: Btbliothéque nationale

. "-'_National Lrbrary
: L di Canada

" of Canada -

= _' .‘_:'Canadran Theses Servrce

.. Ottawa, Canada - ' av', L
' .’“A °N4 B L
. CANADIAN THESES
R A R ‘ ;
S \
¥ L bE

NOTICE

"_The quahty of thrs mrcrofrche is heavrly dependent upon the'_

: quality of the.o |g|nal thesis submmed tor microfilming. Every

effort has been made!b ensure the hrghest qualrty ot reproduc- S

- tron possrble TR SRR S .

.

: : If pages are mtssmg contact the unrversrty Whtch granted the

A.‘degree G

___Some pages may have mdtstmct prmt especratly if the ongmal _ '
: 'pages were typed with a poortypewrrtq nbbcgt or rt the umver- :

suty sent us an rntenor photocopy

- .
T

"',", ¥ ,
é’ .

_.Prevuoust‘y copyrrghted materrals UOumat artrctes pubhshed'

-'tests etc) are not ttlmed T e

oy . l

. .Reproductton in full or in part of this. frlm is governed by the .

Canadran Copynght Act; R. SC 1970 c. C~30r

’ . N .‘.‘

© THIS DISSERTATION |
" HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

| RL-339(r86/06)

.»_Semces des theses Ca"adtennes ‘:.ﬂ_, R

AVIS

- # . '
»La qualtté de cette mrcrotrche dépend grandemem de ta qualrtéi
.. de ia, thése soumrse au mtcroftlmage No@vons tTt fait pour_ e
: :assurer une CIuahte supéneure de reproductuon L

. °3
- L . :
R

: :S if manque des*pa'ges veunllez-commu iquer avec lumver-v o
T .jsné Quia confére te grade : : S

La qualrté d rmpressron de certarnes pages peut Iarsser a-

‘? ‘désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont-été dactylographrees s
oA l'aide d'un’ riban.usé ou-si.I'université nous a tart parvemr
i une photocopte de quallte mténeure : '

. = e A TR S

Les documents qu tont dé]a I ob;et d un droit d auteur (arttctes ¥ =
- .derevue, examens publlés etc) ne sont pas mncrolttmés ’
' »’

La reproductton Qéme parttelle de ce mrcrofrlm est soumtse '
a ta Loi canadtenne sur e droit d auteur SRC 19’70 c. C 30.

»

© WICROFILMEE TELLEQUE
Sy NOUS L'AVONS RECUE L




et AMBIGUITY: IN. COMMUNICATION v . -
. "¢ KAREN-ELAINE KOVACH -

AR .
PR Y ST

A THESIS

SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY UF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE'W

I

OF MASTER OF EDUCATibN B

“‘y;'}"jA”L;.coﬁnsELLING"échgoLoGY .

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL: PSYCHOLOGY

EDMONTON ALBERTA
'-f'f:vlfr-xﬁl f}’ FALL 1986 ,d'

R R

T fﬂi: Tﬁj_:;.' - .ﬁ’.'~fT‘-j'“ {,'igT‘-U SRR o

R



*jhas

" neilther .

‘fPerm1551on has been granted

_“to the. National Library of
;#Canada to mlcrofllm this

" thesis: and.” to -lend - or: sell«

 ucop1es of the fllm.aﬂv‘r

-The author (copyrlgh; owner)
'res;erxzed
'Vpubllcatlon
the

rlghts,f
' 5151
‘extensive exb Cfrom. it
. may be prlnte ror otherwise
" reproduced ﬁthout
o .written p

T IS3N '0-315-32510-0

“his/her
ermldSLOn.h'

'otr1er"

e

‘L'autorlsatlon a été accordéej,

5!5 -la
©odu”

,'L'auteur

“d'auteur) .
and @
nor ' ni
. ex ralts
~doi

- autoris

Bibllothéque
Canada‘-de

(tltulalre du dr01t*’
'réserve

‘la- thése
de'_celle ci' ne
étre Cimprimé&s. ou
e rodults sans son
on écrlte.”“-

ni

4

autreme

natlonale‘j.

_ mlcrofllmer' ,

.. cette thdse ‘et de- préter ou . .’

T .. de~vendre’ des exemplalres du:g
Lt ‘Qfllm; BRI

‘les
. autres dr01ts de publlcatlontf -
longs’.



"f{fNAns or Aurusﬁ o};foREN'ELAINE KOVACH

"’qurerE OF. THESIS 3r}j AMBIGUITY IN CQMMUNICATION

ﬁ’fifYEAR THIS DEGREE GRANTED FALL 1986

'ngEGREE FOR WHICH THESIS WAS PRESENTED MASTER or EDUCATION

Perm1551on 1s hereby granted to THE UNIVERSITY 'OF~1-

Ed

“;jALBERTA LIBRARY fo‘ reproduce 31ngle Coples of thls{?ff

"the51s and to lend or seil such copzes forﬂ pr1vate,?jjh
. . () . N ”1 N ‘_‘.4>‘: ..

(

'f“scholarly or sczentlflc research purposes only.:

The author reServes other publncatlon raghts, ,ahdc'
,4'- .“ \‘. -’.‘ . : T
‘ne1ther the ,theS;s}nor exten51ve extracts from 1t may'j,
:"be prlnted or othe*W1se reproduced wlthout the author sfj;

'~.v‘\‘ LR

']fwrltten perm;ss1on 3 ._:f-fh‘ R

R Rt (SIGNED) ...}.jﬁ.;,.r;..;;:;.,;.7f;
B 3-'f PERMANENT Aonness-' jjf"Lfoﬂii&afli
Com BRI ; - R R B
- '”'l-»-f”'»'/ TR R Ry 4 .......;z;..,g.;:;;;rjv"

.-

23, 199& >;Ari:ou



: [/.“.;; :4:/4 P / Oy

Su'erj1sor

. o:’-"o:- sle o0 “vn"-l 3

- 4 “.-»_ TS AN S g . . . A j4‘n_;lh ® €5 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 & .0 .

23 é doge A ,_‘.:,

,o-ooo t...t,oi.o.o.o . T
A . i :




parents, M1ke and Helen Kovach my 51sters, Valer1e and AI a

e

.Y‘

Mae.and thelr fam111es, Guy, Gerry, M1chael Mbnzqua and

ﬁngTama1ra, who have always been there ahd cont1nue to be a

»fit;fj‘;_source of car1ng and support.ﬁ?};-‘”




3“rather 51mple

however part of the

f' language' (the verbal aspect of

Areallty,,;,h

and a summary e“

q,. ‘

fﬂrelatzonshlp)

~fattempt to c"ftr1ct langua

U

1nc1ude

1

Some

,mfpercelved and then hagéf??;'fﬁ G iirh o ﬁfiﬁTZefdf
Y “'_ g k' X B R N ST e i ’ : )

“ZV:E;what Bateéggpruldkfzfm
f

the
GQ



én dlscu5510n-f,qf;; t“

"setfi0d4,1nc1udes_

the commun1cat10n process Qhas on the -

A

N




:

lland frlendshlp over the past fev yearsrcpf“~

i_conversat1ons wlth Dr. David Wangle another commlttee mem-g;s

, , Aé%NOWLEDGEMENTS . kN e

fflwhuld 11ke‘:gé take' thas opportunlty to*thank D:'gfjt

Alanlva"derwelle°f h15 Contlnued falth in me As a Fheslshfﬁf

superv1sor he was terrxfxc. SR ,. f }L;.kf,fsk_fﬁlbpﬁ | N

: Thank you as wtll ro Dr ﬁ‘ﬁhn Paterson for h1s adVICe;hce
£

Dr. John Mltchell one~of the commlttee'.members hwashf

_;excellent i prov1d1ng feedback and moral SUPPOrt_: Myf‘*”

"hberf'were always chalxeﬂglng. ” "‘7l::j ufi;-ifi; ff‘}i

v‘have reached 1ts conclu51on. Thanks Marlon, Ella, Vern Bew,~

'fi I would l1ke to acknowledge several close fr1ends wzth-p-

+

vout_ whosef gu1dance,f care _and adv1ce, th1s the51s may not

;John, Fred .-Carmel.' Peg and Gretchen. Marlon, more thanlh

'anyone, understood the agony and the ecstacy of the process.'ﬁn'

:'My dlscu551ons w1th her helped to clarlfy many of the 1deas

'o;that were necessary to wrlte thlS the51s. 2t don t know how!f{

lhhﬁto thank her” enough for her fr1endsh1p and carlng at thls?h

o f@p01nt 1n my llfe.}

‘g”’if,would l1ke td gzve cred1t to the great chef that fedfﬂ

. 1

'"_'me and made sure thlngs were as they should be.ﬁ Thank you,g

v?:Helen. I always knew, Jghn and Helen that you were there.‘ff;

i It gave me a wonderful sense of securlty

I must also acknowledge the proofreader of this the51s.'jc}

',I know that ft was a ted1ous and paznstak1ng JOb and l’

u/

'fapprec1ate thev tlme. and effort that Horst spent in. maklng”,g-

: l’parts of th1s work acceptable.

o

U owii o



Chapter

Zti~ SR
¢ ' -

va. Gregory Bateson_....:....J;‘;L;;l?};;.},...5;.£3T

nfB}fWatzlaw1ck, Beav1n and JacksonF.....;;......;...

*Vslfhumbgrto Maturana et al;.................a\...,.27n5

”j;fFQgBradford Keeney {..............................33

{33; Summary
'QNONVERBAL COMMUN

fA Introductlon,

PURPQSE OF THE THESI§'...........ini‘i

A I t:oduct1on

&D.\oo.o.ob..t....-

jfLITERATURE REVIEW .....;;,_%;9:;;::,:1;;;.;;,;;.;:;14 |

[

1TffC1fM11ton/H Erlckson.gy;Q;;.;;;}..LQ:;Q;;.;.J;.;;}2E;f}.

D;fHexnz von, Foerster ..;...{;.;;..;;;.;;:;}:{;.;.; ——

7

C‘ifrnetlc Ep1stemology ;:.;..,;;;.,Q;.;},;;33’

A Curtent Therapeut1c V1ew i;f-.{fli.l;{};m.JB;”h”

The Trad1t10na1 Therapeut1c V1ew ------;-----38,*'”

x:VERBAL COMMU&ICATION AND THE' USE OF LANGUAGE .....;40 S

.JA

Alentroductlon b....*;‘;‘;‘.;.. ....'....<.;..’..‘OOI;‘“.....‘.;I549 S

"’BJJVerbal Communlcatxon and the Evolut1on of

) Context i.o.oolcot.l'uo-oo(_'oo.ot..Qo..o'tlcl.‘Q-‘o‘1.4.‘4“.‘»?;".»-A'

'TngLanguage as a: Functlon of Reallty ..............461f{j

- D. The Message Component of the Model-

" Determinants for Interpreting Verbal = Sl
Communlcatlons ...q-o-..-.......-..,...-'--....--..50f_",‘_"-,

R NI R S R N I R X 0'3'0003'57 R

v,._-., ‘. “‘.\..:}.1. a . . oo -!.o‘o.?-v".'oy_o_'u‘ ..». pt.o ..59

'._'.-..'..'-....-.'..'.o'..-.':.."‘-.__..“...15)9_‘

:B Watzlaw1ck BeaV1n‘and Jackson (1967) ....;;;{;.602 ff

5nC Bateson (1972) and Bateson (1979)=....K.........65

e

oW "j.?'j“ﬁgﬁf;f‘“ '-"?:, e R
. \ B 2 2 O S L



ugf{gn Maturana (in Maturana and Varela,
vl ;;Mendez Coddou, & Maturaqa, 1986)

o jiE‘_Summary

1Meta§hof‘and Analogy Non#efbal Patterns
Expressed in- Verbal;zat1ons ;...

\‘i;i':‘f;CONCLUSIONS

”7f'A.;D1scu551on

'ﬁlB,fAmblgultles 1n Concepts of Commun1cat10n9As'7‘i"“'ﬁ'“”

:'H;*App11ed to. the ?rad1t1onal Model .,”

's*; C;fAmb1 uyt1es 1n he Commun1cat1on Event ......;;.87Lf»f?
. C. ‘Ambig

‘iaﬁ; Con51derabxons for Therapy .....;.:{...;,.......90 ?

MILTON H ERICKSON M D.

¢ f‘."',.'- . o ? o . o... c.-o_o_ oﬂ.o'? o ‘e ..o 95

RA ERENCE NOTES ... LT

Co.

N

‘o».“o!‘uocu'-00.0000-1‘9’6-'_:'.“'

REFERENCES_‘.ool.loco...uo.tno.-botu‘t‘...c.c0000'900-000097'.:.‘.“



+ Analysis of a Pattern or Sg

T ofCommundcations .l ii ..t i sy

' Pigure 2¢ Definitions of Composite Sarts ) .

ot Figure 1 ...iii.




o ”lot of fimé
{,thhlngs,, but - ‘they.never. skem to. spend tlmeam ; PR
o.tule o themy ‘Things:. Just seem. ts‘get 4in - ra. ‘mugdle: - all: by-ﬁ,ﬁ1t;g
7413{ f‘fthemselves.l And then."people haVe to tady.them up .'AJ%}%

.;Daughter{ Well, people'spend: v

_gDaUghter. But Daddy, 1sn t that a ﬁunny th1ng-—thatrv.
,«.ijqyerybody meéang’.the ‘same’ uhenvthey say’’ muddled" but’“T
‘»4_;§everybody ‘means, someth1ng different by -"tidy." BUt

e &}g¥:7is the oppos1te of Tmnddled "_1snﬂt 1t7 1_

ff»j;“ﬁ.*4gz;her- Now we beg1n ‘to -get 1nto ﬂore dlfflcuit'jf* T
S stions. Let'ss start. <again’at the beglnnlng. Nowﬁﬁ*g T
©.-you-said, "Why do th1ngs always get . “amuddle?m L.
S Now: we have made-a step:or. two--and let's change the: . ..o
_,;«ﬂ;.-questlon to,'"Why do- th1ngs get ~a state Whichﬂffgf"m
o Cathy calls ) 'not s t1dy7'" Do yOu\see why L want tor,g?[vui
o make that: change’ " el e - N

'TE;.TLQB;Daughter't Yes, 1. th1nk so-—because 1£ I have a speai"f?ﬁi5*

oY veial meaning for "tidy” -then some 'other peopte S o

Lo, o"tidies™ ‘will¥ look like- muddles to me--even if: we dorrjf{ai'
S vagree ab0ut most of what we call muddles.‘”-j-; el

R S i R Lr e T

o Daughtet. Why do my th1ngs get the way I say Jgsnpit. gy

- tidy? e L _ e _,‘-v'wa.ffj\‘

'wFather- It's Just because there are ‘more wéys wh1qh
oD you. call unt1dy" than there are ways Whlch you call Sl
.\ . ) .‘:“"tldy . B L — ‘ Ky ‘ﬂ

.Daughter- But that 1sn t a reason why-~a',‘:fﬁl_,*"_ﬁ'_ ;734

‘eﬁfFather.,Oh yes, 1t 1s And 1t is. the real and only
. ‘ : EE SRR R e R



tand very 1mportant reason.agwi“'“
fDaughter. &h Daddy¢ Stop 1t. S

' ' o ‘ L
iPather-‘No, I'm not foollng. That 1s the reason andﬁﬂ
~ali of: sc1ence 1s ‘hooked up- w1th that reasOn.;,«u T
: - 1;_3 _ : : S e TR
e

(Gregory Bateson, 1972 pp. 3-8)
Over the last half century, we have entered a stage 'fﬁ

E soc1etal and technologlcai growth that has exponentlallygi'

-{1ncreased the number of changes th t-we, las' human belngs,'
'have had QP deal w1th Populaﬁlon growth and technology have S
»hfcomblned to change a \hole system of - human 1nteractlonal:'7

'dipatterns o rndt-'thefllong term:'effects. have- yet vto,~bev;:d

x}i‘comprehended 1f at all even 1mag1ned

v*ﬂhﬂmn\\\\ﬁhese‘ mass1ve cganges, there Stlll exlsts an

:}undercurrent of thought that as human belngs we should be~

":7_;hab1e=~ o -adapt and cope w1th all of the presently 1ncom1ngdf'

N

'"f1nformatlon in'a more "t1dy or logacal manner; But do we’*

Psycholo y has attempted to deflne how 1nd1v1duals are ;
. affected by the1r env1ronment and how they 'n” turn effect;zf

thezr _ env1ronment St1mulus response theorles, p051t1ve_*-
’ U e, . :

lhdlSlntegratlﬁp the°ryr c.leal'“lm.! ._the°fYti, personalztyf.“d
-itheorles,:' perceptual theorles,,"existent1al.:.th?orles";
'l phenomenolog1cal perspectlves and commond senségsapproache§%<&
1have resulted ha: varlety _of dlfferent technzques for‘”

“ K §

:‘_deal1ng w1th human behav1or and problem behav1ors. Desplte ~>‘

- deluge .of, valuable ;research and theorlz1ng, ve. are stlllih;

LN

left w1th many dlscrete pleces that fall to form Qa patterni

that well explalns ;the manner '1n- wh;ch ‘we functlon.asﬂ:

\ P ,."_’. ‘ ' : ) g el - e

"1;(_:,§a‘th;f h?._df;h:;7¥"g“ly Ehit.~;wh



| ‘ . , } » / e 3 :

1nd1v1duals and members fj soc1ety However in'retént>“*'

_*' years, a more 1nterd15c1p11nary approach”% the sc1ences hasf.ff

. L
e

awgesulted ih.,an :attempt to explaln 1nteractgonal patterns',“

~ w1th1n the m111eu of the env1ronment., Offshootsf from thlsjlx

'“fnapproach have led to more encompa551ng 1nterpretatlons qf“

".-;,our 1nd1v1dual and group behavxers. B J”tafl?:fﬁ'-pt e
S - Part :oﬁ kthe 51mplest reason for the'acceptance ot.a
systems1 approach 1s in’ that t‘e system is _,qthéd explanatlon.ﬂ_,
5”'5 iRather f; than ' focu51ng _on 1solated .behavrors,:; the;
llpvm 1nteractlonal approach_ encompassedlladv moret aglobal horv,;
| "un1versal ,startlng point. ltjlookedgat wholes"@rat:' than o
parts.? Whllez1t/?wa§ :also‘ dgtessary"toi look v?.hesefjf
‘ parts - in order.to‘analyze1ﬁwholes;lnthe;concept5of_tfeSe'A
Parts_[mak1ngx3 p tab.system of ‘"patterns 'that_hoohnect“
.t; (Bateson | 1979) ”shifted the focal poant from th1nk1ng andf:‘
_'{g.descrlblng 1nd1v1dual behav1orsy_to'”a ,d;fferent ‘level-. fu

_thlnkihg and descr1b1ng--a ""meta". level Reduct’onlst1c;

E tendenc1es and redundanC1es were slowly be1ng e11m1natpd Ain.

*vthe llght of Ta: Shlft '1n wqgs of th1nk1ng and descrti
' ements, 51tuat10ns and perspect1ves.- Once -Kﬁéf\shlft ln
levels "ofi thlnklngﬁ and perce1v1ng were Erecogn1zed :a
}'dlfflculty arose w1th the language Qs 1t was used to deflne
'i-_and descrlbe varlous levels.‘ Not™ only d1d a Shlft in
perceptlon occur but also- the qu1ntessent1al e““].ements in thei“}
'pstructure of grammar and language had to be shlfted ‘as well_!'

It is not tha& all of these essentgals were 1mmed1ate1y' )

o recognrged; Th ba51cs of the wholrst1c and;_metaphys;ca

‘l‘t),



o _ b &L s
41*'approaches had been /debated for centurles.by phzlosophers_}f“
"_hand sc1enttsts..The dlfference was.in the general acceptancefrf

@ffand further: understandlng brought to a COnsc1ous level 1nh:{

u}fﬁhSlng. language. wittger teln stated‘\h1s veloquentlyt whenald.
h sa1d "lee everytm!g metaphysmal the harmony between

:;thougHt and reallty 1s ?o be foundj;n ﬁtheh grammar ’of_Lthe-'

f“language (Anscombe 3‘, Von-vwright 1967 p; 12e) That weh;‘l
,"fhcommunlcate_gn'»other eways"andtﬂrece1ve communlcatlon féa:-
!ivlsually,_; k1nesthet1ca11y,' ﬁud1tor1ally 'ei, haﬁ :béé;
‘substantlated and develoﬁ : therapeut1c “fafaltntodnh
‘ : e L

commun1catlon in_ the form of neuro 11ngulst1c programm1ng

‘Th1s sensory related art of commun1catlon was out11ned as an_

sexten51on of the work of Mllton H Erlckson. These patterns__'

of effecslve commun1cat1on were deﬁ1ned by Bandler d;?if

Gr1nd1ervl;(1979),“ Cameron~£andler 01978), and Deloz1erf‘u
Thgrer. o

tlnowever .1‘addressznégézommon1cat1on'has communlcat1one};

“t»becamebnnother matter.‘Because a. Shlft in. levels of descr1p—
; Y . o
ftlons- was requ1red ‘the flex1b111ty and 11m1tat10ns of 1an~mﬂ.

‘guage became blatantvy obv1ous, As Watzlawlck _ Beav1n ~-and

'-.Jackson 311967) ~have stated i"weu7.afe ' in 'constant ;5'
commun1cat1on and yet we. 3re almost completely unable vto
commun1cate about communlcatlon ( 36) _(/v ‘.t.';f;f“

"/.

-an; requ1red -.'what 1s now known as the theory of levels of':

“language was_ developed by Carnap (1942) and Tarsklv (1947)A
";It__was analgous :tO"the theory of log1cal types proposedﬂ'

Lo P

'7‘To make compensatlon for levels of language that were,”



'l‘earlier by Whltehead and Russell 1n PPInCIpIa Mathematrcalf
'3(1910 13) Thls prov1ded a veh1cle for speak1ng -about lan-;hl

'~guage whlch 1n turn enabled scholars to pgppose other models‘

'»;f-of commun1cat1on and how we structure our commun;catlon in

B,
- observed anc

vyor' entlty
tgeveryth1ng

, nperceptlon 15 not the loglc that 1s learned jinL“SChoolf

.m~;l1ght of our exper1ence and ngWth

ThlS structure of personal commun1catlon:-was_ further:

'descrlbed by Keeney (1983) when he def1ned the structure as"‘“

punctuat1ng commun1cat10n, and the system of communlcatxon;V

Tfﬂas*a cybernet1c system wh1ch operétes on dlfferent levels

von Foerster, (Note "t)f states that N terms ’of”

'1ntegrat1ng\\xper1ences, the observer descr1bes only what 1s
d

the. empha51s is placed on. the observer for"thej

';"choice ﬂofv language. 1he observatlon Can be descrxbed only'
-:wfrom the p01nt of view 5Y< -Ae self 4and Ethe self -is ’ad

_gself conta1ned autonomous and organlzat1onally closed system

Inherent ‘in thlS is; hlS ,supp051tlonr that

e say is therefore amb1guous ‘The logic/of

/ S
loglc can account for the fact that you cannot see what you_;f

- cannot see..Thls leads back to the 1dea that any statementse .

. 3
about what ‘is perce1ved are self referentlal statements.; o

Keeney (1983) comments about language Systems' that

,US? when ‘he states.' we make ch01ces regardlng the patterns

we;dlscern (p 25) and "that although language, through Jhe‘d.

limits _of, its partlcular terms and structures, constralns"

. our know1ng, double deScrzptlon prov1des a way of u51ng lan- ;

-

‘ guage.ito dxrect~ us towards a h1gher order of descrxptlon



E;m’frhWy

”Ef;(th]") It 15 the double descr1pt10n that 1s of 1mportance
~".;'he,e _{ii tmt 1: prov1des 'a'_"t method :‘ separatlng

f phys1cally 1mposs1b1e but - .oby

'f“ambzguous, what happens 1n the commun1catzon process’

j framework ’ and the langUage selected Th1s objectxve f1ts

e

' ﬁcommunlcatxon 1nto d1fferent levels of descrzpt1on.»§«--7

It 1s the essence of th1s the51s to look at the process

i £ what¢ happens between tHO partners (1e-‘therap1st a"d

;;cl1ent) who somehow agree to comm\n;cate reallz1ng th1s 'isf?

.....

Event ‘"7?3;7f- ';f';_,:7‘ﬁ1
af‘pConsensus————>Coup11ng

. Ambiguous:

| ‘ ‘Compet1t}we-——>D1v151gy
LI .
Thzs thes1s proposes to look at the abo\e model and the

”_processes ;1nvolved. flh, order to do so,»1t 1s‘\ecessary to

‘\‘\

’{‘understand the emphas1s placed on’ a commun1cat1on system by
,_<earlxer theor1sts and clxnzcal pract1t1oners ‘to see how they\\

:approach commun1catlon,,'its‘ structure, its exper1ent1al

o

}the "systems approach An overv1ew of commun1catzon--both

J,verbal and'f’nonverbal--1s prov1ded The parts : ofﬁ

~.

'communxcat1on are described here 1n order that we - may ;IoOkuf

rat the total systemf

The last chapter comblnes the thxrd de fourth chaptersfa
N

“‘rby dxscuss1on 1nto a framework wh1ch.presupposes w1th1n the'

'7stheraputxc S1tuat1on, a model by wh1ch both therapxst pahdtﬂ'

Pcllent n elther agree or d1sagree to commun1cate and the* R



‘5,1nvolved donn1ng a rever51ble mask w1th no. eyes and proceed-j;:”

:’whlch led t the formatlon of thls the51s.-_'_f7o'

-

'ﬁfiipaﬁt:ln growth change ands}h

ldevelopment, 1t appears necessary tpat some 1n£ormat10n' be}s}-

aprov1ded expla1n1ng the select1on_of thlS thesxs tOplC. Th1517n~

i

_1s a descrlptlnn oﬁ events to add'structure to ch proceSS"“:'

S

The process began several years ago- when thé3 authorfhv

5enroled 1n a drama course whlch 1ncluded 1n 1ts currlculum ‘a--

"secthp‘on‘ mask work Part '6fjroneg partlcular exerc1sei;.-

'1ng from there to progress through a carefd%}y constructed~f'

’ maze of furnlture._The mask was rever51ble in that 1t could

“be worn in, one . of two ways--w1th one. face vthat ,gave~ theeff“

1appearance df hav1mg ”aﬂ long forehead short nose, narrow

f.closed eyes and a shorter mouth and ch1n, or7 ft,'could bed'_

turned up51de down and worn ng1ng the appearance of hav1ng“

'_a short forehead short nose, narrow closed eyes and- longg'

:mouthv andv\ch;n_'area. To descrlbe the appearance dlrectly,__:‘

1h_one5ma5k gave thellmpress1on of n 1nte111gent thoughtfulf

'pérson; f'ﬁhile‘;lthe" other | gave the appearance _of*fa‘”
‘dull w1tted slow mov1ng 1nd1v1dua1 The wearer of the mask}'

'was not Elven any clues as to whlch uay the mask was placed '

~

- An audlence watched as the wearer 'of- the_ mask proceededj

fthrough the maze."



e

Jéach face on the mask appe*redito prov1de a’ d1f£erent;ff

ontextual approach to solv1ng the dlfflCUltleS fof work1ng

-throﬁgh he': maze bllndfolded.‘ On 1the;fone hand jtheT

f1mpress1on g1ven the audlence was that flvery thoughful;;;“

v._methodlcad person fﬁas mak1ng 1ntelligent selectlons about{,fﬁ

'hﬁ’how to go through the maze blzndfolded A great deal of caref":

“:'seemed vto, be»vgzvenﬂ to éach step as well as. patxence wlth‘[%ﬁ

3

When hff mask was reversed and the maze changed the;r:

"-wearer appeared to the audlence to be clumbsy,“’lmpatlent,j”

‘?’constantly fumbl1ng and very 1ndec151ve when an error was

fflcommlttqa After watch1ng th1s exercxse,'lthe author fkas

: f?fpuzzled by the dlfferences that the aud1ence had observed in

";‘haware of the mask s appearance.,‘“'

'hﬂ*'the behav1or of the SUbJeCt know1ng that the subject was un-:_f

>,
I

>

.bTay have been qu1te obv1ou§\ to the author, new quest1ons 1n,

5fafperéeptlon and commun1cat1on came to the forefront. W1thout

~ the *dserhnf 1anguage¢ general 1mpress1ons of the subject sf :
vstrategiesf1n problem resolutxon had been formulated by dthel
obserwers.A At?:thel tlme, the most perva51ve quest1on was,’
"How could thlS p0551bly happen?" The only apparent .answerll

';jWas § that» each 1nd1v1dual percelver attaches'hoﬁn' very,.7

Although to some- experts in- commun1cat1on, vtheﬂ answerh'“'

.fspec1f1c connotatlons to the events or s1tuatlons at handf~"

“-'and that :these connotat1ons -were ,the: sum/total of each .

»Aindrviduals exper1ences.;'

]



Some years later after hav1ng read several books. onult'

the mask well as- do1ng graduate uork 1n educat1onal gy
,,;psgbhology,“%helauthor chanced on an art1c1e g@ Sbventlflc
'.Amerlcan (1975) ent1tled "Mathemat1ca1 games-'fixicur1ou51@
Qahmaglc of anamorphlc art" by M Gardner.d th1s‘ tlme ”the_

‘..{j‘work of Bateson ' Er1ckson Watzlaw1ck ‘and several otherf"

. as l1v1ng organlsms_ seek g1ve order,

-,authors deal1ng w1th structure, organ1zat10n,¢ commun1éatlon:f

7;and change had made an 1mpact on thxs author s th1nk1ng and':

-

iperceptlons of- how ve percelve and structure our experxences;v

and try to make "t1dy all of the events in a compltgated_
if_world ‘ ‘ ' . =

=

V.Th | artlcle on anamorphlc art shed addltlonal llght on;d

Tperceptlon and structurlng experlences. Or1glnally,. thed

1‘concept . ofd alterlng perceptzon_ became anjvlnterestxng

drlemmaa Howeuer _1t was becomlng more apparent that what we;

‘perceiVe is; always 1nterpreted ‘SO that we may defzne what'“

vrisﬁlaccordlng.to experlence and/or rules o) order,;.ThatJ Weid?
kd‘ mean‘ing' to oﬂur- :

Q'perceptlons is. unquestlonable. Bateson (1979) had earller -

'proposed that ‘ sc1ence ‘isza way of perce1v1ng and mak1ngt3ﬁ

'x‘fwhat we call sense out of our precepts (p 1),

Draw1ng upon Bateson s def1n1tlons of sclence, oﬁégf
h:could extrapolate that ‘wel have constructed rules and Aorders
about "th1ngs and fthev rules _andx orderslare converselyf
'l;l1m1ted and. expanded by ,;ourdh,manner‘_-of ‘vperceiving;t
'”Mathematlcal~ 'constructs hre,' directly drelated_ tod ourf

_perceptual constructs wh1ch also deflne logxcal construots“



rthere'are geometrlc constructs wh1ch defyﬂﬁf

“f'our'

g W

" cﬁentzflc loglc.ﬁ‘lt 1s out of nece551ty that we have'f
T ‘ R g
o so defxned them If we propose to ;measureu somethang v(1e.;

tlme,; energy,”-llght) :‘“$¢ ‘au measurlng dev1ce that'ff
accommodates our perceptual ab111t1es. We are then measurlng

a perceptlon of our percept1on..

| ————

Further readlngs 1n' fhe; tOPlC ,bff hypn051s and théffh

psychotherapy employed by M1lton H. Er1ckson opened up other R
aspects of chmunlcatzon. It was Erlckson s bellef that 'all dﬁ;

people commun1cated -;ini *a consc1ous language and
unconsc1ous language. The language of the.consc1ous was ‘ther.‘
spoken language0 and the unconsc1ous language was condensed
w1th no sense of t1me. It 'appeared Sin the form dtf body‘
movements, 'vocal 1ntonat10ns, metaphors and analogles thatfpxl
were 1mpl1c1t 1n verbal speech Haley (1973) commentedk,onl
?fﬂ Erlckson s def1n1tlon of hthé-u.unconscious:_amareness" hy"

R usaylng

To have .an. 1nterchange w1th another person through S
~an "unconscious” means of: -communication; we must at
some level :be cognlzant ‘of what we are doing or we
could not ‘correct’ ourselves " or " receive the &ther -
person's . communication : and respond to. it. Yet this
- process can go on without any.conscious awareness of
what we 'were -doing. Therefore there must be, at
-least, " two, levels "of "awareness" when we are-'
j.interggangiégn at  two | levels, - at  least, ' of
~commumication. (p.‘546) S T o

'f’)Erick50n v1ewed any 1nterpersona1 relatlonsn;p as regu1r1ng
’ some sort of 301nt part1c1patlon and experxence..out of h1s“

5 ‘concepts .came the exper1mentali'f€onfus1on Techn1que in

I 2

| hYPanrs.p_'k - PR ‘p»”'r"~-!:;_ o ~:”"?.¢{l



The 1dea for the development of the techn1que began fin"'

"-.fu1923 whlle Erlckson was at the Un1ver51ty of W1scon51n It
N ;evolved from an - 1nc1dent whereby Erlckson acczdentally Ith.
'lhhbumped by ia manj on the street. Rather than prov1d1ng anyff"

;log1cal response 1n such a 51tuat10n, Er1ckson gave the man-'

Tﬂ'pjthej 1ncorrect t1me fdf the day as 1f it had been polltely'

'requested The man was. left standlng there 1n bewzlderment.n'

¢

As féi result of thls -1nc1dent and others, Erlcksonpdhi
v1ewed thls and other occurrences of .comparable character,_l'
()%ubsequntly 1dent1fy1ng a number of psychologlcal elementsF
1ndlgenbus to’ the spec1f1c occurrences. -The 1dent1f1cat1on:
e of these elements led Er1ckson to develop a spec1f1c outl1ne ‘
that could be- adapted to5 1nd1v1dual sxtuat1ons where--EKgge

' 7Icf1ent de51red some form of change but at the same t1me_h

'offered fesxstance to change..‘,

';The technlque 1tse1f was ﬁlrst used to 1nduce hypnot1c;n7

T age regre551on. However furtherw use Of}fit led~ its

AW

k app11cat10n to'e other exper1mental and c11n1ca1 work‘ s

?iErlckson employed _it'ain'dt_ demonstrat1on do_-f spatlaln"d
‘"orlentatlon found in- schlzophrenlcs. The concept of spat1al.v-'
‘[orlengatlon was.. at, thls t1me conce1ved by Er1ckson_easj
manzfestatlons of equal ex1stenc"'and co- ex1stence of " two,-
i'separate spatxal concepts of ther self” (Haley,: 1967 p-
_329) Subsequently, the confus1on techn1que was ut111zed toh_

idemonstrate how a schizophrenlc could percelve hlmself ‘as

B tbelng 1n two dlfferent spaces 51multaneously ‘b i_' ' d‘fj



Tao e

At present the technlque 15 used as an 1nductlon tech-a'

n1que 1n hypnos1s as’ well iangﬁor cl1n1cal purposes 15];

1sﬁ§&ted cases.vf Slnce , Erlckson 5' exper;ments,. llttle

research or detalled d1scu551on exlststias'ﬁto”:th‘ general o

°,.£app11cab111ty of the technlque outslde the trance state. In,-w

s

f;hypnotlc 1nductlon, t has bas1cally been employed to c1r-]

";cumvent “tﬁe res;stance of a c11ent in. order to 1nduce a

)".

trance and promote age regress1on. r'

Gestalt therap1sts Such as Perls advocated generalvpgf

"fstrategles for deal1ng -w1th confus1on fi’f cl1ents.' The,-

1

.{‘empha51s .va placed 1n gozng w1th the confu51qn, accept1ngpf |

1t and by do1ng 60, reSOIV1ng the confu51on..The dlfflcultypjb

- . . Py

o here ‘isc w1th -thef unconsc1ous acceptance of the confused E

+ .
re51stance of the cl1ent in fully acceptzng the s1tuat10n atﬁ.ﬁ'

_an; unconsc1ous level

) Although the confu51on techn1que advocated by Er1ckson

”Shas parameters of appllcab111ty 1nherent 1n 1ts fconstructs,,mtf

‘-Vthe} concept ,1tself may have a w1der applicatlon than thatf'

“‘idefined«by‘the;'

3

\{.émrt of normal ind1v1dual funct1on1ng and that many~who seek‘

3 . .~

'“fﬂ_counsellxng are 1n a confused state.
' In part the confused state results from 'cohmun1cat1on.c

probleﬁs wlth ourselves and w1th others and how we percexve N

R

s'ourselves w1th1n our world Obv1ously there are Aambxguztaes_

in thep 1nterpretat1on .of commun1catrons in any type df

‘m;

to argue the exlstence of confuszon as a -

. \ \] 2 ?. ‘

':“h state No provxs1on ‘is made that spec1f1cally deals w1th the;.ff

uqt1on of a trance or hypnotzc state.,flt' '

o



5,'formulat10n fef” some V

"-;1nterpersonal :relatlonsh1p.--’f 1t 1s percelved that there;ﬂ{“
ﬂw111 be amb1gu1t1es dn commun1cat1on upon encounter1ng

Gdlnterpersonal

o commun1cat1on ezt“e
' _agreement that we are connmun1cat1ng7

The above recollectlonstlv

9,.

;houghts haveA léd to uehe,‘f~

- \Y!

ommun1cat10n_ whlch wIl .5further dlscussed ;ih_ﬂthLSV-

-~

the51s. T

'fad"c The Selected Format of Thxs Thesxs ]';;jf't::hf?7t,“3@t;3\”

: rulatzonship, then/ what f elements 'aafgf{f

: 1ncré§§e\the confus1on or lead o ‘am

ualdeas abOUt Perceptlon andefg-

ThlS the51s 1s a dzscu551on of the elements 1nvolved 1n_55

‘,ﬁthe commun1cat1on process and how ambagu1t1es arlse as.. a, re-

‘sult of these elements. The author has attempted to clar1fyi"*

'h'some of the concepts of the theory u;communlcat1ons tqr . 3
‘d.therapy Bateson (1979) has stated "Theo:y_;s_ngttjustft
‘tfanother gadget whlch can’ be used w1thout unde;standinéﬁéf(p.h'"
'ii237) ' ' - | R |
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7 11. LITERATURE REVIEW .

Cee

A Gregory Bateson

Bateé%n ef:.anf5 anthropolog1st ,d expert ton;;f

A3 i

1nteractlona! human communxcatlonq HlS two magor books Stepsf'

.

to an Ecology of Mrnd -(1972) and Mind and Natune (1979) = are_;_?

of spec1al relevance to c&hcepts proposed 1n th1s the51s.»Itdi

.'x/’ . ‘
1s Bateson @ work that le'_._jf

'\14

author of ’thls. the51s to_ﬂ

' construct some,.of “the 1deas conta1ned herezn Bateson 157‘4

| 1deas_-;...called m1nds (Introduc 1on,vpg»xv) or ecjfogyiofhfﬁ

Gy

,g'theg 1nterdlsc1p11nary .studles f anthropology, blology,"'

N

"”thel orch1d to the prxmrose and all four of them to me’" p.

73

"tof ith manner Fin whlch all fthlngs behaJéd in; the1r

Al

progress1vely constztutave- nature. Steps to an Ecology 0F§1i5

3

Mind (1972) 1s a-: ser1es“of published art1c1es arranged in anfjﬁ'
way of th1nk1n9 about 1deas’ and 'about the;.aggregates :°f:17‘

m1nd In Mind and Nature (1979) he\attempted establxsh_:

\

one of vwhat pattern conﬁects the crab to . the lobster ‘fnd] S

]

/.. )

envxronment or context It 1s ‘a descr1pt10n of proeess, ~an ;“\

‘ernltxal descraptlon.t"h”'

~.

two belzefs 1nherent to hls th1nk1ng* a belzef in cybernet1C'ﬂ

| d1ff1cu1t to summarlze., Much of"what he’ says ‘iSf'bf :a:--h

caL

jf; order that proposed for the t1me 1t was publlshed ‘ a newt’_,

patterns that connect"’ these aggregates of 1deas throughfﬁ"
\..

i psycﬂ1atry and genet1cs. The 15506. for Bateson, f1r§v/wasm~n

”8) Thzs 1ssue was then extended not only across spec1es but'"

The referentlal base for Bateson s: 1deas procteded frqu*'



-.—aw,

-"uﬁex1sts. 7"'” ol

The ”Entf&gbldea 1n Steps to an Ecology of Mlnd (1972)

T.gfi1s phrasedzby Engel 1n h1s Preface to theJPObt}l,HTUfhfﬁ.f5”’”*

" We create the world that we .percelve,- not: becausei ;gT'{}
~there . is’ no real1ty out51de oug . heads (the .-~

Indone51an war S. Wrong, ' ‘are destroy1ng our, ol
ecosystem' and therefore ourselves" -whether:- .

‘believe ‘it-or not), but because we seldet - and ed1t7¢l
“the reality - we see to. comform to our beliefs abouts;';
~what sort of a world we . 11ve in",... For..a man. to -
thange his.. bel1efs ..s he must first become awareﬁ*“

that real1ty 1s not necessar1ly as he belleves 1t to

be.,(p v11) ' - ‘ '

'theorx__- a metalogue between manf and nature_ wh1ch-~“

Bateson '(1972) v1ewed the hlstory ofl“eVOlutionaerfkl

o

‘h'metaphy51cally recreates the evolut1onary process. As such fllg

= he began his book wlth a ser1es of metalogues (conversat:onsp' |

tabout a sub]ect where a problem 1s dascussed but the struc—d,f

"].ture of the conversatlon as a whole’xs also relevant to. tne‘f

e,

"isame subject)(1972 C?art I) He dlscussed form and patterngfkr

1

.h[.i"”' anthropology 3and” relatlonsth, Q-then'»hrologxg;an'a~ﬁ

";fevolut1on, and eplstemology and ecology fASg'a;'”‘

-

.,.chapter..;h presented crlses that loom about us should we }”

"ma1nta1n our present manners of thnnk1ng and behaV1ng. It is -

"*necessary too concelve of ecosystems rather than 1nd1v1dua1v -

_‘or 1solated actlons if we are to preserve our un1verse.

Mlnd and NatUPe, Bateson (1979) llsted s1x cr1ter1§

S of mlnd.. hiq/(' rf“gh ;’1Q‘ 7;f fwﬂi

Made‘ of vparts whlch are not themse)ves mental
"Mlnd" is 1mmanent 1n certazn sorts of organ1zat1on
"of parts. ..

:h:f '2 The parts 'are trxqgered_‘by events t1me.-'7d$

. -x.,:g, b
N ( N -4
e .

s



".and nature

e

.5generate events. if you move in relation: to them.-
=3, -Collateral' energy. ' The stimulus" (be1ng-».
; ffd1!ference ‘may.. prov1de no- enérgy ‘but_ the respondent
.,.has energy, usually pnov1ded by metabolism. RS
+.. 4; . The causes-and-effects’ form into. o1rcular (or e
’ .,more complex) chains:’! = .7 e SRR

=5 All ‘messages :Eg coded. = y'ﬂﬁﬁiQ',Fb?-v_~].'gihl‘“
SRR - _There_,1s -th fact’ qfv logical typing. - (pp. .-
*Q_;934-235}ﬁﬁ’ : LA e e e

N

-QThese _Six cr1ter10n basicaliy summarlze 'Vthe : premlses-"7

'4%hiponta1ned _h;the book regard1ng the 1nseparab111ty of mlnd

s
I s .
.o ! . .

Bateson s (19’5) supposut1ons stem from an explanatlon: R
- k/' . ‘b

":fprov1ded 1n the flnal metalogue,n"SO Whatvﬂw” N

: '”ggther' My oplnlen is: thgt the Cretura, th world of -
r;mental process,°1 ‘both tautologlcal ‘and ‘ecological.
‘I ‘mean ‘tRat.it is a slowly self” heallno tautology : :
Left tovjtself, any arge piece. of Cretura will tend

,/;){'.f,to settle“toward ‘tautology, ‘that is, toward internal 2 S

: consistency. of . ideas and processes. ‘But - every ‘now
. and then the consjistency gets ‘torn ‘up: the tautologyg

" breaks up- like the surface of a pond when a stone is
 thrown " into it, Then ‘the tautology slowly but 1mme-‘
'diately starts to. heal. - And  the - healing may “be

R ;h,ruthless. Whole species may - be extermlnated in the

.._-— . ]

‘procesq} , - L “‘_n D N

o :Daughter"But, Daddy, you *could make cons1stency out:
v ~of the 1dea that it '1ways starts to heal :
: '-Father- So, the tautology is not broken- its-only'
~. pushed: up to the next level of abstractlon‘ the next®
: loglcal type, rThat s so. (p. 228) T T

A

wprateson“s WOrRVQaS?fﬁfluehted other wrlters, partlcularly

~

those who are subsequently dlscussed 1n th1s Ehapter..
.. o v . by i . : . . ‘ 5} e
Pros \ *

o D1f£erences though static in the out51de‘ world 'ﬁfﬂ»v»"

M T
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: B Watzlaw1ck Beav1n and‘Jacksono | S
Paul Watzlaw1ck ’has f' wrltten - eXtenSivelv ‘on

-chommunzcat1on. }inj¢co' ction thh other authors (Beavxn,f7
1F1sch Jackson and Weakla;do he has focused hxs attent1oni

‘f;on<vcommun1cat1on patterns w1th the empha51s on therapy andl'

,o

[_change.' o o f5f41'55"

' CIn Pr-agrnatrcé of Human Commumcatron (1967) theﬁfoc'us
"1s placed on commun1cat10n as an. '1nteiiftlonal process 'in,

B ewhlch N there -is a relatlonshlp that-'is qualltatlvelytu

B B

_dlfferent -than }the 1nd1v1duals 1nvolved ‘ The authors f

— —

7approach'to the subject matter is" to f1rst establlsh a framepf

Cof reference for thls 1nEeract10nal v1ew“,off_communlcatlon."

,,The=' frame;voff-reference 15} the behav1ora1 effects of“f:u

.communfcation_or'wthe. pragmatxc ffectS"of, communlcatlon.V

S while ﬁkeeping 1h mlnd that all commun1catlon occurs in a

”context and that alI commun1cat1on patterns are c1rcular in;-f
‘ that there 1s no beg1nn1ngfand no end(to the patterns. There
215 a. cont1nua1 process of feedbach where each 1nd1v1dual

:1nfluences the other and in turn is 1nfluenced by the other.:’

R 3 > .
o To 1nd1cate that any 1nd1v1dua1 reacts to .another .w1thoutp

_real;arng that:}nfluenceﬁupon.the other by.thrs?r%?ctlon, is .
“too linear"and‘doeS'not“ expiain systqhs*;where:.there,fare

ffgfeedback loops,tand human 1nteractxons are vfehed as'systems-
rwlth feedback loops.b_ fh'r.'f :. X "h:'fj o

: Some .tentatlve axioms of-conmunication‘are established'
(refer to Chapter Four’ o& thjs thesfs), Thes ax1oms “are

;nformal and pre11m1nary and'-are,~unified through the1r

I T

.-
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c\

pragmatlc'1mportance and ihterpersonal reference. All 51tua-“'“’

”5 thnS or events are 1nterpersonal and therefore 1nclude 'the~‘

"<,vrelat1onsh1p aspect Once the authors def1ne these ax1oms,f'

t

73'they proceed to relate them to pathofoglcal commun1cat1on.‘v'f

Inf other words,--they look at’ ways 'in' wh1ch the ba51c;p
';p.patterns become dlstorted They 1dent1fy these dlstorted_
.::patterns ﬁ_vby; referrlng o-3 paradoxes," double b1nds,v
.‘contradlct1ons and non sequlturs. Essent;al ‘to' all the1ry'd
;.bas1c.’cpremlses -regard1ng commuanation_.is‘ that _it.:ishd'
impossible vnOt. to"communlcate | Saying .nothlng in‘,*an
-'1nteract10n 1s 1n 1tself a communlcat:on. As such they look
.“at two pragmatlcallyglmpdrtant modes of communlcatlon' .the”
’Audlg1ta1 and the analoglc mode.,h
The d1g1tal mode 1s s1m11ar to the verbal aspect and is

o ¢ -
“cgescrxbed in deta11 1n Chapter Three of thlS thesis, D191ta1-

. expre551ons are deflned as arbltrarlly ass1gned wordS‘ and

‘,,fége man1pu1ated accord1ng ‘to the loglcal syntax of ‘the lan*,‘

§uage. (p._61) They in no way resemblemsghe-~th1ng~<named;

~f.Analoglc 'commun1catlon virﬂ all nonyerbai and can be moreiv

'~dread11y referred to the th1n§ 1t stands for. Ig\ deflned
:in -more detall ‘in‘ Chapter Four. The authors suggest that_
'analoglc commun1cat1on has its roots 'in.:they'more_,archalc f

' perlods of evolutlon.“ S =

Watzlaw1ck et al (1967) prov1de—g,5 comparlson. between |

:dlg1tal and analoglc modes that clarlfy the1r dlfferences.,
~ :No. amount ﬁof llstenlng to a fore1§h language on.the.
. radio ../ will yield an- understan ng of the lan—
. guage, whereas some basic ‘informatifn £
easily be. der;ved from watching sigr




o

| - _ ST T e g
from so'cailed' 1ntent1on movements, even’ when used
gby a person of a totally dlfferent culture* (p 62)
Off.thezigwoy types _of 1nterpersonal _interchanges”in
: commun1cat10n dthe authors have »adopted Bateson s (T9325’

5‘f7]categor1es of symmetr1cal and complementary 1nteractlons
‘ (refer to a summary of Bateson in Chapter Four) ‘nb~any

jrelat1omsh1p,;_itv is common to flnd a cont1nual sh1£t from

‘ﬁcomplementary to. symmetrlcal and so bn, No sxngle statement'iﬁ}
-r¢an,57ih'”lsolatloh b&. representatlve Gof- these kinds ‘r‘fo‘

patte'ps g@he response of a’ partner 1s necessary for clasal—m f'
e 1}..‘, .. )

'df1cati'n When Watzlawlck Etv al (1967) analyzed var1ous

’*}conversat1ons between couples‘ and fam111es, they not1ced1
‘that vcontent faded ins 1mportance :s a part1cular patternf
1emerged In. the breakdown of e1ther pattern dlsconflrmatxon,'
:and rejectlon of the' other S self ~could be--observed.pfty

Syﬁmetricalrrelationships'in a breakdown pattern 'tend‘_toh

1S

scalate where cdmplementary patterns become r1gld S
L The organ1zat1on of _th patterns oftllnteract1on';in"ﬁ'
famllles risfyiah"communxcatlon_ system character1zed by
fipropertles 1ndlgenous to general systems_ theory (recursrve;:jb
yfeedback systems) } Famllxes_fare v1ewed as rule governed o
systems that reflect Bateson s (1972) categorles Changes 1n‘
'-Aany fam1ly system 1are: regarded an step—funot1ons (ies
' ,b 'changes 1n ways of callbratlng '3 system) wh1ch tend btry'
.;and stab1llze communzcatlon patterns wh1ch were prev1ously a

y;establlshed. Callbratlon ' functxons to maxnta;n»-;the )

~homeostatis _of “the »system at two levels"at the'levelfo£;'



s

‘”;or acceptable behav1or and at another level wh1chnﬂ'
»?_may eventually result 1n a new sett1ng at whlch callbrat1on,”

'!';"would take place (1e change occurs W1th1n the system%“ o

*zclstepp1ng out51de the pattern.

Q.d 3
Paradox1ca1 commun1cat1on 1s glven empha51s because the

: f_authors be11eve that 1t 1s of 1mportance,‘both pragmat1cally"5;

'fand exlstentlally lt‘ not only appears con51stently finvfb

K

ﬂlnteractlons but also affects our behav1or and\ggr san1ty.t.;'

b'ﬁIt also challengesvfour: bellef ~in7uthef soundness i0£ *the~:

.'un1verse. Thusly, ‘a close' look is' taken at ‘the log1ca1"’

L

”.foundatlon of paradox wh1ch “follows con51stent deductlons

'hfrom correct prem1ses" (p 188) of theraputlc 1mportance 1s:.'

Ucthef pragmatlc paradox' because _oﬁ‘ its ‘1mp11cat1ons '”in_j.9

‘1nteract1ons. In pragmat1c paradox, a cho1ce is not p0551blevfﬁ

.thereby plac1ng ‘the. respondent 7inﬁian'“1nteract10n in,san,

1mp0551ble sxtuatlon@ecause the alternatlves are part and3 :

.‘parcel of a double b1nd " The only 501ut10n to change must be
| .

'generated from w1th1n ;th pattern but can only cone from'

Watzlaw1ck et_ al. (1967) co 51der 1nd1v1duals 1n thelr

o’

, soc1al nexus (p | 257)‘ and ”la‘ 1 communlcatlon .aS‘ thep-

:_vehzcle for th1s. However, th1s is only one. aspect that they‘T

_d1scuss for they also real1ze that it ’iijnot. complete.;“'

- Although. the v1ew »throughout- the book is' objeat1ve,‘they_
'also reallze that there is no real obJectlve p051t10n> when'
'they state that',f.ﬁif:f ' | | |
,Man‘%annotdgodbeyond'thetlimits:dof "his ‘own  mind; -
subject’ and object -are ultimately identical, -the

mind studies itself, -and any statement -made about,Ul
man - in his ex1stent1a1 nexus is lzkely to run into’

.4 .



L e e

‘the lﬁ... phenomenon of self reflex1vene55'&ﬁ?ch
generate paradox. (p.‘258) '

™

o Nothlng exists"-outside the world as we copce1ve 1t. If we
“can concelve of someth1ng, then 1t ex1sts. The prem1ses veryﬁlf:

".;much reflect ‘an,'exlstent1a11st and construct1v1st v1ew of

- -

-the world

',r_hé dlfflculty thabt“"watz‘laﬁic-k} _:e_‘t':f_ al (1967) had in

qexpress1ng v1ews on commun1cat1on and commun1cat1on patterns-”"

arose from d1ff1culty .wlth descr1b1ng process. The de—d

"'scr1pt1on comblned an objectlve v1ew~ of- reallty w1th

:“1ndependent ob3ect1ve:ﬁ real1ty ‘ They d1d tﬁfclearlyet_'

-

- acknowledgement *that .there - was, at t1mes,_a nece551ty forf,"

taklng a stance from an' alternate perspectlve—-one -of 'haiﬁ

¥

'fd1st1ngu1sh between the two. It was, Erlckson vwho accepted-'

'-C;~Hi1toneH,’Erickson;

'-‘the client’ s v1ew of reallty and hls words reflect more con-

'v_;s1stency as a result of assumlng a sf%gle vxew.'

'qgnilton.;Eriokson“'was
i e o .

T

'afAthirap15t/psych1atrlst whose
@ NG

- styfe.,fand«,‘technique~¢ hasf.1nf1uenced many ’off today s

¥

theraéists__from 'Haley,_ Watzlawlck g Gordon, Bandler .and

Grindler" ft Gilligan and Carter.- 5Throughout »theayearsf_'

_ Erlckson had developed a v1ew -Of 'reallty, ’of people,t of'

:hypn051s,. and 'of theS:py that was s1mple, dlrect and yet
_remarkably 1n51ghtful" (Havens, 1985 'p.gxxv1) Er1ckson was

aware 'of ' the-" power of an 1nd1v1dual s metaphorsl as

"self-referential -statements,,fn' the Qéﬁnstructzon,rofv= an_z

’ -

0 ° . . . . s ; . :



f;1nd1v1dual‘s real1ty HIS bel1ef 1n the use of the» metaphorh}eh

f'as;’a communlcatlon dev1ce. w1th hls pat1ents prov1ded a

;.4‘4

‘fmethod by whxch consensual contexts were der1ved éﬁ used;.:h

3”the metaphor as a commun1catlon dev1ce rather than a veh1cle.

SN

'sfor 1nterpretatlon. That is ‘one, of the aspects of. hlS work¢7h

"f,that dlStlngUISheS -himf from other -,therap15t5"h15fftf

i unw1111ngness to 1nterpret to people what therri metaphorsV E

-:,mean (Haley, 1973 p 28)

Er1ckson ma1nta1ned that the"therapistgishouldfj"tahéi-“

~‘what th cl1ent brlngs to you (Havens, 3973 p.‘187), and~

2

| pav01d detalled analys1s and 1nterpretatzons w1th the c11ent =

: j'Therapy should‘ be a1med towards what the patzent deems as;

'vforward.,movenent i growth nd fulf1111ng ;self deflnedp

f_for the sake of stab111ty but rather a recur51ve process 'ofy_fr

needsi-not ]ust change for the sake of change or stab111ty‘ |

‘change/stab111ty.y : was ° therapy of "d01ng not gust ay'

“!

-ytherapy of awareness, 'and dealt with the present -and the '

'ivfuture 'as the cllent perce1ved 1t Haley (]973) summarlzed:

';.1" .

.Er1ckson s work ‘in the follow1ng way°

oIt ~easier to say what Er1ckson does not do in e
',therapy than to say what he does, except by offering
“case’. examplesa. HIS style  of therapy is .not-based

upoh insight * into ‘the wunconscious,’ it does: not
“involve - helping = people  understand their .
_1nterpersonal d1fflcult1es, he makes no transferenceza,,_

_R.1nterpretatlons, he. does not explore a person's -

~motivations, nor does ‘he - s1mp1y recondition.- His
theory of .change is more complex; it Seems to be
based. Upon the 1nterpersonal fmpact of the therapist:
outside “the " patient's awareness, it  includes’
,prov1d1ng directives that cause changes of -behavior,
and 1t empha51zes commun1cat1ng 1n metaphor. (p 39)

'uhlthough‘Erioksonisiwords often ‘appearo'relatiVeiy -simple}hg

Lo

g



the underlylng components aof“ihis.-messagesj “etfnot; ‘HiSQ__u

'., meanxng often. sh1fts and changes Sllghtly as. more of hls-d'l
words ar a551m11ated The problem w1th understand1ng .what‘: 3
Er15k5°n_ has t° say that each of hlS statements 1sf~*~

D 1nvar1ab1y 1nterpreted from wlth;n our ‘own framework of ’une-

| derstandlng Erlckson was famllar Wlth thls natural process‘.,

of dlstortlon and m1sunderstand1ng and would oftenf:remfndjg*

h1s students, ‘"Don t ever,_ when you, arerllstenlngitolakvj

patlent th1nk you understand the pat1ent, because' ycufféjzl“
1lsten1ng w1th your ears and th1nk1ng w1th your vocabulary df:'

The pat1ent 5 vocabulary 1s someth1ng ent1rely dlfferent“.o .

(Zelg, 1980 "p{_ 58) | Later Er1ckson adds-_ "we‘ alwaYSl_‘

translate the other person s language 1nto our own language

(Zelg,v1980 p 64) ‘7" »if' . "?hi. - ..'5_ T

In order to fulflll h1s respon51b111ty as a theraplst,f_j

Erlckson depended on careful observat1on of human behav1or.

HlS prev1ous exper1ences and bouts w1th pol1o. had ~prov1ded

h1m w;th opportun1t1es _to 'observe' other5~ and h1mself

] closely. In order to clalfy some of his be11efs,» heﬁ would

often . commenQJ that people-had two modeS-of functioningf a

consc1ous and an unconsc1ous mode (whlch dlffered from SOme.

of the Freud1an bellefs) HaYens (1973) comments on the dls?l‘

t1nctlon that Erlckson made between the two-“

The consc1ous mlnd ...Arepresents a prejudicedvand
l1m1ted perspectlve on real1ty which can result in.

. various’ distortions and behavioral anomalies. The.
unconscious mind, on the other-hand, is a flexible

. -system of thought and awareness that perceives and
resp¥nds to the literal or objective qua11t1es of.
reality. It is . redlatively ‘unprejudiced, is very
intelligent, and contains a’ vast reservoir  of -

.



'V_fin“ 1tself is a h1gh1y complex and/or 1dlosyncrat1c set of

prevxously acqulred exper1ent1ally based knowledge S
and ‘memories, ‘It serves the n#eds of. the conscious
“mind and protects 1t from palnful or unacceptable - -
st1mul1. (p 458) ‘L T o a

Accordlng to Erlckson s v1ew the metaphor was ~anf5eff
'Frfectlve and parsamonlous method of access1ng unconsc1ousAil
f'processzng through the medlum of the conscrous m1nd It pro-l;fm

g

'iv1ded a vehlcle for transformlng descrzpt1on or explanatlo g[

1nto a type f gestalt"‘ and allowed the. llstener (or

cllent) to .recelve a communlcat1on in - the’ form jof':ﬁﬁ
, L

- patterns--whether verbal or. behav1opal or a' comblnatlon' of

‘both This character1st1c made 1t qual1tat1vely d1fferent

LI
"
"»»

ffrom strlct l1teral phraseology wh1ch usually 1mposed a"set_ 8
S ' i;.fv?'i"'

of . prop051t10ns or a~51ngle propos1t1on upon the cllent. As;

Q.

'a.w1th all prop051t1ons, aa:.cllent could deduce thab the ;

'prop051t1on would hold true for some sttuatlons but left an

s
._-d..“

:openzng for‘,those cases (and everybody k could unote

. R " N “v "ﬁ\lao _,”{‘:
=.except1ons to the -rule) where ther@ was always wyes, but« :
. R * o ) : & ~'|
354’T°F, what 1f cess ™ Not only that, but prop051t10ns coeld P ¢
. ..y‘r__,‘l"".v. !1

'ffrequently be. .ratzonal1zed and analyzed by the cllent ;n ﬁf&

'slmllar patterns» in wh1ch they were alread9 hdvxhgr:ﬁ,

”dlfflculty.v W1th1n _the,:metaphor,a there yere myrlads of

--opportunlties to p051t1ve1y reconstruct a Vreallty, wh1ch

'dYnamlcs,: o ;dg SRR f_ f“' R , d_f*:fw
‘Erickson's awareness of - an individual's different .
,patterns of nonverbal commuriication is reflected in Misfie

» statement that" - TR T L IR



A person seeklng therapy comes in and tells you one ..
ujstOry that is believed fully at the - ‘conscious - lewel’’
V_and in nonverbal language can give" ‘you a story that -

. le entlrely dlfferent (Brickson and _R0551,_ 1976

o It 1s 1mportant to. remember 'that‘: the story ‘here mayfﬁbei.”'

Tra -

“vyentlrely dlfferent not contrary to the verbalxzed story and

'“that any dlrect 1nterpretat10n offjtheﬁ c11ent s nonverbal,

‘”~f1anguage i dlfflCUlt. The patterns of commun1catlon are =

'511nherently of more value than is any s;mplep Anterpretatlon'}

;¢§' of a commun1cat10n.

“

A.,_“'qu ‘
d ‘ .

therap1st h‘ help cllents percelve, accept and respond to

&

thelr real1t1es'»reallst1cally fBut_fthe' problem of =the:‘
thefEPISt ‘s.'howf to motlvate the cllent to undergo theV?'?

transformatlons and reorgan1zat10ns of thought and behav1or

*

‘that - would -allow'=more effectlve ,USe* of,‘th_-.cllent s'

LR

?potent1al Each cllent was. unlque and any. goal of therapyhf

-

i‘;;f was l1m1ted and spec1f1ed by each cl1ent Ult1mately, change =

i
was the rpspon51b111ty of the cllent not the theraplst He.

bel1eved that -"theraplsts do not do therapy they prov1defa
cond1tlons that motzvate _and lenablev'pattents to do itsz
43 (Havens, 1973 p. 459) "“'__?p .f‘ “h :;ph o %%'
¥ Although Erlckson dld not generate formal theory;:fhei”

-#éﬁ perspectlves and real1ty by ut1l1z1ng the verbal expre551ons{h

:‘: 0

;of d,hef 1nd1v1dual“:

- ’._'
Q. 544
%v.'

A\: »-‘-_-‘, . '_:-? . a : | B ré B .

tranghator who was.

. ,L

1ng and 1nterpret1ng someone else s

Erlckson belleved that 1t was the'responSLbility.of the-*:'

'ﬁelld prov1de'. a method Eto talk about an. 1nd1VIGUal $ o

He:'reCOgnlzed ‘the .11m1tat10ns of a;;_’



D. Hexnz von Foerster ‘. g;.hffjéﬂ;‘ﬁb -.~v 5..1h5ﬂufff" -
Von Foerster (1984) has put forth h1s 1deas about the,:"

-manner n wh1ch we. percelve and descrzbe our world and thef

'.systems persuant to those perceptlons and descrlptlons.‘fo_~=~

“'appllcat1on to th1s the51s are three artlcles from UDSGPVIngg{

li'Systems (1984) entltled -"Perceptlon of th‘b?uture ‘and ‘the

'7f:Future Of Percept1on,v "Notes on an Eplstemology of L1v1ng;;,
jkhlngs .and "On Constructlng a Reallty.- '
: Accordlng to von’Foerster, what is needed is a theoryz"

*of the observer, 51nce he v1ews all statements as- be1ng made

"Tby an observer 1n the p051tlon of stat1ng what 1s observed.»-'

‘T_Consequently,' all descr:pt1on i self referent1a1 ; andt
idsubject .td paradox. It follows that there 1s no suchrthlng -
:,as an 1ndependent objectlve rea11ty.;He acknowledges that we
do fall 1nto the trap where ”wej:contlnually assume an

'1ndependent objectlve rea11ty and thls,."i o part, "accounts;

o for" some - of the d1ff1cult1es ;we have in - sort1ng out

';happen1ngs 1n the un1verse and the world Much .of what ‘we:
"hxbel1eve o be part of that 1ndependent obJectlve rea11tyl M
»1nh1b1ts our’ ab111ty to look 'for' alternate solutlons Jtod
' tproblems' ar plagulng ﬁusf today.v It is essentlal that we}
f‘beg1n to take alternate v1ews and begln to a5k‘ "legltlmate :
questlons (1e-' quest1ons ford wh1ch the answers are note
' known) to get out: of the dxlemmas in wh1ch -we[ have placed.‘

ourselves.



'”.”hinjf‘acceptlng the ; not1on ofifaﬂ”ff:

rsubjectaveless unzverse and acceptlng an ob?ectlve de5cr1pjle

'iftlon 1eads to classxc pasadoxes from wh1ch there 15 no exlt.%ﬁft
e To avo1d these 51tuat10ns, 1t is necessary to account for anﬁff,

ifglt observer 'Wlth the 1dea that f E#h Ant ;;:/ :

ﬂgﬁﬂ-(1) Observatxons are not absolute but’ relatlve to an"’
‘ u-observer ‘s point. @f view ... (11) Observatlons
caffeét the obser¥fd s0 . as - to obllterate the
'iobserver S hope for predlctlon..(p 258)

%hm takes us. fromﬂhe present method of sc1ent1f1c 'enqmry
‘dehlch seeks 1to-'answer the questlon ”What do we know’" to-v

'gask1ng "How do we. know’" . ‘ ‘~;\.
,VoQ\ Foerster s, work recognlzes two d1sg1nct parts- the
";1ndependent objectzve rea11ty and no)lndependent ob]ectlve

Consequently, he 1s.ab1e to dlSCUSS matters 1n ways

f.lfy formerly contradlctory 1ssues in- sc;ence gand o

S o e SR N
language. . ;~n"-;_-4 b N U ey

:EQ,HumberEO”ﬁa?ufdna“et4a1-:'g - \ S ,'.""""'°
7ima£uféﬁs_ has wrltten two.'provocat1ve artzcles whlchf
“bear relsyance to th1s the51s.‘0ne, "B1?logy “oﬁ Cogn1t1on.t: :
has become parr of a book wh1ch was co- authored w1th F. J.
i;Varela and 1s called Autopoefsrs and Cognltlon' (1980) The'
\‘second artlcle, zas ~yet, unpubl1shed comb1nes Maturana s*
:orLQInal 1deas'_off-cbgnit10n-'w1th structures wh1ch
h-therapeutlcally v1able. The artlcle 1s called "The,BrTnglng h
._Forth of Pathology (1986) and is: of 1mportance here. It "ls;g

co authored w1th two Ch11ean theraplsts Mendez and Coddou,%S



”-fffself referrlng am% !Self'ﬁ

";’concezved of all
fﬂfsystems generate 3

ﬂﬁconstltut1ve of

.;fExtend1ng Cﬁ'% concept't

'observing,another part1c1pant

28

‘ Maturana lt( Maturana & Varela,‘ 1980) orlg1na11yﬁlgl

St

ﬂthe process o£~ therapy, Mendez

J

-

fl“v1ng systems 3 as ' closed : systems,;f
onstruct1ng. f_ §uch llvzng,g)*
1nteract10n wh1ch ;5arei

wla vuage, descr;ptlons and thoughts‘ n.g

"§}Coddou _and Maturana (1986) have operated from the prem1se o
'ihthat there 1s no real 1ndependent objectlve reallty (1e° 'a];,?
"’}VSIngle commonly deflned unlverse,_ a collectlve) but that'

' pathology arlses because someone (1e- soc1ety) cla1ms »towf

have knowledge :about .an’ objectlve real1ty (1e- pathology,h7“

° P

fthat _‘.;;a,IT

; ;knowLedge or cogn1t1on arlses in:

“she" brlngs forth'hnuh1s or her operatlon» ‘in lan-
-guage. (Note 2 p &) - , oL e

»'“'mﬁ :

rfmdlvldual mak1ng the dlst1nc;1ons or a part1c1pant
. L \ )

° If# pne accepts that there 1s an 1ndependent objectlve

”eva;health mental 111ness,h etc ). As' profess1o§als ?in :the:['
1mental health f1e1d they cla1m that nt is t1me to shift ourg_l
'focus. But rather than debat1ng whether or not there\\reallyer
'"1s an 1ndependent objectzve reallty or what the honst:tutlvei

'.ielements of reallty are, 1t 1s more revea11ng to :undergtand;
that the ‘observer. makes’ as he or 37'

_The ohserver is'anYone‘who does not have access to‘-the c

ﬁ‘rea11ty3 (and ;»all “do a% dlfferent1 times) : then ‘as

‘o gf :




i ’;;ndepe 'ent obJect1ve g‘reallty 1n= parenthesus.- Puttxng,

"objectl.zpf

'*ftherap1s'

“-[1 are offered as)explanatlons-

'7power fOf,

1

R

e eziang over to the cl1ent rather fhan hav1ng the

object1v1ty wlthout parenthéhls, uthef followlng QUotatlons

”_rZWhen we put parenthes1s to object1v1ty we ~beeome;ff‘

'f.aware that  .sameness" specified . by ..
' _repet;tlon of an operatlon of dlStlncth ; <
ac 10 » .,. ‘ S L . . ] A. ) "‘ .

~. a 'single. "domain of - operational coherences ~.that-~

f.7§upports all truths,  and, therefore, ~ a- 51ngle..-:'
7.+ ,independent - reality as the ultimate referent 1n the:

) solutlon of all d1sagreements. (Note 2 p; 11) BEREDAN

.'..' . . e ‘o
- A . - L.

1n parenthe51s allows the theraplst to turn'jtheiﬁ}i

:".Q o

det mine whai heal1ng\ for jth clxent o To’wm
e ' 0
1.d1st1ngu1sh )between ob3ect1v1ty parenthesxs and-?“

Ob]ect1vrty wlthout parenthe51s demands a. ‘un1verse,i ';{}f

- Thé‘ nltlmate 'nEEerént"ffin"théi“sointions‘of nail}'

e

' rseen'fas ~an-’ agreement.about a 51ngle 1ndependent object1ve;

»

real1ty but rather an’ agreement 1n regards to cr1terlon of7

£

'1ssue or’ s1tnat1on as proof cf’ that part1cular 1ssue or

¢

'51tuatlon. Consequently, any systems (1e- fam1ly, coupIe,'

§ _
1nst1tut10n, etc ) ex1st wﬂale the condltlons thatgkdefrne,

.';-them are sat1sf1ed" (p 34)

i‘er for the theraplst to Operate thh ob3ect1v1ty

parenthe 1s, one must recogn1ze that any glven behav1or

o “ e "‘:.-\‘

™

-

-#, v
is soc1ally determ1ned and ‘cannot be ‘separated 1{Eom 1t

g_;‘dasagreements should ,as proposed by sthet authors, -not be}nll

‘:'val1é%tzen (p 8)——or a. set of cr1 erlon that defxnes the;fii



i,,-,}f" B R T L 30

context All 1n45?1duals ex1st1ng 1n soc1a1 systems afe'"
i '?’ i o m L
contlnually changlng as a result of 1nteract1ng and reactlng

™

‘in partlcular':s1tuatlons.-,The behavzor changes as ;the

- ®
o contexts change and v1se versa. When contradlctory behav1ors

“..

~

ot that they are not. contradICtOfY {p.. 14) and the part1c1pant5ﬂf;“

are‘demanded thlS usually happens_'under fthe‘ asssumptlond

become unhappy--le- there are emotlonal contrad1ct1ons. _The
B v L
stabxllzatlon~ of contrad1ctory patterns are ~11ved

\ »

sufferzngs of the m1nd and bod;k\(pl 15) A famlly, couple'

4

group, therefore haé Q constancy that 1s not 1ndependent'
)

of them but rather 1s a fé&Q}t of thelr’part1c1pat1on in a-

set ;ofn dynamlc 1nteract12ns (1e. recur51Vev consensualx-,. .

{l‘ - )

; coordznat1ons of behav1or in any domaln) If the .structures.;;i

oA

A

' and dynam1cs no longer exlst then the propertles that

o comprlsed the system no longer ex1st and- the 'system y1tselff

: e LAy “ .
dls1nte rates. L T TS ST
' g L Lo e B ,
‘The 'authors "(Mende2;¥ Coddou;fc& Matﬁrana;‘ Note - 2)

maintain‘ that "languaglng is ‘a manner of coex1$tence, a
. : 5. '

manner of 11v1ng together Aanc recurs1ve coordlnatlons _of

"consensual actlons : (p; 18) makxng language a funct1on of’~

Wit

‘social. phenomenon.“ The flow of 1nteract10ns _‘changes"

't

:constantly as. does our “bodyhood" (p h?) and we‘"become ourf

conversatlons and we generate the conversatlons -weo become‘

(p 19) Two types of conversatlons relevapt to’ therapy are

B lldentlfled and summarlzed here- A AR

(a) cohversatlonsv for coordinatidns of actions in any -
~'domain -- These are conversations which ‘are: strictly

3

LT



L 31
- concerned wlth the coordlnatlon of behav1or, act1ons Lor

. S e . ‘ : .

words Jin ‘a slngle aspect of communlcatlon There are no. .

- /,comblnatlons of ""doma1ns fof f.lnteractlop. i} These,

'.‘converSat1ons occur in only one domaln at a tlme.

«"

(b) conversatlons 1n whlch the results are coordlnatlonSﬂ*-

ﬂof' behav1or-:1n two or more domalns at the ‘same time --~

= Of thlS type, there are«atwob subtypes. Thew flrst is
. -’labelled 'as p.conversatiOns uof. characterlzat1on" ‘and-
. ;thesef"entail eipectations that"have _not been agreed':
'.upon‘ about the characterlstlcs of the partaiipants (p,':
',;‘;. .1§) The second type 1s labelled as conversatlonsv.of
‘ un]ustlfled accusatlons and recrlmlnatlons.f Thls latterh
type 1nvolves ‘the compla1nts that the part1c1pants have,“
: abouttseach other 1n regard to UnjUStlfled expectat1ons .
in. wh1ch there was no prev1ous _agreement (Note_"Z,Z‘p}7“
: ,19) | | |
only the"conyerSatlons 1dent1f1ed *as -*conyersationsf“foru;
coordlnatlons of act1ons do not d1srupt the emotlonal statei"
" of the part1c1pants because' they do notv challenge 'the1r
.-bas1c‘ 1dent1t1es.' Other conversatlons (1dent1£1ed as the
second type) 1nterfere w1th the system as they dlsrupt the
emot10na1 states .and make judgements about a part1c1pant s
All behav1or arlses from the 1nteract10ns and react1onsf'

of the part1c1pants in any soc1al s1tuat10n.,These behav1or5‘-

'are 1dent1f1ed by the observer as d1fferent emotlons andf"'

moods and the behav1ors are elther 1nnate, (1nst1nctual) for

y | i



lggrned (or in the process of be1ng learned——the "becom1ng, E

,“jasf Maturana (1980) réfers to;'itffinf'th‘;I"Blology 'of'f=”

) Cognltron.-; Language takes place“.in'f thed consensual

coordinationsl of behav1ors ((Maturana and Varela,,1980 p
21) and all part1c1pants are: both speakers and llsteners 'atf

the same t1me _1n the proceess of actlng and reactlng The-

world as ‘we. know 1t 1s deflned and brought forth vthrough

1_1anguagef' S“we make dlstlnctlons about the- world As a re—

. sult,"lf we Change, one happenlng'Of 11V1ng Changes (p.

34). e R T

-‘Mendea' Coddou and Maturana (Note 1) suggest that we -

: change Ur‘.perspect;ve.j Even though ‘th: structurallst

strateg1st interactionalist - and construct1v1st p051t10ns

'-»have putv an end to llnear causatlon, there Stlll rema1ns ‘

d1ff1cult1es 1n operatlng with object1v1ty inp parenthes-s.

s

vIIAs mental health profe551onals, we st111 clalm access to an';..~-?

objectlve' rea11ty (health: :brp ,111ness normalacv or

abnormallty) : W1th object1v1ty in parenthe51s, it is poss1—"gg;

ble to.recogn1ze that there are as many rea11t1es as ‘there‘:

are ways to generate rea11ty or as Mendez et al (1986) have

phrased it, "there are as many. domalns of reallty as there

,a doma1ns of operatlonal coherences brought forth 1n our

’ 'fdrstlnctlons S (p. 38) If the theraplst can put ob3ect1v1typ'

n/fparenthesis, it is. poss1ble to help the cl1ents do
llkew1se as they operate in the1r systems, - o ;

The‘ artlcle i best summarlzed by the authors them-’_

:'selves in thezr f1na1 remarks' o !



S | A
a)to operate w1th object1v1ty in’ parenthe51s entallsfv
‘ ,operatlng in ‘a domain that always allows us honestly
¢  to move into a metadomain of ‘coexistence ’under any
circumstances of ‘coexistence; b)if we-are ‘aware that
we operate. with’ ob]ect1v1ty Lng:arenthes1s, then-)ge"
po

.can-act with awareness of our kmotions in the domain-
of human relations ‘and be res sible of them,, and .
c)theraputic = .success . in “‘the’' domain  of ~human
- relations consists in helping the consulting ‘person:
or: -persons to operate de facto ‘or through awareness.
pwath object1v1ty in parenthe51s in . the1r doma1n of_
coexlstence. (Note 2, p. 43) v - ‘
: ; _ ;ﬂ j
-MatUrana-has'develQpea»_a »con51stent way to: d1scuss'

N

ehuman._behav1or and*communlcatgon by assumlng'ak 1ndependent

\J,\ LWl

O v- g RN

reallty f An '1the' deSUrlptlonsl he“ : makes

Z;the manner in wh1ch we fun¢t1on thrvu

§ , y
~guage., H1s descrlptlons are orlgl

i -~

'_ablllty to . talk about our funct1on1

_encounterlng contrad1ctory and paradox-

- v“-» - b o P

F. Bradford Keepey' = .°

o . s
L4

eCybernetxc Ep1stéiology v,jj T T :p\f

,,,.’ " 12'

.
&

Keeney (1983% dasu»ses an approach 3:o; understand1ngjo«

'understandlng‘ _Yby ' referrlng fpt the l'notlons x.of:;#fQI

ks

ITSelf referentlal log1c, c1rcular causal1ty and recur51ons.

“LHe' refersbp' 'hzs work as av"handbook of cybernetlc 1dea5':

K i

'relevant to thexc11n1c1an (Foreward)

A

. 'As 5a cybernet1c~. plstemologist he v1ews all l1v1ng

.processes as. embody1ng ‘ recur51ve feedback processes.

‘Epistemology ba51cally refers to how part1cu1ar organlsms or

T

'-}M_” . - : . : o S . . R



Bt

'”'vchange/stab111ty To view sypm

o processing not ]USt left brain 'or r'ght'braln.j‘)

‘ cybernetxo

~esgential nto',ut111ze, the whole‘ bral

L34

aggregates: of *organisms 'knoﬁ,' think and dec1de (p. : } T

Cybernetlc systems have £WO . characterzstlcs.‘_“
| (a) recursive organ1zat1on-must.be present .and

(b) there must be a perceptable feedback structure._ﬁ
W1th1n the structure, the ecologlcal concepts of thange andn?

stab111ty prov1de feedback loops so as }to‘ ;nxtlate vwlth1n

3vsystems_ processes -fOr ;self-correctlon.'Inforder to accom-:
_ plish'this, it is neCessary-to_drak'distinctions which indié_

cate . patterns ,,ofg recursiveness.. and re‘ationshipr‘ The

tradltlonal sc1ent1f1c method 1s not a. completely satlsfac—?

tory method as- 1t does not take 1nto account the effects of

self referent1al part1c1patlon w1th1n the - system.' The-»sys-
,%

tem, ‘which is 51m1lar to the autopoeltlc system propOSed byi’”
Maturana and Varela (1980) may Omprlse;'a 'fam11y,- peer'

group,¢ 50c'ety or"”the~ un1verse._f does not matter 1n'

whether we deal w1th one or many. Keeney (1983)'
postulates- that w1th1n a; recur51ve un1verse, the whole f

world may be found in a sxngle 11v1ng cell" Ap. 92).

"The more thlngs change, the more they stay the same

,and "the more they stay the‘ same, the"more. they change

’ reflects , cybernetlc eplstemology ;’in‘ reference ;,td

ams , we .requ1re whole'ﬁhna;h»

ﬁeSsential'-to: be aware of both consc1ous and uﬁcongt1ous

processes enter1ng 1nto the complete:.system. ;An‘“lmportant_

premlse in jylew;ng systems, is that'the;viéwer/observer,ff



"reflects his/her Oini partlcular hablts"of 1earn1ng when*f

maklng dlstlnctlons, descriptlons or d1rectly part1c1pat1ng‘fhf‘"

”w1th1n the system 1n other words, they are self referentlal o

2

nand subject to paradox. PR _-v{; ‘ c;?»

When perce1v1ng -or - structurlng our v1ew of the world'

.tiln part or 1n whole, we construct maps and maps of maps. The

fdlstlnctlons we. make reflect. our own 1nterna1 learnlngs.

Therefore;~1t is™ im?ortant to _reallze 'the‘ role ﬁofk'thel
-obseryer; 4both" his 1nclu51on and part1C1pat1on w1th1n the
‘;system Accordlng to Keeney (1983) we all have and' de£1ne._h

an : eplstemology 1n\ vary1ng degrees and ut11121ng var1ous

5self referentral concepts.,_ R [:s Q;"g‘j" '3:

5

. -_.“ .'_ -, .. . % w .
o tn‘:hir.,_"?ngﬂ T

R
- pEe

'=A Current Therapeut1c V1ew - ,’ d B el L

; Keeney (1983) formulates the view that th:;zpy-‘becomesf

*a context for a system to - f1nd 1ts oyp adjustm

'cllent 'and theraplst part1c1pate _'ip: co 1earn1ng and; -

Both- the

uco-evolution_‘ focu51ng on, mental process. To deefthiS'“‘

'geth1calhy, ’there ’should be‘han; exam1nat10n of“'how "theu

-9
.r7

ftheraplst/observer part1c1patesxuin“theﬁ system w1th thef‘

"_reallzatlon that “an descrlptloa says as m ch or more about5.
v e

[ l

the observer than it says ébout the sub]ect of descrlptlon

.1_(p 39) Ultlmately, 1n therap

.

_whlch the system (1e' famlly of

'~to ma1nta1n a self- correctlng system If what changes 1s the

structure or way of mmanta1n1ng organlzatlon, then therapyy

must !Ltlvate the order .of feedback processes that wxll

\

what changes 1s the ‘way in'

_yn61VIdual)-organlzes 1tse1f-

J A




.

Y . . . B . . . ‘:, i . . .' L .
yrenable a dlsturbed system or "ecology fCOrrect fitéelf

v‘"Cybernet1cs looks for both the cl1ent and the theraplst to

h'iconnect through correct;ve feedback A theraplst should -be _».

h_'cognlzant oﬁ. entrance 1nto 'a system. Any correctlon of
:fd1stortlons requ1res a reconnectlon to the more encompass1ng"”
yprem1ses w1th1n the relatlonshlp | S - L
Each partlcular s1tu5tlon in therapy requ1res a huniquei
‘:model Th1s new model then forms the bas1s for a new theory‘
‘which A b‘any aesthetlc- theory -of\ therapy t Integratlon.
'precedes the formulatlon of theory, not eclect1c1sm. Part of
defining the unlqueness of« 'e. therapy requ1res und01ngv
"‘tr‘adltlonal ways of looklng& therapy ‘and theraputlc 51tua- o

t1ons and look1ng for patterns that connect""(Bateson,:

»1979) ,recur51vely. To do th1s,,"the theraplst needs severalvf-»"

bas1c sk1lls' an ab111ty to vary hls/her behav1or ’and an.

_~yab111ty- to dlscern and use the effects of that behaglor t0u3_

dlrect hls/her subsequent behav1or (p. 172)
4 Symptomatlc behav1or prov1des a gu1de for therapy as it .
is® seen as a,way*1n whzch a system beglns to adjustyﬂgtself,"

It is kxtself -a_rcommun1catlon and can'be-understood as a

. metaphor about _interpersonal relat10nsh1ps or 1t can definey"

'ﬂthey_ ecology ofv' 1nterpersonal relatlonshlps.'_“Family;.“
~ friends, ne1ghbors,_ and theraplsts mathattempt' tot”}be

<

helpfulg Thelr attempts w111 organ1ze the problem as e1ther?

part - of ,process of - self correction . or runaway and

e S
,osciliation"'(p;.itZ). Rather than attemptlng to be helpful

it'isﬂmore,encompassing_to rn;tlate an. alternate._form of_‘



.'hlgher self correctlve feedback of lower order processes._f

’~V.Thus a more adaptlve way of- ma1nta1n1ng organ1zat1on w1th1n*

o

?ga system ‘ls” generated It”;is part of the theraplst s:;,'

o respon51b111ty _to correct do1ng battle w1th the symptom

\
. .

| espec1ally when attempts»at correct1on.ﬁtake : hes form of;d

-

applylng ’ w1llpower self control'

'fstrategles.-The symptom 9s 1nd1cat1ve ff‘a, dlstorted or

or 1mprovement" e

dlsmembered eplstemology and the therap1st needs to 301n the,ﬁ

system and prov1de alternatlve feedback for-jself-correct;on-:

lt"by bumplng_l_heA system' and’ ‘then. lett;ngyitfflnd.its'own

‘callbratzon. ER '¢~ e T
;;Thea'therapiSt is seen ‘as_ part.of the system and- 1s

*subject to 1ts feedback constralnts._Empha51s on object1v1ty‘

'['Liisf_ avouded sof that the therapeutac context_ is- not

'“tr1v1al1zed ": The- entlre’ system WIth 'its"variations"of‘f

process and leve15~v'f' complex1ty must be attended to. "A .

B theraplst should adopt the perspectlve ot both pragmatlcs.

' and aesthetlcs, control and autonomy, s1mp1e cybernet1cs andj“

:cybernet1cs of cybernet1cs,‘and even ‘l1neal and recur51ve -
L

"“descr1pt10ns (p 92). Each of the pairs in the last state—

e
ment should be vzewed as cybernetlc complementarltles

Pathology and he@Lth arejbto_ be seen as cybernet1c

| complementar1t1es within- the ecology of a system Therap1sts*~'

v‘who _attempt to. promote health and erad1cate human problemsf{f

y.are out of sychronlzatlon w1th ecology ~ Attempts to focus

: strrctly on one var1able is unhealthy as both pathology and

108

: r '
health contrlbute to the ecology of a system. An. individual



‘_may be seen as symotomffreé andcat the“same -tlme di playf'
: B Y .
'~‘part1cu1ar symptoms dependlng on: how the observer v1ews h1m.f'

TD1ff1cult1es arlse when the eplstemology of a'-system‘—(le:?

'38.1_l3'

'<fam1ly, etc. ) " Becomes stuck on.elther one‘side or anotherf,"

and alternatlveS'{ orf\ feedback is" d1sengaged 4 from“ff.'}

'Eself correct1ve patterns. "Therapy becomgs a. context where a .
»system flnds 1ts own adjustments (p. 162) | |
| 'f The tools of a theraplst must 1nclude a wlde‘range of
*skllls-*from flexible theraplst- behav1ors {to 1dent1fy1ng_
'xpatterns that connect and packaglng all’bf these 1nto ﬁthree}
bas1c messages to a troubled ecologyj-— a message of change,

? stab;lxty and a relevant Rorschach™ (p. 185).

l;'The Tradltlonal Therqpeuttc V1ew o

Keeney (1983) vxews the trad1tlonal or1entat1ons to*’
| therapy as ones that separate the c11ent from the theraplst‘
'ln ga_ltherapeutlc 51tuat1on.» He' deflnes da -"box1ng d:
colleagual"‘model from the tradltlonal v1ewpo1nt (p. RN
" The box1ng model focuses_ on’ strategles of one- upmansh1p,
tpower struggles, control and man1pulat10n. The colleagual
",model v1ews the cllent ~and _therap1st~ as‘experiencinglal
-mutual growth or explorat10n.~hBoth"vLews 'arisef,from7_the
;concept of separatlng therap1st and cl1ent T
'_Toereney, th1s‘15 equxvalent to separatlng manvﬁfrOm'q
'environmentt?-since he 1s a cybernet1c1an, thls perspect1ve°1?

is too 51mpl1st1c to stand alone. A pattern must' bez<drawn
: throughv both'-sxdes ofmthesegent1t1es. To ‘identify one side
]



W ,

M '.

or 7ther other is to break the pattern. To set rlgld bounda~

FN

- more 1nclu51ve cybernetlc process.‘ * '51

s

It is the cybernetlc process of recur51on and 'feedhack .

)

that must ma1nta1n é ;cont1nual focal p01nt 1n therapy

"Although language contrlbutes to creatrng dlst1nct10ns the

pltfall islftoJ rely on language alone. It 1s essent1a1 to.

;1ncorporate the concept of language 1nto a- larger process.'

L R e ag -
P LA By
e, RITEAT gy

i

. ries. or dlstlnctlons 1s to forgetwthat both‘are part :of‘ra§




111. VERBAL COMMUNICATION AND THE USE OF LANGUAGE .

A, Introductxon ' : N jf : :;,.v BN

Language learningv.involves’-theg acquisition of much .

'factual 1nformat1on as. well iés';e#periential' information;:

'Accordlng=‘ o -Slobln‘ (1972) young ch;ldren follow 51m11arfhl

vpatterns of” language acqu1s1t10n throughout tha world :”The;
ttgrn 'follows Erom the divelopment of vocal sk1lls to the .

acgu1s1tlon of . factual 1nformatlon 1nclud1ng the names Vfor

people,~‘ events,'f and processes “to the convent1ons .of
‘7‘\1\_,\3 )\} . f’! X “

_pronunc1at1on ,and sentence constqpctlon o Language.

’ B

ftont1nually aSSerts by 1ts syntactlcal qualltles that ‘names

.'or thlngs have qua11t1es and attrlbutes. Th1s 1s the factual'

aspect .of acqu1r1ng language.cFrom the experlentlal xt 1s,

f~;also necessary to remember that these*\éfﬁ;\ and "thlngs

are_ made 'real by the speaker through 1nteract19ns with the

world and also through the acgu1s1t1on N of-.ﬁ1nternal"r7’

f”relat1onsh1ps w1th these "things."

At some p01nt in thls development we learn to assumelF

" that language is the prlmary means of communlcatlon -and that

: clar1ty of verbal expre551on equates w1th clarlty of- under-;

'f,

stand1ng or comprehens1on by a 11stener. However, our system

"‘of representlng the world through commun1catlon 'is extremely o

complex.- Although clarity and pars1mony in the transference"

of knowle e or 1nformat1on arefoften what we str1ve for hing":

. our verbal 1nteractlons, we f1nd that many tlmes we are in

'thei p051t1on ‘where someone else has-;nOt{ recelved_ ur

- 40



e
.

‘communication. 1n the manner we percelved 1t to be g1ven and

“'-a diéhotomy of percept1ons by ur lxsteners .appears,ias;‘f
- m151nterpretat1ons" or mlsunderstandlngs.? As Maturana;and3:

;;Varela (1980) have po1nted out. S .;_f~.{

: uiKnowleage as an exper1ence is somethxng personal andf
- private that cannot be transferred, and that which -
. one- believes. .to be transferable,. ob};ctxve
."knowledge, must always be created by ‘the llstener; o
Clewe (p. 5) o = ~ -

Y

Th1s V1ewp01nt places a sl1ght1y d1£ferent empha51s' on our‘

tradlt1onal model of verbal communzcatlon whlch had ‘as 6Fi__,.7

:ba51s the followlng structure:ﬁ

encoder —» |

Y

P ";;‘,‘ . i . ) ‘ » . ._ .
message | —»decoder —» message | —»encoder

SRR RO .. T RIS S SRR
‘v~(speaker)%%r:’ —— (listener)(speaker)67—f+f—+(listener)

v

fInf thfs.model the 1mportance for the clarlty of the verbal-\r

R

e»message was placed dlrectly on the encoder or speaker' ?05.1«4

e~

fﬂfthe llstener norf decoder was s1mply a receiver w1th0ut anyt

' apparent actxve role in the recept1on of the message. It waSvp

.Lassumed that .if the message was as clear as possxble,'thel'

h,'decoder would rece1ve 15‘ clear message. Clarrty was ,the

FR A

'respons1b111ty of the speaker.'i“

B¢ .
w

If we adhere to- the’ -commﬁnicatiomi diagram'.with Ats

[

| strlct?vl1near} outlxne,<‘w find . that as we experlence a

var1ety of 1nteract1ons w1th people, one 'of,-the ﬁolLﬁv1ng
. S , ' ' g

IR S T T ‘ S



vr ;f%éta@ine 'f':4d;;';{f;r{fiifi‘;:teét:f4é}d

_;;n>L ..‘ SRR "xj_@, Lo
o . , e, :
has occUrred more often 1n some 51tuat10ns than others-

P

:(a) we have been 1nterpreted fa1rly accurately
:(b) we have only been partlally understood |
‘f(c),we have been completely mlsxnterpreted :

f'salqrseems accurate but 1ts appllcatlon has been changed

- or the s1tuat&on in whlch wve def1ned ourselves has been

. q8 . . . . ] { - . .-, ’ .
R kaltered o L B '@___ SRR

K}

¥

of.the var1at1ons that occurred 1n the process~'f
'?" (a) the. experlences of ‘the llstener and - the- Speagér.tagir'"f§
separat? ent1t1es w1th ‘the language j_”<f‘,‘_;?phﬂ_hjf{‘
'(b) the_ level at_ wh1ch | they agree/d1sagree '_toi.i
‘f communxcate and the.contexts of each 1eve1 ;3 |
;":{b(c) the kxnelslcs of each 1nd1v1dua1 ”‘;’;h't?;v3]fy.v;
N o PO

L {d) ' 1ntegratlon ,of thef speaker/llstener process

9

fwhlch 1n 1tself has a unlque set of dynamlcs.’f"-

Therefore, a 51mple conc1u51on 1s that the dlagrammed'

~model does not contaln enough of the elements 1nherent in]w

-«

:'commun1catlon ‘to expla1n the process The speaker 5. own def-‘—'

d(d) contexts appear completely changed so- that whatbfwe N

The 11near aspect of such a communlcatlon 1gnores many .

28

1n1txon of clarlty does not necessar1ly affect the;'outcome o

for understandlng of the message.,In other words,.the message L

'_wxll not be understood 1f the message 1tsel£ does no - hold -

B o -

'er. ‘both he“ speaker and the - llsgener at the’ same t1me.»“';

E1nste1n s Prxnc1ple oé}Relatrv1ty cIarlfles thls concept by]f

3 stat1ng “that ;’a‘ hypothe51s whlch holds for A and holds as"

well for B w111 be re;ected,‘unless-rt“holdsvtor A _andﬁ B

Y



H

o togethér"' (von. '°e‘5te"v‘ N°teil15)s7 Stated slxghtlyﬁl”‘“

bd1fferently (w1th the hxpothe51s belng tdb message, A belngf:ﬁ

the speaker and B the listener) 'we may say that "a- message _vh |

14

‘f.whlch is. understood by a speaker andthas as a ba51s a commonh”;IT*

’language w1th the 11stener, wrll not be understood by the-"

% Let

s iistener unless@the speaker and the llstener share an unden |

:<'>Stanafng ‘of common experlence or. context w1th* the language,}-v'“

Cin the 1nteract1on.' f__:f'_f1f"' -~ ®

- -

The model has therapeutlc 1mg}1catlons as well for vthe;

Hleveryday hnteract1ons between'-people. If ve adhere to" the'ﬂu‘

fﬂrwould be termed amblguous by the speaker (1e- confu51on re-"

-

model then the llstener may well 1nterpret messages whlch

af»sults) Adherance to any zfdel wlthout due con51derat10n for e

__‘& Lo

"tﬁe' 115t ner. would giv

aatherapy w1thout evaluat1on of the manner in wh1ch the4

;;commpnlcates makes 1ess l1}ely the ,chance; of therapeutic;”

_-1nterpretat10ns.‘ !1m1larly,_ ,adherance : 'to"f any mode'

L N r

Lo o el AT
1mprovement .”; Ffbﬂfrgs_-_’- T o

-

-

to "ekplain the;‘complexlty of lourn verbal patterns off

' rlée ‘to 1ncomplete or. amb1guous'f‘

ient. -

. f' : If the £unct10n~of language or - verbal communlcat10n3-~
b."hﬁ“’ -

,remalns__in thls sort of mbdel then 1t w111 do very 11tt1e'1

'interactiohs;';We need to shlft our. focus and see whati'

-

H ' N

=a1ternat1Ve perspect1ves we can approach thlS concept from.

',The Shlft in perspect;ve away‘\T/om 'the_ aforementlonedh

o
trad1t1onal l1near model that thls chapter proposes to look

fat ;is best’ summar1zed by Mendez,ACoddou and Maturana (Note

-‘ . ‘ ) : " . ¢ .~. ;. - o
. ‘. ) . . . 4 ‘.' . . N

..



-when we. speak of talk1ng and ;llstenlng ~do " not
“refer to sound: product1on-and reception’ only, but ve .
- refer to any acting and: react1ng that ‘takes place ‘as
- part . of ‘the . structrural’ changes ~involved. inan: .~
'~-ongomng process .... As such’ talk1ng ~and llstenlngv B
: . “take place 51multaneously in-all “the part1c1pants of
T 7 . -any partlcular languaging process, and each of 'them -
.-/, is -a- speakér and‘a listener both. to the. othens and ;
te. hlmself -or herself (pp 30 31) L E

‘ _&f' 1t appears acceptable to talk about transm1551onf;
©of 1nformat1on in- ord1nary parlance, this 1is. ‘50 -
'because the speaker tacitly assumes_the: listener to. ' . .
. 'bé'identical with him and ‘hence having ' the  same .,
“cogpitive. :domain “which he has. (which: never.is tHe ' . -
“ case), marvelling'when a ! mlsunderstand1ng - arises. -
~Such an'. approach is valid, “for man. created systems,*
of communication where the 1dent1ty - of the. sender.
.and recaiver is implicitly or exp11c1tly spec1f1ed]
by the deszgner, and a message,  unless dlsturbedjﬂ
“during ‘transmission, necessarlly selects‘ at ‘the . 77
;receptlon the same-set of states that it . represents -
.- at the emission, but- not’' for natural: language.f"
. (Maturana and Varela, 1980 pp 32- 33) ' e

#B Verbal Commun1cat1on and the Evolut1on of Context

'~In the' past'ffe years,',the emphas1s:,o how .fwef
: -communlcate has shlfted from verbal communlcat1on as a meanS'

'*ﬂfof transm1551on of 1nformatlon and 1deas to 1nc1ude (YErbalf¢5‘f

LY

B ;commun1catlon ﬁas:_ functlon of soc1al1zat1on 1n wh1ch the ;
messages are made real by the dynamlcs of 'the_ 1nteractlons

.ﬁeq of thé people 1nuolved Mendez, Coddou and Maturana (Note 2):
'*_reflect such a Shlft 1n emg5a51s when ﬁhey state that'hd

g Language is not a means to transmlt knowledge or in-

- formation. Languaging. is a manner of co-existence, a =
‘manner of living: together 1n recur51ve coordinations.
of - consensual actions .... Indeed; we ' human. belngs
exist, (as: ‘such) . in language, and from that .

'.perspectlve to be human consists .in be1ng part of ‘a

.. network . of conversatlons (manners of 901ng togetherV

'_1n language) peew (p.18) : : _ / :



LN

“;;‘pAs such language 1s/ a soc1al 'phenomenon‘ and ‘therefore{fv

functlons asf'fa deflnltlon ﬁin_'an evolv1ng -contextual‘j-"

framework (see F1gure 2) usually determlned by the' 1nterac*ﬂ> o

R t1ve ﬂ patterns _that"ar formulated thef 1nteract10n
An 1mportant p01nt here 1s that language funct1onsr

O Ry
‘ :as a.

.an1festatlon of the evolutlon of context or 'manners.~

proceedS‘

\:h of g01ng together 1n language (Maturana and Varela,j 198p,'d-

32)

LI

~Context_‘isf determlned by h partlclpants ';5 Q'ah,;.*

"‘rinteraction‘:or | Mendez et al (Note 2) have worded it by

- ﬁthﬁl_recur51ve- consensual coordlnatlons of consensual

behav1ors (p. 18) that are deflned by actlve part1c1pat10njjj;j

L 1n 1nteractlons or conversatlons w1th1n aA culture._ Contexth"

prov1des ‘a reference po1nt that w1ll determlne the la*l

and behav1ors approprlate to the 51tuat10n. QASa SUCh

uage, o

tbeg““

’ 7; number of_ ch01ces ’of behav1ors and types of responses is =~

slowly reduced as. rules "ofﬂ context emenge. Mat rana éha
Varela (1980) concur wlth thlS 1dea by statlng that. ":jbj: -

‘%‘Every 11ngu1st1c 1nteractlon '1s S necessar1ly
fcontext_v_dependent. and -that this dependency is

. strictly deterministic for - both - orienter = and .
_uor1entee, not withstanding ‘the dlfferent backgrounds ‘
,of the two processes. (p. 33) :

"’WatZIawick Beav1n and Jackson (1967) élso empha51ze the 4m-‘?"

o

portance of_ context fin‘,any conversat1on yor-.serles' of

conversat;ons. .Every 'context WIll thus be spec1f1ed by the

'. 1nteractlons of 1ts members.

e : ! : v" N

Consensus- to commun1cate.'is a cooperative effort. If =

there is no consensus, then there.’is',no” communication . or -
::%é . _



'fvf'(p 62) It is language that often allows us to:generate our

"7=there 1s poor commun1cat1on and a- context 5_not,.estab—ﬁf”§:t

'f11shed When 'hthef context ‘f establlshed ;eh‘véfbél'ﬁ'

;Ncommunlcat1on 7isx more llkeIY fﬁ99 be understood aé- the. .~

ldhgresultlng behav1ors of each of the paft1C1pant5 15 orlented

‘V»toward the malntenance of the 1nteractlon. Context evolves

'.from the 1nteract10n 1t 1s not there to begyé//;th Verbal

f"communlctlon starts an evolutlonary process for determ1n1ng

_6 the 51tuat10n or event 1s amblguous.-

o Ch Language as a- Funct1on of Reallty

) .

'f,defznei and empha51ze sameness and dlfferences in the manner
' o

Any verballzatlons made by a speaker and llstener will

(Bateson, 1972 p.;'155) Prlor to establxsh1ng a'

x'fhiln whlch each v1ews the _world Ithive'lnd1v1dua11ty that~'

. jdetermlnes percelved dlfferences
The notlon of . an objectlve reallty has been debated for

:centur1es has been no deflnlte consensus on the

\toplc.‘For purPOSes of thlS the51s, the author assqus that‘f'r:

“ '-

'Tthere-'are’fas' Many realat1es as there are ways to deflnege

'freallty,vand 1nd1v1dual deflnﬂtzoysfoﬁ reallty “are5 subject
]?;to change' over’ t1me.‘ Wat21aw1ck (1976) has stated that

' orderlng sequences 1n one way or another creates what w1th-

f;out‘ undue exaggeratlon, may be called dlfferent realltles

'realztles_ ;and;.;our b real1t1es ' are generatedt by_ our

ce - -

At

~_conversat10ns. Mendez et al (Note 2) have re1terated a 51m1—

laréfconcept cﬁn th followzng statement : ?We_become_ourx“h

S




o real1t1es.;f»'

j-reality (objectlve ‘;aallty) "Thls s, 1mportan§ n; the;“

| thes1s) as theraplsts are {51'

o

: 'f conversatlons and 'we generate the congersatrons we become

. - L . . i . . - Bt i . N PR S

J. It-}iS’ja construct1v1st pos1t1on Lt assume that no.m

-objective: reallty ex1sts : 1ndependent ‘Qofi 'observers

!f the manner in wh1ch Maturana and Varela (1980) view thlS va.

s1t1on.' Von' Foerster (1984) and many others (Keeney, 1983,fh@ﬁ:>

Batesén,,1979 G1111gan 1985 and Haley, 1967) assume

o

v1ew.' Whatever is sa1d i's sa1d as a result of the observerj“iﬁf'

' closure, an act of generatlng boundarles A d15t1nct1on 1s a;

"thls and not that"" (p '199) Language is therefore a tool*x

L

5] whlch allows us_gtOfglmpose dlstlnctlons'lupon- our worlde

(K eney,'1983) It allows us - to verbally generate pQHF%'Qhﬁ,ft7ﬁ

[ ‘,,b‘ B 9 L
SR
Al

I /

concept vfk 1nd1v1dual reallty as opposed to a cpllectlvef

)

The concept of no ob]ectlve ;realxty emphaslzes vthéf

A"Everythlng sald'inhh'always sa1d by an observer (p 9% 1s»5

47Jff}‘
Dl

’v"maklng dlstlnctlons from theg’ domaln '“of?_ observatlon ;

.';Dlstlnctron *is} deflned by Gllllgan (1988) as a-form ofmf:

' correlatlon ja_gast{ngu1shed relat1onsh1p, an 1nd1catlon offlf

%o

therapeutlc s1tuat10n (and w1ll be’ dlsCUSSed thrOUQhout the .

| d by Mendez Coddou -and
Matupgna (Note 2) to operatﬁ

or by separatlng the therap1st s notlon of reallty,from the.

therapeutlc 51tuat10n ,in' order “to determlne the c11ent s-

. a
ot

v1ew of reallty.

_ objectav1ty 1n parenthesls.

e’

RECTR U - R
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Con51stent w1th the notlon _qff-ﬁdg ob]ect1ve realltyjﬁ

1ndependent of observers 1s the concept that all statements"

that 'are made ;are made by hg observer and thus ?areé;r't

self referentlal f statements subject to paradox.; Keeney‘j_jf

(1983) words it thlS way 'é#f_;157t~a"‘

Lol

".‘Jgg ‘I cannot ‘say anythlng that ‘cannot . (or should not) bepv'

p O EEme

T

" challenged, reframed, or reflected. This of .cotrse’

. ,& " includes | the stateménts,I am. now maklng eve..I can~

"relaéionshlps. A table 15 not jUSt a top and four legs.‘

g "There are ffo'"thmgs in thf mlnd" (p. 344) o Lo

'”5lalso haska partlcula;“pattern. That pattern along Wlth cer=.

s not’. av01d paradox ‘All réat 1 'say. is.paradoxical 'in

(. .™ the  sense that . all” statements uttered‘:1nvolve_”f*7"‘b

e

self_referencet 1‘&;*

Thlngs ex1st Only 1n language, as language 1s a veh1c1e:‘

P

for mak1ng d15t1nct1ons and that process thlngs ‘are a

sJ .

\¢ v o
4dent1£1ed Mendez fet al (1986) phrased 1t as "beyond lan-. -

guage there are no th;ngs (p 38) and Bateson (1972Y sard,ﬁ_f"

' Messages ,ve@ba&lzat1ons constltute ob;ects o

so by determ1n1ng pzpterns that are 1nherent to objects

ta1n"attr1butes deflnes it as a table._The same . process of¢'f.'

patternlng applles to'relat onsh1p There is ‘a part1cu1ar.“
} +3

,pattern thatA constltutes love, fear, hate, etc. It must bel

remembered however, that th1s 1s a’ pattern of relatlonsh1p‘

-Bateson' (1972) prov1deﬁ clar;ty for th1s concept when he

v,

: states s L f_x h
o S ‘:)?_ , o ST R
'Psichologlsts commonly speak as 1f the abstractlons )
of relatjonship ("dependency”, "hostility", . "love"

;:etc ) were repl things which are to be: descr1bed by”:.
;messages. ThlS is. eplstemology backwards' 1n truth_

; ‘;.

'./-'hf{vf' '.3V

e



‘ the message constltutes ‘the, relatlonshlp, and words*“f .
. like- "dependency “are verbally coded. descr1pt1ons of

- patterns. 1mmanent in the - comb1nat1on of exchangegi
“’p,messages TERan (p 234) v S

B
-t

r_It 1s ea51er to d15t1ngu1sh the pattern of "table"'-than }itf"'h

49

f:ie; to d1st1ngu1sh the pattern oft"love.; Where patterns areizfi

‘v\k

v notfiso v1s1ble, they -must be 'subjected 'f-repeatedly'

'fdlfferent 1nteract1ons unt11 hei abstract pattern can be'ﬂ

‘:1dent1f1ed (and thls is not necessar1ly a pattern ofl wh1ch_f

,fonev'isﬁ consc1ously aware) Part of the pattern w111 be"'b

'qavallable to verbal expre551on an@;part is’ 1mp11c1t i be-«

w,fhav1or or = unconsc1ous‘.processes,7 and the degree of eachj o

1‘r‘contr1but1ng to the total pattern 1s, at any po1nt in'-the{fl‘

7(fpattern development ,farbltrary 3 Relatlonshlp patterns arei

'\

.;’;def1ned and determlned by 1nd1v1dua1 experlehces :in'lan (
’l]ong01ng process and are un1que and personallzed in parts ofh,
(the pattern where other parts appear more general1zed v
| ".Von' Foerster (1985) and Mendez et al (Note 2) also ac-:

'.Q’knowledge that there are t1mes when we all 511p out -of-itheh

'f_.notlon ofupno 1ndependent ob3ect1ve reallty, to the notion

‘gthat there is: an ob3ect1ve 1ndependent rgaldty Von Foerster;
0

‘d(1984) uses.'th ’term" na1ve~ realist” g%o“ descr1be thlS‘-
‘.5-51tuat10n. It manlfests 1t5elf in- the follow1ng wayib

f‘j'We seem to be brought up in a wor}d seen- through de-’
.. scriptions- 'gﬁﬂ ‘others .. rather ' that ~our own -
: perceptions.‘f is.: has the conseguence that 1nstead"
of using: language as a toolrw1th which - express
thoughts - and exper1ence We - accept language as . a
" tool ‘that, determlnes thoughts and experzence.- (p.v,,
.1.195) e EE , 3

"‘.
A

'_It»is*theSé;slips*that,the therapistfhaslto”befaware “of as

R



,.4'they’are»usuallyfindications,thatftherefis oniy'ohe correct.
AL P U DR T R -
x\ebject1ve':independent»*realityf that applies_ to all humanv,ff

be1ngs (as a collectlve reallty)
'CD.b}Thv Message Component f the Model Determlnants for
‘Interpretlng Verbal Commun1cat1ons &
Statements 1n verbal communlcatlonlcontaln at-. least twop.
';nmessages 51multaneously. They have an 1nformat1on componeng

= | nﬁig

"and 'component wh1ch def1nes how the message is.to behﬁ.

"”“taken. The 1nformatxon or content component is- thea 11tera1."

‘ . \

’translatlon 'of‘ the message and is termed by Bateson (1951)

lf'aas”the report" aspect of the message. The component wh1chw
_ o

'determlnes how ‘the messsage 1s to be taken is referred to by-
h1m as bemg he"., commanﬁ’n ’Qxi’mpoheh“t End’&k.{pecyms :%,e .

ﬁfrelat1om§h1p between the coqwun&gants. Toqardswthlsgasf o 8
»' K3 w . ,3,“ C o ‘\‘ﬂ’ .
’ Watzlaw1ck Beav;n and Jackson (1967) have nogéd "thgt% g?
- commun1cat1on not only conveys 1nformat10n but at‘thessame “ﬁ;

xﬂtlme 1t 1mposes behav1or (p. 51) To clarlfy th1s concept

Ithef follow1ng example i glven and then dlscussed It;gs c
R B,
-ftaken from Watzlaw1ck et al (1967) A-' Lo ~_L,Tv o t,.ﬂ-ﬁ
N I . "._ PP YRR g%

ﬂ’ Two messages are glven 1n regards to drzving a9th1cle'

:j*(1) "It is tmportant to release ,the clutch gradually aﬁa‘
‘iigsmoothly.,. B R v_' a ‘“." :

: (2)- "Just let the: clutch go, 1t ll ru1n the transmlss1on. if
byou don t.' B ' ,,“t |

‘f The content of both messages is approx;mately the same. BothO

_'refer -tovg'hex 1mportance of releaslng the clutch However,

-



',*thef command aspects of the statements are dlfferent The3°

'c0mmand 1n statement 1 refers to the concept that the state*”

:,~ment szmply provldes some 1nformat1on 1n regards to tech-;flf

",nlque Statement 2 1ntludes a command wh1ch dependlng on the}fcd
'”nonverbal components' may' 1mp1y that the technlque must be -
, : ¥ 5

'”-ecarrled through and that if. 1t 15 not then' there Vmay be
% : :

:vpartlcular consequences not only for the vehlcle but betweenfff-

N

o the two communlcants as. well

ﬁThef.jcontent 'iof"reportiAofh;the messaée ’makes ,QOy“:
'”assumptlon about the truth or va11d1ty of the mesSage and 1s;f_
d,usually Vold : f, any theoret1ca1 abstract1ons It is the
hultteral 1nterpretat10n of the message and as éuch ',a
dlreCt message. o | . : | |
The cOmmand or relat1onsh1p part of the meSSage is more
often 1mp11ed than stated although both ‘can occur;’It_;svav:e
';set of lnsttuctlons as tg how a verbal communlcgzlon.visphto;-
Jb§, taken:leh'_essence,n,itfdisn‘a .commun1cat10n about a -
j;communication If the command aspect 1s 1mpl1ed ‘1t~1st-doneh”
through behav1oral or nonverbal cues such as’ gestures,f
"{faclal eXpr35510nS, 1ntonat10ns, postures and the sequence,'
rhythm and .cadence of words, It~1s alsomllnked»to:thejcomf
‘Plex systems of aua:iness.of self and others and the vsociai -

Interactlon of whxch one is part (1e ’context) It may 1mply

chat ‘the 11stener should "do as you ‘are told vtake th1s as

-_7a'-gokei‘ or "take th1s as an order," to 1ist some examples

u

Or 1t may state these concepts or commands d1rectly If they

¢ are. stated drrectly, they are,the command_port;onnof'the,'



fprev1ously stated commun1cat1 n. aqd re",usualij pote:. ;

-fdverballzatlons.-

Confu51on ‘vof, content and -relationShip 1evels zinf
“VQmessages leads 1nev1tably to)some of the c1a551c paradoxesy
fBateson (1979) g1ves an example of what a computer would do“

_when complex forms of communlcatlon Whlch requ1re responses~
‘ B v . )

",“of relat1onsh1p are redudbd to responses at content levels.

-Ep;men1des was a Cretan wﬁb sa1d ""Cretans alwayse;”“
lie."  .... When we ask "Could Epzmenldes be ‘telling .
_ the ‘truth?” the answer 1s "If ‘yes, then no, and "1f
no,. then yes.” L L
0 Norbert Welner used to. po&nt out that 31f you A
-1epre§ent ‘the. Epzmen1des ‘paradox to a computer,_the_;
‘answer will come -out YES... NO... 'YES... NO... until
. the .computer runs out of ink or- energy or encounters-
' some other ce111ng (p 130)
RGN i v % |
vaatzlawick» et al (1967) summarlge the fore901ng by statlng
-.;that Every communlcatlon has a content and a relatlonshlp
htaspect such» that the latter c1ass1f1es the former and 1s
therefore a metacommunlcatlon" %p 54)
o ‘,Toz determme relat10nsh1p,ﬂcontextual clues wlll pro- :
'7hvxde for clarlty of response. Context - here refersv ; thef'
;51tuatlon 'or. _the" soc1a1 i‘1nteractaon\f i

e

in jaéfh h
‘ communzcatlon 1s taklng placeg The rules of '¢odte 5y é?h1crxgﬁ

3

are? defaged as the commun1cat1on’Lrogressesrhﬁé%erméhe thé“’-j1
. type oé?response. The meanlng of a; glven mggsa?e lchanges |
=rrelat1ve to the evolv1ng rules of conteﬁt XBateson:ﬁ1979% p. -
f»128) or relat1ve to the chang1ng state of ;relatlonshxp be~j'

tween. the communlcants. Slm11ar messages can 1mply dlfferent“"

f‘meanxngs or relat1onsh1ps dependlng on the context in whlch?
: k L
the conversatlons occur. A reply,may be appropr1ate 1n one; ‘



B

R

?situationf.or_ context but the same reply g1ven'qn the same
. manner may be 1napproprlate 1n another s1tuatlon It w111 be"
o
”'“théﬁ_evolv1ng rules of context wh1ch w1ll def1ne the appro-

pr1ate ‘command response. -
o - Bateson_~ (1972) g prov1des . -an vlllustratlon dt*g{r

7._1nappropr1ate relatlonshxp responses in. a part1cular context

‘i‘when he dlscussed 'the, responses of a schlzophrenlc. The"

hhzcontext'and'the evolv1ng rules are 1gnored or. mlsguided ;'f

f:'theliresponSe- jBatesonvlnformed one of hzs patlents that he .

N would be . fly1ng to another c1ty for a conference 'and”'woutd

- bef unable to:,see h1m for a week The pat1ent»s-repiy'was;>
“Thatf plane~ flres awfully fslow» ~; leen the‘ context
(patlent/theraplst olnteractlon) , the patxent appears to be'
respondlng 1nappropr1ately on a- content level 'QThe{ patlent

| responds on a relatlonsh1p level but the contextual cues are_

onfused In another 51tuat1on, the sch1zophren1c s response

may- be appropr1ate. but 1t does not nor appear to be 50 1n -

the current 1nteractlon.

‘-y;
When context is d‘term1ned and response to the content

. w1th an understand1ng of the'-relatlonshlp ( or. rules of

AN

context) occurs.'then a communlcatlon can be perce1ved and

.l responded to S0 thau a conversat;on or: 1nteract§on takes g

\
.

place ‘_v-to" \, i*he -mytual : a‘greement' o"f” _h part1c1pants‘

Il T 3

WatzlawFQ} et al (1967)nhave asserted Esat 1nteract1ons that i_s

occur with 1rulés ;of context .clarlt;ed ‘often bare.‘morepv

8onCerned 4uith-"h content than" théy‘ 5re f]with the

- -

| relatlonshlp aspect of behav1ors. In a 51m11ar ve1n, Mendez




T R S - S
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et ‘al (Note 2) have stated that healthy conversatlons exlstd

. recrlmlnatlons.

",;fi:l d‘"(

P

for the coord1natlons of.. act1ons or behav1ors as ﬁpposed to

'conversatlons fo’f characterlzatlons fv accusat10ns5<and;

1

'.ﬁhen'f;context"iéa not clarified . by'- an. approprlate,t

'response)‘the~per50n‘_whof responds 1nappropr1ately causes_,?

onfus1on ,1n the 1nteract10n._Non sequ1turs cause thls par- ’

'Yo.

t1cular k1nd of confu51on. Mtlton Erlckson prov1des an exam-:” -

‘plercfﬂ thlS 1n chapter one of th1s the51s and subsequently'

B

| ,GQVélﬁﬁed 'thef confus1on technlque 'in hypnOSIS,y Verbalf‘s

l ;responses:'wh1ch are»1nappropr1ate in. the contexts in whxch*?‘

‘they occur are cléaslfled as bad behav1ors, poor manners,

"stupldlty, and 'when they occur frequently or contlnually,

'x'commun1cat10ns'-.5ﬁ

-\
relatlonshlp responses have been confused

;j they aqe class1f1ed sas} pathologlcal.r.Houever,, when they;

'ﬂeoccur, they are usually indicators that content ‘and'?

-

-:when'vrelatlonshxpu'is ’not* understood and is confused,

with content, “a -number of - d1ff1cult1es 'arlse yﬁn the.

& . o
7(1) -Paradox occurs--ConSepts hon; member or content

'flevels (from The Theory of Loglcal Types) are confused w1th'

1'conc§%ts on the. ne&t h. gher class level 'orh regatlonsh;p,7

"fstatemehts';that typlcally havei no apprOprlate response.,; N

1eye1;_5 Characterlstlcs ‘_and .propert1es tof’ obJects are

.y.CQ“fUS?d w1thv relatlonsh1ps resultlﬁg\ unexplalnablebc

-Paradoxes result from= such contrad1ct10ns that ‘ follow=

correct deductzons from cons1stent premlses..(Watzlawlck et:;<

'é,



t?;fa;;f1967 p. 31) Exambies of paradoxes are' |
. 11 "1 would never beceme a member of a club that would have

fme for a member.,z

“Be'ﬁbOntaneous.*»fu

exten51ons fo}

é;O

(c) 1f 1t‘1s 1n3uyct1ve, the message must be d1sobeyed

dE

(d) 1t‘ is . dlfflcult to ‘decide the meaning of ‘the

message ﬂ}¢x~“7': .3_ j""f' T T e A

(e)' th's‘“wssage;[iSfuldgieai;y”fmeamingless~1bdtfis a

pragmatlc rea11ty

‘E: b

llmlted in number ﬁ“ ”;‘ f‘v'u LA ‘, ',?fér.:/'

"'(f)‘ n*r ch01ce’ 1§ p0551b1e,. 6r_the:chdices;arehverjg»j

i:( )f if  t'1ntgdnretat1on 1s attempted one of three
S SR o o
thlngs may ocggr-t_ g R »VQ_

_f'fef-t“-meanlng is .given:4to_'the”‘most’likely;aﬁd‘Uhrelated

phenomenon R S



ose
. . . R e S T
-1t appears as fool1sh behav1or when any -and }all_-

'Lftznjunot1ons are complled to but w;th complete llteralness'jf»

‘r%and there 1s an absence of qny 1ndependent thlnkfng

—_—x

'ﬁv’-the person may7: chose.f to w1thdraW» from humani?.r
- 1nvolvement A H' U S e A' |
ﬂr;eNone of the p0551ble reactlons to rnterpretatlons about thef
'3_imessage 1s predlctable.,f ‘ v | - _' e | i
| (h) double | b1nds proh1b1t awareness 7?6fs;'£héfﬁif

"kcontrad1ctlon 1nvolved -
51) one cannot not react«to the message, nelther can: an:f
‘.napproprlate response be ellcited (p 212) o
| : An example of a double blnd would be-lhz‘ |

:-A mother buys her son two sh1rts.'gThe:ffirst_}time: héi[”
'“4;wears one, thex mother says,m‘"What s the;matter,Tyou;ﬁ:
'hfdon t 11ke the other one'" Rt

' of'f you say thlS stlck IS real I w1ll strlke you w1th

sl

:wlthu 1t.»{1f you don t say anythlng,‘_;n1llystr;ke you'w
'”_Mw1th it. (Bateson, 1972, 208) ' R B
o h double b1nd is. sxm1lar.fto- someone who 1s stuck rn a-fh
°;”n1ghtmare. The only way out 1s to change the state or level:
;5;;o£- respondlng (1e~ waking up from the nlghtmare cﬁ%nges the"

H:”state) . | | | | :
| vk§(3); Contrad1ct10ns v'an be found--In conttad1ct1ons,:'
:n_fch01ce is’ log1cally possxble. prever,‘none of'lth_ choxces-H
vﬁlare usu;lly sat1sfactory. As Watzlaw1ck et al (1967) phrased"
_ait,' "One chooses and loses, '-or - suffers,‘othe‘ other}h

'=‘>0 .

e, 1f you say thls Stlck 1s not real w111 str1ke you';_ﬁ



- .

alternat1ve (p. 216)

(4) Non sequ1turs may be present—-These are conciusfansyﬁ

that do not loglcally follow from the premlses.f An exampleft”'

- taken from Watzlawlck et al (1967) goes as follows..n;ii

- . : ‘”1'>~
_ﬂHe ‘was . happy f can t : 1maglne “this" thlnéqﬂé 3

*]i[schlzophrenla] comlng over h;m .He was never down,
ever.. He loved  his" ‘radio Trepair work’ ‘Mr

’1M1tchell s shop in Lewiston..Mr. Mitchell 1s a very
,;'perfectlonzst person I~ don't think’ any: of " the - ‘men:..
~at +his ~shop - ‘before- @dward lasted more than'a few =

-"donths. But: Q@ward got along with® him~ beautifully. .
.+~ "He -used. to. say, "I ‘can 't ‘'stand: it another m1nute._
-'ﬁp(p 215) =X _ ; f__<®’:*
‘..)" T

1'Any contlnuatfon -ofﬂ th!rlabove patterns”foff[verbaljf”

.fcommunlcatlon on a con51stent bas1s by ahy>'one1 1nd1v1dual7r:

”lrwould 'eventually fbeg con51dered patholog1ca1 ;forw'the;ﬁ,

s communlcatzons would appear out of context_4n any. serles f

'-;von901ng 1nteract10ns. However, they are part of conversatxon.'*

.>.;1n normal everyday l1fe and contr1bhte to humor,f play,_‘ d,“'

Y

’ ”creat1v1ty ’ If they are part of :éi context ' they 3fégurv

o acceptable as commun1catxon dev1ces. t'.xiu ; "_vfa*]{ St
-‘ IdBIooklng at g&e ba51c communlcatlon model a number-
factors that 1nf1uence ‘the commun1cat10n process havea.g
been dlscussed sﬁfr‘ijf: ”“y:ﬂ___ ff fyjfv;“v

(a) the evolutldh of context in an 1nteract1on or serzes,"
of 1nteractlons
(b) language as a funct1on of a construct;on of realzty

(c) the message components of any verbal commun1cat1on. L



v

’ L ;‘ .'J ,") "v‘ " ‘ ’ ’ ‘ ’
Context “an trntegral part 1n.wthe delzvery “and

e

'Q}appropr1ateness of a response and ]udgementsv w1ll be “made
”f"regardlng the type of response. Any messages 1n 1solat10n orﬁv;

taken out of thelr context prov1de he observer w1th thef

opportun1ty for m1st1nterpretat10n.'
. N

f1nterpretat1on Agofé'fé message.:uit w1ll determlne tbé7~

Y

v

Language 1s v1ewed as a manner 1n whlch we make. sense,u

K » : . N

"ﬁrealltles 1n any 1nteract10n. The construct1on foiiOWS,'frome’

3

’fvoute of ‘r# world ,tfﬁis tool Wthh constructs ourﬁv

feedback percept/on and usually 1ncludes assumptlons aboutf :

an 1ndependent ob]ectlve real1ty

-
‘ .

T e

-QIn “u51ng language, there are at least two 1mportant.if

components to every message that punctuate ’an' 1nd1V1dual 51”5

:vexperxénces;_;lt 1s acgu1red\hhrough hlghly 1nd1v1du;115t1c

and complex patterns and processes. S



o A "rht}"aa'ue't'i'on |

icommtn1catlon pfocess.-Russell was referrlng to verbal lan—l g

- IV. NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION -~ -

Nonverbal -commun1cat1on flsﬁfan“ 1nherent part of the =

g _communlcatlon process. It 1s a dszlcult concept tof analyZe:V
15;because ”it"is prec1sely fwhat 'itfjsays ' nonverbal As+
'{'*Bertrand Russell sa1d 1n h1s Introductlon to wlttgensteln s

‘f_TPactatus Log:co Ph/losophlcus (195ﬂ) "Every language has ﬂ

. ,‘

j as Mr. wlttgenste1n says,_a structure concerr1ng wh1ch _ingﬂ'

.hgh language‘1noth1ng can be sa:d ;..f (p 23) Part of thlS:e.

./__

'-,structure revolves around the fact that nonverbal language,]-f

_j‘pas; opposed to verbal language 1s very much a part of the l

o

“vguage,'fb h1s statement equally app11es to nonverbal 1an—

’ gdage;'.Theﬂ only manner ln Wthh Eto dlscuss‘»nonverbal

'communiCation is’ 1n~what 1s called a, language about the: lan—

*guage or 'a meta.lan{guage,:v" |

Nonverbal language; S communlcatlon _1nf1uences . the '

fmanner 1n wh1ch messages are subjected to 1nterpretatlon>fong‘

‘\4-

. a 'relatlonshlp level but .it~~can' also fstand alone as a7-5
~commun1cat10n dev1ce.-"0ne cannotl‘not. commun1cate Lis a -
.bas;c nax1om of communlcatlon as stated by Watzlawlck et al::i

f(TQé? p 51) Even by say1ng noth1ng verbally, we say some-b'

thlng _nonverbally ~As such thls author. has chosen to"‘

“”d1scuss nonverbal communlcatlon by summ@t121ng what three__’
,ftheorreSa-say:\regardlng' thls aspect of commun1cat1on The‘

'iithree theorles dlscussed 1n thls chapter farej'th'.atheorresff7

Soet

“ .



‘,jlcon;epts-;a deflnltion"of nonverbal commun1Cat10nv the Char~~fh

k3

S ICPIS RN

AR

‘Lanthropologlst and a commun1catlons expert 'anﬁ"yétUrana sfﬁ

' 'or1glnal

hd J._.( y 9.

4 »,

'”8

(8

tralnlng

was'

0

?

1/

thed dlfflculty ;lwit

\

; oo K
Tags e

,;?eavzn and Jacksgﬂw(1967) ’ *
S : 3 xr/ O T .y L .} i .. - ‘ LR .
7;;5 Watzlavlpk ﬁ,; (1967) _‘refer _,to.vv'nonverbal

)

& 8

"r

th fterm nonuerbal commun1cat1on is "7'l“' - ,',{('ﬁﬁ"

:ifdeéeptxve, bgcause it “is. often restrlcted to body”'
'gm0vements ynly, to the behavior known as kinesis. We
o+ held™! that ‘thHe ‘term must- comprr§E>posture, gesture, . :
e fac1a1 express1on, voice,. 1nflect10n, ‘the sequence, -
’ yrythym and cadence of the words" themselves, and any.
Sirother nonverbal manifestations of ‘which the organism
is 'capabl .as well” as the communication clues

'*rather thah mak1ng statements about objects fb f:what.

termed ’"denotat1ve statements.- It usually is promlnent 1n -

“ human l1fe in the- formg of - courtsh1p, [ love, - combat

'relatlonshlps w1th animais fand pets, deallngs w1th very‘

.
-t

A T

ﬁmfproposed by Watzlaw1ck 1Beav1n and Jackson (1967) Bagg on,ff'
and Maturana. Watzlawlck et al have devoted a great/deal :of}J‘

~t1meb‘ study1ng j human communlcatlon, , Bateson ?”15 '~an

ﬁ'ﬁacter1sm1cs by Vh1ch 1t manlfests 1tself*dthe contexts f’ru

'1nterpret1ng -n0nverbal=“
: . LA

RPN

7#*Com un1cation:gas ananglc rommunicat1on.. They 1nfer tH 'jhéi
B ; . \». : . i

7 unfailingly: ?esent in'  any conteit 1n,'wh1ch an .
%'u_‘aﬁ sr ¢t10nw akes place. (p.. L L

.;:; o / " . ‘ . ‘ . ‘

o Nomvarbal : communlcatlon . 1s y Fthe” ‘ language cof
r latxonshlp, that 1s,'1t def1nes the nature of relatlonshlpﬁv**

young ch1ldren and severely dlsturbed mental patlents . nd“



el

o

‘jﬁ;h‘ alwaYS' been referred 'dyasj 1ntu1tlon - regardfng

- verbal language is almost meanlngless

':‘:be more than ' approxlmatlons_foff real values (p ‘64$,f;'

51ncer1ty or 1n51ncer1ty of human attltudes. In other words, J

gwhenever relatlonsh1p is. the central 1ssue of commun1c§txon,

~V;The characterlstlcs -of nonverbal communlcatlon _a:e:%*

;daﬁd 'e< semantlcs have ‘no. absolute meanlng or: value.as ap-'

i plled to meanlng It is. nelther good'nor bad and nj never

'Because 1t does not have the log1ca1 syntax of language

1:gfverballzatlons ' there ,,is_‘n e1ther/or" 6;; 1f/then

also 1ncapable of expre551ng negatlves or the expre551onf“

verbal communlcatlonf to say,-"I shall not attack you,‘ but

1Y

_.fto do so 1n nonverbal language is much more d1ff1cult. It 1s

df'ymuch ea51er to commun1cate, "T shall attgck you*f ThlS klnd

"~of 1nterpret1ve stance often leads tol_varlous extremes' of

Y

e 3

sult in. :the oppos1te of what was 1ntended n the or1glnal

fd'message.‘ Watzlaw1ck Ze” -al (1967) summarlze the follow1ng

| 'incident from Koestler s - novel APPlval and DepaPtUPe :an”_

‘example:

. The hero, a young ,man? who' escaped from hls‘
Nazi- occupied - homeland - and whose face has . been

- disfigured by torture, is-in love with a beaut1ful ;*feff

girl, .He has no hope that she will reciprocate his
'feel1ngs, and all he wants i§ to . stroke her - hair.

Rt

oo

.that 1s. ThlS 1s SO because 1t has semantlcs but no’ syntax,'

ﬁ'egu1va1ents. It defles verbal ratlonal1zat1on or_-log1cv ;It'

T

- A :
.behav1or 1n order to convey a message and may ultaﬂaﬁely re-

':usually expressed ih' language by what 1s not rather than

3
3

tof “°t" as: in "thls and not that It 1s relatlvely easy 1n_ffi

She . resists these . innécent. »adVances, thereby~-:"'



L arou51nq both hlS deperat1on and his pa551on unt11
“he overpowers her ..,. Here the desperation. of belng
rejected ‘and unable to prove that he does. not mean
to harm leads to v1olence. (p 102 103) e o

C

'iPThe same sort’ of | message mechanlsm appears to operate 1ng B

: 5'50meth1ng as pathologlcal as sexual ma50chlsm. g

:75;e3amplé:.

¢ -

',;FNot only ;? nonverbal communlcatlon 1nCapab1e i°ff'7

"expre551ng sxmple’.negat1ves, but': has h quallflers'{5-

fpresent to 1n dlctate wh1ch of tWO meanlngs 1s 1mp11ed onrﬁ"

..There ‘are tears of sorrow and tears of Joy, the:
.'clenched fist may signal aggression or constraint,
smile may convey : sympathy or - contempt reticence - can -
... 'be interpreted -‘as tactfulness. indifference.
' ‘(Watzlaw1ck et al 1967,ip, 65)ff; [ S

e

’7\-Interpretat10n 1s d1ff1cult w1th no quallflers or- capab111ty>_
:;;Qf express1ng negatlves 51nce ordlnary rules of Judgementf

..and,conduct do not apply

- In _many ways, nonverbal commun1cat1on 1s a. symbol or

_representatlon of an aspect of relatlonshlp.f Symbol1zat10n,,_’

':@ias' proposed by C. J Jung,.appears where verballzat1on 1s“'"

t‘not yet p0551ble or no longer p0551b1e (Watzlawlck tf al
21967) _It; may also be poss1ble that symptoms are a form of“
. a return to the analogzo" (p. 106) when there 1!'3 loss ln '
;;fabllty to communlcate about the nature of a relat1onsh1p -

Nonverbal commun1cat1on or analoglc communlcatlon vmustf

occur 1n a. context. The s1gn1f1cance of . co‘mf $5.

B TR

gparamount

'_to any humana communlcatlon model The édﬁsg&hences of -

';ignorlng context plaees any nonverbal behavxors out51de the-

1

7; realm of structure, and subject 'to _randomness dlnﬂv the:”



pract1cal gorld Fallure to recognbze the relationsh1p be;i-h
tween an event or behav1or and the context ‘in whxch 1t takesefj
place results 1n m1sxnterpreta8§6n of a message |
. 7 Contexts arlse 1n 1nteragtlons w1th others. Inltlally,io.
they are 1nfluenced by soc1al norms aﬁd/or trad1t10ns Oncefpxﬁ
there 7is an 1nteractlon conte§€ becomes clar1f1ed throughf
the ser1es of communlcatlons that é&cur in 3an '1ntera¢tlon -
They ' not then only Subject to external factors such asé.#
’,norms but they are also 1nterpersona1 and therefore. deflne:f
f;yth rules' w1th1n'famy 1nteract10n. Watzlawlck et a1 (1867)p.f'
S, ma1nta1n that 1n a commun1cat10nal sequence, every exchange;?-'
narrows down the number of p0551b1e next moves (p 131)
.“.}5uch context 1s somewhat restrlctlng but also determrnes'p
E whathf[can go :on»;next qus establlshes 'thé; rules oft
relatlonshrp or_:’afz stab111zat10n : pattern such tgat ‘
cons1derable economy of rules 1s §§h1eved after a whlle. iny

..Jé
cont'

s s q‘w

u1ng 1nteractlons between members of a spec1f1ed grouﬁ

(1e' famlly or. couple) thls economy ‘is observed 1n one par-i
t1cular aspect of the relat10nsh1p and another set of rules“'.
are establlshed for another aspect of the relat1onsh1p Thus
5 cont1nua1 1nteract10ns :ofAfua_ group ' ef: essent1ally
rule*governed systems. When the rules that govern the system
break down, amblguous serles of commun1cat1ons occur as the;i:
f members of ftheiylnteractlons try to Te- establlsh a set otf
e rules as the‘rules cannst.be left unresolved ‘or fluctuatlng R
; . In‘f ongo1ng '1nteract1ons,: context glves clues‘ for

" honverbal commun1cat10n.,lyTranslaﬁéng. v*the~ ,nonverbal“¢5
B , AR B




e
.. /‘_

fthOmmunacat1on w1thout the context IS ff”‘futile- effort Itr

h”,defles purpose. and has,yno}appl1cat1on to a communlcat1on'_r

e

‘h'model In splte of the fact' that nonverbal conmunlcatlon;";

| -cannot be reduced ea51ly to verballzatlons, 1t cannot even E

:’be 1nferred at a relatlonsth level w1thout ycontextj ss'fA»-'”

'gu1de. .Metaphor' and analogy funct&bn‘well-here.in orderftoe'
7.7br1dgeuthe gap 1n reduc1ng mlslnterpretatzon of | ' naturey'
'fi'of~-relat}onsh1p f al_verbal1zat1on. As‘ both deal w1thl_}-
= patterns and addteSS' themselves .to .patterns that 'havei:rd

:'commonallty :across varlous determlnants of a relatlonshlp, -

3}1n other words, ;al khey functlon jond“’theﬁa level of?_i
. relat1onsh1p, they are the most fea51ble way of 1nterpret1nga

J.the analogrc'or nonverbal to verbal wlthout severe loss *dfhrt

g 1nformat1on.i' 2”"-

+

Watzlaw1ck et al (1967) have developed SOme' tentatlve y?f

/

jfzaxloms lfof,, commun1cat1on, wh1ch re 1ncluded here to'
summar1ze th1s dlscu551on.
""One cannot not communlcate. (p 51)

_”Every commun1cat1on,has a content’ and a relat1onsh1p S
- aspect. - such  that. the latter classifies the forme I
and is therefore a metacommun1cat10n.j(p S ) ' -

~ The nature of a relatlonsth is contlngent upon the‘; .
.- "punctuation of: the.commun1cat10nal ‘sequences between
{-the commun1cants._(p 59) ;. o t,i.:~ra_ ~

Human belngs communlcate both, d1g1tally (verbally) i
~and- analog1cally. Digital language has a hlghly com- .ol
~ plex 'and powerful logical syntax:but- lacks adequate,

'fgjsemant1cs in  the. field .of relatlonshlp, ‘while = .

'~ analogic language possesses the semantics but has no .. %
. adequate  syntax “for the unamblguOus def1n1t1on of
i fthe nature of relat10nsh1ps. (p 67) L T »l\:;th__

K1l commun1cat1ona1 1nterchanges | are ]féitﬁerl,j
Symmetr1cal or complementary, dependlng whether

\ o X o oo . : AN



ST0)

"jf of Play and Fantasy (197é pp '_177—193)

"Bateson d1scusses a serles of generallzatzons about messages'”

¥

:'fwh1ch are denotatlve and metallngu1st1c, where the ;subject'

' orh method of dlscourse 1s the language, and messages whxch'

‘are metacommunlcatlve, where the SUbjeCt of dlscourse 1s the
_relatlonshlp between-?ﬂthe' partrc1pants.'s'ltf is ‘the
'ﬂ3ﬁmetacommun1cat1ve messages thatl are;lof7 concernj=1ﬁQ thlSJ‘

Bateson (1972) had observed the behav1or o//anlmals and

hypothe51zed that there occurred a metacommunlcatlve systemﬁv

v

: of 51gns or-. 51gnals in: thexri lnteractlons -wh1ch carrned' :

f,messages about how these messages were to be 1nterpreted ‘He .

}bwas referr1ng to the messages of "thls is play, ; and "th1sfﬂ:

.

is bhreat : but he also real1zed that the same messages'l°
‘Ploccurred among humans.,It 15 the messages and 1nstruct1ons

[;7for" 1nterpretat10n :of ,the' messages‘ that are of interest -
'jifhere, ,ior;:they; arelfnonverbal,.or"metacommunrcatiwe,7 as
liffBateson termed Jthemyj,ﬁahd;..theyl. are messages about -

BRYS

1;fnrelaf&onshrp

2o i s L : B
1;%;:§ Uponrfextrapolat1ng from th observed behav1ors, he

‘_ P RIS & : ° . .
" ﬂti!é’allzed’mbre apd more that these were 1mp11c1t and exp11c1t.—

. ‘ ER e ‘

-wxdgessages about relat10nsh1p rather than understand1ngs about

L R ‘

o objects or def1n1t1ons of objects.;He propbsed that _in"fthe

folloW1ng ~ example,ti'- 1nterﬁ¥etatlon his "to iinwolve
& ..i_ SR AR Ilj. | b,;;;~' il fogE
R T R S R
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relatlonshlp not denotat1ve statements about objects.jnf
_ When I open the refrlgerator and. the cat- comes, rubs T
““agalnst my legs and mews, this does 'not mean. "I want® - - -
milk"--as . a human . being would . express .it--but
,_‘ﬂ1nvokes a spec1f1c T 1at1onsh1p,;'"8e a mother to
. me," because - such behavzor1 is “only - observed in .7
" kittens in relation to adult cats, and never .between
two . grown-up: \an1mals. (Watzlawick, Beavin . and
'Jigkson 1967 p 63) T T

”Upon further‘ observation,'_he. also - generallzed that'“
these messages could ‘not contaln 51gnals of negatlon and did-

B ~qot have a value component as they occurred in behav1or 5and
T LR "
metal1ngu1st1c messages. He suggested that by behav1or love,

“hate, combat etc. could be proposed but 1t was - up ‘to the'i

.llstener or 1nterpreter to a551gn pos1t1ve or negat1ve truth
fffbalues to these proposals. This" attempt to 1nterpret could

'of course, cause countless confl1cts 1n relat1onsh1ps.»Three .

i types of messages in metacommunlcatlon could be_deduced ~

T(a) Messages of the sort Whlch we call mood. s1gns- B

(b) messages which simulate mood sigas; and' (c) -
- -messages which enable the receiver to ‘discriminate ’
mood signs and ‘those other signs which -resemble » -
" them.. (Bateson, 1972, p.'189),,;; ‘ R

. Bateson recognlzed that all formsr'oﬁ“

hﬁman VCOmmunicatiOﬁf"
7were' based dlfferent levels. Th%f wére l1ngu15t1c and

metalingu1stac levels, 'ad. . 1nf1n1tum,t¢iand . there R weré
' metacommunicative : levels B (advflnflnitum) ~on behav;eral

;commUnication. This' formed 'the base structure 'for hlS F'
~,bemmunicationsf Theory and ‘was based 1n part on The Theory
.vofﬁpog1caltTypes wh1ch s1mply 4stated. referred to the

_theory 'that' a class cannot be a member of 1tself nor can‘

fone of the members be the class 51nce’thevtermst-classj;and‘f_i
. Y i F 2 .
Nt e T n -



- members were Aéf "~ different' levell‘Of'iabstraction

‘};; this * framing  and. . dabelling - ' messages -

"'a“nd.,j '

therefore, i dlfferent loglcal type.- He 111ustrates howh’”

q

human belngs handlev'nonverbal commun1cat10ns 1nvolv1ng

d1fferent log1cal types 1n the follow1ng way

There 1s the use of varlous cdmmunlcatxon- modes A1n7'

~human ' communicatien, (ie: 'play, fnonplay, fantasy,"e
: 'sacrament metaphor, etc ) uees Among human.. beings .

and

ymeaningful actions reaches con51derable .complexity, .
such’
rely
._preponderantly upon nonverbal -media of - posture,

Wlth “the. pecullarlty that .our vocabulary . for
discriminations .is poorly developed -and  we’

gesture, fac1al expre551on, .intonation, : and

the

© . ‘context’ for ‘the ‘communicdtion of these h1ghly ab-
. stract, but vitally 1mportant labels (p 203)

. %
vy

vocabulary for v1ew1ng the relatlonshlp | §tated

relatlonshlp L a product of double descrlpt}on

and the relat1onsh1p aspect of the Sommunlcatlon ;comes

3.

(p.

Later. on;"Bateson» (1979) clar1f1ed ‘the pecullar1t1es of

that

.)‘

ufore r» precedes fhe double descr1p;1og§fmhlsgrelation3hlp

i

/

Y

/ ';“‘,A%‘ o
pattern develops from learn1ng the conéEXw%;of*life

\( v.
context 1s repeatable and therefore, S Uy ]to
typlng. If. the: contexts orvsequences-of

b, -r“l
. LY ik
_.GP:?:

speclfles. a - relatlonshlp are totally

ritualistic‘ In many cases, there 1s no/labelll

and the 1nd1v1dual 1s then 1n the pos;tlon whgreﬂlf'

contexts or eVents in the process of soc1allzat1on.

(1979) _ spec1f1es _a, "learn1ng context ‘ia

Cins

the.'

areas oﬁ play,‘ exploratlon nonplay, étcw‘ﬂhe'learning°of B

log1calj

it

Bat

.that

D ﬁpattern that

is

| must be taken 1nformatlon from the events w1th1n other

eson:

is.

dlfferent from what the experxmenters see )) Explorat1on,

play,. etc.-, are categories of contextual organ4zat1on of



| ﬁﬁ;.;??i" L B T RPN :

" behav : ror” (pp.» 148 149) ”hese categor1es of organlzat1onfd5

'areiqnterllnked to other cat%gorles of organlzatlon so that,"

':ftathare may be & 51m11ar1ty ﬁnd/or dlfference in each category}gi

'1nteract1on.

vﬁoe behav1or. When the catea'rles of organ1zat10n of behav1orf:=

‘ar®  based . on max1mlzatzo? of 51m11ar1t1es, Bateson def1ned'°f

s

it as a symmetrlcal 1nte\act10n.d When they _ar based

ﬂf maxlmxzatlon “of dltferences, he called 1t a complementaryib?

As examples, the followlng are extracted and summarizqd'“"

from Bateson (1972)

; Xa)' Symmetracal 1 teract1on--If boastlng is the patternl

TN

adopteds by group 'Afr'then' group B recrprocates by}”‘

tiboastlng. Boastlng s th defore the reply to boastlng. |
The breakdown is characterlzed by ‘an; esealat;onj-of»ff
ﬂboastlng ;-”“v-Tf gy'rhf’dq;J”,

'”(b) Complementary relat10n5h1ps—-If assertlveness 1s thei"

‘pattern adopted by group A, then group B adopts a pat—fyf

-'tern of subm1551veness towards group A, Subm1551veness o

1s the reply to assertlveness. A breakdown here is char-7'

4

;,acterlzed by r1g1d1ty in the complementary patterns.'

When elther 1nteract1on pattern breaks down an 1mbalance 1n"

7av‘commun1catlon results. When symmetry breaks down 1t usually ;

‘entalls :a” rejectlon of the other and when complementarlty;m
' breaks down, there - ts- usually dlsconflrmatlonb otb‘the'

other._ A : _-ﬁ.-'ft _‘p*i :.U _ '_._5-‘ o



.ff:haV1or and for that r;i

Maturana ‘igiﬁ;

Mendez Cod@ﬂu, & Mafhrana, 1986%

: . . Q,@ ’.: L : i
Maturaga '(in, Maturanaggpd Varela, 1980) 1n dxscusszng*
f

the *"Blology of Cognltlon ers to behav1oﬁy-and conduct»ﬁf

Fas opposed to nonverbal commun1cat1on However the concepts',j‘

7:f'presented parallel BateﬁyT‘s descr1pt1ons of nonverbal be—'

_on are 1ncluded here.‘Although not ajdﬂ

¢

'-vvcomprehen51ve summary"of Maturana 5 1deas regard1ng b1ology

f,*fBateson and Watzlaylck

*fand behav1or 'what 1s taken bears relevance to the 1déas of:fj
Ma‘lrana' (1980) prov1ded avs1m111e for the b1olog1ca1ltk
'vfdescrlptlon of. behav1or .whlch neatly packaged h1s bas;cn;;
oprecepts.‘}vlev‘“lpf-ﬂf o | |
vﬂfBehav1or is’ 11w§}an 1nstrumenta1 fliohtfin“whlch”theh
"effectors: (eng1nes, flaps, etc.): .vary their. state to-

fv,malntaln constant, or to change,.the readings of the ?f;
sensing 1nstruments accordlng to 'a speczf1ed se-,

quence' .variations, which is eltﬁer flxed (speci- - o
“fied ough . evolution) or can be varied dur1ng the -
fllght "a reésult of the state " of fl1ght (1earn~-‘

'f;jlng) (Maturana and Varela, 1980, p 26)

'Effectors, ,' | Maturana refers cd them ;lare' muscular :
l”surfaces." There is also ar correlatlon between effectors and'r
'7vreceptorsv&Proprloceptor and v1sua1) sUrfaces such that 'av
'epart1cu1ar state “in the receptor surfaces may. cause a par-

.tlcular state in the receptor surfaces that brlngs on a .négn:

',state din» ‘the receptor surféfes {..‘and_so on. ThlS k1nd of.7

vfact1v1ty j‘referred to_,aSn "behévidr.ﬁl{ However f the;'f
Jo. - - P»£ ' . : .
'observer; e1ther',th person e11c1t1ng the behavxor or- one-,

.,

'.,outs1de the system, descr1bes or 1nterprets the bethlor bx;V



Sg }qﬂappears

overtly and elements or concepg£ w1th1n that obsérver s o

O . o

ail:d}ng to the relatlons between tht ﬁ&haV1or\a

: ."

':f conceptual or cogn1t1uﬁ framewérk and understandlng (qx
: ] _'_'A _" . . L.

. f' . -, SR a\,‘v. J
e e . -’,. Al 2 A

nlche,-as Matmnana wa'd word

”Maturana»(Note 3) there are tyo type %;

Accord1ng t'

.\-\?-

......
PR
B

ofﬂvcertaln ,structures (or; patterns f]dff‘

establ1shmengru

-

"hflnteractlon) regardless of the hlstory ot the 1nd4v1dual and i

happen because of the env1ronment (medluTlJ 7wh1ch oge h'{
ar“ N -R

"*Pliy;”*"_and learned conducts are structures that One has ahd

are cont1ngent upon the hlstory that you have and d1d llVeA{j
'3).. However,;"the relevance of a glven conduct or modewhe'

of behav1or:7

\always determ1ned 1ﬂl;he past"'(Maturana 1and‘;

- Varela,_1980 p. 27). S
K The behav1or of any 1nd1v1dual,uc‘. be modlfxed .

changed ﬂ'by ' another l} two ways. by 1nteract1on :6f""
commun1cat1on. Interactron occurs 1n sueh— a—hﬂay that 'thek
ensuxng behav1ors pot' each of hefvlnd1v1duals‘trnvolvedlﬁ
depends strlctly on the behav1or of the other. hls’sets':up

v“}a cha1n of' 1nterlocked behav1ors 5uch f_ observed;~in

;,f courtshlp and f1ght (Maturana and Varela\:jQBO p.v 27).h Inb :
formzng the baszs for commun1cat1on,_the orlentatron 1s~de? o
pendent on the outcome of prev1ous parallel 1nteract10ns.

| :Th . behav1or dof' one 1nd1v1dual is or1ented t0ward another'

'f'indiuidﬁal' Although h present sxtuat1on _i ' slxghtly




o .4’[ o

- different from others 1n the hlstory or background _;x each

154;1nd1v1dua1 they both sha:e a- wxdely conncldental"'range of

't*accumulated exper1ences OfJ 1“teraCt1°ns (p 27 28)

"-.1nter10cked cha1n of behav1or 1s e11c1ted Maturana (1980)

C refers to ‘the second case as the ba51s }fer any 11ngu1st1c

3; behav1or' and although learned behavzors embody functlons ot

";behav1brs that are non 11ngu1st1c 1n or1gln, they «év seen

‘”E_by Matutana (Maturana; and Varela,_ 1980) as the base for f#-

o

']present day language (p 28Y The process s} expla1ned_ ash

'{follows-7

ffThe second case ‘is the baszs for any 1¢/g 1st1c be?fft
- . havior; the first orggn1sm generates ( is apparent
. for the observer)-a Description of its n1che that,

- =~ in .addition*.to*. its own s1gn1f1cance as-a: behav1on._.f

(within the -cognitive. domain of . the f1rst organlsm,

~and ,mdependently ~of -it), ‘orients the" second'-f"

’ organlsm ‘within. its - cogn1t1ve domain. - ‘to an’;.,
" interaction from. wh1eh ensues a conduct. parallel to
that of the first one, but unrelated ‘to . The: "
' conduct“ thus e11c1ted by. the: or1ent1ng behav1or is.
- denotative: " 1 points to. a- feature ;  of - the:
. environment that the second organ1sm encounters in
' 'its niche. and :‘Describes by the appropralte cqonduct,
“and that he tan treat as. an independent. ent1ty Thef?-;
~orienting behavior is for the observer a “second .
order de5cr1pt1on,,,. that reptesents ‘that which he.

“considers it to denote, By contrast - 'the. or1ent1ngf RN

- behavior of - the ‘first organism is connotative for
the second one,. and 1mp11es for' it. an ‘interaction
... within .its cognitive  domain whlch 1f actualized,
'orlgznates a behavior that.- Descrlbes : partlcular
aspect - of the nlche° that whic¢h an’ or1ent1ng behav-

ior connotes is a function of the. cogn1t1ve3,doma1n-fif

“ffOf the orlentee, not the or1enter (p 23)

”

: Vafions behav1ors may'fn%te’differlwfh Uthe’:neuronar'

prbcesses-f wh1ch ,}1nternaliy - occur -, but rather in fthent

/

'~'"5ubdoma1ns of 1nteract10ns ;in';ﬁhieh' they acqu1re the1rf

1_relevance (Maturana fand Varela; 1980(hp,b34) Th1s nges_

.. .ﬂ. ."



them a context dependent nature. Neve?\heless,.the descrlp-f””‘

:-,A.¥

tfbn\pr 1nterpretat1on of the observ_ prov1des,,amb19u1ty?v}?

. ‘because th observer has no. access t; the context 1n wh1chv’_f
Th’}dlstlnct1on of the be-ﬂx.'“
s o n’ -

o haVl‘Or(‘as_,approp’rlate or 1nappropr1ate 1s externaf:to the e

the behav1br has occurred before{

"_actual exper1enc1ng of the behav1or. E1ther’ someone else»gf;

’"tells you )lt 1s approprlate or 1nappropr1ate or you resort'f‘
,:ito $ome sinsory avenues wh1ch you choose to belleve in more.f
wﬂc(Note 33; ip,5t3)i Tt 1s SInlgar to dlst1ngu15h1ng between a:pff;
3; perceptlon and an 1llu51on or‘halluc1nat10n. The dlstlnctlon§
;fhcan: only be made by maklng 1t extérnal to the exper1ence.,’*3

MTherefore,:‘all‘ eventsl.orb seguences 1jof behaV1or fgare'
SRy R .

famblguous.ﬁuxitf_isfj%he- part1c1pat1on ,as observers thatfp'

fconf1rms or d1sconf1rms the behaV1or and the observer has no7-5
) .4.- \. g s .
L 8 .
.~-acce55"to the contexts of the ﬂnternal processes.v

‘s

'VfV- It 1s oft%n dlfflcult to determ1ne contexts- sinceﬁ anﬂt{f
J]rndlv1dual 1s 1n a contlnual process of becom1ng guatquna;f

E7fand Varela, 1980 p 35) through endless -LnteractronSﬂ w1thif~"

others.v An .1nd1v1dual cannot determlne 1n advance when to -

. ,‘,|

pchange fand; ~when;._06t.'it§ﬁu change af: behav1or. The f,
fﬁfappropr1ateness 'thdlnappfOPrlate“ess Of any parthUlar be—

'jhav1or-or'imode behavaor. can only be determlned

£

posterlorl, "’ as a’ result of actually behav1ng. The observerr)

i@ijust1f1es the the behav1or by references t0*$the past :uh—}

/

B aware of the 1nternal transformat1ons that.have taken place;

PRAR S
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uE Summary ‘}7*,;{fi¥f'jﬁfff. ff-ﬂf,'j‘~ff”n, R

when synthe5121ng‘the three theorles relat1ng to j;.

':;ﬁio and r@% form of nonverbal commun1cat1on,,the follow1ng
JOERRNE CoLE e . . Ul e
;1themes appear° '

”_f-—whenever relat1onsh1p 1s the central 1ssue 1n any form.f
ftof commun1cat1on and establ1sh1ng the irules f? that

‘;relatlonsh1p,. 1t 1s tbe nonverb&l aspects of our system'i

\:Qflthat help deflne relatlonshlp b c
?--It _;is _ pragmat1cally i’1mgortant :'fcommunicatingjg

'F*xrelat1onsh1p 1nformatlon. s.\

”ie—-Ib does not translate Qell to verbal communlcatloqus ?

N, ., R )

meuch »6@1;;H¢; 1nform_°lonm.regard1ng the ”.naturefifofﬁ

{
Y

ﬂlreﬁatlonshlp is lost. =

fr—~There 1s semantlcs 1n a_nogverbal cdmmunicatlonﬁ[]butg

R ’ s

f3——Nonverbal communlcatxon does not express truth nvaluex‘
7 lor. Judgement._ ”:'J 3.f; :ﬂ'

)

f—-Ord1nary rules of conduct anddjudgement do not apply.wﬁ

'——No quallflers ‘arél present to g1ve clues as to whlch

K ‘l’,
4...‘ )

l1nterpretat1on 1s the correct one.’

'-'——It is" 1d1osyncrat1c.-

;i-—NonverbaI commun1cah1on~ klaoks_-.thec .[iégié'f»féff.

'jself contrad1ct1on. e‘f

A

'.Jg%t 1s d1f£1cult to express negatlves thr0ugh sequences"

'~of nonverbal 1nteractlons*w

f—-Nonverbal communlcatlon 1s subject to fluotuat1ons.‘lt

@

e,1s not stable’oﬁ“r t1me but mean1ng 1s assagned to 1t as.

: /JI




1t relates to past experlences.,_'7"gﬁffﬁff*,fﬂ*f“ﬁf
““;—-It s amblguous as" depends ;:,abse;véfs ;forjﬁ

translat1on.il”t ‘ |
rﬁ-—Contexts for nonVerbal communreat;on;;evoieefjthrpughj;
.??flnteracalbns.'v.wflt‘?f;grfd;-f.b' - ."v'" ' | T [y
h}‘-It 1s theﬁéanguage of the: unconsc1ous," the »language:f
'ddof SYmbolllc representat1on ;~tft;difgik jrtyf; T
: L-—Nonverbal communlcatlon 1s of two‘types. (a) that
*;wh1ch the ser1es of behav1ors are 1nterlooked 1nto eachf}
Jp“other as 1n 1nst1nct r1tual or' steeped n trad1tlon :
2 ”fand (b) that whlch we learn thrOUgh repeate? experlencesmx

'“as we’ 1nteract as 1nd1v1duals 1n '5: SOClal world \YThe

:Llatter form establlshes patterns wh1ch crxss cross thfﬁ

'hzfother patterns qf 1nteractlons so ythat m?ny patternS»vA
._'wlll bear some commonallty and yet there w1ll be,ﬁ
tfdlfferences depend1ng on the contexts. fwf’ }
E - 'I"

,--Because itd 1s as 1t 1s, there 1s some p01nt at’ wh1ch =

oth1n an be sa1d about 1t——1t 1s nonverbai

-'Mflton* Er1ckson was an acute observer of nonverbal be—L'

'hav1or but he bel1eved that translatlng nonverbal behav1ors'

'*Q

it~ans Haley (1973) phrased ‘fr*

"'1nto a d1fferen form was tbtm dlsrUpt1ve and dlscourteous\v;

rwoulﬂ %oversxmpllfy an?;
f;extraordlnarlly v compleﬁ _ statement“'.ltp 29) Erzckson"
'aaccepted the behav1ors_ f perfectly o valld : ways ]'of~]

:gcommunlcatlng and would respond 1n klnd His suppos1t1on wasJi

‘.

'5that the response communxcatlon could be verbal but the onlyV

¢



. A“‘ r._' :

'_7manner of verballzlng these patt'd'ff,”'

','/< B

- . R, ‘
- ‘more ;representatlve ;of nonverbal communlcatron, because

ﬂ-patte’hs ' relat1onsh1p characterlze both these forms of

3
ar

"::expre551on. ﬁ.f ﬂ”f.flréﬁ”,"fﬂfr’alﬁfdv,f*ff"”

z’Th | same. would apply to Bateson (1972) However he‘

tﬁ?ough the use.'ofju

‘ jmetaﬁhor and/or analogy For h1m metaphor and analogy were Jf

;: R . .

’a

'fwould 1nc1ude poetry, dance and art as metaphors other'.thanlf

‘Just verballzatlons or” conversatlons, but then Bateson 1s?'
V.referrlng to methods of express1on w1th1n a culture' whereas,y

"T;Erlckson refers to therapy._For Bateson (1972) the metaphor

o retalnt unchanged the rel t1onsh1p whxch 1t '111u (s

'fwhlle subst1tut1ng other th1ngs or persons1for the relata

T4Q), Relata refer ffof th1ngs ‘whlch ‘are- Wfélfﬂbd,

_J

o

o hﬁﬁ
- cont t;»“the relat1ons are to be thought 'oéx‘as somehow

f}prlmary; th relata as secondary (p 154) He referred to

‘ .

v1ewed‘ a‘ relat1onsh1p between cont nt ”and“

h‘f-prlmary procegses and secondary processes gn much he;'sameff

: way that Freud deflned them, prlmary process be ng the f

R AR /o
_reoperj‘1ons of tfe unconsc'ous, whereas the thoughts fo the

T1a1y

consc1ous (ess 1 verbal1zed thoughts) were con51dered

:_;to be 1dent1cal to secondary process. As such the' metaphor

~Iitand analogy are con51dered by thls author to be more charac—

. ter1st1c of nonverb&l commun1cat1on~ and 'e- 1nc1uded¥ for'

}'dlscu551on l" the end of thlS chapter as they are dis 1nct

”forms of verbal expre551on 1nd1cat1ng nonverbal relaﬂlonshxp

"fpatterns.dv_5gth{;;"évpo if .fv:jt,f'fj’:;yj[fyé, ﬁfff-..f-*°

13
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. wetaphor - ana Analogy _ Nonverbal  Patterns . Expressed in
”’f1Verballzat1ons Rf frifﬁf'.f?_¥y'>i*f' .{&sj .
.;' 'foth*ffoff these ."f1gures oid speech” presupﬁosef a -

'lrelatlonshlp between two ‘or more. persons,lldeas o; objec;s;LT

rhTO‘ that extent,,they are contextual and must have ﬁétférhsjﬂf

. .,
RN
b

;fthat connect" (Bateson,f1979)

RN

Analogy ..;é regarded 35{ draw1ng d1s/4nctlons in

- "‘relamonshlps that ha,ye parallel patterns or : 51m11ar1t1es_"}f;,,
:::'v_."'\-and ‘these - parallelo‘_.(ﬁb_r 1mear) patterns are exp‘essedii'f‘""'
v'fflthrough the use of langoage.f A process "bf' reason1ng
'];1nherent ’j;n{ establlshlng e; relatIOﬁSth equlvalents.;f.
ﬁ"hgateson (1979) prov1des one analoggﬁthat serves asVan exam-;}f
:”-tple of th1§ method df expressxon" as form 1s toxprocess,' ﬁ

}tautology 1s to descrrptlon (p 210) 'f':'d‘V]:'drf:@.J{.h

o "
L Metaphor is regarded by Gordon (1978) as .

. a way of - speak1ng 1n wh1ch ane th1ng lS expressed in.

S terms . of ‘“another, -whereby - this brlnglng together

"‘throws new light on the’ character ot what 1s bé1ng
descrlbedﬂ (p. 17'_‘ IR -

‘v'

e

5Q-In otherf words,, some relatlonsh1p i presupposed ‘”"Néw,’

;,.

lllght" 1s cast on the nature of the descr1pt10n. Duhl (1983)5‘

e Y

”5i.def1nes metaphor 1n the f0110w1ng manner and.adds a 51ghtly

dlfferent d1men51on to Gordon s def1n1t10n.

T_A metaphor the transp051ng of,rone 1mage uor*‘xf;
“assoc1at10n from one state or area of meanzng ‘to an-:-. .
~othér, ~ highlighting 51m11ar1t1es, differerces, =

,-fand/or .~ ambiguities - .... Metaphor is. the linkage of '
“meaning -~ that which connects.any two" events, ideas,. .

"}f*f?g_characterlstlcs,',modes And. metapbor 1s_hardly“on1yﬂ.
R 'llnear and verbal.,(p 128) R L ST

.ew
R S

.



R SR

BOth'/metaphor 'and analogy have hfgfadvantage bfifﬁ

prov1d'ng rlchness :i descrlptlon of relatlonshlps._They

temporal and spat1a1 'character15t1cs 1ntgeg;aﬁf;¢

1dent1f1aalev5 framework | by connectlng events,;_ob]égts,j-
'f:sequencesff“:n processes.f,Thef expresszons are .ext;emely{g
‘par51mon1ouslii“j“ deflnlng ;‘unconsc1ous V;andiﬁlabstfaefi?\
; S B o L S

relatzonshlp patterns
| They 7'also ' bear characterlstzcs : of nonve{bal

. communlcatlon as dlscusséd earl1er.” Essentlally they

‘ﬁ;'symbollc representat1ons of behav;or and thought patterns.,’
It can be sald of such expre551ons,, that they go‘ beyond
’-consc1ous awareness.,In order to address the consc1ous m1nd _
"g Qe.nse language--the language used be}ng *é reflect1on RENJ
| patterns of relat1onsh1p expressed by the observer.igjffﬁﬂw
U S , . Sy et




V. CONCLUSIONS =

";fA stcu551on )

”}fln’.verbal commun1cat10n Vh part1c1pants recvhothjp'

.ﬂspeakers and llsteners fat’}the_ same t1me.- There 1s'ﬁdj~
J:T{dlff%fent1atlon between the two 1f they are’ anOIVEd in.‘a’
- ’.:‘ . g ) e . B

B ser1e5r 6f) 1nteract10ns termed human communliatlon.:rTheff

'

yfhproceSS is thus recur51ve as speaker and 11q$ener fare ;na@ -

ﬁiseparate ent1t1es ‘ 3' _'.:>*-] ]-r‘v_;l"a . i"""

Cow

The message to be del1vered 1s a message whlch comtalnsﬁV

llteral meanlng (the content and report ;v

'~5pt§o componeﬁt fl:

J:aspect) and the relat1onsh1p aspect (the command part of the'f

x gmessage Yhat determlnesﬁor 1nstructs as to how the content:
U ‘\jg llteral part of the message‘@s to be 1nterpreted) .Z§ )
rﬂftj?.Ff‘In',a' nonverbal communlcatlon, only the relat10nsh1p"-
'1;EaSpect 1s of consequence.,m%?re 1s no 11terar aSpect exceptf_
:iﬁj:?by 1nterpretat1on éfh an.observer as an attempt to spec1fyt5f
;'mean1ng 1n the messager Th1s type of commun1catlon (w1thout;f
°hverbalzzatlons) 1s a ser1es of behav1ors such that each be-rf
ﬂhavxor rs dependent on the preceedlng one., Theme iareﬂltwoff
;-ways Ln whlch the serles of behav1ors pattern themselves'Autf'
| 'j(af“ through chalns f” 1nterlocked behav1ors as j{h:”-

'},r1tual trad1t1on or 1nst1nct and c jaf~ﬁl

-
f

fu’”(b) through cha1ns of behaV1ors that are not 1nterlockedh}
e fi’ tbut are context dependent for the next behav1or.

Verbal nd nonverbal commun1cat1on patterns ex1st U-f'
) 2 jig ) . ) c 2
_‘multaneously where there c;is_z languager“ Patverns .of@v

:.}:.~v‘_. )



‘b]} may also be term1natedo at any level.dHowever, where the }

. by L

S -j, : 79

- N _4 i
1nteractlon between 3p ’i c1pants Jare establlshed as }theupi

st 3 ~‘_.

1nteract10n procedes.v1n1flally prev1ous sbc'al experlences,“

prov1de a guzdellne fOr context or categary of 51mple act1onfﬁ‘
1, . V‘

for the 1nteract1on but changes occur throughout the ent1ref§7

"“;' communlcatlon or serles f communacatlonSJm"'v'V

B ‘.“. e
e context are spec1fted 1n an evolutlonaxy £ashlon.«i- _ o
”finrf Thefpattern oﬁ communlcatlon proceedS"1n a 51m11ar

fafashlon 'véﬁ'what Batesoh (1979 p 214) descrxbed in. hxs

analy51s'of Iatmul culture.zKeepey (1983) modlfled Bateson\sfﬁ7

&nagram and called 1t "Orders of Epistemolqglcal Ana1y51s

v

(p.»41) The dlagram 1s ret1tled here to 111ustrate the pat”

tern (see Flgure 1) It must be' kept 1n M1nd that thenn

.‘

speaker/ 11Stener are slmultanéously 1nvqlved 1n a recurs;ve

"Q- B B

feedback process and tHe messages may at any p01nt be verbali5

or honverbal or a combinatlon of the two The commUn1catlon

’ L . S, ’

3

S VAR

part1c1pants rema1n the same and repeatedly

i T
.q .,l..

w1th fam111es) the communlcatron patterns WIll reach the

mlnteract- (ag

e g TR

hlghly complex levgls ';f aﬁ contextual framework, where

‘ o v-—-

.*

par51mony of rules for context 15 1mpogtant. Fo?;a-descr1p-'

§ tlon of each c1a551f1cat10n, gee Flgure 2 As Bateson (1972)&
7 : .
- : : - N : K3 S
' v1ews _Lt form and .process are essent1al aspects of any-
_ diciioe

attempts to descr1be*1n;efactioms of any krnd where there 1s‘m

more than one part1Q1pant 1nvolved ’ whether we refer to'}

. P
.v
l.“,l

.l anlmals or: or humanmbexngs nn pommun1cat1on w1th each other.;»
P S N

I R N o ! “'- [R U ' P s,
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. Figure 1. Analysis of a Pattern or Series of Commun

- o . . R . FR

- Order of Recursion - Classification of Form - ‘;:;&scriptmn“_of Process

- L Categories of Choreography S

~Meta Context

*. Descriptions .of Interaction =
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. Categories of Actiol SRR S

e
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,

S Oroer:of Recursionf?'\"

Analysxs of a Pattern or serxes of cOmmunxcations

Eiéﬁfe*?i_pefﬁn‘t ons of Composxte Parts of Figure 1--3*°

:—_orderu of circulerity o£ feedback ? o
s and/or calibration . [ L=
.7 .. &~ with-réspect given to the. -

distinctious drevn by observers
. . - e

) Cetggoriee of Choreograghx

F

R He:acontext L

‘ - context abou: context. ad infinitum ',
R higher ‘order organjzation.of contexts.
o J»:
@

‘or’ sequences’ of 1nteractions_-
.- refers.to how interacticns:are-

= highest order of recursion’

"Cleeeificeriooioé_Foro” : MR JDeecrivfionfot.?roé;aQ'u S ;
:ypology 31 - uni: being obaerved folloving fron
tautology : : e hov an. obeerver punctuetel a stream of
refers to-the names. given to the sl ‘events . - .

o action, interaction .and choreogrephy

patterns that organize simple . f- dietinctione drevh fron leneory :
i besed experience ’

‘an’ abstraction that organizee ‘each .- :

- order of description by cnnnecting

ite elementa in a neeningful way.

ldttle- languege for xhis order of

categorization .
-metaphor ).
analogy 3y nay be only exieting forms

trenscontextual proceas . -
rules of context for choreography

Descriptions of Choreogrephy‘ '!_*7."

v deecripffonl of how previously o

“identified interactional’ petterns are
themselves’ identified patterned

. connected or nequence¢ 7}.>

s relationa of"- interac:ive epiaodes S

.-participants’ lilple‘lctiah

. petterned as’ parte of a vhole system : e (et heelthy dyadic relationehips-‘\~_~
of choreography w . SR SOOI LA " alternate between: complenentury and :
. . ; TR : f";:‘ R :' o eymmetrical themes) .
S ?'.Categories of Interac:ion : . RE
R — N S e .
SRR Y patterns that charecterize the Tl e o
el relationship.of different ;,f;,~ L R : g
i ¢ 7 . participants’ action < : .- Lo /. S co L
S © oo o= patterns’ of . relationship rether then oL d e o T we T
o R _patterns of .action Vo SERAEIRE FUS ‘ .
P L. 7L< each: episode can be. cleesified (e.g..‘ . o =
. * 7.0 :complementary or symmetrical) then . oo ST
S - .7 . another -episode and. enother S e e T e
- S o classification - VT e T
) e ..o s :=.to classify these’ relotions requiree D U S TN )
' ey S0 07 at-3-bits of -simple action _ RN S T -
o TN s =rules of context of interoction " s -
“ : Jﬂ“‘ _ De cri ione at 8 "Vf ; s
v | -f"‘kv. ) s pt of I ernction i P
R i ;\h;.- o ]1.; - any description of lilple oction ldlt
B RERRE :be ‘accompanied by & description: ‘of
) L R TP TN - actions of nnothcr pcrlOn that precodc ‘
T U NPT F IR R N . and :follow it . ﬁ' . D
g M’ SR '." L R PR '~ fusing: deacrip:ion- ofesch - . i

- definitioﬁ‘of eithltion in vhich
- interaction’ occurs.-.

- identificution ‘of the-catesoriea of
action leeda :o analyais of context

- does_not tocu- on i-olated bits- of

Sl e T ‘sction but on-chaing of sequences of .
ceMe oL oL T action that are. exhibitod intorcc:ing o
;fﬂ TR N D T " 4dndividuals or groups - o e
o AN "_-.deucriptionl are given: in torn& oi
g ' 'sepsory based language - : R

- .= tends -to ‘show how bits of linpie ectiou
L smong porticiponte are. connected -
-\ < the ordoring of stresss of actions is




- Figure 2. (Continued)’ -

L .,;9'}=::;,',}. R ,;__;’: i‘”':; ST e S
1”orner:of_kécprninn o . Classification of -‘Form = .. i pescr;pgion'ofngpc35§'

g

-~

R Categories of Action
' Y vny of identifying and naming the X Sl e
" pattern:that organizes the ‘observed - S DT R
o [+ . ‘order of process Cel o '
sl e e et play, exploration comﬁht.
T w T fighe, 'schizophrenia, therapy, " St
~ . -courtship, nagging, withdrawing :
~ ‘order_of distinction 1s that of
‘f'behavior\
" . - & vay of naming- & category of action
"~ anindicetion that we see- simple -
.. sctions as meaningfully’ organized fn a-
: .particular context. .- .
- rules of’context of uction ’ S

e

" Behavior A Descriptions of Sigp;g Actxons»

T- observations of sxngular 1solated
L e . R o - units of sinple action’ 1n.1ud1ng
R SRR o AT Lot facial expressions, body. position,
e A e R e o Dol .. -breathing patterns, eye fixstion:
s e T R R _patterns, voice tonality and: ‘volume, -
' PR Lo .Y, L spéech tempo T . . o
N : : Co N Coie C=Vraw daes" T
e e e e s behavier.

: '~ statements and/or actions qnbigppns:

‘ = "sensory. besed experience” o
. g - empty of" theoretica] abstractions o
: > ’(Adapbed-from Keeney. 19&35“9,AQ-AA), _1,.

uttered vords, phrases and sentences_' :



”-;conceptuallzat1on of what goes on’when we attempt as humanf”f'

'ffB. Amb1gu1t1es jin' Concepts of Communxcatxon As Applxed to;ff

the Tradlt1ona1 Model

’"”?nlnij;th' process of“ commun1cat10n fcthev concept of -

tidspeaker--€>message--€>l1stener prov1des very l1tt1e 1nforma-"*':

1Tt10n about the process of commun1catlon The majof problem7dja

'f'w1th the model when app11ed fo_ human communlcatlon thatr

'i'it*'lmplles 11near,-“ oppoted a } 1nteractlonal

'{ﬂbelngs to convey any form of messége, whether the message be,_ff

R i

ﬁ”tpverbal nonverbal or both forms 31mU1tane°USlY' and as eacﬁ{i

*fcommun1can? SUbsequently affectS',the communlcatlon of thew .

a;_pejother' part1c1pants ' ffxaf_‘recur51ve . feedback processfl
.t'n‘(Watzlawlck . al 1967° Keeney, 1983 Bateson, 15?9 andrt;o
:'ceMendez et. al 1986) Not only hit,fa; statlg method f{gi

N

Lo

e

{'s_(Note 2) have phraSed 1t

h}lpresentxng forma

"(Watzlad?ew‘;pf'

'illstener, resentln t-é ‘a ftwo separate ent1t1es."fin:"the7fp
P g \-ag S e

"‘ingrocess, each

af™the same time aglit i

‘15 both a speaker and a 11stenerr’

“5'8

Lo

‘f;verbally and nonverbally, S1Apltaneously, but one does nbt_j'

I

need to speak to communlcate.-As Msndez, Coddou and Maturanaj;

“languaglng ;'con51sts : of 3 recurs1ve consensual;.w S
coordinations of behav1ors, when we speak:of talkimg & "

.. and 1listening. - do not refer to.sound product1on_~
C.and sound recept1on only, but we refesr to: -any. acting: o
-ang.” reactlng .that. takes™ place al part ‘of - the ' 7
- structural changes involved in an: on',1ng process of - .
- recursive ‘consensual coord nations of behavior. As ..

- such ta1k1ng and lzstenzng t ke place . szmultaneouly_;nr
“in all ‘the part1C1pants of any part1cu}?r languaging .=
ﬁ”process, and each o§ them is  a. pégker and ‘a ..

t

ey,

”nlso separates the speaker and thei7b’

1m§0581b1e ,notf?tol.commun1cate."

.1967) Any penson can commun1cate bothd‘f



"’1f not content but rather relatlonshlp thep'

S
.

' valxdate or 1nva11date the value of the 8

e

11stener both to the. othersﬂfandﬂfto{ himseiftfor_gﬂnu

herself (pp. 30 31) '-‘,fﬁﬁ°jj?"”*

The model also strongly Impiies. through appllcat1on

that ‘in order to ach1eve veffectIVe commun1cat1on there -

should be agreement w1th regard to an 1ndependent;f"3ect1ve

| -realzty ( rf‘clar1ty ff:message) _t'~1s of~ a sllghtly
dlfferent nature to propose that clar1ty of message does not fTF

depend on agreement of an objectlve 1ndependent rea11ty but

rather on agreement fo'aiksetf»of crztjglon whlch would

(Note 2, p 9) And s1nce the message usually 1s composed of

two. parts,‘ a content and a relatzonshlpggspect there As a

'ch01ce as to whzch part f ‘the message‘,on chooses

A

-

‘validatxon Of the content of the message.¢Where the message

hof-' rlterla must be used to. valldate thevcomponents of the

message. The crlterlon of va11datlon 1n each case are depen-?wf

dent upon the 1nd1v1dUal s part1c1pat1on in a‘ soc1al m1l1eu.:

Each—part1c1pant w1ll have -some- common cr1ter1at and each
_ N

w1ll have some falrly 1nd1v1dualast1c cr1ter1a dependzng

upon the1r h;storles of 1ntenact1on.,1n order for‘the model

be, effectlvé ‘a';’xt stands, every s1ng

dmmun1cat1on
would have to rest ;on« the aCCeptance oia a 1ndependent

. fa..r‘.e;ri:tj. ,,-f:.'s,e‘t =

ject of dlscourse fﬁf

LA

“”h3val1date. fIf'~it=f cdntent : then‘ﬂthe part1c1pants 'or L

communlcants fcani"establlsh oﬂé'*set.{“df' cr1terla mﬁﬁoers'

I

obgect1ve realxty and thls 1s an 1mp0551b 11ty 51mp1y g1ven'A.;

[T

t" fact that no t"° people exper1ence' aﬂdo part1c1pare.¢igplfj
”_ - ‘/ .~ ._ : - ._



7.;the world in 1dent1cal fashlons.r

Anothﬁr' dlfflculty 'wlth the llnear model 1s that ft"y’"

,Qidoes;not take 1nto account context or. rules of context In}ﬂf'

-;yanyﬁfcommunlcatxon; th1s must be coniﬁdered as a tesponse 13;{

;,%dependent upon precedlng requnses that may be appllcable iﬁj‘*
”.one fs1tuat1onp but 'not 1n another. Also, s1nce there 1s no v

'~fseparatlon between speaker and llstener,;_itﬂbis"‘ dynam1Cy5?[

n-.’

@,

'1nteractlon that changes cont1nually as each part1c1pant 1s;”ti
_arlnvolved 1n the process and the outcome of the‘;1nteractlonswﬁ“7
‘7Q;r not predlctable because of th1s-—Fxcept by look1ng at_'jf

e ffthe 1nteract1on 1mmedlately preceed1ng dhe one 1n questlon.f””

ﬁff;ilt 1s 51m11ar in concept to v6//;oersteﬂ s (1984) analogy ofjif

S an non tr1v1al machane when ;v Foerster '1dent1f1es the'

K

' 1nput output" relatxonshlp as not 1nVar1ant but d termrnedt}-‘

AT by the mach1ne s prev1ous actlon.."In other words /--u lpre?"
B . e ~f:v .

P
h

z}v1ous ‘steps determlne present actlons ,and 1t 1 

v1rtuall.f

)

ltflmposs1ble to determlne the 1nterna1 state chan es in ~the{f{~
!gamach1ne (p 20}) j ‘iV-'_a*Qf ,ﬂ ; :,  ::£/ _4_L_ .J -
'1.Th rules ‘otﬁ context develop as vthfw,llnteractlon';;,

hf;§7€§;;}%h

progresses._ The ba51c context may be de£1ne‘ by repeatJd"

soc1a1 1nteract1ons and a' common setf“of -cr1terzon ]f‘,g}f‘

al1datzon is applled b £ -a the anteractxon prpcedes,t;f
.'changes‘ occur" 51mply B through part1c1pat1on 1n 3°thet
i-'gif1nteractlon.‘ Another .way of sagkng the same thlng has beenff?7

n,stated by Mendez, Coddou and Maturana (Note 2) when they 533}

"hthat "the agreement of others contrlbutes an agreement about

'»Jthe use of a parb1cularv_cr1terxa .Of val1daﬁuon, rnot-:the=f

B B Y e < A A SR A R

kY



's.ﬂof the 1nd1v1dual but are not necessar1iy subject to aware-: -

' ,?;Through 1anguage we: make 't‘ d1st1nct1ons t;“'

"'*ﬁfrea11t1e€ It 1s through th1s process of mak1ng'

:f1ntegra1upart of be1ng human.;For them we» exlst huma

'our rea11t1es.:1t 1s a contlnuous process of "becomlng-

B . q .,; ' S B
{Matutana*(Note 2) have stated-:,_u;

|

fva“a varela (1980) f then "languaglng 15 an
I DT

‘.'..

L ‘ 1 )
-“pbelngs language whlch deflnes our rea11t1es and becomes

Y.

o iorf that occur/ through he- medlum fof soc1allzat1on.fﬂ“f

A

‘ﬂ;ﬁBehav;ors _or' act1ons are 1nd1cat10ns of the 1nterna1 statef,f;

s

‘*_5}nesstv They howgger subject to 1nterpretat10n by anﬁﬁ‘b
5fobserver._The observer can be the person 1nvolved or*someoneifﬁ;

-ﬂhexternal to the 51tuatlon.,It is through thlS 1nterp&!f£ é,ni“

—

: iby the observer that ambmgu181es a1'1nterpretatlon:,arise;."'

P . ‘ s

"sﬂrthat t&lng§,_ 1deas, ,or}iconcepts exlst Nothlng exastS;;;j

f;f;glndependent of the dlstlnctlons made.,As Mendez, Coddou andifff

e have’ usually leved w1th maﬂy vmlsleadlng 4and P,
~contradictory beliefs: we . h&ye believed that. %he' '
.. body has -a fixed :structure “that maintains:
v constancy «of - its prqpert1e5° we havq believed that S
”vlanguagetls a system of commun1cat1on that: handles . =
abstract 'entltles ‘such’' as 1deas, symbols, 1deaa or '
‘ 1nformat1on' ‘we have believed: that. we do. - not touch

- each other 8 bodyhoods w1th words; we have believed - =

: ‘that’ ind1v1duals - “have autonomous ,selfj_-
. vj1dent1t1es~ .we have. bel1eved tht the.mind.is 1n the
" head ... and we do not. realxze that. we. brxhg forth -

" the “world in wh1ch we exist ‘as we. language 1t.'(pp
_32 33) R L R :

llnked to all 1nteract10ns and coord1nat1ons of behav-;w.f

generatebvff

L.tlnctxonsfvf



Th1s statement by the authors summarlzes succznctly some fgffﬂ

SRS

fallac1e§’ that are proposed by the/}gnear model It 1s;;fﬁ

t1me to 1ook at th1s process and an alternate 'v1ewpo1nt toLL;T

- i

exp1a1n the commun1cat10n w1th1n a theraputlc situatlon..‘ff;f"

-0

'T:"ic:-Ambzgultles 1n the Commun:cat1on Event

1t 1s\th only the tradlfaonal communicat1on model thatff!i

:hxmpl1e§ amb1gu1ty,\but any 1n1t1al commun1cat1on event (any.[

iﬁ_1n1t1al ge?t1ng together where there 1s the p0551b111ty for35f4

*ffizf1n1t1a11y jisf'"behav1or ‘f: "descrlptlon of 51mple actlons

1nt ractlon) 1s 1n 1tself an amblguous event‘ Wha} ‘occurszﬁ ‘

7.(refer to F1gure 1) Keeney (1983) refers t thls ¢_s}[théfﬁii

. i ,,,/
/

"L_" data (p.: 41) observers/’or' part1c1pants are o

111nvolved in’ 51mple un1ts such\as paylng attentlon t° uttered{;f

“”-?words, phrases,- sentences and 51mp1e actlons wh1qh areh;-f

_\
Tan .

t_[e11c1ted by fac1al expre551ons,vvo1ce tonallty, and otherf'

'anonverbal cues;‘fﬁl thlS 901nt context is: ot yet deflﬁghﬁjf

‘"ijand the event is. amb1guous.;,ﬁ;i,f35o'rltﬂir..y 3Hflﬂ)fff1e“f=“

ngba.;s~gnot_ unt11 the part1c1pants have observed “de-f?"

'v:.scr1pt1ons jofjvszmple act1ons" and begln a_ process of

""fcategorleng act1on o that ' context '-comes I1nto» belng;"'

“"Categorles of actlon ,(Keeney, 19&3 p; 42) fare ways Sof
,flnti'bretxng and 1dent1fy1ng a pattern that the part1c1pantsf;t

‘Jrhave become part of Th1s namlng rﬂlldent1f1catlon disf;anj_o“

'1nd1cat1on that ‘seehfsxmple actlons fas meanlngfullyf{j

“”organlzed 1n a partlcular context and the patterns that areff

J_1dent1f1ed begln establ1sh1ng contexts and rules of context.‘f

. ) : PEEEN '



COHSeﬂSng

.\

T:coupllng occurs betweEn/among Tfthegffi

part1c1pants. If the rules of context are not agreed upon or ifﬂ
. - Yo

:f:f"?féu amb1guous, 1t may become-ia 51tuatlon 1n wh1ch the

1”3part1c1pants each attempt to val1date the“r'ownf

‘7L}5d1v1s1veness or sp11t among the communlcants occurs‘._

g‘ules and

ThlS consensus 1n regards to def1n1t1ve uo amb1guous R

.\

R

‘?’jjrules {ot context and/or ié’gcommon sevf of cr1ter1a QoffF;

'“{val1datlon need not occur only at the level f-l categorxes

'-foof actlon but "ic nv also 0ccur at levels wh1ch Keeney

;"f(1983) 1dent1f1ed As' categor1es,foﬁ°f 1nteractlon v'and;;i
“* categorles of choreography.ﬁ Where there have been repeated

fflnéeractlops<§nd\sequencfinof

commun1cat1on events as 'rﬁ:n

*5couples lor famllles, the es of context for consensus or L

n{;,d1v151veness can reach hlghly complex levels and become 'e;f,;:.

*ftremely d1ff1cu1t to sort out.n"Categor1es of 1nteract1on
I

_.;refer to patterns of relatzonshlp rather, than' patterns,fofgiy

?fyactlon (Bateson s concepts of symmetrlcal and complementary

"

”f:_relatlonsh1ps fall under thlS category) Keeney (1983)”n“

Do

categor1es 'of choreography have‘l1tt1e lah-*ca

o . - «.“.

'fguage to 1dent1fy them The only language that we may have j*'

“]ava11able “to us IS\the language of analogy and the language'ﬁ“
Of metaphor.v-’-”'." R L S . R

o

w»Mendez, Coddou and Maturana (Note 2) have 1dent1f1ed
S ’ \
"-s1m11ar %gtegorles us1ng sl1ghtly dxfferent concepts _but

;'they do; compare to Keeney s (1983) and‘Bateson s (1972)



‘.Jﬁﬁéfﬁffh pért1c1pants

‘397f;1dent1fy

. ;verballz1ng

'5 categor1es of

R cular 'conversatlons:giareﬂ,_

;* patterns :ef?L

analog1c: and dlgltal modes of“?

S 4 \ ..',., ‘ lqi»

transl&%e
/

translat1on.;,

1nteract1on," Mendez et al (Note 2) rdent1fy ﬁf;f'""

oy e
1;_conyersat1ons : whzch enta11 the descr1pt1on éf

'-fﬂpar icipants . .i.in called conversat1ons for

po:it1ve or - negat1ve characterlstics .between’ thEa ;;gl f

"ﬁch ractef1zat1ons-l and conversat1ons ‘“that - :enta1lf»*“

complaints = for’ Aunfulleled expectatlons,... calledtﬁt

Gconversatlons for accusatlons and -recriminations. .. .~

‘"'?_(p. 38 oS

Conversatlons ffor characterlzat1on,' accusat1ons fnendt}f
- recr1m1natzons ;av dlffenent h,than‘ conversat1ons qun.x

coord1nat1ons of behav1or,1n that they deflne nelat;onghib;tf.;

ommun1cat1on, they emphasizeffﬁf
| ‘hlnd1v1duals attempt?&{f
'frpm one mode ;to the °other. Stat:ng or;¥f‘
descﬂrptlons of behav1ors and placzng them 1nto? ¥f

’j'fgdr? 1nteractlon 1nvolves problems offffe

e Wherp B Keeney (1983) _ cla551f§es categoraes | of}f}g

DA



w’;contqnuaIIY",1n§eract.-. fzﬁ;;

e”'f cpnsensus and d1 i

q?t fluctuate evéntually' ;1eads 6’

pdﬁmolog1cal commuhicatloh._g:_ﬁ,:Qf}ijTTﬁ;“

D Cons1derat10ns for Therapy
- AIn conversatlah all part1c1pants ‘ére bothﬂj-;
v;;llsteners and speakers ‘the.same ‘time; and-all =
. listen: and speak from the. doma1ns of' ‘expectations; < e
;*]oblxgatlons ‘and values;, to which they structurally. . .-

. ...belong: in tﬁe soc1al and cultural domains .which they '
nq_contr;bq- fo. generate wzth thelr behav1or._(Note 2,;”7*

36). T S R T e SR




tﬂ1_ goperaggng wzth 4bjeotav1ty 1n parenthe51s.;.fzix;--

: #g{}advgntage of allow1ng the theraplst to see patterns bf
'feicommun1cat1on both verbal and nonverbal 1n thexr clxents. As :
“*ifnopposed to a strtgt therapeutie'model for 1nterpretat1on,'1t
“2%talso pr0v1dew

~he client

-ﬁfect:change. Mendez at al (Note 2) call thls process one

X -

Puttlng object1v1ty 1n parenthes;s has the d1st1nct
A

'fnformatzon of a contextual nature as to howﬁ.

-'»—

the world _ri any theraplst th1s 1s
77;Lf1nvaluable 1nformat10n. viﬁi'ﬁtﬁiiﬁff-;ffz?'A;fftiﬁffgﬁ.lkjgf‘;f
W1th object1v1ty parenthes1s theraplst

N c : ‘ . a 3
k;*detetm1ne how a oq1ent f punctuates a_ stream of events

'q‘verbally and what klnd of }nonverbal 'commun1catxons are ff.

)

”"iut1l1zea 1n thlS act of punctuatlng It also 1nd1cates that

fllttherap1sts should be caub1ous 1n 1nterpret1ng nonverbal cues

’Tfﬂas they are extremely complex forms of commun1cat1on., e



_ca 4dzscern tuies.

.“%t?rpretat1ons. It 1s onq :f

A
H




t”an”lat1on..To thqs end,,

1sted 1n Chapter Four are appllcable to any thefépist

ihai ’inf theraput1c- 51tuat1on, attempt1ng dLstlnguish”_u_

‘el

gpathologlcal communlcatlons 1n cl;ents.g

h

f‘;f’i,g.s; 1 n ; t-he’"

_[therapy should not be what determ1nes change for the cllent,

*L_wj‘buthlhather ~what the cllent determlnes as necessary for"

jwzchange Mllton Er1ckson was a therap1st who bel1eved that .a
'tnew theory emerged for every cllent he saw. He also belleved

'that a theraplst i'understandzng of thea

was lxmlted In Erickson (1980), he sta' s-3y”

uﬁWhat a theraplst knows, understands or hel1evesfr;“‘
. /about - pat1ent is frequently lhmlted in character : [
- -and: often ‘mistaken. . What he ik w1111ng to  let :
__patzents discover. about’ themselves and to- Use: effec*.if
. tivelyg#s of exceedlngly great therapeutlc “impor-=.
tance. (VOl.-IV, p 349) r R

\" ,' : a-ﬁ S « .—
s _';'bellefs about therapy f°110w the systemlc
and are 'ciosely a11gned Wlth other theor1sts
lghout th1s thes1s. Mendez‘et al (13%6) concurr*;4

ith( 8 ickson when they state that f‘ff"jgﬁ;ﬁft R"

c uccess 1nnthe domaln of . human rel&tlons'jf_~
he;ping the consult1ng person or perSons-"3
e

parentheSJS ;n.“the1r- domaln of;"

‘

I TR

c11ent s s1tuat1on _f”

. \ ‘u_:'*

“:facto ‘or . through -awareness w:thu"ﬁ:*"



s :'f'ous"'expefke“cfs in: regards

elemepts 1nvolved

.ﬁfprocess of cﬁ%ﬁ”“kﬁﬁﬁ1°""7;5




r?éééﬁ person i -ﬂ”{uniQue ,.7
-psychotherapy shouid ~be" formulated

to méet ther5~*7

"Wﬂjun1queness -of ' ‘the- 1nd1v1dua1’s negds, rather thanfffﬁ:

‘tailoring the person to fit the Procrustean:. bed
hypothetxcal theory of human behav10t.~;gh:p

E rjckson y

e L
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