to Elias, dated 22.06 @@mnes to light.

“Dear Dr. Elias, All of us are baffled by your swtddisappearance from our Group and hope
to see you soon again. Personally | am, as you kpaxticularly interested to work with you.
(...) It is funny, that you seemed to retire justen | tried — and successfully — to fall in with
your own suggestion of more Discipline — but | htipe matter finds a less involved and
simpler explanation. (...)"

Such a strong and unspoken tension in the grotgzagynizable that a very important
member, Elias, surprisingly stays away without amuing his intention to do so. The tension
seems to centre on Elias’ demand for more dis@plmd Foulkes, as the leader of the group,
obviously has the feeling that Elias disappeardtauit giving notice — something which

itself cannot be characterized as disciplined -whkeulkes began to put Elias’ demand for
more discipline into practice.

Here a leitmotif of both group phases becomes appawhich is closely related to the
constellation of the two main persons, as docunteintarticles and the records of the
meetings. Foulkes’ request that Elias should reiane fruit.

From 9 October 1948 ahere is a word-for-word record of the group disioiss which took
place after the congress in a second working pbige Congress Group, as it continued to
call itself. This allows us to gain remarkable gigs into the further process.

The participants on this day in London at 3 Par&sCent are: “Dr. Anthony, Dr. Dalberg,
Dr. Elias, Dr. Foulkes, Dr. James, Mr. Khan, Drylba, Dr. Yates”.

Exceptionally, the record opens with a summanhefdpening statement by Elias which
refers back to the preceding work phase:

,E opened with a summary of our task as he saadlie light of previous meetings. We
appear to have a great deal of clinical materiakie problem is to arrange it so that it
appears in some sort of order. In general psyasigi@nd psychologists are dissatisfied with
existing typologies, finding that their clinical teaial does not fit the diagnostic categories
of the formal classification. As a result, thers b@en a wish among professional people to
break down the rigid typological systems. Nevddsg our problem here is that of all
science — to approach the material from the pdinteav of finding some order in the mass of
recorded events.

Naturally, the types of categories which we findl \e later on discovered to be incomplete
and inadequate. However, our task in group analysesfind these preliminary categories. In
order to establish one such fixed point for theoppses the most helpful thing it appears
would be to speak about one particular point ingroup work which we can identify and
from which we can start. Perhaps the start of agreould be the most useful thing, or
problems of integrating in a group.”

Elias takes up a quite specific position here:aigmember who for a time stays away
without explanation and then takes up a leadingtipaswhich can be described as that of a
second group leader; someone who presents hinssaltiaving force advocating discipline
and a scientific approach and at the same timéhealsabitus of the leader of the opposition
against established rigid typological systems.
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The first reaction comes from Dalberg and runsoliews: “Integration is such a large
subject. It would be enough if we only dealt wité start.” Then James:l“agree with Bion
when he says that it takes 40 sessions for a gimbpcome integrated And Taylor:
“Different groups take different lengths of time)(.

A little later Foulkes makes his second statenfdrdannot say about the start. My problem
is, for the moment, that we should talk about s £/2 hr.”

In spite of the group work which preceded it, timst recorded meeting seems almost to have
been regarded by the participants as a new “fiegtmg”. Presumably the recording and the
transcriptions were themselves already precautyom&asures designed to promote a
disciplined scientific approach. In its searchdarexemplary topic on which to concentrate
the group touches upon the themes “first meetiritiie beginning of a group”, “problems of
integration in a group”. It does so in the styleaaflassical scientific working group with the
help of “external” materials and without any groapalytic self-reference, although it must
itself as a group evidently take up the problediseginnings and integration.

In the foreground of the discussions stand theckefar comparable experience and, even
more, differences of all kinds.

The question of anxiety comes up at an early stbagor says: Certainly it does not matter
what they talk about as long as they relieve thakiety by talking.” Elias follows up with:
“The question is whether they speak to escape thetgrarising from their symptoms or the
anxiety arising from the group situation.”

The problem of communication which the group haahthtized for the congress in its
preceding working phase comes up again implicitlthie new phase, for example when
Foulkes raises the objectidWe are all talking about different matters.The case is similar
in another regard, when there is no response twibations, when, so to speak, they are
allowed to peter out.

If we take a closer look at the contributions otifkes and Elias we see, first of all, that we
are dealing with the main speakers, although agtiesackground of a group which is on
the whole active. Elias first asks several timeshenone hand for examples and, on the other
hand, tests them in regard to the possibility afagalization. 1t seems then that patients may
start in a group and speak about any sort of tHinbhis remark falls on deaf ears. (As early
as July 1946 Elias had given his handwritten “NOTEH$ GROUP THERAPY” the title
“THE ANALYTICAL SITUATION — CONVERSATION WITHOUT OBJECT")
(DLA:A:Elias 983). Later: It seems clear that there are differences in gohnique of the
conductors.” Foulkes: Well, yes, certainly.(...)And some contributions later agaifT:He
different kinds of groups that we have heard absuth as selected or unselected groups,
very much influences the opening as Anthony hedqubout. The differences between
neurotic or psychotic groups, selected and seaimselected and unseen, will all determine
our approach at the first time (...) It is a mattdrmeeting the occasion flexiblyates: “I
want them to leave the first meeting feeling pesjthot woolly or at sea.Elias “Foulkes is
right in that we should become clear about ouredéhces” In the next breath, however, he
continues instead with the points of agreeméAll have anxiety to deal with and all are
agreed that the first meeting should be positivemih finishes.”

Shortly afterwards Elias attempts to take up orobisning statement again and to relate the
discussion on differences to ‘itlowever small these differences may seem, thalyrare
differences in the sense that | spoke of at thenbewy. They are opportunities to see
diversity in what appears to be homogenous mdtéria
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A little later Taylor and Elias introduce a furtredement into the debate. Elias picks up
Taylor's completely casual remarl:dlso don’t mind unsuitable caseahd gives it a
different and pointed turriWell then, we should ask ,what is a misfit?’ (When is a patient
incompatible with a groupTaylor answers:There are two points: (1) He cannot join a
group and (2) the group won’t have him. He will betable to join because of anxiety and
inhibition. (...) The third case is the homo-sexulgbr example: among a group of people
who do not have this problem he would feel ogtiade.” Elias:, The first meeting would
lead to some selection. One would confirm one’soehand correct it.” Foulkes:,Certainly.
We take that for granted. You cannot judge how lgeapl react individually when you get
them together. (...)"

Elias, the only member who had left the group, silently acted out conflict as it turns out,
brings up the question as to what happens when@warie incompatible with a group. When
another participant gives a very concrete answentimning among other things the outsider
position of homosexuals , Elias digresses, makinggae generalization, and is reprimanded,
not for the first time, by Foulkes.

The final sequence of this first recorded and daenied session of the “Congress Group”
runs as follows:

Dalberg:“It is important to end positively.”

Elias: “We still have not got it established how anxisiypws itself at the first meeting.
Foulkes:,Perhaps | can answer that. It depends on the tiyconductor handles the first
case. Someone, for ex. summons courage and itdeperthe way (for ex. tolerance) in
which he handles the matter.”

Elias: “Perhaps not a moral judge”

Foulkes:“Yes. It is the unconscious aspect of it, thengpd@ given in handling the first
problem which will give others confidence to raiseirs.”

Elias: “Talking may be just a way, for the first casettspeaks, of disposing of anxiety.
Tolerant handling of the first case will allay thaxiety of the other.”

After a kind of new beginning, this scientific wamg group granted itself what it considered
to be essential for a first therapeutic group nmgeta positive conclusion. Form and content
of the discussion coincide in a first latent gefierence.

After we have gained a good first insight into #malytic group work of the foundation

period, this formative phase of group analysiscese see that, although an actual synthesis is
not ultimately arrived at, some elements of guiwk for the actions of group leaders at first
meetings are established. Elias, who had openemé¢le¢ing, also had the last word. He did
not take up the unconscious aspects, which Foul&essionally brought into play.

If one attempts as a reader to reconstruct thisgygvadually in one’s mind one can already
see hazily that beneath this more or less dis@glstientific working group far less
conscious group layers shine through, in whichgbample, rivalry (between Foulkes and
Elias within the group and Foulkes and Bion ingneup-analytic field) and anxieties
dominate.

Foulkes’ greatest rival in the theoretical and pcat foundation of analytic groups, Bion,

who is the first to be mentioned in this group,ped out the constant danger to which groups
or the functioning of groups were exposed, in diiffg degrees, by the shift into the modus of
“basic assumption groups”, guided mainly by primargcesses.
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The “Congress Group” does not engage in “conversatithout an object”, as Elias
described pure analytic groups. The developmefieefgroup association is correspondingly
limited. But a group which speaks with scientifitent about group dynamics evidently does
not, in spite of its relative detachment, remaitouched by those dynamics.

Thesecond recorded meetingf the Congress-Group took place on Sun@dyOctober
1948again in 3 Park Crescent, London.

On this day the participants are “Dr. Anthony, Dalberg, Dr. Elias, Dr. James, Dr. de Maré,
Dr. Taylor, Dr. Yates” — an almost completely chagigomposition, remarkable, above all,
for the absence of the group leader, Foulkes.

At Foulkes’ request the group first deals with agamizational question in regard to a
guestionnaire of the World Health Congress. Thudkes is immediately present even in his
absence.

Elias again opens the main part of the meeting witery detailed statement which refers
back to the written record of the previous meeting.

“I was wondering when | looked at our last discassivhat the others were feeling about it. |
wondered whether you thought it was too loose torpurpose — not concentrated enough —
and whether you were surprised at what you hadfteg or what you had remembered about
the first meetings. From my own point of view Irtkiit was, as a first meeting, very good. It
gave me a lot of material — more than you were awérl have made an attempt to work
through it.” Goes on to say that the group’s airtoipublish something eventually and
continues “l would suggest that there are two waydoing this: (1) We can each try to write
something in which we are individually very inteiexs This is, of course, the easiest way to
do it and perhaps the way to which we may havedgort in the end. There is another way (2)
which | should like us to take. That is that wengdily means of our discussion as a group,
some clarification of our own problems and then ohes can, as a result, write up a
particular part, for ex. the beginning of a growe are used to collaborate. If it can be done,
it is something excellent. | have at least madateempt to write down my own conclusions
from last month’s meeting. | should like to readiygmme of it. It records what | gained and
what were my conclusions from the last meeting, say$ what | think one could begin to
publish if one published an article for a symposimProblems of the First Meeting.’ If

such a thing could be published, which, to my mimduld be ideal, one would say ,This
thing has been written by that and that and thahb®e’. | have done part. | hope someone
will do the next part...If we could do that withgeerd to certain central problems of group
analysis it would be ideal. Let us try it.”

Here Elias takes up and is about to read his reBefore doing so he says: | have to excuse
myself at the beginning. The things | have writtlenvn are certainly things which you all
know; things which most of you take probably foamged. If one writes about them one has
to try to write them down clearly. | suggest thiat take pencil and paper and, as | read,
write down what you think is wrong with it — whetrenything is formulated in too definite a
manner. Also pay attention to the mood of the thirgave tried very much to put something,
particularly, of Dr. Foulkes’s spirit into it, whadways insists on the flexibility of it, while, as
you know my own tendency is that things should|earecut".

The record continues in indirect speech:

“He asks anyone to interrupt if they think fit asuggests that it might form the first part of an
article on ‘Problems of the First Meeting™”
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Elias reads his report — which deals with grousitams and how to keep them at the
appropriate level, at the first meeting. (...) Hert asks the group: ‘What is wrong? Where are
the mistakes?’ These questions answered he sggbasthey could then go on the second
part: ‘what the level of tensions during the finsteting i&”

The paper read by Elias is unfortunately not inetlich the transcript. In the statement quoted
he energetically urges publication and goes alt@aichieve this aim. The Congress Group
takes place in a period in which he had publishedally nothing. As regards the writing
process, he advocates an attempt at a group apptdscconception of an acceptable level of
group tension cannot, however, be found in theuatadn of the group discussion.

He tells the other participants that they are mara how much material they had given him.
This could be understood as dividing up the conscaind the unconscious between himself
and the others. On the other hand he repeatedlyirescabout mistakes he might have made,
apologizes for writing down things which they albpably take for granted and he even
conjures up the flexible spirit of the absent gréeguder, Foulkes.

Thus Foulkes stands here in Elias’ view for theepafl flexibility, informality and fluidity and
perhaps, in Elias’ later terminology, for involvemtewhereas Elias stands for discipline and
detachment. But Elias attempts to take on Foulgad as well.

As a group leader Foulkes can be seen, on an utioasdevel, as a father figure, who
arouses feelings of rivalry in Elias, but who a #ame time paradoxically represents in his
behaviour more the motherly, group-analytic, flogvpole as opposed to the disciplined
fatherly pole, which Elias laboriously attemptssteess in a spirit of cooperative conflict,
thereby practising his later theory of sciencegesly of involvement-detachment-balances,
in the form of an attempt at synthesis or genextibn.

And one can argue that scientific synthesis, irtliglly or in groups, also requires a balanced
cooperation of conscious and unconscious proceskt® inner group or groups of the
psychic functions of id, ego and super-ego, asdegécted by Elias for the composing
process of Mozart.

Elias now encounters increasing resistance of uanmarticipants on several points, among
them his comparison of individual and group analyslie answers:...| wonder whether
what | wrote is entirely wrong. Speaking generdlly) | think theoretically speaking, the
whole situation is made on the average to give melref if one is alone (...).”

And finally to his most insistent critic: My difficulty is this: (...) How can one general®e
Turning to de Maré;That is behind your question? The problem whicthis stumbling
block? How can one make so sweeping a statemergemetalise? Is that what is behind?
This is a very serious question. How can one thlbua problems of the first meeting
generally? Do you think one can?*

And James answers: do not think it is terribly valuable to. As yoaid, first meetings differ
so much. They are not really a group at the fireeting.”

Elias’ skilful reduction of the variety of resistato a common denominator, namely
resistance to his attempt at generalization, sdertain degree appropriate. Thus he also
shows how one can generalize in a meaningful fashio

But is the resistance directed only or only prinyaaigainst generalization in general or
against a particular kind of generalization? Orenagainst the generalizer? Or even against
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the general pushing the group forward, a genet@tvwge more, who might easily be
perceived by some as having usurped the leadership?

In other words: Is the resistance, even in a resdgrstable working group of professional
psychologists, only at the level of the workingup® Can the form of scientization proposed
protect the group from the dynamics of the uncansg? Or does it (or id) return again, as
long as it is not translated into spoken commuidocatnd self-reference?

After the discharge of tension depicted above afdrb a short break three of the
participants, James, Yates and Elias, take up dgaitheme of tensions in regard to the first
meeting of therapeutic groups (and, as it seenth, latient, but again no manifest, self-
reference):

James: You can go half-way to meet them and get a pergefation with each of them, or
you can really try to help them to understand #reston.”

Yates: Therefore you have got to state the fact that tietension”

Elias: “To state that you have here a situation where yaue lto cope with tensions.....One
has to ask oneself: what is the appropriate leve@énsion which they can bear? | must not go
too much below and | cannot go too much above it [think that is one of the central
problems of the first meeting.”

It can be said in advance at this point that Eidsnot finally succeed in integrating this
conception of an appropriate level of tension egeneral theory on therapeutic groups,
mainly because Foulkes contradicted him decisiily.he saves it up for decades — and this
is not untypical of his development of theory —ilum¢ ultimately places it at the heart of his
own sociological small-group theory illustratedthg example of football figurations and in
the form of the concept ofjtoups in controlled tensiér™

As “the main motor of group dynamidse sees in this context‘eomplex of reciprocally
dependent polarities™ — precisely as it is elaborated in the enquirsented here as a
driving force of Elias’ theory formation.

This is an example of the way in which the persalyalamics of a researcher can, under
certain circumstances, sharpen his perceptionecatialogous dynamics of the object of his
research

Whereas in the previous course of the discussionpyexperience from the standpoint of the
therapist was the main point of reference — antiéncase of Elias so to speak secondarily the
statements of the other participants in the Corsg@sup on their group experience — in the
following sequence another point of reference wead the comparison and the tense
competition with the theory and practice of Bidmg most important group-analyst beside
Foulkes, who also happened to be working in London.

Unlike the working group centred on Foulkes an@&IBion did not trouble himself to
consider whether, how or to what degree the tensitime first or any other meeting can be
reduced for the participants in the group. His clatgprefusal to meet any of the expectations
participants might have from a group leader anteassimply to observe and describe what
happens seems to have caused irritation not orlisigroups, but also in the C-Group.

“2 Elias, N./Dunning, E., Zur Dynamik von Sportgruppi: Elias, N./Dunning, E., Sport im
Zivilisationsprozel3, Munster, pp.. 105-122, atpl.1in the development of his theory of the smedug Elias
explicitly names the theoretical foundations ofigraherapy and Foulkes in a footnote — but as Igaveen “put
aside” (ibid. S. 122, FN 1).

3 |bid p.118 ff.
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And so it was probably an obvious step for Eliassfer to Bion by way of comparison:

“After hearing your discussion last time and thigkinover | came to the conclusion that
what Bion does is wrong as a consistent pattererdimay be a reason occasionally to do it.
| had almost the feeling that to make a theory thatustbe done in such a way — that seemed
to me wrong”

Yates ‘Bion’s technique is quite, quite different. Theteo in his group treatment doesn’t
matter much. It doesn’t matter what they talk ab¢uy) I think all of us agree that the content
matters; that we deal with the content quite & bit.

Taylor: “I know what Elias feels because | had the samentpdhis attitude of Bion’s is
almost a neurotic symptom. He wants to disappaidtfaustrate the group. He doesn’t only
do it with the group. | heard him last Thursday. ¢Hieappoints everybody. He wants to
disappoint everybody.*

Yates:“It is quite deliberate.”(...)

Elias: “My impression is that he cannot help it”

De Maré: «d agree. »

Elias:” To have the elasticity to choose sometimes Bitethnique is very good. To have no
othertechnique is wrong. (...) My present conclusioth& the best we can do — the best a
conductor can have — is to be able to say that iams he can choose the one and
sometimes the other”.

The further course of this group meeting seemsate tbeen rather confused in regard to
“content matters”. De Maré’s | am confused’can be taken as an illustration of this aspect;
but also perhaps of the fact that latent issueaydvgeem to find a way of popping up in
different forms in the manifest materials.

The red thread running through the discussionferstirface is the attempt, undertaken
above all by Elias, to arrive at scientifically gealizable statements about therapeutic groups
— and a counter-tendency which again and agaiatéme to break this red thread whenever
participants cast doubts upon the various spegdieeralizations, while Elias gains the
impression that these doubts refer to generalizaiio general.

James reacts to an attempted summarization by &iasg: ‘Every group differs. You can
never tell.”(...)

Anthony objects quite elegantHow can you generalize that every group differasnfrevery
other group?”

Elias:” That is very true. You can only judge in what resp@e group differs from another if
you can compare(...)’And elsewhere:The reason why | brought in individual analysis is
this: One can see the specific characteristicdeffirst meeting of group therapy only if one
compares it with something which isgroup therapy’ Further::“| am stating the obvious in
that the situation is different only to find outatteffect that has on the people involved in the
situation.”

As a reader of these records one could ask whitisereally necessary to say these and even
more basic things in this circle. Is this a fligldm the more difficult aspects the job of this
group has, as in one of the classical basic assonggtentified by Bion? A task shift? Are

we still in a working group here, or are we at tde@m time to time in what Bion called a
basic-assumption group? Is the opposition to ER#&mpts at synthesis an “attack on
linking” (Bion) in general or only on specific wag$ linking? Or is something of both in it?

In spite of all these difficulties Elias keeps ftag flying as well as he can for the planned
article on the first group meetings. And he is eatirely without support:

James to Elias:What you have written is rather different from vy we are speaking —
more in line with what | would think is right. Ybegin rather generally. | think it is a useful
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kind of approach (..”)Improvements on details are suggested. Yatessébea passage in
which Elias says of the group leader the had to vary his approach according to the
constitution of the groupOne should addand according to his own personalit§lias
agrees. Here, in the circle of group leaders, a&emonscious self-reference enters into the
debate. Yates again brings up Bion in the discasam Elias answerstt‘would be quite
wrong on our part to develop a rigid theory. On@gat impose it” Whereas Bion is
identified here with rigidity, the opposite pole‘Boulkes’ flexibility. (Anthony).

Again and again the group comes back to the aesi@ind tensions in first group meetings.
As a possible causdé€ar of the unkownis, for example mentioned (Taylor), which Elias
approves, himself addingmplicit rivalry” - for which the C-Group could have provided a lot
of material if the group had actually studied #gocommunication.

It is typical of this group that its own communicatas a possible level of research remains
largely implicit, but nonetheless is both expressed disguised in this latent form. Thus
strong tensions are not only discussed generatlgdouat the same time be heard in
unarticulated form in the C-Group itself, for exdmm the remarks of Yatesgitly”) and de
Maré (to Elias): You are not convinced. | would like to know whatofpeople think”

The tension is relieved by laughter at two poinksclv characteristically indicate self-
reference.

Elias:“Is there such a thing as “beginner’s anxieties’?”

James: “In the therapist — which we have not discussed (latighter) and towards the end
of the meeting, taking up contributions from theugp:

Elias: “Is there anything else that the conductor mustcoat/ey at the first meeting — apart
from not being omnipotent?”

Anthony: “ ‘I suppose that includes omniscience too!’ (lduter)”

Why does “omniscient” in an answer to Elias makerglvody laugh? This is an implicit but
certainly not entirely unconscious allusion in greup to its own discussions: in the form of a
joke to indicate the way the group perceives El@gEmpts to generalize, namely as a
disguised, probably unconscious claim to scientifinipotence.

After the discharge of tension, it appears, thaeigropens the door to Elias’ project for an
article. Yates proposes that each of them shoul@ wWown what he or she says in the first
group meeting.

Elias:“We could do some good — a very great good — ig #nficle. One suddenly sits down
and thinks about one’s own technique. If we cowdterthe reader sit up and think, then we
would do something very good.”

Anthony — with a humorous allusion and a rathercd@tory dig at what was said earlier: -
“Sounds a little rigid — but we could.”

And so they agree to prepare something for the mexting.

The third meeting takes place on Sundaiovember 1948again in Crescent Place. The
participants are Elias, Foulkes, James, de MaréTmdor. Nothing is said about the
agreement reached at the previous meeting. Eli@ssojhe meeting instead with the proposal
that they should first discuss what Foulkes widbediscuss. The subsequent discussion,
particularly in the early stages, is largely donéabby Foulkes and Elias. Foulkes responds
to Elias’ attempts to adopt a comparative apprdmcbaying:“You compare 6 horses with
two dogs...”.Elias retorts: You compare 2 methods of psychotherapy...”.
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Apart from the crackling tension in the air the gpalid in fact find it difficult to reach an
agreement on clear comparisons. Should individudladic psychotherapy be compared
with group therapy or psychoanalysis with grouplgsia? Should the first hour of a group
therapy or of specific group analysis be comparil & first hour of individual analysis on
the couch or with the preceding diagnostic intess#eOr would it be better to compare the
first hours instead of only the first hour?

This is the typical difficulty of a minimally strinered group discussion with just a few basic
guidelines, whether it is a patient, a working sesearch group. And the Congress Group
now discusses this characteristic field of ten&ietween formalized-disciplined and
informalized-open styles but without the possil@saurce of self-reference, without
evaluating the experience it had itself just made:

Foulkes: “I can handle a group nearer - give tineone definite instructions. Or | can handle
it leaving it open what is allowed and what is albbwed — let the group find it's own level,
other things being equal. | prefer this. It is mdiicult but more interesting. You bring out
more things. (...) What would be comparable, say group member getting up and putting
on his coat, or lighting a cigarette? The group tenihas no reason from the beginning to
know whether this is acceptable behaviour or moanalysis a patient will say ,Can |
smoke?’ and you have to say, as a rule, ,No, batiér’

Elias: ,You might say ,Why do you want to smoke?’*

Foulkes: “In a group | would say ‘Certainly’™(..)If you say ‘No, better not smoke’ they
may be perfectly allright. If you leave it to theogp the fact whether they smoke or not tells
you a lot. A freer field, a less rigid frame ofeefnce but you get more information.”

Not only the remarks made here are interestingiircontext. Years later the example of
smoking will become very interesting again as we $x@e from a consideration of the records
of one of the first group-analytic training groups T-Groups, led by Foulkes and with Elias
as one of the participants.

It is worth making a little anticipatory digressibere, because the training groups, although
they are not themselves directly therapeutic groaps“allowed” to come closer to the
therapeutic pole, as they are a preparation foletfgership of therapeutic groups. They
consequently offer more room for manoeuvre in ghenoregressive domain than the C-Group
can — or thought it could - allow itself as a reshayroup on groups. In this case we have no
word for word records but only the detailed noteBaulkes as the leader of the meetifiys.
As early as the second meeting, the first in witiths participated as a trainee, Foulkes
reports:

“One of the things when | had to take a more peabmie was when Elias raised the question
of smoking, and | gave a very free account of ngjifgs about it, and there was a lengthy
discussion, which again tended to become rathénteal (...)"

Foulkes emphasizes$te importance of rather talking what they feetéasl of living it out.”

In the seventh meeting Foulkes now describes & tepisode in which he first attempts in a
friendly manner to point out to one of the partaifs, de Maré, that he had betrayed a
considerable degree of animosity towards the gleager and that this bore all the
characteristics of a fundamental transference probHe continues:

“Wellcome Library, Archives and Manuscripts, PP/SEF6/5/7
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»1he point about it all is that this matter wasedakup by almost the whole group as if | had
rebuffed de Maré severely (...). Now an interesépgpode in this connection was that Dr
Elias seemed to get more and more hostile, tosuddenly asked ‘May | smoke?’, having
matches and a cigarette in his hands. ‘Of coursenyay — are you asking me’ | said, ‘but you
know what we were saying about it.” ,May he smgilease?’, insisted Dr Doniger, on my
left, even more provoking the impression that is\eatirely my taboo, and that | was a
terrible tyrant, that | had to be implored notreat his poor flock too badly.

After that Elias, with enormous tension and almiést acting aggression, but | think he
controlled it ever{Underlining added: HPW), lit his cigarette. Thiasshe climax of hostility
expressed (...)"

There is no smoke without fire. Tension and aggoesand their control are key themes for
Elias, in the C-Group and in his entire work. Tifansacting out, projections, the unconscious
and the preconscious are expressed mutely, whiobt isntypical for a traumatized person. If
they are not symbolized they cannot be treated,airaat best only implicitly, in sociological
civilization theory.

Having said this we return to the earlier discussiothe C-Group which now revolves
around comparative aspects of individual and gremagdysis.

Elias: “What effect has this difference on the patienthénfirst meeting?”

“Generally, according to our present day knowledhat a definite situation produces certain
attitudes no matter what the individuals are thet in that situation. Of course, individuals
make variations but it is the situation itself whgroduces certain attitudes. In this general
way it would be interesting to know what does sitisation produce — the individual analytic
situation — different from the group analytic sitioa?”

Foulkes:*Psycho-analytic situation produces, or is in dan¢g@ produce, putting it all in
inverted commas. The whole situation is taken stsndt from life.”

Elias: “What effect has this?”

Foulkes: Encourages regression and allows for regressio)f (..

Elias: “(...) The chance to feel oneself in a child si@ifthat is what | meant when | said ,to
relax’) seems to be greater in the individual sitaa than in the group situation (...)"
Foulkes:*l wouldn’t say that. Initially, as far as one cageneralise, that sort of thing would
tend to make it less at ease.”

Elias here equates relaxation with the feelingetdim to the situation of a child. This casts a
new light on his conception of the appropriate l®@fd¢ension in groups. Does he regard it as
necessary in order to avoid sinking into regresaion

Foulkes later goes more deeply into his last-meetiopoint of comparisoni think the deep
unconscious fear is more played on by the anagyti@mtion than by the group situation.”
Elias: “ have asked round as much as | could and mostipédave asked, both analysts
and patients, have agreed with me that in the beggan analysis promises, or tends to
give, immediate relief. That is what | relied onemH made this statement. My inner
formulations were: ‘While, in later stages, indivad analysis creates, | should almost say,
pain of a depth which group analysis can never heat the beginning it is more likely to
give greater relief.’(...)"

Foulkes can agree with this if it refers to thetfiour weeks, but not in regard to the first
meeting. Elias does not take him up on his refer¢aunconsciousear. Afterwards the
discussion gets hung up and goes around in ciralésast at the manifest and the working
group level. It again turns on problems of geneagion. Elias says that he does not
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understand and Foulkes that he is only trying tp.hEhe records end with the word
“confused”. In between Elias polemizes againstcibreception of the self-regulatory group
and brings up the question of the group leaderofthis refers to other groups or to groups
in general. Once again, it can be read very diffiéyewhen it refers to the group engaged in
the discussion.

Elias:“l want to put on record: it can easily work outahone, so to say, in one’s mind
transforms the group into some mysterious beinghvtievelops by itself — in a mysterious
way. | remember that word ‘self-regulating’. | dbdeny that, to some extent, the group is
self-regulating, but | would insist on the facttii@e conductor is the conductor. Without the
spontaneity of the group he can do nothing. Astimae time he does actively observe whether
this integration goes on and he helps as far asare”

Foulkes: “That is a different question.”

Elias:“This idea that really one can leave it all to tgeoup...”

Foulkes: 1 am certainly not of that opinion. | don’t thinke conductor can leave it for a
moment to the group, in a sense — but you canelbfgirole more precisely or less
precisely...”

Elias: “ do not understand. (...)”

Elias:“There is, of course, some activity in the groupmg element of self-regulation in it.
But the conductor must want to know in his own niiradl he wants this group of people —
who are at first moment strangers to each othdrat he wants this feeling of strangeness to
wear off and he wants them to develop some feefibging a unit, and of sharing something.
This doesn’t mean that they are friends. Only @nlthsis of this group feeling can these
hostilities come into the open....The problem Widgre are these initial difficulties coming
from the strangeness of being among strangers ahbeing asked to confide in a doctor’.
The conductor is there to help to do that. (...)"

Taylor: “l agree”

Foulkes: 1t isn’t to define but sometimes he may do a wrihimgg by helping to wear it off”
Elias and Foulkes differ on the therapeutic valif=elings of strangeness in a strange way:
Elias, who thinks a certain level of tension isfusavants to help against tense feelings of
strangeness, Foulkes, who tries to work consistaghinst tension, seems to be reluctant to
help with the reduction of this specific tensiorigh both emigrants must know all too well.
Taylor: “l asked the group to compare symptoms as a tals&lded them to establish a bond
— something which they shared. Then | have theuirdying situation in the group. The rest
| leave to them but part help them...(...)"

This is the first contribution, after a good thrpearters of the meeting have passed, to what
had been or apparently had been agreed on fos¢kson at the previous meeting.

The group then turns to the question how Bion digtialds his meetings together.

Elias assumesit‘may be by the enormous common tension whichdages. He may also
create a common hostility towards himself which @ap integrate.”

To this ascribed or actual strategy Foullkes objettoelieve that group therapy, even group
analysis, rests more on supporting features (hi$ Supporting element comes in the group
not so much deliberately from the conductorArid he adds:I“want to avoid this idea that
group analysis in principle is less ready to de#&hvibasic problems than analysis.”

Elias seems to regard this as a further criticiimmself and deplores the renewed failure to
arrive at a generalizatiorfl am a bit unhappy about the outlook. Again andiegit comes to
a point where it seems that one can almost saything about everything — and | know that
cannot be true. (...)"
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James: I'felt that too. The form in which you present plager and in which we criticize is
fallacious. We certainly did not criticize but tscussion went on as a criticism. (...)"
Foulkes: We have agreed very definitely on certain statesaént

Elias:“l feel at the moment a little bit confused rattiban enlightened.”

The confusion can stand as a headword for theofélse discussion in this session, although
James did bring up a clear self-reference regardmgggroup. Two statements on content
stand out, and they occur almost erratically, withddear reference to the ongoing discussion.

Foulkes: t.ooking back on a first session: -

(1) everybody participated and was interested

(2) h as the group understood what they are here fandthey understood, ideally, what
is expected of them and what they come here for?

(3) Have they understood, ideally, that they can exghaemarks, that they are a group,
that they are not remaining each an individual cected with me

(4) Are they quite happy? Supposing there was a bgjdarare they happier?

(5) Can they be serious, and also can they laugh?*

Criteria for a good start to a group then. But Hamare they valid for the Congress Group?
There are two more small asides:

Elias:“How can you expect them to have understood whet #ie coming for” (...)
De Maré: That frustrating element of the group is terribiygortant. That prolonged
frustration for an individual in a group is very puartant.”

And now Elias makes a concluding remark in whictbtiegs the question of the self-
reference of the group back into the group by aldiking the discussion about the beginning
of other therapeutic groups as an experience oCtoup itself. He also expresses his
frustration at being at the end of the session eherhad hoped they would be at the
beginning.

Again and again the group process seems to spaiciytb its beginnings, or one is at least
aware of a seemingly almost regressive undertowkivg against the intended development.
Must the group, as if under an unconscious sgelly forever in an eternal first meeting in
order to win insights into the generalizable aspetta group of this kind?

Elias: “This brings us to the problem which | hopee would discuss to-day. One of the
experiences of the group itself was by comparimgdifferent ways in which each member of
the group starts a group. | think each has reahsect fully than before how many different
ways of starting a group there are. If we couldveyrsomething of this in an article. The
normal thing is that everyone sticks to a particat@thod which corresponds best to his
particular personality. By getting to know of otlmeethods one can at least loosen a little bit
the structure of one’s own tendencies in startiggoaip. We would say what possibilities of
starting a group there are — starting, say, aBtba pole and going through various shades to
the opposite of Bion, we could perhaps get varioethods of starting.”

Foulkes: “I don't know whether Bion knows himselhat his method is.”

26



The records end in indirect speech: “Taylor sag$ Bion reported a therapeutic group in
~,Human Relations" and described what he did in@grbut never said anything of his
relation to the group. He gives no lead to the grand leaves them confuséd.

It is 7 p.m. and time to stop.”

On Sunday21 Novemberthe Congress Group meets for tloeirth time. The participants
areAnthony, Elias, Foulkes, Darborg, James, de Maa§|drr and Yates.

Elias opens the session with the themssiplineandtime If something written is to be
produced more discipline, regularity, investmerd bgtter utilization of time and continuous
participation seem indispensable to hiM/& must discipline ourselves to do certain work as
a group.” Various possibilities are discussed. James wolidtb know the feelings of all the
others in regard to what had been achieved somtandat improvements each of them could
propose. De Mareé finds this pointless, as longlasf ghem have not received a copy of the
report. The following decision is taken. Eliasthese reports must be considered as
confidential. Nothing should be shown to outsidex®ur considered opinionsPresumably
the records of the group meetings are meant hemewl turns out that evidently only Elias
and Foulkes had access to them. This casts a gktwl some of the opposition, for example
on the part of de Maré. The existence of “domoratinowledge” now becomes mentionable
and visible. Tacit power differentials in groupsgeneral are subsequently thematized: that
almost all of the participants in the Congress @rset great store by wearing the white
doctor’s coat as group leaders; that they sit @tigp group leaders’ chairs. Can all of this
only be spoken about after analogous questions ese thematized in the group itself?

It is also now made explicit who will be in chargfethe work on the desired article. Elias:
“(...) Perhaps Foulkes and | will sort out somethiftom these discussions and make a
draft...but in addition it would be a very goodrtyiif we could write something individually.
Is that something very difficult do you think?”

Yates:*Yes.”

Elias and Foulkes now offer all who wish to makerdaten contribution substantial
individual support. Elias emphasizes that eaclmheft must find a topic which suits him.
James:*“l think we have tried lots of different altermats and not found a direction. If we
actually discussed something which has been wrfttgh One can imagine Elias’ feelings in
answering: That is what | have done..But then James retortsWe have not had the
typescript to make written comments on Tfdylor demands more factual material. Elias
counters: What seemed to me lacking was a clear framewookvitiich to order this
material — and a method of ordering it.”

Elias again refers to his comparative methdidtHere would be a group in this world of
people who had blue colour vision. They could mstsgbly know they had blue colour vision.

“5 See Bion, W.R., Experiences in Groups and OthpeRalondon 1961, p. 29: “Early in 1948 the Prsifasal
Committee of the Tavistock Clinic asked me to tiilerapeutic groups, employing my own technique. Now
had no means of knowing what the committee meattisy but it was evident that in their view | hitaken’
therapeutic groups before. | had, it is true, hgukeence of trying to persuade groups composgrténts to
make the study of their tensions a group task) I{ was disconcerting to find that the comn@tseemed to
believe that patients could be cured in such graghese. It made me think at the outset that éxpiectations
of what happened in groups of which | was a membege very different from mine. Indeed the only cafe
which | could speak with certainty was related tmaparatively minor symptom of my own — a belfett
groups might take kindly to my efforts.”

This is the beginning of the article to which Tayefers here and which had just been publishéldestime of
the recorded group discussions.
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You can only know it if you come together with peago have different colours. That is why
| think we had to compare group psychoanalytic timeant with individual psychoanalytic
treatment(...).

Elias sees it as his task in the C-Group to presentaterial at a higher level of synthesis.
But the “material” is stubborn. “It” plays dumb.

Elias: “Just to describe a few things that we do — thabisenough.”

James: It would not be just a few things.”

Elias: “All things are not enough. It is not a questiormdéliing one thing to another...”

James: Let's use our experience here. (...)"

As in an embedded figure the different points efwicannot be brought together to give one
picture. In “all things are not enough” Elias’ pliest synthesis is all too evident. The
description of details, even if it is comprehensigenot enough. If one wishes to be scientific,
one must reach a higher level of summary comparison

Latently, however, the other members of the gragnsto hear the overtones of an
omnipotent, overtaxing (scientific) super-ego aignat “omniscience”, against which those
invited to supply material rebel, as they suspetggrading division of labour between the
suppliers of raw materials and the refiners ofgghauct.

James’ demand at this point “to use our experiéece” means in the manifest context, as his
subsequent elucidation reveals, quite simply whauld be taken for granted, namely that
everyone should bring in his experience from owtsib shift the emphasis, it would make
much better sense in the permanent battles, iffritieen clinch* between disciplinization as
the precondition for an attempt at synthesis orotieehand and refusal and resistance on the
other to read the situation as follows: Why doné& use the group experience we are making
here and now for theory formation? But this readimgains latent.

Elias now makes a central procedural proposal:

“There is one general way of procedure which | wWlaglcommend to the group, namely, at
the moment, not so much to say ‘I do this and thml ‘I do that and that’ but to look upon it,
as it were, from outside and to say: ‘One of theggailities to conduct a first meeting is this
(...) You might say that they are innumerable. Bot will find that they lie on a scale
between two extremes (...) ( turning to Taylor)uYgve very definite instructions. That is

one extreme (...) On the other hand we have titadgtof the conductor who is frustrating
from the first moment — who says very little...asédems Bion does sometimes. Here we have
a framework. — 2 variables: the kind of group oms and the personality of the Conduttor

This methodical proposal to regard experienceshithvone is strongly involved as if from
outside was first published by Elias in an elalsatdbrm eight years later, in 1956, under the
title “Problems of Involvement and Detachméhtind then further differentiated over the
decades until the final version was presentedesdhception of involvement-detachment-
balances.

In what follows several participants seem to bitelbg@repared in regard to the contents of the
discussion or they react more communicatively ia€kendeavours. Nonetheless, the tension
remains in the air, although it is not, or is setyarticulated as such. The group work brings

“® Incidentally, the ,conductor* is actually writtavith a capital “C” here, which is unusual in Englignd his
importance is thus emphasized. This leads us tqubstion as to who transcribed the records ofrtbetings.
This cannot be determined from the existing documeBut it seems highly likely that it was Foulkescretary
at the time, and later wife and widow, Elizabethulkes, formerly Elizabeth Marx. .

" Elias, N. (1956), Problems of Involvement and Betaent , in: British Journal of Sociology 8° Bl
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further knowledge about group work to light. Keyoirmation often surfaces wherever the
transfer of knowledge, especially of know-how, mpiicit knowledge, is related to the group
process. But this almost always remains, in Hegegams, “in itself” and not also “for

itself” and is hardly ever consciously perceivedwy group as self-reference.

Elias: “You would tell them individually something beforehabout the group? What would
you say?”

Foulkes: You cannot generalise” (...)

Elias: “Dont you say certain things which you usuallyy — more or less repeat?”

Foulkes:* Each occasion is too singular.”

Elias: “You are sitting before the group for the first time

Foulkes: Better to assume | don't know much about them.uldvstart from the end. | want,
ideally, a certain move to take place.”

Elias: “What would you do?”

Foulkes:’l am trying to give an accurate answer. A littleé would pass.....I would find out
to what situation | am talking”

Elias: “You sit there and you have to say something”

James: Why does he have to say something?”

Foulkes: ‘At this stage the group can expect one to say $ongét

Elias: “On most occasions you would say something. Whdtlwou say?”

Foulkes: Can | turn that and say ,what would | want to coyi¥e

Elias:“No. One possibility - Not standardized.”

In the following 3" session Elias draws the conclusioBy‘conveying you must inevitably
make a more immediate appeal to the emotionalcfitlee patients.” In retrospect this casts
a new light on this debaté/e can now describe it in the additional lightloé tater
developments in Elias’ sociology of knowledge aci@isce as concerning more the gradual
shift towards the balance of involvement and detsaft and less the alternative between
“saying” or “conveying”.

But this last mentioned question does not seeroitedo the heart of the matter.
Descriptions of a different kind come up:

Darborg: (...) Each may express his or her own opinion oatidsaid so that we see it like
acrystal. (...)"

Anthony:(...) “l usually seize upon a key word and wait float and from that the group
starts growing”

Foulkes:*What is it that one wants to convey: - that itisderstood why one is there?...to go
further, the remarks of one concern another.(.\welcome exchange. | stop myself (...) | make
it understood either by words or by conveying ihet welcome; that they can say anything
they like at any time...I support the understandiffyee exchange undisciplinegdas it

were.” (boldtype HPW)

Could it be said that the question about the usksaiplined words, disciplined scientific
language, is answered with searching, free-floatimgdisciplined” positions?

Participation in the research group described fiectuates greatly, although on this day
nobody contradicts Yates’ statement about therapgraups: fegular attendance is
essentidl One of the group leaders, Elias, had suddenlgpfisared from the group in the
preliminary phase of the C-Group. The other, Fosilkéll do the same, and not for the first
time, after the session described here. Is it ptesgd describe this aspect of the group with
Bion as a special form of the basic assumptiongras a group which, in its considerable
dynamics, is thrown back upon the unconscious Esamption that what is at issue is fight
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or flight instead of research? Are we perhaps coméd, even at the higher integrative level
of general scientific development, with forms abkvledge and with the “scientific
establishment&® which convey them, in which what matters is int fa@dominantly the
struggle with the object of research, or is it eatthe fear and flight from it?Is it a matter of
methodical rigidity inadequately designed to camfaiar? Are scientific object-relations
denied here? Especially in situations in which cold unexpectedly discover oneself in the
mirror of the research object?

Remarkably enough, it is precisely in this sequehaeJames reports, apparently without
any immediate reason, on a patient diagnosed asqdyr that is to say on an expert in
feelings of flight and fight.

“He has been raising this issue: why have | gopacsal chair, why do | wear a white coat
and why do | come in last?”

Anthony:“You have got a white coat?”

Taylor: “That is one of the things. To wear a white codtat is very important.”

It turns out that all of them with the exceptionfafthony have a special chair; and that even
paranoia can have its productive aspects, for elamyringing power relations into the
debate, if it is well integrated into the group.

In the time remaining for the group questions tdrsie, speaking, and speakers in groups ,
among others, are discussed. After a break itelke, which was evidently longer as it is
specifically mentioned in the records, Elias aské/hat about the silence?With reference
to groups in general.

James!| would minimize the silence by looking round ifireendly way (...)"

Anthony:“(...) It has been my good fortune always to havspeaker’ who very seldom lets
me down. (...)

Taylor: “There is never a group without a ‘speaker™ (...)

Yates: ‘When he drops out then it is dreadful. Then thajlydegin to do some work.”

Whether the possible application of this Britishrtawr to the C-Group itself was intended
cannot be clearly determined. Here even the le&aerkes, will leave the group, or will
withdraw behind the scenes. The speaker, Eliasairem- more active than ever. Is the group
then spared the horrors of doing some work itself?

The interesting thread running through the condggihase of the discussion — the time
remains strictly limited to two hours — can be aégil by means of a short series of scattered
quotes:

Elias asks (and one could direct an analogous iguest him and every researcher tod):.}
what personality structure in the Conductor wouédrbore inclined to this or that type of
technique?’(...)He believesEveryone has a favourite approach”

James contradicts himThe kind of method | am interested in now is exdbe opposite
from what my personality structure would have lettmdo 5 years ago. | have learnt from
Foulkes — the exact opposite of my personalitiioutd have thought you would all have
expected me to give a lectureThe records note: “general amusement.”

Elias concedes that personality structame training play a part.

And continues, with a small self-reflexive tuf@ne of the uses of such an article would be
to convey to other people the experiences whicte sidryiou have had here — to say how
many possibilities there are. (...)

8 See Elias, N., Scientific Establishments.
“90n this point see Devereux, G., From Anxiety tothdel in the Behavioral Sciences, The Hague, PE97.
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James answers with what they have in common instetiee many differencesThe thing
we have in common is to try to pass the respoityild the group.” (...)

Anthony: “The easier you make it for the patient the longerihtegrating process. | make it
easy. Therefore it takes longer.” (...)

Elias:“l should be very glad to see what function....iotlo the work — | can see that. But |
feel it means putting the initial tension on a teglkevel than verbally”

James*“(...) The sooner they face this tension the drett..)”

Elias:“How soon one puts the Burden of the tension omthdhat is the main point....The
speed with which you put the burden on the group.”

James!lt is the speed with which | dontake the burden bthe group.”

The meeting closes.

On4 December 1948the Congress Group meets for its fifth sessidw participants are
Anthony, Dalborg, Elias, James, de Maré, Taylor andrates (not Foulkes)

Elias begins by informing them that he has attethpgte get something ready for writing”,
but needs the advice of the group on a numberiotso

Then they discuss whether a Dr. Grimwood, who isingra work on group therapy, should
be allowed to participate as a guest at the nesdize. They agree to accept his participation
for one meeting.

Elias would like to bring the discussion about Itleginning of a group to an end soon. He
undertakes a comprehensive summary:

“The End of the beginning: what we had in mind wasso much to have your particular
beginning but to have samples of how one can plydségin. (...) Just as one has various
beginnings of a game of chess, so one can haveuggpossible beginnings — quite
objectively — of groups.

Trying to write about it, | wanted to find out wheate the differences, what types there are.
Perhaps one problem is (which we have not yet digmliat all) not why you do it in that
particular way but what is the specific effect okavay of doing it in contra-distinction to the
other way of doing it. (...)

Elias then characterizes his first idea about therdifference in the therapeutic technique as
not quite right and reformulates it in the followikey passage:

“At the one end of the scale is the conductor wivegyvery systematic advice, who clearly
states, in so many words, what the patients’ aitshould be, what they should not do. At
the other end, represented here by James, no iexpdicuctions but, at best, implicit hints by
means of behaviour...let me formulate it differgnté not the primary difference that some of
you think it right to approach the ego, the intelj®f the patients — perhaps because
intellectual approach limits fea(einderlining added: HPWgnd, as the more usual approach,
makes the transition from outside into the grougpiex& | don’t know. On the other hand, the
approach (non intellectual or non verbal) stimddte more the emotions...can be interpreted
by the patients far more in different ways, acaogdo their feelings. (...)

One appeals to the ego; the other is more likelgtolve emotional aspects o

(Underlining added: HPW).

What would be the possible effect of this differe®g...)

The other difference, far easier to approach,asotiie which Anthony expressed by using this
word ,gradualism®. James’ approach is at one enth@kcale which, by its lack of
definiteness, seems to me anything but graduahday's approach has the deliberate aim of

*0 See above the considerations on the ego-psyclealadjrection of psychoanalysis at the time; irs ttespect
too Klein and Bion could be regarded as the “ofipqmle”.
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keeping the tension in the first meeting relativiely and of leading very gradually to the
desirable tension. Here is the problem: what ptesitfect can that have? Also the problem,
which we can discuss: do you think these methodseaas independent of the personality
that each of you would, for experiment’s sake, lleng or able, next time you start a group,
to try something following the opposite model? Wbitlbe possible? It may not be. (...) By
conveying you must inevitably make a more immedsgeeal to the emotional side of the
patients?“

The group seems at first to take up this set dblpras:

Taylor: “(...) The group Conductor is part of a group inemotional field. He can either
help this emotional field to some sort of solutiwrine may not help. The differences are only
helping more towards reassurance, or less...”(...)

Taylor: I feel there are different kinds of groups. Eveigypbas been a member of different
groups. This is a therapeutic group — which theyehaever experienced before in their lives.
They have to be told what the difference is (...)

Elias:“Have they got to know?” (...)

Jamesi say that the group should find out for itselftthiais group is different from other
kinds of group they have been to before. | havenghthis from Foulkes. If they find it out
for themselves it is a more real experience. (...)

Elias: (1) We all seem to agree that the tension shouldbecome too great in the first
meeting. (2) Let the weight of the activity shiftto the group itself. (...)

So far a sequence where the activity of the graug &orking group seems recognizable,
characterized by some continuity and developmetiterquestions asked.

A later sequence:

Yates: Fundamentally we are doctors. | think it is a piple in modern medicine not to do
anything without getting your patient’'s co-opeaoatiand explaining what is happening (...)
Jamesit is just in the name of that principle that | wdsay nothing. (...) | think it is
characteristic that you say ‘we’ or ‘doctors’. littk one should speak for oneself.” (...)
Elias: “When | listen to your reasons | have an odd feelhgst of the reasons are not taken
from this particular group situation (...) Thereeaextraneous reasons: because the doctor
always does it; (...) The central point is: accty possibility that there are different ways of
doing it — but what is the actual effect on theigraf?”

Anthony:“How far do people realise in these modern days thking is therapy? They have
weekly interviews and are still waiting for treatmhe(...)"

Does the question arise here in this group whielsks about other groups or groups in
general as to the optimal level of tension or, ppdhin anticipation of a concept later
increasingly valued by Elias, the balance of w@ni3i

At all events the group now talks about tension amébivalence. And here, once again, the
guestion of self-reference arises. Reference ien@the manner of talking in the group, to
the more anonymous medical We-group identificatiitocomparison to the group-analytic
rule of self-reference of the individual speakergioup discussions, which is meant to
prevent a form of speaking which includes othetthauit asking them. Elias seems irritated
by the introduction of a professional “we” identifyom which moreover he is also himself
excluded, aséxtraneous; as ‘hot taken from this particular group situation.”

“We want as much tension as the group can stasal/s James at this point.

Soon afterwards the ambivalent tension level sdertransform the group once again into a
basic-assumption group, yet again when it is dgaliith the issue of generalization.
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Elias: “You try to convince me that it is too early to makg generalisations whatever but |
am not convinced.”

Taylor: “You are right perhaps but we don’t know.”

Elias:“Quite.”

A split between “we” and “you” in the group.

At this point of high tension Elias suddenly begiaisthe manifest level, to speak about a
member of de Maré’s groupa stutterer.

“It was a lively group. Overwhelmed him with quess for half an hour. He answered in
fairly good humour. Afterwards one can feel thaihaurious. | feel it has done him lots of
good. | may be wrong. Anyhow, what type is that edrostand, at the first meeting, such an
onslaught? Is it individual or can one say anythgenerally?”

Can we hear here an unconscious identification sotheone in whose case it is conceivable
that the high level of internal tension breakshg ¢ontinuity in the flow of his speech?

Elias makes an appeal which we could easily seelation to his own situation:

“Why not make it easier for the Conductor in thstfgroup? Let him profit by your
experiences. (...) We must be a bit more couraganddry some generalisations.”

A short sequence on tension:

Elias: “Tension is, generally speaking, the lever by me&mgich the therapist works. (...)
Anthony stressed the consistency of the attitutleeo€onductor throughout the treatment. Is
it possible, during the first meeting, that he cviate too much from the attitude he is going
to take later on?

Anthony:“Do you mean consistency or rigidity?”

Elias: “l mean what | say.”

Content and group process, the discussion on teasid the development of tension in the
group, which is speaking, interlock here. But tireat verbalization of this interlocking
relationship is always only momentary.

The rest of this session seems disjointed. Fragreatth the eye:

Dalberg: ‘the prima donna is dangerous for the others.”(...)

Elias: “Direct approach arouses resistance sometimes. éatimpproach gives the idea ,| do
it alone — myself (...)

James!The only cure is personal anxiety. You cannot keti@at in a book.” (...)

Elias: Everyone is reluctant to increase his tensiordf €onductor is not attentive is there
any tendency to decrease tension? Should he nohwlzdt they do not get too easy?” (...)
James‘Anxieties of the therapist could be a whole chajpteve could speak honestly.” (...)
Anthony to EliasYou don't feel we are progressing gradually?”

Elias:“Yes. 1 do.” (...)

Elias: ,(...) or we start with the entrance of a new membjeve feel we need to discuss
integration we can do so. This is the programmetiernext meeting.”

James: Dr. Grimson will be here next time”

Anthony, in a moment of self-reflectiottie is the new member whom we integrate.”
Anthony here employs a by now very familiar psyatadgtic and group-analytic technique.
That is nothing special in itself. What is spesalather that this group, with its self-
definition as a research group, obviously regasidfias a rule as something special,

* |t sounds as if he had been present as a guest.
*2 Elias later expresses this feeling again whenitapkack on his own psychoanalysis. See Elias (2G0261
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completely untouched by the group-dynamic tensajrtberapeutic groups; it is remarkable
that it so seldom relates the contents of its disicuns on group processes to its own group
process.

Then Anthony suddenly speaks about children’s ggodames offers to write something over
Christmas about the anxieties of the therapistib&g objects that it would be important to
discuss this herim the group. Yates and Elias find that it shduéddone in a symposium.

De Maré: This question of meeting outside the group — swloygs. | have had so many
catastrophes”

James: My idea is to circulate something for everyonedad.” (...)

Taylor: “De Maré’s problem is acting-out...” (...) If thegct it out it becomes a foreign body
within the group...”

The session ends with some short exchanges onngend® are fundamentally unsuitable for
group work.

The topics of “anxieties” and “children’s groupsi’'the discussions, strengthened by the
fragmentation of the discussion, could point termewed regression of the C-Group. It is seen
as potentially leading to catastrophes if sometisrarted out, that is if something which
happens in the group is not spoken about insidedtwith reference to it, but is reported back
as — may be projective - experience from other ggols this also happening in the C-Group
— perhaps because its intellectualized understgrafintiself as a research group keeps it at a
distance from its own non-thinking processes? heowords, because with reference to itself
it seems to regard its communication as legitinoalg when it occurs at the level of the ego-
functions or working group functions and conseglyemtirds off and splits off the emotional
layers and the self-thematization.

Are these the things which threaten to becomeedo body in this research group, as is
generally the case in the dominant model of re$@drc

On the other hand the wish becomes visible to rateghe anxieties, at least as a theme, in
the group discussion.

Between the penultimate and the final documentssi@e of the C-Group its leader, Foulkes,
intervenes in the discussion only one more timgiy@ctly and from a distance, in letter form.
As a “Postscript to the Symposium Meeting (...) on Ded™ he writes or8 December
1948among other things:

“I do not agree at all with those who think thasithe conductor’s job to keep the tension at
a maximum level and make the group bear as muttregiscan (...). | do not even think it is
the Conductor’s job to keep to an optimum degreemdion. | should have thought that, as
far as the conductor is concerned, he is out tonism tensions and anxieties consisteirly
the first group as well as in all the others. Dirsiing tensions is part of the therapeutic
process itself. New tensions arise consistentijnfrew material being brought up and from
new facets of personalities being activated andicgito a clash. (...)

One must also carefully separate a tension insieéndividual, in between individuals and
the tensions affecting the whole of the group). (...

It doesn’t seem that this group quite follows DiiaEs intentions, namely to bring out
objective relationships between different actia@istudes, reactions etc., on the part of the
conductor or on the part of the group, and the eguences of these relationships.”

And that was it. After the group leader had stagedy from the meeting, he informs the
group by letter of their results. He also registbesfact that the group is not following the
intentions of the scientific co-leader he had erglagvho had taken over the leadership more
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and more and then, of necessity, almost compldtidyeven contradicts Elias quite bluntly.
The group could then be regarded as having corae &nd.

In spite of these developments the group meetsaeil Decemberfor asixth session.
The participants arAnthony, Dalborg, Elias, James, de Maré and Taylo

James reads out a letter of the intended guestcatoot come. It is noted in the records that
“Elias thinks a little time should be devoted to lkeg’ postscript’and then quote him
literally: “May | point out,to fix for our protocol and for Foulkes, what isetgeneral
standard of agreement among us, and Foulkesabout tensions (...).(Underlining added:
HPW)

And now the co-leader also informs the leader ititew form, in the records, of the latters
opinion on tensions. These are actually quite auingly demonstrated by the form of
exchange in the group itself, but seldom translatexiconscious, verbal communication.
Elias again attempts to explain to the group howust proceed if it wishes to work
scientifically (“If we proceed scientifically...”)Taylor brings up the question of the
“resistance in the grotpbut onlyquite generally.

Elias:“One could distinguish clearly, theoretically, bedan the state of inner tension which
may be heightened in one person without the heagigeof the group tension.“(...)

Elias:

“Foulkes has brought it home to us that the whotdlem of tension needs further
elucidation...the whole discussion is still almaisthe personality level...what you say at the
moment is ‘that is how | almost instinctively haadhe thing; naturally according to my
personal impulses that is how | am inclined to heuitd It is absolutely natural that everyone
has his preferred attitude...this is not the sdierével. That would be that, out of this
natural, uncritical tendency to have this and #tigude, we would know much more about
what | said before: ‘if | keep the tension highritibis happens; if low, then thhappens’.

We have not yet advanced to that stage.”

Elias formulates more and more clearly what he asdhke task of the group — a gradual
marshalling of the ideas in the group discusstarsbe observed here. It will seldom be
possible to gain such a deep insight, no matterfnagmentarily, into a real, unprotected and
unvarnished research process. A look behind theesoaf the kind Elias loved to take in his
research on the civilizing process: re-discovetitggonce obvious. Results and processes
become visible. A new type of implicit knowledgeoabanalytical experiences of group
dynamics is to be raised to an explicit scientdieel and brought into a scientific stage of
development. But is Elias’ question about “whenathelations” and “objective” relationships
suitable as a technique of synthesis for the freeumdisciplined exchange of ideas. Would
one not be more likely to find this type of relatship in formalized and disciplined groups,
where free floating human communication is mechahjistandardized? Does this type of
synthesis fit for seemingly chaotic process stmasi

But from Elias’ point of view at the time the sdafor such regularities still seemed essential
for survival.

James: (...) You have to stage-manage to see it is a ssfidlecommunication”

Elias: “l always feel how much is still just groping in terk...“..."If one could analyse
instinct (quite a wrong word) it really means acauated experience.....(...)"

De Maré:“l think there is a difference here which we haw got down to, which depends
upon a definition of tension...e.g. you can go fimna where there is terrific tension but you
find it bearable... in an unsatisfactory group tbeés great tension and it isn’t endurable..”
Elias: “Let us start with the concrete problem: ‘what happé new people enter the group?’
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| have something on my mind, which I think | shaalg first. | remember the scene last time.
It repeats itself: | saw myself asking anxiouslyrégularities and you were pitying me — ‘one
cannot generalise’...”

Anxious, even eager, Elias tries to ask detachedtoqns about general regularities in the
highly involved manner of the group process of wHhie is an essential part. An attempt to
achieve ironic and self-ironic distance is also istakable; and nevertheless this is still the
problem and not yet the solution of the fishermauvising in the maelstrom which Elias,
following Poe, depicted later in “Involvement andtBchment”, his first study in the
sociology of knowledge. There too he is dealindhwaibhxiety, with highly involved feelings in
general and the way to overcome them, with thectiethsearch for regularities as a strategy
of physical survival — as a parable for learning skientific attitude to knowledge, as a model
for research. Elias summarized this much laterriswdo talk as follows:

“The example | have chosen is taken from Edgarmdee. He wrote a short novelle or short
novelette “A Descent into the Maelstrom”. And imé describes this dreadful natural
phenomenon, which exists according to saga oralitygel don’'t know exactly, somewhere
near Norway. From time to time a huge whirlpool mgap there which swallows up
everything like the black hole of the astronom@iter five or six hours it closes again. But
Poe now depicts how a boat with three fishermewthlers, gets caught up in the undertow of
the funnel of the whirlpool. One of the brotherdsfaverboard and drowns, the other two are
swept along the high wall of the funnel, which oars towards the bottom, with a lot of
flotsam and jetsam. And the older brother sitsdlfell of fear and completely paralysed.
There is a fear, an anxiety, which can paralyseragn totally. The second brother, after a
time in which he is also overcome by fear, shakebis fear and begins to look around in the
funnel. And as he looks around, he discovers cerajularities in the flotsam and jetsam. He
discovers that round objects move down more sldavbpe bottom of the funnel than square
objects and smaller objects more slowly than laodgects. And this, if you like, is the way in
which a researcher forms a theory , in which arrall/eiew, a synthesis, almost regularities,
can be recognized. And now he puts what he hagifouhinto practice and encourages his
brother. He himself takes one of the barrels winehe intended for the fish, ties himself to
the barrel and tries to persuade his brother tthd@ame. But his brother is shaking like a
leaf and full of panic. So he cannot help him. Amdjumps overboard. He had detached
himself a little from the situation; he could se@ithout being overcome by his feelings.
Tied to the barrel he jumps into the water and #eas how the boat slowly moves faster and
faster into the depths, while he sinks much marevisi and finally, when the funnel closes
again, comes back to the surface. This is an exaofghe relationship between detachment
and involvement. The one is overcome by the sitnatly the dangers of the situation. The
other asks what the actual structure of the sitnat. And because he recognizes this
structure he can save himself, although this ofsmis not always the casg.”

In more pacified social associations and groupshtiance of danger shifts in the direction
of psychic rescue; it is more a question of p8yshrvival.

This is also the case with this research group vithemcounters the seemingly chaotic
undertow of collective primary processes. We awdidg with an attitude which Elias at first
describes with the maxims of the necessary sitnaktiand personal detachment, much later,
in the interview quoted and with reference to redeas as “controlled involvement”, as the
“balance between involvement and detachment”, whgdin calls to mind the more general

>3 Interview with H.-P. Waldhoff, printed irElias, N. (2005), p. 166-175, at p. 171f.
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civilizational sign of “controlled feelings” quoteabove from Foulkes’ unpublished materials
— in distinction to the disappearance of expregsedtions.

The shrewd description of his situation in the greauddenly occurs to Elias. He stops
himself just as he is about to speak about they efitnew members into the group, and
advances instead this analysis of the group prooésisis group’s process. Against the
background of what has been written so far thisdcba translated to mean that since he had
joined the Congress Group, he felt himself dravta the maelstrom of the group by the
undertow of the Bionian basic assumption group tkwas so alien to his concept and to the
general concept of research groups.

In this group and maybe in his person anxiety agashagain wins the upper hand, like a
repetition compulsion. In a notable split ting pfbcess the group refuses to grant Elias, or
itself in the person of Elias, or only grants orasional moments, the recognition of
regularities necessary for psychic survival inghaup, for its physical survival as a group,
and, above all, its survival in an outcome, thepéal article. From his point of view the
group throws him back again and again into the hbal. There he searches for the
regularities, which will rescue him or all of them.

But as in a game of cat and mouse he is almostyaleaught just before a synthesis
materializes. This is what he experiences as theessf the pre-scientific approach. And this
is the reason for the desperate intensity of hieanours to rescue himself onto the level of
scientific synthesis above the whirlpool of emosipaspecially the really or seemingly
destructive ones.

Does this represent the emotional experiential ¢paeknd which, in his efforts to explain the
historical civilizatory breakthrough towards theéestific approach — to his distress realized
so far only in the natural sciences -, he blenitls is experience of reading Poe’s novelle in
order to form the later involvement-detachment-teeoof his sociology of knowledge and
his account of the genesis of science?

As later in Devereux, the question here ariseb@félationship betweenxiety and method

Elias: “(...) I am (...) convinced that there mhstregularities, only we have not yet found the
right method of getting hold of them....Whenevgplinto the history of science | find exactly
the same rhythm.....What regularities there arecameonly find out gradually...If we could
pool our experience, look out for regularities, se@ild find them. It is not a whim. It is an

aim of every scientific group. | don’t know whethgru agree with me but | am sure that at a
future time one will, for instance, be able to idigtiish far more clearly certain types of

groups...(...)

Here, in addition, the group structure of the depeient or the hindrance, of knowledge
elaborated by Fleck and Kuhn becomes visible, Iif anthe microcosm of a small group.
But as part of this collective process one of tteug members, Elias, often takes over the
role of a lonely fighter, a scientific homo claustbi®w far can he see his own contribution to
this game? How far can Foulkes and the othershases?

But of course unconscious processes, especialgative ones, are again and again, in the
words of Salman Rushdie and recalling Freud’s fasri®ome metaphofa city visible but
unseen’.’5 4Consequently group-analysis can be understoadoascess of rediscovering the
obvious:

> As my group-analytic teacher Hymie Wyse triescdavey to his groups
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Elias takes up again the theme of new membersiegtére group. Dalberg compares the role
of the group leader in this context with that ofgrds preparing children for the arrival of a
new sibling. James finds that the newly arrivedsperis generally a foreign body, but at first
does not trigger off any real tension. One igndries speaks past him.

Dalborg:(...) He must say something to be one of the gboiijif he monopolises the first
meeting he will be almost expelled”

Elias: ,How do they do it?“

Taylor: ,If we knew.” (Laughter)

Elias mentions that he had attended many groupsvesstor and had felt very little animosity.
Groups do not react to visitors as strongly as ¢émimers, Dalborg says to Elias — who is a
group member and not a visitor here.

In the context of aggression Elias mentions a membée Maré’s group, who took over the
role of leader. And later on:

Elias: “Those who are well integrated appear to have beemioers for longer”

Here Elias tests a thesis which he would work atgrlin his book “The Established and the
Outsiders” After a discussion the thesis is modifag Taylor in the direction of an emphasis
on “appear”

Taylor: ,,Suppose A, B, and C were the core. D is introduged fits in very well. It will be
said that D has been there from the very beginamgjthat B, who has always been an
outsider, came later”

Anthony refers for his part to children’s groupsahich such structures can be recognized
with particular clarity and says later, after beasked by Elias about theéw-comer who
becomes the rival™1 have had two boys capable of taking over theugréeadership. Very
difficult because the group had split up. (...)"

Can we understand the repeated recourse to thepxahchildren as an indication of
regression in the group discussion? This may weetrie, but the productive potential of
regression would at the same time also have beegiide, as on repeated occasions before:
If the rivalry between two reputed therapists admmics remains unspoken, the recourse to
young boys fighting openly can be a half-step alttvegroad to verbalization, which,
according to Foulkes, is the royal path towardsdlimaination of symptoms in and through
groups.

Elias also takes a lively interest in the phenomesiathe ‘Co-incidence of phantasiest the
“unconscious understanding” (,provisionally calléglepathy) as a subsidiary problem. He
refers here for the first time to the unconscious.

Elias: “These things happen in every-day life. Group treatngives us more concrete
observations”

In a discussion as to whether, in the case of dantigroup members (which is not identical
with leadership), what matters is social statugeysonality Elias intervenes with the remark:
“Social mask and personality are not different. Tiusg into one unit.”

Later there is a note in the records: “Hitler aniti@g and the ‘Nirnberg diary’ are
discussed.”

The theme of homosexuality comes up and Elias middeesemark: I'am not sure how often
homosexuality is openly discussed”

This is, as has been said, the last surviving ceobthe Congress Group. Towards the end,
however, Elias calls upon the members to bring asimeconcrete material as possible with
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them to the next meeting on the topic of what heratterizes astte status battle of the
new-comer with the othersHe therefore does not assume that this is thedssion. But this
request follows directly upon the following staterhe

Dalborg: ‘How to dissolve a group is just as important as howstart one”

And so the group dissolves just when the dissatutiogroups comes up as a topic, or vice
versa.

At the very end James say$...) When the group gets disturbed they begindoder

whether it is really worth coming. (...Yind de Maré addsSeems to bring them to
reconsider the whole thing. The usual complaitih# they don’t want to go over the same
story again. | don’t know why they say that becaheg never do.”

In spite of all the “repetition compulsion” the Gdbip did not do so either.

Elias asks what the group as a whole means fgudhent.

Then they talk about the dissolution of groups Bhas speaks of the status battle of the
“new-comers” with the others. Taylor makes the pdifhat really belongs to the
integration”

Elias: “But you only get at it from the angle of the newen”

And so Elias has the final word in stressing thaaixcounts is the perspective of the outsider
as a sociological condition for knowledge which@ements the psychological condition of
detachment — but in reality they are both psychiasoc

Two later works take up different aspects of te@ie again, “The Established and the
Outsiders” and “Involvement and Detachment”, infeaase with the knowledge-constitutive
interest in emphasizing the second part, outsigiletsdetachment

In the problems posed here, psychoanalytic andpgamalytic experiences as well as the
overall development of experiences in scientifeeaach leave their mark alongside general
biographical processes.

In the case of his long working process about mswlent and detachment Elias later gave up
the overemphasis on detachment in favour of theejation of a balance between
involvement and detachment. In this way, towardsethd of his life, he succeeded in
balancing out and integrating the multi-layeredobap tension field depicted at the beginning
of this text.

Opening the way to this form of controlled de-cotling of emotional controls allows also
for the controlled opening of the homo clausus,dbseed personality, in the direction of the
homini aperti, the open, interdependent persoraliik is a flexibilisation of figurations in
and in between people.

In contrast, the other scientific founding membiethe Group-Analytic Society, Jane
Abercrombie developed a genuine group approachmigtin content but also in form, in
order to correct distorted perception in scientifiought collectives. She ascertains that our
experience is determined by so-called schematawarie organized in accordance with our
earlier experiences. These schemata are develgpediang to Abercrombie at a very early
stage in contact with the mother. They are nonaleathd unconscious and they also pre-
structure the formation of scientific experiencke Summarized the results of her research in
“The Anatomy of Judgement® and she exchanged works and observations wits Biut

that is another story.

In the group-analytic movement Elias gradually sti the position of a personal outsider,
who, however, at first thanks above all to Foulkemained an important although by no

%> Abercrombie, M.L.J., (1961) The Anatomy of Judgetman investigation into the process of perceptind
reasoning, London.
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means exhaustively tapped source of theoreticaterte. In the course of his later life the
former founding member proceeded along a sometiegpy path to the status of an
honorary member of the Group-Analytic Society.

Thus the relationship between Elias and group amsabecame for both sides important as
well as detached: Elias maintained his preseneebasic theoretician in group analy§idut

it remained for him an individualized experiencerspredominantly from the perspective of
an observer. Shortly before his death he emphasiedsuitfulness of his group-analytic
experience for his scientific seminars and lectuneshad been sensitised for the reactions of
his audience and for the psychological significasicghort silenced’

Foulkes attached so much significance to the CasgBzoup analysed here that he later
included the text presented by it to the 1948 Weléalth Congress on the basis of its first
phase of work in one of his central books. Thig sgplies group-analytic experience to
science and especially to sociological researchgsup process.

“Intellectually all are agreed that in sociologistlidies the observer forms an integral part of
the situation or field, but persons vary greatlyhair sensitivity to the application of this
principle in their own case. This factor in itsislifa significant bar to good communicatiof.”

Thus Elias’ position as an observer is integratatitais leitmotif also fits in with the second
work phase of the C-Group, which is documented.Herg, above all, of interest, however,
that Foulkes gave the text a new title, long ahierrecorded second work phase of the group
had ended, a programmatic title, which shows, sgltref a learning process, “what we
should do”; namely, courageously study our own mmication as a group as the best
empirical material we possess. We can read théspgegrammatic appeal to move the
unconsciously always highly influential aspect elfseference in groups from the
unconscious to the conscious level, from the wild projective mise en scene to a civilized
setting in words, to symbolization.

In this light, the application of self-referencedaself-reflexiveness precisely to research
groups appears to be a matter of course, althduglstill branded as exotic in the practice of
theory formation in “normal science”, as it is stardized by the scientific establishments.
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