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It is also a force in human progress, because it enjoins us to add
value to our own lives and to those of others. It brings out the finest
qualities in the human spirit. To consistently follow the moral course,
you must be courageous, unselfish and thoughtful to others; to use an
old-fashioned word, you must be a noble “human” being (The Royal
Bank Letter, Vol. 65, No. 1 [Jan/Feb, 1984]).

[t was about 25 years ago that a tidal wave of change swept the
western world. All the tried and true social structures—marriage,
the family, law and order, established religion, the work ethic, the
democratic political system-—came under attack by some disillu-
sioned people. Suddenly, we were surrounded by revolutions—the
youth revolution, the black revolution, the anti-imperialist revolu-
tion, the sexual revolution, and so on.

The dissenters of the sixties and early seventies were searching for
something beyond material satisfaction, and they searched for it down
some very strange avenues. Every code of behaviour that had been in
force up to that time was smashed to pieces, or so it seemed. Faced
with the drug cult, flower power, sit-ins, love-ins, campus revolts, and
the burning of city blocks, the chief reaction of the older generation was
one of pained bewilderment. It was as if the world had turned upside-
down; white had become black, right had become wrong, . .. The
unthinkable was thought, the unspeakable was spoken, the unacceptable
was accepted. The outrageous was practiced as a matter of course (7he
Royal Bank Letter, Vol. 63, No. 4 [July/August 1982]).

One youth leader said that modern man, in his collective
existence, lays claim to no god or ideal but the god of possession
and enjoyment and the limitless satisfaction of material needs.
Toffler, author of Future Shock, set the tone for many of the
feelings that have developed when he wrote, “We are creating a
new society. Not an extended, larger-than-life version of our
present society. But a new society. Unless we understand this, we
shall destroy ourselves in trying to cope with tomorrow.”

The idea that peace and prosperity can be made to reign on
earth requires a spiritual dimension.

The one stability we have to cling to is the gospel of Jesus
Christ. It contains the key to the solutions we seek. Even as I say
this, we find that practice—legal, literary, and social-——continually
undermining gospel stability.
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It has been many years since an article in the Reader’s Digest
(“Let’s Have Justice for the Non-Criminals, Too,” Eugene Meth-
vin, December 1966) wrote of the “impossible farce the Supreme
Court has made of American justice.” Through interpretations of
the Fifth Amendment, criminals who have freely confessed to
murder, rape, and all manner of major crimes are walking out of
courtrooms because of some triviality which was not observed in
the method of their apprehension or trial. Those rulings continue
to this day.

The carnal mind that feeds upon violence and wickedness does
not find revelation and righteousness attractive. A master’s thesis
done at BYU in 1982 (“The Secularization of the Academic World
View,” A. LeGrand Richards) showed that the use of such terms as
God, faith, sin, prayer, religion, moral responsibility, good, evil,
etc., has progressively been used less and less in master theses and
doctoral dissertations at BYU during the past 20 years in the
College of Education, and that these terms are also used less in the
literature of the academic discipline as published throughout the
country.

Matt Hilton, a local practicing attorney, just completed (1988)
an extensive study for a doctoral dissertation at BYU. In it he
identifies that before the Civil War, the U.S. Supreme Court held
that man’s rights under the constitution were inalienable—granted
by God to man. Between the Civil War and World War II, the
Court modified its interpretation to maintain that man’s rights
were rooted in social tradition and natural law. Since World War
II, the court has ruled that man’s rights are defined by Judicial
recognition—that man has whatever rights the court is willing to
protect. No longer are man’s inalienable rights recognized without
court sanction. The Christian Science Monitor (June 2, 1986)
reports that since the Civil War, college textbooks have failed to
give attention to religion or give religion credit in the development
of U. S. history. The idea is that in the past century, religion has

not been a vital force in the American consciousness.

This gradual eroding and changing of our civilization comes in
the wake of intellectual progress, and we fail to notice or become
alarmed because we have unconsciously accepted it. Too often our
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society merely avoids or ignores the matter of moral and ethical
values because those who espouse such values are considered
provincial and naive.

We were warned of these events when we were told that the
devil “pacifieth many to believe that all is well, and he cheateth
their souls,” therefore, “Wo unto him that is at ease in Zion, and
who says Zion prospers, all is well” (II Nephi 28:21-24).

You know, as I do, that many of the people within the Church,
are different from those we dealt with a few years ago. Many of
them are new converts and come from homes where there has not
been a strong priesthood leader. They have less of an LDS family
or LDS cultural heritage and attachment to the Church. In many
ways they are better trained in scholastic things, are good hearted,
but inexperienced in the gospel. I would suspect you may find
your own ecclesiastical training being brought more and more into
your professional work. You remember the scripture *. . . the
foolishness of God is wiser than men; and the weakness of God is
stronger than men” (1 Corinthians. 1:25). There is none who does
not need the spiritual uplift of the gospel—especially the doctrines
of the gospel, with emphasis upon faith, testimony, prayer, repent-
ance, and humility.

We all confront people who have the attitude of being bored.
People become bored with daily routine, with what they feel are
repetitious and unchallenging tasks.  Everyone is involved in
repetition and routine. It is present in all assignments, in all
activities, in all occupations. Teachers have thousands of lessons to
teach, day-after-day and year-after-year. Artists practice over and
over again before performing. Athletic teams work on plays time
after time. Doctors see patients and listen to similar symptoms
countless, repetitious times.  Every job requires repetition.
Whether one is making things or directing things, they do them
over and over again. Wives and mothers cook meals, wash dishes,
clean clothes, make beds, and do unnumbered other chores over
and over again.

But drudgery and boredom are relieved by love and apprecia-

tion, and by a sense of service. Satisfaction can come from the
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simplest assignment: it all depends upon attitude. Phillips Brooks
wrote, “Life is always opening new and unexpected things for us.
There is no monotony in living to him who walks . . . with open
and perceptive eyes. The monotony of life, if life is monotonous
to you, is in you, not in the world.”

God’s work is also repetitious. Life is renewed, commandments
are repeated, truth is revealed time-to-time and time-after-time.

We know that salvation or behavior change is not basically an
intellectual thing, but is a miraculous experience, a change of the
heart and spirit. The progress your patients make reflect that it is
wrought by the power of God. They who make progress make it
because of a change of heart, not just a change of mind, or of the

head.

In the Church Educational System we do not want to leave
students with the notion that somehow salvation comes because of
a vague network of ideas, philosophies, beliefs, occasional prayers,
going to meetings, and just being a good person. Salvation comes
through the power of God. Dean Robert J. Matthews, addressing
the Religion faculty at BYU, said:

How do we succeed in the academic milieu without losing the
spiritual dimension? I think it is a matter of priority, a sense of values
and of conversion. What is it that carries the gospel beyond the merely
intellectual category? What does the gospel of Jesus Christ have that
other systems cannot have? What makes the gospel more than just a
philosophically correct system of principles? It is the element of divine
miracles. It is testimony, priesthood, revelation, and conversion. These
things are the power of God that Paul speaks of and the power of God
which the sons of Mosiah and Alma taught. Each of these—testimony,
priesthood, revelation, and conversion—is miraculous in nature and not
of man’s making . . . They are of God, and they make all the difference.
They separate the gospel from all systems of human knowledge. Can
man by searching find out God? (Job 11:7) ... God must be revealed
or remain forever unknown (Jacob 4:8). When a person learns by the
Holy Ghost, he sees things differently than if he were purely an
academician. . . . Truth alone is not sufficient in a gospel setting; it
must be accompanied by the power of God, which is through the Spirir.
This miraculous accompaniment is very conspicuous, if it is absent.

(Address to Religion Faculty, August 27, 1986.)
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There is a tendency, in this empirically-oriented society that
always demands tangible proof, to adopt an “objective” approach
and become aloof from emotion, conviction, and conversion. Such
an environment is not compatible to faith, nor does it promote
faith and the attitude of mind necessary to receive spiritual
enlightenment. These words from John 7:14-17 help us to receive
the message.

Now about the midst of the feast Jesus went up into the temple, and

taught. And the Jews marvelled, saying, How knoweth this man letters,

having never learned? [That is, never having pursued a formal educa-
tional degree.] Jesus answered them, and said, My doctrine is not mine,

but his that sent me. If any man will do his will, he shall know of the

doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether I speak of myself.”

There is a difference between the secular and the spiritu-
al—Dbetween the earthly and the heavenly. The secular deals with
knowledge or facts alone (some call it truth). The spiritual deals
with knowledge coupled with something else, such as truth and
righteousness, or truth and light. Flder Russell M. Nelson called
it “cruth @nd more” when addressing the BYU faculty, August 27,
1985. Secular truth can be obtained by study and experience.
Spiritual truth can be obtained only by revelation after one has
faith; and it takes spiritual truth to save a soul.

If what we do is not coupled with a conviction and a power of
the Spirit, it may inform the mind, but it will not do much for the
spirit and soul of the recipient. We must inspire and not just treat.
We must touch the heart and not only the head. The value system
of the counselor or therapist will come through in his or her work.

We not only have to be aware of the conditions of the world,
but we are often confronted by strange ideologies espoused by
members and teachers in the Church. Not all the false teachers
lived at another time and place. There are false teachers who
profess membership in the Church today, and every now and then
we hear from them. They are religious in their demeanor; they use
the scriptures, but they place the wrong interpretations on the
scriptures. They undermine the doctrines of the Restoration. They
have a sort of sophisticated unbelief, that masquerades as faith, but
by clever use of words they actually deny the plain meaning of the
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revelations.  Some try to reconcile what they think are conflicts
between the scriptures and the teachings of science, history,
philosophy, and so forth. They try to accommodate to both sides,
but only bring about reconciliation by a compromise that often is
at the expense of the scriptures and the prophets and leaders of the
Church.  These “accommodators” have a way of interpreting
scripture, attempting to say that it is good if it is spoken by the
right people. To paraphrase Robert Millet and Joseph Fielding
McConkie (Doctrinal Commentary on the Book of Mormon, Vol. 1,
p. 345) “[These false teachers] have their residence in Zion, but
they visit Babylon periodically.” They have not learned the truth
of the admonition of the Lord regarding gospel truths when He
said “whether by mine own voice or the voice of my servants, it is
the same” (Doctrine and Covenants 1:38).

A teacher of false doctrine within the Church is often more
difficult to detect than one outside because there is a natural
tendency for a person to trust one’s teacher or counselor, especially
if that person has a pleasing personality and clever ways. The Lord
has said that if possible even the very elect would be deceived
(Joseph Smith—Matthew 1:22, 37).

[t is my opinion that the doctrines of the gospel are superior to
the philosophies of the world. While we may study much secular
material, we have to sort out those things which are essential for us,
and cherish the revealed word over all other things.

To that degree which we deviate from or fail to accept any
doctrine and to incorporate any principle that comes from God,
and treat it lightly, we will be found deficient and will have lost
some blessing.

Elder John A. Widtsoe said:

The man whose mind only has been trained may be likened to the ship
with great engines and a huge propeller, ready to drive the ship forward,
but without rudder, chart, compass, or definite destination. When we
add to the man, so trained, spiritual training, then it is as if we add to
the ship, with its wonderful machinery—a compass, a chart, a rudder,
and a dependable intelligence which controls the whole machinery,
above and below deck, so that the vessel may reach a safe haven,
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according to a definite purpose. (John A. Widtsoe, Conference Report,
October 1922, pp. 44-48.)

On a later occasion he said:

It is a paradox that men will gladly devote time every day for many
years to learn a science or art; yet will expect to win a knowledge of the
gospel, which comprehends all sciences and arts, through perfunctory
glances at books or occasional listening to sermons. The gospet should
be studied more intensively than any school or college subject. They
who pass opinion on the gospel without having given it intimate and
careful study are not lovers of the truth. (John A, Widtsoe, Improvement
Era, September 1969).

[ have great respect for the repetitious warnings of the prophets.

We have long recognized that, of necessity, teachers do some
counseling. The basic premise of biological and clinical traditions
is that a man with proper understanding and skill can help his
fellowmen meet and cope with life and its problems. We try to
make our people aware that there are major theories that have been
developed concerning the counseling process that have originated
independent of the gospel of Jesus Chrisc that are not always
consistent and harmonious with the teachings and operations of the
Church. We try to make them understand at least some of the
limitations of these theories and the claims that are made for them.
While no best way of counseling may be identified we ask that our
people refrain from attacking or ridiculing the field of counseling
and that they maintain an open mind to the honest research that
is being conducted. No one knows better than those of you who
are here the need for that open-mindedness.

While our teachers are responsible to lend supportive help to
those with whom they work, they need to recognize their limita-
tions in training, preparation, and authorization as counselors.
They also need to know that counseling is more than just listening.

I suppose there must always come the time in any relationship
when we instruct, encourage and inspire with wisdom and
understanding, as we influence the individual to strive for the peace
and potential that is rightfully his. This is perhaps not unique to
the Latter-day Saint who counsels. The Spirit of God, however,
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should be an integral part of our counseling performance. Through
prayer and adherence to the commandments, we increase our
ability to effectively counsel. Nothing can ever take the place of
testimony and the learning that comes through the Spirit. That
spiritual preparation and attainment you get, coupled with secular
training, should make you the world’s most proficient group of
practitioners who address the problems of God’s children who
require the help of counselors. May you be so blessed to be.

J. Elliot Cameron, formerly Church Commissioner of Education, is
President of the Provo Temple of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints



Beliefs of a Mormon

Clinical Psychologist

Robert J. Howell, PhD

In addressing the issue of developing my own identity as a
therapist, my vantage point is that of a clinical psychologist. To
narrow this field a bit, it should be noted that most of my work
has been in the field of psychopathology and forensic psychology.
Because of this orientation, I like to view the mental health field as
one which deals with various types of mental illnesses. And
psychotherapy as one of the modes of treatment for some mental
disorders.

Ideally it would be helpful to have a broad overarching theory
which would guide the whole field of mental illness. This was the
attempt of Freud’s psychoanalytic theory and some of the offshoots
and variants of Freud’s theory. To reiterate what is likely so well
known it need not be restated, a theory should never be judged by
its ultimate truth or falsity. Rather, it should be judged by its
utility or usefulness. Thus, psychoanalytic theory has shown to be
very useful in conversion disorders and in many of the dissociative
disorders. It is of no value to organic-mental disorders or sub-
stance-use disorders and of little value to schizophrenic disorders or
mood disorders.

Unfortunately, it seems to be the lot of the behavior sciences
not to have any theories in the classical use of the term theory.
The best the behavior sciences seem to be able to do are to utilize
specific models for specific areas of study. But there has been little
success in bridging any model, or combination of models into an
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overarching theory. Indeed, the only conceptualizations in the
biological and behavior sciences field that reaches the status of a
theory, as I am using the term, is that of the theory of evolution.
As indicated, a theory should not be judged by its ultimate truth
or falsity but rather by its usefulness. The usefulness of evolution
is beyond debate. All plants and animals are classified following
the phylogenetic scale, hence the result of the theory of evolution.
In the health field, one notes the development, first on lower
animals, of the polio vaccine. The Rh blood typing was first done
on lower animals. Many practice surgeries have been and continue
to be performed on lower animals because of the similarities
between lower animals and humans. Finally, in psychology, and
specifically the field of learning, drug dependency, and brain
damage, many findings have first been demonstrated in lower
animals. All this points to the utility of the theory of evolution in
the biological and behavioral sciences. Interestingly, the steps from
subhumans to Homo sapiens is in trouble. There doesn’t seem to
be the smooth continuity, but this doesn’t detract appreciably from
the usefulness of the theory of evolution.

But, as indicated, in psychology the best that we have been able
to do is to construct small models for specific ideas. This is also
true of the field of mental health and mental illness. As previously
stated, psychoanalytic theory is very useful in some mental disorders
but of little value in others.

Over the years, 1 have come to an increasingly firm conviction
that the only way progress is going to be made in dealing with the
mental disorders is to consider mental disorders as discrete and
specific illnesses with a different cause for each disorder. Some of
the causes will be biological in nature. Some causes will be
psychological in nature and some will have their roots in the family
and other social entities.

It seems to me that the proper approach in treating a mental
illness is very much analogous to that of any other kind of illness.
That is, first a diagnosis should be made. The diagnosis hopefully
will lead to the cause or the etiology of the illness. Then treatment
should be based on this diagnosis and etiology. Thus, I believe, as
indicated by Bergin and Strupp (1972, p. 8), thar there should be
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specific therapeutic interventions which produce specific changes in
specific patients under specific conditions. The specific treatments
should be based on the specific cause of the illness and this
treatment should produce specific outcomes. Obviously, these
outcomes should be measurable.

While such a model may seem best suited for biological
treatments, | state again that just as | believe in biological germs so
I believe in psychological germs and family and social germs as
well.  The treatment of choice for conversion disorders and
dissociative disorders is psychodynamic therapy. In contrast the
treatment of choice for bipolar mood disorders is chemotherapy
and the treatment of choice for schizophrenic disorders is chemo-
therapy plus family therapy.

Much has been written about values in psychotherapy and
whether values should be expressed by the therapist or not. Psy-
choanalytic therapy would have the therapist be as an opaque
screen upon which the patient can impute his or her thoughts and
feclings as contrasted to reality therapy where the beliefs and values
of the therapist become quickly apparent. Whatever the therapist’s
belief happens to be on this question of values, it is certain that the
therapist should be sensitive to the values of the patient. As long as
the values of the patient do not contain germs of psychopathology,
the therapist should cherish the patient’s values and try not to
disturb them.

In contrast, however, if pathology is enmeshed in values, then
it is the obligation of the therapist to determine if potential costs
or hurt to the patient is outweighed by the potential benefit to the
patient by the therapist delving into these pathological patterns. If
it seems that there is lictle chance of altering the pathological
attitudes or behavior, or if it seems that the costs will outweigh the
benefits of trying to modify these psychological behaviors, then it
should be the obligation of the therapist to leave these behavior
patterns or beliefs alone.

It is not likely that a therapist will alter the compulsive and
meticulous behavior of an obsessive compulsive personality disorder
(as opposed to an obsessive compulsive neurosis). If this is so, the
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therapist would do well to leave such meticulous behaviors of the
patient alone, or at very most, only try to make the behaviors a bit
more tolerable for people around the parient.

It also follows that if there is pathology in a person’s religious
beliefs, it may be important to try to delicately undo this pathology
and help the person have healthier attitudes and beliefs. Again, this
should be attempted only so long as the potential benefits to be
gained by trying to intervene, outweigh the possible damage or cost
to the patient. If, for example, a patient’s evangelical religious
beliefs and behaviors serve an important need in that person’s life,
it would likely be damaging to the individual to try to get him or
her to give up such beliefs and attitudes.

Therapists should always be sensitive to their role as a therapist
and the limits of their role. It is important to realize that potential
harm can come when a therapist crosses the line and attempts to
become a personal friend, a religious counselor, or attempts to
assume other roles which are beyond the realm of the therapist. It
is almost axiomatic today that a grieving widow can be helped in
many ways a therapist can never help, by another widow, or a
group of widows, who have already experienced this tragic event.
Similarly, a bishop or a minister can do things with and for a
person that a therapist can never do. Conversely, there are things
that a therapist can do which would be inappropriate for a minister
or a bishop to attempt to do.

It is good practice for a therapist to involve the patient’s church
leader at the proper time, if this a relevant issue. In a similar
manner it is important to involve self-help groups for the person or
other community support systems. One patient who had experi-
enced a very tragic event in her life, perhaps received more help
from her LDS friends who included her in all their church and
social activities—more help than any medication or therapists could
have hoped to have done.

In conclusion, the role of the therapist should be conrained
within well-defined boundaries. The therapist should use the kind
of therapy and make interventions which have good empirical
support for the kind of disorder which the patient manifests.
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Finally, the therapist should stay within the recognized bounds of
his or her profession and not intrude into other areas.

Robert |. Howell is professor of Psychology at Brigham Young
University
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Developing Our Own Identity
as Therapists

Henry L. Isaksen, PhD

F irst let me point out that this is the Association of Mormon
Counselors and Psychotherapists.  As one of the “founding
fathers” of AMCAP, I considered myself at the time and still
consider myself a counselor, not a therapist. Since this is still my
frame of reference, perhaps I am not the one who should be
addressing this topic. Yet I am very appreciative of Anne’s
invitation to present my point of view and I do so in the hope that
there are other members of the Association who feel, as I do, that
we who prefer to call ourselves counselors rather than therapists:
who believe the distinction between counseling and therapy should
not be overlooked. This difference was recognized and respected
by those of us who met some 15 years ago to choose a name (you
will recall that the name of AMCAP’s predecessor was LDS
Personnel and Guidance Association, which was too restrictive) and
to “hammer out” the By-Laws in such a way that /[ of us would
be comfortable in our personal choices and in our associations
together as fellow members of the Church and of the helping
professions we represent.

Perhaps the world has changed enough in the last 15 years to
justify rewriting the By-Laws—and perhaps even changing the
name of our organization—in such a way as to eliminate the
distinction. To that I would reply, perhaps what we really need to
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do is seck for a better understanding and acceptance of the difference.

In order to provide some background for my position, let me
first tell you something about how I came to be a counselor, rather
than a therapist.

As the youngest of seven children, I enjoyed many benefits that
were not available to most of my older siblings, one of which was
the expectation that I would go to college. That opened an almost
endless vista of career opportunities to me. A very poor math
teacher in high school inspired me to be a good math teacher when
[ grew up, so that became my goal and math became my under-
graduate major. Because my college years were during the depth
of the depression (1935-1939) and my parents were struggling for
basic survival, I had to “work my way through.”  One of my
jobs—one T had both at San Jose State (from where I graduated)
and at BYU (during my Junior year)—involved scoring “tests” that
were given to entering Freshmen. These test scores were supplied
to faculty advisors, who used them in their efforts to “counsel”
their advisees. Most of you are not old enough to remember these
“tests,” but you have read about them: 'm sure—tests such as the
Bernreuter Personality Inventory, the Thorndyke Test of Basic
Skills, etc.—pretty primitive by today’s standards! But my friend,
Art Browne, and I were fascinated by them and by the emerging
personnel and guidance movement. We were flattered when stu-
dents would come to us and say, “My advisor tried to tell me what
those test scores mean, but he didn’t seem to know much about
them. Would you interpret them for us?” So early on, we both
developed an interest in personnel work and decided to minor in
psychology. Not a bad decision, in view of the fact that openings
for math teachers were scarce and salaries were very low. (Besides,
I had elected to meet certification requirements later on as part of
my Master’s Degree program.) But there was an opening in Los
Angeles for a Youth Personnel Supervisor in the new National
Youth Administration program that called for a background in
psychology. T traveled to Los Angeles and got the job—at a salary
nearly twice that of my friends who took teaching jobs.

Working with youth who were eligible for Federal assistance
through the NYA program involved a lot of counseling, as well as
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testing, placement and follow-up—all functions of the emerging
personnel and guidance movement. I loved it. But after only a
few months my mission call came and I left for Chicago. Even in
the mission field I did a lot of personnel work as secretary to the
mission president (who, in those days, had no counselors). Then
followed a year of personnel work in a war industry prior to two-
and-one-half years as a Personnel Classification Specialist in the
Army Air Corps.

At the end of the war, I was tempted to accept a very promising
offer from two physicians 1 had met during my military days.
They offered to sponsor me through medical school, then have me
join them in a thriving practice. I guess that is where I really had
to make a choice between working in an educational setting where
I could concentrate primarily on the prevention of disorders and a
therapeutic setting where [ would be concentrating primarily on the
treatment of disorders. I have never regretted that choice—except
momentarily, perhaps, on those rather frequent occasions when the
money runs out before the end of the month!

A year at Stanford University followed, where I earned my
reaching certificate and a Master’s Degree in Guidance. By then,
as indicated, I had decided thar I wanted to be a counselor. But
a counselor’s certificate required two years of teaching experience.
Fine.’ T had not forgotten my “miserable” math teacher in high
school nor my determination to be a “good” one. Chaffey Union
High School in Ontario, California was a great place to teach and
I was, I believe, a good math teacher. In fact, I was urged, at the
end of my two years there, to stay on as a math teacher with the
promise that I would be considered for the counselot’s job some
day. No thanks. I had already made my decision to go for a
doctorate.

I moved to Utah and entered the PhD program in Educational
Psychology with an emphasis on counseling and a minor in
Educational Administration. [ wanted to prepare myself as best I
could with the skills I would need to help students achieve their
full potential—not only in school, but in life. Al students, not just
those who were having problems. Prevention of problems, rather
than reatment through intervention, was to be my emphasis.
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However, my program included many classes and a good deal of
practice in the diagnosis and treatment of problems—psychological,
social, and educational. (I worked half-time as a “veteran’s apprais-
er” in the University Counseling Center during the two years I was
there.)

Since 1950, when I completed the course work for my PhD, I
have worked primarily as a counselor, counselor educator, or
supervisor of counseling and other student personnel services in a
wide variety of settings: from public schools, universities, colleges
and private schools to church, business, government, and commu-
nity agencies—always with an emphasis on counseling as a way of
preventing problems, rather than on the treatment of problems
through therapy.

You might well ask, is there really that much difference between
counseling and therapy? It must be obvious to you by now that I
think there is a very significant difference, one that should be
debated and explored in depth. The need for both is obvious, as
is the value of each. Yet the difference is not clearly perceived, I
feel, by most of us nor by the public at large. More good counsel-
ing, especially in the schools—and particularly in the elementary
grades—might serve to reduce the need for so much therapy.

Yes, it is a question that we need to consider. But since it is
not within the scope of this presentation, perhaps it could be
addressed at a future meeting. Until then, T urge you to ponder
the question, especially as it to relates to the gospel concept of free
agency (another interesting subject that needs to be explored in
depth).

Thank you, Anne, for inviting me to raise my “personal voice”
on this most important and interesting subject, “Developing our
Own Identity as Therapists.” I hope, if nothing else, that my voice
has served to stir up some thoughts within each of you that will
help you to develop and clarify your own identity as a thera-
pist—or, if you prefer, as a counselor.

Henry L. Isaksen is retired from Ricks College and is now affiliated
with the Preferved Family Clinic in Provo, Utah
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T he year is 2014. 1 am sitting on my deck, in my rocking
chair—only because “ole folks are supposed to do this . . . sit
and rock. The aspens and pines have not changed at all in the last
25 years. Have I2 T used to be a psychotherapist—and, if I may
be so bold as to say, a pretty good one—a Mormon psychotherapist.
Ah, ha. There was a day—I remember it well—when “Mormon
Psychotherapist” was a contradiction in terms. You know, like
“enjoyable diet” or “constructive criticism.” That organization,
AMCAP did much to align Mormonism and psychotherapy over
the years. I wonder if AMCAP still exists?? They used to have

some terrific conferences.

For many years, | worked at making my identity as a therapist.
And during the most recent years—since about the turn of the 21st
century—I’ve been working on unmaking my identity as a psycho-
therapist. Have I succeeded?? What went into the development of
my professional identity? What is now gone from that identity?
What is still with me? At age 80, notice that I am very good at
reconstructing my past. So many memories.

When I think about that which went into my identity as a
psychotherapist many years ago—that is now gone—I remember a
ten year-old’s dream—while living in New Mexico. After playing
with the Navajo children day after day in their village—where dirt
paths carved a way between clay quansit huts—I told my mother,
“I want to come back here when I grow up and help these



116 AMCAP JOURNAL / VOL. 15, NO. 2—1990

children. They are so poor.” My Mom encouraged me and,
grasping a teaching moment, said, “That is called a ‘Social

Worker.”

My dream is gone. My mission unfulfilled. I never did return
to help those beautiful people. Perhaps next year??

Also gone from my identity, is the high energy level T used to
use to propel me through a day and through my professional
career. With the loss in energy, also went the potential for burn
out—a state that I experienced periodically as a psychotherapist.
The high energy level of my younger days has been replaced with
a PEACE: inner and outer peace. However, I do miss the good
‘ole days of inner conflict and turmoil—so intellectually stimulat-
ing—particularly my value conflicts that were so necessary to the
development of professional self, especially early in my carcer. I
miss them. Yet, I could have avoided some of the accompanying
pain. You see, by being baptized into the LDS Church at age
19—right at the beginning of my college days as a psychology
major—I had to immediately deal with such issues as those relating
to homosexuals, abortion, and gender. If I had waited until I was
05 to get baptized, it would have been less complicated. But, as [
mentioned, also less stimulating and growth producing. If T still
had some of those conflicts now, at age 80, to stimulate me, I
probably wouldn’t need this pacemaker.

But you know, as I dig deeper into this subject. . . . being a
Mormon probably did not affect my inner conflicts as much as I
think it did because I noticed throughout my career, that most
therapists—LDS and non-LDS—struggled with value conflicts. It
just always seemed to me that high religiosity, connected to any
religion, was directly correlated with high degrees of judgmental-
ness. . .. and that perhaps we Mormon therapists were more
judgmental than our non-religious colleagues. What a discurbing
thought!!' T guess I realize why I never did conduct research on the
subject. I did not want to face the outcome, should the correlation
exist.

The unmaking of my professional identity also includes a slight
decrease in the overall bias from members of my church, toward
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Female Mormon Professionals, and, more specifically female psycho-
therapists. 1 remember that during most of my career, how difficult
it was to conduct therapy with some Bishops, Stake Priesthood
Leaders, etc. Back in those days, women were not seen as
authorities in matters outside the kitchen—especially in marters
relating to the bedroom. I remember when I was cramming for my
first sex therapy exam, in my second-year MSW training. As [ held
my text book, I gazed over the top of my glasses—I mumbled to
Jim, “Can you picture me a ‘Sex Therapist???”

Perhaps there was a lesson for us there. I did not give myself
much of a chance at authority. Was I just as sexist as those
Bishops and Priesthood leaders who would reject my authority??
Ah, ha, the lesson I learned . . . “Therapist. define yourself!!”

If these are things that are gone from my professional identity,
what is lef?  What is left of the psychotherapist in me—if
anything??? To what extent does the unmaking of a psychotherapist
g0, as the effects of time take their toll??

My values—my values are left. My religious ones have gathered
potency over the years, as have my professional ones. And the two
are so enmeshed now that the best celestial psychotherapist could
not untangle them. Let’s see . . . we used to have a name for that
in the psychotherapist biz—ah, yes—co-dependency. Yes, I have
a co-dependency of values. (What a diagnosis!)

Also, still a part of me is my sense of self: as one making some
small contribution—perhaps to my profession, but more important-
ly, to the one. The one client. How we struggled together on
real-life matters! It has been a long time since that quarter—just
prior to receiving my MSW-—when 1 was sitting next to my
mentor and valued teacher, Eleanor Stein, as we listened to a
visiting psychiatrist tell us that we probably will not really help
anyone until ten years after graduation. Yes! Yes! My secret
thoughts exactly! He said them for me! Can we really help
anyone? Is helping really a hoax? My wise teacher sensed I needed
rescuing and in her typical powerfully serene manner, turned to me
and out of the corner of her mouth said, “That’s a lie.” She was
right, as usual. I did contribute something in therapy—and much
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sooner than ten years. (Nine maybe?) The memory stays with me
and cannot be undone as part of who I am today—at age 80.

The fact that change 7s possible is a powerful axiom—an axiom
that will always be a part of who [ am. Thank you Eleanor. I love
you.

And now, even though I have not seen them for twenty to
thirty-five years, [ still have left, the sweet memories of my own
students and clients who picked up where you, Eleanor, left off.
That which those courageous people taught me in therapy and in
the classroom, is so much a part of me now, that my soul’s
progression will ride on it throughout eternity.

Also, with me are memories of my failures in therapy—all the
things. that did not work—and, in addition, all those humorous
memories. Where is that book I was going to write about the
funny things that happened in sessions over the years? 1 cannot
carry those to my grave. I must get them down. They sustained
me throughout the years sort of an antidote to symptoms of burn-
out . . . and they sustain me now: spontaneous humor that erupted
from the human condition.

What is left of my professional identity? Just about everything.
Perhaps there is no such thing as the unmaking of a psycho-
therapist—Ilike unmaking that which we know—it’s impossible.

That which is gone seems insignificant and/or as useless as the
fact that I cannot remember what I had for lunch an hour ago . . .
where I put my glasses. Oh, well, seeing is not that important
anymore. But, feeling still is!

Barbara R. Wheeler is Associate Professor of Social Work and Director
of the School of Social Work at Brigham Young University
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