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According to Freud, the individual remains connected to his groups
of belonging (Rouchy, 1995), whichever that may be; *. . . in the id,
which is capable of being inherited, are harboured residues of the
existences of countless egos; and, when the ego forms its super-ego
out of the id, it may perhaps only be reviving shapes of former egos
and be bringing them to resurrection . . .* (Freud, 1923:38). We think
that this idea contains the seeds of the conception of the Foulkesian
aroup matrix,

Foulkes, a psychoanalyst who later became the first group analyst,
succeeded in developing an approach so as to reframe the individual-
istic/collectivistic dichotomy (Elias, 1939; Freud, 1921; Le Bon,
1895). Foulkes® (1948 radical innovation was that he created a new
setting where a “psychoanalytic approach’ could be applied and could
impregnate both psychoanalvsis and group therapy with new
perspectives.

Psychoanalysis and group analysis should remain closely con-
nected, because the social base of the psyche should, unavoidably, be
of primal importance for a psychoanalytic mind, but all the more so
because group analysis can make use of a background referential
frame of psychoanalysis for the understanding of the human psyche.
As much as psychoanalysis needs to integrate the group representa-
tions of the individual, with greater reason, group analysis should not
become an approach exclusively ‘social” eg. ‘communitarian’
{McIntyre, 2007). thus losing sight of the dynamics of the individual
subjectivity, Sovereignty of the social and its regulatory structures of
conformity and socialization, if unchallenged, run the rnisk of under-
valuing the intrapsychic universe of the individual?,

Group analysis and any form of dynamic group psychotherapy for
that matter, should not become a mechanism for grinding social frie-
tion or confliel inte a conformist socialization of the individual,
ignoring the importance of unique individual experience and the pos-
sibility of a discourse which allows for the exploration of deeper
inner primitive proto-social and pre-lingual experiences.

‘Politics*

Historicallv, the massive democratization and economic flourishing
of the western world, coupled with the ‘baby-boomers™ social
ascendance and the expansion of their culture (Rock n® Roll, anti-
authoritarianism etc.) brought about a revolution of the psychological
and psychoanalytic conceptualizations. The prevailing and main-
stream psvchoanalytic approaches were massively questioned, not
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only from outside psychoanalysis (e.g. Laing’s and Cooper’s anti-
psychiatric movement, therapeutic communities, new CBT treat-
ments, etc.), but also from the inside, primarily under the form of the
so named ‘relational and intersubjective turn’ (Greenberg and
Mitchell, 1983). The view of an internal world motivated mainly by
drives and inhabited by fixed endopsychic structures was
questioned.

We hypothesize that in the yvears that followed Foulkes™ era, group
analytic community “felt’ so much empowered by its “expansion’ that
an urge came about; to “emancipate’ from “mother” psychoanalysis.
This symbolic “matricide’ of its psychoanalytic origins took the form
of a so called ‘radicalization turn’, which guided group-analytic the-
ory into a false and disadvantageous conflict with its psychoanalytic
roots (Dalal, 1998 This led to divisions among group analysts. For
some, the psychoanalytic perspective was maintained, and broadened
conceptualizations emerged, such as the anti-group (Nitsun, 1996)
and the social unconscious (Hopper, 2002; Hopper and Weinberg,
2011). For many others, a certain “a-theoretical’, still ideclogically
ridden and *political” attitude prevailed (Lamnidis and Hopper, 2016),
to the dismay of the Foulkesian thoughtful equilibrium.

MNowadays, timelier than ever, in a kind of Nachtriglichkeit, the
Foulkesian ideas regain a still more classical position in our mind.

2. A version of the Greek context

To place the above issues in more reality terms it 15 unavoidable to
examine the historical and socio-economic framework. Group analy-
sis in Greece, like any institutional development, is the child of its
contemporary Zeitgeist, denoting some aspects of the foundation
matrix, or the social unconscious. Interestingly, group analysis—
through the Institute of Group Analysis of Athens (founded in 1982)
and the Hellenic Society of Group Analysis and Family Therapy
(founded in 1983), and psychoanalysis—through the Hellenic
Psychoanalytical Society (founded in 1984), were simultancously
‘born” in Athens, as a kind of inversed condenser phenomenon
(Foulkes, 1964} This happened in a context where Greeks, for the
first time since the 1930s, were re-emjoying full parliamentary demo-
cratic liberties. Furthermore, in a parallel institutional context, at that
same period, the differentiation of psychiatry from neurology—as
discrete and not unified medical specialties, as they used to be till
then—was established.
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Group analysis 1n Greece has, since 1ts initiation, been represented
by two different institutions, which mirrored the upcoming dissocia-
tion of the two disciplines. Since then several schisms and divisions
followed. Today seven institutions represent group analysis in
Greece.

Concerning the two initial institutions: The Institute A conceived
itself as an alternative to the (still existing, at that time) mediaeval
psychiatric asvlums and to over-medication, and pointed towards
deinstitutionalization and psychiatric reformation, within the afore-
mentioned political climate, while, at the same time, consciously
departing from psychoanalysis?.

This community-based model viewed the individual as a narrowly
social outcome, lacking almost any intra-personal account of the
human psyche®. The pendulum was too much towards the pole of
*social-ism’, as Bion (1992) would put it and disregarded the pole of
‘narcissism’. Epistemic foundations were undermined, in the interest
of an existential/adaptation-oriented approach, and an anti-psychoan-
alytic, anti-psychiatric, therapeutic-community-oriented stance pre-
vailed. The individual (and the group) was absorbed In a
communitarian spirit, with ideological admixtures®. The workings of
the group were almost exclusively on dynamic administration and
fCOMmmon sense’,

The Institute B conceived itself as *psychoanalytically informed’,
but while minimally using group-analytic theory, it was mostly based
on: 11 Yalom's model; 2) elements of psychoanalytic object-relations
approaches; and 3) elements of systemic theory, Foulkes® concepts
had minimal presence and the group theory remained without its
autonomy.

Each one of these two initial institutes remained in conflict, non-
recognition or negation of each other, Although, they both claimed to
be closer to the social aspect of individuals, they both remained, since
their creation, isolated and in conflict with each other, capturing, in
this way, the reactionary origins of their structure and obstructing the
further development and evolution of group analysis in Greece.

Consequently, within the initial Greek group-analytic paradigm,
intra and trans-institutional theoretical fermentation was prevented.
This factor possibly accounts for the consecutive divisions, splits and
continuous emergence of new institutions,

By disregarding pluralism, both these initial group-analytic institu-
tions were unable to tolerate theoretical and clinical challenges that
could have led to development. Furthermore, there was no adequately
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scientific and clinically relevant examination of basic theoretical and
clinical questions like. e.g. what makes a group-analytic group work,
which were rather out of interest.

Further to the above we should consider governance of these insti-
tutes. The matter of irregular distribution of power, much of the kind
that Kernberg (1986, 2004) attributes to psychoanalytic institutions,
has been lurking in the foundations of these first two institutional
structures. In the past 35 vears of their existence, presidency for these
institutions has not changed. This kind of applying authority led to a
maltormation of structural arrangements, whose aim was to maintain
this structure, to protect their interests from any kind of threat,
Concomitantly, this led on the one hand to the development of arbi-
trary and untouchable dominance, and on the other to a kind of
dependent subordination, passive aggressive and ultimately rebel-
lious behaviour. This created a precedent to be followed in different
kinds of degrees by some of the descendant institutional structures,

Some commeon characteristics that have been observed of these
two nitial institutions are the following:

- One leader is often the founder of everything. Leader-centred
mstitutions  continuously promise a kind of illusory, future
*equalization of power” that never comes about.

- The demonization of the opponents,

- The sphitting and the projective maximization of “theoretical
differences” which are usually minor, or not sufficiently
elaborated.

- Whenever a maturation of real differentiations and differences
comes about the splitting mechanism is repeated in a multiplic-
ity manner.

The question here is whether the resulting “plethora’ of group-ana-
Iytic institutions in Greece constitutes a kind of development towards
pluralization or a kind of institutional pathology. Is this pathology a
manifestation of the development of group analysis in Greece, unique
for our domestic social unconscious? Or could this possibly be an
enactment of latent difficulties in the international group-analytic
community? A similar study of patterns of the multiplication of
group-analytic mstitutes in many European countries would be also
useful.

All new institutions disseminated from schisms or divisions of pre-
vious ‘parental” structures, which the “offspring” would view as
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‘pathological’. This fact, probably. counts for their inability to coex-
ist under a single umbrella. Consequently, this is not only a matter of
theoretical divergences—Ileading to different kinds of group analysis;
this 1s also an index of *narcissism of small differences”.

A recent example: a couple of vears ago vet another group training
institution was founded, which for the first time officially acknowl-
edges individual psychoanalysis as the principal therapy for trainees!
This, on the one hand acknowledges psychoanalysis but on the other
undermines the capacity of the group as an adequate therapeutic tool,
perpetuating the division between psychoanalysis and group
analysis.

3. Thinking about theory

Here we are sketching a general frame for comprehending psycho-
analytic and group-analytic theorizations in a figure-ground perspec-
tive. The way this is applied in practice (group-analytic groups,
training, supervision. institutional functioning etc.) will be the object
of following articles.

Dirives—intfrapersonal structures—sociality

Group analysis has its roots in psychoanalysis and the individual 1s
perceived as bearing his own psyche and body, as pertained via the
intra-personal structure (Brown and Zinkin, 1994). Viewed from this
Foulkesian perspective:

The superego could be thought of as representing both internal
constraints and external restraints, within a specific societal frame-
work, and could permeate the individual and contribute to the whole-
ness of the social within the individual’s internal world,

The id, which bears ‘residues of the existences of countless egos’
(Freud, 1923: 38), could be thought as the depository of cumulative
amounts of human “knowledge’, in the shape of unconscious primary
phantasies (e.g. primal scene).

The ego could represent an assembly of interpersonal and transper-
sonal structures, much like communicational nodal points that have
been introjected, where a relatively stable and energetic equilibrium
{much along the lines that ego psychology conceptualizes the ego) 1s
established between foundation, dvnamic and personal matrices.

Along the same lines, many other psychoanalvtic conceptualiza-
tions could be considered from a group-analytic point of view and. in
the spirit of Cortesdo’s writings, this could integrate * . . . the technical
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and clinical management of the metapsychological formulation and
the minutiae of object relations, in a specific group situation, which is
different, but not inconsistent with the dual sitvation of psvchoanaly-
sis..." (Ferreira, 2015: 469).

For instance, infrofection (and its counterpart, primary identifica-
tion), reviewed by Foulkes (1937), based on Ferenczi's legacy (19097,
is a bringing about of a qualitative dimension of the sociality, com-
plementing its conceptualization in solely drive terms.

Using the—not without dangerous traps—translation of psycho-
analytic concepts into group-analytic ones (and vice versa), as a kind
of bridging of the two, many other metapsychological concepts,
could not only become enriching for both fields (Kags, 2013), but
also open new theoretical and clinical perspectives, revealing the
limitations as well as the hidden possibilities of each concept.

Nitzgen (2013} presents such an example of how Foulkes viewed
the individual as an agent of libidinal forces, manifesting in a “total
situation”; situated among disruptive or destructive libidinal tenden-
cies the * _ . . conductor aims to maintain a “tolerable imbalance”
between such opposing tendencies in groups . . " (Foulkes and
Anthony, 1957[1984]; 58).

Communication—symptoms—objects—transference—
symbolization

Foulkes emphasized the importance of the communicational process,
advocating that

- newrctic disturbances, symploms, in themselves autistic and unsuitable for
sharing, exert for this very reason an increasing pressure on the individual for
expressing them. As long as he cannot express them in a better communicable way
he finds no real relief ., . | (1948: 169)

Accordingly, it is the ‘process of communication” that “drives the
therapeutic process forward” (Foulkes and Anthony, 1957[1984]:
260). Communication can be thought of as the other side of transfer-
ence, which in Foulkes” mind and writings has changed over the
years (Hopper, 2007, 2009), And although placing transference inter-
pretations at the centre of the analytic process was not recommended,
he nonetheless considered the group analvtic situation ‘in essence a
transference situation’ (Foulkes, 1964: 109),

Along the same lines, according to Leal, free floating (group) dis-
cussion and communication could be an equivalent of transference *



58  Group Analvsis 32(1)

... not only {(as) transposition of content, not only as a compulsion to
repeat unconsciously former interactions or relations, but also [, . . in
terms of] economic [libidinal] emphasis . . . (Leal, 1971: 54). So, the
technical focus may be intrapersonal, if we concentrate on the indi-
vidual; or the technical focus can be transactional or interpersonal, 1f
we concentrate on dyvads and subgroups (Billow, 2017; 12). In both
cases concepts like “group-as-a-whole” “transterence’ and ‘resistance’
can function as interacting relational modes through which the group
members and the therapist come to experience, communicate with,
and symbolize each other (Billow, 2017: 9, given sufficient length of
the treatment.

Besides communication, matrix is the central Foulkesian concept:
Within the matrix, communicational/intersubjective processes,
restructuring/mutative processes and representing/symbolizing pro-
cesses become intertwineds.

Through communication and matrix, groups represent and pro-
cess intersubjective experiences at various developmental levels of
thought. Such intersubjective experiences are modeled as histories
of dyadic, triadic, and social relationships. All these are partly
introjected/internalized (subjectivated) and partly re-activated
when met with a concomitant, mirroring environment (Pines,
2003).

According to Rippa et al,

... sach group member unconscionsly brings to the therapy group his'her entire
collection of inner significant objects, which may be individual objects and . . .
may also be group objects. These may then be unconsciously projected onto
individual members; the conductor and/or the group-as-a-whole can affect their
real behaviour in the group in positive and negative ways . . (Rippa et al, 2013;
415)

As Anzieu remarks

... psychoanalytic work needs to be done where the unconscions shows itself
standing, silting or lying, individually or in a group or in a family, wherever a
subject can put words on his distress and his fantasies towards a person who
is there (0 hear him and able (o give him an interpretation . | . (Anzien, 1975;
n

The difficulty is therefore to open up individual analysis to another
level of analysis, while at the same time to favour an approach to
unconscious processes within a small group.
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4. Thinking about conductor—administration—

interpretation

Foulkes” conceptualization of the group analyst implied (1) his spe-
cific position in the dynamics of the group; (2) his dynamic adminis-
tration of the group, which aims at maintaining the setting. Later he
acknowledged * . . . the culture of the group. This is not brought about
by a particular act, although this total atmosphere is the result of his
actions . . .* (Foulkes, 1975: 95); consequently (3) his *analytic atti-
tude’ {op cit: 108); the group analyst remains an analyst who appre-
hends the unconscious processes in the group.

Consequently, we conceive the group conductor’s role and posi-
tion as follows:

Since professionally led therapeutic groups differ considerably
from self-help groups (Lambert, 2013}, the group analyst does not
have a negligible influence in the group and has a key role in the
translating process, resorting to interpretations (an activity that he/
she teaches by sharing with the other members of the group), thus
‘leading’ and ‘traiming’ the members of the group to become aware of
certain processes that oceur among, between and within them.

The conductor’s task is to help point out and clarify multiple com-
munications as well as to help analyse transferences. projections and
repetitions, the final aim being the facilitation of the group process
and the promotion of change, at the level of individuals. As Lecourt
notes the conductor’s task is “his/her attention and his/her particular
way of listening to unnoticed/unconscious processes . . . (Lecourt,
2016: 7).

The conductor's responsibility is to maintain the therapeutic func-
tioning of the group and simultaneously he/she belongs to the inter-
subjective field and the total situation of the group. Foulkes
emphasized this intersubjective nature of the group process and its
transpersonal character and as early as 1948 he formulated his con-
ception of the inevitable embeddedness of the conductor in the group
(Patthoff, 2017),

A conductor attempts to realize and respond to the divergent and
evolving dynamics of groups, while striving to understand the ways
that his'her own personality, life circumstance and therapeutic pres-
ence may have an impact on how they intervene or what they foster.
Simultaneously the members’ individual and collective ideas about
the leader influence everything that takes place in the group. *The
group beholds its leader: a looming figure of fantasy, an emerging
figure of reality’ (Billow, 2017: 12),
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Thus, the conductor is of central importance in (the emergence of)
the group’s dvnamic matrix, and he/she has a special and essential
role on (the creation of) the group-analytic process. For Cortesiio

.. - the group-analylic matrix is the network of communication, relationship and
working through, which, by incorporating the group analytic pattern, allows the
gvolution of the group analyvtic process within the adequate theoretical and
technical dimensions by which it is characterized . . . (Ferreira, 2015)

Group analysis bears on the intra-psychic, the inter-personal and the
social, The study of the individual and the group can only be attained
within the framework of a total situation and cannot be understood in
1solation. Foulkes (1948) taught us to consider mental disorder as a
disturbance of the network of communications/relations of the per-
son within the internal/external world.

It is however important, towards and within these group locations,
to rely on a theory of the mind, which will allow for * . . . taking inter-
relational individuals seriously’ (Lavie, 2005: 531), without sacrific-
ing them to a kind of conformity hidden in any societal normalization.
In other words, it is both the personal and the collective, conscious or
unconscious that shape and mold the human psyche and we advocate
that for the unconscious processes in a group, new concepts are
required, as methodological tools and keys for understanding 1t

5. A response to this historical and theoretical context: the

IGA ‘8.H. Foulkes’

Considering the way group analysis institutionally developed in
Greece, our chosen response is our newly founded Institute,

We aim for all our members to participate in as many activities of
the Institute as possible, allowing for personal initiatives that will
enrich pluralism and democratic functioning, Towards this direction
we adopt all necessary constitutional paths for a democratic and reg-
ulated institutional functioning which, we are strongly convinced,
will become apparent in the institutional dvnamics. With the approval
and support of all our members we are constantly under organiza-
tional consultation to ensure our optimal development,

Our training programme is structured according to the Eitingon
{and EGATIN) tripartite model—therapy. theory, supervision—and
there is a complete (non-reporting) differentiation between therapy
and all other training activities. Therapy, for the trainees, is in a twice
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weekly analytic group with other patients in a proportion of 1/3.
Trainees are treated in the same way as patients and it is possible that
before entering the group a trainee-patient is in individual psycho-
analytic psychotherapy for as long as the training group analyst
{whom he/she has chosen from a list) considers necessary. For our
trainees to get a minimal level of acquaintance with individual treat-
ment we have a requirement of 100 hours of individual supervision
during the whaole training period,

In our theoretical seminars throughout the five-year training—the
Introductory Course included—we give importance to both psycho-
analytic and group-analytic theories, In parallel with the group-ana-
Iytic line of teaching, our trainees get a sufficient level of knowledge
of the principal psychoanalytic theories of functioning of the indi-
vidual mind. This is coupled with their supervision and personal
group-analytic experience, since the orientation of the great majority
of our members is group-analytic and psycho-analytic, in tandem,

It is in our future plans to pursue, for this purpose, an—eventually
difficult—dialogue with the other group-analytic institutions in
Greece, aiming at identifying all eventual convergences and differ-
ences. It would be useful to organize a first conference focusing on
different kinds of group analysis in Greece, with the—hopefully—
maximum possible representation of all Greek group analytic
institutions.

5. Epilogue

Group analysis is a conception of integrating a person’s individual
psychological and biological qualities, with his social world and its
unique internalization. Such a theoretical framework offers the
exceptional opportunity to re-think the body/mind borders, the inside/
outside, as well as the concept of drives as a boundary between the
mental and the somatic,

In this perspective, a whole range of theories concerning human
development, spreading from the social view. e.g. sociology, social
psychology and systems theory, through to the inter-subjective and
object relational aspects of the human psvche, all the way to Freudian
views as well as recent neuroscience findings, are important for
understanding and ultimately curing individual persons in groups.

We aim that our students maintain an enguiring mind, get well
trained in group-analvtic theories, become familiar with psycho-ana-
Iytic theories and learn how to use both perspectives in a
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“figure-ground” and mutually complementary way, as exemplified by
Foulkes himselfl

Notes

1. A slighfly different version of this article was presented at the 17th
Internaticnal Symposium of the Group Analvtic Society International,
Berlin 2017.

2. ¢ ... the legaey of group analysis was, still is and always will be “to take
inter-relational individuals seriously”, not the reification of “the individual™
nor the abstract concept of “the group”. Foulkes never reified “the group™
nor “the individual™. He always looked at the “group-amalytic situation™
composed of “inter-relational individuals™ who came to treat their psyches’
{Lavie, 2005: 532).

3. As itsinifiator states: * Analysis was a term, and a practice, we were suspi-
cious and weary of right from the beginning, as it was noticeable, in Frend
and the carly analysts that their purpese was to buld a sclence and not to
alter a treatment’ (Tsegos, 2016; 58).

4,  For instance; ‘Psychotherapy in itself is an art and not a science, while psy-
cheanalysis is a fabrication” (Tsegos, 2016: 57).

5. Tramsference and countertransference was regarded © . . . as another fab-
rication, a phobic evidence of Frend who prefers to analyse these instead
of accepting it as a normal feeling in every relatonshap’ (Tsegos, 2016
58). Furthermore, activist faith and ethical mottes, such as © . . . thus, we
defined the psvchoanal viic interpretation as an arbitrary, usually unclaimed
and not infrequent, inciminating justification” (Tsegos, 2016 59) were of
the utmost importance.

6. ‘His (Foulkes”) main contribution was still somehow to blur his primary
concern with individual minds by means of emphasizing the mediatory con-
cept of the “Matrix™ (Lavie, 2005: 526).

References

Anzien D (1975) Le Groupe er | Inconscient. Paris: Dunod.

Billow RM (2017) Relational Group Paychotherapy: An Overview, Par [
Foundational Principles and Practices. Group Analvsis 50(1): 6-22.

Bion WR (1992) Cogitafions. London: Karnac,

Brown D and Zinkin L (eds) (1994) The FPavele and the Social World. London:
Routledge.

Dalal F (1998) Taking the Group Seriously. London: Jessica Kingsley,

Elias W {1939 The Chvilizing Process. Sociogenetic and Prvehogenetic nvestigations.
Oxford: Blackwell, 2000,

Ferenzci 5 (1909) Introjection and Transference. In: Fiest Comtributions to
Psvchoanalysis. London: Karnac, Kindle.



Myvlona et al: Genealogy of group analvsis 63

Femreira G (2015) Group Analysis and the Different Approaches: The Portuguese
Contribution. A Tribute to E L. Cofesiio, (roup Analyvsis 48{4): 465486,

Foulkes (Fuchs) SH (1937 On Intrjection. fntermationa! Sowrnal of Poveloanalvsis
18; 269290,

Foulkes SH (1948} fnireduction fo Croup-Analviic Psvehotherapy, Studies in the
Soctal Integration of Individuals and Greups. London: Kamac, 1983,

Foulkes SH (1%64) Therapewtic Groug Amalvsis, London: Kamac.

Foulkes SH (1975} Group Analvtic Paychotherapy. Method and Principles. London:
Karnac,

Foulkes SH and Anthony EJ (1957 [1984]) Group Psychotherapy. The Psychoanalytic
Approach. London; Kamac.

Frend 5 (1921) Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego. In: 8.E XV, pp.
69144,

Frend 5 (1923) The Ego and the Id. In: 5.E. XIX, pp. 12-66.

Greenberg JR and Mitchell SA (1983) Offecr Relaiions in Psychoanalviie Theory.
Boston, MA: Harvard University Press. Kindle.

Hopper E (2002} The Socicl Unconscious: Selected Papers. London: Jessica Kingsley,
Hopper E (2007} Theoretical and Conceplual Notes Conceming Transference
and Countertransference Processzes in Groups and by Groups, and the Social
Unconscions;: Pan 11, Growp Analveis 40017: 2942,

Hopper E (2009) Building Bridges between Psychoanalysis and Group Analysis in
Theory and Clinical Practice. Group Analysis 42(4): 406425,

Hopper E and Weinberg H (2011} The Social Unconselous tn Persons, Groups and
Societies, Vol 1: Mainly Theory. London: Kamac.

Kabs R (2013) Un Singulier Pluriel. La Psychanalyse a UEpreuve du Group. Paris:
Druned.

Kemberg OF {1986} Institutional Problems of Psychoanalytic Education. Jewrral of
American Fsychoanalviic Associafon 34, 799-834.

Kernberg OF (2004 ) Discussion: ‘Problems of Power in Psychoanalytic Institutions’,
Psvehoanalyviic Tnguire 2401 ) 106-121.

Lambert MJ (ed) (2013) Handbook of Psvchotherapy and Befuviowr Change.
Hoboken, M1 Wiley,

Lamnidis N and Hopper E (2016} Interview with Earl Hopper. Oedipus 16: 263-293,

Lavie ] (2005) The Lost Roots ofthe Theory of Group Analysis: “Taking Interrelational
Individnals Seriously’! Group Analvsis 38(4): 519-535.

LeBon G (1895) The Crowd. A Study of the Popular Mind. Available at: hitp:/www.
gutenberg.org/ebooks 445 (accessed 24 December 2017),
Leal MR {1971} A Selection of Good Questions and some Suppositions made at the
15t European Symposiom on Group-Analysis’. Greup Aralysis 41} 54-60.
Lecourd E (2016} Pivehoanalvsis and Group Analvsis. Fremch Approaches,
Presentation in EGATIN Study Days. Zurich, 22-24 Apnl.

MacIntyre A {1981 ) Afler Firine. Wotre Dame: University of Wotre Dame Press, 2007,
Kindle.

Mitsun M {1996 The Amt-Greup: Destrictive Porces in the Group and their Creative
Potentia!, London: Rouledge.

Mitzgen [ (2013) Group Analysis and Complexity Theory., A Response 1o Victor
Schermer. Group Analysis 46(3): 314-327.

Pines M (2003) Social Brain and Social Group: how Mimoring Connects People.
Group Analysiz 3604 ) 507-513,



64  Group Analvsis 32(1)

Potthoff P (2017) Comment on Billow's ‘Relational Group Psychotherapy: An
Owverview. Pant [: Foundational Principles and Practices’. Group Analysis 50(1):
30-34.

Fippa B and Moss E (2013) Interpersonal Communication at the Intermal Group
Level Group Analysis 46(4 ) 415-4235,

Rouchy JC (1995) Identifications and Groups of Belonging. Growp Analvsis 28(2):
129-141,

Tsegos 1 (2016) Visible and Invisible Psychotherapy. Group-Analyiic Contexis T4:
A6-61,

Dominique Mylona, MDD, is a psvchiatrist, a group analyst and a psychoanalyst
in private practice, in Athens, Greece. She is a full member of GASI and a mem-
ber of the Hellenic Psychoanalytical Society and the International Psychoanalvtic
Association. She is a founder member of the Institute of Group Analysis *5.H.
Foulkes™ and serves as its Vice-president and as chair of its Training Committee,

Nikos Lamnidis, MD, is a psvehiatrist, a group analyst and a psychoanalyst in
private practice, in Athens, Greece. He is a member of GASI and a full member
of the Hellenic Psychoanalytical Society and the International Psychoanalytic
Assocation. He 15 a founder member of the Institute of Group Analysis “S.H.
Foulkes™ and serves as its President and as a member of its Training Committee,
He is the founder and editor of the Greek psycheanalytic journal Oedipus. He is
also a fellow of the College of Psychoanalytic Researchers of IPA

Sophia-Maria Moraitow, MSc, 15 a sociologist and a group analyst in private
practice, in Athens, Greece. Sheis a full member of GASI and an associate mem-
ber of the Institute of Group Analysis, London. She is a founder member of the
Institute of Group Analysis ‘S H. Foulkes® and serves as treasurer and as a mem-
ber of the Training Cormmittee.

ApBpo Snposenpive oo Group Analysis Journal, Vol. 52 (1)



