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am concerned over the relative lack of emphasis in counseling training
Brograms on the non-cognitive, non-quantifiable aspects of human interaction.
espite the academic press for grades and quantifiable indices. we must push
towards integrating some of these spooky areas into our programs. Not to do so will
attenvate our effectiveness. though we may gain in sterile academic respectability.
have suggested three steps as a starting point in this integration. These steps are

supervision for divergent responses. modeling techniques, and sensitivity training.
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% 'S . THE USE OF FANTASY AND IMAGRY IN THE TRAINING OF COUNSELORS: THE COGNITIVE TRAP
!
o~ IN GRADUATE RDUCATION
1 o David H. Mills, Ph.).

. S e Iowa State Univarsity
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‘ I think we have a serious problem which is rolatively unique to the areas
of counseling and guidance, counseling psychology and clinical psychology. This
problen stems from having our fest planted both iun the cognitive and the affective

realms. That is, our disciplines are part of a graduate schooi or more generally,
I

‘ an educational mileau which promotes, rowards, and turns out products which

’ have skill and competence in dealing with facts, nunbers, the bag of research
methodology, the realm of cognition. And in part, that is how it should be.
If there are no objective skills, if there are no "facts," if there is no basic
area of knowledge, then as coungelor educators, wa might just as well foid up
our tape recoxrdars or our Strong Vocational Interast Inventories and go home.
Happily, these cognitiva areas do exist. These exist however too well and

since it is this area where there may be objectiva indices of competence it

is my feeling that we spert too much time in traiaing for working with

cognition to the dotriment of our Zinished product. Kenneth Keniston in his
1967 book "The Uncommitted" states the "The successful product of (modern)

education is an individual who has the capacity to concentrate for long

periods on assigned tasks, to remain cool, dispassionate, accuratae and

objective in work; to undertake and carry through unaided, complicated and

long-range projects...". This is good, especially good if one is in the haxd
sciencas or even the hard end of bshavioral sciences. Counselors obvioualy
need these attributes, but it i3 my contention that they need much more.

Coolness, dispuassion, objectivity may in truth interfere with their fnteractions
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with their clients. These cllients, despite neat categorizations in text-books
snd journal articles, are still human and as such are irrational om occasion,
still express non-quantifiable affactive phenomena, and have day drecms and
fentasies vhich transcend the cognitive rules of every-day life. While we can
treat them as objects, this does nvt turn them into those objects. They still
are much more and it 1q these extra qualities which wo miss as products of the
system in wvhich ve teach or learn. But, our dilemms as counselors in training
or as counsselor trainers have is how to integrate training for sensitivity to
non-objective phesnomene within a system which requires objectivity. Pare-
phrasing several other persons, I feel strongly that central amonB the
nsglected potantials of counseling are the capacities termed “"regression in
the sexrvice of the ego"--that is the ability of the ego to, as it were; 'shut
itself off" and themwiy remain open to the childish, the sexual, the c:;ntlvo.
and the dreamlike." If our clients live partially in an unobjective world
vhere things can be symbolic or affactive, then it seems to me that to deal
vith them as individuals, as the individuals they phenomenologically are,

then we have to be comfortsble in these realms also. Not to be so is to tell
the client implicitly th't we can accept only part of him, that part vhich can

bs tested or rationaily worked into a diagnostic or prognostic formulation.

This may be a fine approach to gain respectability among our "scientific"
con-freres, educational research people, experimental psychologists, and

those paragone of virtue, the chemists and physicists, but it sure as hell
doaesn't help our clients. Respectability whdn linked with attenuated usefulnass
1 a type of professional suicide, the aftex-1life for which is academic

sterility and triviality. And yet, I em afraid that this is the direction in

wvhich we are going. Hence my current concern and these intellectual ramblings.
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Now, what can we do about it. We grope, weé flounder, we divest ourselves
of some of our academic respectability; we try to prepare our students better
than we ourselves were prepared. The child is in truth the father of the man.
We badly need to loosen oursalves and our students up so that we all can deal
vith the intricacies of our clients and not just their rational or quantitative
aspects.

1 am going to suggest a three point program of training which can be
aeffectsd at the practicum or interne level. This approach is not a panacea for
the i11s which I have described but it seems to me to be a beginning step.

First, and probably the most important, is a philosophy of supervision

which {s related to student growth in an atmosphere of controlled freedom and

not asaoéiated with concern over "rightness" or "wrongness" of specific responses.
This philosophy can be labelled as training for divergent respounse. 1In such
supervision, the student interaction with his client is looked at as a mani-
featétion of a growth process for both participants (and, if ve were to be
completely truthful, oftentimes for the supervisor). The supervisor does not
bear downhheavily upon instrumental responses accepting some as being appropriate
and others as being inappropriate. Rather he focuses with his supervisee more
upon the "why's" of what is going on, what is the over-all process at the time.

Random error by the supervisee is to be expected and when it occurs can either

be overlooked or can be looked at in a relatively non-judgmental way.. For

example, the supervisor may direct the supervision towards why the client pulled
this response from the counselor and alternative responses might be suggested.
These alternative responses are given not because the student erred but more to
establish a frame of reference which allows several things. First, it allows
or aids the student to realize that in most, if not all, cases there is no one

bast way of doing things, and it helps him to articulate differential functions
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of the variﬁul rooponiei. .Iflthoro has to be strong reinforcement from the
supervisor it should be attached to this articulation of various ways of dealing
vith the same situstion and not to the student's understandable drive to find
the one best way. As such, the student is given the freedom to relax, to
participate more freely in counseling and to not feel bound to one Markovian
chain: of counseling procaess. His response potential to a given situation is
thus enlaxged. Secondly, such a procedure will give the student the feeling
(which I feel is appropriate) that there is almost never a single crucial
error in counssling. Once this monkey is off his back 2nd he realizes thst,
typically, similar situations will occur agein and agein in his contact with &
given client he will have less concern about having missed vhat may have seemed
1ike a crucial point or interaction and will have some faith that not only will
this point come around sgain but also that when it does he will be equipped
differently to handle it.

Now, .I have been talking about the counooiiug equivalent of vhat randowm
error is to the psychometricisn. This includes to me counseior interactions
vhich might not have been as facilitating as they could have been but which
occurred becsuse of the client's resistance or the counselor's anxiety, or
simply his lack of experience. There ars kinds of systematic error which sesm
to be different qualitatively. These occur for two reasoms. First, and maybe

the wmost typical, iz the systematic error introduced by the client's style of

defenses, where the client consiitcntly pushes the counsalor into a non~
facilitating or distorted role, I think this situation can be handled much

as I have suggested the random errors can be. The type of systematic distor-
tion, however, which is 1n;roduc¢d by the counselor hlmnoif is a very different

case. If the distortion sesms to be impeding the counselor's effectiveness then
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it would appear to be appropriate for the supervisor to suggest that the
supervisee go into counssling himsslf. It clearly seems to be a supervisor's
responsibility to make this suggestion (although I am impressed with the number
of supervisors who do not do so bacause of embarrassment or some vague stigma
which they attach to psrsonal training therapies--obviously, this is a double
stendsrd; what is good for the gcose is not good for the gander. It typically
'counotu a condescending attitude towards their own clients and students) .
Minor, but systematic, distortions sesm to be able to be handicd wvithin the
supervision but only if the needs of the client are not forgotten.

The second major point X would like to make is a common sense oné which

vas codified by Bandupg, et al., at Stanford. Essentially, this has to do with

modeling, in this case the counselor (i.e., the supervisee) modeling after
his supervisor. As supervisors ve should feel free to allow our owva fantasies
and imagry to enter into the supervisory process. Moot people can elicit
imagry and articulate their fantasies about clients if they have a set do dn so.
What' I do personally, is to allow myself to associate rather fto.oly to my
sspexrvisee's clients using as stimulug mtcﬁnl the actual productions of the
client. Depending upon the situation I use tape recordings, video-tapes or
actual observation. I think thot this does for the cmdgnt two differeut
things. One is that it allows him the freedom to attend to non-cognitive

stimuli, however wild they may be, and the second is that it again gives the

student the set that the usual criteria for correctness of accuracy may not be
too appropriate hers. A typical kind of production in this arxea would be a
situaticn whereby a client came across to me (through tape-recording of his
interview with a supervisee of mine) as a frightemed, weak little child

huddled in the cormer, this despite a physical and superficially psychological
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- image of being a coping, competent individual. If he were my own client I

would have brought this image into the open and asked the client why he thought
I had picked up that kind of imagry from aim (not, "is that an accurate picture
of you?" or some other quasi-objective scanning of the situation--"just why do
I get this impression from you when you look and act co éifferent.") 1In the
case in question, the supervises was sc mystified as I was as to the referents
for the impression. However, and I realize that this may be a folie deux, he
utilized a similar impression later with the client only to find out that the
client, who had been seen for several months because of obsessive smoking,
was in truth extremely frightened of homosexuality and up to that point had
not been able to brimg these concerns out in the open. An important point
heze, howsver, is that I might have becn wrong (and I do not kaow what wrong
means exactly) i.n this imagry.but, fesling that in the Rogerian sense 1 am a
1elatively congruent person, I am crufortable in saying that I do not get this
type of image of a person very ofton and so I can assume that it is coming from
some non-cognitive stimuli which tie client is giving me. At the very least it
initiates material for the counseling., 1 don't respond to all of my images nor
do 1 ozinct my supervisee to. 1f a very attractive womsn comes in and seems to
be functioning at a reasonable acult level, I may get sexual images which come
from me primarily and probably are mot germaine to the task at hand. I might,
however, respond if a very attravtive female caxe in and there was no sexual
imagry ki.ci.d up in me.

The third major point I have is one about which I have some ambivalence.
The current vogue especially among the Rogerian or r¢lationship oriented
counselors: and thonpi.oto. is sensitivity training or "V-Group" work. Throwing
a bunch of people together and attempting to divest tham of their psychological

masks in a guise of gemerating increased semsitivity to others and to their
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own needs and feelings may.bo an admirable pursuit. I have baen dismayed,
however, by aeveral things with regerd to the movement. One is very cultish
nature of the persons with an NTL oriantation, the feeling which I pave gotten '
from some of them (Carl Rogers not excluded) that they heve the future of the
human race in their handoo‘ I tend to distrust anything touted so absolutely
(especially when some of the touting is done by persons who also to their
professional colleagues seem to be impressad with how much they get paid for
this sexvice). Sevexrsl other things bother me about T-Groups also. Scientifi-
cally, we have no evidonce that the sensitivity can bs developed in the group.
While this bothers me, this is not a major concern in the light of the
shabbiness of cur measuring tools and of the criteria for change. T~Groups
may really be doing a tramendous job and may have far-outstripped the instru-
mental measures for ssnsitivity, empathy, and psychological change. But, I
think we wust not forget that we still do not know if such groups are effective.
I am sure that a T-Group experience facilitatas communication and sensitivity
wvithin that particular group. I have seen this and I have experienced it.
However, it 1z currently a ﬁatter of faith that thig increase in sensitivity
will gensralize outoide the particular T-Group in whigh one has participated.

I have faith that 1£ does but, frenkly, I wish that I had more than faith to
back me up. I was recently drafted into leading a T-Group both against some
of my ovn resistences and my protest that my ciredentials did not include

the bleseing from Bethel. This was a group of overtly well~édjusced individuals
in my home community who had read about T-Groups and felt some need to form
one. Central Iowa is a rather barren place in which to find group leaders

and go I agreed to lead the group jointly with a colleagie (and without pay)
because I felt our leadexship would be better than their forming a leaderless

group~-sometimes bad breath is better than no breath at all. Both Nancy Cherry,
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¢the other co-leader, and I entered into the experience with some anxiety and
concara. The group negotiatad ond decided upon ten weekly mesa~‘ngs aof three
hours each. We currently have had 8 of those weetings and it has been an
exhilerating experience. I have never seen a group, any kind of therapy or
coungeling group, begin sc repidly and intensely. The first three hour
session seemed like about 45 minutes wifh Nancy and I looking at each other in
amazement. People are willing to work hard at increasing their genuineness
and at understanding (and changing) their impact upon others. The need seems
definitely to be there and the technique seems (and I say "seems") appropriate.
I think that such an experience would be invaluable to persons training for
counseling (or engaged in it). We must know the impact we have on those very
important others, our clients; we must know the image we present in order |
better to know what is distortion and what is not. We must be in tune with
our own motivations and dynamics. It seems to me, though I am still not a
true believaer, thaet seneitivity training cen bs used for these ends.

In sumnary, 1 am concerned over the relative lack of emphasis in counseling
training programs on the non-cognitive, non-quantifiable aspects of human
interaction. Degpite the academic press for grades and quantifiable indices,
we must pusﬁ towards integrating some of these spotky areas into our programs.
Not to do so will attenuate cur effectiveness though we may gein insterile
academic respectability. I have suggested 3 steps as a starting point in
this integration. These steps are supervision for divergent responses, modeling

techniques, and sensitivity training.




