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Abstract

The analytic group is a space where powerful meetings between the various selves of its members occur. These meetings have the potential to facilitate processes of mutual recognition and the development of multiple selves, on the one hand, but may also lead to collapse of the potential space and experiences of destruction, on the other. Group and individual processes of recognition and destruction may be dramatic and require special coping on the part of the leader (mainly in situations of impasse), or they may be more subtle, almost unnoticeable. Both in the case of the big dramas and in the case of the little dramas, the possibility for surrender, for movement toward unfamiliar areas within one or more of the participants, is what furthers the group's development. In the current paper, I apply intersubjective concepts to group work and, more precisely, propose a way of looking at how the group and the group leader can act to expand the intersubjective space in order to enable processes of destruction and recognition to coexist without the potential space collapsing. 

Introduction

The therapeutic group is a powerful potential space for the development of the group and of its members. The therapeutic group is also a place where the potential space can collapse and the group and its members not only fail to contribute to one another but also create traumatic situations for one another.

Drawing from intersubjective theory, I will claim that at any moment in the therapeutic group there is movement between situations where the members are able to use the space and situations of collapse. Preventing situations of collapse is not the aim of the group, because its development depends on the movement between collapse and reinstating of the potential space. This does not mean that there are no destructive processes that negate development. Rather, the movement between destruction and development is part of the single process of expanding the emotional repertoire, both in the individual and in the group.
Movement within suitable boundaries is what creates development. What is development in the group, what enables the existence of space that is open to movement, when does the space collapse and how is it reinstated? These are the issues I address in this paper, using clinical illustrations. 

The theory of groups is characterized by a type of polarity between a view of the group as facilitating development of the group itself and of the individuals within the group, and a view of the group as potentially impeding development. On one hand, Foulkes (1964) believed in the beneficial power of the group: 

"Neurotic processes, that is symptoms and neurotic aspects of individuality, diminish as their individual meanings become communicated and understood. As the process of communication moves individuals and the group as a whole from the exchange of autistic un-understandable experiences, communicated by symptoms and by neurotic behavior patterns, to shared, articulate, understandable communication, so there is a freeing of individual energies and potentialities which can be used now in the creative development of the group process" (p.89) 

Bion (1961), on the other hand, emphasized the tendency of the group to foster processes destructive to the group and its participants. Bion described basic assumptions as primitive states of mind which are generated automatically when people combine in a group. The fantasies and emotional drives associated with these basic assumptions unconsciously dominate a group's behavior in a way that is apt to interfere with its explicit work task and so prevent understanding and development. In the case of a therapy group, the basic assumption organization interferes with exploration by the group of the feelings and problems of individuals in it. 

Jeff Roberts (1991), in an important paper where he attempts to bridge the gap between the ideas of those two great thinkers: Foulkes and Bion, as well as answer a clinical need to account for situations in groups where it seems as if the participants are consciously or unconsciously trying to inhibit the group process, draws on two central concepts. These are the concept of malignant mirroring, which was identified by Zinkin (1983), and the concept of the anti-group, a term coined by Nitzun (1986). 

As Zinkin (1983) suggests, the sight of oneself in a mirror can be an intrinsically alienating, rather than affirming experience. The group-analytic therapy group has been compared to a hall of mirrors, and it is assumed that the effect of finding oneself in such a hall of mirrors is beneficial to the individual and to the group. Zinkin claims that this is not always the case. He makes the point that the view of oneself gained in the hall of mirrors can be experienced as intensely persecuting. 
Nitsun (1986) points out that the therapeutic group necessarily always contains an anti group .The anti-group is a broad term describing the destructive aspect of groups that threatens the integrity of the group and its therapeutic development. According to Nitsun it does not describe a static 'thing', that occurs in all groups in the same way, but a set of attitudes and impulses, conscious and unconscious, that manifest themselves differently in different groups. In some groups, he says, it is resolved with relative ease, in others it can undermine and destroy the foundations of the group.

Jeff Roberts (1991) concludes his paper as follows:

"Foulkes's notion about destructiveness in the group was that the members of the group would apply their aggression to attacking one another's neuroses, rather than one another. With this in mind he could afford to sit back and allow the group process to continue in a self-analytic fashion. Group analysis is, according to Foulkes, 'analysis of the group, by the group, including the conductor'. When a group enters a destructive phase this I believe no longer holds true. What one may then see is 'destruction of the group, by the group, including the conductor'. The most difficult task for the conductor is actually to face the truth about the destructiveness of his group when it emerges" (p.135).

In this paper, I wish to explain and extend the irreversibly interwoven relationship between destruction and development, both of the individual and of the group. I will claim, from an intersubjective perspective, that what we are talking about is a single phenomenon with two faces. In other words, destructive processes are an unavoidable part of developmental processes. Writers before me have applied intersubjective concepts to group theory and practice. Rubenfeld (2003), for example, focuses on the concept of personal agency and Weegman (2001) discusses intersubjectivity in group work, emphasizing the subjectivity of the conductor. Pines (1984a, 1984b) dedicated a lot of writing to the concept of mirroring and its place in group psychotherapy, Yalom (1995) builds on interpersonal theory to promote group therapy and group encounters to facilitate personal growth. Billow (2003), Hopper (2001), Brown & Zinkin (1994), Rubenfeld (2003), Weegman (2001) wrote also about group processes and group psychotherapy from a relational perspective. However, to date, there has been as far as I know only one systematic attempt to integrate an overview of basic intersubjective thinking to the very central phenomena described above of the coexisting of enhancing/facilitating/growth promoting processes and destructive/ inhibiting and processes in group therapy. Grossmark in a recent article (2007) and the commentaries to his article by Coburn (2007) and Singer (2007), and his reply to them, address the dialectic movement between rigid ”familiar chaos“  of enactment versus the reflective and related working through from a system theory perspective while drawing on central intersubjective thinking: enactments, multiple self states, mutuality, to name some of them.

In this paper I would like to add to this important trend of trying to bridge the gap between relational thinking and group psychotherapy and to make a systematic attempt to investigate the basic intersubjective concepts of mutual recognition, multiple selves, and surrender, and their contribution to the understanding of the basic group phenomena of the osciliation between growth promoting processes to destructive processes in group psychotherapy.  
           Surrender, recognition, and multiple selves

           From an intersubjective point of view, destructive states/processes are not specific phases in the development of the group (as Bion (1961) suggests), they are also not derivatives of destructive impulses or defense against them (as Roberts (1991) suggests) and they are also not derivatives of the personal neurosis of the individuals in the group (as Foulkes (1964) suggests). Rather, they are an inherent existential state from which it is derived that, as individuals, we need the other to confirm our existence, but also protest this need in conscious and unconscious ways (Benjamin, 1990). This is the inherent tension between destruction of the other by my seeing him as a subjective object (Winnicott, 1969), i.e., as the sum of my projections, and my need for the other to be external to me, recognize me and confirm my existence, as well as tempt my curiosity. Benjamin (1990) illuminates this phenomenon very clearly in her thinking about recognition and destruction

"If the clash of two wills is an inherent part of intersubjective relations, then no perfect environment can take the sting from the encounter with otherness. It is "good enough" that the inward movement of negating reality and creating fantasy should eventually be counterbalanced by an outward movement of recognizing the outside. A relational psychoanalysis should leave room for the messy, intrapsychic side of creativity and aggression… showing destruction to be the "other" of recognition" (pp. 198-199).  

This does not mean that there are no destructive processes that negate development. Rather, the movement between destruction and development is part of the single process of expanding the emotional repertoire, both in the individual and in the group. 

The group as a whole, like each of the individuals in it, moves, at any given moment, between states of destruction and recognition.  At every moment, it is possible that a process of recognition that is being carried out between two will find a third in a situation of non recognition or destruction; but the opposite situation is also possible, with a process of non recognition between two making it possible for a third participant to move both them and the group process forward out of a state of impasse, and towards mutual recognition.

What makes this movement between recognition and destruction possible and what impedes it? It is my claim that the ability to surrender, a term suggested by Ghent (1999) is what facilitates this movement.  

Surrender 

Ghent (1999) coined the term Surrender and in a beautiful article articulated the difference between surrender and submission “surrender has nothing to do with hoisting a white flag…the term will convey a quality of liberation and expansion of the self as corollary to the letting down of defensive barriers” (p.  (213 Surrender enables movement within and between the partners of the interaction. Its opposite is submission to the situation. In terms of group processes, we should speak of the individual becoming fixed in a group role. Submission is a situation without an ability to move. The individual is locked in his/her sole experience and submits to it, so to speak. In the analytic situation, we will call such situations enactments or impasses (Chused, 2003, McLaughin, 1991, Jacobs, 2001, Benjamin,1990, Davies, 2004, 2005). In such situations, each partner is driven (unconsciously) to an "I am Right" position, I am the victim of the situation, I only wanted what was best, etc. Each partner takes care of him/herself, saying to themselves something like: “If I move inside myself to a different area in myself, if I admit that I have been unjust or too aggressive or soft, or that I haven’t listened, then I am doomed to the most terrible punishment, so I might as well stick to my position and avoid moving.” Susan Sands (2007) says such situations are driven by each partner's past traumatic experiences. They fear that if they admit it, their suffering will be great. The mutual becomes possible as both partners may feel that the possibility to surrender is not dangerous. “Surrender is not a voluntary activity .One can provide facilitating conditions for surrender but cannot make it happen. It may be accompanied by feeling of dread and death and/or clarity, relief, even ecstasy. It is an experience of “being in the moment” totally in the present, where   past and future , the two senses that require”mind”  in the sense of secondary processes , have receded from consciousness. Its ultimate direction  is the discovery of one’s identity, one’s sense of self , one sense of wholeness, even one’s unity with other living beings”(pp. 215-216).  

Multiple Selves

The ability to surrender is directly correlated to the capacity to contain multiple, different, and opposing versions of the self. Our role as analysts, Bromberg (1998) argues, is to enable the restoration of self-states and the links between them so that a state is reached where the individual might experience himself as capable of containing inner conflict.

In the most clear-cut manner, Bromberg (1998) proposes his own approach to the structure of the mind as containing multiple selves. According to Bromberg, "the structural personality growth in psychoanalysis is not… a process of helping a patient change a unified, unadaptive self-representation to an equally plausible but more adaptive one, but rather a process of addressing individual subnarratives" (p. 181). Bromberg argues that each person has a set of discrete, roughly overlapping schemata of who he is, each of which is organized around a particular self-other configuration, held together by a powerful affective state. He goes on to say that "there is… strong evidence supporting the idea that the psyche does not start as an integrated whole… but is nonunitary in origin; it is a structure that originates and continues as a multiplicity of self-other configurations… that maturationally develop a coherence and continuity that comes to be experienced as a cohesive sense of personal identity" (p. 181). "It is when this illusion of unity is traumatically threatened with unavoidable… disruption that it becomes in itself a liability because it is in jeopardy of being overwhelmed by input it cannot process" (p. 182). The individual looks after himself by maintaining dissociative mechanisms which prevent certain self-states from emerging into awareness and from linking between them.


Mitchell (1993) too, sees the mind as constructed of multiple selves, but at the same time proposes the concept of the continuous unified self concept. He discusses the capacity to move theoretically, which means the capacity to hold those two concepts as complementary ways of reflecting on the human psyche. Other thinkers of multiple selves include writers such as Aron (1996), Davies (2004, 2005), Stern (2004) and Pizer (1998). 

Mutual surrender is actually a movement of both participants towards a state where there is no submission to one self that dictates the character of the relationship. I believe that such a state enables the individual to know the other within one's self, as well as the other outside. The individual might experience what the relationship with another might give him, he might be intrigued in order to find out who is this other and in doing so, he might find a place for new experiences that come with the encounter with a stranger. This, as opposed to a state where each partner defensively submits to one self-state out of fear that movement will entail danger, thus avoiding the encounter with another, and with new self-states that might be met through this encounter. The analytic group is a space for powerful encounters between the different selves of its members and in this lies its potential to many variations in the individual's development. The way in which different versions of one person meet versions of another, is a process that might lead to mutual recognition and to multiple selves of each one of the participants in the process.
Mutual recognition becomes possible in the group when the participants develop their capacity to contain different, multiple, and even conflicting versions of themselves and each other. One of the significant advantages of the analytic process, according to Mitchell (1993), is that the more the patient's ability to tolerate multiple versions of himself grows, the greater his experience of himself as stronger, more resistant and more capable of recuperation. This is how Mitchell (1993), Davies (2004, 2005), Bromberg (1998) and others, define mental health. 

I argue that the ability of one of the group members to move to unfamiliar places within himself or herself is what promotes the group's development and the development of the individuals within the group from states of destruction to recognition. This is also the potential for multiplicity. The willingness to move to an unrecognized and unfamiliar place within ourselves is the beginning of a process that may end in our recognition of ourselves including additional selves and our recognition of others as multifaceted. 
The group leader, like any other participant, is party to these processes. This is the mutual aspect of his role. On the other hand, in the asymmetrical aspect of his role, he is supposed to help them to move the intrapersonal and interpersonal processes from states of destruction to recognition. 
Clinical Illustrations

I will present two scenes of group life, one more dramatic and the other describing fruitful group work, with emphasis on one of the participants showing how she changed and how the group members and the leader changed. I will analyze the interpersonal and intrapersonal processes, in order to emphasize how the ability of the group members and the leader to meet the otherness( inside, made it possible to meet the otherness outside. The meeting with the otherness inside and with the otherness outside made multifaceted meeting possible for the group members and the group leader, or in other words, made it possible for them to discover their multiple selves.

Scene One

From the moment Dana joins the group, she appropriates a special and singular place for herself. She usually arrives very late, enters the group with much noise, removes bags, a coat, scarves etc., and remains dressed in a short mini skirt with a slit up one side. Her shirt is always very tight. Her hair is long and bouncy. After the dramatic entrance which is often also accompanied by the ringing of her mobile phone, Dana sinks into her chair as if disappearing into it. It seems that after the bells and fanfare and the struggle to make space for herself, the drama is over, and Dana has nothing more to bring to the group. Sometime she dozes. When she begins to speak in the group, she does not try to connect to what was said before she spoke. It is as if she lives in the group completely isolated from herself and from the others. The events I will describe take place after two years of group work.

Description of the Group Events:

Yoav left the group after participating in it for only one month. This was in contradiction with the agreement between us, made before he entered the group. There was nothing in what he had said or in his personal history that might have predicted this event. He left the group after having created much hope and curiosity among the other participants and forming a special relationship with Dana. He seemed to be particularly fond of her. He, whose calling card was that of a man who felt rejected and did not dare to make contact, was received in the group as a man of great promise. He left saying that he is going to India because there are festivals for vegetarian women there and he is going to look for a bride. The women in the group tried to tell him that there are vegetarian women in the group too, but emotionally he was already on his way to India. This description of events that, to the observer, might sound bizarre and almost psychotic did not sound that way in the group, which was made up of intelligent people (all university graduates) who nonetheless were dealing with extreme emotional distress.

The meeting following his departure:

At the meeting following his departure, I arrange the group's chairs without Yoav's chair. This is a group that has been working for more than two years and the participants know that this is standard practice after someone has left. His chair leaves the circle of chairs in the group. Dana arrives late as usual. Her heels tap, the mobile phone rings, her miniskirt ruffles. She adds a chair to the circle, which she takes from the additional chairs in the room. She places her bag on the chair and sits down with a loud sigh. The group does not react to the drama. 

I say something to the group about the chair Dana has added to the circle of chairs in the group, adding that by doing so she is making a statement. Dana looks at me as if not understanding and says "I needed a chair for my bag". I try again and say that introducing another chair into the group is meaningful, "perhaps it is a statement of what is absent", I propose. Dana looks at me and says "but the bag needed a chair". Or in other words that a bag is a bag and a chair is a chair and beyond that things have no meaning. I try again, not prepared to go along with the group's destruction of its capacity for symbolization; this is a group that has been working for two years and this denial of the meaning of the bag and the chair is extremely regressive. I can provide additional reasons for my attempts to give symbolic meaning to the events that took place in the group, but in retrospect it is clear to me that my insistence on interpreting the empty chair marks also my going to battle with the group. From this moment, the group and I are in a drama of events. The entire group is with Dana against me and I am against them. After my additional statement that Dana's introduction of the chair is a message from the whole group to me, and that Dana is the spokesperson for this message, the entire group informs me that I am mistaken. I let go. Without prior thought, I say to the group and to myself in a slightly cynical display of understatement: "the Holy See". Dana laughs and repeats: "the Holy See". There is relief in the group. The battle is partly forgotten. For the remainder of the meeting, the group members spoke mainly about the way they understand and don't understand Yoav and his movement into and out of the group. Tom spoke about being jealous of his determination. Gali spoke about Yoav's acting in contradiction with the agreement and about my error in sorting. Anna spoke about his introducing a new content into the group, the need for feedback. Dana spoke about the stability of the group being in danger. The group's working through helped me too. I was able to think that perhaps I too was anxious about the group's fate and this led me to interpret the bag and the chair over and over again in order to bring the group back to a course of work. In hindsight, I believe that this anxiety lay in a process of projective identification – the group's fear of its disintegrating, as well as the personal history of certain group members, including broken homes (divorce or death of a parent, and the need to leave home for boarding school). This anxiety, which could not be displayed among the group members, was deposited with me. As a second generation child of parents who lost their own families in the Holocaust, I served as fertile ground to receive it and identify with it. 
  I say perhaps, because during the event and also toward the end of the group process I had difficulty putting my finger on my feelings and emotions. I was trapped in the group's and my own unpleasant experience. Dana, the group and I were all trapped in a drama of badness and lack of understanding. Any attempt at interpretation on my part only made things worse. Getting out of this trap was made possible by the "Holy See" which made it possible for the group and I to regain our ability to think, which, until that moment, was under attack.

The Holy See is the episcopal jurisdiction of the Bishop of Rome, who is commonly known as the Pope. As the preeminent episcopal see of the Roman Catholic Church, The Holy See forms the central government of the Church, and is a sovereign entity with a status equivalent to that of a state. The Holy See is figuratively a name given to the Pope and his powers. That is the way exists in the collective knowledge. 

But one should not overlook its more particular association in the context of the group in discussion; during the Holocaust, major figures in the Jewish world made unsuccessful appeals to the Pope, Pius XII, to help save Jewish lives. 


The status of The Holy See as an authority that failed to use its power to save lives, is part of the Israeli collective conscious and unconscious culture, a culture shared by at least some of the group members. My saying "The Holy See" encapsulates a complex attitude both towards Yoav's holy seat [chair], which assumed the role of disappointing savior; and towards my seat as group leader, perceived as responsible for the group's integrity. As I stated earlier, this is a position with which I partly identified in a process of projective identification. 


At the start of the session, the group "sanctifies" the physical chair inserted into the group, and the leader "sanctifies" the need to interpret the insertion of the chair as signifying Yoav's desertion: the promise, the disappointment, the absence. In fact, both the group and the leader cling to roles that make their interventions rigid, and that block the possibility of movement. The ironic statement regarding the incident unconsciously expresses everyone's disappointment with everyone: the group with the leader, the leader with the group and with herself. But it also expresses another view, one that maintains that we are all partners in the incident. We are partners in the promise, the disappointment, the absence, and perhaps in other things that we are not aware of at the moment. This view maintains that what is important, what is truly "holy", is understanding the incident, endowing it with meaning, and not concretely clinging to events and roles. It is an unconscious interpretation of what occurs in the group. By saying what she says, the leader withdraws within herself into a sharing rather than confrontational attitude. She no longer clings to her role as sole interpretive authority. Her ironic statement is also addressed to herself, saying that there is no need to sanctify her interpretation, but rather that the battle is over the interpretive space in the group. This space is holy. She is inviting the group to engage in a shared reflection on Yoav's place and the leader's place in the group. The leader's capacity to move from a position that rigidly interprets the events, as if saying that there is only one meaning of the events; towards a position that maintains the importance of the interpretation itself but not the importance of its content, invited the group members to interpret the incident. It invited them to express disappointment with Yoav and with the leader, to express anger and anxiety, and to enable movement within a space that hitherto had been blocked. 

This powerful experience of breakdown and re-opening of the space brings to mind Jessica Benjamin's phrase, "Whatever breakdowns in recognition occur, as they inevitabily do, the primary intersubjective condition….is that of experiencing the dizziness together" (Benjamin, 1995, p.163).
Surrender of the Analyst

What happened in the course of events described previously?

I began interpreting the chair after thinking that this event was so prominent and so out of character that it was worth relating to. I later continued the interpretation based on my feeling that it was necessary to give the group its capacity for symbolization back. But, in retrospect it is clear to me that I was also in the midst of a battle. A battle where the exit was by means of the "Holy See". 

One might say that the "Holy See" was an event where I did not insist on my interpretation, and did not punish the group for rejecting it, and the group was able to acknowledge this. But I am proposing that this event entailed a great deal more than this.

The event of the "Holy See" was an act of mutual recognition. I understood that the group was not allowing me to take the route I had taken, and that the group was not accepting the interpretations I was offering, and so I stopped. I gave in, but only seemingly. In fact, this was a moment of surrender in the sense that Ghent (1999) intended.: 

In my statement "The Holy See" I relinquished a certain interpretative direction but I did not relinquish my asymmetrical role (of course only one aspect of my role) of interpretive leader. Because at the same time as I relinquished the interpretation which stemmed from conscious understanding, I actually produced from within myself an interpretation stemming from a place that I was not conscious of, from an other self inside me. This is a situation where the eye can see itself (Stern, 2004), and one is able to move to areas of oneself that were previously unknown. This interpretation resonates within me to this day, giving rise to more and more memories and personal meanings that I had no contact with at the time of the event. 

"The Holy See" was a statement from my unconscious that met the group unconscious, thus (creating relief) and unraveling the impasse and enabling all of us to begin to contain the tremendous impact that Yoav`s leaving had on all of us. Only later was I able to try to explain to myself the meaning and influence of the statement within the group interaction. In retrospect, it seems to me that the meaning of my statement for the group was as follows: "We all seem to be saying something similar, the meaning of which is not yet known to us, because neither you nor I can understand what it is about right now". It seems that despite the explicit battle between the group and its leader, the shared process lies in the deep faith in the capacity of the group and the leader to give meaning and interpretation to understand emotional incidents. Moments of crisis, rage, and hurting could thereby become building blocks in the emotional development of the group members. 

It seems to me that the statement "The Holy See" managed at that moment to preserve the mystery, the authority of the unknown, the unformulated experience, the unconscious, and the faith of all the partners in the interaction in their capacity to cope with the processes they share in common, and which for each of us in a different way remained unattainable. 
The term "The Holy See" - in Italian "La Santa Sede" - connects the argument about the chair with its unattainable but potential meanings. The preservation, the yet not known, unformulated, enabled mutual recognition, recognition that none of us own knowledge and understanding, but on the other hand that the opportunity to search is open to each of us. This recognition is what opened up and facilitated the personal search for the meanings of Yoav's leaving, for each of the group participants. This statement, as I say, was loaded with a lot of meaning for me: How do I feel as that group leader, On whose chair am I sitting theoretically and in my clinical practice, the place of humour in my life as a grown up, as a therapist and as a child growing with parents that survived WWII, lost their families , knew a lot of sorrow in their life, relinquished their religious faith, but had a special place for humour in their life.

But all that thinking and feeling could come to me only later, at that moment it was as I said enigmatic to all of us. 

Dana and her Multiple Selves

What happened to Dana during this meeting, which of her selves were expressed?

Dana is the eldest child in a family where the battles between father and mother were dominant and led to the family's separation. Dana was chosen by her father, who saw her as a promising athlete. When Dana had entered puberty and began her sexual development, her athletic performance weakened and she was abandoned by her father who, in her words, no longer loved her and did not seek to be close to her. She became the disappointing child. When her parents separated, Dana's standing in the family worsened and she became the black sheep of the family because, as she put it, her mother sought revenge for the relationship Dana had with the father. The mother preferred her younger sister and younger brother and Dana was sentenced to rejection and isolation. 

At this meeting, like at others, different and varied selves of Dana's and the others were expressed. These selves are not necessarily "owned" by the participants, they are expressed in the group, the participants and the individual are exposed to them and as the group develops they become more and more "owned by their owners" in processes which I will not elaborate upon in this article. I will describe different selves of Dana's that were expressed in the group. Dana identifies greatly with the story of the fathers' choice and abandonment and the mothers' revenge, but other selves of hers found expression in the group. I will describe these selves and for the sake of convenience give each of them a name.

The anxious self – The event of Yoav's leaving was so traumatic for Dana that she was unable to put it into words. The experience of choice and abandonment was repeated in full intensity. But in the past when the father left, her mother took revenge on her and she became the black sheep of the family, whereas in the group this is not what happened. When Yoav left, seemingly repeating for Dana the figure of the choosing and abandoning father, the group joined Dana in standing up to me. She is not the black sheep, she is the consensus. The experiences of isolation and rejection were not repeated in the transference. My insistence on interpreting the meaning of the chair might have been experienced by Dana as my putting myself in the place of the retaliating mother telling her she is destructive. However, when I moved from insisting that the chair should be interpreted, towards the enigmatic statement "The Holy See" – a statement which reflected the group's difficulty on the one hand and faith in the process on the other – not only did I refrain from insisting that I am right, but I enabled the creation of space for humor and sharing the urge for expression. Dana, as shown above, realized that the present does not necessarily have to repeat the past, and that repair is possible. Dana was able to be there for herself and for the group in roles that differed from those that she had internalized from her personal history. Yoav, the father, left Dana wounded and abandoned. She very quickly found herself doing battle with me, just as she had done with her mother after her father's departure. But after the incident of "The Holy See", Dana found herself supported by the group and not abandoned by me. She could therefore move within herself from the repetitive position where she kept battling with her mother, losing and being rejected. 

The self that has a sense of humor – For the first time, Dana brought her sense of humor to the group meeting. This is a side of her that was not known before that point in time.

The leader self – Not only was Dana not a black sheep during this event, she also began to mark herself out as the group leader. When Dana ended the battle, it came to an end. 

The self that remains accessible even when in distress – The event of Yoav's leaving was so traumatic for Dana that she was unable to put it into words. The group members who were able to put who Yoav was for them into words made the beginnings of working through possible for Dana. She was able to be helped by this working through and express her anxiety about the group disintegrating.

These selves of Dana that found expression in the group space are not, as I have said, known to her and are not necessarily familiar to the group as selves of Dana. The continuation of the group work will hopefully help her to own these selves. 

"La Santa Sede" helped all of us to embark on a difficult battle of concretization as opposed to abstraction, of the group as opposed to me, of the women as opposed to the world of men. The riddle of "The Holy See" made it possible for all of us to be tempted into a different way of looking. No longer the temptation of the father and Yoav, but rather the temptation of the unknown to the group and to me. The temptation that could be created in the joint space. Temptation represented by the "Holy See" which as far as I am concerned is an invitation to look deeply into the unknown that is common to and beyond us all. 

Scene Two

After Yossi joins the group. Yossi is a new participant who has a noticeable handicap. 

All are present.

Anna says that she has started a new job at a small company and that she was asked to participate in washing the dishes and she is not prepared to do so. Yaakov checks with her whether they are all supposed to wash the dishes and she says that they are. Yaakov says that if so he sees her refusing to wash dishes as evidence that she is not prepared to make an effort at her new job. Anna disagrees with him and brings evidence of how invested she is in her job, but she draws the line at washing dishes. This is how the discourse between them unfolds: he is for and she is against and voices are raised. 

Omer, who is usually silent when the situation becomes tense, attempts this time to conciliate by showing them that their attitudes do not differ. Yaakov and Anna continue and then Omer says to Yaakov: "Anything Anna says won't be good enough for you". Anna's eyes light up and she says: "He's just like my father. Nothing is good enough for him." Anna calms down and the battle with Yaakov is over.

Dana becomes excited and says angrily that the people who are making Anna wash dishes can be sued, and she goes on to describe the unbearable people at her new job. The group responds with laughter, they are familiar by now with Dana's outbursts and it appears that they do not take her seriously. I remind them that she has also started a new job and suggest that she is so afraid that she will disappoint and be fired that she is preparing her justification for the failure in advance, in the form of the unworthy people she is surrounded by. Dana says: "you're right", and calms down. The group is silent and then Yaakov says to Anna that perhaps he was not empathic toward her and did not see that she too was anxious because she had begun a new job. And Dana says to Yaakov that he too started a new job and perhaps things are hard for him as well. Yaakov says that at his new job he was given a heavy workload and that it took him a while to see this and draw the line. He found himself under unbearably heavy pressure. The dishwashing picture becomes clearer: Yaakov is "washing dishes" and can be put under pressure and it is difficult for him to see Anna drawing the line where he was unable to do so.

Mutual recognition, surrender and multiple selves

What happened during this course of events?

Anna and Yaakov do battle over the dishwashing. This is the conscious argument where each side takes a different stand. He is in favor of adapting to the conditions of the new job and she is in favor of sticking to her principles. This is a battle of ideologies, between adaptation and remaining true to oneself. On a different level, not yet known to them, they are both talking about dealing with being new and about this being an unbearable situation: Anna feels she is being ruled out and Yaakov cannot allow himself to rebel.

Omer, who begins hesitantly and in an attempt at conciliation, says to Yaakov: "Anything Anna does won't be good enough for you". This statement of Omer's, where he surrenders, extricates Yaakov and Anna from the dead end in which they are stuck. Why? Omer who consciously thinks he is describing the situation, on another level reveals his identification with Anna. This statement of his expresses what being new is for him: to fear being ruled out and therefore prefer to keep a distance. This statement of Omer's represents his moving to another self of his who is dealing with being new. Unknowingly, he is speaking out of this self of his and thereby enabling the group to move in the direction of searching for their other selves. In other words, he is saying that it is not a battle for or against dishwashing, but rather a situation of fear of being ruled out and a battle to be recognized when you are new. This statement of his which touches on the way he responds to being new meets the unconscious issue, in the broad sense which includes situations that have not yet been formulated, that the group members are dealing with at this meeting. Omer's reading of the battle between Yaakov and Anna is an act of mutual recognition. Yaakov and Anna see him as someone who can conciliate them and less knowingly as someone who can move them toward other selves of theirs. (Anna says to Yaakov after Omer's intervention: you are like my father). This statement, I believe, is what changes the group's direction and later makes it possible for the group members to more openly discuss their dealing with what being new is for them. This statement of Omer's is a variation of the "Holy See". Omer says: it is as if you are talking about what is known and familiar to you but this argument involves much that is unknown and it is beyond you and that is what is worth looking at. After this statement, Dana is able to speak about her new job. Consciously, Dana describes the unbearable people at her job. Unknowingly, she deepens the discussion about what being new is for her: she is afraid of being kicked out and therefore rules out the new place before it rules her out. This move of Dana's enables Yaakov to instill his argument with Anna with a different meaning. He tells her he was not empathic to her being new at her job. Yaakov's recognition of Anna having spoken out of her difficulty being new enables Dana to tell him that perhaps he too is speaking out of his own difficulty and Yaakov can speak about what being new is for him: to feel he has no choice and capitulate.

The different selves of the group's members regarding the state of being new, find expression in this group process which became possible after Omer extricated Anna and Yaakov from a state of mutual non recognition - impasse. Omer extricated the group from the impasse by means of a movement within himself toward a different reading of the battle between Anna and Yaakov from that which they had seen. He introduces a reading that is personal rather than ideological, a reading that is not yet known to him. He speaks of the paralyzing fear of being ruled out and non recognition: Anna's fear regarding which he does not yet know to what extent he identifies. This movement of his to this unknown place within himself, this state of surrender, facilitates the group's moving to meet the different selves of its residents. This movement is to a deep dimension where the individual meets the otherness inside, with the movement of one individual triggering that of the other. At this meeting, the group members trigger one another without being aware of doing so. They move within themselves and this movement within triggers the others. No one is responsible for the movement, it is as if it happens by itself. The leader, in the asymmetrical aspect of his role, is supposed to release it and facilitate it when it gets stuck, but in this group the rescue work was carried out by one of the members (Omer). I, as the group leader, merely had to sit back and enjoy the process and try to understand what the group was saying about Yossi's joining the group as a new member, how much “dishwashing” they all will have to do by enabling him to be part of the group . Containing all those meanings of the joint work that awaits me and the group, I wondered also about the possibility of Yossi to enter on a scapegoat (Scheidlinger, 1982) function for the group because of that powerful association. 

Dana and her multiple selves

What happened to Dana at this meeting? Which of her selves were expressed?

The anxious self – at the dramatic meeting of the "Holy See", Dana was able to say something about her anxiety regarding the group disintegrating. At this meeting, Dana does not project her disintegration anxiety on the group, but is able to accept her own anxiety: the anxiety of being disappointing and dumped after having been chosen, and she also expresses her defenses against this anxiety: she rules out before she is ruled out.

The leader self – Dana deepens her standing as group leader. After Dana is prepared to recognize how she deals with the new, the anxiety of the new becomes an overt discussion in the group. 

The partner self – Dana was able to feel part of the group through emotional partnership with its members and did not need the group to unite against me in order to feel supported.

The empathic self – Dana was able to move toward empathy with Yaakov's difficulties regarding being new.

The anxious self, the self that retains a sense of humor even when things are difficult, the leader self, the partner self, the empathic self – these are some of Dana's selves that appeared in the group. Some of them deepened their presence and became better understood by her and the group and some are new, just emerging. She does not own all the selves, but they will be expressed over and over again and be recognized by the group members and later become more and more familiar to her as belonging to her. It is worth noting that Dana's ability to move and her flexibility in moving between different selves is greater in this meeting than in the previous one. Then, she was able to back down from the battle and remain accessible, whereas now she is able to speak about her battle at work and move toward empathy with Yaakov.

Summary and Conclusions

In the therapeutic group described above, the destructive process and the processes of mutual recognition were intertwined, fit in with one another and did not negate one another. The therapeutic group made its own development and the development of its participants possible. The concepts of mutual recognition, surrender, and multiple selves can deepen our understanding of the group's capacity to become fertile ground for its members to develop, as well as set in motion processes that seem to be destructive and that negate the group's development. 

What happened in the group that enabled the movement from destruction to recognition.

The first group meeting after Yoav's departure begins in a state of destruction of the intersubjective dimension and a lack of willingness for mutual recognition: I present to the group my idea about the chair that Dana introduced into the group having meaning, but Dana and the group paint a different picture: a chair is a chair is a chair. I insist and so do they. Each one becomes in that process the sum of the other's projections: from my point of view, the group is a group that is resisting my interpretations, and the group, as I understand it, seems to view me as someone who does not understand them, a stubborn and possibly tyrannical figure trying to enforce her view as the correct perception of the situation.

In the second act, Anna and Yaakov begin the battle over the dishwashing with each of them ruling out the other's existence. Yaakov is certain that Anna is lazy and not prepared to make an effort, and she is certain that he, like her father, is ruling out her subjectivity in that he will not accept any point of view she might have. 

Change becomes possible in the first act through the appearance of the Holy See, which was unconscious interpretation or, in other words, through the leader being willing to surrender. In the battle between Anna and Yaakov, Omer surrendered without even feeling it.

This striving for recognition, penetration, surrender, becoming subject to the power of the other – carries with it, I believe, the striving for development. Herein lies the similarity between the concept of recognition and the concept of surrender: both represent the need for the other, the recognition by the other, as expressive of the individual's desire to develop.

 The therapy group presented in this paper illustrates the victory of the will to develop over becoming stuck and stagnation. My desire to liberate the group from a state of impasse and to be faithful to my feelings about the proceedings, the group's willingness to assist in this act, Omer's desire to understand what was going on with Anna and unconsciously, with himself; all of the above are change-building and self expanding processes that enable multiple perspectives of the events. In other words, enable multiple selves by restoring faith in the group process thus creating the conditions that enable surrender to take place.

The group and individual processes of recognition and destruction may, as I have said, be dramatic and require special coping on the part of the leader (mainly in situations of impasse), or on other occasions the processes may be more subtle, almost unnoticed, as if taking place on their own. Both in the case of the big dramas and in the case of the little dramas, the possibility for surrender, for movement toward unfamiliar areas within one or more of the participants, is what furthers the group's development.

The analytic group is a space for powerful meetings between different selves of its various members, and therein lies its potential for many variations of individual development. The way that the numerous versions of one individual meet versions of another individual is a situation that may lead to mutual recognition and multiple selves of each of the participants in the process.

Foulkes (1964) described the unique forces that promote development of the individual in the group. Bion (1961) wrote about the danger of forces that impede development. Nitsun (1986), Zinkin (1983) and Roberts (1991) attempted to bridge the gap between the two. In this paper, I have attempted to add to this attempt and clarify the school of thought that sees both the destructive and the developmental forces as interwoven and inevitable in any group or individual developmental process. How can development be created and when will development collapse? Much remains to be investigated and developed. It seems to me that intersubjective concepts I have not elaborated upon in this paper, such as negotiation (Slavin & Krigman, 1998), the third (Jessica Benjamin, 1990), fusion of horizons (Stern, 2004) and implicit memory (Boston group, 2008) that is so fundamental to group work might be helpful
I also believe that group thinking, theory and practice, can help a lot in enlarging the intersubjective field. The concepts of the group matrix (Foulkes, 1964), resonance (Foulkes, 1964), the social unconscious (Hopper, 2001) are only an example.  

In my opinion, each individual can be seen in her own right, peopled by various self states. The more the inner group is able to engage in movement, in other words, the more its members, its self ststes, are able to surrender (Ghent) to one another, the greater the inner richness and the individual's power. In this situation, the individual is also able to meet more self states of the people around her, with each person carrying her own inner groups. The more rigid the self states within the individual, the more limited the ability to move from one state to another, and the more limited her encounters with the inner groups of people around her. As stated earlier, we will always have limited-movement and impasse states within ourselves, and in our relationships with others. What enables an expansion of the affective range of the individual and her internalized group, as well as that of the individual and the group outside of her, is the basic capacity to move, the capacity to make the transition from destruction to recognition and to play. The individual and the group reflect one another and are not distinct worlds. 
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