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CALIFORNIA'S FIRST PSYCHOANALYTIC SOCIETY*

by
Albert Kandelin, M.D.

In the last phase of his life, one of Freud's principal pre-
|
occupations was with the lay analysis controversy. Is a medical

degree desirable and even an essential qualification for the prac-

tice of psychoanalysis? The Ernest Jones biography of Freud re-

views the events around this issue during and after Freud's life-
time and concludes by referring to it as "a cenﬁraldilemma in the
psychoanalytic movement, one for which no solution ﬁas yet been
found".

California's first analysts were laymen. Located in Los An-
geles were Thomas and Margrit Libbin (later Munk), Marjorie Leonard,
Estelle Levy and David Brunswick. Led by Brunswick|this group felt
the need for strong leadership to develop a psychoanalytic community
along lines familiar to them through their European training

experiences and in harmony with developments on the |American scene.

This resulted in an invitation to Ernst Simmel, an early victim of

the Nazil persecutions. He accepted and arrived in Los Angeles in
1934, His medical and psychoanalytic career in Germany had been
distinguished and included participating in the fouﬁding of the
Berlin Psychoanalytic Institute in 1920; in 1927 he established
and operated for several years the famous Schloss Tegel, a sana-
torium which pioneered in the use of psychoanalytic methods and

attitudes in a hospital. Tegel was endorsed and favored by Freud.

(*This paper was written as part of a study by the History Committee,
Los Angeles Psychoanalytic Society. Source materials include the
papers of Ernst Simmel and the Archive of the Society.)
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The Los Angeles Psychoanalyticfbroup was founded in 1935, Cal-

ifornia's first psychoanalytic organization; in this bimmel was the
prime mover and became its first president. This group had no of-
ficial relationship with the American Psychoanalytic Association

nor was 1lts membership restricted to the analysts. Its constitu-
tion made no mention of a medical qualification; several of its ori-

ginal members were intelligent and enlightened persons in profes-

slons apart from analysis, psychiatry or psychology. ' Essentially

the one qualification was "sufficient knowledge and understanding of
Freudian analysis". Especially excluded were "person’ who attempt

to practice psychoanalysls without tralining as prescribed by the
Freudian School". This exclusion was timely, aimed ?t the con-
siderable number of opportunists who proclaimed themsélves analysts
with 1little or no qualification. Within these guidelines the Study
Group commenced a productive existence and attracted a growing member-
ship. By 1940 new lay members included Frances Deri, Hanna Heilborn
(l1ater Fenichel), Christine Olden and Edgar Daniels. Also joining

the group were the first physician analysts (after Simmel). From

Europe came Otto Fenichel and the Haenels, Joachim and Irene. The

earliest American trained physician analysts were Cha?les Tidd and

|
\
|

The Study Group's activities, which included some training of

May Romm,

analytic candidates, were sanctioned and under the official aegis of
first the Chicago Psychoanalytic Institute (founded 1?30), and later
the Topeka Institute (founded 1938). Topeka and Los [ngeles had
close links; Simmel, Fenichel and Tidd were charter members of Topéka.

Tae Topeka Jurisdiction over the California activitieﬁ lasted until
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1942, the date of founding of a first official socieéy on the West

Coast. (This was the San Francisco Psychoanalytic S@ciety, given the

name of the northern city although it included membefs from there

and Los Angeles alike).
In other centers and in the national parent organization, medical

members had assumed dominance and in a letter from Lawrence Kubie to

Simmel in June 1938 this was pointed out and suggestions made about the
course of development in Los Angeles. He said, "It i$ hard to trans-
mit on paper the general spirit and atmosphere of a m%eting (Council on
Professional Training, American Psychoanalytic Association, June 2,
1938); but there was a feeling of warm and enthusiastic appreciation of
the service which your group has been performing for psychoanalysis on

the West Coast and a whole-hearted understanding of the special prob-

lems which confront you." Kubie held the position of Secretary of the
national organization and was referring to the "probléms" created by
the presence of the non-medical analysts in the Calif?rnia group. He
went on to sketch out the national association's new éolicy in this

matter: '"When the time comes that closer affiliationlbetween the

Los Angeles Group and the American comes under consid ration, certain

difficulties such as these will have to be resolved. And it would
probably make it much easier to eliminate such difficﬁlties if no new
laymen were accepted for training frow now on. New Minimal Training
Regulations are being adopted by all the constituent societies includ-
ing a Resolution against the future training of laymen. You will notice
that this is not unfairly retroactive." Thus official policy was clear-
ly spelled out, but such a directive hardly solved the local problem

of how to organize and advance from preliminary Study Group status to
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an officlal Society status acceptable under the natioﬁal rules. The

- position of laymen members in a medically dominated association re-
mained to be defined. Robert Knight of the Topeka Society writing
in September 1939 stated "we must work out some friendly association
and supervision". |
Pressures were increasing to organize in California an official
organization to qualify as a constituent society of the national group.
Simmel acknowledged the problem of the lay analyst membership in a
memorandum June 1940 referring to the "particular situation of the

psychoanalytic movement in California. I1l feeling exists against the

acceptance of lay analysts as ordinary members". He said some feared

the creation of a loophole providing admission of lay analysts re-
Jjected elsewhere, or the possibility lay members would outnumber the
physician members, or the presence of lay members invgt;ng conflict
with medical authorities. He proposed a society be og anized by qual-
ified physician analysts in accordance with specified national regula-
tions and added that such a society could accept laymeh adequately
trained or in training prior to June 1938. Also, he proposed a system
of supervision of the lay analysts by physician members aimed at
eliminating conflict with medical authorities or criti?al attitudes
from medical analysts.

Until an official society could form and be reCngized, the
Jurisdiction over California affairs resided with the &opeka Society.
From that source came pressure in January 1941 and Robert Knight wrote,
"it becomes more apparent to us here that the best eventual solution

will be for you to form a society of your own in California, It is

becoming increasingly impractical to direct or supervise psychoanalytic
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activities in California from this distance. It woul@ be possible

for a California Society to deal more adequately with%the lay problems,
I have no doubt the authorities of the A.P.A. taking into considera-
tion the specific circumstances in California, and the role the non-

medical analysts have played in the movement will have no objections

against their later admittance, particularly if we accept voluntarily

the restrictions I have proposed. I refer especlally to those of
standing before June 1938". _

Somewhat later than in Los Angeles, analysts had Established them-
selves in San Francisco, and now joined their southerﬁ colleagues in
deliberations concerning a new psychoanalytic organizaﬁion. There
the situation was different; a non-medical analyst, Sibgfried Bernfeld,
was the recognized leader of the analytic movement. Apready distin-
gulished on the continent before his American migration, he had a repu-
tation of being an outstanding teacher and a creative Fcientific worker,
Moreover he was said to be very well accepted by the lbcal medical
profession. His colleagues were unwilling to participéte in any plan
which would disturb Bernfeld's standing. William Barrptt was quoted
as saying "we would prefer no society at all to one which would put
Bernfeld in a secondary status". His colleagué Jacob Kasanin wrote
the opinion of the San Francisco group in January 1941; "it seems then
that it would be more rational to include as Charter Members both medi-
cal men and lay analysts who are qualified for admission to the Society.
We definitely wish to have laymen". Later in the year Bernfeld wrote
to Simmel, "The California Society should have unambigtously a medical
character, Non-physicians will have to renounce many of their rights...

but one can hardly feel as belonging to the Society if| one were
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deprived of the rights to influence the selection (o? candidates) and
the policies of committees guiding training and teacﬁing".

In a letter to Kubie (February 12, 1941) Simmel'mentioned opposi-
tion to admission of non-physician analysts by some %ho feared recrim-
ination from the national authorities, a fear he himéelf considered
groundless, In this view he was supported by Kubie %ho summarized as
follows. "I do not think it is possible to ask the éouncil on Pro-
fessional Training of the A.P.A., to pass on any indi?idual layman.
This has purposely been left in the hands of the individual societies...
the A.P.A., has never had any specific jurisdiction in the matter. The
basic principle is the autonomy of the individual soéieties, limited
only by the minimal standards and by the resolution with regard to the
future training of laymen. If your constitution is élear on these
points none could imagine any doubt of the acceptibi%lty of the
California group". |

Reporting to Karl Menninger (April 1, 1941) Sim@el wrote in
apology, "I am sorry we Californians will continue tq be a burden for
some time to come. The circumstances in California 4re such that the
local analysts are not yet sufficiently mature to goﬁern themselves,
We are still in adolescence and that is as you know,ian awkward age.
Just give us one more year to get a grip on ourselves and in the mean-
time please continue to guide and advise us". 1In Sp%cific reference
to the lay controversy he added, "the lay analysts r%alize that the
main difficulty in granting them the reCOgnition they deserve lies
in their great numbers. It would be unfair to both the lay analysts

and the psychoanalytic movement in California to found a society with

a tendency of ignoring the lay analysts. If such a stand were ever
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taken, both Bernfeld and myself would withdraw 1mmed§ately from the
psychoanalytic movement here"., He felt the problem felating to lay
members could be taken care of through a gentlemen's agreement, im-
plying they would forego charter membership, even ordinary membership,
but without sacrificing their status and privileges ?s gqualified
analysts, i

In June 1941 Robert Knight as president of the Topeka Society
appointed a committee to investigate the factors invplved in forming
a California Society and proposed to come to Los Anggles in August to
chair its first meeting. In a reply, Simmel focuseL upon the central
problem - the integration of the lay analysts into tpe new organization,
He recognized the new national rule against further %raining of lay-
men but equally insisted upon the rights of those non-physiclan ana-
lysts who were trained before June 1938, He considered it a special
situation in California, with laymen making a majority. He proposed
a category of membership for them differing from thoée of ordinary
membership, and urged they have voting rights and even charter member-
ship. However, he recognized some compromises may b!come neceésary.

With Knight presiding, the organizing meeting wés held in Los
Angeles, August 23, 1941, The committee appointed by Knighﬁ consisted
of himself, plus Tidd, Simmel and Fenichel from Los ?ngeles, Berliner
and Kamm from San Francisco. A report of the meetin% begins with a
discussion of the possibility of forming two societiés, one in each
city. This was rejected in favor of a common societg. Simmel pro-
posed accredited membership without voting privilegeé for non-physician
analysts, and after discussion this was accepted. R§Jected by a vote

of tirece to one was his further proposal of regular ﬁembership for

|
i
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distinguished non-medical analysts. (In this vote Kﬁight and Fenichel
abstained.) In a general way the relative acceptance of the lay group
appeared to be a satisfactory compromise and in accord with statemen%s
Simmel had solicited from them before the meeting. Qernfeld's response
to Simmel I have quoted above, Other non-physician analysts had re-

sponded in essentially the same terms.

It would be a pleasure to say that at this point the establish-
ment of a California Society was almost completed, and that the con-
stitution as drawn up by the organizing committee at its August meeting
was shortly approved and subsequently ratified by the national body.
Unfortunately, new problems and frustrations arose, dplaying still

further the birth of a new organization, And the new problems again

involved the layman issue,

In 1941 psychoanalytic practice in California cape under the
scrutiny of the State Board of Medical Examiners, pro%ably resulting
from the activities of a number of marginal practitiohers, people
with little or poor training. Simmel himself underweht an investiga-
tion, but his practice was never interrupted. As a p ysician with
foreign birth and education he was not admissible to California 1li-
censure on a convenient basis. In these times of triél much support
and advice came to Simmel from colleagues elsewhere, especially Knight
and Menninger in Topeka.

As the result of the State Board's investigation, even though
inconclusive and not a certain threat, several of the;physician ana-
lysts had serious reservations about participating in| the organiza-
tional procedures. They advised a policy of consulting the State

Board on the issue of the proposed accredited memberspip for the lay
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analysts, hoping thus to insure the security of the ﬁew society.
Simmel felt this wrong and thought it better to proceed without such
consultation; he anticipated the Board would never interfere in the
practice of an accredited and qualified analyst, medical or layman,
and in this view he was supported on a national levei. However, the

support of three Los Angeles physician analysts was lost at this

point. Knight and Menninger remained eager to get the California
group organized and emerged as peace makers. Knight mentioned "con-
flicting loyalties and affiliations". Menninger advi%ed concession
and compromises and urged the formation of a society flong the lines
proposed in August. In spite of their efforts, the cpntroversy defied
solution and the new year, 1942, saw the problems sti#l unsolved.

In the spring of 1942 a 1list of ten physician anglysts was formed,
meeting the charter requirements of the national regu%ations. Apart
from the three who abstained the list included every éualified medical
analyst in California plus one each from Seattle and &ucson. The
three in Los Angeles who abstained from charter formation were, May
Romm, Charles Tidd and Joachim Haenel; in this way they expressed dis-
satisfaction with the handling of the lay problem. After its formation
Romm and Tidd shortly Jjoined the new society.

The charter list had six from Sgn Francisco, Barrett, Berliner,
Kamm, Kasanin, MacFarlane and Windholz. From Los Angﬁles were Fenichel
and Simmel. Orr of Seattle and Gero of Tucson compleﬁed the ten
charter members. In about January 1942 the San Francisco members had
assumed the initiative, now inviting their Los Angeles colleagues to

Jjoin them, using the constitution drafted the previous August. During

earlier planning the name California Psychoanalytic Society was
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envisioned, but at this point it was replaced by a ne% label, the
San Francisco Psychoanalytic Society. Simmel preferr%d the first for
sake of unity, but conceded there were reaéons to nam% it for San
Francisco, beyond the fact the charter list was heavihy weighted
from that end. These reasons included avoidance of cknfusion if in
the future a separate society were formed in Los Ange;es, as indeed
did occur four years later. Also with the San Francisco name it was
felt the influence of potential opposition in Los Angeles would be
minimized in the matter of the lay controversy.

In May 1942 Simmel attended the national meeting‘in Boston to
present the application of the California analysts, presenting the
proposed constitution as drafted in August 1941, TheﬁprOposed cate-
gory of accredited membership for lay analysts was noF acceptable,
otherwise there was no objection and the application was favored,
eventually being ratified by the other constituent soéieties. Thus
the attempt to include provision of accredited lay me‘bership in a
nationally ratified constitution failed. However, thé new society
was free to solve their problems in their own fashion? within the
limitations imposed by the minimal standards provisio} of the American
Psychoanalytic Association pertaining to lay analystsTtrained prior to
1938, and reserving training thereafter to physicians. In Los Angeles
as well as in other centers, older and qualified lay énalysts have re-
tained their status in their communities by holding m?mbership in their
local societies under some category such as Accrediteé, Affiliate,
Special or Honorary, distinct from Active or Regular ﬁembership for
which the medical qualification is a requisite. Apart from a few ex-
ceptions, membership in the national parent organization is reserved

for those who hold Active or Regular membership in their local

societies.
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