Members’ views on efforts, within the Humanistic and Integrative Psychotherapy Section of UKCP, to prioritise “integrative” over “humanistic”.  as the modality description for state regulation.
On 12 November the UKAHPP Board consulted members about a letter it proposed sending to other HIPS organisations and to the government’s Skills for Health team involved in developing state regulation of counselling and psychotherapy.  Members sent these views in response to this consultation. 
I have read carefully though all the documents attached. It sounds as if the Humanistic part of the equation is being railroaded by a determined integrative faction who have realised that they need to clutch onto Humanistic in hopes of surviving the transition through Skills for Health but, like the Old Man of the Sea, rather hope to drown Humanistic in the process, leaving integrative as the visible dominant side. 
 

I believe it should remain Humanistic AND Integrative, unless it can be proved that by sticking with that, we will both drown in the murky waters of Government regulation. With the 4th modality, it doesn't sound as if that is the case at the moment. The attached proposition about Integrative-Humanistic sounds very reasonable and my usual preference would be to find just such a middle way. However it comes across as if an integrative element of HIPS has started taking unilateral decisions without further consultation and that seems completely unacceptable.
 

Thank you for alerting us all to the position and please continue with your efforts to prevent Humanistic being sidelined.
Thanks for letting me see these papers. What a fascinating history!

I don't really object to the hyphen, but would rather see it as Humanistic-Transpersonal-Integrative. After all the HIP Section includes several transpersonal

training centres, and it seems invidious to me to omit them.  I am surprised that they have made no representations themselves - or have they?

Don't forget that last year there was a 'marriage' between the AHP and the ATP in the States. Humanistic and Transpersonal are hence much closer today than they have ever been in the past.  

My view now is that we need to join with others to abolish the idea that regulation means the use of modality names.  Just 'registered psychotherapist' or 'registered counsellor' is the ideal.

Think you have made the point very succinctly re humanistic psychotherapy having a strong & valid history & tradition, & that it is not some wishy-washy non-theoretically underpinned approach. As someone who initially trained in existential psychotherapy & counselling, then did a humanistic-integrative psychosexual course, and then an MA in humanistic counselling & psychotherapy, I think your separation of humanistic & integrative is correct.

 

Thank you for all this hard work!

 

Thank you for this. I agree with the letters and that the moves to 'integrative' or some hyphenated term are a nonsense. As a delegate myself I will do all I can to stem the tide of ignorance, the re-writing of history, and the sell-out of our tradition.
 

I am willing to add my voice to the concerns raised by the documentation to omit the term integrative in the title of our humanistic psychotherapy section. I cannot understand the reason for this. Heward does not give a clear rationale. Is it to narrow down the various approaches perhaps? 

From my reading of the ‘skills for health’ documentation there will be a consultation on all four modalities later to evaluate what is different and similar across them.

 it appears there may well be a number of unifying factors in all the four modalities. For example i have seen reference to roger’s core conditions mentioned in both psychodynamic and cbt literature as fundamental for developing the therapeutic alliance.

I would like to add my voice to the members resisting this movement.

With thanks for all you are contributing to the debate.

I've received the letters from Michael Wilson and the arguments if favour of Humanistic not being sidelined by Integretive. However, I couldn't find any reference as to why this was being proposed by HIPS, what we have actually received or their arguments for this possible change. In other words I couldn't actually understand where they, and subsequently us, were coming from. Could you send any letters or reasons they have sent us.

…What I was asking was what it is that the Board sees primarily as the problem with HIPS. Is it just the changing around of the Integrative and Humanistic words that's the difficulty or was there something else. I guess I would like to have known more of the argument from the HIPS side and their justification and that didn't come across.  All that I received was the responses from us but not the issue presented from HIPS which triggered the problem.

Hope this doesn't sound to muddly but at the moment I still don't quite get why the Board is sending these letters.

I am in full agreement with the views expressed by UKAHPP in this e-bulletin
Yes absolutely in favour of this.  The attacks on Humanistic Psychotherapy just seem to intensify over the years.  I am reminded of a lot of Jung's writings in which he warns of the attack on the feminine consciousness by the masculine.  This has driven many gnostic beliefs underground through the ages.  The good news is that they don't die out or go away.  We just have to keep on fighting - and in a Humanistic way.
Thanks for all your hard work.
Excellent letter and notes. Thanks to the folks following all this through.

broadly agree with the planned letter.

It does seem extraordinary to be arguing over a 'hyphen' and an 'and', though I am also very keen for Humanistic to stay first in the phrase.

I note from Heward's paper he makes the case for Integrative being vulnerable in the current climate, rather than part of a campaign for greater dominance.

Do you disagree with this proposition? Even if it were true, I'm not sure I agree with what would amount to a demoting of Humanistic, simply to try to shore up Integrative.  

I also note our letter doesnt state clearly what we would prefer as a title.  Presumably, this is because you want to stimulate a proper debate first, and state this later.
I hope we get one.

Thanks to those concerned for the enormous amount of work that's been/being done on this. 
 
My only comment is purely a syntactical one - in the first paragraph of the first attachment there are apparently words missing (indicated by my brackets below) :  taken [,,,,,,,,,,,] HIPS meeting on Thursday 8th January 2009 on

My only comment is to express despair at the bureaucracy etc that is creeping into our profession, and to thank the Board (and any others involved) for all the work they are doing in trying to prevent the complete loss of all that is essential to the profession of psychotherapy and counselling.

 

I am despairing so much of the doom and gloom that is (naturally) around that I have found myself shifting, professionally, away from counselling as my main area of work. This is no doubt 'right for me', but I am still sad that it has to come about this way.

Thank you for the e-bulletin

 

Although I understand and agree with all the arguments put forward, any outsider would say we are splitting hairs. My view is that Humanistic Psychotherapy is not generally well known enough, and may indeed be thought of as slightly cranky.  Terms such as 'Analyst' and the notoriety of Freud undermine us. However, if clients are asked about their opinions of counsellors and herapists they will often say that a more 'human' presentation and a counsellor who accepts and encourages them is what they are looking for.  I have thought about collecting feedback from my clients as evidence of the success and significance of our approach but feel this would not work unless there was a concerted campaign to do so by all humanistic therapists.  If this were possible, I think it would have more impact than the discussions you refer to.  I understand that terminology in regulation is crucial, but regulation should also include an understanding of what clients need from counsellors and psychotherapists .  Perhaps as an Humanistic organisation we should suggest a more 'Client Centred' approach to regulation. 

To toss in my two bits:
1) The problem with coming up with a taxonomy for psychotherapeutic approaches defined by theory is a bit like trying to categorise art based on colour groups: it's meaningless because all artists use all colours (even if only by having cognitive access to them when planning a painting).
2) So maybe we could adopt the same form of classification as is used in art: group by intended outcome. Thus in art we have groups of artists we can reasonably call classical, or impressionist or abstract expressionist or conceptual etc.
3) In psychotherapy, to take the big three, we have intended outcomes as follows:
3a) Psychodynamic: intended to ease pain by teaching the client through intellectual means a metaphorical framework within which they can understand their behaviors and feelings. Externally referenced to someone else's meaning and understanding of life. (eg Freud's, Lacan's, Klein's etc)
3b) Cognitive-behavioral: intended to ease pain by changing behaviour in what might be called a psycho-mechanical manner. Externally referenced to someone else's idea of what constitutes 'good' behaviour, though this is often the same as the client's.
3c) Humanistic: intended both to ease pain and to cultivate development by fostering the path to actualization largely through experiential means. Internally referenced to the client's own understanding and meaning of life.
4) Heward's paper makes a nonsense of itself. He makes a strong case for the use of "Unitive" (albeit it's just a synonym for "Humanistic") and then instantly abandons it in the elusive search for a useful meaning for 'integrative'.
5) In my opinion, we ought to model good humanistic practice (and good marketing practice, too) and focus on the truth and not compromise ourselves by trying to bend reality to fit some form of appeasement or supposed pragmatic need. We must stop trying to play at being politicians if for no other reason than we're very bad at it. 
6) To summarise, this means we must push for the use of the term "Humanistic" - and only "Humanistic" - as being the only one with any meaning, any history and any integrity. The fact that some people attempt to smear it is evidence of its power, not a reason to abandon it.
I don't know how helpful this is, but at least it shows I care and I'm very glad you do, too.

Thanks for sending this. Please pass on my thanks to Michael Wilson and the rest of the Board for dealing with the matter with such detailed attention. I can well imagine the hours of time and energy this is taking up. 
 

I have read through the notes and the draft letter, fighting with myself to persist through to the end. Like other AHPP colleagues I have spoken with, on the one hand I rather despise all this stuff about 'skills' and statutory - or now, of course, non-statutory - regulation. It is just at odds, it seems to me, with the variety and breadth of practice we enjoy in the humanistic community. Being old-ish, I do not feel personally threatened by the prospect of being outside of any government-inspired register. I would continue to rely on my usual referral routes, which are outside the public sector, until I retire, I think. And I am so fed up with the inexorable wrangling that our rivalrous professional bodies continue to go in for. BUT having said all that, I do feel for those psychotherapists, counsellors, trainees...who have a longer working life ahead of them, and for whom the matter of being eligible to join national registers is crucial. So I think us long-in-the-tooth humanistic practioners need to consider what is political commonsense, whilst hanging on to our principles, if possible.
 

How this argument with myself turns out, in relation to the specific issue now, is not conclusive, I'm afraid. First, I can see the arguments - politically - for dropping the 'and' between Humanistic and Integrative. Government simply won't accept 'integrative' on its own, as has been made clear. Personally, I can see why as on its own, what is there to distinguish it from 'eclectic', i.e. from the public's point of view, a mix of CBT and psychodynamic therapies? 
And the powers that be apparently 'forgot' humanistic psychotherapy until they were reminded! This fits with my experience of clients who, if they know anything at all about psychotherapy, often only know about popularised Freudian concepts and that it takes a long time. This is partly because Humanistic therapies have a hard time getting media etc. attention but also partly, in my view, because the inter-nicene battles that have gone on for years between different modalities within the Humanistic spectrum have sapped our intellect and energy, making us less available to the public. AHPP is a notable exception to this maybe, but the training organisations are basically competitors for the trainee market. This is in conflict with standing together to deal with how we are all to be represented to governement agencies and the like.
 

It seems to me we can not allow a fragmentation of the HIPS sector if we want to support the case for Humanistic therapies to be included on the skills for health register. But I do not share the 'integrative-protectionist' stance of UKCP HIPS on this. I'm more for highlighting Humanistic as a separate modality from the 'chosen 3' as it does offer (however anyone might think it is eventually derivative from Freud etc.) a 40-50 year old, distinctive  therapeutic approach, methodology, philosophy etc.
 

So in the end, and purely for 'Skills for Health' reasons, I think I'd be OK with 'Humanistic-Integrative' as it prioritises Humanistic psychology and allows for a variety of modalities, 'integrated' as well as 'pure'. I do not understand H.Wilkinson's point 15 except as a biased statement in favour of 'vulnerable' integrative approaches; if it is that, I reject his suggestion to reverse the word order. If we can still call it 'Humanistic and Integrative' for every other purpose than the blasted new registers, I could live with the abbreviated version above. Of course, this does not make for total authenticity and for that reason I fully respect colleagues who might differ with my view on those grounds. But then I think total authenticity demands something a bit more like Guy Gladstone's view, which is to turn our backs on regulatory frameworks and the like. Which brings me back more or less to where I started, I guess.
 

Anyway, those are my thoughts, for what they are worth. Good luck with it all!

Thank you for information.
 
I would like to know if these changes are made what will happen to those of us who have been practicing using HIPS on our advertisements? 
 
All this politics is removing therapists from what is meant to happen. The priority of the Patients. I have found that the Humanistic Integrative approach  has worked for me over the years and has been successful. 
 
I want to wish us success in whatever the move may be. I just hope it is for the best and we would not become the `weakest link`

This situation is very unpleasant for those of us who have work so hard to make a name in the field of Psychotherapy and Counselling.

Thank you for keeping me informed.

Your letter below made me think!
 

Since I became UKCP reg'd last year through UKAHPP in the psychotherapeutic counselling section, I decided to use the term "Integrative Psychotherapeutic Counsellor" in my advertising material. Indeed, it does not include the word Humanistic. This is surprising really given that, for 20+ years, if anyone asked me, I would say that my counselling orientation was Humanistic. I still do. I was asked only last week by a counselling colleague and said so happily, without much thought.
 

I wondered why I chose 'Integrative' alone for advertising material, instead of linking it with humanistic and I now realise why, following your letter. I understand your main concern is with the political arena rather than individual counsellors, but still my thoughts below are transferable to that arena I believe.
 

 

1. The general public, on the whole, has no idea of the meaning of humanistic. Terms like 'behavioural' or 'psychoanalytic', tend to speak for themselves, and people make assumptions about them - and even the assumptions have been around for a long time. 'Humanistic' sounds nice, but someone might ask, how does that apply to counselling? Don't all counsellors practice a human-istic approach towards others?!
 

2.  The word 'integrative'  suggests just what it is - to the uninitiated - that it's a counselling method which employs  different theories & techniques and integrates them. People can construct a meaning more easily from this word I believe, than they can from 'humanistic'..
 

As far as Skills for Health & the HPC are concerned, I understand that, theoretically, it's a complicated business, defining Humanistic, and indeed, there are many individual modalities which fit into the general term, but which may still have philosophical variations and in practice, process/technique variations. And of course, 'humanistic psychology'  has its roots in a distinct philosophical approach which was a backlash against the orthodox methods of the time half a century or more ago. It takes a long time to repair a reputation in the Establishment!
 

 It strikes me as rather a shame, that even after all this time, Humanistic Psychology is still not seen as a distinct and separate psychological force to be valued. With this in mind, I'd really like to see Humanistic Psychology and Integrative Psychology as separate and distinct modalities. It's far too confusing to those who do not know to understand that there might be difference. In fact even I assumed that if anyone was in the HIPS section of UKCP then they must all have a humanistic bias or base in their studies. And if I didn't know there'll be many untrained / partially trained people / people who are purely psychodynamic or CBT oriented, who sit on these governmental committees, who don't have a clue either. 
 

Education, education, education is needed and a distinct name which isn't muddled up with something else! Having said that, 'humanistic psychology' is by its very nature inclusive and integrative but I would like all variations of 'humanistic' to be clearly 'humanistically integrative', if we have to muddled up the two words!
 

Hope that's a useful addition to your request for feedback!

I wanted to respond to your recent email bulletin about the potential changes around HIPS. I am a new member of the UKAHPP and I joined as a direct result of feeling that the organisation adequately and honestly sought to represent the humanistic perspective. I am also a member of the BACP and feel that they have lost sight of the individuality of the humanistic modality in their attempts to 'lump' modalities together and respond to the government and NICE. I feel the BACP will 'toe the government line' and follow a path of least resistance; they will sell out in an effort to be seen to conform. I have no faith in being adequately humanistically represented by them and in acknowledging this I joined the UKAHPP. I feel it is most important to maintain the title 'Humanistic and Integrative' or equivalent term so that the humanistic modality is not lost or compromised by a blanket term like Humanistic-integrative, but is seen as an important individual modality which can be allied to some integrative modalities but can also stand alone. I would be dismayed to see the humanistic modality's identity lost in a 'cover-all' title or not fully acknowledged.

Interesting report, well written with clarity of thought and presentation. This is a battle of descriptive terminology, i.e seeking a meta description of what we are, therefore we need to be careful not to be subsumed into something which we are clearly not. 
I personally will prefer the title - Humanistic and Integrative Psychotherapy so that the word Humanistic appears first followed by integrative, but I will agree with and abide by whatever decision members take.

Thanks
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