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Chapter One

Survivors History Group takes a critical look at historians

Survivors History Group
Introduction

Survivors History Group is run by mental health service users/survivors who value the history of  the survivor movement.  Membership is open to anyone, survivor or not, who shares our interest.  Historians in our sense are people who write or tell history, for whatever reason, not just people who are experts at doing so.  We welcome all histories of the movement. This chapter is an introduction to some of the stories about the United Kingdom (UK) movement that have already been told.  Several of the authors discussed are members of the group.  The group started in 2005 and much of our work will be found in our website archive and history (http://studymore.org.uk/mpu.htm), referred to in this article as “Survivors History”. 

If history is a story that purports to be true, we should ask how the story relates to the evidence about what happened.  We document ways in which some alleged facts in  published histories do not correspond with evidence from the archives and some of the stories conflict with memories of those who took part in the events, and suggest that our collective archiving and story telling works towards the creation of an objective history that is true to the memories of many different people and fits the evidence in preserved records.  
We identify and discuss the significance of  two features tending to make survivor histories different from other people’s histories.  One that stands out is that our histories are usually descriptive rather than theoretical.  Less obvious, but important, is that survivor research has focused on the continuity of survivor action instead of considering it a by product of intellectual trends, such as Laingian anti-psychiatry.  We argue that this corresponds more closely to the reality of  what happened. As Louise Pembroke has said, we were not "sitting around talking about Laing" - "our role models were each other" (personal communication 20 July 2009).
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We review the main printed academic works on the general history of the UK survivor movement, focusing on empirical credibility, and conclude with a discussion of our own project.  The works we review are: 
· Peter Sedgwick's (1982) Psycho politics 
· Anne Rogers and David Pilgrim's (1991) "'Pulling down churches': accounting for the British mental health users' movement"  
· Nick Crossley's (1999, 2006) "Fish, field, habitus and madness"  and Contesting psychiatry (2006) 
· Marian Barnes and Ric Bowl’s (2001) Taking Over the Asylum 
· Jan Wallcraft, Jim Read and Angela Sweeney's (2003) On our own terms 
· Helen Spandler's (2006)  Asylum to Action 
Of these writers, only Wallcraft, Read and Sweeney are self-declared survivors. 

Peter Sedgwick

Sedgwick's Psycho Politics (1982) contains a concisely written survey of "movements among the mentally ill" in Belgium, England, France, Germany, Holland, Scotland and the United States (US).  In this, the English mental patients' movement is described in a few paragraphs (pp 227-8), the accuracy and relevance of which should have made them the point from which subsequent historians began their researches. 
Psycho politics has two parts: a critical review of anti-psychiatry, and a review of mental health movements and issues.  It deals with the mental patients' movement  as a movement in it own right, making no attempt to relate it to the theorists ( Foucault, Goffman, Laing, and Szasz) identified as anti-psychiatry. 

Sedgwick's account is based on documents, rather than the interviews favoured by some later historians, but he has the advantage of living through the period and taking an interest in events as they happened.  The documents he references are the "Declaration of Intent of the Mental Patients Union" (MPU; MPU, 1973), a (substantial) English magazine interview with MPU activists (MPU Hackney 1975) and the international issue of the radical French magazine Gardes fous in April 1975.  The precedence of the Scottish union, two years before England, is mentioned and Sedgwick recognises that the Mental Patients Union was a "federation" and not a single group.  In contrast to Crossley, he deals with the documents and activities of  the actual unions, rather than ‘The Need for a Mental Patients Union’ (Irwin et al, 1972) (see under Crossley), which was never a union document.  He deals with the establishment of an autonomous and recognised union in Hackney Hospital in 1974, and the publication of the Directory of psychiatric dugs (Hill et al: 1975), but not 
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with Manchester MPU's Your rights in mental hospital  (MPU Manchester 1979). As well as being carefully researched, accurate, well referenced and clearly separating theory and fact, Sedgwick has the virtue of discussing a movement, which is more than the organisations carried along in its stream.  He is aware of the movement towards solidarity amongst patients of which the various organisations are expressions and evidence.  
In 1982 the evidence Sedgwick saw for the stream was only "sporadic and unpredictable appearances in the far left press" (Sedgwick, 1982, p 228).  History and subsequent research (Survivors History) have demonstrated that in this period between the mental patients unions and 1985, the waters were gathering force and reshaping.  In Yorkshire, Bristol, Glasgow and London, critical women's groups were forming (Women in Mind, 1986).  In Lancashire and London, patients were entering local Mind organisations.  A new wave of  "Mental Health Action Groups" appeared in which patients and radical allies struggled to change established services and/or establish local, user run services.  And a very small and very vocal group called PROMPT (Preservation of the Rights of Mental Patients in Therapy) were reviving and revising the left-wing document, The Need for a Mental Patients Union  (Irwin et al, 1972), that the mental patients unions had rejected as radical and revolutionary, and integrating it with the MPU's declaration to make their own explosive manifesto. 

A cultural reshaping of the movement was in the making.  Probably unknown to one another, patients meeting in the National Schizophrenia Association in Westminster and PROMPT  published collections of poems.  In 1984, survivor poet Frank Bangay launched the first PROMPT music and poetry gig at the Metropolitan Tavern in Farringdon, London.  Rhythm and lyrics, as performance or printed page, brought the movement together in new and more powerful ways (Survivors History).
Anne Rogers and David Pilgrim
By the time the next academic foray into describing the movement appeared in 1991, the vibrant underground activity of the early 1980s had combined with the desire of the government to consult over the structure of community care (replacing the old-style hospitals) and movement organisations had expanded rapidly with assistance from national charities and progressive professionals.  Two professionals, Anne Rogers and David Pilgrim, joined the London Alliance for Mental Health Action to carry out participant observation for what became "'Pulling down churches': accounting for the British mental health users' movement" (Rogers and Pilgrim, 1991).  This article in a sociological journal put mental health users on the academic map as a “new social movement” or “newly emergent movement” (1991, p 129). 
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Empirically, the article contains a brief history and a substantial snapshot of movement organisations in the late 1980s.  Although the authors list Sedgwick in their bibliography, their history is almost exclusively about Holland and the US.  Sedgwick documented aspects of  MPU activity which were "a model for some of the European movements", but Rogers and Pilgrim argued that "well documented accounts of developments” in Europe and North America  indicate "the extent of the establishment of patient groups in other countries" in contrast to "the relative delay" of its emergence in Britain (1991, p 130).
To Andrew Roberts, living at the main MPU address for many years, it appeared that similar  organisations emerged at about the same time in various parts of North America and Western Europe, and that we saw ourselves as part of one movement.  This international; mutual support grew stronger during the period in the early 1980s, often interpreted as a hiatus in the development of the British movement. 
Rogers and Pilgrim state that the "Mental Patients Union and 'People not Psychiatry' in this country ... as campaigning organisations in the 1970s, gained some media recognition but failed to develop", the MPU "collapsing with the death of a key individual within the organisation" (1991 pp 130-1).  We have not been able to identify either the organisation that collapsed or the individual who died.  We think, however, that the existence of several unions in England and Scotland (mentioned by Sedgwick) should have cast doubt on the idea that one death could end the union.
Rogers and Pilgrim’s survey of organisations is an important record which we have used in our web history.  They interviewed 10 people (seven users and three professionals) between Autumn 1988 and 1989, identified (as follows) only by the names of organisations they belonged to: 
· Mind/Survivors Speak Out (SSO); 
· London Alliance for Mental Health Action; 
· Voices; 
· CAPO/LAMHA; 
· Mind Link   
Voices was not a member of the London Alliance for Mental Health Action, the others were.  This circumscribes the claim that the sample represents the  "British" movement, but two interviewees we have identified (Peter Campbell and Jan Wallcraft) believe the survey is a good representation of what they experienced in London. Rogers and Pilgrim are very critical of Voices.  Survivors History has given Voices members the space to reply, and this has added depth to our history.  Voices is now The National Perceptions Forum, and its ex-chair, Chris Barchard, has written on its history and its contribution to the movement.
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Similar surveys to Rogers and Pilgrim, but carried out by survivors, have received less attention.  Chamberlin and Unzicker (1990) identified their sources, which makes the historian’s task much easier.  The anonymity of survivor sources in Rogers and Pilgrim and Crossley’s histories limits our ability to assess their interpretations.  Although adopted for ethical  reasons, we suspect that it was unnecessary.  In similar circumstances, Helen Spandler included the names of all her interviewees, with the exception of one professional who asked to be anonymous, and preserved their evidence in a national archive. 

Chamberlin and Unzicker are conscious of  their geographical limitations, but unacknowledged London centricity is a distortion to most academic histories.  The significance of Scotland has been almost completely ignored in the generation of the UK movement (Roberts 2009), and it is impossible to make credible sense of the history of the movement without discussing the leading parts played, at different times, by Bristol, Leeds, Manchester, Nottingham, Sheffield and other centres.  In just one, significant, example, we quote Colin Gell, who has written 
“One of the main reasons for the spread of practical user involvement, as opposed to theoretical, was the work of people from Nottingham going around the country in the early 1990s and supporting others to get started.” (personal communication 1 August 2008). (See Chapter Two *, this volume).
Nick Crossley

Crossley's (1999) article "Fish, field, habitus and madness: the first wave mental health users' movement"  is arguably the first significant academic study of the Mental Patients Unions. Habitus (like habit) relates to the way we do things and Crossley describes changes in the way the movement does things.  His article was followed in 2006 by the book, Contesting psychiatry.  His work moves beyond Rogers and Pilgrim to provide a story of the development of the movement in two waves, from the formation of the MPU in 1973 and from Survivors Speak Out in 1986.  The result is of considerable empirical value, but survivors whose memories and archives he uses, have found significant aspects discordant with what they experienced, and can substantiate from documents. **
We have made considerable use of Crossley’s (Crossley 1999, p 652) concept of “continuity”. Here, we consider first the empirical issue of whether there was continuity between patient activities before and after 1973, and then the related theoretical issue of what one means by a continuity.  Crossley (Crossley 2006, p 144) writes:

"The MPU were pre-dated slightly by the Scottish Union of Mental Patients (SUMP), who formed in 1971, but this group folded relatively quickly and although its founder did later link up with 
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some MPU members there is no direct line of influence from SUMP to the MPU, as there is from the MPU to many of the groups still active today. In this respect the birth of MPU was the birth of the modern survivor movement." 
In fact, continuity between SUMP and MPU was strong.  Tommie Ritchie, the founder of SUMP (Roberts 2009), left Scotland for London in June 1972.  He, and fellow member Robin Farquharson, took part in the founding meetings of the union in March and April 1973, when Tommie signed himself "RICHIE - LONDON - SEX - SUPERSTAR".  Robin died, tragically, between the two meetings, but Tommie was a very active member of an MPU house for two years and he lodged the records of  SUMP with the MPU.  Extracts were published in MPU News in February 1974.  The Scottish experience fed directly into MPU practice.  Crossley’s mistake, also made by Helen Spandler, is to confuse the union with the four people who wrote “The need for a Mental Patients Union” (Irwin et al:1972), known as the “fish pamphlet” from its cover illustration.  Eric Irwin was the only self declared patient of the four authors.  Two other patients (Andrew and Valerie Roberts) joined in its distribution (see Crossley 2006, p 146).  The MPU, initially based on a patient membership of almost a hundred, referred to the fish group as “the pilot committee” and, to the annoyance of Eric, dissociated the union from the fish pamphlet.
Instead of tracing continuity from previous patient activity, Crossley seeks continuities from  anti-psychiatry to the MPU, qualifying this by saying the MPU was "shaped by the anti-psychiatric effect... without being reducible to it" (Crossley 2006, p 144).  He argues (2006, p 160) that the fish pamphlet was “framed” by two “key discourses”: Marxism and anti-psychiatry .  By anti-psychiatry (chapter 5) he means the activities of Laing and his associates.  If we include Szasz and Goffman, who he occasionally mentions, it is reasonable to describe anti-psychiatry and Marxism as prominent features of the fish pamphlet.  But although part of the context of the MPU, they were not its substance. Unions contained patients with diverse views on psychiatry and politics, as one would expect when the constitution entitled any mental patient to full membership.  Union activity was primarily a coming together of patients in solidarity.  The same point needs to be made with respect to the second wave of survivor activity in the 1980s.  Survivors Speak Out initially contained a sizeable minority of “allies” who were not patients, and, as Peter Campbell, its first secretary, points out in an email to Crossley "anti-psychiatry ... may have been more important to the allies" (personal communication 12 June 2009).  Most of the patient members were, as Louise Pembroke has argued, learning from each other.
What constitutes continuity?  With Tommie Ritchie we traced it physically through the same individual being active.  Similarly, Valerie Argent and 
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Andrew Roberts progressed from the Ingrebourne Society of patients in a therapeutic community in 1963, through an informal networks of patients from different hospitals, to the MPU in 1973 (Survivors History).  But continuity can also be traced, empirically, through inspiration.  Members of the Ingrebourne network read, discussed and annotated a book about a Rampton Hospital patient (Peter Whitehead) recording how, in 1955, he encouraged about twenty patients in Rampton to write letters and get them out to Members of Parliament, the National Council for Civil Liberties, and others (Roxan 1958, p  218).  Rampton, one of the three hospitals at the time for  mental patients thought to require prison-like security, could not have been further removed from the neurosis centre that was Ingrebourne, but continuity of patient activity stretched through the printed page, and Peter Whitehead was a role model for Ingrebourne and MPU activists.  In the MPU, ex-patients from Rampton and Broadmoor lived in the same house as ex-Ingrebourne patients.
Andrew Roberts, Crossley’s interview source 2 (“patient and MPU activist”, Crossley, 2006, pp 147, 150, 151, 155, 156), finds the main way in which  Contesting psychiatry conflicts with his experience is not what it says, but what it omits.  It focuses on events preceding the formation of English unions, hardly mentioning the history of the unions themselves.  The account omits most of what relates to the activities of mental patients inside and outside hospitals in the years 1973 to 1977 that contain most union activity.

Peter Campbell, Crossley’s interview source 9  (“survivor activist” Crossley 2006, pp 175, 180, 188), relates his own experiences to the generation of SSO (January 1986) -  Mind Link, Mind’s user network (1988) - and the United Kingdom Advocacy Network (UKAN) in 1991.  Voices (The National Voices Forum), a user group supported by the National Schizophrenia Fellowship, was initially (November 1986) London based.  It developed as a national network in the early 1990s.
Before these events, Peter and other mental health service users were involved in a professional led London group called the British Network of Alternatives to Psychiatry.  Some of these  professionals were associated with Laingian anti-psychiatry.  Another professional led group with users, based around the Asylum magazine in Sheffield, was associated with the “democratic psychiatry” of  the Italian psychiatrist Franco Basaglia.  These two trends within psychiatry are a prominent feature of Crossley’s analysis, and they were clearly important as part of  the context of second wave patient/survivor solidarity.  However, as Peter comments in an email to Crossley:
“I think you could deal more fully with the worker/survivor split in the 1980s.  You don't really say that many survivors felt at the time that the only way to counteract professional dominance was to have survivor-only groups.  Perhaps it is relevant that anti-psychiatry and 
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democratic psychiatry were very much  professionally-led enterprises (in my opinion!!)”  (personal communication 12 June 2009)
Professionals were much more influential in generating the survivor movement of the late 1980s than in the generation of mental patients unions in the 1970s.  But in the 1980s, as in the 1970s, Contesting Psychiatry underplays users’ desires and work for autonomy and solidarity in favour of documenting the intellectual developments of professionals. 
The  MPU from 1973 to 1976, and, more effectively, SSO, from 1986, linked otherwise fragmented (Chamberlin and Unzicker 1990) people and groups throughout the country.  It may be the presence or absence of such coordinating centres that some observers have perceived as the presence or absence of the movement. 
Crossley correctly pays attention to the origins of both the MPU and SSO. Unfortunately, with respect to the events preceding SSO (Crossley 2006, pp 180-1), it is difficult to relate the account to our memories because  two conferences are mistaken for one, and the conference he describes has elements of both.  The World  Federation for Mental Health Conference in Brighton in the summer of 1985 excluded most English users.  It was gatecrashed by one English group (CAPO: Campaign Against Psychiatric Oppression, previously PROMPT) who linked with invited users from other countries in taking over one of the themes of the conference.  This user-led revolution inside a conference was part of the impetus for professionals within Mind to make the Mind Annual Conference in the autumn a user-centred one.  After this conference there was a meeting that led to the formation of SSO in January 1986 (Survivors History).
Peter Campbell, first secretary of SSO, suggests that Contesting psychiatry would need to pay more attention to the sequence of subsequent events in order to understand the way survivor-led organisations developed.  He considers it important that SSO formed in January 1986 and had a clear field before Mind established its user network in 1988.  During this period, the strength of survivors within SSO increased and solidarity between survivors was built at the Edale conference in September 1987.  Edale, when almost 100 survivors met in a Peak District youth hostel, was really the beginning of what Terry Simpson, first coordinator (1993) of the United Kingdom Advocacy Network (UKAN), has called the “grass-roots movement”.  It was a strong survivor-led organisation that established complete survivor control in the years of constitution building from 1987 to 1990.  Mind Link formed in an environment that already had an autonomous user movement organisation.  Terry considers Edale a key moment in establishing the next phase of the movement which led to the creation of UKAN some years later (Survivors History and clarifying personal 21 March 2010).
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Crossley (2006, pp 14-15) relates the interplay between organisations to resource mobilisation theory, which stresses competition for resources.  A quotation from Peter Campbell (Crossley, 2006, p. 188)  supports this emphasis.  Anne Plumb, another activist, stresses cooperation rather than competition.  As SSO was joined by Mind Link, by the developing national network of Voices, and by UKAN, it became possible for users with different perspectives to find a group congenial to them, and through that group to work together with other groups.  It was this underlying structure of user-led organisations that enabled a genuine survivor movement, with hardly a professional in sight, to engage with government in the Mental Health User Task Force from 1993, with three representatives each from SSO, UKAN and Mind Link.
Marian  Barnes and Ric Bowl
During the 1990s, the survivor movement and government policy engaged with one another.  This is reflected in Taking over the asylum: Empowerment and mental health (2001) by Barnes and Bowl.  Their focus on social policy and user involvement provides a framework for people wishing to relate the history of the movement to public policy.  Chapter two, “From  lunatics to survivors”, attempts such a “sparsely documented” (2001, p 26) history, mainly using existing published sources, such as Rogers and Pilgrim (1991).  Not everything is based on secondary sources, and exploring the relationship between Nottingham Advocacy Group (2001, pp 35-6), with which Marian Barnes has worked, and user involvement in public policy would provide a useful starting point for a history of the practical issues which Colin Gell of Nottingham Advocacy Group referred to earlier in this chapter.  In a PhD thesis, survivor historian David Armes (2006) has built on this and the next work we review by analysing different movement responses to the forces of  involvement, consultation and service provision, .
On Our Own Terms

The most important printed empirical contribution to the academic history of the survivor movement so far is Jan Wallcraft, Jim Read and Angela Sweeney's On our own terms (2003). This work is the background to our own work.   Preparation for this research began in 2000 under Diana Rose at the Sainsbury Centre for Mental Health.  A large user reference or steering group, with strong black and minority ethnic representation, was formed to supervise the study.  Jan Wallcraft took the proposal forward when she took over from Diana in 2001, and a team of survivor researchers was brought together to “describe and analyse the mental health service user/survivor movement in England”.  Their report notes that Rogers and Pilgrim had described this as a “new social movement” in 1991, but “no 
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systematic attempt has been made until now to find out the extent and scope of this movement” (Wallcraft, et al: 2003, p 1).
A core of the report is an analysis of 318 questionnaires returned by user groups in England.  Chapter three of the report is on the “Development of the Movement”.  It begins with a table (table 4) of  “Key developments in the service user/survivor movement in England”.  This appears to have been constructed by the research team and steering group, including many of the survivors active in the movement since the early 1980s,  pooling their experiences.  Survivor History  Group later used this as one of the starting points for its web history of the movement.

The report includes a chart of the years that groups started.  One suspects this is heavily biased towards recent years, because groups that have closed are not included.  However, the curve of the chart suggests the points at which growth in the number of movement organisations was greatest.  The authors claim that “the figures confirm that there was a rapid expansion of local groups from the 1980s onwards, with the majority set up in the last ten to fifteen years” and that “the postal survey shows that 75% of groups were set up since 1992, which seems to confirm that the NHS and Community Care Act” [1990] had a strong impact. (Wallcraft, et al: 2003, p 12).
As well as the questionnaires, a selection of group representatives were interviewed. The questions included ones devised to secure information about the history of the movement.  “Most do think the movement is growing.  They point out a number of reasons, including social changes, political changes, individual efforts by survivors and allies, and recent  collective actions to put forward survivor agendas such as self-management” (2003, p 12). Each of these suggested causes is then explored in more detail (Wallcraft, et al: 2003, pp 12-14).
Helen Spandler

Helen Spandler's (2006) Asylum to action  includes a detailed study of the continuity between joint staff/patient action to preserve Paddington Day Hospital as a therapeutic community (Durkin 1972) and the origin of the MPU in 1973.  Spandler  argues that the democracy of therapeutic communities contributed to the activation of patients.  Roberts (2009) has related this to his own experience of coming into the movement through another therapeutic community in the 1960s.  However, although it resonates with the memories of some activists, Asylum to action’s thesis is limited. The archives of SUMP, already referred to, lie very close to ones that Helen used for previous research.  We have used them to argue that the movement originated at least as firmly within old style asylums as it did within therapeutic communities:  A qualification that Helen is happy to accept.
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Survivors History Group

We have argued that parts of the story told by Rogers and Pilgrim and Crossley, should be modified by the evidence of participants’ memories and archives.  Such a relationship between survivor and academic history is collaborative.  There is, however, a difference between the importance most survivor historians place on how well a story fits with memory and data, and that of  many academics.  Academics have suggested that in the broad sweep of history, the details we raise are trifling.  From our point of view, it is essential that the accounts relate credibly to our memories and to the records.  The academic historian/sociologist may only be concerned to find some rough fit between theoretical models and data, whereas the detail of history matters to us because it bears on our lives and our heritage. 
Survivors History Group shares Crossley’s (2006, p 6) belief in stories and archives as foundations of research.  His work with material collected from survivors, although flawed, is also valuable.  We use our own stories (memories) and archives to create a collective history of the movement we identify with.  Weaving together the stories different survivors tell of our own lives, we use our archives to check and enrich them.  Many people have contributed their stories, providing a strong base for checking narratives against one another.  Our aim is a history that relates individual biographies to the movements of history in a way that is both subjectively meaningful and subject to the ever ongoing test of falsification by the data. 
Archives alone are lifeless.  Stories bring them to life.  But we have found that stories without archives do not have enough substance to make good history.  Few of us recall accurate dates for our stories, and without dates it is difficult to relate different people’s narratives, or to weave individual accounts into collective history.  Written archives often provide the dates.  Anne Plumb, for example, has listed events from magazines to provide a framework of dates we can relate our memories to. (Survivors History. See, for example, her Asylum magazine index) 
Crossley (1999, pp 6, 22) speaks of  “movement myths”, that may be true in themselves, but not in  connections we imply when we use them to raise movement morale.  An argument that our involvement will lead us to use history as propaganda, whilst detached historians seek the truth, is plausible  But we do not believe that objectivity belongs to the detached academic in this way.  Because the story is our story, the credibility and detail of it matters to us in a different way than it does to the academic historian.  This can mean we are more, not less, concerned about objectivity.  We have been less concerned about theory, but our narratives has been researched and told (on the web) in a way that makes interpretations and data open to continuous critical evaluation and correction.  Our tapestry of interwoven stories and archives is publicly available (Survivors History).  We encourage 
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input in a diversity of ways, including website feedback,  a (very lively) internet forum, group meetings, workshops at conferences,  exhibitions of books and archives, and special events such as our recent “Pageant of Survivor History” (Survivors History 19 March 2010).  Our history is always, of necessity, incomplete because it is an ongoing process.  Our history too is flawed, but we think the way we work facilitates criticism of the flaws, and amendment of the stories we tell.

Collective authorship
This chapter is collective work developing aspects of  a Survivors History Group conference with historians in 2008, the report of which is listed below (Survivors History Group 2008), and should also be credited to the group.  As group secretary, Andrew Roberts drafted both articles on the basis of many members’ work.  Both articles were circulated widely for comment and correction.  We thank everyone, including the historians commented on, for generous help in many forms.
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From Notes on contributors
Survivors History Group is an independent survivor-led organisation established in April 2005 to promote the understanding and valuing of the history of action by service users/survivors and their organisations and to work towards the creation of an archive. Members include many who have a long personal history in the movement and who took an active part in writing the group's chapter in this book. These include (amongst many others) Frank Bangay, organiser of gigs for PROMPT and CAPO and a founder of Survivors Poetry (1991); Anne Plumb, survivor archivist of the movement; Peter Campbell, ex-secretary Survivors Speak Out, and another founder of Survivors Poetry, Louise Pembroke, founder of the National Self-Harm Network; Clare Ockwell, a pioneer of anorexia research and service-user training, Angela Sweeney and other authors of the book This is survivor research (2009); and Phil Ruthen of CoolTan Arts. Andrew Roberts, the group Secretary and chapter editor is based at 177 Glenarm Road, London, E5 0NB.
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Notes on this copy

* Chapter Two, this volume refers to The Nottingham Advocacy Group: A short history by Marian Barnes and Colin Gell 
** This paragraph is amended from the book as we find ourselves in disagreement with the editing. The editing of our chapter was sensitive and careful, and considerably improved our chapter overall. However, in this and a few other places we have deviated slightly from the text of the book in the direction of our original text.

*** In the book, the passage from page  14 to 15 is within the first sentence about Crossley (organisations/to resource). We have reinstated our original paragraph break.






PAGE  
1

