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Please note:

a)      
If you do not wish to receive these newsletters please reply with ‘remove’ in the title.

b)      
Anything in ‘blue’ is a web link which you can click (or with some email programs ‘Ctrl/click)
1.
PNC/APA Meeting Convened

The Alliance is convening a meeting on June 26th of therapy organisations which have expressed their openness to supporting members who reject HPC regulation and take the path of Principled Non Compliance/Alternative Professional Accreditation. Our hope is to agree a coordinated approach to PNC/APA. We have had an enthusiastic response, with acceptances so far from UKCP, BACP, the British Association for the Person Centred Approach, UK Association of Humanistic Psychology Practitioners, the Society of Analytical Psychology, and the Psychoanalytic Consortium. Watch this space for further information; and if your own professional organisation is not on the list and you think it should be, take action.

2.       Post-election Counselling and Psychotherapy Regulation – What Now?

The government has changed. But how much will policy on the regulation of therapy change as a result? Obviously it’s a bit early to tell, and policy however unambiguously set out often drifts as it gets nearer to execution. Could the Tories’ social responsibility agenda create a climate in which a more self-responsible and liberal regulatory framework could emerge? Some of their pre-election statements give cause for optimism. For instance, in their policy document on welfare reform, they say:

“Britain is entering what we have called the post-bureaucratic age – an era of dispersed knowledge and power rather than the concentration of authority in the central state. We are finding new ways to socialise, to run our businesses and public services, and to look after our local neighbourhoods. People are weaving a new social fabric that is strong but flexible, founded on small, dynamic, informal structures. Conservatives know that what matters in life is our relationships, our ability to provide for our families and to contribute to our communities. The proper response to the new global forces of the 21st century is to strengthen the units of society, not the state. Small acts by small groups make a big difference. Society is the product of the cooperation and interaction of individuals, families and communities. Wisdom lies in co-operation, diversity and innovation. The state has a responsibility to help this interaction take place, not to replace it with its own artificial processes.” http://www.conservatives.com/~/media/files/green%20papers/welfare_policy_paper.ashx?dl=true
In a speech made in January 2009, Oliver Letwin distinguished between what he called ‘Type A regulation’ [rule-based – as championed by HPC bureaucrats] and ‘Type B regulation’ [judgement-based – carried out by professionals themselves]:

“Proponents of Type A regulation have a touching faith that following the processes mandated in the rules will somehow guarantee the results which the rules are designed to deliver. But, of course, there is no such guarantee in practice. Following a given set of rules will produce the expected results if, but only if, the activity in question is very simple and the rules are very well judged. In general, the activities we most want to regulate - banking, looking after children at risk, flying airplanes, cutting people up on the operating table and so forth - are not simple at all, and devising rules that will guarantee results in these complex activities is well-nigh impossible. Hence, the need for regulation of Type B. In Type B regulation, the regulator supervises the activity in question on the basis not of rules but of professional competence. Type B regulation is not rules-based but JUDGMENT-BASED.” 

http://www.conservatives.com/news/speeches/2009/01/oliver_letwin_the_right_kind_of_regulation.aspx
A similar theme is found in the document  “Regulation in the Post-Bureaucratic Age”, (http://www.conservatives.com/~/media/Files/Policy%20Documents/BetterRegulation.ashx?dl=true),which  proposes radical reform of both the ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ aspects of regulation previously practised by Labour. The starting principles are those of Labour’s Better Regulation Executive: proportionality, accountability, consistency, transparency and ‘targeting’ (i.e. focused on the problem so as to minimize unintended side effects). These principles are widely accepted in most areas of public life. Unfortunately, the Labour government often seemed to ignore them, and particularly so in the area of health. The Conservative policy document is well worth reading, and highlights a number of themes: scrapping pointless box ticking, empowering the public by means of education, decentralising power, emphasising outcome based measurements of the effectiveness of regulation, relying on intuition and commonsense, moving away from automatic blame when things go wrong, implementation of professional standards as an alternative to state regulation, to name but a few. By contrast, post-election, the published programme of the Coalition is light on commitment in these areas so far. However it does contain a couple of general pointers to what may be expected:

“We will end the culture of ‘tick-box’ regulation, and instead target inspections on high-risk organisations through co-regulation and improving professional standards. We will implement a full programme of measures to reverse the substantial erosion of civil liberties and roll back state intrusion.” http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_187876.pdf 

No government of course can be relied upon to enact policy without participation from the electorate, but the Tories say they are keen to encourage more public involvement. It is up to us to continue the work of lobbying politicians, especially those with the relevant portfolios of Health and Business [which covers regulation] if we really want to see the climate change for good.

 3.                Regulation In The News: 

3 May, The Guardian ran a piece on Psychotherapy Rebels consider Rebranding to Avoid State Regulation. http://www.guardian.co.uk/society/2010/may/02/psychotherapy-rebrand-avoid-state-regulation 

 
7 May, The Times Newspaper ran a special feature - Should Psychotherapy be State Regulated. Mind put the Pros - “For Mind, it’s not about who regulates but about how it is done — as long as regulation is statutory and independent, then we have no preference who does the job.” The No voice came from the College of Psychoanalysts - “The HPC’s fitness for practice codes make this freedom impossible and therapists risk being struck off for conduct which no court would consider criminal. A rigid moralism reminiscent of McCarthyism lies at the core of its procedures, as witnessed in the recent “trial” of a psychologist for making sexual jokes at a private dinner”. And the Maybe from UKCP – “we are also calling for the new government immediately to organise a convention to discuss alternative futures for the profession. Because many of our members seem likely to refuse to register with HPC, we are developing an alternative approach to professional regulation”. http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/industry_sectors/public_sector/article7118429.ece
 

9 May, The Observer, Andrew Samuels gives short shrift to groups open to HPC regulation. "There is an unseemly, greedy struggle for power, money, influence and status going on among various elements in psychotherapy and counselling," he said. "There is an awful lot going on around the HPC that is monetarily driven – there are a lot of people who want to support it because they see it as their pot of gold." http://www.guardian.co.uk/lifeandstyle/2010/may/09/rogue-psychotherapy-regulation-row
11 May, Guardian. Malcolm Allen, CEO attacks UKCP and other ‘vocal minority’ groups, and praises the HPC . In the comments, Darian Leader notes that readers might be curious as to why the regulation debate is suddenly in the papers this past week: The Guardian, The Times and The Observer. No new scandal, in fact, but a group of five disgruntled people who have been lobbying the health and society editors to run pro-HPC pieces - could this be the real 'small but vocal minority' that Allen evokes? http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/11/psychotherapy-statutory-regulation
 

12 May: BBC Radio 4, You and Yours.

http://www.bbc.co.uk/iplayer/episode/b00s8jx6/You_and_Yours_13_05_2010/
Malcolm Allen says he is not in awe of HPC, and Darian Leader notes that HPC will be looking forward to £12m in fees from registering C&P.

 

16 May, Sunday Observer – Letters from BACP and Richard House responding to 9 May article

www.guardian.co.uk/theobserver/2010/may/16/letters-psychotherapy-regulation#history-link-box
 
 Note - Weekly research reports (PsyPraxis) of stuff happening in and around HPC regulation are posted on the HPC Watchdog http://hpcwatchdog.blogspot.com/(and also on the Alliance Website www.allianceforcandp.org )
 

4.       Considering Alternative Professional Accountability?

 Perhaps the most crucial question for those who disagree with regulation by the state or one of its agencies is, " if  HPC  goes ahead and I don't register,  will I still be able to practice within a sound code  of ethics and accountability?"

 

BACP members Janet Low, Jennifer Maidman, Arthur Musgrave and Andy Rogers recently met with a team from their professional body to discuss the organisation’s policy towards practitioners who may choose not to register with an unwanted regulator such as HPC. At the meeting, BACP chair Lynne Gabriel, chief executive Laurie Clarke,  head of regulatory policy Sally Aldridge and BACP governor Amanda Hawkins were unequivocal and unanimous: the organisation strongly supports diversity of opinion and practice and will continue to welcome as members those who opt for principled non-compliance or "Alternative Professional Accountability" (APA), including practitioners who adopt titles other than those HPC proposes to "protect" (counsellor and psychotherapist).  As to whether and how PNC/APA practitioners might be able to use BACP for ethics and professional accountability, there is still much to be clarified. To help address this, BACP promised to put to the Board our proposal for a ‘working group’ on APA.  BACP also clarified its position on transfer of members’ personal details to any statutory database, stating categorically that, although those who do elect to transfer will be given every assistance, no member will be registered with HPC without obtaining their specific and expressed consent. Lynne Gabriel and her team suggested further meetings in the future to look again at these issues. 

BACP's willingness to welcome APA'ers follows on from UKCP's recent adoption of the "multi track approach" (http://www.psychotherapy.org.uk/article964.html ), under which its members are able to make a free choice as to whether to register with HPC or go for APA. 
Meanwhile, another body which provides   an ethical code for its members, The Counselling Society (CS), has been lobbying MPs and is highly critical of   HPC regulation on its website. http://www.counsellingsociety.com/counsellingsocietyregulation/ .The CS, which also provides clients with access to an independent complaints panel is very concerned about the impact of regulation on the voluntary sector, and  has made it clear to the Alliance that it  will welcome and  support all practitioners, including those working under APA or alternative titles.
 

Although practitioners may need to reconsider how they describe the conversations they have with their clients if HPC do establish ownership of the titles 'counsellor' and 'psychotherapist', it's  becoming clear that their  attempt to appoint  themselves  sole guardian of the nation's subjectivity has already failed, if it even goes ahead under the new government. With all of the major professional bodies now offering some sort of support for  APA/PNC, it's clear that, should HPC prevail, non state registered practitioners will have no difficulty in maintaining appropriate ethical codes and systems of civic accountability to support their work. 

 
If you want to learn more, there is a document on APA available from the Alliance website (http://www.allianceforcandp.org/PNCAPA2.pdf )

Also an eIpnosis special issue explores some of the territory that practitioners considering APA would be entering and offers pointers to how they might make the transition not just workable but positively fruitful. Here are a few links:

NEW WORDS FOR NEW TIMES:
Moving to Post-Professional Practice

Honouring the Psychological Commons:
Peer to Peer Networks and Post-Professional Practice

THE INDEPENDENT PRACTITIONERS NETWORK
HYPERLINK "http://ipnosis.org/pages/P2P&IPN.htm" \o "blocked::http://ipnosis.org/pages/P2P&IPN.htmhttp://ipnosis.org/pages/P2P&IPN.htmblocked::http://ipnosis.org/pages/P2P&IPN.htm" Civic Accountability for Psychological Work:
a Peer to Peer Network Approach
Over the next few months we should also see a growth in the literature on APA, with a special regulation-themed issue of Self & Society due in the Autumn and new books on the way from Richard House and Denis Postle, not to mention a possible second edition of House & Totton's classic text Implausible Professions.

 

5.       More Action from the Person-Centred Community

Following its public commitment to 'assertively oppose HPC', person-centred organisation BAPCA has been true to its word and made a contribution of £1000 to the fund for judicial review. But the action doesn't stop there. As well as establishing a working party on regulation to explore PNC/APA and alternative regulatory proposals, BAPCA has written to Marc Seale to put pressure on HPC to make the PLG more representative of the wider profession, particularly with regard to the large (but largely ignored by HPC) person-centred community. The letter and other BAPCA news here: http://www.bapca.org.uk/subsub_more.php?n1_id=3&n2_id=190&n3_id=112
  

6.       ''Exposed: Voyeurism, Surveillance and the Camera' exhibition at the Tate Modern

 Reflecting wider concerns about the rise of the 'surveillance society' an exhibition entitled 'Exposed Voyeurism, Surveillance and the Camera' [link: http://www.tate.org.uk/modern/exhibitions/exposure/default.shtm] opened at the Tate Modern last Friday, running until 3 October. Here's an excerpt from the Tate Modern website: "Much of Exposed focuses on surveillance, including works by both amateur and press photographers, and images produced using automatic technology such as CCTV. The issues raised are particularly relevant in the current climate, with topical debates raging around the rights and desires of individuals, terrorism and the increasing availability and use of surveillance. Exposed confronts these issues and their implications head-on."

7.      Judicial Review Update
Darian Leader has sent the following:

The Judicial Review is now in its first stage. This means that the legal papers have been filed with the High Court, together with the HPC's defence. The Court will decide whether we can proceed to the next phase based on the documents received, and we are awaiting this decision, which could take a few months. Any news here will be posted at www.psyreg.co.uk. Contributions to the Fighting Fund are being gratefully received, so do keep sending what you can afford! We still need to keep raising money, and we have recently received a major contribution from BAPCA, as well as from colleagues abroad: therapists from America, France and Germany have been sending contributions with messages of support. Please send to:

JR Fighting Fund, Lloyds Bank
Sort Code 30-00-04, Account 02101964
or send cheques made out to:

‘JR Fighting Fund’
to Pine Cottage, Thornden Wood Road,
Herne Bay, Kent CT6 7NZ. 
8.    
Artists, musicians and writers lobby against HPC

A group of artists, musicians and writers have written to the Prime Minister, Deputy Prime Minister and Health Minister to express opposition to HPC. Signatories include  Alain de Botton, Rosie Boycott, Tracey Emin, Brian Eno, Bella Freud, Esther Freud, Peter Gabriel, Antony Gormley, John Gray, Lee Hall, Oliver James, Anish Kapoor, Hanif Kureishi, Andrew O'Hagan, Michael Nyman, Cornelia Parker, Marc Quinn, Will Self, Gillian Slovo, Ali Smith, Gavin Turk and Slavoj Zizek. They call for a proper consultation on the regulation of talking therapies and giving up the unsuited HPC model.
            
 
