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This article describes a training institution in which the primary learning vehicle is the focus on psychotherapists' inner selves. The mission, history, task, rationale, and dilemmas of the institution are explicated. A supervision vignette demonstrates exploration of character issues via parallel process to resolve a learning and treatment impasse.

As a clinical social worker and an educator, I believe that whatever of my own madness is not acknowledged remains to poison my work and my life. I share this belief with two of my colleagues, Judith Sherven, Ph.D. and Judith Swerling, Ph.D. Together we dreamed of creating a training institution that would focus on educating psychotherapists to explore their inner selves for the purpose of providing more excellent clinical ser​vice to their clients.

After 18 months of planning, this dream became reality, and The Saturday Center of Santa Monica, a low‑fee clinic and post‑master's degree internship training program, began formal operation in October of 1981. Drs. Sherven, Swerling, and I are the directors of the program and administer, teach, and supervise in it. We presently have five interns of various mental health disciplines who see a total of approximately 50 clients each week. We plan to expand the program as our resources per​mit. In taking on and continuing this formidable task, the passion of our vision and the excitement of working to realize it have sustained us.

To the end of exploring their psychic functioning and emotionality, our interns are encouraged to examine their own characterological struc​tures and to examine and address the characters of their clients, their supervisors, and their colleagues. This commitment to examining charac​ter structure in all facets of our training program emerges from our beliefs about the nature of change and about the process of learning to do psychotherapy.

In training, and in psychotherapy, we believe that emotional en​gagement is essential for learning to occur (Towle, 1954). Since learning involves change in the learner's character, the inevitable tendency toward homeostasis can impede the educational process (Towle, 1954; Gross, unpublished). It is our experience that the learning impasse in psychotherapy and in supervision will occur around the therapist's unexamined characterological issues (Rioch, 1976; Ekstein, 1958). To sur​mount this difficulty requires a basic level of knowledge and familiarity with psychodynamic and developmental data on the part of the learner. If the intern's impasse with the client is to be addressed in supervision, the supervisor will inevitably be addressing the character structure of the intern. When character structure is addressed, one's defenses and the passion accompanying them will emerge. If this process does not occur, the treatment impasse is not addressed. Real learning has occurred when this process does occur and is dealt with in a manner that enhances the in​tegrative capacities of the learner's ego.

We are aware that our program is both richly rewarding and unor​thodox and stressful. We have given much thought to defining criteria for intern selection and to developing effective methods for explicating the nature and task of our learning environment to prospective interns.

We require that an applicant have at least one year of individual psychotherapy before entering our program. We look for interns who want to learn more about themselves, about their impact on their clients, and about the therapeutic process. We look for interns who are com​mitted to expanding their affective, as well as their cognitive, capabilities and who are respectful of other's desires to do the same. We look for in​terns who are willing to risk not "looking good" in the service of their learning (Rioch, 1976). We require that our interns have knowledge of basic psychodynamic and developmental theory and also have basic therapeutic skills. We also look for interns with sufficient ego develop​ment to live with and transcend anxieties and hostilities inherent in the teaching‑learning relationship (Towle, 1954).

Our application process is designed to familiarize prospective interns with the mission and methods of our institution. We want our interns to have the clearest possible picture of our philosophy and our style of training. For this purpose we employ two group interviewing experiences as part of the process where we demonstrate who we are and what we do. Two of the program directors conduct the first interview. Based on the above criteria, applicants whose written materials are attractive are in​vited. During this interview the applicants are asked emotionally laden questions regarding their beliefs about the nature of the psycho​therapeutic process: What makes it work or fail? How can the character of the psychotherapist facilitate or impede the process? What do they fear and love about doing psychotherapy? Each of the program directors present also answers these questions and interacts with the applicants and with one another throughout this process. Four or five of the initial applicants are then selected to be invited to the second interview, which consists of a case conference with our current interns and two of the program directors. At this meeting both group process and the character of many of the participants are addressed. The applicants are encouraged to actively participate and are asked to comment on their affective ex​perience at the conclusion of the meeting.

When an applicant is invited to accept an internship, he or she is urged to become further acquainted with our process by attending the weekly clinical meeting held by the licensed staff members of the Center for Counseling and Psychotherapy (a nonaffiliated group practice of 12 psychotherapists of which we 3 directors are members and in which characterological confrontations within a loving context are the norm). Thus, by the time an applicant accepts a two‑year internship at The Saturday Center, we believe that an explicit learning contract has been negotiated.

As educators, we have wrestled with developing a teaching model that satisfies the mission of our institution. What methods of teaching and supervising will enhance the learner's ability to challenge and ex​plore their character and to transfer this learning to their psychotherapeutic work with clients? We focus heavily on parallel process as a mechanism to address this issue in supervision. We agree with Mayman (1976) that parallel processing is a universal phenomenon in psychotherapy. Willingness to note its presence in supervision de​pends on the supervisor's and supervisee's courage in facing the full im​pact of those forces we are asking clients to face themselves. Parallel process includes the supervisor's recognition of her impact in her super​visee's life and of the inevitable effects of this impact on the clients' progress in therapy. We recognize that displacements occur in both direc​tions‑from the supervisor‑supervisee interaction to the supervisee's client and from the supervisee‑client interaction to the supervision. This means that when a client encounters an unconscious inner tension or con​flict, he will act it out in therapy in a way that induces the therapist, in turn, to act out the same tension state with the supervisor, and vice versa (Mayman, 1976, p. 4). This phenomenon goes far beyond those of trans​ference and countertransference in its power, complexity, and multi​faceted nature.

Focus on parallel process moves from the science to the art of psychotherapy. As the supervisor, I must trust my educated intuition. I must have sufficient familiarity with my own unresolved charac​terological issues to recognize when they intrude in a destructive way on my assessments and interventions, and I must help my supervisee to deal with my characterological issues at these times. I must be brave enough to expose my dilemma and do whatever of my own charac​terological work is necessary during the supervisory hour in order to resolve my own learning impasse. This is a critical commitment in The Saturday Center and, obviously, a very difficult issue to monitor. We directors well remember our own experiences as supervisees and have painful memories of being interpreted at, diagnosed, and injured out of what we felt to be a supervisor's unwillingness or inability to explore and own his or her own psychic pain.
Beyond the one hour weekly supervision with a primary supervisor who remains the same for one year, we have structured several other lear​ning experiences in which our interns have the opportunity to explore their character within interpersonal contexts: They have one hour weekly individual supervision with an auxiliary supervisor who rotates every six months; they attend the weekly case conference for the members of the Center for Counseling and Psychotherapy; and they have a weekly process group and a weekly intern group supervision‑both conducted by senior staff members. We supervisors are as open as we can bear to be about our own failures, struggles, pain, and successes. Much of our work in our weekly case conference is focused on learning more about our own characters and on increasing our individual tolerances for openness and intimacy. We hope that our interns will come to identify with and even​tually incorporate this stance and commitment‑as psychotherapists and as human beings.

Given the nature of our institution our two most difficult boundaries are the distinction between regression in the service of learning versus regression as reflective of pathology and the distinction between psychotherapy and supervision. We have struggled with these boun​daries and study them intensively. We have wondered why our interns of​ten pull for psychotherapy rather than supervision in the supervision hour. As trainees we each attempted to remain as hidden as possible. `While hiding our true feelings of grandiosity or self‑loathing, hatred or love, we were eager to talk about our cases endlessly in as theoretical and as brilliant a manner as possible. We have concluded that this stance was in obedience to both our characters and to the nature of the institutions in which we trained. Our supervisors were often hidden, the ad​ministrators were frequently invisible, and the focus was on client pathology. Transference was fine, countertransference less fine, and parallel process went unmentioned. Consequently, we speculate that some of the pull from our interns for psychotherapy comes from their obedience. Our institutional norm endorses affective characterological exploration. Out of the inevitable dependency inherent in their roles as learners, they attempt to do what they believe pleases while acting out their defiance covertly. The institutional norm of affective charac​terological exploration also provides our interns with an invitation. This work, while painful, is very exciting and provides opportunities for a kind of emotional contact for which people often hunger. Our interns are eager to become excellent psychotherapists and believe even before they begin training at the center that personal characterological learning is the means to this end.

Our most helpful focus in attempting to negotiate the boundaries of regression and supervision versus psychotherapy has been on the issue of task: Our training task is to enable interns to be more useful to their clients, not to help them to solve their personal problems. We ultimately focus the interns' characterological work on their work with clients. Regressive behavior is expected, tolerated, and worked with. We do not view this behavior as pathological until or unless an impenetrable learn​ing barrier becomes obvious or unless we assess that damage is threatened to their clients. (We make it clear to any clients entering the program that they will be in therapy with a trainee. Thus, clients are well aware that they have recourse should difficulties arise with their therapist. If we receive a complaint, we will urge the client to attempt to resolve it with the therapist and will pursue the matter with the therapist in supervision. Should this not suffice, we intervene more actively, perhaps suggesting a three‑way conference between the client, the therapist, and the therapist's supervisor, or, ultimately, a change of therapist.) Should an impenetrable learning barrier emerge, a mandatory referral for psychotherapy or serious discussion of the intern leaving our program might occur.

ADVANCE \d0
Negotiating the boundaries of task, role and regression has come with difficulty to us as directors because of our own ambivalence about authority. Each of us finished graduate school only eight years ago. The transition from mentee to mentor and combining the roles of mentor and administrator continue to be exciting and painful challenges.

The following supervision vignette demonstrates many of the educational principles of The Saturday Center. The intern, "Susan," is an M.S.W. now in her second postmaster's year. She began our program in January 1983, and I have been her primary supervisor since that time. While in graduate school, Susan received solid training in psy​chodynamic and developmental theory.

Susan is very bright and personally attractive. Her presentation, assertive and enthusiastic, at times borders on overbearing. She is ver​bally and socially skilled and good at making emotional contact with her clients.

When Susan began our program, her primary therapeutic tools were support, clarification, direct inquiry, and some (usually heavy‑handed) in​terpretation. She did little confrontation and had little familiarity with using her countertransference diagnostically and with incorporating this information into her use of herself in psychotherapy. Susan's character had not been addressed in previous supervisions. This was confirmed by her own report and by the nature of our beginning work together. Susan is presently in psychotherapy. Her therapist is completely unrelated to our institution (per our policy). Susan has had previous psychotherapy but, like many of our interns, found new work to do in psychotherapy as she progressed in The Saturday Center.

From an educational diagnostic perspective, Susan is strong in the areas of initiative (although this sometimes emerges out of an almost phobic stance around overt dependency), industry, capacity, and bravery. She is highly defended around issues of dependency, intimacy, and autonomy.

Susan's learning style is to intellectualize and deny when she is anxious: she "already knows that";  she's "already tried that";  she's "already thought about that." She will minimize me and fend me off when she experiences herself as trapped or cornered. If I am able to penetrate her learning impasse, Susan will gradually soften, open, and take something in. As is the nature of this difficult and complex emotional learning, this procedure has been and will be reenacted count​less times.

It seems both fair and appropriate to outline my major problems as a supervisor: when my characterological structure is confronted with suf​ficient intensity, I will engage in my own defensive operations in an at​tempt to restore my equilibrium. I feel I often teeter on the line between doing psychotherapy and doing supervision. With practice and the passage of time I have improved in this area, but how to address charac​ter in the service of an educational task without providing psychotherapy remains a tricky and sometimes amorphous question. Indisputably our interns acquire personal learning in our program, but our intention is that this learning serve the purpose of enhancing their competence as psychotherapists. I attempt to negotiate this boundary by articulating the learning with the intern in an affective manner and then refocusing our engagement back to the intern's client. I sometimes have difficulty monitoring my tendency to show off by talking too much and looking too clever. This self‑indulgence deprives my interns of the opportunity for making their own discoveries. I, along with the rest of our supervisors, struggle with the appropriate balance between exploring the supervisee's anxiety and monitoring it so that sufficient ego integration remains to allow attendance to the learning task. This balance is obviously a highly variable and individual matter and requires, I believe, much skill and sen​sitivity to maintain.

The following vignette is excerpted from a supervisory session that occurred after Susan and I had been working together for about eight months. My interventions are based on my theoretical orientation, my assessment of Susan's emotional and cognitive readiness for this kind of learning, and on my assessment of the strength of our working relation​ship. Susan has increased her competence and capacity in working in an interpersonal modality and in integrating affective and cognitive learn​ing. She now has a fairly good understanding of parallel process. Susan has also established a good amount of trust in me based on my relevance and respect for her. The point at which the integrative faculties of Susan's ego become overwhelmed has raised significantly. She has become a more able learner.

VIGNETTE

Susan presents a family she has seen three times. The family members are "Elaine," the thirty‑two‑year‑old mother, and her fourteen ​year‑old daughter "Teresa." The presenting problem concerns Teresa's defiance of her mother; she disregards curfews, sneaks out with her twen​ty‑four‑year‑old boyfriend and refuses to do household chores. The mother feels overwhelmed, exhausted, and experiences herself as the suf​fering victim of Teresa's thoughtlessness.

From Susan's initial presentation of the family and from what I know of Susan's own family background, it becomes clear to me that she is presently identified with Teresa and has therefore become blind to the youngster's actual dynamics‑to her acted‑out rage and probable emp​tiness. At this time Susan sees Elaine as the wicked witch; ​unreasonable, demanding, manipulative, and engulfing. Susan perceives her own mother as exhausted and martyred and her father as passive. Susan feels she intimidated them easily and that there were few if any overt limits set for her. Susan idealizes her parents' failure to be respon​sible to and for her, interpreting this as trust and respect for her. Therefore, it is not surprising that she carries much confusion, guilt, and anxiety around her rage and around the critical psychic importance of boundaries and containment. When she rather righteously presents Teresa as wonderful and Elaine as hopeless, I experience Susan as provocative, self‑preoccupied, insensitive, scared, and as desperately looking for some limits‑this, I presume, is Teresa (parallel process).

Susan:
So, I think Elaine knows nothing about what it's like to be a teenager these days. Teresa is a fantastic kid and Elaine doesn't respect her. I want Elaine to get off Teresa's back.

J.D.*
You want Elaine to quit caring about Teresa? (I am in​tentionally provocative hoping to penetrate her autism and shift her rage from Elaine to me where we can more fruitfully investigate it.)

Susan:
(agitated) Of course not, just to leave her alone.

Susan is obviously not yet open to learning at this point. She sees no parallels between this family and her family of origin. She appears to be unaware of both her intense identification with Teresa's acting out and of her rage and contempt toward Elaine. So far her agitation at my provocation is the only brief shift in her presentation. At the moment my sympathies are with Elaine. Susan and I are polarized as the mother and daughter (parallel process).

Susan begins a long monologue, giving no new information. She continues to sound strident and demanding. Her voice is constricted; her affect is bound. To me, she is clearly angry and anxious. She is not only identified with Teresa in Teresa's struggle with Elaine but is acting this out in a struggle with me. I seldom teach counseling techniques in super​vision, and Susan is well aware of my theoretical and personal bias that psychotherapy is an opportunity for emotional learning rather than a forum for the application of problem‑solving techniques. Therefore, I believe that Susan is also demonstrating her unconscious (or preconscious) wish to do exactly what she thinks I would disapprove of and is, consequently, presently unable to make rational choices between the various psychotherapeutic strategies. She wants to learn what I have to teach but that does not prevent her rebelliousness from being a dynamic force in her actions [Rioch, 1976, p. 55].

Silence. Long silence.. . .

Susan:
(Looking at me. Finally.... ) What are you doing?

J.D.:
Staying off your back; leaving you alone.

Susan:
(Looking angry, puzzled, hurt) But I need help.

J.D.:
So does Teresa. And she's not getting it either. Y'know, I bet she's about as uninviting as you are.
Susan:
(Beginning monologue again: Teresa is tortured; Elaine is evil.)

J.D.:
Susan, I feel very invisible now, and I'm convinced there's nothing you will take from me. I am Elaine.

Susan:
(The light begins to dawn) And I'm Teresa. I'm Teresa and I feel murderous.

J.D.:
What do you want to kill me for?

Susan:
... for slowing me down, making me notice.

J.D.:
Making you notice what?

Susan:
(Long, introspective search with considerable affect. Susan has noticed that as a teenager no one would risk her wrath by set​ting limits. Therefore, she had no boundaries and no container. My confrontation makes her bridle because it is unfamiliar yet, somehow, my relentless steadfastness makes her feel safe. She has had an intimation of what she did not get, of what she is not helping Teresa to get, and it hurts.) I have to try to see Elaine. I dread it. I'm afraid I'll see my mother.

ADVANCE \d0
J.D.:
(While this is true, and while it is also likely that Susan is afraid she'll see herself, I see this as a pull to do psychotherapy and, therefore, choose to stick to the case. I feel that the learn​ing impasse has been penetrated.) Can Teresa help you see Elaine?

Susan:
Well, Teresa's acting out. Either she's doing it for Elaine or because she wants something from Elaine.

J.D.:
Excellent speculations! How about both?


The remainder of the session is task oriented and focused on the case.

 *Judith Davenport.

I hope this vignette captures the richness, excitement, and complexity of our teaching process and philosophy. As in all my supervision work, my task in this session was to help Susan resolve her learning im​passe so that the treatment impasse could be fruitfully addressed. Susan has both the skill and the talent to be relevant to this family, yet her character was getting in the way of her work. Once she began to explore the elements of the parallel process, she unlocked a true empathy for this mother and daughter and became increasingly able to use both her feelings and her personal history in the service of the psychotherapeutic task. I do not believe this exploration could have occurred unless and un​til Susan's presentation was engaged affectively.

We are an institution in process. We are chronically struggling to refine and further define our vision, our skills, our task, and our process. We depend heavily on our brave and talented interns to challenge our focus and our methods as they see fit and on ourselves for our willingness to be aware of and responsive to their challenges. We directors also depend on one another for honesty, support, and continued passion. Our clients, our interns, and their clients deserve nothing less!


